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A. DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 1.0
Exhibit C2-7, pp. 3 to 4 
Exhibit B-2, BCUC IR 1.29.1 
Con Edison Example 

On page 3 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

FEI’s failure to date to establish a specific plan and timeline for addressing DSM as a 
cost-effective alternative to traditional capacity resources may be related to its position 
that “measures that rely on voluntary participation are considered too uncertain for 
planning of infrastructure projects designed to ensure capacity to meet peak demand 
under very infrequent and severely cold weather conditions.” This position, however, is 
unsupportable. Demand reduction is not limited to voluntary measures. 

On page 4 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

By relying on firm contracts for demand response, Con Edison was able to save money 
for its customers by using DSM to defer infrastructure investments that it later 
concluded might never have been needed. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.29.1, FortisBC Energy Inc. (FEI) states: 

The only measure that FEI is aware of that can provide firm peak reduction is 
curtailment of service (also refer to the response to BCUC IR 1.29.2). FEI does employ 
curtailment practices for its larger industrial customers who choose to take an 
interruptible service. While the purpose of this type of curtailment is to reduce capacity 
requirements of the system by allowing FEI to curtail service during extreme cold 
weather, it is not considered part of the C&EM portfolio of activities at this time. 
Industrial curtailment is also already taken to account in identifying peak capacity 
requirements of the natural gas system. 

1.1 Please confirm if the Con Edison experience in using Demand Side Management (DSM) to defer 
infrastructure investments is with respect to gas infrastructure. 

1.1.1 If not confirmed, please explain the relevance to this proceeding. 
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1.2 Please elaborate on the nature of the “firm contracts for demand response” used by Con Edison. 

1.2.1 Please discuss whether the industrial curtailment practices described by FEI are 
comparable to the firm contracts utilized by Con Edison. 

1.2.1.1 If similar, please explain the specific additional programs that Mr. Grevatt 
believes that FEI should be considering. 

1.3 Please discuss whether Con Edison specifically identified that DSM measures with voluntary 
participation contributed to the deferral of infrastructure investment. 

1.3.1 Please discuss whether Mr. Grevatt agrees with FEI that DSM measures with voluntary 
participation are uncertain for the planning of infrastructure projects designed to ensure 
capacity to meet peak demand. 
 

 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 2.0
Exhibit C2-7, pp. 6 to 7 
Ontario Energy Board, Decision and Order, January 30, 2014, EB-2012-0433, 
EB-2013-0074, EB-2012-0451, pp. 44 to 46 
OEB Example 

On page 6 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt provides information from the Ontario Energy Board (OEB), 
Decision and Order, January 30, 2014, EB-2012-0433, EB-2013-0074, EB-2012-0451 (OEB Decision).1 On 
page 44 of the OEB Decision, the OEB states: 

Board staff submitted that increased DSM activity is not a full or partial alternative at 
this time. In Board staff’s view Enbridge’s current approaches to DSM and system 
planning are not directly comparable because system planning is based on peak demand 
which is not the basis for DSM program planning. 

On page 45 of the OEB Decision, the OEB states: 

Based on the evidence of GEC [Green Energy Coalition] and Environmental Defence, the 
Board accepts that targeted DSM programs and/or rate design options might in some 
circumstances mitigate the need for Segment B. However, there are significant 
uncertainties: 

• It is uncertain whether DSM or rate design would fully offset the need for the 
pipeline. For example, Portlands is a firm service customer and presumably selected 
that option, including paying a substantial contribution in aid of construction, 
understanding its options. In addition, the intervenor evidence identified the use of 
80 buildings for targeted DSM, but Enbridge’s evidence is that there are only 42 
such buildings in the relevant area. 

• Considerable time and resources would be required to substantially re-structure 
Enbridge’s current DSM program. The evidence suggests that the DSM budget 
would need to triple in size and the nature of the programs would change 
substantially. 

• The impact of targeted DSM programs on Enbridge’s peak demand is uncertain as 
Enbridge does not currently have the necessary analytical tools or information. The 
current DSM framework is intended to achieve annual consumption savings. 

• The cost of the DSM programs is uncertain. It would be important to understand the costs 
and rate impacts as part of the analysis of the alternatives. 

                                                           
1 http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record/424174/File/document 
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These uncertainties are significant because of the timing for Enbridge’s requirement and 
the lack of documented success of this approach in another similar situation involving a 
gas utility. 

On page 46 of the OEB Decision, the OEB states: 

Enbridge acknowledged that it had not conducted integrated resource planning and 
argued that it could not have been expected to do so. The company conducted its 
planning, and the assessment of alternatives, within the context of the current 
regulatory framework and the current framework for DSM. 

2.1 Please briefly comment on the OEB staff submission that, “increased DSM activity is not a full or 
partial alternative at this time.” 

2.2 Please comment on the OEB’s statement on the, “lack of documented success of this approach 
in another similar situation involving a gas utility.” 

2.3 Please confirm that, at the time of the referenced proceeding, Enbridge and Union were not 
required to undertake an integrated resource plan. 

2.3.1 Please provide further explanation as to the applicability of the 2014 OEB Decision to 
the FEI 2017 Long Term Gas Resource Plan (LTGRP), in the context of the respective 
legislative requirements around utility resource planning. 

On page 7 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt provides the following quote from the Ontario Energy Board, 
Demand Side Management Framework for Natural Gas Distributors (2015-2020), Report of the Board, 
EB-2014-0134, pages 39 and 40: 

…the Board is of the view that DSM should be considered when developing both 
regional and local infrastructure plans. This is consistent with the direction outlined in 
the LTEP and the Conservation Directive, which state that the Board shall take steps it 
considers appropriate towards implementing the government’s policy of putting 
conservation first in electricity distributor and gas distributor infrastructure planning 
processes at the regional and local levels, where cost-effective and consistent with 
maintaining appropriate levels of reliability. 

2.4 Please provide a view on the Ontario regulatory environment compared to that of BC, with 
respect to the scope of the regulator’s jurisdiction to make direction on matters pertaining to 
DSM. 

 

 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 3.0
Exhibit C2-7, p. 8  
Vermont Public Service Board, Docket 6860, Order of 1/28/05 at 11, p. 10 
VPSB Example 

On page 8 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt cites Vermont Public Service Board, Docket 6860, Order of 
1/28/05 at 11 (VPSB Order).2 On page 10 of the VPSB Order, the VPSB states: 

As VELCO [Vermont Electric Power Company] and ISO New England, Inc. ("ISONE") both 
candidly acknowledge in their briefs, even with the proposed Project, Vermont will need 
to include demand-side measures and local generation in planning to meet future 
needs. Yet, if VELCO maintains, as it has before us in this proceeding, that it does not 
pursue demand side or generation alternatives,10 then who can and should pursue those 
alternatives? 

                                                           
2 https://epuc.vermont.gov/?q=downloadfile/209968/38913 



FEI 2017 LTGRP BCUC IR No. 1 to BCSEA-SCBC 4 of 7 

Footnote 10 states: 

As VELCO's Project Manager for the proposed Project testified: MR. SINCLAIR: So what is 
your best understanding of the company's position on whether it has an obligation to 
provide DSM and local generation if it's the least cost Option for reliability needs in 
Vermont? MR. DUNN: Quite frankly, I don't know what our obligation is to do that. I 
don't know what is our position, our position is that that's not something that VELCO 
does. Tr. 2/11/04 (Vol. II) at 33 (Dunn). 

 
3.1 Please explain the applicability of the VPSB Order to the FEI 2017 LTGRP, in the context of the 

respective approaches to DSM by VELCO and FEI. 

3.2 Please discuss the extent to which the statute of Vermont is relevant to the regulatory 
environment of BC, with respect to DSM and long term resource planning. 

 

 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 4.0
Exhibit C2-7, pp. 3, 8 
Fortis Energy Utilities Application for Acceptance of the 2014 Long Term Resource Plan 
Decision, p. 28 
BCUC Decisions 

Sections 44.1(2)(d) and 44.1(2)(f) of the Utilities Commission Act (UCA) require that a long-term resource 
plan includes: 

(d) a description of the facilities that the public utility intends to construct or extend in 
order to serve the estimated demand referred to in paragraph (c); 

(f) an explanation of why the demand for energy to be served by the facilities referred 
to in paragraph (d) and the purchases referred to in paragraph (e) are not planned to be 
replaced by demand-side measures; 

On page 3 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

The BCUC should not be ‘forced’ to approve supply-side investments that could have 
been deferred through DSM if FEI had completed its analysis of DSM alternatives in a 
timely fashion. 

4.1 Please explain the position that the BCUC is “forced” to approve supply side investments that 
could have been deferred through DSM, in the context of the requirement of UCA section 
44.1(2)(f). 

 
In the Fortis Energy Utilities Application for Acceptance of the 2014 Long Term Resource Plan Decision 
(2014 LTRP Decision), on page 28, the BCUC stated: 

The Commission Panel agrees with the interveners that future filings would benefit from 
additional analysis focused on identifying potential DSM strategies that could favourably 
affect peak demand. Accordingly, in the next LTRP the FEU are directed to provide a 
more fulsome analysis of opportunities for DSM to be cost-effectively used to replace or 
defer infrastructure investments. 

On page 8 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

It would be consistent with emerging best practices for the BCUC to direct FEI to provide 
evidence of how DSM has been considered as an alternative at the preliminary stage of 
project development for any anticipated capacity-driven infrastructure investments. To 
ensure that FEI is able to provide such evidence, and that it is grounded in reliable 
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analysis, the BCUC could direct FEI to develop a plan and timeline in short order to 
conduct an analysis of the potential peak-reducing benefits of DSM. 

4.2 Please specifically outline the analysis that Mr. Grevatt submits, the BCUC could direct FEI to 
conduct that would be additional to the directive provided by the BCUC in the 2014 LTRP 
Decision. 

 
B. MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 

 Reference: MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 5.0
Exhibit C2-7, pp. 11 to 15; Appendix B 
Evidence from Other Jurisdictions 

On page 11 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

This [maximum achievable savings] provides regulators with better information to use in 
determining appropriate savings targets, based on the applicable statutes and 
regulations. 

… 

For example, the Assessment of Iowa’s Energy Efficiency Potential estimated Technical, 
Economic, Achievable (Business as Usual+), and Maximum Achievable potentials 

On page 14 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

…the BC CPR may, like the Colorado potential study, underestimate the savings 
potential compared to savings potential estimates based on programs that are designed 
and implemented with the intent of capturing the maximum possible cost effective 
savings. 

5.1 Please explain, in the view of Mr. Grevatt, the statutory basis by which BCUC determines 
“appropriate savings targets.” 

5.1.1 Please discuss the extent to which the statutes of Iowa and Colorado are relevant to the 
regulatory environment of BC, with respect to DSM and long term resource planning. 

5.2 Please explain whether the Iowa example includes any assessment of cost to the utility of 
Maximum Achievable savings. 

5.3 Please explain, in the view of Mr. Grevatt, why the Colorado potential study serves as an 
appropriate comparator for the BC Conservation Potential Review (BC CPR). 

5.3.1 Please identify any notable methodological differences. 
5.4 Please discuss whether the Direct Testimony of Mr. Grevatt, included as Appendix B to Exhibit 

C2-7, is of specific relevance to the Panel’s deliberations of the 2017 LTGRP, beyond providing 
the basis for the citations on pages 12 and 13 of Exhibit C2-7. 

5.4.1 If yes, please clearly identify the sections of Appendix B that Mr. Grevatt wishes to be 
considered as evidence in this proceeding. 

5.4.2 If yes, please file any interrogatories and responses on the Direct Testimony from 
Colorado PUC Proceeding No. 17A-0462EG as part of the evidence for the 2017 LTGRP 
proceeding. 
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On page 15 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

Reproduced below for convenience is Table 11 from ACEEE’s State Energy Efficiency 
Scorecard, showing that for 2016 there were 14 U.S. states that achieved a greater 
percentage of natural gas savings than the 0.52% savings as a percent of sales that FEI 
expects to achieve in 2018 

5.5 Of the 14 US states that achieved greater than 0.52% natural gas savings as a percentage of 
sales, please confirm how many of these states have established Energy Efficiency Resource 
Standards. 

 

 Reference: MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 6.0
Exhibit C2-7, pp. 9, 11, 17 
Exhibit B-1, p. 122 
Exhibit B-3, BCSEA IR 1.22.2 
FEI Conservation &Energy Management Analysis 

On page 9 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

FEI states that its DSM analysis “incorporates all cost effective demand-side measure 
activity,” implying that it is pursuing all the cost-effective savings that are available. 

On page 11 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

…a delivery/incentive scenario is not presented in the LTGRP. This leaves the BCUC 
without a complete picture of what FEI would be able to achieve―the Maximum 
Achievable Potential―were it to design and implement its C&EM programs to maximize 
the capture of cost effective savings. 

On page 17 of Exhibit C2-7, Mr. Grevatt states: 

Absent a fully fleshed out picture of the available savings it is unlikely that FEI will 
propose savings targets that will maximize the benefits to ratepayers. 

On page 122 of Exhibit B-1, FEI states with respect to the incentive sensitivity analysis (underlining 
added): 

Increasing the level of incentives by 44 percent for the aggregate C&EM portfolio yields 
34 percent higher projected energy savings at 131 percent higher estimated 
expenditures. 

In its response to BCSEA IR 1.22.2, FEI states: 

Though the TRC [Total Resource Cost] test does not include incentive costs, the TRC test 
can be less cost-effective as incentives increase. The TRC test is directly related to the 
lifetime gas savings potential and incremental costs of each measure included in the BC 
CPR market potential portfolio. When incentives levels are not elevated — as defined in 
the Baseline incentive case — customers are more likely to adopt measures whose 
lifetime gas savings and associated lifetime customer bill savings are high compared to 
the incremental costs. As incentives rise — as defined in the High incentive case — the 
effective cost (e.g., the incremental cost less incentive) incurred by the customers 
decreases, so customers require less gas savings and associated bill savings for the 
investment to provide a payback time equivalent to the Baseline incentive case. Thus, 
the mix of measures adopted by customers in the High incentive case can be less cost-
effective from a TRC perspective than the mix adopted in the Baseline incentive case. 
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6.1 Please corroborate the implication that “all cost effective demand side measures” has the same 
meaning as “all cost-effective savings.” 

6.2 Please comment on the explanation provided in BCSEA IR 1.22.2, with respect to the impact 
upon cost effectiveness of pursuing “Maximum Achievable Savings.” 

6.3 In the view of Mr. Grevatt, please comment on the extent to which program design should be a 
function of expenditure schedules rather than a long term resource plan. 

6.4 Please comment on the impact upon utility costs of pursuing “Maximum Achievable Savings”, in 
the context of the results of FEI’s incentive sensitivity analysis. 

6.4.1 In the view of Mr. Grevatt, please discuss whether utility costs are also a relevant 
consideration in maximizing the benefits of DSM to ratepayers. 

6.5 In the view of Mr. Grevatt, please discuss whether “Maximum Achievable Savings” is a realistic 
option for planning purposes. 
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