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Introduction 
 
This document was prepared in order to respond to the recommendations issued by Synapse 
Energy Economics in their report titled “Planning for the Future at the CTGS Site” (Synapse 
Report) dated March 15, 2019. 
 
Maritime Electrics’ responses to the eleven recommendations (Page ii of Synapse Report) are 
included in responses R-1 through R-11. Other matters arising in the report are addressed in 
responses R-12 through R-28. 
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R-1 Response to Recommendation 1 
 

“The Commission should approve the retirement of Turbines 7–10 at CTGS.” 
 
 
Response: 
 
Maritime Electric agrees with this recommendation. 
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R-2 Response to Recommendation 2 
“The Commission should not approve the demolition of the non‐BOP portion of the CTGS 
structure until MECL presents a more robust case for the cost‐effectiveness of demolition 
over retention.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
Synapse expresses a concern that the original CTGS Re-Purposing Study conducted by CBCL 
Engineering (CBCL) does not satisfactorily resolve whether the CTGS building should be 
demolished. Synapse indicates that it is not possible to assess several of the options without cost 
differentials, this was in reference to the original Table 0.1: Summary of Probable Costs (or Table 
6.1: Summary of Probable Costs) which did not fully cost out alternate options to Options A, B, E 
or F. See original table below: 
 

Table 0.1:  Summary of Probable Costs 

Option Title Probable Cost Probable Cost 
Differential 

A Transformer Shop  $ 3,500,000 Not applicable 
B-1, B-2 Head Office (with or without Energy 

Control Centre integration) 
 $ 9,500,000 Not applicable 

C1 Combustion Turbine (compared to 
the Exterior Turbine cost on site for 
cost differential) 

 $ 72,000,000  +$ 4,000,000 

C2 Combustion Turbine (compared to 
Greenfield Turbine Site cost for 
cost differential) 

 $ 80,000,000  -$ 8,0000,000 

D SF6 GIS SF6 Substation (compared to 
low profile substation for cost 
differential) 

 $ 9,200,000  $ 3,300,000 

D Air GIS Air Substation (compared to 
low profile substation for cost 
differential) 

 $ 9,600,000  $ 3,700,000 

E Leased Industrial Space  $ 2,700,000 Not applicable 
F Retain Empty Shell  $ 1,360,000 Not applicable 

 
Synapse indicated that there is always an alternative option, even if the alternative option is to 
remain with the status quo. With this in mind Maritime Electric requested CBCL to update the 
Summary of Probable Costs Table with the alternative options fully costed out. Maritime Electric 
and CBCL also concluded that initial upfront costs do not accurately reflect the overall impact to 
rate payers so the analysis was modified from a summary of capital investment requirement to a 
full Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Analysis. 
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The full details of this life cycle cost analysis of CTGS Building Repurposing options are included 
in a revised table in an Addendum (to the original CBCL Repurposing Study of the Charlottetown 
Thermal Generating Station Building) provided in R-2 - Attachment 1. 
 
Below is a summary of what has been included in each option and a description of the alternative 
that each option is compared to: 
 
Option A - This option considers relocating the Transformer Shop from the West Royalty 

Service Centre (WRSC) as well as the Hazardous Waste Facility (HWF) from their 
current locations to the Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station (CTGS) site. 
This option has both the Transformer Shop and HWF moving into the area 
presently housing Turbine 10 and Boiler 10. The alternative to this option is to 
demolish the entire facility and to maintain the Transformer Shop and HWF in their 
present locations and continue to operate as they do now. This option weighs the 
added cost to selectively demolish1 the steam plant equipment, fit-up the space to 
house the transformer shop, moving costs and the ongoing O & M costs against 
the cost to demolish the entire facility, the missed income from the sale/lease of 
the existing facilities and the existing O & M costs. 

 
Option B - This option looks at relocating the existing Head Office from 180 Kent Street and 

the Energy Control Centre (ECC) from 50 Cumberland Street to the CTGS site. 
This option has both the Head Office and ECC operations being combined and 
moving into the CTGS in the area presently housing Turbine 9 and Boiler 9. The 
alternative to this option is to demolish the entire facility and maintain the Head 
Office and ECC in their present locations and continue to operate as they do now. 
This option weighs the added cost to: selectively demolish the steam plant 
equipment, fit-up the space to house the new office space, moving costs and the 
ongoing O & M costs against the cost to demolish the entire facility, the missed 
income from the sale of the existing facilities and the existing O & M costs. 

 
Option C -  This option looks at locating a future Combustion Turbine inside the existing Steam 

Plant Building. The alternative to this option is to demolish the entire facility and to 
install a similar Combustion Turbine outside on the CTGS site similar to the 
existing installation of CT3. In R-2 – Attachment 1, CBCL has not examined the 
lifecycle costs of the new Combustion Turbine on a greenfield site as this option 
was already proven to be more costly than the option to install a CT outdoors on 
the CTGS site (Reference: Page 34, CBCL Engineering’s - CTGS Building 
Repurposing Study, included as Schedule 3 in November 16, 2018 filing). Also, 
since the purpose of this revised submission is to analyze the merits of demolishing 
the existing CTGS building, Maritime Electric concluded that the greenfield CT site 
would not influence this decision. 

 
 
 
                                                           
1 Selective Demolition/Removal refers to a situation where the building structure would remain and therefore, 

demolition of the boilers, turbines, concrete pedestals for turbines, and ancillary equipment would have to be 
completed by hand (torches, saws, jackhammers) or small machinery (mini-excavators, skid steers or robotics with 
demolition attachments) resulting in significantly decreased productivity compared to demolition methodologies 
which involve use of large excavators with demolition attachments. 
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Option D - This option looks at locating a future SF6 Gas Insulated Substation inside the 
existing CTGS Building. The alternative to this option is to demolish the entire 
facility and install a low-profile air insulated substation outdoors on the CTGS site. 
In R-2 - Attachment 1, CBCL has not examined the lifecycle costs of the Air-
Insulated Substation located inside the CTGS building as this option was already 
proven to be more costly than the option to install an SF6 gas insulated substation 
inside (Reference: Page 37 CBCL Engineering’s - CTGS Building Repurposing 
Study, included as Schedule 3 in November 16, 2018 filing). Therefore, if the 
financial analysis indicates it is more cost effective to install a low-profile substation 
outdoors than an SF6 substation inside the CTGS building then it can be reasoned 
that it is also more cost effective to install a low-profile substation outdoors than an 
air insulated substation inside. 

 
Option E - This option looks at selectively demolishing/removing the CTGS equipment from 

the building and then fitting up the existing Boiler 9/Turbine 9 and Boiler 10/Turbine 
10 areas to be rented/leased to a third party. The alternative to this option is to 
demolish the entire facility resulting in the lost opportunity for rental/lease income. 
This option weighs the added cost to: selectively demolish the steam plant, fit-up 
the space to house the new tenant and the ongoing O&M costs against the cost to 
demolish the entire facility and the forgone income from the rental/lease of the 
space. 

 
Option F -  This option looks at selectively demolishing/removing the CTGS equipment from 

the building and then leaving it empty for possible future uses. The alternative to 
this option is to demolish the entire facility resulting in a potential missed 
opportunity to use the space in the future. This option weighs the added cost to: 
selectively demolish the steam plant, make necessary upgrades to the roof and 
structure and the ongoing O & M costs against the cost to demolish the entire 
facility. 

 
Cost Implications of Installing New Generation Inside Re-purposed CTGS Building 
Maritime Electric requires 10-minute start capabilities from its on-Island generation in order to 
meet its ancillary services requirements. As such, a combustion turbine is best suited for this 
application. 
 
Combustion turbines are generally sold as a standardized package, including weather and sound 
enclosures. Locating a combustion turbine within the existing CTGS building may negate the 
requirement for some of the weatherproofing, but sound attenuation enclosures would still be 
required by the equipment. 
 
In addition, the incremental costs associated with the following would make an indoors installation 
more expensive than a turnkey outdoors installation: 
 
 Combustion turbine packages are a standardized commodity that are modular in their 

construction. Asking for a custom-built solution installed indoors in an old Steam Plant 
Building will increase the price from the vendor. There are some combustion turbines 
installed inside buildings around the world but these buildings have generally been built 
around/over the combustion turbine after the turbine has been fully assembled on its 
foundation; 
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 Raising the filter house to be above the level of the current CTGS building roof will increase 
structural steel costs; 

 Constructing the base required for the turbine-generator, via access through either the 
sidewall or the roof of the existing building, which would include: 
o Installing footings into the existing ground  
o Excavation/demolition of the existing concrete floor and near wooden/steel piles 

supporting the existing building foundations (which are to remain) 
o Forming the turbine-generator base around the existing building foundations and 

footings 
 Installing the equipment while working around the existing building structural members, 

including hoisting equipment through the roof or skidding items in through the walls. 
 
While winter weather has some impact on a combustion turbine (requiring enclosure heating, heat 
tracing and weather proofing), the CTGS building would also have to be heated to ensure proper 
operation of the combustion turbine. Heating the building (Turbine 7 and Turbine 8 Zones of CTGS 
Building have 258,140 feet3 of volume) would be far more costly than heating just the dedicated 
weatherproof sound enclosures for a combustion turbine (CT3’s enclosure has 20,035 feet3 of 
volume which is 13 times less than the Turbine 7/Turbine 8 section of CTGS building). 
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Below is the revised summary Table 0.1: Summary of Probable Life Cycle Costs 
 

Table 0.1: 
Revised Summary of Probable Life Cycle Costs 

Option Title Probable LCC Probable LCC 
Alternative 

Probable LCC 
Differential 

A Transformer Repairs and 
Storage 
Relocated to Plant Zone 10 
Compared to Status Quo 

 $ 16,108,528  $ 11,532,645  $ 4,575,883 

B Head Office and ECC 
Relocated to Plant Zone 9 
Compared to Status Quo 

 $ 22,289,138  $ 14,812,557  $ 7,476,581 

C1 Combustion Turbine 
Constructed Indoors (CTGS 
Zones 7 and 8) Compared to 
Construction Outdoors on Site 

 $ 85,480,434  $ 78,646,800  $ 6,833,634 

D SF6 GIS Substation (SF6) 
Constructed in Plant Zone 4 
Compared to Outdoor 
Construction of a Low Profile 
Substation 

 $ 22,426,161  $ 16,595,904  $ 5,830,257 

E Leased Industrial Space in Plant 
Zones 9 and 10 

 $ 16,569,864  $ 10,646,800  $ 5,923,064 

F Retain Empty Shell  $ 21,144,500  $ 10,646,800  $ 10,497,700 
Notes: 
1. LCC is Life Cycle Cost. 
2. All amounts, including GHD demolition costs, are reported in 2019 dollars. 
3. Selective demolition is carried out in 2022. 
4. Re-purposing options are implemented in 2023. 
5. 35-Year Life Cycle period commences in 2023 and ends in 2058. 
6. Reported "Fit-up / Construction" costs for each option are applicable to subject areas of the Plant directly impacted 

by the option, e.g. Option C includes re-roofing costs for Zones 7 and 8, but does not include re-roofing costs for 
the other zones of the Plant. This means that costs for "Roof Replacement", "New Ground Floor 3'-0" above 
existing", and "Structural Analysis and Code Review" and "Structural Strengthening" in areas of the Plant not 
directly impacted by the option are excluded from the cost of that option. 

 
A summary of all costs included in each of the options is included in R-2 - Attachment 1. 
 
AACI-certified appraisal and valuation reports provided by ARA - McQuaid and Associates are 
included as follows: 
 
1. Valuation Report – Rental Value of WRSC Transformer Shop Space R-2 - Attachment 2. 
2. Appraisal Report – Sale Value of 103 Longworth Ave. Building & Land R-2 - Attachment 3. 
3. Appraisal Report – Sale Value of 180 Kent Street Building & Land R-2 - Attachment 4. 
4. Appraisal Report – Sale Value of 50 Cumberland St. Building & Land R-2 - Attachment 5. 
5. Valuation Report – Rental Value of CTGS Building Space R-2 - Attachment 6. 
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Options A, B & E include the sale or lease of resulting surplus space as per below: 
 
 Option A includes the rental/lease of the space that presently houses the Transformer 

Shop in WRSC at a rate of $86,400 per year (Reference:  R-2 – Attachment 2). This option 
also includes the sale of the HWF (103 Longworth Ave.) estimated at $426,000 
(Reference: R-2 – Attachment 3). 

 Option B includes the sale of the existing Maritime Electric Head Office at 180 Kent Street 
estimated at $3,700,000 (Reference:  R-2 – Attachment 4) as well as the ECC building 
estimated at $875,000 (Reference:  R-2 – Attachment 5). 

 Option E includes the rental/lease of the existing areas of #9 & #10 in the CTGS building 
at an estimated rate of $158,545 per year (Reference:  R-2 – Attachment 6). 

 
The revised Table 0.1: Summary of Probably Costs indicates that all six options for re-purposing 
the Steam Plant result in an added cost to customers. The least expensive Option is Option A, 
which is the relocation of the Transformer Shop from WRSC and the HWF from its current home 
to the Steam Plant. This option would result in a separation of two operations, which co-exist on 
one site presently. This change would have an effect on operational efficiencies, as the bulk of 
transformers would be stored at the Steam Plant meaning that weekly shipments of stock from 
the CTGS to WRSC would be required so that Maritime Electric line crews would have enough 
transformer stock to complete their work. Conversely, each line crew would need to travel across 
Charlottetown to pick up transformers for each job requiring a transformer. These inefficiencies 
have not been included in the analysis, however, they would further increase the Probable LCC 
differential. 
 
For Option E, which is the retention of the empty shell and the repurposing for a leased space for 
a third party, it should be noted that in the ARA - McQuaid and Associates report (included in R-
2 - Attachment 6) they have noted that the CTGS is zoned as a “Comprehensive Development 
Area” (CDA) which means that Council of the City of Charlottetown must approve any changes in 
use for this site. ARA - McQuaid and Associates also point out that the City has been slowly 
transforming the area surrounding the CTGS from Industrial use to more Residential and Tourism 
uses, they point this out to caution that it is very likely that a change in use from the existing Power 
Plant to Industrial leased space may not receive City Council approval. One additional issue with 
Option E may be the fact that Maritime Electric is a regulated utility and leasing/renting commercial 
space is not part of Maritime Electric’s core business practice. Because of the structure of it’s 
business Maritime Electric may be seen as having an unfair advantage over others trying to obtain 
new commercial/industrial tenants. 
 
There are several options for re-purposing the CTGS. Maritime Electric and CBCL have 
completed life cycle cost analyses on six of the most likely scenarios and all six options show a 
net negative impact to customers of $4.6 Million (or greater). Although the accuracy range is wide 
for the cost estimate for each option considered, the magnitude of the negative impact to 
customers is significant for each option. With this in mind, Maritime Electric concludes that the 
most cost effective option for the future of the CTGS is full decommissioning as submitted. 
 
The following write-up “Cost Estimate for Selective Demolition of CTGS Equipment” was prepared 
by GHD to describe the cost impacts of selectively demolishing/removing the CTGS equipment 
from the building in preparation for building repurposing. 
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Cost Estimate for Selective Demolition of CTGS Equipment 
To re-purpose the non-CT3 Balance of Plant (BOP) Equipment portion of the building, existing 
power generation equipment located within the building must be decommissioned and 
demolished to remove hazards and maintain a safe work environment, as well as to make space 
for new use. The original Summary of Probable Costs for each re-purposing option in the Re-
purposing Study were strictly for installation of new facilities, and assumed that the building has 
already been decommissioned and interior equipment had been demolished and removed from 
the building (an empty building shell) and a flat concrete floor was left behind. 
 
In reality, to re-purpose the building, a cost would be incurred to decommission and demolish the 
interior equipment to prepare the building for any re-purposing option. Therefore, the revised 
CTGS Building Re-purposing Study also includes interior decommissioning/demolition costs for 
each re-purposing option. 
 
As part of the revised Re-purposing Study, GHD Engineering were engaged to complete an 
Association for the Advancement of Costing Engineering (AACE) Class 3 estimate (+30% to -
20% accuracy range) for interior decommissioning/demolition of the non-BOP portion of the 
building, including hazardous material removals, selective demolition/removal of interior 
equipment (including boilers, turbines, concrete pedestals and supports and all associated 
equipment and piping), and restoration of the building slab and envelope affected by removals. 
The selective demolition of equipment from within the building carries with it a $1,635,360 
premium over the June 28 Decommissioning Plan costs and Maritime Electric customers would 
still have the liability of decommissioning the building at a future date. A detailed breakdown of 
the selective equipment removal and demolition estimate is provided in R-2 - Attachment 7. 
 
GHD notes that the interior decommissioning/demolition costs for retaining the non-BOP portion 
of the building are higher than the interior decommissioning/demolition costs for complete 
demolition of the Steam Plant Building as provided in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study. 
The June 2018 Decommissioning Study included a Class B Cost Estimate completed in 
accordance with Treasury Board of Canada methodologies and is equivalent to an AACE Class 
3 estimate. The cost difference is mostly attributable to slower productivity of the selective 
demolition methodologies. The items with significant cost differentials are outlined below: 
 
 Asbestos Abatement: The abatement costs provided in the June 2018 Decommissioning 

Study assume that the building will be demolished; allowing abatement crews to remove 
select structural members if they are impeding access to asbestos containing materials 
(ACM) and/or the erection of contained work areas. With the building being retained, crews 
cannot remove structural members and may have to use a slower method to access the 
ACM or alter the erection of the contained work areas, resulting in decreased productivity. 
The building’s electrical distribution system will be energized, which, will cause 
inefficiencies in productivity as crews will need to isolate/lock-out energy sources 
periodically and work around utilities that will need to be protected. 

 Selective Demolition/Removal of Plant Equipment: The interior demolition and removal 
costs provided in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study assume that large excavators 
with demolition attachments and loaders could access the plant equipment as the building 
structure is progressively demolished. As the building structure would remain, large 
excavators will not be able to access the plant interior. Therefore, demolition of the boilers, 
turbines, concrete pedestals for turbines, and ancillary equipment would have to be 
completed by hand (torches, saws, jackhammers) or small machinery (mini-excavators, 
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skid steers or robotics with demolition attachments) resulting in significantly decreased 
productivity compared to demolition methodologies assumed in the 2018 
Decommissioning Study. 

 Building Slab Restoration: There are numerous voids including pits, wells and pipes 
located in the building basement. In the June 2018 Decommissioning Study, it was 
assumed that these voids would be backfilled with crushed concrete and imported fill. 
However, if the building were retained for re-use, these voids would need to be covered 
with concrete to provide a safe and usable concrete floor. Therefore, a fully compactable 
fill would be used to fill the voids, and the top 6” of the void would be filled with new 
concrete. 

 Building Envelope Restoration: Multiple building utilities and plant equipment penetrate 
the building envelope (walls and roof), including water and fire protection lines, duct work, 
and electrical cables. These utilities and equipment would be removed as part of the 
interior demolition, leaving holes in the building walls and roof ranging in size from six 
inches to 6.5 feet in diameter. Patching of these holes would be required to ensure the 
building envelope is water-tight, resulting in an additional cost not carried in the complete 
demolition of the building. 

 
In addition to costs incurred for interior decommissioning/demolition of plant equipment, retaining 
the non-BOP portion of the building will also affect costs for demolition of other exterior 
infrastructure at the Site, including the stacks. Additional controls and modified demolition 
methodologies are required to protect the non-BOP portion of the building that would remain. The 
table included in R-2 – Attachment 7 outlines the resulting additional demolition costs for retaining 
the entire Steam Plant superstructure (both non-BOP and the CT3 BOP portions of the Steam 
Plant Building), compared to complete demolition of the building as provided in the Class B Cost 
Estimate included in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study. 
 
Further details on why additional costs are incurred and a revised project schedule for the 
selective demolition option are provided in the detailed cost tables in R-2 - Attachment 8. 
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R-3 Response to Recommendation 3 
“The Commission should not approve demolition of the BOP‐portion of the CTGS and 
construction of a new BOP building unless MECL can present a clearer justification, since 
demolition does not appear to be meaningfully less expensive than maintaining the BOP 
section of the CTGS.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
The Preliminary Options Analysis was prepared by GHD in December 2017 (filed with the 
Commission on June 28, 2018) to outline differential costs only between partial demolition of the 
CTGS Building (retention of the CT3 BOP) versus full demolition of the CTGS Building and 
construction of a new CT3 BOP Equipment building. The Preliminary Options Analysis included 
an AACE Class 5 cost estimate with an accuracy of range of +100% to -50% for only significant 
cost items associated with both scenarios. The intent of the Preliminary Options Analysis was to 
facilitate a screening comparison between the anticipated primary cost components of each 
scenario and to identify risk items that could not be costed based on available information at that 
time. 
 
The Preliminary Options Analysis did not include Contingency Costs, Owner’s Costs or other 
potential project related expenses (insurance, permitting). Based on the findings of the 
Preliminary Options Analysis, the preferred option of full demolition of the CTGS Building was 
carried forward in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study Report prepared by GHD which 
included a Treasury Board Class B cost estimate (+30% to -20%) which is similar to an AACE 
Class 3 estimate. 
 
The construction of a new BOP building was carried forward to an AACE Class 4 cost estimate 
(+50% to -30%) which was prepared by Chandler Architecture, MCA Consultants and Strum 
Engineering in July 2018 and was previously submitted to the Commission. 
 
Maritime Electric agrees with Synapse that further refinement of the quantitative options analysis 
and inclusion of a qualitative options analysis for each CT3 BOP option would provide the 
Commission with clearer justification for the current plan to demolish the entire CTGS Building. 
As a result, Maritime Electric retained GHD in April 2019 to complete an Updated Options Analysis 
which includes full life cycle costs for each option (not just differential costs), and to refine the 
Class 5 estimate for retaining the CT3 BOP to improved accuracy levels, where possible, based 
on information and costing obtained during completion of the Class 3 cost estimate in the June 
2018 Decommissioning Study. 
 
Results of the updated cost estimates for each CT3 BOP option are detailed in the following 
subsections including a quantitative evaluation of the cost difference between the two options. In 
addition, Maritime Electric has provided a qualitative analysis of the two CT3 BOP options that 
discusses potential Maritime Electric liabilities and risks. 
 
The Updated Options Analysis table, which includes a line item for the proposed new CT3 BOP 
building construction costs, is provided in R-3 - Attachment 1. A detailed AACE Class 1 cost 
estimate for the construction of a new CT3 BOP building is provided in R-3 - Attachment 2. A 
layout drawing from the drawing package that was prepared to calculate the AACE Class 1 cost 
estimate is provided in R-3 - Attachment 3. 
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NEW CT3 BOP Building Cost Estimate 
In February 2019 Maritime Electric retained CBCL Engineering (Charlottetown and Halifax offices) 
to further refine the AACE Class 4 cost estimate (+50% to -30%) for the new CT3 BOP Equipment 
building to an AACE Class 1 cost estimate (+15% to -10%). The revised AACE Class 1 cost 
estimate included a significant reduction in the building footprint area by eliminating office spaces 
and washrooms, as Maritime Electric identified that adequate office spaces and washroom 
facilities are already present in the existing Energy Control Centre (ECC) building on-site. 
 
Another reduction in the new building footprint area was obtained by eliminating a mechanical 
maintenance shop (Machine Shop) within the proposed new CT3 BOP Equipment building and, 
instead, retaining the existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop building that is currently located 
adjacent to the CTGS Building (connected by a breezeway). Although the Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop is located adjacent to infrastructure slated for demolition, controls can be 
implemented to reduce health and safety and property damage risks throughout the demolition 
activities.  
 
A key assumption for retention of the Mechanical Maintenance Shop is that the building will not 
be used by Maritime Electric staff during the CTGS demolition activities (or a portion thereof) to 
ensure worker protection. In addition, the existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop building 
structure would have to be protected from impact damages during active demolition to ensure the 
building retains its structural integrity for future use. Once the CTGS demolition project is 
completed, the Mechanical Maintenance Shop would be available for re-use by Maritime Electric. 
 
As such, for inclusion in the new CT3 BOP Equipment building option, GHD prepared an AACE 
Class 4 estimate for the additional costs to the demolition project that will be incurred to retain the 
existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop (see back-up to Updated Options Analysis Table in R-3 
Attachment 1). The additional factors requiring consideration in the updated cost analysis for the 
new CT3 BOP Equipment building option if the Mechanical Maintenance Shop is to be retained 
include, but are not limited to the following: 
 
 Additional costs related to decreased demolition productivity when demolishing the section 

of the CTGS Building adjacent to the Mechanical Maintenance Shop, including the 
connecting breezeway. 

 Additional costs for temporary controls and measures for protecting the Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop building during CTGS Building demolition activities. 

 Additional costs to grout the buried utilities (large diameter CW lines) beneath the 
Mechanical Maintenance Shop that can no longer be excavated and backfilled as planned 
in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study. 

 Cost savings as the Mechanical Maintenance Shop building superstructure, slab and 
foundations no longer require demolition. 

 Loss of salvage value from the steel in the Mechanical Maintenance Shop building that 
would have been recycled. 

 Additional costs for plugging the hole in the end wall of the Mechanical Maintenance Shop 
building once the breezeway is removed. 

 Additional costs for electrical and mechanical disconnections, re-routing and 
commissioning following demolition of the CTGS Building. 

 Additional costs associated with limitations to site access, construction equipment 
movement and lay-down areas posed by keeping the Mechanical Maintenance Shop in 
its current location. 
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In addition to the factors above pertaining to the demolition costs, there will also be operation and 
maintenance costs associated with retaining the existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop that need 
to be considered such as a scheduled roof replacement, annual heating costs and annual utility 
costs for this dedicated building. 
 
The table below outlines the changes made in the AACE Class 1 cost estimate for the new CT3 
BOP Equipment building compared to the previous Class 4 and Class 5 estimates. Additional 
details on the implementation of specific changes to the new building requirements and 
associated costs are provided in CBCL’s AACE Class 1 Cost Estimate in R-3 - Attachment 2, as 
well as in Maritime Electric’s Response to Interrogatories from Synapse Energy Economics dated 
February 1, 2019.  A breakdown of the additional costs associated with retaining the Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop are also outlined in the table below and included in the Updated Options 
Analysis table (in the line items for the new CT3 BOP Equipment building) provided in R-3 - 
Attachment 1. 
 

Summary of Updated Cost Estimate for New CT3 BOP Building 

Item 

Preliminary 
Options 

Analysis AACE 
Class 5 (Cost 
Differential) 

AACE Class 4 
Estimate 

(Chandler, 
MCA, Strum) 

AACE Class 1 
Estimate 
(CBCL) 

Notes 

New 
Construction 
Costs - 
Building 

$1,321,000 $1,025,000 $1,605,000 

 Piles, grade beams and reinforced slabs not 
included in Class 4 estimate but will be required 
due to site conditions. These costs are generally 
offset by reduction in building size. 

 Added costs for pipe trenching, transformer pad 
prep, relocation of underground utilities, and 
paving, resulted in a cost increase  

 Contractor fees were only 4% of the construction 
costs in the Class 4 estimate not the common 
15%; resulting is an added cost  

New 
Construction 
Costs - 
Mechanical 

$716,000 $589,900 $675,464 

 Reduction of cost for mechanical building services 
due to reduced building size 

 Added mechanical costs for RO/EDI system 
relocations, water lines and supports, installation 
of oil water separator, relocation of air system, and 
labour associated with relocation of RO/EDI. 
Addition of the ancillary work – equipment 
relocation costs not included in the Class 4 
estimate. 

 Class 1 Estimate does not include mechanical life-
cycle costs. 

New 
Construction 
Costs - 
Electrical 

$368,000 $930,800 $871,000 

 Additional cost to account for heat trace, building 
services costs, relocation of RTU’s and, waste 
water control panels and instrument relocation and 
electrical system commissioning that were not 
included in the Class 4 estimate. However, these 
costs are off-set by re-use of existing MCC and DC 
charger, and the reduced size of the building 
resulting in a net reduction in electrical costs  

 Class 1 Estimate does not include electrical life-
cycle costs or allowance for heating and utility 
costs. 

Subtotal $2,405,000 $2,545,700 $3,151,000  
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Summary of Updated Cost Estimate for New CT3 BOP Building 

Item 

Preliminary 
Options 

Analysis AACE 
Class 5 (Cost 
Differential) 

AACE Class 4 
Estimate 

(Chandler, 
MCA, Strum) 

AACE Class 1 
Estimate 
(CBCL) 

Notes 

Consultant 
Fees & MECL 
Labour 

$190,450 $521,788 $753,000 
 MECL labour costs not included in Class 5 estimate 

and engineering costs increased to reflect 
quotations received. 

Subtotal $2,595,450 $3,067,488 $3,904,000  
Contingency - $287,149 $315,000  Construction contingency of 10% carried forward 
Subtotal 
New 
Construction 
Costs 

$2,595,450 $3,354,637 $4,219,000 
 

Costs for 
Retention of 
Existing 
Mechanical 
Maintenance 
Shop 

- - $356,212 

 During Class 1 Estimate and design, provision of 
new maintenance shop area in the new CT3 BOP 
was eliminated from the design in favour of 
retaining existing maintenance shop. Costs 
incurred for retaining this building include reduced 
demolition efficiencies for existing CT3 building, 
construction of a new end wall, and 
electrical/mechanical disconnects and rerouting. 
CBCL Class 1 Estimate does not include costs for 
retention of existing mechanical maintenance shop. 
Costing provided by GHD. 

Roofing 
Costs - - $29,440 

 Roof on existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop is 
nearing the end of its useful service life and requires 
replacement if the building is to be retained. CBCL 
Class 1 Estimate does not include costs for re-
roofing of existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop. 
Costing provided by GHD. 

Annual 
Heating and 
Utility Costs 

- - $266,535 

 CBCL provided annual costs for heating and utilities 
of new CT3 BOP building and costs adjusted for 
WACC. 

 MECL provided annual costs for heating and 
utilities for the Mechanical Maintenance Shop and 
costs adjusted for WACC. 

Life Cycle 
Costs - - $158,150 

 CBCL Class 1 Estimate does not include electrical 
and mechanical life cycle costs. Life-cycle costs 
provided by MCA and Strum during initial options 
analysis pro-rated by 65% as building is now 47% 
of the original size. Costs adjusted for WACC. 

Total of 
Costs for 
New CT3 
BOP 
Building & 
Retaining 
Existing 
Mechanical 
Maintenance 
Shop 

- - $5,029,337 

 

 
There are a number of reasons why the AACE Class 1 building cost estimate is higher than the 
Class 4 cost estimate even though the building footprint has decreased. One significant change 
is that a more in-depth geotechnical investigation (additional boreholes drilled) indicated that the 
proposed new CT3 BOP Equipment Building would have to be constructed on steel piles instead 
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of a slab on grade construction. Contractor Fees (overhead and profit) were also under estimated 
in the Class 4 estimate. Additional cost changes are provided in the Notes column in the table 
above. 
 
As indicated in the table above, the primary costs associated with the new CT3 BOP Equipment 
building are related to new construction costs (building shell, electrical and mechanical) along 
with design fees/disbursements and construction contingencies.  The total costs for the new CT3 
BOP Equipment building segregated into Capital, Retirement and Operating expenditures are 
summarized in the table below.  
 

Summary of Capital, Retirement and Operating Expenditures for Proposed 
New CT3 BOP Building Updated Options Analysis Estimate 

Item Capital Costs Retirement 
Costs 

Operating Costs 
(Over a 35 Year 

Life Cycle Period) 
Total Costs 

Construct New 
CT3 BOP 
Building 

$3,585,000 $990,212 $454,125 $5,029,337 

 
Retain CT3 BOP Portion of CTGS Building Cost Estimate 
The most significant risk factor and unknown with respect to costs for the Retain option is that a 
National Building Code review will likely be triggered based on the scale of renovations that will 
have to be done to the BOP portion of the CTGS building (entire new exterior wall on west end of 
building and partial demolition of super structure) and the fact that the building has yet to 
experience the full load effects from snow and drifting snow in its almost 100-year life. 
 
Maritime Electric made arrangements to have two separate certified professional engineers 
(Structural) inspect the BOP portion of the CTGS building (1926 construction date) and each has 
provided an opinion that a National Building Code review would be triggered. The first inspection 
was carried out by Matthew Mitrovich, P.Eng, (Structural Engineer with GHD in Ontario) in 
December 2017. The findings of Mr. Mitrovich are found in a Structural Review Memorandum 
issued on December 8, 2017 which is included in R-3 - Attachment 4. 
 
The second inspection was completed by Sheldon Tweel, P.Eng. (Structural Engineer with SCL 
Engineering in Charlottetown, PEI) in May 2019 and a copy of the letter Mr. Tweel provided is 
included in R-3 - Attachment 5. Mr. Tweel notes that “Previously with the heat loss through the 
roof, snow and ice would likely never have been a concern”. However, once the boilers cease 
operation and the building is maintained at a more moderate temperature, increased snow loading 
is expected to occur on the roof structure.  Refer to Photos 6, 7, 8 and 10 in R-3 – Attachment 6 
for condition of structural components. 
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As part of the Updated Options Analysis, the Class 5 estimate for retention of the CT3 BOP was 
refined to improve accuracy estimates for specific items, where possible. Accuracy ranges were 
improved using refined estimates from the Class 3 cost estimate completed as part of the June 
2018 Decommissioning Study, as well as from additional information obtained since completion 
of the Preliminary Options Analysis. 
 
It is noted that several items could not be refined to an improved accuracy level due to limited 
information available at this time. In particular, the allowance for anticipated structural repairs to 
reinforce the current structure to meet current National Building Code snow and wind loading as 
well as post disaster design requirements would require an expensive structural analysis and 
modelling study estimated to cost $145,000. Maritime Electric does not believe that it is prudent 
to spend this money given the feedback provided in the letters from the two structural engineers: 
Mr. Mitrovich and Mr. Tweel. 
 
Therefore, the updated cost estimate for retention of the CT3 BOP has not been defined as a 
specific AACE class of cost estimate; however, accuracy ranges for each line item have been 
included in the cost estimate. In addition to refining the costs for previously identified items, 
additional items that were not previously reviewed or included in the Preliminary Options Analysis, 
since it was a screening comparison only, have been included in the Updated Options Analysis. 
The Updated Options Analysis table, which includes the updated Retention of CT3 BOP cost 
estimate, is provided in R-3 - Attachment 1. 
 
As part of the Retention of the BOP cost analysis, Maritime Electric would like to clarify the 
Synapse statement on page 9 of their report: 
 

Photo 1 
Aerial Photo showing the portion of the CTGS Building constructed in 1926 which  

will be left to house the CT3 BOP Equipment if the ‘Retain’ Option is chosen. 
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“The Preliminary Options Analysis estimates that maintaining the BOP in its current 
location would incur an additional $445,000 in stack demolition costs, as costlier 
mast climbers would be required to avoid damages during the BOP demolition. Yet 
the Decommissioning Study, which is based on the results of the Preliminary 
Options Analysis, concludes that mast climbers are likely to be required for 
demolition in any case, since alternative less expensive approaches introduce 
intolerable risk. If mast climbers will be used regardless of the BOP alternative 
selected, then the estimate cost different between these two options falls to just 
$176,050.” 

 
It is correct that the stack demolition costs carried forward in the June 2018 Decommissioning 
Study (for demolition of the full CTGS Building) do assume the use of mast climbers. However, 
these costs assume mast-climbers are only used for the top 125 feet of each stack (References: 
6th paragraph of Executive Summary, page iii, and last paragraph of page 48 in Section 5.1.8 of 
June 2018 Decommissioning Study), with the remainder of the stack (100’ for the 225’ high stack, 
and 75’ for the 200’ stack) being demolished by high-reach excavators equipped with demolition 
attachments, which have increased productivity rates resulting in reduced demolition costs for the 
bottom portions of the stacks. The additional costs for stack demolition included in the Preliminary 
and Updated Options Analysis assume a mast-climber would be required for the complete 
demolition of the 225’ stack and are above and beyond the stack demolition costs included in the 
June 2018 Decommissioning Study (which assumed a combination of mast-climber and high-
reach excavators). Therefore, the additional costs for full stack demolition using mast climber are 
carried forward in the Retain CT3 BOP Option and is not considered an overlap of the costs from 
the June 2018 Decommissioning Study. 
 
In addition, the CT3 BOP building housing CT3’s Water Plant is located within approximately 3.5 
meters (11 feet) of the stack footprint (see Photos 3, 4, and 5 in R-3 – Attachment 6) and is 
expected to be within the stack demolition exclusion zone that will require site-specific engineering 
controls and limitations. It is estimated that Maritime Electric personnel will require access to the 
water treatment equipment housed within the CT3 BOP approximately once per day for 
rounds/checks during non-operation of the CT3 unit and once per hour during operation of the 
CT3 unit. It has been assumed that the stack demolition activities would cease when MECL 
employees enter the CT3 BOP building (stack demolition exclusion zone) to ensure worker 
protection. Based on the average number of days the CT3 operated over the past 3 years and 
the one hour per day access requirement when not operating, this would result in approximately 
3 weeks of lost time over the duration of the stack demolition activities. 
 
The following table outlines changes made to the cost estimate for Retention of the CT3 BOP 
compared to the Preliminary Options Analysis. The rationale and back-up for specific changes in 
the cost estimate are provided in the Updated Options Analysis table included in R-3 - Attachment 
1. 
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Summary of Updated Cost Estimate for Retention of CT3 BOP 

Item 

Preliminary 
Options 
Analysis 
Estimate 

(AACE Class 5) 

Updated 
Options 
Analysis 
Estimate 

Notes 

Maintenance 
& Capital 
Improvements 

$2,665,500 $3,396,500 

 Cost allowance of $200,000 added for anticipated structural 
reinforcement repairs to meet current building codes  

 Heating and utility costs reduced by $18,000 based on revised 
annual estimate ($86,250) and WACC calculations 

 Mechanical and Life cycle costs increased by $28,000 based on 
revised WACC calculations 

 Cost allowance of $279,000 added for new 750 kVA new black 
start generator (installed) 

 Reconfiguration of services costs increased by $125,000 based 
on addition of a new building services feed to isolate loads for 
new 750 kVA generator 

 Cost allowance of $25,000 added for decommissioning and 
removal of Dorman diesels 

 Roofing and wall improvement costs increased by $42,000 to 
account for full replacement of roof in Year 25 compared to a 
surface coating originally considered and based on -25% to 
+25% Level of Accuracy and revised WACC calculations 

 Cost allowance of $50,000 added for building maintenance and 
restoration costs  

Demolition $565,000 $937,500 

 Building demolition costs increased by $248,000 based on -25% 
to +25% Level of Accuracy and decreased productivity due to 
manual demolition required for Boiler 6 and Turbine 6 concrete 
pedestal  

 Added a credit of $186,500 based on not having to demolish CT3 
BOP area taking into account loss of salvage value 

 Additional stack demolition costs increased by $311,000 based 
on -20% to +20% Level of Accuracy, as well as decreased 
productivity due to delays while MECL staff work in CT3 BOP 
area  

New 
Construction 
Costs 

$406,000 $568,500 

 Cost allowance of $55,500 added for construction of temporary 
laydown areas and access roads due to access restrictions if 
CT3 BOP is retained. 

 Costs allowance of $128,500 added for fire suppression 
upgrades 

 New wall construction costs reduced by $21,500 based on -25% 
to +25% Level of Accuracy  

Sub-Total $3,636,500 $4,902,500  

Engineering $168,000 $287,250 
 Costs updated based on 10% allowance for engineering fees 

(excludes heating/life cycle costs, structural engineering and 
allowances) 

Owner’s Cost $0 $196,000 
 Estimated Owner’s Costs taken from construction of New CT3 

BOP building 

Contingency $0 $1,077,150 
 A 20% contingency was added based on Level of Accuracy of 

cost estimate. No contingency included in Class 5 estimate. 

Total $3,804,500 $6,462,900 
 Updated Options Analysis using refined cost estimates identified 

an additional $2,658,400 in costs to retain CT3 BOP versus 
Preliminary Options Analysis 
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As indicated in the table above, the updated cost estimate for retaining the CT3 BOP increased 
from $3,804,500 to $6,462,900. The increase in the cost estimate for this option was primarily 
related to refinement of the cost accuracy for decommissioning the stacks (specifically the 225’ 
stack), an allowance for contingency items and Owner’s Costs for consistency with the cost 
estimate prepared for construction of a proposed new CT3 BOP Equipment building. 
 
In addition to the stack demolition methodology requirements, there were several other 
Maintenance and Capital Improvements, Equipment Demolition and New Construction Costs 
associated with retention of the CT3 BOP building that were not previously included in the 
Preliminary Options Analysis but have since been identified as being required if the building is to 
remain active (see Notes column in table above).   
 
The total costs for retaining the CT3 BOP Building segregated into Capital, Retirement and 
Operating expenditures are summarized in the table below. 
 

Summary of Capital, Retirement and Operating Expenditures for Retention of CT3 BOP Building 
Updated Options Analysis Estimate 

Item Capital Costs Retirement Costs 
Operating Costs 

(Over a 35 Year 
Life Cycle Period) 

Total Costs 

Retain CT3 BOP 
Building $2,500,260 $1,528,080 $2,434,560 $6,462,900 

 
Revised Quantitative Options Analysis 
The table below compares the revised costs for the Retention of CT3 BOP Option and the Class 
1 estimate for construction of a new CT3 BOP building. 
 

Comparison of Updated Costs Estimates for CT3 BOP Options 

Item Retain CT3 BOP Construct New CT3 
BOP Building Cost Differential 

Updated Total Cost  $ 6,462,900  $ 5,029,3371  $ 1,433,563 
Range of Total Cost 
based on Accuracy  

 $ 3,900,000 to 
 $ 9,272,000 

 $ 4,370,000 to 
 $ 6,400,000 - 

Note: 1 Updated Total Cost for Construction of New CT3 BOP Building includes Class 1 Cost Estimate for new 
building ($4,219,000) plus life cycle heating costs ($266,535) and electrical/mechanical life cycle costs 
($158,150) for this new building and existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop.  The costs for this option also 
include additional CTGS demolition costs for retaining the Mechanical Maintenance Shop ($356,212) and 
roofing costs ($29,440). 

 
The individual accuracy ranges provided for each line item in the Updated Options Analysis table 
have been determined based on information available at the time of this response and the 
available Class 3 costing data that was developed during the June 2018 Decommissioning Study 
that was not available during the Preliminary Options Analysis costing completed in December 
2017. 
 
The updated cost estimate for retaining the existing CT3 BOP building is approximately 
$1,434,000 higher compared to the costs to construct and maintain a new CT3 BOP Equipment 
building. It is acknowledged that there are several costs included in the existing CT3 BOP 
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retention option that could not be refined at this time.  However, it is reasonable to assume that 
the total incurred costs for the existing BOP building retention option are likely to be substantially 
higher than the new building construction option. 
 
In addition to overall predicted costs of each option, Capital, Retirement and Operating 
expenditures, for each option are summarized in the table below. 
 

Comparison of Capital, Retirement and Operational Costs for CT3 BOP Options 

Item Capital Costs Retirement Costs 
Operating 

Costs 
(Over a 35 Year Life 

Cycle Period) 
Total Costs 

Retain CT3 
BOP $2,500,260 $1,528,080 $2,434,560 $6,462,900 

Construct 
New CT3 
BOP Building 

$3,585,000 $990,212 $454,125 $5,029,337 

 
Qualitative Options Analysis 
In addition to the quantitative evidence, Maritime Electric agrees with the Synapse statement that 
“there may be myriad other unquantified benefits associated with a new BOP, and that retaining 
part of the old structure would likely make the decommissioning more complex and riskier…”. The 
primary qualitative benefits associated with demolition of the existing CT3 BOP building and 
construction of a new self-contained CT3 BOP are considered to be the following: 
 
 Reduction in risk to worker safety (Maritime Electric employees and demolition contractor) 

during construction/demolition activities. 
 Reduction of liability associated with Maritime Electric staff and sub-contractors 

completing selective electrical isolation required for partial building demolition (see R-3 – 
Attachment 6 - Photo 9).  

 Reduction in potential significant disruption or damage to CT3 infrastructure (RO-EDI 
equipment) that is critical to the generation capacity of the provincial electrical system. 

 
It is acknowledged that any construction and demolition project incurs inherent risk from the 
perspective of risk to workers from accidents, uncontrolled releases to the environment and other 
unforeseen project outcomes. However, the primary risk to Maritime Electric from construction of 
a new CT3 BOP building is likely limited to disruption in service of the CT3 unit during relocation 
of CT3 BOP equipment from the old building to the new building. However, this risk can be 
mitigated through proper planning to minimize electrical service disruptions. Conversely, 
continued operation of the CT3 equipment in the existing BOP building that will be located within 
an active demolition zone incurs an inherent increase in risk to worker safety and loss of 
operational capacity through unplanned, unforeseen or catastrophic failure. Although the 
probability to worker injury or risk of loss of CT3 operational capacity in either scenario may be 
low, the potential for serious injuries or worker fatality as well as extended outages of the CT3 
equipment would be incrementally higher associated with retention of the CT3 BOP building. 
 
Specific to worker health and safety risks, Maritime Electric staff will require access to the RO-
EDI equipment through an active demolition zone if retention of the existing CT3 BOP building 
option is the preferred option. Although specific mitigation plans would be developed to ensure 
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worker safety, there is an added risk to Maritime Electric workers performing tasks near operating 
demolition equipment, falling debris, or other similar exposure scenarios. 
 
Not only is there an added risk to worker safety, the requirement of Maritime Electric to enter an 
active demolition exclusion zone poses contractual and liability risks in the eventuality of cost 
claims or worker injury. In typical demolition scenarios, the active demolition zone is controlled by 
the demolition contractor (with oversight from the Owner or their representative) and the 
contractor is responsible for ensuring proper health, safety and environmental (HS&E) controls 
are maintained for the duration of the demolition activities through a dedicated on-site HS&E 
Manager. 
 
In addition to physical risks, retention of the CT3 BOP portion of the building will require isolation 
of the electrical system from the non-BOP portion of the CTGS Building (proposed to be 
demolished). These electrical disconnects would likely be the responsibility of Maritime Electric 
and would incur inherent risk to Maritime Electric staff as well as future liability associated with 
protection of demolition contractor workers. If Maritime Electric requires access to the CT3 BOP 
building throughout the duration of the site demolition activities as well as being responsible for 
electrical isolation of the BOP building, it is likely that Maritime Electric would also inherit HS&E 
liabilities associated with an active demolition zone that are typically assumed by the demolition 
contractor. 
 
Specific to protection of critical infrastructure, the RO-EDI equipment in the CT3 BOP building will 
be in operation or in stand-by mode for the duration of the demolition activities. Although specific 
mitigation plans for the protection of the CT3 infrastructure would be developed as part of the 
engineering activities and specification development, inherent with any demolition project is the 
unforeseen collapse or alteration of structural integrity that add an incremental risk to the 
disruption or damage to the CT3 infrastructure in the existing BOP building. Although the 
perceived probability of damage to the CT3 infrastructure is considered to be low, any unplanned 
disruption or damage to the CT3 infrastructure during demolition activities could have a significant 
impact on the CT3 electricity generation capacity that is critical as a back-up power supply for the 
provincial electrical system. 
 
In addition to unforeseen disruptions or damage to the CT3 infrastructure, planned outages of the 
CT3 equipment will likely be required during electrical disconnects to isolate the BOP portion of 
the building. Also, if accidental damage to the CT3 BOP equipment did occur there could be 
significant costs involved. For example, damage to the RO-EDI water treatment unit in the BOP 
portion of the CTGS due to falling debris during stack demolition would require rental of portable 
RO-EDI equipment until a replacement unit could be installed. The rental costs obtained from 
Suez Water (which would not be covered under Maritime Electric’s insurance policy) are as 
follows: 
 
Freight to Site (48 hours to arrive on site, 1 hour to setup) USD$9,000 
Price for Setup and Commissioning of Trailer and first 15 days on site USD$12,000 
Rental Cost per day after 15 day period USD$750 per day 
 
The delivery time for RO-EDI equipment is 24 weeks. Assuming an additional 4 weeks to install 
and commission the new equipment would result in potential rental costs of USD$156,750 
(CAD$212,000). 
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A worst case scenario would involve damage to CT3 itself which might require rental of portable 
generation until repairs could be made. The rental of a General Electric TM2500+ portable gas 
turbine (which at 25 MW is half the size of CT3) has a rental rate of USD$517,000/month 
(CAD$700,000/month). 
 
In addition to risks associated with HS&E and CT3 operations, retention of the BOP portion of the 
building within an active demolition area would also incur several uncertainties or additional risk 
items that cannot be accurately quantified and include: 
 
 Contractor bonding requirements may be substantially increased for protection of 

infrastructure that is critical to the provincial electrical system within the active demolition 
zone. 

 A minimum estimated cost has been included in the updated cost estimate for structural 
improvements to this 1926 vintage building to meet National Building Codes but the upper 
limit of the required building modifications could not be accurately estimated without 
completion of a detailed structural analysis and modeling of the structure. 

 Due to the small size of the site, demolition sequencing and constructability will be 
severely limited and may require usage of off-site lay-down areas as well as using 
Cumberland Street as an access point that will adversely impact local residents from 
increased truck traffic. 

 Impact to productivity of demolition contractor from Maritime Electric accessing CT3 BOP 
during demolition activities has been estimated based on historical operational records of 
the CT3 equipment but this could increase due to unforeseen electrical demands during 
demolition activities. 

 
A new CT3 BOP Equipment Building will also have these qualitative benefits over retaining the 
existing building: 
 
 The existing BOP portion of the CTGS Building constructed in 1926 has experienced 

numerous flooding events over the years with the worst being a storm surge event in 
January 2000 that saw 1 meter of free standing water inside the building at its lower 
elevations (see Photo 2 below). A new CT3 BOP Equipment Building would be built with 
a minimum concrete floor elevation (as recommended by the City of Charlottetown) which 
is above the flood plain and accommodates projected sea level rise in the future. A March 
2016 Charlottetown Waterfront Flooding Assessment report2 commissioned by the 
Charlottetown Area Development Corporation confirms that the CTGS Building is at risk 
of flooding in storm surge events (Reference:  R-3 – Attachment 7). 

                                                           
2 Charlottetown Waterfront Assessment Report, March 15, 2016 - Coldwater Consulting Ltd. Ottawa, ON 
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 A new BOP building built a suitable distance away from the active demolition area will 

allow Maritime Electric to go about its normal day-to-day operations for CT3 during the 
2022/2023 timeframe with minimal interference from demolition activities. 

 
Conclusion of Updated Options Analysis 
Based on the results of the Updated Options Analysis, Maritime Electric concludes that the total 
incurred costs for the option of retaining the existing CT3 BOP building are likely to be 
substantially higher than the new building construction option. 
 
In addition, the construction of a new CT3 BOP Equipment building will significantly reduce risks 
to worker health and safety, risks to critical infrastructure for uninterrupted supply of electricity to 
the province, and would mitigate other risks/uncertainties (increased bonding costs, flooding risk) 
that would be incurred by Maritime Electric and its customers if the CT3 BOP portion of the CTGS 
Building is retained. 
 
Maritime Electric believes that the refined quantitative options analysis and the qualitative options 
analysis presented as part of this Updated Options Analysis has provided further confirmation for 
complete demolition of the CTGS Building and construction of a proposed new CT3 BOP 
Equipment building. 
 
 
  

Photo 2 
Photo shows watermark 1 meter up the wall inside CTGS Building 

following January 2000 Storm Surge/Flooding Event. 
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R-4 Response to Recommendation 4 
“The Commission should deem the entire CTGS site used and useful. However, this 
designation should be made contingent on MECL filing a long‐term plan for energy system 
utilization for the site in short order.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
The CTGS site has long-term strategic value for Maritime Electric. It is a key location for central 
and eastern PEI electricity delivery, as it houses generation and a transmission hub. It supplies a 
significant portion of Charlottetown load via its distribution facilities. In addition, it is an existing 
industrial site with the facilities necessary to support existing and future generation or storage 
facilities. 
 
Regardless of the short-term plans for the site, its strategic location and the transmission and 
distribution infrastructure, and services available at the site – fuel, water, and cooling via the 
Charlottetown harbour – make it a key resource that Maritime Electric needs to sustain in the 
long-run. Furthermore, the minimal cost to maintain the site in the near term – if the CTGS 
buildings are removed – is small compared to Maritime Electric locating and constructing a future 
greenfield site with similar attributes. 
 
There are two main load centres on the Island – Charlottetown and Summerside. The West 
Royalty Substation supplies – directly or indirectly – roughly 60 per cent of the Island load. The 
Sherbrooke Substation in Summerside supplies around 33 per cent while the Borden Substation 
supplies roughly 7 per cent. 
 
Generation is ideally located close to large load centres as it provides ready access to the largest 
number of customers, as well as minimizing transmission losses. As such, it makes the most 
sense to locate any incremental on-Island generation in the Charlottetown and Summerside 
areas.  Locating additional (or replacement) generation in the Summerside area is likely a decade 
away, as it makes sense to do so when the Borden generation is retired. 
 
PEI has limited options for on-Island generating capacity due to its lack of natural resources. 
Maritime Electric has not undertaken a detailed business case examination of utility-scale 
batteries, primarily due to their cost and limited storage capacity. The average cost of long-
duration (greater than 2 hours of storage) battery capacity in 2017 was US$2,430 per kW3, or 
CAD$3,250 per kW. 50 MW of long-term battery storage would cost in excess of CAD$160M. 
Battery storage is not yet to the point where it is economic on the large scale that Maritime Electric 
requires. However, the per unit cost of energy storage is decreasing. 
 
Maritime Electric has also investigated compressed air storage. It is currently being done in small-
scale installations, but none of a size comparable to a combustion turbine. Underground 
compressed air storage is best suited to locations with existing salt caverns or other porous rock 
(such as depleted gas fields). 
 
Nevertheless, the Charlottetown Plant site is the preferred location in the Charlottetown area for 
incremental generation or energy storage for a number of reasons: 

                                                           
3 U.S. Energy Information Administration, U.S. Battery Storage Market Trends, May 2018 
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Transmission Access 
The Charlottetown Plant site is one of the transmission hubs feeding both central and eastern 
PEI. It has two 69 kV connections to the West Royalty Substation and one 69 kV connection to 
the Crossroads Substation. Generation or storage at this substation can feed Charlottetown (via 
the Charlottetown Plant Substation), central PEI (via the West Royalty connection), and eastern 
PEI (via the Crossroads connection). This is especially important when on-Island transmission 
outages limit the paths that can be used to supply load. 
 
Distribution System Access 
CT3 can currently serve Charlottetown load customers without using the transmission system as 
it has distribution switchgear attached directly to the generator step-up transformer. It does not 
directly supply all the customers in Charlottetown under normal system configuration, but can 
supply a vast amount of Charlottetown customers through distribution switching. Most distribution 
feeders in Charlottetown have been designed and equipped with switches that, under abnormal 
system conditions, allow supply from at least two different sources.  This capability could easily 
be extended to an additional generator or energy storage located at the Charlottetown Plant site. 
 
Fuel 
An additional on-Island generator capable of supplying significant amounts of generating capacity 
will have to be fueled by diesel, at least in the near term, as there are no other viable fuel options 
for a large generator. The Charlottetown Plant site has existing diesel fuel offloading and storage 
capabilities. In addition, it has potential to access the marine fuel offloading facilities that currently 
exist at the Charlottetown Harbour. There is also potential to cooperate with the existing fuel 
terminal owners on nearby storage of diesel supplies. In short, the site provides the easiest access 
and most flexibility of generator fuel options of any location in central and eastern PEI. 
 
Industrial Site 
The Charlottetown Plant site is an existing industrial site with its associated power and water 
supplies, fuel delivery and storage, vehicle access, and site security. The environmental situation 
associated with the site has been detailed in the CTGS Decommissioning Plan. There is little 
development – other than for industrial purposes – that can reasonably occur on the site. 
 
Fresh Water Supplies 
The existing CT3 at the Charlottetown Plant site requires fresh water supplies in order to keep its 
emissions within acceptable guidelines. This is currently supplied via the City of Charlottetown 
water supply. A future combustion turbine will likely require a similar source of fresh water 
supplies. The Charlottetown Plant site has this capability. 
 
Long-Term System Flexibility 
In addition, the Charlottetown Plant site’s location on the Charlottetown Harbour gives the option 
of using the Harbour to provide cooling for future utility infrastructure. The CTGS used this to cool 
the thermal generating units over the past century. The rock groyne located in the Harbour is used 
to separate the inflow (cool) and outflow (warm) water, and is intended to be left in place.  While 
the CTGS decommissioning plan details the removal of the River Pumphouse pumping station 
and associated flow pipes under Riverside Drive (for cost and liability reasons), access to Harbour 
cooling may be required in the future. With the rapidly changing nature of technology and power 
system, it is unknown what the energy storage and generation systems will look like in three or 
four decades. The nature of energy storage may be very different than currently foreseen.  Cooling 
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in large amounts may be required. Given the Charlottetown Plant’s key location for load serving, 
having the potential cooling option at the site may prove to be invaluable. 
 
Utilities have to plan for the long term, keeping short- and medium-term rate impacts in mind. The 
continued expansion of residential, commercial and industrial areas around the City of 
Charlottetown means that potential areas of development for future generation facilities are being 
driven further from the load centre. Maritime Electric does not see any other site in the 
Charlottetown area – or for that matter eastern PEI – that provides the same flexibility, load 
serving, fuel delivery and storage, and cooling options as does the Charlottetown Plant site. The 
Charlottetown Plant site may not house generation, energy storage or other physical load-serving 
equipment in the short term but it is still key to the continued provision of reliable service to the 
Maritime Electric’s customers in the long run. 
 
Future System Needs 
Maritime Electric has 270 MW of firm transmission capacity (excluding City of Summerside) 
across the NB-NS/PEI interface until the end of its current EPA (February 29, 2024). The 
Company has 300 MW of planning capacity obligations in 2023, of which 189 MW will be procured 
from off-Island (short-term purchases plus Point Lepreau). Thus the NB-NS/PEI interface does 
not limit Maritime Electric’s access to planning capacity in the near term. 
 
Furthermore, the NB-NS/PEI interface allows the Company to supply 359 MW of load via firm 
transfer capacity plus on-Island dispatchable generation (i.e. Maritime Electric’s operating 
capacity with all system elements in service) as seen below: 
 
Maritime Electric nominal portion of PEI Transfer Limit 270 MW 
Maritime Electric on-Island dispatchable generation (CT3 + Borden) 89 MW4 
Total Maritime Electric load serving capability (includes interruptible load) 359 MW5 
 
Maritime Electric’s peak load forecast in 2023 is 282 MW, meaning that the Company has a 
sufficient combination of off-Island transmission and on-Island generation resources to supply its 
2023 peak load under normal system operating conditions. The Company can have sufficient 
planning capacity under contract, but may experience, on occasion, a shortage in operating 
capacity conditions due to a historically infrequent mainland supply constraint. 
 
The Company may be able to purchase additional interruptible energy supply – backstopped by 
on-Island generation sources – above the 270 MW level. However, Maritime Electric does not 
know at this time what would be required to increase the NB-NS/PEI interface firm transfer 
capability above the 300 MW level. Thermal, voltage, and system stability issues all have to be 
taken into account. The Company intends to engage NB Power to determine with greater clarity 
the mainland system’s existing condition, limitations and potential upgrades, and their impacts on 
quantity and reliability of supply to the Island. 
 
In addition, the impact on the Island transmission system of imports above 300 MW has not been 
studied in detail, and the Company will initiate a detailed study of the Island transmission system 
to determine its capabilities under high import situations. 
 
                                                           
4  Winter rating of generation 
5  Maritime Electric’s portion of the NB-NS/PEI interface plus Maritime Electric on-Island dispatchable generation, 

excludes wind generation 
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The Company will investigate the use of transmission, generation and peak load management 
techniques – such as direct load control or use of smart meters combined with time of use rates 
– in order to accommodate its growing peak load and high import situations. Peak load 
management techniques serve to delay, although often not completely avoid, the additional 
infrastructure required to supply a growing load. 
 
In the near term, existing dispatchable on-Island generation will be used to supply the load in 
excess of the 300 MW import limit when wind generation is insufficient. However, Maritime Electric 
forecasts that it will be deficient in the mid- to long-term, and needs an on-Island solution. In the 
longer term, this CTGS site will provide Maritime Electric with the ability to locate additional on-
Island generation or other generation alternatives (i.e. battery storage). 
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R-5 Response to Recommendation 5 
“The Commission should institute appropriate safeguards to ensure that MECL continues 
to minimize costs as the decommissioning process proceeds; as currently construed, 
there is no incentive for the utility to keep costs below the approved budget for the 
decommissioning.” 

 
 
Response: 
It is Maritime Electric’s intention, subject to Commission approval, to undertake the proposed 
decommissioning in a manner that provides for the efficient and safe removal of the CTGS facility 
in the most economical manner possible.  As stated in Section 11.4.3 of the GRA evidence: 
 

“the Company proposes to: 
i. provide regular updates to the Commission with respect to any changes in 

the timelines or estimated costs associated with the CTGS assets and the 
decommissioning.  The updates will be provided every six months with the 
first report to be filed August 31, 2019 for the period ending June 30, 2019. 

ii. undertake a new Depreciation Study based upon financial results up to 
December 31, 2021.  The findings from the study will be used to update the 
Commission on the recovery of amounts related to the CTGS and other 
assets.  It will also be used to develop recommendations on the 
establishment of new depreciation rates as well as the amortization of the 
calculated accumulated reserve variance for the various asset classes.” 
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R-6 Response to Recommendation 6 
“MECL should be required to make a clearer case for the magnitude of the mobilization-
demobilization budget item, substantiating why it believes that it will be necessary to hire 
a contractor from outside the province.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
Based on GHD’s experience with other demolition projects of similar scope and complexity in 
Atlantic Canada (NB Power Dalhousie and Grand Lake Generating Stations), contractors are not 
present in Prince Edward Island (PEI) or the adjacent provinces of Nova Scotia or New Brunswick 
that have the experience or capacity to meet Maritime Electric’s pre-qualification requirements. 
The complexity of the CTGS demolition requires contractors with significant specialized 
decommissioning and demolition experience (stack demolition and urban demolition controls) as 
well as specialized equipment (mast-climbers, high-reach excavator with 120 foot long boom) to 
carry out the project in a safe and cost effective manner that is also protective of the environment.  
 
As further evidence of the need to budget for hiring a contractor from outside of PEI, GHD 
reviewed contractor bids submitted as part of demolition of the NB Power Dalhousie and Grand 
Lake Generating Stations and confirmed that contractors from the Maritime Provinces did not 
submit a bid for either of these two projects. In addition, these two decommissioning projects were 
open-bids where contractors did not have to pre-qualify to bid. Based on past projects completed 
in the region, Maritime Electric believes it to be prudent to budget for an out-of-province 
contractor’s travel and accommodation costs in the mobilization-demobilization item. The 
demolition contractor will account for these costs in their pricing, and will pass along these costs 
to Maritime Electric in their bid. Further details on the allowances specifically for accommodations 
and travel costs included in the mobilization-demobilization are provided below: 
 

Activity unit Est. Quantity Unit Price Final Cost 

Flights 
(1 every 2 weeks for 10 staff) flight 260 $600.00 $156,000.00 

Travel time 
(4 hrs every 2 weeks for 10 staff) hr 1,040 $67.00 $69,680.00 

Accommodations*/Meals day 2,600 $125.00 $325,000.00 
TOTAL COSTS $550,680.00 

* Accommodation costs reflect that the CTGS is located in Charlottetown’s City Centre. Dalhousie and Grand Lake 
Generating Stations were located in rural areas with lower accommodation costs. 

 
It is acknowledged that the travel costs, specifically the accommodation costs, associated with 
the CTGS facility closure project are higher than other similar projects recently completed in the 
area (Dalhousie and Grand Lake Generating Station Decommissioning). However, the estimated 
accommodation costs reflect the current <1 per cent vacancy rate for apartment rentals in the City 
of Charlottetown and the significant increase in hotel accommodation rates (2 to 3 fold increase) 
during the tourist season (June to September). In addition to accommodation and travel costs, 
the demolition contractor will also incur costs for shipping their specialized equipment (mast 
climbers, high-reach excavators, demolition attachments) to and from the site and it is expected 
those costs will be passed along to Maritime Electric in the bid price. 
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It is noted that these specialized demolition contractors typically sub-contract local contractors to 
the extent possible for completion of non-complex portions of the project such as trucking and 
civil works. However, the selected demolition contractor will require and utilize a team of 
experienced demolition staff throughout the contract period that will require compensation for 
accommodation and other travel expenditures. 
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R-7 Response to Recommendation 7 
“The Commission should ensure that MECL conducts all necessary environmental testing 
and other necessary follow‐up on risk items before commencing the decommissioning, 
and that it modifies its projected decommissioning budget and workplan as appropriate 
based on the results of subsequent testing.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
Maritime Electric agrees with Synapse that the decommissioning budget and workplan will be 
updated based on the results of future environmental testing and follow-up on risk items. As the 
project proceeds through the pre-decommissioning engineering and subsequent regulatory 
permitting phases, Maritime Electric will submit to IRAC, in a timely manner, any significant 
updates to the budget or changes to the workplan specific to outstanding environmental or 
identified risk items. The status and planned activities for specific environmental and risk items is 
outlined below. 
 
Environmental Testing 
As detailed in Maritime Electric’s Response to Interrogatory IR-7 from Synapse dated February 
1, 2019, several outstanding environmental items were further investigated in June 2018 following 
completion of the Decommissioning Study. The June 2018 investigation program focused on 
evaluating and delineating contaminants of concern in soil and groundwater in the southern 
portion of the property. Results of the June 2018 investigation indicated that concentrations of 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH) in soil and groundwater at the site are unlikely to pose 
an unacceptable risk to human health (on or off-site). The previous response to IR-7 also detailed 
additional environmental investigation activities anticipated to be completed and are further 
summarized below (but are subject to change depending on regulatory permitting requirements): 
 
 Additional surface soil sampling in the southern portion of the Site to delineate area of 

vanadium impacted soil on-site that potentially requires limited remediation or risk 
management (work to potentially be completed in the summer of 2019 or 2020). 

 Testing or re-testing of oil-filled transformers and associated bushing and circuit breakers 
just prior to or immediately following de-energization of the plant, at the time of 
decommissioning. 

 Testing electrical cables identified as Paper Insulated Lead Covered (PILC) cables that 
potentially contain oils with Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) immediately following de-
energization of the plant, at the time of decommissioning. 

 Testing imported rip-rap/armour stone for potential acid generation specific to shoreline 
restoration, at the time of river pumphouse decommissioning.  

 Collection of additional porous building materials (wood cabinets, drywall) for analysis of 
lead to confirm that the materials can be disposed of at a C&D facility or the municipal 
landfill (work to potentially be completed in the summer of 2019 or 2020).  

 Collection of water samples from on-Site groundwater monitoring wells and the 
stormwater collection system throughout the duration of the decommissioning project for 
analysis of various parameters. 

 Monitoring of air quality parameters inside and outside of the Steam Plant Building during 
decommissioning activities for dust and noise parameters 
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Risk Items 
The June 2018 Decommissioning Study prepared by GHD identified several risk items that could 
incur significant costs to the decommissioning project if they are required due to regulatory 
obligations or third party agreements. Following completion of the Decommissioning Study, 
additional evaluations have been undertaken to further evaluate these risk items (to the extent 
possible) and updates to the risk items are provided below: 
 
 Potential for Remediation of PAH Impacted Soil/Groundwater: Additional evaluation 

of PAH impacted soil/groundwater at the site was completed in June 2018 (but not 
available for inclusion in the CTGS Decommissioning Study filed on June 28, 2018) and 
determined current concentrations are unlikely to pose unacceptable risk to human health. 
The requirement to conduct off-site delineation of PAHs in groundwater will be reviewed 
with Prince Edward Island Department of Communities, Land and Environment (PEICLE) 
as part of the Provincial Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed 
decommissioning project. 

 
 Potential for Change in Land Use: The site is intended to remain as an active power 

generating station owned and operated by Maritime Electric and does not require 
additional evaluation. 

 
 Potential for Off-Site Assessment of Surface Soil: Additional evaluation of metals in 

surface soil at the site was completed in June 2018 and concentrations of metals at the 
site property lines were determined to be within applicable Tier I screening levels or site-
specific target levels for off-site residential receptors. The requirement to conduct off-site 
surface soil sampling will be reviewed with PEICLE as part of the Provincial Environmental 
Impact Assessment process for the proposed decommissioning project. 

 
 Rock Groyne Improvements or Removal: Maritime Electric has received approval from 

Transport Canada to leave the rock groyne in its current configuration and does not require 
additional evaluation. Therefore, no additional costs or follow-up are anticipated for this 
risk item. 

 
 Assessment of Sediment and Surface Water Quality of the Hillsborough River: 

Assessment of sediment/surface water quality of the Hillsborough River is not expected 
as part of the Facility decommissioning process but will be reviewed with PEICLE as part 
of the Provincial Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed 
decommissioning project. 

 
 Removal of PILC Cables: The removal of potential PILC cables located beneath 

Cumberland Street and parallel to Sydney Street west of the Site cannot be evaluated 
until the plant is de-energized. Cable removal options will be further reviewed at the time 
of decommissioning. 

 
 Bulk Storage Tank Farm: The potential for hydrocarbon impacted soil located directly 

beneath the Bulk Bunker C Tank cannot be evaluated until the tank is decommissioned. 
This area of the site will be further evaluated at the time of decommissioning. 
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 Lead or Zinc Based Painted Surfaces: Initial meetings held between Maritime Electric 
and PEICLE in December 2018 indicated that the New Stack (69 m) and River Pumphouse 
painted concrete is acceptable for disposal at the municipal landfill. Confirmation that 
these materials can be disposed of at the municipal landfill will be reviewed with PEICLE 
as part of the Provincial Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed 
decommissioning project. 

 
 Disposal of PCB Containing Equipment: Previous testing of oil-filled transformers on-

site indicated PCB concentrations less than 50 mg/kg. Additional sampling of potential 
PCB containing equipment (transformer bushings and PILC cables) cannot be completed 
until the plant is de-energized. Confirmation sampling of potentially PCB containing 
equipment/materials will be completed at the time of decommissioning. 

 
 Dust Control: Costs for dust suppression equipment (water misters, water curtains) was 

included in the Decommissioning Cost estimate but the specific mitigation measures for 
controlling dust along with action levels will be developed as part of the Provincial 
Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed decommissioning project. 

 
 Noise Control: Preliminary modeling of noise levels expected to be generated during the 

decommissioning project were developed based on anticipated demolition sequencing 
and reviewed with PEICLE during a December 2018 meeting. Specific mitigation 
measures for controlling noise (if required) will be developed as part of the Provincial 
Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed decommissioning project. 

 
  



Maritime Electric Response to Synapse Energy Economics Report 
Planning for the Future at the CTGS Site (UE20944) 

34 

R-8 Response to Recommendation 8 
“Synapse recommends that MECL conduct a simple probabilistic analysis in which the 
probability of occurrence for each environmental risk item is multiplied by the total cost for 
each associated risk item in order to produce a more accurate assessment of total 
environmental risk exposure for the decommissioning.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
As requested by Synapse, Maritime Electric has conducted a simple probabilistic analysis for 
each of the environmental risk items in order to produce a more accurate assessment of the total 
environmental risk exposure for the decommissioning cost. The simple probabilistic analysis is 
detailed below. 
 
A simple probabilistic analysis was conducted in which the estimated probability of the occurrence 
of each of the identified environmental risk items was multiplied by the total estimated cost for 
each associated risk item in order to produce a more accurate assessment of the total 
environmental risk exposure for the decommissioning cost. This was completed using 
methodology based on ASTM E2137-06 (2017) (ASTM, 2006. Standard Guide for Estimating 
Monetary Costs and Liabilities for Environmental Matters. American Society for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) Standards E 2137-06 (2017)). 
 
An “Expected Value” (EV) for each environmental risk item was developed utilizing a decision tree 
approach, in which potential alternatives are identified for the risk items, and costs and probability 
of occurrence are estimated. The overall EV is the sum of outcome costs weighted by the 
probabilities of the different decision tree branches. The EV process allows a number of 
possibilities to be considered (“no remediation”, “remediation” and “risk assessment”), assigns 
costs and probabilities to each, and then calculates an estimate of the EV. Details of the 
developed decision trees and estimated EV for each environmental risk item are included in R-8 
- Attachment 1 and are summarized below. 
 
For information purposes, the uncertainty in the cost estimates and EV estimates associated with 
the environmental risk items was evaluated utilizing a Monte Carlo Analysis. The procedure uses 
a series of simulations, based on probabilities and costs identified in the decision trees, to 
generate confidence ranges (95th percentile) on the values. The Monte Carlo simulations were 
run on each environmental risk item individually and one combined simulation that included all of 
the risk items together. The most substantive factors from the sensitivity analysis (the outcome 
that has the highest influence on the resulting cost) are presented in the summary table following 
the discussion of each environmental risk item. The input and output of the probabilistic 
assessment of uncertainty are also included in R-8 - Attachment 1. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #1 - Potential for Remediation of PAH Impacted Soil/Groundwater: 
Based on the June 2018 assessment program, it is expected that additional assessment of the 
PAH impacted soil and groundwater located in the southwest corner of the Site (and potentially 
off-Site) can be managed using a risk-based approach (risk assessment) without implementation 
of remedial action. However, if the risk based approach is not acceptable from a technical, 
regulatory or social perspective, excavation, transportation and off-site disposal of the impacted 
soil/groundwater may be required. 
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The decision tree identified five possible outcomes based on the available information for the Site 
and, as noted above, the most likely scenario would be the risk assessment approach. The EV 
estimate developed for potential remediation of PAH impacted soil/groundwater is $177,830. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #2 - Potential for Off-Site Assessment of Surface Soil: Additional 
evaluation of metals in surface soil at the site was completed in June 2018 and concentrations of 
metals at the site property lines were determined to be within applicable Tier I screening levels or 
site-specific target levels for protection of off-site residential receptors. The June 2018 soil data 
was reviewed with the PEICLE in December 2018 and will be reviewed again with PEICLE as 
part of the Provincial Environmental Impact Assessment process for the proposed 
decommissioning project or part of the regulatory site closure process. Although assessment of 
off-site surface soil conditions is not anticipated, there is the potential that assessment of off-Site 
surface soil may be required to confirm metal concentrations do not pose a risk to human health 
(residential and commercial receptors). 
 
The decision tree for this environmental risk item identified six possible outcomes based on the 
available information for the site and it is considered unlikely that additional off-Site assessment 
would be required as part of the facility decommissioning approvals. However, additional soil 
delineation sampling may be requested by PEICLE at a later date as part of the provincial 
contaminated site closure process. The EV estimate developed for the potential off-Site 
Assessment of Surface Soil is $24,546. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #3 - Assessment of Sediment and Surface Water Quality of the 
Hillsborough River: Previous operation of the CTGS is not known to or expected to have 
adversely impacted sediment/surface water quality of the Hillsborough River. As such, 
assessment of sediment/water quality in the river is not expected as part of the facility 
decommissioning process. However, assessment of the sediment and surface water will be 
reviewed with PEICLE as part of the Provincial Environmental Impact Assessment process for 
the proposed decommissioning project. 
 
The decision tree for this environmental risk item identified five possible outcomes based on the 
available information for the site and, as noted above, it is not expected that sediment or surface 
water sampling of the Hillsborough River will be required as part of the decommissioning project. 
The EV estimate developed for the potential assessment of the sediment and surface water is 
$9,828. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #4 - Removal of PILC Cables: The proposed plan for removal of the 
PILC cables located beneath Cumberland Street and parallel to Sydney Street is to physically 
extract the PILC cables from the buried conduit by pulling. In the event that the PILC cables 
cannot be physically extracted by pulling, they may require removal by excavation/trenching and 
subsequent repair of the roadway. The additional cost associated with trenching and road repair 
was not included in the decommissioning cost estimate as it is expected that pulling the cables 
from the conduits will be successful. 
 
The decision tree for this environmental risk item identified two possible outcomes and, as noted 
above, it is not expected that trenching will be required. The EV estimate developed for the 
potential trench removal for the PILC cables is $18,750. 
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Environmental Risk Item #5 - Bulk Storage Tank Farm: The area beneath/surrounding the 
existing Bulk Bunker C Tank could not be assessed during the Phased ESAs completed at the 
Site. There is the potential for hydrocarbon impacted soil to be present beneath the tank that 
would require remediation or risk management but the tank is located in a lined containment berm 
which limits the potential for environmental liability. 
 
The decision tree for this environmental risk item identified four possible outcomes based on the 
available information for the Site and, as noted above, the tank is located in a lined containment 
berm. As such, it is not expected that potential releases from the tank (if any) would pose a 
significant environmental impairment. The EV estimate developed for the potential hydrocarbon 
impacts associated with the Bulk Bunker C tank is $18,000. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #6 - Lead or Zinc Based Painted Surfaces: Discussions with PEICLE 
in December 2018 indicated that the New Stack (69 m) and River Pumphouse painted concrete 
is likely acceptable for disposal at the municipal landfill. However, if in the future the materials are 
deemed unacceptable for disposal at the landfill, the painted concrete would require on-Site 
abatement (removal of the paint from the concrete surface via sand blasting) or disposal as 
hazardous waste. The nearest hazardous waste facility licensed to accept this type of material is 
located in the province of Quebec.  
 
The decision tree for this environmental risk item identified two possible outcomes, transportation 
of painted building material to Quebec for disposal or transportation of painted building materials 
to a local landfill for disposal. On-Site abatement was not considered due to the high cost 
associated with this option. The cost for disposal of the painted building materials at a local landfill 
is included in the decommissioning cost estimate and, therefore, was not included in the EV 
estimate. The EV estimate developed for the potential out-of-province disposal of painted building 
material (concrete) is $11,740. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #7 - Dust Control: There is the potential for dust generated during 
demolition activities to adversely affect operation of the CT3 combustion turbine and/or have a 
negative impact on the neighbouring residential properties. Costs for specific dust mitigation 
measures that are expected to prevent dust from adversely affecting the operation of the CT3 or 
the neighbouring properties have been included in the Decommissioning Study cost estimate. 
However, specific mitigation measures for controlling dust, such as wet suppression, will be 
identified as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment process and may include mitigation 
measures beyond those budgeted in the Decommissioning Study. 
 
Individual decision trees were completed to evaluate risk to the operation of CT3 and the off-Site 
neighbouring properties. Both the on-Site and off-Site decision trees identified three possible 
outcomes and, as noted above, it is expected that the proposed budgeted dust mitigation control 
measures will likely prevent the dust from adversely affecting the operation of the CT3 or the 
neighbouring properties. The EV estimate developed for additional dust control related to the CT3 
is $69,000. The EV estimate developed for additional dust control related to the off-Site 
neighbouring properties is $19,500. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #8 - Noise Control:  Acoustic modelling/assessment recently 
completed for the proposed decommissioning project indicated that noise generated during the 
demolition activities will be unlikely to exceed acceptable limits. The noise model assumed 
specific mitigation measures specified in the Decommissioning Study would be utilized to control 
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noise levels. However, additional costs may be incurred if the specified mitigation measures are 
not sufficient to adequately reduce noise levels to an acceptable level or if public/third party 
stakeholders require more stringent target levels.  
 
The decision tree for noise control identified six possible outcomes. As noted above, it is expected 
that the noise generated during demolition will be within acceptable levels using the budgeted 
mitigation measures included in the cost estimate. The EV estimate developed for additional noise 
control is $46,935. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #9 - Potential for Change in Land Use:  Based on the results of the 
Updated Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and the Supplemental Phase II ESA 
(previously provided to Synapse), demolition of the CTGS Building and conversion of the southern 
portion of the site to green space (or parking lot) would not significantly impact the overall cost or 
scope of work for the decommissioning project. Additional remediation/land management for this 
area of the site was considered to be limited to installing a soil cover directly south of the Steam 
Plant Building using excess crushed concrete and imported fill to eliminate the potential exposure 
to soil through the soil ingestion/dermal contact pathway. Re-grading of the Site with excess inert 
material and imported fill was included in the Decommissioning Cost estimate. Maritime Electric 
has concluded that the site will remain as an active generating facility with areas of green space 
and parking but the construction of residential buildings at the site would be restricted. As such, 
change in land use is not currently considered a risk item. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #10 - Rock Groyne Improvements or Removal: During the 
development of the Decommissioning Study, it was not known if Transport Canada would approve 
leaving the rock groyne in its current configuration or if it would have to be removed. Since the 
completion of the Decommissioning Study, Maritime Electric has received approval from 
Transport Canada to leave the rock groyne in its current configuration; a copy of this approval 
was included in the February 1, 2019, response to Synapse. As such, the rock groyne is not 
currently considered a risk item. 
 
Environmental Risk Item #11 - Disposal of PCB Containing Equipment: Previous testing 
completed on potential PCB containing equipment located on-Site identified PCB concentrations 
less than 50 mg/kg. However, during decommissioning activities, there is the potential for 
identification of equipment containing PCB concentrations greater than 50 mg/kg that would 
require disposal at a specialized facility. As this environmental risk item cannot be quantified with 
the available information, it is considered an unidentified item. Unidentified items have been 
included in the contingency of the decommissioning cost estimate and an EV for this specific item 
has not been calculated. 
 
Summary 
As presented in the table below, the total EV estimate for the identified environmental risk items 
is $396,129. The most substantive factors resulting from the sensitivity analysis are also 
presented for each risk item in the summary table below. The June 2018 Decommissioning Study 
carried an allowance for Additional Soil/Groundwater Investigation of $150,000. As such, a 
difference of $246,129 in potential costs associated with risk items are unaccounted for in the 
June 2018 Decommissioning Study cost estimate. 
 
However, an additional contingency allowance of 10 per cent or $647,268 was carried in the 2018 
Decommissioning Study for unidentified items and the differential cost for unaccounted risk items 
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($246,129) only represents 38 percent of this contingency allowance. Based on the results of the 
simple probabilistic analysis, the Company concludes potential costs associated with the 
previously identified risk items are adequately captured in the June 2018 Decommissioning Study 
costs. 
 

Summary of Probabilistic Analysis 

Environmental Risk Item 
Expected 
Value (EV) 
Estimate 

Most Substantive Factor 
(Influencing the Cost) 

#1 – Potential Remediation of PAH 
impacted Soil and Groundwater $177,830 Risk Assessment Cost 

#2 - Potential for Off-Site Assessment 
of Metals in Surface Soil $24,546 Requirement of Off-Site Assessment 

#3 – Assessment of Sediment and 
Surface Water Quality of Hillsborough 
River 

$9,828 Requirement of Sediment and Surface Water 
Assessment 

#4 – Removal of PILC Cables 
(potential trenching required) $18,750 Requirement of Trenching for removal of PILC 

Cables 
#5 – Bulk Storage Tank Farm 
(potential for hydrocarbon impacts) $18,000 Site Investigation Cost 

#6 – Lead or Zinc Based Painted 
Surfaces (potential for disposal as 
hazardous waste) 

$11,740 Painted building material is considered 
hazardous 

#7 – Dust Control on-Site and Off-Site 
(potential for interruptions to operation 
of CT3, reduced demolition 
productivity or off-Site impacts) 

$69,000 
(on-Site) 
$19,500 
(off-Site) 

Implementation of additional dust control 
measures. 

#8 – Noise Control $46,935 Noise Generation above acceptable levels, 
Cost of Sound Barriers, Public Concern 

Cumulative Summaries $396,129 
Implementation of additional dust control 
measures, Risk Assessment Cost (PAH), 
Requirement for Off-Site Assessment (Metals) 

 
  



Maritime Electric Response to Synapse Energy Economics Report 
Planning for the Future at the CTGS Site (UE20944) 

39 

R-9 Response to Recommendation 9 
“If any revisions are made to the proposed workplan and budget, then MECL should be 
instructed to submit a new budget that not only reflects the modifications to the site 
decommissioning cost, but also adjusts the value of any other items that are assessed in 
proportion to the site decommissioning cost, including allowances.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See R-5 - Response to Recommendation 5. 
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R-10 Response to Recommendation 10 
“The requested increase in depreciation rates should only be granted if MECL can clearly 
illustrate how the lag in implementation of the previous rate change, adjusted service life 
assumptions, shift in net salvage, and other factors have contributed to the requested 
revision to the current rates.” 

 
 
On Page 16, 1st Paragraph Synapse also writes: 
 

“The utility submitted a second study with its decommissioning plan in June 2018, 
which reflected results through the end of 2017, and then filed a revised rates 
proposal for the CTGS on February 14, 2019 to correct errors in the second 
study.56” 

 
56 Amendment to Appendix 11 of the General Rate Application. 

 
Response: 
 
Maritime Electric has used the results of the Gannett Fleming 2017 Depreciation Study, which 
calculates both recommended prospective depreciation rates (Table 1, pages VI-5 and VI-6) and 
the accumulated reserve variance at December 31, 2017 (Table 2, pages VI-7 and VI-8), to 
develop its own proposals to allow recovery of the remaining costs of the CTGS over the period 
2019-2023 as opposed to the Gannett Fleming study which calculates recommended depreciation 
rates for the period 2018-2021. Synapse states on page 18 that it takes no issue with the 
Company’s proposed recovery schedule. 
 
Gannett Fleming are experts in the field of Depreciation Studies and Maritime Electric accepts 
the results of the 2017 Study dated June 28, 2018 and filed with IRAC on June 29, 2018 as correct 
and without error. Synapse’s statement that Maritime Electric “filed a revised rates proposal for 
the CTGS on February 14, 2019, to correct errors in the Second Study” does not reflect the reason 
for the amendment. As noted in the amendment to the Appendix 11 filing, the revision was filed 
to reflect the Company’s proposals for the amortization of the projected $16.245 million 
accumulated reserve variance at December 31, 2018. The amendment does not represent a 
revision to the Gannett Fleming 2017 Depreciation Study but rather an update to the Company’s 
evidence to reflect its proposals to address the remaining amounts to be recovered for the CTGS 
over the period 2019 – 2023 as outlined below. 
 
In the GRA evidence, Maritime Electric proposes the following two changes to address the 
depreciation of the CTGS: 
 
i. Depreciation Rates 

The Company proposes to adopt the depreciation rates recommended by Gannett 
Fleming in Part VI – Table 1 of the 2017 Depreciation Study and as summarized in 
Appendix 9 of the GRA evidence. Further, it is proposed that these depreciation rates be 
calculated and adopted as of January 1, 2019. 

 
The projection of the annual depreciation for the CTGS assets, using the recommended 
rates from the 2017 Study, is outlined in Appendix 11 of the GRA evidence. 
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ii. Accumulated Reserve Variance 
The Company proposes that the Commission direct the establishment of a regulatory 
deferral account as of January 1, 2019 in the amount of $16.245 million as calculated in 
Appendix 10 and that the Commission allow the amortization of this amount over the 
period 2019-2023 in the amounts proposed in the revised Appendix 11 filed on February 
14, 2019. 

 
Synapse indicates in its report that it was unable to substantiate the cause of the change in the 
accumulated reserve variance as outlined by the Company in its GRA evidence and, therefore, 
recommends further information be provided. To assist in interpreting the 2017 Depreciation 
Study results and the Company’s proposals with respect to the CTGS as detailed in the GRA 
evidence, the following additional information is provided. 
 
Original Cost 
The roll forward of the CTGS original cost by depreciable group account from December 31, 2014 
to December 31, 2017 is provided in R-10 – Attachment 1. This attachment also includes the 
projected retirement of the original costs based upon the Probable Retirement Year information 
contained in Table 1 (Page VI-5) of the 2017 Depreciation Study. 
 
Book Accumulated Depreciation 
The roll forward of the CTGS book accumulated depreciation by depreciable group account from 
December 31, 2014 to December 31, 2017 is provided in R-10 – Attachment 2. This attachment 
also includes the forecast changes in book accumulated depreciation for 2018 to 2021 which 
reflect the Company’s proposals in the GRA. 
 
Calculated Accrued Depreciation 
Maritime Electric relies on the expertise of Gannett Fleming to perform the assessment of factors 
and calculations of the accrued depreciation balances for the various depreciable groups of 
assets. Gannett Fleming outlines it methodology and assessment of the various factors in Part II 
– Estimation of Survivor Curves, Part III - Service Life Considerations and Part IV – Net Salvage 
Considerations of their report. The calculation of the annual and accrued depreciation is 
discussed by Gannett Fleming in Part V of their report with detailed calculations provided in Part 
IX. 
 
R-10 – Attachment 3 provides a summary of the change in the calculated accrued depreciation 
balance from 2014 to 2017 as well as a calculation of the changes by account and by year based 
on the results of the calculations performed by Gannett Fleming and reported in Part IX for both 
the 2014 and 2017 Depreciation studies. 
 
Accumulated Reserve Variance 
The change in the Accumulated Reserve Variance is a function of the change in both the Book 
Accumulated Depreciation recorded by the Company as well as the Calculated Accrued 
Depreciation determined by Gannett Fleming in its Depreciation Studies. R-10 – Attachment 4 
provides a summary of these changes as discussed above. It also includes (i) the changes in the 
balance forecast for 2018 resulting in the projected reserve variance at December 31, 2018, as 
reported in Appendix 10 of the GRA evidence, and (ii) the annual amortization of the proposed 
regulatory deferral account over the period 2019-2023 as proposed in Appendix 11 of the GRA. 
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R-11 Response to Recommendation 11 
“Decommissioning costs should not be escalated unless MECL can provide a clear 
justification for escalation and illustrate that this escalation is consistent with the approach 
taken in past CTGS‐related financial calculations.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
The GRA evidence and proposals contained therein are based on future test years (2019 – 2021) 
with costs escalated for inflation to reflect amounts expected to be incurred in each of the future 
years. Factoring in the escalated future decommissioning costs in the proposed depreciation rates 
ensures that customers receiving the remaining benefits of the CTGS over the 2019 – 2021 period 
fund the expected future cost of decommissioning the facility. 
 
In addition, the decommissioning estimate prepared by GHD is based upon 2018 dollars while, 
subject to Commission approval, the actual decommissioning of the CTGS will not commence 
until 2022. To not recognize the fact that costs can reasonably be expected to increase for 
inflation, or other reasons, between 2018 and 2022 would result in a shortfall in the amounts 
recovered from customers at the time the facility closes in 2021. This would, in turn, require a 
subsequent increase in the accumulated reserve variance at the end of 2021 to increase the 
amount to be amortized during the period of decommissioning when the facility is no longer 
providing benefits to customers. 
 
In its discussion of the decommissioning cost estimate escalation, Synapse suggests that the 
Company 
 

“will collect for depreciation expenses in advance of making outlays, providing the 
utility with an opportunity to invest and earn a return on these funds.”  

 
However, Synapse does not acknowledge that the results of the 2017 Depreciation Study clearly 
show, via the calculated accumulated reserve variance, that depreciation has been under-
collected to December 31, 2017 providing a benefit to customers to this point. 
 
Further, the Company’s proposal to amortize the accumulated reserve variance over the period 
2019 – 2023, which includes the decommissioning period, is further evidence that the Company 
has not collected depreciation in advance of making the asset retirement outlays.  In addition, 
although the value of the escalation amount of $860,000 ($11.298 million - $10.438 million) over 
a three year period is not considered material, any incremental cash flow received by the 
Company in the interim period will ultimately benefit customers through lower financing costs 
during this time as the cash will reduce debt and lower the overall capital structure required to 
support operations. 
 
In summary, it is recognized that the inclusion of escalation amounts in depreciation rates has 
been accepted in other jurisdictions. Since the period of escalation is relatively short, the amount 
of the escalation with respect to the CTGS is not considered material and depreciation, to date, 
has been under collected, it is the Company’s position that the estimated decommissioning costs 
included in the 2017 Depreciation Study should be escalated and collected from customers over 
the 2019 – 2021 period. 
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R-12 Response to Section 2.2 – Demolition of the CTGS 
 

On Page 6, 2nd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“Synapse does not find that MECL has made a sufficient case for 
full demolition. We note that without more detail about future site 
utilization plans, the utility and its ratepayers risk doing too little, too 
much, or simply taking the wrong tack in this decommissioning.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See response to Synapse Recommendation #2 which discusses the case for full demolition of 
the CTGS Building and Recommendation #4 which discusses long-term site plans. 
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R-13 Response to Section 2.2 – The Repurposing Study: Remediation Costs 
 

On Page 6, 5th Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“In reporting expected costs for each of the alternatives, MECL 
assumed that general site remediation costs would be constant. In 
a later response to the second Synapse interrogatories, MECL 
indicated that changes to future land use (excluding residential 
usage) would likely only require negligible additional remediation.24” 

 
24 Second Synapse Interrogatories, IR-6. 

 
 
Response: 
 
The CTGS Building Repurposing Study was completed prior to completion of the Updated Phase 
II Environmental Site Assessments and the Supplementary Sampling Programs completed in 
2017 and 2018. The CTGS Building Repurposing Study assumed any potential remediation at 
the site (if required) would not change as the repurposing options included redevelopment as an 
industrial or commercial facility. Federal and Provincial environmental quality guidelines are 
generally similar (or the same) for industrial and commercial land use and, therefore, it was 
reasonable to assume potential remediation requirements at the site would remain constant for 
the purposes of repurposing the CTGS Building. 
 
Similarly, the Decommissioning Study assumed the site would remain as a power generating 
facility for the operation of the CT3 unit that is owned and operated by Maritime Electric 
(commercial/industrial land use). However, if the CTGS Building was demolished, the June 2018 
Decommissioning Study assumed that the southern portion of the Site would be converted to 
green space or parking area. Based on the results of the 2017 and 2018 environmental testing 
programs, demolition of the CTGS Building and conversion of the area to green space (or parking 
lot) would not significantly impact the overall cost or scope of work for the decommissioning 
project. 
 
The only potential change in land use that is expected to significantly affect future remediation 
costs would be the conversion of the site from its current commercial/industrial land use to a 
residential land use which was not one of the options considered in the Repurposing Study or in 
the Decommissioning Study. 
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R-14 Response to Section 2.2 – The Repurposing Study: Context 
 

On Page 8, 2nd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“The second issue with MECL’s Repurposing Study is a lack of 
context. Without more information about the utility’s future system 
needs, it is unclear how results should be interpreted. A casual 
reader might assume that option C2 is the best one, since it boasts 
the highest negative differential. Yet option C2 would only be 
relevant if MECL decided to procure a new combustion turbine, and 
then determined that an exterior installation on site (option C1) was 
not feasible. Of course at that point, if the proposed 
decommissioning had already been completed, then MECL would 
find itself in a bind, having already demolished the CTGS structure. 
The utility would thus be left either to pay for the costlier installation 
elsewhere or to invest in an expansion to the new BOP building that 
would be of uncertain cost. Either way, the ratepayer burden could 
increase.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See response R-4 – Recommendation 4 for a discussion on the utility’s future system needs. 
 
Maritime Electric believes that the analysis provided in the responses to R-3 and R-23 concludes 
that there are many costs and risks associated with retention of the CTGS building structure 
(National Building Code structural reinforcements, life safety code requirements, operation and 
maintenance costs for a building which is larger than what is needed) that still exist even after the 
stacks are demolished and equipment has been selectively demolished/removed from the CTGS 
Building. 
 
Response R-23 indicates that the CTGS Building is a much larger building (footprint, roof 
elevations) than the proposed new CT3 BOP Equipment Building and would have much higher 
heating costs. Preliminary engineering work completed in 2015 for the filing of the ‘Application 
and Evidence for the Charlottetown Combustion Turbine 4 Project’ found that much of the existing 
BOP equipment for CT3 could be re-used for the CT4 project (black start generator, air 
compressors, BOP MCC, BOP padmount transformer, battery charger and battery bank). Only 
an incremental expansion of the NOx water capacity (3rd Reverse Osmosis train and an additional 
demineralized water storage tank) would be required for CT4. The proposed new CT3 BOP 
equipment building will be situated and designed to allow for easy expansion in the future with 
minimal upfront incremental costs. It is thus reasonable to assume that a small expansion for a 
CT4 (which is uncertain to happen) to a new BOP building is not likely to change the financial 
case for constructing a new CT3 BOP Equipment Building over retaining the CTGS Building for 
this purpose. 
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R-15 Response to Section 2.2 – The Preliminary Options Analysis and Follow-up Study: 
BOP Analysis 

 
On Page 9, 4th Paragraph Synapse writes 

 
“While we recognize that there may be myriad other unquantified 
benefits associated with a new BOP, and that retaining part of the 
old structure would likely make the decommissioning more complex 
and riskier, it is incumbent on MECL to provide a clearer rationale 
for constructing a new BOP structure.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See R-3 – Response to Recommendation #3. A qualitative assessment is shown starting on page 
20 of this document. 
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R-16 Response to Section 2.2 – The Preliminary Options Analysis and Follow-up Study: 
Risk Items 

 
On Page 10, 1st Paragraph Synapse writes 

 
“Specifically, MECL should provide more detail about the potential risk 
items related to retaining the old BOP section of the CTGS plant.38 Such 
risk items include respective costs, probabilities of occurrence, and any 
additional related insights that have been gleaned from testing 
conducted after the Decommissioning Study was submitted.” 

 
38 Preliminary Options Analysis. Pg. 5. 

 
 
Response: 
 
As part of this Interrogatory Response, GHD completed a revised cost estimate for retaining the 
old BOP section of the CTGS plant, as discussed in the Response to Recommendation #3. As 
part of the revised cost estimate, GHD re-evaluated each risk item based on information gained 
since completion of the Preliminary Options Analysis. Updates on each risk item are provided 
below: 
 
 Potential for Asbestos Containing Materials in the Roof – Since completion of the 

Preliminary Options Analysis, asbestos sampling completed on the roof indicated that 
asbestos is not present in the roofing materials. Therefore, no further action is required 
and this item is no longer considered a risk. 

 
 Potential for Building Code Review – Based on preliminary discussions with the City of 

Charlottetown Building Inspector, a site review by a structural engineer from GHD (refer 
to R-3 – Attachment 4) and a structural engineer from SCL Engineering (refer to R-3 – 
Attachment 5) it is highly likely a National Building Code review would be triggered if 
retaining the CT3 BOP. 

 
The code review is triggered by a “change in operation” (once the steam boilers are 
demolished and no longer produce excess heat in the building this would result in new 
snow loads on the roof), and due to a significant renovation being required in installing a 
new end wall on the building and demolishing the remainder. 

 
The current operation of the boilers during the winter months (boilers are kept in hot 
standby at 240°F from November to April) maintains a high temperature at the upper 
elevations inside the CTGS building, preventing snow build-up on the roof. However, once 
the boilers cease operation and the building is maintained at a more moderate 
temperature, increased snow loading is expected to occur on the roof structure. Despite 
the older age of the building, it is likely the building has yet to experience the full load 
effects from snow accumulation and drifting snow. As the CT3 BOP portion of the Steam 
Plant Building is nearly 100 years old (1926 vintage), there is a high probability that 
structural repairs and upgrades would be required for the structure to meet current snow 
loading requirements and the post-disaster design requirements in the current building 
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code. Therefore, GHD has included costs for engineering and construction of building 
structural reinforcements in the Updated Options Analysis. 

 
 Improvement to existing Fire Suppression Sprinkler System – Upgrades to the fire 

system would be required if the Dorman Diesel units were to remain in the existing CT3 
BOP building to meet current building and life safety codes. During the revisions to the 
Preliminary Options Analysis, Maritime Electric determined that it is reasonable to assume 
that the two Dorman Diesels would remain inside the CT3 BOP, since they have several 
years of remaining expected useful life. However, the Dorman Diesels are not expected 
to last another 35 years6. Therefore, costs to complete the upgrades to the existing fire 
suppression sprinkler system have been included in the revised cost estimate. 

 
 Re-use of electrical cables from existing CT3 BOP in construction of new CT3 BOP 

building – The Preliminary Options Analysis cost estimate assumed that the existing 
electrical cables in the CT3 BOP for the transformers, switchgear and Motor Control 
Centres (MCCs) could be re-used in the new CT3 BOP building. However, through the 
completion of detailed designs and AACE Class 1 cost estimates for the construction of 
the new CT3 BOP building, CBCL determined that the existing electrical cables would 
have to be upgraded in size due to recent Canadian Electrical Code changes and 
therefore are not compatible with the equipment in the new CT3 BOP Building. Therefore, 
CBCL has included costs for new electrical cables in the Class 1 cost estimate for the new 
CT3 BOP building. 

 
 Abandonment of Boiler 6 – Maritime Electric has determined that Boiler 6 will likely 

require manual demolition as part of maintaining the retained CT3 BOP portion of the 
CTGS Building, rather than abandoning the boiler for 35 years or more. Boiler 6 was 
installed in 1976 and would be nearing 80 years old by the end of the 35 year life 
expectancy period for the BOP. Deterioration and corrosion of the boiler structural 
components may occur, presenting health and safety hazards to occupants of the CT3 
BOP. Therefore, costs to manually demolish Boiler 6 have been included in the revised 
cost estimate. 

 
 
  

                                                           
6 The two Dorman Diesels were purchased Used from the QEH Hospital in Charlottetown in 2004.  These units were 

originally installed at the QEH Hospital in 1980 so they are currently 39 years old. 
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R-17 Response to Section 2.2 – Other Proposed Demolition Considerations 
 

On Page 10, 2nd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“MECL proposes to demolish the river pumphouse and restore the 
riverfront to its original condition. The utility proposes to use a 
combination of approaches to decommission the circulating water lines 
that run from the pumphouse to the CTGS building.39 Synapse find no 
issue with MECL’s suggested approach. However, we note that the 
utility’s case for demolishing the pumphouse is primarily aesthetic.40” 

 
39 Decommissioning Study. Pg. 45. 
40 Ibid. 

 
 
Response: 
 
There certainly is an argument to be made that aesthetics would be improved on the 
Charlottetown Waterfront with the removal of the River Pumphouse. However, this is not the 
primary rationale. 
 
The primary reasons for removal of the River Pumphouse relate to ongoing upkeep costs and to 
reduce the risk and liability associated with keeping a vacant, unmanned structure which contains 
deep water wells/chambers in operation on the edge of the Charlottetown Harbour. Finally, the 
age and condition of the River Pumphouse infrastructure is not conducive to its reuse in the future. 
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R-18 Response to Section 3.1 – Contingencies: Mob/Demob 
 

On Page 12, 3rd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“Synapse is concerned that the amount allocated for allowances for 
health and safety, mobilization-demobilization, and bonds is high. 
In particular, the portion for mobilization‐demobilization, at 
$550,000, represents a significant share – about 5 percent of the 
overall budget. MECL has indicated that this item is required to 
cover accommodations and transportation for third‐party 
decommissioning staff, who will likely travel from beyond the 
province, but it should make a clearer case for why it is likely to 
incur these costs.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See response R-6 to Synapse Recommendation #6. In addition to the items discussed in 
response to Synapse Recommendation #6, the following items also contribute to the amount 
allocated for health and safety, mobilization-demobilization, and bonds: 
 
 The CTGS is located in an urban area in the downtown core of the City of Charlottetown, 

with multiple residents located within 25 meters of the active demolition zone. In addition 
to nearby residents, the 50 MW Combustion Turbine 3 (CT3), the 69 kV Charlottetown 
Substation including Substation Control Building, and the Energy Control Centre (ECC) 
building, which are critical infrastructure to PEI’s power grid, are located directly adjacent 
to the active demolition zone on the CTGS site. All of these items may lead to increased 
bonding costs for the contractor, which will be passed onto Maritime Electric. 

 
 Due to the proximity of residential dwellings as well as critical Maritime Electric 

infrastructure to the active demolition zone, mechanical demolition methodologies (mast 
climbers, high reach excavators) will likely be utilized to maintain control of structures and 
debris in order to protect the health and safety of the public and adjacent structures.  With 
the use of equipment such as mast climbers, which involves workers and equipment 
working from heights for a long duration there will most certainly be increased health and 
safety costs for the contractor, which will be passed onto Maritime Electric. 
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R-19 Response to Section 3.1 – Contingencies: Allowance Costs 
 

On Page 12, 4th Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“For context, Synapse reviewed a set of decommissioning studies 
(detailed in Appendix 2). In most cases, the contingency costs were 
in range of approximately 10–20 percent and were calculated as a 
function of the total decommissioning costs.44 The only exception is 
the Dalhousie plant, for which contingency costs totaled 40 percent. 
It is unclear why the contingency costs at Dalhousie were so much 
higher than for the rest of the studies reviewed; however, it may 
have had to do with the size of the plant or the fact that the entire 
site was decommissioned. In any case, while MECL’s allowance 
costs may be reasonable, they appear to be on the high end at 30 
percent of the site decommissioning budget.” 

 
44 Xcel used a contingency of 15% in its 2011 Dismantling Cost Study, Florida 

Power and Light used a contingency cost of 16% in its 2009 Dismantlement 
study which was increased by 20% in its 2016 Dismantlement study. 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric and Duke Energy included 20% of the direct costs 
as a contingency cost within its decommissioning studies. Minnesota Power 
used a contingency cost of 10% in its 2015 Site Decommissioning Study for 
coal plants. Contingencies for Dalhousie Thermal Generating Station appear 
highest of all. While the categories used for allowances in the Dalhousie 
budget differ somewhat from those used in the CTGS budget, it appears that 
the Dalhousie study allocates at least twice as much as the CTGS study did, 
as a proportion of overall site decommissioning costs, for cost overages. 

 
 
Response: 
 
As indicated in Synapse’s report (page 12; paragraph 1 and 2), Maritime Electric’s contingency 
costs, specifically for unidentified/unforeseen items, are allocated at 10 percent and the other 20 
percent is related to an allowance for items that are known, however not costed in detail, such as 
health and safety, mobilization and demobilization, and bonding. 
 
The 10 percent contingency carried in the CTGS decommissioning estimate is based on the 
proposed accuracy of the class of estimate provided (Class B), the extent of on-Site 
investigations, testing that was completed during the study to help protect against 
unforeseen/unidentified items, and input from Maritime Electric. The 10 percent contingency value 
used was also validated using actual costs incurred for industrial demolition projects completed 
by GHD across North America (as the Engineer/Estimator and/or Contract Administrator). 
 
The Resources for the Future report7 indicates that for coal fired plants (Note: the CTGS has a 
history of burning coal and a coal-fired boiler remains in the plant), contingency funds of 20 
percent are typically carried to prepare for unanticipated environmental or other costs. In addition, 
the Synapse report indicates that a “10 percent allocation seems reasonable” for contingency 
costs. 

                                                           
7 D. Raimi, 2017, Resources for the Future, Decommissioning US Power Plants: Decisions, Costs, and Key Issues. 
 http://www.rff.org/files/document/file/RFF%20Rpt%20Decommissioning%20Power%20Plants.pdf. 
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Synapse’s commentary regarding allowances pertains to allowances for health and safety, 
mobilization-demobilization and bonding. Maritime Electric previously provided details on how this 
20 percent allowance was determined in response to Interrogatory IR-3 filed on February 1, 2019. 
The Resources for the Future report referenced by Synapse in Appendix 2 of the Synapse Report 
does not provide information on allowances and it is not known if these provisions were included 
in the other decommissioning studies. Based on GHD’s recent experience with other similar 
facility decommissioning projects in Atlantic Canada, the 20 per cent allowance is a reasonable 
estimate to account for mobilization/demobilization costs for an out-of-Province demolition 
contractor as well as for the increased accommodation costs for contractor staff staying in the 
Charlottetown area during peak tourist seasons (see response R-6 to Recommendation #6). 
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R-20 Response to Section 3.3 – Risk: Probabilistic Modeling 
 

On Page 13, 5th Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“There are several unknowns that might influence the course and 
cost of the decommissioning. These contingencies relate to 
environmental conditions on and around the CTGS site, future land 
use, and other “risk items” that were determined to have a low 
probability of occurrence but could represent in excess of $3 million 
in additional costs.49 These risk items have been excluded from the 
total budget for the decommissioning. While GHD has used 
probabilistic modeling to evaluate risks in planning for other 
decommissioning projects, no such approach was taken for 
CTGS.50 It is our understanding that probabilistic analyses, while 
requiring some additional time and minimal additional cost, provide 
a more realistic cost estimate than complete exclusion due to 
perceived low probability risks.” 

 
49 Decommissioning Study. Pg. 49 and Table 9.1. 
50 MECL response to IR‐2. 

 
Response: 
 
See response R-8 - to Synapse Recommendation 8. 
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R-21 Response to Section 3.3 – Risk: Preliminary Tasks 
 

On Page 14, 2nd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“Prior to approving the plan for CTGS, the Commission should ensure 
that MECL has followed up to the extent possible on risk items and 
attended to other critical preliminary tasks that could influence 
decommissioning scope and cost.51 The “Pre‐Decommissioning 
Engineering” section of the Decommissioning Study provides a 
summary of these preliminary tasks, which include stakeholder 
consultation, additional sampling and hazard assessments, and 
securing necessary authorizations.52” 

 
51 MECL has provided an update on site‐testing and regulatory engagements in 

response to the second Synapse interrogatories. Second Synapse interrogatories. 
IR‐7. 

52 Ibid. Pg. 63. 
 
 
Response: 
 
See responses on Risk Items found in R-8 response - Recommendation 8 and in the response 
R-16 - Section 2.2 – Risk Items from the Synapse report. 
 
Synapse makes a valid argument that stakeholder consultations may influence or induce changes 
to the decommissioning scope and cost. Maritime Electric’s intent has been to hold Stakeholder 
Consultations both prior to and as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process. 
 
In relation to securing the necessary authorizations to proceed with the Decommissioning Project 
our first step was to file the Decommissioning Plan with the Commission (IRAC). 
 
Maritime Electric has held preliminary discussions with the PEICLE regarding the requirements 
for an EIA process under the Environmental Protection Act. These discussions will continue 
throughout the EIA process which is expected to occur in late 2020/early 2021. 
 
The project will also require authorization from the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
(DFO) for any portion of the River Pumphouse decommissioning work to be completed below the 
ordinary high water mark of the Hillsborough River. Maritime Electric has not made contact with 
DFO. 
 
Maritime Electric has had informal discussions with the City of Charlottetown and a Demolition 
Permit under Section 4.55 of the City of Charlottetown’s Zoning & Development Bylaw will be 
required. 
 
As the project proceeds through the pre-decommissioning engineering and subsequent 
regulatory permitting phases, Maritime Electric will submit to IRAC, in a timely manner, any 
significant updates to the budget or changes to the workplan specific to outstanding risk items or 
changes in decommissioning scope. 
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R-22 Response to Section 4.1 – Used and Useful Designation: CTGS Property 
 

On Page 15, 3rd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“In light of the probable future capacity shortfall facing the province, 
MECL should be instructed to prepare a plan detailing its intention 
to use the CTGS property for energy system functions. This plan 
should be prepared in the near term, and it should contain a specific 
timeline for new development on site. If the proposed development 
will not use all of the CTGS site, then MECL must indicate why it is 
not feasible for the property to be subdivided and partially given 
over to other, non‐utility uses.” 

 
 
Response: 
 
See response R-4 - to Synapse Recommendation 4 and response to IR-66(a) of the Commission 
filed on May 24, 2019 on the question of the future use of the site. 
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R-23 Response to Appendix 1 – Lifecycle Heating Costs for BOP 
 

On Page 9, 3rd paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“There is also uncertainty in the heating cost estimate. MECL’s 
analysis projects that total lifecycle heating costs would be 
$1,283,000 greater if the BOP portion of the CTGS were to be 
retained, after inflation and discounting adjustments.34 This value is 
based upon an assumed $95,000 per year cost for heating this 
section, which is the higher of two figures that were provided. If the 
lower‐end estimate, at $80,000 per year, had been used, the gap 
between the two BOP options would have been more than 
erased.35,36 See Appendix 1 for an illustration of the difference in 
costs between these two scenarios.37” 

 
34 Preliminary Options Analysis. Table Pg. 1. 
35 MECL indicates that if differences in total volume are controlled for, the old 

BOP section of the CTGS is projected to be 2.3 times costlier to heat than a 
new structure. See email from Adam Mackenzie to Troy Small on December 
7, 2017. Included with Preliminary Options Analysis. 

36 Synapse notes that the utility did not fully consider other retrofits to the 
residual building to reduce heating costs. 

37 Synapse attempted to replicate the lifecycle heating cost table that was 
provided by MECL with the Preliminary Options Analysis. However, our results 
suggested a lesser cost differential of just $1,202,667. 

 
 
Reference: 
 
Table 5 on Page 22 of Synapse Report - Lifecycle Heating Cost Comparison – 2 percent 
escalation and 6.44 per cent discount rate 
 
 
Response: 
 
Maritime Electric has reviewed the original life cycle heating cost comparison as requested in the 
3rd paragraph on page 9 of the Synapse Report and has made several adjustments to address 
the points raised. Provided below is background information as to how the heating estimation was 
derived. 
 
First the Bunker C fuel oil (Bunker) consumed in the CTGS for heating is tracked on an annual 
basis, separately from the Bunker consumed for electricity generation purposes.  One of the 
estimations for heating the CTGS was based on the consumption of Bunker for heating purposes, 
correcting for boiler efficiencies, vented steam, steam consumed in heating the outdoor bunker 
fuel oil storage tanks, and finally discounting due to the CTGS being kept warmer than required 
when heating with the heating boiler. This result in total BTUs required to heat the CTGS being 
converted to the total cost of $430,063 per year (based on the kWhs and Maritime Electric’s cost 
of electricity). Within this estimation there are several correction factors and assumptions, so a 
second methodology was developed to check this first estimation. The second methodology 
reflects the fact that electric heat was added to the CTGS in 2014. The increased kWh consumed 
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in the CTGS after the installation of electric heaters was corrected for Heating Degree Days for 
Charlottetown and resulted in the second estimation of $334,145 per year. 
 
During the original analysis Maritime Electric elected to use the higher of the two estimations 
based on engineering judgement. This was raised in the Synapse report. Maritime Electric has 
updated the estimated heating costs for the CTGS to be the average of the two estimations. In 
addition, the original estimations used data up to November 2017 as the analysis was originally 
completed in December 2017. The latest analysis includes actual data up to the end of December 
2018. Below is a summary table indicating the average estimated cost to heat each space within 
the CTGS. 
 

Zone 
Approx. 

Footprint of Zone 
(ft2) 

Volume 
(ft3) 

Estimated 
Annual Cost to 

Heat 
#10 Boiler/#10 Turbine Zone 8,220 478,404  $ 109,902 
#9 Boiler/#9 Turbine Zone 8,920 519,144  $ 97,577 
MgOH Zone 1,630 50,530  $ 10,553 
#5 Boiler Zone 3,145 139,953  $ 20,460 
#8 Turbine Zone 3,520 133,760  $ 19,554 
#4 Boiler Zone 3,305 175,165  $ 25,607 
#7 Turbine Zone 3,455 124,380  $ 18,183 
Waste Water Treatment Plant Zone 2,630 94,680  $ 13,841 
RO-EDI Water Treatment Plant Zone 1,880 67,680  $ 14,134 
CT3 Electrical BOP Equipment Zone 5,940 213,840  $ 40,193 
Welding Shop 800 28,800  $ 5,413 
Mechanical Maintenance Shop 1,840 26,680  $ 6,686 

 45,285 2,053,016  $ 382,104 
 
The estimated cost to heat the existing BOP area is the sum of: 
 

BOP Area Estimated Cost 
WWT Plant Zone  $ 13,841 
RO-EDI Zone  $ 14,134 
CT3 Elec BOP Equipment Zone  $ 40,193 
Welding Shop  $ 5,413 
Mechanical Maintenance Shop  $ 6,686 
TOTAL  $ 80,268 
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Below is a revised Life Cycle Heating Costs Table similar to Table 5 from the Synapse Report. 
  

Retain CTGS New BOP 
Year Inflated Heating Cost  NPV Heating Cost  Inflated Heating Cost NPV Heating Cost 
2019 0   $                      -     $                        -     $                        -    
2020 0   $                      -     $                        -     $                        -    
2021 83,511   $                73,711   $                   9,884   $                   8,724  
2022 85,181   $                70,636   $                 10,081   $                   8,360  
2023 86,885   $                67,690   $                 10,283   $                   8,011  
2024 88,622   $                64,866   $                 10,489   $                   7,677  
2025 90,395   $                62,160   $                 10,699   $                   7,357  
2026 92,203   $                59,568   $                 10,913   $                   7,050  
2027 94,047   $                57,083   $                 11,131   $                   6,756  
2028 95,928   $                54,702   $                 11,353   $                   6,474  
2029 97,846   $                52,420   $                 11,580   $                   6,204  
2030 99,803   $                50,233   $                 11,812   $                   5,945  
2031 101,799   $                48,138   $                 12,048   $                   5,697  
2032 103,835   $                46,130   $                 12,289   $                   5,460  
2033 105,912   $                44,206   $                 12,535   $                   5,232  
2034 108,030   $                42,362   $                 12,786   $                   5,014  
2035 110,191   $                40,595   $                 13,041   $                   4,805  
2036 112,395   $                38,901   $                 13,302   $                   4,604  
2037 114,642   $                37,278   $                 13,568   $                   4,412  
2038 116,935   $                35,723   $                 13,840   $                   4,228  
2039 119,274   $                34,233   $                 14,117   $                   4,052  
2040 121,660   $                32,805   $                 14,399   $                   3,883  
2041 124,093   $                31,437   $                 14,687   $                   3,721  
2042 126,575   $                30,126   $                 14,981   $                   3,565  
2043 129,106   $                28,869   $                 15,280   $                   3,417  
2044 131,688   $                27,665   $                 15,586   $                   3,274  
2045 134,322   $                26,511   $                 15,897   $                   3,138  
2046 137,008   $                25,405   $                 16,215   $                   3,007  
2047 139,749   $                24,345   $                 16,540   $                   2,881  
2048 142,544   $                23,330   $                 16,871   $                   2,761  
2049 145,394   $                22,356   $                 17,208   $                   2,646  
2050 148,302   $                21,424   $                 17,552   $                   2,536  
2051 151,268   $                20,530   $                 17,903   $                   2,430  
2052 154,294   $                19,674   $                 18,261   $                   2,328  
2053 157,380   $                18,853   $                 18,626   $                   2,231  
2054 160,527   $                18,067   $                 18,999   $                   2,138  
Total  $                                            1,352,030  

 
 $                160,017  

Cost 
Difference 

1,192,012  

 
The difference in heating costs over a 35 year timeframe between a new building and the 1926 
constructed portion of the CTGS building are over $1.0 million in operating costs and therefore 
contribute significantly to the justification for a new building.  
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R-24 Response to Appendix 2 – Survey of Other Decommissioning Studies: $/MW 
Metric 

 
On Page 23, 1st Paragraph Synapse writes 

 
“At $10.4 million (2018 CAD), or $7.5 million (2016 USD), the total 
cost for decommissioning the 55 MW CTGS appears high. This 
equates to a cost of $136,000 USD per MW. Comparing this result 
to the figure below, the costs of decommissioning CTGS are higher 
than past decommissionings of a similar size and type. The most 
expensive decommissioning of a gas/petroleum plant was just over 
$100,000 per MW, making the decommissioning costs at CTGS 
about 36 percent higher than similar projects. Figure 1 below 
illustrates these results.” 

 
Figure 1 on Page 23 - Decommissioning Cost by Type of Power Plant 

 

 
 

On Page 23, 3rd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“However, there is reason to believe that the $/MW metric is not 
representative of the cost‐effectiveness of a decommissioning. For 
example, the cost per MW is likely to vary substantially depending 
on whether the decommissioning is for a single unit in a larger plant 
or for an entire plant. The former is unlikely to have associated 
demolition or remediation costs, whereas the latter is extremely 
likely to bear such costs. Additionally, there was no indication if the 
cost per MW values in the RFF [Resources for the Future] report 
were inclusive of contingency allocations, which can add 20% or 
more to the total decommissioning cost.” 
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Response: 
 
Synapse compares the decommissioning of the CTGS with other “Gas and Petroleum” power 
plants in the United States. Maritime Electric agrees with Synapse, that when comparing the 
CTGS demolition to other Natural Gas and Petroleum Plants in the United States, the CTGS 
demolition costs may seem high. However, in addition to the combustion of petroleum, the CTGS 
also burned coal for power production beginning in 1918 and the coal phase-out began in 1945. 
Boilers which were fired on coal remain in the building along with other ancillary infrastructure. 
The CTGS site also contained a Manufactured Gas Plant which produced Coal Gas on the 
property during the late 1800s and early 1900s. 
 
Although Maritime Electric agrees with Synapse’s first statement in paragraph 3 on page 23 of 
the Synapse report that “there is reason to believe that the $/MW metric is not representative of 
the cost‐effectiveness of a decommissioning”, for comparison purposes, Maritime Electric has 
also provided information on the CTGS decommissioning costs relative to costs to decommission 
coal power plants. 
 
Figure 9 below from the same Resources for the Future report8 referenced by Synapse in their 
report shows the $/MW cost (2016$) to decommission coal power plants in the United States. 
Figure 9 illustrates that for coal power plants in the general size range of the CTGS (55 MW) that 
the decommissioning costs can be in the range of USD$180,000/MW up to USD$470,000/MW. 
 
Similarly, the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) Technical Update dated February 2014 
for the Grand Lake Generating Station Decommissioning Experience Report indicates the total 
cost for decommissioning the NB Power Grand Lake Generating Station near Minto, New 
Brunswick, was approximately $25,000,000 (USD). The Grand Lake Generating Station was a 60 
MW, 8 unit, coal fired facility that operated from 1931 to approximately 2010 (80 years). The $/MW 
cost (2014$ USD) to decommission this coal-fired facility was approximately $415,000/MW and 
is in the range of the decommissioning costs for similar facilities reported in the Resources for the 
Future report. 
 
Specific to the Grand Lake facility, approximately $10,200,000 or 40 per cent of the 
decommissioning costs were related to the remediation of the facility’s coal pile and coal ash 
lagoon area. Excluding costs associated with the remediation of the coal pile and coal ash lagoon 
which are not present at the CTGS, the $/MW to decommission the Grand Lake facility would be 
approximately $247,000/MW (USD). Given the similarity in size, age, and historical operation, the 
Grand Lake facility provides a regional example of decommissioning costs that could be 
comparable to the CTGS. Based on the Grand Lake example along with the Resources for the 
Future report, the CTGS decommissioning costs of USD$136,000/MW (CAD$189,000/MW) are 
actually substantially less than decommissioning costs incurred for similar coal fired facilities in 
Atlantic Canada and the United States. 
 

                                                           
8 D. Raimi, 2017, Resources for the Future, Decommissioning US Power Plants: Decisions, Costs, and Key Issues. 
 http://www.rff.org/files/document/file/RFF%20Rpt%20Decommissioning%20Power%20Plants.pdf. 
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In addition to the historical combustion of coal at the CTGS, numerous other site-specific factors 
contribute to variations in demolition costs relative to industry standards including: demolition 
contractor availability; site locale; critical infrastructure remaining operational at the site 
throughout demolition; and plant construction. 
 
The CTGS is located in Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island (PEI), which has a population of 
approximately 36,000 (155,000 for PEI). As previously discussed in the response to 
Recommendation #6, there are no large demolition contractors located in PEI/Atlantic Canada 
with the knowledge/experience required to demolish the CTGS, resulting in increased costs to 
cover contractors’ mobilization, demobilizations, and travel and accommodation costs. Power 
plants in the United States would be more likely to be located near larger population centres with 
a greater availability of large and specialized demolition contractors with the ability to complete 
power plant demolitions, resulting in lower mobilization and demobilization costs. 
 
The CTGS is located in an urban area in the downtown core of the City of Charlottetown, with 
residents located within 25 meters of the active demolition zone. Explosive demolition is typically 
the preferred method to safely and cost-effectively demolish power plant superstructures and 
stacks and was the method used for the recent regional Dalhousie and Grand Lake generating 
station decommissioning projects. However, in an urban setting such as the CTGS, explosive 
demolition presents a high degree of risk due to uncontrolled release of debris (shrapnel) and 
potential for catastrophic damage to adjacent infrastructure should the structures not fall as 
intended. Therefore, mechanical demolition methodologies (mast climbers, high reach 
excavators) are required at the CTGS to maintain complete control of structures and debris in 
order to protect adjacent structures and the health and safety of the public. These mechanical 
demolition methods result in slower productivity and increased costs compared to explosive 
demolition. 
 
In addition to nearby residents, the CT3 turbine, the Charlottetown Substation, the Substation 
Controls Building, and the ECC building, which are critical infrastructure to PEI’s power grid, are 
located directly adjacent to the active demolition zone on the CTGS site. CT3, the Substation, 
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and the ECC building will remain operational throughout the demolition and must be protected. 
Besides employing mechanical demolition methodologies to maintain control of structures and 
debris, significant dust controls, including wet suppression and shutdowns during high wind 
velocity conditions, will likely be required to prevent off-site dust migration as well as impacts to 
the on-site CT3 air filters. 
 
Another factor which may contribute to increased demolition costs relative to industry standards 
is the fact the facility is on an island and requires out-of-Province importation of rip rap, armour 
stone, and Class A aggregate materials and out-of-Province exportation and disposal of 
hazardous materials such as PCB and mercury containing equipment, and hydrocarbon/metal 
impacted soil. In addition, many power generation facilities have landfill(s) associated with the 
facility, allowing for disposal of demolition debris and specific waste (ACM) at reduced costs 
without tipping fees. However, the CTGS does not have a landfill associated with the facility, 
therefore all non-hazardous demolition debris must be disposed off-site at municipal landfills and 
C&D disposal sites with tipping fees. 
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R-25 Response to Appendix 2 – Survey of Other Decommissioning Studies: Recent 
Decommissionings 

 
Reference: 

 
Table 6 on Page 24 - Summary of Recent Decommissioning Studies of Fossil‐Fuel Fired 
Plants in Canada 

 

 
 
 
Response: 
 
The comparison of the CAD$38,800/MW for the Turbine 6 Decommissioning to the 
CAD$189,000/MW for the Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station (CTGS) Decommissioning 
is a problematic comparison. The decommissioning of Turbine 6 included only the removal of the 
steam turbine, some steam piping, the condensor and the permanent magnet generator as well 
as a few auxiliaries relating to the steam turbine. The details of what was included in the Turbine 
6 decommissioning are included in Schedule 13 of UE23001 filed with the Commission on 
November 16, 2018. 
 
This $38,800/MW did not include the demolition of any of the following items which are included 
in the $189,000/MW for the CTGS Decommissioning: 
 
 Demolition of the Steam Boiler associated with Turbine 6; 
 Chemical Sweep and Universal Waste Removal; 
 Chemical Tank Removals; 
 Asbestos Abatement (large scale Type 3 and Type 1 Removals); 
 Stack Demolition; 
 Building Demolition; 
 Cleaning and Demolition of Bunk Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank Farm; 
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 Cooling Water Piping Demolition; 
 River Pumphouse Demolition; 
 Removal of Transformers and Substations; 
 Environmental Remediation and Site Restoration. 
 
Some of the larger contributors (asbestos abatement, demolition of Stacks and demolition of 
Boilers) to the decommissioning costs of power generating stations are excluded from the 
$38,800/MW figure. For example, the Stack Demolition - Item A.1.5 ($2,052,000) in the CTGS 
Decommissioning Cost Estimate (filed with the Commission on June 28, 2018) represented a full 
32 per cent of the Part A – Decommissioning Costs.  The Asbestos Abatement - Item A.1.2 
($850,020) represented 13 per cent of the Part A – Decommissioning Costs. The Boiler demolition 
is a significant portion of Item A.1.4 – Building Demolition which was the second highest line item 
($1,688,000) at 26 per cent. 
 
The comparison of the CAD$189,000/MW for the CTGS Decommissioning to the 
CAD$139,000/MW for the Dalhousie Generating Station (DGS or Dalhousie) Decommissioning 
is problematic.  The DGS site (140.9 acres) is much larger than the CTGS site (13.7 acres) which 
allowed for the demolition of the Dalhousie stacks and building structures using explosives for a 
controlled gravitational free-fall.  The use of explosives is a much more cost effective means of 
felling structures, however, this method will most likely not be useable at the CTGS due to the 
constrained site in a downtown area and was not the method carried in the decommissioning cost 
estimate for the CTGS. 
 
The 320 MW Dalhousie project is also of a much larger scale than the 55 MW CTGS project and 
therefore economies of scale could be achieved by the Demolition Contractor on Dalhousie that 
will not be achievable on the CTGS project. For comparison, the Dalhousie project had an 
estimated 35,865 metric tonnes of structural steel and 46,270 tonnes of concrete to be 
demolished and removed, whereas the CTGS project has an estimated 2,273 metric tonnes of 
structural steel and 8,178 tonnes of concrete. With these much larger volumes the Demolition 
Contractor can spread their fixed costs out over more units to achieve better unit pricing. 
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R-26 Response to Appendix 2 – Survey of Other Decommissioning Studies: Property Tax 
& Insurance 

 
On Page 25, 3rd Paragraph Synapse writes 

 
“Furthermore, the Dalhousie study specifically itemizes New 
Brunswick Power’s “Labor, Property Taxes, and Insurance” costs, 
whereas the CTGS study only includes labor costs. Those labor 
costs are included in the “Project Management and Engineering”, 
which seems to account for the large discrepancy between CTGS 
and Dalhousie’s relative engineering costs. Nevertheless, the 
CTGS study seems to omit property tax and insurance in its cost 
estimates.” 

 
 
Response: 
Property taxes and insurance costs related to the CTGS facility are not specifically assigned to 
the decommissioning project but are included in the annual operating cost projections as part of 
the Company’s GRA filing (refer to Schedule 8-9 in Section 8.4). 
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R-27 Response to Appendix 2 – Survey of Other Decommissioning Studies: Dalhousie 
Thermal GS 

 
 

On Page 25, 3rd Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“Additionally, the site decommissioning costs make up a 
substantially larger portion of the overall for CTGS than for 
Dalhousie. If labor costs are relocated to the engineering category, 
a discrepancy of 13% still exists. It is unclear why site 
decommissioning costs make up a greater portion of the total cost 
for CTGS given the similarity between the two cost estimates, or 
why MECL does not include a cost item for cost estimation errors.” 

 

 
 
Response: 
Refer to R-27 – Attachment 1. 
 
Although it appears that there is a discrepancy of 13 per cent between the decommissioning costs 
for the CTGS and Dalhousie in Table 7 above, there are several items included in the Dalhousie 
estimate that were not included in the CTGS estimate for various reasons. For example, the 
Dalhousie facility included a 20 per cent contingency (compared to a 10 per cent contingency for 
the CTGS) as the project included site closure and capping of a 100 hectare industrial landfill that 
required regulatory approval of the landfill closure plan. In addition, costs for property taxes and 
insurance, as well as a provision for cost estimate errors, were carried in the Dalhousie estimate 
but were not included in the CTGS cost estimate. As indicated in Maritime Electric’s response to 
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R-26 property tax and insurance are included in the annual operating cost projections as part of 
the Company’s GRA filing (Schedule 8-9 in Section 8.4). 
 
GHD typically does not include a cost item for estimation errors, as the class of estimate accounts 
for an accuracy range and instead, a contingency for unidentified items is included based on the 
level of detail completed for the estimate. The contingency for unidentified items may be increased 
or decreased based on the level of detail completed for the estimate and for site-specific 
conditions such as the complexity of the site. Upon provision of GHD’s estimated costs to the 
facility owners, the Owners can then choose to add provisions for cost estimation errors, based 
on the Owner’s level of risk tolerance (such as the case in the Dalhousie cost estimate). Maritime 
Electric is satisfied with the level of accuracy and the contingency costs provided in the Class B 
cost estimate for the CTGS decommissioning, and therefore, the CTGS decommissioning 
estimate did not include provisions for cost estimation errors. 
 
If the additional 10 per cent of contingency for the 100 hectare landfill is removed from the 
Dalhousie estimate, as well as the property tax, insurance, and provision for cost estimation 
errors, making the two estimates comparable, the portion of decommissioning costs associated 
with the Dalhousie site increases to 48 per cent of the overall cost and reduces the 
decommissioning cost discrepancy to a difference of only 8 per cent. The revised allocation of 
costs for the Dalhousie site and the CTGS is further outlined in R-27 – Attachment 1. 
 
It is also noted that the Project Management, Engineering and Labour costs carried in the 
Dalhousie project was $11.7 million and is 38 per cent of the total project cost (excluding taxes, 
insurance and cost estimation errors). In particular, the NB Power labour costs alone carried for 
the Dalhousie project were 21 per cent of the total project cost. Conversely, the Maritime Electric 
labour costs carried in the CTGS decommissioning estimate are 10 per cent of the total project 
cost. The elevated NB Power labour cost carried in the Dalhousie project increased the total 
project cost and, as such, lowers the overall proportion of site decommissioning costs. If the 
Dalhousie Labour costs are reduced to 10 per cent to be more comparable to the CTGS, the 
portion of the site decommissioning costs for the Dalhousie project would increase to 55 per cent 
and the discrepancy between the two site decommissioning costs would be reduced to 1 per cent. 
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R-28 Response to Appendix 2 – Turbine 6 at CTGS 
 

On Page 27, 1st Paragraph Synapse writes 
 

“In 2016, MECL submitted an application to decommission its Turbine 
#6 located at CTGS.65 This turbine was 7.5 MW and was commissioned 
in 1951. The proposed cost of decommissioning was $291,000 (2016 
CAD), equivalent to $38,800 per MW (2016 CAD). This value is 
consistent with decommissioning costs of a similar size and type, as 
illustrated in Figure 1, above – however, this decommissioning did not 
include any building demolition or site remediation.” 

 
65 Maritime Electric Company Limited. Decommissioning Plan for Turbine Generator No. 6 and 

Auxiliaries. 
 
 
Response: 
 
Synapse is correct when referring to the $38,800 per MW cost to decommission Maritime 
Electric’s Turbine 6 (7.5 MW), in noting that “this decommissioning did not include any building 
demolition or site remediation.” 
 
However, as previously noted in the response to Synapse’s Table 6 included in R-25 of this 
document, the $38,800/MW did not include the demolition and removal of any of the following 
infrastructure: 
 
 Demolition of the Steam Boiler associated with Turbine 6; 
 Chemical Sweep and Universal Waste Removal; 
 Chemical Tank Removals; 
 Asbestos Abatement (large scale Type 3 and Type 1 Removals); 
 Stack Demolition; 
 Cleaning and Demolition of Bunk Fuel Storage Tanks and Tank Farm; 
 Cooling Water Piping Demolition; 
 River Pumphouse Demolition; 
 Removal of Transformers and Substations; and 
 Site Restoration. 
 
The Figure 1 from Synapse’s report that is referred to includes the costs of decommissioning an 
entire power generating station including all of the exclusions noted above. From this list of 
exclusions some of the larger contributors to the decommissioning costs of a power generating 
station are asbestos abatement, demolition of stacks and the demolition of the boilers. 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 2 
 

ATTACHMENT - 1 
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May 22, 2019 
 
 

Kent Nicholson 

Manager, Production and Energy Control Operations 

Maritime Electric Company, Limited 

180 Kent Street, P.O. Box 1328 

Charlottetown, PE, C1A 7N2 

E‐mail: NicholsonKN@maritimeelectric.com 

 

Dear Mr. Nicholson: 

 

RE:  Life Cycle Cost Estimates for Potential Re‐purposing of the Charlottetown Thermal 

Generating Station Building, Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island 

 
As requested by Maritime Electric Company, Limited (MECL), CBCL Limited (CBCL) prepared 
Life Cycle Cost (LCC) cost estimates for selected options from our June 2018 Report, 
Engineering Review for Potential Re‐purposing of the Charlottetown Thermal Generating 
Station Building. This letter report is an addendum to our June 2018 report. 
 
CBCL previously assessed the condition of the building, performed analyses of six options 
and issued a final report to MECL in June 2018. This letter report is based on the results of 
the previous study, but it also incorporates information provided directly or indirectly 
through MECL, i.e. MECL for historical heating and other building and Plant operations and 
maintenance costs, GHD Engineering for building demolition costs, and ARA‐McQuaid and 
Associates for property valuation, and sales and leasing amounts. 
 
At MECL’s request, CBCL reviewed the MECL methodology used to calculate the heating 
costs for the building, and CBCL accepts and agrees with the associated assumptions and 
resulting calculations that provided the results. CBCL also carried out heating calculations to 
estimate the heating cost for Option B (New Corporate Head Office), where Plant Zone 9 
would be insulated to a modern, energy efficient level. 
 
This report is based on information that was considered high level, and accordingly, the 
results of this study are to be considered high level. 
 
In accordance with MECL’s direction, CBCL prepared LCC cost estimates based on a period 
beginning in the year 2023 and ending in the year 2058, and reported as net present values 
in 2019 dollars. The following comparative options were studied: 
 
A  Relocate transformer repair and storage from the Hazardous Waste Facility (HWF) 

and the Transformer Shop of the West Royalty Service Centre (WRSC) into Zone 10 
of the Plant compared to the status quo, and demolishing the Plant. 

 
B  Relocate office occupancies from 180 Kent Street (Head Office) and the Energy 

Control Centre (ECC) building into Zone 9 of the Plant compared to the status quo, 
and demolishing the Plant. 

 
C1  Install a 50 MW combustion turbine in Zones 7 and 8 of the Plant versus 

constructing it outside of the Plant on the same site, and demolishing the Plant. 
 
D SF6  Install a 69kV sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) gas insulated substation in Zone 4 of the 

Plant versus constructing a low profile substation outdoors on the same site, and 
demolishing the Plant. 

 



Mr. Kent Nicholson 
May 22, 2019 
Page 2 of 7 
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E  Renovate Zones 9 and 10 in the Plant and re‐purpose it for industrial space leasing 
to a third‐party tenant versus demolishing the Plant. 

 
F  Retain the empty building shell versus demolishing the Plant. 
 
Option C2 from our June 2018 report, installing a combustion turbine in the Plant versus 
installing it on a “green field” site, was not studied further for this report. The initial capital 
cost for Option C2 was already shown to be approximately $8 million more than Option C1, 
hence the option was not deemed worthy of further consideration. 
 
Option D (Air) from our June 2018 report, installing an air‐insulated substation in the Plant 
versus installing a low profile substation was not studied further for this report. The initial 
capital cost was already shown to be approximately $400,000 more than Option D (SF6), 
hence the option was not deemed worthy of further consideration. 
 
The probable LCC differential (additional cost for retaining the Plant) for the comparative 
options ranges from $4.58 million for Option A to $10.50 million for Option F. Table 0.1:  
Summary of Probable Costs, is included in Appendix A. The detailed cost comparisons of 
each option with explanatory notes, assumptions and other comments are included in 
Appendix B. Supporting information pertaining to re‐roofing, annual operating and 
maintenance (O&M) costs, and sales and leasing revenues are included in Appendix C. 
 
We would be pleased to discuss this report with MECL, at your convenience. 
 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
CBCL Limited 

 
     
 
 

Prepared by:                                                      Reviewed by: 

Steve Eisan, P.Eng.                             Randy Thorpe, P.Eng., PMP ® 

Senior Structural Engineer                              Senior Electrical Engineer 

Direct:  (902) 492‐6746  

E‐Mail:  seisan@cbcl.ca  
 
Attachments:  Appendix A – Table 0.1:  Summary of Probable Costs 
      Appendix B – Detailed Comparison of Options 
      Appendix C – Re‐roofing, Annual O&M, and Sales and Leasing 
 
CC:  Adam MacKenzie, MECL 
 
Project No: 192616.01 

 

This document was prepared for the party indicated herein.  The material and information in the document reflects CBCL Limited’s opinion and best 

judgment based on the information available at the time of preparation.  Any use of this document or reliance on its content by third parties is the 

responsibility of the third party. CBCL Limited accepts no responsibility for any damages suffered as a result of third party use of this document. 
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Appendix A 

Table 1.0:  Summary of Probable Costs 



Table 0.1:  Summary of Probable Costs

Option Title Probable LCC Probable LCC Alternative Probable LCC Differential

A Transformer Repairs and Storage

Relocated to Plant Zone 10 Compared to

Status Quo 16,108,528$                           11,532,645$                           4,575,883$                            

B Head Office and ECC

Relocated to Plant Zone 9 Compared to

Status Quo 22,289,138$                           14,812,557$                           7,476,581$                            

C1 Combustion Turbine

Constructed in Plant Zones 7 and 8

Compared to Construction Outdoors on Site 85,480,434$                           78,646,800$                           6,833,634$                            

D SF6 GIS SF6 Substation

Constructed in Plant Zone 4 Compared to

Outdoor Construction of a Low Profile Substation 22,426,161$                           16,595,904$                           5,830,257$                            

E Leased Industrial Space

in Plant Zones 9 and 10 16,569,864$                           10,646,800$                           5,923,064$                            

F Retain Empty Shell 21,144,500$                           10,646,800$                           10,497,700$                          

Notes:

1.  LCC denotes Life Cycle Cost.

2.  All amounts, including GHD demolition costs, are reported in 2019 dollars.

3.  Demolition is carried out in 2022.

4.  Re-purposing options are implemented in 2023.

5.  35-Year Life Cycle period commences in 2023 and ends in 2058.

6.  Reported "Fit-up / Construction" costs for each option are applicable to subject areas of the Plant directly impacted by the option, e.g. Option 

C includes re-roofing costs for Zones 7 and 8, but does not include re-roofing costs for the other zones of the Plant. This means that costs for 

"Roof Replacement", "New Ground Floor 3'-0" above existing", and "Structural Analysis and Code Review" and "Structural Strengthening" in 

areas of the Plant not directly impacted by the option are excluded from the cost of that option.
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Appendix B 

Detailed Comparison of Options 
 



Consolidate 

Transformer 

Repair and 

Storage from 

HWF and WRSC 

into Zone 10 of 

the Plant

 Do not 

Consolidate 

Transformer 

Repair and 

Storage, i.e. 

keep HWF and 

WRSC, and 

demolish the 

existing Plant 

building

Consolidate - Demolition cost will be increased due to 

the demolition contractor having to carefully remove 

structures within the confines of the building structure 

and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$      

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but leave 

the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical removal of 

all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = 

$12,314,663

Do not Consolidate - Demolition cost will be lower as 

there will be no need to carry out "selective 

demolition".

10,646,800$      
According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant and 

building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 2019$.

Consolidate - Roofing will need to be replaced twice 

during the 35 year life cycle.
289,418$           

Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). The 

Re-roofing costs from the CBCL June 2018 report were used, including 15% 

engineering cost and 35% contingency. The amounts were calculated based on 2% 

inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 dollars. The Year 1 re-

roofing cost is $215,236 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is $74,182, in 2019 dollars.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no re-roofing cost.
-$                         

Consolidate - New ground floor to mitigate existing 

building flooding issues.
319,039$           

The approximate total floor area is 8,220 sf. The unit cost for constructing the floor, 

$25/sf, was obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. A steel frame system with steel deck and concrete topping 

is assumed.
Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; a new floor is not required.
-$                         

Consolidate - New windows and overhead doors will be 

required.
116,438$           

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no new windows and overhead doors.
-$                         

Consolidate - Fire separation is required between 

transformer storage and other ocupancies.
96,934$              

The approximate total wall area is 4,165 sf. The unit cost for constructing the 

acoustic/fire separation, $15/sf, was obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% 

engineering cost and 35% contingency are included. A wall is required between Zones 

9 and 10.
Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no acoustic and/or fire separations are 

required.

-$                         

Consolidate - Lighting, electrical, plumbing, heating, 

sprinkler, partitions, doors, and hardware will be 

required.

1,020,924$        

The approximate floor area is 8,220 sf. The unit cost for architectural, mechanical and 

electrical fit-up, $80/sf, was obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering 

cost and 35% contingency are included.
Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no fit-up is required.
-$                         

Consolidate - Exterior re-grading and paving is required 

for exterior storage and parking.
149,040$           

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

exterior re-grading and paving are required.
-$                         

Consolidate - Analysis of snow and wind loading as well 

as post-disaster seismic design requirements to meet 

current National Building Code, and structural building 

upgrades/strengthening required from structural 

analysis and Code review.

577,025$           

The CBCL June 2018 Report included costs for structural upgrading of Plant Zones 9 

and 10. The amount included detailed inspection, Code review and structural 

reinforcement/upgrading. For this option, the cost was obtained from the costs 

included with Option E in the CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the structural 

members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance with the 

current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated engineering cost 

for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures. The cost for structural 

strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National Building Code cannot be 

accurately determined without first completing a rigorous inspection, structural 

analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural analysis and 

strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures and engineering 

judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable construction cost. The 

cost could be substantially higher depending on the results of the detailed inspection 

and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural analysis was not part of 

CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

structural roof analysis and strengthening are required.
-$                         

Consolidate - Moving costs will be incurred pertaining 

to movement of equipment and materials from HWF 

and WRSC to the Plant.

70,000$              

MECL prepared an itemized cost estimate for moving their transformer operations 

from WRSC and HWF to the Plant. For WRSC the tasks include: cleanup of old shop; 

moving of shop including tools, transformers, etc.; setup of new shop; moving 

painting/welding booths. For HWF the tasks include cleanup of old shop and moving 

of tools, transformers, etc.
Do not Consolidate - The Plant will be demolished; 

moving costs will not be incurred.
-$                         

Consolidate - Operations and maintenance costs for the 

transformer operation relocated to the Plant - O&M 

costs for the transformer area of WRSC will persist and 

are included in this amount, but they are offset by lease 

revenues below.

2,950,997$        

The amount includes the life cycle cost to heat Plant Zone 10, the non-heating O&M 

costs for the Transformer Operations (HWF and WRSC) moved to the Plant, plus the 

full O&M costs for the leased out transformer area of WRSC. WRSC (transformer area) 

ongoing O&M costs are to be offset by lease revenue (the lease revenue is included in 

Sale / Lease, below). HWF Building will be sold and has no ongoing O&M costs. MECL 

advised that the leasing arrangement for the WRSC (transformer area) would be based 

on a grosse lease, meaning that the tenant pays a lease rate which is meant to cover 

the O&M costs and MECL would still be responsible for all O&M costs for the facility.  

Hence, 100% of the O&M costs for WRSC (transformer area) are included in the option 

of relocating the transformer shops to the Plant. The lease revenue is included below 

under Sale / Lease. MECL provided an itemized cost estimate of the HWF and WRSC 

O&M costs. Overall, the O&M costs include electricity, heat, HVAC maintenance, 

elevator maintenance, water and sewer, building cleaning, sanitation, winter 

maintenance, landscaping, etc. Heating estimates provided by MECL (electric heating) 

and checked by CBCL.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

Plant O&M costs will be incurred, but the O&M costs 

for HWF and WRSC (transformer area) will persist.

885,845$           

HWF and WRSC (transformer area) O&M costs are included for the option where the 

Transformer Shops are not moved to the Plant. MECL prepared an itemized cost 

estimate of the HWF and WRSC O&M costs. The O&M costs include electricity, heat, 

HVAC maintenance, elevator maintenance, water and sewer, building cleaning, 

sanitation, winter maintenance, landscaping, etc.

Consolidate - Sell HWF and Lease the Transformer area 

in West Royalty Service Centre.
(1,795,949)$       

As noted above in Operational, sell HWF for approximately $426,000 and Lease the 

Transformer area in WSRC (grosse amount of the lease is included in this amount, and 

the ongoing O&M costs are included above under Operational). MECL advised that the 

2019 grosse annual lease amount is $8/sf for the transformer area of WRSC. This 

amount was provided by a third-party appraiser.

Do not Consolidate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no leasing/sales revenues (to offset costs).
-$                         

Column Total 16,108,528$      11,532,645$      

Cost Differential Anticipated extra cost for Consolidating Transformer Repairs and Storage Operations 

into Zone 10 of the Plant

$4,575,883

Sale of HWF and 

Lease of WRSC

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
2018 RE-PURPOSING STUDY

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

Options Analysis Items

OPTION A - TRANSFORMER RELOCATION VS STATUS QUO AND DEMOLISH PLANT

70,000$              

Decommisioning / Demolition

Item Options
Estimated LCC in 

2019 Dollars
Quantitative Assessment Comments

Cost Differential

Operational

2,568,817$        -$                         

New Ground 

Floor 3'-0" 

above existing

Upgrades to 

Exterior Walls

Acoustic and 

Fire Separation

Paving / Parking

Extra approximately $2.57 million 

cost for fit-up and construction to 

retain the Plant for re-purposing.

Extra approximately $70,000 

moving costs to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

Deconstruction 

Costs

Extra approximately $1.67 million 

demolition cost to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

12,314,663$      10,646,800$      

-$                         

Fit-up / Construction

885,845$           

Approximately $1.80 million in 

building sale and leasing revenue 

to help offset the cost of re-

purposing the plant and relocating 

the transformer operations.

O&M

Extra approximately$2.07 million 

O&M costs to retain the Plant for 

re-purposing. The much higher 

heating costs for the Plant are the 

significant difference.

2,950,997$        

Sale / Lease

(1,795,949)$       -$                         

Roof 

Replacement

Architectural, 

Mechanical and 

Electrical Fit-up

Moving / Relocation

Moving 

Transformer 

Operations from 

HWF and WRSC 

to the Plant

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement



Relocate Head 

Office and ECC 

into Zone 9 of 

the Plant

 Do not relocate 

and keep Head 

Office and ECC 

buildings, and 

demolish the 

existing Plant 

building

Relocate - Demolition cost will be increased due to 

the demolition contractor having to carefully remove 

structures within the confines of the building 

structure and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$     

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but leave 

the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical removal 

of all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value inflated at 

2% = $12,314,663

Do not Relocate - Demolition cost will be lower as 

there will be no need to carry out "selective 

demolition".

10,646,800$     
According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant and 

building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 2019$.

Relocate - Roofing will need to be replaced twice 

during the 35 year life cycle.
314,064$           

Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). 

The Re-roofing cost from the CBCL June 2018 report were used, including 15% 

engineering cost and 35% contingency. The amounts were calculated based on 2% 

inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 dollars. The Year 1 re-

roofing cost is $233,565 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is $80,499, in 2019 dollars.

Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no Plant re-roofing cost. However, the 

Head Office and ECC buildings require re-roofing in 

Year 1 and Year 25.

276,390$           

Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing of the Head Office building at 180 Kent Street 

and the ECC building in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). The $20/sf re-

roofing cost from the CBCL June 2018 report was used, including 15% engineering 

cost and 35% contingency. The amounts were calculated based on 2% inflation and 

6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 dollars. The Year 1 re-roofing costs are 

$125,685 (Head Office) and $79,862 (ECC) and the Year 25 re-roofing costs are 

$43,318 (Head Office) and $27,525 (ECC), in 2019 dollars.

Relocate - New ground floor to mitigate existing 

building flooding issues.
349,313$           

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. A steel frame system with steel deck and concrete 

topping is assumed.
Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; a new floor is not required.
-$                       

Relocate - New aluminum framing and glass curtain 

wall will be required.
1,413,318$       

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no new exterior cladding is required. 

However, there is upcoming renovation work for the 

Head Office building.

600,000$           
MECL plans to carry out building rehabilitation and renovations if the Head Office 

occupancy is continued at 180 Kent Street.

Relocate - Acoustic and fire separation is required 

between office and other ocupancies.
135,766$           

The approximate total wall area is 5,830 sf. The unit cost for constructing the 

acoustic/fire separation, $15/sf, was obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% 

engineering cost and 35% contingency are included. A wall is required between 

Zones 9 and 5 and 8.
Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no acoustic and/or fire separations are 

required.

-$                       

Relocate - Additional floors required to achieve the 

required office area
1,397,250$       

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. A steel frame system with steel deck with fire spray and 

concrete topping is assumed.
Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no intermediate floors required
-$                       

Relocate - Elevators, exit stairs, lighting, electrical, 

plumbing, heating, sprinkler, partitions, doors, and 

hardware will be required.

5,085,990$       
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no fit-up is required.
-$                       

Relocate - Exterior re-grading and paving is required 

for exterior storage and parking.
149,040$           

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Do not Relocate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

exterior re-grading and paving are required.
-$                       

Relocate - Analysis of snow and wind loading as well 

as post-disaster seismic design requirements to meet 

current National Building Code, and structural building 

upgrades/strengthening required from structural 

analysis and Code review.

1,203,188$       

The CBCL June 2018 Report included costs for structural upgrading of Plant Zones 9 

and 10. The amount included detailed inspection, Code review and structural 

reinforcement/upgrading. For this option, the cost was obtained from the costs 

included with Option E in the CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the 

structural members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance 

with the current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated 

engineering cost for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures. The 

cost for structural strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National 

Building Code cannot be accurately determined without first completing a rigorous 

inspection, structural analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural 

analysis and strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures 

and engineering judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable 

construction cost. The cost could be substantially higher depending on the results of 

the detailed inspection and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural 

analysis was not part of CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

Do not Relocate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

structural roof analysis and strengthening are 

required.

-$                       

Relocate - Moving costs will be incurred pertaining to 

movement of equipment and materials from Head 

Office and ECC to the Plant.

1,150,000$       

MECL prepared an itemized cost estimate for moving their Head Office and ECC 

operations to the Plant. For Head Office the tasks include: employee demobilization 

and mobilization, cubicle relocations, movers, IT costs, new f/o cable installations, 

new IT room, setup of IT room, relocate interlinks (3), cleanup, etc. For ECC the 

tasks include setup of new control centre, employee mobilization/demobilization, 

new server/IT/SCADA room, relocation of equipment, commissioning, cleanup, etc. 

Relocating technology and IT infrastructure is substantially more costly that typical 

office relocation.

Do not Relocate - The Plant will be demolished; 

moving costs will not be incurred.
-$                       

Relocate - Operations and maintenance costs for the 

Head Office and ECC relocated to the Plant - both 

existing buildings will be sold. The offsetting revenue 

from the building sales is included below.

3,351,546$       

The amount includes the life cycle cost to heat Plant Zone 9 and the non-heating 

O&M costs for the office occupancies. The Plant Zone 9 heating costs are reduced 

due to insulating Zone 9 before moving the office occupancies. CBCL carried out a 

preliminary estimate of heating costs. MECL prepared an itemized cost estimate of 

the Head Office and ECC non-heating O&M costs. Together, the O&M costs include 

heat, electricity, HVAC maintenance, elevator maintenance, water and sewer, 

building cleaning, sanitation, winter maintenance, landscaping, security, parking, 

etc.

Do not Relocate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

Plant O&M costs will be incurred. However, the Head 

Office and ECC building O&M costs will persist.

3,289,367$       

Head Office and ECC O&M costs are included for the option where those 

occupancies are not moved to the Plant. MECL prepared an itemized cost estimate 

of the Head Office and ECC O&M costs. The O&M costs include heat, electricity, 

HVAC maintenance, elevator maintenance, water and sewer, building cleaning, 

sanitation, winter maintenance, landscaping, security, parking, etc.

Relocate - Relocation/re-purposing costs would be 

offset from revenue from selling off the existing Head 

Office and ECC buildings.

(4,575,000)$      

MECL advised that the probable estimated revenues from selling the Head Office at 

180 Kent Street and the existing ECC buildings are $3,700,000 and $875,000, 

respectively. These amounts were provided by a third-party appraiser.

Do not Relocate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no leasing/sales revenues (to offset 

costs) related to Head Office and ECC to be 

considered.

-$                       

Column Total 22,289,138$     14,812,557$     

Cost Differential

Comments

Options Analysis Items

Decommisioning / Demolition

Deconstruction 

Costs

Extra approximately $1.67 million 

demolition cost to retain the 

Plant for re-purposing.

12,314,663$     10,646,800$     

Item Options
Estimated LCC 

in 2019 Dollars
Quantitative Assessment

Cost Differential

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
2018 RE-PURPOSING STUDY

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

OPTION B - HEAD OFFICE AND ECC RELOCATION VS STATUS QUO AND DEMOLISH PLANT

Fit-up / Construction

Roof 

Replacement

Extra approximately $9.17 million 

cost for fit-up and construction to 

retain the Plant for re-purposing.

10,047,928$     876,390$           

New Ground 

Floor 3'-0" 

above existing

Building 

Upgrades

Acoustic and 

Fire Separation

Architectural, 

Mechanical and 

Electrical Fit-up

Paving / Parking

Intermediate 

Floors

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement

Moving / Relocation

Moving Head 

Office and ECC 

to the Plant

Operational

O&M

Extra approximately $62,000 

O&M costs to retain the Plant for 

re-purposing.

3,351,546$       3,289,367$       

-$                       1,150,000$       

Extra approximately$1.15 million 

moving costs to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

$7,476,581

Sale / Lease

Sale of Head 

Office and ECC 

Buildings

Approximately $4.58 million in 

building sales revenue to help 

offset the cost of re-purposing 

the plant and relocating the 

offices.

(4,575,000)$      -$                       

Anticipated extra cost for relocating the Head Office and ECC to Zone 9 of the Plant



Install 50MW CT 

inside the 

existing Plant 

building in 

Zones 7 and 8

 Install 50MW 

CT outside on 

the Plant site 

and demolish 

the existing 

Plant building

CT Inside - Demolition cost will be increased due to the 

demolition contractor having to carefully remove 

structures within the confines of the building structure 

and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$      

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but leave 

the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical removal of 

all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = 

$12,314,663

CT Outside - Demolition cost will be lower as there will 

be no need to carry out "selective demolition". 10,646,800$      
According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant and 

building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 2019$.

CT Inside - Demolition and excavation cost will be 

increased due to the contractor(s) having to carefully 

remove the concrete floor and excavate within the 

confines of the building structure and envelope that are 

to remain.

100,000$           The CT base is 69'-0" x 29'-6" x 7'-6" (6'-0" is buried). The Auxiliary Skid base is 50'-0" x 

15'-4" x 7'-6" (6'-0" is buried). The stack/air filter support base is 28'-0" x 28'-0" x 7'-6" 

(6'-0" is buried).

CT Outside - The Plant building will be demolished; the 

incremental cost increase for indoor floor demolition 

and excavation is not applicable.

-$                         

CT Inside - Roofing will need to be replaced twice 

during the 35 year life cycle.

245,582$           Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). The 

re-roofing unit cost from the CBCL June 2018 report, $20/sf, was used, including 15% 

engineering cost and 35% contingency. The amounts were calculated based on 2% 

inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 dollars. The Year 1 re-

roofing cost is $182,636 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is $62,946, in 2019 dollars.

CT Outside - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

Plant re-roofing cost.

-$                         

CT Inside - Turbine to be installed above past flooding 

levels/elevations. New elevated mezzanine floor for 

turbine access.

270,717$           The approximate total floor area is 6,975 sf. The estimated unit cost for constructing 

the mezzanine floor, $25/sf, is based on a steel frame system with steel deck and 

concrete topping, similar to a new ground floor in Options A and B. 15% engineering 

cost and 35% contingency are included.
CT Outside - The Plant building will be demolished; a 

new mezzanine floor is not required.

-$                         

CT Inside - New CT Turbine, exclusive of building 

improvements and cost premiums for indoor 

installation, i.e. it is the fixed cost.

68,000,000$      MECL had an outdoor turbine installation fully priced n 2015, and they provided that 

information for this cost estimate. Inflation could have a small affect on pricing since 

2015 but it is expected that the increase would be offset by variations in market 

supply and demand, and the 2015 pricing is relatively accurate and suitable for this 

comparison.
CT Outside - Fixed cost of new CT Turbine, based on 

outdoor installation.

68,000,000$      

CT Inside - Additional mechanical ducting for interior 

installation.

3,105,000$        Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
CT Outside - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

additional mechanical ducting is required.

-$                         

CT Inside - Design and construction of additional 

structural supports in order to install the air filter on 

the roof.

263,925$           Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

CT Outside - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

structural retrofits are required.

-$                         

CT Inside - Analysis of snow and wind loading as well as 

post-disaster seismic design requirements to meet 

current National Building Code, and structural building 

upgrades/strengthening required from structural 

analysis and Code review.

582,188$           Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the structural 

members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance with the 

current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated engineering cost 

for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures.The cost for structural 

strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National Building Code cannot be 

accurately determined without first completing a rigorous inspection, structural 

analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural analysis and 

strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures and engineering 

judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable construction cost. The 

cost could be substantially higher depending on the results of the detailed inspection 

and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural analysis was not part of 

CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

CT Outside - The Plant will be demolished; no structural 

roof analysis and strengthening are required.

-$                         

CT Inside - Operations and maintenance costs will be 

incurred as the building is retained. O & M Costs carried 

are heating costs only.

598,359$           The amount includes the life cycle cost to heat Plant Zones 7 and 8. Heating estimates 

provided by MECL (electric heating) and checked by CBCL.

CT Outside - The Plant will be demolished; no Plant 

O&M costs will be incurred.

-$                         

Column Total 85,480,434$      78,646,800$      

Cost Differential Anticipated extra cost of building a CT inside Zones 7 and 8 of the Plant.$6,833,634

Incremental 

Cost Increase for 

Indoor Concrete 

Demolition and 

Excavation for 

CT and Auxiliary 

Skid 

Foundations

Operational

O&M

Extra approximately $0.6 million 

O&M costs to retain the Plant for 

re-purposing.

598,359$           -$                         

Fit-up / Construction

Roof 

Replacement

Extra approximately $4.47 million 

cost for fit-up and construction to 

retain the Plant for re-purposing.

72,467,412$      68,000,000$      

New Mezzanine 

Floor at Turbine 

Elevation

CT (Turbine)

Mechanical 

Ducting

Structural 

Support for Air 

Filter (on Roof)

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement

Comments

Options Analysis Items

Decommisioning / Demolition

Deconstruction 

Costs

Item Options
Estimated LCC in 

2019 Dollars
Quantitative Assessment

Cost Differential

12,414,663$      10,646,800$      

Extra approximately $1.77 million 

demolition cost to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
2018 RE-PURPOSING STUDY

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

OPTION C - COMBUSTION TURBINE INSIDE PLANT VS COMBUSTION TURBINE OUTSIDE PLANT AND DEMOLISH PLANT



Install 69kV Gas 

Insulated 

Substation 

Inside Plant in 

Zone 4

Install Low 

Profile 

Substation 

outdoors and 

demolish the 

existing Plant 

building

Substation Inside - Demolition cost will be increased 

due to the demolition contractor having to carefully 

remove structures within the confines of the building 

structure and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$     

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but leave 

the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical removal 

of all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value inflated at 

2% = $12,314,663

Substation Outside - Demolition cost will be lower as 

there will be no need to carry out "selective 

demolition".

10,646,800$     
According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant and 

building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 2019$.

Substation Inside - Roofing will need to be replaced 

twice during the 35 year life cycle.
116,366$          

Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). 

The re-roofing unit cost from the CBCL June 2018 report, $20/sf, was used, 

including 15% engineering cost and 25% contingency. The amounts were calculated 

based on 2% inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 dollars. The 

Year 1 re-roofing cost is $86,539 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is $29,826, in 2019 

dollars.
Substation Outside - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no Plant re-roofing cost.
-$                        

Substation Inside - Substation to be installed above 

past flooding levels/elevations. New elevated 

mezzanine floor for substation access.

128,275$          The approximate total floor area is 3,305 sf. The estimated unit cost for constructing 

the mezzanine floor, $25/sf, is based on a steel frame system with steel deck and 

concrete topping, similar to a new ground floor in Options A and B. 15% engineering 

cost and 35% contingency are included.
Substation Outside - The Plant building will be 

demolished; a new mezzanine floor is not required.

-$                        

Substation Inside - SF6 gas insulated switchgear. 5,857,621$       

Life cycle costing was done for an SF6 gas insulated substation because the June 

2018 CBCL Report showed the capital cost was lower than that of an air insulated 

substation. Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 10% engineering cost and 

35% contingency are included.

Substation Outside - Low profile substation. 3,490,952$       
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 12% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Substation Inside - SF6 gas insulated switchgear. 66,157$             
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 10% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Substation Outside - Low profile substation. 103,194$          
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 12% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Substation Inside - SF6 gas insulated switchgear. 3,305,050$       
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 10% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Substation Outside - Low profile substation. 2,354,958$       
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 12% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Substation Inside - Analysis of snow and wind loading 

as well as post-disaster seismic design requirements 

to meet current National Building Code, and structural 

building upgrades/strengthening required from 

structural analysis and Code review.

232,003$          The CBCL June 2018 Report included costs for structural upgrading of Plant Zones 9 

and 10. The amount included detailed inspection, Code review and structural 

reinforcement/upgrading. For this option, the cost was obtained from the costs 

included with Option E in the CBCL June 2018 Report, and adjusted for the size of 

the zone. The roof of Zone 4 is similar in construction to Zones 9 and 10 but older, 

and approximately 1/5 the size of Zones 9 and 10 combined. 15% engineering cost 

and 35% contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the 

structural members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance 

with the current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated 

engineering cost for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures. The 

cost for structural strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National 

Building Code cannot be accurately determined without first completing a rigorous 

inspection, structural analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural 

analysis and strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures 

and engineering judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable 

construction cost. The cost could be substantially higher depending on the results 

of the detailed inspection and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural 

analysis was not part of CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

Substation Outside - The Plant will be demolished; no 

structural roof analysis and strengthening are 

required.

-$                        

0.1928238

Substation Inside - Operations and maintenance costs 

for Zone 4 of the Plant.
406,026$          

The amount includes the life cycle cost to heat Plant Zone 4. Heating estimates 

provided by MECL (electric heating) and checked by CBCL.

Substation Outside - The Plant will be demolished; no 

Plant O&M costs will be incurred.
-$                        

Column Total 22,426,161$     16,595,904$     

Cost Differential

Roof 

Replacement

New Mezzanine 

Floor at 

Substation 

Elevation

Quantitative Assessment

Cost Differential

Anticipated extra cost for buidling a gas insulated substation in Zone 4 of the Plant.
$5,830,257

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement

Extra approximately $3.76 million 

cost for fit-up and construction to 

retain the Plant for re-purposing.

9,705,472$       5,949,105$       

Materials

Expenses

Installation

Operational

O&M

Extra approximately$0.41 million 

O&M costs to retain the Plant for 

re-purposing.

406,026$          -$                        

Fit-up / Construction

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
2018 RE-PURPOSING STUDY

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

OPTION D - GAS INSULATED SUBSTATION INSIDE PLANT VS LOW PROFILE SUBSTATION OUTSIDE PLANT AND DEMOLISH PLANT

Comments

Options Analysis Items

Decommisioning / Demolition

Deconstruction 

Costs

Extra approximately $1.67 million 

demolition cost to retain the 

Plant for re-purposing.

12,314,663$     10,646,800$     

Item Options
Estimated LCC 

in 2019 Dollars



Renovate 

Zones 9 and 10 

for leasing to 

industrial 

tenants

Do not 

renovate

Renovate - Demolition cost will be increased due to 

the demolition contractor having to carefully remove 

structures within the confines of the building 

structure and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$    

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but 

leave the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical 

removal of all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value 

inflated at 2% = $12,314,663

Do not Renovate - Demolition cost will be lower as 

there will be no need to carry out "selective 

demolition".

10,646,800$    

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant 

and building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 

2019$.

Renovate - Roofing will need to be replaced twice 

during the 35 year life cycle.
603,482$          

Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). 

The re-roofing unit cost from the CBCL June 2018 report, $20/sf, was used, 

including 15% engineering cost and 35% contingency. The amounts were 

calculated based on 2% inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 

dollars. The Year 1 re-roofing cost is $448,801 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is 

$154,681, in 2019 dollars.
Do not Renovate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no Plant re-roofing cost.
-$                       

Renovate - New ground floor to mitigate existing 

building flooding issues.
665,246$          

The approximate total floor area is 17,140 sf. The unit cost for constructing the 

floor, $25/sf, was obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 

35% contingency are included. A steel frame system with steel deck and concrete 

topping is assumed.
Do not Renovate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; a new floor is not required.
-$                       

Renovate - New windows and doors will be required. 155,250$          
Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Do not Renovate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no new windows and doors.
-$                       

Renovate - Fire separation is required between 

transformer storage and other ocupancies.
96,876$            

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Do not Renovate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no acoustic and/or fire separations are 

required.

-$                       

Renovate - Exterior re-grading and paving is required 

for exterior storage and parking.
149,040$          

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Do not Renovate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

exterior re-grading and paving are required.
-$                       

Renovate - Analysis of snow and wind loading as well 

as post-disaster seismic design requirements to meet 

current National Building Code, and structural 

building upgrades/strengthening required from 

structural analysis and Code review.

1,203,188$       

Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the 

structural members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance 

with the current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated 

engineering cost for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures.The 

cost for structural strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National 

Building Code cannot be accurately determined without first completing a rigorous 

inspection, structural analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural 

analysis and strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures 

and engineering judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable 

construction cost. The cost could be substantially higher depending on the results 

of the detailed inspection and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural 

analysis was not part of CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

Do not Renovate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

structural roof analysis and strengthening are 

required.

-$                       

Renovate - Operations and maintenance costs for 

Zones 9 and 10 of the Plant.
3,895,991$       

The tenant is a future unknown entity at this time. There are no insulation 

upgrades included with the building improvements, hence heating costs will be 

status quo. In the absence of a prospective tenant, other non-heating O&M costs 

for the leased areas in the Plant (Zones 9 and 10) are based on 2019 non-heating 

O&M costs for the transformer area of the WRSC and adjusted for the ratio of 

comparative floor areas. The grosse lease revenue is included in Sale / Lease, 

below.
Do not Renovate - The Plant will be demolished; no 

Plant O&M costs will be incurred.
-$                       

Renovate - Costs are partly offset from leasing 

revenue.
(2,513,872)$     

MECL advised that the 2019 grosse annual lease amount is $9.25/sf for Zones 9 

and 10 of the Plant. This amount was provided by a third-party appraiser. It is 

notable that the grosse lease revenue is significantly less than the estimated O&M 

costs. This could be an indication that Zones 9 and 10 would not be desireable 

spaces to lease; mainly due to the cost to heat the space.

Do not Renovate - The Plant building will be 

demolished; no leasing revenue (to offset costs).
-$                       

Column Total 16,569,864$    10,646,800$    

Cost Differential Anticipated extra cost for re-purposing Zone 9 and 10 for leasing to industrial 

tenants.

Upgrades to 

Exterior Walls

Acoustic and 

Fire Separation

Paving / Parking

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement

Operational

O&M

Extra approximately $3.90 

million O&M costs to retain the 

Plant for re-purposing.

3,895,991$       -$                       

$5,923,064

Sale / Lease

Lease Plant 

Zones 9 and 10

Approximately $2.51 million in 

leasing revenue to help offset the 

cost of re-purposing the plant for 

leasing Zones 9 and 10.

(2,513,872)$     -$                       

Fit-up / Construction

Roof 

Replacement

Extra approximately $2.87 

million cost for fit-up and 

construction to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

2,873,081$       -$                       

New Ground 

Floor 3'-0" 

above existing

Comments

Options Analysis Items

Decommisioning / Demolition

Deconstruction 

Costs

Extra approximately $1.67 

million demolition cost to retain 

the Plant for re-purposing.

12,314,663$    10,646,800$    

Item Options
Estimated LCC 

in 2019 Dollars
Quantitative Assessment

Cost Differential

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
2018 RE-PURPOSING STUDY

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

OPTION E - RENOVATE PLANT ZONES 9 & 10 FOR INDUSTRIAL TENTANTS VS DEMOLISH PLANT



Retain empty 

building shell

Demolish Plant

Retain - Demolition cost will be increased due to the 

demolition contractor having to carefully remove 

structures within the confines of the building 

structure and envelope that are to remain.

12,314,663$    

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to demolish the Plant but 

leave the building as an empty shell with a flat concrete floor, including surgical 

removal of all equipment and concrete bases is $12,073,199 in 2018$. This value 

inflated at 2% = $12,314,663

Demolish - Demolition cost will be lower as there will 

be no need to carry out "selective demolition". 10,646,800$    

According to information provided by GHD, the cost to fully demolish the Plant 

and building is $10,438,039 in 2018$. This value inflated at 2% = $10,646,800 in 

2019$.

Retain - Roofing will need to be replaced twice during 

the 35 year life cycle.

1,133,552$       Life cycle costing assumes re-roofing in Year 1 (2023) and again in Year 25 (2048). 

The re-roofing unit cost from the CBCL June 2018 report, $20/sf, was used, 

including 15% engineering cost and 25% contingency. The amounts were 

calculated based on 2% inflation and 6.44% WACC, and they are reported in 2019 

dollars. The Year 1 re-roofing cost is $843,007 and the Year 25 re-roofing cost is 

$290,545, in 2019 dollars.
Demolish - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

Plant re-roofing cost.

-$                       

Retain - Disconnect power from HVAC. 131,186$          Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Demolish - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

new air intakes will be required.

-$                       

Retain - R-20 fire separation is required between 

vacant Plant and BOP.

27,945$            Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Demolish - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

fire separations is required.

-$                       

Retain - New water line to feed the RO-EDI Plant.. 83,835$            Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.
Demolish - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

new water line will be required.

-$                       

Retain - Upgrading of the fire suppression system to 

dry could be required if the building is allowed to be 

unheated..

77,625$            Cost obtained from CBCL June 2018 Report. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included.

Demolish - The Plant building will be demolished; no 

new sprinkler system will be required.

-$                       

Retain - Analysis of snow and wind loading as well as 

post-disaster seismic design requirements to meet 

current National Building Code, and structural 

building upgrades/strengthening required from 

structural analysis and Code review.

2,260,013$       The CBCL June 2018 Report included costs for structural upgrading of Plant Zones 

9 and 10. The amount included detailed inspection, Code review and structural 

reinforcement/upgrading. For this option, the cost was obtained from the costs 

included with Option E in the CBCL June 2018 Report, and extrapolated for the full 

roof area of the Plant. The roof in all areas of the Plant is steel-framed, and 

generally older construction than Zones 9 and 10. 15% engineering cost and 35% 

contingency are included. The cost includes structural analysis of all of the 

structural members and connections to verify structural adequacy and compliance 

with the current National Building Code. The amount also includes estimated 

engineering cost for design of anticipated remedial strengthening measures. The 

cost for structural strengthening/upgrades to comply with the current National 

Building Code cannot be accurately determined without first completing a rigorous 

inspection, structural analysis and modeling. The indicated allowance for structural 

analysis and strenthening/upgrades is based on experience with similar structures 

and engineering judgement, and it should be considered the minimum probable 

construction cost. The cost could be substantially higher depending on the results 

of the detailed inspection and structural analysis. Conducting a detailed structural 

analysis was not part of CBCL's scope for the preliminary options analysis.

Demolish - The Plant will be demolished; no 

structural roof analysis and strengthening are 

required.

-$                       

Retain - Operations and maintenance (heating) costs 

empty Plant.

5,115,680$       Heating estimates provided by MECL (electric heating) and checked by CBCL.. 

MECL also advised costs for periodic building inspection/monitoring costs for the 

vacant Plant.
Demolish - The Plant will be demolished; no Plant 

O&M costs will be incurred.

-$                       

Column Total 21,144,500$    10,646,800$    

Cost Differential Anticipated extra cost for retaining the empty building shell.

Fit-up / Construction

Roof 

Replacement

Extra approximately $3.71 

million cost for fit-up and 

construction to retain the Plant 

for re-purposing.

3,714,157$       -$                       

Fire Separation

Upgrade to Dry 

Sprinkler 

System

Structural 

Analysis, Code 

Review and 

Structural Roof 

Reinforcement

New 150mm 

Water Line

Separate HVAC 

from Power 

Supply

$10,497,700

Operational

O&M

Extra approximately$5.12 million 

O&M costs to retain the Plant for 

re-purposing.

5,115,680$       

Comments

Options Analysis Items

Decommisioning / Demolition

Deconstruction 

Costs

Extra approximately $1.67 

million demolition cost to retain 

the Plant for re-purposing.

12,314,663$    10,646,800$    

Item Options
Estimated LCC 

in 2019 Dollars
Quantitative Assessment

Cost Differential

-$                       

PRELIMINARY OPTIONS ANALYSIS
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OPTION F - RETAIN EMPTY BUILDING SHELL (SELECTIVE DEMOLITION) VS DEMOLISH PLANT
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Appendix C 

Re‐Roofing, Annual O&M Sales and 
Leasing 
 



PRESENT VALUE OF RE-ROOFING COSTS

Assumptions:

Life Cycle Cost Period 35 years (2023 to 2058)

Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% MECL's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)

Debt Ratio 60%

Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%

Equity Ratio 40%

Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Interest Rate (inflation) 2.0%

2019 2023 2023 2048 2048

Re-roofing Re-roofing Discounted Re-roofing Discounted

2019 Re-roofing Costs: Area Cost Cost Cash Flow Cost Cash Flow

($20 psf + 35% cont + 15% engr) #10 Boiler / #10 Turbine Zone 8,220 255,231$        276,270$        215,236$        453,251$        74,182$          

#9 Boiler / #9 Turbine Zone 8,920 276,966$        299,797$        233,565$        491,849$        80,499$          

MgOH Zone 1,630 50,612$          54,784$          42,681$          89,878$          14,710$          

#5 Boiler Zone 3,145 97,652$          105,702$        82,350$          173,415$        28,382$          

#8 Turbine Zone 3,520 109,296$        118,306$        92,169$          194,093$        31,766$          

#4 Boiler Zone 3,305 102,620$        111,079$        86,539$          182,238$        29,826$          

#7 Turbine Zone 3,455 107,278$        116,121$        90,467$          190,509$        31,180$          

Head Office 4,800 149,040$        161,326$        125,685$        264,672$        43,318$          

ECC 3,050 94,703$          102,509$        79,862$          168,177$        27,525$          

in 2019 in 2023 in 2019 in 2048 in 2019

dollars dollars dollars dollars dollars

Option A 215,236$        74,182$          289,418$        Zone 10

Option B (B-2) 233,565$        80,499$          314,064$        Zone 9

Option C1 182,636$        62,946$          245,582$        Zones 7 and 8

Option D SF6 86,539$          29,826$          116,366$        Zone 4

Option E 448,801$        154,681$        603,482$        Zones 9 & 10

Option F 843,007$        290,545$        1,133,552$     Zones 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and MgOH

Head Office 125,685$        43,318$          169,003$        180 Kent Street

ECC 79,862$          27,525$          107,387$        ECC

2023

in 2019 Dollars

2048

in 2019 Dollars

Total

in 2019 Dollars



PRESENT VALUE OF O&M COSTS

Assumptions:

Life Cycle Cost Analysis Time Range 35 years

Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% MECL's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)

Debt Ratio 60%

Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%

Equity Ratio 40%

Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Rate of Inflation 2.0%

Average Annual O&M Costs: Heat

#10 Boiler / #10 Turbine Zone 109,902$  

#9 Boiler / #9 Turbine Zone 97,577$    

MgOH Zone 10,553$    

#5 Boiler Zone 20,460$    

#8 Turbine Zone 19,554$    

#4 Boiler Zone 25,607$    

#7 Turbine Zone 18,183$    

All

West Royalty Service Centre 44,250$    24,091$    

103 Longworth 11,618$    7,870$       

Head Office 171,197$  122,341$  

ECC 36,257$    30,035$    

These amounts are 

inflated to 2019 dollars

All except 

Heat (in 

Plant)

(Unless otherwise noted, 2019 O&M costs 

were provided by MECL. For the Plant they 

included electric heat. There are multiple 

components to the O&M costs for the other 

facilities.)



2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Heating Costs 109,902$  112,100$  114,342$  116,629$  118,961$  121,341$  123,768$  

Discounted Cash Flows 109,902$  105,318$  100,924$  96,714$    92,680$    88,814$    85,109$    

Heating Costs 97,577$    99,529$    101,519$  103,549$  105,620$  107,733$  109,888$  

Discounted Cash Flows 97,577$    93,507$    89,606$    85,868$    82,287$    78,854$    75,565$    

Heating Costs 10,553$    10,764$    10,979$    11,199$    11,423$    11,651$    11,884$    

Discounted Cash Flows 10,553$    10,113$    9,691$      9,287$      8,899$      8,528$      8,172$      

Heating Costs 20,460$    20,869$    21,286$    21,712$    22,146$    22,589$    23,041$    

Discounted Cash Flows 20,460$    19,606$    18,788$    18,005$    17,254$    16,534$    15,844$    

Heating Costs 19,554$    19,945$    20,344$    20,751$    21,166$    21,590$    22,021$    

Discounted Cash Flows 19,554$    18,739$    17,957$    17,208$    16,490$    15,802$    15,143$    

Heating Costs 25,607$    26,119$    26,642$    27,175$    27,718$    28,272$    28,838$    

Discounted Cash Flows 25,607$    24,539$    23,515$    22,535$    21,595$    20,694$    19,831$    

Heating Costs 18,183$    18,547$    18,918$    19,296$    19,682$    20,076$    20,477$    

Discounted Cash Flows 18,183$    17,425$    16,698$    16,001$    15,334$    14,694$    14,081$    

`

Existing O&M Costs 44,250$    45,135$    46,038$    46,959$    47,898$    48,856$    49,833$    

Discounted Cash Flows 44,250$    42,404$    40,636$    38,941$    37,316$    35,760$    34,268$    

Existing O&M Costs 11,618$    11,851$    12,088$    12,329$    12,576$    12,827$    13,084$    

Discounted Cash Flows 11,618$    11,134$    10,669$    10,224$    9,798$      9,389$      8,997$      

Existing O&M Costs 171,197$  174,621$  178,113$  181,676$  185,309$  189,015$  192,796$  

Discounted Cash Flows 171,197$  164,056$  157,213$  150,655$  144,370$  138,348$  132,577$  

Existing O&M Costs 36,257$    36,982$    37,722$    38,476$    39,246$    40,030$    40,831$    

Discounted Cash Flows 36,257$    34,744$    33,295$    31,906$    30,575$    29,300$    28,078$    

Heating Costs 59,000$    60,180$    61,384$    62,611$    63,863$    65,141$    66,444$    

Discounted Cash Flows 59,000$    56,539$    54,180$    51,920$    49,755$    47,679$    45,690$    

Non-heating O&M Costs 31,961$    32,601$    33,253$    33,918$    34,596$    35,288$    35,994$    

Discounted Cash Flows 31,961$    30,628$    29,351$    28,126$    26,953$    25,829$    24,751$    

Non-heating O&M Costs 152,375$  155,423$  158,531$  161,702$  164,936$  168,235$  171,600$  

Discounted Cash Flows 152,375$  146,019$  139,928$  134,091$  128,498$  123,138$  118,001$  

Annual Inspection Cost 20,800$    21,216$    21,640$    22,073$    22,515$    22,965$    23,424$    

Discounted Cash Flow 20,800$    19,932$    19,101$    18,304$    17,541$    16,809$    16,108$    

Annual Grosse Lease Income 86,400$    88,128$    89,891$    91,688$    93,522$    95,393$    97,300$    

Discounted Cash Flow 86,400$    82,796$    79,342$    76,033$    72,861$    69,822$    66,909$    

Annual Grosse Income 158,545$  161,716$  164,950$  168,249$  171,614$  175,046$  178,547$  

Discounted Cash Flow 158,545$  151,932$  145,594$  139,521$  133,701$  128,124$  122,779$  

Non-heating O&M Costs 38,234$    38,998$    39,778$    40,574$    41,385$    42,213$    43,057$    

Discounted Cash Flows 38,234$    36,639$    35,110$    33,646$    32,242$    30,897$    29,609$    

Zone 9 insulated for Option B-2

Heating Cost provided by CBCL

Option A

HWF and WRSC

Option B

Head Office and ECC

Inspect Vacant Plant

8 hours per week @ $50/hour

180 Kent Street (Head Office)

ECC

WRSC Transformer Space Grosse Expected 

Lease Income

Plant Zones 9 and 10

Expected Lease Income

Option E

Zones 9 and 10

#7 Turbine Zone

West Royalty Service Centre

Transformer Area

103 Longworth (HWF)

#10 Boiler / #10 Turbine Zone

#9 Boiler / #9 Turbine Zone

MgOH Zone

#5 Boiler Zone

#8 Turbine Zone

#4 Boiler Zone



2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040

126,243$  128,768$  131,343$  133,970$  136,649$  139,382$  142,170$  145,013$  147,914$  150,872$  153,889$  156,967$  160,106$  163,309$  166,575$  

81,559$    78,157$    74,897$    71,773$    68,779$    65,910$    63,160$    60,526$    58,001$    55,582$    53,263$    51,041$    48,912$    46,872$    44,917$    

112,085$  114,327$  116,614$  118,946$  121,325$  123,751$  126,226$  128,751$  131,326$  133,952$  136,631$  139,364$  142,151$  144,994$  147,894$  

72,413$    69,392$    66,497$    63,724$    61,065$    58,518$    56,077$    53,738$    51,496$    49,348$    47,290$    45,317$    43,427$    41,615$    39,879$    

12,122$    12,364$    12,612$    12,864$    13,121$    13,383$    13,651$    13,924$    14,203$    14,487$    14,776$    15,072$    15,373$    15,681$    15,995$    

7,831$      7,505$      7,192$      6,892$      6,604$      6,329$      6,065$      5,812$      5,569$      5,337$      5,114$      4,901$      4,697$      4,501$      4,313$      

23,502$    23,972$    24,451$    24,940$    25,439$    25,948$    26,467$    26,996$    27,536$    28,087$    28,648$    29,221$    29,806$    30,402$    31,010$    

15,183$    14,550$    13,943$    13,361$    12,804$    12,270$    11,758$    11,268$    10,798$    10,347$    9,916$      9,502$      9,106$      8,726$      8,362$      

22,462$    22,911$    23,369$    23,837$    24,313$    24,800$    25,296$    25,801$    26,318$    26,844$    27,381$    27,928$    28,487$    29,057$    29,638$    

14,511$    13,906$    13,326$    12,770$    12,237$    11,727$    11,238$    10,769$    10,320$    9,889$      9,477$      9,082$      8,703$      8,340$      7,992$      

29,415$    30,003$    30,603$    31,215$    31,839$    32,476$    33,126$    33,788$    34,464$    35,153$    35,856$    36,573$    37,305$    38,051$    38,812$    

19,003$    18,211$    17,451$    16,723$    16,026$    15,357$    14,716$    14,103$    13,514$    12,951$    12,410$    11,893$    11,397$    10,921$    10,466$    

20,887$    21,304$    21,730$    22,165$    22,608$    23,060$    23,522$    23,992$    24,472$    24,961$    25,461$    25,970$    26,489$    27,019$    27,559$    

13,494$    12,931$    12,392$    11,875$    11,379$    10,905$    10,450$    10,014$    9,596$      9,196$      8,812$      8,445$      8,092$      7,755$      7,431$      

50,830$    51,846$    52,883$    53,941$    55,020$    56,120$    57,242$    58,387$    59,555$    60,746$    61,961$    63,200$    64,464$    65,754$    67,069$    

32,838$    31,469$    30,156$    28,898$    27,693$    26,537$    25,431$    24,370$    23,353$    22,379$    21,446$    20,551$    19,694$    18,872$    18,085$    

13,346$    13,613$    13,885$    14,163$    14,446$    14,735$    15,029$    15,330$    15,637$    15,949$    16,268$    16,594$    16,926$    17,264$    17,609$    

8,622$      8,262$      7,918$      7,587$      7,271$      6,968$      6,677$      6,398$      6,132$      5,876$      5,631$      5,396$      5,171$      4,955$      4,748$      

196,652$  200,585$  204,596$  208,688$  212,862$  217,119$  221,462$  225,891$  230,409$  235,017$  239,717$  244,512$  249,402$  254,390$  259,478$  

127,047$  121,747$  116,669$  111,802$  107,138$  102,669$  98,386$    94,282$    90,350$    86,581$    82,969$    79,508$    76,192$    73,013$    69,968$    

41,648$    42,481$    43,330$    44,197$    45,081$    45,982$    46,902$    47,840$    48,797$    49,773$    50,768$    51,784$    52,819$    53,876$    54,953$    

26,906$    25,784$    24,709$    23,678$    22,690$    21,744$    20,837$    19,968$    19,135$    18,336$    17,572$    16,839$    16,136$    15,463$    14,818$    

67,772$    69,128$    70,510$    71,921$    73,359$    74,826$    76,323$    77,849$    79,406$    80,994$    82,614$    84,267$    85,952$    87,671$    89,424$    

43,784$    41,958$    40,208$    38,531$    36,923$    35,383$    33,907$    32,493$    31,137$    29,838$    28,594$    27,401$    26,258$    25,163$    24,113$    

36,714$    37,448$    38,197$    38,961$    39,740$    40,535$    41,345$    42,172$    43,016$    43,876$    44,754$    45,649$    46,562$    47,493$    48,443$    

23,719$    22,729$    21,781$    20,873$    20,002$    19,168$    18,368$    17,602$    16,868$    16,164$    15,490$    14,844$    14,224$    13,631$    13,063$    

175,032$  178,532$  182,103$  185,745$  189,460$  193,249$  197,114$  201,056$  205,077$  209,179$  213,362$  217,630$  221,982$  226,422$  230,950$  

113,079$  108,362$  103,842$  99,510$    95,359$    91,382$    87,570$    83,917$    80,416$    77,062$    73,847$    70,767$    67,815$    64,986$    62,275$    

23,893$    24,371$    24,858$    25,355$    25,862$    26,379$    26,907$    27,445$    27,994$    28,554$    29,125$    29,708$    30,302$    30,908$    31,526$    

15,436$    14,792$    14,175$    13,584$    13,017$    12,474$    11,954$    11,455$    10,977$    10,519$    10,081$    9,660$       9,257$       8,871$       8,501$       

99,246$    101,231$  103,256$  105,321$  107,428$  109,576$  111,768$  114,003$  116,283$  118,609$  120,981$  123,400$  125,868$  128,386$  130,954$  

64,118$    61,444$    58,881$    56,424$    54,071$    51,815$    49,654$    47,583$    45,598$    43,696$    41,873$    40,126$    38,452$    36,849$    35,311$    

182,118$  185,761$  189,476$  193,265$  197,131$  201,073$  205,095$  209,197$  213,381$  217,648$  222,001$  226,441$  230,970$  235,590$  240,301$  

117,658$  112,750$  108,046$  103,539$  99,220$    95,082$    91,115$    87,315$    83,672$    80,182$    76,837$    73,632$    70,561$    67,617$    64,797$    

43,918$    44,797$    45,693$    46,607$    47,539$    48,489$    49,459$    50,448$    51,457$    52,487$    53,536$    54,607$    55,699$    56,813$    57,949$    

28,373$    27,190$    26,056$    24,969$    23,927$    22,929$    21,973$    21,056$    20,178$    19,336$    18,530$    17,757$    17,016$    16,306$    15,626$    



2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054

169,906$  173,304$  176,770$  180,306$  183,912$  187,590$  191,342$  195,169$  199,072$  203,054$  207,115$  211,257$  215,482$  219,792$  

43,043$    41,247$    39,527$    37,878$    36,298$    34,784$    33,333$    31,943$    30,610$    29,333$    28,110$    26,937$    25,813$    24,737$    

150,852$  153,869$  156,946$  160,085$  163,287$  166,553$  169,884$  173,282$  176,747$  180,282$  183,888$  187,566$  191,317$  195,143$  

38,216$    36,622$    35,094$    33,630$    32,227$    30,883$    29,595$    28,360$    27,177$    26,044$    24,957$    23,916$    22,919$    21,963$    

16,314$    16,641$    16,973$    17,313$    17,659$    18,012$    18,373$    18,740$    19,115$    19,497$    19,887$    20,285$    20,691$    21,104$    

4,133$      3,961$      3,795$      3,637$      3,485$      3,340$      3,201$      3,067$      2,939$      2,817$      2,699$      2,586$      2,479$      2,375$      

31,630$    32,263$    32,908$    33,566$    34,237$    34,922$    35,621$    36,333$    37,060$    37,801$    38,557$    39,328$    40,115$    40,917$    

8,013$      7,679$      7,358$      7,051$      6,757$      6,475$      6,205$      5,946$      5,698$      5,461$      5,233$      5,015$      4,805$      4,605$      

30,231$    30,835$    31,452$    32,081$    32,723$    33,377$    34,045$    34,725$    35,420$    36,128$    36,851$    37,588$    38,340$    39,106$    

7,658$      7,339$      7,033$      6,739$      6,458$      6,189$      5,931$      5,683$      5,446$      5,219$      5,001$      4,793$      4,593$      4,401$      

39,588$    40,380$    41,188$    42,011$    42,852$    43,709$    44,583$    45,475$    46,384$    47,312$    48,258$    49,223$    50,208$    51,212$    

10,029$    9,611$      9,210$      8,826$      8,457$      8,105$      7,767$      7,443$      7,132$      6,835$      6,550$      6,276$      6,015$      5,764$      

28,111$    28,673$    29,246$    29,831$    30,428$    31,036$    31,657$    32,290$    32,936$    33,595$    34,267$    34,952$    35,651$    36,364$    

7,121$      6,824$      6,540$      6,267$      6,005$      5,755$      5,515$      5,285$      5,064$      4,853$      4,651$      4,457$      4,271$      4,093$      

68,410$    69,778$    71,174$    72,597$    74,049$    75,530$    77,041$    78,582$    80,153$    81,756$    83,391$    85,059$    86,760$    88,496$    

17,331$    16,608$    15,915$    15,251$    14,615$    14,005$    13,421$    12,861$    12,325$    11,811$    11,318$    10,846$    10,393$    9,960$      

17,962$    18,321$    18,687$    19,061$    19,442$    19,831$    20,228$    20,632$    21,045$    21,466$    21,895$    22,333$    22,780$    23,235$    

4,550$      4,360$      4,179$      4,004$      3,837$      3,677$      3,524$      3,377$      3,236$      3,101$      2,972$      2,848$      2,729$      2,615$      

264,667$  269,961$  275,360$  280,867$  286,484$  292,214$  298,058$  304,020$  310,100$  316,302$  322,628$  329,080$  335,662$  342,375$  

67,049$    64,252$    61,572$    59,004$    56,542$    54,184$    51,924$    49,758$    47,682$    45,693$    43,787$    41,961$    40,210$    38,533$    

56,052$    57,173$    58,317$    59,483$    60,673$    61,886$    63,124$    64,386$    65,674$    66,988$    68,327$    69,694$    71,088$    72,510$    

14,200$    13,608$    13,040$    12,496$    11,975$    11,475$    10,997$    10,538$    10,098$    9,677$       9,273$       8,887$       8,516$       8,161$       

91,213$    93,037$    94,898$    96,796$    98,732$    100,706$  102,720$  104,775$  106,870$  109,008$  111,188$  113,412$  115,680$  117,993$  

23,107$    22,143$    21,220$    20,335$    19,486$    18,673$    17,895$    17,148$    16,433$    15,747$    15,090$    14,461$    13,858$    13,280$    

49,412$    50,400$    51,408$    52,436$    53,485$    54,554$    55,645$    56,758$    57,894$    59,051$    60,232$    61,437$    62,666$    63,919$    

12,518$    11,995$    11,495$    11,016$    10,556$    10,116$    9,694$       9,289$       8,902$       8,531$       8,175$       7,834$       7,507$       7,194$       

235,569$  240,281$  245,086$  249,988$  254,988$  260,088$  265,289$  270,595$  276,007$  281,527$  287,158$  292,901$  298,759$  304,734$  

59,678$    57,188$    54,803$    52,517$    50,326$    48,227$    46,215$    44,287$    42,440$    40,670$    38,973$    37,347$    35,789$    34,297$    

32,156$    32,800$    33,455$    34,125$    34,807$    35,503$    36,213$    36,938$    37,676$    38,430$    39,198$    39,982$    40,782$    41,598$    

8,146$       7,806$       7,481$       7,169$       6,870$       6,583$       6,309$       6,045$       5,793$       5,552$       5,320$       5,098$       4,885$       4,682$       

133,573$  136,244$  138,969$  141,748$  144,583$  147,475$  150,424$  153,433$  156,502$  159,632$  162,824$  166,081$  169,402$  172,790$  

33,838$    32,427$    31,074$    29,778$    28,536$    27,346$    26,205$    25,112$    24,064$    23,060$    22,099$    21,177$    20,293$    19,447$    

245,107$  250,009$  255,010$  260,110$  265,312$  270,618$  276,031$  281,551$  287,182$  292,926$  298,784$  304,760$  310,855$  317,072$  

62,094$    59,504$    57,022$    54,643$    52,364$    50,179$    48,086$    46,080$    44,158$    42,316$    40,551$    38,860$    37,239$    35,685$    

59,108$    60,290$    61,496$    62,726$    63,981$    65,260$    66,566$    67,897$    69,255$    70,640$    72,053$    73,494$    74,964$    76,463$    

14,974$    14,350$    13,751$    13,177$    12,628$    12,101$    11,596$    11,112$    10,649$    10,205$    9,779$      9,371$      8,980$      8,606$      



2055 2056 2057 2058 2058

224,188$      228,671$      233,245$      237,910$      6,185,326$  

23,705$        22,716$        21,768$        20,860$        1,742,594$  

199,046$      203,027$      207,088$      211,229$      5,491,670$  

21,046$        20,169$        19,327$        18,521$        1,547,170$  

21,526$        21,957$        22,396$        22,844$        593,915$     

2,276$          2,181$          2,090$          2,003$          167,324$     

41,735$        42,570$        43,421$        44,290$        1,151,473$  

4,413$          4,229$          4,052$          3,883$          324,405$     

39,889$        40,686$        41,500$        42,330$        1,100,523$  

4,218$          4,042$          3,873$          3,712$          310,051$     

52,236$        53,281$        54,346$        55,433$        1,441,187$  

5,523$          5,293$          5,072$          4,860$          406,026$     

37,091$        37,833$        38,590$        39,362$        1,023,348$  

3,922$          3,758$          3,602$          3,451$          288,308$     

-$                  

90,266$        92,071$        93,912$        95,791$        2,490,423$  

9,544$          9,146$          8,765$          8,399$          701,628$     

23,700$        24,174$        24,657$        25,151$        653,879$     

2,506$          2,401$          2,301$          2,205$          184,218$     

349,223$      356,207$      363,331$      370,598$      9,635,039$  

36,926$        35,385$        33,909$        32,495$        2,714,483$  

73,960$        75,439$        76,948$        78,487$        2,040,547$  

7,820$          7,494$          7,181$          6,882$          574,884$     

120,353$      122,760$      125,216$      127,720$      3,320,542$  

12,726$        12,195$        11,686$        11,199$        935,497$     

65,198$        66,501$        67,832$        69,188$        1,798,796$  

6,894$          6,606$          6,331$          6,067$          506,776$     

310,829$      317,045$      323,386$      329,854$      8,575,750$  

32,866$        31,495$        30,181$        28,922$        2,416,049$  

42,430$        43,278$        44,144$        45,027$        1,170,632$  

4,486$          4,299$          4,120$          3,948$          329,802$     

176,246$      179,771$      183,367$      187,034$      4,862,624$  

18,636$        17,858$        17,113$        16,400$        1,369,949$  

323,414$      329,882$      336,480$      343,209$      8,922,972$  

34,197$        32,770$        31,403$        30,093$        2,513,872$  

77,992$        79,552$        81,143$        82,766$        2,151,800$  

8,247$          7,903$          7,573$          7,257$          606,227$     



Options:

Option A - relocate transformer operations 

to Plant Zone 10 - Heating costs at Plant plus 

non-heating O&M costs transferred from 

Transformer Shop Operations plus full O&M 

costs remaining with WRSC (transformer 

area) leased out

2,950,997$                                                       

Option A - status quo - existing O&M costs 

for Transformer Area of WRSC

701,628$                                                          

Option A - status quo - existing O&M costs 

for HWF

184,218$                                                          

Option B - Relocate Head Office and ECC to 

Plant Zone 9 (insulated) - Heating Costs at 

Plant plus non-heating O&M costs 

transferred from Head Office and ECC

3,351,546$                                                       

Option B - status quo - existing O&M costs 

for Head Office

2,714,483$                                                       

Option B - status quo - existing O&M Costs 

for ECC

574,884$                                                          

Option C 598,359$                                                          

Option D 406,026$                                                          

Option E - Lease Plant Zones 9 and 10 

(industrial) - Heating costs at Plant plus non-

heating O&M costs similar to WRSC

3,895,991$                                                       

Option F 5,115,680$                                                       Plant is left as an empty building shell - no building O&M costs for the alternative. 

(Option F includes heating costs plus MECL inspection of facility, 8 hours per week @ 

$50/hour)

(status quo - existing/ongoing heating and non-heating O&M costs if the Head Office 

remains at 180 Kent Street)

(status quo - existing/ongoing heating and non-heating O&M costs if the ECC remains 

in its present location)

New CT is installed in Plant Zones 7 and 8 - no building O&M costs for outdoor 

installation

New gas insulated substation is installed in Plant Zone 4 - no building O&M costs for 

alternative

Industrial leasing of Plant Zones 9 and 10 - no building O&M costs for alternative

Transformer repairs and storage moved to Plant Zone 10 - ongoing O&M costs at 

WRSC more than offset by grosse income from lease, and HWF Building is sold and 

has no ongoing O&M cost

(status quo - existing/ongoing heating and non-heating O&M costs if the tranformer 

operations remain at WRSC)

(status quo - existing/ongoing heating and non-heating O&M costs if the tranformer 

operations remain at HWF)

Head Office and ECC moved to Plant Zone 9 (insulated) - both buildings are sold and 

have no ongoing O&M costs

O&M LCC in 2019 Dollars (discounted by 

WACC and including 2% inflation)
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May 14, 2019 
 
 
MARITIME ELECTRIC CO LTD.   
C/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie, P. Eng 
180 Kent Street, Charlottetown PE, C1A 7N2 
902-626-5737 | mackenziead@maritimeeletric.com 
 
 

Re: 
PID No. 749044, Industrial Property 
Located at 3 Fourth Street, Charlottetown, PE 
Valuation Report · Market Rent 

 

 
As per your instructions, ARA – McQuaid & Associates has concluded and enclosed a brief narrative valuation report, 
on a portion of the subject property as noted above.  This report has been prepared at the request of the client, 
Maritime Electric Co Ltd. c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for financial planning purposes.    
 
The report findings have been presented utilizing a brief narrative format and are supported by information contained 
within the appraiser files.  This pertinent data is inclusive of information provided by the client, CBCL Engineering 
report, provincial assessment reports, and the appraisers knowledge of the market.   
 
The subject’s lease area is 10,800 ft² rounded.   
 
If you have any queries regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 
 

 
 
 
ARA – McQuaid & Associates, 

 

  

Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P.App 
 
 

 

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 749044 10,800 5.50$          2.50$          8.00$      

mailto:mackenziead@maritimeeletric.com
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 

 
 
  

Property Identification:

Property Civic Address:

Lot/Township: Lot 72

Parcel #:

Map # 11L053E311L066A3-41

Property Ownership:

Last Owner Change:

Current Assessment Value:

Current Annual Charges:

Total Building Area ± 53,400 (ft²) 

Lease Area Size: ± 10,800 (ft²)

Zoning:

Market Rent:

$78,427.88

Industrial Development

3 Fourth Street

Charlottetown, PE

Maritime Electric Co Ltd.

PID No. 749044

$5.50 Net / $8.00 Gross

(M-2) Heavy Industrial Zone

$2,067,300.00

October 10, 1989
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2.0 ASSUMPTION, LIMITING AND HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

 
2.1         ORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is subject to compliance with the following conditions: 

• This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 
of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 
rely upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There 
may be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below 
relevant to that person’s identity or intended use. The report is prepared on the assumption that 
no other person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is 
denied. 

• While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 
advice.  It is assumed that: 

i. The legal description employed in this report is correct; 
ii. Title to the property is good and marketable; 

iii. There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would 
in any way affect the valuation, except as expressly noted herein; 

iv. The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 
from the existing owner; and 

v. Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 
covenants herein are legally enforceable. 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 
undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein. 

 

• The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, etc. are 
presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 
themselves. 
 

• The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed. 
 

• No investigation has been undertaken with the local zoning office, the fire department, the 
building inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 
investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 
must comply with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non-compliance may 
affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary. 

 

• Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of publication. All copyright 
is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It shall not 
be disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without 
the express written consent of the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by the 
Appraisal Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional Conduct 
and Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute. 

  

• Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 
occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 
relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of the 
appraiser. 
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• This valuation report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author. 
 

• Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 
by the real estate board (sales data is not publicly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 
using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also 
necessary to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been 
made to verify all such information. WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, 
ABSOLUTELY NO OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY. 

 

• The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 
or court appearance, which must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 
these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 
properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowledged that it is the 
judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice. 
 

• The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 
covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 
property are free of rot, beetle or other defects. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 
issues that may affect the market value of the property appraised, including but not limited to 
pollution or contamination of land, buildings, water, groundwater or air. Unless expressly stated, 
the property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but not 
limited to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance 
with all regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any 
environmental conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the market value of the 
property appraised. If the party relying on this report requires information about environmental 
issues, then that party is cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of 
this report expressly denies any legal liability relating to the effect of environmental issues on the 
market value of the property appraised. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or 
unapparent conditions of the property (including, but not limited to, its soils, physical structure, 
mechanical or other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions 
(on it or a neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, 
etc.) that would make the property more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no 
such conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during 
the normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed as 
an environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the 
scope of this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or 
warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property, and will not be responsible 
for any such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to 
discover whether such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate. 

 

• The appraiser reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if 
necessary, revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing 
at any date prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to him subsequent to  the 
date of this appraisal. 
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• For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has been provided the gross building 
areas and the lease areas. These areas are subject to technical correction. 

 

• The appraiser is employing a summary report format.   
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2.2 EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 

An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contamination where such contamination is 
possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary 
limiting condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and 
justified by the appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude 
before accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope 
of the work applied will result in opinions and conclusions which are credible. Both must accompany 
statements of each opinion/conclusion so affected. The following is a description of each extraordinary 
assumption and limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on the 
result of the assignment.  

• The undersigned has not conducted a title search, nor examined the existence of easements, 
rights of way (ROW), or restrictions (if any) and their effect on the property except as expressly 
outlined herein. 

• The Cost Approach and Income Approach have not been employed in the value estimation of the 
lease space due to the limited potential of these approaches in providing a value indication that 
could be relied upon. 

• The value estimate within this report is based upon the assumptions the lease area can be 
separately secured and has been renovated (if necessary) to provide adequate lease space that 
can be occupied at a minimum “white box space”. 
 
 
 

 
2.3  HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

Hypothetical conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 
analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 
and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 
analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 
relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 
following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use 
and its effect on the result of the assignment. 

• Not applicable to this report. 
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3.0 TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
 
3.0 Terms of Reference 
 
 
3.1 PROPERTY RIGHTS APPRAISED 

The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of the property 
described herein and/or outlined within this report. This encompasses the rights normally attached to the 
freehold (or fee simple) interest in the property.  The rental interest in the subject property. 

 
3.2 PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose of estimating the market rent of the 
subject property as of May 6, 2019; the inspection date. 

 
5.3 INTENDED USE OF THE REPORT 

The report is intended for the exclusive use of Maritime Electric Co Ltd. for financial planning purposes as 
per the subject property denoted herein.   

 
3.4 DEFINITION OF MARKET RENT 

The term “Market Rent” as used in this report is defined as:  
The estimated amount for which a property or space within a property, should lease on the date of 
valuation between a willing lessor and a willing lessee on a net absolute to landlord basis (i.e. assuming that 
the lessee pays for the property taxes and all operating expenses) or a gross lease rate with the landlord 
paying the property taxes and operating expenses in an arm’s length transaction, after property marketing 
wherein the parties had each acted knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion. 
 

3.5 EXPOSURE TIME 
The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed and aggressively marketed to potential 
tenants for sale on the open market in a manner typical for this class of property prior to the effective date. 

 
3.6 SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL 

The scope of this appraisal encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 
typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report. A physical inspection 
of the subject property was undertaken on May 6, 2019. The neighbourhood was inspected noting relevant 
competition characteristics and general physical make-up. Zoning information was obtained from the City 
of Charlottetown. Ownership and assessment information was acquired from the Service Province of Prince 
Edward Island Geolinc Plus Property Online database. Comparable rental data was obtained from vendors, 
purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information retained on file. 

 
The client has provided the following information: 

• Onsite inspection. 

• Lease space size, building square footage and building summary. 

• Building floor plans. 

• CBCL Engineering Report. 
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4.0 Zoning & Planning Considerations 

The subject property is currently located in a (M-2) Heavy Industrial Zone.  The Zoning and Development 
By-Law from the City of Charlottetown regulates the subject property. 

 
The subject’s current use is considered to be a conforming use.   
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5.0 BUILDING SPECIFICATIONS. 
 
 

  
 
  

BUILDING DETAILS

Building Use: Industrial Development

Building Location: PID 749044

Year Constructed: 1979 ±; expansion 1990 ±.

Storey Height: One storey with mezzanine

HVAC System: Propane fired hot water

Electrical: 400 Amp main entrance

Hot Water: Indirect hot water heater

Plumbing: Copper and PVC

Sprinkler: Yes

Air Conditioning: Yes; office area

Elevator: N/A

Building Envelope  

Foundation: Concrete foundation

Floor: Poured concrete, slab on grade

Ceiling Height: 22' ft. at centre

Structure: Steel frame

Exterior Walls: Vertical metal and concrete block demising walls.

Roof Covering: Metal  

Windows: Aluminum frame

Doors: Steel doors and overhead doors

  

Interior Walls: Gypsum

 Interior Ceilings: Gypsum

Interior Floors: Concrete

Doors: Steel

Plumbing: Male and female washroom

Amenities: Exit signs, emergency lighting, fire alarm system and smoke

detectors, security, ceiling crane, chain link fence.

Other: The section of the building which is anticipated to be leased 

encompasses 10,800 ft², approximately 20-22 feet high.

General Description

Interior Description
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6.0 PROPERTY MAPS 
 

 

LOCATION MAP  

 

 
 

 

 

ORTHOMATICS MAP 
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7.0 COMPARABLE LEASE RATES 
 
 

  
 
7.1 Market Rent 

The comparable net rental rates range from $2.94 and $9.52 per ft² with an average rate of $5.28 ft² and 
a median of $4.75 per ft². The comparable gross and semi gross rental rates range from $5.80 and $11.93 
per ft² with an average rate of $8.32 ft² and a median of $7.71 per ft².  
 
  
 
 

  
       
 
 

  

Price Per (ft²) Gross 

 Price  Additional Rent

#. Location Type of Space Area (ft²) Per (ft²) Rent Per (ft²) Type of Lease

1 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,650 4.63$     3.37$             8.00$        Gross

2 Stratford Commercial ∙ Dealership 30,000 4.14$     2.57$             9.71$        Net

3 Stratford Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,040 9.52$     1.47$             10.99$      Semi-gross

4 Summerside Commercial ∙ Industrial 17,260 4.35$     3.25$             7.60$        Net

5 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,376 7.59$     4.24$             11.93$      Gross

6 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 15,000 2.94$     2.86$             5.80$        Semi-gross

7 Charlottetown Industrial 7,000 4.85$     2.95$             7.71$        Semi-gross

8 Charlottetown Industrial 3,170 4.53$     3.02$             7.55$        Net

9 Charlottetown Industrial 29,000 4.75$     3.01$             7.76$        Net

10 Summerside Industrial 9,000 4.00$     2.25$             6.25$        Semi-gross

11 Summerside Industrial 26,325 7.00$     2.25$             9.25$        Semi-gross

12 Summerside Industrial 20,000 5.00$     2.25$             7.25$        Semi-gross

 

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE MARKET RENTS
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8.0 SUMMARY AND VALUE CONSLUSION 
 
 

Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate per square foot of $5.50 per ft² plus additional rent of $2.50 
per ft² resulting in an overall gross rent as follows: 

 
 

 
    
  

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 749044 10,800 5.50$          2.50$          8.00$      
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9.0 CONCLUSION 
  

 

Re: 
Part of PID No. 338921, Industrial Property 
Located at 50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE 
Valuation Report · Market Rent 

 

 
ARA – McQuaid & Associates certify to the best of their knowledge and belief that: 
 
We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief; 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

• The property was personally inspected by Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App, on May 6, 2019. 

• The analyses, opinions, and conclusions reported herein are our personal and unbiased views and are limited 
only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained herein. 

• We have no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report 
and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved. 

• Our compensation is not contingent upon any action or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 
conclusions in, or the use of, this report. 

• This report has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws and regulations of the of the Appraisal Institute of 
Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association. 

• We, the undersigned, have collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well 
as the valuation of the subject property. 

• We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 
 

  
 
 
If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 
 

Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

  
Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI Candidate 
  

ARA - McQuaid & Associates 
554 North River Road · Charlottetown · PE · C1E 1K1 
Phone: (902) 626-3335 · Fax: (902) 368-1499

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 749044 10,800 5.50$          2.50$          8.00$      



 
 

Subject Property Maps Schedule A  

 

 

 
 

 

  
 
 

 
Floor Plan Showing Leasable Area 
 

  
 

 
  

 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Subject Property Maps Schedule A  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
ZONING MAP 
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ATTACHMENT - 3 
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Prepared For: 
MARITIME ELECTRIC CO LTD. 

 
 

Prepared By: 
 - MCQUAID & ASSOCIATES 

554 North River Road 
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C1E 1K1 
Phone: (902) 626-3335 

Fax: (902) 368-1499 
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 ARA File #. 2019089 
 
 
 

May 6, 2019 

 



 

 

 

May 15, 2019 
 
MARITIME ELECTRIC CO LTD. 
C/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie, Planning Engineer
180 Kent Street, Charlottetown PE 
902-629-3630 | mackenziead@maritimeelectric.com
 
Re: PID 279364, Valuation of Land and 
   Located at 103 Longworth Avenue

 
As per your instructions, we have completed an investigation and analysis of the above
herewith submit our appraisal report 
Electric Co Ltd. for financial planning
 
The Appraisal was made for the purpose of expressing 
Simple Interest in the subject property
the Terms of Reference section of this report.
 
This report complies with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional 
Contingent and Limiting Conditions outlined in 
 
Based on our interpretations and analysis of the data outlined within this report as well as a personal inspection of the 
property, it is our considered opinion that the 
May 6, 2019 is: 

FOUR HUNDRED AND 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned
 
Respectfully submitted,  

 
Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App 
hmcquaid@ara.ca 
 
 
 
 
ARA - McQuaid & Associates 
554 North River Road 
Charlottetown, PE C1E 1K1 
P. 902.626.3335 F. 902-368-1499 
 

 

, Planning Engineer 

mackenziead@maritimeelectric.com  

Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
103 Longworth Avenue, Charlottetown, PE 

completed an investigation and analysis of the above-mentioned 
report for your consideration.  This report is intended for the exclusive use 

ial planning purposes. 

was made for the purpose of expressing our Current Value Opinion of the Market Value
in the subject property. The definition of Market Value, as employed in this report, is outlined under 

section of this report. 

report complies with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
Contingent and Limiting Conditions outlined in Section 2.0 of the report. 

interpretations and analysis of the data outlined within this report as well as a personal inspection of the 
considered opinion that the Market Value of the Fee Simple Interest in the subject property as of 

 
HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ($426,000.00)

 
If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience.

  
 Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI, Candidate

rmcquaid@ara.ca 

 

 

mentioned property and 
tended for the exclusive use of Maritime 

Market Value of the Fee 
, as employed in this report, is outlined under 

Appraisal Practice and is subject to the 

interpretations and analysis of the data outlined within this report as well as a personal inspection of the 
of the Fee Simple Interest in the subject property as of 

6,000.00) 

at your convenience. 

Candidate 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

   
  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS & FIGURES

Property Identification:

Property Type:

Owner:

Assessed Value:

Property Taxes:

Zoning:

Highest & Best Use:

Site Area:

Parking:

Building Area:

Value by Direct Comparison Approach (Land):

Value by Direct Comparison Approach (Building):

Final Value Estimate:

Reasonable Exposure Time:

Typical Purchaser:

Effective Date:

Date of Report:

Valuation of Land and Commercial Green House Buildings 

, Charlottetown, PE 

 

SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS & FIGURES

103 Longworth Avenue

Charlottetown, PE

 

PID 279364

Commercial Land and Industrial Building

Marititme Electric Co Ltd.

$70,400.00

$2,717.44

Mixed Use Corridor (MUC)

Commercial Development.

1.65 (ac) ±  (As per Engineering Report

Gravel Yard Area

 1,124 ± ft² 

Value by Direct Comparison Approach (Land): $261,000.00

Value by Direct Comparison Approach (Building): $165,000.00

$426,000.00

Reasonable Exposure Time: 6 - 12 Months Plus.

Local Investor.

06-May-19

15-May-19

1 

 

 

Commercial Land and Industrial Building

As per Engineering Report)
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2.0 ASSUMPTION, LIMITING AND HYPOTHETICAL CON

 
2.1         ORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND L

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is 
• This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 

of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 
rely upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There may 
be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below relevant to 
that person’s identity or intended use. The report is p
person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is denied.
 

• While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 
advice.  It is assumed that:

i. The legal description employed in this report is correct;
ii. Title to the property is good and marketable;
iii. There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would in 

any way affect the valuation, except as expressly n
iv. The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 

from the existing owner; and
v. Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 

covenants herein are legally enforceable.
Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 
undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein.

 
• The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, 

presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 
themselves. 
 

• The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed.
 

• No investigation has been undertaken with
inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 
investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 
must comply with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non
affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary.

 
• Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of 

is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It shall not be 
disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without the 
express written consent o
Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional Conduct and 
Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute.

 
• Because market conditions, incl

occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 
relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of
appraiser. 

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

AND HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

LIMITING CONDITIONS 

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is subject to compliance with the following conditions:
This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 
of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 
y upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There may 

be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below relevant to 
that person’s identity or intended use. The report is prepared on the assumption that no other 
person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is denied.

While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 
umed that: 

The legal description employed in this report is correct; 
Title to the property is good and marketable; 
There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would in 
any way affect the valuation, except as expressly noted herein; 
The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 
from the existing owner; and 
Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 
covenants herein are legally enforceable. 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 
undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein.

The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, 
presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 

The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed.

No investigation has been undertaken with the local zoning office, the fire department, the building 
inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 
investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 

with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non
affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary.

Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of publication. All copyright 
is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It shall not be 
disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without the 
express written consent of the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by the Appraisal 
Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional Conduct and 
Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute. 

Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 
occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 
relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of

2 

 

subject to compliance with the following conditions: 
This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 
of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 
y upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There may 

be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below relevant to 
repared on the assumption that no other 

person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is denied. 

While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 

There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would in 

The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 

Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 
undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein. 

The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, etc. are 
presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 

The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed. 

the local zoning office, the fire department, the building 
inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 
investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 

with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non-compliance may 
affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary. 

publication. All copyright 
is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It shall not be 
disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without the 

f the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by the Appraisal 
Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional Conduct and 

uding economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 
occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 
relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of the 
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• This appraisal report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author.
 
• Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 

by the real estate board (sales data is not public
using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also necessary 
to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made to verify 
all such information. 
OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY

 
• The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 

or court appearance, wh
these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 
properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowle
judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice.
 

• The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 
covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, 
property are free of rot, beetle or other defects.

 
• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 

issues that may affect the market value of t
pollution or contamination of land, buildings, Grafton, ground Grafton or air. Unless expressly 
stated, the property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but 
not limited to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance 
with all regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any 
environmental conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the mar
appraised. If the party relying on this report requires information about environmental issues then 
that party is cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of this report 
expressly denies any legal liab
of the property appraised.

 
• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent 

conditions of the property (including, but not limited t
other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions (on it or a 
neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that 
would make the pr
conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during the 
normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed 
environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the scope of 
this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or warranties, 
express or implied, regarding the condition of t
conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether 
such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate.

 
• The appraiser reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if necessary, 

revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing at any date 
prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to h
appraisal. 

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
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This appraisal report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author.

Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 
by the real estate board (sales data is not publicly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 
using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also necessary 
to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made to verify 

h information. WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, ABSOLUTELY NO 
OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY. 

The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 
or court appearance, which must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 
these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 
properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowle
judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice.

The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 
covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 
property are free of rot, beetle or other defects. 

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 
issues that may affect the market value of the property appraised, including but not limited to 
pollution or contamination of land, buildings, Grafton, ground Grafton or air. Unless expressly 
stated, the property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but 

ed to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance 
with all regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any 
environmental conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the market value of the property 
appraised. If the party relying on this report requires information about environmental issues then 
that party is cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of this report 
expressly denies any legal liability relating to the effect of environmental issues on the market value 
of the property appraised. 

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent 
conditions of the property (including, but not limited to, its soils, physical structure, mechanical or 
other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions (on it or a 
neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that 
would make the property more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no such 
conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during the 
normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed 
environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the scope of 
this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or warranties, 
express or implied, regarding the condition of the property, and will not be responsible for any such 
conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether 
such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate.

reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if necessary, 
revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing at any date 
prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to him subsequent to the date of this 
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This appraisal report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author. 

Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 
ly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 

using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also necessary 
to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made to verify 

WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, ABSOLUTELY NO 

The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 
ich must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 

these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 
properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowledged that it is the 
judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice. 

The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 
and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 
he property appraised, including but not limited to 

pollution or contamination of land, buildings, Grafton, ground Grafton or air. Unless expressly 
stated, the property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but 

ed to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance 
with all regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any 

ket value of the property 
appraised. If the party relying on this report requires information about environmental issues then 
that party is cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of this report 

ility relating to the effect of environmental issues on the market value 

Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent 
o, its soils, physical structure, mechanical or 

other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions (on it or a 
neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that 

operty more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no such 
conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during the 
normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed as an 
environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the scope of 
this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or warranties, 

he property, and will not be responsible for any such 
conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether 
such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate. 

reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if necessary, 
revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing at any date 

im subsequent to the date of this 
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• For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has 

building areas for the subject property
 
• IF APPLICABLE, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report are being paid in full when due 

and payable under the terms and conditions of the attendant leases, agreements to lease or other 
contractual agreements. Furthermore, it is assumed that all rents refer
the rental agreements stipulated in the leases, agreements to lease or other contractual agreements 
pertaining to the tenants occupancy, to the extent that such rents have not been prepaid, abated, or 
inflated to reflect ext
noted within this report.

 
• The subject property has been appraised employing a summary appraisal report format. A summary 

appraisal report differs from a self
presentation. Certain aspects (analytical data relating to the subject property building specifications, 
operation, facility, etc.) associated with this analysis has not been fully presented; however, this 
information has been retain on file.
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For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has been provided with the land area, and 
building areas for the subject property. These areas are subject to technical correction.

it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report are being paid in full when due 
and payable under the terms and conditions of the attendant leases, agreements to lease or other 
contractual agreements. Furthermore, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report represent 
the rental agreements stipulated in the leases, agreements to lease or other contractual agreements 
pertaining to the tenants occupancy, to the extent that such rents have not been prepaid, abated, or 
inflated to reflect extraordinary circumstances, unless such conditions have been identified and 
noted within this report. 

The subject property has been appraised employing a summary appraisal report format. A summary 
appraisal report differs from a self-contained appraisal report within the level of detail and 
presentation. Certain aspects (analytical data relating to the subject property building specifications, 
operation, facility, etc.) associated with this analysis has not been fully presented; however, this 

been retain on file. 
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been provided with the land area, and 
are subject to technical correction. 

it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report are being paid in full when due 
and payable under the terms and conditions of the attendant leases, agreements to lease or other 

red to in this report represent 
the rental agreements stipulated in the leases, agreements to lease or other contractual agreements 
pertaining to the tenants occupancy, to the extent that such rents have not been prepaid, abated, or 

raordinary circumstances, unless such conditions have been identified and 

The subject property has been appraised employing a summary appraisal report format. A summary 
ort within the level of detail and 

presentation. Certain aspects (analytical data relating to the subject property building specifications, 
operation, facility, etc.) associated with this analysis has not been fully presented; however, this 
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2.2 EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS 

An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contami
possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary limiting 
condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and justified 
by the appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude before 
accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope of the 
work applied will result in opinions and conclus
each opinion/conclusion so affected. 
limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on th
assignment.  

• The undersigned has not conducted a 
easements, rights of way (ROW), or restrictions and their effect on the appraised property as 
expressly outlined herein

• The Cost Approach and
subject property due to the limited potential of these approaches in providing a value indication 
that could be relied upon.

 
 

 
 
2.3 HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

Hypothetical conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 
analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 
and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, 
analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 
relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 
following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and 
its effect on the result of the assignment.

• Not applicable to this report.
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SSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 
An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contamination where such contamination is 
possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary limiting 
condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and justified 

e appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude before 
accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope of the 
work applied will result in opinions and conclusions which are credible. Both must accompany statements of 
each opinion/conclusion so affected. The following is a description of each extraordinary assumption and 
limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on th

The undersigned has not conducted a title search, however has examined the existence of 
easements, rights of way (ROW), or restrictions and their effect on the appraised property as 
expressly outlined herein. 

Cost Approach and Income Approach have not been employed in the value estimation of the 
due to the limited potential of these approaches in providing a value indication 

that could be relied upon. 

al conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 
analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 
and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 
analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 
relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 
following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and 
its effect on the result of the assignment. 

Not applicable to this report. 
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An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 
nation where such contamination is 

possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary limiting 
condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and justified 

e appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude before 
accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope of the 

ions which are credible. Both must accompany statements of 
The following is a description of each extraordinary assumption and 

limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on the result of the 

title search, however has examined the existence of 
easements, rights of way (ROW), or restrictions and their effect on the appraised property as 

not been employed in the value estimation of the 
due to the limited potential of these approaches in providing a value indication 

al conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 
analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 

an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 
analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 
relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 
following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and 
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3.0 TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
3.1 Property Rights Appraised 

The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of 
described herein. This encompasses the rights normally attached to the freehold (or fee simple) interest
the property. The property has been appr

 
3.2 Purpose of Assignment 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose estimating the market value of the 
subject property as of the effective date

 
3.3 Intended Use of the Report

This report is intended for the exclusive use of
purposes as per the subject property.

 
3.4 Definition of Market Value

The term “Market Value” as 
The most probable 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently
and assuming the price is n
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby:

1) buyer and seller are t
2) both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider 

interests; 
3) a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market
4) payment is made in terms of Canadian dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto
5) the price represents the normal consideration for the property so

or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.
 
3.5 Exposure Time 

The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed for sale on the open market in a manner 
typical for this class of property for 

 
3.6 Sales History 

The subject property as per 
ownership change registered to the subject property was 
to the current owner.   
  
The subject property is not currently listed 
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The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of 

This encompasses the rights normally attached to the freehold (or fee simple) interest
The property has been appraised on a debt-free basis. 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose estimating the market value of the 
the effective date of May 6, 2019. 

Intended Use of the Report 
tended for the exclusive use of the clients, Maritime Electric Co Ltd.

as per the subject property. 

Definition of Market Value 
as used in this report is defined as: 

The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently
and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this def
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 

uyer and seller are typically motivated; 
oth parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider 

; 
reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
ayment is made in terms of Canadian dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 
comparable thereto; and 
he price represents the normal consideration for the property so
or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.

The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed for sale on the open market in a manner 
ss of property for six to twelve months plus prior to the effective date.

as per PID No. 279364 is currently owned by Maritime Electric Co Ltd.
ownership change registered to the subject property was January 1, 1974 when the property 

The subject property is not currently listed for sale and the appraiser is not aware of any offers for purchase. 
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The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of the property 
This encompasses the rights normally attached to the freehold (or fee simple) interest in 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose estimating the market value of the 

Maritime Electric Co Ltd. for financial planning 

price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, 

Implicit in this definition is the 
consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 

oth parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their best 

ayment is made in terms of Canadian dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

he price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special 
or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 

The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed for sale on the open market in a manner 
prior to the effective date. 

Maritime Electric Co Ltd.  The last 
when the property was transferred 

and the appraiser is not aware of any offers for purchase.  
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3.7 Scope of the Appraisal 

The scope of this appraisal 
typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report
the subject property was undertaken on 
competition characteristics and general physical make
Charlottetown. Property tax rates, 
Province of Prince Edward Island 
from vendors, purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information retained on file.

 
The client has provided the following information

• On site property and building inspection.
• Basic building plans and summaries of building information.
• Copy of Engineering Review of Potential Repurposing of the Charlottetown Generating Station 

Building Final Report
. 
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The scope of this appraisal encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 
typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report. 

was undertaken on May 6, 2019. The neighbourhood was inspected noting relevant 
competition characteristics and general physical make-up.  Zoning information was obtained from the

Property tax rates, ownership and assessment information was acquired from the 
ce Edward Island Geolinc Plus Property Online database. Comparable sales 

from vendors, purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information retained on file.

the following information: 
site property and building inspection. 

Basic building plans and summaries of building information. 
Copy of Engineering Review of Potential Repurposing of the Charlottetown Generating Station 
Building Final Report 
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encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 
. A physical inspection of 

was inspected noting relevant 
was obtained from the City of 

acquired from the Service 
Comparable sales data was obtained 

from vendors, purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information retained on file. 

Copy of Engineering Review of Potential Repurposing of the Charlottetown Generating Station 
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4.0 LOCATIONAL OVERVIEW 
 
4.1 MACRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
 
4.1.1 Regional Description · Province of Prince Edward Island

Prince Edward Island (PEI) lies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence on Canada’s east coast. The crescent shaped island 
commonly referred to as the “Cradle of Confederation”
has been linked to the mainland by the 12.9 kilometre long Confederation Bridge which crosses the 
Northumberland Strait and ended almost seventy years of ferry service. Prince Edward Island is Canada’s 
smallest province and encompasses approximately 5,685.73 square kilometres of land area of which 44 per 
cent and/or 2,509 square kilometres are comprised of farming areas. PEI has an overall length of 224 km, and 
ranges from 6 to 64 km width. 
 
During the late seventeen sixties the island was mapped and divided into 67 parcels and/or lots. These 
townships/lots now make up Prince Edward Island’s three distinct regions which include Prince County, 
Queens County, and Kings County. Prince County with an area of
third of the island and has a population of approximately 44,348. Queens County containing an area of 
2,020.45 km² covers the middle third of the island and has a population of 77,866. Kings County with an area 
of 1,685.80 km² encompasses the eastern third of the island and has a population of 17,990. The main urban 
centre for Queens County is the capital City of Charlottetown, while the major urban centres for Prince 
County and Kings County are the City of Summerside a
City of Charlottetown is 71.0 km from the City of Summerside, and 45.0 km from the Town of Montague. The 
nearest cities outside of the province are Moncton, New Brunswick, 171.0 km away, and Halifax, Nova S
232.0 km further east. Charlottetown is 423.0 km east of the Maine border of the United States.
 
The capital City of Charlottetown covers a land area of 44.33 square kilometres and is bound by the 
Hillsborough River and the Town of Stratford to the 
Charlottetown Harbour to the south, and the unincorporated area of Marshfield to the north
 
Charlottetown was incorporated as a town on April 17, 1855, and became the island’s first city in 1875. 
Municipal amalgamation in 1995 incorporated the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale, 
Sherwood, East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe, which merged into a larger city 
same time, rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamat
and Cornwall respectively.  
 
The one-time independent municipalities of Charlottetown (original municipality), Brighton, Spring Park, 
Parkdale, Sherwood, Winsloe, as well as East and West Royalty Including Hillsborough 
individual neighbourhoods of the capital city.
 
Charlottetown serves as the seat of government for the Island, housing the provincial legislature as well as 
administrative offices and services. Much of the employment in the capital ci
industries, which include government service, retail trade, accommodation, food/beverage service, as well as 
health care and social services. The two largest employers are the Government of Canada and the Province of 
Prince Edward Island respectively.
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HARACTERISTICS 

Regional Description · Province of Prince Edward Island 
Prince Edward Island (PEI) lies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence on Canada’s east coast. The crescent shaped island 
commonly referred to as the “Cradle of Confederation” did not officially become a province until 1873. PEI 
has been linked to the mainland by the 12.9 kilometre long Confederation Bridge which crosses the 
Northumberland Strait and ended almost seventy years of ferry service. Prince Edward Island is Canada’s 
smallest province and encompasses approximately 5,685.73 square kilometres of land area of which 44 per 
cent and/or 2,509 square kilometres are comprised of farming areas. PEI has an overall length of 224 km, and 
ranges from 6 to 64 km width.  

late seventeen sixties the island was mapped and divided into 67 parcels and/or lots. These 
townships/lots now make up Prince Edward Island’s three distinct regions which include Prince County, 
Queens County, and Kings County. Prince County with an area of 1,979.49 km² encompasses the western 
third of the island and has a population of approximately 44,348. Queens County containing an area of 
2,020.45 km² covers the middle third of the island and has a population of 77,866. Kings County with an area 

5.80 km² encompasses the eastern third of the island and has a population of 17,990. The main urban 
centre for Queens County is the capital City of Charlottetown, while the major urban centres for Prince 
County and Kings County are the City of Summerside and the Town of Montague respectively. The capital 
City of Charlottetown is 71.0 km from the City of Summerside, and 45.0 km from the Town of Montague. The 
nearest cities outside of the province are Moncton, New Brunswick, 171.0 km away, and Halifax, Nova S
232.0 km further east. Charlottetown is 423.0 km east of the Maine border of the United States.

The capital City of Charlottetown covers a land area of 44.33 square kilometres and is bound by the 
Hillsborough River and the Town of Stratford to the east; the Town of Cornwall to the west; the 
Charlottetown Harbour to the south, and the unincorporated area of Marshfield to the north

Charlottetown was incorporated as a town on April 17, 1855, and became the island’s first city in 1875. 
mation in 1995 incorporated the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale, 

Sherwood, East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe, which merged into a larger city 
same time, rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the Towns of Stratford 

 

time independent municipalities of Charlottetown (original municipality), Brighton, Spring Park, 
Parkdale, Sherwood, Winsloe, as well as East and West Royalty Including Hillsborough 
individual neighbourhoods of the capital city. 

Charlottetown serves as the seat of government for the Island, housing the provincial legislature as well as 
administrative offices and services. Much of the employment in the capital city is derived from year
industries, which include government service, retail trade, accommodation, food/beverage service, as well as 
health care and social services. The two largest employers are the Government of Canada and the Province of 

ward Island respectively.  
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Prince Edward Island (PEI) lies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence on Canada’s east coast. The crescent shaped island 
did not officially become a province until 1873. PEI 

has been linked to the mainland by the 12.9 kilometre long Confederation Bridge which crosses the 
Northumberland Strait and ended almost seventy years of ferry service. Prince Edward Island is Canada’s 
smallest province and encompasses approximately 5,685.73 square kilometres of land area of which 44 per 
cent and/or 2,509 square kilometres are comprised of farming areas. PEI has an overall length of 224 km, and 

late seventeen sixties the island was mapped and divided into 67 parcels and/or lots. These 
townships/lots now make up Prince Edward Island’s three distinct regions which include Prince County, 

1,979.49 km² encompasses the western 
third of the island and has a population of approximately 44,348. Queens County containing an area of 
2,020.45 km² covers the middle third of the island and has a population of 77,866. Kings County with an area 

5.80 km² encompasses the eastern third of the island and has a population of 17,990. The main urban 
centre for Queens County is the capital City of Charlottetown, while the major urban centres for Prince 

nd the Town of Montague respectively. The capital 
City of Charlottetown is 71.0 km from the City of Summerside, and 45.0 km from the Town of Montague. The 
nearest cities outside of the province are Moncton, New Brunswick, 171.0 km away, and Halifax, Nova Scotia, 
232.0 km further east. Charlottetown is 423.0 km east of the Maine border of the United States. 

The capital City of Charlottetown covers a land area of 44.33 square kilometres and is bound by the 
east; the Town of Cornwall to the west; the 

Charlottetown Harbour to the south, and the unincorporated area of Marshfield to the north 

Charlottetown was incorporated as a town on April 17, 1855, and became the island’s first city in 1875. 
mation in 1995 incorporated the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale, 

Sherwood, East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe, which merged into a larger city - Charlottetown. At the 
ed to form the Towns of Stratford 

time independent municipalities of Charlottetown (original municipality), Brighton, Spring Park, 
Parkdale, Sherwood, Winsloe, as well as East and West Royalty Including Hillsborough Park, now make up the 

Charlottetown serves as the seat of government for the Island, housing the provincial legislature as well as 
ty is derived from year-round 

industries, which include government service, retail trade, accommodation, food/beverage service, as well as 
health care and social services. The two largest employers are the Government of Canada and the Province of 
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4.1.2 Provincial Description · Community Profile (Subject Specific)

The subject property is located in the City of Charlottetown. Ch
the provincial capital of Prince Edward Island. Charlottetown is situated on its namesake harbour (formed by 
the confluence of three rivers), within Queens 
 
Selected statistics from the 2011 and 2016 Census are summarized in the following table:
 
 

 
  

 

COMMUNITY PROFILES

Land Area (km²)

2016 Population

Population Change from 2011

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time)

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings

Land Area (km²)

2016 Population

Population Change from 2011

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time)

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
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Provincial Description · Community Profile (Subject Specific) 
The subject property is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is both the largest city as well as 
the provincial capital of Prince Edward Island. Charlottetown is situated on its namesake harbour (formed by 
the confluence of three rivers), within Queens County, in the central portion of the island’s south

Selected statistics from the 2011 and 2016 Census are summarized in the following table:

 

COMMUNITY PROFILES

Charlottetown (CY) Charlotteown (CA)

44.34

36,094

Population Change from 2011 4.4%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $44,454

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 17,193

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $239,450

Queens (County) Prince Edward Island (PEI)

2,020.48

82,017

Population Change from 2011 5.3%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $46,601

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 39,399

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $227,784
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arlottetown is both the largest city as well as 
the provincial capital of Prince Edward Island. Charlottetown is situated on its namesake harbour (formed by 

County, in the central portion of the island’s south shore. 

Selected statistics from the 2011 and 2016 Census are summarized in the following table: 

 

Charlotteown (CA)

917.47

44,739

5.8%

$46,937

32,021

$232,809

Prince Edward Island (PEI)

5,686.03

142,907

1.9%

$45,183

71,119

$197,966
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4.1.3   Economic Outlook 

• Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
Preliminary estimated by Statistics Canada indicate GDP by Industry expanded by 3.2 percent in 
chained 2007 dollars in 2017, following 2.2 percent growth in 2016, 1.5 percent growth in 2015, and 
1.4 percent growth in 2014.

• Consumer Price Index (CPI)
The All-Items Consumer Price Index 
compared to a rise of 1.6 percent nationally. Core inflation, the year
CPI-excluding food, energy and the effects of changes in indirect taxes, rose by 1.9 percent in 2017. 
Food prices decreased by 2.1 percent over 2017, while shelte
CPI Energy increased for the first time in three years in 2017, rising by 7.3 percent. Gasoline prices 
(regular self-serve) averaged $1.088 per litre for 2017, with prices staying above the $1.00 mark all 
year, peaking at $1,156 per litre in November. The price of home heating oil averaged $0.821 per 
litre in 2017, ranging from a high of $0.916 per litre in December to a low of $0.729 per litre in July.

• Labour Force 
The annual average of total employment on Prince Edwa
2013, rising by 3.1 percent from 71,500 in 2016 to 73,700 in 2017. Employment in the goods
producing sector increased by 6.0 percent in 2017, while employment in the service providing sector 
increased by 2.0 per
administrative, culture, accommodation and food services and utilities while increases occurred in all 
other industries and services in 2017. The remaining sectors accounted for an incr
labour force participation rate increased from 65.8 percent in 2016 to 66.0 percent in 2017. The 
annual average unemployment rate decreased to 9.8 percent in 2017
percent since 1978. Statistics Canada’s Survey o
employment on Prince Edward Island increased by 3.6 percent in 2017, following an increase of 0.3 
percent in 2016. Declines were seen in information and culture and finance and insurance, with 
growth in all other
services, manufacturing, and the trade sector.

• Income 
Statistics Canada estimates that labour income for Prince Edward Island rose 4.4 percent to reach 
$3,329 million in 2017. The major 
assistance (up by 6.9 percent), professional and personal service (up by 5.0 percent), and 
construction (up by 8.5 percent). 

• Population 
On July 1, 2017, the population of Prince Edward Island 
2,549 persons or 1.7 percent over 2016. The population of Canada increased by 1.2 percent over the 
same period. Preliminary data show that 2,264 immigrants chose Prince Edward Island as their new 
home in 2016/17, wh
net international migration. Net interprovincial migration was 
Scotia being the top destinations of Islanders leaving for other province
population is illustrated by the fact that the median age has risen from 24.8 years in 1971 to 43.5 
years in 2017. Although the median age declined in 2017, down from 43.7 in 2016, this downward 
trend is not projected to continue
years and older in 1971, this proportion has risen to 19.0 percent in 2017. After reaching a low of 
46.7 in 2007 and changing very little from 2007 to 2011, the total dependency ratio has incr
from 47.0 to 53.9 in just six years.
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Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
Preliminary estimated by Statistics Canada indicate GDP by Industry expanded by 3.2 percent in 
chained 2007 dollars in 2017, following 2.2 percent growth in 2016, 1.5 percent growth in 2015, and 
1.4 percent growth in 2014. 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

Items Consumer Price Index for Prince Edward Island changed by 1.8 percent in 2017, 
to a rise of 1.6 percent nationally. Core inflation, the year-over-year rate of change of the 

excluding food, energy and the effects of changes in indirect taxes, rose by 1.9 percent in 2017. 
Food prices decreased by 2.1 percent over 2017, while shelter prices decreased by 1.8 percent. The 
CPI Energy increased for the first time in three years in 2017, rising by 7.3 percent. Gasoline prices 

serve) averaged $1.088 per litre for 2017, with prices staying above the $1.00 mark all 
g at $1,156 per litre in November. The price of home heating oil averaged $0.821 per 

litre in 2017, ranging from a high of $0.916 per litre in December to a low of $0.729 per litre in July.

The annual average of total employment on Prince Edward Island increased for the first time since 
2013, rising by 3.1 percent from 71,500 in 2016 to 73,700 in 2017. Employment in the goods
producing sector increased by 6.0 percent in 2017, while employment in the service providing sector 
increased by 2.0 percent. Employment decreased by a combined 900 in financial, scientific, 
administrative, culture, accommodation and food services and utilities while increases occurred in all 
other industries and services in 2017. The remaining sectors accounted for an incr
labour force participation rate increased from 65.8 percent in 2016 to 66.0 percent in 2017. The 
annual average unemployment rate decreased to 9.8 percent in 2017—the first time below 10.0 
percent since 1978. Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Payrolls and Hours shows that 
employment on Prince Edward Island increased by 3.6 percent in 2017, following an increase of 0.3 
percent in 2016. Declines were seen in information and culture and finance and insurance, with 
growth in all other sectors. Sectors showing the most growth were accommodation and food 
services, manufacturing, and the trade sector. 

estimates that labour income for Prince Edward Island rose 4.4 percent to reach 
$3,329 million in 2017. The major contributors to growth in 2017 were in health care and 

(up by 6.9 percent), professional and personal service (up by 5.0 percent), and 
construction (up by 8.5 percent).  

On July 1, 2017, the population of Prince Edward Island was estimated at 152,021, an increase of 
2,549 persons or 1.7 percent over 2016. The population of Canada increased by 1.2 percent over the 
same period. Preliminary data show that 2,264 immigrants chose Prince Edward Island as their new 
home in 2016/17, while other international migration totalled 645, resulting in a total of 2,909 for 
net international migration. Net interprovincial migration was -436, with Ontario, Alberta, and Nova 
Scotia being the top destinations of Islanders leaving for other provinces. The aging of the island 
population is illustrated by the fact that the median age has risen from 24.8 years in 1971 to 43.5 
years in 2017. Although the median age declined in 2017, down from 43.7 in 2016, this downward 
trend is not projected to continue. Furthermore, while only 11.0 percent of the population was 65 
years and older in 1971, this proportion has risen to 19.0 percent in 2017. After reaching a low of 
46.7 in 2007 and changing very little from 2007 to 2011, the total dependency ratio has incr
from 47.0 to 53.9 in just six years. 
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Preliminary estimated by Statistics Canada indicate GDP by Industry expanded by 3.2 percent in 
chained 2007 dollars in 2017, following 2.2 percent growth in 2016, 1.5 percent growth in 2015, and 

for Prince Edward Island changed by 1.8 percent in 2017, 
year rate of change of the 

excluding food, energy and the effects of changes in indirect taxes, rose by 1.9 percent in 2017. 
r prices decreased by 1.8 percent. The 

CPI Energy increased for the first time in three years in 2017, rising by 7.3 percent. Gasoline prices 
serve) averaged $1.088 per litre for 2017, with prices staying above the $1.00 mark all 
g at $1,156 per litre in November. The price of home heating oil averaged $0.821 per 

litre in 2017, ranging from a high of $0.916 per litre in December to a low of $0.729 per litre in July. 

rd Island increased for the first time since 
2013, rising by 3.1 percent from 71,500 in 2016 to 73,700 in 2017. Employment in the goods-
producing sector increased by 6.0 percent in 2017, while employment in the service providing sector 

cent. Employment decreased by a combined 900 in financial, scientific, 
administrative, culture, accommodation and food services and utilities while increases occurred in all 
other industries and services in 2017. The remaining sectors accounted for an increase of 3,200. The 
labour force participation rate increased from 65.8 percent in 2016 to 66.0 percent in 2017. The 

the first time below 10.0 
f Employment, Payrolls and Hours shows that 

employment on Prince Edward Island increased by 3.6 percent in 2017, following an increase of 0.3 
percent in 2016. Declines were seen in information and culture and finance and insurance, with 

sectors. Sectors showing the most growth were accommodation and food 

estimates that labour income for Prince Edward Island rose 4.4 percent to reach 
contributors to growth in 2017 were in health care and social 

(up by 6.9 percent), professional and personal service (up by 5.0 percent), and 

was estimated at 152,021, an increase of 
2,549 persons or 1.7 percent over 2016. The population of Canada increased by 1.2 percent over the 
same period. Preliminary data show that 2,264 immigrants chose Prince Edward Island as their new 

ile other international migration totalled 645, resulting in a total of 2,909 for 
436, with Ontario, Alberta, and Nova 

s. The aging of the island 
population is illustrated by the fact that the median age has risen from 24.8 years in 1971 to 43.5 
years in 2017. Although the median age declined in 2017, down from 43.7 in 2016, this downward 

. Furthermore, while only 11.0 percent of the population was 65 
years and older in 1971, this proportion has risen to 19.0 percent in 2017. After reaching a low of 
46.7 in 2007 and changing very little from 2007 to 2011, the total dependency ratio has increased 



PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building
103 Longworth Avenue, Charlottetown, PE

 

 

 

 

 
• Exports 

According to Industry Canada, the total value of exported goods grew from $1,256 million in 2016 
to $1,318 million in 2017, an increase of 5.0 percent. Exports of frozen food products made up 24.9 
percent of all international exports of goods in 2017. Its value increased from $306.3 million in 2016 
to $327.7 million in 2017, an increase of 7.0 percent. Other exports included seafood products 
valued at $212.2 million (down by 4.4 percent from 2016), $14
equipment (up by 70.1 percent) and $129.1 million in aerospace products and parts exports (up by 
36.3 percent). 

• Public Service 
Statistics Canada’s 
public administration 
Employment in the 
the education sector increased by 2.5 percent.

• Agriculture 
Farm cash receipts for 2017 totalled $493.7 million, an increase of 1.9 percent over 2016. This 
compares to an increase of 1.8 percent for Canada as a whole. Total crop receipts totalled $315.0 
million. Potato receipts, which made up 76.9 percent of crop receip
total $242.2 million. Total livestock receipts rose by 3.3 percent. Cattle receipts increased by 0.8 
percent while hog receipts increased by 4.5 percent. Dairy receipts rose by 6.6 percent to total $85.7 
million. Egg receipt
percent. 

• Retail Trade  
Retail sales on Prince Edward Island in 2017 increased for the eighth year in a row with a 6.3 percent 
increase. Sales were valued at $2,349.2 million. 
parts dealers, up 10.7 percent or $58.9 million, building and garden centres up 5.0 percent or $11.2 
million, gasoline stations up 12.4 percent or $35.6 million, supermarkets up 2.1 percent or $8.0 
million, and health and personal care stores up 4.8 percent or $7.8 million. After an all
new vehicles sold on PEI in 2016, the number of vehicles sold saw a decrease of 181 vehicles to total 
8,587. The value of new vehicles sold was $295.6 million (u
high. Employment in the wholesale/retail trade sector increased in 2017, rising to 11,100 after seeing 
a decline in 2016. Occupations in this sector remain the largest employer in the province.

• Fisheries & Forestry
The Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 
increased by 20.8 percent to $324.1 million, a new all
and crustaceans continue to be the top species of the Is
total value of all fish landings. Total lobster landings increased by 19.0 percent, and total value 
increased by 16.7 percent to $225.9 million
price increases, lobster prices declined slightly in 2017, reaching $6.21 per pound. The value of other 
crustaceans and molluscs increased by 32.7 percent in 2017. Landings of demersal, pelagic and 
estuarial fish were 10.0 percent higher than last year, rising to 14.3 
consecutive years of decline. Prices decreased in 2017 for cod (down by 2.7 percent to 55.0 cents/lb) 
and mackerel (down by 27.8 percent to 76.7 cents/lb), and oysters (down by 5.9 percent to $1.60/lb). 
Higher prices were se
percent to $4.00/lb), and rock crab (up by 1.2 percent to 50.0 cents/lb).
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According to Industry Canada, the total value of exported goods grew from $1,256 million in 2016 
to $1,318 million in 2017, an increase of 5.0 percent. Exports of frozen food products made up 24.9 

ent of all international exports of goods in 2017. Its value increased from $306.3 million in 2016 
to $327.7 million in 2017, an increase of 7.0 percent. Other exports included seafood products 
valued at $212.2 million (down by 4.4 percent from 2016), $146.0 million in engine and turbine 
equipment (up by 70.1 percent) and $129.1 million in aerospace products and parts exports (up by 

Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Earnings and Hours (SEPH) indicates that employment i
public administration (federal, provincial and municipal) decreased by 0.1 percent in 2017. 
Employment in the health and social services sector increased by 1.4 percent, while employment in 

sector increased by 2.5 percent. 

cash receipts for 2017 totalled $493.7 million, an increase of 1.9 percent over 2016. This 
compares to an increase of 1.8 percent for Canada as a whole. Total crop receipts totalled $315.0 
million. Potato receipts, which made up 76.9 percent of crop receipts, decreased by 2.8 percent to 
total $242.2 million. Total livestock receipts rose by 3.3 percent. Cattle receipts increased by 0.8 
percent while hog receipts increased by 4.5 percent. Dairy receipts rose by 6.6 percent to total $85.7 
million. Egg receipts increased by 2.0 percent. Direct payments to farmers saw an increase of 40.8 

Retail sales on Prince Edward Island in 2017 increased for the eighth year in a row with a 6.3 percent 
increase. Sales were valued at $2,349.2 million. Notable increases were seen in motor vehicle and 
parts dealers, up 10.7 percent or $58.9 million, building and garden centres up 5.0 percent or $11.2 
million, gasoline stations up 12.4 percent or $35.6 million, supermarkets up 2.1 percent or $8.0 

and health and personal care stores up 4.8 percent or $7.8 million. After an all
new vehicles sold on PEI in 2016, the number of vehicles sold saw a decrease of 181 vehicles to total 
8,587. The value of new vehicles sold was $295.6 million (up 3.0 percent), which is a new all
high. Employment in the wholesale/retail trade sector increased in 2017, rising to 11,100 after seeing 
a decline in 2016. Occupations in this sector remain the largest employer in the province.
Fisheries & Forestry  

Department of Agriculture and Fisheries estimates that the value of total fish landings in 2017 
increased by 20.8 percent to $324.1 million, a new all-time high for fish landings on PEI. Molluscs 
and crustaceans continue to be the top species of the Island fishery comprising 95.2 percent of the 
total value of all fish landings. Total lobster landings increased by 19.0 percent, and total value 
increased by 16.7 percent to $225.9 million—an all-time high. Following three consecutive years of 

es, lobster prices declined slightly in 2017, reaching $6.21 per pound. The value of other 
crustaceans and molluscs increased by 32.7 percent in 2017. Landings of demersal, pelagic and 
estuarial fish were 10.0 percent higher than last year, rising to 14.3 million pounds, following sixth 
consecutive years of decline. Prices decreased in 2017 for cod (down by 2.7 percent to 55.0 cents/lb) 
and mackerel (down by 27.8 percent to 76.7 cents/lb), and oysters (down by 5.9 percent to $1.60/lb). 
Higher prices were seen for herring (up by 23.1 percent to 40.0 cents/lb), snow crab (up by 6.6 
percent to $4.00/lb), and rock crab (up by 1.2 percent to 50.0 cents/lb). 
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According to Industry Canada, the total value of exported goods grew from $1,256 million in 2016 
to $1,318 million in 2017, an increase of 5.0 percent. Exports of frozen food products made up 24.9 

ent of all international exports of goods in 2017. Its value increased from $306.3 million in 2016  
to $327.7 million in 2017, an increase of 7.0 percent. Other exports included seafood products 

6.0 million in engine and turbine 
equipment (up by 70.1 percent) and $129.1 million in aerospace products and parts exports (up by 

(SEPH) indicates that employment in 
(federal, provincial and municipal) decreased by 0.1 percent in 2017. 

sector increased by 1.4 percent, while employment in 

cash receipts for 2017 totalled $493.7 million, an increase of 1.9 percent over 2016. This 
compares to an increase of 1.8 percent for Canada as a whole. Total crop receipts totalled $315.0 

ts, decreased by 2.8 percent to 
total $242.2 million. Total livestock receipts rose by 3.3 percent. Cattle receipts increased by 0.8 
percent while hog receipts increased by 4.5 percent. Dairy receipts rose by 6.6 percent to total $85.7 

s increased by 2.0 percent. Direct payments to farmers saw an increase of 40.8 

Retail sales on Prince Edward Island in 2017 increased for the eighth year in a row with a 6.3 percent 
Notable increases were seen in motor vehicle and 

parts dealers, up 10.7 percent or $58.9 million, building and garden centres up 5.0 percent or $11.2 
million, gasoline stations up 12.4 percent or $35.6 million, supermarkets up 2.1 percent or $8.0 

and health and personal care stores up 4.8 percent or $7.8 million. After an all-time high for 
new vehicles sold on PEI in 2016, the number of vehicles sold saw a decrease of 181 vehicles to total 

p 3.0 percent), which is a new all-time 
high. Employment in the wholesale/retail trade sector increased in 2017, rising to 11,100 after seeing 
a decline in 2016. Occupations in this sector remain the largest employer in the province. 

estimates that the value of total fish landings in 2017 
time high for fish landings on PEI. Molluscs 
land fishery comprising 95.2 percent of the 

total value of all fish landings. Total lobster landings increased by 19.0 percent, and total value 
time high. Following three consecutive years of 

es, lobster prices declined slightly in 2017, reaching $6.21 per pound. The value of other 
crustaceans and molluscs increased by 32.7 percent in 2017. Landings of demersal, pelagic and 

million pounds, following sixth 
consecutive years of decline. Prices decreased in 2017 for cod (down by 2.7 percent to 55.0 cents/lb) 
and mackerel (down by 27.8 percent to 76.7 cents/lb), and oysters (down by 5.9 percent to $1.60/lb). 

en for herring (up by 23.1 percent to 40.0 cents/lb), snow crab (up by 6.6 
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• Construction & Investment

Statistics Canada estimates that total investment on Prince Edward Island valued $627.2 million in 
2017, an increase of 16.0 percent over 2016. Public sector investment increased from $205.7 million 
in 2016 to $227.1 million in 2017, an increase of 10.4 pe
increased by 19.4 percent, from $335.2 million in 2016 to $400.1 million in 2017. Non
investment increased by 12.9 percent in 2017, due mostly to an 18.8 percent increase in commercial 
investment. Governme
investment declined by 7.1 percent. Residential investment increased 32.8 percent in 2017, largely 
due to increased investment in single
percent. Investment in renovations increased by 9.1 percent, while investment in doubles and row 
housing increased by 36.3 percent. Investment in apartments declined by 2.2 percent in 2017. 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
starts on Prince Edward Island in 2017, up from 556, or 63.8 percent in 2016. Single family dwelling 
starts increased in 2017, going from 305 in 2016 to 549 in 2017. Apartments and row housing 
increased from 207 st
also increased, from 44 in 2016 to 98 in 2017. The annual vacancy rate in Charlottetown decreased 
to 0.8 percent in 2017 and to 3.0 percent in Summerside.

• Tourism 
The number of room
accommodations remained steady at 48.0 percent. Campgrounds continued to do well in 2017, with 
sight-nights-sold up 11.6 percent and the occupancy rate up 4.8 percentage points. The tot
number of passengers travelling through Charlottetown Airport increased in 2017, rising from 
354,234 in 2016 to 370,688, or 4.6 percent. 185,183 passengers flew into Prince Edward Island (up 
5.2 percent), while 185,505 people left the province by air (u
by 18.5 percent in 2017. Although subject to a slight increase over normal levels, the majority of the 
large increase was due to a return to normal operations in 2017. The Wood Islands ferry service 
operated only one vessel for most of the 2016 season because of mechanical issues. Annual bridge 
traffic increased by 2.6 percent in 2017

• Manufacturing 
Total shipments increased by 8.0 percent in 2017 to a value of $1,794 million, a new all
Manufacturing shi
sector increased by 8.3 percent to reach 6,500 in 2017. 
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Construction & Investment 
Statistics Canada estimates that total investment on Prince Edward Island valued $627.2 million in 
2017, an increase of 16.0 percent over 2016. Public sector investment increased from $205.7 million 
in 2016 to $227.1 million in 2017, an increase of 10.4 percent, while private
increased by 19.4 percent, from $335.2 million in 2016 to $400.1 million in 2017. Non
investment increased by 12.9 percent in 2017, due mostly to an 18.8 percent increase in commercial 
investment. Government and institutional investment rose by 20.9 percent, while industrial 
investment declined by 7.1 percent. Residential investment increased 32.8 percent in 2017, largely 
due to increased investment in single-family dwellings, which almost doubled, growing 
percent. Investment in renovations increased by 9.1 percent, while investment in doubles and row 
housing increased by 36.3 percent. Investment in apartments declined by 2.2 percent in 2017. 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) estimated that there were 911 new housing 
starts on Prince Edward Island in 2017, up from 556, or 63.8 percent in 2016. Single family dwelling 
starts increased in 2017, going from 305 in 2016 to 549 in 2017. Apartments and row housing 
increased from 207 starts in 2016 to 264 in 2017. The number of semi-detached and duplex starts 
also increased, from 44 in 2016 to 98 in 2017. The annual vacancy rate in Charlottetown decreased 
to 0.8 percent in 2017 and to 3.0 percent in Summerside. 

The number of room-nights-sold increased by 3.8 percent, while occupancy rates at Island 
accommodations remained steady at 48.0 percent. Campgrounds continued to do well in 2017, with 

sold up 11.6 percent and the occupancy rate up 4.8 percentage points. The tot
number of passengers travelling through Charlottetown Airport increased in 2017, rising from 
354,234 in 2016 to 370,688, or 4.6 percent. 185,183 passengers flew into Prince Edward Island (up 
5.2 percent), while 185,505 people left the province by air (up by 4.1 percent). Ferry traffic

percent in 2017. Although subject to a slight increase over normal levels, the majority of the 
large increase was due to a return to normal operations in 2017. The Wood Islands ferry service 

one vessel for most of the 2016 season because of mechanical issues. Annual bridge 
traffic increased by 2.6 percent in 2017. 

Total shipments increased by 8.0 percent in 2017 to a value of $1,794 million, a new all
Manufacturing shipments have increased every year since 2010. Employment in the manufacturing 
sector increased by 8.3 percent to reach 6,500 in 2017.  
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Statistics Canada estimates that total investment on Prince Edward Island valued $627.2 million in 
2017, an increase of 16.0 percent over 2016. Public sector investment increased from $205.7 million 

rcent, while private-sector investment 
increased by 19.4 percent, from $335.2 million in 2016 to $400.1 million in 2017. Non-residential 
investment increased by 12.9 percent in 2017, due mostly to an 18.8 percent increase in commercial 

nt and institutional investment rose by 20.9 percent, while industrial 
investment declined by 7.1 percent. Residential investment increased 32.8 percent in 2017, largely 

family dwellings, which almost doubled, growing by 88.9 
percent. Investment in renovations increased by 9.1 percent, while investment in doubles and row 
housing increased by 36.3 percent. Investment in apartments declined by 2.2 percent in 2017. The 

estimated that there were 911 new housing 
starts on Prince Edward Island in 2017, up from 556, or 63.8 percent in 2016. Single family dwelling 
starts increased in 2017, going from 305 in 2016 to 549 in 2017. Apartments and row housing 

detached and duplex starts 
also increased, from 44 in 2016 to 98 in 2017. The annual vacancy rate in Charlottetown decreased 

sold increased by 3.8 percent, while occupancy rates at Island 
accommodations remained steady at 48.0 percent. Campgrounds continued to do well in 2017, with 

sold up 11.6 percent and the occupancy rate up 4.8 percentage points. The total 
number of passengers travelling through Charlottetown Airport increased in 2017, rising from 
354,234 in 2016 to 370,688, or 4.6 percent. 185,183 passengers flew into Prince Edward Island (up 

p by 4.1 percent). Ferry traffic increased 
percent in 2017. Although subject to a slight increase over normal levels, the majority of the 

large increase was due to a return to normal operations in 2017. The Wood Islands ferry service 
one vessel for most of the 2016 season because of mechanical issues. Annual bridge 

Total shipments increased by 8.0 percent in 2017 to a value of $1,794 million, a new all-time high. 
pments have increased every year since 2010. Employment in the manufacturing 
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4.1.4    Regional Economy 

• Prince Edward Island’s economy has shown little sign of coming off an upswing that left the 
province with the strongest growth in Atlantic Canada in each of the last two years
strongest growth of all provinces in 2017. The provincial labour market was able to absorb another 
big increase in international immigration last year with re
rate in 2017 fell below 10.0% for the first time in almost forty years. While it has ticked a bit higher 
to date in 2018 alongside a rising labour force participation rate, the job market remains in good 
shape at this stage. Employment levels are running 2.4% above last year’s so far in 2018 and wage 
growth has accelerated.

• The stronger economic backdrop has boosted government revenues, allowing a second consecutive 
balanced provincial budget to be tabled in 2018 as wel
PEI is one of only four provincial governments running balanced budgets this year
British Columbia, Nova Scotia, and Quebec.

• A growing population and stronger
provincial housing market has held up well to date, in contrast to markets in other parts of the 
country where home purchases have been more dramatically impacted by new mortgage stress test 
requirements this year. Home resales on PEI ha
sharply over the prior three years. Sellers have broadly retained negotiating power in real
transactions with the ratio of home resales to new listings ticking up to 0.76 year
this is well-above the national average. Home prices have continued to increase, and new building 
activity has remained similarly solid after jumping 80.0% last

• Generally good economic prospects both within Canada and outside of Canada’s borders should 
continue to support PEI’s tourism flows in 2018. The Charlottetown Port is expecting more than 
100,000 cruise ship visitors this year and recently announced Federal/Provincial government 
investments will work to expand capacity at the port going forward. PE
this stage with sales of provincial manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers all running above year
ago levels. Business investment intentions are down 7.0% in 2018 though this primarily reflects the 
completion of the new ele
decline in capital investment intentions would only partially retrace big increases over the prior two 
years. It would do little to undermine what otherwise looks like a pretty sol
the province. That being said, RBC does not expect the outsized 3.1 percent rise in GDP in 2017
the strongest rate in 12 years
2018 before inching slightly highe
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Prince Edward Island’s economy has shown little sign of coming off an upswing that left the 
province with the strongest growth in Atlantic Canada in each of the last two years
strongest growth of all provinces in 2017. The provincial labour market was able to absorb another 
big increase in international immigration last year with relative ease. The average unemployment 
rate in 2017 fell below 10.0% for the first time in almost forty years. While it has ticked a bit higher 
to date in 2018 alongside a rising labour force participation rate, the job market remains in good 

stage. Employment levels are running 2.4% above last year’s so far in 2018 and wage 
growth has accelerated. 
The stronger economic backdrop has boosted government revenues, allowing a second consecutive 
balanced provincial budget to be tabled in 2018 as well as modest tax cuts and higher expenditures. 
PEI is one of only four provincial governments running balanced budgets this year
British Columbia, Nova Scotia, and Quebec. 
A growing population and stronger-than-normal labour markets are fuelling h
provincial housing market has held up well to date, in contrast to markets in other parts of the 
country where home purchases have been more dramatically impacted by new mortgage stress test 
requirements this year. Home resales on PEI have sustained high levels so far in 2018 after rising 
sharply over the prior three years. Sellers have broadly retained negotiating power in real
transactions with the ratio of home resales to new listings ticking up to 0.76 year

above the national average. Home prices have continued to increase, and new building 
activity has remained similarly solid after jumping 80.0% last year. 
Generally good economic prospects both within Canada and outside of Canada’s borders should 
ontinue to support PEI’s tourism flows in 2018. The Charlottetown Port is expecting more than 
100,000 cruise ship visitors this year and recently announced Federal/Provincial government 
investments will work to expand capacity at the port going forward. PEI businesses are doing well at 
this stage with sales of provincial manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers all running above year
ago levels. Business investment intentions are down 7.0% in 2018 though this primarily reflects the 
completion of the new electrical line between PEI and New Brunswick. It’s important to note that the 
decline in capital investment intentions would only partially retrace big increases over the prior two 
years. It would do little to undermine what otherwise looks like a pretty solid economic backdrop in 
the province. That being said, RBC does not expect the outsized 3.1 percent rise in GDP in 2017
the strongest rate in 12 years—to be repeated. It is anticipated that growth will moderate to 1.4% in 
2018 before inching slightly higher to 1.5% in 2019.  
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Prince Edward Island’s economy has shown little sign of coming off an upswing that left the 
province with the strongest growth in Atlantic Canada in each of the last two years—and the third-
strongest growth of all provinces in 2017. The provincial labour market was able to absorb another 

lative ease. The average unemployment 
rate in 2017 fell below 10.0% for the first time in almost forty years. While it has ticked a bit higher 
to date in 2018 alongside a rising labour force participation rate, the job market remains in good 

stage. Employment levels are running 2.4% above last year’s so far in 2018 and wage 

The stronger economic backdrop has boosted government revenues, allowing a second consecutive 
l as modest tax cuts and higher expenditures. 

PEI is one of only four provincial governments running balanced budgets this year—alongside 

normal labour markets are fuelling housing demand. The 
provincial housing market has held up well to date, in contrast to markets in other parts of the 
country where home purchases have been more dramatically impacted by new mortgage stress test 

ve sustained high levels so far in 2018 after rising 
sharply over the prior three years. Sellers have broadly retained negotiating power in real-estate 
transactions with the ratio of home resales to new listings ticking up to 0.76 year-to-date in 2018—

above the national average. Home prices have continued to increase, and new building 

Generally good economic prospects both within Canada and outside of Canada’s borders should 
ontinue to support PEI’s tourism flows in 2018. The Charlottetown Port is expecting more than 
100,000 cruise ship visitors this year and recently announced Federal/Provincial government 

I businesses are doing well at 
this stage with sales of provincial manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers all running above year-
ago levels. Business investment intentions are down 7.0% in 2018 though this primarily reflects the 

ctrical line between PEI and New Brunswick. It’s important to note that the 
decline in capital investment intentions would only partially retrace big increases over the prior two 

id economic backdrop in 
the province. That being said, RBC does not expect the outsized 3.1 percent rise in GDP in 2017—

to be repeated. It is anticipated that growth will moderate to 1.4% in 
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4.1.5      Current Economic Indicators

The following table summarizes current statistical and financial information for Canada and the Province of 
Prince Edward Island.  
 

  

Component

Population

Labour:

· Labour Force (000)

· Unemployment Rate

· Participation Rate

· Employment Rate

Consumer Price Index (All Items)

Total International Exports ($, 000)

Total Manufacturing shipments ($, 000)

Farm Cash Receipts ($, 000)

New Motor Vehicle Sales ($, 000s)

· Value ($, 000)

Retail Sales ($, 000s)

Construction:

· Housing Starts 

· Building Permits 

Interest Rates (Bank of Canada):

· Bank Rate

· Chartered Bank Prime Rate

· Long Term Canada Bond Yield

ECONOMIC INDICATORS SCHEDULE

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

4.1.5      Current Economic Indicators 
The following table summarizes current statistical and financial information for Canada and the Province of 

 

Market Statistical

Area Date Figures Month/Quarter

(PEI) Oct-18 154,750

(PEI) Dec-18 83.6

(PEI) Dec-18 9.6%

(PEI) Dec-18 66.0%

(PEI) Dec-18 59.6%Sep-18

Consumer Price Index (All Items) (PEI) Dec-18 135.3Sep-18

Total International Exports ($, 000) (PEI) Nov-18 117,113Sep-18 136324.0

Total Manufacturing shipments ($, 000) (PEI) Oct-18 178,844

Farm Cash Receipts ($, 000) (PEI) (Q3) 2018 110,005

New Motor Vehicle Sales ($, 000s)

(PEI) Oct-18 205,549

(PEI) Oct-18 205,549

(PEI) (Q4) 2018 394

(PEI) Nov-18 34,635

Interest Rates (Bank of Canada):

(CDN) Dec-18 2.00%

· Chartered Bank Prime Rate (CDN) Dec-18 3.95%

· Long Term Canada Bond Yield (CDN) Dec-18 2.15% Down from 2.41%

ECONOMIC INDICATORS SCHEDULE
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The following table summarizes current statistical and financial information for Canada and the Province of 

  

Total Change

over Previous

Month/Quarter

1.0%

-0.2%

1.1%

-0.2%

-1.0%

-0.6%

-12.1%

5.4%-7.2%

-2.6%

-2.6%

-0.7%

53.3%

-31.0%

Unchanged

Unchanged

Down from 2.41%
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4.3  NEIGHBOURHOOD MAP 
 
 

 
PROPERTY MAP 
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4.4 MICRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
 
 
4.4.1 Regional Description · Subject Specific

The subject property being appraised is located in the City of Charlottetown.
main metropolitan centre of Queens County, and of the Province as a whole. Given this, the amenities, 
necessary infrastructure and characteristics expected of a capital city with a population greater than 44,739 ± 
people are in place. 
 
The original municipal boundary between Charlottetown and the common area of the township of the 
farming community of Queens Royalty
day Euston Street.  This boundary was e
early twentieth century, taking in part of the rural community of Brighton west of the downtown. The village 
of Spring Park was amalgamated into the city in 1959, extending the city's boundary
Creek, which also formed the southern boundary of the village of West Royalty.  Development filled in most 
vacant land in the Brighton and Spring Park neighbourhoods by the nineteen eighties.
 
Municipal amalgamation in 1995 saw the outl
East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe (villages) merged into a larger city of Charlottetown at the same time 
as rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the bedroom 
Stratford and Cornwall respectively.  
boundary, although it is poorly enforced by the provincial government, leading to suburban sprawl.
 
The immediate area features various 
style, size, quality, and age/condition, as well as dispersed institutional properties. When compared to 
Charlottetown as a whole, the general subject area is experiencing average to 
developable sites within City’s downtown limits have become scarce and/or limited. 
 
Overall, the subject displays value trends similar to prevailing neighbouring properties.  The subject property 
is located in an area which featur
use may limit the appeal to a variety of prospective purchasers and/or developers.
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HARACTERISTICS 

Subject Specific 
The subject property being appraised is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is the capital and 
main metropolitan centre of Queens County, and of the Province as a whole. Given this, the amenities, 
necessary infrastructure and characteristics expected of a capital city with a population greater than 44,739 ± 

The original municipal boundary between Charlottetown and the common area of the township of the 
Queens Royalty was the northern edge of the original five hundred lots along present

day Euston Street.  This boundary was extended north to Longworth Avenue and Kirkwood Drive during the 
early twentieth century, taking in part of the rural community of Brighton west of the downtown. The village 
of Spring Park was amalgamated into the city in 1959, extending the city's boundary
Creek, which also formed the southern boundary of the village of West Royalty.  Development filled in most 
vacant land in the Brighton and Spring Park neighbourhoods by the nineteen eighties.

Municipal amalgamation in 1995 saw the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale (town), Sherwood, 
East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe (villages) merged into a larger city of Charlottetown at the same time 
as rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the bedroom 
Stratford and Cornwall respectively.  A green belt is in place around the northern fringe of the municipal 
boundary, although it is poorly enforced by the provincial government, leading to suburban sprawl.

The immediate area features various commercial, industrial and institutional developments varying in design, 
style, size, quality, and age/condition, as well as dispersed institutional properties. When compared to 
Charlottetown as a whole, the general subject area is experiencing average to average (plus) demand as 
developable sites within City’s downtown limits have become scarce and/or limited.  

Overall, the subject displays value trends similar to prevailing neighbouring properties.  The subject property 
is located in an area which features accessibility via right of way access. This factor, the current and historical 
use may limit the appeal to a variety of prospective purchasers and/or developers. 
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Charlottetown is the capital and 
main metropolitan centre of Queens County, and of the Province as a whole. Given this, the amenities, 
necessary infrastructure and characteristics expected of a capital city with a population greater than 44,739 ± 

The original municipal boundary between Charlottetown and the common area of the township of the 
was the northern edge of the original five hundred lots along present-

and Kirkwood Drive during the 
early twentieth century, taking in part of the rural community of Brighton west of the downtown. The village 
of Spring Park was amalgamated into the city in 1959, extending the city's boundary north to Hermitage 
Creek, which also formed the southern boundary of the village of West Royalty.  Development filled in most 
vacant land in the Brighton and Spring Park neighbourhoods by the nineteen eighties. 

ying independent municipalities of Parkdale (town), Sherwood, 
East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe (villages) merged into a larger city of Charlottetown at the same time 
as rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the bedroom communities 

A green belt is in place around the northern fringe of the municipal 
boundary, although it is poorly enforced by the provincial government, leading to suburban sprawl. 

institutional developments varying in design, 
style, size, quality, and age/condition, as well as dispersed institutional properties. When compared to 

average (plus) demand as 
 

Overall, the subject displays value trends similar to prevailing neighbouring properties.  The subject property 
the current and historical 
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5.0 PHYSICAL AND FUNCTIONAL DATA
 
5.1 Site Details 
 
5.1.1 Site Description 

The site has frontage on Longworth Avenue
 
 

GEOMATICS MAP 
 

  
 
Site Area · 1.65ac ± / 71
PID 279364 

 
 
The subject site is slightly irregular 
 
The site is at grade with sloping similar to neighbouring properties.  Drainage is assumed adequate.  The site 
is bordered by adjoining land on four sides with a right of way access over an adjoining parcel to Longworth 
Avenue.  The site features below average exposure and no street frontage.
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NAL DATA 

Longworth Avenue, outlined in red in the following Geomatics Map.

 

71,874 ft² ±  

irregular in shape with the land fronting on a right of way from 

site is at grade with sloping similar to neighbouring properties.  Drainage is assumed adequate.  The site 
is bordered by adjoining land on four sides with a right of way access over an adjoining parcel to Longworth 

te features below average exposure and no street frontage. 
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Geomatics Map. 

 

a right of way from Longworth Avenue.   

site is at grade with sloping similar to neighbouring properties.  Drainage is assumed adequate.  The site 
is bordered by adjoining land on four sides with a right of way access over an adjoining parcel to Longworth 
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5.1.2 Site Improvements 

The site is improved with a one
completely enclosed with chain link fencing with a secur
 

5.1.3 Site Services 
The subject property has the following services available:

• Municipal sewer and water
• Above ground utilities (inclusive of overhead electrical service, telephone, fibre

speed internet). 
• Public transportation (taxi
• Police (Charlottetown Police Department)

(Island EMS) assistance.
 
5.1.4 Easements and/or Rights of Way (ROW)

A title search was not performed as 
access to the subject is via a 20’ right
but are not anticipated to affect the marketability 

 
5.1.5 Environmental Consideration

No environmental assessment report has been reviewed
historical and current use, the site has a reasonably high potential of environmental contamination.  However, 
contaminated sites in the area and in other areas of the City gave been purchased with the knowledge of 
contamination existing on the site.
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a one-storey, steel frame structure, two-storage containers, gravel and sod surf
completely enclosed with chain link fencing with a secured entrance.  

The subject property has the following services available: 
Municipal sewer and water. 

ground utilities (inclusive of overhead electrical service, telephone, fibre

transportation (taxi and bus). 
(Charlottetown Police Department), fire (Charlottetown Fire Department) 

(Island EMS) assistance. 

Easements and/or Rights of Way (ROW) 
erformed as part of this appraisal report however the appraiser 

access to the subject is via a 20’ right-of-way.  Typical access and utility easements are assumed to be present 
not anticipated to affect the marketability and/or utility of the subject property

Environmental Consideration 
No environmental assessment report has been reviewed or provided as part of this project
historical and current use, the site has a reasonably high potential of environmental contamination.  However, 
contaminated sites in the area and in other areas of the City gave been purchased with the knowledge of 

n the site. 
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containers, gravel and sod surface, 

ground utilities (inclusive of overhead electrical service, telephone, fibre-optic lines, and high-

(Charlottetown Fire Department) and ambulance 

the appraiser has been advised 
ypical access and utility easements are assumed to be present 

property denoted herein.   

or provided as part of this project.   Based upon the 
historical and current use, the site has a reasonably high potential of environmental contamination.  However, 
contaminated sites in the area and in other areas of the City gave been purchased with the knowledge of 
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5.2 Building Details 
 

The subject property building area is summarized below.

 

 
Information on building areas
Report. 
 

 
 

BUILDING AREA SUMMARY SCHEDULE

 

Description

Industrial Building

Gross Building Area

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

The subject property building area is summarized below. 

 

areas have been obtained through client summaries and the CBCL Engineering 

 

BUILDING AREA SUMMARY SCHEDULE

 

 Gross (ft²)

 1,224        

1,224        
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summaries and the CBCL Engineering 
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5.2.3 Brief Specifications  
 

 
  

5.2.4 Condition and Appearance
The subject building is a basic building in 
 
 

  
 

BUILDING DETAILS

Building Use:

Building Location:

Year Constructed:

Storey Height:

HVAC System:

Electrical:

Hot Water:

Plumbing:

Overhead Crane:

Sprinkler:

Air Conditioning:

Elevator:

Building Envelope

Foundation:

Floor:

Ceiling Height:

Structure:

Exterior Walls:

Roof Covering:

Windows:

Doors:

Interior Walls:

 Interior Ceilings:

Interior Floors:

Doors:

Plumbing:

Amenities:

Other:

General Description

Interior Description

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Condition and Appearance 
a basic building in average overall condition.    

Industrial Development

Building Location: PID 279364
Year Constructed: 2004 ±

One storey with mezzanine

Unit Heater, forced air

400 Amp main entrance

Hot water heater

Copper and PVC

Yes - 2 ton

N/A

N/A

N/A

 

Concrete foundation

Poured concrete

22'

Steel frame

Vertical Metal

Metal  

Aluminum frame

Steel doors

 

Open Frame

Open Frame

Concrete

Steel

2-Piece washroom

Exit signs, security system.

The building is primarily open, with office, storage, washroom

and mezzanine area.  The entire property is surrounded by a 

chain link fence. Above ground enclosed waste oil tank, two

storage containers.
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The building is primarily open, with office, storage, washroom

and mezzanine area.  The entire property is surrounded by a 

chain link fence. Above ground enclosed waste oil tank, two
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5.3 Municipal Data 
 
 
5.3.1 Assessed Value and Annual Taxes

The following schedule highlights property charges f
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Year PID No.  
2019 PID 279364

Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT

Summary of Annual Charges:

· Province of PEI Charges
· (Less) Provincial Credits

· (Less) Municipal Credits

· Municipality of Charlottetown
· Island Waste Management Corp

ANNUAL CHARGES

TAX VALUE INFORMATION SCHEDULE

Ownership Name:

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Assessed Value and Annual Taxes 
The following schedule highlights property charges from 2019. 

PID No.  Site Area
PID 279364 1.65

Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.
 

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT 70,400.00$          

Summary of Annual Charges:

· Province of PEI Charges 1,056.00$            
Provincial Credits -$                    

Municipal Credits -$                    

· Municipality of Charlottetown 1,661.44$            
· Island Waste Management Corp. Charges -$                    

2,717.44$            

TAX VALUE INFORMATION SCHEDULE
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70,400.00

1,056.00

1,661.44

2,717.44
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5.3.2 Zoning and Planning Considerations

The subject property is currently zoned (MUC) Mixed
Charlottetown Zoning and Development By
below. 
 

 

 
 
 The subject property’s current use is considered 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Permitted Uses: ·

·

·

 · Automobile Sales and Service.

· Cannabis Retail Store.

· Entertainment Sales, Rental Services.

· Greenhouse (nursery retail).

· Outdoor Retail Display.

· Parking Lot.

· Retail Store with Connected Retail Warehouse, Light Manufacturing or Assembly Facility.

· Retail Warehouse.

· Service Repair Establishment.

· Transport Terminal.

· Warehouse and/or Distribution Centre.

(MUC) MIXED-USE CORRIDOR ZONE

Uses permitted in the (R-4) Zone subject to the permitted use for (R-4).

Uses permitted in the (I) Institutional Zone, subject to the regulations for permitted uses.

Commercial Uses permitted in the (ER) Mixed Use Village Center Zone (ER-MUVC).

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Zoning and Planning Considerations 
The subject property is currently zoned (MUC) Mixed-Use Corridor Zone as per Section #2
Charlottetown Zoning and Development By-Law.  The subject’s permitted uses are summarized in the chart 

The subject property’s current use is considered to be a conforming use. 

 

Automobile Sales and Service.

Cannabis Retail Store.

Entertainment Sales, Rental Services.

Greenhouse (nursery retail).

Outdoor Retail Display.

Parking Lot.

Retail Store with Connected Retail Warehouse, Light Manufacturing or Assembly Facility.

Retail Warehouse.

Service Repair Establishment.

Transport Terminal.

Warehouse and/or Distribution Centre.

(MUC) MIXED-USE CORRIDOR ZONE

Uses permitted in the (R-4) Zone subject to the permitted use for (R-4).

Uses permitted in the (I) Institutional Zone, subject to the regulations for permitted uses.

Commercial Uses permitted in the (ER) Mixed Use Village Center Zone (ER-MUVC).
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as per Section #23 of the City of 
summarized in the chart 

 

Retail Store with Connected Retail Warehouse, Light Manufacturing or Assembly Facility.

Uses permitted in the (I) Institutional Zone, subject to the regulations for permitted uses.

Commercial Uses permitted in the (ER) Mixed Use Village Center Zone (ER-MUVC).
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6.0 HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
 

The Highest and Best Use of a property is defined for the purposes of this report as “the use, at the time of 
the appraisal, from among reasonable probable and legal alternative uses found to be physically possible, 
appropriately supported and financially feasible, that is likely
of time.” 

 
6.1 AS IF VACANT 

The zoning, (MUC) Mixed Use Corridor
residential, commercial or industrial type of development would provide the highest and best use for the site. 
Zoning permits a wide variety of uses and densities. The property features a 
exposure and frontage; however, has 
transportation routes conducive to multiple residential, commercial or industrial
ongoing requirement for local and regional servi
therefore, demand for the subject property is anticipated to be average. Given these considerations, the 
highest and best use of the subject site, as if vacant, is considered to be a multiple residen
industrial type of development designed to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users.
 
 

6.2 AS IMPROVED 
As of the effective date, the subject property is comprised of a
land base.  The existing use as per the subject property is consistent with the highest and best use for the 
property as if vacant. There is 
use has been identified. Therefore, the h
type of development consistent with the current zoning 
and/or end users. 
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of a property is defined for the purposes of this report as “the use, at the time of 
the appraisal, from among reasonable probable and legal alternative uses found to be physically possible, 
appropriately supported and financially feasible, that is likely to produce the greatest net return over a period 

Mixed Use Corridor and location of the subject property indicates that a multiple 
residential, commercial or industrial type of development would provide the highest and best use for the site. 
Zoning permits a wide variety of uses and densities. The property features a poor profile location with 

; however, has good proximity and accessibility to all major amenities, services, and 
transportation routes conducive to multiple residential, commercial or industrial developments. There is an 
ongoing requirement for local and regional services which could be accommodated by the subject property; 
therefore, demand for the subject property is anticipated to be average. Given these considerations, the 
highest and best use of the subject site, as if vacant, is considered to be a multiple residen
industrial type of development designed to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users.

As of the effective date, the subject property is comprised of an Industrial Type Development
.  The existing use as per the subject property is consistent with the highest and best use for the 

property as if vacant. There is average demand for space within the general trade area. No feasible alternative 
use has been identified. Therefore, the highest and best use of the property is considered to be a

consistent with the current zoning designed to accommodate local or regional investors 
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of a property is defined for the purposes of this report as “the use, at the time of 
the appraisal, from among reasonable probable and legal alternative uses found to be physically possible, 

to produce the greatest net return over a period 

indicates that a multiple 
residential, commercial or industrial type of development would provide the highest and best use for the site. 

profile location with limited 
good proximity and accessibility to all major amenities, services, and 

evelopments. There is an 
ces which could be accommodated by the subject property; 

therefore, demand for the subject property is anticipated to be average. Given these considerations, the 
highest and best use of the subject site, as if vacant, is considered to be a multiple residential, commercial or 
industrial type of development designed to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users. 

Development with a 1.65 acre 
.  The existing use as per the subject property is consistent with the highest and best use for the 

verage demand for space within the general trade area. No feasible alternative 
ighest and best use of the property is considered to be an alternate 

designed to accommodate local or regional investors 
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7.0 VALUATION METHODOLOG
 

There are three basic approaches available to the appraiser in the estimation of the market value of the 
subject property.  The methods and procedures of these approaches are summarized as follows:

 
7.1 Income Approach 

This approach is applied in the valuation of 
this procedure are the estimation of gross income less expenses resulting in net income and the 
determination of an appropriate method of capitalization which, when applied to net income, result
indication of economic value.
 
The Income Approach has not been

 
7.2 Direct Comparison Approach

This approach involves the analysis of properties of comparable nature which have sold on the 
of recent date. Where applicable, the sale price of a comparable sale is adjusted for dissimilar features such 
as differences in location, market conditions, and physical characteristics. Adjustments for differences equate 
the sale price of a comparable sale to an expression of market value for the subject property. 

 
The Direct Comparison Approach 

 

7.3 Cost Approach 
The Cost Approach consists of two basic components. Firstly, t
improvements under the highest and best use and secondly, the estimation of the reproduction cost new of 
the improvements less any loss in value (depreciation) due to the deterioration or obsolescence. The a
of typical buyers and sellers in the subject property market would not generally reflect this approach for 
established properties. In addition, the age of the properties as well as projected occupancy considerations 
would result in significant physi

 
The Cost Approach has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property.
 

7.4 Reconciliation 
For the purpose of this appraisal, considering the type of
Direct Comparison Approach in the value es
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VALUATION METHODOLOGY 

three basic approaches available to the appraiser in the estimation of the market value of the 
subject property.  The methods and procedures of these approaches are summarized as follows:

This approach is applied in the valuation of income producing or investment properties. The basic steps of 
this procedure are the estimation of gross income less expenses resulting in net income and the 
determination of an appropriate method of capitalization which, when applied to net income, result
indication of economic value.   

has not been employed in the value estimate of the subject property.

Direct Comparison Approach 
This approach involves the analysis of properties of comparable nature which have sold on the 
of recent date. Where applicable, the sale price of a comparable sale is adjusted for dissimilar features such 
as differences in location, market conditions, and physical characteristics. Adjustments for differences equate 

omparable sale to an expression of market value for the subject property. 

The Direct Comparison Approach has been employed in the value estimation of the subject property.

The Cost Approach consists of two basic components. Firstly, the valuation of the land as if free and clear of 
improvements under the highest and best use and secondly, the estimation of the reproduction cost new of 
the improvements less any loss in value (depreciation) due to the deterioration or obsolescence. The a
of typical buyers and sellers in the subject property market would not generally reflect this approach for 
established properties. In addition, the age of the properties as well as projected occupancy considerations 
would result in significant physical depreciation and economic obsolescence adjustments. 

has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property.

his appraisal, considering the type of property, the author of this report will employ 
Direct Comparison Approach in the value estimate of the subject property, and building and excess land.
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three basic approaches available to the appraiser in the estimation of the market value of the 
subject property.  The methods and procedures of these approaches are summarized as follows: 

income producing or investment properties. The basic steps of 
this procedure are the estimation of gross income less expenses resulting in net income and the 
determination of an appropriate method of capitalization which, when applied to net income, results in an 

in the value estimate of the subject property. 

This approach involves the analysis of properties of comparable nature which have sold on the open market 
of recent date. Where applicable, the sale price of a comparable sale is adjusted for dissimilar features such 
as differences in location, market conditions, and physical characteristics. Adjustments for differences equate 

omparable sale to an expression of market value for the subject property.   

in the value estimation of the subject property. 

he valuation of the land as if free and clear of 
improvements under the highest and best use and secondly, the estimation of the reproduction cost new of 
the improvements less any loss in value (depreciation) due to the deterioration or obsolescence. The actions 
of typical buyers and sellers in the subject property market would not generally reflect this approach for 
established properties. In addition, the age of the properties as well as projected occupancy considerations 

cal depreciation and economic obsolescence adjustments.  

has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property. 

property, the author of this report will employ 
, and building and excess land. 
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8.0 DIRECT COMPARISON APPROACH
 

8.1 Land Summary 

 
 
8.2 Comparable Land Sales Data

   

 
The foregoing schedule has
The rates per square foot range from $
$4.11 per (ft²). 

LAND SUMMARY

Parcel Identification No.:

Property Zoning:

Site Dimensions:

Site Area:

Industrial Site:

Excess Land

Sale

#. Property Date

1 Lapthorne Avenue Sep-08

PID No.: 363713

 
2 Malpeque/Sherwood Rd. Mar-18

Charlottetown, PE

PID No.: 1097005

3 Trans Canada HWY May-14

Cornwall, PE

PID No.: Various

4 Trans Canada HWY Feb-18

Stratford, PE

PID No.: 1096262  

5 Malpeque Road Aug-17

Charlottetown, PE

PID No.: 109229

6 MacKinnon Road Sep-17

Stratford, PE

PID No. 328039

Charlottetown, PE

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE LAND SALES

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

APPROACH  

 

Sales Data  

has been evaluated based on the price per (ft²) for the Direct Comparison purposes.
are foot range from $2.36 to $5.27 per (ft²), averaging $4.00 per (ft²), 

Parcel Identification No.:

1.65 (ac) ± 71,874 (ft²)

0.15 (ac) ± 6,500 (ft²)

1.50 (ac) 65,340 (ft²)

279364

(MUC) Mixed-Use Corridor

 

(Irregular)

Sale Sale Site Area Site Area Price Per Price Per

Date Price (ac) (ft²) (ac) (ft²)

Sep-08 902,000$     3.93 171,191   229,517$  5.27$      Zoning (MUC) Mixed Use Corridor

Vacant land with concept plan for 

developing 100-unit townhouses and 

apartments. Very close to subject.

Mar-18 1,250,000$  8.19 356,756   152,625$  3.50$      Zoned (M-3) Business Park Industrial

High visibility site, some site work

required to the site.

May-14 335,000$     2.06        89,734     162,621$  3.73$      Zoning (C-1) Highway Commercial

Fronting on Trans Canada HWY

with some rear land.

Feb-18 593,280$     5.760     250,906 103,000$  2.36$      Zoned (MRC) Mason Road Commercial 

Vacant low land access from Stratford

Road. Some potential from commercial

development.

Aug-17 875,000$     4.340     189,050 201,613$  4.63$      Zoning (CDA) Comprehensive Development

 Vacant site purchased for the construction

of a new fire hall, right away access

and Sherwood Road.

Sep-17 978,439$     5.000     217,800 195,688$  4.49$      Zoned (TCC) Town Centre Commercial,

unserved land requiring 

infrastructure to be developed

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE LAND SALES
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(ft²) for the Direct Comparison purposes. 
(ft²), with a median rate of 

Remarks

Zoning (MUC) Mixed Use Corridor

Vacant land with concept plan for 

developing 100-unit townhouses and 

apartments. Very close to subject.

Zoned (M-3) Business Park Industrial

High visibility site, some site work

required to the site.

Zoning (C-1) Highway Commercial

Fronting on Trans Canada HWY

with some rear land.

Zoned (MRC) Mason Road Commercial 

Vacant low land access from Stratford

Road. Some potential from commercial

development.

Zoning (CDA) Comprehensive Development

Vacant site purchased for the construction

of a new fire hall, right away access

and Sherwood Road.

Zoned (TCC) Town Centre Commercial,

unserved land requiring 

infrastructure to be developed
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8.3 Comparative Analysis and Adjustments
 
 

• Property Rights 
All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 
adjustment is required for this consideration.

 
• Financing Terms 

All of the properties are believed to have been trad
concessions. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this consideration.

 
• Conditions of Sale 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 
motivation on the part 
consideration. 

 
• Market Conditions 

An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
date of the comparable sale and the effective date 
on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the 
change of the Consumer Price Index for shelter for Prince Edward Island.

 
• Location Adjustment

All transactions are located within the subject trade area 
compatibility to the subject although there are location variances 
 

• Size Adjustment 
All transactions are varied in size 
variance will be considered in the final selection of value indicators.
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Analysis and Adjustments 

All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 
adjustment is required for this consideration. 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on a cash basis with no special financing 
concessions. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this consideration. 

 
All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 
motivation on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this 

 
An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
date of the comparable sale and the effective date of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based 
on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the 

Consumer Price Index for shelter for Prince Edward Island. 

Location Adjustment 
are located within the subject trade area sales have been selected based upon 

compatibility to the subject although there are location variances no adjustment 

All transactions are varied in size smaller sites tend to sell for a higher price per acres.  The size 
variance will be considered in the final selection of value indicators. 
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All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 

ed on a cash basis with no special financing 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 
of the buyer or seller. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this 

An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based 

on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the average historical 

have been selected based upon 
no adjustment have been applied. 

sell for a higher price per acres.  The size 
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8.3.1 ADJUSTMENT TABLE 

The following table summarizes the adjustments that have been made to the selected comparables:
  

     
 
 

After adjustments, the rates range from $
at $4.37 per (ft²) respectively.
 
Overall, of the adjusted indices no singular sale provides an exact value estimate for the 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 
selected sales. 

  
  
 

Sale Price

Index Per Acre

1 5.27$              

2 3.50$              

3 3.73$              

4 2.36$              

5 4.63$              

6 4.49$              

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

The following table summarizes the adjustments that have been made to the selected comparables:

 

After adjustments, the rates range from $2.41 to $6.16 per (ft²), with the average of $4.28
respectively. 

Overall, of the adjusted indices no singular sale provides an exact value estimate for the 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 

 

Market Adjusted

Conditions Sale Price

1.17 6.16$                

1.02 3.57$                

1.10 4.11$                

1.02 2.41$                

1.03 4.77$                

1.03 4.63$                

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE
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The following table summarizes the adjustments that have been made to the selected comparables: 

4.28 per (ft²) and median 

Overall, of the adjusted indices no singular sale provides an exact value estimate for the subject property and 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 
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8.4 Summary and Value Conclusion

Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate of $
the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as follows:
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Component Area (ac

Subject Site       

TOTAL

ROUNDED

LAND VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE - EXCESS LAND

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Summary and Value Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate of $4.00 per (ft²) is considered to be reasonably representative 
the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as follows:

 

Area (ac) Area (ft²) Rate Per (ft²) Estimated Value

1.50       65,340          4.00$             261,360$            1.45

261,360$            

261,000$            

LAND VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE - EXCESS LAND
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is considered to be reasonably representative 
the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as follows: 

 

Estimated Value
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8.5 Comparable Sales Data · Industrial 

 

 

The foregoing schedule has
The rates per square foot range from $96.79 to $145.83 per (ft²), averaging $126.46 per (ft²), with a median 
rate of $129.61 per (ft²). 
 

 

 

 

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE 

#. Property

1 MacAleer Drive

PID No.: 940148
 

2 Myrtle Street

Stratford, PE

PID No.: 890038

3 Brackley Point Road

Charlottetown, PE 

PID No.: 880660

4 Brackley Point Road

Charlottetown, PE 

PID No.: 390963  

5 MacAleer Drive

Charlottetown, PE

PID No.: 934455

Charlottetown, PE

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Industrial Developments 

has been evaluated based on the price per (ft²) for the Direct Comparison purposes. 
The rates per square foot range from $96.79 to $145.83 per (ft²), averaging $126.46 per (ft²), with a median 

 

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE ·  INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Sale Sale GBA  Rate Per

Date Price (ft²) (ft²) Remarks

Nov-15 350,000$      3,616     96.79$   Sale of a singe level wood frame building

featuring both office and shop space

 

Nov-16 295,000$      2,400     122.92$ Single level wood frame industrial 

building with offices, located in the 

Stratford Business Park.

Sep-16 395,000$      2,880     137.15$ Building is 2,880 ft

mezzanine space. Price is based on main

floor area.

Jun-14 485,000$      3,742 129.61$ Sale of a commercial auto sales, service,

and rental agency. High traffic location  

and exposure; average quality building.

Feb-15 350,000$      2,400 145.83$ Sale of a commercial Kubota repair,

 service and sales building with a 

good lease.
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been evaluated based on the price per (ft²) for the Direct Comparison purposes. 
The rates per square foot range from $96.79 to $145.83 per (ft²), averaging $126.46 per (ft²), with a median 

Remarks

Sale of a singe level wood frame building

featuring both office and shop space

Single level wood frame industrial 

building with offices, located in the 

Stratford Business Park.

Building is 2,880 ft² plus 504 ft² of 

mezzanine space. Price is based on main

Sale of a commercial auto sales, service,

and rental agency. High traffic location  

and exposure; average quality building.

Sale of a commercial Kubota repair,

service and sales building with a 
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8.6 Comparative Analysis and Adjustments
 
 

• Property Rights 
All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 
adjustment is required for this consideration.

 
• Financing Terms 

All of the properties are believed to ha
concessions. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this consideration.

 
• Conditions of Sale 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 
motivation on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this 
consideration. 

 
• Market Conditions 

An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
date of the comparable sale and the 
on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the average historical 
change of the Consumer Price Index for shelter for Prince Edward Island.

 
• Location Adjustment

All transactions are located within the subject trade area sales have been selected based upon 
compatibility to the subject although there are location variances no adjustment have been applied.
 

• Size Adjustment 
All transactions are varied in size smaller 
variance will be considered in the final selection of value indicators.
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Comparative Analysis and Adjustments 

All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 
adjustment is required for this consideration. 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on a cash basis with no special financing 
concessions. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this consideration. 

 
All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 

on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this 

 
An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
date of the comparable sale and the effective date of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based 
on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the average historical 
change of the Consumer Price Index for shelter for Prince Edward Island. 

Location Adjustment 
ll transactions are located within the subject trade area sales have been selected based upon 

compatibility to the subject although there are location variances no adjustment have been applied.

All transactions are varied in size smaller sites tend to sell for a higher price per acres.  The size 
variance will be considered in the final selection of value indicators. 
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All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and no 

ve been traded on a cash basis with no special financing 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue 
on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, no adjustment is required for this 

An adjustment has been made to all transactions to reflect the estimated change in value between the 
effective date of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based 

on an average annual increase of two per cent per annum. The rate reflects the average historical 

ll transactions are located within the subject trade area sales have been selected based upon 
compatibility to the subject although there are location variances no adjustment have been applied. 

sites tend to sell for a higher price per acres.  The size 
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8.6.1 ADJUSTMENT TABLE 

The following table summarizes the adjustments that have been made to the 
  

     
 
 

After adjustments, the rates range from $
median at $141.27 per (ft²) respectively.
 
Overall, of the adjusted indices no singular sale provides an exact 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 
selected sales. 

  
  
 

Sale Price

Index Per Acre

1 96.79$            

2 122.92$          

3 137.15$          

4 129.61$          

5 145.83$          

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

The following table summarizes the adjustments that have been made to the selected comparables:

 

After adjustments, the rates range from $103.57 to $157.50 per (ft²), with the average of $
per (ft²) respectively. 

Overall, of the adjusted indices no singular sale provides an exact value estimate for the subject property and 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 

 

Market Adjusted

Conditions Sale Price

1.07 103.57$            

1.05 129.06$            

1.05 144.01$            

1.09 141.27$            

1.08 157.50$            

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE
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selected comparables: 

per (ft²), with the average of $135.08 per (ft²) and 

value estimate for the subject property and 
primary reliance has been placed on the calculated average and median of the market range of the group of 
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8.7 Summary and Value Conclusion

Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate of $
representative the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as 
follows: 
 
 

 
 
8.8 Overall Summary and Value Conclusion
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE 

Component Area (ft

Subject Site            

TOTAL

ROUNDED

VALUE SUMMARY

Direct Comparison Approach 

Land Value

Industrial Development

TOTAL VALUE

ROUNDED

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

Summary and Value Conclusion 
Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate of $135.00 per (ft²) is considered to be reasonably 
representative the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as 

   

Overall Summary and Value Conclusion 

 

 

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE ·  INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENTS

Area (ft²) Rate Per (ft²) Estimated Value

1,224            135.00$        165,240$            

165,240$            

165,000$            

Direct Comparison Approach Value Indication

261,000$            

Industrial Development 165,000$            

426,000$            

426,000$            
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per (ft²) is considered to be reasonably 
representative the subject.  As such, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated as 
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9.0 CONCLUSION  
 
 
9.1 Final Value Estimate 

The indication of value arrived at by the method employed in this report are summarized as follows:
 
 

  
  

 
The Direct Comparison Approach is based upon comparable properties found within the specified trade area 
which are adjusted to the 
approach to value is deemed as applicable to all types of properties as long as there are recent, sufficient and 
reliable comparable sales.  This methodology attempts to quan
view comparable sales, the results found within the Direct Comparison Approach are deemed as valid and 
applicable to the subject property.  The Direct Comparison Approach was employed in the valuation of the 
subject land. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the market value of the subject property as of 
represented at: 
 

 
FOUR HUNDRED AND 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FINAL VALUE SUMMARY

Direct Comparison Approach 

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

The indication of value arrived at by the method employed in this report are summarized as follows:

 

The Direct Comparison Approach is based upon comparable properties found within the specified trade area 
which are adjusted to the subject property in order to provide an indication of value.  In most cases, this 
approach to value is deemed as applicable to all types of properties as long as there are recent, sufficient and 
reliable comparable sales.  This methodology attempts to quantify or assess the way market participant’s 
view comparable sales, the results found within the Direct Comparison Approach are deemed as valid and 
applicable to the subject property.  The Direct Comparison Approach was employed in the valuation of the 

Based on the foregoing, the market value of the subject property as of May 6, 2019, is considered to be fairly 

HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ($426,000.00)

 
 

 

FINAL VALUE SUMMARY

Direct Comparison Approach 426,000$            
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The indication of value arrived at by the method employed in this report are summarized as follows: 

The Direct Comparison Approach is based upon comparable properties found within the specified trade area 
subject property in order to provide an indication of value.  In most cases, this 

approach to value is deemed as applicable to all types of properties as long as there are recent, sufficient and 
tify or assess the way market participant’s 

view comparable sales, the results found within the Direct Comparison Approach are deemed as valid and 
applicable to the subject property.  The Direct Comparison Approach was employed in the valuation of the 

, is considered to be fairly 

.00) 
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10.0 CERTIFICATION 
 
 
Re: PID 279364, Valuation of Land and 
              Located at 103 Longworth Avenue

 

 
We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.
• The property was personally inspected by 
• The analyses, opinions, and conc

only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained here
• We have no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report

and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved.
• Our compensation is not contingent upon any ac

conclusions in, or the use of, this report.
• This appraisal has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 

Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws a
Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association.

• We, the undersigned, have 
the valuation of the subject property.

• We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently.
• We, the undersigned and Rebecca McQuaid AIC Candidate

Institute of Canada (AIC).  We are registered in the AIC’s Professional Liability Insurance Program and have 
fulfilled the requirements of the 

 
It is our opinion, the market value of the subject property, as of 
 
 

FOUR HUNDRED AND 

Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App 
hmcquaid@ara.ca 
ARA - McQuaid & Associates 
 
 
 
 
 
Date of Report: May 15, 2019 

PID 279364, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building 
, Charlottetown, PE 

, Valuation of Land and Industrial Building, 
103 Longworth Avenue, Charlottetown, PE 

knowledge and belief; 
The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 
The property was personally inspected by Herman McQuaid, AACI P. App., on May 6, 2019
The analyses, opinions, and conclusions reported herein are our personal and unbiased views and are limited 
only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained herein. 

no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report
no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved.

compensation is not contingent upon any action or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 
conclusions in, or the use of, this report. 
This appraisal has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws and regulations of the of the Appraisal Institute of 
Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association. 
We, the undersigned, have collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well as 

bject property. 
have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 

and Rebecca McQuaid AIC Candidate, are members in good standing with the Appraisal 
Institute of Canada (AIC).  We are registered in the AIC’s Professional Liability Insurance Program and have 
fulfilled the requirements of the Continued Professional Development program for designated membe

It is our opinion, the market value of the subject property, as of May 6, 2019, is: 

HUNDRED AND TWENTY-SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ($426,000.00)
 
 

 
 

 Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AIC - Candidate
rmcquaid@ara.ca 
ARA - McQuaid & Associates 
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May 6, 2019. 
personal and unbiased views and are limited 

no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report 
no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved. 

tion or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 

This appraisal has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 
nd regulations of the of the Appraisal Institute of 

collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well as 

, are members in good standing with the Appraisal 
Institute of Canada (AIC).  We are registered in the AIC’s Professional Liability Insurance Program and have 

Continued Professional Development program for designated members. 

6,000.00) 

Candidate 
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Maritime Electric Co Ltd. 
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T.: 902-629-3630    | mackenziead@maritimeelectric.com                       

 

Re: PID 342626 ∙ Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

180 Kent Street, Charlottetown, PE   

 

 

As per your instructions, the undersigned has completed an investigation and analysis of the above-denoted property 

and herewith submit an appraisal report for your consideration. The report is intended for the use of Maritime Electric 

Co Ltd., c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for financing planning purposes for the subject property denoted herein. 

 

The Appraisal was made for the purpose of expressing our Current Value Opinion of the Market Value of the Fee 

Simple Interest in the subject property. The definition of Market Value, as employed in this report, is outlined under 

the Terms of Reference Section of this report. 

 

This report complies with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and is subject to the 

Ordinary and Extraordinary Assumptions, as well as the Limiting and Hypothetical Conditions as outlined within 

Sections 2.0 of the report. 

 

Based on the interpretations and analysis of the data outlined within this report as well as a personal inspection of the 

property, it is the considered opinion of the undersigned that the Market Value of the Fee Simple Interest in the 
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THREE MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($3,700,000.00) 
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

   

          

Property Description: Commercial Development and Excess Land

180 Kent Street 

Charlottetown, PE

Parcel Identification Number: PID No 342626

Property Type: Commercial Office Development

Parking: No on-site parking

Ownership: Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.

Assessment Value: $2,063,000.00

Annual Charges: $80,538.00

Total Site Area: 0.12 ac ± / 5,227 ± (ft²) 

Building Area : 24,270 ± ft² Gross Building Area (Exclusive of Basement)

Leasable Area : 22,300 ± ft² Gross Building Area (Exclusive of Basement)

Zoning: (DMS) Downtown Main Street Zone

Highest & Best Use: Commercial type of use.

Value by Income Comparison: $3,662,000

Value by Direct Comparison: $3,748,000

Final Value Estimation: $3,700,000

Marketing Time: Between (3) to (6) months.

Typical Purchaser: Local or regional investor and/or end user.

Effective Date: May 6, 2019

Date of Report: May 15, 2019

SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS & FIGURES
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2.0 ASSUMPTION, LIMITING AND HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

 

2.1         ORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is subject to compliance with the following conditions: 

• This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 

of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 

rely upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There may 

be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below relevant to 

that person’s identity or intended use. The report is prepared on the assumption that no other 

person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is denied. 

 

• While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 

advice.  It is assumed that: 

i. The legal description employed in this report is correct; 

ii. Title to the property is good and marketable; 

iii. There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would in 

any way affect the valuation, except as expressly noted herein; 

iv. The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 

from the existing owner; and 

v. Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 

covenants herein are legally enforceable. 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 

undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein. 

 

• The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, etc. are 

presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 

themselves. 

 

• The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed. 

 

• No investigation has been undertaken with the local zoning office, the fire department, the building 

inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 

investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 

must comply with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non-compliance may 

affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary. 

 

• Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of publication. All 

copyright is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It 

shall not be disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, 

without the express written consent of the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by 

the Appraisal Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional 

Conduct and Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute. 

 

• Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 

occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 

relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of the 

appraiser. 

 

• This appraisal report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author. 
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• Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 

by the real estate board (sales data is not publicly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 

using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also 

necessary to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made 

to verify all such information. WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, 

ABSOLUTELY NO OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY. 

 

• The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 

or court appearance, which must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 

these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 

properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowledged that it is the 

judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice. 

 

• The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 

covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 

property are free of rot, beetle or other defects. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 

issues that may affect the market value of the property appraised, including but not limited to 

pollution or contamination of land, buildings, water, groundwater or air. Unless expressly stated, the 

property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but not limited 

to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance with all 

regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any environmental 

conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the market value of the property appraised. If 

the party relying on this report requires information about environmental issues then that party is 

cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of this report expressly denies 

any legal liability relating to the effect of environmental issues on the market value of the property 

appraised. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent 

conditions of the property (including, but not limited to, its soils, physical structure, mechanical or 

other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions (on it or a 

neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that 

would make the property more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no such 

conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during the 

normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed as an 

environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the scope of 

this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or 

warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property, and will not be responsible 

for any such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to 

discover whether such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate. 

 

• The appraiser reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if necessary, 

revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing at any date 

prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to him subsequent to the date of this 

appraisal. 

 

• For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has been provided with the land area 

and the building areas.  These areas are subject to technical correction. 
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• IF APPLICABLE, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report are being paid in full when due 

and payable under the terms and conditions of the attendant leases, agreements to lease or other 

contractual agreements. Furthermore, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report represent 

the rental agreements stipulated in the leases, agreements to lease or other contractual agreements 

pertaining to the tenants occupancy, to the extent that such rents have not been prepaid, abated, 

or inflated to reflect extraordinary circumstances, unless such conditions have been identified and 

noted within this report. 

 

• The subject property has been appraised employing a summary appraisal report format. A summary 

appraisal report differs from a self-contained appraisal report within the level of detail and 

presentation. Certain aspects (analytical data relating to the subject property building specifications, 

operation, facility, etc.) associated with this analysis has not been fully presented; however, this 

information has been retained on file. 

 

 

  



Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

180 Kent Street, Charlottetown, PE   5 

 

 

  

 

 

2.2 EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 

An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 

the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contamination where such contamination is 

possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary limiting 

condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and justified 

by the appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude before 

accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope of the 

work applied will result in opinions and conclusions which are credible. Both must accompany statements of 

each opinion/conclusion so affected. The following is a description of each extraordinary assumption and 

limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on the result of the 

assignment.  

• The undersigned has not conducted a title search, nor examined the existence of easements, rights 

of way (ROW), or restrictions (if any) and their effect on the appraised property except as expressly 

outlined herein. 

• The Cost Approach has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property due to 

the limited potential of this approach in providing a value indication that could be relied upon. 

 

 

 

 

2.3  HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

Hypothetical conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 

analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 

and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 

analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 

relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 

following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use 

and its effect on the result of the assignment. 

• Not applicable to this report. 
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3.0 TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

 

3.1 PROPERTY RIGHTS APPRAISED 

The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of the property 

described herein and/or outlined within this report.  This encompasses the rights normally attached to the 

freehold (or fee simple) interest as outlined within this report. The property has been appraised on a debt-

free basis. 

 

3.2 PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose estimating the market value of the 

subject property as of May 6, 2019. 

 

3.3 INTENDED USE OF THE REPORT 

The report is intended for the exclusive use of Maritime Electric Co Ltd., c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for the 

purpose of financial planning for the subject property denoted within this appraisal report.    

 

3.4 DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE 

The term “Market Value” as used in this report is defined as: 

The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 

conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and  knowledgeably, 

and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the 

consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 

conditions whereby: 

1) Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 

2) Both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their best 

interests; 

3) A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 

4) Payment is made in terms of Canadian dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 

5) The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special 

or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 

 

3.5 EXPOSURE TIME 

The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed for sale on the open market in a manner 

typical for this class of property for (3) to (6) months prior to the effective date. 

 

3.6 SALES HISTORY 

The last parcel update registered to the subject properties legally identified as per PID No’s 343327, 343335 

and 343343 transpired on May 1, 1989 (as per Document #19892474, in Liber/Book #551) when purchased 

by the current owner Maritime Electric Co Ltd.  The subject is not listed for sale and the appraiser is not 

aware of any offer for purchase. 
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3.7 SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL 

The scope of this appraisal encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 

typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report. A physical inspection of 

the subject property was undertaken on May 6, 2019. The neighbourhood was inspected noting relevant 

competition characteristics and general physical make-up. Zoning information was obtained from the City of 

Charlottetown. Property tax rates, ownership and assessment information was acquired from the Service 

Province of Prince Edward Island Geolinc Plus Property Online database. Comparable sales and rental data 

was obtained from vendors, purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information 

retained on file.  

 

The client has provided the following information: 

• Onsite property and building inspection. 

• Basic building plans and summaries of building information. 

• Copy of Engineering Review for Potential Re-purposing of the Charlottetown Thermal Generating 

Station Building Final Report  
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4.0 LOCATIONAL OVERVIEW 

 

4.1 MACRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

 

4.1.1 Regional Description · Province of Prince Edward Island 

Prince Edward Island (PEI) lies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence on Canada’s east coast. The crescent shaped island 

commonly referred to as the “Cradle of Confederation” did not officially become a province until 1873. PEI 

has been linked to the mainland by the 12.9 kilometre long Confederation Bridge which crosses the 

Northumberland Strait and ended almost seventy years of ferry service. Prince Edward Island is Canada’s 

smallest province and encompasses approximately 5,685.73 square kilometres of land area of which 44 per 

cent and/or 2,509 square kilometres are comprised of farming areas. PEI has an overall length of 224 km, 

and ranges from 6 to 64 km width.  

 

During the late seventeen sixties the island was mapped and divided into 67 parcels and/or lots. These 

townships/lots now make up Prince Edward Island’s three distinct regions which include Prince County, 

Queens County, and Kings County. Prince County with an area of 1,979.49 km² encompasses the western 

third of the island and has a population of approximately 44,348. Queens County containing an area of 

2,020.45 km² covers the middle third of the island and has a population of 77,866. Kings County with an area 

of 1,685.80 km² encompasses the eastern third of the island and has a population of 17,990. The main urban 

centre for Queens County is the capital City of Charlottetown, while the major urban centres for Prince 

County and Kings County are the City of Summerside and the Town of Montague respectively. The capital 

City of Charlottetown is 71.0 km from the City of Summerside, and 45.0 km from the Town of Montague. The 

nearest cities outside of the province are Moncton, New Brunswick, 171.0 km away, and Halifax, Nova Scotia, 

232.0 km further east. Charlottetown is 423.0 km east of the Maine border of the United States. 

 

The capital City of Charlottetown covers a land area of 44.33 square kilometres and is bound by the 

Hillsborough River and the Town of Stratford to the east; the Town of Cornwall to the west; the 

Charlottetown Harbour to the south, and the unincorporated area of Marshfield to the north 

 

Charlottetown was incorporated as a town on April 17, 1855, and became the island’s first city in 1875. 

Municipal amalgamation in 1995 incorporated the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale, 

Sherwood, East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe, which merged into a larger city - Charlottetown. At the 

same time, rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the Towns of Stratford 

and Cornwall respectively.  

 

The one-time independent municipalities of Charlottetown (original municipality), Brighton, Spring Park, 

Parkdale, Sherwood, Winsloe, as well as East and West Royalty Including Hillsborough Park, now make up 

the individual neighbourhoods of the capital city. 

 

Charlottetown serves as the seat of government for the Island, housing the provincial legislature as well as 

administrative offices and services. Much of the employment in the capital city is derived from year-round 

industries, which include government service, retail trade, accommodation, food/beverage service, as well as 

health care and social services. The two largest employers are the Government of Canada and the Province 

of Prince Edward Island respectively. 
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4.1.2 Provincial Description · Community Profile (Subject Specific) 

The subject property is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is both the largest city as well as 

the provincial capital of Prince Edward Island. Charlottetown is situated on its namesake harbour (formed by 

the confluence of three rivers), within Queens County, in the central portion of the island’s south shore. 

 

Selected statistics from the 2011 and 2016 Census are summarized in the following table: 

 

 

 
 

  

  

COMMUNITY PROFILES

Charlottetown (CY) Charlotteown (CA)

Land Area (km²) 44.34 917.47

2016 Population 36,094 44,739

Population Change from 2011 4.4% 5.8%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $44,454 $46,937

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 17,193 32,021

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $239,450 $232,809

Queens (County) Prince Edward Island (PEI)

Land Area (km²) 2,020.48 5,686.03

2016 Population 82,017 142,907

Population Change from 2011 5.3% 1.9%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $46,601 $45,183

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 39,399 71,119

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $227,784 $197,966
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4.1.3   Economic Outlook 
• Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 

Preliminary estimated by Statistics Canada indicate GDP by Industry expanded by 3.2 percent in 

chained 2007 dollars in 2017, following 2.2 percent growth in 2016, 1.5 percent growth in 2015, and 

1.4 percent growth in 2014. 

• Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

The All-Items Consumer Price Index for Prince Edward Island changed by 1.8 percent in 2017, 

compared to a rise of 1.6 percent nationally. Core inflation, the year-over-year rate of change of the 

CPI-excluding food, energy and the effects of changes in indirect taxes, rose by 1.9 percent in 2017. 

Food prices decreased by 2.1 percent over 2017, while shelter prices decreased by 1.8 percent. The 

CPI Energy increased for the first time in three years in 2017, rising by 7.3 percent. Gasoline prices 

(regular self-serve) averaged $1.088 per litre for 2017, with prices staying above the $1.00 mark all 

year, peaking at $1,156 per litre in November. The price of home heating oil averaged $0.821 per 

litre in 2017, ranging from a high of $0.916 per litre in December to a low of $0.729 per litre in July. 

• Labour Force 

The annual average of total employment on Prince Edward Island increased for the first time since 

2013, rising by 3.1 percent from 71,500 in 2016 to 73,700 in 2017. Employment in the goods-

producing sector increased by 6.0 percent in 2017, while employment in the service providing 

sector increased by 2.0 percent. Employment decreased by a combined 900 in financial, scientific, 

administrative, culture, accommodation and food services and utilities while increases occurred in 

all other industries and services in 2017. The remaining sectors accounted for an increase of 3,200. 

The labour force participation rate increased from 65.8 percent in 2016 to 66.0 percent in 2017. The 

annual average unemployment rate decreased to 9.8 percent in 2017—the first time below 10.0 

percent since 1978. Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Payrolls and Hours shows that 

employment on Prince Edward Island increased by 3.6 percent in 2017, following an increase of 0.3 

percent in 2016. Declines were seen in information and culture and finance and insurance, with 

growth in all other sectors. Sectors showing the most growth were accommodation and food 

services, manufacturing, and the trade sector. 

• Income 

Statistics Canada estimates that labour income for Prince Edward Island rose 4.4 percent to reach 

$3,329 million in 2017. The major contributors to growth in 2017 were in health care and social 

assistance (up by 6.9 percent), professional and personal service (up by 5.0 percent), and 

construction (up by 8.5 percent).  

• Population 

On July 1, 2017, the population of Prince Edward Island was estimated at 152,021, an increase of 

2,549 persons or 1.7 percent over 2016. The population of Canada increased by 1.2 percent over 

the same period. Preliminary data show that 2,264 immigrants chose Prince Edward Island as their 

new home in 2016/17, while other international migration totalled 645, resulting in a total of 2,909 

for net international migration. Net interprovincial migration was -436, with Ontario, Alberta, and 

Nova Scotia being the top destinations of Islanders leaving for other provinces. The aging of the 

island population is illustrated by the fact that the median age has risen from 24.8 years in 1971 to 

43.5 years in 2017. Although the median age declined in 2017, down from 43.7 in 2016, this 

downward trend is not projected to continue. Furthermore, while only 11.0 percent of the 

population was 65 years and older in 1971, this proportion has risen to 19.0 percent in 2017. After 

reaching a low of 46.7 in 2007 and changing very little from 2007 to 2011, the total dependency 

ratio has increased from 47.0 to 53.9 in just six years. 
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• Exports 

According to Industry Canada, the total value of exported goods grew from $1,256 million in 2016 

to $1,318 million in 2017, an increase of 5.0 percent. Exports of frozen food products made up 24.9 

percent of all international exports of goods in 2017. Its value increased from $306.3 million in 2016  

to $327.7 million in 2017, an increase of 7.0 percent. Other exports included seafood products 

valued at $212.2 million (down by 4.4 percent from 2016), $146.0 million in engine and turbine 

equipment (up by 70.1 percent) and $129.1 million in aerospace products and parts exports (up by 

36.3 percent). 

• Public Service 

Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Earnings and Hours (SEPH) indicates that employment in 

public administration (federal, provincial and municipal) decreased by 0.1 percent in 2017. 

Employment in the health and social services sector increased by 1.4 percent, while employment in 

the education sector increased by 2.5 percent. 

• Agriculture 

Farm cash receipts for 2017 totalled $493.7 million, an increase of 1.9 percent over 2016. This 

compares to an increase of 1.8 percent for Canada as a whole. Total crop receipts totalled $315.0 

million. Potato receipts, which made up 76.9 percent of crop receipts, decreased by 2.8 percent to 

total $242.2 million. Total livestock receipts rose by 3.3 percent. Cattle receipts increased by 0.8 

percent while hog receipts increased by 4.5 percent. Dairy receipts rose by 6.6 percent to total $85.7 

million. Egg receipts increased by 2.0 percent. Direct payments to farmers saw an increase of 40.8 

percent. 

• Retail Trade  

Retail sales on Prince Edward Island in 2017 increased for the eighth year in a row with a 6.3 

percent increase. Sales were valued at $2,349.2 million. Notable increases were seen in motor 

vehicle and parts dealers, up 10.7 percent or $58.9 million, building and garden centres up 5.0 

percent or $11.2 million, gasoline stations up 12.4 percent or $35.6 million, supermarkets up 2.1 

percent or $8.0 million, and health and personal care stores up 4.8 percent or $7.8 million. After an 

all-time high for new vehicles sold on PEI in 2016, the number of vehicles sold saw a decrease of 

181 vehicles to total 8,587. The value of new vehicles sold was $295.6 million (up 3.0 percent), which 

is a new all-time high. Employment in the wholesale/retail trade sector increased in 2017, rising to 

11,100 after seeing a decline in 2016. Occupations in this sector remain the largest employer in the 

province. 

• Fisheries & Forestry  

The Department of Agriculture and Fisheries estimates that the value of total fish landings in 2017 

increased by 20.8 percent to $324.1 million, a new all-time high for fish landings on PEI. Molluscs 

and crustaceans continue to be the top species of the Island fishery comprising 95.2 percent of the 

total value of all fish landings. Total lobster landings increased by 19.0 percent, and total value 

increased by 16.7 percent to $225.9 million—an all-time high. Following three consecutive years of 

price increases, lobster prices declined slightly in 2017, reaching $6.21 per pound. The value of 

other crustaceans and molluscs increased by 32.7 percent in 2017. Landings of demersal, pelagic 

and estuarial fish were 10.0 percent higher than last year, rising to 14.3 million pounds, following 

sixth consecutive years of decline. Prices decreased in 2017 for cod (down by 2.7 percent to 55.0 

cents/lb) and mackerel (down by 27.8 percent to 76.7 cents/lb), and oysters (down by 5.9 percent to 

$1.60/lb). Higher prices were seen for herring (up by 23.1 percent to 40.0 cents/lb), snow crab (up 

by 6.6 percent to $4.00/lb), and rock crab (up by 1.2 percent to 50.0 cents/lb). 
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• Construction & Investment 

Statistics Canada estimates that total investment on Prince Edward Island valued $627.2 million in 

2017, an increase of 16.0 percent over 2016. Public sector investment increased from $205.7 million 

in 2016 to $227.1 million in 2017, an increase of 10.4 percent, while private-sector investment 

increased by 19.4 percent, from $335.2 million in 2016 to $400.1 million in 2017. Non-residential 

investment increased by 12.9 percent in 2017, due mostly to an 18.8 percent increase in commercial 

investment. Government and institutional investment rose by 20.9 percent, while industrial 

investment declined by 7.1 percent. Residential investment increased 32.8 percent in 2017, largely 

due to increased investment in single-family dwellings, which almost doubled, growing by 88.9 

percent. Investment in renovations increased by 9.1 percent, while investment in doubles and row 

housing increased by 36.3 percent. Investment in apartments declined by 2.2 percent in 2017. The 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) estimated that there were 911 new housing 

starts on Prince Edward Island in 2017, up from 556, or 63.8 percent in 2016. Single family dwelling 

starts increased in 2017, going from 305 in 2016 to 549 in 2017. Apartments and row housing 

increased from 207 starts in 2016 to 264 in 2017. The number of semi-detached and duplex starts 

also increased, from 44 in 2016 to 98 in 2017. The annual vacancy rate in Charlottetown decreased 

to 0.8 percent in 2017 and to 3.0 percent in Summerside. 

• Tourism 

The number of room-nights-sold increased by 3.8 percent, while occupancy rates at Island 

accommodations remained steady at 48.0 percent. Campgrounds continued to do well in 2017, 

with sight-nights-sold up 11.6 percent and the occupancy rate up 4.8 percentage points. The total 

number of passengers travelling through Charlottetown Airport increased in 2017, rising from 

354,234 in 2016 to 370,688, or 4.6 percent. 185,183 passengers flew into Prince Edward Island (up 

5.2 percent), while 185,505 people left the province by air (up by 4.1 percent). Ferry traffic increased 

by 18.5 percent in 2017. Although subject to a slight increase over normal levels, the majority of the 

large increase was due to a return to normal operations in 2017. The Wood Islands ferry service 

operated only one vessel for most of the 2016 season because of mechanical issues. Annual bridge 

traffic increased by 2.6 percent in 2017. 
• Manufacturing 

Total shipments increased by 8.0 percent in 2017 to a value of $1,794 million, a new all-time high. 

Manufacturing shipments have increased every year since 2010. Employment in the manufacturing 

sector increased by 8.3 percent to reach 6,500 in 2017.  
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4.1.4    Regional Economy 

• Prince Edward Island’s economy has shown little sign of coming off an upswing that left the 

province with the strongest growth in Atlantic Canada in each of the last two years—and the third-

strongest growth of all provinces in 2017. The provincial labour market was able to absorb another 

big increase in international immigration last year with relative ease. The average unemployment 

rate in 2017 fell below 10.0% for the first time in almost forty years. While it has ticked a bit higher 

to date in 2018 alongside a rising labour force participation rate, the job market remains in good 

shape at this stage. Employment levels are running 2.4% above last year’s so far in 2018 and wage 

growth has accelerated. 

• The stronger economic backdrop has boosted government revenues, allowing a second 

consecutive balanced provincial budget to be tabled in 2018 as well as modest tax cuts and higher 

expenditures. PEI is one of only four provincial governments running balanced budgets this year—

alongside British Columbia, Nova Scotia, and Quebec. 

• A growing population and stronger-than-normal labour markets are fuelling housing demand. The 

provincial housing market has held up well to date, in contrast to markets in other parts of the 

country where home purchases have been more dramatically impacted by new mortgage stress test 

requirements this year. Home resales on PEI have sustained high levels so far in 2018 after rising 

sharply over the prior three years. Sellers have broadly retained negotiating power in real-estate 

transactions with the ratio of home resales to new listings ticking up to 0.76 year-to-date in 2018—

this is well-above the national average. Home prices have continued to increase, and new building 

activity has remained similarly solid after jumping 80.0% last year. 

• Generally good economic prospects both within Canada and outside of Canada’s borders should 

continue to support PEI’s tourism flows in 2018. The Charlottetown Port is expecting more than 

100,000 cruise ship visitors this year and recently announced Federal/Provincial government 

investments will work to expand capacity at the port going forward. PEI businesses are doing well at 

this stage with sales of provincial manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers all running above year-

ago levels. Business investment intentions are down 7.0% in 2018 though this primarily reflects the 

completion of the new electrical line between PEI and New Brunswick. It’s important to note that 

the decline in capital investment intentions would only partially retrace big increases over the prior 

two years. It would do little to undermine what otherwise looks like a pretty solid economic 

backdrop in the province. That being said, RBC does not expect the outsized 3.1 percent rise in GDP 

in 2017—the strongest rate in 12 years—to be repeated. It is anticipated that growth will moderate 

to 1.4% in 2018 before inching slightly higher to 1.5% in 2019.  
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4.1.5      Current Economic Indicators 

The following table summarizes current statistical and financial information for Canada and the Province of 

Prince Edward Island.  

 

  

   

Total Change

Market Statistical over Previous

Component Area Date Figures Month/Quarter

Population (PEI) Oct-18 154,750 1.0%

Labour:

· Labour Force (000) (PEI) Dec-18 83.6 -0.2%

· Unemployment Rate (PEI) Dec-18 9.6% 1.1%

· Participation Rate (PEI) Dec-18 66.0% -0.2%

· Employment Rate (PEI) Dec-18 59.6% -1.0%Sep-18

Consumer Price Index (All Items) (PEI) Dec-18 135.3 -0.6%Sep-18

Total International Exports ($, 000) (PEI) Nov-18 117,113 -12.1%Sep-18 136324.0

Total Manufacturing shipments ($, 000) (PEI) Oct-18 178,844 5.4%-7.2%

Farm Cash Receipts ($, 000) (PEI) (Q3) 2018 110,005 -2.6%

New Motor Vehicle Sales ($, 000s)

· Value ($, 000) (PEI) Oct-18 205,549 -2.6%

Retail Sales ($, 000s) (PEI) Oct-18 205,549 -0.7%

Construction:

· Housing Starts (PEI) (Q4) 2018 394 53.3%

· Building Permits (PEI) Nov-18 34,635 -31.0%

Interest Rates (Bank of Canada):

· Bank Rate (CDN) Dec-18 2.00% Unchanged

· Chartered Bank Prime Rate (CDN) Dec-18 3.95% Unchanged

· Long Term Canada Bond Yield (CDN) Dec-18 2.15% Down from 2.41%

ECONOMIC INDICATORS SCHEDULE
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4.2 REGIONAL MAP 

 

 

 

MUNICIPAL MAP 

 

  
 

Charlottetown  
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4.3 NEIGHBOURHOOD MAP 

 

 

PROPERTY MAP 

 

     
 

180 Kent Street 
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4.4 MICRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

 

 

4.4.1 Regional Description · Subject Specific 

The subject property being appraised is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is the capital and 

main metropolitan centre of Queens County, and of the Province as a whole. Given this, the amenities, 

necessary infrastructure and characteristics expected of a capital city with a population greater than 34,562 ± 

people are in place. 

 

The original municipal boundary between Charlottetown and the common area of the township of the 

farming community of Queens Royalty was the northern edge of the original five hundred lots along 

present-day Euston Street.  This boundary was extended north to Allen Street and Kirkwood Drive during the 

early twentieth century, taking in part of the rural community of Brighton west of the downtown. The village 

of Spring Park was amalgamated into the city in 1959, extending the city's boundary north to Hermitage 

Creek, which also formed the southern boundary of the village of West Royalty.  Development filled in most 

vacant land in the Brighton and Spring Park neighbourhoods by the nineteen eighties. 

 

Municipal amalgamation in 1995 saw the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale (town), Sherwood, 

East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe (villages) merged into a larger city of Charlottetown at the same time 

as rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the bedroom communities 

Stratford and Cornwall respectively.  A green belt is in place around the northern fringe of the municipal 

boundary, although it is poorly enforced by the provincial government, leading to suburban sprawl. 

 

The immediate area features various commercial, hospitality, institutional and residential developments 

varying in design, style, size, quality, and age/condition, as well as dispersed institutional properties. When 

compared to Charlottetown as a whole, the general subject area is experiencing average to average (plus) 

demand as developable (high-traffic/high-exposure) sites within City’s downtown limits have become scarce 

and/or limited.  

 

Overall, the subject displays value trends similar to prevailing neighbouring properties.  The subject property 

is located in an area which features good accessibility. These factors would be appealing to a variety of 

prospective purchasers and/or developers. No adverse influences noted during the subject area inspection. 
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5.0 PHYSICAL & FUNCTIONAL DATA 

 

5.1 SITE DETAILS 

The subject properties outlined herein are comprised of parcels of land legally identified as per PID No 

343626.  The parcels being appraised have been outlined and/or depicted in red within the following 

Geomatics maps. 

 

5.1.1 Site Map  

 

 

GEOMATICS PROPERTY MAP 

 

   
 

SITE AREA · 0.12 ac ± / 5,227 ft²  
 

 

The subject site consists of rectangular parcel of land. The site is at street grade with sloping similar to 

neighbouring properties. Drainage for the site is assumed adequate. The site is bordered by adjoining land 

on two sides and has frontage on Kent street and Prince Street.  The subject property features good 

exposure and frontage.  
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5.1.2 Site Improvements 

The site is improved with a 5 storey, full basement steel reinforced concrete structure, concrete sidewalks to 

the building. 

 

5.1.3 Site Services 

The subject property has the following services available: 

• Municipal sewer and water. 

• Aboveground utilities (inclusive of overhead electrical service, telephone, fibre-optic lines, and 
high-speed internet). 

• Public transportation (inclusive of taxi and bus services) 

• Police (Charlottetown Police Department), fire (Charlottetown Fire Department) and ambulance 
(Island EMS) assistance. 

 

5.1.4 Easements and/or Rights of Way (ROW) 

No easement or rights of way have been noted however a title search was not performed as part of this 

assignment. Typical utility easements are assumed to be present but are not anticipated to affect the 

marketability and/or utility of the subject property denoted herein. 

 

5.1.5 Environmental Consideration 

The value indicated within this report assumes an environmentally clean site. No environmental assessment 

report has been reviewed. 
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5.2 BUILDING AREAS 

The subject property building area is summarized below. 

 

   
 

  

Building areas have been provided by the client and the CBCL Engineering Report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

GROSS BUILDING AREA SUMMARY SCHEDULE

Description (GBA) · (ft²)

Main Floor 4,854          

Second Floor 4,854          

Third Floor 4,854          

Fourth Floor 4,854          

Fifth Floor 4,854          

Basement 4,854          

Total Gross Building Area 29,124       
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5.2.1 Brief Specifications. 

   

 
 

 

5.2.2 Condition & Appearance 

The property was constructed using good quality materials and workmanship.  The property is a commercial 

office space in above average overall condition. 

Building Use: Commercial Development

Building Location: PID No. 342626

Year Constructed: Original construction 1974 ±; renovated in 1989 ±

Storey Height: Five storey

Heat: District Heat

Electrical: 600 and 400 amp main entrance with splitter panels 

Hot Water: District Heat

Plumbing: PVC and copper 

Sprinkler: Yes

Air Conditioning: HVAC, cooling systems, fan coil units for ventilation and cooling.

Elevators: Two passenger elevators - 6 stops

Building Envelope

Foundation: Full concrete foundation

Floor: Poured concrete.

Ceiling Height: Various heights

Structure: Reinforced concrete and steel

Exterior Walls: Horizontal metal and panels

Roof Covering: Modified built-up 

Windows: Aluminum frame

Doors: Aluminum Frame entrance doors 

Interior Walls: Painted drywall

Interior Ceilings: Ceiling tile 

Interior Floors: Carpet, ceramic tile, tile and vinyl.

Doors: Solid and hollow core slab doors.

Plumbing: Washrooms, male and female per floor

Basement: The lower level has a full basement with meeting area, staff

room, storage, mechanical and electrical.

Amenities: Exit signs, emergency lighting, fire alarm system, smoke heat and 

gas detectors and security building.

Other: The above grade area is utilized for office space. A portion of the

basement is used for meetings and staff.

 

BUILDING DETAILS

General Description

Interior Description
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5.3 MUNICIPAL DATA 

 

 
 

 

5.3.1 Assessed Value & Annual Taxes 

The following schedule highlights the total property charges from 2019 for the subject property.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Year PID No.  Site Area

2019 PID 342626 0.12 acres

Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.

 

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT 2,063,000$          

Summary of Annual Charges:

ANNUAL CHARGES 80,538.00$        

TAX VALUE INFORMATION SCHEDULE

Ownership Name:
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5.3.2 Zoning & Planning Considerations 

The subject property is located within the City of Charlottetown. The subject is zoned (DMS) Downtown Main 

Street Zoning for the aforementioned subject property is governed and regulated under the stipulations set 

forth by the City of Charlottetown Zoning and Subdivision Development By-Laws. A summary of the 

applicable allowable uses are in the chart below. 

 

 
 

 

The subject properties current commercial uses are considered conforming.  

Permitted Uses: · Open Space, Park, Public Park . Personal Service Shop

· Mixed Use Buildings (above grade residential). Police Station

Bank or Financial Institution . Printing Establishment

· Beer, wine, liquor store, brew-pub . Retail Store

· Club . Service Repair Establishment

· Commercial Day Care . Shopping Centre

. Community Day Care Centre . Supermarket 

· Commercial Recreation Establishment . Theatre

· Convenience Store . Veterinary Services

· Easting and Drinking Establishment . Video Store

. Entertainment Establishment . Cemetery

. Fire Hall . Community Building

. Fitness Centre . Community Institutional

. Funeral Establishment . Cultural Establishment

. Grocery Store . Dormitory

. Hostel; . Educational Institution

. Hotel or Motel . Government Office

. Laundromat . Library

. Medical and Health Office . Place of Worship

. Office . Public Recreation Centre
. Parking Garage

(DMS) DOWNTOWN MAIN STREET ZONE
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6.0 HIGHEST & BEST USE 

 

 

The Highest and Best Use of a property is defined for the purposes of this report as “the use, at the time of 

the appraisal, from among reasonable probable and legal alternative uses found to be physically possible, 

appropriately supported and financially feasible, that is likely to produce the greatest net return over a 

period of time.” 

 

 

6.1 AS IF VACANT 

The zoning, (DMS) Downtown Main Street and location of the subject property indicates that a commercial 

type of development would provide the highest and best use for the site. Zoning permits a wide variety of 

commercial type of uses and densities. The property features a good profile location with good exposure 

and frontage, as well as good proximity and accessibility to all major amenities, services, and transportation 

routes conducive to Commercial Office Developments. There is an ongoing requirement for local and 

regional commercial services which could be accommodated by the subject property; therefore, demand for 

the subject property is anticipated to be above-average. Given these considerations, the highest and best 

use of the subject site, as if vacant, is considered to be a commercial type of development designed to 

accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users. 

 

 

6.2 AS IMPROVED 

As of the effective date, the subject property is comprised of a Commercial Office Development.  The 

existing use as per the subject property is consistent with the highest and best use for the property as if 

vacant. There is above average demand for commercial space within the general trade area. No feasible 

alternative use has been identified. Therefore, the highest and best use of the property is considered to be a 

commercial type of development designed to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users. 
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7.0 VALUATION METHODOLOGY 

 

 

There are three basic approaches available to the appraiser in the estimation of the market value of the 

subject property.  The methods and procedures of these approaches are summarized as follows: 

 

7.1 INCOME APPROACH 

This approach is applied in the valuation of income producing or investment properties. The basic steps of 

this procedure are the estimation of gross income less expenses resulting in net income and the 

determination of an appropriate method of capitalization which, when applied to net income, results in an 

indication of economic value.  

The Income Approach has been employed in the value estimation of the subject property. 

 

7.2 DIRECT COMPARISON APPROACH 

This approach involves the analysis of properties of comparable nature which have sold on the open market 

of recent date. Where applicable, the sale price of a comparable sale is adjusted for dissimilar features such 

as differences in location, market conditions, and physical characteristics. Adjustments for differences equate 

the sale price of a comparable sale to an expression of market value for the subject property.  

The Direct Comparison Approach has been employed in the value estimation of the subject property.  

 

7.3 COST APPROACH 

The Cost Approach consists of two basic components. Firstly, the valuation of the land as if free and clear of 

improvements under the highest and best use and secondly, the estimation of the reproduction cost new of 

the improvements less any loss in value (depreciation) due to the deterioration or obsolescence. The actions 

of typical buyers and sellers in the subject property market would not generally reflect this approach for 

established properties. In addition, the age of the properties as well as projected occupancy considerations 

would result in significant physical depreciation and economic obsolescence adjustments.  

The Cost Approach has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property. 

 

7.4 RECONCILIATION 

For the purpose of this appraisal, considering the type of property, the author of this report will employ the 

Income Approach and the Direct Comparison Approach in the value estimation of the subject property 

outlined herein. 
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8.0 REVENUE AND EXPENSE ANALYSIS 

 

 

8.1 Current Leasing 

The subject’s current lease schedule has been summarized below.  The main tenant, Maritime Electric Co. Ltd 

is the owner occupied tenant therefore there is no lease information.  The addition two tenant are local 

charities and the space is donated by Maritime Electric.      
   

    
 

Estimated leasable areas per information supplied; main floor 4,300 (ft²), floors 2-5 4,500 (ft²), lower level 
basement 1,300 (ft²) finished leasable area, 3,000 (ft²) mechanical and storage. 

 

 

 

 

  

 Total Monthly Total Annual 

   Location Area (ft²)  Rent ($) Rent ($) 

   Maritime Electric Main Floor 3,060     -$                

   Second to Fifth Floors 16,500   -$                

   Lower Level 1,300     -$                

Heart and Stroke Foundation Main Floor 1,240     -$                

United Way of PEI and Second Floor 1,500     -$                

Total Rental Income 23,600  - -$               

 

CURRENT LEASE INCOME
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8.2 Market Rent 

The following table outlines comparable lease information for space inclusive of commercial/industrial 

properties; data being derived from the Charlottetown market. 

 

 

  
       

The foregoing commercial rental rates range from $10.00 to $26.50 ft², averaging $16.07 per ft² with a 

median rate of $16.00 per ft² on a gross basis. 

 

The property has good accessibility and frontage and is well suited to commercial oriented tenancies. The 

subject property will be assigned a market rental which will be used to calculate the Income Approach to 

Value. 

 

 

 

 

  

(GLA) Net Rent

#. Property Component Building Type (ft²) ($/ft²)

1 Charlottetown Professional Offices 13,717 15.00$     

2 Charlottetown Professional Offices 2,852 16.00$     

3 Charlottetown Professional Offices 7,450 15.00$     

4 Charlottetown Retail 2,182 16.00$     

5 Charlottetown Retail 1,943 20.00$     

6 Charlottetown Professional Offices 4,200 18.00$     

7 Charlottetown Retail 4,610  17.10$     

8 Charlottetown Retail 1,075 19.50$     

9 Charlottetown Office 1,590 12.00$     

10 Charlottetown Office 3,725 15.71$     

11 Charlottetown Professional Offices 4,421 16.00$     

12 Charlottetown Professional Offices 5,065 13.18$     

13 Charlottetown Retail/Service 1,017 16.13$     

14 Charlottetown Professional Office 6,089 14.00$     

15 Charlottetown Professional Office 10,070 13.00$     

16 Charlottetown Office 2,308 22.00$     

17 Charlottetown Professional Office 3,031 12.55$     

18 Charlottetown Professional Office 1,200 10.00$     

19 Charlottetown Bank 8,190 26.50$     

20 Charlottetown Professional Office 9,800 15.00$     

21 Charlottetown Professional Office 6,750 16.00$     

22 Charlottetown Professional Office 3,500 15.00$     

23 Charlottetown Professional Office 4,581 16.00$     

MICRO-MARKET RENT
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8.3 Revenue 

 

 

8.3.1 Potential Gross Income 

 

               
 

Note:  For the purposes of this report a net rent is projected for the subject property. 

 
    

8.3.2 Basic Rent 

The base rent has been projected at market rents.  Income is based on the estimated triple net rental income 

for the subject property is a calculated to be $329,600 per annum. 

 

 

8.3.3 Recovery Income 

The total rental is a net rent with operating expenses being recovered by the owner. 

 

 

8.3.4 Other Income 

No other significant income for the subject property has been identified.  

 Total Monthly Total Annual 

   Location Area (ft²)  Rent ($) Rent ($) 

   Maritime Electric Main Floor 3,060     $16.00 48,960$       

   Second to Fifth Floors 16,500   $14.00 231,000$     

   Lower Level 1,300     $8.00 10,400$       

Heart and Stroke Foundation Main Floor 1,240     $16.00 19,840$       

United Way of PEI and Second Floor 1,500     $14.00 21,000$       

Total Rental Income 23,600  - 331,200$    

 

POTENTIAL INCOME
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8.4 Vacancy 

No consideration has been given to the prevailing vacancy rate market analysis, completed by Turner Drake 

& Partners Ltd., as the market study stems from 2017, and focused primarily on a limited sample of 

commercial-office buildings—excluding small, medium, and larger-sized Commercial Office Developments 

from the local rental universe. 

 

In general, detailed vacancy figures for the subject trade area are very limited; however, an inspection of the 

general neighbourhood has found low vacancy in ground level rental suites, with unoccupied premises being 

considered physically inferior to the subject property. Remaining occupied buildings appear to be fully 

utilized, typically by owner-occupiers.  

 

** It should be noted, with the Province of Prince Edward Island’s continued support of the Provincial 

Nominee Program (PNP), the Greater Charlottetown Area (CA) has been subject to a continued influx of 

newcomers. This has created an increase in demand for commercial rental space primarily in the capital city 

as well as the immediate surrounding region. The subject’s locational attributes would make the property 

desirable to local lessees or developers. 

 

As of the effective date the subject property is improved with a good quality, commercial building. The site 

features good visual exposure and frontage in the downtown. The aforementioned physical and locational 

characteristics as per the subject property would appeal to commercial tenancies.  

 

As such, considering the foregoing, and in particular the usage, location, amenities, services and physical 

characteristics of the subject property, a normalized long-term stabilized vacancy rate of 4.00 percent has 

been adopted for the subject property. 
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8.5 Expenses 

 

 

8.5.1 Rechargeable Operating Expenses 

Based on reference to typical performance of similar properties, the following stabilized expense amounts 

have been estimated: 

 

• This amount includes building operations, maintenance, insurance, utilities, professional fees and 

property taxes.  The normalized amount is based on $7.00 per ft² of leasable area. 

 

Rechargeable expenses total $156,100 ($7.00) per ft² of building leasable area).  

 

 

8.5.2 Non-Rechargeable Operating Expenses 

 

• Management 

This allowance has been based on 3.0 percent of EGI which equates to approximately $0.63 per ft² of 

total leasable area. 

 

• Structural Reserve 

This allowance has been based on 1.0 percent of EGI which equates to approximately $0.21 per ft² of 

total leasable area. 

 

• Capital 

In the case of the subject, no allocation has been deemed necessary for capital item replacement as per 

the subject property. 

 

 

 Non-rechargeable expenses total $18,712.00 ($0.84 per ft² gross leasable area). 
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8.5.3 Income and Expense Summary 
 

An overall expense figure was provided by the property owner for the subject property.  Expenses reflect 

both real estate and operating expenses for the business.  Therefore, the expenses have been normalized at 

$7.00 per foot of leasable space above grade as reflected in the chart below. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

2018 Normalized (% ) of

REVENUE Income

· Rental Income -$                 331,200$          

TOTAL REVENUE -$                331,200$       100%

EXPENSES

Rechargeable Expenses

· Taxes 77,489$        -$                   0.00%

· District Heat 17,460$        -$                   0.00%

· Electricity 48,644$        -$                   0.00%

· HVAC Maintenance 18,931$        -$                   0.00%

· Elevator (Otis) 9,660$          -$                   0.00%

. Sewer and Water 2,500$          -$                   0.00%

. Building Cleaning 14,676$        -$                   0.00%

. Sanitation 7,135$          -$                   0.00%

. Snow Removal 2,800$          -$                   0.00%

. Grass Cutting 300$             -$                   0.00%

TOTAL EXPENSES 199,595$    156,100$       47.13%

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS
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9.0 INCOME APPROACH 

 

 

9.1 Overall Capitalization Rate 

The following schedule illustrates overall micro market capitalization rates for various commercial properties:

  
   

   
 
 

The foregoing capitalization rates range from 7.64% to 8.44%, averaging 8.12% with a median rate of 8.20%.  

 

Based on the foregoing factors and the subject’s historical demand the subject would be reasonably 

represented by a cap rate slightly above the average and median ranges. On this basis, a rate 8.00% has 

been adopted. 

  

#. Property Location Sale Price (OCR)

1 North River Road, Charlottetown 605,000$      8.00%

2 Euston Street, Charlottetown 427,500$      8.34%

3  MacAleer Drive, Charlottetown 350,000$      7.64%

4  Water Street, Charlottetown 2,000,000$   8.20%

5  St. Peters Road, Charlottetown 720,000$      8.44%

MARKET CAPITALIZATION RATE SCHEDULE
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9.2 Direct Capitalization 

Based on the foregoing revenue, expense and cap rate considerations, the value based on direct 

capitalization of stabilized net operating income is summarized as follows: 

 

 

            
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rental Income 331,200$      

Recoverable Income 156,100$      

487,300$    

Vacancy and Bad Debt 19,492          

467,808$    

(%) of EGI Rate/(ft²)

Operating Expenses 156,100$      33.4% 6.67$           

Management 14,034$        3.0% 0.60$           

Structual Reserve 4,678            1.0% 0.20             

Sub-Total (Non-Rechargeable) 18,712$        4.0% 0.80$           

174,812$    37.4% 7.47$          

292,996$    62.6% 12.52$        

8.00%

3,662,446$ GIM Rate/(ft²)

3,662,000$ 7.83 156.50$      

DIRECT CAPITALIZATION SUMMARY

REVENUE

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME

VALUE BY DIRECT CAPITALIZATION

ROUNDED

OPERATING EXPENSES

Rechargeable:

Non-Rechargeable:

TOTAL EXPENSES

NET OPERATING INCOME

MARKET CAPITALIZATION RATE
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10.0 DIRECT COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

10.1 COMPARABLE SALES DATA · COMMERCIAL INDICES 

  

   
 

10.1.2 Summary & Analysis 

The foregoing schedule outlines indexes of competing properties that sold inclusive of land, and which have 

been evaluated based on the price ft² basis for Direct Comparison purposes. The unadjusted rates per square 

foot range from $75.00 to $206.09/ft², averaging $142.16/ft² with a median rate of $144.06/ft².  

 

  

(GBA) Unit Rate

#. Property Component Sale Date Sale Price (ft²) Per (ft²) Narrative Remarks

1 Euston Street Feb-17 427,000$     3,220    132.61$  Two level, professional office building.

Charlottetown, PE Main level physiotherapy clinic. Upper

level office/storage space. Good onsite

parking.

2 Grafton Street Sep-17 575,000$     2,790    206.09$  Sale of a concrete block frame commercial

Charlottetown, PE building; two storey.  Located in the 

historic downtown district.

3 Queen Street Dec-17 2,200,000$  13,499  162.98$  Good quality, elevator serviced office

Charlottetown, PE building with strong leases for (3) tenants.

Includes (1) main level commercial tenant.

4 Burns Avenue Jan-18 305,000$     2,108    144.69$  Two storey dwelling zoned commercial.

Charlottetown, PE Site employed as a single family dwelling.

5 North River Road Apr-18 250,000$     1,743    143.43$  Sale of two, one level commercial units.

Charlottetown, PE Strong leases. High-traffic location.

6 Watts Avenue Jan-16 1,800,000$  24,000  75.00$    Sale of a commercial building occupied

Charlottetown, PE by (2) tenants. 15,000 ft² main floor with

semi-basement.

7 North River Road Oct-16 605,000$     4,000    151.25$  Sale of a one level commercial building.

Charlottetown, PE Good onsite parking.  Building in average

plus overall repair and condition.

8 Queen Street Nov-17 2,100,000$  17,318  121.26$  Sale of a commercial retail office building with

Charlottetown, PE average finishes. Building in average condition.

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE SALES
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10.2 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

 

• Market Conditions 

All sales transactions have been adjusted to reflect the estimated change in value between the date of 

the comparable sale and the effective date of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based on an 

average annual increase of 2.0 per cent per annum. The rate reflects the historical average change in 

the Consumer Price Index for shelter as per Prince Edward Island. 

 

• Property Rights 

All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and are 

considered similar to the subject property for this consideration. 

 

• Financing Terms 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on a cash basis with no special financing 

concessions. Therefore, each sale is considered similar to the subject property for this consideration. 

 

• Conditions of Sale 

All of the properties are believed to have traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue motivation 

on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, all sales are considered similar to the subject property for 

this consideration. 

 

• Property Location 

Comparable properties are considered to have similar locational characteristics when compared to 

the subject for this consideration. 

 

• Quality/Condition 

The comparable properties are considered to be of similar quality/condition when compared to the 

subject.   

 

• Other 

All indexes are considered to have similar characteristics when compared to the subject in regard to 

this consideration. 
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10.2.1 Comparative Adjustments 

 The following table summarizes the comparative analysis of the selected comparables: 

 

  

    
  

After an adjustment for market conditions (2.00 per cent per annum for time), the rates range from $79.50 to 

$212.28/ft², averaging $146.89/ft² with a median rate of $146.94/ft².  

 

As of the effective date there are limited numbers of sales transactions (when considering the subject 

property’s locational, physical, and operational characteristics) which trade on the market place on an annual 

basis. Based on this, the undersigned has employed a mix of current as well as older comparable sales 

transactions within this assignment. Although each index required a market adjustment, reliance has been 

placed on the entire adjusted market range in the value estimation of the subject property. The sales were 

comprised of a commercial or industrial type of developments.  

 

The subject is a larger scale, Commercial Office Development of average quality with market standard 

construction, amenities, and services. The subject setting has an average profile, with good accessibility. The 

subject trade area is in close proximity to all major amenities, services, and transportation routes conducive 

to commercial type of developments.  

 

As such, considering the aforementioned physical and locational attributes of the subject property it is 

estimated the rate per square foot would be slightly above the average and mid-range of market value 

indicators. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sale Price Market Adjusted

Index Per Unit Conditions Sale Price

1 132.61$      1.04 137.91$      

2 206.09$      1.03 212.28$      

3 162.98$      1.03 167.86$      

4 144.69$      1.02 147.58$      

5 143.43$      1.02 146.30$      

6 75.00$        1.06 79.50$        

7 151.25$      1.05 158.81$      

8 121.26$      1.03 124.90$      

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE
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10.3 SUMMARY & VALUE CONCLUSION 

 Based on the forgoing considerations, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated 

as follows: 

 

 

  
 

 

  

Area Unit Rate Total Value

(ft²) Per (ft²) Estimate

Subject Development

Above Grade Area (Leasable) 22,300       160.00$   3,568,000.00$    

Lower Level (Part Finished) & Storage 3,000         60.00$     180,000.00$      

Value by Direct Comparison Approach 3,748,000.00$ 

3,748,000.00$ 

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE

ROUNDED
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11.0 CONCLUSION  

 

11.1 FINAL VALUE ESTIMATE 

The indications of value arrived at by the methods employed in this report are summarized as follows: 

 

    

  

  
The subject is considered to be a larger scale income property suitable for leasing or owner-occupancy, 

which would be expected to trade to private investors or end users on a local level.  The Income Approach 

best reflects the actions of typical buyers and sellers for this class of property.  As such, in the final analysis, 

reliance has been placed on the Income Approach indicator. 

 

The Direct Comparison Approach is based upon comparable properties found within a specified trade area, 

and which are adjusted (to the subject property) in order to provide an indication of value. In most cases, 

this approach to value is deemed as applicable to all types of properties as long as there are recent, 

sufficient, and reliable comparable sales. This methodology attempts to quantify or assess the way market 

participant’s view and/or value specific types of properties.  Although, in the case of the subject property 

there are no identical comparable sales; the results found within the Direct Comparison Approach are 

deemed as valid and applicable to the subject property. Therefore, reliance has also been attributed to the 

value indication by the Direct Comparison Indicators. 

 

Based on the foregoing, the market value of the subject property as of May 6, 2019 is considered to be fairly 

represented at: 

 
THREE MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($3,700,000.00) 

  
 
 
 
  

. Income Approach 3,662,000$          

. Direct Comparison Approach 3,748,000$          

FINAL VALUE ESTIMATIONS
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12.0 CERTIFICATION 

 

 

Re: Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

180 Kent Street, Charlottetown, PE   

 

 

We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief; 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

• The property was personally inspected by Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App, on May 6, 2019.  

• The analyses, opinions, and conclusions reported herein are our personal and unbiased views and are limited 

only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained herein. 

• We have no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report 

and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved. 

• Our compensation is not contingent upon any action or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 

conclusions in, or the use of, this report. 

• This appraisal has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 

Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws and regulations of the  of the Appraisal Institute of 

Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association. 

• We, the undersigned, have collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well as 

the valuation of the subject property. 

• We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 

• We, the undersigned, are members in good standing with the Appraisal Institute of Canada (AIC).  We are 

registered in the AIC’s Professional Liability Insurance Program and have fulfilled the requirements of the 

Continued Professional Development program for designated members. 

 

In my opinion, the market value of the subject property, as of May 6, 2019, is: 

 

THREE MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($3,700,000.00) 

 

 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 

 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

  

Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI Candidate 

ARA McQuaid & Associates 

 

 

 

ARA McQuaid & Associates 

 

ARA - McQuaid & Associates 

554 North River Road · Charlottetown · PE · C1E 1K1 

Phone: (902) 626-3335 · Fax: (902) 368-1499
  

 

 

 

mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
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New Brunswick Newfoundland Nova Scotia Prince Edward Island 

 

May 15, 2019 

 

Maritime Electric Co Ltd. 

C/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie, Planning Engineer 

180 Kent Street, Charlottetown PE 

T.: 902-629-3630    | mackenziead@maritimeelectric.com                       

 

Re: Part of PID 338921 ∙ Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   

 

 

As per your instructions, the undersigned has completed an investigation and analysis of the above-denoted property 

and herewith submit an appraisal report for your consideration. The report is intended for the use of Maritime Electric 

Co Ltd., c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for financing planning purposes for the subject property denoted herein. 

 

The Appraisal was made for the purpose of expressing our Current Value Opinion of the Market Value of the Fee 

Simple Interest in the subject property. The definition of Market Value, as employed in this report, is outlined under 

the Terms of Reference Section of this report. 

 

This report complies with the Canadian Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and is subject to the 

Ordinary and Extraordinary Assumptions, as well as the Limiting and Hypothetical Conditions as outlined within 

Sections 2.0 of the report. 

 

Based on the interpretations and analysis of the data outlined within this report as well as a personal inspection of the 

property, it is the considered opinion of the undersigned that the Market Value of the Fee Simple Interest in the 

subject property as of May 6, 2019 is: 

 

EIGHT HUNDRED AND SEVEENTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($875,000.00) 

 
“AS NORMALIZED OCCUPANCY” 

 

 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

Respectfully submitted,  

  

Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI Candidate 
ARA McQuaid & Associates 
 
 
ARA McQuaid and Associates 
554 North River Road, Charlottetown PE, C1E 1K1 
902-626-3335| www.ara.ca 

ARA McQuaid & Associates 
 

mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

   

          

Property Description: Commercial Development 

"Energy Control Centre"

50 Cumberland Street 

Charlottetown, PE

Parcel Identification Number: Part of PID No 338921

Property Type: Commercial Office Development

Parking: No on-site parking

Ownership: Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.

Assessment Value: Not Separately Assessed

Annual Charges: Not Separetley Taxed

Total Site Area: Allocated 0.15 ac ± / 6,500 ft²

Building Area : 6,200 ± ft² Gross Building Area 

Zoning: (CDA) Comprehensive Development Area Zone

Highest & Best Use: Commercial type of use.

Value by Income Comparison: $885,000

Value by Direct Comparison: $868,000

Final Value Estimation: $875,000

Marketing Time: Between (3) to (6) months.

Typical Purchaser: Local or regional investor and/or end user.

Effective Date: May 6, 2019

Date of Report: May 15, 2019

SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS & FIGURES
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2.0 ASSUMPTION, LIMITING AND HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

 

2.1         ORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is subject to compliance with the following conditions: 

• This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 

of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 

rely upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There may 

be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below relevant to 

that person’s identity or intended use. The report is prepared on the assumption that no other 

person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is denied. 

 

• While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 

advice.  It is assumed that: 

i. The legal description employed in this report is correct; 

ii. Title to the property is good and marketable; 

iii. There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would in 

any way affect the valuation, except as expressly noted herein; 

iv. The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 

from the existing owner; and 

v. Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 

covenants herein are legally enforceable. 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 

undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein. 

 

• The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, etc. are 

presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 

themselves. 

 

• The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed. 

 

• No investigation has been undertaken with the local zoning office, the fire department, the building 

inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 

investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 

must comply with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non-compliance may 

affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary. 

 

• Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of publication. All 

copyright is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It 

shall not be disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, 

without the express written consent of the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by 

the Appraisal Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional 

Conduct and Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute. 

 

• Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 

occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 

relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of the 

appraiser. 

 

• This appraisal report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author. 
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• Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 

by the real estate board (sales data is not publicly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 

using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also 

necessary to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been made 

to verify all such information. WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, 

ABSOLUTELY NO OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY. 

 

• The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 

or court appearance, which must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 

these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 

properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowledged that it is the 

judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice. 

 

• The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 

covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 

property are free of rot, beetle or other defects. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 

issues that may affect the market value of the property appraised, including but not limited to 

pollution or contamination of land, buildings, water, groundwater or air. Unless expressly stated, the 

property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but not limited 

to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance with all 

regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any environmental 

conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the market value of the property appraised. If 

the party relying on this report requires information about environmental issues then that party is 

cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of this report expressly denies 

any legal liability relating to the effect of environmental issues on the market value of the property 

appraised. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or unapparent 

conditions of the property (including, but not limited to, its soils, physical structure, mechanical or 

other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions (on it or a 

neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that 

would make the property more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no such 

conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during the 

normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed as an 

environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the scope of 

this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or 

warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property, and will not be responsible 

for any such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to 

discover whether such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate. 

 

• The appraiser reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if necessary, 

revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing at any date 

prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to him subsequent to the date of this 

appraisal. 

 

• For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has been provided with the building 

areas for the subject property.  These areas are subject to technical correction. 
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• IF APPLICABLE, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report are being paid in full when due 

and payable under the terms and conditions of the attendant leases, agreements to lease or other 

contractual agreements. Furthermore, it is assumed that all rents referred to in this report represent 

the rental agreements stipulated in the leases, agreements to lease or other contractual agreements 

pertaining to the tenants occupancy, to the extent that such rents have not been prepaid, abated, 

or inflated to reflect extraordinary circumstances, unless such conditions have been identified and 

noted within this report. 

 

• The subject property has been appraised employing a summary appraisal report format. A summary 

appraisal report differs from a self-contained appraisal report within the level of detail and 

presentation. Certain aspects (analytical data relating to the subject property building specifications, 

operation, facility, etc.) associated with this analysis has not been fully presented; however, this 

information has been retained on file. 
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2.2 EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 

An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 

the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contamination where such contamination is 

possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary limiting 

condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and justified 

by the appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude before 

accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope of the 

work applied will result in opinions and conclusions which are credible. Both must accompany statements of 

each opinion/conclusion so affected. The following is a description of each extraordinary assumption and 

limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on the result of the 

assignment.  

• The undersigned has not conducted a title search, nor examined the existence of easements, rights 

of way (ROW), or restrictions (if any) and their effect on the appraised property except as expressly 

outlined herein. 

• The Cost Approach has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property due to 

the limited potential of this approach in providing a value indication that could be relied upon. 

• The estimate of value contained within this report is an estimate of value for the subject building 

and a portion of land calculated to be 0.15 acres. 

 

 

 

 

2.3  HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

Hypothetical conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 

analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 

and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 

analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 

relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 

following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use 

and its effect on the result of the assignment. 

• Not applicable to this report. 

 

 

  



Part of PID No. 388921Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   6 

 

 

  

 

 

3.0 TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

 

3.1 PROPERTY RIGHTS APPRAISED 

The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of the property 

described herein and/or outlined within this report.  This encompasses the rights normally attached to the 

freehold (or fee simple) interest as outlined within this report. The property has been appraised on a debt-

free basis. 

 

3.2 PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose estimating the market value of the 

subject property as of May 6, 2019. 

 

3.3 INTENDED USE OF THE REPORT 

The report is intended for the exclusive use of Maritime Electric Co Ltd., c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for the 

purpose of financial planning for the subject property denoted within this appraisal report.    

 

3.4 DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE 

The term “Market Value” as used in this report is defined as: 

The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 

conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and  knowledgeably, 

and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the 

consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 

conditions whereby: 

1) Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 

2) Both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their best 

interests; 

3) A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 

4) Payment is made in terms of Canadian dollars or in terms of financial arrangements 

comparable thereto; and 

5) The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special 

or creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 

 

3.5 EXPOSURE TIME 

The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed for sale on the open market in a manner 

typical for this class of property for (3) to (6) months prior to the effective date. 

 

3.6 SALES HISTORY 

The last parcel update registered to the subject properties legally identified as per PID No’s 338921 

transpired on January 1, 1973 when purchased by the current owner Maritime Electric Co Ltd. A portion of 

PID NO. 338921 (0.15 acres), is included in the report.  

 

The subject property is not listed for sale and the appraiser is not aware of any offers for purchase of the 

subject property. 
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3.7 SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL 

The scope of this appraisal encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 

typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report. A physical inspection of 

the subject property was undertaken on May 6, 2019. The neighbourhood was inspected noting relevant 

competition characteristics and general physical make-up. Zoning information was obtained from the City of 

Charlottetown. Property tax rates, ownership and assessment information was acquired from the Service 

Province of Prince Edward Island Geolinc Plus Property Online database. Comparable sales and rental data 

was obtained from vendors, purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information 

retained on file.  

 

The client has provided the following information: 

• Onsite property and building inspection. 

• Basic building plans and summaries of building information. 

• Copy of Engineering Review for Potential Re-purposing of the Charlottetown Thermal Generating 

Station Building Final Report  
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4.0 LOCATIONAL OVERVIEW 

 

4.1 MACRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

 

4.1.1 Regional Description · Province of Prince Edward Island 

Prince Edward Island (PEI) lies in the Gulf of St. Lawrence on Canada’s east coast. The crescent shaped island 

commonly referred to as the “Cradle of Confederation” did not officially become a province until 1873. PEI 

has been linked to the mainland by the 12.9 kilometre long Confederation Bridge which crosses the 

Northumberland Strait and ended almost seventy years of ferry service. Prince Edward Island is Canada’s 

smallest province and encompasses approximately 5,685.73 square kilometres of land area of which 44 per 

cent and/or 2,509 square kilometres are comprised of farming areas. PEI has an overall length of 224 km, 

and ranges from 6 to 64 km width.  

 

During the late seventeen sixties the island was mapped and divided into 67 parcels and/or lots. These 

townships/lots now make up Prince Edward Island’s three distinct regions which include Prince County, 

Queens County, and Kings County. Prince County with an area of 1,979.49 km² encompasses the western 

third of the island and has a population of approximately 44,348. Queens County containing an area of 

2,020.45 km² covers the middle third of the island and has a population of 77,866. Kings County with an area 

of 1,685.80 km² encompasses the eastern third of the island and has a population of 17,990. The main urban 

centre for Queens County is the capital City of Charlottetown, while the major urban centres for Prince 

County and Kings County are the City of Summerside and the Town of Montague respectively. The capital 

City of Charlottetown is 71.0 km from the City of Summerside, and 45.0 km from the Town of Montague. The 

nearest cities outside of the province are Moncton, New Brunswick, 171.0 km away, and Halifax, Nova Scotia, 

232.0 km further east. Charlottetown is 423.0 km east of the Maine border of the United States. 

 

The capital City of Charlottetown covers a land area of 44.33 square kilometres and is bound by the 

Hillsborough River and the Town of Stratford to the east; the Town of Cornwall to the west; the 

Charlottetown Harbour to the south, and the unincorporated area of Marshfield to the north.   

 

Charlottetown was incorporated as a town on April 17, 1855, and became the island’s first city in 1875. 

Municipal amalgamation in 1995 incorporated the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale, 

Sherwood, East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe, which merged into a larger city - Charlottetown. At the 

same time, rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the Towns of Stratford 

and Cornwall respectively.  

 

The one-time independent municipalities of Charlottetown (original municipality), Brighton, Spring Park, 

Parkdale, Sherwood, Winsloe, as well as East and West Royalty Including Hillsborough Park, now make up 

the individual neighbourhoods of the capital city. 

 

Charlottetown serves as the seat of government for the Island, housing the provincial legislature as well as 

administrative offices and services. Much of the employment in the capital city is derived from year-round 

industries, which include government service, retail trade, accommodation, food/beverage service, as well as 

health care and social services. The two largest employers are the Government of Canada and the Province 

of Prince Edward Island respectively. 
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4.1.2 Provincial Description · Community Profile (Subject Specific) 

The subject property is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is both the largest city as well as 

the provincial capital of Prince Edward Island. Charlottetown is situated on its namesake harbour (formed by 

the confluence of three rivers), within Queens County, in the central portion of the island’s south shore. 

 

Selected statistics from the 2011 and 2016 Census are summarized in the following table: 

 

 

 
 

  

  

COMMUNITY PROFILES

Charlottetown (CY) Charlotteown (CA)

Land Area (km²) 44.34 917.47

2016 Population 36,094 44,739

Population Change from 2011 4.4% 5.8%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $44,454 $46,937

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 17,193 32,021

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $239,450 $232,809

Queens (County) Prince Edward Island (PEI)

Land Area (km²) 2,020.48 5,686.03

2016 Population 82,017 142,907

Population Change from 2011 5.3% 1.9%

Median Earnings (Full Year, Full Time) $46,601 $45,183

Number of Occupied Private Dwellings 39,399 71,119

Average Value of Occupied Private Dwellings $227,784 $197,966
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4.1.3   Economic Outlook 
• Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 

Preliminary estimated by Statistics Canada indicate GDP by Industry expanded by 3.2 percent in 

chained 2007 dollars in 2017, following 2.2 percent growth in 2016, 1.5 percent growth in 2015, and 

1.4 percent growth in 2014. 

• Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

The All-Items Consumer Price Index for Prince Edward Island changed by 1.8 percent in 2017, 

compared to a rise of 1.6 percent nationally. Core inflation, the year-over-year rate of change of the 

CPI-excluding food, energy and the effects of changes in indirect taxes, rose by 1.9 percent in 2017. 

Food prices decreased by 2.1 percent over 2017, while shelter prices decreased by 1.8 percent. The 

CPI Energy increased for the first time in three years in 2017, rising by 7.3 percent. Gasoline prices 

(regular self-serve) averaged $1.088 per litre for 2017, with prices staying above the $1.00 mark all 

year, peaking at $1,156 per litre in November. The price of home heating oil averaged $0.821 per 

litre in 2017, ranging from a high of $0.916 per litre in December to a low of $0.729 per litre in July. 

• Labour Force 

The annual average of total employment on Prince Edward Island increased for the first time since 

2013, rising by 3.1 percent from 71,500 in 2016 to 73,700 in 2017. Employment in the goods-

producing sector increased by 6.0 percent in 2017, while employment in the service providing 

sector increased by 2.0 percent. Employment decreased by a combined 900 in financial, scientific, 

administrative, culture, accommodation and food services and utilities while increases occurred in 

all other industries and services in 2017. The remaining sectors accounted for an increase of 3,200. 

The labour force participation rate increased from 65.8 percent in 2016 to 66.0 percent in 2017. The 

annual average unemployment rate decreased to 9.8 percent in 2017—the first time below 10.0 

percent since 1978. Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Payrolls and Hours shows that 

employment on Prince Edward Island increased by 3.6 percent in 2017, following an increase of 0.3 

percent in 2016. Declines were seen in information and culture and finance and insurance, with 

growth in all other sectors. Sectors showing the most growth were accommodation and food 

services, manufacturing, and the trade sector. 

• Income 

Statistics Canada estimates that labour income for Prince Edward Island rose 4.4 percent to reach 

$3,329 million in 2017. The major contributors to growth in 2017 were in health care and social 

assistance (up by 6.9 percent), professional and personal service (up by 5.0 percent), and 

construction (up by 8.5 percent).  

• Population 

On July 1, 2017, the population of Prince Edward Island was estimated at 152,021, an increase of 

2,549 persons or 1.7 percent over 2016. The population of Canada increased by 1.2 percent over 

the same period. Preliminary data show that 2,264 immigrants chose Prince Edward Island as their 

new home in 2016/17, while other international migration totalled 645, resulting in a total of 2,909 

for net international migration. Net interprovincial migration was -436, with Ontario, Alberta, and 

Nova Scotia being the top destinations of Islanders leaving for other provinces. The aging of the 

island population is illustrated by the fact that the median age has risen from 24.8 years in 1971 to 

43.5 years in 2017. Although the median age declined in 2017, down from 43.7 in 2016, this 

downward trend is not projected to continue. Furthermore, while only 11.0 percent of the 

population was 65 years and older in 1971, this proportion has risen to 19.0 percent in 2017. After 

reaching a low of 46.7 in 2007 and changing very little from 2007 to 2011, the total dependency 

ratio has increased from 47.0 to 53.9 in just six years. 
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• Exports 

According to Industry Canada, the total value of exported goods grew from $1,256 million in 2016 

to $1,318 million in 2017, an increase of 5.0 percent. Exports of frozen food products made up 24.9 

percent of all international exports of goods in 2017. Its value increased from $306.3 million in 2016  

to $327.7 million in 2017, an increase of 7.0 percent. Other exports included seafood products 

valued at $212.2 million (down by 4.4 percent from 2016), $146.0 million in engine and turbine 

equipment (up by 70.1 percent) and $129.1 million in aerospace products and parts exports (up by 

36.3 percent). 

• Public Service 

Statistics Canada’s Survey of Employment, Earnings and Hours (SEPH) indicates that employment in 

public administration (federal, provincial and municipal) decreased by 0.1 percent in 2017. 

Employment in the health and social services sector increased by 1.4 percent, while employment in 

the education sector increased by 2.5 percent. 

• Agriculture 

Farm cash receipts for 2017 totalled $493.7 million, an increase of 1.9 percent over 2016. This 

compares to an increase of 1.8 percent for Canada as a whole. Total crop receipts totalled $315.0 

million. Potato receipts, which made up 76.9 percent of crop receipts, decreased by 2.8 percent to 

total $242.2 million. Total livestock receipts rose by 3.3 percent. Cattle receipts increased by 0.8 

percent while hog receipts increased by 4.5 percent. Dairy receipts rose by 6.6 percent to total $85.7 

million. Egg receipts increased by 2.0 percent. Direct payments to farmers saw an increase of 40.8 

percent. 

• Retail Trade  

Retail sales on Prince Edward Island in 2017 increased for the eighth year in a row with a 6.3 

percent increase. Sales were valued at $2,349.2 million. Notable increases were seen in motor 

vehicle and parts dealers, up 10.7 percent or $58.9 million, building and garden centres up 5.0 

percent or $11.2 million, gasoline stations up 12.4 percent or $35.6 million, supermarkets up 2.1 

percent or $8.0 million, and health and personal care stores up 4.8 percent or $7.8 million. After an 

all-time high for new vehicles sold on PEI in 2016, the number of vehicles sold saw a decrease of 

181 vehicles to total 8,587. The value of new vehicles sold was $295.6 million (up 3.0 percent), which 

is a new all-time high. Employment in the wholesale/retail trade sector increased in 2017, rising to 

11,100 after seeing a decline in 2016. Occupations in this sector remain the largest employer in the 

province. 

• Fisheries & Forestry  

The Department of Agriculture and Fisheries estimates that the value of total fish landings in 2017 

increased by 20.8 percent to $324.1 million, a new all-time high for fish landings on PEI. Molluscs 

and crustaceans continue to be the top species of the Island fishery comprising 95.2 percent of the 

total value of all fish landings. Total lobster landings increased by 19.0 percent, and total value 

increased by 16.7 percent to $225.9 million—an all-time high. Following three consecutive years of 

price increases, lobster prices declined slightly in 2017, reaching $6.21 per pound. The value of 

other crustaceans and molluscs increased by 32.7 percent in 2017. Landings of demersal, pelagic 

and estuarial fish were 10.0 percent higher than last year, rising to 14.3 million pounds, following 

sixth consecutive years of decline. Prices decreased in 2017 for cod (down by 2.7 percent to 55.0 

cents/lb) and mackerel (down by 27.8 percent to 76.7 cents/lb), and oysters (down by 5.9 percent to 

$1.60/lb). Higher prices were seen for herring (up by 23.1 percent to 40.0 cents/lb), snow crab (up 

by 6.6 percent to $4.00/lb), and rock crab (up by 1.2 percent to 50.0 cents/lb). 
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• Construction & Investment 

Statistics Canada estimates that total investment on Prince Edward Island valued $627.2 million in 

2017, an increase of 16.0 percent over 2016. Public sector investment increased from $205.7 million 

in 2016 to $227.1 million in 2017, an increase of 10.4 percent, while private-sector investment 

increased by 19.4 percent, from $335.2 million in 2016 to $400.1 million in 2017. Non-residential 

investment increased by 12.9 percent in 2017, due mostly to an 18.8 percent increase in commercial 

investment. Government and institutional investment rose by 20.9 percent, while industrial 

investment declined by 7.1 percent. Residential investment increased 32.8 percent in 2017, largely 

due to increased investment in single-family dwellings, which almost doubled, growing by 88.9 

percent. Investment in renovations increased by 9.1 percent, while investment in doubles and row 

housing increased by 36.3 percent. Investment in apartments declined by 2.2 percent in 2017. The 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) estimated that there were 911 new housing 

starts on Prince Edward Island in 2017, up from 556, or 63.8 percent in 2016. Single family dwelling 

starts increased in 2017, going from 305 in 2016 to 549 in 2017. Apartments and row housing 

increased from 207 starts in 2016 to 264 in 2017. The number of semi-detached and duplex starts 

also increased, from 44 in 2016 to 98 in 2017. The annual vacancy rate in Charlottetown decreased 

to 0.8 percent in 2017 and to 3.0 percent in Summerside. 

• Tourism 

The number of room-nights-sold increased by 3.8 percent, while occupancy rates at Island 

accommodations remained steady at 48.0 percent. Campgrounds continued to do well in 2017, 

with sight-nights-sold up 11.6 percent and the occupancy rate up 4.8 percentage points. The total 

number of passengers travelling through Charlottetown Airport increased in 2017, rising from 

354,234 in 2016 to 370,688, or 4.6 percent. 185,183 passengers flew into Prince Edward Island (up 

5.2 percent), while 185,505 people left the province by air (up by 4.1 percent). Ferry traffic increased 

by 18.5 percent in 2017. Although subject to a slight increase over normal levels, the majority of the 

large increase was due to a return to normal operations in 2017. The Wood Islands ferry service 

operated only one vessel for most of the 2016 season because of mechanical issues. Annual bridge 

traffic increased by 2.6 percent in 2017. 
• Manufacturing 

Total shipments increased by 8.0 percent in 2017 to a value of $1,794 million, a new all-time high. 

Manufacturing shipments have increased every year since 2010. Employment in the manufacturing 

sector increased by 8.3 percent to reach 6,500 in 2017.  
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4.1.4    Regional Economy 

• Prince Edward Island’s economy has shown little sign of coming off an upswing that left the 

province with the strongest growth in Atlantic Canada in each of the last two years—and the third-

strongest growth of all provinces in 2017. The provincial labour market was able to absorb another 

big increase in international immigration last year with relative ease. The average unemployment 

rate in 2017 fell below 10.0% for the first time in almost forty years. While it has ticked a bit higher 

to date in 2018 alongside a rising labour force participation rate, the job market remains in good 

shape at this stage. Employment levels are running 2.4% above last year’s so far in 2018 and wage 

growth has accelerated. 

• The stronger economic backdrop has boosted government revenues, allowing a second 

consecutive balanced provincial budget to be tabled in 2018 as well as modest tax cuts and higher 

expenditures. PEI is one of only four provincial governments running balanced budgets this year—

alongside British Columbia, Nova Scotia, and Quebec. 

• A growing population and stronger-than-normal labour markets are fuelling housing demand. The 

provincial housing market has held up well to date, in contrast to markets in other parts of the 

country where home purchases have been more dramatically impacted by new mortgage stress test 

requirements this year. Home resales on PEI have sustained high levels so far in 2018 after rising 

sharply over the prior three years. Sellers have broadly retained negotiating power in real-estate 

transactions with the ratio of home resales to new listings ticking up to 0.76 year-to-date in 2018—

this is well-above the national average. Home prices have continued to increase, and new building 

activity has remained similarly solid after jumping 80.0% last year. 

• Generally good economic prospects both within Canada and outside of Canada’s borders should 

continue to support PEI’s tourism flows in 2018. The Charlottetown Port is expecting more than 

100,000 cruise ship visitors this year and recently announced Federal/Provincial government 

investments will work to expand capacity at the port going forward. PEI businesses are doing well at 

this stage with sales of provincial manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers all running above year-

ago levels. Business investment intentions are down 7.0% in 2018 though this primarily reflects the 

completion of the new electrical line between PEI and New Brunswick. It’s important to note that 

the decline in capital investment intentions would only partially retrace big increases over the prior 

two years. It would do little to undermine what otherwise looks like a pretty solid economic 

backdrop in the province. That being said, RBC does not expect the outsized 3.1 percent rise in GDP 

in 2017—the strongest rate in 12 years—to be repeated. It is anticipated that growth will moderate 

to 1.4% in 2018 before inching slightly higher to 1.5% in 2019.  
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4.1.5      Current Economic Indicators 

The following table summarizes current statistical and financial information for Canada and the Province of 

Prince Edward Island.  

 

  

   

Total Change

Market Statistical over Previous

Component Area Date Figures Month/Quarter

Population (PEI) Oct-18 154,750 1.0%

Labour:

· Labour Force (000) (PEI) Dec-18 83.6 -0.2%

· Unemployment Rate (PEI) Dec-18 9.6% 1.1%

· Participation Rate (PEI) Dec-18 66.0% -0.2%

· Employment Rate (PEI) Dec-18 59.6% -1.0%Sep-18

Consumer Price Index (All Items) (PEI) Dec-18 135.3 -0.6%Sep-18

Total International Exports ($, 000) (PEI) Nov-18 117,113 -12.1%Sep-18 136324.0

Total Manufacturing shipments ($, 000) (PEI) Oct-18 178,844 5.4%-7.2%

Farm Cash Receipts ($, 000) (PEI) (Q3) 2018 110,005 -2.6%

New Motor Vehicle Sales ($, 000s)

· Value ($, 000) (PEI) Oct-18 205,549 -2.6%

Retail Sales ($, 000s) (PEI) Oct-18 205,549 -0.7%

Construction:

· Housing Starts (PEI) (Q4) 2018 394 53.3%

· Building Permits (PEI) Nov-18 34,635 -31.0%

Interest Rates (Bank of Canada):

· Bank Rate (CDN) Dec-18 2.00% Unchanged

· Chartered Bank Prime Rate (CDN) Dec-18 3.95% Unchanged

· Long Term Canada Bond Yield (CDN) Dec-18 2.15% Down from 2.41%

ECONOMIC INDICATORS SCHEDULE
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4.2 REGIONAL MAP 

 

 

 

MUNICIPAL MAP 

 

  
 

Charlottetown  
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4.3      NEIGHBOURHOOD MAP 

 

 

PROPERTY MAP 

 

      
 

50 Cumberland Street 
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4.4 MICRO-MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

 

 

4.4.1 Regional Description · Subject Specific 

The subject property being appraised is located in the City of Charlottetown. Charlottetown is the capital and 

main metropolitan centre of Queens County, and of the Province as a whole. Given this, the amenities, 

necessary infrastructure and characteristics expected of a capital city with a population greater than 34,562 ± 

people are in place. 

 

The original municipal boundary between Charlottetown and the common area of the township of the 

farming community of Queens Royalty was the northern edge of the original five hundred lots along 

present-day Euston Street.  This boundary was extended north to Allen Street and Kirkwood Drive during the 

early twentieth century, taking in part of the rural community of Brighton west of the downtown. The village 

of Spring Park was amalgamated into the city in 1959, extending the city's boundary north to Hermitage 

Creek, which also formed the southern boundary of the village of West Royalty.  Development filled in most 

vacant land in the Brighton and Spring Park neighbourhoods by the nineteen eighties. 

 

Municipal amalgamation in 1995 saw the outlying independent municipalities of Parkdale (town), Sherwood, 

East Royalty, West Royalty and Winsloe (villages) merged into a larger city of Charlottetown at the same time 

as rural communities east and west of the city were amalgamated to form the bedroom communities 

Stratford and Cornwall respectively.  A green belt is in place around the northern fringe of the municipal 

boundary, although it is poorly enforced by the provincial government, leading to suburban sprawl. 

 

The immediate area features various commercial, hospitality, institutional and residential developments 

varying in design, style, size, quality, and age/condition, as well as dispersed institutional properties. When 

compared to Charlottetown as a whole, the general subject area is experiencing average to average (plus) 

demand as developable (high-traffic/high-exposure) sites within City’s downtown limits have become scarce 

and/or limited.  

 

Overall, the subject displays value trends similar to prevailing neighbouring properties.  The subject property 

is located in an area which features average accessibility. These factors would be appealing to a variety of 

prospective purchasers and/or developers. However the  subject is located adjacent to a Thermal Generator 

Station which may be an adverse influence. 
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5.0 PHYSICAL & FUNCTIONAL DATA 

 

5.1 SITE DETAILS 

The subject properties outlined herein are comprised of parcels of land legally identified as per PID No 

338921.  The parcels being appraised have been outlined and/or depicted in blue within the following 

Geomatics maps (approximate location only). 

 

5.1.1 Site Map  

 

 

GEOMATICS PROPERTY MAP 

 

   
 

PART OF SITE AREA · 0.15 ac ± / 6,500 ft²                                            

 

The subject site, Part of PID 388921, consists of rectangular parcel of land. The site is at street grade with 

sloping similar to neighbouring properties. Drainage for the site is assumed adequate. The site is bordered 

by adjoining land on two sides and has frontage on Cumberland and Richmond Streets.  The subject 

property features good exposure and frontage.  
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5.1.2 Site Improvements 

The site is improved with a two storey steel and concrete structure, concrete sidewalks to the building, sod 

covered perimeter and partially enclosed by a chain link fence. 

 

5.1.3 Site Services 

The subject property has the following services available: 

• Municipal sewer and water. 

• Aboveground utilities (inclusive of overhead electrical service, telephone, fibre-optic lines, and 
high-speed internet). 

• Public transportation (inclusive of taxi and bus services) 

• Police (Charlottetown Police Department), fire (Charlottetown Fire Department) and ambulance 
(Island EMS) assistance. 

 

5.1.4 Easements and/or Rights of Way (ROW) 

No easement or rights of way have been noted however a title search was not performed as part of this 

assignment. Typical utility easements are assumed to be present but are not anticipated to affect the 

marketability and /or utility of the subject property demand. 

 

5.1.5 Environmental Consideration 

The value indicated within this report assumes an environmentally clean site. No environmental assessment 

report has been reviewed. 
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5.2 BUILDING AREAS 

The subject property building area is summarized below. 

 

   
 

  

Building areas have been provided by the client summaries and the CBCL Engineering Report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

BUILDING AREA SUMMARY SCHEDULE

Description (GBA) · (ft²)

Main Floor 3,100          

Second Floor 3,100          

Total Gross Building Area 6,200         
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5.2.1 Brief Specifications. 

   

 
 

 

5.2.2 Condition & Appearance 

The property was constructed using good quality materials and workmanship.  The property is commercial 

office space in average overall condition. 

 

  

Building Use: Commercial Office Development

Building Location: Part of PID No. 338921

Year Constructed: Original construction 1976 ±

Storey Height: Two storey

HVAC System: Electric boiler

Electrical: Main entrance with splitter panels.

Hot Water: Off boiler

Plumbing: PVC and copper.

Sprinkler: Yes

Air Conditioning: HVAC; ventilation and cooling

Elevator: N/A

Building Envelope

Foundation: Slab on grade

Floor: Poured concrete.

Ceiling Height: Estimated 10' - 11'

Structure: Concrete block and steel; open web steel joists.

Exterior Walls: Vertical metal

Roof Covering: Modified built-up (close to end of life)

Windows: Aluminum frame

Doors: Aluminum Frame entrance doors 

Interior Walls: Painted drywall and block

Interior Ceilings: Ceiling tile 

Interior Floors: Carpet, ceramic tile, vinyl and concrete floors

Doors: Solid and hollow core slab doors.

Plumbing: (3) 2-piece washrooms. 

Amenities: Exit signs, emergency lighting, fire alarm system, smoke heat and 

gas detectors and generator.

Other: The building has offices, control area, storage, washrooms, staff

area, kitchen, mechanical, electrical rooms and specialized monitoring 

equipment.

BUILDING DETAILS

General Description

Interior Description
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5.3 MUNICIPAL DATA 

 

 
 

 

5.3.1 Assessed Value & Annual Taxes 

The following schedule highlights the total property charges from 2019 for the subject property. The Energy 

Control Centre is not separately assessed. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Year PID No.  Site Area

2019 Part of PID 338921 0.15 acres (Calculated)

Maritime Electric Co. Ltd.

 

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT N/A

Summary of Annual Charges:

ANNUAL CHARGES N/A

TAX VALUE INFORMATION SCHEDULE

Ownership Name:
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5.3.2 Zoning & Planning Considerations 

The subject property is located within the City of Charlottetown. The subject is zoned (CDA) Comprehensive 

Development Area.  Zoning for the aforementioned subject property is governed and regulated under the 

stipulations set forth by the City of Charlottetown Zoning and Subdivision Development By-Laws. A summary 

of the applicable allowable uses are in the chart below. 

 

 

 

Page 1 of 2 
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 Continued 

 

   
 

Page 2 of 2 

 

 

The subject property’s current use is considered to be a pre-existing use. 
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6.0 HIGHEST & BEST USE 

 

 

The Highest and Best Use of a property is defined for the purposes of this report as “the use, at the time of 

the appraisal, from among reasonable probable and legal alternative uses found to be physically possible, 

appropriately supported and financially feasible, that is likely to produce the greatest net return over a 

period of time.” 

 

 

6.1 AS IF VACANT 

The zoning, (CDA) Comprehensive Development Area and location of the subject property indicates that a 

multiple residential, commercial or institutional type of development would provide the highest and best use 

for the site. Zoning permits a wide variety of uses and densities. The property features a good profile 

location with average exposure and frontage, as well as good proximity and accessibility to all major 

amenities, services, and transportation routes conducive to multiple residential, commercial or industrial 

Developments. There is an ongoing requirement for local and regional services which could be 

accommodated by the subject property; therefore, demand for the subject property is anticipated to be 

average/above-average. Given these considerations, the highest and best use of the subject site, as if vacant, 

is considered to be a planned multiple residential, commercial or institutional type of development designed 

to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end users. 

 

 

6.2 AS IMPROVED 

As of the effective date, the subject property is comprised of a Commercial Office Development.  The 

existing use as per the subject property is consistent with the highest and best use for the property as if 

vacant. There is average / above average demand for commercial space within the general trade area. No 

feasible alternative use has been identified. Therefore, the highest and best use of the property is considered 

to be a commercial type of development designed to accommodate local or regional investors and/or end 

users. 
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7.0 VALUATION METHODOLOGY 

 

 

There are three basic approaches available to the appraiser in the estimation of the market value of the 

subject property.  The methods and procedures of these approaches are summarized as follows: 

 

7.1 INCOME APPROACH 

This approach is applied in the valuation of income producing or investment properties. The basic steps of 

this procedure are the estimation of gross income less expenses resulting in net income and the 

determination of an appropriate method of capitalization which, when applied to net income, results in an 

indication of economic value.  

The Income Approach has been employed in the value estimation of the subject property. 

 

7.2 DIRECT COMPARISON APPROACH 

This approach involves the analysis of properties of comparable nature which have sold on the open market 

of recent date. Where applicable, the sale price of a comparable sale is adjusted for dissimilar features such 

as differences in location, market conditions, and physical characteristics. Adjustments for differences equate 

the sale price of a comparable sale to an expression of market value for the subject property.  

The Direct Comparison Approach has been employed in the value estimation of the subject property.  

 

7.3 COST APPROACH 

The Cost Approach consists of two basic components. Firstly, the valuation of the land as if free and clear of 

improvements under the highest and best use and secondly, the estimation of the reproduction cost new of 

the improvements less any loss in value (depreciation) due to the deterioration or obsolescence. The actions 

of typical buyers and sellers in the subject property market would not generally reflect this approach for 

established properties. In addition, the age of the properties as well as projected occupancy considerations 

would result in significant physical depreciation and economic obsolescence adjustments.  

The Cost Approach has not been employed in the value estimation of the subject property. 

 

7.4 RECONCILIATION 

For the purpose of this appraisal, considering the type of property, the author of this report will employ the 

Income Approach and the Direct Comparison Approach in the value estimation of the subject property 

outlined herein. 
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8.0 REVENUE AND EXPENSE ANALYSIS 

 

 

8.1 Current Leasing 

The subject’s current lease schedule has been summarized below.  The tenant, Maritime Electric Co. Ltd is the 

owner occupied tenant therefore there is no lease information  
   

      
 
 

 

 

 

  

 Total Monthly Total Annual 

   Location Area (ft²)  Rent ($) Rent ($) 

   Maritime Electric     First Floor 3,100     - -

    Second Floor 3,100     

Total Rental Income 6,200    - -

 

CURRENT LEASE INCOME
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8.2 Market Rent 

The following table outlines comparable lease information for space inclusive of commercial/industrial 

properties; data being derived from the Charlottetown market. 

 

 

  
       

The foregoing commercial rental rates range from $10.00 to $26.50 ft², averaging $16.07 per ft² with a 

median rate of $16.00 per ft² on a gross basis. 

 

The property has good accessibility and frontage and is well suited to commercial oriented tenancies. The 

subject property will be assigned a market rental which will be used to calculate the Income Approach to 

Value. 

 

 

 

 

  

(GLA) Net Rent

#. Property Component Building Type (ft²) ($/ft²)

1 Charlottetown Professional Offices 13,717 15.00$     

2 Charlottetown Professional Offices 2,852 16.00$     

3 Charlottetown Professional Offices 7,450 15.00$     

4 Charlottetown Retail 2,182 16.00$     

5 Charlottetown Retail 1,943 20.00$     

6 Charlottetown Professional Offices 4,200 18.00$     

7 Charlottetown Retail 4,610  17.10$     

8 Charlottetown Retail 1,075 19.50$     

9 Charlottetown Office 1,590 12.00$     

10 Charlottetown Office 3,725 15.71$     

11 Charlottetown Professional Offices 4,421 16.00$     

12 Charlottetown Professional Offices 5,065 13.18$     

13 Charlottetown Retail/Service 1,017 16.13$     

14 Charlottetown Professional Office 6,089 14.00$     

15 Charlottetown Professional Office 10,070 13.00$     

16 Charlottetown Office 2,308 22.00$     

17 Charlottetown Professional Office 3,031 12.55$     

18 Charlottetown Professional Office 1,200 10.00$     

19 Charlottetown Bank 8,190 26.50$     

20 Charlottetown Professional Office 9,800 15.00$     

21 Charlottetown Professional Office 6,750 16.00$     

22 Charlottetown Professional Office 3,500 15.00$     

23 Charlottetown Professional Office 4,581 16.00$     

MICRO-MARKET RENT
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8.3 Revenue 

 

 

8.3.1 Potential Gross Income 

 

                
 

Note:  For the purposes of this report a net rent projected for the subject property. 

 
    

8.3.2 Basic Rent 

The base rent has been projected at market rents.  Income is based on the estimated triple net rental income 

for the subject property is a calculated to be $82,150 per annum. 

 

 

8.3.3 Recovery Income 

The total rental is a net rent with operating expenses being recovered by the owner. 

 

 

8.3.4 Other Income 

No other significant income for the subject property has been identified.  

 Total Monthly Total Annual 

   Location Area (ft²)  Rent ($) Rent ($) 

   Maritime Electric     First Floor 3,100     14.00$   43,400$       

    Second Floor 3,100     12.50$   38,750$       
  

Total Rental Income   82,150$      

 

POTENTIAL INCOME
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8.4 Vacancy 

No consideration has been given to the prevailing vacancy rate market analysis, completed by Turner Drake 

& Partners Ltd., as the market study stems from 2017, and focused primarily on a limited sample of 

commercial-office buildings—excluding small, medium, and larger-sized Commercial Office Developments 

from the local rental universe. 

 

In general, detailed vacancy figures for the subject trade area are very limited; however, an inspection of the 

general neighbourhood has found low vacancy in ground level rental suites, with unoccupied premises being 

considered physically inferior to the subject property. Remaining occupied buildings appear to be fully 

utilized, typically by owner-occupiers.  

 

** It should be noted, with the Province of Prince Edward Island’s continued support of the Provincial 

Nominee Program (PNP), the Greater Charlottetown Area (CA) has been subject to a continued influx of 

newcomers. This has created an increase in demand for commercial rental space primarily in the capital city 

as well as the immediate surrounding region. The subject’s locational attributes would make the property 

desirable to local lessees or developers. 

 

As of the effective date the subject property is improved with a good quality, commercial building. The site 

features average visual exposure and frontage in the eastern portion of the City. The aforementioned 

physical and locational characteristics as per the subject property would appeal to commercial tenancies.  

 

As such, considering the foregoing, and in particular the usage, location, amenities, services and physical 

characteristics of the subject property, a normalized long-term stabilized vacancy rate of 4.00 percent has 

been adopted for the subject property. 
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8.5 Expenses 

 

 

8.5.1 Rechargeable Operating Expenses 

Based on reference to typical performance of similar properties, the following stabilized expense amounts 

have been estimated: 

 

• This amount includes building operations, maintenance, insurance, utilities, professional fees and 

property taxes.  The normalized amount is based on $5.50 per ft² of leasable area. 

 

Rechargeable expenses total $34,100 ($5.50) per ft² of building leasable area).  

 

 

8.5.2 Non-Rechargeable Operating Expenses 

 

• Management 

This allowance has been based on 3.0 percent of EGI which equates to approximately $0.54 per ft² of 

total leasable area. 

 

• Structural Reserve 

This allowance has been based on 1.0 percent of EGI which equates to approximately $0.18 per ft² of 

total leasable area. 

 

• Capital 

In the case of the subject, no allocation has been deemed necessary for capital item replacement as per 

the subject property. 

 

 

 Non-rechargeable expenses total $4,464.00 ($0.72 per ft² gross leasable area). 
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8.5.3 Income and Expense Summary 

The subject property is entirely owner occupied.  Therefore, no expenses were provided, and the expenses 

will been normalized at $5.50 per foot which is reflected in the chart below. 

 

  

 

 

 

  

2018 Normalized (% ) of

REVENUE Income

· Rental Income -$                  82,150$            

TOTAL REVENUE -$                 82,150$         100%

EXPENSES

Rechargeable Expenses

· Insurance -$                  -$                   0.00%

. Property Taxes -$                  -$                   0.00%

. Repair & Maintenance -$                  -$                   0.00%

. Electricity -$                  -$                   0.00%

. Sewer and Water -$                  -$                   0.00%

. Snow Removal -$                  -$                   0.00%

TOTAL EXPENSES -$                 34,100$         41.51%

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS
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9.0 INCOME APPROACH 

 

 

9.1 Overall Capitalization Rate 

The following schedule illustrates overall micro market capitalization rates for various commercial properties:

  
   

   
 
 

The foregoing capitalization rates range from 7.64% to 8.44%, averaging 8.12% with a median rate of 8.20%.  

 

Based on the foregoing factors and the subject’s historical demand the subject would be reasonably 

represented by a cap rate slightly above the average and median ranges. On this basis, a rate 8.25% has 

been adopted. 

  

#. Property Location Sale Price (OCR)

1 North River Road, Charlottetown 605,000$      8.00%

2 Euston Street, Charlottetown 427,500$      8.34%

3  MacAleer Drive, Charlottetown 350,000$      7.64%

4  Water Street, Charlottetown 2,000,000$   8.20%

5  St. Peters Road, Charlottetown 720,000$      8.44%

MARKET CAPITALIZATION RATE SCHEDULE
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9.2 Direct Capitalization 

Based on the foregoing revenue, expense and cap rate considerations, the value based on direct 

capitalization of stabilized net operating income is summarized as follows: 

 

 

              
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Rental Income 82,150$        

Recoverable Income 34,100$        

116,250$    

Vacancy and Bad Debt 4,650            

111,600$    

(%) of EGI Rate/(ft²)

Operating Expenses 34,100$        30.6% 5.50$           

Management 3,348$          3.0% 0.54$           

Structual Reserve 1,116            1.0% 0.18             

Sub-Total (Non-Rechargeable) 4,464$          4.0% 0.72$           

38,564$      34.6% 6.22$          

73,036$      65.4% 11.78$        

8.25%

885,285$    GIM Rate/(ft²)

885,000$    7.93 142.74$      

DIRECT CAPITALIZATION SUMMARY

REVENUE

POTENTIAL GROSS INCOME

EFFECTIVE GROSS INCOME

VALUE BY DIRECT CAPITALIZATION

ROUNDED

OPERATING EXPENSES

Rechargeable:

Non-Rechargeable:

TOTAL EXPENSES

NET OPERATING INCOME

MARKET CAPITALIZATION RATE
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10.0 DIRECT COMPARISON APPROACH 
 

10.1 COMPARABLE SALES DATA · COMMERCIAL INDICES 

 

     
 

10.1.2 Summary & Analysis 

The foregoing schedule outlines indexes of competing properties that sold inclusive of land, and which have 

been evaluated based on the price ft² basis for Direct Comparison purposes. The unadjusted rates per square 

foot range from $121.16 to $206.09/ft², averaging $151.71/ft² with a median rate of $147.97/ft².  

 

  

(GBA) Unit Rate

#. Property ComponentSale Date Sale Price (ft²) Per (ft²) Narrative Remarks

1 Euston Street Feb-17 427,000$    3,220   132.61$ Multilevel, professional office building.

Charlottetown, PE Main level physiotherapy clinic. Upper

level office/storage space. Good onsite

parking.

2 Grafton Street Sep-17 575,000$    2,790   206.09$ Sale of a concrete block and steel frame  

Charlottetown, PE commercial two story building. Located 

in the historic downtown district.

3 Queen Street Dec-17 2,200,000$ 13,499 162.98$ Good quality, elevator serviced office

Charlottetown, PE building with strong leases for (3) tenants.

Includes (1) main level commercial tenant.

4 Burns Avenue Jan-18 305,000$    2,108   144.69$ Two storey residential dwelling zoned 

Charlottetown, PE commercial.  Site employed as a single

family dwelling.

5 North River Road Apr-18 250,000$    1,743   143.43$ Sale of two, one level commercial units.

Charlottetown, PE Strong leases. High-traffic location.

6 Queen Street Dec-17 2,200,000$ 13,499 162.98$ Good quality, elevator serviced office

Charlottetown, PE building with strong leases for (3) tenants.

Includes one main commercial tenant.

7 North River Road Oct-16 605,555$    4,000   151.39$ Sale of a one level commercial building.

Charlottetown, PE Good onsite parking.  Building in average

plus overall repair and condition.

8 Queen Street Nov-17 2,100,000$ 17,318 121.26$ Sale of a commercial office building with

Charlottetown, PE average finishes. Building in average 

condition.

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE SALES
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10.2 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

 

• Market Conditions 

All sales transactions have been adjusted to reflect the estimated change in value between the date of 

the comparable sale and the effective date of the appraisal. The adjustment has been based on an 

average annual increase of 2.0 per cent per annum. The rate reflects the historical average change in 

the Consumer Price Index for shelter as per Prince Edward Island. 

 

• Property Rights 

All of the transactions reflect the acquisitions of the freehold interest in the property and are 

considered similar to the subject property for this consideration. 

 

• Financing Terms 

All of the properties are believed to have been traded on a cash basis with no special financing 

concessions. Therefore, each sale is considered similar to the subject property for this consideration. 

 

• Conditions of Sale 

All of the properties are believed to have traded on an arm’s length basis with no undue motivation 

on the part of the buyer or seller. Therefore, all sales are considered similar to the subject property for 

this consideration. 

 

• Property Location 

Comparable properties are considered to have similar locational characteristics when compared to 

the subject for this consideration. 

 

• Quality/Condition 

The comparable properties are considered to be of similar quality/condition when compared to the 

subject.   

 

• Other 

All indexes are considered to have similar characteristics when compared to the subject in regard to 

this consideration. 
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10.2.1 Comparative Adjustments 

 The following table summarizes the comparative analysis of the selected comparables: 

 

  

    
  

After an adjustment for market conditions (2.00 per cent per annum for time), the rates range from $124.90 

to $214.34/ft², averaging $158.01/ft² with a median rate of $153.27/ft².  

 

As of the effective date there are limited numbers of sales transactions (when considering the subject 

property’s locational, physical, and operational characteristics) which trade on the market place on an annual 

basis. Based on this, the undersigned has employed a mix of current as well as older comparable sales 

transactions within this assignment. Although each index required a market adjustment, reliance has been 

placed on the entire adjusted market range in the value estimation of the subject property. The sales were 

comprised of a commercial or industrial type of developments.  

 

The subject is a medium scale, Commercial Office Development of average quality with market standard 

construction, amenities, and services. The subject setting has an average profile, with good accessibility. The 

subject trade area is in close proximity to all major amenities, services, and transportation routes conducive 

to commercial type of developments.  

 

As such, considering the aforementioned physical and locational attributes of the subject property it is 

estimated the rate per square foot would be slightly below the average and mid-range of market value 

indicators. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sale Price Market Adjusted

Index Per Unit Conditions Sale Price

1 132.61$      1.04 137.91$      

2 206.09$      1.04 214.34$      

3 162.98$      1.03 167.86$      

4 144.69$      1.02 147.58$      

5 143.43$      1.02 146.30$      

6 162.98$      1.02 166.23$      

7 151.39$      1.05 158.96$      

8 121.26$      1.03 124.90$      

DIRECT COMPARISON ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE
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10.3 SUMMARY & VALUE CONCLUSION 

 Based on the forgoing considerations, the estimate of value by the Direct Comparison Approach is calculated 

as follows: 

 

 

  
 

 

  

Area Unit Rate Total Value

(ft²) Per (ft²) Estimate

Subject Development

Kent Street 6,200         140.00$   868,000.00$      

Value by Direct Comparison Approach 868,000.00$    

868,000.00$    

VALUE SUMMARY SCHEDULE

ROUNDED
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11.0 CONCLUSION  

 

11.1 FINAL VALUE ESTIMATE 

The indications of value arrived at by the methods employed in this report are summarized as follows: 

 

    

  

  
The subject is considered to be a larger scale income property suitable for leasing or owner-occupancy, 

which would be expected to trade to private investors or end users on a local level.  The Income Approach 

best reflects the actions of typical buyers and sellers for this class of property.  As such, in the final analysis, 

reliance has been placed on the Income Approach indicator. 

 

The Direct Comparison Approach is based upon comparable properties found within a specified trade area, 

and which are adjusted (to the subject property) in order to provide an indication of value. In most cases, 

this approach to value is deemed as applicable to all types of properties as long as there are recent, 

sufficient, and reliable comparable sales. This methodology attempts to quantify or assess the way market 

participant’s view and/or value specific types of properties.  Although, in the case of the subject property 

there are no identical comparable sales; the results found within the Direct Comparison Approach are 

deemed as valid and applicable to the subject property. Therefore reliance has also been attributed to the 

value indication by the Direct Comparison Indicators. 

 

Based on the foregoing, the market value of the subject property as of May 6, 2019 is considered to be fairly 

represented at: 

 
EIGHT HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($875,000.00) 

  
“AS NORMALIZED OCCUPANCY” 

 
 
 
  

. Income Approach 885,000$            

. Direct Comparison Approach 868,000$            

FINAL VALUE ESTIMATIONS
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12.0 CERTIFICATION 

 

 

Re: Valuation of a Commercial Office Development   

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   

 

 

We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief; 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

• The property was personally inspected by Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App, on May 6, 2019.  

• The analyses, opinions, and conclusions reported herein are our personal and unbiased views and are limited 

only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained herein. 

• We have no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report 

and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved. 

• Our compensation is not contingent upon any action or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 

conclusions in, or the use of, this report. 

• This appraisal has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 

Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws and regulations of the  of the Appraisal Institute of 

Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association. 

• We, the undersigned, have collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well as 

the valuation of the subject property. 

• We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 

• We, the undersigned, are members in good standing with the Appraisal Institute of Canada (AIC).  We are 

registered in the AIC’s Professional Liability Insurance Program and have fulfilled the requirements of the 

Continued Professional Development program for designated members. 

 

In my opinion, the market value of the subject property, as of May 6, 2019, is: 

 

EIGHT HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($875,000.00) 

  
“AS NORMALIZED OCCUPANCY” 

 

 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 

 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

  

Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI Candidate 

ARA McQuaid & Associates 

 

 

 

ARA McQuaid & Associates 

 

ARA - McQuaid & Associates 

554 North River Road · Charlottetown · PE · C1E 1K1 

Phone: (902) 626-3335 · Fax: (902) 368-1499
  

 

mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
mailto:hmcquaid@ara.ca
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Interior View Second Floor 

 

Interior View Second Floor  

  

Interior View Second Floor  

 
Interior View Second Floor 

  

Interior View Second Floor  

 

Interior View Second Floor  

     

 

 



  

Subject Photos Schedule B 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

Interior View Main Floor Storage Interior View  Main Floor Washroom 

  
 Interior View Mechanical  
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Part of Part of PID No. 338921 

Industrial Property 
50 Cumberland Street 

“Charlottetown Steam Plant” 
Charlottetown, PE 

 
Prepared For: 

Maritime Electric Co Ltd. 
 
 

Prepared By: 
ARA – McQuaid & Associates 

554 North River Road 
Charlottetown, PE 

C1E 1K1 
T.: (902) 626-3335 
F.: (902) 368-1499 

www.ara.ca 
 

 
ARA File No.: 2019089 

 
 

Effective Date of Report:  May 6, 2019 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

 

 
May 14, 2019 
 
 
MARITIME ELECTRIC CO LTD.   
C/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie, P. Eng 
180 Kent Street, Charlottetown PE, C1A 7N2 
902-626-5737 | mackenziead@maritimeeletric.com 
 
 

Re: 
Part of PID No. 338921, Industrial Property 
Located at 50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE 
Valuation Report · Market Rent 

 

 
As per your instructions, ARA – McQuaid & Associates has concluded and enclosed a brief narrative valuation report, 
on a portion of the subject property as noted above.  This report has been prepared at the request of the client, 
Maritime Electric Co Ltd. c/o Mr. Adam MacKenzie for financial planning purposes.    
 
The report findings have been presented utilizing a brief narrative format and are supported by information contained 
within the appraiser files.  This pertinent data is inclusive of information provided by the client, CBCL Engineering 
report, provincial assessment reports, and the appraisers knowledge of the market.   
 
The subject’s lease area is 17,140 ft² rounded.   
 
If you have any queries regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 
 

 
 
 
ARA – McQuaid & Associates, 

 

  

Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P.App 
 
 

 

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 388921 17,140 6.25$          3.00$          9.25$      

mailto:mackenziead@maritimeeletric.com


Part of PID No. 388921, Industrial Property 

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   iii 

 

 

 
 

 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
Introduction  Page 
Title Page……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….      i 
Letter of Transmittal………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………      ii 
Table of Contents…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..      iii 

 

 
Main Body  Page 
1.0 Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................................. 1 

2.0 Assumptions, Limiting and Hypothetical Conditions ................................................................................................ 2 

3.0 Terms of Reference .................................................................................................................................................. 6 

4.0 Zoning ....................................................................................................................................................................... 7 

5.0 Building Description ................................................................................................................................................. 8 

6.0 Property Maps   ........................................................................................................................................................ 9 

7.0 Direct Comparison  ................................................................................................................................................. 10 

8.0 Certification ............................................................................................................................................................ 11 

9.0 Conclusion .............................................................................................................................................................. 12 

 

 
Addendum 
Property Maps …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………Schedule A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Part of PID No. 388921, Industrial Property 

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   1 

 

 

 
 

 

1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 

 
 
  

Property Identification:

Property Civic Address:

Lot/Township: Lot 72

Parcel #:

Map # 11L037F4-42

Property Ownership:

Last Owner Change:

Current Assessment Value:

Current Annual Charges:

Total Building Area ± 45,286 (ft²) 

Lease Area Size: ± 17,140 (ft²)

Zoning:

Market Rent:

$169,365.22

Industrial Development

50 Cumberland Street

Charlottetown, PE

Maritime Electric Co Ltd.

Part of PID No. 388921

(CDA) Comprehensize Zone

$4,387,700.00

January 1, 1973

$6.25 Net / $9.25 Gross
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2.0 ASSUMPTION, LIMITING AND HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

 
2.1         ORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

The certification that appears in this appraisal report is subject to compliance with the following conditions: 

• This report has been prepared at the request of the client for the purpose of providing an estimate 
of the market value for the subject property denoted herein. It is not reasonable for any person to 
rely upon this appraisal without first obtaining written authorization from this appraiser. There 
may be qualifications, assumptions, or limiting conditions in addition to those set out below 
relevant to that person’s identity or intended use. The report is prepared on the assumption that 
no other person will rely on it for any other purpose and that all liability to all such persons is 
denied. 

• While expert in appraisal matters, the author is not qualified and does not purport to give legal 
advice.  It is assumed that: 

i. The legal description employed in this report is correct; 
ii. Title to the property is good and marketable; 

iii. There are no encroachments, encumbrances, restrictions, leases or covenants that would 
in any way affect the valuation, except as expressly noted herein; 

iv. The existing use is a legally conforming use which may be continued by any purchaser 
from the existing owner; and 

v. Rights of way, easements, or encroachments over other real property and leases or other 
covenants herein are legally enforceable. 

Because these assumptions have been made, no investigation, legal or otherwise, has been 
undertaken which would verify these assumptions except as expressly noted herein. 

 

• The author is not a qualified surveyor. Sketches, drawings, diagrams, photographs, etc. are 
presented in this report for the limited purpose of illustration and are not to be relied upon in 
themselves. 
 

• The author is not qualified to give engineering advice and no soil tests have been completed. 
 

• No investigation has been undertaken with the local zoning office, the fire department, the 
building inspector, the health department, or any other government regulatory agency unless such 
investigations are expressly represented to have been made in this report. The subject property 
must comply with such government regulations and, if it does not comply, its non-compliance may 
affect market value. To be certain of compliance, further investigations may be necessary. 

 

• Neither possession of this report nor a copy of it carries with it the right of publication. All copyright 
is reserved to the author and is considered confidential by the author and the client.  It shall not 
be disclosed, quoted from or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without 
the express written consent of the appraiser. This is subject only to confidential review by the 
Appraisal Institute of Canada as provided in the Code of Ethics, Standards of Professional Conduct 
and Standards of Professional Practice of the Institute. 

  

• Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors change rapidly and, on 
occasion, without warning, the market value expressed as of the date of this appraisal cannot be 
relied upon to estimate the market value as of any other date except with further advice of the 
appraiser. 

 

• This valuation report is only valid if it contains the original signature of the author. 
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• Market data has been obtained, in part, from documents at the land registry office, or as reported 
by the real estate board (sales data is not publicly registered on Prince Edward Island). As well as 
using such documented and generally reliable evidence of market transactions, it was also 
necessary to rely on hearsay evidence. Except as noted herein, a reasonable attempt has been 
made to verify all such information. WHERE INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUPPLIED BY OTHERS, 
ABSOLUTELY NO OBLIGATION IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISER FOR ITS ACCURACY. 

 

• The compensation for services rendered in this report does not include a fee for court preparation 
or court appearance, which must be negotiated separately. However, neither this nor any other of 
these limiting conditions is an attempt to limit the use that might be made of this report should it 
properly become evidence in a judicial proceeding. In such a case, it is acknowledged that it is the 
judicial body which will decide the use of the report which best serves the administration of justice. 
 

• The author of this report has not inspected woodwork or other parts of the structure which are 
covered, unexposed, or inaccessible, and we are therefore unable to report that such parts of the 
property are free of rot, beetle or other defects. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser is not qualified to comment on environmental 
issues that may affect the market value of the property appraised, including but not limited to 
pollution or contamination of land, buildings, water, groundwater or air. Unless expressly stated, 
the property is assumed to be free and clear of pollutants and contaminants, including but not 
limited to moulds or mildews or the conditions which may give rise to either, and in compliance 
with all regulatory environmental requirements, government or otherwise, and free of any 
environmental conditions, past, present or future, that might affect the market value of the 
property appraised. If the party relying on this report requires information about environmental 
issues, then that party is cautioned to retain an expert qualified in such issues. The author(s) of 
this report expressly denies any legal liability relating to the effect of environmental issues on the 
market value of the property appraised. 

 

• Unless otherwise stated in this report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any hidden or 
unapparent conditions of the property (including, but not limited to, its soils, physical structure, 
mechanical or other operating systems, its foundation, etc.) or adverse environmental conditions 
(on it or a neighbouring property, including the presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, 
etc.) that would make the property more or less valuable. It has been assumed that there are no 
such conditions unless they were observed at the time of inspection or became apparent during 
the normal research involved in completing the appraisal. This report should not be construed as 
an environmental audit or detailed property condition report, as such reporting is beyond the 
scope of this report and/or the qualifications of the appraiser. The author makes no guarantees or 
warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property, and will not be responsible 
for any such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to 
discover whether such conditions exist. The bearing capacity of the soil is assumed to be adequate. 
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• The appraiser reserves the right to review all calculations referred to in this report and, if 
necessary, revise their opinion in the light of any new facts, trends, or changing conditions existing 
at any date prior to or at the valuation date which became apparent to him subsequent to  the 
date of this appraisal. 

 

• For the purpose of this appraisal, the author of this report has been provided the gross building 
areas and the lease areas. These areas are subject to technical correction. 

 

• The appraiser is employing a summary report format.   
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2.2 EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS 
 

An extraordinary assumption is a hypothesis, either supposed or unconfirmed, which, if not true, could alter 
the appraiser’s opinions and conclusions (e.g. an absence of contamination where such contamination is 
possible, the presence of a municipal sanitary sewer where unknown or uncertain). An extraordinary 
limiting condition is a necessary modification or exclusion of a Standard Rule which must be explained and 
justified by the appraiser (e.g. exclusion of one or more valuation approaches). The appraiser must conclude 
before accepting the assignment which involves invoking an Extraordinary Limiting Condition that the scope 
of the work applied will result in opinions and conclusions which are credible. Both must accompany 
statements of each opinion/conclusion so affected. The following is a description of each extraordinary 
assumption and limiting condition applied within this report, the rational for its use and its effect on the 
result of the assignment.  

• The undersigned has not conducted a title search, nor examined the existence of easements, 
rights of way (ROW), or restrictions (if any) and their effect on the property except as expressly 
outlined herein. 

• The Cost Approach and Income Approach have not been employed in the value estimation of the 
lease space due to the limited potential of these approaches in providing a value indication that 
could be relied upon. 

• The value estimate within this report is based upon the assumptions the lease area can be 
separately secured and has been renovated (if necessary) to provide adequate lease space that 
can be occupied at a minimum “white box space”. 
 
 
 

 
2.3  HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

Hypothetical conditions may be used when they are required for legal purpose, for purpose of reasonable 
analysis or for purpose of comparison. Common hypothetical conditions include proposed improvements 
and prospective appraisals. For every Hypothetical Condition, an Extraordinary Assumption is required. An 
analysis based on a hypothetical condition must not result in an appraisal report that is misleading or that 
relies on actions events that would be illegal or improbable within the context of the assignment. The 
following is a description of each hypothetical condition applied within this report, the rational for its use 
and its effect on the result of the assignment. 

• Not applicable to this report. 
 

 
  



Part of PID No. 388921, Industrial Property 

50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE   6 

 

 

 
 

 

 
3.0 TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
 
3.0 Terms of Reference 
 
 
3.1 PROPERTY RIGHTS APPRAISED 

The property rights being appraised in this report are those which will accrue to the owner of the property 
described herein and/or outlined within this report. This encompasses the rights normally attached to the 
freehold (or fee simple) interest in the property.  The rental interest in the subject property. 

 
3.2 PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT 

This investigation and appraisal has been undertaken for the purpose of estimating the market rent of the 
subject property as of May 6, 2019; the inspection date. 

 
5.3 INTENDED USE OF THE REPORT 

The report is intended for the exclusive use of Maritime Electric Co Ltd. for financial planning purposes as 
per the subject property denoted herein.   

 
3.4 DEFINITION OF MARKET RENT 

The term “Market Rent” as used in this report is defined as:  
The estimated amount for which a property or space within a property, should lease on the date of 
valuation between a willing lessor and a willing lessee on a net absolute to landlord basis (i.e. assuming that 
the lessee pays for the property taxes and all operating expenses) or a gross lease rate with the landlord 
paying the property taxes and operating expenses in an arm’s length transaction, after property marketing 
wherein the parties had each acted knowledgeably, prudently and without compulsion. 
 

3.5 EXPOSURE TIME 
The value estimate assumes that the subject property was exposed and aggressively marketed to potential 
tenants for sale on the open market in a manner typical for this class of property prior to the effective date. 

 
3.6 SCOPE OF THE APPRAISAL 

The scope of this appraisal encompassed those methods procedures and investigations considered to be 
typical and appropriate for this class of property and the intended use of this report. A physical inspection 
of the subject property was undertaken on May 6, 2019. The neighbourhood was inspected noting relevant 
competition characteristics and general physical make-up. Zoning information was obtained from the City 
of Charlottetown. Ownership and assessment information was acquired from the Service Province of Prince 
Edward Island Geolinc Plus Property Online database. Comparable rental data was obtained from vendors, 
purchasers, property managers, brokers and MLS® data as well as information retained on file. 

 
The client has provided the following information: 

• Onsite inspection. 

• Lease space size, building square footage and building summary. 

• Building floor plans. 

• CBCL Engineering Report. 
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4.0 Zoning & Planning Considerations 

The subject property is currently located in a (CDA) Comprehensive Development Zone.  The Zoning and 
Development By-Law from the City of Charlottetown regulates the subject property. 
 
The subject property’s use is considered to be a pre-existing use. 

 
Note: The location and zoning of the steam plant would require application to the City of Charlottetown for 
the use as industrial rental space. There is some potential this use may not be approved. 
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5.0 BUILDING SPECIFICATIONS. 
 
 

  
 
  

BUILDING DETAILS

Building Use: Industrial Development

Building Location: Part of PID 388921

Year Constructed: 1935 ± with eight additions over the years. 

Storey Height: One storey with mezzanine

HVAC System: Hot water heater

Electrical: Electric generator plant

Building Envelope  

Foundation: Concrete foundation

Floor: Poured concrete

Ceiling Height: Various heights up to 55+ feet 

Structure: Steel frame

Exterior Walls: Vertical metal and brick veneer

Roof Covering: Asphalt, felt, membrane and gravel 

Windows: Aluminum frame

Doors: Steel doors and overhead doors

  

Interior Walls: Open Frame and concrete

 Interior Ceilings: Open Frame

Interior Floors: Concrete

Doors: Steel

Plumbing: Staff washroom

Amenities: Exit signs, emergency lighting, fire alarm system and smoke

detectors, security, chain link fence .

Other: The section of the building which is anticipated to be leased  

encompass zones 9 & 10. Calculated to be 17,140 ft², 

approximately 55' feet high.

General Description

Interior Description
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6.0 PROPERTY MAPS 

 

LOCATION MAP  

  
 

 

 

ORTHOMATICS MAP 
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7.0 COMPARABLE LEASE RATES 
 
 

  
 
7.1 Market Rent 

The comparable net rental rates range from $2.94 and $9.52 per ft² with an average rate of $5.28 ft² and 
a median of $4.75 per ft². The comparable gross and semi gross rental rates range from $5.80 and $11.93 
per ft² with an average rate of $8.32 ft² and a median of $7.71 per ft².  
 
  
 
 

  
       
 
 

  

Price Per (ft²) Gross 

 Price  Additional Rent

#. Location Type of Space Area (ft²) Per (ft²) Rent Per (ft²) Type of Lease

1 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,650 4.63$     3.37$             8.00$        Gross

2 Stratford Commercial ∙ Dealership 30,000 4.14$     2.57$             9.71$        Net

3 Stratford Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,040 9.52$     1.47$             10.99$      Semi-gross

4 Summerside Commercial ∙ Industrial 17,260 4.35$     3.25$             7.60$        Net

5 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 5,376 7.59$     4.24$             11.93$      Gross

6 Charlottetown Commercial ∙ Industrial 15,000 2.94$     2.86$             5.80$        Semi-gross

7 Charlottetown Industrial 7,000 4.85$     2.95$             7.71$        Semi-gross

8 Charlottetown Industrial 3,170 4.53$     3.02$             7.55$        Net

9 Charlottetown Industrial 29,000 4.75$     3.01$             7.76$        Net

10 Summerside Industrial 9,000 4.00$     2.25$             6.25$        Semi-gross

11 Summerside Industrial 26,325 7.00$     2.25$             9.25$        Semi-gross

12 Summerside Industrial 20,000 5.00$     2.25$             7.25$        Semi-gross

 

SCHEDULE OF COMPARABLE MARKET RENTS
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8.0 SUMMARY AND VALUE CONSLUSION 
 
 

Based on the foregoing considerations, a rate per square foot of $6.25 per ft² plus additional rent of $3.00 
per ft² resulting in an overall gross rent as follows: 

 
 

 
    
  

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 388921 17,140 6.25$          3.00$          9.25$      
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9.0 CONCLUSION 
  

 

Re: 
Part of PID No. 338921, Industrial Property 
Located at 50 Cumberland Street, Charlottetown, PE 
Valuation Report · Market Rent 

 

 
ARA – McQuaid & Associates certify to the best of their knowledge and belief that: 
 
We certify that to the best of our knowledge and belief; 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

• The property was personally inspected by Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App, on May 6, 2019. 

• The analyses, opinions, and conclusions reported herein are our personal and unbiased views and are limited 
only by the Contingent and Limiting Conditions contained herein. 

• We have no past, present or contemplated future interest in the real estate which is the object of this report 
and we have no personal interest or bias with respect to the property or the parties involved. 

• Our compensation is not contingent upon any action or event resulting from the analysis, opinions or 
conclusions in, or the use of, this report. 

• This report has been made in conformity with, and is subject to, the Canadian Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice as well as the bylaws and regulations of the of the Appraisal Institute of 
Canada and the Prince Edward Island Real Estate Appraiser’s Association. 

• We, the undersigned, have collaborated in the preparation, documentation, analysis and research, as well 
as the valuation of the subject property. 

• We have the knowledge and experience to complete the assignment competently. 
 

  
 
 
If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact the undersigned at your convenience. 
 

Respectfully submitted,  

 
 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

  
Mr. Herman McQuaid, AACI, P. App Ms. Rebecca McQuaid, AACI Candidate 
  

ARA - McQuaid & Associates 
554 North River Road · Charlottetown · PE · C1E 1K1 
Phone: (902) 626-3335 · Fax: (902) 368-1499

MARKET LEASE ESTIMATION

Lease Net Additional Gross

PID No. Area (ft²)   Rent (ft²)  Rent (ft²)   Rent (ft²)

Part of PID No. 388921 17,140 6.25$          3.00$          9.25$      
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Floor Plan Showing Leasable Area 
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ZONING MAP 
 

  
 

50 Cumberland Street  
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SUMMARY TABLE

ADDITIONAL DEMOLITION COSTS FOR MAINTAINING STEAM PLANT BUILDING

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

Page 1 of 1

Item Decommissioning Activity

 Estimated Cost 
for Complete 
Demolition of 
Steam Plant 

Building (from 
2018 

Decommissioning 
Study) (2018 $) 

 Additional 
Demolition 

Cost for 
Retaining 

Steam Plant 
Building 
(2018 $) 

 Total 
Demolition 
Cost When 
Retaining 

Steam Plant 
Building 
(2018 $) 

Comments 

(please refer to back-up tables in Attachment for further details on why 
additional costs and/or cost savings are incurred)

PART A - PLANT SITE DECOMMISSIONING
PART A1 – BUILDING INFRASTRUCTURE
A.1.1 Chemical Sweep and Universal Waste Removal 52,000$                 -$                  52,000$            
A.1.2 Asbestos Abatement 850,020$               312,355$          1,162,375$       Additional costs incurred due to decreased productivity
A.1.3 Decommissioning Cleaning 597,294$               -$                  597,294$          

A.1.4 Building Demolition 1,688,000$            (276,000)$         1,412,000$       

Additional costs incurred for interior equipment demolition and demolition 
of turbine pedestals due to decreased productivity and additional 
equipment and labour, however cost savings due to credit for not having to 
demolish Steam Plant Building superstructure or foundation/slab to 0.9m 
below grade

A.1.5 Stack Demolition 2,052,000$            1,164,000$       3,216,000$       
Additional costs incurred due to use of mast-climbers to grade resulting in 
decreased productivity, also additional costs for extra safety controls to 
protect the remaining building

A.1.6 Material Disposal -$                       -$                  -$                  
A.1.6.1 Equipment and Material Assets -$                       -$                  -$                  
A.1.6.2 Raw Material and Consumable Products -$                       -$                  -$                  
A.1.6.3 Miscellaneous Containerized Materials 10,000$                 -$                  10,000$            
A.1.6.4 Universal Wastes 8,625$                   -$                  8,625$              
A.1.6.5 Asbestos Containing Material Waste 13,250$                 -$                  13,250$            
A.1.6.6 Bulk Solid Waste 133,975$               -$                  133,975$          
A.1.6.7 Demolition Debris 4,545$                   -$                  4,545$              
A.1.6.8 Recyclable Materials -$                       -$                  -$                  
A.1.6.9 Decommissioning Cleaning Wastewater 50,000$                 -$                  50,000$            

A.1.6.10 Transformer Oil (Non-PCB) -$                       -$                  -$                  
SUBTOTAL PART A1 - BUILDING INFRASTRUCTURE  $            5,459,709  $       1,200,355  $       6,660,064 

PART A2 - CIVIL INFRASTRUCTURE

A.2.1 Site Services 151,520$               6,000$              157,520$          
Cost savings incurred due to not having to cut and cap watermains, install 
new catchbasins, nor install new fencing, however costs are incurred due to 
having to construct temporary construction roads and laydown areas

A.2.2 Cooling Water Infrastructure 291,800$               29,000$            320,800$          
Additional costs incurred due to having to fill CW lines beneath Machine 
Shop and MgOH Room with grout to prevent future building settlement

A.2.3 Final Site Grading including sub-surface voids 252,693$               (88,475)$           164,218$          
Cost savings incurred due to not having to backfill Steam Plant Building 
basement nor covering footprint with imported fill and topsoil

A.2.4 Shoreline Restoration 87,875$                 -$                  87,875$            
SUBTOTAL PART A2 - CIVIL INFRASTRUCTURE  $               783,888  $          (53,475)  $          730,413 

PART A3 - ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION
A.3.1 Allowances for Additional Soil/Groundwater Investigation 150,000$               -$                  150,000$          
A.3.2 Transportation and Recycling of Transformers (PCB containing) 61,977$                 -$                  61,977$            
A.3.3 Transportation and Recycling of PILC (PCB containing) 17,110$                 -$                  17,110$            

SUBTOTAL PART A3 - REMEDIATION WORKS 229,087$               -$                  229,087$          

PART A4 - BUILDING RESTORATION

A.4.1 Building Envelope Restoration -$                       10,000$            10,000$            
 Additional costs incurred due to repairing equipment penetrations through 
envelope after interior demolition. 

A.4.2 Concrete Slab Restoration -$                       202,880$          202,880$          
 Additional costs incurred due to repairing concrete floor after demolition 
and covering CW pipe wells, pits, and sumps with new concrete slab to 
make one continuous safe and usable floor slab 

SUBTOTAL PART A4 - BUILDING RESTORATION -$                       212,880$          212,880$          
TOTAL PART A  $            6,472,684  $       1,359,760  $       7,832,444 

PART B -  ALLOWANCES
B.1 Contingency Allowance (10% of Total Cost) for Unidentified 

Items (Part A)
647,268$               -$                  647,268$          

B.2 Allowance for Health & Safety, Mobilization-Demobilization, 
contractor accommodations/travel costs, Bonds (20% of Total 
Cost)

1,294,537$            -$                  1,294,537$       

TOTAL PART B 1,941,805$            -$                  1,941,805$       
 TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS PARTS A & B  $            8,414,489  $       1,359,760  $       9,774,249 "ESTIMATED DEMOLITION COST"

PART C - PROJECT MANAGEMENT, ENGINEERING & IMPLEMENTATION
C.1 Development of 2018 Decommissioning Study for 

Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station
 $               205,000  $                    -    $          205,000 

C.2 MECL Project Management Process

525,000$                $          145,000  $          670,000 

New value provided by MECL.  With the Main Steam Plant being retained 
there will be increased MECL Project Management Labour (25% increase in 
2022) as Surgical Removal raises more safety concerns and MECL will want 
to be more diligent during demolition to ensure contractor is not damaging 
an asset MECL intends to hold onto. 

C.3 Regulatory Permitting and Approvals for Decommissioning 
Project

 $               250,000  $                    -    $          250,000 

C.4 Environmental Testing and Monitoring during 
Decommissioning

 $               100,000  $                    -    $          100,000 

C.5 Engineering Design Support During Decommissioning 
Project. Includes costing for: Preliminary Design; Detailed 
Design and Drawings; Engineering Assessments; Technical 
Specifications; & Tender Evaluations

 $               200,000  $                    -    $          200,000 

C.6 Contract Administration and Construction Oversight During 
Decommissioning Project. Includes support by qualified 
contractor(s) for: Contract Administration and Contractor 
Oversight During Project Execution.

 $               566,800  $            43,600  $          610,400 

With the Main Steam Plant being retained there will be an overall increase 
of 4 weeks to the demolition schedule due to the extra time for surgical 
removal of interior equipment and concrete pedestals/supports and the 
extra time for demolition of the concrete stacks to grade using mast climbers 
and labor in place of partial demolition by means of a high-reach excavator.  

C.7 Pre-demolition Condition Survey of Third Party Properties
 $                 10,000  $                    -    $            10,000 

C.8 MECL Trades Labour  $               423,000  $                    -    $          423,000 
C.9 MECL Legal/Regulatory/Permitting  $               180,000  $                    -    $          180,000 

SUBTOTAL - ESTIMATED COST PART C 2,459,800$            188,600$          2,648,400$       PROJECT MANAGEMENT, ENGINEERING AND IMPLEMENTATION

PART D - POST DECOMMISSIONING AND OTHER MISCELLANEOUS COSTS
D.1 Landscaping/Beautification 200,000$               (100,000)$         100,000$          New value provided by MECL
D.2 Other Miscellaneous Costs 439,000$               -$                  439,000$          
D.3 Environmental Monitoring during Post-decommissioning 50,000$                 -$                  50,000$            

TOTAL PART D  $               689,000  $        (100,000)  $          589,000 
TOTAL  - ESTIMATED DEMOLITION, DECOMMISSIONING COST  $          11,563,289  $       1,448,360  $     13,011,649 Sum of Parts A+B+C+D

POTENTIAL RESALABLE AND SALVAGE VALUE  (Note 1)
Resalable Equipment and Materials -$                       

Recyclable Materials - Type 1 (370,125)$              219,490$          (150,635)$         
Additional costs incurred due to loss of salvage value from Steam Plant 
Building superstructure

Recyclable Materials - Type 2 (274,950)$              -$                  (274,950)$         
Recyclable Materials - Type 3 (7,665)$                  -$                  (7,665)$             
Recyclable Materials - Type 4 (253,344)$              -$                  (253,344)$         
Recyclable Materials - Type 5 (110,280)$              -$                  (110,280)$         
Recyclable Materials - Type 6 (8,693)$                  -$                  (8,693)$             
Recyclable Materials - Type 7 (200,000)$              -$                  (200,000)$         
Recycle Value - Transformer Oil (976)$                     -$                  (976)$                

Minus delivery to Point of Sale @ $35/tonne 100,783$               (32,690)$           68,093$            
Cost savings due to not having to transport scrap from Steam Plant 
Building superstructure

TOTAL POTENTIAL RESALABLE AND SALVAGE VALUE (1,125,250)$           186,800$          (938,450)$         
 $          10,438,039  $       1,635,160  $     12,073,199 

Note 1:
Note 2:  No costing included in the above total for maintenance and capital improvements, heating and lifecycle costs, or new construction costs for Steam Plant Building, including CT3 BOP area

No costing included in the above total for future demolition costs of the building superstructure 
NET CLASS B COST ESTIMATE FOR DECOMMISSIONING

 11149943 (4)
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Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station
Additional Demolition Costs if Keeping Main Plant Superstructure - Class 3 (-20% to + 30%) Cost Estimate
Cost Breakdown
GHD Project No. 11149943

Activities Units  Unit Price  Quantity Total Comments

1.0

Asbestos abatement - Type 1: Additional costs for
decreased productivity 

DAY 7,095.00$               5 35,475.00$         Daily rate for Type 1 asbestos abatement is taken from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate.  In the original estimate 
there were 32 days allowed for Type 1 asbestos abatement.  This duration 
was based on the assumption that the building structure would be 
demolished and therefore building components could be cut, removed or 
damaged if required to aid in the abatement process and that the majority of 
the building would be de-energized. If the building structure is to remain, 
building components that are impeding asbestos abatement cannot be 
removed resulting in slower productivity, or if components are removed, 
repairs would be required.  Because of the slower production rates it could 
now take up to 37 days (i.e. 5 additional days)

Asbestos abatement - Type 3 : Additional costs for
decreased productivity 

DAY 13,844.00$             20 276,880.00$       Daily rate for Type 3 asbestos abatement is taken from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate.  In the original estimate 
there were 45 days allowed for Type 3 asbestos abatement.  This duration 
was based on the assumption that the building structure would be 
demolished and therefore building components could be cut, removed or 
damaged if required to aid in the abatement process and that the majority of 
the building would be de-energized.  If the building structure is to remain, 
building components that are impeding asbestos abatement cannot be 
removed resulting in slower productivity, or if components are removed, 
repairs would be required. Because of the slower production rates it could 
now take up to 65 days (i.e. 20 additional days)

Interior Demolition of Equipment: Additional costs
for decreased productivity, additional labourers and
smaller equipment.  

week 80,500.00$             6 483,000.00$       Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from our 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate for the Interior Demolition of 
the Steam Plant, however is increased by $17,500.  The original weekly rate 
allowed for 3 pieces of large demolition equipment that cannot be utilized if 
the building superstructure is to remain due to access and clearance 
restrictions.  Therefore, this equipment has been replaced with three pieces 
of smaller equipment such as Bobcats and mini excavators with demolition 
attachments, additional burning supplies and manlifts, and an additional 4 
laborers, resulting in an increase to the weekly rate.    In the original 
estimate 6 weeks were allowed for interior demolition of equipment using 
mainly mechanical means.  Because of the slower production rates it could 
now take 12 weeks (i.e. 6 additional weeks)

Demolition of Concrete Turbine Pedestals & Other 
Concrete Supports to Grade:  Additional costs for 
decreased productivity, additional labourers and 
smaller equipment.  

week 41,500.00$             6 249,000.00$       Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate, however is increased by 
$7,500. The original weekly rate allowed for a large demolition excavator 
with concrete pulverizer and a large front end loader that cannot be used 
used if the building superstructure is to remain due to access and clearance 
restrictions.  Therefore, this equipment has been replaced with 4 pieces of 
smaller equipment with hydraulic hammer attachments and an additional 4 
laborers, resulting in an increase to the weekly rate.  In the original estimate 
2 weeks were allowed for demolition of the concrete pedestals after the 
superstructure was removed.  Because of the slower production rates it 
could now take 8 weeks (i.e. 6 additional weeks)

2.0
Demolition of the Stack: Additional costs for 
decreased productivity.

week 60,000.00$             9 540,000.00$       Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. If the building 
superstructure is to remain, including the CT3 BOP, MECL has indicated 
that demolition activities will have to cease while MECL staff work within the 
CT3 BOP, as the RO-EDI Plant is located within the exclusion zone.  As per 
information provided by MECL for the past 3 years this will result in 
approximately 3 additional weeks of lost time over the duration of the stack 
removal.  

In addition to delays while MECL staff work in the CT3 BOP, additional time 
to demolish the bottom portion of the stack is required. The original estimate 
for demolition of the bottom 100' of the stack was based on using a high-
reach excavator with demolition attachment,  which cannot be used if the 
building superstructure is to remain due to risk of uncontrolled debris 
damaging the building. Therefore, an allowance has been included for using 
the mast-climber, which is slower than demolition using high-reach 
excavators, to demolish the bottom 100' of the stack to grade. 

In the original estimate 16 weeks were allowed for complete demolition of 
the stack using a combination of mast-climber and high reach excavator.  
Because of the demolition delays while MECL works within the CT3 BOP, 
as well as decreased productivity of using mast-climbers for the bottom 100' 
of the stack,  it could now take 25 weeks (i.e. 9 additional weeks).

Demolition of the Bottom 100' of the Stack: 
Additional costs due to increased weekly rate for 
mast-climber use. 

week 29,000.00$             4 116,000.00$       Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate, however is increased by 
$29,000. The original weekly rate assumed the bottom 100' of the stack 
would be demolished using a high-reach excavator with demolition 
attachment that cannot be used if the building superstructure is to remain 
due to risk of uncontrolled debris damaging the building. Therefore, the 
revised weekly rate allows for a mast-climber to be used to demolish the 
stack to grade. The original estimate allowed for 4 weeks to demolish the 
bottom 100' of the structure, therefore the $29,000 has been applied to 
those 4 weeks. However, in addition to extra equipment costs, productivity 
will be decreased using a mast-climber, resulting in additional weeks at 
$60,000/week. See above line item for additional costs due to decreased 
productivity.

Safety Controls: Additional costs to protect Steam 
Plant Building

week 4,000.00$               25 100,000.00$       Safety Controls would need to be employed in the exclusion zone for the 
duration of the demolition of the stack to fully protect the CT3 BOP structure 
and the critical infrastructure it houses.  This could potentially include 
construction and maintenance of a structure or reinforced scaffolding to 
protect the CT3 BOP during demolition in addition to other typical safety 
controls.

Demolition Costs
Extra Decommissioning and Demolition Costs for Main Plant if Keeping Main Plant Building

Extra Demolition Costs for 225' High Stack if Keeping Steam Plant Building



Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station
Additional Demolition Costs if Keeping Main Plant Superstructure - Class 3 (-20% to + 30%) Cost Estimate
Cost Breakdown
GHD Project No. 11149943

Activities Units  Unit Price  Quantity Total Comments
 3.0

Demolition of the Stack: Additional costs due to 
decreased productivity.

week 60,000.00$             5 300,000.00$       
Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. If the building 
superstructure is to remain, additional time to demolish the bottom portion of 
the stack is required. The original estimate for demolition of the bottom 75' 
of the stack was based on using a high-reach excavator with demolition 
attachment,  which cannot be used if the building superstructure is to remain 
due to risk of uncontrolled debris damaging the building. Therefore, an 
allowance has been included for using the mast-climber, which is slower 
than demolition using high-reach excavators, to demolish the bottom 75' of 
the stack to grade. 

In the original estimate 15 weeks were allowed for complete demolition of 
the stack using a combination of mast-climber and high reach excavator.  
Because of the decreased productivity of using mast-climbers for the bottom 
75' of the stack,  it could now take 20 weeks (i.e. 5 additional weeks).

Demolition of the Bottom 75' of the Stack: Additional 
costs due to increased weekly rate for mast-climber 
use. 

week 29,000.00$             3 87,000.00$         Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate, however is increased by 
$29,000. The original weekly rate assumed the bottom 75' of the stack 
would be demolished using a high-reach excavator with demolition 
attachment that cannot be used if the building superstructure is to remain 
due to risk of uncontrolled debris damaging the building. Therefore, the 
revised weekly rate allows for a mast-climber to be used to demolish the 
stack to grade. The original estimate allowed for 3 weeks to demolish the 
bottom 75' of the structure, therefore the $29,000 has been applied to those 
3 weeks. However, it addition to extra equipment costs, productivity will be 
decreased using a mast-climber, resulting in additional weeks at 
$60,000/week. See next line item for additional costs due to decreased 
productivity.

Safety Controls: Additional costs to protect Steam 
Plant Building

week 1,000.00$               21 21,000.00$         Safety Controls would need to be employed in the exclusion zone for the 
duration of the demolition of the stack to fully protect the CT3 BOP structure 
and the critical infrastructure it houses.  This could potentially include 
construction and maintenance of a structure or reinforced scaffolding to 
protect the CT3 BOP during demolition in addition to other typical safety 
controls.

4.0
Credit: Costs Savings for not having to demolish the 
Main Steam Plant Superstructure (Including CT3 
BOP and Machine Shop)

week 67,000.00$             12 (804,000.00)$      Weekly rate is taken from our 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost 
Estimate for demolition of the plant superstructure 

Credit: Cost Savings for not having to demolish the 
concrete slabs and foundations of the Main Steam 
Plant (Including CT3 BOP and Machine Shop) to 
0.9m below grade

week 34,000.00$             6 (204,000.00)$      Weekly rate is taken from our 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost 
Estimate for demolition of foundations and slabs

Additional Cost: Loss of salvage from steel 
(structural and non-structural) that will not be 
available for scrap if you do not demolish the The 
Main Steam Plant (Including CT3 BOP & Machine 
Shop)

MT 235.00$                  934 219,490.00$       Salvage steel from structural steel, trusses, metal roof decking & metal 
siding.  Quantities taken from Appendix B4 & B5 from 2018 
Decommissioning Study.  Scrap values taken from Table 9.1 of 2018 
Decommissioning Study

Credit: Cost Savings for reduction in scrap quantity 
requiring transport to Point of Sale. 

MT 35.00$                    934 (32,690.00)$        Quantities taken from Appendix B4 & B5 from 2018 Decommissioning 
Study.   Transport costs taken from Table 9.1 of 2018 Decommissioning 
Study

Subtotal 1,387,155.00$    

1.0 Backfilling of Voids
Credit: Costs Savings for reducing volume of voids 
requiring backfill.

m3 5.00$                      2545 (12,725.00)$        Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
Based on Appendix B11 from our 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B 
Cost Estimate there would be 2,545 m3 of Steam Plant Building basement 
voids that will no longer require backfill if the building is to remain.  It is 
noted that trenches, sumps, and pits will still require backfill to make a 
usable and safe concrete slab inside the Steam Plant Building after 
demolition.

Credit: Cost Savings for not having to place 0.6m of 
imported fill and topsoil on building footprint. 

m3 30.00$                    2525 (75,750.00)$        Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
Based on Table 9.1-A2 from our 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost 
Estimate there would be 0.6m of cover, consisting of engineered fill and 
topsoil, to cover the crushed concrete backfill over the Steam Plant Building 
footprint. If the building is retained this cover will no longer be required.

3.0 Building Restoration Costs
Envelope Restoration: Additional costs for repairing 
penetrations in building envelope. 

LS 10,000.00$             1 10,000.00$         There are several equipment penetrations (ducts, breeching, utilities) 
through the building envelope that will require repair after the equipment 
removal to make the building water tight. Therefore, an allowance has been 
included for 10 small areas (<50 sq.ft) requiring minor structural repairs and 
replacement of building envelope materials

Concrete Slab Restoration: Additional costs for 
repairing concrete floor after interior demolition. 

m2 200.00$                  694 138,800.00$       Areas of restoration based on quantities provided in Appendix B11 and 
Appendix B2 from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
It is expected that the Steam Plant Building concrete slab will experience 
some damage during interior demolition following removal of turbine 
pedestals and other concrete supports for boilers, pumps, etc.. Therefore, 
an allowance has been included to repair those areas with concrete.

Concrete Slab Restoration: Additional costs for 
covering floor openings with concrete. 

m2 180.00$                  356 64,080.00$         Areas of infilling based on quantities provided in Appendix B11 from the 
2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. There are multiple 
voids in the Steam Plant Building floor including CW line pits, sumps and 
trenches that will require infilling to make the floor safe and usable. The 
original estimate included costs for infilling these voids, however an 
allowance has now been included to cover those infilled areas with concrete 
slabs to make one continuous concrete floor in those areas.

3.0 Site Services

Credit: Cost savings for not having to cut and cap 
watermains LS  $                  10,000 1  $            (10,000)

Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
The original estimate assumed that watermains servicing the Steam Plant 
Building would have to be cut and capped. However, if the Steam Plant 
Building is to remain and be re-purposed, it is assumed that water service 
would still be required.

Extra Demolition Costs for 200' High Stack if Keeping Steam Plant Building

Credits & Loss of Salvage if Keeping Main Steam Plant Superstructure

New Construction & Civil Infrastructure Costs



Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station
Additional Demolition Costs if Keeping Main Plant Superstructure - Class 3 (-20% to + 30%) Cost Estimate
Cost Breakdown
GHD Project No. 11149943

Activities Units  Unit Price  Quantity Total Comments
 

Credit: Cost savings for not having to install 
additional stormwater infrastructure. EA  $                    4,000 4  $            (16,000)

Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate.  
The original estimate assumed that additional catch basins would be 
required to be installed to control surface water runoff once the Steam Plant 
Building has been removed. However, if the Steam Plant Building is to 
remain, installation of additional catch basins would not be required.

Credit: Cost savings for not having to install new 
fencing. LM  $                         80 100  $              (8,000)

Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
The original cost estimate assumed that new fencing would be required 
along the western property line once the Steam Plant Building was 
demolished. However, if the Steam Plant Building is to remain, supply and 
installation of new fencing would not be required. 

Decommissioning of Buried Utilities: Additional cost 
for grouting CW lines beneath the Machine Shop 
and the MGOH storage room

cu.m 1,000.00$               29 29,000.00$         Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. 
The original cost estimate assumed that the CW lines beneath the Machine 
Shop and MGOH building were going to be excavated and infilled. However, 
If the Steam Plant Building, including the Machine Shop, remains in place, 
the two CW Lines that run beneath the Machine Shop and the one line that 
runs beneath the MGOH storage room in the Steam  Plant Building will need 
to be grouted to protect against potential future settlement beneath the 
buildings.

4.0 Temporary Access Road Construction & Laydown Areas
Temporary Facilities: Additional costs for 
construction of access roads and laydown areas. 

LS 40,000.00$             1 40,000.00$         The 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate assumed that 
there were adequate existing laydown areas and access roads only 
requiring minor upgrades/maintenance. However, if the Steam Plant 
Building, including the Machine Shop, were to remain, construction of 
additional access and laydown areas and temporary roadways may be 
required to allow for alternate access and turning of trucks.

Subtotal 159,405.00$       

1.0 Additional Owner's Costs
MECL Project Management Process LS 145,000.00$           1 145,000.00$       New value provided by MECL.  With the Main Steam Plant being retained 

there will be increased MECL Project Management Labour (25% increase in 
2022) as Surgical Removal raises more safety concerns and MECL will 
want to be more diligent during demolition to ensure contractor is not 
damaging an asset MECL intends to hold onto. 

Credit: Landscaping/Beautification costs will be 
reduced if the main Steam Plant Building remains in 
place

LS 100,000.00$           1 (100,000.00)$      New value provided by MECL

1.0 Additional Project Management & Engineering Costs
Contract Administration and Construction Oversight 
During Decommissioning Project. Includes support 
by qualified contractor(s) for: Contract 
Administration and Contractor Oversight During 
Project Execution.

week 10,900.00$             4 43,600.00$         With the Main Steam Plant being retained there will be an overall increase of 
4 weeks to the demolition schedule due to the extra time for surgical 
removal of interior equipment and concrete pedestals/supports and the extra 
time for demolition of the concrete stacks to grade using mast climbers and 
labor in place of partial demolition by means of a high-reach excavator.   

Subtotal 88,600.00$         

Overall additional costs to the demolition project if 
the Steam Plant Building superstructure were to 
remain in place

Total 1,635,160.00$    

Notes
1. No costing included in the above total for future demolition costs of the building superstructure 

Overall Additional Costs

Additional Project Management, Engineetring & Owner's Costs



ID Task Name Duration Start Finish

1 CTGS Decommissioning & Demolition 443 days Mon 5/3/21 Wed 1/11/23
2  Pre‐decommissioning Engineering 120 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 10/15/21
3  Stakeholder Consultation and Agreement 20 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 5/28/21
4 Update Class B Decommissioning Cost Estimate, 

Specifications & HAZMAT Survey
20 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 5/28/21

5 Contractor Pre‐Qualification Document Development, 
Submittals & Review to Select Pre‐Qualified Contractors

40 days Mon
5/31/21

Fri 7/23/21

6  Tender period 40 days Mon 7/26/... Fri 9/17/21
7  Contractor Selection and Award 20 days Mon 9/20/... Fri 10/15/21
8 MECL Planning and Management Activities 40 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 6/25/21
9 Asset Management Planning 40 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 6/25/21
10 Electrical Disconnection Planning and Engineering 20 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 5/28/21
11 Raw Material Inventory Management 40 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 6/25/21
12 Containerized Material Inventory Management 20 days Mon 5/3/21 Fri 5/28/21
13 Decommissioning  323 days Mon 10/1... Wed 1/11/23
14 Project Start‐up, Contractor Submittals and Mobilization 60 daysMon 10/18... Fri 1/7/22
15 Pre‐Decommissioning Inspections/Inventories 15 daysMon 12/20... Fri 1/7/22
16 Building Infrastructure 258 days Mon 1/10... Wed 1/4/23
17 Main Plant Buildings 258 days Mon 1/10... Wed 1/4/23
18 Installation of Temporary Facilities and Controls 10 days Mon 1/10/... Fri 1/21/22
19 Deactivation and De‐energizing of Equipment 10 days Mon 1/17/... Fri 1/28/22
20 Chemical Sweep & Universal Waste Removal 8 days Mon 1/31/... Wed 2/9/22
21 Asbestos Abatement 65 days Thu 2/10/22 Wed 5/11/22
22 Initial Decommissioning Cleaning 25 days Thu 4/21/22 Wed 5/25/22
23 Equipment Removal 60 days Thu 5/19/22 Wed 8/10/22
24 Final Decommissioning Cleaning 5 days Thu 8/11/22 Wed 8/17/22
25 Building and Structure Demolition 125 days Thu 7/7/22 Wed 12/28...
26 Demolition of Steam Plant Superstructures 0 days Wed 8/17/... Wed 8/17/22
27 Demolition of Stacks 125 days Thu 7/7/22 Wed 12/28/...
28 Demolition of Concrete Steam Plant Concrete 

Slabs, Foundations and Supports to 0.9m Below 
Grade

0 days Wed
12/28/22

Wed
12/28/22

29 Demolition of River Pumphouse 10 days Thu 8/18/22 Wed 8/31/22
30 Demolition of River Pumphouse Foundations, 

Slabs, Concrete Supports and Dock Structure to 
Mudline

20 days Thu 9/1/22 Wed 9/28/22

31 Material Disposal 150 days Thu 6/9/22 Wed 1/4/23
32 Transportation and Off‐site Disposal of 

Regulated Wastes, Recyclable Materials & 
D liti D b i

150 days Thu 6/9/22 Wed 1/4/23

33 Bulk Storage Tanks 35 days Thu 6/16/22 Wed 8/3/22
34 Installation of Temporary Facilities and Controls 5 days Thu 6/16/22 Wed 6/22/22
35 Deactivation and De‐energizing of Equipment 5 days Thu 6/23/22 Wed 6/29/22
36 Decommissioning Cleaning 10 days Thu 6/30/22 Wed 7/13/22
37 Infrastructure Demolition 15 days Thu 7/14/22 Wed 8/3/22
38 Material Disposal 10 days Thu 7/7/22 Wed 7/20/22
39 Handling of Residual Product/Sludge 10 days Thu 7/7/22 Wed 7/20/22
40 Civil Infrastructure 105 days Thu 8/18/22 Wed 1/11/23
41 Site Services Decommissioning/Abandonment 25 days Thu 8/18/22 Wed 9/21/22
42 Decommission, excavate, remove/crush CW lines, 

backfill and install grout in select locations
30 days Thu 9/29/22 Wed 11/9/22

43 Final Site Grading including subsurface voids  20 days Thu 12/15/... Wed 1/11/23

1/11

8/17

12/28
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UPDATED OPTIONS ANALYSIS

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

Page 1 of 2

Yearly Heating 
& Utility Costs  $       1,535,000 -50% to + 50%  $                 767,500  $              2,302,500 

Annual heating costs provided by MECL. Costs adjusted for 2% annual 
inflation over a 35 year period as well as MECL 6.44% Weighted 
Average Cost of Capital (WACC) (see Present Value Comparison 

table).

Life Cycle Costs  $          336,500 -50% to + 100%  $                 168,250  $                 673,000 

Costs provided by MCA and Strum during preliminary options analysis.  
MECL has indicated to re-use these costs for the current analysis.  
WACC included in Mechanical and Electrical Life Cycle Costs (see 

Present Value Comparison table).

Reconfiguration 
of Servces  $          405,000 -50% to + 100%  $                 202,500  $                 810,000 

Costs provided by MCA and Strum during preliminary options analysis.  
MECL has indicated to re-use these costs for the current analysis.  

Costs include upgrade to building electrical services ($155,000), re-
locating water and wastewater services ($105,000), additional electrical 
unit heaters ($20,000) and installation of a new building services feed to 

isolate the loads for the new 750 kVA blackstart generator from the 
other building services ($125,000). Costs for new building services 

provided by MECL. 

Roofing Costs  $          328,000 -20% to + 20%  $                 262,400  $                 393,600 

Costing assumes a full roof replacement in Year 1 and a re-roof again in 
Year 25 (except for the Maintenance Shop) to extend the life of the roof 
for another 20-25 years.   Year 1 roofing costs are  $254,000.  Year 25 

roofing costs are $74,000.   WACC included in year 2045 roof re-
surfacing cost calculation ($225,000 is $74,312 in 2045; see Present 

Value Comparison table).  Costs provided by GHD.

Wall Costs  $            93,000 -25% to + 25%  $                   69,750  $                 116,250 

Assumes on average 1% of brick wall/year will require maintenance/re-
pointing and/or localized replacement.  WACC included in cost 

calculation ($175,000 in 2019 is $93,320 over 35 years; see Present 
Value Comparison table). Costs provided by GHD.

Building 
Maintenance & 

Restoration 
Costs

 $            50,000 -50% to + 100%  $                   25,000  $                 100,000 

With the boilers removed from the building the potential for surface 
corrosion to begin to develop on the roof steel decking and structural 

steel exists.  Several members already experiencing surface corrosion 
have been documented by MECL. Installation of a corrosion preventing 

coating would be considered by MECL to protect the existing steel 
members and extend their service life through to the end of the 35-year 

life cycle. Costs assumed based on information provided by MECL. 

New Black Start 
Generator  $          279,000 -10% to + 10%  $                 251,100  $                 306,900 Costs provided by MECL and CBCL as part of New Building AACE 

Class 1 estimate.

Removal of 
Dorman Diesels  $            25,000 -50% to + 100%  $                   12,500  $                   50,000 Assumed costs for decommissioning and removal of Dorman diesel 

generators for inside BOP building.

Structural 
Analysis and 
Code Review

 $          145,000 -20% to + 20%  $                 116,000  $                 174,000 

Includes analysis of all existing structural connections and members to 
verify strengths and structural capacity and comparison to current 

loading and seismic requirements.  Also includes costing for anticipated 
design and engineering for structural reinforcements to  bring the 

existing structure up to current code.

Allowance for 
Anticipated 
Structural 

Reinforcement 
Repairs

 $          200,000 -15% to + 100%  $                 170,000  $                 400,000 

Costs for structural upgrades to meet National Building Codes are not 
known without completion of a structural analysis and modeling (costs 

to complete the engineering review included in line item above). 
Allowance for repairs allocated is based on previous experience of 

structural assessor and is considered likely to be a minimum.  
Estimated cost range is $170,000 to $400,000 but could even be higher 

depending on results of structural modeling.  Conducting the detailed 
structural modelling was considered not feasible for the preliminary 

options analaysis by MECL based on time and cost constraints.

 $          368,000 -25% to + 25%  $                 276,000  $                 460,000 

Assumes an extra 2.5 weeks of demolition time and extra costs for 
temporary controls, shoring and supports.  Also, includes costing for 

grouting of buried utilities beneath the Machine Shop.   Costs provided 
by GHD.

 $        (186,500) -20% to + 20%  $                (149,200)  $               (223,800)

Includes credits for not having to demolish the superstructure or 
concrete slab and foundations of the CT3 BOP to 0.9m below grade.   
Also includes loss of salvage from steel (structural and non-structural, 

carbon steel from process equipment) that will not be available for scrap 
if the CT3 BOP is not demolished.  Costs provided by GHD.

Stack 
Demolition  $          756,000 -20% to + 20%  $                 604,800  $                 907,200 

If the CT3 BOP was to be removed it is very likely that the stack could 
be removed partially using a mast climber and partially utilizing a high-

reach excavator with demolition attachment.  There is even the 
possibility that a demolition contractor proposes the majority of the 225' 

high stack be removed without a mast climber depending on their 
available equipment, chosen means and methods and proposed 

sequencing (all subject to MECL approval). In the 2018 
Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate for the CTGS it was 
conservatively estimated that the top 125 feet of the stack would be 
demolished utilizing a mast climber platform and the lower 100 feet 
would be demolished utilizing a high reach excavator. Full height 
removal with a mast climber platform will be slower, require more 
manpower and thus be more expensive than using a high-reach 

excavator with a mechanical demo attachment for the lower 100 foot 
section of the stack.   Costs provided by GHD.

Analysis of snow and wind loading as well as post disaster seismic 
design requirements to meet current National Building Code

Demolition credits and loss of salvage value if the CT3 BOP is not 
removed as part of demolition.

A new black start generator will be required in the near future to 
replace the two aging Dorman diesel generators

Dorman diesel generators are nearing life expectancy will likely need 
removal and disposal in the near future. 

Building 
Demolition

Level of Accuracy of 
Estimated Cost Comments

Electrical and mechanical life cycle costs for existing CT3 BOP over 
35-year life cycle

Due to proximity of CT3 BOP to the 225' high Stack the most likely 
option for demolition will be mechanical dismantling to grade level 

using a mast climber platform and hand-held demolition equipment 
and/or robotics, if the CT3 BOP is to remain.   If the entire stack has 
to be demolished utilizing this method there will be additional costs 

compared to other options available, if the CT3 BOP was to be 
removed.    There will also be delays/costs due to the RD-EDI Plant 

being part of an exclusion zone and demolition having to stop 
whenever MECL staff need to work in that area of the Plant.  

Significant safety controls will be required around the CT3 Balance of 
Plant to protect the structure and the critical infrastructure it houses.

Allowance for anticipated structural reinforcement repairs to reinforce 
current structure to meet current National Building Code snow and 
wind loading as well as post disaster seismic design requirements 

Demolition Costs Affected if Keeping CT3 Balance of Plant
Demolition schedule and cost will be increased due to demolition 

contractor having to carefully remove structures surrounding the CT3 
Balance of Plant to ensure no structural damage occurs to the 

structures that are to remain and to protect the ciritical infrastructure 
the structure houses.   In addition, the old Turbine 6 concrete 

pedestal and Boiler No. 6, which are located within the CT3 BOP will 
have to be removed by hand and/or small equipment with demolition 
attachments.  Also, if CT3 BOP remains in place the two CW Lines 

that run beneath the Machine Shop building will not be able to be dug-
up and will need to be grouted to protect against potential future 

settlement beneath the building.

Low Range of 
Estimated Cost 

Based on Level of 
Accuracy

Built-up roofing will need to be replaced twice during 35 year life 
cycle except for the maintenance shop which is a metal roof and will 

only require replacement once

There will be several areas of the building that will be affected by the 
removals of equipment that will require restoration, two new garage 
doors will need to be installed and a corrosion protection coating will 

need to be installed on the roof deck and steel.  

High Range of 
Estimated Cost 

Based on Level of 
Accuracy

Re-location, re-routing and upgrades to existing utility services to 
isolate CT3 Balance of Plant from remainder of Steam Plant.

Maintenance of Brick Walls in CT3 Balance of Plant during 35 year 
life cycle 

Life Cycle Costs
Maintenance & Capital Improvements Required Over a 35 Year Life Cycle Period to Keep CT3 Balance of Plant

Heating & Utility costs for CT3 Balance of plant is estimated at 
$86,250/year

Item Description of Work or Capital Expenditure Required to Keep 
CT3 Balance of Plant

Present Value 
of Estimated 

Costs (2019 $)
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Level of Accuracy of 
Estimated Cost Comments

Low Range of 
Estimated Cost 

Based on Level of 
Accuracy

High Range of 
Estimated Cost 

Based on Level of 
Accuracy

Item Description of Work or Capital Expenditure Required to Keep 
CT3 Balance of Plant

Present Value 
of Estimated 

Costs (2019 $)

New 
Construction   $          113,500 -25% to + 25%  $                   85,125  $                 141,875 

Cost includes construction of new end wall with structural steel, metal 
siding and reinforced concrete foundations and minor structural 

reinforcement to existing structure.   Costs assume a new wall will be 
required the entire length of the west wall (including waste water 

treatment plant wall). 

New Roadway 
to CT3 BOP  $            15,500 -25% to + 50%  $                   11,625  $                   23,250 Cost includes the construction of approximately 80 linear feet of new 

roadway with 3.5" thk asphalt and 12" gravel base at 28' wide

Allowance - 
Temporary 

Construction for 
Laydown Areas 

& Access

 $            40,000 -50% to + 50%  $                   20,000  $                   60,000 

If the CT3 BOP remains in place it will likely require contractors to 
construct temporary access roads and lay down areas to compensate 
for that lost space.  The area of the CT3 BOP and Machine Shop have 
been  identified as most logical areas to be designated laydown areas 

during design phase.

 $          271,000 -25% to + 50%  $                   67,750  $                 406,500 Fire separation requirements provided by B. Webber with costing 
provided by GHD as part of Preliminary Options Analysis.

 $          128,500 -50% to + 50%  $                   64,250  $                 192,750 

Fire suppression upgrade costs added, as it is anticipated that the 
Dorman diesel generators will remain in operation for several years 

resulting in sprinkler upgrades. Costing provided as part of Preliminary 
Options Analysis.

4,902,500 3,025,350 7,294,025
287,250 195,280 396,833 Anticipated Engineering Costs

 - 10% of Sub-total (excluding heating/life cycle costs, structural code 
review engineering and allowances)

196,000 176,400 215,600 Anticipated Owner's Cost for Trade Labour and Owner's Supervision
 - same cost assumed as outlined in the AACE Class 1 estimate for new 

building construction

1,077,150 679,406 1,581,292

Contingency percentage based on level of accuracy of estimate

6,462,900 3,900,036 9,272,149

New 
Construction   $       3,151,000 -10% to + 15%  $              2,835,900  $              3,623,650 Costing provided by MECL as per Class 1 cost estimate provided by 

CBCL Engineering  

Costs for 
Retention of 

Existing 
Mechanical 

Shop

 $          356,212 -30% to + 50%  $                 178,106  $                 712,424 

Costing provided by GHD and includes additional demolition costs, 
construction of new end wall after removal of connecting breezeway, 
electrical and mechanical disconnect and re-routing costs.  Detailed 

breakdown of costs provided in Attachments.  Costs include 
engineering and contingencies.

Roofing Costs  $            29,440 -20% to + 20%  $                   23,552  $                   35,328 Costing assumes a full roof replacement in Year 1 to extend the life of 
the roof for another 35 years. Costs provided by GHD.

Annual Heating 
& Utility Costs  $          266,535 -10% to + 15%  $                 239,882  $                 306,515 

Annual heating and utility costs are estimated at $14,972/year as 
provided by MECL and CBCL. Costs adjusted for 2% annual inflation 

over a 35 year period as well as MECL 6.44% WACC.

Life Cycle Costs  $          158,150 -50% to + 100%  $                   79,075  $                 316,300 

Costs for electrical and mechanical life cycle costs provided by MCA 
and Strum during initial options analysis for the original size building. 

Building is now 47% of the original size.  MECL has indicated to re-use 
these costs for the current analysis, however to pro-rate the costs by 
65%.  WACC included in Mechanical and Electrical Life Cycle Costs.  

 $       3,961,337  $              3,356,515  $              4,994,217 

 $     753,000.00  $            677,700.00  $            865,950.00 

 $     315,000.00  $              335,651.5  $              499,421.7 

 $  5,029,337.00  $         4,369,865.95  $         6,359,588.98 

Estimated Engineering Costs for New CT3 BOP Only

Additional costs that will be incurred to the main plant demolition 
project to retain the existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop in it's 

current location.

Sub-Total of Costs for New CT3 BOP Building & Retaining Existing Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop

Total of Costs for New CT3 BOP Building & Retaining Existing Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop

Contingency for New CT3 BOP Only for Unidentified Items (10% Contingency)

Built-up roofing will need to be replaced twice during 35 year life 
cycle except for the maintenance shop which is a metal roof and will 

only require replacement once

Allowance for construction of access areas and temporary roadways 
that likely will be required to allow for alternate access and turning of 

trucks if the CT3 BOP remains in place.

Construction of fire separations for select equipment including 
stairwell exits

Estimated Owner's Labour Costs

Electrical life and mechanical life cycle costs for new CT3 Building 
and Mechanical Maintenance Shop over 35-year life cycle

Contingency for Unidentified Items (20% Contingency)

Fire Suppression Upgrades required to meet current codes

Costs Required for New CT3 Balance of Plant Building & Retention of Existing Mechanical Maintenance Shop

Construction of a new 331 m2 building will be required with a 
combination of new process equipment and relocation and re-
connection of existing equipment from the existing building.

Fire Code 
Upgrades

New Construction Costs if Keeping CT3 Balance of Plant

Construction of new end wall required, replacement of existing end 
wall for WWTP required and repairs required for WWTP side walls

Sub-Total of Additional Costs if CT3 BOP Remains

Total of Additional Costs if CT3 BOP Remains

Estimated Engineering Costs

Heating & Utility costs for new CT3 Building and Mechanical 
Maintenance Shop is estimated at $14,972/year

Construction of new Roadway from Cumberland Street to provide 
access to the new entrance of the CT3 BOP



Charlottetown Thermal Generating Station
Additional Costs if Retaining CT3 BOP
Cost Breakdown
GHD Project No. 11149943

Activities Units  Unit Price  Quantity* Total Comments

1.0 Roofing Costs
Re-roof with Built-up roofing (20 year life) sq.ft 20.00$                  11250 225,000.00$                 
Re-roof with Metal roofing for Maintenance Shop 
(35+ year life)

sq.ft 16.00$                  1840 29,440.00$                   

Re-roof Built-up roofing after 25 years sq.ft 20.00$                  11250 225,000.00$                 Re-built roofing costs adjusted for MECL 6.44% Weighted 
Average Cost of Capital (WACC).WACC in Updated Options 
Analysis table (see present value comparison)

479,440.00$                

2.0 Wall Repairs
Repairs to brick walls which are currently 60-80 
years of age (assume 1% of wall per year will 
need repointing)

sq.ft 24.00$                  146.58 3,517.92$                     Total area of walls in CT3 BOP estimated to be 14,658 sq.ft

Allowance for localized areas will require repairs LS 1,500.00$             1 1,500.00$                     

Yearly Cost 5,017.92$                     
# of years 35                                 

175,627.20$                 Wall Repair costs adjusted for MECL 6.44% WACC in Updated 
Options Analysis table (see present value comparison)

There will be several areas of the building that
will be affected by the removals of equipment that
will require restoration, two new garage doors will
need to be installed and a corrosion protection
coating will need to be installed on the roof deck
and steel.  

LS 50,000 1 50,000.00$                   With the boilers removed from the building the potential for 
surface corrosion to begin to develop on the roof steel decking 
and structural steel exists.  Several members already 
experiencing surface corrosion have been documented by 
MECL

Subtotal 225,627.20$                
3.0 New 750 kVA Black Start Generator

A new black start generator will be required in the 
near future to replace the two aging Dorman 
diesel generators

LS 279,000.00$         1 279,000.00$                 Cost includes $210,000 for new 750 kVA generator instaled on 
a concrete pad, plus 25% Sub-contractor OH and P, 5% 
contingency, plus 10 m of cable at $600/m

Assumed costs to decommission and remove 
Dorman diesels generators from BOP Building

LS 25,000.00$           1 25,000.00$                   

Subtotal 304,000.00$                

4.0 Heating Costs
Heating & Utility costs for CT3 Balance of Plant
for the 35 year life cycle provided by MECL as
$1,535,000 vs $170,000 for new building gives a
difference of $1,365,000

LS 1,365,000.00$      1 1,365,000.00$              Costs provided by MECL and adjusted for 2% annual inflation 
over a 35 year period as well as MECL 6.44% WACC.

Subtotal 1,365,000.00$             

1.0 Extra Building Demolition Costs if Keeping
CT3 Balance of Plant
Additional costs for demolition of superstructure
due to decreased productivity, additional
labourers and smaller equipment

week 67,000.00$           2.5 167,500.00$                 Weekly rate is taken from 2018 Decommissioning Study Class 
B Cost Estimate for demolition of the plant superstructure.   In 
the original estimate we had allowed for demolition of the 
superstructure in this area using mechanical means. However, 
to protect the CT3 BOP, mechanical demolition cannot be used 
and will require more labor and demolition by hand and small 
equipment, which will result in the larger equipment sitting idle 
but still costing money while this area of the plant is being 
demolished.  Because of the slower methods needed it could 
now take an additional 2.5 additional weeks.

Allowance for additional temporary supports,
shoring & controls

LS 20,000.00$           1 20,000.00$                   

Additional costs for demolition of concrete
forundations and supports due to decreased
productivity, additional labourers and smaller
equipment

week 34,000.00$           2 68,000.00$                   Weekly rate is taken from 2018 Decommissioning Study Class 
B Cost Estimate for demolition of concrete foundations and 
supports.  If the CT3 BOP is to remain demolition of the old 
Turbine 6 concrete pedestal will not be able to be 
accomplished using large equipment due to access and 
clearance restrictions.  Therefore, smaller equipment with 
hydraulic hammer attachments and laborers will be required to 
be utilized, resulting in additional time and an increase in the 
cost to conduct this task.  Because of the slower methods 
needed it could now take an additional 2 additional weeks.

Additional costs for manual demolition of Boiler 6 week 67,000.00$           1.5 100,500.00$                 Weekly rate is taken from 2018 Decommissioning Study Class 
B Cost Estimate for interior demolition of the Main Plant.  If the 
CT3 BOP is to remain demolition of the old Boiler No. 6 will be 
required as MECL will not want to moth ball this unit for 35 
years due to health and safety concerns.  Given that the CT3 
BOP structure will need to remain in tact this decommissioning 
and demolition will have to be completed primariliy by hand and 
with small equipment, resulting in additional time and an 
increase in the cost to conduct this task.  Because of the slower 
methods needed it could now take an additional 1.5 additional 
weeks.

Additional costs for grouting of buried utilities 
beneath the Machine Shop

cu.m 1,000.00$             12 12,000.00$                   Rates taken from the 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B 
Cost Estimate. The original cost estimate assumed that the CW 
lines beneath the Machine Shop and MGOH building were 
going to be excavated and infilled. However, If the Steam Plant 
Building, including the Machine Shop, remains in place, the two 
CW Lines that run beneath the Machine Shop and the one line 
that runs beneath the MGOH storage room in the Steam  Plant 
Building will need to be grouted to protect against potential 
future settlement beneath the buildings.

Subtotal 368,000.00$                

Subtotal

Maintenance & Capital Improvements Required Over a 35 Year Life Cycle Period

Demolition Costs Affected if Keeping CT3 BOP



2.0 Extra Stack Demolition Costs
Demolition of the Stack: Additional costs for 
decreased productivity.

week 60,000.00$           9 540,000.00$                 Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 
2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate. If the 
building superstructure is to remain, including the CT3 BOP, 
MECL has indicated that demolition activities will have to cease 
while MECL staff work within the CT3 BOP, as the RO-EDI 
Plant is located within the exclusion zone.  As per information 
provided by MECL for the past 3 years this will result in 
approximately 3 additional weeks of lost time over the duration 
of the stack removal.  

In addition to delays while MECL staff work in the CT3 BOP, 
additional time to demolish the bottom portion of the stack is 
required. The original estimate for demolition of the bottom 100' 
of the stack was based on using a high-reach excavator with 
demolition attachment,  which cannot be used if the building 
superstructure is to remain due to risk of uncontrolled debris 
damaging the building. Therefore, an allowance has been 
included for using the mast-climber, which is slower than 
demolition using high-reach excavators, to demolish the bottom 
100' of the stack to grade. 

In the original estimate 16 weeks were allowed for complete 
demolition of the stack using a combination of mast-climber 
and high reach excavator.  Because of the demolition delays 
while MECL works within the CT3 BOP, as well as decreased 
productivity of using mast-climbers for the bottom 100' of the 
stack,  it could now take 25 weeks (i.e. 9 additional weeks).

Demolition of the Bottom 100' of the Stack: 
Additional costs due to increased weekly rate for 
mast-climber use. 

week 29,000.00$           4 116,000.00$                 Weekly rate is based on equipment and labor rates from the 
2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate, however 
is increased by $29,000. The original weekly rate assumed the 
bottom 100' of the stack would be demolished using a high-
reach excavator with demolition attachment that cannot be 
used if the building superstructure is to remain due to risk of 
uncontrolled debris damaging the building. Therefore, the 
revised weekly rate allows for a mast-climber to be used to 
demolish the stack to grade. The original estimate allowed for 4 
weeks to demolish the bottom 100' of the structure, therefore 
the $29,000 has been applied to those 4 weeks. However, in 
addition to extra equipment costs, productivity will be 
decreased using a mast-climber, resulting in additional weeks 
at $60,000/week. See above line item for additional costs due 
to decreased productivity.

Safety Controls: Additional costs to protect Steam 
Plant Building

week 4,000.00$             25 100,000.00$                 Safety Controls would need to be employed in the exclusion 
zone for the duration of the demolition of the stack to fully 
protect the CT3 BOP structure and the critical infrastructure it 
houses.  This could potentially include construction and 
maintenance of a structure or reinforced scaffolding to protect 
the CT3 BOP during demolition in addition to other typical 
safety controls.

Subtotal 756,000.00$                
3.0 Credits & Loss of Salvage if Keeping CT3 BOP

Credit: Costs Savings for not having to demolish 
CT3 BOP

week 67,000.00$           2.5 (167,500.00)$                Weekly rate is taken from our 2018 Decommissioning Study 
Class B Cost Estimate for demolition of the plant 
superstructure 

Credit: Cost Savings for not having to demolish 
the concrete slabs and foundations of the CT3 
BOP to 0.9m below grade

week 34,000.00$           1.5 (51,000.00)$                  Weekly rate is taken from our 2018 Decommissioning Study 
Class B Cost Estimate for demolition of foundations and slabs

Additional Cost: Loss of salvage from steel 
(structural and non-structural) that will not be 
available for scrap if you do not demolish the The 
Main Steam Plant (Including CT3 BOP & 
Machine Shop)

MT 235.00$                136 31,960.00$                   Salvage steel from structural steel, trusses, metal roof decking 
& metal siding.  Quantities taken from Appendix B4 & B5 from 
2018 Decommissioning Study

Subtotal (186,540.00)$               

1.0 Construction of New End Wall (50' x 44' wall)
Structural Steel/Girts/Bracing sq.ft 7.00$                    2200 15,400.00$                   
Metal Siding sq.ft 9.00$                    2200 19,800.00$                   
4' deep x 12" thick foundation wall ft 90.00$                  50 4,500.00$                     
24' wide x 12" thick footing ft 75.00$                  50 3,750.00$                     
Allowance for structural alterations to existing 
structure at location of new end wall

LS 10,000.00$           1 10,000.00$                   

Subtotal 53,450.00$                  
2.0 Replacement of Existing WTP End Wall (46' x 44' wall) & Masonry Repairs to WTP Side Walls

Structural Steel/Girts/Bracing sq.ft 7.00$                    2024 14,168.00$                   
Metal Siding sq.ft 9.00$                    2024 18,216.00$                   
Repairs to existing brick side walls sq.ft 50.00$                  350 17,500.00$                   Two sections @ 35' high x 5' wide
Allowance for structural alterations to existing 
structure and foundations

LS 10,000.00$           1 10,000.00$                   

Subtotal 59,884.00$                  
3.0 Temporary Access Road Construction & Laydown Areas

Temporary Facilities: Additional costs for 
construction of access roads and laydown areas.

LS 40,000.00$           1 40,000.00$                   The 2018 Decommissioning Study Class B Cost Estimate 
assumed that there were adequate existing laydown areas and 
access roads only requiring minor upgrades/maintenance. 
However, if the CT3 BOP were to remain, construction of 
additional access and laydown areas and temporary roadways 
may be required to allow for alternate access and turning of 
trucks.

Subtotal 40,000.00$                  
4.0 New Roadway from Cumberland Street to New Entrance of CT3 BOP 

Allowance for construction of a paved roadway to 
provide access from Cumberland Street to the 
CT3 BOP once the Main Steam Plant is removed

ft 195.00$                80 15,600.00$                   Approximately 80feet of new road with 3.5" thk asphalt and 12" 
gravel base at 28' wide x $195/ft

Subtotal 15,600.00$                  

New end wall will be required once non-BOP portion of Steam 
Plant Building is demolished

New Construction Costs
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PRESENT VALUE COMPARISON OF CT3 BOP AREA HEATING & UTILITY COSTS FOR RETAINED BUILDING VS. NEW BUILDING
Revision:  12/12/2017

Assumptions:
Life Cycle Cost Analysis Time Range 35 years
Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% Maritime Electric's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)
Debt Ratio 60%
Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%
Equity Ratio 40%
Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Costs:
Annual Heating & Utility Costs for Retained Building 86,250$        (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Annual Heating & UtilityCosts for New CT3 BOP Building 1 14,972$        (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Inflation Rate on Electric Heating Costs 2.0%

Cash Flow Projections:

Expense Projections 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 Sum

Expenses
Annual Heating Costs for Retained Steam Plant Building 87,975$   89,735$   91,529$   93,360$   95,227$   97,132$   99,074$   101,056$ 103,077$ 105,138$ 107,241$ 109,386$ 111,574$ 113,805$ 116,081$ 118,403$ 120,771$ 123,186$ 125,650$ 128,163$ 130,726$ 133,341$ 136,008$ 138,728$ 141,502$ 144,332$ 147,219$ 150,163$ 153,167$ 156,230$ 159,355$ 162,542$ 165,792$ 169,108$ 172,490$ 4,398,264$  

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 82,652$   79,204$   75,901$   72,734$   69,700$   66,793$   64,007$   61,337$   58,778$   56,326$   53,977$   51,725$   49,568$   47,500$   45,519$   43,620$   41,800$   40,057$   38,386$   36,785$   35,250$   33,780$   32,371$   31,020$   29,726$   28,486$   27,298$   26,159$   25,068$   24,023$   23,020$   22,060$   21,140$   20,258$   19,413$   1,535,442$  

Annual Heating Costs for New CT3 BOP Building 15,271$   15,577$   15,888$   16,206$   16,530$   16,861$   17,198$   17,542$   17,893$   18,251$   18,616$   18,988$   19,368$   19,755$   20,150$   20,553$   20,964$   21,384$   21,811$   22,248$   22,693$   23,146$   23,609$   24,082$   24,563$   25,054$   25,556$   26,067$   26,588$   27,120$   27,662$   28,215$   28,780$   29,355$   29,942$   763,488$     
Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 14,347$   13,749$   13,175$   12,626$   12,099$   11,594$   11,111$   10,647$   10,203$   9,778$      9,370$      8,979$      8,604$      8,245$      7,901$      7,572$      7,256$      6,953$      6,663$      6,385$      6,119$      5,864$      5,619$      5,385$      5,160$      4,945$      4,739$      4,541$      4,352$      4,170$      3,996$      3,829$      3,670$      3,517$      3,370$      266,535$     

Difference between Options 72,704$   74,158$   75,641$   77,154$   78,697$   80,271$   81,876$   83,514$   85,184$   86,887$   88,625$   90,398$   92,206$   94,050$   95,931$   97,849$   99,806$   101,803$ 103,839$ 105,915$ 108,034$ 110,194$ 112,398$ 114,646$ 116,939$ 119,278$ 121,663$ 124,097$ 126,579$ 129,110$ 131,692$ 134,326$ 137,013$ 139,753$ 142,548$ 3,634,777$  
Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% -$              -$          -$              68,305$   65,455$   62,725$   60,109$   57,601$   55,199$   52,896$   50,689$   48,575$   46,549$   44,607$   42,746$   40,963$   39,255$   37,617$   36,048$   34,544$   33,103$   31,722$   30,399$   29,131$   27,916$   26,751$   25,636$   24,566$   23,541$   22,559$   21,618$   20,717$   19,852$   19,024$   18,231$   17,470$   16,742$   16,043$   1,268,907$  

Present Value in 2017 Dollars of Heating Savings 1,268,907$  
of New CT3 BOP Building over Old Building

Note: (1) Heating/Utility Costs for New CT3 Building and exsting Mechanical Maintenance shop are $7,125 and $7,847 per year, respectively.
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PRESENT VALUE COMPARISON OF CT3 BOP AREA ROOFING COSTS FOR RETAINED BUILDING VS. NEW BUILDING
Revision:  05/10/2019

Assumptions:
Life Cycle Cost Analysis Time Range 35 years
Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% Maritime Electric's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)
Debt Ratio 60%
Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%
Equity Ratio 40%
Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Costs:
Roofing re-surfacing 225,000$            (2019 Canadian Dollars)

Assumed Inflation Rate 2.0%

Cash Flow Projections:

Expense Projections 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045

Expenses
Roof Re-surfacing Costs projected to occur in 2045 225,000$       229,500$           234,090$         238,772$       243,547$      248,418$        253,387$        258,454$        263,623$       268,896$        274,274$          279,759$        285,354$       291,061$         296,883$         302,820$             308,877$              315,054$              321,355$           327,783$          334,338$         341,025$            347,845$      354,802$         361,898$       369,136$       376,519$        

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% -$                     -$           225,000$       215,614$           206,620$         198,001$       189,742$      181,827$        174,243$        166,974$        160,009$       153,335$        146,938$          140,809$        134,935$       129,307$         123,913$         118,744$             113,791$              109,044$              104,496$           100,137$          95,960$            91,957$              88,121$         84,445$           80,923$          77,547$         74,312$          

Present Value in 2019 Dollars of re-coating in 2040 74,312$               
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PRESENT VALUE COMPARISON OF CT3 BOP AREA BRICK MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR RETAINED BUILDING VS. NEW BUILDING
Revision:  05/10/2019

Assumptions:
Life Cycle Cost Analysis Time Range 35 years
Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% Maritime Electric's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)
Debt Ratio 60%
Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%
Equity Ratio 40%
Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Costs:
Annual Brick Re-pointing for Existing Building 5,018$                (2019 Canadian Dollars)

Assumed Inflation Rate 2.0%

Cash Flow Projections:

Expense Projections 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053

Expenses
Annual Brick Maintenance Costs for Retained Steam Plant 5,018$          5,118$      5,221$      5,325$      5,432$      5,540$      5,651$      5,764$      5,879$      5,997$      6,117$      6,239$      6,364$      6,491$      6,621$      6,754$      6,889$      7,026$      7,167$      7,310$      7,456$      7,606$      7,758$      7,913$      8,071$      8,233$      8,397$      8,565$      8,736$      8,911$      9,089$      9,271$      9,457$      9,646$      9,839$      

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% -$                     -$          5,018$          4,809$      4,608$      4,416$      4,232$      4,055$      3,886$      3,724$      3,569$      3,420$      3,277$      3,140$      3,009$      2,884$      2,764$      2,648$      2,538$      2,432$      2,330$      2,233$      2,140$      2,051$      1,965$      1,883$      1,805$      1,729$      1,657$      1,588$      1,522$      1,458$      1,398$      1,339$      1,283$      1,230$      1,179$      

Present Value in 2017 Dollars of Brick Repair 93,220$              
of Old Building
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PRESENT VALUE COMPARISON OF CT3 BOP AREA LIFE CYCLE COSTS FOR RETAINED BUILDING VS. NEW BUILDING
Revision:  12/12/2017

Assumptions:
Life Cycle Cost Analysis Time Range 35 years
Discount Rate (WACC) 6.44% Maritime Electric's Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC)
Debt Ratio 60%
Interest Rate on Debt 4.50%
Equity Ratio 40%
Allowed Rate of Return on Equity 9.35%

Costs:
Annual Mechanical for Retained Building 16,100$             (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Annual Mechanical Costs for New CT3 BOP Building 7,678$               (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Electrical Replacement costs for Retained Building in 2045 150,000$           (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Electrical Replacement Costs for New CT3 BOP Building in 2045 65,000$             (2019 Canadian Dollars)
Inflation Rate on Electric Heating Costs 2.0%

Cash Flow Projections:

Expense Projections 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 Sum

Expenses
Annual Mechanical Costs for Retained Steam Plant Building 16,422$            16,750$       17,085$      17,427$       17,776$      18,131$       18,494$       18,864$       19,241$       19,626$       20,018$       20,419$       20,827$      21,244$       21,668$       22,102$       22,544$       22,995$       23,455$       23,924$        24,402$        24,890$       25,388$        25,896$       26,414$       26,942$       27,481$     28,030$      28,591$      29,163$     29,746$      30,341$      30,948$      31,567$     32,198$      821,009$      

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 15,428$            14,785$       14,168$      13,577$       13,011$      12,468$       11,948$       11,450$       10,972$       10,514$       10,076$       9,655$         9,253$        8,867$         8,497$         8,142$         7,803$         7,477$         7,165$         6,866$          6,580$          6,306$         6,043$          5,790$         5,549$         5,317$         5,096$       4,883$        4,679$        4,484$       4,297$        4,118$        3,946$        3,782$       3,624$        286,616$      

Annual Mechanical Costs for New CT3 BOP Building 7,831$              7,988$         8,148$        8,311$         8,477$        8,646$         8,819$         8,996$         9,176$         9,359$         9,546$         9,737$         9,932$        10,131$       10,333$       10,540$       10,751$       10,966$       11,185$       11,409$        11,637$        11,870$       12,107$        12,349$       12,596$       12,848$       13,105$     13,367$      13,635$      13,907$     14,185$      14,469$      14,759$      15,054$     15,355$      391,525$      

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 7,358$              7,051$         6,757$        6,475$         6,205$        5,946$         5,698$         5,460$         5,232$         5,014$         4,805$         4,604$         4,412$        4,228$         4,052$         3,883$         3,721$         3,566$         3,417$         3,274$          3,138$          3,007$         2,882$          2,761$         2,646$         2,536$         2,430$       2,329$        2,232$        2,138$       2,049$        1,964$        1,882$        1,803$       1,728$        136,682$      

Difference between Options 8,591$              8,762$         8,938$        9,116$         9,299$        9,485$         9,674$         9,868$         10,065$       10,267$       10,472$       10,681$       10,895$      11,113$       11,335$       11,562$       11,793$       12,029$       12,270$       12,515$        12,765$        13,021$       13,281$        13,547$       13,818$       14,094$       14,376$     14,663$      14,957$      15,256$     15,561$      15,872$      16,189$      16,513$     16,843$      429,485$      
Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% -$                   -$         -$             8,071$              7,734$         7,412$        7,102$         6,806$        6,522$         6,250$         5,989$         5,740$         5,500$         5,271$         5,051$         4,840$        4,638$         4,445$         4,259$         4,082$         3,911$         3,748$         3,592$          3,442$          3,299$         3,161$          3,029$         2,903$         2,782$         2,666$       2,554$        2,448$        2,346$       2,248$        2,154$        2,064$        1,978$       1,896$        149,934$      

Present Value in 2017 Dollars of Mechanical Life Cycle Savings 149,934$           
of New CT3 BOP Building over Old Building

Expense Projections 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045

Expenses
Electrical Replacement Costs for Retained Steam Plant Building in 2045 153,000$         156,060$     159,181$    162,365$     165,612$    168,924$     172,303$     175,749$     179,264$     182,849$     186,506$     190,236$     194,041$    197,922$     201,880$     205,918$     210,036$     214,237$     218,522$     222,892$      227,350$      231,897$     236,535$      241,266$     246,091$     251,013$     

Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 143,743$         137,747$     132,001$    126,495$     121,218$    116,162$     111,316$     106,673$     102,223$     97,959$       93,873$       89,957$       86,205$      82,609$       79,163$       75,861$       72,696$       69,664$       66,758$       63,973$        61,305$        58,747$       56,297$        53,948$       51,698$       49,542$       

Electrical Replacement Costs for New CT3 BOP Building in 2045 66,300$            67,626$       68,979$      70,358$       71,765$      73,201$       74,665$       76,158$       77,681$       79,235$       80,819$       82,436$       84,084$      85,766$       87,481$       89,231$       91,016$       92,836$       94,693$       96,587$        98,518$        100,489$     102,498$      104,548$     106,639$     108,772$     
Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% 62,289$            59,690$       57,200$      54,814$       52,528$      50,337$       48,237$       46,225$       44,297$       42,449$       40,678$       38,981$       37,355$      35,797$       34,304$       32,873$       31,502$       30,188$       28,928$       27,722$        26,565$        25,457$       24,395$        23,378$       22,402$       21,468$       

Difference between Options 86,700$            88,434$       90,203$      92,007$       93,847$      95,724$       97,638$       99,591$       101,583$     103,615$     105,687$     107,801$     109,957$    112,156$     114,399$     116,687$     119,021$     121,401$     123,829$     126,306$      128,832$      131,408$     134,036$      136,717$     139,452$     142,241$     
Discounted Cash Flows @ MECL's WACC of 6.44% -$                   -$         -$             81,454$            78,057$       74,801$      71,680$       68,690$      65,825$       63,079$       60,448$       57,926$       55,510$       53,195$       50,976$       48,849$      46,812$       44,859$       42,988$       41,194$       39,476$       37,829$       36,251$        34,739$        33,290$       31,901$        30,571$       29,296$       28,074$       

Present Value in 2017 Dollars of Electrical Replacement costs in 2045 28,074$             
of New CT3 BOP Building over Old Building

Total Combined Difference in Mechanical and Electrical Life Cycle Costs 178,007$           
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192616 LE-001 MECL CT3 BOP RELOCATION - PROBABLE COST JUNE 4-2019.DOCX/TR
ED: 6/4/2019 8:43:00 AM/PD: 6/4/2019 8:45:00 AM

June 4, 2019

Mr. Kent Nicholson
Manager, Production and Energy Control Operations
Maritime Electric Company Limited
180 Kent Street, P.O. Box 1328
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7N2

RE: MECL Turbine Balance of Plant Building Revised Probable Cost

Dear Mr. Nicholson

1. SCOPE OF WORK

MECL requested CBCL provide an AACE Class 1 estimate for the design of revised building
design to house the relocated services for the CT3 combustion turbine only at the site. The
revised design does not include any machine shop, office, or any support or storage space
other than that required to support the turbine. CBCL modified the original design drawings
to a stage to allow the completion of this probable cost. The drawings require additional
work to be advanced to a tender stage package.

2. PROBABLE COST DEVELOPMENT

This opinion of probable costs is presented on the basis of experience, qualifications, and
best judgement. It has been prepared in accordance with acceptable principles and
practices. Market trend changes; non-competitive bidding situations; unforeseen labour and
material adjustments, availability and the like are beyond the control of CBCL Limited and as
such cannot warrant or guarantee that actual costs will not vary from the opinion provided.

There are a number of assumptions associated with the probable cost presented. A list of
the most significant assumptions are below:

1. Based on discussions with MECL and local companies, labour rates for electrical and
mechanical trades persons are not expected to exceed $70/hr including overhead
and profit.

2. A productivity factor for the electrical and mechanical trades is assumed to be 85%
as this project is expected to be complex and may require extended or overtime
hours to complete. Extended and overtime hours and complex work typically result
in reduced productivity of workers.

3. A congestion factor of 1.15 is carried for the mechanical labour carried out inside
the new building due to the timetable and space available to complete the work.
This is a factor that is identified in the RS MEANS estimating guide.

4. The underground HV cable ducts in the area of the new building can be de-
energized during construction and it is assumed the required piles can be installed
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with minimum interference to these underground ducts. Relocation of ducts in not
included in the scope of work. MECL to co-ordinate any work required to de-
energize these circuits.

5. General Requirements and Contractor fees of 15% have been included in the
probable cost. These costs are not included in the other components of the
probable cost.

6. The project is envisioned as a single contract under a general contractor with the
building constructed prior to any equipment being relocated.

7. New cables are provided for the feeder to the MECL supplied transformer and from
the relocated switchgear to the new Motor Control Center as the existing cables are
either too short or do not meet present code requirements.

8. The existing Motor Control Centre and DC charger will be reused and it is
anticipated this may result in a slightly longer outage time. A new MCC and charger
was identified as a cost item in the AACE Class 4 estimate.

9. Cables to the existing tank farm are of adequate length to connect to new
equipment location and their re-use has been included in the probable cost.

10. No communications equipment other than a network switch is provided and MECL
will supply and install the required incoming fibre and transducers for networking.

11. MECL will supply a standard 1500kVA Delta Wye transformer which will be on a pad
with blast walls. An option of the supply of a Wye-Wye transformer with fusing will
be examined for cost savings in the remaining design.

12. MECL will provide fuel to fill the generator tank

13. All existing electrical and mechanical equipment being relocated is functional

14. The existing cable tray between the tank farm and the existing turbine is adequate
for the new cables to be installed and new piping shall be installed adjacent to the
existing tray with new supports as required.

15. New transformers and distribution for the new building will be provided under the
contract.

16. No contractor costs are carried to refeed any existing loads not associated with the
BOP equipment that remain in the existing location. MECL will carry any costs to re-
instate lighting and power in the existing building.
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17. No costs are carried for the demolition of the existing generators or any other
equipment or cabling not being relocated.

18. No costs are carried for any new BOP instrumentation not presently installed.

19. Costs are based on the existing as-builts provided by MECL and field investigation

20. No costs are carried for the demolition of any mechanical equipment or piping not
being relocated

21. No costs are being carried to drain the mechanical system prior to equipment
relocation. The system will be handed over to the contractor in the drained state.

22. The air system being relocated does not supply any other equipment in the existing
building other than the BOP equipment. No allowance has been made for any air
required in the existing building after the compressors have been relocated.

23. Heat traced PVC piping is used for water line from new building to tie point for
piping back to storage tank for boiler system. Transfer to this tank is done manually.

24. As discussed with MECL, the air line is not to be insulated or heat traced as the air
system includes a dryer.

25. Temporary power to the CT3 skid will be provided by MECL

26. Owner costs are as provided by MECL.

27. The general sequence for the project is to have the building constructed first with
the new storage tank installed inside. All mechanical and electrical building services
and services for the balance of plant equipment will be installed to the extent
possible without a new utility service available. Once the building is mainly
complete, a planned six (6) week shutdown would occur to enable the relocation of
all equipment from the existing to new building.  This schedule will be provided to
the contractor and they will need to determine required staffing to meet the
schedule.
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The probable cost information provided includes the following;

1. Summary sheet of probable cost (1 page)
2. Elemental summary of probable cost  (2 pages)
3. Elemental WBS backup of probable cost excluding mechanical  (13 pages)
4. Elemental backup of mechanical costs ( 9 pages)

Please review the attached probable cost information and if you have any questions please
contact us.

Yours truly,

Prepared by:
Randy Thorpe, P.Eng. PMP
Senior Project Manager

Direct: 902-492-7971
E-Mail: randyt@cbcl.ca
Project No: 192616.00

This document was prepared for the party indicated herein.  The material and information in the document reflects CBCL Limited’s opinion and best

judgment based on the information available at the time of preparation.  Any use of this document or reliance on its content by third parties is the

responsibility of the third party. CBCL Limited accepts no responsibility for any damages suffered as a result of third party use of this document.



May 30, 2019
MECL CT3 BOP Turbine Equipment Relocation 192616.00
Class 1 - Elemental Format Construction & Design Budget GA/PS/MP/KP/AT

Class 1

No. DESCRIPTION GFA m2 Cost / m2 Budget Amount % of Total

A BUILDING SHELL 331 $2,163 $716,000 17%

B INTERIORS 331 $393 $130,000 3%

C1 MECHANICAL - BUILDING 331 $254 $84,000 2%

C1A MECHANICAL - PROCESS 331 $1,698 $562,000 13%

C2 ELECTRICAL c/w INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS 331 $2,632 $871,000 21%

D1 SITEWORK 331 $1,051 $348,000 8%

D2 ANCILLARY WORK - EQUIPMENT RELOCATATIONS 331 $89 $29,465 1%

Z1 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND CONTRACTORS FEES 331 $1,242 $411,000 10%

Z24 DESIGN DEVELOPMENT CONTINGENCY - Note 1 ## 331 $0 $0 0%

ESCALATION   (Based on 2019 Can. Dollars) 331 $0.00 Not Included 0%

TOTAL  CONSTRUCTION AMOUNT without Contingency,
Design Fees or Owner Costs 331 $9,521 $3,151,000 74.7%

Z23 CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY - C.O.'s -  Note 2 331 $952 $315,000 7.5%

Z21 DESIGN FEES & DISBURSEMENTS 331 $2,275 $753,000 17.8%

TEMPORARY SWING SPACE 331 $0 Not Applicable 0.0%

MOVING ALLOWANCE 331 $0 Not Applicable 0.0%

TOTAL  CONSTRUCTION AMOUNT with Contingency,
Design Fees and Owner Costs 331 $12,748 $4,219,000 100%

Note 1 A Design Development Construction Contingency is to allow for necessary, increase in scope costs as the work is better defined

Note 2 A Construction Contingency is for the cost of additional work over and above the original tendered contract amount

Note 3 The Escalation/Inflation is for anticipated increases in construction costs from time of budget & tender call - (Not Included based on 2019 Dollars)

 Form Uniformat Elemental

OPINION of PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

(Based on Reduced Scope Requirements dated May-2019)

This opinion of probable costs is presented on the basis of experience, qualifications, and best judgement. It has been prepared in accordance with acceptable
principles and practices. Market trend changes; non competitive bidding situations; unforeseen labour and material adjustments, availability and the like are
beyond the control of CBCL Limited and as such cannot warrant or guarantee that actual costs will not vary from the opinion provided.

DATE:
CBCL No:

PREPARED BY:

BUDGET:

1



May 30, 2019
192616.00
DC/PS/LP/MP/AT
Class 1

ELEMENT           Elemental Amount

GFA 331 m2 Sub-total Total Sub-total Total %
A SHELL 716,000$ 2,163$ 17.0%

A1 SUBSTRUCTURE 239,411 723 5.7%

A11 Foundations 1.000 239,411$ 723.38 5.7%

A12 Basement Excavation 0.003 -$ 0.00 0.0%

A2 STRUCTURE 168,204 508 4.0%

A21 Lowest Floor Construction 1.000 35,532$ 107.36 0.8%

A22 Upper Floor Construction 0.003 -$ 0.00 0.0%

A23 Roof Construction 1.000 132,672$ 400.87 3.1%

A3 EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE 307,868 930 7.3%

A31 Walls Below Grade 0.000 Not Applicable 0.00

A32 Walls Above Grade 1.000 241,928$ 730.99 5.7%

A33 Windows and Entrances 1.000 1,030$ 3.11 0.0%

A34 Roof Coverings 1.003 64,910$ 196.13 1.5%

A35 Projections 0.000 Not Applicable 0.00
B INTERIORS 130,000$ 393$ 3.1%

B1 PARTITIONS AND DOORS 56,789 171.59 1.3%

B11 Partitions 1.310 37,607$ 113.63 0.9%

B12 Doors 1.000 19,182$ 57.96 0.5%

B2 INTERIOR FINISHES 36,129 109.16 0.9%

B21 Floor Finishes 1.000 26,157$ 79.04 0.6%

B22 Ceiling Finishes 0.038 966$ 2.92 0.0%

B23 Wall Finishes 2.620 9,005$ 27.21 0.2%

B3 FITTINGS AND EQUIPMENT 37,025 111.87 0.9%

B31 Fittings and Fixtures 1.000 37,025$ 111.87 0.9%

B32 Equipment 1.000 -$ 0.00 0.0%

B33 Conveying Systems 1.000 -$ 0.00 0.0%
C SERVICES 1,517,000$ 4,584$ 36.0%

C1 MECHANICAL - BUILDING 84,000 253.81 2.0%

C11 Plumbing and Drainage 1.000 24,700$ 74.63 0.6%

C12 Fire Protection 1.000 30,088$ 90.91 0.7%

C13 HVAC 1.000 28,250$ 85.36 0.7%

C1A MECHANICAL - PROCESS 562,000 1698.09 13.3%

C15 Water Treatment (Inside) 312,235.29$

C16 Water Treatment (Outside) 95,000.00$

C16 Compressed Air 41,000.00$

C18 Water Treatment System Removal 60,000.00$

C18 Oil Water Separator 45,764.71$

C19 Compressed Air System Removal 8,000.00$

C2 ELECTRICAL c/w INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS 871,000 2631.74 20.6%

C21 Electrical Disconnects & Demolition 1.000 21,084$ 63.71 0.5%

C22 Relocate Existing Equipment 1.000 10,212$ 30.85 0.2%

C23 Systems and Ancillaries 1.000 705,402$ 2131.38 16.7%

C19 Instrumentation and Controls 133,695$ 403.96 3.2%

NET BUILDING SUBTOTAL - LESS SITE 2,362,425 7,138$ 56.0%

DATE:
CBCL No:

PREPARED BY:
BUDGET:

OPINION of PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

Ratio to GFA

           Rate per Area

Class 1 - Elemental Summary
MECL CT3 BOP Turbine Equipment Relocation

Page 2



May 30, 2019
192616.00
DC/PS/LP/MP/AT
Class 1

ELEMENT           Elemental Amount

GFA 331 m2 Sub-total Total Sub-total Total %
A SHELL 716,000$ 2,163$ 17.0%

DATE:
CBCL No:

PREPARED BY:
BUDGET:

OPINION of PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

Ratio to GFA

           Rate per Area

Class 1 - Elemental Summary
MECL CT3 BOP Turbine Equipment Relocation

D SITE & ANCILLARY WORK 378,000$ 1,142$ 9.0%

D1 SITEWORK 348,000 1051.49 8.2%

D11 Site Development 1.000 131,855$ 398.40 3.1%

D12 Mechanical Site Services 1.000 94,544$ 285.67 2.2%

D13 Electrical Site Services 1.000 120,841$ 365.12 2.9%

D2 ANCILLARY WORK - EQUIPMENT RELOCATATIONS 30,000 90.65 0.7%

D21 Equipment Relocations 1.000 29,465$ 89.03 0.7%

D22 Alterations 0.003 Not Applicable

NET BUILDING SUBTOTAL - INCLUDING SITE 2,740,425 8,280$ 65.0%
Z GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND ALLOWANCES 1,479,000$ 4,469$ 35.1%
Z1 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND CONTRACTORS FEES 411,000 1241.84 9.7%

Z11 General Requirements and Overheads 1.000 136,878$ 413.58 3.2%

Z12 Contractors Profit 1.000 273,756$ 827.16 6.5%

Z2 ALLOWANCES 1,068,000 3226.98 25.3%

Z21 Design Fees and Disbursements 1.000 753,000$ 2275.20 17.8%

Z22 Escalation Allowance 1.000 Not Included 0.00

Z23 CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY - C.O.'s -  Note 2 315,000$ 7.5%

Z24 Design Development Construction Contingency 1.000 -$ 0.00 0.0%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST (Less HST ) 4,219,000$ 12,748$ 100.0%
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OPINION of PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST 331 May 30, 2019
MECL CT3 BOP Turbine Equipment Relocation 0 192616.00

331 AT
618 Class 1 ES004

73 8.47

A1 SUBSTRUCTURE 239,411$

A11 Foundations 331 m2 723.38$ 239,411$

A111 Standard Foundations 331 m2 385.26$ 127,505$
1 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork, Placing to Strip Footings 0 m3 700.00$ No Strip Footings
2 Concrete, Rebar, formwork, Placing Column Footings 0 m3 800.00$ Included in Pile Caps
3 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork to Grade Beams 38 m3 1,013.64$ 38,518$
4 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork to Pilasters 13 m2 1,045.45$ 13,591$
5 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork to Pile Caps 21 m3 1,013.64$ 21,286$
6 Concrete, (Unspecified Other) 0 m3 600.00$ -$
7 Type 4 Rigid Insulation to Foundations 133 m2 17.75$ 2,361$
8 Waterproofing Membrane 133 m2 140.00$ 18,620$
9 Trench Excavation Foundations - Common 288 m3 20.00$ 5,760$
10 Trench Excavation Foundations - Rock 0 m3 110.00$ Not Applicable
11 E/O Trench Precautions at High Voltage Lines Transversing Bld'g 32 Hr 590.66$ 18,901$
12 Backfill Foundations with On Site Material 288 m3 15.00$ 4,320$
13 E/O Backfill Grade Beams with Imported Granular (PEI Soils) 86 m3 48.00$ 4,147$
14 Drain Tile c/w Granular & Filter Fabric 0 m 18.00$ Not Applicable

A112 Piled Foundations 0 -$ 111,906$
1 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork, - House Keeping / Transformer Bases 1.3 m3 924.00$ 1,155$
2 Steel H- Piles  (HP250 x 85) 21 Ea 5,273.86$ 110,751$
3 Trench Excavation Pile Caps Bases - Common 0 m3 20.00$ -$
4 Trench Excavation Equipment Bases - Rock 0 m3 110.00$ Not Applicable
5 Backfill Equipment Bases with on Site Material 0 m3 10.00$ Not Applicable
6 Backfill Equipment Bases with Imported Granular 0 m3 48.00$ Not Applicable

A12 Basement Excavation 1 m2 -$ -$

1 Mass Excavation - Common 0 m3 8.00$ Not Applicable2 Mass Excavation - Rock 0 m3 90.00$ Not Applicable3 Mass Excvation - Unsuitables 0 m3 6.00$ Not Applicable4 Backfill Foundations 0 m3 9.00$ Not Applicable

Estimate Backup

DATE:
CBCL No:

PREPARED BY:
BUDGET:

Gound Floor Area SM

2nd Floor Area SM

Total Bldg Area SM
Ext Wall Area SM

WBS Element Exterior Perimeter M Exterior Wall Ht M
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A2 STRUCTURE 168,204$

A21 First Floor Construction 331 m2 107.36$ 35,532$

A21.1 250 mm Floor Slab 331 m2 95$ 31,357$
1 Concrete Slab on Grade 88 m3 290.00$ 25,520$
2 Rebar to Slab on Grade 0 kg 2.75$ Included in SOG
3 WW Mesh to Slab on Grade 0 m2 3.80$ Not Applicable
4 Screed, trowel, and cure to slabs 353 m2 9.00$ 3,177$
5 Sawcut control joints 0 m 5.00$ -$
6 Joint filler at slab edge 0 m 5.00$ -$
7 Sealant to control joints 0 m 5.00$ -$
8 6 mil vapour barrier 353 m2 1.50$ 530$
9 50mm rigid insulation for radiant heat 0 m2 23.00$ Not Applicable
10 Granular underside of slab 71 m3 30.00$ 2,130$

A21.4 Miscellaneous 1 m2 4,175.00$ 4,175$
1 Trench for underslab m/e services 20 m3 65.00$ 1,300$
2 Slab thickening at masonry walls 5 m3 575.00$ 2,875$
3 0

A22 Upper Floor Construction 1 m2 -$ -$A221.1 Main Level Slab above Basement 0 m2 -$ -$1 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork to Columns 0 m3 900.00$ Not Applicable2 Concrete, Rebar, Formwork to Suspended Slab (200 mm) 0 m2 275.00$ Not Applicable3 Screed, Trowel and Cure Concrete Slab 0 m2 9.00$ Not ApplicableA221.2 Second Floor Construction 0 m2 #DIV/0! -$1 Structural steel columns, beams, OWSJ framing 0 tonnes 4,285.71$ Included in Roof Framing2 38mm composite LZC metal floor deck 0 m2 40.00$ -$3 Concrete Topping Slab 100 mm thickness 0 m3 290.00$ -$4 Mesh to Topping Slab 0 m2 3.80$ -$5 Screed, Trowel and Cure Concrete Slab 0 m2 9.00$ -$6 Concrete , Rebar, Formwork to Elevator Core Walls 0 m3 800.00$ Not Applicable7 Fireproofing to Steel Beams, OWSJ, and Deck 0 m2 35.00$ -$8 Fireproofing to Steel Columns - 2 layers of drywall 0 m2 9.00$ -$9 Expansion Joint Assemblies 0 m 300.00$ -$A222 Stair Construction 1 m2 -$ -$1 Metal Stairs c/w Pipe Handrails 0 Risers 400.00$ -$
A23 Roof Construction 331 m2 401$ 132,672$

A23.1 Main Roof Framing 331 m2 401$ 132,672$
1 Structural Steel Columns, Beams & OWSJ Framing 32 tonnes 3,700$ 118,400$2 Structural Post Disaster Factor % 0% Deleted
3 38mm LZC Metal Roof Deck 357 m2 40$ 14,272$
4 Expansion Joint Assemblies 0 m 270$ None ShownA23.2 Low Roof Areas 1 m2 -$ -$1 Structural Steel Beams & Columns 0 tonnes 3,700.00$ Included in 23.1 Main Roof2 11/2" LZC metal roof deck 0 m2 40.00$ -$
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A3 EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE 307,868$

A31 Walls Below Grade 0 m2 -$ Not Applicable

1 Waterproofing membrane at basement 0 m2 32.00$ -$
2 Protection board 0 m2 16.00$ -$

A32 Walls Above Grade 331 m2 731$ 241,928$

1 150 mm Exterior Wall  Concrete Block 0 m2 116.57$ -$2 Post Disaster Factor 10% % 10% -$3 Reinforced with 10M @ 600 mm c/c 0 kg 2.75$ Included in Wall4 Grouted cores solid @ 600 c/c 0 m3 550.00$ Included in Wall5 Masonry lateral support ties to structural steel 0 no 35.00$ Included in Masonry6 Air/vapour barrier - Peel & Stick 0 m2 32.28$ -$7 89 mm Rigid Insulation 0 m2 35.00$ -$
8 100mm Insulated Metal Panel 618 m2 391.27$ 241,928$

A33 Windows 331 m2 3.11$ 1,030$1 Clear Anodized Triple Glazed Aluminum Fixed Windows 1 Ea 1,029.66$ 1,030$2 Aluminum entrances complete 0 m2 1,250.00$ -$3 Power operators included by Div 16 0 no -$4 Sectional overhead doors c/w operators 0 m2 350.00$ -$5 IHM Doors c/w Hardware & Vision lite 0 no 1,700.00$ -$6 IHM Double Doors c/w Hardware & Vision lite 0 no 2,100.00$ -$7 Ambulance entrance sliding doors 0 no 15,000.00$ -$
A34 Roof Coverings 332 m2 196$ 64,910$

A34.1 High  Roof - Elev 7.8 331 m2 196$ 64,910$
1 2 ply Modified Bituminous Roof System 331 m2 122.27$ 40,467$
2 1/2" Exterior Drywall Screwed to Metal deck 331 m2 7.00$ 2,317$
3 Parapet & Wall to Roof Intersect (PT Blocking & Cants) 73 m 49.20$ 3,592$
4 Metal Flashings & Trims 73 m2 48.42$ 3,535$
5 Fall Restraint / Arrest System 3 item 5,000.00$ 15,000$A34.2 Low Roof Areas - Elev. 4.2 1 m2 -$ -$1 2 ply Modified Bituminous Roof System 0 m2 122.27$ -$2 1/2" Exterior Drywall Screwed to Metal deck 0 m2 7.00$ -$3 Parapet & Wall to Roof Intersect (PT Blocking & Cants) 0 m 49.20$ -$4 Metal Flashings & Trims 0 m2 48.42$ -$5 Fall Restraint / Arrest System 0 item 5,000.00$ -$

A35 Projections 0 m2 -$ Not Applicable
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B1 Partitions and Doors 56,789$

B11 Partitions 434 m2 87$ 37,607$

B111.1 150 mm Concrete Block Interior Partitions 242 m2 112.23$ 27,158$
1 150 mm Interior Wall  Concrete Block 242 m2 105.00$ 25,408$
1 Masonry lateral support 50 no 35.00$ 1,750$

0
B111.2 P1 - 92 mm Steel Stud GB Partitions 192 m2 54.52$ 10,449$

1 15.9 mm gypsum board 192 m2 21.52$ 4,125$
2 92 mm steel stud @ 400 c/c 639 m 7.50$ 4,792$
3 89 mm mineral fibre sound batt 192 m2 8.00$ 1,533$

B12 Exterior, Interior, Overhead Doors and Screens 331 m2 58$ 19,182$

1 IHM Doors, Frame & Hardware 6 no 1,045.45$ 6,272.73$
2 HM Door, Frame & Hardware 6 no 818.18$ 4,909.09$3 SCW Door, Frame & Hardware 0 no 818.18$ -$4 Glazed sidelites in hollow metal frames 0 m2 300.00$ -$
5 3050 x 3050 Sectional coiled Overhead Doors 1 no 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$

B2 INTERIOR FINISHES 36,129$

B21 Floor Finishes 331 m2 79$ 26,157$

1 Safety Sheet Vinyl Slip Resistant Flooring 6 m2 143.48$ 920$2 Safety Sheet Vinyl Coved Base 0 m 45.00$ -$
3 Rm 116 Lab Quarry Floor Tile in Lab 6 m2 107.60$ 690$8 Stair Treads and Landings 0 m2 150.00$ -$
9 Rm 111 Non-Metalic Floor Hardener in Workshop 90 m2 21.52$ 1,937$
10 Rm 117 Water Treatment Epoxy Floor Finish 210 m2 107.60$ 22,610$
11 Unpainted concrete 24 m2 -$ -$

B22 Ceiling Finishes 12 m2 78$ 966$

B22.1 Suspended Drywall Ceilings 6 m2 69.00$ 414$
1 Furring channels suspended at 600 c/c 6 m 7.00$ 42$
2 13mm drywall 6 m2 24.00$ 144$
3 Taping & sanding 6 m2 20.00$ 120$
4 Prime and 2 coats paint finish 6 m2 18.00$ 108$

B22.2 Acoustic Suspended Ceiling 6 m2 86.08$ 552$
1 Suspended Acoustical Ceilings 2.75 AFF 6 m2 86.08$ 552$

B22.3 Place Holder 1 m2 -$ -$
1 Place Holder 0 m2 -$ -$

B23 Wall Finishes 867 m2 10$ 9,005$

1 Prime and 2 coats Paint to Drywall 383 m2 8.61$ 3,300$
2 Prime and 2 coats Paint to Concrete Block 484 m2 8.07$ 3,906$
3 Prime and 2 coats Paint to Man Doors & Frames 12 Ea 125.00$ 1,500$
4 Prime and 2 coats Paint to Overhead Doors 1 Ea 300.00$ 300$5 Prime & Paint  Washroom 0 m2 8.61$ -$
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B3 FITTINGS AND EQUIPMENT 37,025$

B31 Fittings and Fixtures 331 m2 111.87$ 37,025$

B311 Miscellaneous Metals 331 m2 92.01$ 30,450$
1 Overhead Door Channel Frames 1 Ea 2,650.00$ 2,650$
2 Interior Bollards Bolted to Concrete 4 no 450.00$ 1,800$
3 Access Ladder c/w Cage 1 m 10,000.00$ 10,000$
4 Access Platform for Process, Mech, Electrical 2 Ea 8,000.00$ 16,000$

B312 Millwork 331 m2 5.89$ 1,950$1 Room # 108 Vanity Washroom 0 m 400.00$ Delete from Budget
2 Room # 116 Lab Cupboards 2.6 m 750.00$ 1,950$3 Room # 111 Maintainence Storage Shelving 7 m 500.00$ Delete from Budget4 Room # 113 Tool Room Storage 11 m 500.00$ Delete from Budget5 Room # 112 CT Storage Room Shelves 24 m 500.00$ Delete from Budget

B313 Miscellaneous Specialties 331 m2 13.97$ 4,625$1 Washroom Accessories per WR 0 no 500.00$ Delete from Budget
5 Standard Metal Lockers 22 no 187.50$ 4,125$6 Shower room benches 0 no 300.00$ Delete from Budget7 Shower room accessories 0 no 200.00$ Delete from Budget
8 Interior signage 1 item 500.00$ 500$
9 Window Coverings 0 Ea 150.00$ None Shown

B32 Equipment 331 m2 -$ -$

B32.1 Workshop Equipment 0 LS -$ By Owner
1 Work Benches 6 Ea -$ By Owner
2 Lathe 1 Ea -$ By Owner
3 Mill Machine 1 Ea -$ By Owner
4 Drill Press 1 Ea -$ By Owner
5 Bandsaw 1 Ea -$ By Owner

B32.2 Loading Dock Equipment 1 no -$ -$
1 Loading Door Seals & Bumpers 1 item 5,000.00$ None Shown

B32.3 Place Holder 1 m2 -$ -$
1 Place Holder 0 -$ -$B32.4 Office Furniture 3 Ea -$ -$1 Desk Chair, Shelving 3 Ea 1,500.00$ By Owner

B33 Conveying Systems 331 m2 -$ -$

1 Monorail Framing 0 m 1,409.09$ Delete from Budget
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C1 MECHANICAL - BUILDING 83,038$

C11 Plumbing and Drainage 331 m2 75$ 24,700$

1 P-1-WC 0 ea 1,500$ -$
2 P-2_Lav 0 no 1,200$ -$
3 P-3_SH 0 no 1,500$ -$
4 P-4_SK 1 no 1,200$ 1,200$
5 P-5_EW 1 no 1,500$ 1,500$
6 P-6_ES (relocated from existing bldg) 1 no 1,000$ 1,000$
7 P-7_UR 0 no 1,500$ -$
8 P-8_MS 1 no 1,500$ 1,500$
9 Floor Drain 5 no 500$ 2,500$
10 4" BFP-building entrance 1 ea 5,000$ 5,000$
11 3" BFP-RO units (relocated from existing bldg, recertify) 1 ea 1,000$ 1,000$
12 3" DCW to RO unit 75 ft 75$ 5,625$
13 Roof Drain 4 ea 500$ 2,000$
14 RWL 75 ft 25$ 1,875$
15 HB 2 ea 250$ 500$
16 Future Sink and coffe stn 0 ea 500$ -$
17 AC-01, 02, 03 condensate drain 0 ea 100$ -$
18 DHW Tank-remove and reinstall 1 ea 1,000$ 1,000$

C12 Fire Protection 331 m2 91$ 30,088$

1 Wet pipe system 372 m2 54$ 20,088$
2 150mm double check valve 1 ea 10,000$ 10,000$

C13 HVAC 331 m2 85$ 28,250$

C13.1 Heating 331 m2 20$ 6,750$
1 Baseboard heaters (with t-stat) 1 ea 750$ 750$
2 Unit heaters (with t-stat) 4 ea 1,500$ 6,000$
3 0 m2 -$ -$

C13.2 Ventilation, Air conditioning 331 m2 65$ 21,500$
1 HRV-01 0 ea 20,000$ -$
2 Ductwork 0 ls 10,000$ -$
3 Diffusers 0 ea 250$ -$
4 Controls 0 ls 2,500$ -$
5 Ductheater 0 ea 2,500$ -$
6 -$ -$
7 HRV-02 1 ea 1,500$ 1,500$
8 Ductwork 1 ls 2,500$ 2,500$
9 Diffusers 7 ea 250$ 1,750$
10 Controls 1 ls 1,500$ 1,500$
11 Ductheater 1 ls 1,500$ 1,500$
12 Louvers & damper 2 ea 1,500$ 3,000$
12 Fire dampers 2 ea 250$ 500$
13 CU-01/AC-1, 2, 3 0 ls 7,500$ -$
14 Refrigeration piping 0 ls 2,000$ -$
15 Controls 0 ls 2,500$ -$
16 EF-01 (Workshop) 0 ea 2,500$ -$
17 Louver 0 ea 1,000$ -$
18 Motorized Dampers 0 ea 750$ -$
19 Controls 0 ls 1,000$ -$
20 EF-02 (Electrical Room) 1 ea 2,500$ 2,500$
21 Louver 2 ea 1,000$ 2,000$
22 Motorized Dampers 2 ea 750$ 1,500$
23 Controls 1 ls 1,000$ 1,000$
22 Tagging/Labelling 1 ea 750$ 750$
23 Air balancing 1 ea 1,500$ 1,500$
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C1A MECHANICAL - PROCESS 562,000$

C15 331 sm 1,698.09$ 562,000$

1 Water Treatment (Inside) 1 LS 312,235$ 312,235$
2 Water Treatment (Outside) 1 LS 95,000$ 95,000$
3 Compressed Air 1 LS 41,000$ 41,000$
4 Oil Water Separator 1 LS 45,765$ 45,765$
5 Water Treatment System Removal 1 LS 60,000$ 60,000$
6 Compressed Air System Removal 1 LS 8,000$ 8,000$

C2 ELECTRICAL c/w INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROLS 870,393$

C21 Electrical Disconnects & Demolition 331 m2 63.71$ 21,084$

1 Disconnect Existing MCC (BOP-MCC-01) 8 ea 329.41$ 2,635$
2 Disconnect Existing Switchgear (DP600-001) 1 ea 627.45$ 627$
3 Disconnect Existing Transfer Switch (DP600-02) 1 ea 627.45$ 627$
4 Disconnect Existing 125VDC Charger Unit 1 ea 658.82$ 659$
5 Disconnect Existing Lighting Contactor Panel 1 ea 164.71$ 165$
6 Disconnect Waste Water Collection Tank Control Panel 1 ea 329.41$ 329$
7 Disconnec RO Train VFD's 2 ea 627.45$ 1,255$
8 Disconnect existing 900kVA Generators 2 ea 658.82$ 1,318$
9 Disconnect Existing BOP Distribution Panel DP-01 1 ea 549.05$ 549$
10 Disconnect Exisitng Waste water Pump Controller and Monitor 1 ea 329.41$ 329$
11 Disconnect Existing Fuel Oil Heater Control Panel 1 ea 329.41$ 329$
12 Disconnect Existing General Distribution Transformer T-02 1 ea 414.32$ 414$
13 Disconnect Existing General Lighting Transformer T-03 1 ea 385.25$ 385$
14 Disconnect Existing Lighting Distribution Panel LP-01 1 ea 549.05$ 549$
15 Disconnect Existing BOP PLC Cabinet 1 ea -$ -$
16 Disconnect Existing MECL RTU-01 1 ea -$ -$
17 Disconnect Exisitng RO/EDI Skid 2 ea -$ -$
18 Disconnect Existing Transfer Pumps 2 ea 164.71$ 329$
19 Disconnect Existing Dryers 2 ea 164.71$ 329$
20 Disconnect Existing Compressors 2 ea 164.71$ 329$
21 Disconnect Existing Demin Pumps 2 ea 164.71$ 329$
22 Disconnect Existing Neutral Grounding Resistor 1 ea 329.41$ 329$

35 Cable Pulled back to Corner
36 3C #6 AWG Teck90 (Pull Back for Re-use) 645 m 8.24$ 5,312$

120 m -$
120 m -$
135 m -$
135 m -$
135 m -$

37 3C #10 AWG Teck90 (Pull back for re-use) 480 m 8.24$ 3,953$
C0016 120 m -$
C0017 120 m -$
C0018 120 m -$
C0019 120 m -$

C22 Relocate Existing Equipment 331 m2 30.85$ 10,212$

1 Relocate Existing Switchgear (DP600-001) 1 ea 1,317.65$ 1,318$
2 Relocate Existing Transfer Switch (DP600-02) 1 ea 1,317.65$ 1,318$
3 Relocate Existing NGR 1 ea 1,317.65$ 1,318$
4 Relocate RO Train VFD's 2 ea 1,317.65$ 2,635$
5 Relocate Fuel oil heater panel 1 ea 658.82$ 659$
6 Relocate Existing MCC 1 ea 1,976.47$ 1,976$
7 Relocate Existing DC Unit 1 ea 988.24$ 988$

Process
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C23 Installations New Building 331 m2 2,131$ 705,402$
1 EQUIPMENT
2 Resued  MCC (BOP-MCC-01) 1 ea 3,952.94$ 3,953$
3 Place Existing Switchgear (DP600-001) 1 ea 1,317.65$ 1,318$
4 Place Existing Transfer Switch (DP600-02) 1 ea 1,317.65$ 1,318$
5 Reused125VDC Charger Unit 1 ea 658.82$ 659$
6 New Exterior Lighting Contactor Panel 1 ea 1,329.41$ 1,329$
7 Place RO Train VFD's 2 ea 2,486.15$ 4,972$
8 New 750kVA GENERATOR 1 ea 194,141.18$ 194,141$
9 Unit Service Transformer (PROVIDED BY MECL) 1 ea 2,635.29$ 2,635$
10 347/600V, 225A, 3ph Panel (LP-01) ea 7,198.01$ -$
11 600V, 60A, 3ph Panel (LP-02) 1 ea 7,198.01$ 7,198$
12 120/208V, 225A, 3ph Panel (DP-01) 1 ea 3,698.01$ 3,698$
13 120/240V, 100A, 1ph Panel (DP-02) ea 3,498.01$ -$
14 Panel (DP-01B) 1 ea 7,198.01$ 7,198$
15 New 45kVA Transformer (T-02) 1 ea 3,847.06$ 3,847$
16 New 75kVA, 600-347/600V Transformer (T-03) 1 ea 5,882.34$ 5,882$
17 New 30kVA Transformer (T-05) ea 3,464.07$ -$
18 Cable Ductbank 20 Ft 182.35$ 3,647$
19 Cable Tray (24" wide) 21 10' 285.77$ 6,001$
20 Cable Tray (90deg elbow) (24") 10 ea 536.25$ 5,362$
21 Cable Tray Tee Section (24") 2 ea 684.48$ 1,369$

23 Uni-strut Support System 2 ea 300$ 600$

23 Lights -$
24 Type L1 (4' strip pendant) 20 ea 377$ 7,550$
25 Type L2 (1'x4' pendant) 2 ea 248$ 497$
26 Type L3 (2'x4' pendant) 2 ea 416$ 831$
28 Type L4 (shower potlight) 0 ea 182$ -$
29 Type L5 (High bay) 24 467$ 11,208$
30 Type L6 (wall pack) 7 ea 366$ 2,561$
31 EXIT 7 ea 250$ 1,748$
32 Emergency (Battery Packs) 6 ea 390$ 2,338$
34 Emergency (Remote Heads) 11 ea 125$ 1,372$

-$
32 Life Safety Systems -$
33 Pull Stations 4 ea 160$ 638$
34 Horn/strobes 8 ea 240$ 1,916$
35 Smoke Detector 8 ea 300$ 2,396$
36 Fire Alarm Control Panel (FACP) 1 ea 5,315$ 5,315$
37 3/4" Conduit 2000 lf 8$ 15,180$
38 18-2 Cables 20 c.l.f. 213$ 4,250$
39 Fire Alarm Verification 1 Lot 1,647$ 1,647$

-$
40 CABLES -$
41 Cable Installed in Trench/Cable Tray (Reused Cables) -$
42 3C #6 AWG Teck90 (Installed in trench / Cable Tray) 645 m 8.01$ 5,164$

C0020 120 m -$ -$
C0021 120 m -$ -$

C0022 135 m -$ -$

C0023 135 m -$ -$

C0024 135 m -$ -$

42 3C #10 AWG Teck90 (Installed in trench / Cable Tray) 480 m 8.01$ 3,843$

C0016 120 m -$ -$
C0017 120 m -$ -$
C0018 120 m -$ -$
C0019 120 m -$ -$

-$
43 15kV Cables -$

3C #2 AWG Teck90 110 m 92$ 10,166.26$
110 m -$ -$
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44 Low Voltage Cables -$
45 1C 750kcmil RW90 (Re-install) 6 m 165$ 988.24$

C0005
46 3C 500kcmil Teck90 420 m 211$ 88,817.65$

47 3C 350kcmil Teck90 28 m 132$ 3,693.22$

48 3C 750kcmil Teck 246 m 264$ 65,059.76$
180 m
66 m

49 3C #6 AWG Teck90
50 4C 1/0 AWG Teck90 2 m 95$ 189.68$
51 4C #3 AWG Teck90 2 m 65$ 130.76$

52 3C #8 AWG Teck90 39 m 34$ 1,312.58$
53 3C #4 AWG Teck90 50 m 36$ 1,783.23$

53 3C #10 AWG Teck90 270 m 31$ 8,453.65$
54 3C #10 AWG Teck9 (Heat Trace) 120 m 23$ 2,768.94$
55 3C #12 AWG Teck90 10 m 54$ 542.21$
55 3C #1/0 AWG Teck90 10 m -$ -$

0 m 73$ -$
57 Teck Connector (21mm) (#12 - #10) 6 ea 81$ 485.44$
58 Teck Connector (27mm) (#8) 8 ea 159$ 1,271.52$
59 Teck Connector (41mm) (#6-#1) 4 ea 211$ 845.48$
60 Teck Connector (53mm) (1/0-4/0) 4 ea 374$ 1,497.30$
61 Teck Connector (63mm) (250-400) 6 ea 481$ 2,885.69$
62 Teck Connector (78mm) (500-750) 21 ea 547$ 11,488.24$
63 Terminations 0 ea -$ -$

65 Grounding System -$
66 #4/0 Bare Copper Grounding Conductor 280 m 40$ 11,080$
67 #2/0 Bare Copper Grounding Conductor 80 m 26$ 2,082$
68 I-beam Grounding Clamp 8 ea 82$ 659$
69 Mechanical Compression Grounding Connection 6 ea 98$ 585$
70 Copper Ground Bar 1 ea 287$ 287$
71 Copper Crimp type compression connector 15 ea 82$ 1,235$
72 Copper Clad grounding rod 14 ea 178$ 2,490$

-$
73 Wiring Devices -$
74 15A 125V Duplex Receptacle 5 ea 110$ 549.26$
75 15/20A 125V Duplex Receptacle 20 ea 120$ 2,397.06$
76 15A 125V GFCI Duplex Receptacle 1 ea 122$ 122.35$
77 15/20A 125V GFCI Duplex Receptacle 2 ea 126$ 251.71$
78 Voice/Data Outlet 1 ea 255$ 254.91$
79 Toggle Switch 11 ea 101$ 1,111.58$
80 Dimmer Switch 0 ea 41$ -$
81 Occupancy Sensor 1 ea 161$ 161.35$
82 3/4" Conduit 2000 lf 8$ 15,180.00$
83 18-2 Cables 20 c.l.f. 213$ 4,250.00$
84 wall mounted data rack w/ switch 1 lot 6,976$ 6,976.47$

85 Heat Trace 400 m 110$ 44,000$

Commissioning
Switchgear and transfer switch 1 LS 1,976$ 1,976.47$
MCC 1 LS 6,588$ 6,588.24$
Generator 1 LS 1,318$ 1,317.65$
Building Systems 1 LS 3,294$ 3,294.12$

82 Equipment Rental
83 Scissor Lifts Weeks 500$ Included in Units
84 Crane Weeks 4,000$ Included in Units

85 15% Subcontractor Overhead and Profit 15% 72,311$ 72,311$
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C19 Instrumentation and Controls 331 m2 404$ 133,695$
EQUIPMENT

1 MECL RTU No. 1 - WATER TREATMENT ea 2,560.00$ 1,506$
2 MECL RTU No. 2 - 13.8 kV SWITCHGEAR ea -$ -$
3 PLC-BOP-01 CONTROL PANEL ea 2,560.00$ 1,506$
4 FIELD JUNCTION BOX IJB-001 ea 1,280.00$ 753$
5 DEMIN WATER PUMP CONTROL STATION JB-403 ea 640.00$ 376$
6 RO1 PUMP VFD ea 2,560.00$ 1,506$
7 RO2 PUMP VFD ea 2,560.00$ 1,506$
8 RO/EDI NO. 1  PLC CONTROL PANEL lot -$ 824$
9 RO/EDI NO. 2 PLC CONTROL PANEL ea -$ 824$
10 WATER SOFTNERS CONTROL PANEL ea 1,280.00$ 753$
11 CIP PUMP CONTROL PANEL ea 1,280.00$ 753$
12 WW SUMP JUNCTION BOX WWP-JB-01 ea 640.00$ 376$
13 ILS-350 MONITOR ea -$ 753$
14 WASTE WATER PUMP CONTROLLER lot 1,280.00$ 753$
15 JUNCTION BOX JB-LFO-01 - FUEL TRANSFER ea 1,280.00$ 824$
16 PLC REMOTE I/O PANEL JB-LFO-02- FUEL TRANSFER ea -$ 824$
17 LFO HEATER CONTROL PANEL LFO-HCP-01 ea -$ 1,506$
18 INSTRUMENT STANDS ea 2,560.00$ 1,376$
19 CONTROL PANEL/JUNCTION BOXES SUPPORT FRAMES ea 820.00$ 4,012$
20 INSTRUMENT RELOCATION lot 6,120.00$ 2,259$
21 MISCELLANEOUS HARDWARE AND SUPPORTS lot 3,840.00$ 3,353$
22 INSTRUMENTS TESTING AND COMMISSIONING lot 5,000.00$ 8,000$
23 CONTROL SYSTEMS TESTING AND COMMISSIONING lot 13,600.00$ 23,529$

I&C CABLES
26 1-6C, #10AWG, Cu. Teck Cable (REMOVE) 120 m 5.14$ 617$
27 1-6C, #10AWG, Cu. Teck Cable (RE-INSTALL) 120 m 5.14$ 617$
28 Belden 9463, 1 Pair, Teck Armoured (REMOVE) 120 m 4.78$ 574$
29 Belden 9463, 1 Pair, Teck Armoured (RE-INSTALL) 120 m 4.78$ 574$
30 1-2C, #12AWG, Cu. Teck Cable (REMOVE) 120 m 10.37$ 1,245$
31 1-2C, #12AWG, Cu. Teck Cable (RE-INSTALL) 120 m 9.43$ 1,132$
32 1 Pair Type J TC Cable Teck Armour (REMOVE) 115 m 4.78$ 550$
33 1 Pair Type J TC Cable Teck Armour (RE-INSTALL) 115 m 4.78$ 550$
34 1 Pair Type K TC Cable Teck Armour (REMOVE) 115 m 4.78$ 550$
35 1 Pair Type K TC Cable Teck Armour (RE-INSTALL) 115 m 4.78$ 550$
36 Belden 121700A Cat5E Armoured Cable REMOVE) 120 m 4.78$ 574$
37 Belden 121700A Cat5E Armoured Cable RE-INSTALL) 120 m 4.78$ 574$
38 1 Pair #16AWG, Shielded Teck armoured cable (NEW) 72 m 11.97$ 862$
39 1 Pair #18AWG, Shielded Teck armoured cable (NEW) 30 m 10.80$ 324$
40 1 Pair, RS-485 Cable, Teck armoured (NEW) 34 m 8.94$ 304$
41 6 Pair #16AWG, Twisted Shielded Pair (NEW) 37 m 25.48$ 943$
42 1-10C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 482 m 35.06$ 16,900$
43 1-12C, #12AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 15 m 44.59$ 669$
44 1-15C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 84 m 27.26$ 2,290$
45 1-2C, #10AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 40 m 19.25$ 770$
46 1-2C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 150 m 19.00$ 2,851$
47 1-2C, #8AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 20 m 18.91$ 378$
48 1-30C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 30 m 40.36$ 1,211$
49 1-3C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 72 m 9.49$ 684$

C-IAD01 20 m
50 1-4C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 40 m 10.73$ 429$
51 1-5C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 40 m 12.61$ 504$
52 1-6C, #12AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 20 m 18.97$ 379$
53 1-6C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 150 m 26.14$ 3,921$
54 1-7C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 10 m 31.69$ 317$
55 1-9C, #14AWG, Teck Cable (NEW) 40 m 35.06$ 1,402$
56 Belden 121700A Cat5E Armoured Cable (NEW) 146 m 7.07$ 1,032$
57 Vendor Supplied Cable (NEW) 130 m 37.14$ 4,829$
58 Teck Cable connectors 144 ea 74.12$ 10,673$
59 Cable terminations 656 ea 13.55$ 8,891$

60
61 15% Subcontractor Overhead and Profit 15% 2,241$
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D1 SITEWORK 347,240$

D11 Site Development 331 m2 398$ 131,855$

D111 Preparation 331 m2 57.73$ 19,105$
1 Strip topsoil & stockpile for reuse 0 m3 5.00$ Not Applicable
2 Strip existing asphalt are truck off site for reuse 0 m3 15.00$ Not Applicable
3 Cut/Fill  Site Rough Grade to Subgrade 1008 m3 8.00$ 8,064$
4 Proof Roll Building Area 331 m2 3.00$ 993$

 5 Stockpile Surplus Material  on Site 1008 m3 4.00$ 4,032$
6 Import shot rock fill material at footprint 0 m3 30.00$ -$
7 Environment Protection Sedment control 1 LS 4,000.00$ 4,000$
8 Fine Grade Site outside Building Area 672 m2 3.00$ 2,016$

D112 Asphalt & Granular Site Finishes 331 m2 301.40$ 99,750$
1 120mm Asphalt Surface c/w 200 Class A  Gran. Base (Dwg C-004) 900 m2 90.00$ 81,000$
2 200mm Class A  Granular Base (Dwg C-004) 225 m2 30.00$ 6,750$
3 Bollards 8 Ea 1,500.00$ 12,000$

D114 Landscaping 3,050 m2 4.26$ 13,000$
1 Topsoil and Sod 550 m2 10.00$ 5,500$
2 Topsoil and Hydroseed 2,500 m2 3.00$ 7,500$
2 Plantings 0 no 15,000.00$ Not Applicable
3 Site furniture and signage 0 no 10,000.00$ Not Applicable
4 Flagpole complete 0 no 5,000.00$ Not Applicable

D12 Mechanical Site Services 331 m2 286$ 94,544$

D12.1 Sanitary Sewer 60 m 383$ 22,997$
1 New sanitary manholes complete 2 no 4,000.00$ 8,000$
2 New 200mm PVC sanitary pipe 60 m 70.00$ 4,200$
3 Connection at existing lines 1 no 5,000.00$ 5,000$
4 Trench new sanitary line 195 m3 12.00$ 2,340$
5 E/O rock excavation 0 m3 110.00$ -$
6 Backfill line with granular 47 m3 35.00$ 1,645$
7 Backfill line with common (Select) 151 m3 12.00$ 1,812$
8 Trench to remove existing abandoned lines 0 m3 15.00$ -$
9 Backfill abandoned line with common 0 m3 12.00$ -$

D12.2 Storm Sewer 100 m 150.75$ 15,075$
1 New precast concrete catchbasin 2 no 3,000.00$ 6,000$
2 New 450 mm DR35 storm pipe 40 m 90.00$ 3,600$
3 Trench excavate new storm lines 75 m3 12.00$ 900$
4 New 150mm French Drain c/w granular 25 m 75.00$ 1,875$
5 Backfill line with granular 0 m3 35.00$ -$
6 Backfill line with common (Select?) 0 m3 12.00$ -$
7 Outfall grates & headwalls 1 no 1,000.00$ 1,000$
8 Remove Existing Storm & Structure 1 no 500.00$ 500$
9 Trench to remove existing abandoned lines 30 m3 15.00$ 450$
10 Backfill abandoned line with common (Select) 30 m3 25.00$ 750$

D12.3 Water System 110 m 513.38$ 56,472$
1 New150mmx100mm Tapping Valve 1 no 4,500.00$ 4,500$
2 Tie - into existing line 3 no 5,000.00$ 15,000$
3 New 150mm  PVC DR18 pipe 40 m 80.00$ 3,200$
4 New 150mm  PVC pipe fittings 6 no 650.00$ 3,900$
5 New 100mm  PVC DR18 pipe 70 m 80.00$ 5,600$
6 New 100mm  PVC pipe fittings 4 no 450.00$ 1,800$
7 Trench excavation for new waterlines 261 m3 12.00$ 3,132$
8 OWS excavation and backfill 1 no 10,000.00$ 10,000$
9 Backfill line with granular 60 m3 35.00$ 2,100$
10 Backfill line with common (Select) 200 m3 25.00$ 5,000$
11 Cap Existing Lines 2 no 1,000.00$ 2,000$
12 Backfill abandoned line with common (Select 20 m3 12.00$ 240$
13 Revised connection for building 0 no 7,500.00$ Not Applicable
14 Test & disinfect 0 item 5,000.00$ Not Applicable
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D13 Electrical Site Services 331 m2 365.12$ 120,841$

D13.1 Underground Plastibeton Trench System Duct Banks 35 m 2,520$ 88,183$
1 Excavate - Plastibeton Trench System 101 m3 20.00$ 2,013$
2 Granular Bedding 11 m3 60.00$ 676$
3 Hand Triim & Set Leveling Blocks 13 Ea 39.00$ 494$
4 Plastibeton Trench System 35 m 2,299.17$ 80,471$
5 Form Concrete duct bank 0 m2 75.00$ Not Applicable
6 Supply & Place Concrete 0 m3 290.00$ Not Applicable
7 Rebar to Concrete  Ductbank 0 kg 2.75$ Not Applicable
8 Backfill with Sand 22 m3 45.00$ 990.00$
9 Backfill with Common 44 m3 60.00$ 2,640.00$
10 E/O Marker Tape 50 m 3.00$ 150.00$
11 2x10 PT blocking 50 m 15.00$ 750.00$

D13.2 Transformer & Generator Pad 2 no 16,329$ 32,658$
1 Reinforced Concrete Transformer Pad 10 m3 1,175.00$ 11,681$
2 Reinforced Concrete Generator Pad 16 m3 975.00$ 15,873$
3 Excavate Pads 74 m3 20.00$ 1,489$
4 Clear Stone U/S Pads 55 m3 60.00$ 3,330$
5 Backfill  Common 19 m3 15.00$ 285$
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D2 ANCILLARY WORK - EQUIPMENT RELOCATATIONS 29,465$

D21 Equipment Relocations 331 m2 89.03$ 29,465$

D21.1 Demolitions 1 LS -$ -$
1 Asbestos Abatement 0 m2 -$ Not Applicable
2 Demolish Structure Including Foundations 0 m2 -$ Not Applicable
3 Sort and Separate Materials per LEED 0 item -$ Not Applicable
4 Dispose off-site 0 item -$ Not Applicable

D21.2 Relocate Equipment Including Cranage and Transport 1 LS 29,464.50$ 29,465$
LS -$ -$

NOXTK01 1 Demineralized Water Storage Tank 105,000lbs/955psf 1 Ea 2,678$ 2,678$
NOXP03 2 CIP Tank (4'-6") 1 Ea 1,580$ 1,580$
IAD01 3 Compressed Air Receivers (257lbs/82psf) 1 LS 1,248$ 1,248$
IAC01 4 Compressor (1,065lbs / 85psf) 1 Ea 1,248$ 1,248$
SWT01 5 Resin Tanks (8,500lbs/675psf) 2 Ea 4,888$ 9,776$
CFTk02 6 Brine Tank (10,000/686psf) 1 Ea 1,580$ 1,580$
CFTk03 7 Brine Tank (12,000/745psf) 1 Ea 1,580$ 1,580$
NOXW01 8 RO/EDI #1 & 2  (8,000lbs/75psf) 2 Ea 4,888$ 9,776$

Z1 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND ALLOWANCES 410,634$

Z11 General Requirements 331 m2 413.58$ 136,878$

1 General Contractor's Overheads 5% 136,878$ 2,737,560$

Z12 Contractor Fee 331 m2 827.16$ 273,756$

1 General Contractor's Profit 10% 273,756$
2 Other Risk Factors - Contract Format, Owner, Consultant, Schedule 0% Not Applicable

Z2 ALLOWANCES 1,067,372$

Z21 Design Fees and Disbursements 331 m2 2,274$ 752,553$

1 Enginerring Design (CBCL Bid) including extras 298,020$
Revised Design Effort  Estimate 130,000$

2 Engineering Construction Support (CBCL Bid) 89,755$
3 Owner Trade Labour (MECL RFP) 96,000$
4 Owner Supervision 100,000$
5 Design  Fee Contingency (10%) 38,778$

Z22 Escalation Allowance - (Not Included) 331 m2 -$

1 Escalation Allowance - (Based on 2019 Canadian Dollars) 0%

Z23 Construction Contingencies 331 m2 951$ 314,819$

1 Design Development Construction Contingency 0% -$
2 CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY - C.O.'s - Note 2 10% 314,819$

END OF WBS
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water Sys Removal
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: K. Phillips KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

1 ls -$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$
1 ls -$ 1,500$ 1,500$ 1,500$

0 m -$ 12$ -$ -$
0 m -$ 15$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 121$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 219$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 363$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 109$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 213$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 363$ -$ -$
5 m -$ 61$ 297$ 297$

15 m -$ 68$ 1,028$ 1,028$
145 m -$ 84$ 12,153$ 12,153$

0 m -$ 102$ -$ -$
2 ea -$ 31$ 63$ 63$
5 ea -$ 31$ 157$ 157$

35 ea -$ 44$ 1,556$ 1,556$
-$ -$ -$

0 each -$ 91$ -$ -$
3 each -$ 91$ 272$ 272$

25 each -$ 165$ 4,118$ 4,118$
-$ -$ -$

0 ls 500$ -$ 1,500$ -$ -$
0 ls 2,500$ -$ 2,500$ -$ -$

0 ea -$ 24$ -$ -$
4 ea -$ 24$ 96$ 96$
4 ea -$ 33$ 132$ 132$
4 ea -$ 44$ 175$ 175$

0 m -$ 41$ -$ -$
9 m -$ 45$ 401$ 401$

13 m -$ 57$ 737$ 737$
12 m -$ 63$ 754$ 754$

0 each -$ 91$ -$ -$
2 each -$ 91$ 181$ 181$

12 each -$ 165$ 1,976$ 1,976$

30 man.hrs -$ 70$ 2,100$ 2,100$
20 man.hrs -$ 70$ 1,400$ 1,400$
50 man.hrs -$ 70$ 3,500$ 3,500$

Removal Exist. Emergency Shower/Eyewash
Station 2 man.hrs -$ 85$ 170$ 170$

16 man.hrs -$ 70$ 1,120$ 1,120$
110 man.hrs -$ 70$ 7,700$ 7,700$

-$ -$ -$
50 man.hrs -$ 70$ 3,500$ 3,500$

each -$ -$ -$
each -$ -$ -$

-$ -$ -$
LS -$ -$ -$
LS -$ -$ -$

-$ -$ -$

SUB-TOTAL $0.00 $47,585.64 $47,585.64

NPS 1, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up
NPS 1-1/2, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up
NPS 3, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up

Olets

PVC & PP Pipe and Fittings

Field Cuts - Pipe - NPS 1, Sch. 40, SW
Field Cuts - Pipe - NPS 1-1/2, Sch. 40, SW

Shop Welds - Manual Butt Welds - NPS 6, SS Sch 40

Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 3,
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 6,

Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 1-1/2, SS Sch 40
Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 3, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Socketweld - NPS 1-1/2, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Manual Butt Welds - NPS 3, SS Sch 40

Attaching Flanges - NPS 3, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF
Attaching Flanges - NPS 6, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1,
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1-

Attaching Flanges - NPS 1-1/2, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

Stainless Steel Pipe and Fittings
Misc. Small Bore Piping
Tubing

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

QTY. LABOUR COSTDESCRIPTION UNIT MATERIAL COST

Hydro-Testing

Pipe Stand
Pipe Supports

Equipment
Removal Exist. Demin Transfer Pumps, pipe (to TP) and

NPS 3, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up

Field Cuts - PVC Pipe - NPS 1, Sch. 80
Field Cuts - PVC Pipe - NPS 1-1/2, Sch. 80
Field Cuts - PVC Pipe - NPS 3, Sch 80
Field Cuts - PVC Pipe - NPS 4, Sch 80

Vents & Drains

Field Cuts - Pipe - NPS 3, 304 SS, Sch 40, Butt Weld

Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1-
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 3,
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 4,

NPS 1, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up
NPS 1-1/2, Field Handling Valves & Bolt Up

Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1,

Removal Exist. Resin Tanks - (2 Total), pipe (to TP) and
Removal Exist. Water Softeners - (2 Total)

Removal CIP Tanks, pipe (to TP) and valves
Remove Exist. RO Skids - (2 total)

Removal of Salt Platform

Commissioning
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water Sys Removal
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: K. Phillips KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

QTY. LABOUR COSTDESCRIPTION UNIT MATERIAL COST

Working at Heights 0 to 4.4 m LS 10% $4,758.56 $4,758.56
Multi-Story Bldg. Floors 1 & 2 LS 0% $0.00 $0.00
congested area factor Warehouse LS 15% $7,137.85 $7,137.85

Design Development Contingency LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - A $0.00 $59,482.05 $59,482.05

Contractor OH&P 0% $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - B $59,482.06

Construction Contingency - C 0% $0.00

Water System removals TOTAL (A + B + C) $60,000.00

Labour Adjustment Factors

Contingencies
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Air Sys Removal
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: K. Phillips KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

0 m -$ 64$ -$ -$
0 m -$ 68$ -$ -$

46 m -$ 71$ 3,268$ 3,268$
0 ea -$ 34$ -$ -$

-$ -$ -$
each -$ 16$ -$ -$
each -$ 16$ -$ -$

10 each -$ 25$ 247$ 247$
10 ea -$ 31$ 315$ 315$

10 hrs -$ 70$ 700$ 700$
10 hrs -$ 70$ 700$ 700$
10 hrs -$ 70$ 700$ 700$

-$ -$ -$
-$ -$ -$

each -$ -$ -$
each -$ -$ -$
each -$ -$ -$

-$ -$ -$
LS -$ 2,500$ -$ -$
LS -$ 2,500$ -$ -$

SUB-TOTAL $0.00 $5,930.05 $5,930.05

Working at Heights 0 to 4.4 m LS 10% $593.00 $593.00
Multi-Story Bldg. Floors 1 & 2 LS 0% $0.00 $0.00
congested area factor Warehouse LS 15% $889.51 $889.51

Design Development Contingency LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - A $0.00 $7,412.56 $7,412.56

Contractor OH&P 0% $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - B $7,412.56

Construction Contingency - C 0% $0.00

Air System Removals TOTAL (A + B + C) $8,000.00

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

Stainless Steel Pipe and Fittings

NPS 1/2, Field Handling Valves

Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 1/2, SS Sch
Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 3/4, SS Sch
Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 1, SS Sch 80
Thread Pipe (incl. cut) - NPS 1/2 to NPS 2, Sch. 80

Pump stand

NPS 3/4, Field Handling Valves
NPS 1, Field Handling Valves
Field Cuts - Pipe - NPS 1, Sch. 40, SW

Equipment
Remove Exist. Air Compressors - (2 Total)
Remove Exist. Air Receivers - (2 Total)
Remove Exist. Air Dryers - (2 Total)

Labour Adjustment Factors

Contingencies

Pipe Stand
Pipe Supports

Hydro-Testing
Commissioning
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water treatment (in)
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

1 ls -$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$
1 ls -$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$

58 m 39$ 2,264$ -$ 2,264$
23 each 40$ 920$ -$ 920$
3 each 36$ 108$ -$ 108$
4 each 100$ 400$ -$ 400$

each 20$ -$ -$ -$
lot -$ 84$ -$ -$

8 m 66$ 531$ -$ 531$
1 each 68$ 68$ -$ 68$
1 each 70$ 70$ -$ 70$
2 each 49$ 98$ -$ 98$
6 each 29$ 174$ -$ 174$
6 lot -$ 84$ 502$ 502$

112 m 108$ 12,158$ -$ 12,158$
33 each 51$ 1,683$ -$ 1,683$
6 each 84$ 504$ -$ 504$
1 each 34$ 34$ -$ 34$

20 each 26$ 520$ -$ 520$
each -$ -$ -$

20 lot -$ 98$ 1,963$ 1,963$

6 m 269$ 1,614$ -$ 1,614$
2 each 290$ 580$ -$ 580$
1 each 26$ 26$ -$ 26$

112 m -$ 15$ 1,679$ 1,679$
6 m -$ 15$ 90$ 90$

60 each -$ 219$ 13,144$ 13,144$
9 each -$ 363$ 3,267$ 3,267$
5 each -$ 109$ 547$ 547$

30 each -$ 213$ 6,384$ 6,384$
1 each -$ 363$ 363$ 363$

58 m -$ 61$ 3,480$ 3,480$
8 m -$ 68$ 548$ 548$

149 m -$ 84$ 12,480$ 12,480$
6 m -$ 102$ 613$ 613$

30 ea -$ 85$ 2,551$ 2,551$
15 ea -$ 109$ 1,640$ 1,640$
20 ea -$ 163$ 3,255$ 3,255$

-$ -$ -$
each -$ 33$ -$ -$
each -$ 33$ -$ -$

10 each -$ 99$ 988$ 988$
-$ -$ -$

1 ls 500$ 500$ 1,500$ 1,500$ 2,000$
1 ls 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 5,000$

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

Stainless Steel Pipe and Fittings

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

NPS 1, Tee, 304 SS, 3000
NPS 1, Union, 304 SS. 3000#
NPS 1, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFSO
NPS 1, studs and nuts, gasket

NPS 1-1/2, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S

Misc. Small Bore Piping
Tubing

NPS 1, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 1, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#

NPS 3, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 3, 90° Elbow, 304 SS
NPS 3, Tee, 304 SS
NPS 3, 45° Elbow, 304 SS
NPS 3, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFWN
NPS 1-1/2 x 3, Reducer, 304 SS

NPS 1-1/2, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#
NPS 1-1/2, Tee, 304 SS, 3000
NPS 1-1/2, 45° Elbow, 304 SS. 3000#
NPS 1-1/2, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFSO
NPS 1-1/2, studs and nuts, gasket

Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 3, SS Sch 40
Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 6, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Manual Butt Welds - NPS 3, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Manual Butt Welds - NPS 6, SS Sch 40
Attaching Flanges - NPS 1-1/2, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF
Attaching Flanges - NPS 3, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF

NPS 3, studs and nuts, gasket & bolt-ups

NPS 6, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 6, 90° Elbow, 304 SS
NPS 6, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFWN

Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 1-1/2, Sch. 40, SW
Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 3, 304 SS, Sch 40, Butt Weld

NPS 1, Field Handling Valves
NPS 1-1/2, Field Handling Valves
NPS 3, Field Handling Valves

Attaching Flanges - NPS 6, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF
Field Handling & Running Small Bore Pipe - NPS 1, SS Sch
Field Handling & Running Small Bore Pipe - NPS 1-1/2, SS
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 3,
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 6,
Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 1, Sch. 40, SW

Olets
Vents & Drains
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water treatment (in)
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

m 72.90$ -$ 17.94$ -$ -$
each 1.43$ -$ 8.34$ -$ -$
each 1.53$ -$ 8.34$ -$ -$
each 1.53$ -$ 8.34$ -$ -$
each 2.82$ -$ 13.29$ -$ -$

10 m 18.70$ 187$ 30.11$ 301$ 488$
8 each 3.15$ 25$ 17.30$ 138$ 164$
6 each 5.10$ 31$ 17.30$ 104$ 134$

each 7.00$ -$ 17.30$ -$ -$
1 each 6.75$ 7$ 25.96$ 26$ 33$

6 m 25.26$ 152$ 30.11$ 181$ 332$
1 each 4.70$ 5$ 17.30$ 17$ 22$
1 each 7.85$ 8$ 17.30$ 17$ 25$

each 9.15$ -$ 17.30$ -$ -$
each 9.55$ -$ 25.96$ -$ -$

4 m 50.75$ 223$ 30.11$ 132$ 356$
2 each 15.90$ 32$ 17.30$ 35$ 66$
1 each 27.80$ 28$ 17.30$ 17$ 45$

each 36.16$ -$ 17.30$ -$ -$
each 40.65$ -$ 25.96$ -$ -$

25 m 72.90$ 1,823$ 40.04$ 1,001$ 2,824$
1 each 22.95$ 23$ 33.99$ 34$ 57$
5 each 49.60$ 248$ 33.99$ 170$ 418$

each 65.00$ -$ 33.99$ -$ -$
1 each 74.00$ 74$ 50.99$ 51$ 125$

NPS 1/2, PP Pipe, SDR11 c/w hanger every 4.0 m
NPS 1/2, PP Coupling, SDR11, Socket Fusion
NPS 1/2, PP 90° Elbow, Socket Fusion
NPS 1/2, PP 45° Elbow, Socket Fusion
NPS 1/2, PP Tee, Socket Fusion

PVC & PP Pipe and Fittings

NPS 2, PVC Pipe, Sch. 40 c/w hanger every 3.05 m
NPS 2, PVC Coupling, Socket Joint
NPS 2, PVC 90° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 2, PVC 45° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 2, PVC Tee, Socket Joint

NPS 1-1/2, PVC Pipe, Sch. 40 c/w hanger every 3.05 m
NPS 1-1/2, PVC Coupling, Socket Joint
NPS 1-1/2, PVC 90° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 1-1/2, PVC 45° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 1-1/2, PVC Tee, Socket Joint

NPS 4, PVC Pipe, Sch. 40 c/w hanger every 3.05 m
NPS 4, PVC Coupling, Socket Joint
NPS 4, PVC 90° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 4, PVC 45° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 4, PVC Tee, Socket Joint

NPS 3, PVC Pipe, Sch. 40 c/w hanger every 3.05 m
NPS 3, PVC Coupling, Socket Joint
NPS 3, PVC 90° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 3, PVC 45° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 3, PVC Tee, Socket Joint
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water treatment (in)
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

-$ -$ -$
1 each 40,000$ 40,000$ 2,471$ 2,471$ 42,471$

Supply and Install Oil Water Separator 1 each 26,000$ 26,000$ 19,765$ 19,765$ 45,765$
30 hrs -$ 70$ 2,100$ 2,100$
30 hrs -$ 70$ 2,100$ 2,100$
5 hrs -$ 70$ 350$ 350$

Re-Install Exist. Emergency Shower/Eyewash
Station 1 each -$ 70$ 70$ 70$

20 hrs -$ 70$ 1,400$ 1,400$
100 hrs -$ 70$ 7,000$ 7,000$

3 each 250$ 750$ 206$ 618$ 1,368$
0 lot -$ 5,000$ -$ -$

each -$ -$ -$
15 each 250$ 3,750$ 1,000$ 15,000$ 18,750$
15 each 500$ 7,500$ 1,500$ 22,500$ 30,000$
6 each 750$ 4,500$ 2,500$ 15,000$ 19,500$

Rental Equipment (Boom truck, generators, etc.) LS 10,000$ -$ -$
Pickling & Flushing 1 LS -$ 25,000$ 25,000$ 25,000$

1 LS -$ 1,500$ 1,500$ 1,500$
1 LS -$ 5,000$ 5,000$ 5,000$

-$ -$ -$

SUB-TOTAL $110,116.97 $184,589.95 $294,706.92

Working at Heights 0 to 4.4 m LS 10% $18,459.00 $18,459.00
Multi-Story Bldg. Floors 1 & 2 LS 0% $0.00 $0.00
congested area factor Warehouse LS 15% $27,688.49 $27,688.49

Design Development Contingency LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - A $110,116.97 $230,737.44 $340,854.41

Contractor OH&P 15% $16,517.55 $16,517.55

SUB-TOTAL - B $357,371.96

Construction Contingency - C 0% $0.00

Water Treatment inside TOTAL (A + B + C) $358,000.00

Re-Install Exist. Water Softeners (2 Total)

Re-install CIP Tanks, pipe (to TP) and valves
Re-Install Exist. RO Skids

Pump stand
MonoRails (3 Total)
Pipe Supports

Equipment

Supply and Install Demineralized Water Tank

Re-install Exist. Demin Transfer Pumps, pipe (to TP) and
Re-install Exist. Resin Tanks (2 total), pipe (to TP) and

Labour Adjustment Factors

Contingencies

Small Trapeeze / Post
Medium Trapeeze
Large Trapeeze

Hydro-Testing
Commissioning
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Instrument  air
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 30, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

m 23$ -$ -$ -$
each 15$ -$ -$ -$
each 16$ -$ -$ -$

20 m 30$ 591$ -$ 591$
29 each 23$ 667$ -$ 667$
8 each 26$ 208$ -$ 208$

124 m 39$ 4,882$ -$ 4,882$
9 each 29$ 261$ -$ 261$
2 each 36$ 72$ -$ 72$

0 m -$ 64$ -$ -$
20 m -$ 68$ 1,353$ 1,353$
124 m -$ 71$ 8,829$ 8,829$
72 ea -$ 34$ 2,455$ 2,455$

-$ -$ -$
each -$ 16$ -$ -$

8 each 100$ 800$ 150$ 1,200$ 2,000$
each 150$ -$ 250$ -$ -$

20 hrs -$ 70$ 1,400$ 1,400$
20 hrs -$ 70$ 1,400$ 1,400$
20 hrs -$ 70$ 1,400$ 1,400$

-$ -$ -$
10 each 250$ 2,500$ 500$ 5,000$ 7,500$

-$ -$ -$
1 LS -$ 500$ 500$ 500$
1 LS -$ 2,000$ 2,000$ 2,000$

SUB-TOTAL $9,980.44 $25,536.81 $35,517.25

Working at Heights 0 to 4.4 m LS 10% $2,553.68 $2,553.68
Multi-Story Bldg. Floors 1 & 2 LS 0% $0.00 $0.00
congested area factor Warehouse LS 15% $3,830.52 $3,830.52

Design Development Contingency LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - A $9,980.44 $31,921.01 $41,901.45

Contractor OH&P 15% $1,497.07 $1,497.07

SUB-TOTAL - B $43,398.52

Construction Contingency - C 0% $0.00

 Instrument  air TOTAL (A + B + C) $44,000.00

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

NPS 3/4, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

Stainless Steel Pipe and Fittings

NPS 1/2, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 1/2, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#
NPS 1/2, Tee, 304 SS, 3000#

NPS 3/4, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S

NPS 1/2, Field Handling Valves

NPS 3/4, Tee, 304 SS, 3000#

NPS 1, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 1, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#
NPS 1, Tee, 304 SS, 3000#

Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 1/2
Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 3/4
Handling & Erecting Straught Run Pipe - NPS 1
Thread Pipe (incl. cut) - NPS 1/2 to NPS 2

NPS 3/4, Valves, Quick Connects, etc.
NPS 1, Valves, Quick Connects, etc.

Equipment
Re-install Exist. Air Compressors
Re-install Exist. Air Receivers
Re-install Exist. Air Dryers

Labour Adjustment Factors

Contingencies

Pipe Supports (inc.)

Hydro-Testing
Commissioning
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water treatment (out)
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

78 m 39$ 3,071$ -$ 3,071$
10 each 40$ 400$ -$ 400$

each 36$ -$ -$ -$
4 each 100$ 400$ -$ 400$

each 20$ -$ -$ -$
lot -$ 84$ -$ -$

86 m 66$ 5,643$ -$ 5,643$
12 each 68$ 816$ -$ 816$

each 70$ -$ -$ -$
each 49$ -$ -$ -$
each 29$ -$ -$ -$

lot -$ 84$ -$ -$

78 m 108$ 8,445$ -$ 8,445$
10 each 51$ 510$ -$ 510$

each 84$ -$ -$ -$
each 34$ -$ -$ -$
each 26$ -$ -$ -$
each -$ -$ -$

lot -$ 98$ -$ -$

86 m -$ 12$ 1,072$ 1,072$
78 m -$ 15$ 1,166$ 1,166$
0 each -$ 121$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 219$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 109$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 213$ -$ -$
0 each -$ 363$ -$ -$

78 m -$ 61$ 4,721$ 4,721$
86 m -$ 68$ 5,817$ 5,817$
78 m -$ 84$ 6,542$ 6,542$
23 ea -$ 85$ 1,956$ 1,956$
26 ea -$ 109$ 2,879$ 2,879$
23 ea -$ 163$ 3,743$ 3,743$

-$ -$ -$
1 ls 500$ 500$ 1,500$ 1,500$ 2,000$
1 ls 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 2,500$ 5,000$

78 m 18.70$ 1,459$ 30.11$ 2,349$ 3,807$
15 each 3.15$ 47$ 17.30$ 260$ 307$
10 each 5.10$ 51$ 17.30$ 173$ 224$

each 7.00$ -$ 17.30$ -$ -$
each 6.75$ -$ 25.96$ -$ -$

88 m 22$ 1,957$ 15$ 1,299$ 3,256$
96 m 24$ 2,324$ 15$ 1,464$ 3,788$
88 m 39$ 3,412$ 18$ 1,616$ 5,028$

10 each 250$ 2,500$ 247$ 2,471$ 4,971$
Misc. Supports 1 LS -$ 1,000$ 1,000$ 1,000$

1 LS -$ 12,000$ 12,000$ 12,000$
1 LS -$ 1,000$ 1,000$
1 LS -$ -$

SUB-TOTAL $34,034.22 $55,526.28 $89,560.50

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

NPS 1, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFSO

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

Stainless Steel Pipe and Fittings

NPS 1, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 1, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#
NPS 1, Tee, 304 SS, 3000
NPS 1, Union, 304 SS. 3000#

NPS 3, Tee, 304 SS

NPS 1, studs and nuts, gasket

NPS 1-1/2, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 1-1/2, 90° Elbow, 304 SS, 3000#
NPS 1-1/2, Tee, 304 SS, 3000
NPS 1-1/2, 45° Elbow, 304 SS. 3000#
NPS 1-1/2, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFSO
NPS 1-1/2, studs and nuts, gasket

NPS 3, Type 304 Stainless Pipe, Sch 40S
NPS 3, 90° Elbow, 304 SS

Attaching Flanges - NPS 6, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF

NPS 3, 45° Elbow, 304 SS
NPS 3, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RFWN
NPS 1-1/2 x 3, Reducer, 304 SS
NPS 3, studs and nuts, gasket & bolt-ups

Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 1-1/2, SS Sch 40
Shop Handling Pipe for Fabrication - NPS 3, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Socketweld - NPS 1-1/2, SS Sch 40
Shop Welds - Manual Butt Welds - NPS 3, SS Sch 40
Attaching Flanges - NPS 1-1/2, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF
Attaching Flanges - NPS 3, Flange, 304SS, CL. 150, RF

Olets

Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1,
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 1-
Field Handling & Erecting Fabricated Spool Pieces - NPS 3,
Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 1, Sch. 40, SW
Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 1-1/2, Sch. 40, SW
Field Welds - Pipe - NPS 3, 304 SS, Sch 40, Butt Weld

NPS 1-1/2, PVC Coupling, Socket Joint

Vents & Drains

PVC & PP Pipe and Fittings

NPS 1-1/2, PVC Pipe, Sch. 40 c/w hanger every 3.05 m

NPS 1-1/2, PVC 90° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 1-1/2, PVC 45° Elbow, Socket Joint
NPS 1-1/2, PVC Tee, Socket Joint

Insulation & Cladding (1" Pipe - 1" thick)
Insulation & Cladding (1-1/2" Pipe - 1" thick)
Insulation & Cladding (3" Pipe - 1-1/2" thick)

Pipe Supports

Pickling & Cleaning
Hydro-Testing
Commissioning
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MECHANICAL / PROCESS PROBABLE COST ESTIMATE SHEET
PROJ. NAME: SHEET: Water treatment (out)
PROJ. NUMBER: 192616.00 CLIENT: MECL DISCIPLINE: Mech-Process
PREPARED BY: KAC KP EST. TYPE: Class 1 DATE: May 14, 2019

TOTAL
$/UNIT $ $/UNIT $ $

hrs $0 $70 $0 $0
1.0 $0 $0 $0

$0 85% $0 $0

MECL - Turbine Services Relocation

CHECKED BY:

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT MATERIAL COST LABOUR COST

Mechanical Labour Rate
Contractor Markup on Materials
Productivity Factor on Labour

Working at Heights 0 to 4.4 m LS $0.00 $0.00
Multi-Story Bldg. Floors 1 & 2 LS 0% $0.00 $0.00
congested area factor Warehouse LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

Design Development Contingency LS 0% $0.00 $0.00

SUB-TOTAL - A $34,034.22 $55,526.28 $89,560.50

Contractor OH&P 15% $5,105.13 $5,105.13

SUB-TOTAL - B $94,665.64

Construction Contingency - C 0% $0.00

Water Treatment outside  TOTAL (A + B + C) $95,000.00

Labour Adjustment Factors

Contingencies

25



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 3 
 

ATTACHMENT - 3 
 
 
 
 
 
  



1 2 3

D

C

B

A

4

PRELIMINARY

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

 

A-101

AutoCAD SHX Text
CT 

AutoCAD SHX Text
STOR

AutoCAD SHX Text
106

AutoCAD SHX Text
VEST

AutoCAD SHX Text
101

AutoCAD SHX Text
WATER

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREATMENT

AutoCAD SHX Text
105

AutoCAD SHX Text
LAB

AutoCAD SHX Text
104

AutoCAD SHX Text
SPRINKLER ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
103

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELECTRICAL ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
102

AutoCAD SHX Text
SALT

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORAGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
AREA

AutoCAD SHX Text
DP-02-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
DP-02-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
DP-02-23

AutoCAD SHX Text
A FORTIS COMPANY

AutoCAD SHX Text
NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawing No

AutoCAD SHX Text
CBCL No

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
By

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Revision or Issue

AutoCAD SHX Text
Description

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawn

AutoCAD SHX Text
Checked

AutoCAD SHX Text
Approved

AutoCAD SHX Text
Designed

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Contract No

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING NAME: Y:\CHARLOTTETOWN\DATA\CBCL JOB FOLDERS\2019\192616.00 MECL - TURBINE SERVICES RELOCATION\20 CAD\02 ARCH\CURRENT\A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1-WORKINGCRP.DWG  LAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE: Y:\CHARLOTTETOWN\DATA\CBCL JOB FOLDERS\2019\192616.00 MECL - TURBINE SERVICES RELOCATION\20 CAD\02 ARCH\CURRENT\A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1-WORKINGCRP.DWG  LAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNEY:\CHARLOTTETOWN\DATA\CBCL JOB FOLDERS\2019\192616.00 MECL - TURBINE SERVICES RELOCATION\20 CAD\02 ARCH\CURRENT\A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1-WORKINGCRP.DWG  LAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNEA-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1-WORKINGCRP.DWG  LAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE  LAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNELAYOUT NAME: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE: A-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNEA-001 FLOOR PLAN - LEVEL 1 PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE PLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNEPLOT DATE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE: June-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNEJune-03-19 11:59:54 AM  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE  CAD OPERATOR: CPAYNECAD OPERATOR: CPAYNE: CPAYNECPAYNE

AutoCAD SHX Text
Sheet No

AutoCAD SHX Text
of

AutoCAD SHX Text
A FORTIS COMPANY

AutoCAD SHX Text
MARITIME ELECTRIC

AutoCAD SHX Text
CT3 BOP RELOCATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCHEMATIC DESIGN

AutoCAD SHX Text
192616.00

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
JUNE 2019

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARCHITECTURAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
REDUCED BUILDING FLOOR PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
1:50

AutoCAD SHX Text
MMJ

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRS

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
6

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
ISS.FOR REVISED PROBABLE COST

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAY 31/19

AutoCAD SHX Text
RT

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
A-101

AutoCAD SHX Text
FLOOR PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
1:50

AutoCAD SHX Text
1000

AutoCAD SHX Text
2000

AutoCAD SHX Text
3000

AutoCAD SHX Text
4000

AutoCAD SHX Text
5000mm

AutoCAD SHX Text
1:50

AutoCAD SHX Text
0



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 3 
 

ATTACHMENT - 4 
 
 
 
 
 
  







 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 3 
 

ATTACHMENT - 5 
 
 
 
 
 
  









 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 3 
 

ATTACHMENT - 6 
 
 
 
 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 3 
 

Photo shows 11 foot distance between 225 foot High Stack and Wall of 
RO-EDI Water Treatment Plant for CT3. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 4 
 

Photo on 225 foot High Stack Adjacent to 
RO-EDI Water Treatment Plant for CT3. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 5 
 

Aerial Photo showing Proximity of 225 foot High Stack 
to CT3’s RO/EDI Water Treatment Plant. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 6 
 

Photo shows crack in masonry wall constructed 
in 1926 from floor elevation to ceiling elevation. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 7 
 

Photo shows crack in masonry wall from floor elevation to ceiling 
elevation in the CT3 RO-EDI Water Treatment Plant Room. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 8 
 

Photo shows diagonal cracking in masonry wall from floor elevation 
to ceiling elevation in the CT3 RO-EDI Water Treatment Plant Room. 

 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 9 
 

Photo shows a significant number of cables in one of many cable trays which will have to be 
segregated for those cables which power items to remain following a Partial Demolition of the CTGS 

Building and for those items which will be demolished. 
 
 

 
 
  



R-3 – Attachment 6 

Photo 10 
 

Photo shows corrosion to some of the structural steel supporting sections of the roof 
in 1926 section of the CTGS building.  Structural Steel supporting the roof and 

structure will have to be repaired, prepped and painting if structure 
is to last a minimum 35 additional years. 
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Figure R8-1: Environmental Risk Item #1 - Potential Remediation of Impacted Soil/Groundwater Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

Path 1
0.85 1 0.765 0.765 $40,000

Risk Assessment 
0.9 Naphthalene risk to indoor air - evaluated and an unlikely pathway based on soil vapour sampling Path 2

B(a)P TPE - Exceedance located below 1.5 m, risk to human contact is an unlikely pathway due 0.1 2 0.0135 0.7785 $125,000
to the depth PAHs in GW exceed eco guidelines for discharge to aquatic life >10 m from Site. 0.15

Risk Assessment cost: $40,000 Controls cost: $75,000 On-going monitoring cost: $10,000 
Path 3

0.95 3 0.115425 0.893925 $90,000
0.9

0.1 Path 4
Remediation (off-Site Disposal) Eco SSRA cost: $50,000 0.05 4 0.006075 0.9 $190,000
Excavation and off-Site disposal of all on-Site PAH Impacts

Excavation/disposal unit cost: $220 /m3 Remediation & compliance monitoring cost: >$100000
Estimated excavation volume: 6000 m3 Path 5

6000 m3 @ $220/m3 = $1,320,000 Compliance Monitoring 5 0.1 1 $1,340,000
Sample twice per year for two years

Compliance Monitoring cost: $20,000 Expected value: $177,830

Path 1  - Risk Assessment, Meets Risk Based Target Levels, No Further Action  Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 1 Outcome Cost: $40,000
P = 0.9 x 0.85 = 0.765; cost = $40,000 Random value (for trial): 0.538
Path 2 - Risk Assessment, Exceeds Risk Based Target Levels, Site Controls, On-Going Monitoring
P = 0.9 x 0.15 x 0.1 = 0.0135; cost = $40,000 + $75,000 + $10,000 = $125,000
Path 3 - Risk Assessment, Exceeds Risk Based Target Levels, Site Specific Risk Assessment (ECO), No further action
P = 0.9 x 0.15 x 0.9 x 0.95  = 0.115425; Cost = $40,000 + $50,000  = $90,000
Path 4 - Risk Assessment, Exceeds Risk Based Target Levels, Site Specific Risk Assessment (ECO), Remdiation and Compliance Monitoring
P = 0.9 x 0.15 x 0.9 x 0.05 = 0.006075; Cost = $40,000 + $50,000 + >$100,000 = >$190,000
Path 5 - Remediation (off-Site Disposal), Compliance Monitoring, No Further Action
P = 0.1; cost = $1,320,000 + $20,000 = $1,340,000

Expected Value = 0.765 x $40,000 + 0.0135 x $125,000 + 0.115425 x $90,000 + 0.006075 x $190,000 + 0.1 x $1,340,000  = $177,830

No Further Action with respect to Plant 
Decommissioning

Meets Risk Based Target 
Levels 

Exceeds Risk Based 
Target Levels 

No Further Action with respect to Plant 
Decommissioning

(Assessment already 
Complete - off-Site 
delineation not 
completed as part of 
the Plant 
Decommissioning)

Site Specific Risk 
Assessment (Eco)

Remediation & Compliance Monitoring

On-Going Monitoring Site Controls 
Potential 
Remediation of PAH 
Impacted 
Soil/Groundwater

No Further Action with respect to Plant 
Decommissioning



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 2

Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 12:05:04
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 12:07:15

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 130.83
Trials/second (average) 764
Random numbers per sec 9,172

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 12
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 3

Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 -- Impacted Soil and Groundwater.xlsx]Figure R8-1 PAH

Forecast: Potential Remediation of Impacted Soil/Groundwater Cost: Cell: AE22

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $34,174  to $1,484,279 
Entire range is from $32,013  to $2,163,871 
Base case is $40,000 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $1,107 



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 4

Forecast: Potential Remediation of Impacted Soil/Groundwater Cost: (cont'd) Cell: AE22

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $139,843 
Median $42,176 
Mode ---
Standard Deviation $350,111 
Variance $122,577,362,233 
Skewness 3.58
Kurtosis 14.23
Coeff. of Variability 2.50
Minimum $32,013 
Maximum $2,163,871 
Range Width $2,131,858 
Mean Std. Error $1,107 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $32,013 
10% $36,382 
20% $38,194 
30% $39,597 
40% $40,831 
50% $42,176 
60% $43,737 
70% $45,686 
80% $48,661 
90% $96,970 
100% $2,163,871 

End of Forecasts



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 5

Assumptions

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 -- Impacted Soil and Groundwater.xlsx]Figure R8-1 PAH

Assumption: Controls cost: Cell: U9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Estimated excavation volume: Cell: G17

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 4,800.00 (=6000*80%)
Likeliest 6,000.00
Maximum 7,800.00 (=6000*130%)

Assumption: Excavation/disposal unit cost: Cell: G16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $176 (=220*80%)
Likeliest $220 
Maximum $286 (=220*130%)



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 6

Assumption: Exceeds Risk Levels Cell: O8

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.15
Maximum 0.15

Assumption: Monitoring cost: Cell: Q20

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $16,000 (=20000*80%)
Likeliest $20,000 
Maximum $26,000 (=20000*130%)

Assumption: On-going monitoring cost: Cell: Z9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $8,000 (=10000*80%)
Likeliest $10,000 
Maximum $13,000 (=10000*130%)

Assumption: Probability of Remediation Cell: C13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater

Page 7

Assumption: Remediation & Compliance Monitoring Cell: W14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05

Assumption: Remediation & compliance monitoring cost: Cell: Z16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum >$90000 (=100000*90%)
Likeliest >$100000
Maximum >$150000 (=100000*150%)

Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: F9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $32,000 (=40000*80%)
Likeliest $40,000 
Maximum $52,000 (=40000*130%)

Assumption: Site Controls Cell: S7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 1 --PAH  Impacted Soil and Groundwater
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Assumption: SSRA cost: Cell: U14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-2: Environmental Risk Item #2 - Potential for Off-Site Assessment of Surface Soil Path Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Probability Probability Cost

Path 1
0.75 1 0.75 0.75 $0

No cost: $0 Path 2
0.5 2 0.125 0.875 $50,000

0.25 Path 3
0.1 3 0.0125 0.8875 $250,000

Assessment cost: $50,000 0.5
Remediation cost: $200,000 Path 4

0.9 4 0.10125 0.98875 $125,000
0.9

Path 5
0.9 5 0.010125 0.998875 $225,000

Risk Assessment cost: $75,000 0.1
Soil Excavation: $100,000 Path 6

Path 1 - Off-Site Assessment not Required, no further action 0.1 6 0.001125 1 $210,000
P = 0.75; Cost = $0
Path 2 - Off-Site Assessment Required, results meet generic standards, no further action Site Controls (capping) cost: $75,000 Controls Monitoring cost: $10,000
P = 0.25 x 0.5 = 0.125; Cost = $50,000 Expected value: $24,546
Path 3 - Off-Site Assessment Required, results exceed generic standards, soil remediation, no further action
P = 0.25 x 0.5 x 0.1 = 0.0125; Cost = $50,000 + $200,000 = $250,000 Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 2 Outcome Cost: $50,000
Path 4 - Off-Site Assessment Required, results exceed generic standards, risk assessment, meet risk based target levels, no further action Random value (for trial): 0.796
P = 0.25 x 0.5 x 0.9 x 0.9 = 0.10125; Cost = $50,000 + $75,000 = $125,000
Path 5 - Off-Site Assessment Required, exceed generic standards, risk assessment, exceed risk based target levels, soil remediation, no further action
P = 0.25 x 0.5 x 0.9 x 0.1 x 0.9 = 0.010125; Cost = $50,000 + $75,000 + $100,000 = $225,000
Path 6 - Off-Site Assessment Required, exceed generic standards, risk assessment, exceed risk based target levels, Site Controls and Monitoring 
P = 0.25 x 0.5 x 0.9 x 0.1 x 0.1 = 0.001125; Cost = $50,000 + $75,000 + $75,000 + $10,000 = $210,000

Expected Value = 0.75 x $0 + 0.125 x $50,000 + 0.0125 x $250,000 + 0.10125 x $100,000 + 0.010125 x $225,000 + 0.001125 x $200,000 = $24,546

No Further Action required with 
respect to Plant Decommissioning

No Further Action with respect to 
Plant DecommissioningSoil Exceed Generic 

Standards 

Risk Assessment - 
dependant on regulatory 
approval

Potential for off-Site 
Assessment of Surface Soil 
(Metals)  

Off-Site Assessment Not 
Required

Off-Site Assessment 
Required

Exceeds risk based 
target levels 

Soil Remediation (Soil 
Excavation)

Meet the risk based 
target levels 

Implement Soil
Remediation 

Soil Within Generic 
Standards 

On-going Monitoring of Controls 

No Further Action with respect to 
Plant Decommissioning

Site Controls (Capping 
in Place)

No Further Action required with 
respect to Plant Decommissioning

No Further Action required with 
respect to Plant Decommissioning



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil

Page 2

Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 12:11:21
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 12:13:11

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 110.32
Trials/second (average) 906
Random numbers per sec 9,065

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 10
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil
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Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil.xlsx]Metals

Forecast: Off-Site Surface Soil (Metals) Cell: AD26

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $131,255 
Entire range is from $0  to $306,369 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $133 



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil
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Forecast: Off-Site Surface Soil (Metals) (cont'd) Cell: AD26

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $16,040 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $41,953 
Variance $1,760,019,766 
Skewness 3.07
Kurtosis 13.29
Coeff. of Variability 2.62
Minimum $0 
Maximum $306,369 
Range Width $306,369 
Mean Std. Error $133 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $0 
90% $56,206 
100% $306,369 

End of Forecasts



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil
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Assumptions

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil.xlsx]Metals

Assumption: Assessment cost: Cell: E13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Controls Monitoring cost: Cell: Y23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $8,000 (=10000*80%)
Likeliest $10,000 
Maximum $13,000 (=10000*130%)

Assumption: Off-Site Assessment Required Cell: C11

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil

Page 6

Assumption: Remediation cost: Cell: M14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $160,000 (=200000*80%)
Likeliest $200,000 
Maximum $260,000 (=200000*130%)

Assumption: Site Controls (Capping) Cell: S21

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Site Controls (capping) cost: Cell: U23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Soil Excavation: Cell: U20

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 2 -- Off-Site Surface Soil

Page 7

Assumption: Soil Excavation: (cont'd) Cell: U20

Assumption: Soil Exceeds Generic STDs Cell: G13

Normal distribution with parameters:
Mean 0.50
Std. Dev. 0.03

Assumption: Soil exceeds risk-based STDs Cell: O19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Soil Remediation Needed Cell: K12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-3: Environmental Risk Item #3 - Potential Assessment of Sediment and Surface Water Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

Path 1
0.75 1 0.75 0.75 $0

No cost: $0 Path 2
0.75 2 0.1875 0.9375 $25,000

Path 3
0.25 0.05

3 0.003125 0.940625 $125,000
Assessment cost: $25,000 Remediation & Compliance Monitoring cost: $100,000

0.25 Path 4
0.95

4 0.05640625 0.99703125 $75,000
0.95 Path 5

0.05
Risk Assessment cost: $50,000

Remediation & Compliance Monitoring cost: $100,000 5 0.00296875 1 $175,000
Path 1 - Sediment and Surface Water Assessment Not Required, no further action
P = 0.75; Cost = $0 Expected value: $9,828
Path 2 - Sediment and Surface Water Assessment Required, meet generic standards, no further action 
P = 0.25 x 0.75 = 0.1875; Cost = $25,000 Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 1 Outcome Cost: $0
Path 3 - Sediment and Surface Water Assessment Required, exceeds generic standards, remediation and compliance monitoring Random value (for trial): 0.382
P = 0.25 x 0.25 x 0.05 = 0.003125; Cost = $25,000 + $100,000 = $125,000
Path 4 - Sediment and Surface Water Assessment Required, exceeds generic standards, risk assessment, within risk based target levels, no further action
P = 0.25 x 0.25 x 0.95 x 0.95 = 0.0564; Cost = $25,000 + $50,000 = $75,000
Path 5 - Sediment and Surface Water Assessment Required, exceeds generic standards, risk assessment, exceeds risk based target levels, remediation and  compliance monitoring
P = 0.25 x 0.25 x 0.95 x 0.05 = 0.002969; Cost = $25,000 + $50,000 + $100,000 = $175,000

Expected Value = 0.75 x $0 + 0.1875 x $25,000 + 0.003125 x $125,000 + 0.0564 x $75,000 + 0.002969 x $175,000 = $9,828

Sediment and/or surface water 
exceed generic standards 

Risk Assessment 
Exceed risk based 
target levels

Remediation & 
Compliance Monitoring

Within the risk based 
target levels 

No further Action 
required 

Sediment and Surface Water 
Assessment Not Required

Sediment and Surface Water 
Assessment Required

Sediment and Surface Water 
Assessment 

Remediation & 
Compliance Monitoring 

No further Action 
required 

No further Action 
required 

Sediment and Surface Water 
meet generic Standards



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water

Page 2

Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 15:04:00
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 15:05:25

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 85.30
Trials/second (average) 1,172
Random numbers per sec 8,206

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 7
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water
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Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water.xlsx]Sediment and SW Assess

Forecast: Sediment & Surface Water Cost Cell: AH23

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $69,146 
Entire range is from $0  to $212,360 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $50 
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Forecast: Sediment & Surface Water Cost (cont'd) Cell: AH23

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $5,813 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $15,923 
Variance $253,556,023 
Skewness 4.11
Kurtosis 26.74
Coeff. of Variability 2.74
Minimum $0 
Maximum $212,360 
Range Width $212,360 
Mean Std. Error $50 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $0 
90% $25,487 
100% $212,360 

End of Forecasts



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water
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Assumptions

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water.xlsx]Sediment and SW Assess

Assumption: Assessment cost: Cell: H12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $20,000 (=25000*80%)
Likeliest $25,000 
Maximum $32,500 (=25000*130%)

Assumption: Assessment Required Cell: E10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Assumption: Exceed Generic STDs Cell: J13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Assumption: Exceed Risk STDs Cell: V17

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 3 -- Sediment and Surface Water
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Assumption: Remediation & Compliance Monitoring cost: Cell: AC12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)

Assumption: Risk Assessment Cell: O16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.95
Likeliest 0.95
Maximum 1.00

Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: T18

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-4: Environmental Risk Item #4 - Removal of PILC Cables Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

1 0.25 0.25 $75,000
0.25

Trenching cost: $75,000 2 0.75 1 $0

0.75 Expected value: $18,750

No cost: $0

Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 1 Outcome Cost: $75,000
Random value (for trial): 0.124

Note: Estimated total cost for removal of cables if trenching is required = $75,000
It is not expected that any trenching will be required but possible

Path 1 - Possible trenching required for removal of PILC Cables 
P =  0.25; cost = $75,000

Path 2 -No expected trenching required duirng the removal of PILC Cables
P = 0.75 to 1; cost = $0

Expected Value = 0.25 x $75,000 = $18,750

Removal of PILC 
Cables

Possible trenching required for 
removal of PILC Cables

No expected trenching required 
during the removal of PILC Cables



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 4 -- PILC Cables
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 16:18:51
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 16:19:15

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 23.78
Trials/second (average) 4,205
Random numbers per sec 8,410

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 2
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1
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Forecasts

Worksheet: [Book4]PILC Cables

Forecast: PILC Cable Removal Cell: N13

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $86,325 
Entire range is from $0  to $97,315 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $92 



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 4 -- PILC Cables

Page 4

Forecast: PILC Cable Removal (cont'd) Cell: N13

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $12,991 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $29,130 
Variance $848,559,821 
Skewness 1.83
Kurtosis 4.42
Coeff. of Variability 2.24
Minimum $0 
Maximum $97,315 
Range Width $97,315 
Mean Std. Error $92 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $0 
90% $75,115 
100% $97,315 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

Worksheet: [Book4]PILC Cables

Assumption: Trenching cost: Cell: G7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Trenching required Cell: D5

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-5: Environmental Risk Item #5 - Bulk Storage Tank Farm Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

Path 1
0.75 1 0.75 0.75 $5,000

No cost: $0 Path 2

0.2 2 0.01 0.76 $25,000

0.2 Path 3
Site Investigation cost: $5,000 0.8 3 0.04 0.8 $75,000

Risk Assessment cost: $20,000

0.25 Remediation (excavation) cost: $50,000 Path 4

0.8 4 0.2 1 $55,000

Remediation (off-Site Disposal) cost: $50,000
Expected value: $18,000

Path 1- Assessment, Soil & Groundwater within Generic Screening Levels, no further action Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 1 Outcome Cost: $5,000
P = 0.75; Cost = $5,000 Random value (for trial): 0.297
Path 2 - Assessment, Soil & Groundwater Exceed Generic Screening Levels, Risk Assessment, Meet Risk Based Target Levels, No Further Action
P = 0.25 x 0.2 x 0.2 = 0.01; Cost = $5,000 + $20,000 = $25,000
Path 3 - Assessment, Soil & Groundwater Exceed Generic Screening Levels, Risk Assessment, Exceed traget levels, Remediation, No Further Action
P = 0.25 x 0.2 x 0.8 = 0.04; Cost = $5,000 + $20,000 + $50,000 = $75,000
Path 4 - Assessment, Soil & Groundwater Exceed Generic Screening Levels, Remediation (off-Site Diposal),  No Further Action
P = 0.25 x 0.8 = 0.2; Cost = $5,000 + $50,000  = $55,000

Expected Value = 0.75 x $5,000 + 0.01 x $25,000 + 0.04 x $75,000 + 0.2 x $55,000 = $18,000

Bulk Storage 
Tank Farm

No Further Action with respect 
to Plant Decommissioning

Soil & Groundwater within 
Generic Screening Levels 

Soil & Groundwater exceed 
Generic Screening Levels 

Risk Assessment

Remediation (off-Site 
Disposal)

Site Investigation 
Following Tank Removal

Remediation (Soil 
Excavation)

No Further Action with respect 
to Plant Decommissioning

Exeed Risk Based 
Target Levels

No Further Action with respect 
to Plant Decommissioning

No Further Action with respect 
to Plant Decommissioning

Meet Risk Based 
Target Levels



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 5 -- Bulk Storage Tank Farm
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 15:30:42
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 15:31:28

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 46.85
Trials/second (average) 2,135
Random numbers per sec 8,538

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 4
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 5 -- Bulk Storage Tank Farm
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Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 5 -- Bulk Storage Tank Farm.xlsx]Bulk Storage tank

Forecast: Bulk Storage Tank Farm Cell: AG18

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $4,287  to $75,525 
Entire range is from $4,009  to $93,728 
Base case is $5,000 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $76 
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Forecast: Bulk Storage Tank Farm (cont'd) Cell: AG18

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $18,639 
Median $5,379 
Mode ---
Standard Deviation $24,027 
Variance $577,320,401 
Skewness 1.34
Kurtosis 3.06
Coeff. of Variability 1.29
Minimum $4,009 
Maximum $93,728 
Range Width $89,719 
Mean Std. Error $76 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $4,009 
10% $4,575 
20% $4,813 
30% $4,998 
40% $5,174 
50% $5,379 
60% $5,634 
70% $6,003 
80% $52,304 
90% $59,714 
100% $93,728 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

 [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 5 -- Bulk Storage Tank Farm.xlsx]Bulk Storage tank

Assumption: Remediation (excavation) cost: Cell: X12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Remediation (off-Site Disposal) cost: Cell: O15

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: O11

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $16,000 (=20000*80%)
Likeliest $20,000 
Maximum $26,000 (=20000*130%)
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Assumption: Site Investigation cost: Cell: E10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $4,000 (=5000*80%)
Likeliest $5,000 
Maximum $6,500 (=5000*130%)

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-6: Environmental Risk Item #6 - Potential Disposal of Lead or Zinc Based Painted Surfaces Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

0.1 1 0.1 0.1 $117,400

Painted Materials Amount: 587 tonnes
Hazardous Disposal Cost: $325 /tonne

Total: $190,775
Already budgetted: $73,375

Net: $117,400

0.9 2 0.9 1 $0

Painted Materials Amount: 587 tonnes Expected value: $11,740
Local Disposal Cost: $125 /tonne

Total: $73,375
Already budgetted: $73,375

Net: $0
Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 2 Outcome Cost: $0

Note: Local diposal has already been carried forward in the budget, so only Random value (for trial): 0.327
increase above current budget is considered

Path 1 - Disposal of Painted Materials as Hazardous Waste out of Province 
P = 0.1; cost = $117,400

Path 2 - Disposal of Painted Materials at Local Landfill
P = 0.9; cost = $0

Expected Value = 0.1 x $117,400 + 0.9 x $0 = $11,740

No further Action Required with 
respect to Plant Decommissioning

Disposal of Painted Materials as 
Hazardous Waste out of Province

Disposal of Painted Materials at 
Local Landfill

No further Action Required with 
respect to Plant Decommissioning

Disposal - Lead or Zinc Based 
Painted Surfaces 
- Painted concrete from New 
Stack (69m) and Pumphouse 
Exterior
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 22:11:55
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 22:12:39

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 44.15
Trials/second (average) 2,265
Random numbers per sec 9,060

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 4
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1
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Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 6 -- Painted Surfaces.xlsx]Lead and Zinc Paint 

Forecast: Lead/Zinc Painted Surfaces Disposal (differential above current budget) Cell: Q19

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $132,342 
Entire range is from $0  to $220,033 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $102 
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Forecast: Lead/Zinc Painted Surfaces Disposal (differential above current budget) (cont'd)Cell: Q19

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $8,502 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $32,190 
Variance $1,036,187,639 
Skewness 3.68
Kurtosis 15.25
Coeff. of Variability 3.79
Minimum $0 
Maximum $220,033 
Range Width $220,033 
Mean Std. Error $102 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $0 
90% $0 
100% $220,033 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 6 -- Painted Surfaces.xlsx]Lead and Zinc Paint 

Assumption: Hazardous Disposal Cost: Cell: H7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $260 (=325*80%)
Likeliest $325 
Maximum $423 (=325*130%)

Assumption: Hazardous Waste Cell: E4

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Local Disposal Cost: Cell: H15

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $100 (=125*80%)
Likeliest $125 
Maximum $163 (=125*130%)
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Assumption: Painted Materials Amount: Cell: H6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 469.60 (=587*80%)
Likeliest 587.00
Maximum 763.10 (=587*130%)

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-7: Environmental Risk Item #7 - Dust Control Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Path Probability Probability Cost

Item #7a)  On-Site - CT3 On-site Path 1
0.5 1 0.15 0.15 $110,000

0.3 Coarse filter replacement cost: $60,000
On-site Path 2

Additional dust control cost: $50,000 0.5 2 0.15 0.3 $350,000

Fine filter replacement cost: $300,000
On-site Path 3

0.7 3 0.7 1 $0

No cost: $0 Expected value: $69,000

Path 1 - Potential for dust to impact operation of CT3, coarse filter replacement, contractor to implement additional dust controls Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 3 Outcome Cost: $0
P = 0.3 x 0.5 = 0.15; Cost = $60,000 + $50,000 = $110,000 Random value (for trial): 0.431
Path 2 - Potential for dust to impact CT3, coarse and fine filter replacement, contractor to implement additional dust controls
P = 0.3 x 0.5 = 0.15; Cost $300,000 + $50,000 = $350,000
Path 3 - No impacts to operation of CT3
P = 0.7; Cost = $0

Expected Value = 0.15 x $110,000 + 0.15 x $350,000 + 0.7 x 0 = $69,000

Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Item #7b) Off-Site Path Probability Probability Cost

Off-site Path 1
0.7 1 0.21 0.21 $50,000

0.3 Additional dust control (off-site) cost: $50,000
Off-site Path 2

0.3 2 0.09 0.3 $100,000

Bldg restoration/cleaning cost: $100,000
Off-site Path 3

0.7 3 0.7 1 $0

No cost: $0 Expected value: $19,500
Path 1 - Impacts to off-Site Properties, implement additional dust control measures
P = 0.3 x 0.7 = 0.21; Cost = $50,000 Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 3 Outcome Cost: $0
Path 2 - Impacts to off-Site Properties, remediate the dust Random value (for trial): 0.606
P = 0.3 x 0.3 = 0.09; Cost = $100,000
Path 3 - No impacts
P = 0.7; Cost = $0

Expected Value = 0.21 x $100,000 + 0.09 x $200,000 + 0.7 x $0 = $19,500

Dust Control

Dust Control Restoration / Cleaning of Buildings 

No impacts to off-site 

No further actionBudgeted mitigation measures in place 
for dust - no impacts to CT3

Impacts to Off-Site Properties

Potential for Dust generated during decommissioning will 
adversely affect the operation of CT3

Cost associated with possible coarse 
filter replacements in CT3

Cost associated with possible fine filter 
replacements in CT3

Contractor to Implement Additional Dust 
Control for duration of project

Contractor to implement additional 
dust control measures
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 17:39:55
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 17:41:33

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 97.75
Trials/second (average) 1,023
Random numbers per sec 8,184

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 8
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 2



11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 7 -- Dust Control

Page 3

Forecasts

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 7 -- Dust Control.xlsx]Dust Control

Forecast: Off-Site Dust Control Cell: U41

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $99,885 
Entire range is from $0  to $129,408 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $85 
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Forecast: Off-Site Dust Control (cont'd) Cell: U41

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $12,497 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $26,816 
Variance $719,073,014 
Skewness 2.11
Kurtosis 6.71
Coeff. of Variability 2.15
Minimum $0 
Maximum $129,408 
Range Width $129,408 
Mean Std. Error $85 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $40,935 
90% $53,277 
100% $129,408 
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Forecast: On-Site Dust Control Cell: U16

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $382,159 
Entire range is from $0  to $438,338 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $347 
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Forecast: On-Site Dust Control (cont'd) Cell: U16

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $47,077 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $109,794 
Variance $12,054,829,237 
Skewness 2.34
Kurtosis 7.02
Coeff. of Variability 2.33
Minimum $0 
Maximum $438,338 
Range Width $438,338 
Mean Std. Error $347 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $0 
80% $0 
90% $125,983 
100% $438,338 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 7 -- Dust Control.xlsx]Dust Control

Assumption: Additional Control Needed (CT3) Cell: D6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Assumption: Additional Control Needed (off-site) Cell: D31

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Assumption: Additional dust control (off-site) cost: Cell: P31

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)
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Assumption: Bldg restoration/cleaning cost: Cell: P35

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)

Assumption: Coarse filter replacement cost: Cell: P6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $48,000 (=60000*80%)
Likeliest $60,000 
Maximum $78,000 (=60000*130%)

Assumption: Fine filter replacement cost: Cell: P10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $240,000 (=300000*80%)
Likeliest $300,000 
Maximum $390,000 (=300000*130%)
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Assumption: Fine Filter Replacements Cell: M8

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.25
Likeliest 0.50
Maximum 0.75

Assumption: Restoration/Cleaning of Buildings Cell: I33

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Figure R8-8: Environmental Risk Item #8 - Noise Control Path Outcome Cumulative Outcome
Probability Probability Cost

Path 1
0.9 1 0.27 0.27 $50,000

0.3 Sound barrier cost: $50,000
Path 2

0.1 2 0.03 0.3 $705,000

Reduced productivity cost: $705,000
Path 3

0.8 3 0.56 0.86 $0
0.7

Path 4
0.9 4 0.126 0.986 $50,000

Sound barrier cost: $50,000
Path 5

0.2 0.05 5 0.007 0.993 $705,000

Reduced productivity cost: $705,000
Path 6

0.05 6 0.007 1 $150,000

Temporary relocation cost: $150,000
( ≤15 households for ≤6 weeks)

Expected value: $46,935
Path 1 - Noise Levels above acceptable, installation of a source barrier
P = 0.3 x 0.9 = 0.27; Cost = $50,000 Monte Carlo Trial Path & Cost: 3 Outcome Cost: $0
Path 2 - Noise Levels above acceptable, reduce contractor productivity Random value (for trial): 0.389
P = 0.3 x 0.1 = 0.03; Cost = $705,000
Path 3 - Noise Levels are acceptable, no action required 
P = 0.7 x 0.8 = 0.56; Cost = $0
Path 4 - Noise levels are acceptable, there is public concern, install a source sound barrier
P = 0.7 x 0.2 x 0.9 = 0.126; Cost = $50,000
Path 5 - Noise levels are acceptable, there is public concern, reduced contractor productivity
P = 0.7 x 0.2 x 0.05 = 0.007; Cost = $705,000
Path 6 - Noise levels are acceptable, there is public concern, temporary relocation of families
P = 0.7 x 0.2 x 0.05 = 0.007; Cost = $150,000

Expected Value = 0.27 x $50,000 + 0.03 x $705,000 + 0.56 x $0 + 0.126 x $50,000 + 0.007 x $705,000 + 0.007 x $150,000 = $46,935

Temporary relocation of residents

 Generation of Noise above 
acceptable levels

Additional installation and use of 
sound barrier at the source

Noise Control Reduced productivity by 
decommissioning contractor 

Measured Noise Levels 
considered acceptable

Public Concern Reduced productivity by 
decommissioning contractor 

Additional Installation and use of 
sound barrier at the source

No Action Required
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 16:05:08
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 16:06:44

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 96.07
Trials/second (average) 1,041
Random numbers per sec 8,327

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 8
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1
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Forecasts

[11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 8 -- Noise Control.xlsx]Noise Control

Forecast: Noise Control Cell: X29

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $0  to $62,481 
Entire range is from $0  to $908,078 
Base case is $0 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $301 
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Forecast: Noise Control (cont'd) Cell: X29

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $27,449 
Median $0 
Mode $0 
Standard Deviation $95,317 
Variance $9,085,263,369 
Skewness 6.92
Kurtosis 52.78
Coeff. of Variability 3.47
Minimum $0 
Maximum $908,078 
Range Width $908,078 
Mean Std. Error $301 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $0 
10% $0 
20% $0 
30% $0 
40% $0 
50% $0 
60% $0 
70% $42,247 
80% $49,596 
90% $54,665 
100% $908,078 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis 8 -- Noise Control.xlsx]Noise Control

Assumption: Additional barrier (unacceptable) Cell: I4

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.90
Likeliest 0.90
Maximum 1.00

Assumption: Noise unacceptable Cell: D6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Assumption: Public Concern Cell: I19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.20
Maximum 0.20

Assumption: Reduced productivity (public concern) Cell: O19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05
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Assumption: Reduced productivity cost: Cell: S10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $564,000 (=705000*80%)
Likeliest $705,000 
Maximum $916,500 (=705000*130%)

Assumption: Sound barrier cost: Cell: S6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Temporary relocation Cell: O23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05

Assumption: Temporary relocation cost: Cell: S25

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $120,000 (=150000*80%)
Likeliest $150,000 
Maximum $195,000 (=150000*130%)
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Assumption: Temporary relocation cost: (cont'd) Cell: S25

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts



Item # Description Expected Value
1 Potential Remediation of Impacted Soil/Groundwater $177,830
2 Potential for Off-Site Assessment of Surface Soil $24,546
3 Potential Assessment of Sediment and Surface Water $9,828
4 Removal of PILC Cables $18,750
5 Bulk Storage Tank Farm $18,000
6 Potential Disposal of Lead or Zinc Based Painted Surfaces $11,740

7A Dust Control (On-Site) $69,000
7B Dust Control (Off-Site) $19,500
8 Noise Control $46,935

TOTAL COST: $396,129
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Crystal Ball Report - Full
Simulation started on 5/8/2019 at 18:05:18
Simulation stopped on 5/8/2019 at 18:15:14

Run preferences:
Number of trials run 100,000
Extreme speed
Monte Carlo
Random seed

Run statistics:
Total running time (sec) 596.33
Trials/second (average) 168
Random numbers per sec 9,223

Crystal Ball data:
Assumptions 55
   Correlations 0
   Correlated groups 0
Decision variables 0
Forecasts 1
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Forecasts

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Total Costs (all Items)

Forecast: Potential Additional Costs (All Items) Cell: D12

Summary:
Certainty level is 95.000%
Certainty range is from $42,310  to $1,625,398 
Entire range is from $36,390  to $3,043,380 
Base case is $1,545,000 
After 100,000 trials, the std. error of the mean is $1,212 
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Forecast: Potential Additional Costs (All Items) (cont'd) Cell: D12

Statistics: Forecast values
Trials 100,000
Mean $287,266 
Median $159,144 
Mode ---
Standard Deviation $383,195 
Variance $146,838,711,066 
Skewness 2.85
Kurtosis 10.94
Coeff. of Variability 1.33
Minimum $36,390 
Maximum $3,043,380 
Range Width $3,006,990 
Mean Std. Error $1,212 

Percentiles: Forecast values
0% $36,390 
10% $48,125 
20% $90,804 
30% $102,572 
40% $130,293 
50% $159,142 
60% $190,043 
70% $235,283 
80% $338,807 
90% $564,076 
100% $3,043,380 

End of Forecasts
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Assumptions

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Bulk Storage tank

Assumption: Remediation (excavation) cost: Cell: X12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Remediation (off-Site Disposal) cost: Cell: O15

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: O11

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $16,000 (=20000*80%)
Likeliest $20,000 
Maximum $26,000 (=20000*130%)
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Assumption: Site Investigation cost: Cell: E10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $4,000 (=5000*80%)
Likeliest $5,000 
Maximum $6,500 (=5000*130%)

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Dust Control

Assumption: Additional Control Needed (CT3) Cell: D6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Assumption: Additional Control Needed (off-site) Cell: D31

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Assumption: Additional dust control (off-site) cost: Cell: P31

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)
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Assumption: Bldg restoration/cleaning cost: Cell: P35

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)

Assumption: Coarse filter replacement cost: Cell: P6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $48,000 (=60000*80%)
Likeliest $60,000 
Maximum $78,000 (=60000*130%)

Assumption: Fine filter replacement cost: Cell: P10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $240,000 (=300000*80%)
Likeliest $300,000 
Maximum $390,000 (=300000*130%)
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Assumption: Fine Filter Replacements Cell: M8

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.25
Likeliest 0.50
Maximum 0.75

Assumption: Restoration/Cleaning of Buildings Cell: I33

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Figure R8-1 PAH

Assumption: Controls cost: Cell: U9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Estimated excavation volume: Cell: G17

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 4,800.00 (=6000*80%)
Likeliest 6,000.00
Maximum 7,800.00 (=6000*130%)
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Assumption: Excavation/disposal unit cost: Cell: G16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $176 (=220*80%)
Likeliest $220 
Maximum $286 (=220*130%)

Assumption: Exceeds Risk Levels Cell: O8

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.15
Maximum 0.15

Assumption: Monitoring cost: Cell: Q20

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $16,000 (=20000*80%)
Likeliest $20,000 
Maximum $26,000 (=20000*130%)

Assumption: On-going monitoring cost: Cell: Z9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $8,000 (=10000*80%)
Likeliest $10,000 
Maximum $13,000 (=10000*130%)
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Assumption: On-going monitoring cost: (cont'd) Cell: Z9

Assumption: Probability of Remediation Cell: C13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Remediation & Compliance Monitoring Cell: W14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05

Assumption: Remediation & compliance monitoring cost: Cell: Z16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum >$90000 (=100000*90%)
Likeliest >$100000
Maximum >$150000 (=100000*150%)
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Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: F9

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $32,000 (=40000*80%)
Likeliest $40,000 
Maximum $52,000 (=40000*130%)

Assumption: Site Controls Cell: S7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: SSRA cost: Cell: U14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Lead and Zinc Paint 

Assumption: Hazardous Disposal Cost: Cell: H7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $260 (=325*80%)
Likeliest $325 
Maximum $423 (=325*130%)
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Assumption: Hazardous Disposal Cost: (cont'd) Cell: H7

Assumption: Hazardous Waste Cell: E4

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Local Disposal Cost: Cell: H15

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $100 (=125*80%)
Likeliest $125 
Maximum $163 (=125*130%)

Assumption: Painted Materials Amount: Cell: H6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 469.60 (=587*80%)
Likeliest 587.00
Maximum 763.10 (=587*130%)

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Metals
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Assumption: Assessment cost: Cell: E13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

Assumption: Controls Monitoring cost: Cell: Y23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $8,000 (=10000*80%)
Likeliest $10,000 
Maximum $13,000 (=10000*130%)

Assumption: Off-Site Assessment Required Cell: C11

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Assumption: Remediation cost: Cell: M14

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $160,000 (=200000*80%)
Likeliest $200,000 
Maximum $260,000 (=200000*130%)
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Assumption: Remediation cost: (cont'd) Cell: M14

Assumption: Site Controls (Capping) Cell: S21

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Site Controls (capping) cost: Cell: U23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Soil Excavation: Cell: U20

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)
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Assumption: Soil Exceeds Generic STDs Cell: G13

Normal distribution with parameters:
Mean 0.50
Std. Dev. 0.03

Assumption: Soil exceeds risk-based STDs Cell: O19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Assumption: Soil Remediation Needed Cell: K12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.10
Maximum 0.10

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Noise Control

Assumption: Additional barrier (unacceptable) Cell: I4

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.90
Likeliest 0.90
Maximum 1.00

Assumption: Noise unacceptable Cell: D6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.30
Maximum 0.30
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Assumption: Public Concern Cell: I19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.20
Maximum 0.20

Assumption: Reduced productivity (public concern) Cell: O19

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05

Assumption: Reduced productivity cost: Cell: S10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $564,000 (=705000*80%)
Likeliest $705,000 
Maximum $916,500 (=705000*130%)

Assumption: Sound barrier cost: Cell: S6

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)
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Assumption: Temporary relocation Cell: O23

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05

Assumption: Temporary relocation cost: Cell: S25

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $120,000 (=150000*80%)
Likeliest $150,000 
Maximum $195,000 (=150000*130%)

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]PILC Cables

Assumption: Trenching cost: Cell: G7

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $60,000 (=75000*80%)
Likeliest $75,000 
Maximum $97,500 (=75000*130%)

Assumption: Trenching required Cell: D5

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Worksheet: [11149943 Monte Carlo Analysis -- All Items.xlsx]Sediment and SW Assessment
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Assumption: Assessment cost: Cell: H12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $20,000 (=25000*80%)
Likeliest $25,000 
Maximum $32,500 (=25000*130%)

Assumption: Assessment Required Cell: E10

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Assumption: Exceed Generic STDs Cell: J13

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.25
Maximum 0.25

Assumption: Exceed Risk STDs Cell: V17

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.00
Likeliest 0.05
Maximum 0.05
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Assumption: Remediation & Compliance Monitoring cost: Cell: AC12

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $80,000 (=100000*80%)
Likeliest $100,000 
Maximum $130,000 (=100000*130%)

Assumption: Risk Assessment Cell: O16

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum 0.95
Likeliest 0.95
Maximum 1.00

Assumption: Risk Assessment cost: Cell: T18

Triangular distribution with parameters:
Minimum $40,000 (=50000*80%)
Likeliest $50,000 
Maximum $65,000 (=50000*130%)

End of Assumptions
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Sensitivity Charts

End of Sensitivity Charts
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

ROLL-FORWARD OF THE ORIGINAL COST
RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

FOR THE YEARS 2015-2017

2015
2015 PLANT ACTIVITY

ORIGINAL COST TRANSFERS/ ORIGINAL COST

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2014a ADDITIONS RETIREMENTS ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2015
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)=SUM((2):(5))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 8,945,331             18,778        (13,700)             (12,797)              8,937,612             
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 26,337,761           38,094        (8,400)               -                     26,367,455           
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 22,091,772           92,405        (17,000)             -                     22,167,177           
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,283,113             -              -                    -                     2,283,113             
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,512,887             -              -                    -                     1,512,887             
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 61,170,863           149,276      (39,100)             (12,797)              61,268,243           

2016
2016 PLANT ACTIVITY

ORIGINAL COST TRANSFERS/ ORIGINAL COST
DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2015 ADDITIONS RETIREMENTS ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2016

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)=SUM((2):(5))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 8,937,612             119,023      (43,025)             -                     9,013,610             
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 26,367,455           136,287      (66,830)             -                     26,436,911           
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 22,167,177           115,515      (439,905)           -                     21,842,787           
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,283,113             -              -                    -                     2,283,113             
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,512,887             -              -                    -                     1,512,887             
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 61,268,243           370,825      (549,760)           -                     61,089,308           

2017
2017 PLANT ACTIVITY

ORIGINAL COST TRANSFERS/ ORIGINAL COST
DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2016 ADDITIONS RETIREMENTS ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2017

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)=SUM((2):(5))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 9,013,610             3,833          (3,162)               (8,242)                9,006,038             
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 26,436,911           20,559        (11,491)             -                     26,445,980           
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 21,842,787           113,323      (454,510)           -                     21,501,600           
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,283,113             -              -                    -                     2,283,113             
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,512,887             -              -                    -                     1,512,887             
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 61,089,308           137,715      (469,163)           (8,242)                60,749,618           

a  Per 2014 Depreciation Study
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ORIGINAL COST FORECAST PLANT RETIREMENT ACTIVITY ORIGINAL COST

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 AT 12/31/2021

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 9,006,038             -         -              -              (9,006,038)    -                        

312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 26,445,980           -         -              -              (26,445,980) -                        

314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 21,501,600           -         (1,954,691) (3,909,382) (15,637,527) -                        

315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,283,113             -         -              -              (2,283,113)    -                        

316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,512,887             -              -              (1,512,887)    -                        

TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 60,749,618           -         (1,954,691) (3,909,382) (54,885,545) -                        

- Retirement of the CTGS Original Cost by depreciable group account is based on the Probable Retirement Year (Table 1, Page V1-5) and calculated Remaining 

Life Amortization Period (Table 2, Page VI‐7) of the 2017 Depreciation Study.

‐ Assumes there will be no material interim additions from 2018 ‐ 2021. 

MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

PROJECTED ROLL-FORWARD OF THE ORIGINAL COST

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

FOR THE YEARS 2018-2021
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROLL-FORWARD OF THE BOOK ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION
RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

FOR THE YEARS 2015-2017

2015
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2015 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL NET DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2014a RATEb ACCRUALS RETIREMENTS SALVAGE ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2015
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)=(2)+SUM((4):(7))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 4,009,501             2.50            223,537      (13,700)             (40,699)     -                      4,178,639                  
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 15,295,380           2.50            658,815      (8,400)                (64,591)     -                      15,881,204                
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 11,783,906           2.50            553,237      (17,000)             (66,789)     -                      12,253,354                
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 1,704,902             2.50            57,078        -                     -            -                      1,761,980                  
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 947,086                2.50            37,822        -                     -            -                      984,908                     
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 33,740,776           1,530,489   (39,100)             (172,079)   -                      35,060,086                

2016
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2016 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL NET DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2015 RATEc ACCRUALS RETIREMENTS SALVAGE ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2016
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)=(2)+SUM((4):(7))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 4,178,639             9.35            839,220      (43,025)             (22,972)     (103,343)             4,848,518                  
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 15,881,204           7.65            2,019,767   (66,830)             (116,447)   (56,885)               17,660,809                
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 12,253,354           8.20            1,804,409   (439,905)           (319,971)   (49,286)               13,248,601                
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 1,761,980             5.14            117,352      -                     -            -                      1,879,332                  
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 984,908                6.99            105,751      -                     -            -                      1,090,659                  
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 35,060,086           4,886,498   (549,760)           (459,390)   (209,514)             38,727,919                

2017
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2017 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL NET DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2016 RATE ACCRUALS RETIREMENTS SALVAGE ADJUSTMENTS AT 12/31/2017
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)=(2)+SUM((4):(7))

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 4,848,518             9.35            842,419      (3,162)                (111,192)   0                          5,576,582                  
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 17,660,809           7.65            2,022,771   (11,491)             (83,136)     0                          19,588,953                
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 13,248,601           8.20            1,777,120   (454,510)           (466,453)   0                          14,104,757                
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 1,879,332             5.14            117,352      -                     -            -                      1,996,684                  
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,090,659             6.99            105,751      -                     -            -                      1,196,410                  
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 38,727,919           4,865,412   (469,163)           (660,781)   0                          42,463,386                

a  Per 2014 Depreciation Study
b  Existing 2.50% depreciation rate was used prior to the implementation of the 2014 depreciation study.
c  The rates resulting from the 2014 depreciation study were implemented in 2016.
    These rates incorporate the reserve variance amortization, as shown in Table 3 of Part VI of the 2014 Depreciation Study.
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

ROLL-FORWARD OF THE BOOK ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION
RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

FOR THE YEARS 2018-2021

2018
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2018 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2017 RATE ACCRUAL RETIREMENTS AT 12/31/2018

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 5,576,582            9.35           842,065      -                   6,418,647                
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 19,588,953          7.65           2,023,118   -                   21,612,071              
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 14,104,757          8.20           1,763,131   -                   15,867,888              
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 1,996,684            5.14           117,352      -                   2,114,036                
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,196,410            6.99           105,751      -                   1,302,161                
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 42,463,386          4,851,417   -                   47,314,803              

- Annual accrual rate as approved in Order UE16-04; Annual Accrual amount as per GRA Appendix 10 - Columns C + F

2019
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2019 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL ACCUM RES DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2018 RATE ACCRUAL VAR ADJ RETIREMENTS AT 12/31/2019

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 6,418,647            6.08           547,357      2,675,649      -                   9,641,653                
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 21,612,071          4.86           1,285,317   6,050,324      -                   28,947,712              
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 15,867,888          5.21           1,118,313   6,821,316      (1,954,691)        21,852,826              
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,114,036            3.02           68,942        399,741         -                   2,582,719                
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,302,161            4.53           68,526        298,115         -                   1,668,802                
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 47,314,803          3,088,455   16,245,145    (1,954,691)        64,693,712              

- Annual Accrual Rate as per Table 1 (Page VI-5) of the 2017 Depreciation Study
- Accumulated Reserve Variance Adjustment as per Appendix 10 of the GRA Evidence.
- Retirement of the CTGS Original Cost by depreciable group account is based on the Probable Retirement Year (Table 1, Page V1-5) and calculated Remaining 

Life Amortization Period (Table 2, Page VI-7) of the 2017 Depreciation Study.
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

ROLL-FORWARD OF THE BOOK ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION
RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

FOR THE YEARS 2018-2021

2020
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2020 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2019 RATE ACCRUAL RETIREMENTS AT 12/31/2020

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 9,641,653            6.08           547,357      -                   10,189,010              
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 28,947,712          4.86           1,285,317   -                   30,233,029              
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 21,852,826          5.21           995,959      (3,909,382)        18,939,403              
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,582,719            3.02           68,942        -                   2,651,661                
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,668,802            4.53           68,526        -                   1,737,328                
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 64,693,712          2,966,101   (3,909,382)        63,750,431              

- Retirement of the CTGS Original Cost by depreciable group account is based on the Probable Retirement Year (Table 1, Page V1-5) and calculated Remaining 
Life Amortization Period (Table 2, Page VI-7) of the 2017 Depreciation Study.

2021
BOOK ACCUM. ANNUAL 2021 RESERVE ACTIVITY BOOK ACCUM.
DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL ANNUAL DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIABLE GROUP AT 12/31/2020 RATE ACCRUAL RETIREMENTS AT 12/31/2021

CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 10,189,010          6.08           525,463      (9,006,038)        1,708,435                
312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 30,233,029          4.86           1,233,904   (26,445,980)      5,020,953                
314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 18,939,403          5.21           772,950      (15,637,527)      4,074,826                
315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,651,661            3.02           65,495        (2,283,113)        434,043                   
316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,737,328            4.53           63,044        (1,512,887)        287,486                   
TOTAL CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION 63,750,431          2,660,856   (54,885,545)      11,525,742              

- Retirement of the CTGS Original Cost by depreciable group account is based on the Probable Retirement Year (Table 1, Page V1-5) and calculated Remaining 
Life Amortization Period (Table 2, Page VI-7) of the 2017 Depreciation Study.
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ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION 2014 2017 CHANGE

311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 6,515,584     8,546,939           2,031,355    

312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 20,885,905   26,377,078        5,491,173    

314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS

     UNIT 7 2,100,717          

     UNIT 8 4,026,569          

     UNITS 9 AND 10 15,442,475       

TOTAL TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 17,588,348   21,569,761        3,981,413    

315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,075,085     2,444,835           369,750        

316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,235,725     1,531,750           296,025        

48,300,647   60,470,363        12,169,716  

MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION
RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

GANNETT FLEMING STUDY
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ACCOUNT 311 - STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS
2014 Study Assumptions 2017 Study Assumptions
INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 120-S0 INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 80-S0
PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021 PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021
NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -10 NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -19

YEAR 2014 2017 2014 2017 CHANGE
1960 3,605,059          3,591,192          3,489,935         3,961,253         471,318       
1993 44,503              44,503              36,820              45,332              8,512           
1994 86,263              86,263              70,543              87,368              16,825         
1995 180,812            180,812            145,926            181,908            35,982         
1996 982,816            982,816            782,185            982,119            199,934       
1997 412,894            412,894            323,610            409,555            85,945         
1998 55,924              55,924              43,098              55,021              11,923         
1999 68,756              68,756              51,975              67,045              15,070         
2000 83,990              77,816              62,172              75,139              12,967         
2001 47,039              43,439              34,011              41,488              7,477           
2002 58,616              58,616              41,271              55,270              13,999         
2003 38,520              26,468              26,306              24,615              (1,691)          
2004 100,935            100,935            66,515              92,405              25,890         
2005 4,188                4,188                2,649                3,767                1,118           
2006 322,642            312,651            194,506            275,450            80,944         
2007 399,768            399,768            227,348            343,929            116,581       
2008 428,276            424,476            226,606            355,023            128,417       
2009 483,870            479,970            234,039            387,541            153,502       
2010 563,908            560,567            242,704            434,386            191,682       
2011 199,704            199,704            73,086              146,964            73,878         
2012 263,204            260,042            76,128              179,122            102,994       
2013 218,179            218,179            42,453              137,489            95,036         
2014 295,465            295,465            21,698              163,798            142,100       
9999 0                       0                       -                    8,586                8,586           
2015 -                    18,778              -                    31,858              31,858         
2016 -                    97,985              -                    508                   508              
2017 -                    3,833                -                    -                    -               

TOTAL 8,945,331          9,006,038          6,515,584         8,546,939         2,031,355    

MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

(FROM PART IX GANNETT FLEMING DEPRECIATION STUDIES)

ORIGINAL COST CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

(FROM PART IX GANNETT FLEMING DEPRECIATION STUDIES)

ACCOUNT 312 - BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT
2014 Study Assumptions 2017 Study Assumptions
INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 60-S0 INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 75-R2
PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021 PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021
NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -10 NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -19

YEAR 2014 2017 2014 2017 CHANGE
1960 9,426,671          9,426,671          8,988,453         10,429,243       1,440,790    
1962 26,202              6,387                24,893              7,051                (17,842)        
1993 3,882,222          3,865,710          3,190,449         3,941,125         750,676       
1994 2,279,670          2,279,670          1,851,965         2,310,660         458,695       
1995 1,367,810          1,367,810          1,097,253         1,377,615         280,362       
1996 1,876,870          1,826,475          1,484,912         1,826,962         342,050       
1997 513,471            513,471            400,332            509,746            109,414       
1998 439,931            439,931            337,261            432,965            95,704         
1999 103,898            103,898            78,169              101,322            23,153         
2000 228,762            228,762            168,570            220,876            52,306         
2001 195,982            195,982            141,140            187,130            45,990         
2002 512,859            512,859            359,654            483,659            124,005       
2003 465,941            465,941            317,054            433,351            116,297       
2004 251,444            251,444            165,173            230,183            65,010         
2005 341,651            341,651            215,451            307,171            91,720         
2006 683,786            683,786            411,306            602,174            190,868       
2007 923,015            936,228            524,076            804,890            280,814       
2008 941,500            1,003,088          497,920            838,079            340,159       
2009 197,464            197,464            95,460              159,438            63,978         
2010 274,210            274,210            117,995            212,101            94,106         
2011 560,235            560,235            205,417            411,395            205,978       
2012 239,396            239,396            69,402              164,470            95,068         
2013 374,449            374,449            72,802              235,189            162,387       
2014 155,523            155,523            11,481              86,086              74,605         
9999 74,801              -                    59,317              -                    (59,317)        
2015 -                    38,094              -                    17,376              17,376         
2016 -                    136,287            -                    44,097              44,097         
2017 -                    20,559              -                    2,724                2,724           

TOTAL 26,337,761        26,445,980        20,885,905       26,377,078       5,491,173    

ORIGINAL COST CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

(FROM PART IX GANNETT FLEMING DEPRECIATION STUDIES)

ACCOUNT 314 - TURBOGENERATOR UNITS
2014 Study Assumptions 2017 Study Assumptions
INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 100-S0 INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 100-S0
PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021 PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. VARIOUS
NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -10 NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -19

YEAR 2014 2017 2014 2017 CHANGE
1960 8,063,152          2,188,734          7,785,619         5,696,342         (2,089,277)   
1963 -                    2,918,312          -                    3,630,073         3,630,073    
1968 -                    2,918,312          -                    2,005,781         2,005,781    
1993 3,049,095          2,256,841          2,519,427         1,739,360         (780,067)      
1994 1,733,007          1,733,007          1,415,338         1,086,446         (328,892)      
1995 1,238,955          1,238,955          999,242            153,902            (845,340)      
1997 31,900              31,900              24,977              72,630              47,653         
1998 42,386              42,386              32,633              175,000            142,367       
1999 210,571            210,571            159,133            123,618            (35,515)        
2000 115,707            115,707            85,594              244,760            159,166       
2001 118,920            118,920            85,934              651,878            565,944       
2002 833,891            833,891            586,885            500,858            (86,027)        
2003 380,005            380,005            259,222            1,013,997         754,775       
2004 926,679            926,679            610,426            1,767,692         1,157,266    
2005 2,149,736          2,068,370          1,359,756         1,447,761         88,005         
2006 1,905,931          1,905,931          1,147,910         338,480            (809,430)      
2007 196,484            196,484            111,673            184,007            72,334         
2008 243,990            243,990            128,988            111,075            (17,913)        
2009 110,938            110,938            53,646              118,363            64,717         
2010 155,699            155,699            67,071              130,923            63,852         
2011 141,283            141,283            51,753              168,098            116,345       
2012 300,413            300,413            86,979              56,492              (30,487)        
2013 46,889              46,889              9,073                51,399              42,326         
2014 96,141              96,141              7,069                45,749              38,680         
2015 -                    92,405              -                    36,372              36,372         
2016 -                    115,515            -                    16,253              16,253         
2017 -                    113,324            -                    2,452                2,452           

TOTAL 22,091,772        21,501,600        17,588,348       21,569,761       3,981,413    

ORIGINAL COST CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

(FROM PART IX GANNETT FLEMING DEPRECIATION STUDIES)

ACCOUNT 315 - ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT
2014 Study Assumptions 2017 Study Assumptions
INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 80-R2 INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 100-S0
PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021 PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021
NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -10 NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -19

YEAR 2014 2017 2014 2017 CHANGE
1960 1,785,594          1,785,594          1,727,650         1,976,648         248,998       
1993 68,121              68,121              56,241              69,479              13,238         
1994 11,903              11,903              9,712                12,069              2,357           
1995 67,776              67,776              54,605              68,259              13,654         
1997 334                   334                   265                   334                   69                
1999 1,968                1,968                1,485                1,920                435              
2000 9,998                9,998                7,386                9,657                2,271           
2001 10,025              10,025              7,228                9,576                2,348           
2003 8,877                8,877                6,044                8,259                2,215           
2004 277,551            277,551            182,442            254,168            71,726         
2005 2,128                2,128                1,343                1,914                571              
2006 2,781                2,781                1,669                2,449                780              
2008 36,057              36,057              19,015              30,103              11,088         

TOTAL 2,283,113          2,283,113          2,075,085         2,444,835         369,750       

CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATIONORIGINAL COST
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MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

(FROM PART IX GANNETT FLEMING DEPRECIATION STUDIES)

ACCOUNT 316 - MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
2014 Study Assumptions 2017 Study Assumptions
INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 60-S0 INTERIM SURVIVOR CURVE.. IOWA 70-L0
PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021 PROBABLE RETIREMENT YEAR.. 12-2021
NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -10 NET SALVAGE PERCENT.. -19

YEAR 2014 2017 2014 2017 CHANGE
1942 4,655                4,655                4,518                5,158                640              
1952 592                   592                   568                   652                   84                
1953 128                   128                   123                   141                   18                
1954 259                   259                   247                   284                   37                
1955 498                   498                   476                   547                   71                
1960 578,982            578,982            548,558            633,153            84,595         
1977 1,603                1,603                1,452                1,711                259              
1987 2,548                2,548                2,190                2,647                457              
1988 499                   499                   425                   516                   91                
1989 2,924                2,924                2,476                3,015                539              
1990 5,044                5,044                4,234                5,178                944              
1991 25,170              25,170              20,942              25,715              4,773           
1992 70,311              70,311              57,949              71,486              13,537         
1993 12,608              12,608              10,279              12,752              2,473           
1994 6,659                6,659                5,369                6,697                1,328           
1995 3,465                3,465                2,758                3,464                706              
1996 182,770            182,770            143,544            181,477            37,933         
1997 62,411              62,411              48,264              61,518              13,254         
2000 4,441                4,441                3,249                4,260                1,011           
2001 464,971            464,971            332,188            441,225            109,037       
2002 20,923              20,923              14,569              19,618              5,049           
2003 19,345              19,345              13,065              17,892              4,827           
2005 7,119                7,119                4,459                6,365                1,906           
2006 7,489                7,489                4,472                6,561                2,089           
2011 18,712              18,712              6,828                13712 6,884           
2012 8,760                8,760                2,523                6,006                3,483           

TOTAL 1,512,887          1,512,887          1,235,725         1,531,750         296,025       

ORIGINAL COST CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION
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ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION 2014 2017 CHANGE

       CALCULATED ACCRUED DEPRECIATION

311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 6,515,584         8,546,939         2,031,355      

312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 20,885,905       26,377,078       5,491,173      

314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 17,588,348       21,569,761       3,981,413      

315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 2,075,085         2,444,835         369,750          

316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1,235,725         1,531,750         296,025          

A 48,300,647       60,470,363       12,169,716    

       BOOK ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION

311 STRUCTURES & IMPROVEMENTS 4,009,501         5,576,582         1,567,081      

312 BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT 15,295,380       19,588,953       4,293,573      

314 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS 11,783,906       14,104,757       2,320,851      

315 ACCESSORY ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 1,704,902         1,996,684         291,782          

316 MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 947,086             1,196,410         249,324          

B 33,740,776       42,463,386       8,722,610      

A ‐ B 14,559,871       18,006,977       3,447,106      

      2018 ACTIVITY ‐ APPENDIX 10 

DEPRECIATION SHORTFALL 338,750           

RESERVE VARIANCE AMORTIZATION (2,100,581)       

      PROPOSED REGULATORY DEFERRAL ACCOUNT 16,245,146      

2019 AMORTIZATION (3,249,029)       

2020 AMORTIZATION (3,249,029)       

2021 AMORTIZATION (3,249,029)       

2022 AMORTIZATION (3,249,029)       

2023 AMORTIZATION (3,249,029)       

0                        

MARITIME ELECTRIC COMPANY, LIMITED

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN ACCUMULATED RESERVE VARIANCE
AND REGULATORY DEFERRAL ACCOUNT

RELATED TO CHARLOTTETOWN THERMAL GENERATING STATION
2014-2023
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ATTACHMENT - 1 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Decommissioning Item Sub-Item 

CTGS Dalhousie 
Dalhousie Recalculated 

with non-comparable items 
removed 

Dalhousie Recalculated 
with non-comparable items 

removed and Labour 
reduced to be more 

comparative to CTGS 
Notes 

% 
CAD $, 

nominal 
% 

CAD $, 
nominal 

% 
CAD $, 

nominal 
% 

CAD $, 
nominal 

1. Site 
Decommissioning 
Costs 

- 56 6,472,684 33 14,638,750 48 14,638,750 55 14,638,750 

Based on the re-calculated total costs when removing non-
comparable items as described below, there is only an 8% 
discrepancy between the CTGS and Dalhousie 
decommissioning costs. 

2. Allowances 

a. Contingency 
Allowance 

6 647,268 7 2,928,000 4.5 1,464,000 6 1,464,000 
CTGS has a 10% contingency allowance while Dalhousie 
had a 20% contingency. The Dalhousie contingency was 
reduced to 10% for comparison purposes. 

b. Additional 
Allowance 

11 1,294,537 7 2,928,000 9.5 2,928,000 11 2,928,000  

3. Project Management 
and Engineering 

- 21 2,459,800 11 5,125,000 38 
5,125,000 + 
6,600,0001 

28 
5,125,000 + 
2,415,5752 

1Dalhousie Labour fees of $6.6 M originally included in 
“Costs to Utility” re-allocated to Project Management and 
Engineering for comparison with CTGS. 
2Dalhousie Labour fees reduced to 10% of total Project 
Costs for comparison with CTGS. 

4. Post-
decommissioning 
and Misc. Costs 

- 6 689,000 0 0 0 0 0 0  

5. Costs to Utility 

a. Property 
Taxes and 
Insurance 

0 0 31 14,000,000 0 0 0 0 

Costs for property taxes and insurance are not carried in 
the CTGS Decommissioning Study. Therefore, these costs 
should be removed from the Dalhousie estimate to 
compare the decommissioning costs for the two sites. 

b. Total 
Contingency 
for Cost Study 

0 0 11 5,123,950 0 0 0 0 

Provisions for a cost estimation error are not carried in the 
CTGS Decommissioning Study. Therefore, these costs 
should be removed from the Dalhousie estimate to 
compare the decommissioning costs for the two sites. 

Total Costs - 100 11,563,289 100 44,743,700 100 30,755,750 100 26,571,325 
Total cost for Dalhousie revised based on removal of non-
comparable items. 

6. Recyclable Materials - - 1,125,250 0  - 0 - 0  

Net Cost - - 10,438,039 - 44,743,700 - 30,755,750 - 26,571,325 
Net cost for Dalhousie revised based on removal of non-
comparable items. 

 


	Letter to IRAC
	Table of Contents
	R-2 - Attachment - 1
	R-2 - Attachment - 2
	R-2 - Attachment - 3
	R-2 - Attachment - 4
	R-2 - Attachment - 5
	R-2 - Attachment - 6
	R-2 - Attachment - 7
	R-2 - Attachment - 8
	R-3 - Attachment - 1
	R-3 - Attachment - 2
	R-3 - Attachment - 3
	R-3 - Attachment - 4
	R-3 - Attachment - 5
	R-3 - Attachment - 6
	R-3 - Attachment - 7
	R-8 - Attachment - 1
	R-10 - Attachments - 1, 2, 3 and 4
	R-27 - Attachment 1



