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1 Introduction and background  

1. The Town of Inuvik, the Village of Fort Simpson and the Town of Norman Wells (the 

Thermal Generation Communities, TGC) file this argument with respect to Northwest 

Territories Power Corporation’s (the Corporation, NTPC) General Rate Application (GRA) 

for Test Years 2022 and 2023 before the Northwest Territories Public Utilities Board (the 

Board, PUB).  

2. The TGC actively participated in all phases of the Board’s proceedings with respect to 

NTPC’s 2022/23 GRA, including: 

a. Review of the filed materials by NTPC in support of its 2022/23 GRA. 

b. Review of prior PUB Decisions, as they impact the current 2022/23 GRA. 

c. Filing of TGC information requests (IRs) to NTPC. 

d. Subsequent review of responses by NTPC to IRs filed by all parties to the 

proceeding. 

e. Preparation and filing of TGC intervenor evidence prepared by TGC’s 

independent expert Mr. Dustin Madsen, CPA, CA, CPA (IL, USA), CDP, 

CRRA. 

f. Review of Intervenor Evidence filed by the Towns of Hay River and Fort Smith 

and Stand Alone Energy Systems. 

g. Preparation of responses to IRs filed by the Board and NTPC to TGC. 

h. Review of IR responses filed by the Towns of Hay River and Fort Smith and 

Stand Alone Energy Systems. 

i. Review of NTPC’s rebuttal evidence. 

j. Cross-examination of NTPC’s General Panel. 

3. The TGC submitted intervener evidence prepared by its independent expert Mr. Madsen, 

on the following issues: 

a. NTPC’s capitalization policy and the non-capitalization of material capital 

costs. 
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b. NTPC’s proposed approach to recovering salvage costs including concerns 

regarding the lack of transparency into unfunded amounts and alternative 

recovery mechanisms. 

c. NTPC’s forecast operating costs for a variety of areas, including insurance costs 

and other forecast costs related to staff. 

d. NTPC’s capital costs and proposals pertaining to business cases. 

e. NTPC’s forecast depreciation rates including specific recommendations for 

alternate lives to those proposed for three different asset classes. 

4. The TGC confirms that it accepts and adopts Mr. Madsen’s recommendations to the Board 

subject to the minor adjustments and clarifications discussed below. 

5. The TGC respectfully requests the Board: 

a. direct NTPC to revise its capitalization percentage in the 2022/23 test period. 

Mr. Madsen conservatively recommended 25% and the TGC submits that this 

rate would be the lowest acceptable rate of capitalization. Based on the 

evidence presented at the oral hearing, the TGC submits that a capitalization 

rate of between 29.2% and 37.3% would be more appropriate. The TGC further 

asks the Board to direct NTPC to complete a comprehensive review of its 

capitalization practices in advance of filing its next GRA.  

b. direct NTPC to explain the rationale for each applied-for amount of salvage 

costs relative to the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage”. The 

TGC further asks the Board to only approve an increase in the previously 

approved net salvage rates if the overall rate increase with the new salvage rates 

is below 4% in aggregate.  

c. direct NTPC to reduce its applied-for insurance costs in this GRA by between 

10% and 25%. The TGC further asks the Board to direct NTPC to conduct a 

detailed assessment of its commercial and self-insurance costs for every major 

category of assets that it commercially insures through property insurance. In 

addition, the TGC asks the Board to direct NTPC to complete an actuarial 

retention (deductible) analysis to be filed as part of NTPC’s next full GRA.  
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d. direct NTPC to: (i) track and quantify any ongoing operating and capital costs 

related to the Behchokǫ̀ EV Charging Station; and (ii) approve $1,000,000 for 

the pole replacement project in the test period. The TGC asks the Board to deny 

NTPC’s proposed adjustment to the capital business case threshold from 

$400,000 to $1,000,000 unless the proposed adjustment is justified.  

e. accept Mr. Madsen’s depreciation recommendations with respect to Accounts 

341.00, 342.00 and 343.00.  

6. Silence on any issue in this Argument should not be construed as agreement with the 

positions or recommendations of any other party in this proceeding. 

2 Capitalization policy 

7. NTPC requests significant rate increases to cover its forecasted cost-of-service. In his 

evidence, Mr. Madsen observed that part of the rate increases are driven by NTPC’s low 

rate of capitalization for the costs it incurs to serve customers. 

8. The TGC observes that NTPC’s rebuttal evidence with respect to Mr. Madsen’s evidence 

on NTPC’s capitalization policy was limited. Much of Mr. Madsen’s evidence was 

unchallenged by NTPC. For these reasons, the TGC will not summarize the detailed and 

largely unchallenged evidence prepared by Mr. Madsen. However, a brief outline of the 

structure of Mr. Madsen’s evidence supporting his recommendations is provided below. 

9. In support of his recommendations, Mr. Madsen conducted a detailed analysis of the 

capitalization rates of other comparable Canadian utilities. Additionally, Mr. Madsen also 

reviewed the specific capitalization rates for certain positions included in NTPC in 

comparison to evidence provided by other Canadian utilities in other proceedings. Lastly, 

Mr. Madsen reviewed and discussed the regulatory principles underpinning the 

capitalization and expensing of costs and concluded that a significant amount of the costs 

that NTPC expenses are likely eligible for capitalization. 

10. Based on a detailed review of industry comparators as well as NTPC’s own evidence 

regarding the costs it capitalizes, Mr. Madsen concluded as follows and provided the 

following recommendations to the Board: 
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First and foremost, NTPC confirmed in response to TGC.NTPC-10(b) and 

(c) that: 

There has been no formal study completed in relation to 

overhead capitalization. 

I would prefer to provide a detailed report by position that provides my 

rationale for what portion of each FTE should be capitalized versus 

expensed. However, absent a detailed and formal study properly assessing 

whether work performed by NTPC is capital or operating in nature, and 

further whether those practices align with the best practices of other 

utilities in Canada, it is difficult to develop a precise recommendation for 

which costs should be capitalized as opposed to expensed. Therefore, I 

consider it necessary that NTPC be directed to complete a comprehensive 

review of its capitalization practices and report back on those practices in 

advance of filing NTPC’s next GRA. The information would include a 

position-by-position assessment of the work that is performed, and an 

explanation of why the work would continue to be necessary absent the 

presence of NTPC’s capital program or why the work does not directly 

contribute to the enhancement of NTPC’s assets. The report would also 

review both the indirect (overheads) and direct charging of costs to capital 

projects. 

Second, in advance of this study being completed I recommend an overall 

adjustment to NTPC’s capitalized labour. Delaying such an adjustment 

until more detailed information exists has its benefits, but if that more 

detailed study confirms an under capitalization of costs, then delaying an 

adjustment would worsen the inequities between different generations of 

customers. I see limited value in delaying the adjustment as any amounts 

that are deferred on a preliminary basis could be subject to eventual true 

up and adjustment in NTPC’s next GRA. 

Therefore, I recommend that the Board direct an overall reduction to 

NTPC’s applied for revenue requirement to reflect a labour capitalization 

rate of 25%, net of an average rate of depreciation applied to those assets 

and allowed for return. The specific adjustment I recommend is detailed 

below: 
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Table 9 – Recommended adjustment to NTPC’s capitalized labour 

costs 

 

 

In summary, I recommend that the applied for revenue requirement be 

reduced by $2.7 million as set out above. The $2.7 million would be 

recorded as a deferred cost and amortized using the blended amortization 

rate I calculated above of 3.33%. Once NTPC has completed an updated 

assessment of its capitalization practices this balance could be either rolled 

into the capital assets or trued up and tracked separately.1 

11. Mr. Madsen also offered a series of alternatives and further considerations for the Board to 

weigh, including the impact of a higher capitalization rate consistent with NB Power2 and 

specific adjustments to applied for full-time equivalents (FTEs) to the extent the Board was 

not supportive of a generalized adjustment as Mr. Madsen proposed.3  

 

 

 

 
1 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 37 line 20 to page 39 line 7. 
2 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 40 table 10. 
3 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 41 lines 3 to 16. 

2022-23

NTPC's total labour costs 33,491.0   

Applied for capitalized labour rate 16.07%

Recommended capitalized labour rate 25.00%

Adjustment 2,991.8     

Total amortization expense 20,459.0   

Total mid-year gross plant in service less contributions 615,020.0 

Amortization rate 3.33%

Average rate of return 5.40%

Reduction to above adjustment (261.1)

Net adjustment 2,730.7     
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12. NTPC’s rebuttal evidence offered little, if any, to contradict the evidence and 

recommendations put forward by Mr. Madsen. Further, the TGC’s cross examination of the 

NTPC panel on this matter at the oral hearing further confirmed that Mr. Madsen’s 

recommendations are sound as outlined below. 

13. As part of its rebuttal evidence, NTPC clarified previous evidence it provided that was 

relied upon by Mr. Madsen to derive his estimate of NTPC’s capitalization rate of 16.1%.4 

In its rebuttal evidence, NTPC provided a table showing a revised calculation for NTPC of 

20.3% for the 2022-23 test period.5 The TGC accepts the revised amount as calculated by 

NTPC and also accepts NTPC’s statement that there was insufficient information 

previously on the record to “correctly calculate the capitalized internal labour costs for that 

test period.”6 

14. Accepting this clarification, the TGC notes that NTPC’s capitalization rate still remains 

well below the capitalization rates of other Canadian utilities per Figure 1 of Mr. Madsen’s 

evidence.7 As shown below, revising Figure 1 for the corrected capitalization rate does not 

alter the conclusion that NTPC has the lowest rate of capitalization among all other 

Canadian utilities studied by Mr. Madsen: 

 

 

 

 
4 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 4, A2. 
5 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 5, Table 1. 
6 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 4, A2. 
7 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 10 figure 1. 
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Figure 1 – Capitalization rate of labour for Canadian utilities corrected for NTPC’s 

rebuttal evidence clarification 

 

15. NTPC provided a key confirmation in respect of the above analysis at the oral hearing. 

NTPC confirmed that it took no issue with the calculations performed by Mr. Madsen in 

Figure 1 beyond the clarification on NTPC’s capitalization rate.8 The TGC considers this 

confirmation as clear support for the fact that NTPC’s capitalization rate is objectively 

lower than that of other utilities. Even accepting NTPC’s clarification that several of the 

comparators are distribution and transmission entities, and thus not directly comparable to 

NTPC, the fact remains that NTPC operates a transmission and distribution system. 

16. The TGC appreciates and accepts that NTPC’s business is different than those of the other 

entities included in Figure 1. A clear parallel cannot be drawn between the costs NTPC 

should capitalize and the costs that NB Power, for example, should capitalize. Put 

differently, it would be inappropriate to simply conclude that the capitalization rate should 

be equal to that of NB Power absent any further evidence. Mr. Madsen acknowledged this 

fact in his evidence and provided clear tangible examples of where NTPC is under 

capitalizing costs relative to its Canadian peers.9  

 

 

 

 
8 Transcript Volume 1, page 37, lines 18 to 21. 
9 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 
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17. This detailed and unchallenged evidence confirms that NTPC’s practice is to 

undercapitalize costs relative to its Canadian peers. Fundamentally, this practice results in 

higher current period costs for ratepayers, as well as heightened volatility from year-to-

year. The TCG submits these are two challenges that NTPC’s customers are ill-equipped to 

face given the current economic challenges facing all Canadians.  

18. Additionally, as Mr. Madsen explained, capitalizing these costs will likely result in an 

increase in future rates for customers, all else being equal.10 However, Mr. Madsen also 

explained in response to a Board information request that the real cost per kWh in the 

future must also be considered: 

Assuming all else is equal, even if the capitalization policy does not 

change, as capital additions is greater than depreciation, unit costs will 

likely rise in the future. 

This is the result that would be expected by an increase in the capitalization 

of costs. In the long-term costs will be higher on a per unit basis all else 

being equal. However, that increase occurs many years later after many 

years of rising inflation and salaries. Therefore, the real cost per kWh must 

be considered. Specifically, customers 18 years from now could 

potentially accept some increase in costs, all else being equal, as a result 

of lower current rates.11 

19. Deferring costs into the future and recovering only a portion of those costs through 

depreciation will inevitably result in an accumulation of costs. That accumulation will 

create a future increase in return and depreciation and will eventually exceed the cost 

savings achieved by the annual operating cost reductions. These future cost increases must 

be viewed in light of the real future cost many years in the future, relative to the real 

current savings. 

20. Further, as Mr. Madsen explained, the principles of cost causation and intergenerational 

equity must be considered: 

 

 

 

 
including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 22 line 4 to page 25 line 8, and PDF page 28 line 18 to page 37 line 17. 
10 2022-001-044: Thermal Generation Communities Responses to the Board Information Requests, PDF page 1, 

response to BR.TGC-001. 
11 2022-001-044: Thermal Generation Communities Responses to the Board Information Requests, BR.TGC-001(a). 
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…Intergenerational equity requires that each generation of customer pays 

their fair share of the costs of the utility. Some costs are period costs and 

provide no enduring benefit. In this case, it is common for the cost to be 

recovered in the same year the cost is incurred. However, many other costs 

have enduring benefit to many generations of ratepayers, and it would be 

unfair to current ratepayers for those costs to be paid as a period cost, rather 

than amortized over a longer life commensurate with the benefits provided.  

Another core principle supporting a proper capitalization of costs, is the 

principle of cost causation. Cost causation requires that a party who 

triggers a cost should pay for that cost. In the case of specific utility costs, 

it is also important to consider cost causation in the context of matching. 

For example, while a capital cost may be caused by a sequence of events 

in a single year, it is important to ensure the matching of those costs to the 

benefits. In this sense, a proper matching of the costs that are caused with 

the benefits those costs provide supports the principle of intergenerational 

equity.12 

21. NTPC did not challenge these principles in its rebuttal evidence, nor did NTPC suggest 

that Mr. Madsen’s conclusions were incorrect in this regard. Beyond these fundamental 

principles of utility regulation, the TGC notes Mr. Madsen also considered the principles of 

rate stability and fairness.13 The TGC considers each of these principles to be at least 

equally as important to the principles of intergenerational equity and cost causation.  

22. However, the TGC submits fairness may be paramount in this case. Under the approach 

currently used by NTPC, the customers TGC represents are paying for costs that will 

benefit future customers. This means that future customers, some of whom may not be 

currently connected to the grid, will not pay their fair share of the costs. In this case, there 

is no denying that Mr. Madsen’s proposal will lead to higher future costs. However, 

fairness dictates that this result be approved to ensure that current customers are not unduly 

harmed by the expensing of costs that have clear long-term benefits. NTPC’s practice of 

expensing costs that should be capitalized in accordance with their long-term benefits to 

customers is unfair to current customers and must be changed. 

 

 

 

 
12 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 26 lines 9 to 21. 
13 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 26 line 22 to page 27 line 10. 
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23. The TGC notes that an added benefit of correcting this issue as soon as possible is that it 

better aligns NTPC’s business with those of other Canadian utilities. Utilities are capital-

intensive entities that operate long-lived assets. Failing to fully accept this fact results in 

customers paying for costs that should be deferred. While NTPC has stated that it is 

strategically seeking to bring its costs in line with other Canadian jurisdictions, the TGC 

submits there is no practical way to achieve this goal unless the overall cost structure of 

NTPC is also aligned with those utilities.  

24. In its rebuttal evidence, NTPC suggests that its “capitalization rate of labour of 20.3% is 

consistent with other Canadian utilities such as NB Power Generation.”14 The TGC 

disagrees.  

25. As a starting point, NB Power Generation has a capitalization rate of 21.1% as shown in 

the above noted Figure 1. While close to NTPC’s capitalization rate, it is still higher than 

NTPC’s rate. Perhaps more important is that NTPC is an integrated utility and NB Power 

Generation only reflects the generation component of NB Power’s business. The combined 

NB Power entity has a capitalization rate of 29.2%, which is significantly higher than 

NTPC’s rate of 20.3%.  

26. Further, it is important to note that the combined NB Power entity is the lowest of the 

comparators and may in fact not be the best comparator for NTPC. Figure 1 above shows 

that Manitoba Hydro and BC Hydro have capitalization rates of 35.9% and 37.1%, 

respectively. Both entities are government-owned entities and operate integrated utilities 

similar to NTPC. 

27. The fact is that while NB Power may be a reasonable comparator to NTPC, this cannot be 

confirmed with certainty. At a minimum, NB Power would be reflective of an end point on 

a spectrum reflecting a lower level of capitalization than would be expected for an 

integrated utility. It is possible that an entity could have a lower capitalization rate but 

there would need to be evidence of compelling structural differences within the entity to 

 

 

 

 
14 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 5, A3. 
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warrant a materially lower rate of capitalization. NTPC has provided no such evidence in 

this case. 

28.  At the oral hearing, NTPC confirmed that:  

a. NB Power has nuclear generating assets; 

b. That it was a “fair assessment” that the “operation of those plants tend to have a 

significant amount of operating costs related to safety and other types of 

maintenance when compared to…traditional generating types”; 

c. That NTPC does not own or operate nuclear generating assets; 

d. That NTPC owns distribution and transmission assets in addition to generation 

assets; and 

e. That NB Power Generation as shown in Figure 1 only owns generation assets.15 

29. Based on the above confirmations, TGC’s counsel asked if it would be an “apples to 

apples” comparison to compare an entity like NTPC to an entity like NB Power 

Generation. NTPC’s witness confirmed as follows: 

Looking at it from that perspective, it would not be apples to apples. And 

I also think it’s important to look at the make-up of our capitalization, how 

we are capitalizing our direct labour cost. In relation to an NB Power, if 

you’re looking at it from a vertically-integrated standpoint or just from a 

generation standpoint, I think it would be more important to look at the 

overall process of the -- of what labour is being capitalized and what is the 

methodology behind that labour being capitalized as opposed to strictly 

looking at it from a company to company comparison.16 

30. Two important admissions come from the above exchange. First, NTPC confirms that the 

recommendation contained in its rebuttal evidence does not provide an apples-to-apples 

comparison. The TGC submits this admission confirms that NTPC’s rebuttal evidence is 

based on an incorrect understanding of NB Power Generation’s business relative to 

 

 

 

 
15 Transcript Volume 1, page 38 line 14 to page 42 line 1. 
16 Transcript Volume 1, page 42 line 6 to 14. 
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NTPC’s. The TGC submits this confirmation undermines NTPC’s suggestion that its lower 

capitalization rate is comparable to NB Power Generation and thus reasonable.  

31. Second, NTPC confirms that it is important to look at the overall labour capitalization 

process and what the methodology is behind the labour being capitalized. The TGC agrees. 

A higher-level benchmarking exercise is helpful in identifying whether inconsistencies or 

issues may exist; it does not on its own provide sufficient evidence to recommend a 

specific adjustment. For this reason, Mr. Madsen looked in detail at the specific amounts of 

labour being capitalized at NTPC’s peers and compared that to the information that was 

available from NTPC.  

32. Based on this analysis, Mr. Madsen did not recommend a full transition to NB Power’s 

consolidated capitalization rate, and instead recommended a partial adjustment to 25%. 

Further, Mr. Madsen recommended a more detailed study and analysis of NTPC’s 

capitalization be conducted.  

33. During the oral hearing, NTPC’s witness acknowledged that it was a “fair statement” to 

suggest that Public Sector Accounting Standards (PSAS) and International Financial 

Reporting Standards (IFRS) are similar.17 The TGC notes that the evidence of Mr. Madsen 

in this regard is unchallenged. Specifically, Mr. Madsen states: 

The measurement of tangible capital assets under PSAS and IFRS is 

consistent. This assessment is informed by my extensive experience as a 

manager and consultant in the financial reporting and accounting 

departments of regulated financial utilities, experience leading the 

transition of a Canadian utility in an IFRS transition, and teaching 

experience as an experienced facilitator for the Chartered Accountant 

School of Business.18 

34. The TGC submits this evidence confirms that the detailed analysis of labour costs subject 

to capitalization conducted by other utilities included in Figure 1 under IFRS would be 

 

 

 

 
17 Transcript Volume 1, page 45, line 21. 
18 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 20, lines 24 to 28. 
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consistent with the analysis that NTPC should have conducted under PSAS. Certainly, 

there is no evidence that the analysis would be different. 

35. Further in NTPC’s rebuttal evidence, NTPC suggests that Mr. Madsen “assumes a linear 

correlation between the changes in the capital program and workload assignments from 

employees who charge direct to overhead.”19 During the oral hearing, NTPC confirmed 

that Mr. Madsen never concluded that there was a “linear correlation” and rather that the 

existence of any correlation, linear or otherwise, was simply based on NTPC’s 

understanding of Mr. Madsen’s evidence rather than Mr. Madsen’s actual evidence.20 The 

TGC submits Mr. Madsen’s evidence in this regard is clear as stated below: 

As I noted earlier, this is often achieved within a utility where the core 

work of the utility, including a base level of capital work, is performed 

using internal FTEs. This results in a relatively stable level of 

capitalization of internal labour costs even if the overall capital program 

may vary from year-to-year, because the peaks and valleys are addressed 

through varying levels of external contractors.21 

36. The TGC submits the best practice suggested by Mr. Madsen above is reasonable. NTPC 

acknowledged the need for some degree of consistency in the costs from year-to-year due 

to its forecasting methodology.22 Avoiding significant volatility in resources is important, 

and in this regard, it is important that NTPC balance its internal resources, including its 

capital and operating resources, to ensure a relatively stable level of internal capital work 

from year-to-year. There is no evidence that this is the case at NTPC and thus is further 

evidence of a need to change NTPC’s approach to capitalizing costs. 

37. In NTPC’s rebuttal evidence, NTPC states: 

NTPC agrees with Mr. Madsen (at p. 9-10 of his evidence) that that it is 

most appropriate to compare NTPC’s capitalization rate with other 

 

 

 

 
19 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 6, A4. 
20 Transcript Volume 1, pages 49 to 52. 
21 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 26, line 25 to page 27 line 2. 
22 Transcript Volume 1, page 54 line 25 to page 55 line 5. 
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vertically integrated utilities, rather than single service investor-owned 

utilities.23 

38. The rebuttal evidence appears to be a challenge to Mr. Madsen’s inclusion of entities such 

as AltaLink, ATCO Electric, Hydro One and FortisAlberta in Figure 1. Notwithstanding 

the fact that NTPC provides no evidence to directly refute the ability to compare a 

transmission or distribution position to an equivalent position in these entities, the TGC 

also notes that NTPC directly contradicts its own evidence. 

39. Specifically, as discussed above, NTPC prefers to benchmark itself to NB Power 

Generation, which NTPC’s witness admits is not an integrated entity. This clear 

inconsistency in NTPC’s position confirms that no weight should be assigned to NTPC’s 

rebuttal in this regard. TGC submits that NB Power Generation is equally as relevant a 

benchmark to NTPC as all other entities in Figure 1, including transmission and 

distribution utilities, at least as it relates to the specific segments of NTPC’s operations 

(i.e., generation, transmission, and distribution). 

40. Ultimately during the oral hearing, NTPC stated: 

I believe it is appropriate to compare vertically-integrated Canadian 

utilities with other vertically-integrated Canadian utilities.24 

41. While this statement continues to ignore the other comparable entities to NTPC, it does 

appear to alter NTPC’s position in its rebuttal evidence which was comparing NTPC to just 

NB Power Generation rather than the entire NB Power integrated entity. NB Power has a 

capitalization rate of 29.2% which remains much higher than the revised NTPC 

capitalization rate of 20.3%. However, if Manitoba Hydro (35.9%) and BC Hydro (37.3%) 

are averaged with NB Power’s capitalization rate (29.2%), the average of all three of the 

integrated government-owned Canadian utilities in Figure 1 is 34.1%.  

42. Based on NTPC’s testimony, it appears clear that NTPC considers NB Power as an 

integrated entity to be an appropriate comparator. It also appears to be the case that NTPC 

also considers Manitoba Hydro and BC Hydro to be reasonable comparators. Based on 

 

 

 

 
23 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 6, A4. 
24 Transcript Volume 1, page 43, lines 18 to 20. 
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these acknowledgements, the TGC submits that Mr. Madsen’s recommendation of a 25% 

capitalization rate may be conservative and that a range of between 29.2% and 37.3% may 

be more appropriate. Mr. Madsen acknowledged in his evidence that 25% may be 

conservative and that a higher capitalization rate may be warranted.25 

43. Turning to specifically capitalized amounts, Mr. Madsen took issue with NTPC’s proposed 

expensing of $0.3 million of costs related to “support asset management maintenance 

plan”.26 The TGC submits these costs are an excellent example of where NTPC’s 

capitalization methodology biases towards expensing rather than capitalizing costs.  

44. At the oral hearing, NTPC provided further details in relation to the $0.3 million of asset 

management costs it forecasts to expense, stating: 

A MS. WHITFORD: Sure. So that -- that phrase is used to describe the 

fact that we are managing our assets moving forward. And in our -- in our 

-- in our application, we describe that this is really to support work that is 

being done on new assets -- or new assets, when we implement them, 

there’s going to be some additional training; there’s going to be some 

additional costs that are -- that are incurred. When you have a new asset to 

the system or a new asset to your company, it takes some time and 

additional costs to learn how that asset works. 

So that’s what this is about is once the new asset is installed and in place, 

these are additional costs that are required to operate that asset.27 

45. The TGC submits the above evidence does not support NTPC’s proposed treatment of 

these costs. NTPC states that the costs are required to allow NTPC to utilize the assets. 

Under the PSAS, costs are capitalized where they are “necessary to prepare a tangible 

capital asset for its intended use”.28 Under IFRS, this is further clarified to be “costs 

 

 

 

 
25 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 39 lines 8 to 11. 
26 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 56 Table 14. 
27 Transcript Volume 1, page 66, lines 11 to 20. 
28 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 19 lines 1 to 3. 
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directly attributable to bringing the asset to the location and condition necessary for it to be 

capable of operating in the manner intended by management.”29  

46. The TGC submits that it is clear the accounting standards are intent on accounting for 

management’s intent. An asset can be generating power, but if the employees are not 

properly trained in the operation of that asset, then the asset cannot truly operate in the 

manner intended by management. The TGC submits it is entirely reasonable for costs to be 

capitalized where those costs are necessary to allow the asset to function in the manner 

intended by management. Absent the incurrence of the costs NTPC is proposing to 

expense, the assets would not be able to function as intended. Ongoing training after the 

asset and staff are fully capable of operating the asset in the location and condition 

intended by management would be expensed, but these are not the costs which are the 

subject of discussion.  

47. NTPC also stated that these costs relate to “additional maintenance that might happen 

along with getting the new asset in place.”30 This statement explicitly describes work that 

is necessary to get an asset into the place (or location) intended by management. The TGC 

submits these “maintenance” costs are not properly expensed, and instead are necessary to 

permit the asset to function as management intends. This practice also appears to be 

misaligned with the practices of AltaLink and ATCO Electric where significant amounts of 

asset management costs are capitalized as opposed to expensed due to the very nature of 

these efforts. It appears to the TGC that NTPC has defined its “used and useful” date for 

assets as being too soon. 

48. Regarding costs related to “support portfolio planning and control related to a capital stage 

gating process for capital replacement projects”, the TGC accepts NTPC’s clarification in 

Undertaking 3 that: 

 

 

 

 
29 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 19 lines 16 to 18. 
30 Transcript Volume 1, page 67, lines 19 and 20. 
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There is an offset to the O&M budget for these items as these costs are 

carried through to the overhead supplies account and are charged to capital 

projects and recovered over the life of those projects. 

49. The TGC understands this response as confirming that the entirety of these costs is 

capitalized and to the extent this is the case, the TGC agrees with this treatment. 

50. Regarding human resources costs, NTPC confirmed that no human resources costs were 

being capitalized.31 Further, in its rebuttal evidence, NTPC states in relation to these 

human resource costs: 

In NTPC’s annual budgeting process, also used in preparing the GRA 

budget, NTPC reviews the development of estimates for capitalized time 

to overheads in order to best reflect the upcoming effort of its employees. 

NTPC confirms that the Human Resources Division will be included in the 

review for overhead allocations in future budgeting processes.32 

51. The above statement appears to be an admission from NTPC that a portion of its human 

resources costs should be capitalized going forward. Respectfully, the TGC submits 

customers are harmed by waiting until a future budgeting process to make this change. In 

response to Undertaking 5, NTPC quantified the total human resources costs in the 2022-

23 test period as being $2.718 million. The TGC submits that if the Board does not 

approve a generalized increase in the capitalization rate as TGC recommends, then the 

Board should at minimum direct that a portion of these costs should be capitalized.  

52. For example, even using the average capitalization rate for NTPC, 20.3% of these costs 

would be $0.5436 million. The TGC submits this is a significant current period expense for 

customers to bear when that cost would be more appropriately capitalized. This 

capitalization approach would be consistent with the human resource capitalization 

approaches employed by both AltaLink and ATCO Electric as discussed in Mr. Madsen’s 

evidence.33 

 

 

 

 
31 Transcript Volume 1, page 73, line 13. 
32 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 7, A4. 
33 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 24 lines 19 to 27. 
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53. As discussed above, the TGC supports an increase in the amount of costs being capitalized 

by NTPC. However, it remains important to review the actual capitalization rates for 

individual functions in NTPC to confirm a generalized approach would be reasonable. In 

Undertaking 2, NTPC provided the following table: 

Table 1 – NTPC’s Table 1 of capitalization ratios by function 

 

54. Attachment 1 of Mr. Madsen’s evidence provided the capitalization rates by department for 

AltaLink. Acknowledging that the two entities have different businesses, as AltaLink is a 

pure transmission facility owner and NTPC is an integrated utility, the TGC still submits 

the above capitalization rates appear to be too low. NTPC is a capital-intensive utility as 

generation facilities are capital intensive, just like transmission and distribution assets. 

55. The following table compares the above table to AltaLink’s equivalent departments using 

information contained in Attachment 1: 
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Table 2 – Comparsion of NTPC and AltaLink capitalization rates by function 

 

56. As shown above, NTPC is consistently much lower than AltaLink and averages 10.1% 

compared to AltaLink’s 48.3%. Even acknowledging the business differences, the TGC 

submits that AltaLink’s capitalization rate for the positions being so much higher indicates 

that NTPC’s approach to these positions is inconsistent.  

57. In Undertaking 4, NTPC provided the capitalization rates by position and function. The 

TGC does not intend to go through a position-by-position review of comparison to 

AltaLink or ATCO Electric, despite sufficient information being on the record to conduct 

that analysis. Rather, the TGC submits that the above summary table in combination with 

the more detailed evidence demonstrates that NTPC is expensing a significant amount of 

costs that likely are directly related to NTPC’s capital program.  

58. NTPC appears focused on charging time to capital projects where the individual is directly 

involved in that project, stating: 

When we’re looking at employees’ time that is directly related to the 

capital program, like we mentioned earlier, that it is either direct or 

indirect. So I believe it’s very clear in -- in what is being capitalized.34 

59. Respectfully, it is not clear what NTPC is doing. Based on the earlier evidence, it appears 

that NTPC is only charging to projects costs where the employee is directly involved in a 

specific project or capital program. This approach ignores the fact that NTPC is a capital-

intensive utility. Absent the existence of NTPC’s capital program, many costs incurred by 

 

 

 

 
34 Transcript Volume 1, page 48, lines 9 to 11. 

NTPC AltaLink Departments included for AltaLink

Accounting 18.4% 35.0% Accounting

Treasury 0.0% 11.0% Treasury

Customer Service 1.2% 72.0%

Customer projects, Customer connections & New services, 

Communications

Regulatory and O&M and Capital Budgeting 4.7% 33.0%

Regulatory Econmics and Tariff, Regulatory Regional Customer Proj & 

Litigation, Regulatory & Legal Dept, Regulatory & Law Operations, 

Performance & Analytics

Supply Chain Management 21.6% 88.0% Procurment - Projects, Procurement

Information Technology 13.9% 61.0%

Op Info Services, Capital Delivery, Information Security, Critical 

Infrastructure Protection, Sharepoint, Security-Cyber/Physical, S&IS PMO, 

SAP, IT - Operating

Executive 11.0% 38.0% Senior Executive Team

Average 10.1% 48.3%

Labour capitalization ratio
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NTPC, and indeed many FTEs would not be required. The TGC agrees with Mr. Madsen 

that where a cost would otherwise be avoidable absent the capital program, then that cost is 

fairly characterized as a directly attributable cost and should be capitalized to the cost of 

NTPC’s assets.35 This capitalization approach is normally achieved through an indirect 

charge. 

60. For all these reasons, the TGC recommends that the Board direct NTPC to revise its 

capitalization percentage in the 2022/23 test period. Mr. Madsen conservatively 

recommended 25%. The TGC submits this rate would be the lowest acceptable rate of 

capitalization. However, based on the further evidence obtained at the oral hearing, the 

TGC submits that it would be more appropriate to direct NTPC to capitalize between 

29.2% and 37.3%, which is the range of capitalization for NB Power and BC Hydro, 

respectively. 

61. The TGC accepts that this approach is subject to uncertainty and to that extent agrees with 

the interim approach proposed by Mr. Madsen to account for these costs as follows: 

In summary, I recommend that the applied for revenue requirement be 

reduced by $2.7 million as set out above. The $2.7 million would be 

recorded as a deferred cost and amortized using the blended amortization 

rate I calculated above of 3.33%. Once NTPC has completed an updated 

assessment of its capitalization practices this balance could be either rolled 

into the capital assets or trued up and tracked separately.36 

62. While the amounts cited by Mr. Madsen vary slightly depending on the Board’s final 

approval of a reasonable interim capitalization rate, the mechanics are unchanged. The 

TGC submits it is important that this adjustment be made in advance of a full study being 

completed. This is because there is a significant applied-for increase, much of which may 

not be necessary to pass on to customers if this proposal is approved. Further, the ability to 

 

 

 

 
35 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 21 lines 5 to 13. 
36 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 39 lines 3 to 7. 
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true up the costs following a more comprehensive review of NTPC’s accounting 

methodology alleviates the need to wait to make an adjustment. 

63. The TGC also further recommends that the Board direct NTPC to: 

…complete a comprehensive review of its capitalization practices and 

report back on those practices in advance of filing NTPC’s next GRA. The 

information would include a position-by-position assessment of the work 

that is performed, and an explanation of why the work would continue to 

be necessary absent the presence of NTPC’s capital program or why the 

work does not directly contribute to the enhancement of NTPC’s assets. 

The report would also review both the indirect (overheads) and direct 

charging of costs to capital projects.37 

64. Finally, as noted above, if the Board does not accept a universal adjustment to the 

capitalization rates, then the TGC recommends that the Board at minimum direct NTPC to 

capitalize $0.3 million of asset management costs and $0.54 million of human resource 

costs. The TGC would also support any other specific adjustments the Board deems 

necessary based on the detailed evidence submitted by Mr. Madsen, including but not 

limited to costs related to Operational Maintenance and SCADA FTE additions as 

discussed in Mr. Madsen’s evidence. 

3 Salvage costs 

65. The core issue with NTPC’s salvage costs is that it is failing to fully recover its forecast net 

salvage costs while at the same time providing limited transparency into the evolution of 

the reserve balance for these costs. The TGC is concerned that continued failure to fully 

recover the forecast costs will place undue burden on future ratepayers who will need to 

true up any shortfall. 

66. To this end, the TGC supports the evidence and recommendations of Mr. Madsen for a 

renewed look at how these costs are recovered going forward. Specifically, Mr. Madsen 

states: 

 

 

 

 
37 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 38 lines 4 to 10. 



TGC Argument NTPC 2022-2023 GRA November 18, 2022 

 

24 
 

30617643v6 

As set out above, there are several potentially viable options that could be 

presented to the currently proposed phased-in approach to collecting net 

salvage. It is important to emphasize that I am not recommending at this 

time any of the above approaches. Each approach has its own benefits and 

challenges that must be fully considered. While the phased-in approach 

also has its benefits, namely the continuation at least in principle of the 

Traditional Approach and all its commensurate benefits, if there is no 

reasonable prospect of transitioning to a fully funded Traditional Approach 

in the near or even long-term, then viable alternatives should be 

considered.  

As noted above, it would be timely to assess whether the Traditional 

Approach is viable at the same time as a detailed review of NTPC’s 

capitalization practices is conducted. Many Canadian utilities successfully 

recover net salvage using the Traditional Approach on a fully funded basis. 

To the extent NTPC’s capitalization policies can be aligned more closely 

with other Canadian utilities, it is possible that there may be some potential 

to continue NTPC’s alignment with those Canadian utilities in respect of 

how net salvage costs are collected from customers.38 

67. Mr. Madsen’s evidence stops short of providing a specific change at this time, and the 

TGC considers this to be appropriate. NTPC is forecasting significant rising costs and 

while it is important to recover salvage costs, that recovery cannot ignore the applied-for 

rate increases. Further, Mr. Madsen correctly acknowledges that a more detailed review of 

NTPC’s capitalization practices may result in some additional ability to recover salvage 

costs without increasing overall rates paid by current customers. 

68. Further, the TGC also agrees with Mr. Madsen that more transparency is required 

regarding the size of any unfunded net salvage reserve balance.39 Having increased 

transparency into this amount will significantly increase the Board’s ability to make 

decisions on how to address the collection of these costs in a reasonable manner. Sound 

decisions and recommendations simply cannot be made or offered until parties know what 

the existing reserve balance is and whether it is fully funded or not. 

 

 

 

 
38 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 46 line 21 to page 47 line 5. 
39 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 44 lines 10 to 15. 
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69. Accordingly, for these reasons, and the detailed reasons set out in Mr. Madsen’s evidence, 

the TGC requests the Board direct a comprehensive review in NTPC’s next GRA of the 

salvage collection method. As part of this review, the TGC recommends the Board direct 

NTPC to provide the following at the time of filing its next application: 

a. A detailed list and discussion of all alternatives known to NTPC and its experts 

for the funding of net salvage costs, including the estimated costs and impacts 

on NTPC’s applied for revenue requirement of such changes. 

b.  The pros and cons of each alternative to the collection of net salvage costs. 

c. A detailed calculation providing an estimate of when NTPC expects to be able 

to transition back to fully recovering net salvage costs under the Traditional 

Method. 

d. A detailed calculation of reconciliation of the net salvage reserve account 

balance. 

70. Further, the TGC recommends the Board approve NTPC’s applied-for increase in net 

salvage cost funding under certain conditions and subject to some clarification. NTPC 

applied for the following net salvage percentages by account:40 

 

 

 

 
40 2022-001-001: Northwest Territories Power Corporation letter dated March 30, 2022 General Rate 

Application - Cover Letter and Appendices A,B and C, PDF page 122, Table 6.4. 
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Table 3 – Table 6.4 applied for net salvage percentages 

 

71. The TGC is generally concerned with the apparent randomness of the “2020 Study 

Recommended” net salvage amounts. For example, for account 121, the amount is 33.3% 

of the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage”, whereas for account 331 the 

amount is 26.7% of the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage”. 

72. As another example, account 336 has a 2020 Study Recommended rate of -8%, which is 

higher than the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage” of -5%. The reason for a 

higher than recommended net salvage rate is unclear. 

73. There appears to be no consistent rate between the accounts, and the TGC is unaware of 

any justification for the differences between accounts. The TGC submits this inconsistency 

lends further support to the TGC’s recommendation to revisit the approach to recovering 

salvage costs. The TGC submits that whichever approach is approved, the approach should 

be rational and supported. The approach should also be systematic and supported by the 

underlying salvage study. 
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74. For this reason, the TGC submits that before approving NTPC’s applied-for net salvage 

rates, NTPC should be directed to explain the rationale for each applied-for amount 

relative to the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage”.  

75. Further, the TGC notes that if the Board does not approve the other various cost reduction 

proposals brought forward by the TGC, then the applied-for increase in salvage costs may 

be too soon. Specifically, the increase is contributing to the overall increase in proposed 

rates. While the TGC remains concerned that these costs be fully recovered as they 

represent real future costs, the fact remains that the pressure on customer rates is 

significant at this time.  

76. Accordingly, the TGC recommends the Board only approve an increase in the previously 

approved net salvage rates if the overall rate increase with the new salvage rates is below 

4% in aggregate. The TGC submits this approach will provide for a more moderate rate 

increase for customers while ensuring that there is adequate time to fully consider the 

amount of any net salvage reserve over or under funding as part of the next GRA. 

4 Miscellaneous operating costs 

77. Mr. Madsen addressed two primary concerns regarding miscellaneous operating costs 

forecast by NTPC. The first related to various cost increases for asset management, 

portfolio planning and control, hydro operations, and human resources contractors and 

consultants.41 The TGC has summarized its concerns regarding these amounts above in 

relation to NTPC’s capitalization policy. 

78. The TGC’s remaining concern relates to NTPC’s forecast insurance costs. As set out in 

Mr. Madsen’s evidence, NTPC’s insurance costs as a percentage of applied for O&M costs 

has increased from 3.2% in 2018/2019 to 6.2% in 2022/23.42  

 

 

 

 
41 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 47 lines 15 to 28. 
42 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 48 lines 7 to 8. 
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79. Mr. Madsen also provided the following table in his evidence, which was not addressed by 

NTPC in rebuttal and is thus unchallenged:43 

Table 4 – Table 13 from the Evidence of Dustin Madsen showing forecast insurance 

costs relative to gross property, plant and equipment for various Canadian utilities 

 

80. The TGC submits the purpose of the benchmarking exercise performed by Mr. Madsen is 

obvious. The above table assesses whether NTPC’s insurance costs are comparable to that 

of other entities. Two entities, being NB Power and BC Hydro, are integrated utilities, 

similar to NTPC. However, each entity has its unique differences. As set out in Mr. 

Madsen’s evidence, BC Hydro has more transmission and distribution assets than NTPC 

and NB Power operates significant nuclear generation.  

81. While these differences are important, it is also important to note that NTPC’s insurance 

costs greatly exceed the costs being paid by other Canadian utilities, in particular other 

Canadian integrated utilities. The TGC submits the increase in costs discussed earlier, 

when viewed in the light of the above benchmarking analysis, confirms that NTPC’s 

insurance costs warrant a detailed review to confirm that NTPC is acting in the most 

reasonable manner possible in relation to insurance.  

82. In his evidence, Mr. Madsen reviewed the various changes and cost reductions achieved by 

NTPC in relation to its insurance costs in recent years. However, while accepting some 

efficiencies have been achieved, Mr. Madsen noted the following after conducting a 

quantitative analysis of the potential for an increase in self-insurance: 

Based on these assumptions, there would be a positive net present value 

(represented by a negative in Attachment 3) of $1.9 million over the next 

40 years and $2.3 million over the next 20 years. Of course, this calculation 

makes several assumptions, such as that there will be on average one 

previously insurable event of $5,000,000 each five years that will need to 

 

 

 

 
43 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 54 Table 13. 
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be covered with commercial insurance, and that the savings would be 25% 

on the commercial insurance. It is obviously possible that there could be a 

smaller or greater number of insurable events and further that the savings 

could be lower or higher depending upon prevailing insurance market 

conditions.  

The point of Attachment 3 is to demonstrate that under a series of potential 

conditions, it is possible that NTPC could increase its deductible, reduce 

its commercial insurance costs, and maintain lower overall rates for 

ratepayers.44 

83. Mr. Madsen’s evidence raises a legitimate concern. Specifically, is NTPC striking a proper 

balance between the self-insurance of lower cost and more frequent insurable events with 

the insurance of higher cost but lower likelihood events.  

84. At the oral hearing, when asked whether it had conducted a detailed analysis of its 

commercial insurance costs and the impact of increasing deductibles, NTPC stated: 

A MR. GRANT: We don’t -- have not done a study along those lines. We 

rely on the expert that we use for going out and dealing with our insurance 

issues. They look at -- they have a very good understanding of our 

particular assets. They’ve been to site. And then they also are very familiar 

with the insurance market, both domestic and international. And they are 

the ones that provide us with a recommendation on the best alternative. 

We would ask questions such as should you -- should we increase our 

deductible or not, what are the advantages. And they would provide us 

with that information. 

So we do not do a study, but we do rely on our expert, and that is familiar 

with both ourselves and the market.45 

85. The TGC submits the evidence is clear that NTPC has not conducted any detailed 

quantitative or qualitative analysis to support its current blend of commercial and self-

insurance. In light of the dramatically increasing costs of commercial insurance owing to 

the hard insurance market, the TGC submits it is imperative that such a review be 

conducted sooner rather than later. 

 

 

 

 
44 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 53 lines 9 to 19. 
45 Transcript Volume 1, page 77 line 17 to page 78 line 3. 
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86. The evidence is also clear that Aon, NTPC’s expert in insurance, has also not conducted 

such an analysis. In response to Undertaking 6 Attachment 1, NTPC’s insurance expert 

provided the following opinion: 

To move to a $5,000,000 deductible would create some premium savings 

although it is difficult to determine exactly how much until we enter the 

market to obtain renewal terms. Our ask of insurers would be a 10% to 

15% reduction; however, given current market conditions it could be under 

10% where we end up. 

The best approach would be to conduct an actuarial retention (deductible) 

analysis based on your loss experience. My expectation of this process is 

that we would see is a diminishing benefit to increasing deductibles 

beyond current the current level of $1,500,000. 

87. As stated above, Aon has advised that some savings may be achievable but that those 

savings are uncertain. Further, Aon has acknowledged that an “actuarial retention 

(deductible) analysis based on your [NTPC’s] loss experience” could be conducted to 

assess the benefits of a change. However, at this time no such analysis has been completed. 

88. In response to the TGC’s information requests on undertakings, NTPC further confirmed 

the following: 

a. NTPC has a single commercial insurance claim in the amount of $8 million in 

the last five years. 

b. NTPC has had approximately $2.0 million of self-insurance claims from 2018-

2019 actual to 2022-2023 forecast per Schedule 11.4. 

c. NTPC does not track all “insurable” costs including those that are expensed, 

making it difficult to properly assess the true amount of any self-insured costs. 

d. NTPC confirmed it has not at this time undertaken “an actuarial retention 

(deductible) analysis based on (NTPC’s) loss experience”. 

e. Aon’s expert did not provide any further analysis to NTPC to support the 

opinion provided by email and referred to above. 

f. NTPC and Aon are not in possession of any objective third-party information to 

support the opinion provided by Aon’s expert above. 
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g. The potential savings of a reduction in commercial insurance due to a 

deductible limit increase could be between $310,400 and $465,600 based on 

NTPC’s estimated savings of between 10% and 15% on deductibles. 

89. Based on the further admissions by NTPC outlined above, the TGC submits that NTPC has 

not supported its applied-for insurance costs or its practice of continuing to maintain the 

deductible limit at $1.5 million. There has been a single commercially insurable claim in 

the last five years in the amount of approximately $8 million. Self-insured costs by 

comparison are minimal. The TGC submits that there is adequate room to reduce the 

commercial insurance coverage and have NTPC accept more of the lower risk insurable 

events as self-insured costs.  

90. NTPC’s cost of capital is relatively reasonable and certainly not high relative to Canadian 

peers. This lower cost of capital allows the financing of self-insured costs at a reasonable 

cost. Further, any significant events could be amortized over a significant period of time 

(i.e., the remaining life of the physical assets) to further mitigate the impact of self-

insurance on customers. For these reasons, the TGC submits the benefits of increasing the 

amount of self-insured costs clearly outweigh the costs of steadily increasing commercial 

insurance. At a minimum, NTPC has provided no evidence to the contrary. 

91. In summary, NTPC has not supported its applied for insurance costs as being just and 

reasonable. The applied-for increases are significant and directly impact the customers 

TGC represents, and all of NTPC’s customers. The TGC submits that NTPC should be 

directed to reduce its applied-for insurance costs in this application by between 10% and 

25%. The TGC notes the 10% represents the lower end of Aon’s range based on the 

August 18 email, while 25% represents the observed savings noted by Mr. Madsen in his 

evidence from past deductible limit changes. 

92. Further, the TGC recommends that the Board direct NTPC to conduct a detailed 

assessment of its commercial and self-insurance costs for every major category of assets 

that it commercially insures through property insurance. Specifically, NTPC should be 

directed to provide, by asset category, the following: 

a. The amount of insurance being purchased. 
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b. The likelihood of an insurable event occurring. 

c. The potential impact of an insurable event to NTPC. 

d. The estimated cost of commercial insurance at varying deductible limits. 

e. The estimated cost of self-insurance of the same costs at varying ranges. 

93. In addition to the above, NTPC should be directed to complete the actuarial retention 

(deductible) analysis based on NTPC’s loss experience to further support its forecast 

insurance costs going forward. The TGC submits it would be appropriate for this evidence 

to be filed as part of NTPC’s next full GRA. 

5 Capital costs and business cases 

94. The TGC supports the evidence and recommendations of Mr. Madsen in relation to 

NTPC’s capital costs and business cases. Specifically, Mr. Madsen addressed the following 

areas: 

a. The Behchokǫ̀ EV Charging Station and in particular whether the project 

represents a legitimate ratepayer cost. 

b. The Pole Replacement project for all regions, including whether the project is 

properly supported by sufficient data and analysis to warrant the planned 

expenditures. 

c. NTPC’s proposed change in the business case threshold for reporting from 

$400,000 to $1,000,000. 

95. The first issue relates to the Behchokǫ̀ EV Charging Station. Mr. Madsen observed that the 

project appeared to have limited benefits for the majority of the NWT population and that 

the costs of the project were material relative to their speculative benefits. Specifically, Mr. 

Madsen stated: 

For clarity, I would not oppose this project if there was more certainty that 

the project would result in a material increase in the adoption of EVs in 

the NWT given the positive benefits to all customers of emissions 

reductions. However, the evidence provided suggests marginal increases 

except under the highest incentive scenarios. Based on the evidence 

available I do not consider that NTPC has supported the necessity of the 

project as being one that should be funded by all customers. The project is 
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simply too speculative as to the benefits customers will receive. Therefore, 

the costs of the project should be denied or alternatively be supported 

through government grants and other funding.46 

96. The TGC fully agrees with Mr. Madsen’s concerns and recommendation. In its rebuttal 

evidence, NTPC appears to have also acknowledged these issues, when it stated in 

response to Mr. Madsen’s evidence: 

A10. NTPC now has a contribution agreement in place, this will 

significantly reduce the effect on rate payers. This will be reflected in 

updated tables to be filed.47 

97. The TGC supports this change and considers that the adjustments NTPC will make to 

significantly reduce the impact on ratepayers is aligned with the public interest. 

Accordingly, the TGC no longer recommends any further adjustment related to this matter. 

98. However, the TGC does recommend that the Board direct NTPC to continue to track and 

quantify any ongoing operating and capital costs related to the Behchokǫ̀ EV Charging 

Station. The TGC submits transparency is important in relation to this project and any 

similar project where there is minimal benefit to customers in the NWT. As the funding 

agreement is not on the record, it is important that such future costs be understood. 

99. The next area of concern relates to NTPC’s pole replacement program. In his evidence, Mr. 

Madsen raised concerns about how NTPC was estimating its costs, NTPC’s proposed run 

to failure alternative, and the lack of an apparent structured assessment of which were the 

highest risk poles to replace. Based on these observations, Mr. Madsen did not consider the 

applied-for costs to be supported and provided the following recommendation: 

For this reason, poles should only be replaced if the asset management 

program can demonstrate based on testing a realistic risk of failure. 

Funding the pole replacement program at a rate of $1,000,000 in 2022/23 

should achieve this objective until such time as NTPC provides additional 

evidence achieved from its advancing asset management program to 

support an accelerated level of spending. At a minimum, reducing the 

approved spending in light of the lack of evidence supporting the request 

 

 

 

 
46 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 62 lines 7 to 14. 
47 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 11, A10. 
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also incentivizes NTPC to ensure it focuses on prudently spending only on 

those poles that are most appropriately replaced in the test period.48 

100. The TGC agrees with Mr. Madsen’s recommendation. It appears to the TGC that NTPC 

has limited support for its requested funding beyond an observation of aging assets. The 

TGC submits that while there may be some need for funding a pole replacement program 

as Mr. Madsen accepted, NTPC has not supported an acceleration of that program from 

prior spending levels. 

101. In its rebuttal evidence, NTPC provided no further detailed evidence to support its request. 

Instead, NTPC’s rebuttal evidence appears to confirm that a spending level of $1,000,000 

per year as recommended by Mr. Madsen may be sufficient when it states: 

A11. The Corporation has noted it currently has approximately 1,000 pole 

that are currently between 45 to 60 years old and provided information 

indicating a substantial proportion of poles are expected to be required to 

be replaced within the next 10 years based on condition assessments 

completed to date. At an average replacement cost of approximately 

$10,000 per pole, replacing 1,000 poles would cost on the order of $10 

million. The Corporation is proposing a staged approach to replacing these 

assets over time considering the magnitude of the investment required and 

the logistics of replacing the poles which considers factors such as the 

number of communities involved and the fact that some poles must be 

replaced in winter months or outside of nesting seasons.49 

[Footnote removed] 

102. As stated above, NTPC confirms that it has approximately 1,000 poles it expects to replace 

over the next 10 years at an average replacement cost of $10,000 per pole. This represents 

a total program cost of $10 million or approximately $1 million per year. 

103. Accordingly, in the absence of compelling evidence for an accelerated replacement of 

poles in the 2022/23 test period, the TGC recommends the approval of $1,000,000 for the 

pole replacement project in the test period consistent with Mr. Madsen’s recommendation 

and the rebuttal evidence provided by NTPC. The TGC notes that this level provides 

 

 

 

 
48 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 64 lines 13 to 20. 
49 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 12, A11. 
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NTPC with strong incentives to manage its pole replacement program in a reasonable and 

cost-effective manner. 

104. Finally, the TGC supports the recommendation of Mr. Russ Bell on behalf of the Towns of 

Hay River and Fort Smith that parties would benefit greatly from NTPC conducting a risk-

based or asset health analysis of its assets to support future spending levels and the need to 

replace any assets. 

105. The final area of concern for the TGC relates to NTPC’s proposed adjustment to the capital 

business case threshold from $400,000 to $1,000,000. Mr. Madsen opposed this change in 

his evidence, stating: 

Accordingly, I do not recommend that NTPC’s proposal be approved. 

Customers are not forecast to receive any material benefit in place of the 

reduction in transparency and I do not consider the risks of the proposal to 

be warranted.  

Alternatively, if the Board considers that information below $1,000,000 is 

not material to the Board’s deliberations, then I recommend the Board 

direct NTPC to quantify the annual cost of preparing its capital business 

cases, identify whether the costs are an internal or external cost, explain 

whether the cost is only incurred in years preceding a GRA and remove 

67% of that cost going forward as applicable. This result will ensure that 

reduction of the “substantial amount of effort” will directly benefit 

customers.50 

[Footnote removed] 

106. The TGC agrees with Mr. Madsen. If there is to be a reduction in transparency of costs, 

then that reduction should have material benefits to ratepayers. The TGC notes that NTPC 

did not rebut Mr. Madsen’s evidence in this regard. 

107. On this basis, the TGC submits that Mr. Madsen’s recommendation should be approved by 

the Board. Specifically, the TGC recommends that NTPC’s recommendation be denied. 

Further, the TGC submits the Board should direct NTPC to quantify the level of effort it 

requires to prepare its business cases in the future GRA and based on this quantification 

 

 

 

 
50 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 67 lines 5 to 13. 
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estimate the level of costs that could be removed from future applications if the threshold 

was increased. The TGC submits this information would assist all parties in understanding 

whether the efforts of NTPC to provide increased transparency into its costs under the 

current threshold are reasonable and aligned with ratepayer interests. 

6 Depreciation rates 

108. The final matter addressed by the TGC in its evidence relates to depreciation rates. The 

TGC retained Mr. Madsen who is a Certified Depreciation Professional to review the 

evidence and recommendations of Concentric. As part of his evidence, Mr. Madsen 

recommended changes to three of the applied-for depreciation rates as follows: 

a. Account 341.00 – Diesel Plant – Structures and Improvements – A 40-S3 curve 

as opposed to Concentric’s recommended 35-S3 curve. 

b. Account 342.00 – Diesel Plant – Fuel Holders, Producers, and Accessories – A 

continuation of the currently approved 30-L4 or a 35-R3 curve as opposed to 

Concentric’s recommended 27-R2 curve. 

c. Account 343.00 – Diesel Plant – Prime Movers – A 25-R3.5 curve as opposed 

to Concentric’s recommended 23-R3 curve. 

109. The TGC has reviewed the support provided by Mr. Madsen for his recommendations and 

supports those recommendations. The TGC notes these recommendations will have the 

effect of increasing the asset lives and thus reducing the applied-for depreciation.  

110. While it is important to first and foremost ensure that depreciation lives match as best as 

possible the expected future useful lives of the assets, the TGC submits the financial 

impact cannot be ignored. Mr. Madsen quantified the impact of his proposed changes as 

being a reduction to the applied-for revenue requirement of $0.8 million in the test 

period.51 In its rebuttal evidence, NTPC provided a clarification on the calculation of the 

 

 

 

 
51 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 7 Table 1. 
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impact of a change in Account 343.00 noting the impact was more significant than 

estimated by Mr. Madsen. NTPC provided the following summary table:52 

Table 5 – Table 2 from NTPC’s rebuttal evidence calculating the change in 

depreciation expense from applied for to Mr. Madsen’s recommended rates 

 

 

111. The TGC accepts the clarification and revised calculation provided by NTPC for Account 

343.00. In total, the impact of all the forecast changes is $851,000.  

112. The TGC observes that in its rebuttal evidence, NTPC opposed all of Mr. Madsen’s 

proposed changes. The TGC submits this opposition is unwarranted.  

113. From the TGC’s review of the evidence, the Board is faced with the opinions of two 

depreciation experts. The opinions of those experts are based fundamentally on the same 

underlying statistical evidence, as well as other similar evidence such as the rates currently 

used by comparators.  

114. Depreciation expense is an estimate based on expert judgment. Neither Mr. Madsen nor 

Concentric can state definitively what the future actual lives of NTPC’s assets will be. The 

TGC submits that where a change in estimate is clearly supported by the evidence and that 

change can reduce the current impact on customers, a change to the estimate should be 

considered and indeed favored. This is the case for all of Mr. Madsen’s recommendations 

which are supported based on the evidence set out in Concentric’s own depreciation study. 

Only where there is compelling evidence supporting a shorter life should that life be 

chosen as the impacts on customers are significant as shown above. The TGC submits that 

NTPC and its expert have not provided any such compelling evidence. 

 

 

 

 
52 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 9, Table 2. 
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115. The TGC submits the record is relatively complete in relation to depreciation and the TGC 

will not repeat that record. Instead, the TGC will only briefly address NTPC’s rebuttal 

evidence to highlight the shortcomings in NTPC’s evidence. 

116. Regarding Account 341.00, NTPC and its expert Concentric states: 

In regards to Account 341 – Diesel Plant – Structures and Improvements, 

the increase in life from 32 years to 35 years represents a 9.4% increase in 

the service life of this account. While Concentric agrees that a life 

extension is warranted for this account, increasing to 40 years would 

represent a 25 percent increase in the service life. As this account has only 

seen retirements through to approximately 70 percent of the total 

exposures, it is essential to ensure that the concept of gradualism and 

moderation is adhered to. This is because there have not yet been a large 

number of retirements seen, which suggests that the actuarial analysis may 

change drastically in future depreciation studies. In the interest of 

gradualism and moderation, Concentric believes that the 35-S3 Iowa curve 

should be used for the depreciation calculations at this time with further 

life extensions examined in future depreciation studies.53 

117. Concentric opposes the proposed life extension not because it disagrees with any of the 

evidence or reasons stated by Mr. Madsen in support of a longer life, but rather because of 

the principle of gradualism and moderation. The TGC accepts that the principle of 

gradualism and moderation is important in the context of depreciation rate setting. Mr. 

Madsen clearly considered the principle of gradualism and moderation in recommending a 

40 year average service life as opposed to a longer life as set out below: 

Accordingly, I recommend that the Board direct NTPC to use a 40-S3 

curve as it provides for a better visual fit to the observed retirement data. 

A 40-S3 curve is also a moderate increase to the life that is more gradual 

than a move to a 45-S3 curve. Finally, a 40-year average life is well within 

the peer range of between 25 to 50 years.54  

[Emphasis added] 

118. Based on the above, Concentric’s opposition appears to be based on its preference to move 

in a slower manner towards a potentially more reasonable life for the assets in Account 

 

 

 

 
53 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF pages 7 and 8, A5. 
54  
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341.00. Gradualism and moderation are important but these principles must not override 

common sense. In this case, all of the evidence supports a life extension for this account. 

Deferring or not approving this life extension purely on the basis of gradualism and 

moderation fails to acknowledge these other factors, most importantly fairness and 

intergenerational equity.  

119. The TGC submits the evidence supports a life extension and there is no objective evidence 

on the record that an extension of 9.4% as opposed to 25% represents a material 

compromise of the principle of gradualism and moderation. Notably, when viewed in the 

context of the total depreciation expense of $2,066,000 for Account 341.00, the change 

recommended by Mr. Madsen is $258,000 or a 12.5% reduction in the applied-for 

depreciation. The TGC submits this change is gradual and moderate. Certainly a further 

reduction of 12.5% in the applied-for depreciation expense cannot be conveyed as being 

extreme or unreasonable based on all other available evidence. 

120. Regarding Account 342.00, Concentric states in NTPC’s rebuttal evidence: 

In regards to Account 342 – Diesel Plant – Fuel Holders, Producers, and 

Accessories, Concentric agrees with Mr. Madsen’s comment that 

“Importantly, a review of the observed data shows relatively few 

retirements experienced for earlier vintages of assets beyond age 29.5. 

Comparatively, there is a higher degree of retirements in the age range of 

7.5 to 24.5 years.” This is the period of highest retirements and is the area 

of the curve that it is most important to fit to. Just $121,934 retirements 

occur after age 33.5, out of a total of $5,155,403 representing 2.4% of total 

retirements. A better mathematical or visual fit at this point in the curve is 

less meaningful, particularly when there is an Iowa curve with a better fit 

through age 32.5, when 97.6% of the total retirements are observed. It is 

generally accepted in depreciation literature that the “knee”, or area of 

greatest retirement activity, is most representative of the average service 

life expected for any group of assets.  

While previous depreciation studies had hoped for a life lengthening 

impact from the double walled tanks now in service, at this time the data 

has not supported this. Further, an average expected age of 30 years is in 

line with an average service life of 27 years, as it is expected that some of 

the old single walled tanks will still need to be replaced in the coming 

years. The expected engineering life of 30 years also does not take into 

account reasons for retirement other than the physical life of the assets – it 

is expected that the assets may be retired due to any number of other forces 

of retirement which will reduce the average service life of the entire 

account. A 27 year service life at this time allows for the retirement of any 
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single walled tanks still in service, recognizes the historical retirement 

experience, and allows for interim retirements over the life of the double 

walled tanks.55 

121. The first area of rebuttal comments on the reliance on the mathematical fit of the proposed 

curve through age 32.5. The rebuttal appears to suggest that simply because there are fewer 

retirements after age 32.5, that the fit of the curve during this period should be discounted. 

The TGC disagrees.  

122. As stated by Mr. Madsen in his evidence, a 35-R3 curve also has a superior visual fit 

through approximately age 10.56 This evidence is not refuted by Concentric. This is also an 

important period that should not be ignored.  

123. Further, while the TGC accepts there is a higher period of retirement between ages 7.5 to 

24.5 and it is important to fit the curve to this period, Concentric appears to disregard an 

important piece of Mr. Madsen’s evidence. Specifically, Mr. Madsen noted that “a 

significant percentage (more than 40%) of the investment in Account 342.00, is surviving 

beyond 40 years.”57 

124. The TGC submits Mr. Madsen’s evidence in this regard is important. While the period of 

7.5 to 24.5 years reflects a period of high retirement based on the retirements studied more 

than 40% of the investment in the account is surviving beyond 40 years. Approving a 27-

R2 curve results in the clear discounting of this evidence. Notably, as depicted in Figure 4 

of Mr. Madsen’s evidence, a 27-R2 curve assumes that less than 10% of the investment 

should still be in service beyond age 40. This point is directly contradicted by the evidence 

showing that much more of the investment is surviving beyond age 40. The TGC submits 

Mr. Madsen properly considered this evidence in his recommendations and Concentric’s 

rebuttal evidence does not adequately address Mr. Madsen’s evidence in this regard, nor 

does it address the inconsistency in Concentric’s evidence with the curve it recommends. 

 

 

 

 
55 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF page 8, A5. 
56 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 74, lines 7 to 9. 
57 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 75, lines 19 to 20. 
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125. The second portion of Concentric’s rebuttal suggests that there is no evidence of a life-

lengthening impact from the installation of double-walled tanks. The TGC has two points 

in this regard. First, if there has been no life-lengthening impact from the installation of 

double-walled tanks, the TGC questions why this was ever an assumption in the first place. 

Second, there is no evidence from NTPC’s engineers stating clearly that there was no life-

lengthening effect from the double-walled tanks in practice. It can take years before the 

depreciation study sees any impact on retirements (i.e., through changes in retirement rates 

or patterns) of a change to double-walled tanks but this should not prevent the lengthening 

of the life for this account. Finally, the TGC again notes Mr. Madsen’s evidence above that 

investment within the existing account appears to be surviving much longer than the 

depreciation study expects it to. This fact cannot be discounted as Concentric has done and 

is supportive of a life extension when considered in tandem with the installation of the 

double-walled tanks. 

126. Accordingly, for these reasons, the TGC submits that there is no evidence on the record 

that the double-walled tanks will not extend the life of the assets in Account 342.00. 

Therefore, absent detailed engineering evidence demonstrating a failure in the past 

decisions of NTPC’s management in this regard, of which there is none, the TGC submits 

the expectations should be factored into the approved depreciation rates as recommended 

by Mr. Madsen. 

127. Finally for account 343.00, Concentric on behalf of NTPC states: 

In regards to Account 343 – Diesel Plant – Prime Movers, Mr. Madsen 

appears to make the same mistake as he made in Account 342, placing a 

larger percentage of weighting on the smaller dollars of retirement at the 

tail end of the curve. In Account 343, the retirements post age 22.5 (the 

section of the curve that Mr. Madsen is weighting most heavily) represent 

11 million dollars, or 33% of the total retirements observed. Concentric 

placed a substantially higher degree of weighting on the 66% of 

retirements that occurred before this point as these make up the period of 

greatest retirement experience. 

Mr. Madsen comments that the mathematical fit of the 25-R3.5 is superior 

to the 23-R3 recommended by Concentric. This is an expected outcome of 

the longer life. In accounts with “stub curves”, or curves which do not 

show the entire life cycle of assets such as Account 343, it is very common 

for the lagging retirement transactions at the tail end of the curve to skew 

the residual measure calculation. This is due to the mathematical 
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calculation performed in calculating the residual measure placing equal 

weighting on every year, which often results in curves with an 

inappropriately long life having a better residual measure than curves with 

an appropriate life through the area of greatest retirement activity.58 

128. Concentric suggests Mr. Madsen made the same error in relation to account 343.00 as he 

made with account 342.00. Specifically, that Mr. Madsen focused on a smaller amount of 

retirements at the end of the retirement curve. The TGC relies on its earlier submissions in 

respect of account 342.00 in this regard. It is Concentric that appears to be repeating its 

own error by recommending a curve that ignores the rest of the evidence before it.   

129. Additionally, similar to account 342.00, more than 30% of the investment in account 

343.00 survives beyond age 40. This evidence, which is clearly visible in Figure 5 of Mr. 

Madsen’s evidence, is ignored by the use of a 23-R3 curve which assumes that 100% of the 

assets, or close to 100%, are retired by approximately age 35. For this reason, if 

Concentric’s recommendation is accepted then the retirement pattern of more than 30% of 

the investment will be ignored. The TGC submits this result would clearly be in error and 

not aligned with the observed retirement pattern. 

130. Further, the assets in account 343.00 and 344.00 are impacted by similar retirement 

factors.59 The TGC submits this is important evidence that should not be discounted as 

Concentric has done. Alignment between the two accounts is preferred as opposed to the 

result achieved if Concentric’s recommendations are accepted. 

131. In summary, the recommendations of Mr. Madsen for Accounts 341.00, 342.00 and 343.00 

are entirely reasonable and supported by the evidence. Concentric’s rebuttal evidence, as 

set out in the NTPC company rebuttal evidence, should be afforded no weight by the Board 

as it fails to address or resolve material points raised throughout Mr. Madsen’s evidence in 

relation to all three accounts where Mr. Madsen has proposed different average service 

lives and curves. 

 

 

 

 
58 2022-001-050: Northwest Territories Power Corporation Rebuttal, PDF pages 8 and 9, A5. 
59 2022-001-037: Intervenor evidence Thermal Generation Communities dated July 15, 2022 

including Dustin Madsen CV, PDF page 78, lines 11 to 18. 
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7 Conclusion 

 

132. In summary, TGC respectfully requests the Board:  

a. direct NTPC to revise its capitalization percentage in the 2022/23 test period. 

Mr. Madsen conservatively recommended 25% and the TGC submits that this 

rate would be the lowest acceptable rate of capitalization. Based on the 

evidence presented at the oral hearing, the TGC submits that a capitalization 

rate of between 29.2% and 37.3% would be more appropriate. The TGC further 

asks the Board to direct NTPC to complete a comprehensive review of its 

capitalization practices in advance of filing its next GRA.  

b. direct NTPC to explain the rationale for each applied-for amount of salvage 

costs relative to the “Concentric 2016 Full Recommended Percentage” The 

TGC further asks the Board to only approve an increase in the previously 

approved net salvage rates if the overall rate increase with the new salvage rates 

is below 4% in aggregate.  

c. direct NTPC to reduce its applied-for insurance costs in this GRA by between 

10% and 25%. The TGC further asks the Board to direct NTPC to conduct a 

detailed assessment of its commercial and self-insurance costs for every major 

category of assets that it commercially insures through property insurance. In 

addition, the TGC asks the Board to direct NTPC to complete an actuarial 

retention (deductible) analysis to be filed as part of NTPC’s next full GRA.  

d. direct NTPC to: (i) track and quantify any ongoing operating and capital costs 

related to the Behchokǫ̀ EV Charging Station; and (ii) approve $1,000,000 for 

the pole replacement project in the test period. The TGC asks the Board to deny 

NTPC’s proposed adjustment to the capital business case threshold from 

$400,000 to $1,000,000 unless the proposed adjustment is justified.  

e. accept Mr. Madsen’s depreciation recommendations with respect to Accounts 

341.00, 342.00 and 343.00.  

This concludes the written argument of the TGC in the matter of NTPC’s 2022/23 GRA. 


