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A. DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

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

On page 3 [actually 4] 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 [actually 5] 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 
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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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Not confirmed. Con Edison has avoided electric infrastructure investments as a 
result of targeted DSM. However, gas delivery infrastructure is subject to the same 
types of constraints as is electric delivery infrastructure. When peak gas demand 
exceeds the amount of gas that can be moved through existing pipes, the utility 
must either increase its ability to deliver gas or reduce the demand. This principle 
is no different for gas systems than for electric systems. 
 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
The term “demand response” on page 4-5 of Exhibit C2-7, cited (as page 4) by 
BCUC in this IR, should have been “demand reduction,” and was not intended to 
represent interruptible contracts, but rather the use of DSM to defer infrastructure 
investments.   
 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
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Mr. Grevatt confirms that Con Edison attributes its ability to avoid infrastructure 
investments to DSM measures with “voluntary participation.” However, the term 
“voluntary participation” needs to be qualified in two respects.  
 
First, a utility that offers DSM programs has ample means to influence whether or 
not sufficient volumes of customers will participate to produce reliable results. Mr. 
Grevatt’s evidence provided the example of Con Edison’s use of “‘significant 
upfront security and downstream liquidated damage provisions,’ as well as 
rigorous measurement and verification requirements, including 100% pre- and 
post-installation inspections”1 to provide the required level of certainty that was 
needed to defer construction.  
 
The second critical point that Mr. Grevatt’s evidence illustrates is that the need for 
infrastructure development may itself be uncertain, and DSM measures may be 
helpful in deferring the immediate need for capital projects until demand is more 
certain. Con Edison makes this point in stating that: 
 

“…using DSM to defer projects bought time for demand uncertainty to 
resolve, leading to better capital decision making. Moreover, widespread 
policy and cultural shifts favoring energy efficiency may further defer some 
projects to the point where they are never needed…In fact, Con Edison has 
projected that in the absence of this program it would have installed up to 
$85 million in capacity extensions that may never be needed.”2  
 

Thus Con Edison resolved reliability by effectively structuring its DSM 
procurements, and in so doing acknowledged that there is considerable 
uncertainty in system planning. A utility can ensure certainty that its 
infrastructure is sufficient to meet capacity needs by over-building, but in doing 
so it no longer provides certainty that it is providing service to its customers as 
cost-effectively as possible. 
 

                                                
1 Exhibit C2-7, BCSEA-SCBC evidence, p. 4, citing Neme, Chris, and Grevatt, Jim: Energy 
Efficiency as a T&D Resource: Lessons from Recent U.S. Efforts to Use Geographically 
Targeted Efficiency Programs to Defer T&D Investments. The Northeast Energy Efficiency 
Partnerships, 2015. p. 27 
2 Exhibit C2-7, BCSEA-SCBC evidence, pp. 4-5, citing Gazze, Chris et al., “Con Ed’s 
Targeted Demand Side Management Program: Replacing Distribution Infrastructure with 
Load Reduction”, in Proceedings of the ACEEE 2010 Summer Study on Energy Efficiency 
in Buildings, Volume 5, pp. 117-129. 
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2.0 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
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).3 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. 

                                                
3	  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.” 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt’s interpretation is that increased DSM activity would have taken too 
long to develop and deploy for it to be an alternative to the proposed 
infrastructure investment. At the time of the proceeding, the required research 
and data analysis were not available. The OEB noted this as a shortcoming that 
should be corrected in future leave-to-construct gas projects, as Mr. Grevatt notes 
on page 6 of his evidence. 
 
These points from the Enbridge example illustrate why FEI should accelerate its 
capacity DSM research and analysis and commit to a schedule for conducting it. 
 
 

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.” 

RESPONSE: 
 
Understandably, many jurisdictions would prefer to be able to point to an example 
of success elsewhere upon which to base regulatory decisions. If such examples 
existed for the successful use of DSM as a tool for deferring gas infrastructure 
there might be less for the parties to discuss here. However, it is important to note 
that the lack of such an example did not change the OEB’s decision in 2014 to 
require that analysis of DSM alternatives to construction should be carried out on 
a timely basis. Mr. Grevatt’s colleague Mr. Neme participated in an Ontario 
stakeholder call the week of September 3rd, 2018 and reports that both Enbridge 
and Union reported that they have pilot studies in the field now to gather data 
toward this end. The utilities have filed their mid-term reviews, but stakeholder 
evidence has not yet been solicited by the OEB and no orders have been issued. It 
is therefore reasonable to suggest that further specificity regarding the utilities’ 
pilots will be considered in the OEB proceeding. 
 
 

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

RESPONSE: 
 
Confirmed.  
 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt’s evidence does not purport to provide a legal analysis of the 
legislative requirements around utility resource planning. Rather, his evidence is 
that opportunities exist to improve FEI’s provision of most cost-effective service 
by using tools that will also help reduce GHG emissions and achieve other energy 
objectives.  
 
END OF RESPONSE 
 

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: [actually pp. 35-36, 
pdf 39-40] 

…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. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt is not able to provide a detailed comparison of Ontario’s and BC’s 
regulatory environment or jurisdictions. However, he observes that the cited 
passage implies that the OEB has a significant mandate to support the 
implementation of energy conservation measures as an important energy 
planning priority. 
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3.0 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
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).4 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? 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
In the VPSB Order, the Board expressed frustration that “we have no viable option 
but to approve a transmission solution for a reliability problem that might have 
been either deferred or more cost-effectively addressed through demand-side 
measures or local generation, if there had been sufficient advance planning.” This 
point is applicable to the FEI 2017 LTGRP even though in the VPSB proceeding 
the regulated utilities did not consider themselves responsible for conducting 
DSM.  
 
 

3.2 Please discuss the extent to which the statute of Vermont is relevant to 
                                                
4	  https://epuc.vermont.gov/?q=downloadfile/209968/38913	  
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the regulatory environment of BC, with respect to DSM and long term 
resource planning. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt generally understands that energy regulators in both the State of 
Vermont and the Province of British Columbia have significant mandates in regard 
to DSM and cost-effective service. 
 
In the cited passage the Vermont Public Service Board expressed the need to 
address DSM alternatives in a timely manner. As a result, Vermont implemented 
the Vermont System Planning Committee (“VSPC”) in 2007, which “helps Vermont 
fulfill an important public policy goal: to ensure that the most cost effective 
solution gets chosen, whether it is a poles-and-wires upgrade, energy efficiency, 
demand response, generation, or a hybrid solution.”5 
 

4.0 Reference: DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
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). 

 
RESPONSE: 
 

                                                
5	  https://www.vermontspc.com/ 
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In the passage cited from Exhibit C2-7, p.3, the term ‘forced’ was a reference to 
the VPSB’s complaint that it had no viable option but to approve the transmission 
investment that could possibly have been deferred had there been sufficient 
advance planning. The same objective is addressed by UCA section 44.1(2)(f). The 
intention of the quoted passage was to emphasize that FEI should begin to 
develop DSM peak reduction opportunities so that they are ready in time to be 
considered as potential alternatives to future supply-side investments.  
 
END OF RESPONSE 
 
 
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 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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt recommends that the Commission direct FEI to develop a plan that:  
 

1) identifies the information that is needed in order to assess the viability of 
DSM and DR alternatives for deferring infrastructure investments; 
 
2) describes the approach that FEI will use to obtain the required 
information;  
 
3) describes the point in time at which the information will have been 
obtained; and 
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4) describes deliverables and accountabilities associated with the plan.  
 

Mr. Grevatt recommends that a standard project planning and implementation 
process be executed in order to obtain the necessary information by an assigned 
date.  

 
 
B. MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 

5.0 Reference: MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 
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.” 

RESPONSE: 
 
The statutory basis for the Commission’s determination of appropriate savings 
targets in a long term resource plan is a legal topic that is beyond Mr. Grevatt’s 
expertise. Mr. Grevatt’s evidence regarding the BC CPR focuses on identification 
of cost effective savings so that the information can be used to for decision-
making purposes.  
 
 

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. 
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RESPONSE: 
 
Illustrations from Iowa and Colorado were provided as examples of jurisdictions 
that seek a more detailed understanding of the available cost-effective savings 
than was provided in the BC CPR.  
 

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

RESPONSE: 
 
The Iowa example does include an assessment of cost to the utility of Maximum 
Achievable savings. The term “Maximum Achievable savings” implies that the 
savings are cost-effective, under the cost-effectiveness tests of the jurisdiction for 
which the analysis was prepared. The same is true for “Economic” savings, in 
contrast to “Technical” potential savings, which is independent of cost-
effectiveness. 
 

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 (BCCPR). 

5.3.1 Please identify any notable methodological differences. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
As stated in his evidence, Mr. Grevatt’s remit did not allow him to fully review the 
BC CPR, thus he is unable to respond to the question on methodological 
differences. The Colorado potential study, and Mr. Grevatt’s Direct Testimony, 
were provided to illustrate that it is not uncommon for potential studies to be 
conservative in their analysis. One aspect of this conservatism is the use of 
comparisons with historic results to validate forecasts of potential, which is the 
case with both the BC CPR and Colorado potential study. 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
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Mr. Grevatt’s Direct Testimony included as Appendix B to Exhibit C2-7 was 
provided in support of the citations on pages 13 and 14 of Exhibit C2-7.  
 
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. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
According to ACEEE, 13 of the 14 states have some form of EERS or other policy 
framework that promotes energy efficiency. Interestingly, the savings for some of 
the states that have an EERS for natural gas are much higher than the EERS 
requirement, indicating that there is considerably more at play in these states than 
the EERS. For example, Oregon’s EERS requires 0.3% gas savings, yet in 2016 
Oregon achieved 1.03% -- more than 3 times the EERS requirement. Similarly, 
Minnesota achieved 1.4% gas savings compared with a 1.0% EERS requirement, 
Michigan achieved 1.05% gas savings compared with a 0.75% requirement, and 
Wisconsin achieved 0.85% against a 0.6% requirement.  
 

6.0 Reference: MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE SAVINGS 
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: 
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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. 

 
6.1 Please corroborate the implication that “all cost effective demand side 

measures” has the same meaning as “all cost-effective savings.” 

RESPONSE: 
 
Confirmed. “All cost effective demand side measures” is equivalent to “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.” 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt acknowledges that the TRC can decrease as incentives increase. 
However, first, it is not always the case that the TRC decreases as incentives 
increase. Depending on the specific program or technology solution, it is also 
plausible that the TRC will remain the same with increased incentives. Or, where 
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increased incentives lead to substantially higher savings that drive program 
operational efficiencies, the TRC of programs might actually improve. Second, 
while it is not unusual to talk about something being “more” or “less” cost 
effective, these are still relative terms describing an investment that returns 
greater benefits than it costs. If the TRC is greater than 1.0, simple economics 
says that it is worth doing. 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt does not object to the position that detailed program design should be 
a function of expenditure schedules, so long as the long term resource plan 
savings projections upon which program savings targets are based are not 
arbitrarily less than what could be achieved cost-effectively. 
 

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. 

Utility DSM costs will generally increase as higher levels of savings are pursued, 
as suggested by FEI’s incentive sensitivity analysis. Mr. Grevatt does not believe 
that the relationship is necessarily linear. In some cases, program administrative 
costs can remain similar regardless of participant volume, as can be the case with 
upstream programs. 
 
 

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. 

RESPONSE: 
 
Mr. Grevatt believes that utility DSM costs are a relevant consideration in 
maximizing the benefits of DSM to ratepayers, and that they should be considered 
in the context of the Utility Cost Test (UCT). Simply considering utility DSM costs 
without also comparing them to the alternative costs that ratepayers would bear in 
the absence of DSM would not provide a complete picture upon which to base any 
determination of whether DSM benefits were being maximized. The UCT’s express 
purpose is to provide such a comparison. 
 
 

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

RESPONSE: 
 



FEI 2017 LTGRP 
BCSEA-SCBC Response to BCUC IR 1 
September 13, 2018 
Page 15 of 15 
 
 

 

Yes. Mr. Grevatt’s view is that “Maximum Achievable Savings” is a realistic and 
appropriate basis for long term planning.  
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