
From Plans to Action: 

December 9, 2015 
Richard Laszlo, QUEST 
IDEA 2015 evolvingENERGY 

Success Factors for District Energy System & 
Combined Heat and Power Implementation 



> Advancing Smart Energy Communities in 
Canada 

• QUEST is a non-profit organization that conducts research, 
engagement and advocacy to advance Smart Energy Communities in 
Canada. 

 

• Smart Energy Communities improve energy efficiency, enhance 
reliability, cut costs, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

• QUEST brings together key stakeholders from government, utilities 
and energy service providers, and the real estate sector among 
others to transform Canada’s 5400 communities into Smart Energy 
Communities. 
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> Agenda 
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Purpose 
 

Overview of Community Energy Plans (CEPs) 
 
Research methodology 
 
Findings 
• DES and CHP in CEPs 
• DES and CHP integration by CEP and community factors 
 
Conclusion 



> Purpose 
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Challenge 
• Lack of market potential research 

• CIEEDAC Inventories  feature completed projects; not forward 
looking 

• Market projections are sectoral ; nonspecific 
 
Opportunity 
• Investigate CEPs to improve and specify understandings of DES and 

CHP market potential 



> Energy Use in Canadian Communities 
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> What is a Community Energy Plan? 
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> What is a Community Energy Plan? 
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A CEP often contains: 
• A baseline inventory of energy and GHG emissions 
• Energy and GHG reduction targets 
• Energy models 
• Actions to achieve targets 

• Sometimes DES and/or CHP 



> Methods 
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• Assessed all CEPs publicly available online (n=148) for inclusions of 
DES and CHP 
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No mention Specific actions 



> Quesnel, BC (Score of 1) 
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> National Capital Region, ON QC (Score of 2) 
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> Delta, BC (Score of 3) 
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> Edmonton, AB (Score of 4) 
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> DES and CHP in CEPs 
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34% High Scoring Plans           9% High Scoring Plans 

11% 

23% 

DES in CEPs 
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7% 2% 

CHP in CEPs 
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Source: Getting to Implementation 



> DES by Plan Year 
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DES Facilities by Start Year 

Source: CIEEDAC (2015) Source: Getting to Implementation 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

1
9

9
8

1
9

9
9

2
0

0
0

2
0

0
1

2
0

0
2

2
0

0
3

2
0

0
4

2
0

0
5

2
0

0
6

2
0

0
7

2
0

0
8

2
0

0
9

2
0

1
0

2
0

1
1

2
0

1
2

2
0

1
3

2
0

1
4

2
0

1
5

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
P

la
n

s 

Publication Year 

High Scoring CEPs for DES by Year 



> CHP by Plan Year 
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> DES and CHP by Plan Type 
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Source: Getting to Implementation 
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> DES and CHP by Region 
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Source: Getting to Implementation 
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> DES and CHP by Plan Type 
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Source: Getting to Implementation 

Large: > 100,000         Mid-size: 20,000-100,000         Small: < 20,000 
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> DES and CHP by Plan Type 
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Source: Getting to Implementation, StatsCan (2011) 
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> Summary 
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• Plans and DES facilities are correlated and appear to be increasing 
over time 
• CHP appears the opposite 

 
• Plan specificity to energy is important 

• CEPs scored the highest for both DES and CHP 
 

• BC has a high degree of plan potential for DES, and Ontario for both 
DES and CHP 
 

• Increasing community size and density are correlated with support 
for DES and CHP 



> Potential Next Steps 
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• Expand assessment to other distributed energy resources  (solar? 
EVs? Retrofits?)  
 

• Investigate implementation of plans more directly and specifically 
 

• Expand scope to include corporate plans 
 

• Evaluate opportunities for advancing DES and CHP through CEPs 
• CHP working groups 
• Getting to Implementation 
 

• Equipping communities with best practices for including DES and CHP  
into CEPs  



Thank you for your time! 
 
Richard Laszlo 
Director, Research & Strategic Initiatives, QUEST 
rlaszlo@questcanada.org 
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