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1. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. What is your name, position and business address? 2 

A. My name is Timothy Woolf.  I am the Vice-President of Synapse Energy 3 

Economics, Inc, 22 Pearl Street, Cambridge, MA 02139. 4 

Q. Please describe Synapse Energy Economics. 5 

A. Synapse Energy Economics is a research and consulting firm specializing in 6 

electricity industry regulation, planning and analysis.  Synapse works for a variety 7 

of clients, with an emphasis on consumer advocates, regulatory commissions, and 8 

environmental advocates. 9 

Q. Please describe your experience in the area of electric utility restructuring, 10 
regulation and planning. 11 

A. My experience is summarized in my resume, which is attached as Exhibit TW-1.  12 

Electric power system planning and regulation have been a major focus of my 13 

professional activities for the past twenty-three years.  In my current position at 14 

Synapse, I investigate a variety of issues related to the electric industry; with a 15 

focus on energy efficiency, demand-side management (DSM), renewable resources, 16 

environmental policies, and many aspects of consumer protection. 17 

Q. Please describe your professional experience before beginning your current 18 
position at Synapse Energy Economics.   19 

A. Before joining Synapse Energy Economics, I was the Manager of the Electricity 20 

Program at Tellus Institute, a consulting firm in Boston, Massachusetts.  In that 21 

capacity I managed a staff that provided research, testimony, reports and 22 

regulatory support to state energy offices, regulatory commissions, consumer 23 

advocates and environmental organizations in the US.  Prior to working for Tellus 24 

Institute, I was employed as the Research Director of the Association for the 25 

Conservation of Energy in London, England.  I have also worked as a Staff 26 

Economist at the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, and as a Policy 27 

Analyst at the Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy Resources.  I hold a 28 

Masters in Business Administration from Boston University, a Diploma in 29 
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Economics from the London School of Economics, a BS in Mechanical 1 

Engineering and a BA in English from Tufts University. 2 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this case? 3 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection (BCP). 4 

Q. Have you testified previously before this Commission? 5 

A. Yes, in September 2001 I testified before this Commission on behalf of the BCP 6 

with regard to the Nevada Power Company’s Demand-Side Management Plan, in 7 

Docket No. 01-7016. 8 

Q. Have you been involved in DSM activities in Nevada recently? 9 

A. Yes, since 2001 I have been an active participant in the Nevada DSM 10 

Collaborative, on behalf of the Bureau of Consumer Protection.  11 

Q. Have you testified previously in this docket? 12 

A. No, I have not. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony. 14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to review and critique the Sierra Pacific Power 15 

Company’s (the Company) Gas Demand Side Management (DSM) Plan.  The 16 

BCP’s primary goal in this docket is to ensure that the gas DSM programs are 17 

cost-effective and will provide meaningful benefits to gas customers.  The BCP 18 

also seeks to ensure that the gas DSM programs are well-designed, include 19 

appropriate efficiency measures, and cover the appropriate number of customers 20 

and customer types. 21 

2. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 22 

Q. Please summarize your primary conclusions. 23 

A. My primary conclusions include the following: 24 

• The BCP generally supports the overall concept of the Company ramping up 25 

gas DSM programs at this time.  Cost-effective gas DSM programs will help 26 

reduce customer’s bills, lower the overall cost of providing gas services, help 27 
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mitigate the risks associated with fossil- fuel price increases, reduce air 1 

emissions and help improve the local economy in northern Nevada.   2 

• The Company’s Gas DSM Plan is poorly documented, and does not contain 3 

sufficient information to properly assess the advantages and disadvantages of 4 

the proposed programs.  I received an updated Gas DSM Plan on Friday, 5 

February 17, 2006 via e-mail.  This was only two business days before this 6 

testimony was due, on February 22, 2006.  This updated Gas DSM Plan 7 

apparently provides some important supplemental information, but was not 8 

provided in time for me to review it. 9 

• I have not been able to make a determination as to whether the proposed gas 10 

DSM programs are cost-effective.  The updated Gas DSM Plan indicates that 11 

the programs are cost-effective, but as noted above this updated plan was 12 

provided to me only two business days before this testimony was due, which 13 

did not provide me sufficient time to review the Company’s assumptions and 14 

analysis. 15 

• The proposed gas DSM programs are generally well-designed, and cover 16 

some of the critical efficiency measures for existing residential gas customers.  17 

However, there are several key gas efficiency measures that are not included 18 

in the proposed programs.   19 

• The proposed gas DSM programs do not serve as many customer types as 20 

they should.  In particular, they do not address the residential new 21 

construction market, nor do they provide any efficiency opportunities for 22 

commercial customers. 23 

• The Technology Assessments program is not necessary and does not provide 24 

meaningful benefits to the Company, its DSM programs, or to its customers. 25 

• The gas DSM program budgets for 2007, 2008 and beyond could be expanded 26 

to capture a larger portion of the gas efficiency opportunities available in 27 

Northern Nevada.  Additional budgets could be used to (a) include additional 28 
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efficiency measures in the current programs, (b) serve additional customer 1 

types, and (c) expand the proposed programs to serve additional customers. 2 

Q. Please summarize you primary recommendations. 3 

A. I recommend the following: 4 

• I recommend that the Commission establish a regular, periodic gas DSM 5 

planning and reporting process.  The process would include (a) an Annual Gas 6 

DSM Plan to be filed in the autumn of each year, describing the plans for the 7 

subsequent year, (b) an Annual Gas DSM Report to be filed in the spring of 8 

each year, describing the activities and results from the previous year, and 9 

(c) an Annual Monitoring and Verification Plan describing how the Company 10 

plans to monitor and verify each of the gas DSM programs.  Each of these 11 

documents should include standardized reporting requirements, formats and 12 

tables, in order to streamline the production and review of critical DSM data. 13 

• If the Company presents sufficient evidence in this docket to demonstrate that 14 

the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-effective, then I recommend that the 15 

Commission approve the gas DSM program budgets for 2006.  With the 16 

exception of the budgets for the Technology Assessment program, which 17 

should not be approved.   18 

• If the Company presents sufficient evidence in this docket to demonstrate that 19 

the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-effective, then I recommend that the 20 

Commission require the Company to expand the proposed gas DSM programs 21 

for 2007 to include additional measures and serve additional customer types. 22 

• If the Company does not present sufficient evidence in this docket to 23 

demonstrate that the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-effective, then I 24 

recommend that the Commission require the Company to revisit its program 25 

designs and assumptions in order to develop gas DSM programs that are cost-26 

effective. 27 

• The Commission should require the Company to file a 2007 Gas DSM Plan 28 

by the autumn of this year.  The Commission should specify that the 2007 Gas 29 
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DSM Plan should (a) investigate opportunities for offering additional 1 

efficiency measures and programs, and (b) seek opportunities to increase the 2 

DSM program budget to at least 0.7 percent of retail gas revenues by 2007, 3 

and to at least 1.0 percent of retail revenues by 2008.  4 

3. GAS DSM PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION 5 

Q. Does the Company’s filing in this docket provide adequate documentation of 6 
the proposed gas DSM programs? 7 

A. No.  The Gas DSM Plan, and the direct testimony of Lawrence Holmes that 8 

accompanies it, includes very little information to support the gas DSM programs 9 

and activities.   10 

Q. In what way is the Gas DSM Plan insufficiently documented? 11 

A. The gas DSM Plan does not include many key pieces of information that the 12 

Commission, the BCP and others need to properly review the programs.  In one of 13 

the most egregious examples, the Plan does not include the results of the cost-14 

effectiveness analysis from the perspective of the Utility test, and yet the 15 

Company is asking that the Utility test be used to demonstrate that the programs 16 

are cost-effective.  (Company Response to Discovery Request BCP 1-12.)   17 

 There are several other key pieces of information missing from the Gas DSM 18 

Plan, including: 19 

• The Plan does not include a breakout of how the budgets will be spent, in 20 

terms of administration, contractor, marketing, rebates, and monitoring and 21 

evaluation costs. 22 

• The Plan does not include a discussion of how the budgets for each DSM 23 

program were determined, or how the number of customers served was 24 

determined. 25 

• The Plan does not present the key assumptions used in the economic analysis 26 

of the DSM programs. 27 
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• The Plan does not present the results of the economic analysis of the DSM 1 

programs from the perspective of the Utility test, the Participant test, the 2 

Ratepayer test, or the Societal test. 3 

• The Plan does not describe how the Company determined the rebate levels for 4 

the DSM programs. 5 

• The Plan does not describe how the Company intends to market and deliver 6 

the DSM programs. 7 

• The Plan does not describe how the Company intends to coordinate the three 8 

gas DSM programs with each other, or how to coordinate the gas DSM 9 

programs with the electric DSM programs that it operates. 10 

Q. Why is it important that the Company’s gas DSM Plan include such 11 
information? 12 

A. The information listed above is essential for the Commission, the BCP or anyone 13 

else to determine if the proposed programs are cost-effective, are well-designed, 14 

will provide benefits to gas customers, and are in the public interest in general.  15 

This information is routinely provided by electric and gas utilities in other 16 

jurisdictions, and should be considered standard practice for any DSM regulatory 17 

filing.   Without some of the information listed above it is very difficult, if not 18 

impossible, for the BCP to make a finding as to whether the proposed gas DSM 19 

programs are reasonable or prudent.   20 

Q. Did the discovery responses and additional information provided by the 21 
Company help improve the documentation? 22 

A. I was able to obtain much of the information I needed for this testimony through 23 

discovery requests.  However, some of the key information with regard to the 24 

economic analysis was not provided to me in time to incorporate into my 25 

testimony.  I received an updated Gas DSM Plan, including updated and 26 

significantly expanded versions of the project data sheets, on Friday February 17, 27 

2006.  This was only two business days before my testimony was due, on 28 

February 22, 2006.  Because of the need to review the information, formulate 29 

conclusions, re-draft my testimony, and allow my client to review the testimony, I 30 
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did not have enough time to incorporate this important new information into my 1 

testimony.   2 

 Therefore, I have been unable to prepare a complete assessment of the gas DSM 3 

programs in this testimony.  In particular, I was unable to assess the Company’s 4 

economic analysis of its gas DSM programs.  I discuss this issue further in 5 

Section 4 of my testimony. 6 

 Furthermore, the need to rely upon discovery responses is an inefficient and 7 

burdensome way to gather data that should be provided as standard practice.  8 

Gathering and reviewing the data required unnecessary time and effort, and put 9 

me at a disadvantage because of the turnaround time required to obtain 10 

information.  This disadvantage is particularly burdensome because in some cases 11 

follow-up discovery requests were required in order to get all the information 12 

necessary. 13 

Q. What do you recommend the Commission do in this proceeding with regard 14 
to gas DSM program documentation? 15 

A. The Company’s filing represents a fresh start for gas DSM programs in northern 16 

Nevada.  I recommend that the Commission use the opportunity in this docket to 17 

develop the standards and protocols for what information should be provided on 18 

an on-going basis to support the review, approval, and modification of gas DSM 19 

programs over time.  Establishing such standards and protocols now will help 20 

streamline the regulatory review of gas DSM programs in the future, will make 21 

for more efficient regulatory oversight of gas DSM programs, and will allow the 22 

Commission, the Company and intervenors to focus on the more substantive 23 

issues related to gas DSM.   24 

Q. What specifically do you recommend the Commission require with regard to 25 
standards and protocols for gas DSM regulatory filings? 26 

A. I recommend that the Commission establish a regular, periodic gas DSM planning 27 

and reporting process.  This process would include at least the following 28 

components: 29 
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• The Commission should require that the Company file an Annual Gas DSM 1 

Plan in the autumn (e.g., September 1) of each year.  The Annual Gas DSM 2 

Plan would include all the information necessary for the Commission and 3 

others to review the gas DSM activities, programs and budgets proposed for 4 

the subsequent three years.  The regulatory review of these annual plans 5 

would be designed to be completed well before the end of each year, in order 6 

to give the Company guidance on program budgets and designs for the 7 

subsequent year. 8 

• The Commission should require the Company to file an Annual Gas DSM 9 

Report in the spring (e.g., April 1) of each year.  The Annual Gas DSM 10 

Report would provide all the relevant information regarding the gas DSM 11 

activities that occurred during the past year.  Such information is critical for 12 

regulatory review of DSM programs over time, and will be instrumental in 13 

supporting the Annual Gas DSM Plan. 14 

• The Commission should require the Company to file an Annual Monitoring 15 

and Evaluation (M&V) Plan each year.  This plan should be filed in 16 

conjunction with the Annual Gas DSM Plan in the autumn of each year, and 17 

would be used to demonstrate how the Company plans to monitor and verify 18 

each of the programs contained in the Annual Gas DSM Plan.  The results of 19 

the M&V Plan would be used to create the inputs and results presented in the 20 

Annual Gas DSM Report. 21 

• Each of these documents should include standardized reporting requirements, 22 

formats and tables.  This approach will make it easier for the Company to 23 

prepare the reports, by knowing in advance what is required, and will make it 24 

easier for the Commission and others to review the reports, by ensuring that 25 

all necessary information is available and easy to access.  Nevada Power 26 

Company has already agreed to work out such standard formats and tables for 27 

their electric DSM programs, with input from the BCP and the Commission 28 

Staff.  The same, or similar, formats can be used for the gas DSM programs. 29 
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Q. Are your recommendations regarding the gas DSM planning and reporting 1 
process consistent with the Gas Resource Planning Regulations? 2 

A. Yes.  The Gas Resource Planning Regulations (NAC 704.953 through NAC 3 

704.973) require the Company to file a Gas Resource Plan every three years.  One 4 

of the components of that Resource Plan is a three-year plan of action.  (The 5 

Company’s Gas DSM Plan does not directly reference the Gas Resource Planning 6 

Regulations, but I assume that the Gas DSM Plan is the equivalent of the 7 

Company’s most recent three-year plan of action.) 8 

 The Gas Resource Planning Regulations allow the Company to file an amendment 9 

to its three-year plan of action.  My recommendation above for an Annual Gas 10 

DSM Plan is consistent with this provision of the Planning Regulations.  11 

However, it goes one step further by formalizing a schedule for the filing of 12 

amendments, whereby amendments are filed every year and are filed in the 13 

autumn of each year in order to allow time for regulatory review before the 14 

beginning of the next year.   15 

 The Gas Resource Planning Regulations also require the Company to file an 16 

annual report of the supply of gas (NAC 704.9705).  This annual report must 17 

include “a report on the status of each facility and each conservation and load 18 

management program in the approved 3-year plan of action” (NAC 19 

704.9705(2)(a)).  My recommendation above for an Annual Gas DSM Report is 20 

consistent with this requirement of the regulations. 21 

4. GAS DSM PROGRAM COST-EFFECTIVENESS 22 

Q. Have you been able to review the Company’s economic analysis of its gas 23 
DSM programs? 24 

A. No.  I reviewed the economic analysis included in the original Gas DSM Plan.  25 

However, as described in Section 3 of my testimony, this plan did not include 26 

sufficient information to properly review the economic analysis.   27 
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Q. Did the Company provide an updated economic analysis? 1 

A. Yes.  On February 17, 2006, I received an email from Larry Holmes with an 2 

updated Gas DSM Plan, including updated and significantly expanded project 3 

data sheets.  However, as described in Section 3 of my testimony, I did not have 4 

sufficient time to review the updated Gas DSM Plan.  Based on my brief 5 

preliminary review, it appears as though most of the changes in the updated Gas 6 

DSM Plan are in the economic analysis, including the assumptions regarding 7 

avoided gas costs. 8 

Q. Have you been able to make any definitive findings regarding the economic 9 
analysis of the gas DSM programs? 10 

A. No.  The updated Gas DSM Plan and the accompanying project data sheets 11 

provide very different economic results than the original Gas DSM Plan.  Before I 12 

can make definitive findings regarding the economic analysis of the gas DSM 13 

programs I will need additional time to review the updated Gas DSM Plan. 14 

5. GAS DSM PROGRAM DESIGN 15 

Q. Are the Company’s gas DSM programs generally well designed? 16 

A. In general, yes.  There are several aspects to the program designs that indicate that 17 

the programs are well designed and are likely to provide important benefits to 18 

customers.  In particular: 19 

• The programs target residential space heating and water heating measures, 20 

which are the two largest sources of residential gas demand. 21 

• The programs offer financial incentives and direct installation practices, which 22 

are often necessary to overcome the market barriers to efficiency measures. 23 

• The gas DSM programs will be coordinated and delivered in conjunction with 24 

the Company’s electric DSM programs.  This approach improves the 25 

efficiency of program delivery and customer implementation. 26 
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• Both the Weatherization and the Hot Water Heater Blanket programs will be 1 

implemented through the existing infrastructure and delivery channels for the 2 

electric DSM Low Income Weatherization program.   3 

Q. Are there any ways in which the DSM program designs can be improved? 4 

A. Yes.  The primary opportunity to improve upon the Company’s proposed program 5 

designs is to expand upon them.  First, the existing programs could be expanded 6 

to include additional gas efficiency measures.  Second, the Gas DSM Plan could 7 

be expanded to include additional programs to serve additional types of gas 8 

customers. 9 

Q. Please describe how the Gas DSM Plan programs could be expanded to 10 
include additional gas efficiency measures. 11 

A. There are several residential gas efficiency measures that are readily available that 12 

are not included in the Company’s proposed gas DSM programs.  These include: 13 

• Low-flow showerheads, faucet aerators and pipe insulation to improve the 14 

efficiency of gas water heating. 1 15 

• Programmable thermostats, to improve the efficiency with which gas space 16 

heaters operate. 17 

• ENERGY STAR clotheswashers, to reduce the demand for gas water heating. 18 

• High-efficiency water heaters, to replace old inefficient gas water heaters. 19 

Q. Please describe how the DSM plan could be expanded to include additional 20 
programs to serve additional types of gas customers. 21 

A. The proposed gas DSM programs do not address some key customer types.  In 22 

particular, they do not address new residential homes, and they do not provide any 23 

energy efficiency services for commercial customers. 24 

                                                 

1  The Company notes that it “will be evaluating” these measures as part of the Weatherization 
program, but makes no commitment to include them.  (Company response to Discovery Request 
BCP 1-22.) 
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Q. Please summarize the opportunities for addressing the residential new 1 
construction market. 2 

 Residential new construction is a critical market segment for energy efficiency 3 

services, because this segment represents a “lost opportunity” – i.e., if the energy 4 

efficiency savings are not achieved at the time of home construction, they will be 5 

much less cost-effective and will probably never be achieved in the future.  In 6 

addition, there is a relatively large amount of residential new construction in the 7 

Company’s service territory.  Furthermore, residential new construction programs 8 

are good candidates for combining gas and electric efficiency savings, and the 9 

Company is in a good position to provide a combined gas and electric efficiency 10 

program for new homes because it sells both gas and electricity. 11 

Q. Are there likely to be significant opportunities for providing gas DSM 12 
programs to commercial customers? 13 

 Yes.  In its Gas DSM Plan, the company notes that commercial customers 14 

represent only 10% of their total customer base.  (Sierra Pacific Power Company 15 

Natural Gas DSM Plan, page 2.)  While this is true, it is important to recognize 16 

that sales to commercial customers represent roughly 40% of total retail gas sales.  17 

(Sierra Pacific Power Company, Annual Report, 2004)   18 

Q. Does the Company provide any explanation for why its programs are not 19 
bigger or more comprehensive? 20 

A. Indirectly, yes.  In response to discovery requests, the Company notes that 2006 21 

and 2007 are considered to be “pilot program years,” which will be used to gain 22 

experience and information for designing programs in future years.  (Company 23 

Response to Discovery Requests BCP 1-08 and BCP 2-05.)  The implication is 24 

that the Company is not ready yet to serve more customers, or to address 25 

additional efficiency end uses. 26 

Q. Do you find this justification compelling? 27 

A. No.  While it is true that 2006 is the first year of gas DSM program 28 

implementation, and utilities typically require some time to ramp up DSM 29 

program delivery, it is also true that the Company has considerable experience in 30 

planning and implementing electric DSM programs, and that the gas DSM 31 
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programs will be implemented along with (or through) the electric DSM 1 

programs.  In the Project Data Sheets for the Weatherization and the Water Heater 2 

Blanket programs, the Company notes that it has experience with these activities 3 

through the electric DSM programs.  (Direct Testimony of Lawrence Holmes, 4 

Exhibit A and Exhibit B.) 5 

 While it may be reasonable to allow the Company to use 2006 to begin ramping 6 

up its gas DSM programs, there is no reason why it cannot consider full-scale 7 

mature programs for 2007 and beyond. 8 

Q. Do you have any additional concerns with the programs included in the Gas 9 
DSM Plan? 10 

A. Yes.  I am concerned that the Technology Assessment program is not an efficient 11 

or necessary use of gas DSM funding.  Several of the measures listed for 12 

investigation in this program are already commercially available and frequently 13 

used in utility DSM programs.  The only real benefit I see in this program is that 14 

the Company will be investigating the costs and benefits of adding additional 15 

measures to its gas DSM programs.  While I agree that this is valuable work, and 16 

recommend above that additional measures should be investigated, I do not agree 17 

that a separate efficiency “program” be set up for this purpose.  Instead, this type 18 

of investigation should be included in the Company’s administration and planning 19 

budgets. 20 

Q. What do you recommend with regard to the proposed gas DSM program 21 
designs? 22 

A. As described above in Section 4 of my testimony, the Company has not provided 23 

sufficient information in time for me to review the economic analysis of its gas 24 

DSM programs.  If the Company presents sufficient evidence in this docket to 25 

demonstrate that the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-effective, then I 26 

recommend that the Commission approve the gas DSM program designs.  With 27 

the exception of the Technology Assessments program, which should be reduced 28 

to investigating the costs and benefits of including commercially available 29 

efficiency measures into future DSM programs, and should be included as part of 30 

on-going administration and planning activities. 31 
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 I also recommend that the Commission require that the Company investigate 1 

opportunities for expanding the gas DSM programs for 2007 and beyond.  The 2 

Company should investigate including additional measures in the proposed 3 

programs, as well as new programs such as those addressing residential new 4 

construction and commercial customers. 5 

6. GAS DSM PROGRAM BUDGETS AND LONG-TERM PLANNING 6 

Q. Are the proposed gas DSM program budgets for 2006 reasonable? 7 

A. In general, yes.  The 2006 gas DSM budget of $820,000 is equal to roughly 0.5% 8 

of annual gas retail revenues.  This budget is low relative to other utilities offering 9 

gas DSM programs.  Exhibit TW-2 presents the results from a recent survey of 10 

gas utility DSM programs in the United States.  Note tha t the Company’s budget 11 

of roughly 0.5% of retail revenues is lower than most other gas utilities offering 12 

DSM programs.  However, this is the first year of gas DSM activities by the 13 

Company, and it is reasonable to allow the Company a little time to ramp up their 14 

programs.   15 

 On the other hand, the Company should not need a lot of time – e.g., more than 16 

one year – to ramp up the gas DSM programs, because most of them are being 17 

delivered through the electric DSM programs that are relatively mature. 18 

Q. Do you take any exception to the 2006 gas DSM program budgets? 19 

A. Yes.  As noted above in Section 5 of my testimony, I believe that the Technology 20 

Assessments program is not an appropriate use of gas DSM funds.  Therefore, I 21 

recommend that this program be eliminated and that its budget be shifted to one 22 

of the other gas DSM programs.  That would be a more legitimate use of those 23 

funds and will result in direct gas efficiency savings.  The Company should still 24 

investigate the costs and benefits of including additional efficiency measures into 25 

its gas DSM programs, but the costs associated with this type of investigation 26 

should be included in its administration and planning budgets, not in a separate 27 

program. 28 
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Q. Are the proposed gas DSM program budgets for 2007 reasonable? 1 

A. No.  The proposed gas DSM program budget for 2007 is the same as the budget 2 

for 2006.  Given the potential benefits from these gas DSM programs, the budgets 3 

should be expanded in future years. 4 

 As noted above in Section 5 of my testimony, there are several measures and 5 

programs that could be used to expand the proposed gas DSM programs.  Such an 6 

expansion of the gas DSM programs and budgets would put the Company in line 7 

with some of the other leading gas utility DSM programs, as indicated in Exhibit 8 

TW-2.  I recommend that the Company work toward the goal of increasing its gas 9 

DSM program budget to equal roughly 0.7 percent of retail revenues by 2007 and 10 

roughly 1.0 percent of retail revenues by 2008. 11 

 By waiting until 2007 to expand its gas DSM programs, the Company will have 12 

additional time to investigate the potential for additional efficiency measures and 13 

programs, and to prepare a regulatory filing that fully documents and supports 14 

such an expansion. 15 

Q. What do you recommend with regard to the  proposed gas DSM program 16 
budgets for 2006? 17 

A. As described above in Section 4 of my testimony, the Company has not provided 18 

sufficient information in time for me to review the economic analysis of its gas 19 

DSM programs.  If the Company presents sufficient evidence in this docket to 20 

demonstrate that the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-effective, then I 21 

recommend that the Commission approve the gas DSM program budgets for 22 

2006.  With the exception of the budgets for the Technology Assessment 23 

program, which should not be approved. 24 

Q. What do you recommend if the Company does not present sufficient evidence 25 
in this docket to demonstrate that the proposed gas DSM programs are cost-26 
effective? 27 

A. If the Company does not present sufficient evidence in this docket to demonstrate 28 

that the proposed gas DSM programs cost-effective, then I recommend that the 29 

Commission not approve the Gas DSM Plan, the program designs, or the program 30 
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budgets.  Instead, the Commission should require the Company to revisit the 1 

program designs, assumptions and economic analysis in order to develop gas 2 

DSM programs that are cost-effective.   3 

 As indicated in Exhibit TW-2, many other gas utilities have been able to design 4 

and implement highly cost-effective gas DSM programs.  On average these 5 

utilities have been able to develop programs with benefit cost ratios (based on the 6 

TRC test) of 2.4.  Such high benefit cost ratios indicate that there are a variety of 7 

cost-effective gas DSM opportunities for Sierra Pacific to pursue. 8 

Q. What do you recommend with regard to the proposed gas DSM program 9 
budgets for 2007? 10 

 I recommend that the Commission require the Company to file a 2007 Gas DSM 11 

Plan by the autumn of this year, as described above in Section 3 of my testimony.  12 

The Commission should require that the 2007 Gas DSM Plan (a) investigate 13 

opportunities for offering additional efficiency measures and programs, and (b) 14 

seek opportunities to increase the program budget to at least 0.7 percent of retail 15 

gas revenues by 2007, and to at least 1.0 percent of retail revenues by 2008. 16 

Q. Why is it important that the Commission make a finding and a 17 
recommendation on 2007 and 2008 gas DSM budgets at this time? 18 

A. Commission guidance in this docket will have a significant impact on the 19 

Company’s efforts to implement gas DSM programs over the next several years.  20 

I asked the Company through discovery what its plans were for expanding the 21 

programs after 2006 and 2007.  The response is informative: 22 

A decision will be made on maintaining, expanding, or deleting the 23 
projects in the proposed gas DSM program based on the results of the 24 
programs over the next 18 months.  While a specific decision criteria 25 
has not been established it will include as minimum customer 26 
participation, savings as validated by M&V, and the cost effectiveness 27 
of the projects.  The decision will also be based PUCN guidance, 28 
support and continued approval.  (Company Response to Discovery 29 
Request BCP 2-06, emphasis added.) 30 
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 Clearly, the Commission’s guidance on gas DSM activities and budgets will be 1 

critical to ensure that the Company pursues all cost-effective gas efficiency 2 

opportunities, and seeks to maximize the benefits of these opportunities over time.   3 

 Finally, note that it is not too soon to provide general regulatory guidance for 4 

2008 and beyond.  DSM programs and activities cannot and should not be ramped 5 

up and down from year to year depending upon other priorities of the Company.  6 

The most effective and successful DSM programs are implemented over many 7 

years, in a long-term planning context, with steady commitment and support from 8 

regulators and utilities. 9 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony at this time? 10 

A. Yes, it does.   11 

 12 
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British Columbia Utilities Commission.  Direct testimony regarding the Power Smart 
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Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 01-10-10).  Direct 
testimony regarding the United Illuminating Company’s service quality performance 
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US Department of Energy (Docket EE-RM-500).  Oral testimony at a public hearing 
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behalf of the Appliance Standards Awareness Project.  November 2000. 

Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control (Docket No. 99-09-03 Phase II).  
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September 25, 2000. 

Mississippi Public Service Commission (Docket No. 96-UA-389).  Oral testimony on 
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Attorney General.  February 16, 2000. 

Delaware Public Service Commission (Docket No. 99-328).  Direct testimony on 
maintaining electric system reliability.  On behalf of the Public Service Commission 
Staff.  February 2, 2000. 

New Hampshire Public Service Commission (Docket No. 99-099 Phase II).  Oral 
testimony on standard offer services.  On behalf of the Campaign for Ratepayers Rights.  
January 14, 2000. 
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Division.  July 15, 1999. 
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Commission Staff.  May 1996. 
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REPORTS 
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Vineyard, prepared for the Cape Light Compact, April 2005. 
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Programs, prepared for the Minnesota Office of Legislative Auditor, November 2004. 
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Residential Sector, prepared for the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships, Inc., 
October 1, 2004. 

A Balanced Energy Plan for the Interior West, prepared for the Hewlett Foundation 
Energy Series, with Western Resource Advocates and Tellus Institute, May 2004. 

OCC Comments on Alternative Transitional Standard Offer, prepared for the Connecticut 
Office of Consumer Counsel, October 20, 2003. 

Potential Cost Impacts of a Vermont Renewable Portfolio Standard, prepared for the 
Vermont Public Service Board, presented to the Vermont RPS Collaborative, October 16, 
2003. 

Portfolio Management: How to Procure Electricity Resources to Provide Reliable, Low-
Cost, and Efficient Electricity Services to All Retail Customers, prepared for the 
Regulatory Assistance Project and the Energy Foundation, October 10, 2003. 

Air Quality in Queens: Cleaning Up the Air in Queens County and Neighboring Regions, 
prepared for a collaboration of Natural Resources Defense Council, Keyspan Energy, and 
the Coalition Helping to Organize a Kleaner Environment, May 2003. 
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The Maryland Renewable Portfolio Standard: An Assessment of Potential Cost Impacts, 
prepared for the Maryland Public Interest Research Group, March 18, 2003. 

The Cape Light Compact Energy Efficiency Plan: Phase II 2003-2007: Providing 
Comprehensive Energy Efficiency Services to Communities on Cape Cod and Martha’s 
Vineyard, prepared for the Cape Light Compact, with Cort Richardson, the Vermont 
Energy Investment Corporation, and Optimal Energy Incorporated, March 2003. 

Green Power and Energy Efficiency Opportunities for Municipalities in Massachusetts: 
Promoting Community Involvement in Energy and Environmental Decisions, prepared for 
the Massachusetts Energy Consumers Alliance, May 20, 2002. 

The Energy Efficiency Potential in Williamson County, Tennessee: Opportunities for 
Reducing the Need for Transmission Expansion, prepared for the Harpeth River 
Watershed Association and the Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, April 4, 2002. 

Electricity Restructuring Activities in the US: A Survey of Selected States, prepared for 
the Arizona Corporation Commission Utilities Division Staff, March 15, 2002. 

Powering the South: A Clean and Affordable Energy Plan for the Southern United States, 
prepared with and for the Renewable Energy Policy Project and a coalition of Southern 
environmental advocates, January 2002. 

Survey of Clean Power and Energy Efficiency Programs, prepared for the Ozone 
Transport Commission, January 14, 2002. 

Proposal for a Renewable Portfolio Standard for New Brunswick, prepared for the 
Conservation Council of New Brunswick, presented to the New Brunswick Market 
Design Committee, December 12, 2001. 

A Retrospective Review of FERC’s Environmental Impact Statement on Open 
Transmission Access, prepared for the North American Commission for Environmental 
Cooperation, with the Global Development and Environment Institute, October 19, 2001. 

Repowering the Midwest: The Clean Energy Development Plan for the Heartland, 
prepared for the Environmental Law and Policy Center and a coalition of Midwest 
environmental advocates, February 2001. 

Marginal Price Assumptions for Estimating Customer Benefits of Air Conditioner 
Efficiency Standards, comments on the Department of Energy’s proposed rules for 
efficiency standards for central air conditioners and heat pumps, on behalf of the 
Appliance Standards Awareness Project, December 2000. 

The Cape Light Compact Energy Efficiency Plan: Providing Comprehensive Energy 
Efficiency Services to Communities on Cape Cod and Martha’s Vineyard, prepared for 
the Cape Light Compact, November 2000. 

Comments of the Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Workshop on Alternatives to 
Traditional Generation Resources, June 23, 2000. 
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Investigation into the July 1999 Outages and General Service Reliability of Delmarva 
Power & Light Company, prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission Staff, 
with Exponent Failure Analysis, Docket No. 99-328, February 1, 2000. 

Market Distortions Associated With Inconsistent Air Quality Regulations, prepared for 
the Project for a Sustainable FERC Energy Policy, November 18, 1999. 

Measures to Ensure Fair Competition and Protect Consumers in a Restructured 
Electricity Industry in West Virginia, prepared for the West Virginia Consumer Advocate 
Division, Case No. 98-0452-E-GI, June 15, 1999. 

Competition and Market Power in the Northern Maine Electricity Market, prepared for 
the Maine Public Utilities Commission, with Failure Exponent Analysis, November 
1998.   

New England Tracking System, a methodology for a region-wide electricity tracking 
system to support the implementation of restructuring-related policies, prepared for the 
New England Governors’ Conference, with Environmental Futures and Tellus Institute, 
October 1998. 

The Role of Ozone Transport in Reaching Attainment in the Northeast: Opportunities, 
Equity and Economics, prepared for the Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use 
Management, with the Global Development and Environment Institute, July 1998. 

Grandfathering and Environmental Comparability: An Economic Analysis of Air 
Emission Regulations and Electricity Market Distortions, prepared for the National 
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, with the Global Development and 
Environment Institute, June 1998. 

Performance-Based Regulation in a Restructured Electric Industry, prepared for the 
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, with Resource Insight, the 
National Consumer Law Center, and Peter Bradford, February 1998.   

Massachusetts Electric Utility Stranded Costs: Potential Magnitude, Public Policy 
Options, and Impacts on the Massachusetts Economy, prepared for the Union of 
Concerned Scientists, MASSPIRG and Public Citizen, November 1997.   

The Delaware Public Service Commission Staff’s Report on Restructuring the Electricity 
Industry in Delaware, prepared for the Delaware Public Service Commission Staff, 
Tellus Study No. 96-99, August 1997.   

Preserving Public Interest Obligations Through Customer Aggregation: A Summary of 
Options for Aggregating Customers in a Restructured Electricity Industry, prepared for 
the Colorado Office of Energy Conservation, Tellus Study No. 96-130, May 1997.   

Zero Carbon Electricity: the Essential Role of Efficiency and Renewables in New 
England’s Electricity Mix, prepared for the Boston Edison Settlement Board, Tellus 
Study No. 94-273, April 1997.   

Regulatory and Legislative Policies to Promote Renewable Resources in a Competitive 
Electricity Industry, prepared for the Colorado Governor’s Office of Energy 
Conservation, Tellus Study No. 96-130-A5, January 1997.   
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Comments Regarding the Investigation of Restructuring the Electricity Industry in 
Delaware, on behalf of the Staff of the Delaware Public Service Commission, Docket 
No. 96-83, Tellus Study No. 96-99, November 1996. 

Response of Governor's Office of Energy Conservation, Colorado Public Utilities 
Commission Questionnaire on Electricity Industry Restructuring,.  Docket No. 96Q-
313E, Tellus No. 96-130-A3, October 1996.   

Position Paper of the Vermont Department of Public Service.  Investigation into the 
Restructuring of the Electric Utility Industry in Vermont, Docket No. 5854, Tellus Study 
No. 95-308, March 1996. 

Can We Get There From Here?  The Challenge of Restructuring the Electricity Industry 
So That All Can Benefit, prepared for the California Utility Consumers' Action Network, 
Tellus Study No. 95-208 February 1996. 

Promoting Environmental Quality in a Restructured Electric Industry, prepared for the 
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, Tellus Study No. 95-056, 
December 1995.   

Comments to the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission Regarding an Investigation 
into Electric Power Competition, on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer 
Advocate, Docket No. I-00940032, Tellus Study No. 95-260, November 1995. 

Systems Benefits Funding Options.  Prepared for Wisconsin Environmental Decade, 
Tellus Study No. 95-248, October 1995. 

Achieving Efficiency and Equity in the Electricity Industry Through Unbundling and 
Customer Choice, Initial and Reply Comments of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer 
Advocate, in an investigation into the future structure of the electric power industry, 
Docket No. EX94120585Y, Tellus Study No. 95-029-A3, September 1995. 

Non-Price Benefits of BECO Demand-Side Management Programs, prepared for the 
Boston Edison Settlement Board, Te llus Study No. 93-174, August 1995. 

Electric Resource Planning for Sustainability, prepared for the Texas Sustainable Energy 
Development Council, Tellus Study No. 94-114, February 1995. 

ARTICLES AND PRESENTATIONS  

Managing Electricity Industry Risk with Clean and Efficient Resources, The Electricity 
Journal, with John Nielson, David Berry and Ronald Lehr, Volume 18, Issue 2, March 
2005. 

Local Policy Measures to Improve Air Quality: A Case Study of Queens County, New 
York, Local Environment, Volume 9, Number 1, February 2004. 

Future Outlook for Electricity Prices in Massachusetts, guest speaker before the Boston 
Green Buildings Task Force, December 18, 2003. 

A Renewable Portfolio Standard for New Brunswick, guest speaker before the New 
Brunswick Market Design Committee, January 10, 2002. 
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What’s New With Energy Efficiency Programs, Energy & Utility Update, National 
Consumer Law Center, Summer 2001. 

Clean Power Opportunities and Solutions: An Example from America’s Heartland, The 
Electricity Journal, July 2001. 

Potential for Wind and Renewable Resource Development in the Midwest, speaker at 
WINDPOWER 2001, Washington, DC, June 7, 2001. 

Electricity Market Distortions Associated With Inconsistent Air Quality Regulations, The 
Electricity Journal, April 2000. 

Generation Information Systems to Support Renewable Potfolio Standards, Generation 
Performance Standards and Environmental Disclosure, on behalf of the Union of 
Concerned Scientists, presentation at the Massachusetts Restructuring Roundtable, March 
2000. 

Grandfathering and Coal Plant Emissions: the Cost of Cleaning Up the Clean Air Act, 
Energy Policy, with Ackerman, Biewald, White and Moomaw, vol. 27, no 15, December 
1999, pages 929-940. 

Challenges Faced by Clean Generation Resources Under Electricity Restructuring, 
speaker at the Symposium on the Changing Electric System in Florida and What it Means 
for the Environment, Tallahassee Florida, November 1999. 

Follow the Money: A Method for Tracking Electricity for Environmental Disclosure, The 
Electricity Journal, May 1999.   

New England Tracking System Project: An Electricity Tracking System to Support a Wide 
Range of Restructuring-Related Policies, speaker at the Ninth Annual Energy Services 
Conference and Exposition, Orlando Florida, December 1998 

Efficiency, Renewables and Gas: Restructuring As if Climate Mattered, The Electricity 
Journal, Vol. 11, No. 1, January/February, 1998. 

Flexible Pricing and PBR: Making Rate Discounts Fair for Core Customers, Public 
Utilities Fortnightly, July 15, 1996.   

Overview of IRP and Introduction to Electricity Industry Restructuring, training session 
provided to the staff of the Delaware Public Service Commission, April, 1996. 

Performance-Based Ratemaking: Opportunities and Risks in a Competitive Electricity 
Industry, The Electricity Journal, Vol. 8, No. 8, October, 1995. 

Competition and Regulation in the UK Electric Industry, speaker at the Illinois 
Commerce Commission's workshop on Restructuring the Electric Industry, August, 1995. 

Competition and Regulation in the UK Electric Industry, speaker at the British Columbia 
Utilities Commission Electricity Market Review, Vancouver, British Columbia, 
February, 1995. 

Retail Competition in the Electricity Industry: Lessons from the United Kingdom, The 
Electricity Journal, Vol. 7, No. 5, June, 1994. 
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A Dialogue About the Industry's Future, The Electricity Journal, June, 1994. 

Energy Efficiency in Britain: Creating Profitable Alternatives, Utilities Policy, July 1993. 

It is Time to Account for the Environmental Costs of Energy Resources, Energy and 
Environment, Volume 4, No. 1, First Quarter, 1993. 

Developing Integrated Resource Planning Policies in the European Community, Review 
of European Community & International Environmental Law, Energy and Environment 
Issue, Vol. 1, Issue 2. 1992. 
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Comparison of 2004 Gas DSM Activities by Leading Gas Utilities 

Program 
Spending 
(million $)

Program 
Spending 

(% of retail 
revenues)

Gas 
Savings 
(MCF/yr)

Gas 
Savings (% 

of gas 
sales)

MCF/yr 
Saved Per 

Million 
Dollars

Benefit-
Cost Ratio 

(TRC)
Aquila (MN) 2.1 1.4 146,000 0.5 69,000 ---
Centerpoint 5.6 0.5 720,000 0.5 129,000 2.6
Keyspan 12 1.0 490,000 0.4 41,000 3.0
Northwest Natural Gas (4) 4.7 0.7 85,000 0.1 18,000 ---
NSTAR 3.9 0.8 71,500 0.2 18,000 2.3
PG&E 21.7 0.7 2,040,000 0.7 94,000 2.1
PSE 3.8 0.4 311,000 0.5 82,000 1.9
So Cal Gas 21 0.6 1,100,000 0.3 53,000 2.7
Vermont Gas 1.1 1.6 57,000 1.0 57,000 5.6
Xcel (MN) 4.0 0.7 663,000 0.9 166,000 1.6
Average 7.9 0.8 564,000 0.5 72,700 2.7
Median 4.3 0.7 400,500 0.5 63,000 2.4  

Source:  Southwest Energy Efficiency Project, Natural Gas Demand-Side Management 
Programs: a National Survey, Suzanne Tegen and Howard Geller, January 2006 


