
 
  

 

October 24, 2016 

Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board  
203 - 62 Woodland Drive 
Hay River, NWT 
X0E 1G1 

Attention: Mr. Gordon Van Tighem 
Board Chairman 

Dear Sir: 

Re: NTPC 2016/19 General Rate Application – Information Requests 

Northland Utilities Ltd. (“Northland”) has reviewed Northwest Territories Power Corporation's 
("NTPC") September 30, 2016 letter and the subsequent correspondence from both the 
Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board (the "Board") and NTPC, dated  October 11 and 13, 
2016.  

Northland understands the Board is proposing to host, according to Section 21 of the Board’s 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, a technical meeting on November 7, 2016 to facilitate a better 
understanding of the balance between transparency of information and regulatory efficiency. 
Northland understands the Board’s expected outcome of the technical meeting would be 
consensus on the best approach to satisfy information requirements, with a subsequent Board 
ruling on any remaining IRs where consensus was not achieved.   

Northland has received and reviewed the revised process schedule proposed by NTPC in their 
October 13, 2016 and the supplement to that sent by the Board on the same date ("Revised 
Process Schedule").  Northland understands the Revised Process Schedule being put forward 
by NTPC would have the technical meeting held on November 30, 2016.  Northland has no 
comment on the Revised Process Schedule. 

Northland, however, remains unclear on the specific scope of the proposed technical meeting 
and, as such, hereby reserves its right to file a motion to compel further and better responses to 
its Information Requests as Northland deems necessary, per Section 24 of Rules of Practice 
and Procedure. 

With regard to the information requests specifically identified in NTPC’s September 30, 2016 
letter, Northland has the following comments. 

Minimum Filing Requirements 

In general, Northland is concerned that NTPC has incorrectly interpreted the Minimum Filing 
Requirements as “Only Filing Requirements”. Instead, Northland submits that the purpose of 
MFR is to provide sufficient and organized information on Day 1 of an application, in order to 
allow readers to gain a broad understanding. Information Requests are meant to allow 



 
  

 
interveners to test the application, by requesting evidence that supports the information put 
forward therein.  

NTPC refused to fully respond to a number of Northland’s IRs, primarily categorizing its reasons 
for not responding to Northland’s requests as follows: 

• Historical Information – NTPC claims the MFR require three years of data immediately 
prior to the first test year, and the additional work involved in providing more than three 
years of data “far outstrip any potential benefit that may be gained from a review of data 
four plus years old and would do little if anything to advance the parties’ understanding 
of the issues.” 

• Filing Format, Standard Sections and Schedules – NTPC claims it has complied with the 
MFR and therefore should not have to provide any further clean-up or alternate, more 
helpful presentation of information to support its Application. 

• Readily Publically Available Information – NTPC states that its 2015/16 audit has been 
delayed (without explanation) and therefore it will not provide the recent actuals.  

Historical Information  

NTPC does not support its claims that the additional work involved in providing more than three 
years of data outstrips any potential benefit, or that four plus years old data would do “little if 
anything to advance the parties’ understanding of the issues.”  

Northland notes that NTPC’s Application relies heavily on forecasts, and these forecasts have a 
material impact on NTPC’s forecast revenue requirement. To adequately test these forecasts 
and assumptions, understanding historical information is critical. To put this information in 
context and determine whether the data used was appropriate, data from longer historical 
periods are needed to review whether trends are being appropriately considered. Utilities 
routinely rely on and consider  “four plus years old” data for forecasting and, in fact, NTPC 
appears to have done so in these circumstances, as it clearly states 5 years of data was used 
for determining some of its forecasts1. As such, Northland has requested five years or more 
data in a number of its requests in order to adequately test NTPC’s Application.  

Northland also notes that NTPC desires to only provide 3 years of historical data and includes 
2015/16 forecast data as part of these three years. It is unclear how or why a forecast should be 
considered historical. 

Filing Format, Standard Sections and Schedules  

Northland notes that information in NTPC’s Application is not always presented in ways that are 
conducive to ease of understanding.  

                                                 
1 For example, on page 2-7: “The Taltson zone wholesale forecast assumes a 5-year rolling average based on 
monthly sales for the last five years.” 



 
  

 
As an example, Northland notes NTPC’s capital program is presented over 60 pages in Chapter 
11 of the Application, without a summary table of the costs. From a review of this chapter, it 
appears that NTPC is not undertaking any capital work over $400K in the Taltson zone for the 
2017/18 and 2018/19 test years, while spending extraordinary amounts in the Snare zone. 
Northland ought to be presented with the relevant information in an efficient and appropriate 
manner that allows it to effectively test the evidence and claims being presented and made.  As 
such, Northland requested this information in table format. This is not an onerous request, yet 
NTPC refused on the basis that MFR has been met and regulatory inefficiencies are caused by 
such a request. Northland submits the opposite is true: by not providing summary tables or 
helpfully-formatted tables with information that is routinely and readily available to NTPC, 
regulatory inefficiencies are created by shifting the burden of creating evidence to interveners at 
what would amount to unnecessary costs. 

Readily Publically Available Information 

Northland notes that NTPC refused to answer Information Requests because some information 
is under a delayed audit. Northland is willing to accept this response, provided: 

1. The audit is completed within this proceeding; 
2. All of these information requests are updated once the audit is complete; and 
3. Interveners are provided an opportunity to review, analyze, and respond to such new 

information as appropriate. 

Furthermore, Northland notes that, for numerous IR responses, NTPC has stated information is 
publically available somewhere else – i.e. in response to NUL-14, NTPC states information is 
available at the Wek’eezhii Land and Water Board or in another application before the Board. 
Northland submits this is inappropriate, and again, shifts the burden to the intervener to provide 
evidence. Instead, NTPC should provide data as requested, in the IR response. 

Other issues 

Northland notes that, for numerous IR responses2, NTPC has provided tables and data 
embedded in PDF format. Northland submits that all data provided should be in Excel format. 

Finally, Northland notes several of NTPC’s IR responses do not directly address the request (or 
link to other IR responses that do not directly address the request). 

Specific IR Responses 

With the above comments in mind, Northland respectfully submits that it is unsatisfied with 
responses to the following IRs identified in NTPC’s September 30, 2016 letter: 

• NUL-8(b) 
• NUL-10(d) 
• NUL-10(e) 
• NUL-10(g) 

                                                 
2 Some examples of IRs without excel include: NUL-2, NUL-10, NUL-25, BR-10, TGC-9, TGC-73, YKHR-1, YKHR-15. 



 
  

 
• NUL-14(c)  
• NUL-14(d)  
• NUL-14(e)  
• NUL-14(g) 
• NUL-15(a) 
• NUL-16(c)  
• NUL-16(d)  
• NUL-22 
• NUL-27(a) 
• NUL-27(b) 
• NUL-28(a) 
• NUL-28(c)  

In the interest of regulatory efficiency, subject to other parties’ agreement, Northland will accept 
NTPC’s responses as filed for the following IRs identified in NTPC’s September 30, 2016 letter: 

• NUL-2(c)  
• NUL-2(d) 
• NUL-2(e)  
• NUL-2(f)  
• NUL-21(b) 
• NUL-26(a) 
• NUL-26(b) 
• NUL-26(c) 

Regarding IRs not identified in NTPC’s September 30, 2016 letter, Northland is unsatisfied with 
the following responses: 

• NUL-4(e)  
• NUL-5(b) 
• NUL-5(d) 
• NUL-5(e)  
• NUL-10(a) 
• NUL-10(b) 
• NUL-10(c) 
• NUL-10(e) 
• NUL-14(b) 
• NUL-14(i) 
• NUL-15(b) 
• NUL-16(b) 
• NUL-25(a) 
• NUL-25(b) 
• NUL-25(c) 
• NUL-25(d) 
• NUL-27(d) 
• NUL-27(f) 



 
  

 
• NUL-27(g) 
• NUL-27(i) 

Northland will continue its review of NTPC’s responses to IRs and will address further issues at 
the upcoming technical meeting.  However, as stated previously, if Northland is not satisfied 
with the outcome of the proposed technical meeting, it reserves its right to file a motion to 
compel further and better responses to the above noted Information Requests. 

I trust the forgoing is satisfactory.  Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

Yours truly, 

Original signed by Corinne Severson 

Corinne Severson 
Director, Regulatory (Distribution) 
(780) 420-5432 
 

CS/by 
Encl. 
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