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Demande de renseignements numéro 1 de la Régie de l’énergie (la Régie)

à Énergie NB

1-Régie
Référence :
Preuve de M. William Marshall, page 7

Context :

Vous mentionnez :

« Q21. Why should equivalent discounts be applied to point to point customers and network service customers?

Point to point transmission customers of Hydro-Québec should receive discounts equivalent to those provided to Hydro-Québec network service customers for two reasons. Firstly, it would be discriminatory to point to point customers to do otherwise and secondly, it would not satisfy the requirements of Section 49(II) of the Act which requires uniform treatment throughout the territory served by the transmission system. »

Question :

1.1. Veuillez fournir des exemples de juridictions nord-américaines où des rabais sont offerts aux clients du service point à point conformément à la proposition décrite ci-dessus.

Response :

1.1 In all jurisdictions, of which I am aware, where both point to point and network service are available in a tariff, they are treated in an equivalent and non discriminatory manner. This is so in British Columbia, in the Manitoba Hydro tariff filed with the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP), in all US FERC jurisdictions and soon will be so in Ontario when the market opens there later this year and expect it to be so in New Brunswick as soon as the government implements its new energy policy. In all of these jurisdictions it is not, or will not be, necessary  to provide discounting to the extent required in Québec. The reason is that transmission in these jurisdictions is defined at the high voltage side of substation transformers or a higher voltage while in the Hydro Québec application it is taken at the low voltage side of the transformer. 

In British Columbia and New Brunswick transmission is defined as 69 kV and higher while the draft Manitoba tariff  includes « facilities for which voltage levels were classified as 100 kV and higher.  …   This means that transmission facilities used solely for the delivery of electric power to a specific load from ‘the network‘ …  are not considered as tariffable elements under an open access transmission tariff. » (See 3-Régie for reference)

The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) has approved the application by Hydro One (formerly Ontario Hydro Network Services Company) to define the transmission network as « the integrated or ‘meshed’, part of the high voltage transmission system that is shared by all users ». This definition is given in RP-1999-0044 Transmission 2000 Cost Allocation and Rate Design document filed with the OEB in October 1999 (See Exhibit C, Tab 6, Schedule 1, Page 2, Line 14). Under this definition the cost of facilities allocated for transmission is similar to the FERC Consumers Energy Co  Initial Decision referenced below. It is my understanding that radial lines and substation transformation costs are allocated as connection cost and charged only to customers who use those facilities.

A US example that considers discounts for service at higher voltage levels and allocation of substation transformers to subtransmission is provided in the FERC Initial Decision issued January 14,1999 for the Consumers Energy Co (CECo) docket numbers ER98-1247-000, ER97-1502-000 and OA96-77-000.  This initial decision can be accessed from FERC records and information management website (http://rimsweb1.ferc.fed.us/rims.q?rp2~intro).  The specific Initial Decision  has a FERC cite number 86FERC63,004 and can be accessed directly at http://rimsweb1.ferc.fed.us/rims.q?rp2~getImagePages~1913365~44~102~1~50. 

In the section of that decision titled ISSUE  1 D – Voltage Differentiated Rate Structure on pages 28 and 29 it states 

« ABATE offers evidence supporting the adoption of separate rates for service at or above 120kV (bulk transmission) and below 120kV (subtransmission). … ABATE argues that voltaged differentiated rates will more accurately track costs and provide more appropriate price signals to users of the transmission system…. Ruling on Voltage-Differentiated Rate Structure : … ABATE’s proposal to set voltage differentiated rates will be adopted. »

In the section of that decision titled ISSUE 1 F – Dedicated Line and Substation Investment on pages 35 and 36 it states

« Michigan Systems argue that CECo has included in its proposed transmission rate base facilities that generally play no role in serving the transmission needs of customers like MS.  These include radial lines and substations dedicated to specific customers.  According to MS these lines are not used to provide service under the OATT (Open Access Transmission Tariff). … Ruling on Dedicated Line and Substation Investment :  The dedicated lines and substation investment should not be included in the transmission rate base for the same reasons that govern the ruling on Voltage-Differented Rates. » 

2-Régie.
Référence :
Preuve de M. William Marshall, page 8

Context :

Vous mentionnez :

« Q27. Has this always been the practice?

No.  In the FERC code of accounts through which the costs of utilities are regulated on a consistent basis unit transformers have been recorded as transmission assets.  Many utilities in responding to Order 888 included these costs in the transmission revenue requirement.  This was done by Hydro-Québec and by NB Power as well in the original development of their tariffs.  It is now accepted that this practice is discriminatory to competing non utility generators and the generator connection costs are being removed from transmission tariffs. »

Question :
2.1 Veuillez fournir les références appuyant votre affirmation à l’effet que les coûts de raccordement des centrales ne sont plus inclus dans les tarifs de transport. 

Response :

2.1 The FERC Initial Decision (FERC cite number 86FERC63,004 and accessable at http://rimsweb1.ferc.fed.us/rims.q?rp2~getImagePages~1913365~44~102~1~50)    issued January 14,1999 for the Consumers Energy Co (CECo) docket numbers ER98-1247-000, ER97-1502-000 and OA96-77-000 deals with the  issue of generator connection cost allocation.  

In the section titled  ISSUE  l A – Consumers Energy’s Facilities That Can be Deemed Part of the Rate Bases on page 11 the decision ruling states:

« … , the company has petitioned the Commission for a declatory order in Consumers Energy Co, docket No. EL98-21-000 that would accept a determination of the MPSC (Michigan Public Service Commission) as to which of its facilities should be classified as transmission facilities for purposes of delivery of electricity purchased by retail customers.  CECo has described the MPSC determination as follows :

(1) With the exception of approximately 180 miles of radial 138 kV lines and associated facilities and retail meter facilities, all of CECo’s facilities that transmit electricity at voltages of 120 kV or above should be classified as transmission facilities.

(2) All of CECo’s facilities that transmit electricity at nominal voltages of less than 120 kV, approximately 180 miles of radial 138 kV lines and associated facilities and all retail meter facilities, regardless of voltage, should be classified as local distribution facilities.

(3) CECo’s generator step-up transformers, lines and other facilities used to connect CECo’ generating plants with its transmission system should be classified as generation facilities.

Accordingly, that petition would give effect to some of the changes in rate base sought here by MS.  I take notice that the Commission granted CECo’s petition in a Letter Order issued July 29, 1998,  …  Accordingly,  the rate base initially claimed by CECo in the instant dockets must now be adjusted to account for the subsequent development concerning a reclassification of its plant in the MSPC proceeding, which the Commission has now accepted. »

In the section titled  ISSUE  l E – Generator Step-Up Transformers (GSUs) on pages 33-35 the decision ruling states : 

« What Staff, MS and ABATE argue is that the Commission’s Order No. 888 provides a valid opportunity for reexamining this issue because the Commission, in that Order, changed the construct of its earlier decisions, which were made when generation and transmission services were bundled and where the classification issue regarding GSUs was not of critical significance.  This argument is convincing on this record and in the circumstances of this proceeding.  Placing the issue of proper classification of GSU-related costs in the current regime of unbundled services designed to facilitate bulk power competition through open access transmission service, it is quite clear that GSU-related costs must be removed from transmission rate base.  To do otherwise would impede in two ways the Order No. 888’s goal of allowing non-traditional generators to access the transmission grid on a non-discriminatory basis : first, by charging transmission users rates that include costs for services not required by the transmission customer, and, second, by subsidizing the transmission owner’s generation by inclusion of its GSU costs in transmission rates paid by competitors. »

« While the case for the position advocated by MS, Staff and ABATE is strong enough to prevail as argued on this record, it is important to note that the Commission’s recent decisions in Kentucky Utilities Co., 85 FERC 61,274 (November 25,1998) and Maine Public Service Co., 85 FERC 61,412 (December 22, 1998) remove all doubt as to the proper outcome. … Noting that much had changed since it had decided the line of cases where the costs of  GSU’s were included in basic transmission rates, the Commission , largely for the reasons offered here by Staff, MS and ABATE, concluded that the costs of a GSU transformer should be directly assigned to its generating unit. … Accordingly, I conclude that GSU transformer costs should be removed from the transmission rate base. » 

3-Régie.
Référence :
Preuve de M. William Marshall, page 9

Context :

Vous mentionnez :

« Q34. Are there precedents in Canada for the unbundling of remote transmission?

Yes.  There are several rulings concerning the issue of allocation of revenue requirements of transmission associated with remote generation.  Concerning electric transmission there is the ruling of the BCPUC with respect to BC Hydro transmission to northern generation where these costs are allocated to BC Hydro generation.  In the natural gas industry there is the treatment of gas gathering facilities which are not allocated to transportation but to gas production. »
Questions :

3.1. Veuillez préciser les caractéristiques de la partie du réseau de transport de BC Hydro allouée à la production.

3.2. Veuillez fournir les références appuyant votre affirmation.

3.3. Veuillez préciser si, à votre connaissance, la problématique posée dans le préambule existe en Alberta, en Ontario et au Manitoba. Si oui, veuillez indiquer la solution retenue dans ces trois juridictions.

Response :

3.1
Please refer to Dr. El-Ramly’s response to question 10.1 from the Régie.  It is my understanding that he has accurately portrayed the characteristics of the part of the BC Hydro transmission network that is to be allocated to generation.

3.2 
The reference for the BC Hydro case is British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority Wholesale Transmission Services, Section 2.1.5 (British Columbia Utilities Commission, April 23, 1998) and can be found at ftp://ftp.bcuc.com/Web%20Folder/PUB/Decisions/1998Dec/BCH_WTS.pdf .   

3.3
Ontario

The Ontario Energy Board (OEB) , as referenced in response to question 1- Régie has approved definition of the transmission network as « the integrated or ‘meshed’, part of the high voltage transmission system that is shared by all users ». Under this definition the cost of facilities allocated for transmission is similar to the FERC Consumers Energy  Initial Decision referenced in response to the question 2-Régie above. It is my understanding that the combination of a generator step-up transformer and synchronizing breaker is deemed to be excluded from the transmission network and charged directly to the specific generator.  I understand that radial lines from existing generators to the transmission network are considered as part of the network but any connection costs for new generation are to be charged to the specific generator. 

Manitoba

The approach of Manitoba Hydro is another precedent for the unbundling of remote transmission. The current Manitoba Hydro point-to-point tariff excludes high voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission facilities that bring power from a production region to the load serving network. The tariff has been filed with the Mid-Continent Area Power Pool (MAPP). The report by Manitoba Hydro titled Report on Wholesale Transmission Service Derivation of Rates of November 1999 explains on pages 3 and 4 that :

« …only transmission equipment that forms a network and which can be used for non-singular purposes is to be included as transmission facilities within transmission tariff charges. This means that transmission facilities used solely for the delivery of electric power to a specific load from ‘the network‘ or from specific generators to ‘the network‘ are not considered as tariffable elements under an open access transmission tariff. For example, within Manitoba Hydro’s system this definition excludes major elements such as the transmission line to Churchill and the Nelson River HVDC transmission system. » 

There is an adjustment to the aforementioned approach in that 50% of the costs of the inverter station that connects the HVDC line at its southern end to the AC load serving system are included as transmission facilities within transmission tariff charges. This adjustment accounts for the fact that there are some associated system benefits from the HVDC inverter that accrue to all users of the AC system.

Alberta

The situation in Alberta is very different from that in British Columbia, Manitoba and Quebec.  Alberta has a relatively small volume of exports, limited interconnection capability, and the generation is relatively close to the load centers. In Alberta the current transmission tariff does not differentiate between production and transportation functions for transmission facilities. Nonetheless the approach is to recover 50% of the transmission revenue requirements from demand customers and 50% from supply customers.

4-Régie.
Référence :
Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop, page 4

Context :

Le tableau présenté en réponse à la question Q10 fait état des ventes effectuées entre Hydro-Québec et Énergie NB. 

Question :

4.1
Pouvez-vous expliquer les raisons pour lesquelles les ventes de 2000/2001 affichent un tel niveau, en comparaison au niveau des ventes affichés pour les années 1998-2000.

Response :

4.1
NB Power and Hydro-Québec have not signed a long term energy transaction since September 1998. The last long-term contract (aside from the "Millbank" capacity contract) between the two utilities is due to expire in March 2001 and Hydro Quebec has informed NB Power, on more than one occasion, that it is no longer interested in effecting long term energy sales arrangements.

Details of NB Power and Hydro-Québec's contracts during the past three years are  as follows:

(HQ - NBP 53)

Between September 1998 and November 1999, NB Power and Hydro-Québec entered into a Monthly Energy agreement whereby a total of 1.9 TWh's were contracted for sale. Under this agreement, NB Power delivered between 100 - 200 GWh's per month to Hydro-Québec. 

(HQ - NBP 54)
Between September 1999 and December 1999, Hydro-Québec and NB Power entered into a Firm Energy and Capacity agreement whereby 531 GWh of energy was purchased by NB Power from Hydro-Québec.

(HQ - NBP 55)

Between March 1998 and March 2001, Hydro-Québec and NB Power entered into a Tertiary Energy and Firm Energy and Capacity agreement 

· Between March 1998 and February 2000, NB Power purchased from Hydro-Québec up to 300 MW of Firm Energy and Capacity and up to 300 MW of Tertiary Energy

· Between March 2000 and March 2001, NB Power purchased from Hydro-Québec up to 300 MW of Firm Energy and Capacity during the months of November through March and 300 MW of Tertiary Energy for the summer months. 

· Between March 2000 and March 2001, NB Power purchased from Hydro-Québec a second block Tertiary Energy of up to 300 MW  

·  Early in  2000, Hydro Quebec informed NB Power that both blocks of Tertiary Energy  would not be available in the March 2000 to March 2001 period. 

5-Régie.
Référence :
Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop, page 6

Context :
Vous mentionnez :

« Q20. Has this point to point utilization ever been at discounted rates?

No. I am not aware that the Hydro-Québec tariff has ever been discounted for use by NB Power or its trading partners. »
Question :
5.1
Veuillez indiquer si Énergie NB a déjà formulé des demandes de rabais auprès de TransÉnergie.

Response :

5.1
NB Power has purchased energy through the Québec - NB Power interconnection from trading partners other than Hydro-Québec.  NB Power, although it is a transmission customer of TransÉnergie, has not, to date, requested transmission service from TransÉnergie. NB Power had not been informed by its non-Hydro-Québec trading partners that they had received a discounted tariff from TransÉnergie for deliveries to NB Power.

In fact, a review of NB Power's latest purchase transaction through the TransÉnergie system as reported on the TransÉnergie OASIS shows that a request for a discount  was refused by TransÉnergie and full point-to-point transaction tariffs were applied.  

Since NB Power's initial evidence was filed, additional detailed information has been requested from TransÉnergie concerning earlier purchase transactions. NB Power has reviewed this data and notes that discounts had been applied to the point-to-point transaction tariff in the first half of the year 2000. These discounts were gradually reduced and by July 2000 virtually all tariff discounts were eliminated. The only discounting that has occurred since July 2000 is a 4% reduction of hourly transactions during selected hours.

A copy of the additional data provided by TransÉnergie, as it relates to non-Hydro-Québec trading partners, is provided in the accompanying Excel spreadsheet titled HQT_NB OASIS Records. 

Demande de renseignements numéro 1 du Hydro-Québec

à Énergie NB

1-HQ

Référence :
Preuve de M. William Marshall,  (Q.4, page 1)

Context :

(...)  If the single postage stamp rate in the application is approved and applied uniformly to all network customer loads in Québec it will result in significant increases in rates to many large customers (…).   

Question :

1.1 Veuillez produire les documents et calculs à  l’appui de votre affirmation.

Response :

1.1 The current Class L rate for large customers served by Hydro Quebec is specified in Sections 104 to 115 of the Hydro Quebec Electricity Rates Bylaw as $10.95 per month per kilowatt of demand and 2.42 cents per kilowatthour for energy.  The Class L Rate Analysis table below expresses this Class L rate as an equivalent rate at load factors of 100%, 88% and 60.5% respectively.  

Unbundling this equivalent rate into its component pieces for HQ-Generation, TransEnergie and HQ-Distribution is also provided in the table.  This unbundling assumes that the HQ-Generation component is 2.79 c/kWh as specified under Bill 116 and that the TransEnergie component is the long term firm postage stamp rate in the Application of $75.01/kW-yr.  The remaining component (after subtraction of the HQ-Generation and the TransEnergie components) would be available to HQ-Distribution to cover lower voltage distribution costs, metering and customer costs.

Also shown in the table are the discounts currently available to Class L customers of Hydro Quebec who take service and are metered for that service at voltages higher than 5kV.  Note that the discount for customers with a load factor greater than 60.5% who are served at voltages greater than 170kV and the discount for customers with a load factor greater than 88% who are served at voltages greater than 80 kV are greater than the unbundled rate for HQ-Distribution.  In order to continue to supply these customers without incuring losses HQ-Distribution will need to reduce the discounts available which will raise the total rates for these customers. 

Class L Rate Analysis



$/kW-yr
$/kW-mo
c/kWh
c/kWh
c/kWh





100%LF
88%LF
 60.5%LF









Existing Class L Rates








Demand
131.4
10.95
1.500
1.705
2.479


Energy


2.420
2.420
2.420


Equivalent rate 


3.920
4.125
4.899









Functionally Unbundled Rates








HQ-Generation


2.790
2.790
2.790


TransEnergie
75.01
6.25
0.856
0.973
1.415


HQ-Distribution


0.274
0.362
0.694


Total rate


3.920
4.125
4.899









Section 304 Transformation Discount








Metering point > 5kV
1.584
0.132
0.018
0.021
0.030









Section 303 Voltage Discounts








5-15kV
6.012
0.501
0.069
0.078
0.113


15-50kV
9.648
0.804
0.110
0.125
0.182


50-80kV
21.456
1.788
0.245
0.278
0.405


80-170kV
26.316
2.193
0.300
0.341
0.497


>170kV
35.208
2.934
0.402
0.457
0.664









Total Voltage & Transformation Discount








5-15kV
7.596
0.633
0.087
0.099
0.143


15-50kV
11.232
0.936
0.128
0.146
0.212


50-80kV
23.040
1.920
0.263
0.299
0.435


80-170kV
27.900
2.325
0.318
0.362
0.526


>170kV
36.792
3.066
0.420
0.477
0.694

2-HQ.

Reference :
Preuve de M. William Marshall, (Q. 12, page 5)
Context :

The $2,674 M revenue requirement in the application does not meet FERC requirements because:  

· It includes distribution connection costs that FERC would not accept as transmission costs. 

· It includes generation connection costs that FERC would not accept as transmission costs.   

Question :

2.1 Suggerez-vous à  la Régie de l’energie de ne pas respecter son obligation de traiter les couts de transport d’électricité conformément aux dispositions de la Loi sur la Régie de l’énergie?

Response :

2.1
Obviously, I do not argue that the Régie should not respect the law.   On the contrary the Régie must act within the law.  In Section 49 (11) of the Act the legislature enunciates a policy decision for uniform rates while Section 49 (7) of  the Act, on the other hand, enshrines the policy that tariffs and conditions of service be fair and reasonable, that there cannot be discrimination between customer classes.  How these competing policy vectors are reconciled is the challenge that the current tariff Application places before the Régie.  Our view is that the best way to successfully balance these policies is to recognize that there is a crucial distinction between a uniform tariff and how the tariff is allocated to customer classes.

3-HQ.
Reference :
Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop, (Q. 22, page 7)
Context :

(…) NB Power practices the discounting of point to point transmission rates in order to increase usage when the transmission tariff is percieved to be blocking trade. 
Question :

3.1 Quelle méthode Energie NB suit-elle dans l’etablissement des rabais pour le service de transport de point à point?  Les rabais s’appliquent-ils aussi bien au long terme qu’au court terme?

Response :

3.1
As a generation marketer, and transmission customer, it is my understanding that NB Power Transmission discounts short-term point-to-point transmission tariffs in order to increase utilization of its unconstrained transmission paths. I am not familiar with and am unable to comment on the detailed methodology of discounting tariffs. Any transmission tariffs that are discounted are posted on NB Power's OASIS. I am not aware of any long-term point-to-point transmission tariff discounts aside from the "through" transmission tariff being discounted to the "out" transmission tariff. 

4-HQ.

Reference :
Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop, (Q. 27, page 8)
Context :

(…)  The Régie also has an obligation to the regional wholesale market that is very similar to that of the FERC. 
Question :

4.1
Quelles sont les obligations legales de la Régie de l’énergie à l’egard des marches regionaux de l’énergie ?

Response :

4.1
The expression "legal obligation" is not appropriate to describe the powers and functions of the Régie.  Rather it is better to speak of the jurisdiction or the mandate of the Régie.  The creation of the Régie was the cornerstone of the Québec Parliament’s new energy policy, a policy that moves away from the old paradigm and embraces a new one, based on competition, transparency, openness and fair dealing.  The Québec government wants Hydro Quebec to have the right to sell power in other Canadian provinces and in the United States and accepts the quid pro quo that others must have the right to do the same thing in the Québec market. In that light, the Régie, in the same manner as FERC in the US, has the duty to make sure that competition works well and that there is no discrimination between market participants on the basis of the country or province of origin. The Régie is empowered in Québec to « balance the competing interests of electricity producers, distributors and consumers. »
  Because transactions between producers and distributors are not limited to dealings totally within Québec but also include regional wholesale market dealings into Québec, through Québec, and out of Québec the Régie has a responsibility to consider the impact of its decisions on the regional market. 
Demande de renseignements numéro 1 du RNCREQ

à Énergie NB

1-RNCREQ.
Référence :    Preuve de M. William Marshall,  (Q.21, page 7)

Context : 

« Point to point transmission customers of Hydro-Québec should receive discounts equivalent to those provided to Hydro-Québec network service customers for two reasons. Firstly, it would be discriminatory to point to point customers to do otherwise and secondly, it would not satisfy the requirements of Section 49(II) of the Act which requires uniform treatment throughout the territory served by the transmission system. 

Questions :
1.1       Please specify what customers you are referring to as « network service customers. »

1.2    If you are referring to end-use consumers served by HQ-Distribution, please explain why you believe that paragraph 11 of s. 49, which begins, “When fixing or modifying rates for the transmission of electric power or for the transmission, delivery or storage of natural gas,” requires equivalent treatment of end-use customers served by HQ-Distribution under a distribution tariff, on the one hand, and wholesale transmission customers served by TransÉnergie under a transmission tariff, on the other.

Response :

1.1 I consider a network service customer to be any customer load physically supplied directly from the TransEnergie system without the requirement for a point to point transmission reservation.  As such this would include municipal wholesale entities such as Hydro-Sherbrooke and large end use loads served at transmission voltages such as Praxair and Stelco as well as all the remaining load of HQ-Distribution. 

1.2 Section 49(ll) requires that “uniform rates throughout the territory” be applied “for the transmission of electric power ”.  Consider the case of a large industrial load which is a physical network customer of TransEnergie but served as a contractual customer through HQ-Distribution.  HQ-Distribution would procure energy from HQ-Generation at the fixed rate specified in Bill 116 and contract for transmission services from TransEnergie.  The uniform transmission rate must be applied to the transmission service provided by TransEnergie and billed by TransEnergie to HQ-Distribution.  Assume that HQ-Distribution incur no other costs to supply the large industrial customer.  Cost of service principles then require that HQ-Distribution would bill the industrial customer for the service provided as the sum of the HQ-Generation rate and the TransEnergie network service rate. (See also 2-HQ)
2-RNCREQ.
Référence :     Preuve de M. William Marshall,  (Q.25, page 8)

Context : 

« In New England the latest policy as approved by FERC requires that 100 percent of the costs associated with direct interconnection and related upgrades to meet the minimum interconnection standard be assigned to the interconnecting generators. This rule is a result of an intervention before FERC of the 175MW Champion co-generation project at Bucksport Maine. The Champion project which is partially owned by Hydro-Québec argued for the right to proceed expeditiously with its interconnection and pay for any upgrades which may be necessary to preserve the reliability of the transmission system. » 

Question :

2.1       Please provide us with copies of the relevant portions of the FERC Order you cite as well as the document you refer to in which Champion argued for the right to proceed expeditiously with its interconnection and pay for any upgrades which may be necessary to preserve the reliability of the transmission system.

Response ;

2.1 The FERC Order on Complaint for docket EL98-69-000 issued October 29, 1998 (http://rimsweb1.ferc.fed.us/rims.q?rp2~getImagePages~1894037~44~11~1~50 ) outlines the request of Champion and Bucksport on page 4 paragraph 3 as :

« Complainants request access to the NEPOOL transmission grid, subject to the following conditions :    (1) that Bucksport pay for any upgrades that may be necessary to preserve the reliability of the local PTF and non PTF system;  (2) that, as to NEPOOL’s PTF lines, Bucksport be made subject, on the same terms as NEPOOL’s existing generators, to the current congestion management protocolin lieu of the requirement that Bucksport br required to pay for system upgrades; and (3) that the aformentioned conditions be applied until such time as the Commission approves a congestion management plan for the NEPOOL system. »

And the FERC order issues its ruling on page 10 as :

« The Commission orders … Complainant’s requests for relief are hereby granted as discussed in the body of this report. »
Champion and Bucksport’s complaint was filed with FERC August 7, 1998 and on page 7 specified their request which is consistent with the quote above from the FERC order.

3-RNCREQ.
Référence :     Preuve de M. William Marshall,  (Q.30 & 31, page 9)

Context :

« The application subsidizes the cost of Hydro-Québec owned generation by charging point to point transmission customers for costs that should be totally attributed to Hydro-Québec generation. … 
Q31. Could the application be altered in a simple manner such that this discrimination would be avoided?
R31. Yes. A schedule of discounts based on the receipt point voltage could uniformly be applied to both network service and point to point customers of Hydro-Québec. »  

Question :
3.1  
Under this approach, would Hydro-Québec’s rates for point-to-point service to a high-voltage intertie be any different than those to the same intertie of another generator that does not make use of HQ’s generator interconnections?

3.2
If not, please explain how this proposed solution eliminates the cross-subsidization you have identified.
Response :

3.1 Yes, dependent on reciept point voltage. 

3.2 N/A


4-RNCREQ.
Référence :     Preuve de M. William Marshall,  (Q.39, page 11)

Context :
« Section 49(II) must be interpreted in a “contextual, pragmatic and purposive manner”, taking into account the public interest in the absence of discrimination and the concomitant need for transparency and fair dealing. »  

Question :

4.1 Please identify the source of the quotation « contextual, pragmatic and purposive manner”.

Response :

4.1
It comes from my legal counsel.  My understanding is this is legal language related to interpretation of statutes of Parliament. The Courts say that statutes of Parliament must be interpreted in light of the purpose for which the legislation was passed.  They also say that care must be taken of the context and that the interpretation should be pragmatic.  In other words, the courts and tribunals must make every effort to practically achieve the goals of the legislature.

5-RNCREQ.
Référence :     Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop,  (Q.19, page 6)

Context: 

“Q19. Have you utilized the Hydro-Québec point to point transmission service to access this expanded market? 
R19. Yes, NB Power has done various transactions across Québec with different power marketers. These have been to and from New York and from different sources within Québec.”  (emphasis added)
Question :

5.1    
Please specify the “sources within Québec” from which NB Power has carried out point-to-point transactions using the Hydro-Québec system.

Response :

5.1
NB Power has purchased energy through the Quebec - NB Power interconnection from Hydro Québec and energie Maclaren Inc.  NB Power, although it is a transmission customer of Transénergie, has not, to date, requested transmission service from Transénergie.  
6-RNCREQ.
Référence :     Preuve de M. Darrell Bishop,  (Q.20, page 6)

Context : 

« I am not aware that the Hydro-Québec tariff has ever been discounted for use by NB Power or its trading partners.” 

« … une seule vente à court terme a été réalisée sans rabais depuis 1997. » (HQT-13, doc. 14.1, p. 13, 21 Nov. 2001)

Question :

6.1   
To resolve the apparent contradiction between your testimony and that of Hydro-Québec, please provide details (point of receipt, point of delivery, transaction date, reservation period, price) for each point-to-point transaction by NB Power on the TransÉnergie system.

Response :

6.1
See the response to question 5-Régie.
� HQ Energy Services (US) Inc. Docket # ER97-851-000; filing to FERC; March 5,1997; p. 2





