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History of DCS

Trend of DCS industry in Japan

1872 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992

B MNumber of Licensed DCS Sites

« The technology has been proven viable in the United States, Europe, Japan
and other Asian countries such as Malaysia and Singapore.
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Benefits of DCS

Energy saving Environmentally Friendly

Electricity consumption for cooling

Annual greenhouse gas reductions (USA)
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DCS Air-cooled
« Energy saving up to 35% as  Eliminate noise, vibration, thermal
compared with conventional air- plume and other environmental
cooled problems
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Benefits of DCS (cont'd)

« Reliability and Quality
e Space Saving

 Design flexibility to meet future
demand for cooling services

« Save capital investment

e Save maintenance and
operating costs







Phases of development of SEKD

Phasing of Expected Year of Cumulative Cooling
Development Population Intake Demand (MW)

Phase 1 2005 11
Phase 2 2006 - 2009 36
Phase 3 2010 - 2014 132
Phase 4 2015 - 2018 196
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Einancial Issues

NPV=% 64 million for a contract period of 30 years, based on

« 100% GIC (under Government Control) + 70% GIC (not under direct control of
Government) + 50% Private Commercial Development

« SEKD programme at the time of the Study
 Customer charges at a comparable tariff

« Government to resume the ownership by paying DCS operator a residual
value of the assets

e No land costs

[J GIC - Government Institution or Community
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Sensitivity of Customer Uptake and
Land Costs on NPV

Customer Uptake Scenarios
Project NPV (assumed no Project NPV (assumed
GIC (Under Gouvt. [GIC (Not Under Direct|Private Commercial land costs) land costs)
Control) Control of Govt) Development

100% 100% 100%

298M 107M
(20%) (33%) (47%)

100% 100% 50% 145M -47TM

100% 70% 50% 64M -127M

0% 70% 50% -160M -352M

Note: Value in bracket indicates the percentage of total cooling demand
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