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A. APPLICATION OVERVIEW 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1 (Application), Section 1, 1.1.1, pp. 1–2; Exhibit B-1-1 (Evidentiary Update), 
p. 1 
Basis for the 2019 Test Year 

On page 1 of the Application, Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy or CEV) states 
that it is requesting final approval of 2019 rates, effective January 1, 2029, and also interim and final 
approval of rates effective January 1, 2020 for the core steam system (Core Steam System) and 
Northeast False Creek (NEFC) service areas.  
 
On page 2 of the Application, Creative Energy states that the 2019 Revenue Requirements Application 
(2019 RRA or 2019 Test Year) results are based on “actuals through September 2019 and a forecast of 
October through December 2019.” 
 
On February 21, 2020, Creative Energy filed an Evidentiary Update, providing changes to the Core Steam 
System and NEFC RRAs for the 2019 and 2020 Test Years. Creative Energy also provided updated tables 
from the Application that “consequently require updating as implicated by the Evidentiary Update.”   

Section 59-60 of the Utilities Commission Act requires the BCUC to establish rates that are not unjust, 
unreasonable, or unduly discriminatory.  

1.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the amounts provided in the Evidentiary Update for 
the 2019 RRA now represent 12 months of Actual results for the Core Steam System and NEFC, 
respectively.  

1.1.1 If not confirmed, please confirm the number of months of Actual and Forecast 
included in the 2019 RRAs for the Core Steam System and NEFC, respectively, and 
provide a breakdown between Actual and Forecast for all financial schedules. 
Please also explain the methodology for determining the Forecast amounts.   

1.2 It is general practice for the British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC) to establish rates for a 
public utility on a prospective basis (for example, based on forecast cost of service). Given that 
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Creative Energy is now reporting (some, if not, all) Actuals for the 2019 RRA (which have not 
been previously approved by the BCUC), please discuss what considerations this Panel must 
make in order to approve rates for 2019 in accordance with its mandate under the UCA.   

1.3 Please provide examples in other jurisdictions in which public utilities have sought approval of 
energy rates using Actual results. What considerations did regulators make in those cases, and 
what did they decide?  

 
B. CORE STEAM SYSTEM 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.1.1, 1.1.1.3, pp. 3, 5; Exhibit B-1-1, pp. 1–3; Appendix 1, p, 2; 
Evidentiary Update Schedules for RRA Filing, Core Schedule 13 
2019 Revenue Requirements - Summary 

On page 5 of the Application, Creative Energy states, “[t]he 2019 RRA mirrors 2019 Projected results, 
with the exception that the 2019 RRA incorporates the allowed ROE of 9.5 percent into the 
determination of the required average rate and specifically targets maintaining 2019 rates equivalent to 
2018 rates”. [Emphasis Added] 

On page 1 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states, “Beyond the discussion below of each of 
the changes reflected in this Evidentiary Update, the substantive narrative and variance explanations 
provided in the Application remain current and no revisions are required in that regard.” 

Table 2 on page 3 of the Evidentiary Update shows that Municipal Access Fees for the 2019 RRA and 
2019 Projected results are $268,387 and $268,459, respectively. 

2.1 Please explain why Municipal Access Fees in the 2019 RRA do not “mirror” 2019 Projected 
results after the Evidentiary Update.  

2.1.1 Please provide revised financial schedules for the Core Steam System and errata to 
the Application or Evidentiary Update, as appropriate.  

 
In the footnote to Table 2 on page 3 of the Application, Creative Energy states that the 2019 RRA (i.e. 
2019 Test Year) revenue collected is less than the revenue required as it “reflects the proposal to set 
2019 rates equal to the interim approved level of $7.65 [per thousand pounds of steam] given projected 
load and to concurrently record an addition to the Third-Party Regulatory Costs Deferral Account in the 
amount of the difference of ($45,742) for recovery through the DARR [Deferral Account Rate Rider] 
beginning in 2020.” [Emphasis Added] 

On page 3 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states that the amount of the revenue deficiency 
at the proposed rates is increased to $85,241 from $45,742 “for the same reasons as discussed in the 
footnote to Table 2 of the Application…”. 

2.2 Please explain why Creative Energy proposes to maintain 2019 permanent rates at 2019 interim 
rates given the forecast revenue deficiency of $85,241. 

2.2.1 Please provide, with supporting calculations, what the 2019 permanent rate 
increase would be in order to recover the 2019 revenue deficiency of $85,241. 

2.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the proposed addition of $85,241 to the Third-Party 
Regulatory Costs Deferral Account (TPRCDA) relates to “incorporating” an allowed Return on 
Equity (ROE) of 9.5 percent into the 2019 revenue requirement. 
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The following is a BCUC staff extract from Table 2 on page 3 of the Evidentiary Update showing the 2018 
Approved, 2019 Projected, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year return on equity (ROE) in dollars and 
percentage terms:  

 

2.4 Please explain whether the 2019 Projected ROE of $938,687, or 8.7 percent, shown in Table 2 of 
the Evidentiary Update is based on 12 months of Actual results. If not, please explain how many 
months of Actual results are included. 

2.5 Given that Creative Energy now has (at least) 9 months of Actual ROE data, please discuss 
whether the approval of the requested ROE in this Application is equivalent to seeking a 
guarantee, as opposed to an opportunity, to earn its allowed ROE for 2019. 

2.5.1 Please provide other jurisdictional examples to support your response. 

 
The following is a BCUC staff extract of Table 2 on page 3 of the Evidentiary Update showing the 2018 
Approved, 2019 Projected, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year capital structure:  

 

Lines 10-12 in Core Schedule 13 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update shows 
the following capital structure for the 2019 and 2020 Test Years: 

 

2.6 Please confirm whether the 2019 Test Year and 2020 Test Year debt is $14,586,721 and 
$15,139,956, respectively, as shown in Table 2 or $14,581,083 ($9,306,535 + $5,274,548) and 
$15,136,931 ($9,661,311 + $5,475,620), respectively, as shown in Core Schedule 13.  

2.6.1 Please provide revised financial schedules for the Core Steam System and errata to 
the Evidentiary Update, as appropriate.  

2.7 Please confirm whether the 2019 Test Year and 2020 Test Year equity is $10,781,490 and 
$11,190,402, respectively, as shown in Table 2 or $10,777,322 and $11,188,167, respectively, as 
shown in Core Schedule 13.  

2.7.1 Please provide revised financial schedules for the Core Steam System and errata to 
the Evidentiary Update, as appropriate.  
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On page 5 of the Application, Creative Energy states that its “intent is to maintain smooth and 
predictable rate increases over the entire 2019 to 2020 period while allowing it to recover its cost of 
service under business as usual conditions in response to inflationary pressures and with a fair 
opportunity to earn its allowed ROE. Accepting the removal of an otherwise beneficial sharing of the 

load impact in 2019 allows Creative Energy to put in place this objective”. [Emphasis Added] 

2.8 Please explain the statement, “[a]ccepting the removal of an otherwise beneficial sharing of the 
load impact in 2019”, considering that Creative Energy does not have a load variance deferral 
account. 

 
On page 2 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provides the following table 
showing a summary of component rate increases and variances in the 2019 and 2020 Test Year 
compared to 2018 Approved: 

 

2.9 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the two categories of cost control represented in 
Table 4 under the “General Category of Cost Control” column are: a) controllable costs; and b) 
external or externally driven costs. 

2.9.1 For each cost component, please explain how Creative Energy classifies its costs 
into the categories of cost control (i.e. controllable costs, and external or externally 
driven costs).For example, why are is there a component of external or externally 
driven costs for Wages and Benefits considering that Creative Energy is a party to 
union negotiations? 

2.10 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, for both variances in the 2019 and 2020 Test Year, 
compared to 2018 Approved, that: a) the sum of all cost variances which are “blank” in the 
“General Category of Cost Control” column should equal the “Controllable Costs as generally 
understood” in the summary portion of the table; and b) the sum of all cost variances which are 
classified as “External” in the “General Category of Cost Control” column should equal the 
“Externally Driven Costs as generally understood” in the summary portion of the table.  
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2.10.1 If confirmed, please provide a revised Table 4 (i.e. errata to the Evidentiary Update) 
correcting the amounts shown for “Controllable Costs as generally understood” 
and “Externally Driven Costs as generally understood” for the 2019 Test Year 
compared to 2018 Approved.  

 
On page 2 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provides the following table 
showing a summary of the incremental factors impacting the 2020 Steam Rate increase compared to 
2018 Approved: 
 

 

2.11 Please explain how the “% of Rate Impact” amounts as shown in Tables 3 and 4 of the 
Evidentiary Update were calculated and provide the calculations in an Excel spreadsheet. 

 Reference: APPLICATION CONTEXT 
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.1, 2.2.1, pp. 15–17 
Direct Allocation of Time to Capital versus Expense 

On page 15 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following list of its thermal energy systems 
(TES) in Vancouver (planned or in-service): 

 

3.1 Please identify which TES projects included in Table 7 are new projects that Creative Energy has 
planned or put in-service since the filing of its last Revenue Requirements Application. 

3.1.1 Please discuss whether there are any TES projects not included in Table 7 which 
Creative Energy previously had planned but decided not to go forward with since 
the filing of its last Revenue Requirements Application. If yes, please provide the 
amounts that were written-off and the impact on Steam Rates, if any. 

 
In footnote 6 on page 17 of the Application, Creative Energy states:  

Pendrell [Heating] received Stream A approval under the CEDLP [Creative Energy 
Developments Limited Partnership] entity, but Creative Energy will be transferring 
ownership to a separate regulated limited partnership entity to ensure the proper 
separation of its activities from non-regulated CEDLP activities. 
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3.2 Please provide the expected timing of the application to the BCUC to transfer ownership of 
Pendrall Heating from CEDLP to “CE Pendrall LP”. 

 
On page 16 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table showing the forecast 
allocation of Creative Energy staff time between CEV and CEDLP and the direct assignment of forecast 
time to CEV that will be capitalized: 

 
 

3.3 Please elaborate on the percentage allocations between CEV and CEDLP shown in the “Time 
Allocation” column. How were the allocations developed by the Management team (e.g. 
historical timesheets, estimates, other)? 

3.3.1 Please clarify to which entity the time spent on the Pendrell Heating project is 
allocated (i.e. Creative Energy or CEDLP). 

3.3.2 Please explain whether time allocated to CEDLP has any impact on the costs of 
Creative Energy, considering that CEDLP is a partnership between Creative Energy 
Canada Platforms Inc. (Creative Energy’s parent company) and Emanate Energy 
Solutions Inc.  

3.4 Under the “Creative Energy Vancouver Platforms” column heading, please explain what each 
sub-column heading (i.e. Direct Assignment to CEV Projects, Expensed to CEV, and Net CEV 
Expense) is and how each of the sub-column percentages is determined.  

3.5 Please explain the last two columns in the Table 8. How does Creative Energy determine which 
employee costs are directly assigned and which should apply the Massachusetts formula? How 
are the results of this analysis used in Table 9 of the Application?  

 Reference: APPLICATION CONTEXT 
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.2.1, p. 17 
Assignment of Net Expenses using the Massachusetts Formula 

On page 17 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table showing the application of 
the Massachusetts Formula based on the proposed two-factor and existing three-factor allocation 
methods: 



Creative Energy 2019-2020 RRA for Core Steam and NEFC – BCUC IR No. 1 7 of 39 

 

On page 17 of the Application, Creative Energy states the “combined ratio for each project is applied to 
the total General and Administrative costs of CEV to determine the amounts to be allocated to each 
project.” 

4.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the source of the data highlighted in red in the table 
above is the 2020 Test Year.  

4.1.1 If confirmed, please provide the following, including a revised Table 9 as an 
erratum to the Evidentiary Update if needed:  

i. References to the supporting Core Steam System and NEFC Financial 
Schedule(s) attached to the Evidentiary Update in which each amount can be 
found (i.e. schedule number and Excel cell reference); and 

ii. A reconciliation of the account numbers and amounts shown in Core Schedule 
15 (from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update) to the 
total amount allocated to the Core Steam System in the 2020 Test Year of 
$1,211,978, as shown in Table 9.   

iii. An explanation for why Creative Energy selected the 2020 Test Year as the 
source data versus some other data (e.g. 2018 Actuals). 

4.2 Please explain why Pendrell Heating is included in Table 9, considering that this TES project is 
not operated by Creative Energy (as shown in Table 7 of the Application). 

4.3 Please clarify whether Creative Energy proposes to use the 2-factor Massachusetts Formula in 
both the 2019 and 2020 Test Year or in only the 2020 Test Year for the Core Steam System.  

4.3.1 If Creative Energy proposes to use the 2-factor Massachusetts Formula in both the 
2019 and 2020 Test Year, please provide (in a similar format to Table 9): i) the 
calculation of the total amount allocated to the Core Steam System in the 2019 
Test Year; and ii) a reconciliation of the account numbers and amounts shown in 
Core Schedule 15 (from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary 
Update) to the total amount allocated to the Core Steam System. 

4.4 Please discuss whether there are other jurisdictions where utilities use the proposed 2-factor 
Massachusetts Formula based on direct labour expenses and gross revenues to allocate costs. 

4.5 Please provide, with supporting calculations, what the percentage increase in Steam Rates 
would be if the approved 3-factor Massachusetts Formula were used in the 2020 Test Year. 

 Reference: APPLICATION CONTEXT 
Exhibit B-1, Section 2.4, pp. 19–20 
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City of Vancouver - Water and Sewer Charges 

On pages 19 to 20 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

Since 2003, Creative Energy has been exempted from approximately 95 percent of the 
sewer discharge fees that might otherwise apply given that steam does not go to drain 
at our plant… if the City [of Vancouver] were to otherwise consider removing the sewer 
discharge exemption and attempt to recover the allocated costs from Creative Energy 
directly, Creative Energy’s operating costs could increase by approximately $700,000 per 
year. 

Creative Energy continues to assess this risk and to defend the current exemption with 
the City of Vancouver. While the probability of this cost arising is the very near term is 
currently low, if it were to arise, Creative Energy would immediately and appropriately 
bring forward an application to pass through these costs for direct recovery from 
customers. 

5.1 Please provide an update on the assessed risk of the current exemption being removed since 
the filing of the Application and define “the very near term.”  

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.1, p. 21 
System Load Forecast 

On page 21 of the Application, Creative Energy states that the “Steam load may vary plus or minus 10 
percent in any given year due to the effect of temperature.” 

6.1 Please explain, showing calculations, the impact on the revenue requirements and the 
requested rate increase for the 2020 Test Year under the scenarios that the steam load varies 
by: 

i) Plus 10 percent; and 

ii) Minus 10 percent. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 3; Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA and Rate Design for 
NEFC Hot Water Decision and Order G-167-16 dated November 18, 2016 (Creative 
Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision), p. 54 
Total Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Expense 

On page 3 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided Table 14 showing a 
breakdown of O&M expenses by business function. 

On page 54 of the Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, it states:  

In future RRAs Creative Energy is directed to use the same capitalized overhead rates for 
regulatory reporting as it does for financial reporting. It also must provide a table in 
future RRAs disclosing a five year history of the following: (a) the capitalized overhead 
rates and amounts used for financial reporting purposes, (b) the forecast and actual 
capitalized overhead amounts used in the RRA, and (c) the forecast and actual 
capitalized labour 

7.1 Given that Creative Energy previously confirmed 2016 and 2017 Actual O&M expenses allocated 
to capital, of $18,638 and $20,100 respectively, during the Creative Energy 2018-2022 RRA 
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proceeding,1 please explain why no capitalized amount is shown for 2016 and 2017 in Table 14 
of the Evidentiary Update. 

7.2 Please explain why there are no O&M expenses capitalized in 2015 and 2018 Actual. 

7.3 Please explain why there are no O&M expenses expected to be capitalized in 2019 and 2020 test 
years. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.3.2, p. 25; Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 4 
Wages and Benefits – Account #500 – Steam Production Supervision and Labour  

On page 4 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided Table 17 showing a 
detailed breakdown of Account #500 – Steam Production Supervision and Labour costs, including base 
wages, overtime and benefit costs, for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 2019 and 2020 Test 
Year. 

On page 25 of the Application, Creative Energy states “Compared to 2018 Approved levels, base wages 
for 2020 Test Year are planned to increase approximately 3.7 percent, compared with union-approved 
annual wage increase of 1.8 percent per year over the two year [sic] 2019-2020 test period.” 

On page 25 of the Application, Creative Energy states:  

2018 Approved levels did not record the cost of overtime, which is necessary 
periodically to maintain efficient operation of the plant, for example when operations 
staff work additional hours to cover for another employee that is away sick. The average 
actual cost for overtime between 2015 and 2018 was $37,000 and was as high as 
$67,000 in 2018. Overtime is estimated at $54,000 for the 2020 Test Year. 

8.1 Please explain why the 2019 Test Year base wages ($1,226,794) increased by approximately 
9percent compared to 2018 Actual base wages ($1,130,144), considering that the annual union-
approved wage increase was 1.8 percent for 2019. 

8.1.1 Please provide the percentages of union and non-union employees within Steam 
Production Supervision and Labour. 

8.2 Please explain why 2018 Actual overtime cost for Steam Production Supervision and Labour was 
approximately 81percent higher than the average cost for overtime between 2015 and 2018 
($37,000). 

8.3 Please provide supporting calculations for the 2020 Test Year forecast cost for overtime 
($53,692) shown in Table 17. 

8.3.1 Please explain why the cost for overtime in the 2020 Test Year is expected to be 
approximately 46percent more than the average cost for overtime between 2015 
and 2015 ($37,000) and approximately 70percent higher than 2019 Test Year.  

8.4 Please explain statement on page 25 of the Application with respect to why “2018 Approved 
levels did not record the cost of overtime.” 

8.5 Please explain why the cost for benefits in the 2019 Test Year ($142,987) is approximately 
37percent higher than 2018 Actual ($103,999). 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.3.3, pp. 25–26; Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 4 

 
1 https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2018/DOC_52036_B-12_Creative_Response-IR-2-BCUC.pdf 

https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2018/DOC_52036_B-12_Creative_Response-IR-2-BCUC.pdf
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Wages and Benefits – Account #870 – Distribution Supervision and Labour  

On page 4 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided Table 19 showing a 
detailed breakdown of Account #870 – Distribution Supervision and Labour costs, including base wages, 
overtime and benefit costs, for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year. 

On pages 25 to 26 of the Application, Creative Energy states, “Compared to 2018 Approved, base wages 
for the 2020 Test Year are planned to increase approximately 10 percent. Approximately 3.6 percent of 
this increase relates to union approved annual wage increase in absolute terms…” 

9.1 Please explain why base wages and costs for overtime increased from 2017 Actual to 2018 
Actual (i.e. from $404,526 to $447,044, and $6,854 to $20,310, respectively). 

9.2 Please provide the percentages of union and non-union employees within Distribution 
Production Supervision and Labour. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.4.1, p. 29; Exhibit B-1-1, p. 4  
Water Expenses 

On page 29 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

For the purpose of estimating overall 2020 water costs, historical data from 2017-2019 
is used to project the volume of water required for each M# of steam sold. Water 
consumption has been projected using the average ratio of pounds of steam sold for 
every pound of water consumed. The projected volume of water was multiplied by the 
2019 City of Vancouver water rate plus [an assumed] 6.5% rate increase. 

10.1 Please further elaborate on the choice to use three years of historical data as the basis for the 
projected volume of water. Did Creative Energy consider using a longer historical period such as 
five or ten years? Why or why not? 

10.1.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the historic ratio of pounds of steam sold 
for every pound of water consumed used to derive the 2020 forecast was not 
updated in the Evidentiary Update for the most recently available data (i.e. 2020 
forecast water expense is the same before and after the Evidentiary Update).  

10.1.1.1 If confirmed, please provide the incremental impact, if any, to the revenue 
requirements and the steam rate, if all the most recently available data from 
2019 were used in the 2020 forecast water expense calculation.  

10.2 Please complete the following table: 

  
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Test Year Test Year 

Steam load 
(M#) 

      

Water load 
(Units) 

            

Ratio of Steam 
Load to Water 
Load 

            

 
 
On page 4 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states that the actual City of Vancouver water rate 
increase for 2020 equals 9.7 percent, compared to the forecast water rate increase of 6.5 percent 
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included in the Application. Creative Energy states:  

The incremental impact is $22,344 and the net effect of this change together with the 
Municipal Access Fee change would be to increase the required steam rate increase to 
4.5%...[However], Creative Energy does not at this time seek to amend its proposal for a 
4.2 percent increase in 2020 rates and therefore the impact of the water rate increase is 
not reflected in the Table 2 Update at this time. 

10.3 Please explain why Creative Energy does not seek to amend its proposal for a 4.2 percent 
increase in 2020 rates to 4.5 percent. 

10.4 Please confirm whether Creative Energy intends to recover the difference between the required 
steam rate increase of 4.5 percent and the requested steam rate increase of 4.2 percent in a 
future RRA or whether this difference is treated as a shareholder cost.  

10.5 Please provide the difference in the required steam rate increase of 4.5 percent and the 
requested steam rate increase of 4.2 percent in dollars. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.4.2, p. 29; Exhibit B-1-1, p. 2  
Water Treatment Expenses 

On page 29 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

Water treatment costs in 2017 and 2018 were significantly higher than the actual cost 
from 2015 and 2016 and the approved costs. While this was partially due to load, a 
Softener System Upgrade capital project was implemented during 2018 that resulted in 
more accurate metering of water and salt brine, improving efficiencies for the 
regeneration cycle.  

On page 29 of the Application, Creative Energy also states: 

It is estimated that with the efficiency improvements noted above that water treatment 
costs for the 2020 Test Year will be more in line with 2015 and 2016 actuals and the 
2018 Approved cost. 

On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states, “Reported Water-related and Electricity 
Expenses are $43,121, lower due to lower than projected water treatment costs.” 

11.1 Please specify when (i.e. which month) the Softener System Upgrade capital project was 
implemented during 2018.  

11.2 Please further elaborate on the issues in 2017 and 2018 that resulted in higher-than-normal 
water treatment expenses and how that was or was not impacted by the Softener System 
Upgrade capital project in 2018.  

11.3 Please explain to what extent the decline in water treatment expenses in 2019 are due to the 
Softener System Upgrade capital project or to other factors. 

11.4 Please provide the methodology used to forecast the water treatment costs for the 2020 Test 
Year. How has Creative Energy treated the higher-than-average expenses in 2017 and 2018 and 
the expected efficiency improvements in its forecast methodology? 

11.4.1 Please confirm whether the updated, 2019 Actual water treatment expenses are 
used to derive the 2020 Test Year forecast. Why or why not? 

11.4.1.1 If not confirmed, please provide the incremental impact, if any, to the 
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revenue requirements and the steam rate, if the most recently available data 
from 2019 is used in the forecast calculation. 

 Reference:  CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.4.3, p. 30; Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 5 
Electricity Expenses 

On page 30 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

Creative Energy takes electricity service from BC Hydro under Large General Service 
Rate Schedule 1611. Electricity costs for the 2020 Test Year factor in the requested rate 
increases in BC Hydro’s 2019-2020 RRA of 6.85 percent in 2019 and 0.72 percent in 
2020, both effective April 1st per BC Hydro's fiscal year. The estimate of 2020 electricity 
costs uses an estimate of historical peak demand by month to forecast demand charges 
and an estimate of the ratio of electricity consumption to steam production to forecast 
energy charges. 

In Exhibit B-11 of the BC Hydro Fiscal 2020 to 2021 Revenue Requirements Application proceeding, BC 
Hydro provided an Evidentiary Update revising the 0.72 percent rate increase for F2021 to a decrease of 
0.99 percent.2 

12.1 Please explain, in Creative Energy’s view, whether it would be appropriate to revise its electricity 
expense forecast based on the latest evidentiary update from BC Hydro’s Fiscal 2020 to 2021 
Revenue Requirements Application. 

12.2 Please elaborate on the methodology used for forecasting electricity expenses. Please include in 
the response the time period used to calculate the historical peak demand and the ratio of 
electricity consumption to steam production. 

 
On page 5 of Appendix 1 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provides the following table 
showing water and electricity expenses for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 2019 and 2020 
Test Year: 
 

 
 

12.3 Please explain what factors contributed to the decline in Actual electricity expenses from 2015 
to 2018.  

12.4 Please explain what factors contributed to the increase in Actual electricity expenses from 
$77,380 to $103,396 between 2018 Actual to 2019 Test Year. 

12.5 Given that forecast electricity expenses are based on the “ratio of electricity consumption to 
steam production” and that water expenses are forecast to increase in the 2020 Test Year, 
please explain why electricity expense is expected to decrease between 2019 and 2020 Test 
Years. What factors are expected to change between 2019 and 2020? 

12.5.1  Please confirm, or otherwise explain, whether the updated, Actual 2019 electricity 

 
2 Retrieved from: https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2019/DOC_55184_B-11-BCH-Evidentiary-Update-
Public.pdf 

https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2019/DOC_55184_B-11-BCH-Evidentiary-Update-Public.pdf
https://www.bcuc.com/Documents/Proceedings/2019/DOC_55184_B-11-BCH-Evidentiary-Update-Public.pdf
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expenses are used to derive the 2020 Test Year forecast. Why or why not? 

12.5.1.1 If not confirmed, please provide the incremental impact, if any, to the 
revenue requirements and the steam rate, if the most recently available data 
from 2019 is used in the forecast calculation. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 5; Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.5, p. 30 
Maintenance Expenses 

On page 5 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided Tables 23 and 25 showing 
that Account #502 – Steam Expenses is split between “Water and Electricity Related Expenses” and 
“Maintenance and related functional operation.” 

13.1 Please explain how Account #502 – Steam Expenses was split between “Water and Electricity 
Expenses” shown in Table 23 and “Maintenance and related functional operation” expenses in 
Table 25. 

On page 5 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided the following breakdown 
of Maintenance and relation functional operation costs for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 
2019 and 2020 Test Year: 

 

On page 30 of the Application, Creative Energy states, "[t]he unusual recorded percentage variance in 
account 506 compared to 2018 Approved reflects a change in the coding of costs to this category in 
recent years”. 

13.2 Please explain the change in coding of costs to Account #506 – Structures and Improvements. In 
which account were these costs categorized for 2018 Approved? Are the offsetting variances 
contained within overall maintenance costs? If not, where do these variances reside?  

 
On page 30 of the Application, Creative Energy states, “Forecast 2020 maintenance costs exceed 2018 
Approved amounts by 2 percent… The evident longer-term trend of increasing maintenance costs from 
2015 through 2020 forecast relates to a requirement for more inspections of ageing equipment and 
more expensive work to maintain that equipment, noting that the amount of equipment to be 
maintained is generally stable.”  
 
13.3 Please provide the percentage increases in maintenance costs in each year from 2015 Actual 

through 2018 Actual, and 2019 Test Year compared to 2018 Actual.  

13.3.1 Please explain why Creative Energy considers that 2020 Test Year maintenance 
costs, which are 2 percent higher than 2018 Approved amounts, is reasonable, 
considering the percentage increases provided in the response above.  

13.4 Please explain why 2020 Test Year forecast maintenance expenses should be less than 2019 Test 



Creative Energy 2019-2020 RRA for Core Steam and NEFC – BCUC IR No. 1 14 of 39 

Year expenses, considering the longer-term trend.  

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 5; Exhibit B-1, Section 3.2.6, pp. 31–32  
Special Services Expenses 

On page 5 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided the following breakdown 
of Special Services costs for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year: 

 

On page 31 of the Application, Creative Energy states it “expects that 2020 Regulatory expenses ought 
to be closer in range to 2018 Approved levels and therefore it budgets $150,000 for the 2020 test 
period…” 
 
14.1 In the same format as Table 29 on page 31 of the Application, please provide a breakdown of 

the 2020 Test Year forecast regulatory expenses.  

 
On page 32 of the Application, Creative Energy states, “The average actual costs form 2015 through 
2018 for Outside Services has been approximately $100,000 and actual average amounts are considered 
representative of ongoing company priorities.”  
 
14.2 Please explain why Outside Services in 2017 Actual of $52,439 were lower than the actual 

average cost of 2015 through 2018 of approximately $100,000.  

 
On page 32 of the Application, Creative Energy states that actual Audit Fees from 2015 through 2018 
averaged $49,000 during that period.  
 
14.3 Please explain why Audit Fees for 2017 Actual of $28,596 were less than the five-year average of 

Actual audit fees from 2015 though 2018 of $49,000. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, p. 6  
Other General & Administrative and Sales Expense 

On page 6 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided the following breakdown 
of Other General & Administrative costs for 2015 to 2018 Actual, 2018 Approved, and 2019 and 2020 
Test Year: 
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15.1 Please explain why Directors Fees are nil for the 2019 Test Year. 

15.2 Please explain how the 2020 Test Year forecast for Directors Fees ($41,686) was developed.  

15.3 Please explain how the 2020 Test Year forecast for Admin & General Expenses ($7,303) was 
developed. Why were 2018 Actual costs of $25,493 higher? 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.3, p. 34; Exhibit B-1-1, Evidentiary Update Schedules for RRA 
Filing, Core Schedule 17 
Municipal Taxes (City of Vancouver Municipal Access Fee) 

On page 34 of the Application, Creative Energy states:  

In exchange for the rights under the MAA, the Company pays to the City an annual fee 
equal to 1.25 percent of Tariff Revenues plus a flat fee that the City escalates at 2 
percent for each of 2019 and 2020. 

Section 3.2 License Fees, of the Municipal Access Agreement (MAA) dated September 1, 19993 states: 
 

 

Creative Energy provides the calculation of the City of Vancouver Municipal Access Fee in the Financial 
Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update (Core Schedule 17). The financial schedule includes the 
following note with respect to Line 1 of the calculation: 

Note: Revenue Requirement +/- Rate Rider + $.41 per MBTU adjustment - internal 
revenue from NEFC 

16.1 Please confirm whether the 1.25 percent tax rate should be applied to the previous years’ 
annual steam revenues as stated in the Section 3.2(i) of the MAA or to the steam revenues in 
the current year as shown in Core Schedule 17.  

16.2 Please explain how the note (and Excel formulas) with respect to Line 1 of the City of Vancouver 
Municipal Access Fee calculation in Core Schedule 17 reflects the calculation of the fee as 
outlined in Section 3.2(i) of the MAA (i.e please explain the individual components of the 
calculation).   

16.3 Please explain the methodology used to calculate the 2 percent escalation of the Flat Fee for 
each of 2019 and 2020.  

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.4, p. 35; Exhibit B-1-1, p. 2; Appendix 1, p. 2  

 
3 Creative Energy 2016-2017 Revenue Requirements and Rate Design for Northeast False Creek Hot Water Service 
Application, Exhibit B-1A, p. 35 
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Property Taxes 

On page 35 of the Application, Creative Energy states that “[t]he 2019 Test Year is based on the actual 
assessment. As the 2020 assessment is not yet available, the 2020 Test Year estimates the cost by 
increasing the assessed value of land by 7.6 percent and the additional property tax for 701 Expo Blvd. 
by 7.6 percent…” 
 
On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states that 2019 Test Year property taxes have 
been updated to reflect that “Reported Property Taxes are $1,926 higher.” 

17.1 Please explain why 2019 Test Year property taxes are $1,926 higher in the Evidentiary Update, 
considering that the Application states that 2019 Test Year property taxes are “based on the 
actual assessment.” 

17.2 Please provide the rationale for using an increase of 7.6 percent for the assessed land value and 
property tax rate, respectively, for forecasting 2020 Test Year property taxes. 

17.2.1 Please explain why the forecast for 2020 Test Year property taxes is the same 
before and after Creative Energy’s Evidentiary Update, given that 2019 Test Year 
property taxes were increased. 

 
On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states “Creative Energy notes that its 2020 City of 
Vancouver property taxes will not be confirmed until June, 2020, and thus Creative Energy proposes that 
any differences between forecast and actual 2020 property taxes be deferred for future recovery or 
credit as required as part of Creative Energy’s 2021 RRA”. 
 
17.3 Please discuss whether Creative Energy proposes to include any carrying costs on the proposed 

deferral account if it is approved. If yes, please explain what the proposed carrying cost is and 
why it is appropriate.  

 
Table 4 on page 2 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update shows the following variances in relation to 
property taxes: 

 

 
17.4 Please provide an explanation for the variances provided in Table 4. 

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.8.2, p. 39; Appendix D 
Capital Additions 

On page 39 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table showing 2015 to 2018 
Actual, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year capital additions for the Core Steam System:   
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18.1 Please define the scope of each capital addition category (e.g. Steam Plant, Distribution System) 

shown in Table 41.  For example, are “Customer Building Services” referring only to equipment 
or assets found inside each customer building?  Do “Customer Connections” refer to only the 
section of pipe connecting a customer building to the main steam line? Please explain. 

18.2 Please provide 2015 to 2018 Actual and Approved costs for each category of capital additions 
and the total capital additions. 

 
In Appendix D, Creative Energy provides a detailed summary table of 2019 Test Year and 2020 Test Year 
capital additions. 

 
18.3 Please identify all projects listed in Appendix D that are expected to incur costs over multiple 

years (i.e. multi-year projects). 

18.3.1 Of these multi-year projects, please provide the total expected capital cost of each 
project. 

18.4 Please identify any project listed in Appendix D that has been included and approved as part of 
any previous application reviewed by the BCUC.   

18.4.1 For the projects identified, please provide the BCUC order number, the approved 
cost, and an explanation for any variance between the previously approved 
forecast and current forecast costs for the 2019 and 2020 Test Years.   

18.5 Please provide the following additional information for each “Steam Production Plant”,  
“Steam Distribution System” and “Building Services” project listed in Appendix D: 

i) Project description and scope of work; 
ii) Project need and benefits to customers; and 
iii) Construction start date and in-service date. 

 
18.6 Please clarify whether the costs associated with the “Built space” project represent a one-time 

fee for implementation of this system or an on-going subscription. 

18.6.1 Please explain why these costs are classified as capital costs (as opposed to 
operating costs).  

18.7 Please discuss any plant capacity limitations that may occur as a result of the proposed work on 
Boiler 6 in the 2020 Test Year. 

18.7.1 Please describe the factors that led Creative Energy to determine that Boiler 6 
required reliability and redundancy improvements.  Please discuss any alternative 
strategies considered (e.g. other than Fan and VFD upgrade). 

18.7.2 The BCUC is currently reviewing a CPCN application regarding a Creative Energy 
Beatty-Expo Plant Project. Please describe any impacts that the outcome of this 
CPCN application may have on the Boiler 6 capital additions proposed for the 2020 
Test Year in this Application.  Similarly, please describe if and how the proposed 
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capital additions associated with Boiler 3 would change as a result of the BCUC’s 
decision on the Beatty-Expo Plant CPCN application. 

18.8 Please discuss whether Creative Energy anticipates a future need of projects similar to the “MB-
1 Manhole Rebuild” capital addition at other locations within the core steam distribution 
system.  If so, please elaborate on any consideration given to project execution efficiencies (or 
challenges) that may be realized by completing similar projects concurrently. 

18.8.1 What factors led Creative Energy to determine the need to initiate a life extension 
project for this asset?  What alternative strategies were considered? 

18.9 Please elaborate on the “improved customer service” benefits of the "Remote Metering 
Project.”  Please also describe any operational cost savings anticipated as a result of this project, 
identifying the year in which these savings are anticipated to occur.  

 
In Appendix D of the Application, Creative Energy provides a breakdown of the capital costs associated 
with customer connections.  The applicable subsection of Appendix D is reproduced below: 
 

 
 

18.10 Please provide the following for the 2019 Test Year “Customer Connections” costs of $868,032: 

i) Detailed scope of work and cost break down, including accuracy level; 
ii) Map(s) showing the existing system and the planned new work. Please include any 

planned line relocations, line extensions, existing and new customer locations and any 
other relevant information related to the capital expenditure; 

iii) Customers to which costs are attributed. If attributable to multiple customers, please 
provide a breakdown of cost allocation for each customer; 

iv) The incremental new load (MWh) forecasted for each customer. Please also include the 
expected timeline for the forecasted load additions; and 

v) Confirmation of whether these capital additions are in-service. 
 
18.11 Please provide the following for each of the “Customer Connections” costs listed in the 2020 

Test Year: 

i) Detailed scope of work and cost break down, including accuracy level; 
ii) Map(s) showing the existing system and the planned new work. Please include any 

planned line relocations, line extensions, existing and new customer locations and any 
other relevant information related to the capital expenditure; 

iii) The incremental new load (MWh) forecasted for each customer. Please also include the 
expected timeline for the forecasted load additions; and 

iv) Confirmation that these capital additions will be in-service by the end of the 2020 Test 
Year. 
 

18.12 Please discuss the expected load changes resulting from the service renewal at the former 
Vancouver Post Office Building.  Please include in your response: 

i) Historical load for this customer; 
ii) Forecast future load for this customer and expected timeframes; and 
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iii) Whether the forecast future load is included in the Application. If not, please explain 
why not.    

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.8.3. p. 40 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) 

On page 40 of the Application, Creative Energy states that “2019 and 2020 capital additions do not 
include AFUDC.” 
 
19.1 Given the statement “2019 and 2020 capital additions do not include AFUDC”, please confirm 

whether this means that the capital additions proposed in this Application will go into service 
during the test years in which they are reported. If not confirmed, please explain the statement.  

 Reference: CORE STEAM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 3.8.5, p. 41 
Contributions in Aid of Construction 

On page 41 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

A customer may be required to make a financial contribution to extend utility services, a 
Contribution in Aid of Construction, if the incremental cost of extending the service 
exceeds forecast incremental revenue over the planned or contracted period of service 
duration. When required, such contributions protect existing customers from 
subsidizing the costs of new customer connections. 

Creative Energy also states on page 41:  

Creative Energy does not forecast any new CIAC additions during the test period of this 
Application. 

20.1 Please explain how Creative Energy’s extension policy adheres to the BCUC’s Utility System 
Extension Test Guidelines and the BCUC’s Thermal Energy System Guidelines.4 

20.2 Please provide the Contribution in Aid of Construction cost analysis for each new customer to be 
connected during the 2019 and 2020 Test Years. 

 
On page 41 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table for Core Steam System 
Contributions in Aid of Construction for 2015 to 2018 Actual and 2019 and 2020 Test Year:  
 

 
4 Guidelines may be found on BCUC’s website https://www.bcuc.com/resources/guidelines.html 

https://www.bcuc.com/resources/guidelines.html
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20.3 Please explain Creative Energy’s method for depreciating CIAC. Why is Actual CIAC depreciation 

the same in the years 2015, 2016 and 2017 Actual, and also the same for 2018 Actual and 2019 
and 2020 Test Years? 

20.3.1 Please explain why the CIAC additions in 2016 and 2017 Actual ($129,988 and 
$204,000, respectively) do not have different impacts on the amount of CIAC 
depreciation in later years. 

 Reference: NON-RATE BASE DEFERRALS AND DEFERRAL ACCOUNT RATE RIDER 
Exhibit B-1-1, Appendix 1, pp. 4–5; Exhibit B-1, Sections 3.2.3.2, 5.2, pp. 25–27, 48; 
Exhibit A2-1, p. 1 
Pension Expense Deferral Account 

BCUC staff extracted the following from Table 15 on page 4 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update:  

 

In Exhibit A2-1, Creative Energy states: 

 
 

21.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the Actual 2017 and 2018 “Pension revaluation” 
amounts shown in Table 15 from the Evidentiary Update are incorrectly labelled and should 
instead be labeled pension “Remeasurement and other items” as shown in Exhibit A2-1 
(considering these are the same amounts). 

21.2 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that there is a typographical error in Table 15 from the 
Evidentiary Update in that the $5,126,308 for the 2020 Test Year is the total forecast O&M for 
the 2020 Test Year (i.e. the $5,126,308 does not specifically relate to pensions).  

21.2.1 If not confirmed, please provide supporting evidence for the $5,126,308 for the 
2020 Test Year and explain the increase between Actual 2018 and forecast 2020 
Test Year.  

21.3 Please explain if any pension remeasurements can be forecast or expected for the 2019 Test 
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Year. If not, why not?   

 
On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

In 2018, current service costs on the pension were $25,776 lower than Approved [2018 
current service costs]. However, there was a revaluation of the pension asset for 
$403,700 as the return on plan asset was not sufficient to cover the interest expense on 
pension liability. 

21.4 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $403,700 in pension revaluation costs in 2018 
were due to the actual return on plan assets being lower than expected. If confirmed, but there 
are other items included in this figure as well, please provide a breakdown of each.   

21.4.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the pension revaluation costs are 
provided by an actuary. If confirmed, please provide the name of the actuarial 
services firm. If not confirmed, please explain why not and how Creative Energy 
determined the pension revaluation cost. 

 
On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy also states: 

A portion of the actual pension costs are allocated to capital costs and projects other 
than the Core steam system. As such, actual pension costs used for calculating the 
deferral account balance are lower than the expense in the notes to the 2018 audited 
financial statements. [Emphasis Added] 

In Exhibit A2-1, Creative Energy states: 

 

On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following Table: 
 

 
 
21.5 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that $62,305 (calculated as $630,554 from the total 2018 

Pension Expense in Exhibit A2-1 minus $568,249 from the total 2018 Actual Pension Expense 
shown in Table 51) was allocated to “capital costs and projects other than the Core Steam 
System.”   

21.5.1 Please provide a breakdown of the allocation by cost and project.  

21.5.2 Is any of the $62,305 included in Creative Energy’s 2018 rate base?  
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Table 17 on page 4 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update shows the following pension costs for Steam 
Production staff [with emphasis added]:  

 

On pages 25 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

Pension costs have also increased from 2018 Approved cost as the contribution rate has 
increased. Calculations are based on the expectation that all plant staff will enroll in the 
program. 

Table 19 on page 4 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update shows the following pension costs for 
Distribution staff [with emphasis added]: 

 

On page 26 of the Application, Creative Energy states:   

Pension costs have also increased from the 2018 Approved cost as the contribution rate 
has increased. Calculations are based on the expectation that all Distribution staff will 
enroll in the program. 

21.6 What is the amount of the increase in contribution rates for Steam Production and Distribution 
staff in 2019 and 2020?  

21.6.1 Please discuss the rationale for the increasing contribution rate in 2019 and 2020. 

21.7 Please provide the numbers of additional Steam and Distribution staff who joined the company 
in 2018. How many are expected to join the pension plan in 2019 and 2020? 

 
Table 21 on page 5 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update shows the following pension costs for 
Management [with emphasis added]:  



Creative Energy 2019-2020 RRA for Core Steam and NEFC – BCUC IR No. 1 23 of 39 

 

On page 27 of the Application, Creative Energy states:  

Conversely, estimated pension costs are significantly lower than 2018 Approved as 
fewer management team members are enrolled in the pension. The pension plan was 
discontinued for new members of the management team in 2018 and only those 
employees that were with the company prior to it being discontinued still receive this 
benefit. 

21.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the pension plan is closed to new members of the 
management team but that the pension plan has not been terminated.   

21.8.1 If confirmed, please also confirm, or explain otherwise, that the pension plan 
remains open to new Steam Production and Distribution staff.  

21.9 Please explain what impact the discontinuation of the pension plan for new members of the 
management team has had on the funded status of the pension plan and what impact it will 
have on the remeasurement expense.  

21.10 Please provide the following details of the pension plan: 

a) Number of Active Plan Members split between Steam Production, Distribution and 
Management staff; and 

b) Does the plan have mandatory enrollment, or may employees opt in/out at any time? 
 
 
On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table: 
 

 
 

On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

In 2018, [actual] pension costs were $377,924 higher than approved… Approved 
pension costs for 2017 were derived from the 2017 Approved costs with inflation of 
1.84 percent added as directed by the Commission when finalizing 2018 Core Steam 
rates… In 2018, current service costs on the pension were $25,776 lower than 
Approved. 

21.11 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $377,924 stated on page 48 of the Application 
should be $377,966 as shown in Table 51 of the Application. 

21.12 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that there is a typographical error on page 48 in that 
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“Approved pension costs for 2017 were derived from the 2017 Approved costs…” should read 
“Approved pension costs for 2018 were derived from the 2017 Approved costs…” 

21.13 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the $25,776 stated on page 48 of the Application 
should be $25,735 (calculated as the sum of the deferral amounts of $3,692 + $1,460 + 
$20,583), corresponding to Table 51. 

 Reference: NON-RATE BASE DEFERRALS AND DEFERRAL ACCOUNT RATE RIDER 
Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, pp. 48, 50; Exhibit B-1, Section 1.1, 2.1, 5.3, 
pp. 3, 14, 48–49; Exhibit B-1-1, p. 2 
Third Party Regulatory Costs Deferral Account (TPRCDA) 

On page 50 of the Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, the BCUC states: 

In all future revenue requirements applications (RRA) Creative Energy is directed to 
provide a comprehensive explanation for each deferred expense item as follows: a 
detailed description of the expense item; a justification as to why the particular variance 
is eligible to be included in the TPRCDA; and an explanation of why the expense item 
was greater or less than forecast.” 

On page 48 of the Application, Creative Energy provided the following table: 
 

 
 

Creative Energy states on page 14 of the Application that “[t]he NEFC system is thus both a customer of 
the Core Steam system and a separate service area with its own Commission-approved revenue 
requirements and rates for hot water service”. 

22.1 Please explain whether any allocations were made to the amounts shown in Table 52 in the 
“2018 Actual” column to separate the fees between the NEFC and Core Steam System. If yes, 
please explain how the amount of the adjustment was determined for each cost.  

22.2 Regarding 2018 Actual “RRA Consulting Support” in Table 52 ($20,366), please provide a 
breakdown of the consultants who provided this service and clarify to which RRA application(s) 
this support relates. 

22.3 In respect to the 2018 Actual “RRA Legal Fees” in Table 52, please: (a) explain what legal entity 
provided these services; (b) identify which RRA proceeding(s) these fees relate; and (c) provide 
supporting documentation for the legal services provided. 

22.4 Please provide a breakdown for the “Beatty CPCN BCUC” costs included in Table 52 (e.g. 
consulting, external legal, and regulatory costs). Please provide supporting documentation for 
the work done within each category of costs. 

 
On page 49 of the Application, Creative Energy states “[t]he two most significant costs [in 2018 Actual] 
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were the Commission costs, intervenor costs and consulting and legal fees for the 2018 Revenue 
Requirement Application totaling $194,782...” 

22.5 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that there is typographical error on page 49 of the 
Application in that the $194,782 should be $192,782.  

 
In the footnote to Table 2 on page 3 of the Application, Creative Energy states that the revenue 
collected in the 2019 RRA is less than the revenue required as it “reflects the proposal to set 2019 rates 
equal to the interim approved level of $7.65 [per thousand pounds of steam] given projected load and 
to concurrently record an addition to the Third-Party Regulatory Costs Deferral Account in the amount 
of the difference of ($45,742) for recovery through the DARR [Deferral Account Rate Rider] beginning in 
2020.” [Emphasis Added] 

On page 48 of the Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, the BCUC states, “[t]he Panel approves the 
creation of a TPRCDA specifically limited to capture the annual variance between forecasted and actual 
third party costs relating to regulatory filings and proceedings required under the UCA, with a one year 
amortization period at a short term debt carrying cost.” [Emphasis added] 

22.6 Please provide justification as to why the amounts outlined in red in the Table 52 above should 
be added to the TPRCDA given that no costs were forecasted for these regulatory proceedings in 
2018.  

22.6.1 Please discuss whether allowing actual regulatory costs to flow into the TPRCDA is 
contrary to the purpose that the TPRCDA was established for. Please explain why 
or why not. 

 
On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states “[it] proposes to add an additional amount 
of $39,499 to the opening balance of the amounts to be recovered through the Deferral Account Rate 
Rider (DARR); that is, the addition of that amount to the Third-Party Regulatory Costs Deferral Account”. 
Creative Energy states that the effect of the updates is to “[i]ncrease the revenue deficiency at the 
proposed rate to $85,241 from $45,742.” 

22.7 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the only change to Table 52 based on the Evidentiary 
Update is that the “BCUC Review of Beatty CPCN in 2019 - partial” amount of $45,741 should be 
revised to the proposed amount of $85,241. If confirmed, please provide an updated Table 52. 

22.7.1 If confirmed, please provide a breakdown and description of the expenses that the 
$85,241 relates to and justification as to why these amounts are eligible to be 
included in the TPRCDA. 

22.7.2 If not confirmed, please provide the information requested in the IR above for the 
$45,741. 

22.8 In the event that the proposed DARR is not approved, please provide the overall rate impact of 
the TPRCDA balance ($253,400) on Steam Rates amortized over one-, two- and three-years. 

 Reference: NON-RATE BASE DEFERRALS AND DEFERRAL ACCOUNT RATE RIDER 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.1, 1.1.1.5, 5.1, 5.4, pp. 1, 7, 47–49; Exhibit B-1-1, p. 2; Appendix 
1, p. 7 
DARR  

On page 1 of the Application, Creative Energy requests approval, among other things, to “establish a 
new rate rider (the Deferral Account Rate Rider or DARR), effective January 1, 2020, to recover non-rate 
base regulatory and pension-related deferred costs from Core Steam system customers, with the level 
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of the DARR set to recover the balance over a two-year amortization.” 

On page 7 of the Application, Creative Energy states “[t]he objective of the rate rider mechanism and 
two-year amortization is to target smooth and stable recovery of these irregular regulatory and pension 
cost impacts”. Creative Energy also states that under “the proposed DARR, these costs will be recovered 
from Core Steam customers on a single per unit basis ($/M#) ... This approach will promote more 
equitable allocation of cost recovery from customers and more predictable cost recovery by the utility.” 

23.1 Please elaborate on why a new rate rider (DARR) is appropriate to recover the non-rate base 
regulatory and pension-related deferred costs from Core Steam system customers. 

23.2 Please discuss any alternatives to the proposed DARR that Creative Energy has considered, 
including the pros and cons of each and why they were rejected (e.g. increase Steam Rates). 

23.3 Please provide further justification for proposing to recover these deferred costs over a two-
year amortization period.  

23.4 Please provide the overall rate increase in 2020 based on the proposed two-year amortization of 
the DARR, in an excel spreadsheet. 

23.5 Please elaborate on why “[t]his approach will promote more equitable allocation of cost 
recovery from customers.” 

 
On page 7 of the Application, Creative Energy states that “a one-year amortization of these costs, for 
example, would equate to about a 11.5 percent steam rate increase overall in 2020”. 

On page 49 of the Application, Creative Energy states “that a one-year amortization of these costs, for 
example, would equate to about a 9 percent steam rate increase overall in 2020”. 

23.6 Please clarify the overall percentage rate increase in 2020 based on a one-year amortization 
period of these deferred costs and provide the overall percentage rate increase based on a 
three-year amortization period. Please provide the calculations in an Excel spreadsheet.  

23.6.1 Please provide the amount of the DARR ($/M#) if the amortization period was one-
year and three-years. 

23.7 In addition to one-year and two-years, what alternative amortization periods, if any, did 
Creative Energy consider and why were they rejected?  

 
On page 47 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table showing the forecast 
balance of the non-rate base deferred expenses in the Pension Expense Deferral Account and TPRCDA 
totals $641,614.  
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Creative Energy also states on page 47, “The amounts recorded and un-recovered through the period 
ending December 31, 2018 total $595,830, and the total amount to be recovered includes the addition 
of partial BCUC regulatory costs of $45,741 to review the Beatty-Expo CPCN, which are added to the 
TPRCDA in 2019 as explained and proposed in section 1.1.” [Emphasis Added] 
 
On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states, “[it] proposes to add an additional amount 
of $39,499 to the opening balance of the amounts to be recovered through the Deferral Account Rate 
Rider (DARR); that is, the addition of that amount to the Third-Party Regulatory Costs Deferral Account. 
However, as discussed below, Creative Energy seeks no change to the level of the DARR of $0.29/M#, as 
requested for approval in the Application.” [Emphasis Added]  

23.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Table 50 should be revised based on the Evidentiary 
Update such that the TPRCDA 2019 amount in the table is $85,241 (rather than $45,741). If 
confirmed, please provide an updated Table 50.  

23.9 Please explain why Core Schedule 12 in the Financial Schedules for RRA Filing was not updated 
in the Evidentiary Update. If applicable, please provide a revised Core Schedule 12 for the 
proposed further addition of $39,499 to the TPRCDA for 2019. 

 
On page 49 of the Application, Creative Energy states, “Going forward, Creative Energy will seek 
approval to amend the level of the DARR if and as required to recover recorded variances between 
actual and forecast amounts in subsequent periods.” 
 
On page 7 of Appendix 1 to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy provided the following table: 

 

23.10 Please discuss whether the interest accrued on the Pension Expense Deferral Account 2018, 
TPRCDA 2018 and TPRCDA 2019 deferral balances up to the time of amortization will also be 
recovered through the DARR, given that the balances proposed for recovery are through the 
period ending December 31, 2018 only. If yes, please explain if and how this interest will be 
recovered. 

23.11 Please explain why Creative Energy proposes not to change the level of the DARR of $0.29 per 
thousand pounds of steam (M#) after the Evidentiary Update given that the full amount of the 
deferred balances will not be recovered at the end of two years.   

23.11.1 Please confirm whether Creative Energy intends to recover the forecast remaining 
balance of $42,313 at the end of 2021 (i.e. does Creative Energy intend to continue 
charging the DARR after the proposed two-year recovery period 2020-2021 until 
the balance is $0?). 

23.12 Please provide the level of the DARR (per thousand pounds of steam) if Creative Energy were to 
amortize the additional amount of $39,499 over a two-year amortization period as well.  
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23.13 Please explain what the Historical Load Shape monthly percentages in Table 53 are based on 
and please provide a breakdown of this load shape (for example, average actual load per month 
in the past three years).  

23.13.1 Please explain the rationale for using this basis to calculate the Historical Load 
Shape and why this is considered appropriate for calculating the DARR/Rate Rider 
Revenue. 

 
C. NORTHEAST FALSE CREEK 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1-1, pp. 1, 2, 5; Exhibit B-1-1, Evidentiary Update Schedules for RRA Filing, 
NEFC Schedule 1, 12; Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2.3.1, p. 10 
Revenue Deficiency Deferral Account (RDDA)  

On page 5 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states “the updates to the 2019-2020 NEFC RRA 
result in a proposed addition to the RDDA of $9,064 in 2019, a net increase of $137,183 compared to the 
Application, and a proposed addition to the RDDA of $441,741 in 2020, a net increase of $62,458 
compared to the Application. There is no required change to the proposed 3.7 percent rate increase 
after accounting and correcting for the items above.” 
 
On page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states that it requests approval to increase the 
RDDA balance by $9,064 in 2019 and by $441,662 in 2020.  
 
In Line 27 of NEFC Schedule 1 and Line 1 of NEFC Schedule 12 (Row 34) from the Financial Schedules 
attached to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy shows a revenue deficiency of $9,064 for the 2019 
Test Year and a corresponding addition of $9,064 in the RDDA for 2019.  
 
Line 1 of NEFC Schedule 12 (Row 48), Creative Energy shows an addition of $751,100 in the RDDA for 
2020.  
 
24.1 Please confirm whether the proposed addition to the RDDA in 2020 is $441,662 as stated on 

page 2 of the Evidentiary Update, $441,741 as stated on page 5 of the Evidentiary Update, or 
$751,100 as shown in NEFC Schedule 12 (Row 48).  

24.1.1 Please provide revised financial schedules for NEFC and errata to the Application or 
Evidentiary Update, as appropriate.  

24.2 Given the net increase of $62,458 to the 2020 RDDA in the Evidentiary Update compared to the 
Application, please explain why the proposed rate increase remains at 3.7 percent. 

24.2.1 Did Creative Energy consider changing the proposed percentage increase in Hot 
Water Service Rates in 2020? Please explain why or why not, and provide 
supporting calculations, if appropriate.  

 
On page 10 of the Application, Creative Energy states that fuel and steam costs were lower than 
expected in 2019 because the steam meter at the PARQ Hot Water Plant was “very recently detected to 
be underreporting steam flow.” Creative Energy states it is “addressing this matter prospectively as part 
of the 2020 NEFC RRA and an associated increase to the forecast of NEFC steam load and the projected 
cost of steam sales in 2020.” 
 
24.3 In the same format as NEFC Schedule 1, please provide Creative Energy’s best estimate of what 

the revenue requirement and revenue (surplus)/deficiency would have been for the 2019 and 
2020 Test Years, respectively, if there was no issue with the steam meter at the PARQ Hot Water 
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Plant.  

24.4 Given that the proposal to maintain NEFC Hot Water Service Rates for 2019 is incorporated in 
the financial schedules, please discuss whether Creative Energy considered increasing Hot Water 
Service rates for 2019 to limit the addition to the RDDA. Please explain why or why not. 

24.4.1 Please provide with supporting calculations the percentage increase in Hot Water 
Service rates that would be required if there were no additions to the RDDA in 
2019.  

 
On page 1 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states:  

Beyond the discussion below of each of the changes reflected in this Evidentiary Update, 
the substantive narrative and variance explanations provided in the Application remain 
current and no revisions are required in that regard. 

24.5 Given that the substantive narrative of the Application Remains current, please explain and 
provide supporting calculations for how the proposed 3.7 percent increase in NEFC Hot Water 
Service Rates for 2020 allows Creative Energy to “commence recovery” of the RDDA balance in 
2020.    

24.5.1 Please provide the amount which Creative Energy proposes to recover from the 
RDDA in the 2020 Test Year and the basis for that amount.   

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2.2, p. 9 
NEFC Neighbourhood Development Update 

On page 9 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 
 

The City of Vancouver (the City) has extended their connection bylaw to now include the future 
development in the NEFC neighbourhood, which means that the City will provide service to the 
future developments in the NEFC, rather than Creative Energy. 
 
Creative Energy intends to supply the hot water to serve the City’s loads in the NEFC as it 
develops using the installed capacity and capital expansions as contemplated when the rates 
and RDDA were established for NEFC service. However, the necessary arrangements with the 
City have not been made yet for Creative [Energy] to serve that load and are subject to the City’s 
process. At this point in time therefore, Creative Energy does not have a consolidated forecast 
of load growth in the NEFC neighborhood and the timing of the required incremental capacity 
investments to support that load growth is uncertain. [Emphasis Added] 

 
25.1 Please provide a map showing where the City has extended their connection bylaw within the 

NEFC neighbourhood.  On this map, please also include the area of NEFC for which Creative 
Energy received approval in the full buildout of the hot water system. 

25.2 Please provide an update on the status of discussions with the City, including an estimated 
timeline for when the arrangements may be finalized. 

25.2.1 Is Creative Energy aware of any risks that would cause an agreement with the City 
to not be finalized or to be finalized under different terms than what is currently 
contemplated by Creative Energy (i.e. that Creative Energy will supply the hot 
water to serve the City’s loads in the NEFC using the installed capacity and capital 
expansions as contemplated when the rates and RDDA were established for NEFC 
service)? Please discuss. 
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25.3 Please provide a diagram to demonstrate how Creative Energy intends to supply hot water to 
serve the City’s loads in the NEFC.  Please clearly differentiate between the hot water system 
infrastructure that is owned and operated by the City and the hot water system infrastructure 
that is owned and operated by Creative Energy. 

 
On page 9 of the Application, Creative Energy also states: 
 

As a result, Creative Energy believes that at this time there is not a sufficient basis to determine 
longer-term levelized increases to NEFC rates given the uncertainty in relation to load growth. In 
its next RRA and as applicable following confirmation with the City of a long-term plan for 
connecting new load in the NEFC, Creative Energy will renew a long-term plan of projected 
levelized rates that recover the RDDA over a reasonable time frame. In the absence of such a 
consolidated basis on which to determine current rates within a longer-term plan for RDDA 
recovery, Creative Energy sets out below its 2019 and 2020 revenue requirements for the NEFC 
with a plan to commence recovery of the RDDA balance in 2020 through a modest increase in 
rates. 

 
25.4 Given the current status of discussions with the City, does Creative Energy still expect full 

buildout of the NEFC system by 2025? 

25.4.1 Please discuss if Creative Energy has completed any scenario analysis with regards 
to the load growth, including a discussion of each of the scenarios reviewed. 

25.5 Given the uncertainty in relation to load growth, did Creative Energy consider maintaining the 
current approved rates until a longer-term plan is in place? Please discuss why or why not. 

25.6 Please confirm if Creative Energy will be submitting a new rate application once a long-term 
plan is in place for NEFC and if so, the expected timing of that filing. 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2.2, p. 9; Creative Energy Application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity for a Low Carbon Neighbourhood Energy System for 
Northeast False Creek and Chinatown Neighborhoods of Vancouver (2015 Creative 
Energy NEFC CPCN), Exhibit B-1, Section 5.1, p. 58 
2020 Test Year Hot Water Demand 

On page 9 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

The hot water load forecast that formed the basis of the Creative Energy’s NEFC CPCN 
Application in 2015 and its NEFC RRA in 2016 assumed full buildout in the NEFC 
neighbourhood on 8 parcels of land by 2025 with a total connected floor area of 
506,300 square meters and total hot water demand of 48,100 MWh. 

Presently, Creative Energy has connected a total of four buildings in the NEFC, served by 
two hot water plants, with a total connected floor area of 162,481 m2 and hot water 
demand of 19,162 MWh. 

26.1 Please provide the Energy Usage Intensity (EUI) factors used to determine the NEFC 2020 hot 
water demand of 19,162 MWh (in kWh/m2). 

26.2 Please provide the NEFC 2020 forecast load and connected floor area provided in the 2016 NEFC 
RRA.  Please reconcile any differences between this previous NEFC 2020 forecast and the NEFC 
2020 forecast proposed in this Application. 

In Exhibit B-1 of the 2015 Creative Energy NEFC CPCN, Creative Energy stated the Energy Usage Intensity 
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(EUI) is 95 kWh/m2 for both commercial and residential buildings. 
 
26.3 Please confirm the EUI factor used to inform the NEFC 2020 hot water demand forecast.  Please 

explain and justify the EUI factor used to inform the NEFC 2020 hot water demand forecast.  

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Sections 1.2.3.1, p. 10; Exhibit B-1-1, Evidentiary Update Schedules for 
RRA Filing, NEFC Schedule 1, 15A; Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, p. 17 
PARQ Hot Water Plant Steam Meter 

On page 10 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

The steam meter at the PARQ Hot Water Plant was very recently detected to be 
underreporting steam flow. The effect was to reduce the total revenue requirement 
below the revenues projected based on MWh hot water load. Creative Energy is 
addressing this matter prospectively as part of the 2020 NEFC RRA and an associated 
increase to the forecast of NEFC steam load and the projected cost of steam sales in 
2020. 

In NEFC Schedule 1 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy 
provides the following cost of steam sales forecast: 
 

 
 

In NEFC Schedule 15A from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy 
provides the following NEFC steam load forecast: 

 

 
 

27.1 Please confirm, to the extent possible, how long the PARQ Hot Water Plant steam meter has 
been underreporting steam flow (e.g. month and year).  

27.2 Please confirm whether the PARQ Hot Water Plant steam meter has now been fixed.  

27.2.1 If confirmed, please provide the following:  

• When (e.g. month and year) the meter was fixed; 

• A breakdown of the meter repair cost into capital and operating expenses;  

• The total volume (M#) of underreported steam use; 

• Whether the meter repair costs are a cost of the Core Steam System or NEFC 
and where the costs are recorded (i.e. what line item(s)); and 

• Whether Creative Energy conducted any examination of its other steam meters 
for similar issues during the process of rectifying the PARQ Hot Water Plant 
steam meter issue. If yes, please discuss the results of Creative Energy’s 
examination, including, but not limited to, whether any other meters need or 

2019 2020

Item Test Year Test Year

Fuel 550,767              1,061,666          

Steam Tariff 257,991              536,051              

Cost of Sales 808,758             1,597,717          

Total

2019 Projected

NEFC Total  COST OF ENERGY - STEAM RATES

Actual Consumption M# 33,947

2020 Projected

NEFC COST OF ENERGY - STEAM RATES

Estimated Consumption M# 70,309
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needed to be fixed, and the cost of repairs. If not, please explain why not. 

27.2.2 If not confirmed, please provide Creative Energy’s capital plan (e.g. cost and 
timeline) for fixing the PARQ Hot Water Plant steam meter and who (and what 
proportion) will bear the cost (e.g. Core Steam System, NEFC).  

27.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, whether Creative Energy has adjusted its 2019 steam load 
and cost of steam sales (as shown in NEFC Schedules 1 and 15A) as a result of the PARQ Hot 
Water Plant meter underreporting steam flow and explain how the amount of the adjustment 
was determined. 

27.3.1 Please provide the Actual 2019 NEFC monthly hot water load (MWh) and 
supporting calculations for converting into thousand pounds of steam. 

 
Section 11 of the Creative Energy NEFC Customer Service Agreement sets out the terms and conditions 
between Creative Energy and customers with respect to Back-Billing. Section 11.2 states:  

11.2 Back-billing means the re-billing by the Utility for Energy Services rendered to a 
Customer because the original billings were discovered to be either too high (over-
billed) or too low (under-billed). The discovery may be made by either the Customer or 
the Utility. The cause of the billing error may include any of the following non-
exhaustive reasons or combination thereof: 

 … (c) inaccurate Meter… [Emphasis Added] 
 
Section 11.7 of the Creative Energy NEFC Customer Service Agreement states:  

11.7 Subject to paragraph 12.11 below, in every case of under-billing, the Utility will 
back-bill the Customer for the shorter of:  

 (a) the duration of the error; or 
 (b) six months prior to the discovery of the error.  
 
On page 17 of the Creative Energy 2016-2017 RRA Decision, the BCUC approved the treatment of NEFC 
as a Core Steam Service customer charged on the basis of Steam Rates.  
 
27.4 Please explain how Creative Energy has applied the Back-billing provisions stipulated in the 

Creative Energy NEFC Customer Service Agreement between NEFC and the Core Steam System. 
Please include, at minimum, the following:  

• The total amount of the under-billing in 2019 (and if applicable, 2020);  

• Whether revenues in 2019 and 2020 Test Years in the Core Steam System revenue 
requirement include the under-billed amount(s) to NEFC, and if not, why not;  

• Whether the Steam Tariff expense in 2019 and 2020 Test Years in the NEFC revenue 
requirement includes the under-billed amount(s) owing to the Core Steam System, and 
if not, why not.   

• In the event that the PARQ Hot Water Plant steam meter has been underreporting 
steam flow for more than six months, how the amount of the under-billing that cannot 
be back-billed will be treated. For example, will it be treated as a shareholder cost or 
borne by ratepayers? 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2.3.2, p. 11 
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2020 Proposed Rate Increase 

On page 11 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

The rate increase of 3.7 percent is estimated as a reasonable minimum required 
increase based on an indicative estimate of inflation of 2 percent per year in steam, fuel 
and operating costs and continued recovery of and on the infrastructure capital invested 
and that which would target recovery of the RDDA in 15 to 20 years all else equal. In the 
alternative, a determination of the necessary rate increases under a levelized approach 
to clear the RDDA balance in 10 years by 2030, as contemplated under Order G-167-16, 
may not be reasonable at this time due to current uncertainty of load growth in the 
NEFC neighborhood and an expected rate increase of 5 percent per year over that time 
frame to existing customers assuming no load growth. 

28.1 Please provide the average-expected combined incremental bill impact for NEFC customers of 
the proposed 3.7 percent rate increase and the NEFC FCAC Rate Rider in 2020.  

28.2 Please explain why Creative Energy did not apply for a 5 percent increase in Hot Water Service 
Rates in order to clear the RDDA balance by 2030. 

28.3 Please discuss if Creative Energy considered any other rate adjustment mechanism (e.g. inflation 
only) and discuss the pros and cons of each alternative considered. 

28.3.1 Please discuss if Creative Energy has completed any scenario analysis with regards 
to load growth at NEFC, including a discussion of each of the scenarios reviewed. 

28.4 Please explain if Creative Energy completed a benchmarking analysis to compare the applied-for 
rates with other utilities.  

28.4.1 If yes, please provide the benchmarking analysis. If not, please explain why such an 
analysis was not completed. 

 Reference: APPLICATION OVERVIEW 
Exhibit B-1, Section 1.2.1, 1.2.3.3, pp. 7, 12  
Fuel Cost Adjustment Charge (FCAC) Rate Rider 

On page 12 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

Absent a direct charge of an equivalent FCAC Rate Rider to NEFC customers in 2020, the 
total forecast cost associated with the FCAC Rate Rider will be included in the NEFC total 
forecast cost of fuel and thus the net effect of the levelized rates currently in place for 
NEFC customers would be under-recovery of these fuel costs over the 24-month period 
the Commission determined as appropriate in its Order G-226-19 Decision. Therefore, 
consistent with the intent of the FCAC Rate Rider, Creative Energy believes that the 
amount of FCAC Rate Rider revenue to be included in the 2020 NEFC revenue 
requirement should be directly recovered from NEFC customers in 2020 by way of a rate 
rider and it is appropriate therefore to not include those amounts in the RDDA for 
future recovery. This approach also maintains consistency with the approved intent and 
mechanism of the RDDA as a rate smoothing account for a separate and different 
purpose as described in section 1.2.1. 

On page 7 of the Application, Creative Energy states: 

The RDDA allows for a levelized rate structure to smooth rate increases over time 
recognizing that the rates will not initially recover forecast revenue requirements. 
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29.1 Please explain why the NEFC FCAC Rate Rider amount should be treated differently than the 
FCAC, which is a comparable item that makes up part of the revenue requirements for NEFC. 

29.1.1 Please explain specifically how the intent of the RDDA is different than that of the 
FCAC Rate Rider. 

29.2 Please explain whether Creative Energy considered increasing the delivery rate proportionate to 
the FCAC Rate Rider instead of the proposed direct charge or flowing the deficit balance into the 
RDDA. Why or why? 

29.2.1 Please provide a comparison of the pros and cons for the following three 
approaches:  

• Establishing the direct FCAC Rate Rider charge as proposed in the Application; 

• Increasing the delivery rate by the corresponding FCAC Rate Rider amount; or 

• Maintaining the proposed delivery rate and adding the amount to be recovered 
through the FCAC Rate Rider to the RDDA. 

29.3 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that under the proposed direct charge approach, the cost 
of the FCAC Rate Rider to NEFC would be treated differently for the 2019 Test Year compared 
with the 2020 Test Year (i.e. it is included in the cost of steam sales in the 2019 Test Year but 
excluded in the 2020 Test Year). 

29.3.1 If confirmed, please explain what impact, if any, the differing approaches has on 
the revenue requirements and the requested rates for 2019 and 2020. 

 
On page 12 of the Application, Creative Energy calculates an FCAC Rate Rider equivalent for NEFC 
customers of $16.15/MWh based on the following calculation: 
 

 
 
29.4 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that any difference between Actual and 2020 forecast hot 

water load, and Actual and 2020 steam load transfer, related to the calculation of the FCAC Rate 
Rider equivalent will be collected or refunded to customers through the Variance Deferral 
Account. 

29.4.1 If not confirmed, please explain how Creative Energy plans to treat the difference 
between actual revenues collected and forecast revenues resulting from load 
forecast variances. 

 Reference: DRAFT ORDER 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-6 
2020 Tariff Page for Permanent Approval 

In Appendix B-6 of the Application, Creative Energy provides a draft NEFC Tariff and proposes the 
following language in reference to the Fuel Cost Adjustment Charge Rate Rider, “Approved as per Order 
G-xxx-20 and in effect through February 2021, in accordance with Order G-226-19.” 
 
In Creative Energy’s Fuel Cost Adjustment Charge and FCAC Rate Rider – Compliance Filing dated 
October 11, 2019 , Creative Energy states, “The updated FCAC Rate Rider is projected to reduce the 
excess balance in the [Fuel Cost Stabilization Account] to 5 percent of $11,746,911 in 24 months, by the 
end of February 2021.” 
 
30.1 Please explain whether the proposed NEFC FCAC Rate Rider will be in effect through February 
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2021 or until the Fuel Cost Stabilization Account balance is reduced to the 5 percent threshold. 

30.1.1 Please explain, in Creative Energy’s view, if the proposed wording in the draft NEFC 
Tariff is consistent with the effective time period of the FCAD Rate Rider identified 
above. 

 Reference: NEFC REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, Evidentiary Update Schedules for RRA Filing, NEFC Schedule 14; Exhibit 
B-1, Section 4.2.3.2, p. 46; Creative Energy 2018-2022 Revenue Requirements 
Application Decision and Order G-205-18 dated October 25, 2018 (Creative Energy 
2018-2022 RRA Decision), pp. 34–35 
O&M Expense  

NEFC Schedule 14 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update provides a 
breakdown of NEFC’s O&M expenses for 2017 and 2018 Actual, and 2019 and 2020 Test Year. 

 
31.1 In the same format as NEFC Schedule 14, please provide the 2017 Approved amounts for all 

expenses. 

 
On page 46 of the Application, Creative Energy states “Supervision and labour costs relate to the time 
directly charged by the distribution team for maintenance and monitoring of the NEFC system. The 
planned cost for 2020 is in line with actuals for 2018.” 
 
Line 12 in NEFC Schedule 14 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update shows the 
following balances relating to Account #870 – Supervision & Labour for NEFC:  

 

In the NEFC compliance filing for Order G‐167-16, Line 14 of Schedule 14 shows 2016 Approved and 
2017 Approved Supervision and Labour cost of $15,800 and $16,100, respectively.    
 
31.2 Please provide 2016 Actual Supervision and Labour costs and provide an explanation for the 

variance, if any, between 2016 Approved ($15,800) and 2016 Actual. 

31.3 Please explain the variance in Supervision and Labour costs between the following:  

a) 2017 Approved ($16,100) and 2017 Actual ($24,734);  
b) 2017 Actual ($24,734) and 2018 Actual ($52,749); and  
c) 2018 Actual ($52,749) and 2019 Test Year ($40,002). 

 
31.4 Please provide the forecast methodology for supervision and labour costs for 2020. 

31.4.1 Please explain why Creative Energy anticipates that supervision and labour costs 
for 2020 should be line with 2018 Actuals and not some other amount (e.g. 2019 
Test Year, 3-year average of 2016-2019 Actual, other).   

 
Line 13 in NEFC Schedule 14 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update shows the 
following balances relating to Account #874 – Mains & Services for NEFC:   
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31.5 Please explain how Mains and Services costs are determined for the NEFC (e.g. directly charged, 

allocated cost – Massachusetts Formula, other).  

31.6 Please explain the variance in Mains and Services costs between the following:  

a) 2017 Actual ($0) and 2018 Actual ($63,892); and  
b) 2018 Actual ($63,892) and 2019 Test Year (-$42,752); and 

 
31.7 Please provide the forecast methodology for mains and services costs for 2020. 

31.7.1 Please explain why Creative Energy considers the forecast for Mains and Services 
costs for 2020 to be reasonable given historical expenditures.  

 
Lines 20-24 in NEFC Schedule 14 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update shows 
the following distribution expenses related to maintenance for NEFC:  

 

31.8 Please explain why 2019 Test Year and 2020 Test Year distribution expenses related to 
maintenance are nil.  

 
On page 46 of the Application, Creative Energy states:  

Administrative and General costs, including related salaries and benefits, office supplies 
and general legal and audit fees are allocated using the Massachusetts formula. The 
2019 allocation is based on the 3-factor methodology using projected 2019 allocable 
costs across all systems. The 2020 allocation is based on the proposed 2-factor 
methodology as summarized in section 2.2. 

31.9 With reference to the account numbers listed in NEFC Schedule 14, please clarify which costs 
are allocated to NEFC using the Massachusetts formula.  

31.9.1 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the costs included in the account 
numbers provided above do not contain any amounts directly charged to NEFC (i.e. 
all costs are allocated). 

31.10 Please provide a reconciliation of the account numbers and amounts shown in NEFC Schedule 
14 to the total amount allocated to NEFC ($120,837) based on the proposed 2-factor 
Massachusetts formula, as shown in Table 9 of the Application.   

 
In the Creative Energy 2018-2022 RRA Decision, the BCUC found the proposed Massachusetts formula 
cost allocation methodology to be acceptable and approved the methodology for application in that 
Decision and in future revenue requirements. Page 34 of the Creative Energy 2018-2022 RRA Decision 
described the proposed cost allocation methodology, stating that “costs are allocated only to Other 
Projects… because NEFC is treated as a steam customer, [Creative Energy] did not apply cost allocations 
to this entity.” 
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31.11 Please explain why Creative Energy now proposes to apply cost allocations to NEFC using a 
Massachusetts formula (3-factor for 2019 and 2-factor for 2020). 

 
Lines 40-49 in NEFC Schedule 14 from the Financial Schedules attached to the Evidentiary Update show 
the following administrative and general costs for NEFC:  

 

 
In the Creative Energy NEFC compliance filing for Order G‐167-16, Lines 42-47 of Schedule 14 showed 
the following approved costs:  
 

Account 
Number 

Account Name 2016 Approved 2017 Approved 

915 Directors Fees $8,000 $8,000 

920 Admin & General Salaries $1,500 $6,000 

921 Office Supplies & Exp $4,300 $9,200 

922 Admin & General Exp $0 $0 

923 Special Services $28,500 $6,100 

924 Insurance $12,500 $16,500 

 
31.12 Please clarify how the 2017 Actual and 2018 Actual amounts were determined in Lines 40-49 of 

NEFC Schedule 14 (e.g. directly charged, allocated cost – Massachusetts Formula, other). 

31.13 Please provide explanations for variances greater than +/- 10 percent in all administrative and 
general costs (i.e. Lines 40-49 in NEFC Schedule 14) between:  

a) 2017 Approved and 2017 Actual; 
b) 2017 Actual and 2018 Actual;  
c) 2018 Actual and 2019 Test Year; and 
d) 2019 Test Year and 2020 Test Year. 

 Reference: NORTHEAST FALSE CREEK REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1, Section 4.2.3.7, p. 46 
Capital Additions 

On page 46 of the Application, Creative Energy provides the following table showing 2019 and 2020 Test 
Year capital additions for the NEFC: 
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32.1 Please identify any project in Table 49 that has been included and approved as part of any 
previous application reviewed by the BCUC.  

32.2 For the “PARQ Casino Ventilation” project listed in Table 49, please provide the following 
information:  

i) Project description and scope of work; 
ii) Project need and benefits to customers; and 
iii) Construction start date and in-service date. 

 
32.3 Please explain the need for a spare heat exchanger. 

32.4 Please explain how the capacity of the “Heat Exchanger” capital addition of $20,000 was 
determined.  Is the heat exchanger designed to service customer space heating, domestic hot 
water or both? 

32.4.1 Please confirm whether the heat exchanger is expected to be stored as inventory 
or put into service. If it is to be put into service, please provide the expected 
timing. 

32.5 Please provide the following for the 2019 Test Year “New customer connection and remaining 
common” costs of $359,278:  

32.5.1 Please provide a breakdown of the $359,278 between “new customer connection” 
and “remaining common costs”; 

32.5.2 Please explain what is meant by the “remaining common costs”; and 

32.5.3 Please provide the following for the full scope of this capital addition: 

(i) Detailed scope of work and cost break down with accuracy level. 
ii) Map(s) showing the existing system and the planned new work.  Please include 

any planned line relocations, line extensions, existing and new customer 
locations and any other relevant information related to the capital expenditure. 

iii) Which customer(s) these costs can be attributed to.  If attributable to multiple 
customers, please provide a breakdown of cost allocation for each customer.  

iv) The incremental new load forecasted for each customer listed in the response 
to iii).  Please also include the expected timeline for the forecasted load 
additions. 

v) Confirmation that these capital additions are in service. 
 
32.6 Please provide a financial continuity schedule showing the cost transfers from Construction in 

Progress (CIP) to Plant in Service account for the years 2015-2018 Actual and 2019-2020 Test 
Years. 

32.7 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that the new customer connection(s) shown in Table 49 is 
not expected to require a Contribution in Aid of Construction.   

32.7.1 If confirmed, please explain in detail how Creative Energy determined that the 
customer connection described in Table 49 does not require a Contribution in Aid 
of Construction. 
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32.8 Please confirm, or explain otherwise, that Creative Energy’s extension policy for the NEFC 
service area is the same as for the Core Steam System. 

32.8.1 If not confirmed, please explain the differences and the reasons for the differences; 
and provide a copy of Creative Energy’s extension policy for the NEFC service area.    

 Reference: NEFC REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
Exhibit B-1-1, p. 5 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) 

On page 5 of the Evidentiary Update, Creative Energy states that it added an additional $197,600 to rate 
base (and Plant in Service) because the Application did not include the full amount of AFUDC as part of 
the balance of Plant in Service. Creative Energy states the $197,600 is calculated as the difference 
between the amount of AFDUC which has been added ($11,400) and “the estimated nominal 
capitalization of interest during construction” ($209,000), which was set out in the Creative Energy 2015 
CPCN for the NEFC. Creative Energy states, “[it] considers this estimate to be reasonable noting that an 
estimate of AFUDC would be $216,713…” 
 
33.1 Please explain why Creative Energy did not propose to correct the AFUDC balance using the 

estimate of Actual AFUDC (i.e. the $216,713).  

33.2 Would Creative Energy be amenable to the above approach? If not, please explain why not. 

 
  

 


