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BOARD STAFF INTERROGATORY #18
INTERROGATORY
Reference: Exhibit A, Tab 1, Schedule 3, p. 41
Preamble:
Enbridge states: A further concern shared by Enbridge regarding the EC’s NTG findings
related to the requirement, as outlined for the NTG study, that the sampling
methodology should be designed to achieve a 90/10 precision target (“90/10” precision
is a statistical standard for which there is 90% confidence that sample results are within
+/- 10% relative precision). However the relative precision of some of the ratios did not
come close to meeting this expectation.
Questions:
a) Which NTG ratios did not reach the targeted 90/10 precision target?
b) What level of absolute precision did these NTG ratios achieve?
c) For what reasons was the EC not able to achieve the targeted 90/10 precision for
these NTG ratios?
d) In their report, did the EC suggest that the application of the NTG ratios which
achieved less that the targeted absolute precision should not be applied and/or
would result in an inaccurate/unreliable estimate of program impacts?
RESPONSE
a) The EC’s Scope of Work, dated December 14, 2016, states that the objective of the
sample design is to “Achieve 90/10 precision18 at the desired stratification segment
levels.” It further describes the Enbridge free ridership program segments to be
Custom Commercial, Custom Industrial, and Run it Right. Footnote 18 in the above
quote states “90/10 precision refers to 10% relative [emphasis added] precision with
90% confidence.” 1
Table 8-48 from the Custom Savings Verification and Free-ridership Evaluation,
shown below, identifies that the relative precision for Custom Industrial was 15%
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(representing 42% of program savings) and the relative precision for Custom
commercial was 26% (representing 58% of program savings). Neither of these
segments achieved the 90/10 precision target.

Table 6-2 from the Custom Savings Verification and Free-ridership Evaluation,
shown below, identifies that the relative precision for Run it Right was 27%. The Run
it Right program segment did not achieve the 90/10 precision target.

Further, Table 5-4 from the Custom Savings Verification and Free-ridership
Evaluation, below, shows the domains at which the net to gross ratios were applied
to the Enbridge projects in order to determine the net savings. This table shows that
in all domains with the exception of Custom Multi-Residential Other, the relative
precisions ranged from 16% to 76%, and as a result, the 90/10 precision target was
not achieved.
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b) Since the stated objective for the Study was to achieve 90/10 precision and was
defined, as referenced in part a) to mean 10% relative [emphasis added] precision
with 90% confidence, this question is moot. For additional clarity, the EC’s Scope of
Work dated December 14, 2016 defines Relative Precision as “The relative precision
is calculated as the absolute precision divided by the ratio itself. By convention,
relative precisions are the statistic that are targeted in sampling (i.e. 90/10 is a
relative precision metric).” 2 The absolute precision is identified in the “+/-” column.
c) The Custom Savings Verification and Free-Ridership Evaluation stated the following:
By collecting data on all measures at a site rather than only the first selected, the
evaluation fell one short of the targeted number of units despite collecting data
from 50% fewer sites than targeted. The study had a 52% customer response
rate and achieved a NTG ratio with absolute precision of +/- 5% and relative
precision of 16% at 90% confidence (shown in Table 5-4). Relative precision is
relative to the ratio result, which for sampling purposes was assumed as 50%.
The achieved absolute precision (+/-) of 5% would have met the 90/10 relative
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precision target had the NTG ratio been at or above the assumed ratio.

3

In addition, in response to an Enbridge comment on the Custom Savings Verification
and Free-Ridership Evaluation, the EC stated the following:
The 10% accuracy in the SOW referred to the target precision at 90%
confidence. The difference between precision and accuracy is bias, which is not
measurable. The sample was designed to achieve this level of precision for
estimates of X, based the best information at the time. We did/didn’t achieve that
confidence / precision goal, due to (smaller than attempted sample sizes) (higher
than anticipated variability).

The above excerpts show that EC has confirmed that as the results of the study, i.e.,
the NTG ratios, decrease they also become less precise. Further, the EC has
confirmed that they were not able to reach their 90/10 goal due to smaller than
attempted sample sizes and higher than anticipated variability. In comments
provided to the Custom Savings Verification and Free-ridership Evaluation, Enbridge
expressed similar concerns that the smaller sample size post stratification and high
variability among samples resulted in lower confidence in the results.
It is Enbridge’s opinion that as a result of study design and execution, the results of
the NTG study are not robust. Enbridge does not have the expected level of
confidence in the results in line with the stated 90/10 objective, and in Enbridge’s
opinion, the Board should not have confidence in the results either.
d) Board Staff asks “In their report, did the EC suggest that the application of the NTG
ratios which achieved less that the targeted absolute precision…?” Enbridge wishes
to clarify that the EC’s Scope of Work outlined the objective of achieving a targeted
90/10 precision using relative precision, not absolute precision, as discussed in part
a) above.
Enbridge is not aware that the EC suggested that the NTG ratios achieving less than
the targeted precision should not be applied and/or would result in an inaccurate /
unreliable estimate of program impacts. However, given the objective of the study in
this regard, specifically, achieve 90/10 (relative) precision, this would have been
appropriate.
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