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Summary: Mr. Evans discusses Green Mountain Power’s power supply portfolio and the 

Company’s processes and methods used to develop its power supply portfolio.
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Q1. Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 1 

A2. My name is George W. Evans.  I am a power supply consultant working with SAGE 2 

Management Consultants, LLC (“SAGE”), a regulatory and litigation support 3 

management consulting firm.  My business address is 358 Cross Creek Trail, 4 

Robbinsville, North Carolina 28771.  5 

 6 

Q2. Please describe your role, educational background, and experience. 7 

A2. My role in this case is to review Green Mountain Power’s (the “Company” or “GMP”) 8 

power supply plan.  I have over 35 years of experience in power supply planning.  My 9 

resume is attached as Exhibit PSD-GWE-1. 10 

 11 

Q3. Have you ever testified before the Vermont Public Utilities Commission? 12 

A3. No. 13 

 14 

Q4. Please describe the Company’s power supply. 15 

A4. The Company receives power from many different sources.  For the Rate Year, the large 16 

majority (80%) of energy is forecast to be provided under various Power Purchase 17 

Agreements (“PPAs”) that the Company has in place.  The Company’s owned entitlements in 18 

various generating facilities account for an additional 19% of Rate Year energy supplied.  The 19 

final 1% of energy is forecast to be provided through purchases of energy from the New 20 
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England ISO (or “ISO”).  Finally, the Company forecasts that 5% of the energy received will 1 

be re-sold into the Market. 2 

 3 

Q5. Please describe the Company’s power supply planning process. 4 

A5. The Company’s Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) provides some guidance to the 5 

Company’s acquisitions of power supply resources.  An internally developed spreadsheet 6 

simulation model was used to select resources for the Company’s IRP.  However, as I 7 

discuss below, the Company’s process for selecting power supply resources is 8 

inconsistent and inadequate.  9 

 10 

Q6. What issues have you identified in the Company’s power supply plan? 11 

A6. I have identified the following high-level issues in the Company’s power supply plan: 12 

 The Company’s power supply planning process is inconsistent. 13 

 The Company’s process for selecting and evaluating new power supply resources is 14 

inadequate and does not minimize costs for ratepayers. 15 

 The Company’s methodology for estimating Test Year power supply costs is 16 

inaccurate. 17 

 The Company has acquired excessive renewable energy credits (RECs). 18 

 The Company has not presented a viable justification for the proposed JV Microgrids. 19 

 20 

 21 
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Q7. Why do you claim that the Company’s power supply planning process is 1 

inconsistent? 2 

A7. In response to discovery request DPS1.Q69(a), which asked, “Please describe in detail 3 

the process used by GMP to select resources for the 2018 power supply plan including 4 

the name of all simulation models used and the methodology used for the screening of 5 

potential resources,” the Company responded in part as follows (see Exhibit PSD-GWE-2 6 

for the complete response). 7 

The processes and models that GMP used to evaluate and select these resources 8 

depended significantly on the particular resources being acquired. For example, 9 

large and long-term resources (e.g., HQUS, NextEra) were evaluated using 10 

relatively detailed analyses that included probabilistic simulation of potential 11 

future market outcomes. These evaluations were assisted by outside consultants – 12 

for example, La Capra Associates (now Daymark Energy Advisors) using the 13 

Aurora regional market simulation model. Smaller resources were typically 14 

evaluated primary against the projected net cost (projected cost of power from a 15 

source, less market value/revenues for the products that that source provides) of 16 

competing alternatives (e.g., other new renewables that could potentially be used 17 

to meet Vermont’s SPEED requirements or RES requirements) in a base case 18 

market environment. Shorter term bilateral energy purchases were selected by 19 

competitive bid, subject to screening for reasonableness against then-current 20 

broker price indications and consultant-generated (e.g., ESAI, IHS) forecasts of 21 

future spot market prices. 22 

 23 

Q8. What is your concern about the Company’s response? 24 

A8. The Company states that the processes and models used to evaluate and select resources 25 

depend on the particular resources being analyzed.  Although there can be situations that 26 

warrant exceptions, all considered resources should be evaluated using one consistent 27 

methodology and one model that compares the costs of all considered resources and the 28 
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complete impacts on ratepayers.  Such a consistent process would ensure that all 1 

resources are evaluated on a level playing field and that costs to ratepayers are 2 

minimized. 3 

 4 

Q9. What is the basis for your claim that the Company’s process for selecting new power 5 

supply resources is inadequate? 6 

A9. The Company primarily relies on a spreadsheet model that was developed internally and 7 

lacks the ability to select resources to meet the industry standard objective of power 8 

supply planning. 9 

 10 

Q10. What is the industry standard objective of power supply planning? 11 

A10. The power industry today accepts as standard practice the selection of new power supply 12 

resources that will minimize the net present value of revenue requirements, subject to 13 

constraints that guarantee reliability and adherence to renewable requirements.  This 14 

standard practice will generally result in power supply plans that minimize costs for 15 

ratepayers while maintaining reliability and meeting renewable objectives. 16 

 17 

Q11. Does the Company’s spreadsheet model adequately evaluate potential power supply 18 

resources? 19 

A11. No, it does not.  The Company’s simulation model is a set of large spreadsheets that does 20 

not accurately simulate the operation of the Company’s power supply system and is not 21 

designed to select the best mix of new power supply resources. 22 
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Q12. Can you identify any specific shortcomings of the Company’s spreadsheet model? 1 

A12. Yes, I can.  Certain Company resources, namely the Company’s Peakers (the Ascutney 2 

gas turbine, the Berlin 5 gas turbine, the Essex diesels, the Gorge 16 gas turbine, Rutland 3 

5, and the Vergennes 5 and 6 diesels) (see line 31 of Exhibit PSD-GWE-3 (a reproduction 4 

of Exhibit GMP-DCS-2)) and the Wyman and Stonybrook generating units (see lines 36 5 

and 37 of Exhibit PSD-GWE-3) are expensive dispatchable generating units and are 6 

typically called upon by the ISO only as a last resort.   7 

 8 

Q13. If the ISO operates these units, will the ISO cover the operating costs of the units? 9 

A13. Yes.  The ISO will reimburse the Company for the operating costs of the Peakers, 10 

Wyman, and Stonybrook units because the units are operated to provide energy needed 11 

by the pool during peak hours.  In fact, because these units are normally operated during 12 

peak hours when ISO prices are highest, it is highly likely that the units will receive 13 

revenues in excess of operating costs. 14 

 15 

Q14. Do the Company’s rate year power supply costs include these payments? 16 

A14. No.  Although the Company is making sales to the ISO in most peak hours, the revenues 17 

from the sales do not even cover the operating costs of these units.  18 

 19 

Q15. Have you been able to quantify the impact? 20 

A15. Yes, I have. Rate Year total costs should be reduced by $1,395,096 to account for the 21 

payments by the ISO for the operation of the Peakers, Wyman, and Stonybrook at peak 22 
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prices. The computations used to develop this cost reduction are shown in Exhibit PSD-1 

GWE-4.  2 

 3 

Q16. What is the basis for the prices you utilized in this computation? 4 

A16. For the Peakers, I used the most recent five-year average of actual super-peak prices. For 5 

Stonybrook and Wyman, I used the most recent five-year average of actual peak prices. 6 

These prices are shown in Exhibit PSD-GWE-4. 7 

 8 

Q17. Have you identified additional issues with the Company’s spreadsheet model? 9 

A17. Yes, I have. The Company’s newly acquired Solar Purchase Power Agreements (PPAs) 10 

(see line 10 of Exhibit PSD-GWE-3) are not cost-effective when compared to energy and 11 

capacity available from the ISO market and are not needed to supply Renewable Energy 12 

Credits (RECs).  Rate Year costs would be reduced if the Company had not acquired 13 

these resources, but instead acquired the same energy and capacity from the market.  14 

 15 

Q18. Have you been able to quantify the impact? 16 

A18. Yes.  Rate Year costs would be reduced by $3,487,195 if the Solar PPAs were replaced 17 

with purchases from the market.  The computations used to develop this reduction are 18 

shown in Exhibit PSD-GWE-5.  However, I understand that Department witness Ed 19 

McNamara will discuss whether this cost reduction should be applied to the Rate Year 20 

power supply costs and I have not included the reduction as a recommendation. 21 

 22 
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Q19. Have you identified any other specific issues with the Company’s spreadsheet 1 

model? 2 

A19. Yes, I have. The Company’s claimed cost of $2.412 million for the “ANI Adjustment” (see 3 

line 27 of Exhibit PSD-GWE-3) is neither known nor measurable. 4 

 5 

Q20. Why do you claim the Company’s Adjusted Net Interchange (“ANI”) Adjustment is 6 

neither known nor measurable? 7 

A20. The Company’s ANI Adjustment is an attempt to include additional costs in the Rate Year 8 

power supply costs that were purportedly excluded in previous years because the Company’s 9 

spreadsheet model failed to properly model the ISO purchases and sales and could not 10 

precisely forecast hourly ISO prices.  To arrive at the ANI Adjustment, the Company 11 

compares results from its spreadsheet model in previous years to actual ISO settlements.  The 12 

results of this comparison over the last four years are averaged to arrive at the proposed ANI 13 

Adjustment. 14 

 15 

Q21. Is there any basis for the Company’s claimed adjustment? 16 

A21. No, there is not.  The Rate Year 2018 includes new resources that were not included in 17 

the previous four years. In addition, the customer energy requirements in the Rate Year 18 

are different (on an hourly basis) than the customer energy requirements in the previous 19 

four years.  Also, hourly ISO prices will be different in the Rate Year as compared to the 20 

previous four years. There is no reasonable basis for making an adjustment in the 2018 21 
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Rate Year based on modeling errors that occurred in the previous four years. 1 

  2 

Q22. Has the Company presented any information to support the use of this ANI 3 

Adjustment? 4 

A22. No, it has not.  5 

 6 

Q23. What other issues have you identified with the Company’s spreadsheet model? 7 

A23. I have identified the following additional issues with the Company’s spreadsheet model. 8 

 The model essentially ignores the hourly variations in customer requirements, market 9 

prices, and generation. 10 

 The model is extremely cumbersome and difficult to use. 11 

 The model is not portable. 12 

 The model is not used by any other electric utilities. 13 

 The model is not capable of modeling the dispatching of resources in a least-cost 14 

manner consistent with ISO New England. 15 

 The model is open to alteration. 16 

 The model does not meet the industry standard for such models. 17 

 18 

Q24. Why is it problematic that the Company’s spreadsheet model ignores hourly 19 

variations in customer requirements, market prices, and generation? 20 

A24. The Company’s spreadsheet model only considers peak and off-peak totals and average 21 

costs over the peak and off-peak periods.  In the July peak period, for example, ISO 22 
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prices will vary significantly over the hours within the peak period.  Simultaneously, 1 

customer needs will vary significantly on an hourly basis.  Yet the Company’s 2 

spreadsheet model will only see the total customer need in the peak period and the 3 

average ISO price in the peak period.  As a result, the model may purchase energy over 4 

the entire peak period from the ISO at the average price even though that energy was only 5 

needed for a few hours when the price was much higher.  6 

 7 

Q25. Why is the model extremely cumbersome and difficult to use? 8 

A25. The model consists of fourteen spreadsheets, each containing many work sheets.  The 9 

spreadsheets share information via links between the spreadsheets.  Several attempts were 10 

required for the Company to provide a working model to the Department and me.  11 

Apparently, transporting the spreadsheets can cause the links between the spreadsheets to 12 

fail. 13 

 14 

Q26. What is your concern with the model being open to alteration? 15 

A26. Unlike commercially available models, any person using the Company’s spreadsheet 16 

model can alter, either accidentally or otherwise, the formulas that are contained within 17 

the spreadsheets.  Verifying that all formulas are unaltered would be a nearly impossible 18 

task.  With commercially available models, only the developer or vendor may make 19 

alterations to the formulas and other logic that drive the model.  Although there is some 20 

advantage to a model that allows modifications by users, the risks outweigh the benefits. 21 

 22 
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Q27. Are there commercially available models that are commonly used by electric utilities 1 

that are similar to the Company? 2 

A27. Yes, there are several such models that I am familiar with.  Consumers Energy and 3 

Detroit Edison utilize PROMOD IV for power supply budgeting and Strategist for long-4 

term planning.  Indiana Michigan currently uses PLEXOS for both power supply 5 

budgeting and long-term planning.  The Aurora model was utilized by La Capra 6 

Associates to evaluate the HQUS PPA and the NextEra PPA for the Company.  7 

 8 

Q28. What do you recommend? 9 

A28. I recommend that GMP acquire a commercially available simulation model such as 10 

PROMOD IV, Strategist, PLEXOS, or Aurora to replace the Company’s spreadsheet 11 

model. 12 

 13 

Q29. What is the basis for your claim that GMP has acquired excessive RECs? 14 

A29. In response to discovery request DPS1.Q113, the Company showed that the number of 15 

RECs available for Tier 2 compliance in the Rate Year exceed the requirement by 217%, 16 

more than double the requirement.  The Company’s response is included as Exhibit PSD-17 

GWE-6. 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 



Case No. 17-3112-INV 

GMP Rate Case 

PSD Direct Testimony of George Evans 

August 14, 2017 

Page 11 of 13 

 
 

 

Q30. What issues do you have with the Company’s excessive supply of RECs? 1 

A30. Excessive RECs arise from excessive amounts of renewable energy, which drive 2 

ratepayer costs upward more than necessary.  The excessive costs of the Company’s Solar 3 

PPAs is an illustration of this problem.  4 

 5 

Q31. Does the Company continue to pursue additional RECs? 6 

A31. Yes.  The Company now wishes to develop three JV Microgrids, which will serve to 7 

exacerbate the problem with excessive RECs and place additional upward pressure on 8 

customer rates.  GMP has not presented a viable justification for the proposed JV 9 

Microgrids. 10 

 11 

Q32. What is the basis for your claim that GMP has not presented a viable justification 12 

for the proposed JV Microgrids? 13 

A32. The Company supplied a spreadsheet analysis in response to our request for “GMP’s 14 

cost-benefit analysis for each of the JV MicroGrids.”  See the Company’s response to 15 

data request DPS1.Q85 which is attached as Exhibit PSD-GWE-7. 16 

 17 

Q33. Did you evaluate this spreadsheet provided by GMP? 18 

A33. Yes, I did.  I found two problems with the provided analysis.  The analysis assumed that 19 

the JV MicroGrids would be in service by January 1, 2018, even though Company 20 

Witness Shields stated that the projects will not be in service before the fall of 2018 and 21 

only then if all permitting is complete by the spring of 2018.  See Direct Testimony of 22 
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GMP Witness Shields, at lines 18–19 on page 4 of Mr. Shields direct testimony.  In 1 

addition, the spreadsheet analysis does not include the computations that were utilized 2 

nor does it include the basis for the data that was used.  This second problem made it 3 

impossible to evaluate the analysis in any meaningful way. 4 

 5 

Q34. Did you discuss these issues with GMP representatives? 6 

A34. I attempted to discuss these issues with the Company in a phone conference with 7 

Department staff and GMP personnel on July 7, 2017.  Prior to the conference, we 8 

provided an agenda which included an item to discuss the Company’s JV Microgrid 9 

analysis.  However, the Company attendees did not include anyone able to address my 10 

concerns. 11 

 12 

Q35. How did you proceed? 13 

A35. We submitted a follow-up data request to address my questions.  The Company’s 14 

response to this follow-up (data request DPS3.Q75) is attached as Exhibit PSD-GWE-8.  15 

 16 

Q36. Did the Company’s response to your follow-up question provide the information you 17 

required to evaluate the analysis? 18 

A36. No, it did not.  The spreadsheet analysis still contains many areas in which no 19 

computations are provided for the resulting values and no basis is given for the data 20 

utilized.  In addition, the analysis still incorrectly assumes that the JV Microgrids will be 21 

operational by January 1, 2018. 22 
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Q37 What do you conclude? 1 

A37. The Company has not provided any viable justification for the proposed JV Microgrids. 2 

 3 

Q38. What are your recommendations? 4 

A38. I have the following recommendations: 5 

 The Company’s Rate Year power supply costs should be reduced by $1,395,096 to 6 

reflect the payments by the ISO for predicted energy from the Company’s Peakers, 7 

Wyman, and Stonybrook units. 8 

 The Commission should reduce the Company’s requested Rate Year Power Supply 9 

costs by $2.412 million to reflect the removal of the ANI Adjustment. 10 

 The Company should consider the acquisition of a commercially available simulation 11 

model to replace the Company’s spreadsheet model. 12 

 The Commission should not approve any expenditures by the Company on the 13 

proposed JV Microgrids until the Company provides a viable analysis of the JV 14 

Microgrids. 15 

 16 

Q39. Does this conclude your testimony? 17 

A39. Yes. 18 


