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I. Introduction 

 

1. The City of Yellowknife (“YK”) files this reply argument with respect to the Northland 

Utilities (Yellowknife) Limited (“NUY”) 2017 General Rate Review (“GRR”) 

application. 

 

2. YK has reviewed the argument filed by NUY and has the following comments.   

 

3. First, YK and NUY appear to agree that the prudence of any capital expenditures leading 

up to the test period will be assessed in a future General Rate Application (GRA).
1
   

 

4. NUY asserts that its GRR Application is reasonable, and NUY has satisfied all Board 

Directions.
2
   Further, NUY asserts that the assumptions used in developing its forecasts 

were based on information known when the NUY 2017 Business Plan was developed.
3
  

Further, NUY asserts that the 2017 O&M forecast is lower than the historical three year 

average but higher than the 2016 actuals.
4
  NUY also asserts that 2016 was abnormal and 

that the forecasts for 2017 remain appropriate.
5
   

 

5. In its argument, YK points out the assumptions for the NUY business case are up to two 

years old,
6
 and that 2016 does not appear to be an anomaly, but the continuation of a 

downward trend of O&M costs.
7
  As noted in the YK argument, this pattern of declining 

O&M may have had many reasons, including delayed maintenance,
8
 changing capital 

programs,
9
 or vacancies.

10
  Despite these reasons for lower costs, YK has not reported 

declines in service levels, and has achieved superior returns.
11

  YK has provided no 

evidence why the repeatedly declining cost levels cannot be maintained.  In YK’s 

submission, the bare assertion that the 2017 forecast is more appropriate is not evidence 

that the Board can rely on.   

 

                                                           
1
 NUY Argument paragraph 11 and YK Argument paragraph 12 

2
 NUY Argument paragraph 8 

3
 NUY Argument paragraph 9 

4
 NUY Argument paragraph 10 

5
 Ibid 

6
 YK Argument, paragraph 9 

7
 YK Argument, paragraphs 2 and 3  

8
 YK Argument, paragraphs 5 and 7 

9
 YK Argument paragraphs 4 and 5 

10
 YK Argument paragraph 6 

11
 YK Argument paragraph 7 
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6. YK maintains its submission that 2017 O&M should be limited to 2016 O&M plus 2% 

inflation.
12

  Given the pattern of continually declining O&M, with the varying reasons for 

those declines, there is no reason that NUY cannot maintain the declining cost levels.   

 

  

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED THIS 17
th

 day of November, 2017. 

 

 

  ___________________________________________________ 

  THOMAS D. MARRIOTT, Q.C. 

  Counsel for the City of Yellowknife 

                                                           
12

 YK Argument paragraph 7 
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November 17, 2017 

Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board 
203 – 62 Woodland Drive 
Box 4211 
Hay River, NT  X0E 1G1 
 
To: Mr. Gordon Van Tighem 
 Chairman 
 

Dear Mr. Van Tighem 

Re: Northland Utilities (Yellowknife) Limited (NUY) 
2017 General Rate Review Application (GRR) – Reply Argument  

Northland Utilities (Yellowknife) Limited (“NUY”) has attached its Reply Argument 
with respect to the 2017 General Rate Review (“GRR”) Application as per the Board’s 
Decision 15-2017, dated September 26, 2017. 

Should you have any questions on the above request, please contact the undersigned at 
(780) 420-5432. 

Yours truly, 
 
Original Signed by: 
 
Corinne Severson 
Director, Regulatory 
 
Encl. 



 
 
 

Page 2 of 5 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Northland has reviewed the City of Yellowknife’s (the “City”) Argument and submits the 

City’s recommendations are generally beyond the scope of the review that is before 

the Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board’s (“Board”), and are more 

representative of recommendations for a full General Rate Application.  The Board 

clearly addressed the scope of the proceeding in paragraph 21 Decision 15-2017: 

“The Board notes NUL YK’s view that this is a ‘Rate Review’ as opposed 

to a full rate application, which NUL YK interpreted to be due to the 

shortened time frame and notice provided by the Board and the Board’s 

appreciation for the time required to prepare a full General Rate 

Application. The Board concurs with this interpretation and will assess all 

information filed or requested to be filed accordingly.” 

2. Notwithstanding the above, Northland Utilities (Yellowknife) Limited (“NUY”) will 

subsequently address the following matters raised by the City: 

 O&M forecast; 

 Cost of debt; and 

 Capital expenditures. 

B. O&M FORECAST 

3. The City originally commented on the review process, stating, among other items: 

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

be explored.”  

… 
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“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.” 1 

4. NUY clearly explained any outstanding questions regarding the 2017 O&M forecast in 

its responses to information requests posed by the Board and the City2, including the 

issues the City now raises in its Argument.  Furthermore, in response to YK-NUY-3(d), 

NUY clearly shows the reasonableness of its forecast by comparing 2017 actual O&M 

costs with the forecast through to and including September 2017.  

5. While the City’s Argument references NUY’s responses regarding O&M costs, it 

nonetheless simply ignores the clear and unequivocal evidence provided by NUY 

without reason or discussion.  Rather, the City has, without explanation, chosen to 

arbitrarily recommend a 2% increase of 2016 O&M levels.  Such a recommendation 

has been made entirely devoid of an evidentiary basis and, as noted, totally disregards 

the evidence and information provided by NUY. 

6. Consequently, NUY submits that it has provided information consistent with the 

Board’s directions and intent regarding this General Rate Review (“GRR”) and that its 

2017 O&M forecast has been fully explored through information requests and remains 

reasonable and appropriate.  As such, the City’s recommendation regarding O&M 

should be dismissed by the Board and NUY’s O&M costs should be accepted as filed. 

C. COST OF DEBT 

7. NUY filed Cost of Debt information as directed in the Board’s Decision Letter 001-2017, 

and provided evidence to support the forecast in response to BR-NUY-1(d). 

                                                 
1 City of Yellowknife correspondence dated September 8, 2017 page 2 
2 BR-NUY-3, YK-NUY-2, YK-NUY-3 
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8. Without any supporting evidence, the City states that “the forecast cost for new debt 

cannot be seen as reasonable” because the forecast debt rates are “almost two years 

old”.  The City then further recommends the debt rate should be held as a placeholder 

until the actual cost of debt is known. 3 

9. NUY submits the City’s Argument assumes a broader scope of the review process and 

again neglects the Board’s clear direction as to the information to be provided in the 

GRR.  There is no contrary evidence suggesting NUY’s cost of debt estimate is 

unreasonable, nor was there any evidence or information requests put forth discussing 

placeholder treatment for the cost of debt.  As the City is well aware, cost of debt 

forecasts can typically cover multiple years and are based on historical data one to two 

years old, depending on a utility’s proposed test period and the timing of such filings4.  

Further, the suggestion for placeholder treatment is inconsistent with the scope of this 

proceeding and therefore, the City’s recommendations are without merit and the 2017 

cost of debt forecast put forth by NUY remains reasonable and should be accepted by 

the Board. 

D. CAPITAL FORECAST 

10. In its Argument, the City appear to question the absence of business cases regarding 

NUY’s proposed 2017 capital budget, and recommends removing NUY’s forecast 

capital land costs from the filing5. 

11. Business cases were specifically contemplated by the Board in Decision 15-20176 

where the Board accepted NUY’s GRR, as filed, and NUY was not directed to include 

business cases, as this is not a full GRA. As such, NUY submits that detailed business 

cases are beyond the scope of this review.  

                                                 
3 City of Yellowknife Argument paragraph 9 
4 For example, NTPC’s recent general rate application was filed in 2016 and included cost of debt forecasts for 2016/17, 2017/18, and 
2018/19. 
5 City of Yellowknife Argument paragraph 9 
6 Decision 15-2017, paragraph 10 
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12. In any event, despite not including detailed business cases, NUY provided a 

highly detailed breakdown of forecast capital expenses for 2017 and fully responded 

to all information requests regarding capital.7  Accordingly, NUY submits the City’s 

recommendation to remove capital costs is unfounded and should be dismissed. 

13. NUY submits that its 2017 capital cost forecast remains reasonable, is consistent with 

the Board’s direction and should be accepted as filed. 

E. CONCLUSION 

14. In closing, NUY’s submissions fully comply with the Board’s directions for this 

proceeding and the record clearly demonstrates that the original filing is appropriate 

and reasonable in the context of a GRR. 

15. NUY submits its original filing should be approved on a final basis, forgoing the need 

for any adjustments or any further compliance filings. 

16. ALL OF WHICH is respectfully submitted this 17th day of November 2017. 

                                                 
7 BR-NUY-5, YK-NUY-4 


