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Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board
203—62 Woodland Drive. Box 4211
Hay River, NT XOE G I

Attention: Louise Larocque, Board Secretary:

Dear Ms. Larocque:

Re: Northland Utilities (Ycllowknife) Limited (“NUY”) 2017 General Rate Review

Further to the correspondence from the Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board (“PUB”) dated
August 29. 2017 requesting comments from interested panics with respect to NUY’s proposed interim
refund rider and whether there is a need for kinlier review of the 2017 GRR through an information
request process, the City of Yellowknife (“City”) has reviewed the NUY filing and has the following
comments.

First, with respect to the PUB’s request for comments regarding NUY’s proposed interim refund rider, the
City can advise that generally, it supports the interim rider proposed as it results in a reduction in
customer rates.

Second, in its letter, the PUB requested that panics provide their position regarding (lie process for review
oCthe 2017 GRR. The City notes that, in its Application, NUY indicates that:

• Capital Additions Forecasts were taken from tlieNUY 2017 Business Plan, and
• Operating and Maintenance Cost Forecasts were taken from the NUY 2017 Business Plan.’

The City submits that a further review of the 2017 GRR is required prior to finalizing the 2017 rates. The
City bases its submission on the following:

a) The City would expect that the 2017 Business Plan would include certain forecast data for 2016,
and to the extent that the 2016 actual results were different than the estimate for 20(6 that was the
basis for the 2017 Business Plan, these variances may impact the 2017 Forecast.

b) There appears to be a downward trend in Operating and Maintenance expenses that is not carried
into 2017. The following information, taken from Schedule 5 of the NUY Application,
demonstrates this:
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Distribution
General
Public information
Billing & Customer Accounting
Corporate

Less Donabons

Total

2014 2015 2016 2017
1,006 596 658 886

199 225 195 189
184 144 138 149

1224 1213 1,064 1,094
1,512 1,376 1,507 1,442
4,125 3,853 3563 3,759

(8) (24) (18) (20)

4,117 3,829 3,545 3,739

7

2015 2016 2017
vs vs vs

2014 2015 2016
(110) (238) 228

25 (29) (6)
(41) (5) 10
(10) (149) 30

(137) 131 (66)
(272) (291) 196

(16) 6 (2)

(288) (285) 194

The reason why the downward trend in O&M does not continue into 2017 must be explored.

c) In Schedule 11.8 of the NUY Application, the 2017 forecast Capital Expenditures and Capilal
Additions are higher than ehher of 2015 or 2016. As such, the reason for the increase in Capital
should be explored.

d) In its Application, NUY has not included any approved values for 2014, 2015. or 2016 which
would allow parties to verify forecast accuracy.

e) Finally, the City notes that the NUY Application was filed at the end of August. which is some
two thirds ofthe way through 2017. As such, the City would hope that NUY’s 2017 experience
to date should also inform the review process. The City expects that the PUB would want the
best and most recent information available to make its determination in setting just and
reasonable rates for 20 I 7.

Therefore, the City recommends further review of the 2017 GRR through an information request process
which would be followed by a further process. At this time, the City does not anticipate that intervener
evidence would be required and expects that, subject to NUY providing full and complete answers to
information requests, argument and reply will suffice.

In response to the PUB’s question about whether any review of the 2017 rates should be conducted in
concert with the 2018 GRA. there are efficiencies to be gained by conducting a common review, but the
City is concerned that delaying the review until 2018 could be seen as retroactive rate making. As such,
as long as the PUB can ensure that any delay of the review of the 2017 GRR will not be seen as
retroactive ratemaking, the City would support a concurrent review together with the 2018 GRA;
however, if the PUB cannot ensure that any potential delay would not constitute retroactive ratemaking,
the City would request that the review proceed immediately.

Yours truly’,
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