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A. Introduction 

1. On November 18, 2022, the Northwest Territories Power Corporation (the “Corporation” 
or “NTPC”) received written argument in this proceeding on behalf of: 

(a) the Town of Hay River and the Town of Fort Smith (the “HR/FS Argument”);  

(b) the Town of Inuvik, the Village of Fort Simpson and the Town of Norman Wells, 
referred to as the “Thermal Generation Communities” (the “TGC Argument”); and 

(c) Stand Alone Energy Systems Ltd. (the “SAES Argument”).  

2. The Corporation has organized its Reply Argument with reference to the appropriate 
headings used in the arguments filed by the interveners and where applicable, the Corporation.   

3. Terms and phrases defined in NTPC’s primary submission (the “NTPC Submission”) have 
the same meaning in this Reply Argument unless otherwise specified herein.   

4. The Corporation has attempted to address the issues raised by the interveners in their 
respective written arguments.  To the extent that the Corporation does not expressly reply to an 
issue raised or position taken by any of the interveners, the Corporation should not be deemed to 
agree with or consent to the interveners’ position. In such cases, the Corporation has fully 
expressed its position on the record of this proceeding and stands by its previous submissions, 
including oral evidence, information request responses and rebuttal evidence.  

B. Rate Proposals 

1. NTPC’s Rate Proposals are Fully Supported on the Record 

5. NTCP filed complete and thorough evidence on the record of this proceeding to support its 
requested rate increases. NTPC provided zone-based revenue requirements and revenue forecasts 
consistent with the Board’s minimum filing requirements. That filing was followed by a full round 
of information requests affording the interveners the opportunity to test those zone based RCCs.  

6. As NTPC explained in the Application and during the oral proceeding, the RCCs underpin 
the differing rate proposals by zone. NTPC is not proposing a new fairness principle based on 
relative rates or otherwise.1 As fully evidenced in the materials on the record, the Taltson zone 
currently has both the lowest rates and the lowest revenue to cost coverage. The Taltson zone RCC 
following the last GRA was 87%2 and when assessed in light of the applied for 2022-23 Revenue 
Requirement, the Taltson Zone RCC falls to 75.6%.3  Simply put, the Taltson zone pays the lowest 
proportionate share of its own costs. 

                                                 
1 SAES Argument, pdf 2. 
2 NTPC IR Response on Undertaking, BR.NPTC-11(a) pdf 5. 
3 Exhibit 2022-001-001  Table 1.2, pdf 21.   
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7. Further, SAES’s statement that the proposed rate increase is not related to an increased cost 
of service in the Taltson Zone is patently incorrect.4 The 2022-23 Taltson Zone revenue 
requirement of $13.489 million5 is an increase over the approved 2018-19 revenue requirement of 
$12.152 million of $1.3 million or 11%.  This is the highest increase of any of the zones on a 
percentage basis.  

8. NTPC has plainly demonstrated that the costs for the Taltson zone have increased by more 
on a percentage basis than other zones since the last GRA. This is the key reason why the Taltson 
Zone RCC erodes relative to the 2018-19 GRA in the alternative scenario requested by the Board 
shown in response to BR.NTPC-11.6 Put plainly, the Taltson Zone revenue requirement has 
increased more than the corporate average since the 2018-19 GRA.  This is one key driver 
necessitating higher than average rate increases for the Taltson zone. 

9. NTPC rejects any suggestion that the rate proposals constitute rate rebalancing.7 The 
HR/FS argument on this point ignores the confirmation provided by the GNWT.  The GNWT, as 
the author of the 2017 Policy Direction, confirmed by letter dated September 6, 2022 “rate 
adjustments to maintain the Revenue to Cost Ratios do not constitute rebalancing.”8 The GNWT 
also confirmed that “[t]he 2017 Policy Direction was not intended to limit rate increases in a rate 
zones to 1% but to limit rebalancing for non-government customers to 1% and for government 
customers by 3% after cost of service changes are taken into account.” As demonstrated in the 
Corporation’s Application, and as summarized above, the Taltson costs of service have increased. 
The proposed rate increases account for those cost of service changes.    

10. HR/FS points to NTPC’s response to BR.NTPC-11 and a necessary increase in 
Yellowknife wholesale rates9 as evidence that NTPC’s proposal represents rate rebalancing.  With 
respect that misses the point.  

11. The PUB specifically asked NTPC to provide it with the alternative rate scenario including 
the specific parameters outlined in BR.NTPC-11. NTPC provided its response including applying 
rate design steps required. The fact that Yellowknife wholesale rates would increase under the 
alternative scenario where the Taltson RCC is reduced from 92.3% down to 83.8% does not equal 
rate rebalancing.  That is simply the necessary result of providing the PUB with an alternative 
scenario that matched its request while still maintaining the corporate wide revenue.  

12. If, all other things being equal, NTPC applied to increase rates in the Taltson zone while at 
the same time reducing the rates (or reducing the amount of the rate increase) in other zones by an 
amount equal to the Taltson increase, then NTPC could understand that might appear to be rate 
rebalancing.  However, as the GNWT stated in its letter, where as here, rate increases are driven 
by increased costs in a zone that does not amount to rate rebalancing.   

                                                 
4 SAES Argument, pdf 2. 
5 Exhibit 2022-001-63.1, Schedule 3.1.  
6 NTPC IR Responses on Undertakings, BR.NTPC-11(a), pdf 7. 
7 See HR/FS Argument, para. 13, pdf 5.  
8 Ex 2022-001-067, Letter from Minister Paulie Chinna dated September 6, 2022, pdf 2. 
9 HR/FS Argument, para. 12 argument, pdf 4. 
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13. NTPC understands that a rate increase of 10% per year over two years will impact its 
customers. However, NTPC reiterates, and the GNWT reconfirmed in its September 6th letter, the 
GWNT objective under the 2017 Guideline  to “slowly move rate zones and customers into the 
previously directed range of reasonableness to ensure fairness and equity.”10 NTPC’s rate 
proposals are a reasonable and measured attempt to move closer to that goal. 

14. In its Rebuttal Evidence and during the oral proceeding, NTPC restated its understanding 
that the applied for 10% increase for 2 years did not constitute rate shock. NTPC continues to rely 
upon Decision 3-2003 as one example whereby the Board approved rates that results in a 15% cap 
over 2 years. 

15. At paragraph 19 of its Argument, HR/FS queries whether the Board was approving a 15% 
increase in each test year or just the one of those years. To clarify, in Decision 3-2003 the PUB 
approved as final the interim rates and shortfall riders approved in Decision 5-2001, Decision 6-
2002, Decision 8-2002 and Decision 9-2002. Those approved rates included:  

(a) Decision 8-2002 approved rates effective October 1, 2002 with a maximum 
increase of 15% over then existing interim rates effective July 1, 2001 from 
Decision 5-2001.11  

(b) In Decision 3-2003, the Board summarized NTPC’s proposed rate design as being 
subject to a 15%  maximum rate class increase over current interim rates12 
(emphasis added).  

(c) The Board went on in Decision 3-2003 to accept the rate design criteria as they “are 
generally consistent with those previously accepted by the Board”.13  

(d) In Decision 8-2003, the Board ultimately approved new rates effective November 
1, 2003 reflecting that rate design.14  

16. Those Board decisions demonstrate that the Board approved a 15% cap in two successive 
years for rates effective October 1, 2002 and November 1, 2003 as referenced in NTPC’s Rebuttal 
Evidence and relied upon by Mr. Myles during the oral proceeding.  

17. In the HR/FS Argument, HR/FS expresses its concern that no cost of service study has 
been conducted. As NTPC noted, it put forth a simplified GRA application to allow for an 
expedited and more cost effective process. In accordance with this approach, no cost of service 
study was undertaken. In any event, a cost of service study does not in and of itself determine 
whether rates are just and reasonable.  In Decision 5-1995, the Board confirmed that  

                                                 
10 Ex 2022-001-067, Letter from Minister Paulie Chinna dated September 6, 2022, pdf 2. 
11 Attachment 1 to Decision 8-2002. 
12 Page 26 of Decision 3-2003.  
13 Page 27 of Decision 3-2003. 
14 Page 3 of Decision 8-2003. 
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A cost of service study can only provide an approximation of cost responsibility by 
class of customer.  As a result, cost of service information provides the starting 
point in the design of fair and equitable rates, but it is not the only criterion used. 
Rates are typically designed to reflect costs but are not based solely on cost of 
service information.15 

18. Further, the PUB has wide discretion over what approach and what analytical tools it may 
consider in applying the just and reasonable standard as confirmed by the Supreme Court of 
Canada in Ontario Energy Board v. Ontario Power Generation.16 In this case, the PUB can 
exercise that discretion to determine just and reasonable rates on the basis of the evidence put forth 
by the Corporation.  A costs of service study is not a pre-requisite.   

19. NTPC concurs with HR/FS that the PUB must consider the specific circumstances in 
determining what is just and reasonable rates.  In this respect, NTPC urges the Board to recognize 
the widening of the delta between the Taltson and Norman Wells RCCs and the rest of the NWT 
if NTPC’s rate proposals are not accepted. As NTPC stated in its primary submission, NTPC is 
cognizant of the fact that the PU Act prohibits the charging of unduly preferential rates.17 NTPC 
is concerned that continuing to delay the transition of Norman Wells into the Thermal zone and 
delay in moving the Taltson zone into the range of reasonableness will make it increasingly 
difficult to meet the PU Act test as these communities continue to fail to reach the RCC ratio and 
continue to be subsidized by customers in the Snare and Thermal zones.18  

C. Revenue Requirement 

1. NTPC’s capitalization policy is reasonable and appropriate 

20. NTPC fully addressed the recommendations and evidence of Mr. Madsen for the TGC in 
its Primary Submission, at paragraphs 87 to 101. NTPC’s Primary Argument highlights the 
inconsistencies with Mr. Madsen’s position and urges the Board to reject Mr. Madsen’s 
recommendations in relation to capitalization. NTPC does not intend to repeat those submissions 
here. Rather, NTPC will address only those discrete matters arising from the TGC Argument.   

21. As a starting point, TGC’s recommendations on capitalization include that the Board 
“direct NTPC to complete a comprehensive review of its capitalization practices in advance of 
filing its next GRA.”19  To be clear, NTPC already confirmed in its Rebuttal Evidence20 that it 
will: 

(a) continue to review its internal labour capitalization budgets to ensure they are 
reflective of the capital workloads, that they ensure fair rates are charged to 
ratepayers, and that they support intergenerational equity;  

                                                 
15 Decision 5-1995, NTPC 1993-1994 Phase II General Rate Application, page 41. 
16 [2015] 3 SCR 147 at para. 103. 
17 PU Act, R.S.N.W.T. 1988, c. 24 (Supp.), s. 48. 
18 Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, pdf 15-16. 
19 TGC Argument, para. 5(a), pdf 5. 
20 Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal, pdf 6. 
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(b) adjust those rates at the time of the next GRA if the review discloses a gap; and  

(c) ensure that the Human Resources Division is included in the above review.  

22. Given the commitments already made by the Corporation, there is no need for a further 
directive as proposed by the TGC.   

23. NTPC does not accept the TGC’s characterization that Mr. Madsen’s evidence was “largely 
unchallenged”.21 NTPC did not take issue with Mr. Madsen’s list of utilities, or their capitalization 
rates (as disclosed in materials filed in response to NTPC IRs and reproduced in his tables), or the 
extracts reproduced from AltaLink regulatory filings. While NTPC did not challenge those factual 
matters, NTPC very much disagrees with and did reject Mr. Madsen’s opinion in a number of 
respects.  

24. That included:  

(a) Mr. Madsen’s definition in relation to when work can be capitalized;22  

(b) Mr. Madsen’s contradiction of his own position in relation to whether it is 
appropriate to compare NTPC to a single service investor owned utility;23  

(c) Mr. Madsen’s overly broad assumption that a heightened level of capital build will 
inevitably lead to a higher capitalization rate; and24  

(d) the underlying premise that standard comparators are of more relevance in 
determining capitalization rates than looking at the actual work being done by 
employees based on their own actual experience.25 

25. Further, at no time did NTPC agree that it is “undercapitalizing” costs whether relative to 
its Canadian peers or otherwise.26 NTPC agrees that its capitalization rate of 20.3% is lower than 
the capitalization rates of other Canadian utilities set forth in Figure 1 in the TGC Argument. 
However, NTPC categorically rejects the characterization that its 20.3% represents 
undercapitalization. Rather, 20.3% is the appropriate percentage for the work that is actually being 
done by its employees on capital projects.    

26. The TGC makes much of the fact that NTPC agreed in oral evidence that a comparison 
between NB Power and NTPC is not an “apples to apples” comparison.27 NTPC notes that while 
NB Power may not be the best comparator for NTPC, in NTPC’s view a tailored capitalization 
rate that reflects reality is much more compelling than any industry comparator.   

                                                 
21 TGC Argument, para. 8, pdf 6. 
22 Addressed at para. 95 of NTPC’s Primary Submission.  
23 Addressed at para. 93 of NTPC’s Primary Submission.  
24 Addressed at para. 92 of NTPC’s Primary Submission.   
25 Addressed at para. 96, 97 and 101 of  NTPC’s Primary Submission.  
26 TGC Argument, para. 17, pdf 11.   
27 TGC Argument, paras. 28-31, pdf 14 and 15. 
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27. Further, NTPC points out other critical points from Mr. Madsen’s own evidence that the 
Board should keep in mind when assessing capitalization rates:  

(a) Mr. Madsen’s evidence was that generation companies are less capital intensive  
and therefore likely to have lower capitalization rates than distribution companies 
which in turn have lower capitalization rates than transmission companies.28   

(b) Mr. Madsen calculates that NTPC’s generation assets make up 73% of NTPC’s 
total gross plant for the 2022-23 test year which is a unique ratio that is higher than 
all three vertically integrated comparators Mr. Madsen proffers as appropriate 
comparators. Indeed, the capitalization rate is much higher than two of the three 
comparators.29  

(c) A higher ratio of generation assets may lead to a lower capitalization rate.30  

(d) Investor-owned entities are profit driven and may have an increased incentive to 
capitalize a higher amount of internal labour.31   

(e) Despite that, Mr. Madsen places heavy reliance on the specific capitalization rates 
of two investor owned transmission companies in AltaLink and ATCO Electric.32 

28. With respect to Mr. Madsen’s alternative recommendations to capitalize $0.54M of human 
resource costs, and $0.3M in relation to “asset management costs”, NTPC again points to the 
inconsistency in Mr. Madsen’s and the TGC position. In arriving at the recommendations, Mr. 
Madsen relies upon an alleged “misalignment with the practices of AltaLink and ATCO Electric”33 
and comparisons of specific capitalization rates by function for AltaLink and NTPC, while also 
referencing a comparison of rates to ATCO. 34  This despite his evidence that investor owned 
utilities have an “increased incentive to capitalize a higher amount of internal labour.”35 

29. Similarly, in the TGC Argument, TGC submits, “NTPC is a capital-intensive utility as 
generation facilities are capital intensive, just like transmission and distribution assets.”36 
[emphasis added] This does not align with Mr. Madsen’s Evidence, where he opined that 
“generation utilities are capital intensive but again less so than transmission and distribution 
utilities.”37 [emphasis added] 

                                                 
28 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 11-13.  
29 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 13 of Madsen evidence: 36.7% for BC Hydro, 43.6% for Manitoba 
Hydro and 63.7% for NB Power.   
30 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 13. 
31 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12. 
32 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 26-29 and elsewhere. 
33 TGC Argument, para. 47, pdf 19.  
34 TGC Argument, paras 56-57, pdf 21.   
35 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12. 
36 TGC Argument, para. 54, pdf 21. 
37 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12. 
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30. NTPC urges the Board to reject the TGC recommendation in relation to the $0.3M in asset  
management costs. As noted above, NTPC fundamentally disagrees with Mr. Madsen’s position 
that “work to ensure an asset is capable of functioning is defined as capital in nature” and 
accordingly, disagrees with Mr. Madsen’s position that the costs in relation to asset management 
are costs necessary to allow the asset to function as intended and therefore should be capitalized.”38 
As NTPC pointed out in its Rebuttal Evidence, on Mr. Madsen’s overly broad definition, oil 
changes and snow removal could be included as items that should be capitalized,39 a clearly 
illogical conclusion. 

31. Ms. Whitford explained during the hearing that “once an asset is in use and used, you can 
no longer charge costs against the capital value of that asset. Those costs become O&M.”40  When 
counsel for TGC questioned that the costs should be capitalized because they were incurred prior 
to the assets being put into service, Ms. Whitford confirmed:  

No, this is actually the cost associated with operating the plant after it is used and 
useful. So after it’s generating power; its constructed; its operating; generation 
power, there’s still going to be additional costs over and above what our operating 
costs were for that plant previously under the old plant.41  

And 

…the initial training for the staff to operate the asset, that would be done as part 
of the – that would be incurred as part of the capital cost of the asset. … this is after 
the asset is already in operation. … once you – until you put that asset into practice 
use and you get to know what things --- what the characteristics are of working that 
asset, you don’t necessarily know the right questions to ask for your training and 
… you may have heard … you need to push this button, or you need to turn this 
dial… when the reading says this, but people may not understand when that 
situation will happen until they’ve actually been operating the … asset for a 
while.42   

32. Given the above evidence, it is clear that the asset management costs should not be 
capitalized.   

33. Mr. Madsen’s recommendation to apply an across the board capitalization of 20.3% to 
human resources43 is also problematic. Mr. Madsen’s recommendation assumes that 100% of 
human resources positions have some percentage of their time spent on capital related matters.  
Mr. Madsen relies upon AltaLink’s approach as set out in Table 5 of his Evidence44 which 
demonstrates that AltaLink capitalizes all HR positions at 61% regardless of whether those 

                                                 
38 TGC Argument, para. 46, pdf 19.  
39 Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, pdf 5. 
40 Transcript 2022-23 NTPC GRA September 8, 2022, Hearing Session (“Transcripts”), pdf p 67, ll. 2-6.  
41 Transcripts, pdf 67, ll 21-25. 
42 Transcripts, pdf 69, ll 3-20. 
43 TGC Argument, paras. 51-52, and 64, pdf 20 and 24. 
44 Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf  28. 
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positions are classified as capital or operating.   NTPC disagrees that this information has any 
material relevance to the NTPC situation. 

34. NTPC fully endorses its method of capitalization based on its particular size, make up and 
employee experience. NTPC urges the Board to recognize that capitalization is not a one-size fits 
all matter and a tailored and specific approach is more appropriate than generically applying 
percentages that may bear no resemblance to the reality of employee time spent on capital projects. 
Furthermore, as NTPC explained in its Primary Submission, a higher capitalization rate now 
pushes the issue off for future ratepayers.  As such, this is only reasonable if the costs can be 
demonstrated to support capital projects, not simply as a way to reduce costs in the short term. 

35. In the circumstances, NTPC respectfully submits that the Board should reject all the 
TGC’s recommendations in relation to capitalization.  

2. The Insurance Program is based on Expert Advice 

36. NTPC fully explained the reasons for the increase in its insurance costs at paragraphs 102-
109 of its Primary Submission and will not repeat those here. Through its responses to 
undertakings and the other evidence on the record, including the opinion of its expert insurance 
advisor, NTPC clearly demonstrated the increased costs as applied for, and the prudence of its 
insurance programme as a whole.   

37. Despite this, Mr. Madsen for the TGC continues to recommend that NTPC’s insurance 
costs be reduced by 10-25%; that NTPC be directed 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; and that it be required to complete an actuarial reduction (deductible 
analysis) to be filed as part of NTPC’s GRA.45 

38. NTPC has a number of concerns with these recommendations. Firstly, there is no evidence 
that a 10-25% reduction is appropriate or that such costs savings could be achieved in the test 
year.46 NTPC notes TGC’s characterization that Mr. Madsen bases his reductions on the low end 
of NTPC’s insurance advisor’s suggestion found in the August 18th email and his upper range on 
savings achieved from past deductible limit changes. To be clear however, in the August 18th 
email, NTPC’s advisor concluded “…given current market conditions it could be under 10% where 
we end up.”47  NTPC also notes that Mr. Madsen’s upper range is directly contrary to NTPC’s 
insurance advisor’s opinion that there is a diminishing benefit with increased deductibles.  

39. Second, while Mr. Madsen may have a view, the fact remains, he is not an insurance 
advisor nor does he have any material expertise in insurance. NTPC is entitled to and does rely 
upon expert advisors to address its insurance requirements in the most prudent and reasonable 
manner given its particular circumstances. Frankly, NTPC would be amiss if it did not seek and 
rely upon advice of experts and it is not the role of the interveners to replace management’s  
business judgment.   

                                                 
45 TGC Argument, para. 5(c) pdf 5. 
46 TGC Argument, para. 91, pdf 32. 
47 NTPC Responses to Undertaking, Undertaking 6, Att. 1, pdf 13. 
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40. Finally, the TGC recommendations to complete detailed assessments and actuarial 
analyses come with a cost and must be weighed against the expert’s advice of a diminishing return. 
In the circumstances, NTPC requests that the Board reject TGC’s recommendations in relation to 
insurance costs.    

3. NTPC’s Salvage Rates reflect an Appropriate Balance  

41. NTPC addressed salvage in its Primary Submission at paras. 125-127 and will not repeat 
those here. NTPC continues to seek approval for its salvage treatment as filed.   

42. NTPC rejects the characterization of the proposed net salvage amounts as “random”.48 
First, comparing the relationship between the recommendations in the 2020 Concentric Advisors 
Depreciation Study (the “2020 Study”) and the recommendation in the 2016 study is incorrect.  
The current recommendations should not be based on the 2016 study, given the additional 5 years 
of data.  The current recommendations must be based on the data as observed in the 2020 Study. 
Secondly, the rationale for the recommended salvage amounts are explained in the 2020 Study.  
See for example pages 272-273 for discussion of account 331 and pages 275-276 for discussion 
for account 336.49   

43. The TGC states a core issue with NTPC’s salvage costs is that it is failing to fully recover 
its forecast net salvage costs and states the concern that continued failure to fully recover the 
forecast costs will place undue burden on future ratepayers.50 

44. Despite this, the TGC recommends 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.51 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.52 The TGC states that it “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.”53  

45. NTPC disagrees with the TGC’s recommendations on salvage.  First, the Corporation notes 
its proposed rate increases are below 4% per year at a Corporate-wide level as indicated in the 
response to BR.NTPC-11.  

46. Second, the Corporation has already taken many steps in its application to mitigate rate 
increases, including: 

                                                 
48 TGC Argument, paras 71-74, pdf 27-28. 
49 Ex. 2022-001-001, Appendix A, pdf 272-276.  
50 TGC Argument, para. 65, pdf 24. 
51 TGC Argument, para. 75 pdf 28. 
52 TGC Argument, para. 76 pdf 28. 
53 TGC Argument, para. 75 pdf 28. 



 
 

10 

• Requesting a return on equity of 8.0% which is lower than recent approvals for other 
electric utilities.54 

• Requesting a 2-year phase-in of necessary rate increases that results in a projected 
shortfall of approximately $6.7 million in 2022-23.55 

• Requesting rates in the 2nd year of the phase-in that result in a shortfall of approximately 
$2.6 million.56  
 

47. Third, the combined effect of the Corporation’s proposed changes to salvage rates is 
already largely offset by proposed decreases to life amortization rates.57 

48. In summary, the Corporation’s proposed salvage rates and overall rate increases already 
reflect a reasonable balance between managing near-term rate impacts and ensuring progress is 
made toward incorporating appropriate salvage rates to address intergenerational equity issues. In 
the event the Board approves cost reductions in other areas, in particular the TGC’s 
recommendations on depreciation service lives and capitalization ratios, in the Corporation’s view 
it would be appropriate to increase the proposed salvage rates accordingly to address the under-
recovery of salvage costs and intergenerational equity issues raised by the TGC.  

4. NTPC’s Depreciation Proposals are Reasonable 

49. NTPC provided a thorough comprehensive response to the TGC’s depreciation 
recommendations at paragraphs 117 through 124 of its Primary Argument and therefore, its 
submissions here are limited to one point.   

50. The TGC puts forth its view that “where a change in a depreciation service life 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.”58 The TGC provides no legal 
precedent before this Board or any other regulators in Canada to support this view as a reasonable 
regulatory standard.  In the Corporation’s view, the application of a standard that explicitly biases 
the evaluation of depreciation rates in favour of lower overall rates is adverse to the Board’s 
inherent responsibility and statutory duty to fix proper and adequate rates and methods of 
depreciation required in section 51(3) of the PU Act. The Board should carefully evaluate whether 
the proposed depreciation rates are reasonable and defensible based on the information underlying 
the recommendations.  

51. As noted in section 3, the Corporation’s depreciation rates already result in overall lower 
depreciation expense compared to currently approved service lives. The Corporation submits its 
proposed depreciation rates are reasonable. In the event the Board determines certain service lives 
can be extended, resulting in lower depreciation expense in the test year, the Board should consider 

                                                 
54 Ex. 2022-001-001, pdf 134-136, section 7.1. 
55 Ex. 2022-001-001, Table 1.1, pdf 12. 
56 Ex. 2022-001-001, Table 1.1, pdf 12.  
57 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, TGC.NTPC-13,  Attachment 1, pdf 794.  
58 TGC argument, para. 114, pdf 38.  
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an increase to the proposed service lives to advance the phase-in of necessary salvage rates and 
address the intergenerational equity issues raised by the TGC in that regard.  

5. O&M costs for Aging Infrastructure were Fully Explained 

52. HR/FS recommends that the $0.3M in relation to asset management costs, discussed earlier 
in the context of the TGC Argument, be disallowed.  HR/FS’s concern with these costs relates to 
the appearance that NTPC is adding operating costs as a result of putting new assets into place.59 
The nature of these specific costs was explained during the oral hearing as described at para. 31 
above. In responding to the IR on this topic, NTPC also positively confirmed that “(t)he cost of 
maintenance in the future is expected to be limited mostly to consumable materials and the time 
spent by the plant superintendent, with additional resources only required for major maintenance 
or overhaul intervals.”60  NTPC’s further explanation and its confirmation that maintenance in the 
future will be limited fully responds to the HR/FS concern regarding additional costs arising from 
new assets.   

D. Rate Base Matters 

1. Business Cases  

(a) NTPC considers Asset Condition 

53. NTPC fully addressed the HR/FS concerns in relation to end of life and asset assessment 
in its Primary Submission at paragraphs 132 to 142. NTPC does not intend to repeat those 
submissions here. NTPC’s evidence, including that given during the oral hearing, is a complete 
answer to the question of whether NTPC considers asset condition.   

(b) Behchokǫ̀ Charging Station costs will be tracked  

54. The TGC’s recommendation that any ongoing operating and capital costs be tracked and 
quantified61 is unnecessary. While NTPC may have received GNWT funding that covers the  
Behchokǫ̀ capital cost, it is still a component of NTPC’s capital program.  Accordingly, all costs 
will be tracked going forward and no directive is required in this respect.  

(c) NTPC’s Pole Replacement Program is Fully Evidenced on the Record 

55. NTPC rejects the TGC suggestion that it has not provided evidence for its pole replacement 
funding “beyond an observation of aging assets”.62  To the contrary, NTPC provided a detailed 
description of its current inventory of poles in service.  NTPC confirmed in an IR response that:   

NTPC's Transmission and Distribution networks contain approximately 10,000 
wooden pole structures across the NWT. Typically, wooden poles have a service 
life of approximately 50 years depending on local conditions. Southern, wetter 

                                                 
59 HR/FS Argument, para 39, pdf 10.  
60 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-8(a), pdf 85. 
61TGC Argument, para. 98, pdf 34.  
62 TGC Argument, para. 100, pdf 35.  
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climates can substantially reduce life expectancy due to insects, woodpeckers and 
wet soil conditions. Most poles currently in service are 30-40 years old and have 
approximately 10-20 years of "expected" life remaining under normal conditions. 
NTPC currently has close to 1,000 structures that fall into the 45-60 year range and 
the Corporation is actively replacing these before failure.63 

56. NTPC included in its IR response the following Figure 1 which shows the age distribution 
of poles currently in service.  That table was prepared based on sampling and inspections that the 
Corporation had completed to June of 2022.64   

 

57. NTPC further explained how it arrived at its recommended timeline for replacement based 
on condition assessments.  Specifically, it provided Figure 2 which showed the recommended 
timeline for replacement based on the results of pole condition assessments completed to date.  It 
explained that condition assessments can include pole test drilling as well as visual inspections 
and surveys.65 

 

 

 

                                                 
63 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 552. 
64 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 553. 
65 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 554. 
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Figure 2 Pole Condition Assessment Results 

 

 

  
58. NTPC further explained in its response to HR/FS.NTPC-29(b):  

The pole replacement program identifies individual projects based on pole 
assessments that are completed internally or by an outside contractor. Based on 
condition, location, accessibility and number of customers affected the 
Transmission and Distribution team develops a priority-based schedule to action 
their replacement. Factors that influence the scheduling include: 

• Some poles need to be replaced in winter months due to wet areas; 

•  Local wildlife nesting seasons must be taken into consideration; 

•  Some projects require access by barge or winter road; and 
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•  Availability of labour including local contractors.66 

59. NTPC has fully evidenced and supported its pole replacement program on the record of 
this proceeding.  It has provided information that goes far beyond an “observation of aging assets” 
but rather is targeted directly to pole condition based on testing and condition assessment. The 
pole replacement program is critical to maintaining system reliability and public safety including 
wildfire management and the Corporation requests that it be approved as applied for.  

E. Other Matters  

1. Any Changes to MFR Filing require a Broader Review 

60. NTPC addressed the HR/FS request for additional filings in its Primary Submission at 
paragraphs 110-116.  NTPC’s position remains that it files substantial information with the Board 
on an annual basis and it fully complies with the SSA/MFR as approved by the PUB in Decision 
12-2014, and as further reviewed in Decision 9-2019. Any consideration of the need for further 
information to fully test future GRA applications should only be conducted through an SSA/MFR 
review with input from all interested parties.   

2. A Directive re: a Work from Home Policy is Unnecessary  

61. The Corporation notes the HR/FS recommendation that NTPC be directed to develop a 
work from home policy.67 As a starting point, NTPC notes that its comments in relation to loss of 
productivity due to working from home was in relation to the rapid almost immediate transition to 
working from home due to the implements of public health orders.68  

62. There is no evidence that staff morale suffered from the advent of return to office following 
the lifting of the public health orders. Further, while Mr. Bell has authored articles setting out his 
views on the benefits of a work from home policy, there is no evidence on the record that such a 
policy would result in any benefit to NTPC either in increasing staff morale or in finding 
efficiencies related to space requirements.69  

63. Given the complete dearth of evidence that such a policy would result in any cost savings, 
or any efficiencies for NTPC specifically, the Corporation requests that the Board reject the HR/FS 
recommendation in this regard.   

3. The SAES Submission lacks Probative Value.      

64. The Corporation has reviewed the SAES Argument and submits that much of the Argument 
is not relevant to the issues on this proceeding, introduces new evidence, and makes statements or 
propositions not in evidence on the record or that otherwise have no foundation.   

65. NTPC notes that SAES’s Argument, commencing at page 2 “Evidence Updates” through 
to page 5, as well as pages 9-10, contains new assertions, and evidence that was not previously on 
                                                 
66 Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 555. 
67 HR/FS Argument, para. 57 pdf 15. 
68 As referred to at para. 52 of HR/FS Argument, pdf 14.   
69 See Mr. Bell’s comments at para. 54 of HR/FS Argument, pdf 14.  
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the record of this proceeding. NTPC submits that it is entirely improper to introduce new or 
“updated” evidence in final argument.  Further, this new evidence is of no probative value in 
weighing this issues before the Board.  NTPC provided its views on renewables, energy transition, 
and the applicability of hydrogen in its responses to IRs, in its written and oral evidence. The 
additional studies, articles and statements set forth in the SAES Agreement do not add anything to 
the inquiry. Given the lack of probative value and the fact this is entirely new evidence, NTPC 
requests that the Board disregard these submissions in their entirety.   

66. NTPC earlier addressed the incorrect characterization of NTPC’s application as seeking a 
“new fairness principle” based on relative rates. Further, NTPC provided detailed rebuttal evidence 
specific to the SAES concerns regarding the 2018 cost of service study (SAES Recommendation 
#4) and the allocation of common costs (SAES Recommendation #3).70 

67. With respect to other points/recommendations advanced in the SAES argument, NTPC 
submits: 

(a) the statement that “NWT customers in the Hydro Zones also pay 100% of the 
administrative costs of Northland Utilities”71 has no basis in evidence and in fact 
could have no basis in evidence as it is entirely inaccurate. Fort Smith and Fort 
Resolution customers do not pay NUL administration costs; 

(b) Specific to SAES Recommendation #1, NTPC has no information nor has its seen 
any information on the record that suggests that NTPC is not meeting any 
“legislated targets” in the 2022-23 test year.72 

(c) Regarding SAES Recommendation #2, NTPC confirmed in its rebuttal evidence 
that there remains capacity in most communities served by NTPC. It confirmed it 
remains open to evaluating installations beyond the 20% capacity threshold on a 
case by case basis.73 NTPC notes that the remainder of the SAES recommendation 
on this point seems to suggest a policy recommendation to the GNWT which is 
outside the purview of the Board on this Application. 

(d) NTPC sees no principled basis in the evidence to support the SAES 
recommendation #5. There is no evidence on the record to confirm the impact of 
such a recommendation on the RCC and accordingly this recommendation should 
be rejected.   

(e) NTPC confirmed in its oral evidence that it is undertaking a study to understand the 
scope of the work that needs to be done to upgrade the distribution system in Fort 

                                                 
70 See Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal, A16 and A17, pdf 19-22. 
71 SAES Argument, (A), pdf 8.  
72 SAES Argument, pdf 11.  
73 Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, A20, pdf 24. 
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Smith in order to be in a position to take on interruptible heating load customers on 
a broader scale.74 (SAES Recommendation #6) 

(f) SAES Recommendation #7 is beyond the scope of PUB oversight.  NTPC’s 
negotiations with potential customers (mining companies or otherwise) are internal 
management matters. NTPC engages in and advances any such discussions in the 
best interests of the Corporation taking into account all relevant information and 
factors. In addition, directions with respect to how a potential third party customer 
should work with NTPC would also be beyond the scope of PUB oversight.75 

(g) Finally, SAES Recommendation #8 is a recommendation to the PUB and 
accordingly will not be addressed by NTPC.76   

 
F. Conclusion 

68. NTPC’s 2022-23 GRA, including the costs, revenues at existing rates, and resulting 
shortfall, is based on prudent and reasonable forecasts of NTPC’s expected operations over the test 
year.  NTPC’s Reply Argument, together with its Primary Submission, addresses the key concerns 
advanced by the interveners. 

69. The Corporation has worked to achieve what it believes is an appropriate balance of 
competing concerns in this Application.  Approval of the requested Revenue Requirement and 
Rate Base balances and Rate proposals will allow the Corporation to continue to provide safe and 
reliable service to the Northwest Territories. 

70. Accordingly, NTPC respectfully requests that the Board reject the interveners 
recommendations and approve the Corporation’s 2022-23 GRA Application and grant the 
requested relief set out in section A.2 of its Primary Submission filed November 18, 2022. 

 

ALL OF WHICH is respectfully submitted this 2nd day of December, 2022. 

 
Borden Ladner Gervais LLP, 
Counsel for the Northwest Territories 
Power Corporation 
 
“Original Signed by Karen Salmon”  
Karen A. Salmon 

 

                                                 
74 Transcripts, pdf 19, line 20 to pdf 20, line 9.  
75 SAES Argument, pdf 12. 
76 SAES Argument, pdf 12. 
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Introduction

On November 18, 2022, the Northwest Territories Power Corporation (the “Corporation” or “NTPC”) received written argument in this proceeding on behalf of:

(a) the Town of Hay River and the Town of Fort Smith (the “HR/FS Argument”); 

(b) the Town of Inuvik, the Village of Fort Simpson and the Town of Norman Wells, referred to as the “Thermal Generation Communities” (the “TGC Argument”); and

(c) Stand Alone Energy Systems Ltd. (the “SAES Argument”). 

The Corporation has organized its Reply Argument with reference to the appropriate headings used in the arguments filed by the interveners and where applicable, the Corporation.  

Terms and phrases defined in NTPC’s primary submission (the “NTPC Submission”) have the same meaning in this Reply Argument unless otherwise specified herein.  

The Corporation has attempted to address the issues raised by the interveners in their respective written arguments.  To the extent that the Corporation does not expressly reply to an issue raised or position taken by any of the interveners, the Corporation should not be deemed to agree with or consent to the interveners’ position. In such cases, the Corporation has fully expressed its position on the record of this proceeding and stands by its previous submissions, including oral evidence, information request responses and rebuttal evidence. 

Rate Proposals

NTPC’s Rate Proposals are Fully Supported on the Record

NTCP filed complete and thorough evidence on the record of this proceeding to support its requested rate increases. NTPC provided zone-based revenue requirements and revenue forecasts consistent with the Board’s minimum filing requirements. That filing was followed by a full round of information requests affording the interveners the opportunity to test those zone based RCCs. 

As NTPC explained in the Application and during the oral proceeding, the RCCs underpin the differing rate proposals by zone. NTPC is not proposing a new fairness principle based on relative rates or otherwise.[footnoteRef:2] As fully evidenced in the materials on the record, the Taltson zone currently has both the lowest rates and the lowest revenue to cost coverage. The Taltson zone RCC following the last GRA was 87%[footnoteRef:3] and when assessed in light of the applied for 2022-23 Revenue Requirement, the Taltson Zone RCC falls to 75.6%.[footnoteRef:4]  Simply put, the Taltson zone pays the lowest proportionate share of its own costs. [2:  SAES Argument, pdf 2.]  [3:  NTPC IR Response on Undertaking, BR.NPTC-11(a) pdf 5.]  [4:  Exhibit 2022-001-001  Table 1.2, pdf 21.  ] 


Further, SAES’s statement that the proposed rate increase is not related to an increased cost of service in the Taltson Zone is patently incorrect.[footnoteRef:5] The 2022-23 Taltson Zone revenue requirement of $13.489 million[footnoteRef:6] is an increase over the approved 2018-19 revenue requirement of $12.152 million of $1.3 million or 11%.  This is the highest increase of any of the zones on a percentage basis.  [5:  SAES Argument, pdf 2.]  [6:  Exhibit 2022-001-63.1, Schedule 3.1. ] 


NTPC has plainly demonstrated that the costs for the Taltson zone have increased by more on a percentage basis than other zones since the last GRA. This is the key reason why the Taltson Zone RCC erodes relative to the 2018-19 GRA in the alternative scenario requested by the Board shown in response to BR.NTPC-11.[footnoteRef:7] Put plainly, the Taltson Zone revenue requirement has increased more than the corporate average since the 2018-19 GRA.  This is one key driver necessitating higher than average rate increases for the Taltson zone. [7:  NTPC IR Responses on Undertakings, BR.NTPC-11(a), pdf 7.] 


NTPC rejects any suggestion that the rate proposals constitute rate rebalancing.[footnoteRef:8] The HR/FS argument on this point ignores the confirmation provided by the GNWT.  The GNWT, as the author of the 2017 Policy Direction, confirmed by letter dated September 6, 2022 “rate adjustments to maintain the Revenue to Cost Ratios do not constitute rebalancing.”[footnoteRef:9] The GNWT also confirmed that “[t]he 2017 Policy Direction was not intended to limit rate increases in a rate zones to 1% but to limit rebalancing for non-government customers to 1% and for government customers by 3% after cost of service changes are taken into account.” As demonstrated in the Corporation’s Application, and as summarized above, the Taltson costs of service have increased. The proposed rate increases account for those cost of service changes.    [8:  See HR/FS Argument, para. 13, pdf 5. ]  [9:  Ex 2022-001-067, Letter from Minister Paulie Chinna dated September 6, 2022, pdf 2.] 


HR/FS points to NTPC’s response to BR.NTPC-11 and a necessary increase in Yellowknife wholesale rates[footnoteRef:10] as evidence that NTPC’s proposal represents rate rebalancing.  With respect that misses the point.  [10:  HR/FS Argument, para. 12 argument, pdf 4.] 


The PUB specifically asked NTPC to provide it with the alternative rate scenario including the specific parameters outlined in BR.NTPC-11. NTPC provided its response including applying rate design steps required. The fact that Yellowknife wholesale rates would increase under the alternative scenario where the Taltson RCC is reduced from 92.3% down to 83.8% does not equal rate rebalancing.  That is simply the necessary result of providing the PUB with an alternative scenario that matched its request while still maintaining the corporate wide revenue. 

If, all other things being equal, NTPC applied to increase rates in the Taltson zone while at the same time reducing the rates (or reducing the amount of the rate increase) in other zones by an amount equal to the Taltson increase, then NTPC could understand that might appear to be rate rebalancing.  However, as the GNWT stated in its letter, where as here, rate increases are driven by increased costs in a zone that does not amount to rate rebalancing.  

NTPC understands that a rate increase of 10% per year over two years will impact its customers. However, NTPC reiterates, and the GNWT reconfirmed in its September 6th letter, the GWNT objective under the 2017 Guideline  to “slowly move rate zones and customers into the previously directed range of reasonableness to ensure fairness and equity.”[footnoteRef:11] NTPC’s rate proposals are a reasonable and measured attempt to move closer to that goal. [11:  Ex 2022-001-067, Letter from Minister Paulie Chinna dated September 6, 2022, pdf 2.] 


In its Rebuttal Evidence and during the oral proceeding, NTPC restated its understanding that the applied for 10% increase for 2 years did not constitute rate shock. NTPC continues to rely upon Decision 3-2003 as one example whereby the Board approved rates that results in a 15% cap over 2 years.

At paragraph 19 of its Argument, HR/FS queries whether the Board was approving a 15% increase in each test year or just the one of those years. To clarify, in Decision 3-2003 the PUB approved as final the interim rates and shortfall riders approved in Decision 5-2001, Decision 6-2002, Decision 8-2002 and Decision 9-2002. Those approved rates included: 

(d) Decision 8-2002 approved rates effective October 1, 2002 with a maximum increase of 15% over then existing interim rates effective July 1, 2001 from Decision 5-2001.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Attachment 1 to Decision 8-2002.] 


(e) In Decision 3-2003, the Board summarized NTPC’s proposed rate design as being subject to a 15%  maximum rate class increase over current interim rates[footnoteRef:13] (emphasis added).  [13:  Page 26 of Decision 3-2003. ] 


(f) The Board went on in Decision 3-2003 to accept the rate design criteria as they “are generally consistent with those previously accepted by the Board”.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Page 27 of Decision 3-2003.] 


(g) In Decision 8-2003, the Board ultimately approved new rates effective November 1, 2003 reflecting that rate design.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  Page 3 of Decision 8-2003.] 


Those Board decisions demonstrate that the Board approved a 15% cap in two successive years for rates effective October 1, 2002 and November 1, 2003 as referenced in NTPC’s Rebuttal Evidence and relied upon by Mr. Myles during the oral proceeding. 

In the HR/FS Argument, HR/FS expresses its concern that no cost of service study has been conducted. As NTPC noted, it put forth a simplified GRA application to allow for an expedited and more cost effective process. In accordance with this approach, no cost of service study was undertaken. In any event, a cost of service study does not in and of itself determine whether rates are just and reasonable.  In Decision 5-1995, the Board confirmed that 

A cost of service study can only provide an approximation of cost responsibility by class of customer.  As a result, cost of service information provides the starting point in the design of fair and equitable rates, but it is not the only criterion used. Rates are typically designed to reflect costs but are not based solely on cost of service information.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Decision 5-1995, NTPC 1993-1994 Phase II General Rate Application, page 41.] 


Further, the PUB has wide discretion over what approach and what analytical tools it may consider in applying the just and reasonable standard as confirmed by the Supreme Court of Canada in Ontario Energy Board v. Ontario Power Generation.[footnoteRef:17] In this case, the PUB can exercise that discretion to determine just and reasonable rates on the basis of the evidence put forth by the Corporation.  A costs of service study is not a pre-requisite.   [17:  [2015] 3 SCR 147 at para. 103.] 


NTPC concurs with HR/FS that the PUB must consider the specific circumstances in determining what is just and reasonable rates.  In this respect, NTPC urges the Board to recognize the widening of the delta between the Taltson and Norman Wells RCCs and the rest of the NWT if NTPC’s rate proposals are not accepted. As NTPC stated in its primary submission, NTPC is cognizant of the fact that the PU Act prohibits the charging of unduly preferential rates.[footnoteRef:18] NTPC is concerned that continuing to delay the transition of Norman Wells into the Thermal zone and delay in moving the Taltson zone into the range of reasonableness will make it increasingly difficult to meet the PU Act test as these communities continue to fail to reach the RCC ratio and continue to be subsidized by customers in the Snare and Thermal zones.[footnoteRef:19]  [18:  PU Act, R.S.N.W.T. 1988, c. 24 (Supp.), s. 48.]  [19:  Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, pdf 15-16.] 


Revenue Requirement

NTPC’s capitalization policy is reasonable and appropriate

NTPC fully addressed the recommendations and evidence of Mr. Madsen for the TGC in its Primary Submission, at paragraphs 87 to 101. NTPC’s Primary Argument highlights the inconsistencies with Mr. Madsen’s position and urges the Board to reject Mr. Madsen’s recommendations in relation to capitalization. NTPC does not intend to repeat those submissions here. Rather, NTPC will address only those discrete matters arising from the TGC Argument.  

As a starting point, TGC’s recommendations on capitalization include that the Board “direct NTPC to complete a comprehensive review of its capitalization practices in advance of filing its next GRA.”[footnoteRef:20]  To be clear, NTPC already confirmed in its Rebuttal Evidence[footnoteRef:21] that it will: [20:  TGC Argument, para. 5(a), pdf 5.]  [21:  Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal, pdf 6.] 


(h) continue to review its internal labour capitalization budgets to ensure they are reflective of the capital workloads, that they ensure fair rates are charged to ratepayers, and that they support intergenerational equity; 

(i) adjust those rates at the time of the next GRA if the review discloses a gap; and 

(j) ensure that the Human Resources Division is included in the above review. 

Given the commitments already made by the Corporation, there is no need for a further directive as proposed by the TGC.  

NTPC does not accept the TGC’s characterization that Mr. Madsen’s evidence was “largely unchallenged”.[footnoteRef:22] NTPC did not take issue with Mr. Madsen’s list of utilities, or their capitalization rates (as disclosed in materials filed in response to NTPC IRs and reproduced in his tables), or the extracts reproduced from AltaLink regulatory filings. While NTPC did not challenge those factual matters, NTPC very much disagrees with and did reject Mr. Madsen’s opinion in a number of respects.  [22:  TGC Argument, para. 8, pdf 6.] 


That included: 

(k) Mr. Madsen’s definition in relation to when work can be capitalized;[footnoteRef:23]  [23:  Addressed at para. 95 of NTPC’s Primary Submission. ] 


(l) Mr. Madsen’s contradiction of his own position in relation to whether it is appropriate to compare NTPC to a single service investor owned utility;[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  Addressed at para. 93 of NTPC’s Primary Submission. ] 


(m) Mr. Madsen’s overly broad assumption that a heightened level of capital build will inevitably lead to a higher capitalization rate; and[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  Addressed at para. 92 of NTPC’s Primary Submission.  ] 


(n) the underlying premise that standard comparators are of more relevance in determining capitalization rates than looking at the actual work being done by employees based on their own actual experience.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Addressed at para. 96, 97 and 101 of  NTPC’s Primary Submission. ] 


Further, at no time did NTPC agree that it is “undercapitalizing” costs whether relative to its Canadian peers or otherwise.[footnoteRef:27] NTPC agrees that its capitalization rate of 20.3% is lower than the capitalization rates of other Canadian utilities set forth in Figure 1 in the TGC Argument. However, NTPC categorically rejects the characterization that its 20.3% represents undercapitalization. Rather, 20.3% is the appropriate percentage for the work that is actually being done by its employees on capital projects.    [27:  TGC Argument, para. 17, pdf 11.  ] 


The TGC makes much of the fact that NTPC agreed in oral evidence that a comparison between NB Power and NTPC is not an “apples to apples” comparison.[footnoteRef:28] NTPC notes that while NB Power may not be the best comparator for NTPC, in NTPC’s view a tailored capitalization rate that reflects reality is much more compelling than any industry comparator.   [28:  TGC Argument, paras. 28-31, pdf 14 and 15.] 


Further, NTPC points out other critical points from Mr. Madsen’s own evidence that the Board should keep in mind when assessing capitalization rates: 

(o) Mr. Madsen’s evidence was that generation companies are less capital intensive  and therefore likely to have lower capitalization rates than distribution companies which in turn have lower capitalization rates than transmission companies.[footnoteRef:29]   [29:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 11-13. ] 


(p) Mr. Madsen calculates that NTPC’s generation assets make up 73% of NTPC’s total gross plant for the 2022-23 test year which is a unique ratio that is higher than all three vertically integrated comparators Mr. Madsen proffers as appropriate comparators. Indeed, the capitalization rate is much higher than two of the three comparators.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 13 of Madsen evidence: 36.7% for BC Hydro, 43.6% for Manitoba Hydro and 63.7% for NB Power.  ] 


(q) A higher ratio of generation assets may lead to a lower capitalization rate.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 13.] 


(r) Investor-owned entities are profit driven and may have an increased incentive to capitalize a higher amount of internal labour.[footnoteRef:32]   [32:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12.] 


(s) Despite that, Mr. Madsen places heavy reliance on the specific capitalization rates of two investor owned transmission companies in AltaLink and ATCO Electric.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 26-29 and elsewhere.] 


With respect to Mr. Madsen’s alternative recommendations to capitalize $0.54M of human resource costs, and $0.3M in relation to “asset management costs”, NTPC again points to the inconsistency in Mr. Madsen’s and the TGC position. In arriving at the recommendations, Mr. Madsen relies upon an alleged “misalignment with the practices of AltaLink and ATCO Electric”[footnoteRef:34] and comparisons of specific capitalization rates by function for AltaLink and NTPC, while also referencing a comparison of rates to ATCO. [footnoteRef:35]  This despite his evidence that investor owned utilities have an “increased incentive to capitalize a higher amount of internal labour.”[footnoteRef:36] [34:  TGC Argument, para. 47, pdf 19. ]  [35:  TGC Argument, paras 56-57, pdf 21.  ]  [36:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12.] 


Similarly, in the TGC Argument, TGC submits, “NTPC is a capital-intensive utility as generation facilities are capital intensive, just like transmission and distribution assets.”[footnoteRef:37] [emphasis added] This does not align with Mr. Madsen’s Evidence, where he opined that “generation utilities are capital intensive but again less so than transmission and distribution utilities.”[footnoteRef:38] [emphasis added] [37:  TGC Argument, para. 54, pdf 21.]  [38:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf 12.] 


NTPC urges the Board to reject the TGC recommendation in relation to the $0.3M in asset  management costs. As noted above, NTPC fundamentally disagrees with Mr. Madsen’s position that “work to ensure an asset is capable of functioning is defined as capital in nature” and accordingly, disagrees with Mr. Madsen’s position that the costs in relation to asset management are costs necessary to allow the asset to function as intended and therefore should be capitalized.”[footnoteRef:39] As NTPC pointed out in its Rebuttal Evidence, on Mr. Madsen’s overly broad definition, oil changes and snow removal could be included as items that should be capitalized,[footnoteRef:40] a clearly illogical conclusion. [39:  TGC Argument, para. 46, pdf 19. ]  [40:  Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, pdf 5.] 


Ms. Whitford explained during the hearing that “once an asset is in use and used, you can no longer charge costs against the capital value of that asset. Those costs become O&M.”[footnoteRef:41]  When counsel for TGC questioned that the costs should be capitalized because they were incurred prior to the assets being put into service, Ms. Whitford confirmed:  [41:  Transcript 2022-23 NTPC GRA September 8, 2022, Hearing Session (“Transcripts”), pdf p 67, ll. 2-6. ] 


No, this is actually the cost associated with operating the plant after it is used and useful. So after it’s generating power; its constructed; its operating; generation power, there’s still going to be additional costs over and above what our operating costs were for that plant previously under the old plant.[footnoteRef:42]  [42:  Transcripts, pdf 67, ll 21-25.] 


And

…the initial training for the staff to operate the asset, that would be done as part of the – that would be incurred as part of the capital cost of the asset. … this is after the asset is already in operation. … once you – until you put that asset into practice use and you get to know what things --- what the characteristics are of working that asset, you don’t necessarily know the right questions to ask for your training and … you may have heard … you need to push this button, or you need to turn this dial… when the reading says this, but people may not understand when that situation will happen until they’ve actually been operating the … asset for a while.[footnoteRef:43]   [43:  Transcripts, pdf 69, ll 3-20.] 


Given the above evidence, it is clear that the asset management costs should not be capitalized.  

Mr. Madsen’s recommendation to apply an across the board capitalization of 20.3% to human resources[footnoteRef:44] is also problematic. Mr. Madsen’s recommendation assumes that 100% of human resources positions have some percentage of their time spent on capital related matters.  Mr. Madsen relies upon AltaLink’s approach as set out in Table 5 of his Evidence[footnoteRef:45] which demonstrates that AltaLink capitalizes all HR positions at 61% regardless of whether those positions are classified as capital or operating.   NTPC disagrees that this information has any material relevance to the NTPC situation. [44:  TGC Argument, paras. 51-52, and 64, pdf 20 and 24.]  [45:  Ex.2022-001-037 TGC Intervener Evidence, pdf  28.] 


NTPC fully endorses its method of capitalization based on its particular size, make up and employee experience. NTPC urges the Board to recognize that capitalization is not a one-size fits all matter and a tailored and specific approach is more appropriate than generically applying percentages that may bear no resemblance to the reality of employee time spent on capital projects. Furthermore, as NTPC explained in its Primary Submission, a higher capitalization rate now pushes the issue off for future ratepayers.  As such, this is only reasonable if the costs can be demonstrated to support capital projects, not simply as a way to reduce costs in the short term.

In the circumstances, NTPC respectfully submits that the Board should reject all the TGC’s recommendations in relation to capitalization. 

The Insurance Program is based on Expert Advice

NTPC fully explained the reasons for the increase in its insurance costs at paragraphs 102-109 of its Primary Submission and will not repeat those here. Through its responses to undertakings and the other evidence on the record, including the opinion of its expert insurance advisor, NTPC clearly demonstrated the increased costs as applied for, and the prudence of its insurance programme as a whole.  

Despite this, Mr. Madsen for the TGC continues to recommend that NTPC’s insurance costs be reduced by 10-25%; that NTPC be directed 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; and that it be required to complete an actuarial reduction (deductible analysis) to be filed as part of NTPC’s GRA.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  TGC Argument, para. 5(c) pdf 5.] 


NTPC has a number of concerns with these recommendations. Firstly, there is no evidence that a 10-25% reduction is appropriate or that such costs savings could be achieved in the test year.[footnoteRef:47] NTPC notes TGC’s characterization that Mr. Madsen bases his reductions on the low end of NTPC’s insurance advisor’s suggestion found in the August 18th email and his upper range on savings achieved from past deductible limit changes. To be clear however, in the August 18th email, NTPC’s advisor concluded “…given current market conditions it could be under 10% where we end up.”[footnoteRef:48]  NTPC also notes that Mr. Madsen’s upper range is directly contrary to NTPC’s insurance advisor’s opinion that there is a diminishing benefit with increased deductibles.  [47:  TGC Argument, para. 91, pdf 32.]  [48:  NTPC Responses to Undertaking, Undertaking 6, Att. 1, pdf 13.] 


Second, while Mr. Madsen may have a view, the fact remains, he is not an insurance advisor nor does he have any material expertise in insurance. NTPC is entitled to and does rely upon expert advisors to address its insurance requirements in the most prudent and reasonable manner given its particular circumstances. Frankly, NTPC would be amiss if it did not seek and rely upon advice of experts and it is not the role of the interveners to replace management’s  business judgment.  

Finally, the TGC recommendations to complete detailed assessments and actuarial analyses come with a cost and must be weighed against the expert’s advice of a diminishing return. In the circumstances, NTPC requests that the Board reject TGC’s recommendations in relation to insurance costs.   

NTPC’s Salvage Rates reflect an Appropriate Balance 

NTPC addressed salvage in its Primary Submission at paras. 125-127 and will not repeat those here. NTPC continues to seek approval for its salvage treatment as filed.  

NTPC rejects the characterization of the proposed net salvage amounts as “random”.[footnoteRef:49] First, comparing the relationship between the recommendations in the 2020 Concentric Advisors Depreciation Study (the “2020 Study”) and the recommendation in the 2016 study is incorrect.  The current recommendations should not be based on the 2016 study, given the additional 5 years of data.  The current recommendations must be based on the data as observed in the 2020 Study. Secondly, the rationale for the recommended salvage amounts are explained in the 2020 Study.  See for example pages 272-273 for discussion of account 331 and pages 275-276 for discussion for account 336.[footnoteRef:50]   [49:  TGC Argument, paras 71-74, pdf 27-28.]  [50:  Ex. 2022-001-001, Appendix A, pdf 272-276. ] 


The TGC states a core issue with NTPC’s salvage costs is that it is failing to fully recover its forecast net salvage costs and states the concern that continued failure to fully recover the forecast costs will place undue burden on future ratepayers.[footnoteRef:51] [51:  TGC Argument, para. 65, pdf 24.] 


Despite this, the TGC recommends 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.[footnoteRef:52] 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.[footnoteRef:53] The TGC states that it “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.”[footnoteRef:54]  [52:  TGC Argument, para. 75 pdf 28.]  [53:  TGC Argument, para. 76 pdf 28.]  [54:  TGC Argument, para. 75 pdf 28.] 


NTPC disagrees with the TGC’s recommendations on salvage.  First, the Corporation notes its proposed rate increases are below 4% per year at a Corporate-wide level as indicated in the response to BR.NTPC-11. 

Second, the Corporation has already taken many steps in its application to mitigate rate increases, including:

· Requesting a return on equity of 8.0% which is lower than recent approvals for other electric utilities.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Ex. 2022-001-001, pdf 134-136, section 7.1.] 


· Requesting a 2-year phase-in of necessary rate increases that results in a projected shortfall of approximately $6.7 million in 2022-23.[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Ex. 2022-001-001, Table 1.1, pdf 12.] 


· Requesting rates in the 2nd year of the phase-in that result in a shortfall of approximately $2.6 million.[footnoteRef:57]  [57:  Ex. 2022-001-001, Table 1.1, pdf 12. ] 




Third, the combined effect of the Corporation’s proposed changes to salvage rates is already largely offset by proposed decreases to life amortization rates.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, TGC.NTPC-13,  Attachment 1, pdf 794. ] 


In summary, the Corporation’s proposed salvage rates and overall rate increases already reflect a reasonable balance between managing near-term rate impacts and ensuring progress is made toward incorporating appropriate salvage rates to address intergenerational equity issues. In the event the Board approves cost reductions in other areas, in particular the TGC’s recommendations on depreciation service lives and capitalization ratios, in the Corporation’s view it would be appropriate to increase the proposed salvage rates accordingly to address the under-recovery of salvage costs and intergenerational equity issues raised by the TGC. 

NTPC’s Depreciation Proposals are Reasonable

NTPC provided a thorough comprehensive response to the TGC’s depreciation recommendations at paragraphs 117 through 124 of its Primary Argument and therefore, its submissions here are limited to one point.  

The TGC puts forth its view that “where a change in a depreciation service life 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.”[footnoteRef:59] The TGC provides no legal precedent before this Board or any other regulators in Canada to support this view as a reasonable regulatory standard.  In the Corporation’s view, the application of a standard that explicitly biases the evaluation of depreciation rates in favour of lower overall rates is adverse to the Board’s inherent responsibility and statutory duty to fix proper and adequate rates and methods of depreciation required in section 51(3) of the PU Act. The Board should carefully evaluate whether the proposed depreciation rates are reasonable and defensible based on the information underlying the recommendations.  [59:  TGC argument, para. 114, pdf 38. ] 


As noted in section 3, the Corporation’s depreciation rates already result in overall lower depreciation expense compared to currently approved service lives. The Corporation submits its proposed depreciation rates are reasonable. In the event the Board determines certain service lives can be extended, resulting in lower depreciation expense in the test year, the Board should consider an increase to the proposed service lives to advance the phase-in of necessary salvage rates and address the intergenerational equity issues raised by the TGC in that regard. 

O&M costs for Aging Infrastructure were Fully Explained

HR/FS recommends that the $0.3M in relation to asset management costs, discussed earlier in the context of the TGC Argument, be disallowed.  HR/FS’s concern with these costs relates to the appearance that NTPC is adding operating costs as a result of putting new assets into place.[footnoteRef:60] The nature of these specific costs was explained during the oral hearing as described at para. 31 above. In responding to the IR on this topic, NTPC also positively confirmed that “(t)he cost of maintenance in the future is expected to be limited mostly to consumable materials and the time spent by the plant superintendent, with additional resources only required for major maintenance or overhaul intervals.”[footnoteRef:61]  NTPC’s further explanation and its confirmation that maintenance in the future will be limited fully responds to the HR/FS concern regarding additional costs arising from new assets.   [60:  HR/FS Argument, para 39, pdf 10. ]  [61:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-8(a), pdf 85.] 


Rate Base Matters

Business Cases 

NTPC considers Asset Condition

NTPC fully addressed the HR/FS concerns in relation to end of life and asset assessment in its Primary Submission at paragraphs 132 to 142. NTPC does not intend to repeat those submissions here. NTPC’s evidence, including that given during the oral hearing, is a complete answer to the question of whether NTPC considers asset condition.  

Behchokǫ̀ Charging Station costs will be tracked 

The TGC’s recommendation that any ongoing operating and capital costs be tracked and quantified[footnoteRef:62] is unnecessary. While NTPC may have received GNWT funding that covers the  Behchokǫ̀ capital cost, it is still a component of NTPC’s capital program.  Accordingly, all costs will be tracked going forward and no directive is required in this respect.  [62: TGC Argument, para. 98, pdf 34. ] 


NTPC’s Pole Replacement Program is Fully Evidenced on the Record

NTPC rejects the TGC suggestion that it has not provided evidence for its pole replacement funding “beyond an observation of aging assets”.[footnoteRef:63]  To the contrary, NTPC provided a detailed description of its current inventory of poles in service.  NTPC confirmed in an IR response that:   [63:  TGC Argument, para. 100, pdf 35. ] 


NTPC's Transmission and Distribution networks contain approximately 10,000 wooden pole structures across the NWT. Typically, wooden poles have a service life of approximately 50 years depending on local conditions. Southern, wetter climates can substantially reduce life expectancy due to insects, woodpeckers and wet soil conditions. Most poles currently in service are 30-40 years old and have approximately 10-20 years of "expected" life remaining under normal conditions. NTPC currently has close to 1,000 structures that fall into the 45-60 year range and the Corporation is actively replacing these before failure.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 552.] 


NTPC included in its IR response the following Figure 1 which shows the age distribution of poles currently in service.  That table was prepared based on sampling and inspections that the Corporation had completed to June of 2022.[footnoteRef:65]   [65:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 553.] 




NTPC further explained how it arrived at its recommended timeline for replacement based on condition assessments.  Specifically, it provided Figure 2 which showed the recommended timeline for replacement based on the results of pole condition assessments completed to date.  It explained that condition assessments can include pole test drilling as well as visual inspections and surveys.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 554.] 










Figure 2 Pole Condition Assessment Results





 

NTPC further explained in its response to HR/FS.NTPC-29(b): 

The pole replacement program identifies individual projects based on pole assessments that are completed internally or by an outside contractor. Based on condition, location, accessibility and number of customers affected the Transmission and Distribution team develops a priority-based schedule to action their replacement. Factors that influence the scheduling include:

• Some poles need to be replaced in winter months due to wet areas;

•  Local wildlife nesting seasons must be taken into consideration;

•  Some projects require access by barge or winter road; and

•  Availability of labour including local contractors.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  Ex. 2022-001-023, NTPC IR Responses, HR/FS.NTPC-29(a)-(b) pdf 555.] 


NTPC has fully evidenced and supported its pole replacement program on the record of this proceeding.  It has provided information that goes far beyond an “observation of aging assets” but rather is targeted directly to pole condition based on testing and condition assessment. The pole replacement program is critical to maintaining system reliability and public safety including wildfire management and the Corporation requests that it be approved as applied for. 

Other Matters 

Any Changes to MFR Filing require a Broader Review

NTPC addressed the HR/FS request for additional filings in its Primary Submission at paragraphs 110-116.  NTPC’s position remains that it files substantial information with the Board on an annual basis and it fully complies with the SSA/MFR as approved by the PUB in Decision 12-2014, and as further reviewed in Decision 9-2019. Any consideration of the need for further information to fully test future GRA applications should only be conducted through an SSA/MFR review with input from all interested parties.  

A Directive re: a Work from Home Policy is Unnecessary 

The Corporation notes the HR/FS recommendation that NTPC be directed to develop a work from home policy.[footnoteRef:68] As a starting point, NTPC notes that its comments in relation to loss of productivity due to working from home was in relation to the rapid almost immediate transition to working from home due to the implements of public health orders.[footnoteRef:69]  [68:  HR/FS Argument, para. 57 pdf 15.]  [69:  As referred to at para. 52 of HR/FS Argument, pdf 14.  ] 


There is no evidence that staff morale suffered from the advent of return to office following the lifting of the public health orders. Further, while Mr. Bell has authored articles setting out his views on the benefits of a work from home policy, there is no evidence on the record that such a policy would result in any benefit to NTPC either in increasing staff morale or in finding efficiencies related to space requirements.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  See Mr. Bell’s comments at para. 54 of HR/FS Argument, pdf 14. ] 


Given the complete dearth of evidence that such a policy would result in any cost savings, or any efficiencies for NTPC specifically, the Corporation requests that the Board reject the HR/FS recommendation in this regard.  

The SAES Submission lacks Probative Value.     

The Corporation has reviewed the SAES Argument and submits that much of the Argument is not relevant to the issues on this proceeding, introduces new evidence, and makes statements or propositions not in evidence on the record or that otherwise have no foundation.  

NTPC notes that SAES’s Argument, commencing at page 2 “Evidence Updates” through to page 5, as well as pages 9-10, contains new assertions, and evidence that was not previously on the record of this proceeding. NTPC submits that it is entirely improper to introduce new or “updated” evidence in final argument.  Further, this new evidence is of no probative value in weighing this issues before the Board.  NTPC provided its views on renewables, energy transition, and the applicability of hydrogen in its responses to IRs, in its written and oral evidence. The additional studies, articles and statements set forth in the SAES Agreement do not add anything to the inquiry. Given the lack of probative value and the fact this is entirely new evidence, NTPC requests that the Board disregard these submissions in their entirety.  

NTPC earlier addressed the incorrect characterization of NTPC’s application as seeking a “new fairness principle” based on relative rates. Further, NTPC provided detailed rebuttal evidence specific to the SAES concerns regarding the 2018 cost of service study (SAES Recommendation #4) and the allocation of common costs (SAES Recommendation #3).[footnoteRef:71] [71:  See Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal, A16 and A17, pdf 19-22.] 


With respect to other points/recommendations advanced in the SAES argument, NTPC submits:

(t) the statement that “NWT customers in the Hydro Zones also pay 100% of the administrative costs of Northland Utilities”[footnoteRef:72] has no basis in evidence and in fact could have no basis in evidence as it is entirely inaccurate. Fort Smith and Fort Resolution customers do not pay NUL administration costs; [72:  SAES Argument, (A), pdf 8. ] 


(u) Specific to SAES Recommendation #1, NTPC has no information nor has its seen any information on the record that suggests that NTPC is not meeting any “legislated targets” in the 2022-23 test year.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  SAES Argument, pdf 11. ] 


(v) Regarding SAES Recommendation #2, NTPC confirmed in its rebuttal evidence that there remains capacity in most communities served by NTPC. It confirmed it remains open to evaluating installations beyond the 20% capacity threshold on a case by case basis.[footnoteRef:74] NTPC notes that the remainder of the SAES recommendation on this point seems to suggest a policy recommendation to the GNWT which is outside the purview of the Board on this Application. [74:  Ex. 2022-001-050, NTPC Rebuttal Evidence, A20, pdf 24.] 


(w) NTPC sees no principled basis in the evidence to support the SAES recommendation #5. There is no evidence on the record to confirm the impact of such a recommendation on the RCC and accordingly this recommendation should be rejected.  

(x) NTPC confirmed in its oral evidence that it is undertaking a study to understand the scope of the work that needs to be done to upgrade the distribution system in Fort Smith in order to be in a position to take on interruptible heating load customers on a broader scale.[footnoteRef:75] (SAES Recommendation #6) [75:  Transcripts, pdf 19, line 20 to pdf 20, line 9. ] 


(y) SAES Recommendation #7 is beyond the scope of PUB oversight.  NTPC’s negotiations with potential customers (mining companies or otherwise) are internal management matters. NTPC engages in and advances any such discussions in the best interests of the Corporation taking into account all relevant information and factors. In addition, directions with respect to how a potential third party customer should work with NTPC would also be beyond the scope of PUB oversight.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  SAES Argument, pdf 12.] 


(z) Finally, SAES Recommendation #8 is a recommendation to the PUB and accordingly will not be addressed by NTPC.[footnoteRef:77]   [77:  SAES Argument, pdf 12.] 




Conclusion

NTPC’s 2022-23 GRA, including the costs, revenues at existing rates, and resulting shortfall, is based on prudent and reasonable forecasts of NTPC’s expected operations over the test year.  NTPC’s Reply Argument, together with its Primary Submission, addresses the key concerns advanced by the interveners.

The Corporation has worked to achieve what it believes is an appropriate balance of competing concerns in this Application.  Approval of the requested Revenue Requirement and Rate Base balances and Rate proposals will allow the Corporation to continue to provide safe and reliable service to the Northwest Territories.

Accordingly, NTPC respectfully requests that the Board reject the interveners recommendations and approve the Corporation’s 2022-23 GRA Application and grant the requested relief set out in section A.2 of its Primary Submission filed November 18, 2022.



ALL OF WHICH is respectfully submitted this 2nd day of December, 2022.



Borden Ladner Gervais LLP,

Counsel for the Northwest Territories Power Corporation



“Original Signed by Karen Salmon”	

Karen A. Salmon
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