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46.0 Topic: FEI efforts to reduce carbon emissions from the natural gas stream 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to BCSEA 1.1; Exhibit B-1, Action 
Plan, Activity 8, pdf p.244 

In response to BCSEA IR 1.1, FEI lists seven projects it is “exploring” that 
support innovative gas technologies that will help FEI meet its customers’ 
preferences for gas while also addressing provincial plans for reducing GHG 
emissions. FEI refers to Action Plan Activity 8 and says it may seek approvals to 
increase its ability to financially support investigations of innovations that will help 
its customers reduce emissions and keep energy costs low.  

The 2017 LTGRP Action Plan “describes the activities that FEI intends to pursue 
over the next four years based on the information and recommendations 
provided in this 2017 LTGRP.” Activity 8 is: 

“8. Pursue approvals as necessary of a funding envelope dedicated to 
enabling FEI to further monitor and, where applicable, support innovative 
natural gas technologies which may help FEI meet market preferences while 
also supporting solutions for BC’s emissions policy objectives.” 

In its response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.42.2, FEI says that Activity 8 includes 
activities to support the development of cellulosic biogas technologies. 

46.1 Please explain why FEI is merely “exploring” the seven listed projects 
regarding innovative gas technologies rather than vigorously participating 
in them. Is there a shortage of funding, or uncertainty about the 
benefit/cost?  

46.2 To what degree is FEI committed to carrying out Action Plan Activity 8? 
Where the response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.1 says FEI “may” seek 
approvals for funding, does that indicate less than full commitment? 

46.3 Please describe the topics that will be included in the Activity 8 envelope. 

46.4 Please describe the regulatory framework under which Activity 8 would be 
carried out.  

46.4.1 Under what section of the UCA would the approvals be sought? 

46.4.2 Please discuss how these approval applications would relate to 
FEI’s Performance Based Ratemaking framework. 

46.4.3 Would the spending under the Activity 8 envelope be capital 
spending? 
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46.4.4 Does FEI intend to rely on the GGR(CE) Regulation in support of 
Activity 8? 

46.5 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that activities to be carried out with 
the funding for which approvals will be pursued are different that the 
activities within the C&EM Innovative Technologies program area. 

47.0 Topic: Annual Energy Demand Forecasting 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-5, Appendix B-5_Annual Demand 
Forecast Data_LS.xlsx 

The live spreadsheet shows results only for Natural Gas, CNG, LNG and RNG. 
After FEI made the spreadsheet and the LTGRP Application publicly available in 
December 2017, a member of FEI’s Resource Planning Advisory Group asked 
FEI by email of December 17, 2018 for a version of the spreadsheet that also 
shows the results for electricity consumption. He said: 

“Am I correct in assuming that the end-use model also tracked electricity 
consumption? Would it be possible to get that data as well, so we can 
understand better the impact on electricity demand of the diverse 
scenarios?” 

FEI’s Integrated Resource Planning Manager responded by email of December 
20, 2017 that:  

“We did not include this information in our submission to the BCUC.  We 
would prefer to answer your question in the public hearing process to ensure 
that our response is included in the public record so that all stakeholders get 
equal access to both the question and the response.” 

47.1 Please provide a live spreadsheet version of Appendix B-5 (Annual 
Demand Forecast Data_LS) that includes all fuel types, including end-use 
electricity demand, for each of the six demand scenarios. 

48.0 Topic: Annual Energy Demand Forecasting 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Chapter 3, Annual Energy Demand Forecasting 

“The Reference Case, which is based on known, legally enshrined and 
mandatory requirements, assumes that the 2014 iteration of the BC Building 
Code (BCBC) will remain unchanged across the planning period. This is an 
important starting point against which to compare other outcomes on this critical 
uncertainty. 

Nevertheless, BC has enacted the BC Energy Step Code and the provincial CLP 
[Climate Leadership Plan] declares a goal of net zero ready new construction for 
2032. To account for the plausibility of future changes in the BCBC, the 2017 
LTGRP progressively applies the voluntary and non-time bound steps from the 
BC Energy Step Code across relatively even time periods throughout the 
planning horizon in order to achieve the CLP’s 2032 target. As such, 2017 
LTGRP scenarios that are subject to the Accelerated outcome on the Non-Price 
Carbon Policy critical uncertainty, assume that the entire province moves along 
this step code ladder over time as the BCBC is updated. Figure B1-10 below 
illustrates this dynamic for a subset of dwellings: ...” [pdf p.274] 
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The Action Plan is based on the Reference Case. FEI states: “Pursuant to Order 
G-189-14, dated December 3, 2014, FEI confirms that it has built this Action Plan 
based on its Reference Case end-use annual demand forecast and its Traditional 
Peak Method forecast.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.242] 
 
48.1 Please confirm that the Reference Case annual energy demand forecast 

uses the 2014 BC Building Code throughout the planning period. 

48.2 Please confirm that the BC Building Code is regularly updated, and over 
the last several code revisions it has incorporated more-stringent energy 
efficiency requirements. 

48.3 Does FEI agree that it is reasonable to expect that the 2014 BC Building 
Code will be amended to incorporate more-stringent energy efficiency 
requirements during the planning period, although the extent and timing of 
such changes may be uncertain?  

48.4 Would FEI agree that the most reasonable assumption for the Reference 
Case would be to assume that the province adopts successive levels of 
the Step Code with each revision, reaching Step 5 or “net-zero energy 
ready” by 2032 (three code revisions, more or less)? If not, why not?  

48.5 FEI says the Reference Case “is based on known, legally enshrined and 
mandatory requirements.” Does this mean that the Reference Case is 
based on existing legal requirements even where FEI expects existing 
legal requirements to change in a known direction during the planning 
period?  

48.5.1 Should the Reference Case be understood to represent the status 
quo extended over the planning period? 

48.6 With reference to Figure B1-1: Classification of 1 Planning Environment 
Variables [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.265], is the Reference Case based on 
categorizing as “Uncertain” any and all future additions of more-stringent 
energy efficiency requirements to the BC Building Code? 

48.7 If the four-year Action Plan is based solely on the Reference Case, and 
the Reference Case intentionally excludes reasonably foreseeable 
developments over the planning period, is the four-year Action Plan 
based on exclusion of reasonably foreseeable developments over the 
planning period?  

49.0 Topic: Annual Energy Demand Forecasting 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, Appendix B-1 

Under the heading 1.2.1.4.3 Other Policy Actions that May Result in Fuel Switching, FEI 
states: 
 

“In the 2017 LTGRP, fuel switching occurs as function of price response (to 
natural gas cost or carbon price) but not as function of efficiency increases in 
new construction. For example, a home that is built to the ENERGY STAR® 
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standard rather than current BCBC levels in the model, does not automatically 
switch from one fuel to another. This treatment of efficiency increases is 
consistent with how the BC CPR treats such increases. 
 
To account for the impact of such effects and the effects of undetermined policy 
actions that may compel customers to switch from natural gas to another fuel 
type (e.g. Orders in Council 100 and 101, discussed in Section 2.3.3.5 of the 
2017 LTGRP), the 2017 LTGRP scenario analysis includes a backstop 
mechanism that mandates minimum levels of fuel switching across the planning 
period for scenarios that are subject to the Accelerated outcome on the Non-
Price Carbon Policy Action critical uncertainty. The backstop levels are based on 
updates of research conducted for the 2014 LTRP and, for the residential sector 
specifically, extrapolated fuel share change data from the BC CPR. The backstop 
levels break out as follows: 
 

 Across the planning period, 15 percent of commercial buildings connect to 
district energy systems and are thus removed from FEI’s natural gas system;  

 If not motivated by price response already, at least the following amount of 
switching from natural gas to other fuels occurs for the following buildings 
across the planning period: 

o Depending on their location and building type, 26 to 36 percent of 
residential dwellings and apartment buildings switch their space 
heating and 16 to 25 percent switch their domestic hot water away 
from natural gas; 

o In addition to district energy connections, 2 percent of commercial 
buildings switch their hot water loads away from natural gas; and 

o 1 percent of industrial facilities switch their hot water loads away from 
natural gas.” [pdf pp.276-277] 

 
49.1 What is the basis of the fuel switching assumptions [in the bulleted 

paragraphs quoted above] used in the Accelerated Non-Carbon Price 
scenarios?  

49.2 To what extent are these assumptions based on factors such as: a 
significant uptake in electric heat pumps, regulations, price, incentives, or 
a switch back to electric resistance heating driven by much lower heating 
demand in new buildings? 

49.3 How have these assumptions changed since the 2014 LTGRP? 

50.0 Topic: Renewable Natural Gas 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, section 2.4.2; Table 3-1; section 3.4.6; Figure 3-14: 
RNG Annual Demand Scenarios – All Sectors; section 5.3.1; section 8.2.4 
RNG and other Innovative Natural Gas Technologies; Appendix E: Potential 
GHG Emissions Reductions Pathways; Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to 
BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.42.1 

BCSEA-SCBC refer to: “Resource Supply Potential for Renewable Natural Gas in 

B.C., PUBLIC VERSION,” MARCH 2017, by Hallbar Consulting Inc. and the 
Research Institute of Sweden (RISE), available at 
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https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-
industry/electricity-alternative-energy/transportation/renewable-low-carbon-
fuels/resource_supply_potential_for_renewable_natural_gas_in_bc_public_v
ersion.pdf (“Hallbar Report”).  

The Hallbar Report concludes in part: 

“In the short-term, achievable RNG production potential [in B.C.] is estimated 
to be up to 4.4 PJ/year.” [pdf p.5] 

The Greenhouse Gas Reduction (Clean Energy) Regulation, B.C. Reg. 
102/2012, prescribes a renewable natural gas undertaking in section 2 (3.7) to 
(3.9) as follows: 

“2. (3.7) A public utility's undertaking that is in the class defined in subsection 
(3.8) is a prescribed undertaking for the purposes of section 18 of the [Clean 
Energy] Act. 

(3.8) The public utility acquires renewable natural gas 

(a) for which the public utility pays no more than $30 per GJ, and 

(b) that, subject to subsection (3.9), in a calendar year, does not exceed 
5% of the total volume of natural gas provided by the public utility to its 
non-bypass customers in 2015. 

(3.9) The volume referred to in subsection (3.8) (b) does not include 
renewable natural gas acquired by the public utility that the public utility 
provides to a customer in accordance with a rate under which the full cost of 
the following is recovered from the customer: 

(a) the acquisition of the renewable natural gas; 

(b) the service related to the provision of the renewable natural gas.” 
[underline added] 

 
“In its March 22, 2017, amendment to the [Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
(Clean Energy)] Regulation, the BC government also increased to $30/GJ 
the maximum rate at which FEI may acquire RNG. The amendment also 
enables FEI to acquire sufficient RNG to meet up to 5 percent of FEI’s 2015 
non-bypass annual demand (this equals approximately 8.9 million GJ).” 
[Exhibit B-1, pdf p.71] 

 
50.1 Is FEI familiar with the Hallbar Report? Please file a copy of the report. 

50.2 Please discuss the extent to which FEI’s scenarios involving accelerated 
acquisition of RNG take into account (a) the Hallbar Report and (b) the 
GGR(CE) Regulation.  

50.3 Please confirm that three of FEI’s five alternate future demand scenarios 
(Local Growth & Constricted Supply, Global Growth & Carbon Step 
Change, and Upper Bound), assume RNG demand in excess of 2.5 
million GJ/year by 2025.  

50.3.1 What steps is FEI taking to acquire these amounts of RNG? 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/electricity-alternative-energy/transportation/renewable-low-carbon-fuels/resource_supply_potential_for_renewable_natural_gas_in_bc_public_version.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/electricity-alternative-energy/transportation/renewable-low-carbon-fuels/resource_supply_potential_for_renewable_natural_gas_in_bc_public_version.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/electricity-alternative-energy/transportation/renewable-low-carbon-fuels/resource_supply_potential_for_renewable_natural_gas_in_bc_public_version.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-industry/electricity-alternative-energy/transportation/renewable-low-carbon-fuels/resource_supply_potential_for_renewable_natural_gas_in_bc_public_version.pdf


BCSEA-SCBC IR2 to FEI May 29, 2018 
2017 Long Term Gas Resource Plan Page 6 of 22 

 

 

50.4 FEI’s Reference Case forecasts RNG GHG emissions reductions of 0.04 
MtCO2e over 2015 base [Exhibit B-1, Table 8-1, pdf p.231]. Please 
provide a graph and table showing how much RNG is this, in GJ/year, 
over each year of the planning period, along with the amount of RNG in 
the Reference Case, the amount of RNG contemplated in the four-year 
Action Plan, and the amount of RNG in each of the four speculative RNG 
pathways described in Appendix E and quantified in Table E-1.  

50.5 Is FEI confident that under the 2017 LTGRP Reference Case FEI will 
acquire and deliver enough RNG by 2036 to achieve GHG emissions 
reductions of 0.04 MtCO2e over 2015 base?  

50.6 In Appendix E, FEI states: “This appendix assumes four speculative 
maximum RNG levels to be achieved by 2036. The first level assumes 
that FEI will reach its maximum allowance under the GGRR (5 percent of 
FEI’s 2015 non-bypass annual demand, or approximately 8.88 million GJ 
at up to $30 per GJ energy supply cost) by 2036.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf 
p.3468] Table E-1 shows forecast 2036 RNG at GGRR Cap at 0.5 
MtCO2e over 2015 base. Please explain the difference between this 
figure and the figure of 0.4 MtCO2e over 2015 base in Table 8-1. Is the 
figure in Table 8-1 based on assuming that FEI acquires less than the 5% 
RNG Cap? 

50.7 In Appendix E, FEI states that “This appendix assumes four speculative 
maximum RNG levels to be achieved by 2036. The first level assumes 
that FEI will reach its maximum allowance under the GGRR (5 percent of 
FEI’s 2015 non-bypass annual demand, or approximately 8.88 million GJ 
at up to $30 per GJ energy supply cost) by 2036.” What changes in 
regulations would be required in order for FEI to achieve the first level 
(GGRR Cap) RNG pathway? Please address RNG supply using (a) 
current RNG supply technologies, and (b) cellulosic biogas.  

51.0 Topic: Effect of net zero buildings on demand for natural gas 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, section 2.3.3.1; section 3.4.4; Government Mandate 
Letter, Exhibit B-3, Attachment 33.1, pdf p.212 

“The 2017 LTGRP’s critical uncertainties break down as follows: 

 Economic variables: 

o Economic growth, represented by account growth values in the forecast 
model; 

o Natural gas commodity price, based on a multitude of third-party forecasts 
(this accounts for price changes motivated by various factors, such as 
demand-supply balance or upstream regulatory changes);  

 Policy variables: 

o Carbon price, which accounts for provincial and federal carbon pricing 
actions and is agnostic to the specific pricing mechanism (the forecast 
model simply assumes a stream of price values without identifying, for 
example, whether these are the result of a carbon tax or a cap and trade 
system);  

o Non-price policy levers, which account for changes in the building code, 
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energy performance standards, and any requirements for switching from 
one fuel type to another (e.g. district energy systems); and  

 The extraneous variables of RNG demand, NGT demand, and demand from 
large industrial point loads (FEI’s scenario analysis assumes that the RNG and 
NGT markets are still emerging and thus primarily depend on policy and 
stakeholder action rather than other macroeconomic factors).” [Exhibit B-1, pdf 
pp. 94 – 95, underline added; footnote removed] 

“The modeling process involved turning each of these assumptions into concrete 
changes to the input values for buildings in the three sectors. For example, in response 
to higher or lower gas prices, adjustments were made to the number of new buildings 
using natural gas for specific end-uses, or to the number of existing buildings whose 
owners might opt to change fuels when equipment needs replacement. The policy 
environment affects assumptions about the number of customers who would opt to 
install energy efficient equipment naturally, without influence from utility programs.” (pdf 
p. 97) 
 

The BC Climate Leadership Team recommended in Recommendation 20 that 
B.C. establish by 2016 a buildings strategy that by 2030 reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions from the buildings sector by 50 per cent.  
 
The Climate Leadership Plan states that the B.C. Government is “implementing a 

number of policies to encourage the development of net zero buildings.” [p.37, underline 
added] 
 
The BC Energy Step Code, adopted in April 2017 as an amendment to the BC Building 
Code, is a performance-based code that can be adopted voluntarily by builders or 
imposed locally by municipalities. It “contains multiple steps for residential and 
commercial buildings that range from enhanced compliance with the prevailing provincial 
building code to net zero ready building performance.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.73]  
 
Various BC municipalities have adopted, or are considering adopting, a goal to supply 
100 percent of their energy needs via clean and renewable sources by 2050. 
 
In July 2016, the City of Vancouver released the Zero Emissions Building Plan that aims 
for all new buildings to achieve zero operational GHG emissions by 2030. FEI says: 

“The COV and FEI announced an agreement in November 2017, whereby 
the COV would amend the Zero Emissions Building Plan to include alternate 
compliance pathways that align with the BC Energy Step Code. This 
pathway does not require new buildings to achieve the GHGI [GHG intensity] 
target if they, instead, comply with a step of the BC Energy Step Code that 
achieves similar reductions in GHGs.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.74] 

FEI states further that: 

“Significantly reducing GHG emissions from new developments and new 
housing builds, and implementing an electrified transportation system, poses 
the risk of downward pressure on natural gas demand and could result in 
increased electricity demand in the COV.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.74, underline 
added] 
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The July 18, 2017 mandate letter to the B.C. Minister of Environment and Climate 
Change Strategy includes separate sectoral reduction targets and plans within a new 
legislated 2030 GHG emissions reduction target. It states: 
 

 “Implement a comprehensive climate-action strategy that provides a pathway 
for B.C. to prosper economically while meeting carbon pollution reduction 
targets, including setting a new legislated 2030 reduction target and 
establishing separate sectoral reduction targets and plans.” [Exhibit B-3, pdf 
p.212, underline added] 

BCSEA-SCBC are interested in the consequences for FEI’s delivery charges of 
substantially reduced GHG emissions from the building section.   

 
51.1 Please give more detail about FEI’s 2017 agreement with CoV on the 

Zero Emissions Building Plan: 

51.1.1 Is this a formal agreement with reciprocal terms and conditions? 

51.1.2 Please give an example of an alternate compliance pathway that 
would “align with” or “comply with” the BC Energy Step Code 
without achieving a GHGI target. 

51.1.3 Please copy a copy of the agreement. 

51.2 Please provide more detail on how “non-price policy levers, which 
account for changes in the building code, energy performance standards 
…” are incorporated into the alternative future scenarios. 

51.3 Are increased building energy performance standards, such as net zero 
buildings, or a 50% reduction in GHG emissions from buildings by 2030, 
incorporated into any of the alternate future scenarios? If yes, which 
ones? 

51.3.1 If no, please provide a table showing a quantitative estimate of the 
reduction in Reference Case demand at 2030 that would 
represent downward pressure on natural gas demand due to 
significantly reducing GHG emissions from existing and new 
developments in the buildings sector and the corresponding 
impact on delivery rates (all else equal). Use an upper and lower 
range of demand reductions if suitable.  

51.4 Is the estimated percentage reduction in natural gas use roughly the 
same as a given target percentage reduction in the GHG emissions of 
BC’s building stock? Are fossil fuels other than natural gas, i.e., heating 
oil, a significant factor in BC?  

51.5 Please provide an rough estimate of the effect on FEI’s delivery rates of a 
50% reduction in GHG emissions from BC’s buildings sector by 2030, 
assuming a straight-line or slightly accelerating rate of reductions. 

51.5.1 Please discuss what effect such a reduction in demand would 
have on FEI’s infrastructure investments. 
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52.0 Topic: Delivery Rates 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, section 2.3.3.1; Government Mandate Letter, Exhibit 
B-3, Attachment 33.1, pdf p.212 

The BC Climate Leadership Team recommended in Recommendation 20 that 
B.C. establish by 2016 a buildings strategy that by 2030 reduces greenhouse gas 
emissions from the buildings sector by 50 per cent.  
 
The Climate Leadership Plan states that the B.C. Government is “implementing a 

number of policies to encourage the development of net zero buildings.” [p.37, underline 
added] 
 
The BC Energy Step Code, adopted in April 2017 as an amendment to the BC Building 
Code, is a performance-based code that can be adopted voluntarily by builders or 
imposed locally by municipalities. It “contains multiple steps for residential and 
commercial buildings that range from enhanced compliance with the prevailing provincial 
building code to net zero ready building performance.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.73]  
 
Various BC municipalities have adopted, or are considering adopting, a goal to supply 
100 percent of their energy needs via clean and renewable sources by 2050. 
 
In July 2016, the City of Vancouver released the Zero Emissions Building Plan that aims 
for all new buildings to achieve zero operational GHG emissions by 2030. FEI says: 
 

“The COV and FEI announced an agreement in November 2017, whereby 
the COV would amend the Zero Emissions Building Plan to include alternate 
compliance pathways that align with the BC Energy Step Code. This 
pathway does not require new buildings to achieve the GHGI [GHG intensity] 
target if they, instead, comply with a step of the BC Energy Step Code that 
achieves similar reductions in GHGs.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.74] 

FEI states further that: 
 

“Significantly reducing GHG emissions from new developments and new 
housing builds, and implementing an electrified transportation system, poses 
the risk of downward pressure on natural gas demand and could result in 
increased electricity demand in the COV.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.74, underline 
added] 

The July 18, 2017 mandate letter to the B.C. Minister of Environment and Climate 
Change Strategy includes separate sectoral reduction targets and plans within a new 
legislated 2030 GHG emissions reduction target. It states: 
 

 “Implement a comprehensive climate-action strategy that provides a pathway 
for B.C. to prosper economically while meeting carbon pollution reduction 
targets, including setting a new legislated 2030 reduction target and 
establishing separate sectoral reduction targets and plans.” [Exhibit B-3, pdf 
p.212, underline added] 

BCSEA-SCBC are interested in the consequences for FEI’s delivery charges of 
substantially reduced GHG emissions from the building section.   
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52.1 Please provide a table showing a quantitative estimate of the reduction in 
Reference Case demand at 2030 that would represent downward 
pressure on natural gas demand due to significantly reducing GHG 
emissions from existing and new developments in the buildings sector 
and the corresponding impact on delivery rates (all else equal). Use an 
upper and lower range of demand reductions if suitable.  

53.0 Topic: DSM Depth of Savings 
Reference: Exhibit B-2, FEI Response to BCUC 1.27.3 

In BCUC IR 1. 27.3, the Commission asked: 

“27.3 Please compare FEI’s expected energy savings to the annual savings 
targets and 2030 reduction in energy demand summarized for EERS states. 
Please discuss the differences.” 

FEI responded: 
“As indicated by the values provided in the response to BCUC IR 1.27.2, the 
2017 LTGRP C&EM analysis annual and cumulative energy savings as a 
percentage of sales results are lower than the respective values discussed in 
the EERS on pages 35 and 36 of Exhibit B-1. The policy framework by which 
FEI achieves savings through its C&EM programs is different than in 
jurisdictions that use an EERS. FEI is enabled to pursue any cost-effective 
savings from C&EM program spending, meaning generally that FEI’s volume 
of saved energy is predicated on the cost of C&EM programs relative to the 
cost of energy. This differs from the general approach of an EERS which 
typically mandates savings as a percentage of sales. Utilities operating 
under an EERS are obliged to pursue the most cost-effective pathway to 
achieve those savings. The differences between these two systems is that 
FEI optimizes the total savings it can achieve in its C&EM activities under 
the cost-effectiveness constraint while utilities under an EERS are mandated 
a total volume of savings and are optimizing on the costs to achieve those 
savings. As such, FEI’s volume of energy savings targets depends on 
assumptions like the price of energy and the costs of C&EM interventions. 
Under an EERS, the volume of savings is more certain while the costs to 
achieve those savings programs are variable.” [pdf p.118] 

53.1 How do FEI’s expected DSM energy savings targets over the plan period 
and at 2030, as a percentage of annual sales, compare with those of 
natural gas distribution utilities in jurisdictions that do not use an EERS? 

54.0 Topic: DSM expenditure schedule 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, FEI-BSEA 1.24.1 

“FEI expects to file its 2019 – 2022 DSM Expenditures application during Q2, 
2018, in order to attain a timely Commission approval for its 2019 expenditures.” 
 
54.1 What is the current expected timing of filing the 2019-2022 DSM 

Expenditure Schedule? 
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55.0 Topic: Connect to Gas Program 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, FEI-BCSEA 1.30.3; Exhibit B-1, section 8.3 GHG 
Emissions Forecasts, pdf p.226 

BCSEA-SCBC asked FEI: 

“30.3 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that “Connect to Gas” (formerly 
“Switch ‘n’ Shrink”) supports only measures that reduce GHG emissions. 

FEI responded: 

“In 2012, the “Switch ‘n’ Shrink” program budget was moved from C&EM 
(then EEC) to O&M per Commission Order G-44-12.  

FEI confirms that the previous “Switch and Shrink” program, now an offering 
that is run under the “Connect to Gas” umbrella, continues to provide 
customers with rebate incentives that support the reduction of GHG 
emissions. 

The overarching “Connect to Gas” initiative is a branding umbrella under 
which FEI communicates to customers about becoming a gas customer as 
opposed to one specific program. Since the rebranding, FEI has expanded 
its efforts to additional offerings. Under the umbrella, FEI will continue to 
develop and pilot rebate and other offerings to meet customer needs and 
demands.” [Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC 1.30.3, underline 
added] 

 
“The BCUC has requested FEI to discuss the relationship between demand 
and GHG emissions within its 20-year vision. The BCUC also identified as 
part of a 20-year vision a discussion of FEI’s contribution to BC’s GHG 
targets. Outlined in Part 1(2) of the province’s CEA, BC’s energy objectives 
include taking demand side measures to conserve energy, encouraging 
efficient energy use, fostering the development in BC of innovative 
technologies that support energy conservation and efficiency, encouraging 
switching from one kind of energy to another that decreases provincial GHG 
emissions, and reducing BC’s GHG emissions. FEI’s C&EM activities, NGT 
initiative, RNG offering and Connect to Gas Program are all important 
activities that help to meet these goals.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.226, underline 
added] 

 
55.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that the overarching “Connect to 

Gas” initiative includes offerings that increase GHG emissions. 

55.2 What are the offerings under the “Connect to Gas” initiative that increase 
GHG emissions? 

55.3 What is the name of the component of the “Connect to Gas” initiative that 
was formerly called “Shrink ‘n’ Switch”? 

55.4 Does FEI anticipate that the component of the “Connect to Gas” initiative 
that was formerly called “Switch ‘n’ Shrink” will continue throughout the 
planning period?  
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55.5 Please provide, for the most recent available year, the spending the 
component of the “Connect to Gas” initiative that was formerly called 
“Switch ‘n’ Shrink,” the spending on the “Connect to Gas” initiative, and 
the percentage.  

55.6 If the “Connect to Gas” initiative includes components that would increase 
GHG emissions, then please explain how the Connect to Gas Program 
supports the B.C, energy objectives. 

56.0 Topic: NGT GHG emission reductions 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to BCSEA IR 1.36.1, pdf p.93 

“For example, natural gas used to displace liquid transport fuels would reduce net 
lifecycle GHG emissions by approximately 30 percent.” 
 
56.1 Please provide the source of this information. The figure does not appear 

to coincide with the figures from GHGenius v4.03 cited in FEI’s response 
to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.36.2 [pdf p.95].  

57.0 Topic: NGT GHG emission reductions – GHGenius v4.03 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, pdf pp.229, 3460; Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to 
BCSEA IR 1.36.2, pdf p.93 

“NGT emissions reduction factors are sourced from GHGenius. RNG and 
C&EM emissions factors are sourced from the BC Ministry of Environment & 
Climate Change Strategy.” [footnote 155, pdf p.229, underline added] 

“Calculation based on GHGenius model found at http://www.ghgenius.com/. 
The GHGenius model is based on Canadian fuel and supply sources.” 
[footnote 2, pdf p.3460, underline added] 

“GHGenius v4.03, a Canadian lifecycle GHG emissions assessment tool, 
concludes that natural gas has the lowest lifecycle GHG emissions 
compared to all other fossil fuels in all sectors in BC. On a fuel-cycle basis: 
...” [Exhibit G-3, FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.36.2, underline added] 

57.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that FEI relies on GHGenius for 
NGT GHG emissions reduction factors and lifecycle GHG emissions 
results. 

57.2 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that GHGenius v4.03 was issued 
publicly in June 2013 and is the most recent version.  

57.3 What is the date of the data contained in GHGenius v4.03 on which the 
NGT GHG emissions reduction factors and lifecycle GHG emissions 
results are based?  

57.4 Are FEI’s NGT GHG emissions reduction factors and lifecycle GHG 
emissions results based on up-to-date data?  

57.5 What source does FEI rely on for estimates of GHG emissions reduction 
factors for marine transportation?  

http://www.ghgenius.com/
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58.0 Topic: International Marine NGT 
Reference: Exhibit B-1, footnote 12, pdf p. 30; pdf p. 22; pdf p. 71; pdf p. 80. 
section 2.3.3.5; pdf p. 46, pdf p. 78; pdf pp. 106 – 107; pdf pp. 110 - 111. 

“NGT includes CNG and LNG supply for heavy duty on-road trucks, 
locomotives, marine vessels, mine haul trucks and remote power generation 
for industrial applications.” [Exhibit B-1, footnote 12, pdf p.30, underline 
added] 

“FEI examined NGT market capture scenarios of between 1 and 15 percent 
of the heavy duty and return to base fleet vehicles, and uses a Reference 
Case expectation of 4 percent market capture. All market sectors of potential 
NGT future demand - land transportation CNG and LNG vehicles as well as 
coastal freight vessels, domestic passenger ferries, locomotives, mine haul 
trucks and stationary power generation for industrial applications - are 
important in helping the Province meet its carbon emission reduction targets. 
The trans-Pacific marine segment, however, has the most significant 
potential impact on increased natural gas demand combined  with reduced 
carbon emissions.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.22, underline added] 

“The GGRR is designed to facilitate certain market segments to adopt 
natural gas as a transportation (or power generation) fuel to displace higher 
carbon emitting fuels such as diesel and heavy marine oil.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf 
p.71] 

“The Provincial GHG emissions inventory (in Section 2.4.1) includes only 
marine emissions for vessels transiting intercoastal provincial waterways. 
Marine vessels that regularly call BC ports that originate from ports of other 
countries (i.e. container ships, chemical tankers, car carriers, etc.) are not 
included in the Provincial emissions inventory, although these vessels emit 
large amounts of GHGs into the Province’s atmosphere when in transit, and 
when berthed in domestic ports. It is FEI’s view that these emissions should 
be considered as part of a global GHG reduction strategy through fuel 
switching from the incumbent petroleum marine fuels to natural gas.” [Exhibit 
B-1, pdf p.80 

BCSEA-SCBC wish to learn more about the relationship between the “vessels 
transiting intercoastal provincial waterways” and the “trans-Pacific marine 
segment” components of the marine component of FEI’s NGT (Natural Gas for 
Transportation) initiatives. 
 
58.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that GHG emissions that are not 

included in BC’s GHG emissions inventory are not included in Canada’s 
and BC’s GHG emissions reductions targets. 

58.2 Is it the case that all GHG emissions from vessels transiting intercoastal 
provincial waterways are included in the BC GHG emissions inventory 
and all GHG emissions from vessels calling BC ports from international 
ports are excluded from the BC GHG emissions inventory?  

58.2.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that GHG emissions from 
ships engaged in international transit are excluded from the BC 
GHG emissions inventory even when such GHG emissions occur 
while the vessel is within BC waters. 
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58.3 In section 2.3.3.5, BC Government Directions to BCUC, of the 
Application, FEI discusses BC government orders in council 557/2013, 
749/2014, OIC 162/2017, 100/2017 and 101/2017. To the extent that 
these directions apply to investments by FEI regarding LNG facilities that 
could be used for the marine component of NGT, in FEI’s view are these 
directions limited to LNG facilities to serve intercoastal provincial shipping 
or do they apply to LNG facilities that might serve a future international 
shipping market for LNG bunkering? 

58.4 When FEI uses the term Natural Gas for Transportation as including LNG 
(or CNG) for marine vessels does the term include LNG for international 
marine shipping? 

“Capitalizing on the LNG marine bunkering opportunity is a key part of FEI’s  
strategy to leverage pre-existing Company-owned assets and operational 
expertise to drive growth in new markets. While the Tilbury LNG facility 
primarily serves as a winter peaking facility, over time, the facility has also 
evolved to serve a variety of new LNG markets. Tilbury is a scalable LNG 
facility that, subject to any required regulatory approvals and the lead time 
for obtaining them, provides FEI with the flexibility to invest in new 
infrastructure in order to capitalize on load growth opportunities such as the 
marine bunkering market.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf p.78, underline added]  

58.5 In FEI’s view, is there any distinction between the intercoastal component 
and the international component of the marine bunkering market in terms 
of the approvals FEI has or would require in order to serve this market? 

58.6 What approvals would FEI require from the BCUC in order to invest in, 
and operate, facilities to provide LNG bunkering for the international 
shipping market? What would trigger a requirement for such an approval?  

58.7 What additional facilities and pipeline capacity would FEI need to 
construct to serve an international marine shipping market with LNG? 

“Natural gas as a transportation fuel has emerged as a growing market in 
BC, both for CNG and LNG customers. As discussed in Section 2, the 
Company has established programs (incentive and infrastructure investment 
opportunities) that are enabled through the BC government’s GGRR to 
assist customers with: 

o Incentives toward the incremental cost of new natural gas vehicles 
(which includes marine vessels, mine haul trucks, on-road trucks, 
buses and locomotives) and remote power generation applications;” 
[Exhibit B-1, pdf pp.106-107, underline added] 

58.8 Does FEI provide, or have any plans to provide, incentives under the 
GGRR toward the incremental cost of new natural gas marine vessels for 
the international marine shipping sector? 

“For the High forecast scenario, FEI further built upon the Base scenario but 
incorporated a more aggressive LNG adoption scenario, particularly from the 
trans-Pacific deep sea marine segment. In both the Base and High 
scenarios, the marine segment plays a crucial role in developing LNG 
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demand on a material scale, beyond the capacity of the Tilbury Phase 1A 
Expansion. 

For example, if LNG gains prominence as a maritime fuel and vessels begin 
to request LNG bunkers from West Coast ports, the High scenario assumes 
that in addition to the key marine segment identified in the Base case, other 
marine segments would also adopt LNG on a larger scale. For instance, 
LNG adoption for container marine vessels was not included in the Base 
scenario but is included in the High scenario.” [Exhibit B-1, pdf pp.110-111, 
underline added] 

58.9 In its approach to including LNG for marine service in the annual demand 
scenarios does FEI make any distinction between LNG for marine service 
where the ship source GHG emissions reductions are included versus 
excluded from the BC GHG emissions inventory and Canadian or BC 
GHG emissions reductions targets? 

59.0 Topic: GHGs from International Marine Shipping 
Reference: Exhibit B-2, FEI response to BCUC IR 45.1, pdf pp 194-5 

The Commission asked FEI to provide a version of Table 8-1 which excludes 
NGT GHG emissions reductions  that are realized outside the current boundaries 
of the BC emissions inventory. FEI provided a revised Table 8-1. FEI also 
provided the following text: 

“Limiting the scope of GHG reductions to BC’s boundaries significantly 
reduces the scale of GHG emissions reductions from British Columbia’s 
natural gas transport solutions. This is because the largest potential for GHG 
reductions in transportation exists in the international marine sector which is 
not included in either of Canada’s or BC’s GHG emissions inventory. GHG 
emissions from the international marine sector are responsible for 
approximately 3 percent of total global GHG emissions or 1 billion tonnes of 
CO2e. However, the emissions associated with this sector are not accounted 
for in any one country’s national GHG inventory. If the international marine 
sector was considered a country, it would be the 6th largest global emitter of 
GHG emissions. The vast majority of fossil fuel consumption from ships into 
BC ports are from international shippers on trans-pacific routes. It is 
estimated that the emissions associated with international marine shipping 
into and out of BC ports are on the same order as BC’s total domestic GHG 
emissions.”  [underline added; footnote removed] 

In the upper bound scenario, the GHG emissions reductions associated with 
the conversion and adoption of LNG-powered international marine vessels 
are over 20% of BC’s total domestic GHG emissions. In other words, actions 
in the international marine sector alone would be enough to move BC one 
quarter of the way to achieve its 2050 emissions reductions target of 80% 
below 2007 levels. 

The International Marine Organization announced that it was, for the first 
time, adopting GHG emissions targets consistent with the goals of the Paris 
Agreement. The IMO aims to reduce carbon emissions by 50 percent 
compared with 2008 levels by 2050. Based on analysis from the 
International Energy Agency (which informed the IMO’s target-making) low 
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carbon fuels including LNG make up the second-largest GHG emission 
reducing action needed to achieve this target. 

The table below excludes NGT emissions reductions that are realized 
outside the boundaries of the BC emissions inventory by excluding 
international marine shipping emissions, specifically this excludes emissions 
estimated from the coastal freight and trans-pacific marine market segments. 
The emissions from both of these market segments are not captured in BC’s 
emissions inventory. However, marine vessels bunkered with LNG from BC 
represents a sizeable opportunity to reduce net global GHG emissions. BC’s 
LNG sector has a number of factors that make it very low emissions intensity 
compared to other jurisdictions, including its colder climate, low formation 
CO2 gas in the Montney gas basin, and a clean power grid powering 
electrified LNG plants such as at FEI’s Tilbury LNG facility.” [underline 
added] 

59.1 Please confirm, or otherwise explain, that FEI is not saying that GHG 
emissions reductions due to the substitution of LNG for higher-carbon 
intensity fuels used by international marine ships that call on BC ports and 
are provided with LNG bunkering by FEI would literally count toward BC’s 
GHG emissions reduction target even though such emissions are not 
included in the BC GHG emissions inventory.  

60.0 Topic: GHG Emissions 
Reference: Exhibit B-3, FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.36.1; 1.36.3; 
Exhibit B-1, p.31, pfd p.68 

“The IEA conducted a detailed review of the scale of fugitive methane 
emissions around the world and estimated that there was a global average 
1.7 percent leakage rate for natural gas across the supply chain.13 This is 
further supported by calculations completed by FEI using data from the BC 
Ministry of Environment at which upstream and transmission/distribution 
vented, flared and fugitive emission was compared to the total amount of 
marketable gas produced in BC. Based upon 2015 values, the estimated 
methane leakage rate for natural gas in BC is 0.5 percent.” [Exhibit B-3, pdf 
p.94, underline added] 

“The 2015 estimated methane leakage rate in BC is 0.5 percent, well below 
the world average. This is consistent [with] a review conducted by FEI based 
on vented, flared, and fugitive data for upstream producers and transmission 
pipeline companies as published by the BC Ministry of Environment.” [Exhibit 
B-3, pdf p.96, underline added] 

 
“The CLP [BC Climate Leadership Plan] included the following actions 
which, if implemented, may impact FEI and provincial natural gas use 
patterns: ...  

 Pursuing multiple pathways for reducing the emissions intensity of 
natural gas: 

o Introducing regulation and an incentive program to reduce 
upstream vented and fugitive methane emissions by 45 percent by 
2025;” [Exhibit B-1, p.31, pfd p.68, underline added] 
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“In early 2017, ECCC plans to propose federal methane regulations for the 
oil and gas sector, which will reduce emissions of methane – a potent 
greenhouse gas – by 40 to 45 percent from 2012 levels by 2025. These 
regulations are designed to deliver on commitments made at the North 
American Leaders Summit and through the Canada-United States Joint 
Statement on Climate, Energy and Arctic Leadership.” [GOVERNMENT OF 
CANADA RESPONSE TO THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES’ INTERIM REPORT: “THE FUTURE OF CANADA’S OIL AND 
GAS SECTOR: INNOVATION, SUSTAINABLE SOLUTIONS AND 
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES” January 19, 2017, Exhibit B-1, Appendix D, 
pdf p.619, underline added] 

 
An Environment and Climate Change Canada “Technical Backgrounder: Federal 
methane regulations for the upstream oil and gas sector,” dated April 27, 2018 
and located at https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-
change/news/2018/04/federal-methane-regulations-for-the-upstream-oil-and-gas-
sector.html, states: 
   

“As part of the Pan-Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and Climate 
Change, the Government of Canada reaffirmed its commitment to reduce 
methane emissions from the oil and gas sector by 40 to 45 percent from 
2012 levels by 2025. Methane is a potent greenhouse gas (GHG) that is 25 
times more powerful than carbon dioxide and methane emissions make up 
about 15 percent of Canada’s total GHG emissions. The oil and gas sector is 
the largest contributor to methane emissions in Canada. 

In April 2018, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) published 
federal methane regulations to deliver on this commitment. ECCC has 
consulted extensively with provinces, territories, industry, environmental 
organizations and Indigenous peoples to develop robust and cost-effective 
regulations.” [underline added] 

 
A May 2018 report by Maximilian Kniewasser for the Pembina Institute titled 
“Limiting methane pollution from B.C.’s gas sector A prime opportunity for 
stronger action on upstream emissions,” (Kniewasser Report) at 
http://www.pembina.org/reports/BC-Methane-Emissions-2018.pdf, states:  
 

“Stronger action to reduce methane pollution from British Columbia’s natural 
gas sector and prospective liquefied natural gas (LNG) industry is essential 
to meeting B.C.’s climate targets.  

Methane emissions represent one of the most effective and cost-efficient 
opportunities to reduce carbon pollution in support of meeting climate targets 
for B.C.’s industrial sector. Current regulations to reduce methane emissions 
by 45% are estimated to cost just $1.70/t-CO2e. This suggests more cost-
effective opportunities remain... 

Fulfilling the B.C. government’s commitment to balance LNG development 
with B.C.’s climate targets will require increasing ambition on methane 
emissions. Ambition should reflect best practices and the government’s 
commitment to price fugitive emissions.” [p.1, underline added] 

 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2018/04/federal-methane-regulations-for-the-upstream-oil-and-gas-sector.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2018/04/federal-methane-regulations-for-the-upstream-oil-and-gas-sector.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2018/04/federal-methane-regulations-for-the-upstream-oil-and-gas-sector.html
http://www.pembina.org/reports/BC-Methane-Emissions-2018.pdf
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60.1 Please clarify whether the 2015 estimated methane leakage rate in BC of 
0.5 percent is separate but confirmed by FEI’s calculations, or the 0.5 
percent estimate is simply the result of FEI’s calculations. In any event, 
please provide a copy of FEI’s review and, if there is one, the other 
source of the 0.5 percent estimate.  

60.2 Please describe in more detail how FEI’s estimates methane leakage 
rates. Does it include any in situ measurements? 

60.3 Please describe briefly the current state of the federal and provincial 
regulation of methane emissions reductions applicable to the natural gas 
sector in B.C.  

60.4 Does the Reference Case in the 2017 LGTRP take into account federal 
and B.C. regulatory initiatives to substantially reduce methane emissions 
from the natural gas sector in B.C.? If so, in what way? If not, why not? 

60.5 How does FEI’s 2015 estimate of a 0.5 percent methane leakage rate for 
the B.C. natural gas supply chain compare with the estimates of methane 
leakage used in the federal methane reduction regulatory initiative?  

60.6 Is FEI familiar with the Kniewasser Report? Please file a copy. 

60.7 Does FEI agree that methane emissions represent one of the most 
effective and cost-efficient opportunities to reduce carbon pollution in 
support of meeting climate targets for B.C.’s industrial sector? 
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61.0 Topic: DSM and System Capacity Constraints 
Reference: Exhibit B-3 FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.4.4; 1.4.5; 1.5.3; 
1.23.3. 

“FEI agrees that DSM can be used as a resource option to address system 
constraints. Practically, however, FEI cannot confirm that DSM programs are 
reducing peak demand to the extent that they can address system constraints.” 
[pdf p.9] 

“FEI agrees in principle that, with sufficient verification to support its 
effectiveness, a load-shifting DSM program could be used to address system 
constraints.” [pdf p.10] 

“FEI has not conducted analysis addressing above Plan DSM to address any of 
VITS, CTS or ITS constraints for reasons described in the response to BCUC IR 
1.29.1. FEI is developing the means to conduct such an analysis.” [pdf pp. 11-12, 
underline added] 

“…FEI would consider infrastructure investment as a firm resource in the context 
of resource planning for addressing peak demand capacity constraints. To 
assess whether or not demand side measures are truly having a firm impact on 
peak demand and what economic value could be attributed to that impact would 
require direct measurement of end-use loads at a reading frequency (hourly for 
example) sufficient to identify the peak end use consumption trends.” [pdf p.63, 
underline added] 

“FEI believes that many years will be required to establish the measurement 
solutions and develop the end-use method to a point where a reliable 
determination of the impacts of DSM on peak demand projections and capacity 
related infrastructure investments can be made.” [pdf p.64, underline added] 

61.1 Please describe the steps that FEI is taking in “developing the means to 
conduct such an analysis [of above-Plan DSM to address VITS, CTS or 
ITS constraints].” 

61.2 Please provide the estimated date by which FEI’s plan for conducting 
such an analysis will be complete and available for stakeholder review. 

61.3 Please provide FEI’s estimated timeline for implementing its analysis 
plan. 

61.4 Does FEI anticipate requiring any approvals of the BCUC in order to 
implement its plan? 

61.5 What does FEI mean, specifically, by the term “many years” as used 
above? 

61.6 Does FEI anticipate seeking BCUC approval for any growth-related 
infrastructure investments prior to the completion of its plan? 

61.7 If the BCUC were to require FEI to develop and implement such a plan on 
an expedited basis, when would FEI estimate that the results of “direct 
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measurement of end-use loads” as required for the analysis could be 
completed?    
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62.0 Topic: BC Conservation Potential Review 
Reference: Exhibit B-3 FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.17.1; 1.17.1.2; 
1.18.1; 1.18.3. 

“…As such, the 2017 LTGRP incorporates all economic (i.e. cost-effective) 
demand-side measure activity” [pdf p.37] 

“Uptake of cost-effective measures is influenced by factors that fall outside pure 
economics. Customer behaviour, either naturally or as influenced by program 
activity, is more complex than a financial calculation. Accordingly, 2017 LTGRP 
C&EM analysis forecast market potential energy savings were informed by BC 
CPR results and FEI’s C&EM program experience.” [pdf pp.37-38] 

“As informed by the BC CPR results and FEI’s program experience, the 2017 
LTGRP C&EM analysis results display a theoretical estimate of energy savings 
measure uptake in relation to the ratio between incentive levels and measure 
incremental cost. This estimate takes into account program experience and 
technology diffusion but does not take into account operational program delivery 
factors.” [pdf p.39, underline added] 

“Market potential represented the cost-effective addressable potential that C&EM 
programs could pursue, while recognizing constraints imposed by likely market 
conditions (e.g., equipment turnover rates, incentive levels, consumer willingness 
to adopt, etc.). Since this analysis does not consider specific program design or 
delivery mechanisms, one cannot conclude that actual C&EM programs will, in 
practice, necessarily capture this addressable potential. For this reason, FEI uses 
the term market potential rather than the term achievable potential used by 
previous CPRs. The analysis relied on customer willingness to adopt to 
determine the percentage of installations implementing an efficient measure 
versus a non-efficient measure. Customer willingness to adopt was a function of 
modelled customer awareness and economic attractiveness of each measure. As 
a result, efficient measures that had low customer willingness to adopt, despite 
being economic from a TRC/MTRC perspective, did not appear in the reported 
results for market potential, though they were considered in the analysis.” [pdf 
pp.40-41, underline added] 

“The market potential represents a high-level assessment of savings that could 
be achieved over time, factoring in broader assumptions about customer 
acceptance and adoption rates that are not dependent on a particular program 
design. As such, the BC CPR did not seek to optimize program design.” 
[underline added] 

“The initial market potential estimates for CPR measures that had not been 
offered historically relied on the CPR consultant’s benchmarking of similar 
offerings in other jurisdictions. Since the CPR’s market potential was not intended 
to represent “program” potential, the study excludes considerations of measure-
by-measure incentive levels and program delivery mechanisms. [underline 
added] 

62.1 Is FEI saying that the Market Potential savings represent the total of cost-
effective savings that can be achieved through programs?  
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62.2 Is the Market Potential savings included in the 2017 LTGRP equivalent to 
the commonly used term “Maximum Achievable Savings”? Please 
explain. 

62.3 The “BC CPR did not seek to optimize program design.” Why not? 

62.3.1 Would it be helpful for FEI to understand how much cost-effective 
savings it could obtain through optimized programs, rather than 
basing estimates on historic results? 

62.4 Is it FEI’s position that “a reasonable assessment of cost-effective 
savings” is equivalent to the maximum cost-effective savings that can be 
achieved through optimized program designs?  

63.0 Topic: Future C&EM expenditure schedules and program design 
Reference: Exhibit B-3 FEI Response to BCSEA-SCBC IR 1.21.5. 

“FEI could reasonably attempt to capture additional cost-effective energy savings 
but such planning would occur in its future C&EM expenditure schedules and 
program design, which consider incentive levels, program delivery methods, and 
marketing.” [pdf p.57] 

“As explained in lines 8 – 10 of page 122, Figure 4-13 indicates that the “Highest 
Incentive” scenario—having aggregate incentives that are 44% higher than the 
“Baseline Incentive” scenario—results in 2035 annual savings that are 34% 
higher than the “Baseline Incentive” scenario.” [pdf p.59, underline added] 

63.1 Please explain how FEI determines how much more savings it could 
reasonably attempt to achieve if the program potential savings as 
determined in the BC CPR does not incorporate optimized program 
designs?  

63.1.1 What criteria would FEI use to determine the amount of additional 
savings it could attempt to capture? 

63.1.2 What criteria would FEI use to determine the amount of additional 
savings it would propose to capture? 




