BRITISH COLUMBIA
UTILITIES COMMISSION

ORDER
NUMBER G-119-15

TELEPHONE: (604) 660-4700
BC TOLL FREE: 1-800-663-1385
FACSIMILE: (604) 660-1102

SIXTH FLOOR, 900 HOWE STREET, BOX 250
VANCOUVER, BC V6Z2N3 CANADA
website: http://www.bcuc.com

IN THE MATTER OF
the Utilities Commission Act, RSBC 1996, Chapter 473

and

Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc.
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for Northeast False Creek and Chinatown Neighbourhood Energy System

BEFORE: D. M. Morton, Panel Chair/Commissioner
C. A.Brown, Commissioner July 15, 2015
I. F. MacPhail, Commissioner

ORDER
WHEREAS:

A. On April 17,2015, Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy) applied to the British Columbia
Utilities Commission (Commission) foran orderapproving the Northeast False Creek and Chinatown
Neighbourhood Energy Agreement undersection 45(7) and granting a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity under section 45(9) of the Utilities Commission Act;

B. OnlJuly13, 2015, the Commissionissued Order G-118-15 which set out the remaining Regulatory Timetable
and directed FEl to respond to certaininformation requests (IRs); and

C. The Commission has concluded thatthe Regulatory Timetable should have included provisions for Panel IRs
and allowed the Commission and interveners the opportunity to file IRs onintervener Evidence. Further, the
Commission has concluded that Directive 2 (c) and certain IRs in Directive 2 (d) were included in error.

NOW THEREFORE forreasons attached to this order, the British Columbia Utilities Commission orders as
follows:

1. Pursuantto section 99 of the Utilities Commission Act, the Commission rescinds Directive 2 of Order
G-118-15.

2. TheRegulatory Timetable isamended and reissued as Appendix A to this order by removing referenceto
Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy) in the Actions associated with the August 21 and
September4, 2015 filing dates and including provisions for Panel information requests to the City of
Vancouverand City of Vancouver’s response.
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3. Creative Energyisdirectedtorespondtothe followinginformation requests nolaterthan Thursday, July 16,
2015:

a. British Columbia Utilities Commission 1.35.1;
b. FortisBCEnergyInc. 1.8.2.2; and
c. Commercial Energy Consumers of British Columbia: 1.1.3,1.1.8, 1.4.1, 1.4.6, 1.4.7, 1.12.1,

1.12.7, 1.43.5, 1.47.2, 1.51.1, 1.55.1, 1.59.1, 1.62.1, 1.65.1, 1.65.2, 1.67.1, 1.67.2, 1.67.3, and
1.67.4.
DATED at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, this 15" day of July 2015.
BY ORDER
Original signed by:
D. M. Morton

Commissioner
Attachments

Orders/G-119-15_CEVP CPCN NFC-NES Chinatown-Amended Timetable
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Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc.
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

for Northeast False Creek and Chinatown Neighbourhood Energy System

REGULATORY TIMETABLE

‘ ACTION DATE (2015) ’

Creative Re-submission of Responsesto IR No. 1 July 16
Commission and Intervener Information Request No. 2 July 21
Panel Information Request No. 1to City of Vancouver July 21
Intervener PACA Budget Deadline July 21
Urban Development Institute Information Request No. 2 July 24
Creative Responseto Commission and Intervener (including UDI) August5
Information Request No. 2

City of Vancouver Responseto Panel Information Request No. 1 August5
Intervener Evidence Filing Deadline August7
Information Request on Intervener Evidence August 21
Intervener Response to Information Request on Intervener Evidence September4
Creative Rebuttal Evidence Filing Deadline September9
Oral Hearing September14, 15 and 16
Written Final Argument September 18
Written Intervener Final Argument September25
Written Reply Argument September28
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IN THE MATTER OF

CREATIVE ENERGY VANCOUVER PLATFORMS INC.
APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY
FOR A Low CARBON NEIGHBOURHOOD ENERGY SYSTEM
FOR NORTHEAST FALSE CREEK AND CHINATOWN NEIGHBOURHOODS OF VANCOUVER

REASONS FOR DECISION

July 15, 2015

BEFORE:

D. M. Morton, Panel Chair / Commissioner
C.A. Brown, Commissioner
I. F. MacPhail, Commissioner
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

OnJuly 10, 2015, the British Columbia Utilities Commission held a procedural conference respecting Creative
Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc.’s (Creative Energy) application fora Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (CPCN) and forapproval of their corresponding Franchise Agreement with the City of Vancouver (CoV)
(the Application). Atthe procedural conference, the Applicantand the Interveners were asked to provide
submissions onthe scope of the proceeding, the status of outstandinginformation requests (IRs), and the
appropriate regulatory process moving forward.

The Commissionissued Order G-118-15, with reasons to follow, on Monday, July 13, 2015, clarifyingthe scope
of the proceeding, amending the regulatory timetable and directing Creative Energy to answer certain IRs.
However, the Commission subsequently rescinded portions of G-118-15 and therefore appends thesereasons to
therevised orderissuedas G-119-15.

2.0 THE NEED FOR INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2

A number of parties supporta second round of IRs. Inthe view of Cre ative Energy, asecond round of IRs “cannot
be accommodated within the schedule.® It submits that it has already answered 987 IRs, contrasting that to a
total of 150 IRs in the Corix UBC proceeding.’

Commission determination

The Panelis persuaded that a second round of IRs isrequired. While the Panel notes the need fortimely
adjudication, many outstanding questions were raised during the procedural conference that highlight the need
for furtherdiscovery.

3.0 ARE INDICATIVE RATES WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE APPLICATION?

Creative Energy seeks approval, amongotheritems, for “the method for establishing the revenue requirement
for the neighbourhood energy system (NES) as provided in Section 5.7and consistent with the recent
Commission decisioninthe Phase 2 Generic Cost of Capital proceeding applicableto small thermal energy
utilities:

e A deemed capital structure of 57.5% debtand 42.5% equity;

e Long-termdebtcosts equal to Creative Energy’s third party debt costs, currently projected as 4%;

e Areturnon equity (ROE) of 9.5%, which is based on the current benchmark equity return plus 75 basis
points to account for the additional risk related to the development of small scale alternative energy
utility and consistent with Creative Energy’s requested ROE forits core steam system;

e Operatingcostsas providedinSection 5.5, which includes the proposed cost allocations forenergy
supplied from Creative Energy’s existing infrastructure, including ashare of corporate overheads;

e The Carbon Reduction Fund and associated Carbon Reduction Riderrequiredinthe Neighbourhood
Energy Agreement with the CoV;,

' T1:91.
>T1:93.
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e Arevenue deficiency deferral account (RDDA) which would be used to smooth ratesandrecord those
portions of the current revenue requirement associated with future growth (e.g., pre-built
infrastructure);”

Creative Energy alsorequests approval for “the two part rate design proposed by Creative Energy consisting of a
fixed charge and a variable energy recovery charge based on the approximate share of fixed and variable costs in
the indicative NES pro forma, which is comparable to the rate design for other new hot water systemsinB.C.,
including the City-owned SEFC NEU.”?

In the procedural conference, Creative Energy clarified thatitis not seekingapproval of arate. Further, it
characterized theirrequest as approval of “rate parameters” (laterreferred to as “regulatory parameters”). It
stated that “it would not be able to calculate arate fromthose “rate parameters.” It further submitted that
issues of allocation of costs, which isone of those “regulatory parameters” isrelevanttoits proposedJanuary
rate filing. Creative Energy also proposed that the issues with respect to “regulatory parameters” could be
deferredtothe Januaryfiling.*

FortisBCEnergy Inc. (FEI) submits that the rate comparisons and benchmarking that has been done are not
depictingthe benchmarking accurately, the current benchmarkingis showing that Creative Energy’s proposal is
cheaperandthat there will be dispute about that. FEl further submits that “while the indicative rates may not
be rate approval that are being sought, they are relevantin terms of benchmarking.””

Panel Determination

The Panel agrees with FEl that to the extentthatindicative rates are used for comparisons that are relevantto
the publicinterest determination, those indicative must be examined in this proceeding. Accordingly, issues
related to the approvals sought regarding the rate are withinthe scope of this hearing. Specifically, the
method forestablishing the revenuerequirement forthe NES, including:

e A deemedcapital structure of 57.5% debtand 42.5% equity;

e Long-termdebtcosts equivalentto Creative Energy’s overall projected third party debt costs (currently
forecastat 4%);

e Areturnon equity (ROE) of 9.5%, which is based on the current benchmark equity return plus 75 basis
pointsto account for the additional risk related to the development of a small-scalealternative energy
utility and consistent with Creative Energy’s requested ROEforits core steam system;

e Operatingcostsas describedinSection 5.5 of the Application, which includes the proposed allocation of
costs forenergy supplied from Creative Energy’s existing infrastructure, including an allocation of
existing Creative Energy overheads;

e The creation of the Carbon Emission Riderand associated Carbon Reduction Fund, asrequiredin the
NEA;

e Thetwo part rate design as describedin Section 5.13 of the Application, consisting of afixed charge and
avariable energy recovery charge based on the approximate share of fixed and variable costsin the
indicative NEFC pro forma, which is comparable to the rate design for other new hot water systemsin
B.C.;

® ExhibitB-1, pp. 16-17.
*T1:14-15.
> T1:28.



APPENDIX B
to Order G-119-15
Page 5 of 17

4.0 PROCEEDING COSTS

Creative Energy raised the issue of whether FEl and FAES ought to beara portion of the costs of this proceeding.
Initsview, FEland FAES have already made this process “much more controversial than anotherwould be.”
Creative Energy further questions whether FEl should be advancing concerns aboutissues that the City of
Vancouver has already addressed and reached a conclusion with respectto.” Creative Energy further submits
that “costs should be a consideration in final submissions.”®

Commission determination

To date, the Commission Panel is of the initial viewthat the contributions by FEl and FAES have beenreasonable
underthe circumstances. Therefore, up to this pointin time in this process, the Panel is not persuaded that FEI
or FAES should be parties responsible to bear proceeding costs.

The Panel notes that Creative Energy may wish to raise thisissue in final submissions, with respect to the
remainingregulatory process. The Panel reminds the Applicantthatthe burden of proof will be onthe Applicant
to show that any other party should bear a portion of the costs of the proceeding.

5.0 OUTSTANDING INFORMATION REQUESTS

The Commission Panel heard anumber of Interveners’ submissions about IRs that they contended were
unanswered, incomplete, orvague. Inresponse, Creative Energy suggested that many IRswere irre levant or
unclear. The Panel hasreviewed the record to date, has considered the concerns of the parties, and has made
determinations as setoutinthe order, with reasons, where appropriate, below.

5.1 FEI IRs

By letterdated July 7, 2015 (Exhibit C7-3), FEl submitted anumber of IRs that were posed by FEl and the
Commission to which Creative Energy had, in FEI’s view, failed to provide an adequate response. By letter dated
July9, 2015 (Exhibit B-15), Creative Energy responded advising thatit will provide supplemental responses to
certain of those requests, including all BCUC IRs that FEI had identified.

FEI IR 8.2.2. Please provide a system extension analysis of connecting the closest NEFC customer to the existing
Creative Energy Steam plant system. Please provide the analysis in a working excel spreadsheet.

The Panel considers this questionto be relevant as it analyzes a potential alternative. Creative Energy is
directed to respond.

FEI IR 1.8.2.3. Please conduct the same system extension analysis for each of the customers identified in the
application forthe NEFC. Please provide the analysis as if each customer was to connect individually as a stand -
alone customer requiring a system extension (in other words, that each individual customer does not be nefit
fromthe connection of a previous customer who is closer to the existing Creative Energy Steam plant). Please
provide the analysis in a working excel spreadsheet.

The Panel considers that although the answer may have relevance, the amount of work re quired to respond is
onerous. The previous question provides sufficient analysis of this particular alternative.

®T1:19-20.
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FEI IR 1.33.1 Please complete the following table for each energy provider listed in Table 1 [i.e. the effective rate
table that compares various energy providers].

This question requires specialized knowledge oraccess to information that may be onerous to obtain. Further,
thisinformation can be broughtforward as evidence by any party that wishesto doso. FEI has not provided
sufficientevidence of the need forthisinformation forthe Panel torequire Creative Energy to provide it.
However, if FEl wishes to resubmit this questionin IR2, the Panel directs Creative Energy to answerto the best
of itsknowledge.

FEI IR 1.33.7.1 How did the CoV arrive at this proposed rate?

The Panel considers this question to be relevant. However, itis a question forthe City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energyandit istherefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directingIRs to the City of Vancouverthat will include this questionin that IR set.

FEI IR 33.7.2 Please confirm that the CoV used the figure of S$89/MWh for its recommendation to City Council
thatis appended to the Application.

The Panel considers this question to be relevant. However, itis a question for the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energyandit istherefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directing IRs to the City of Vancouverthat will include this questionin that IR set.

FEl 1.33.8 In addition to using the S89/MWh comparison for naturalgas in the CoV’s recommendation to City
Counciland the article referenced in the previous question, has Creative Energy or CoV ever referenced the
S$89/MWh numberin public, in communications with developers or other stakeholders, orin materials available
to the public? If so, when and to whom?

The Panel considers this questionto be beyond the scope of this proceeding. Therefore, Creative Energyisnot
requiredtorespond.

5.2 FAES IRs

By letterdated July 7, 2015 (Exhibit C4-4), FAES submitted anumber of IRs that were posed by FAES and the
BCUC to which Creative Energy had, in FAES’ view, failed to provide an adequate response. By letter dated
July9, 2015 (Exhibit B-15), Creative Energy responded advising thatit will provide supplemental responses to
FAES1.3.2.1, but objected to FAES’ requests for supplemental responses to all otherinformation requests
identified in FAES’ letter.

5.2.1 IRs which Creative Energy refused to respond

FAESIR 1.7.1 Please provide the results of the consultation with respect to the willingness of ratepayers to pay 10
per cent morethan othersources of energy in the market today, including on-site Stream A TES.

This question relies on untested assumptions concerning the cost of energy. A response is not required.
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FAES IR 1.31.7 Please compare the expected winter, summer and seasonal system efficiency forthe provision of
both space heating and DHW and for space heating only.

The Panelis not persuaded of the relevance of this question. FAES must establish the relevance if it wishes the
question to be answered.

5.2.2 IRs which Creative Energy stated itdoes not understand

FAESIRs: 1.3.2.1, 1.3.2.3, 1.3.3,1.7.1, 1.7.1.1, 1.12.2, 1.32.2.2
FAES stated that it intends tore-ask these questionsin IR2, and, further, “to provide whatever clarification
Creative Energy requiresin orderto enable it to provide meaningful responses to these requests.” ”®

The Panel encourages the parties to work togetherto clarify these IRs.

5.2.3 IRs thatinvolve City of Vancouver related questions

FAES IR 1.40.1 Please explain the COV’s position on the purchase of carbon offsets. Please provide a copy of
relevant COV documents.

The Panel finds this question to lack relevance as presently framed and does not require the City of Vancouver
to respond.

FAES IR 1.40.2 Please explain why the COV does not require Creative Energy to purchase carbon offsets to offera
Low-Carbon Alternative solution during Phase 1 of the NES.

The Panel considers this questionto be relevant. However, it is a questionfor the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directingIRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this questionin that IR set.

FAES IR 1.41.1. Pleasedescribe the public consultations held by the COV, if any, with the stakeholders that may
be affected by section 2.2 above, in particular the developers’ community, customer groups, other TES providers.

The Panel considers this questionto be relevant. However, it is a questionfor the City of Vancouver, that was
posedto Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directingIRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this questionin that IR set.

FAESIR 1.42.1. Pleasedescribe the Neighbourhood Energy Expert Panel and its role and mandate, and please
indicate who the members of this panel are.

The Panel considers this question to be relevant. However, it is a questionfor the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directing IRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this question.

7 T1:59
® ExhibitC4-4, p. 2.
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FAES IR 1.42.2. Pleasedescribe the nature of the consultation thattook place with the Neighbourhood Energy
Expert Panel to develop this by-law.

The Panel considers this question to be relevant. However, it is a question for the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directing IRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this question.

FAES IR 1.42.3. Ifthe Commission does notapprove the exclusive nature of the NEA, and instead approved a non -
exclusive franchise territory, will COV staff still bring the by-law forward for Councilenactmentin late 20157

The Panel considers this questionto be relevant. However, it is a question for the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directing IRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this question.

FAES IR 1.42.4. Pleaselist all other municipalities in the Metro Vancouverarea that have enacted similar by -laws,
and provide copies of those bylaws.

This question requires specialized knowledge oraccess to information that may be onerous to obtain. Further,
thisinformation can be broughtforward as evidence by any party that wishesto do so. FAES has not provided
sufficient evidence of the need for thisinformation forthe Panel torequire Creative Energy to provide it.
However, if FAES wishes to resubmit this questionin IR2, the Panel directs Creative Energy toanswertothe best
of itsknowledge.

FAESIR 1.42.5. Please confirmthat COV’s activities described above have presumed that the Commission would
ultimately approve an exclusive Franchise Area for the designated utility. If not confirmed, please explain why the
COV has required compatibility and connection to an NES through the rezoning policy since 2011.

The Panel does not consider this question be relevant and therefore does not require an answer.

FAES IR 1.42.6 Please confirmthat the COV SEFC NEU has used a low-carbon renewable energy source from the
start of its service.

The Panel considers this question to be relevant. However, it is a question for the City of Vancouver, that was
posed to Creative Energy and it is therefore not appropriate that Creative Energy respond. The Panel will be
directingIRs to the City of Vancouver that will include this question.

5.2.4 BCUCIRs
FAES also identified deficiencies related to Creative Energy’s responses to some Commission IRs.

BCUCIR 1.35.1. Some concerns were identified which included concerns regarding the perceived cost premium,
clarity around connection policies, concerns around lost opportunities in the absence of a strategy and concerns
around sitting larger energy centers within the city. Please explain how Creative Energy mitigated these
concerns.

Duringthe procedural conference, Mr. Hobbs stated that if the Commission was to identify...information
requests ...that are of concern to them, they’re almost certainly goingto geta speedy and fulsome responseto
those.” The Panel considers this question to be relevant as it deals with the issues of publicinterestand
consultation. Creative Energy is directed to respond.
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BCUCIR 1.38.2. Please compare the benefits of providing Creative Energy an exclusive franchise in Chinatown at
this time to the costs of reduced competition in Chinatown.

The Panelis unclear of the intent of the question and therefore does not require Creative Energy to respond.
Commission Staff may wish to rephrasing and reissuing this questionin IR2.

BCUCIR 1.40.1. Considering that the development of a new low carbon energy source is not expected until 2020,
possibly through the conversion of the existing Downtown steam plant, and that a feasibility analysis for this
conversion is currently underway, please discuss why itis appropriate, atthis time, to propose thatthe NEFC and
Chinatown NES be separate from the existing utility, rather than be considered extensions of the e xisting utility,
with a separate rate class.

The Panel considers Creative Energy’s response to be satisfactory.
BCUCIR 1.40.1.1. Please discuss the costs, risks and benefits of this alternative scenario.

The Panelisunclearof the intent of the question and therefore does not require Creative Energy to respond.
Commission Staff may wish to rephrasing and reissuing this questionin IR2.

BCUCIR 1.42.2. Should the fuel switch not go ahead how will this affect the agreement between the CoV and
Creative Energy with regards to Phase 1?

The Panel considers Creative Energy’s response to be satisfactory.
BCUCIR 1.44.1. Please discuss how Creative Energy proposes the Commission deal with the fact that the
NEFC/Chinatown Neighbourhood Energy Agreement contains many provisions that relate to a subsequent phase
of the proposed NES, and not just Phase 1.
The Panel considers Creative Energy’s response to be satisfactory.

5.3 CECIRs
In the procedural conference, CEC provided Exhibit C2-3, which contained a number of CEC IR requests for

whichitconsidered Creative Energy’s response to be inadequate. These IRs were grouped by CEC by topic. The
Panel hasretained that grouping.

MANDATORY IR Question Panel Comments
CONNECTION

1.2.1 How many customers of what types | Creative Energy has provideda

would CE expecttoserve witheach | response. If CECwishestoaska follow-
of the NFES and the Chinatown ES up question, itisfreetodoso inIR2.
and overwhich specificyears for
connection?

1.3.3 Does CE anticipate that mandatory This question does notrequirea
connectionwill be required foreach | response. Itis hypothetical, requires
districtenergy systemthat may be Creative tospeculate andis notrelevant
connected? Please explain why or to the application.

why not.
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MANDATORY IR Question Panel Comments
CONNECTION

1.34 Does CE anticipate that mandatory This question does notrequire a
connectionto CE's future response. Itis hypothetical, requires
district/neighbourhood energy Creative tospeculate andis notrelevant
systems will be made available
through a City of Vancouver bylaw?

Please explain why orwhy

1.6.1 Please provide all the meeting This question does notrequire a
notes, emailsand other response. Itistoo broad. CEC has not
correspondence that has occurred established any specificneed for this
between the City of Vancouverand | information.

Creative Energyinrelationto this
projectand the proposed
mandatory connection.

1.67.2 Could the alternative energy system | Creative Energy refusestoanswerthis
be economically implemented at guestion becauseitis notseeking
54% of target load? Please explain approval of any low-carbon energy
why or why not. source costs and declinesto provide

more detailed analysis on the specific
timing of a low-carbon energy source.
While Creative Energyis notseeking
approval foran alternative energy
system at thistime, the alternative
energy systemisanintegral component
of the proposed district energy systems.
Thisis reflected, forexample, inthe title
of this application.

The Panelis of the view that
consideration of the circumstances of
the switch to the alternative energy
system s warranted.

1.67.4 What percentagesof buildoutload | Thisquestionaddressesalternatives.
would CE expect without the ability
to mandate connection and prevent
alternative sources of energy from
competingforcustomersinthese
areas?

1.20.6 Please explain how users with Creative Energy declinesto answerthis
specificusesforsteamwhoarenot | questionbecauseitisnotclearwhatis
within close proximity will be able to | being asked.
receive energyinthe formofsteam | 1o panel suggests that CEC rephrase
or othermeansto adequate to meet the questionand resubmititin IR2.
theirrequirements.
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MANDATORY IR Question Panel Comments
CONNECTION

COMMISSION APROVAL APPROACHES

1.1.8 If average costs lowerthanthat for | Creative Energyisdirectedtoprovide a
individual building systems are response to this question
anticipated overthe longterm, The question addresses project
couldthe incentive to connect be alternatives. An analysis of project
supplied throughthe use of deferral | jitarnativesis part of the Commission’s
accounts to reduce initial costs? evaluation required under the CPCN
Please explain why orwhy not. guidelines. Itassists the Commission in

its consideration of publicinterest.

1.8.4 If the Commission decides todeny The Panel considers Creative Energy’s
and or partially approve the CPCN response to be satisfactory.
based only onthe NEFCloadsand
infrastructure, please explain what
the CE's view of such a decision
would be and under what
circumstancesitwould proceed and
how it would proceedinthe event
of a denial orpartial approval of its
plans.

1.8.5 How would the application change if | The Panel considers Creative Energy’s
the Chinatown Neighbourhood response to be satisfactory.
aspects of the CPCN were eliminated
fromthe scope of review for this
CPCN?Please explain.

1.8.6 What would be the effect of the Creative Energy answered this question
CommissionapprovingaCPCNonly | adequatelyinresponsetoCECIR 1.8.4.
forthe NEFCloads and
infrastructure? Please explain.

1.54.3 Willthe NES proceedinthe absence | The Panel considersthis questionto be
of approval of the Carbon Reduction | relevant. However, itis aquestionfor
Rider? Please explain why orwhy the City of Vancouver, that was posed to
not. Creative Energyanditis therefore not

appropriate that Creative Energy
respond. The Panel will be directing IRs
to the City of Vancouverthat will
include this question.

DISTRICT ENERGY SYSTEM EXTENT

1.3.1 How many othersystems will CE Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
develop within 5-10years answerthis question becauseitis

speculative and notrelevantto the
currentapplication.
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MANDATORY IR Question Panel Comments
CONNECTION

1.3.2 Please provide a brief overview of Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
each extension that CEis currently answerthis question becauseiitis
contemplating withthe locationand | speculative and notrelevanttothe
boundaries of each anticipated currentapplication.
districtenergy system, the forecast
number of customers and
incremental sales foreach at full
build out, the incremental annual
steam demand at full build outand
the anticipated timeframe of each
likely addition.

1.3.3 Does CE anticipate that mandatory Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
connectionwill be required foreach | answerthisquestion becauseitis
districtenergy systemthat may be speculative and notrelevantto the
connected? Please explain why or currentapplication.
why not.

1.12.9 To the extent that CE expandsits Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
energy systems toinclude multiple answerthis question because itis
locationsinthe lower mainland speculative and notrelevantto the
would CE continue to considerthat | currentapplication.
it requires an additional 75 basis
pointsincrease above it's the base
regulated ROEas compensation?

Please discuss.

1.16.1 Does CE anticipate beingthe energy | Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
providerforall the Vancouver answerthis question becauseiitis
Neighbourhood Energy systems speculative and notrelevantto the
undertakeninthe future? Please currentapplication.
explain why orwhy not.

1.16.2 Would CE expectto provide Creative Energyisnotrequiredto
individual CPCNs foreach answerthis question becauseiitis
neighbourhood energy system or speculative and not relevant to the
wouldthey be considered currentapplication.

'extensions' of others? Please
explain.

DES SYSTEMS COMPS

1.4.1 Please elaboratefurtheronthe Creative Energyisdirectedtoanswer
statement that hot water based this question. This question has
systems are becoming standardin relevance, because Creative Energy is
North America'where steamisnot requestingapproval forahot water
typically required'and provide the based DES, including capital to convert
evidence supportingthis. steam to hot waterforits proposed

DES.
1.4.4 How many hot waterbased DES This question, alongwith 1.4.4.1,1.4.4.2
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CONNECTION
systems are currently operating and 1.4.4.4 requires specialized
and/orplannedinCanada? knowledge oraccess toinformation that

may be onerous to obtain. CEC has not
provided sufficient evidence of the need
for thisinformation forthe Panel to
require Creative Energy to provideitifit
doesnotalready have thisinformation.

Thisinformation can be brought
forward as evidence by any party that
wishestodoso.

However, if CEC wishestoresubmitthis
guestioninIR2, the Panel directs
Creative Energy toanswerto the best of
itsknowledge.

1.4.4.1 Please provide alistof wherethese | Seeabove
systems are operating/planned and
identify when the systems were
introduced.

1.4.4.2 Please provide links to relevant See above
websites if available.

1.4.4.4 Of these systems, how many are See above
mandated by municipal bylaw to
require connection? How many are
municipal owned as opposedto
privately owned?

1.4.6 Please provide adiscussion of the Creative Energy’sresponseisvery
pros and cons of a hot waterbased | generaland doesnotspecifically
system froma commercial address commercial customers as
customer's perspectiverelative to: requested. Creative Energyisdirected
e Steam to provide amore fulsome response.

¢ Natural gas

1.4.7 Please identify any regulations to Creative Energy statesthatitdoesno
which customers will be subjectin
the hot waterbased energy system
that they would not be subjecttoin
an alternative system.

doesnotunderstand whatis meant by
“regulations”.

The Panel suggeststhat CEC rephrase
the questionand resubmititin IR2.

1.50.6 Thereisno CECIR 1.50.6

COMPETITIVE ALTERNATIVES

1.56.4 Please discuss the potential Creative Energy declines to answer this
efficiency of various heating guestion becauseitis notclearwhatis

applications with electricity versus beingasked.
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hot water heatingand whetheror The Panel suggeststhat CEC rephrase
not these would be relevant to the questionand resubmititin IR2.
comparisons of heating from
differentsources.

1.65.1 Please provide a cost comparisonof | Thisquestionaddressesthe economics
solar hot waterheatingtothe of a buildingowner supplying theirown
proposed NES Service costs tariffs. heatvs. taking service fromthe DES. The

Panel considers thisrelevantand directs
Creative Energy torespond.
1.65.2 Please provide acost comparisonof | Thisquestionaddressesthe economics

inbuilding heatrecovery versus NES
Service costs tariffs.

of a buildingowner supplying theirown
heatvs. taking service fromthe DES. The
Panel considers thisrelevantand directs
Creative Energy torespond.

FUEL SWITCHING PLANS

1.60.2

Please discuss whether or not the
economicjustification forthe large
fuel switchislikely to require load
from core customers.

The Panelis not persuaded of the
relevancy of this question. The next
series of IRs (1.67.1 through 1.67.4)
addressesthe circumstances of the
switch, which will in all likelihood
require some economicanalysis of the
fuel switch. If this questionisrelevantin
that analysis, it can be addressed there.

1.67.1

At whattarget load is the optimal
timing for the implementation of the
alternative energy system?

Creative Energy refusesto answerthis
question becauseitis notseeking
approval of any low-carbon energy
source costs and declinesto provide
more detailed analysis on the specific
timing of a low-carbon energy source.

While Creative Energy is notseeking
approval foran alternative energy
system at thistime, the alternative
energy systemisanintegral component
of the proposed district energy systems.
Thisis reflected, forexample, in the title
of this application.

The Panel is of the view that
consideration of the circumstances of
the switch to the alternative energy
systemis warranted.

1.67.2

Could the alternative energy system
be economicallyimplemented at
54% of target load? Please explain
why or why not.

Creative Energy refusestoanswerthis
question becauseitis notseeking
approval of any low-carbon energy
source costs and declinesto provide
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more detailed analysis on the specific
timing of a low-carbon energy source.

While Creative Energy is not seeking
approval foran alternative energy
system at this time, the alternative
energy systemisanintegral component
of the proposed district energy systems.
Thisis reflected, forexample, in the title
of thisapplication.

The Panel is of the view that
consideration of the circumstances of
the switch to the alternative energy
systemis warranted.

1.67.3 If not, please providethe Creative Energy refuses to answerthis
minimum% load at which the guestionbecause itis not seeking
alternative energy systemcouldbe | approval of any low-carbon energy
cost effectively implemented. source costs and declinesto provide

more detailed analysis on the specific
timing of a low-carbon energy source.

While Creative Energy is not seeking
approval foran alternative energy
system at thistime, the alternative
energy systemisanintegral component
of the proposed district energy systems.
Thisis reflected, forexample, in the title
of this application.

The Panelis of the view that
consideration of the circumstances of
the switch to the alternative energy
system s warranted.

FINANCIALANALYSIS

1.1.3 What isthe minimum total load that | The Panel considersthis questionto be
would be necessary to establisha relevantand directs Creative Energy to
new hotwater systemina districtor | respond.

neighbourhood? Please provide all
calculations and assumptions.

1.55.1 Please provide the minimum loads The Panel considers this question to be
that would be necessary to relevantand directs Creative Energy to
implementthe project. respond.

1.51.1 On whatbasis did CE calculate the Creative Energy responded: “

NES-specificadministrationcostsas | The Administration costs can be driven

9 i ? . -
25% of maintenance costs?Please | 1 6 yolume of maintenance activities
provide any evidencethat CE relied and administration costs drives

uponin makingthisdetermination. | j55roximately 25% of its costs. Creative
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Energy welcomesany other
methodology that would provide a
bettergauge fordetermining
administration costs. “
The Panel finds thisresponse lacks
detail and directs Creative Energy to
provide amore fulsome response.

1.59.1 Please provide asensitivity analysis | The Panel considers this analysis tobe
assuming 5%, 10% and 15% usefulinitsassessment of alternatives
reductionin NESsales. and directs Creative Energy to respond.

1.62.1 Please provide sensitivities for the The Panel considers this analysisto be
fixed and energy chargesassuminga | useful initsassessment of alternatives
5%, 10%, 15% reductionin NES and directs Creative Energy torespond.
sales.

COC RISK ISSUES/PREMIUMS

1.12.1 Please provide adiscussion of the The Cost of Capital forms part of the
general nature of the risks that indicative rate, whichis within the scope
accrue to CE and whetherornot this | of this proceeding. The Paneldirects
riskis normally considered to be Creative Energy to respond.
compensated forinits ROE of 9.5%.

1.12.7 Please provide adiscussion of why The Cost of Capital forms part of the
75 basis pointsisthe appropriate indicative rate, which is within the scope
compensation forthis presumed of this proceeding. The Paneldirects
additional risk. Creative Energy torespond.

COSTS & BENEFITS TO CUSTOMERS

1.4.8 Thereisno CECIR 1.4.8.

1.17.1 Please provide an overviewof the Creative Energy has provided aresponse
costs of connection that would concerningcoststo its customersto
accrue to a buildingownerand connect. The Panel finds the part of the
compare these to the costs of questionrequestingacomparisonto
connectionthatwould accrueto a lack specificity.
buildingownerforotherenergy
systems.

1.29.1 Please provide the cost comparisons | The Panel considers this question —
for various potential service alongwith 1.29.2 t0 1.29.4 - to be
alternativesthat were provided to relevant. However, itisaquestionfor
the stakeholders as part of the the City of Vancouver, that was posed to
consultation. Creative Energyanditis therefore not

appropriate that Creative Energy
respond. The Panel will be directing IRs
to the City of Vancouverand will include
this question.

1.29.2 Please provide an estimate of the See above
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'cost premiums'about whichthe
development community indicated
concerns.

1.29.3 What was the nature of the See above
concerns around connection policies
that required furtherclarification?

1.29.4 Please provide an overviewof the See above
'responsibilities' forthe NESin
Vancouver.

1.43.5 How many customers on the core The Panel considers this question to be
steam systemare on the existing relevanttoan assessment of the NES
steam linesthat will provide service | and directs Creative Energyto provide a
to the NES and whatis their response.
combinedload?

1.47.2 Please describethe conditionsthat | Creative Energy’sresponseis:
could cause the boilertp ‘tripout’or | There are several situations that could
otherwise godown duringa peak arise to cause a trip. The staff has been
event.

trained to mitigate these situations.

The Panel finds thisresponse lacks
necessary detail and directs Creative
Energy to provide amore fulsome

response.
1.52.3.1 If yes, please provide the amount The Panel does not considerany further
and value of any freed up square information to be required.
footage.

1.62.3 Please provide the estimated cost Creative Energy hasrespondedthatthe
for an average residential user Application clearly providesindicative
within the NEFC. rates. The Panel considers this question

to have beenanswered adequately.

1.62.4 Please provide the estimated cost Creative Energy asresponded thatthe
for an average commercial user Application clearly providesindicative
withinthe NEFC. rates. The Panel considers this question

to have beenanswered adequately.

OTHER BENEFITS TO UTILITY STAKEHOLDERS

1.12.3 Will developers and or customers Creative Energy declines to answerthis
within the franchise area receive guestion because it “does not
benefits from the City of Vancouver | understand what CEC means by
for participatinginthe NES? ‘benefits from the City of Vancouver’.

The Panel suggeststhat CEC rephrase
the questionandresubmititinIR2.
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