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15 August 2019 

Via E-filing 

Mr. Patrick Wruck 
Commission Secretary 
BC Utilities Commission 
Suite 410, 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 

Dear Mr. Wruck:   

Re:  British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC, Commission) 
Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy) 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Beatty-Expo 
Plants and Approval of Corporate Reorganization (Application) 
Project No. 1598962 

Please find attached Creative Energy’s response to Commercial Energy Consumers Association 
of British Columbia (CEC) Information Request No. 2 on the Specified Scope, in accordance with 
the regulatory timetable established by Order G-159-19 in the above noted proceeding. 

For further information, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours sincerely, 

Rob Gorter 
Director, Regulatory Affairs and Customer Relations 

Enclosure 

Cc: Registered Intervenors
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Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. 

Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for 
the Expo and Beatty Plant Project and Approvals Related to Reorganization 

 
CREATIVE ENERGY RESPONSE TO CEC INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2 ON THE SPECIFIED SCOPE  

35. Reference:  Exhibit B-25, CEC 1.3.6 and 1.3.7 
 

 

 

35.1 Please quantify, in percent and dollars, the potential increase in cost escalations as a result of 
project approval delays. 

RESPONSE: 
 
The potential increase in the total cost of the Proposed Project as a result of project approval delays 
has not been quantified at this time. The total capital cost estimate remains $53.1 million as stated in 
the Application. Please see the response to BCUC SS IR 1.3.3.2.  

 
35.2 Recognizing that the payments to the developer are unchanged, please quantify the benefits of 

the reduction in risk accruable to the developer in percent and please assign a dollar value. 

RESPONSE: 
 
The potential benefit to the Developer as a result of the identified reduction in risk has not been 
quantified at this time. Creative Energy does not expect that the Developer will attempt to quantify 
such benefit because the Developer would have no reason to do so. 
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36. Reference:  Exhibit B-25, CEC 1.4.2 
 

 
 

36.1 Please provide a threshold in dollars as to the level of costs in a change order for which Creative 
Energy would seek specific Commission approval prior to proceeding with the change order. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Creative Energy has not identified a specific threshold dollar value of a change order at which Creative 
Energy would seek specific Commission approval prior to proceeding with the change order. 

 

36.2 Would Creative Energy continue to pursue the current project if the risk associated with all 
change orders was to be borne by the shareholder? Please comment.  

RESPONSE: 
 
Creative Energy does not understand what is meant by the term “risk associated with all change 
orders” as it is used in this question. Generally, if a project (including a project change that is the 
subject of a change order) is beneficial for customers and cost-effective, the costs should be recovered 
in rates.  
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36.3 Please confirm that Creative Energy can become aware of increased risk of project delays before 
the project delay occurs.  

RESPONSE: 

In some cases, Creative Energy may become aware of increased risk of project delay before the delay 
occurs, but delays may also occur without a preceding change to the risk level of delay. 

 

36.3.1 If confirmed, please confirm that the Commission will be advised at the earliest possible 
time of any project delays that are expected to arise. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Creative Energy does not believe it is necessary or a prudent use of resources to report to the BCUC 
every shift in project schedule risk. Creative Energy is, however, willing to report on substantial 
changes in the project schedule when the schedule is adjusted, if the BCUC wishes to receive such 
reports. 

 
 

37. Reference: Exhibit B-25, CEC 1.24.3 and 1.25.1 and Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.7.1 
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37.1  Please provide quantification for the additional costs associated with developing the ‘fine 
details’  

RESPONSE: 

This cost is estimated to be in a range of $60,000 to $100,000. 

 

37.2 Are there specific degrees or classifications for the refinement of Contingency plans? Please 
explain.  

RESPONSE: 

Creative Energy is not aware of any formal degrees or classifications for the development of 
Contingency Plans. As with many types of project documents, Contingency Plans are developed in 
conjunction with the rest of the project, becoming more detailed and specific as the project details 
become crystallized.   

 
37.2.1 If yes, please provide the classifications and please identify the degree of refinement to 

which the contingency plan is developed.  

RESPONSE: 

Please see the response to CEC SS IR 37.2. 
 

 
38. Reference:  Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.7.1 and B-25, CEC 1.25.1 and Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.7.8.1  
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38.1 Creative Energy states that ‘Contingency planning evolves over the life of the project’ in BCUC SS 
1.7.1, but states in BCUC 1.7.8 SS that it will file a final Contingency Plan in accordance with 
reporting requirements.  Please provide a description of the detail that will be included in the 
Final Contingency plan that is not included in the current plan and identify any aspects of the 
Final plan that Creative Energy expects will need to continue to ‘evolve’.  

RESPONSE: 

Detail on the following will be included in the final Contingency Plan.  

1. Condition Assessment of existing system 
2. Engineered boiler tie-ins and structural requirements (tender drawings) 
3. Overall plant risk assessment and temporary boiler risk assessment 

Please see also the response to CEC SS IR 37.2. 

 

38.2 Please provide an estimate of the time required to develop a final contingency plan assuming 
approval of the project and provide an estimated limit on the costs of any ‘evolving’ plan items, 
if any.  

RESPONSE: 

An estimate of the time required is 6 months following project approval. It should be noted that the 
Contingency Plan does not require 6 months of work, but rather the engineering of the project needs 
to be refined to a level where a full Contingency Plan can be generated.  This engineering effort is 
estimated to be 6 months. 
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39. Reference:  Exhibit B-25, CEC 1.26.1 

 

39.1 Has Creative Energy retained a General Contractor at this point?  

RESPONSE: 
 
No. Following CPCN approval, Creative Energy plans to employ the competitive processes set out in 
Appendix 6 of Exhibit B-23 to engage a qualified and experienced Design Engineering Company and 
General Contractor. CPCN approval has not yet been granted. 

 
39.1.1 If yes, please identify the General contractor. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Please see the response to CEC SS IR 39.1. 
 

 

39.1.2 If no, please explain why not.  

RESPONSE: 
 
Please see the response to CEC SS IR 39.1. 
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40. Reference:  Exhibit B-27, CEC 1.11.9 
 

 

40.1 How did Creative Energy arrive at the 50% installation cost? Please provide details of estimating. 

RESPONSE: 
 
The engineering firm that obtained the equipment price quote for Creative Energy estimated that 
installation costs would be 40-60% of equipment costs. Creative Energy used the mid-point of that 
range, or 50%.  

 

40.2 How did Creative Energy arrive at the estimated ‘Annual Maintenance’? Please provide details 
of estimating. 

 
RESPONSE:  
 
Creative Energy arrived at the estimated annual maintenance based on Creative Energy’s experience 
with operating and maintaining similar equipment within its plant, including the Clear Sky equipment.   
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41. Reference:  Exhibit B-27, CEC 1.11.10  
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41.1 Please provide the NPVs extending the agreement for 30 years. 
 
RESPONSE:  
 
Relative to the baseline efficiency used in the application, the NPV of extending the Clear Sky 
Agreement for 30 years (using the assumptions described in the response to CEC SS IR 11.10) would be 
-$1.4 million. Relative to the alternate baseline efficiency, the NPV would be $0. 
 
 

42. Reference:  Exhibit B-27, CEC 1.11.9 and Exhibit B-18, BCUC 1.95.1 and 1.95.2  
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42.1 Please provide the plant efficiency for the last five years or please identify where this has 

already been provided in the evidence on the record.  

RESPONSE:  

Please refer to the response to BCUC IR 1.15.5, at Exhibit B-5, p. 31.  

 

43. Reference:  Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.5.3 and 1.5.4 
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43.1 What is the difference between a primary and secondary economizer? Please explain and 

provide quantification for any differences in capability, efficiency and estimated savings or other 
measurable characteristics. 

RESPONSE: 

Both primary and secondary economizers transfer heat from boiler flue gases to the boiler feedwater. 
Primary economizers are typically installed on or integral to a boiler. They cannot cool flue gas below 
the point where condensation of the water vapour in the flue gas would occur, as this could result in 
equipment damage. Secondary economizers, also often called condensing economizers, are installed 
at or near the location where flue gases are emitted to atmosphere, and can cool flue gas below the 
point where water vapor condensation occurs. This can extract additional energy from the flue gas. 
The efficiency improvement provided by economizers will vary depending on the plant’s design and 
operating characteristics.  
 

44. Reference:  Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.5.5 and 1.5.7 
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44.1 Please provide quantification of the ‘significant resources’ that would be required to investigate 
the potential benefits of a new secondary economizer at the renovated Beatty Plant.  

RESPONSE: 

Creative Energy has not quantified the resources that would be required to more thoroughly 
investigate the option to install a new secondary economizer at the renovated Beatty Plant beyond 
the analysis provided in Exhibit B-24, response to BCUC SS IR 1.5.10.  
 
 

45. Reference: Exhibit B-24, BCUC 1.6.2 

 
 
45.1 Please provide Creative Energy’s rationale for not planning to add new economizers to the 

renovated Beatty Plant at this time. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to the response to BCUC SS IR 1.5.5 at Exhibit B-24.  
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