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Questar Gas Company dba Enbridge Gas Utah (“EGU” or “Company”) respectfully
submits these Reply Comments to the Action Request Response (Response) issued by the Division
of Public Utilities (“Division” or “DPU”) on March 19, 2026, and the Comments issued by the

Office of Consumer Services (“Office” or “OCS”) on March 19, 2026.

L. BACKGROUND

These Reply Comments pertain to three dockets, all relating to the Company’s 2025 Energy
Efficiency program. The first, Docket No. 24-057-22, relates to Enbridge Gas Utah’s Application

for Approval of the 2025 Year Budget for Energy Efficiency Programs and Market Transformation


mailto:jenniffer.clark@enbridge.com

Initiative. On January 14, 2026, Enbridge Gas Utah filed a report on Energy Efficiency
Expenditures and Dekatherm Savings to Date in that docket, noting that its Builder, Low-Income,
and Energy Comparison Report programs had reached ninety percent (90%) of their respective
Commission-approved budgets for 2025. On the same date, the Utah Public Service Commission
(“Commission”) issued an Action Request to the Division seeking feedback on the Company’s
report, with comments due by February 13,2026. On February 2, 2026, the Division filed its initial
Action Request Response, recommending that the Commission acknowledge the report as
complying with the Commission’s Order in Docket No. 05-057-T01. On February 17, 2026, the
Company filed its Energy Efficiency Report for the Year Ending December 31, 2025, which
provided the full year-end data on participants, costs, and natural gas savings for all Energy
Efficiency Programs.

The second Docket, Docket No. 25-057-05, pertains to Enbridge Gas Utah’s Energy
Efficiency Reports, 2025. The Commission placed a copy of the Company’s Energy Efficiency

Report for the Year Ending December 31, 2025 in that docket as well.

The Third Docket, Docket No. 26-057-01, pertains to Enbridge Gas Utah’s Energy
Efficiency Reports, 2026. The Commission placed a copy of the Company’s Energy Efficiency

Report for the Year Ending December 31, 2025 in that docket as well.

On February 18, 2026, the Commission issued an Action Request referencing all three
dockets to the Division seeking review of the year-end report, with comments due by March 19,

2026.



On February 24, 2026, the Commission issued an Acknowledgment Letter in all three
dockets acknowledging that the Builder, Low-Income, and ECR Programs expenses exceeded 90%

of their respective Commission-approved 2025 budgets.

On March 19, 2026, the Division filed its Action Request Response, and the Office filed
Comments referencing all three dockets. On March 25, 2026, the Commission issued a Request
for Reply Comments. The Company respectfully submits the following Reply Comments in

response to the Division’s Response and the Office’s Comments.

II. REPLY TO THE OFFICE OF CONSUMER SERVICES’ COMMENTS

The Office reviewed EGU’s 2025 Energy Efficiency Report and provided Comments on
March 19, 2026. The OCS confirmed the Division’s findings that total spending for 2025 was
$32.9 million, or 106.5% of the Commission-approved budget, with the Appliance Rebates, Home
Energy Plan, Energy Comparison Report, Low Income, and Marketing Transformation Initiative
programs remaining consistent with approved budgets. The OCS noted that the Business Program
expenditure was lower than expected at 78.5% of the budget, while the Weatherization and Builder
Rebate programs resulted in spending at 103% and 132% of budget, respectively.

The OCS provided a detailed program-by-program analysis and indicated general support
of EGU’s energy efficiency programs “...to the extent they remain cost effective”. The Office also
recommended that the Company monitor and discuss cost effectiveness issues with the Advisory
Group in 2026.

Additionally, the OCS raised a concern regarding the Company’s designation of the
entirety of its benefit/cost results in EGU Exhibit 1 as confidential. The OCS questioned whether

the full exhibit was correctly identified as confidential and reported that informal communications



with EGU and DPU indicated that both parties support a review of the appropriate level of
confidentiality in the next ThermWise® Advisory Group meeting. The Office also requested to be
included in EGU’s and DPU’s Q4 annual review of Energy Efficiency reporting. Enbridge Gas
Utah appreciates the Office’s diligent and thorough review of the Company’s Utah 2025 Energy
Efficiency Year-End report and acknowledges the Office’s efforts to evaluate the performance of
the programs and ensure that they are just, reasonable, and in the public interest. The Company
agrees with the Office’s recommendations and commits to monitoring and reviewing the declining
cost effectiveness of certain programs, to review the confidential designation in the next
ThermWise Advisory Group meeting, and to include the Office in the annual 4™ Quarter/Year-

End review of the Energy Efficiency Program reporting.

III. REPLY TO THE DIVISION’S ACTION REQUEST RESPONSE

In its March 19, 2026 Action Request Response, the Division provided a detailed program-
by-program analysis and noted that the ThermWise® portfolio passed the Utility Cost Test
(“UCT”) and other primary benefit/cost tests for 2025, with actual UCT and Total Resource Cost
(“TRC”) scores exceeding forecasted values. However, the Division expressed concern that the
Appliance, Builder, Business, Weatherization, and ECR programs all experienced year-over-year

declines in their UCT scores.

The Division recommended that the Commission acknowledge EGU’s Report and referred
the following matters to the ThermWise® Advisory Group for review: (1) whether EGU should
begin limiting incentives upon reaching 90% of its approved budget, particularly where the
Company anticipates a year-end overrun; and (2) whether EGU should provide actual benefit/cost

results at the incentive level, compared to the forecasted amounts in the budget proposal. With



respect to the $1,999,319 budget overrun, the Division noted the absence of an established
precedent or policy and offered the Commission three options for consideration:

e Approve the $1,999,319 and increase the deferred amortization rate to cover the excess,

with safeguards in place for the future;

e Disapprove the amount and allow the Company to recommend a solution; or

e Approve the $1,999,319 but decrease the 2026 budget to make up the difference, with

safeguards in place for the future.

The Company appreciates the Division’s analysis provided in this docket. The Company
does not agree that it should “begin limiting incentives when it reports reaching 90% of its budget”
for a number of reasons, including those discussed below!, but it has no aversion to discussing the
matter in detail with the DSM Advisory Group as the Division recommends.

The Company also agrees to provide actual benefit/cost results at the incentive level
compared to the forecasted amounts provided in the budget. Indeed, the Company has, over the
19-year ThermWise® program history, calculated the actual benefit/cost ratios at the measure level
as part of the year-end modeling process. The Company is happy to provide this additional detail
as part of its year-end reporting.

The Company disagrees with the three “options” offered by the Division, and the iteration
of facts underlying those “options.” The Division misstates facts, misapplies circumstances in
other states relating to other utilities’ programs, and misunderstands the long-standing procedure

in the Company’s energy efficiency dockets. Therefore, the Company offers the following

clarification.

! Limiting incentives would also create customer confusion and uncertainty for customers as to whether rebates are
available or not. The practice could potentially result in disparate treatment of similarly situated customers because
one qualified customer would receive a rebate and another may not. However, because the Division has only
recommended discussion of the matter in the DSM Advisory Group, the Company does not address those concerns in
depth here. It will do so in the DSM Advisory Group.



A. The Company’s Actual Expenditures Evidence Successful Programs, Not a Failure

to Properly Manage a Budget

The Division’s Response erroneously states that the 2025 program year marked “the first
time in the history of the Energy Efficiency Programs that the actual expenditures exceeded the
budget,” and suggests that such budget overruns are problematic. In fact, this is not the first time
the Company has exceeded its forecast for rebates, nor is the greater-than-forecast participation
cause for concern. Indeed, the budget overrun is a positive event, evidencing that the ThermWise®™
programs have performed better than forecast, and impacted more customers than projected in the
original budget, as it has on a number of occasions in the past.

As a preliminary matter, it is important to note that each of the Company’s annual Energy
Efficiency budgets are a forecast of what the Company expects in terms of expenditures. The lion’s
share of anticipated expenditures are related to rebates and incentives paid to participating
customers. The Company forecasts the level of expected participation. Sometimes actual
participation exceeds the forecast, sometimes it does not. In 2025, more customers participated in
ThermWise programs, and more energy savings were achieved, than the Company projected. This
circumstance has occurred in the past as well.

Prior to the 2025 program year, the Company’s ThermWise® programs have experienced
budget overages on four separate occasions: in 2007 (106% of budget), 2008 (172% of budget),
2009 (267% of budget), and 2020 (102% of budget). The relevant proceedings in which these
overages were reported, reviewed, and approved are Docket Nos. 05-057-T01, 07-057-08, 08-057-
22, and 19-057-26, respectively.

Notably, the overages in the early years of the programs were considerably larger, both in

absolute terms and as a percentage of the approved budget, than the 2025 overage. For example,



in 2009, actual spending exceeded the approved budget by 167 percentage points. In 2008, it

exceeded budget by seventy-two percentage points. By comparison, the 2025 overage of

approximately six percent is modest.

A comprehensive review of the Company’s nineteen-year history of offering energy

efficiency programs demonstrates that the ThermWise® portfolio has been managed with

considerable fiscal discipline. Over the full 2007-2025 period, total actual spending of $487.69

million represents 99.70% of total Commission-approved budgets of $489.15 million. The

following table provides a year-by-year summary:

Year

2007
2008

2009
2010
2011

2012
2013

2014
2015

2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

2022
2023

2024
2025
Total

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Total
Budget*

6.99
10.50
17.79
36.13
32.23
28.33
31.00
27.42
28.53
26.73
25.09
24.54
25.51
26.43
27.06
30.21
28.13
25.66
30.88

489.15

*Shown in millions.

Total Actual

Spending*

7.41
18.08
47.45
35.69
22.29
22.62
28.98
26.29
24.19
23.32
22.37
23.41
23.58
27.07
25.03
24.89
26.63
25.51
32.88

487.69

% Actual $
to Budget

106%
172%
267%
99%
69%
80%
93%
96%
85%
87%
89%
95%
92%
102%
93%
82%
95%
99%
106%
99.70%

As noted above, in each of those years where expenditures exceeded the budget, the

overages were due to greater-than-anticipated customer participation in the programs. Indeed,



those programs performed better than forecast with greater customer participation and greater
achieved savings than the Company had forecast.

The Division’s Response characterizes the Company’s 2025 energy efficiency budget
overage as a fiscal concern warranting potential disallowance or corrective actions. In actuality,
the Company’s 2025 budget overruns are an indication that the programs were a success with
greater customer uptake and greater related natural gas savings than it anticipated when preparing
the budget. If the budget overruns were related to increases in administrative costs, marketing
costs, or other non-incentive costs, there may be cause for concern. Here, however, budget
overruns were directly related to the Company exceeding expectations in terms of customer
participation.

The Company respectfully submits that the data contained within the Division’s own
analysis supports this conclusion. In its Response, the Division provided a year-over-year
comparison of the Builder Rebates Program (the primary driver of the budget overage) and found
that participants, expenditures, and dekatherm savings all increased at relatively similar rates
between 2024 and 2025:

e Participants increased from 17,384 to 28,266, an increase of 62.6%.
e Expenditures increased from $7.8 million to $12.9 million, an increase of 65%.
e Dekatherm Savings increased from 220,271 to 383,746, an increase of 74%.

Critically, the rate of increase in dekatherm savings (74%) outpaced the rate of increase in
expenditures (65%). This means that each additional dollar spent in the Builder program in 2025
“purchased” more natural gas savings than the prior year, which is a direct indicator of improving,
not declining, cost-effectiveness at the margin.

Additionally, the Company pays rebates to customers only upon the verified installation of

Commission-approved, high-efficiency natural gas equipment. Every dollar of the nearly $2



million overage in 2025 was paid directly to customers (or on behalf of customers) who installed
qualifying equipment that will generate natural gas savings over the useful life of the equipment.
None of the overage was attributable to administrative costs, overhead, marketing, or any spending
category other than rebates paid for verified installations. In fact, actual non-incentive costs in
2025 finished the year at 74% of budget ($5.09 million actual vs. $6.8 million budget), thereby
helping to improve actual cost-effectiveness test results in comparison to the budget (actual TRC
of 1.51 and UCT of 1.68 / budget TRC of 1.34 and UCT of 1.63).

All evidence in each of the dockets at issue here indicates that the Company has prudently
managed its budget and any overruns are indicative of better performance than forecast.

B. The Division’s “Regional Comparisons” are Distinguishable From Enbridge Gas’s

Programs.

The Division also includes a section titled “Regional Comparisons” in which it cites
practices at Black Hills Energy in Colorado and Wyoming, as well as Intermountain Gas Company
in Idaho, as examples of how other utilities manage energy efficiency programs. While the
Company does not object to the general concept of examining peer utility practices, the specific
comparisons drawn by the Division are inapt and, if relied upon by the Commission, could lead to
inappropriate conclusions about the management and design of EGU’s ThermWise® portfolio. The
Company respectfully submits that the programs cited by the Division are not comparable to
EGU’s programs in scale, maturity, regulatory context, or programmatic design, and that the
Division’s analysis fails to address these critical distinctions.

The Division cites Black Hills Energy in Wyoming as having “temporarily halted its
residential and commercial rebate offerings” and suggests this as a model for managing program

costs. However, the Division omits critical context that undermines this comparison. Black Hills



Energy’s Wyoming natural gas efficiency programs were not halted as a deliberate budget
management strategy. Rather, all of Black Hills Energy’s Wyoming rebate programs were
suspended effective January 1, 2026, because the company’s previously authorized programs
expired on December 31, 2025, and the Wyoming Public Service Commission had not yet acted
on that company’s July 2025 application to continue its programs. In fact, Black Hills Energy
subsequently withdrew its 2026 application entirely, requesting that the Wyoming Commission
dismiss its pending Energy Efficiency Program filing (Docket No. 30026-111-GT-25, Record No.
17883), stating that it intended to “resubmit program applications at a later date” after hosting
public workshops to redesign its programs.

In other words, Black Hills Energy’s Wyoming programs were not curtailed as a proactive
fiscal safeguard. Instead, they were suspended because they lacked regulatory authorization to
continue, and that company chose to withdraw and start over. Citing a program that has effectively
been abandoned and is undergoing fundamental redesign as a model for EGU’s mature,
continuously operating, and Commission-approved ThermWise® portfolio is not an appropriate
comparison. EGU’s programs have operated without interruption since 2007, have maintained
cost-effectiveness throughout their history, and serve over 1.2 million customers across Utah.
Black Hills Energy’s Wyoming gas operations serve a considerably smaller customer base in a
fundamentally different regulatory and market environment.

Black Hills Energy’s Colorado gas utility is the second-largest natural gas utility in the
state, serving approximately 300,000 customers throughout the state. Its natural gas efficiency
programs operate under the Colorado Public Utilities Commission’s Clean Heat framework
(Colorado Proceeding No. 23A-0633G — Black Hills Colorado Gas’ 2024-2028 Clean Heat Plan,

filed December 29, 2023 with deliberations concluded April 2025), which imposes greenhouse gas

10



emission reduction mandates and directs utility spending toward beneficial electrification,
including the replacement of natural gas furnaces and water heaters with electric heat pumps. The
Colorado PUC’s approved Clean Heat Plan for Black Hills Energy includes a total budget of
approximately $18.3 million over three years (2025-2027), with the majority directed not to gas
efficiency measures but to building electrification. By contrast, EGU’s ThermWise® programs are
funded at a substantially higher level (over $36 million in 2026) and are dedicated exclusively to
natural gas energy efficiency, which is a fundamentally different scale and mission.

The first-come, first-served budget cap model cited by the Division may be appropriate for
a small, narrowly scoped program operating under electrification-oriented mandates, but it raises
significant concerns when applied to a program of the scale and scope of EGU’s ThermWise®
portfolio. If EGU were required to stop paying approved rebates when a particular program’s
budget nears 90% or is exhausted, customers who purchased qualifying high-efficiency equipment
in good faith, relying on the availability of advertised ThermWise® rebates, would be denied the
incentives to which they meet all of the qualifications other than timing. Those same customers,
having been barred from receiving a rebate, would have the continuing obligation to fund the
programs for other customers. Such an outcome would create uncertainty for customers, require
extensive tariff changes, erode customer trust, discourage participation in future program years,
and ultimately undermine the long-term market transformation objectives that the Commission has
endorsed since the programs’ inception in 2007.

The Division also references Intermountain Gas Company (“IGC”) in Idaho as having
retired certain appliance rebates over the lifetime of that utility’s programs. The Company notes
that EGU has similarly retired numerous rebate measures over the nineteen-year history of the

ThermWise® programs as equipment markets have transformed, for example .35 u-value windows,

11



programmable thermostats, clothes washers, natural gas dryers, .62 energy factor water heaters,
.80 energy factor tankless water heaters, 90% efficient furnaces, 85% efficient boilers, as well as
carlier versions of ENERGY STAR™ rated new homes. The Company has proactively managed
its rebate portfolio in response to market conditions and equipment standards, and it will continue
to do so.

None of the “Regional Comparisons” offered by the Division are similar to the
circumstances here, and any actions taken (or not taken) by utilities and commissions in those
circumstances offer no controlling or persuasive authority.

C. The Company’s Budget and Actual Performance are Indicative Of Prudent Program

Management, and Strong Customer Participation and the Commission Should
Approve those Expenditures.

The Division’s offering of “options” to the Commission deviates from established practice,
and is improper in the budget-related dockets. The Division’s suggestion that the Commission can
“[d]isapprove the amount and allow the Company to recommend a solution” is simply procedurally
incorrect.

The Company files two types of Energy Efficiency dockets: those forecasting a budget,
and those seeking cost recovery. The three dockets at issue here are budget-related dockets. In
budget-related dockets, the Company seeks approval of an initial budget, offers reporting
throughout the year related to that budget, and offers year-end reporting relating to the budget and
programs. The Commission historically acknowledges the Company’s action in reporting dockets
as being compliant or not. Here, the Company has clearly been compliant.

On the other hand, cost recovery for Energy Efficiency Program expenditures occurs

through the Company’s Commission-approved deferred account, Account 182.4, which functions

12



as a balancing account. The Commission’s approval of this deferred accounting mechanism
expressly recognizes that actual program expenditures may vary from forecasted budgets due to
customer-driven participation levels. The purpose of the deferred account is to track these
variances for later review and recovery in a cost-recovery docket, not to retroactively convert
budget forecasts into spending caps.

Cost-recovery dockets are the dockets where the Company seeks cost recovery for its
expenditures. Those dockets include verified applications with detailed cost information, and a
hearing during which the Commission can receive sworn testimony related to the expenditures and
the Company’s prudency. If the Division believes the Company has been imprudent or that the
Commission should otherwise disallow costs, it should address those concerns in cost-recovery
dockets, not in budget or reporting-related dockets. Notably, the Division has not done so in any
of the years when the Company had greater customer participation than forecast and therefore
exceeded its forecasted budget. Suggesting a cost disallowance in a budget approval or reporting
docket is procedurally inappropriate. Suggesting modification of another year’s budget (the 2026
Energy Efficiency Budget docket, for example) outside the docket governing that year is equally
inappropriate. Each such effort should take place in the appropriate docket, not here.

Moreover, if, as the Division suggests, the Company were to simply stop issuing rebates to
customers when its incentive payouts have reached the forecasted amount, then it would be in
direct violation of the current provisions of its Utah Natural Gas Tariff No. 800 (“Tarift”). The
Tariff does not provide a mechanism to suspend rebate payment, or to deny rebates to those who
seek them late in the year when the Company has reached its rebate budget forecast. Nor should
the Commission deny cost recovery for dollars spent in compliance with the Tariff. If the Division

believes that the Company should limit payment of rebates (now or in the future), or have cost-
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recovery denied, then it should seek changes to the Company’s Tariff or provide evidence of
imprudence. It has done neither.

The Company strives to provide the most accurate forecast possible in each annual energy
efficiency budget filing. The Company’s forecasting methodology incorporates historical
participation trends, retailer and distributor feedback, equipment cost data, builder permit
projections, market conditions, and other available information to estimate the level of customer
demand for each rebate measure. However, each year’s budget is inherently a forecast, or a
forward-looking projection of anticipated participation, equipment costs, and market conditions
that may or may not materialize precisely as expected.

As the historical data presented in the table above demonstrate, actual spending has varied
from approved budgets in both directions over the life of the programs. In some years, actual
spending has been substantially below budget; in others, it has exceeded budget. These variances
are a natural and expected feature of demand-driven energy efficiency programs, where
participation is ultimately determined by individual customer decisions that cannot be perfectly
predicted in advance. The Company does not have the ability to compel customers to participate
in the programs, nor does it have the ability to deny approved rebates to customers who meet the
eligibility criteria for Commission-approved measures.

The Division’s Response also suggests that some other or additional action is now required,
in addition to the acknowledgement offered by the Commission. In fact, in each of the years
referenced above, the Division reviewed the overage, made a clear recommendation to the
Commission to acknowledge the reporting, and the Commission did so. In those same years, the
Division recommended approval of cost-recovery in the related cost-recovery dockets. It’s

suggested now, for the first time, that some additional action is required, is misplaced. The
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Commission’s acknowledgement of the Company’s proper reporting is appropriate. Should the
Division wish to raise cost-recovery, Tariff, or program design issues elsewhere, in the proper

dockets, it certainly has the ability to do so.

IV.  CONCLUSION

The Company agrees with the Office’s recommendations. Specifically, the Company
agrees that the Office will be formally included in the Q4 annual review of EGU’s Energy
Efficiency program reporting. The Company also agrees that there were lower cost-effectiveness
results of certain programs in 2025. However, the Company also notes that the majority of this
issue can be explained by lower projected natural gas prices and the rebate measure mix that
customers actually participated in over the 2025 program year versus what was forecast by the
Company in the Fall of 2024. The Company commits to include a discussion of these issues in a
2026 meeting of the Advisory Group. The Company also commits to review, in a 2026
ThermWise® Advisory Group meeting, the issue raised by the Office concerning the appropriate
level of confidentiality in its regulatory filings.

The Company believes that the Division’s concerns are best addressed, initially, in DSM
Advisory Group meetings. The Commission should disregard the Division’s recommendations
that it “disapprove” budget dollars at this juncture, disallow costs, or reduce the Company’s 2026
Energy Efficiency budget. If the Division wishes to advocate for program redesigns, Tariff
changes, or budget management mechanisms and safeguards, the Company recommends that it do
so in proper dockets and proper forums. The Company does not believe that the Commission
should take any such action in any docket related to the Division’s Action Request Response.
Again, the Company believes that the Advisory Group is the appropriate forum in which to

evaluate potential program backstops, including mechanisms to manage participation surges while
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preserving the fundamental objective of promoting energy efficiency and serving customers who
choose to invest in high-efficiency equipment. The Company is committed to engaging
constructively with the Division, the Office, and other stakeholders in those discussions and will
include these topics on the agenda of a 2026 Advisory Group meeting. The Company further agrees
to provide actual benefit/cost results at the incentive level, compared to the forecasted amounts in
the budget proposal in annual year-end report to the Division.

DATED this 3™ day of April, 2026.

Respectfully submitted,

ENBRIDGE GAS UTAH

enniffer Nelson Clark (7947)
Attorney for the Applicant
333 South State Street
P O Box 45433
Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0433
(801)324-5392
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