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1. Section 4.3 a – Retrofit Gas NOx Water Pump to Liquid NOx  
a) Please elaborate on how “critical” it is to have a spare NOx water pump. 
b) Would it possibly be more economical to simply use the gas NOx pump for parts to 

reduce downtime in the event of a failure of the liquid NOx pump? 
c) What is involved in the conversion of the pump from gas to liquid? 
d) What is the cost of a new liquid NOx pump? 

 
 
Response: 
 
1. a) The NOx water pump controls the temperature of combustion in the combustor of the 

engine so as to reduce NOx formation and emissions.  It also limits the specific heat in 
this area to prevent damage to the combustor.  If water is absent the unit’s control system 
is designed to engage protection measures and limit the output from 50 MW to a 15 MW 
maximum (Note: The original evidence incorrectly indicated a derated output of 5 MW). 
This limited output reduces the potential for damage to the combustors thermal barrier 
coatings (TBC) and prevent carbon build up in the burner throat.  If allowed to operate 
above 15 MW the burners could develop carbon and cause further damage either by the 
release of the carbon deposits or hot spots in the combustor.  Water is required if the unit 
is to be safely operated above 15 MW. 

 
1. b) NOx water pumps are designed to supply water at pressures and volumes based on the 

type of fuel (natural gas or liquid diesel) used to run the combustion turbine.  As a result, 
the parts from the natural gas pump are not economically interchangeable with the liquid 
(diesel) pump. 

 
1. c) This project will involve removing the existing NOx low pressure gas pump, related 

motor, gear box, piping, and electrical controls and installing a new high pressure liquid 
pump including the related motor, gear box, piping and electrical controls.  Work will be 
completed using both internal resources and external contracted resources from GE 
Packaged Power Inc. with specialized experience in completing such retrofit projects.  
The work will be completed in conjunction with the regular planned maintenance for the 
unit in the summer of 2017 and is expected to extend the maintenance outage by one 
additional week.  Once the retrofit is completed, the unit will be commissioned and 
tested. 

 
1. d) The capital budget application amount proposed for the replacement of the NOx pump is 

based on pricing provided by GE Packaged Power Inc., the Original Equipment 
Manufacturer, as well as the estimated internal costs to be provided by Maritime Electric. 

 
The table below shows the estimated breakdown of the costs associated with replacing 
the NOx pump. 

 
  



Maritime Electric UE20725 (2017 Capital Budget) 
   Responses to Interrogatories – Energy Corporation 
 

 
2 

 
Upgrade Requirements Budget 

Hardware/Software/Ancillary Services: 
 High-pressure water injection pump skid hardware 
 Control system software for integrating the redundant skid system 
 Engineering and Administration 
 Drawings and Documentation for Upgrade  $ 315,000 

Installation   80,000 
Subtotal - GE OEM Upgrade Quotation  $ 395,000 
MECL Materials and Supplies   25,000 
MECL Labour   85,000 
Total Estimated Budget  $ 505,000 
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2. Section 4.3b – Water Treatment Plant Filter Replacement 
a) Presumably the operation of the RO filter system is linked to the operation of CT3 

(i.e., filtered water is generally only needed when CT3 is operating).  If so, is the 5 to 
10 year typical operating life of the RO filter membranes based strictly on time since 
installation or has the performance of the filter membranes deteriorated 
significantly through use? 

b) Concerning performance, have the filter membranes been tested to confirm that 
they are now at the “need to replace” level?  If yes, please provide the results of this 
testing. 

 
 
Response: 
 
2. a) As noted in the evidence, the typical operating life of the RO filter membranes is 5 to 10 

years which will vary based upon the usage and natural aging, such that the more it is 
used, the shorter the expected membrane life.  The original equipment manufacturer 
(OEM) recommends that they be replaced no later than 10 years after entry into service. 
In this case, the RO membranes were installed 11 years ago which indicates a 
requirement to replace them in order to mitigate the risk of possible damage to the 
combustion turbine caused by impurities in the water entering the equipment. 

 
2. b) The Company uses Reverse Osmosis Performance operating logs to monitor the 

performance of the water filter system when the Combustion Turbine is running.  
Operating log data shows an overall increase in conductivity of the filter membranes 
indicating a steady degradation over time (conductivity will vary in relation to the 
frequency and duration of use as well as the time of year in which the Combustion 
Turbine equipment is operating which can be seen in the fluctuations in the data).  As the 
membranes continue to degrade, and conductivity increases, impurities such as salt, sand 
and algae will not be effectively removed.  Should these impurities permeate the turbine 
section of CT3 and cause corrosion or other damage, the engine for CT3 would have to 
undergo a much more expensive overhaul and rebuild.  

 

 
  



Maritime Electric UE20725 (2017 Capital Budget) 
   Responses to Interrogatories – Energy Corporation 
 

 
4 

3. Section 5.2 – Distribution Transformers 
• Of the 200 pre-1982 polemount transformers that are being replaced on an annual 

basis, are they being tested for PCB’s prior to being elected for replacements? (So 
that only those transformers with PCB concentrations above a given threshold are 
removed from service.) 

 
 
Response: 
The Company currently has approximately 3,750 transformers in service that were manufactured 
prior to 1982. Approximately 3,000 of these transformers have at some point passed a PCB pre-
screening test and were refurbished and returned to service (Note: The pre-screening test is only 
used to indicate a PCB concentration of less than 50ppm. A laboratory test to identify the exact 
PCB concentration is required prior to disposing of a pre-1982 transformer).  

The remaining 750 transformers that have not been tested for PCB concentration currently have 
an average age of 37 years.  Based on their age and potential for PCB contamination, these 
transformers will be removed from service and disposed of accordingly. The 200 transformers to 
be replaced in 2017 will be selected from this untested group of pre-1982 transformers.  
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4. Section 6.0 – Transmission 
a) During the review of the 2016 Capital Budget, MECL was asked by IRAC to 

provide data to support the development of a new substation in New Glasgow.  
In response, MECL provided the 2015 Update of its internal, May 2014 Power 
Transformer Loading Study.  The plan for 2017 in the 2015 Update document 
was to build a new substation in Cherry Valley (presumably synonymous with 
the reference to a new substation in Mount Mellick which is now scheduled for 
2018 in the 2017 Capital Budget submission).  Also, there is no mention of 
rebuilding the Wellington substation in the 2015 Update document.  What has 
driven this change and what other changes to the recommendations of the 2015 
Update document are contemplated? 

b) Please provide a 2016 Update to the May 2014 Power Transformer Loading 
Study, if available. 

c) Is the MECL document “PEI Transmission Plan 2014” currently used by the 
utility and if so, how do its conclusions and recommendations for capital projects 
align with the 2017 Capital Budget and the 2015 Update of the May 2014 Power 
Transformer Loading Study?  If there are discrepancies, please explain. 

d) Beyond the documents noted immediately above, does MECL do multi-year 
transmission and distribution investment planning, either in the form of an 
integrated plan and/or reliability analysis?  If yes, please provide copies of 
relevant documents.  If no, why not? 

 
 
Response: 
 
4. a) The 2015 Update of the Power Transformer Loading Study provided a multi-year plan to 

address forecast overload conditions at a number of the Company’s distribution 
substations.  These overloads are due to new customer additions and increased electricity 
usage across the island, and were predicted based on actual load readings and forecast 
load growth at that time.  This forecast was reviewed in 2016 and, due to a reduction in 
the forecast rate of growth, it was determined that a new substation to address loading at 
Crossroads substation would be required in 2018 instead of 2017.  As discussed in the 
2015 Update report, overload prevention strategies are reviewed each year and, although 
the predicted substation overload conditions remain relatively unchanged, the year in 
which they occur can fluctuate. 

 
The Wellington substation project would not have been identified in the 2015 Update of 
the Power Transformer Loading Study because this project is not based on substation 
loading.  Wellington substation was originally built in 1962 in accordance with safety 
standards at that time.  However the substation does not meet current safe clearance 
standards and, along with its age and condition, has reached the end of its useful life. 
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4. b) The table below summarizes the loading study update completed in March 2016.  The 
information in the table is based on actual load readings up to 2016 as well as the 
Company’s current forecast rate of load growth.  As discussed in response to question 
4.a) Cross Roads substation is now forecast to reach over 90% of its capacity in 2018. 

 
Revisions to the Power Transformer Loading Study demonstrate that the rate of load 
growth is somewhat unpredictable and must continue to be monitored annually during 
peak loads to identify areas of rapid growth.  Along with the loading study, the overload 
prevention strategies continue to be reviewed each year. 

 
Maritime Electric 

Load Study – March 2016 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Transformer Peak Growth Peak Growth Peak Growth Peak Growth Peak Growth Peak Growth 

Albany (West) 62.7% -32.2% 60.0% -4.6% 62.0% 4.2% 63.0% 1.8% 64.0% 0.5% 65.0% 2.2% 

Albany (Aug Cove) 71.0% 61.6% 69.0% -2.5% 70.0% 1.5% 70.0% -0.4% 70.0% -0.5% 70.0% 0.2% 

Alberton (Tignish Circuit) 70.4% 4.8% 67.0% -5.0% 69.0% 3.5% 70.0% 1.1% 70.0% -0.1% 71.0% 1.5% 

Alberton (Alberton Circuit) 58.2% 6.6% 59.0% 1.8% 61.0% 2.8% 63.0% 3.7% 65.0% 2.8% 67.0% 3.1% 

Charlottetown 13.8kV 63.9% 6.6% 59.0% -8.0% 60.0% 2.5% 61.0% 0.9% 61.0% 0.5% 62.0% 1.3% 

Cross Roads 88.4% -0.8% 82.0% -7.7% 88.6% 8.6% 92.3% 4.1% 95.9% 4.0% 101.3% 5.6% 

Dingwells Mills  71.5% 0.1% 70.0% -2.6% 72.0% 3.6% 74.0% 2.2% 74.0% 1.1% 76.0% 2.3% 

Dover 61.3% -14.4% 56.0% -8.3% 57.0% 0.9% 57.0% 0.9% 56.0% -2.2% 56.0% -0.1% 

Georgetown 48.4% -6.8% 46.0% -5.7% 45.0% -0.4% 45.0% -0.4% 44.0% -2.2% 44.0% -1.0% 

Hunter River 97.4% -7.1% 89.0% -8.3% 94.0% 5.8% 95.0% 0.8% 95.0% -0.6% 97.0% 2.0% 

Kensington (NA) 50.1% -51.5% 46.0% -9.2% 49.0% 8.1% 51.0% 4.1% 52.0% 1.0% 54.0% 4.4% 

Kensington (IT) 77.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 74.0% 0.0% 72.0% 0.0% 71.0% 0.0% 70.0% 0.0% 

O'Leary  90.1% -0.7% 79.0% -12.6% 83.7% 6.3% 86.4% 3.2% 88.9% 2.9% 92.6% 4.1% 

Rattenbury 67.2% 0.0% 60.0% -10.4% 64.0% 7.1% 58.0% -2.1% 52.0% -1.8% 46.0% 1.1% 

Scotchfort 79.8% 8.8% 69.0% -13.6% 71.0% 2.4% 71.0% 0.7% 71.0% -0.4% 71.0% 0.9% 

Souris Industrial Park  33.9% 2.7% 35.0% 4.2% 36.0% 2.2% 37.0% 3.0% 38.0% 3.1% 39.0% 2.8% 

Souris (Town & East Point)  82.5% 4.0% 78.0% -5.6% 79.0% 1.6% 79.0% 0.0% 78.0% -1.3% 78.0% 0.1% 

St. Eleanors 63.2% -2.5% 59.0% -6.8% 62.0% 4.7% 62.0% 0.5% 62.0% -0.5% 63.0% 1.6% 

Victoria Cross 12.5kV 58.5% 1.5% 54.0% -7.6% 55.0% 1.1% 54.0% -1.7% 52.0% -2.8% 52.0% -1.1% 

Victoria Cross 25kV 57.2% -6.0% 58.0% 0.6% 60.0% 4.2% 60.0% -0.4% 61.0% 1.5% 62.0% 1.8% 

Wellington 81.8% 1.0% 75.0% -8.9% 78.0% 4.9% 77.0% -1.0% 76.0% -1.7% 77.0% 0.7% 

West Royalty 13.8kV  84.2% 4.3% 61.0% -27.2% 63.0% 3.4% 62.0% -2.6% 63.0% 1.7% 63.0% 0.8% 

West Royalty 25 kV 77.6% 2.5% 80.0% 2.7% 83.0% 3.6% 85.0% 2.9% 88.0% 3.0% 90.0% 3.2% 

Average 69.4% -0.8% 64.6% -6.3% 66.8% 3.6% 67.2% 0.9% 67.3% 0.3% 68.1% 1.6% 

 
4. c) The Company continues to use the “PEI Transmission Plan 2014” as a key planning 

document, recognizing that the timing of system upgrades and recommendations from the 
Plan are driven by forecast load levels at the time the document was prepared. To the 
extent that actual load growth differs from the forecast, the timing of a given project may 
vary from the timing as shown in the document. 

 
The PEI Transmission Plan 2014 recommended the following projects for 2016 and 
2017: 
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1. Installation of two 69 kV, 10 MVAr capacitor banks at the Sherbrooke Substation in 

2017 based upon an assumption that the City of Summerside would begin taking all 
of its transmission service as firm service.  Since the City has not requested to have 
all of its transmission service as firm, the two 69 kV, 10 MVAr capacitor banks for 
the Sherbrooke Substation have not been included in the 2017 Capital Budget. 

2. Installation of distribution system capacitor banks at the Victoria Cross and Dover 
Substations in 2017.  The 2017 Capital Budget Application includes a request for 
$92,000 for these distribution system capacitor banks. 

3. Installation of three 69 kV, 10 MVAr capacitor banks in the Charlottetown area in 
2016.  In preparation for the commencement of the project, the Company has retained 
an engineering consultant to assess the technical aspects (harmonics) associated with 
the operation of these capacitors.  While the Company considers these capacitors to 
be necessary, the preliminary harmonics review and the redeployment of internal 
engineering resources to the Interconnection Upgrade Project is expected to result in a 
carryover of the project to 2017. 

 
4. d) The Company has a well-established Maintenance and Asset Replacement Program that 

provides for the assessment of the condition of equipment, the development of multi-year 
asset maintenance plans and the establishment of replacement cycles for transmission and 
distribution system assets and equipment.  The Company’s Field Audit and Assessment 
database provides detailed information on the age and condition of substantially all of the 
transmission and distribution system assets and equipment.  This database continues to be 
the primary tool used to prioritize line rebuilds and other reliability improvement 
activities. 

 
Examples of the Company’s approach to multi-year transmission and distribution 
investment planning include the staged conversion to Light Emitting Diode (LED) street 
lighting, the Company’s Breaker Replacement Program and the recent multi-year 
construction of transmission line Y104.  The proposed investment in LED street lighting 
in 2017 will be the third year of a ten year program to replace the existing high pressure 
sodium and mercury vapour street lighting fixtures with more efficient LED fixtures. 

 
The Breaker Replacement Program is designed to proactively replace, prior to failure, 
circuit breakers that have reached the end of their useful life due to age or the 
unavailability of spare parts.  The failure of a circuit breaker can have a significant 
impact on reliability, often involving the unplanned shutdown of a substation.  The 2017 
Capital Budget includes $566,000 for the replacement of four of the remaining ten 69 kV 
circuit breakers that are more than 40 years old and considered to be at or near the end of 
their useful life. 

 
The Y-104 transmission line project was initiated in the 2012 Capital Budget as a multi-
year project that would provide the following benefits: 

 
• Replacement of the 69 kV transmission line T-4, which was built in 1965; 
• Reduction in transmission losses associated with wind generation in eastern PEI; 
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• The capacity to accommodate future load growth in eastern PEI; and 
• The installation of infrastructure to accommodate future wind power development in 

eastern PEI. 
 

The 2017 Capital Budget provides for the completion of the Y-104 project.  Due to the 
magnitude of the project, a multi-year approach was taken so as to reduce the impact on 
the Capital Budget for any one year.  Table 5 in Maritime Electric’s 2017 Capital Budget 
Evidence provides a year-by-year summary of the activities and expenditures for the 
project. 
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5. 2016 Capital Expenditures Forecast 
a) Why are expenditures at the Borden Plant forecast to be over budget by $250,000? 
b) Why are expenditures on Distribution forecast to be over budget by $804,000? 

 
 
Response: 
 
5. a) The increase in the forecast expenditures at the Borden Plant is driven by unplanned 

emergency refurbishments related to CT1 that were identified in late 2015, after the 2016 
capital budget had been prepared and submitted to IRAC.  During a bi-annual borescope 
inspection of CT1, wear and damage to the nozzle guide vanes and exhaust outer cone 
bushings of the unit were identified and initially estimated to cost approximately 
$250,000 to refurbish.  This is the amount reflected as the forecast increase in 2016 over 
budget in the 2017 Capital Budget Application. 

 
However, the estimate of the cost of refurbishment to CT1 was not finalized until 
recently, after the combustion turbine had been stripped down in the OEM-certified 
facility for complete inspection.  The results of the inspection indicated that additional 
work was required on the bearing housing, internal wheel case, flame tubes, seal carriers 
and exhaust components.  The final costs are now forecast to be approximately $525,000 
as the damage was more extensive than originally estimated. 

 
The majority of the unplanned cost of the refurbishment to CT1 is offset in the 2016 
Capital Budget by cost savings of $365,000 from the cancellation of an overhaul on 
Steam Turbine No. 7 and $154,000 in additional cost savings from various capital budget 
items in G2-Boilers, G3-Turbines, and the Borden Service Building Roof project. An 
updated 2016 Capital Budget variance is provided in response 6.(b). 

 
5. b) At the time the 2017 Capital Budget Application was submitted, the Distribution category 

was forecast to be approximately $804,000 over budget.  The current 2016 Capital 
Budget forecast for Distribution is now forecast to be over budget by $555,000 as noted 
in the response to question 6.(b). 

 
There are a number of factors that impact the forecast increase over budget.  Line 
Extensions is forecast to be over budget by $1,278,000 due to several unexpected, 
significantly-sized, customer-driven line extensions that were completed in 2016.  These 
include extensions on the Murray Harbour Road, Conway Road, Milligan’s Wharf, 
Burleigh Road, Foster Sharp Road and Heatherdale Road.  The increased costs in line 
extensions will be partially offset by reductions in the forecast for services and street 
lighting of $723,000 as well as increased contributions from customers which are forecast 
to be $977,000 over budget as noted in the response to question 6.(b).  Overall, net capital 
expenditures for 2016 are forecast to decrease by $296,000 from the approved amount. 
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6. Variance Reports 
a) Please provide MECL’s 2015 Capital Budget Variance Report. 
b) Please provide a 2016 Capital Budget variance forecast. 

 
 
Response: 
 
6. a) A copy of the 2015 Capital Budget Variance Report, as filed with the Commission on 

February 29, 2016, is attached hereto as Appendix A. 
 
6. b) The following table provides the current forecast variance from the approved 2016 

budget. 
 
 Approved 

Budget 
Current 
Forecast 

Variance 

Generation    
Charlottetown Plant and CT3  $ 1,061,000  $ 603,000  $ (458,000) 
Borden Plant 154,000 618,000 464,000 
 1,215,000 1,221,000 6,000 
    
Distribution and Transmission    
Distribution 17,538,000 18,093,000 555,000 
Transmission 10,399,000 10,399,000   - 
 27,937,000 28,492,000 555,000 
    
Corporate 1,214,000 1,214,000   - 
    
Sub-total 30,366,000 30,927,000 561,000 
Capitalized General Expense 494,000 514,000 20,000 
Interest During Construction 200,000 300,000 100,000 
 31,060,000 31,741,000 681,000 
Less:  Customer Contributions (400,000) (1,377,000) (977,000) 
Net Capital Expenditures  $ 30,660,000  $ 30,364,000  $ (296,000) 

 
Please refer to the response to Question 5 for a description of the variances related to 
Generation, Distribution and Customer Contributions.  Other variances are less than 1 per 
cent and considered immaterial. 
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7. Procurement 
a) Please describe the procurement process that will be followed for purchasing each of 

the following items (e.g., public and competitive, invited bids, sole sourced, etc.)  
Where the process will not be public and competitive, please explain the rationale 
for limiting supply options. 
• Distribution transformers 
• Energy efficient LED fixtures 
• Synthetic polymer cutouts 
• Substation breakers, transformers and switches 
• Environmental assessment services 

b) Has IRAC ever audited MECL’s procurement process and/or decisions?  If yes, 
please provide detail on the nature of the audit and the findings. 

 
 
Response: 
 
7. a) The Company has in place internal controls, rules and procedures with respect to 

procurement activities.  All expenditures must follow the Company’s procedures with 
respect to authorization and documentation whether they have been previously budgeted 
or arise due to unplanned or emergency events. 

 
Maritime Electric’s overall objective with respect to the acquisition of goods or services 
is to source the required goods and services at the lowest possible cost by seeking, where 
possible, competitive quotes or proposals from multiple qualified suppliers.  For 
contracted services, the Company follows a detailed contractor pre-qualification process 
to ensure eligible contractors meet the Company’s technical, health, safety and 
environmental requirements associated with the services to be provided. 
 
An extensive pre-screening and trial installation process is also used to ensure the 
appropriate equipment is purchased.  As there is an expectation of long life and reliable 
operation, equipment purchases are based upon the pre-approval, from an engineering 
perspective, of suppliers and specific features warranted by PEI’s natural environment.   

 
Since many of the goods and services used by the Company are highly specialized and 
must meet applicable Canadian Standards Association standards and Maritime Electric 
Engineering specifications, there is often only a small field of qualified suppliers or 
contractors eligible to participate in a request for quote or proposal.  As a result, the 
Company utilizes an invited tendering process to ensure competitive pricing and quality 
service is attained. 

 
In addition, Maritime Electric has, where possible, joined other Fortis companies in 
making joint bulk purchases for various products and services which has provided 
improved pricing for all participants.  Purchases of a number of goods and services that 
are not readily available on PEI have been sourced through this initiative, including 
transformers, wire, computer software and insurance. 
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7. b) IRAC fulfills its regulatory oversight role with respect to all aspects of Maritime 

Electric’s operations by seeking information on a regular basis either directly from the 
Company or by engaging third parties to act on behalf of the Commission.  The Company 
works with IRAC representatives to provide any information requested by the 
Commission, its staff or the third party resources it engages. 

 
The Commission has extensively reviewed the Company’s procurement process, as 
described above, through its review and approval of material contracts for the purchase of 
energy and capacity as well as though interrogatories related to the Company’s annual 
capital budget applications and periodic general rate applications.  In 2006, for example, 
the Commission asked interrogatories as part of the Company’s General Rate Application 
related to the tendering process for energy supply agreements as well as other goods and 
services such as professional services, transportation services, generation fuel, computer 
hardware and software, line construction and tree-trimming and other externally 
contracted goods and services.  Additional interrogatories were asked in 2008 related to 
the procurement of replacement energy during the Point Lepreau refurbishment and the 
selection of long-term debt private placement services. 
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8. Demand and Energy Data 
• Please provide the Island’s demand and energy actual/forecast data for 2014 

through 2015 that is currently being utilized for system planning purposes. 
• Please estimate what the demand and energy forecast data would look like with 

aggressive but realistic energy efficiency and demand side management measures 
implemented?  Identify the measures considered in developing the estimates. 

 
 
8. Response: 
 

The load forecast for PEI that the Company is currently using for system planning purposes 
is attached hereto as Appendix B.  This forecast was prepared in March 2016.  The Maritime 
Electric portion of the forecast was provided to Dunsky Energy Consulting as part of 
information supplied by Maritime Electric to Dunsky for the Provincial Government’s 
Energy Strategy. 

 
The forecast shows Maritime Electric’s estimated energy and demand reductions for the 
proposed Energy Efficiency and DSM Plan that the Company filed with IRAC in June 2015, 
but with the reductions pushed out by one year as compared to the filing so as to reflect an 
assumed delay of IRAC’s approval. 

 
The Company’s proposed Energy Efficiency and DSM Plan is based on the following 
approach to cost effectiveness: 
• Cost effectiveness is determined at the individual measure level using the California tests 
• The Total Resource Cost test is the primary test of cost effectiveness 
• The cost of lost space heating is taken into account 

 
Cost Effectiveness Evaluated at the Individual Measure Level 
In keeping with the Electric Power Act’s requirement that “public utilities should utilize 
energy efficiency and demand-side resource measures whenever it is cost-effective to do so,” 
Maritime Electric’s view is that only individual measures that are cost effective on a stand-
alone basis should be implemented.  This approach ensures the cost effectiveness of each 
potential measure is evaluated on its own merit.  Individual measures are not bundled into 
programs with the benefit-cost analysis done at the program level. 

 
In some jurisdictions cost effectiveness tests are applied to a bundle or a portfolio of 
measures rather than on a stand-alone basis.  The result of evaluating potential measures as a 
bundle is that measures that are not cost effective on their own may end up being 
recommended for implementation.  This is because a bundle of efficiency measures can be 
deemed to be cost effective (benefit cost ratio of greater than one for the bundle as a whole), 
with the bundle consisting of some measures that are cost effective on their own (benefit cost 
ratio of greater than one) and some measures that are not cost effective on their own (benefit 
cost ratio of less than one). 
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Various reasons are given in support of the bundle or portfolio approach.  These reasons are 
largely public policy in nature and appear intended to maximize the amount of energy 
efficiency that is implemented at the expense of some level of cost effectiveness.  Maritime 
Electric’s view is that the mandate to provide reliable service at lowest cost requires the 
Company to implement only measures that are cost effective on their own merit, because it is 
the Company’s customers who will pay for the costs incurred by the Company in 
implementing energy efficiency measures. 

 
Total Resource Cost Test is the Primary Test of Cost Effectiveness 
The benefit-cost analysis done by Maritime Electric on potential energy efficiency and DSM 
measures is based on the five cost effectiveness tests (sometimes referred to as the 
“California tests”) that were developed in California during the 1980’s.  These tests look at 
cost effectiveness from the perspectives of 1) the participant, 2) the utility, 3) the non-
participant, 4) the utility’s service area and 5) society as a whole.  The use of the California 
tests is in keeping with industry practice in North America. 

 
The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (2008)1 advises that the Total Resource Cost 
test and Societal Cost test are used to determine whether energy efficiency is cost-effective 
overall.  In Maritime Electric’s analysis the only difference between the Total Resource Cost 
test and the Societal Cost test is the inclusion of the estimated value of avoided CO2 
emissions.  Maritime Electric uses the Total Resource Cost test as the primary test of cost 
effectiveness because the Company is not mandated to internalize and recover the cost of 
CO2 emissions through rates.  In this context the Societal Cost test serves to provide 
policymakers with an indication of the potential impact of including externalities. 

 
Cost of Lost Space Heating Taken into Account 
Increasing the efficiency of electrical appliances and lighting within a building envelope 
results in an increase in the amount of energy needed for space heating.  This is because most 
of the electricity used by appliances and lighting ends up as heat inside the building, and thus 
contributes to space heating.  Reducing this contribution to space heating provided by less 
efficient electricity usage means that more furnace oil must be burned for space heating (in 
PEI most space heating is done with oil-fired furnaces). 

 
This additional space heating requirement is included as a cost in the cost effectiveness 
analysis of incenting the purchase of more efficient appliances or lighting. 

 
In summary, the Company believes that the Plan it proposed in 2015 is cost effective and 
prudent.  To suggest an “aggressive but realistic” plan would probably require implementing 
measures that are not cost effective and Maritime Electric is not prepared to propose such a 
plan. 

 

                                                           
1 DOE/EPA (2008).  The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency Vision for 2025:  A Framework for Change.  

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/vision/pdf 

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/vision/pdf
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On November 20, 2014, the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission issued Order UE14-04 

approving an Application by Maritime Electric Company, Limited (“Maritime Electric” or the 

“Company”) in respect of its 2015 Capital Budget.  This report provides a description of the 

variances from the approved 2015 Capital Budget. 

 

Total capital expenditures (net of contributions in aid of construction) for 2015 were $2,199,680, 

or approximately 8 per cent, under the approved budget.  The Company has deferred certain 

2015 capital projects, totalling $2,237,000, to 2016 (Appendix I).  The total capital expenditure 

variance, after consideration of projects deferred to 2016, is $37,320 over budget (see Summary 

Table on Page 2-1).  This variance reflects Management’s focus to continuously review, 

prioritize and rationalize capital spending.  The over budget variance of $37,320 was driven 

primarily due to higher than planned expenditures on distribution replacements due to storms, 

collision, fire and road alterations ($908,000), higher than planned expenditures on distribution 

equipment ($75,000), higher than planned expenditures on transmission substation projects 

($74,000); higher costs incurred for Y-104 transmission project ($232,000); higher than expected 

allowance for funds used during construction ($176,000) and cost overages in several other 

budget categories ($46,000). 

 

These over budget variances were partially offset by lower than planned expenditures on 

generation asset improvements ($181,000), lower than planned installations of distribution 

transformers ($570,000), lower than planned costs for system meters ($265,000), lower costs for 

services and street lighting ($415,000) and lower costs for corporate projects ($43,000). 

 

In 2015, the Company completed $1,227,385 of previously approved capital project work that 

was in progress at the end of 2014.  A schedule of these projects is provided in Appendix II. 
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Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

Expenditures 

Estimated 
Expenditures

 in 2016 

Total 
Expected 

Expenditures 

Variance 
From 

Budget 
Approved 

2016 Budget 
Generation  $ 1,210,000  $ 586,132 $ 443,000  $ 1,029,132  $ (180,868)  $ 1,215,000 

Distribution  16,774,000   15,692,293   834,000   16,526,293   (247,707)   17,538,000 

Transmission   7,690,000   7,093,431   908,000   8,001,431   311,431   10,399,000 

Corporate   944,000   849,272   52,000   901,272   (42,728)   1,214,000 

Capitalized General Expense   455,000   458,433   -   458,433   3,433   494,000 

Interest During Construction   200,000   376,452   -   376,452   176,452   200,000 

Sub-Total  $27,273,000  $ 25,056,013  $ 2,237,000  $ 27,293,013  $ 20,013  $ 31,060,000 

Less:  Contributions in Aid of Construction   (400,000)   (382,693)   -   (382,693)   17,307   (400,000) 

Net Total  $26,873,000  $ 24,673,320  $ 2,237,000  $ 26,910,320  $ 37,320  $ 30,660,000 
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Generation – Summary 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

Variance 
Approved 

2016 Budget 
G-1 Charlottetown Plant 

Buildings and Services 
Projects  $ 31,000  $ 18,429  $ (12,571)  $ 98,000 

G-2 Charlottetown Plant 
Boiler Projects   203,000   37,387   (165,613)   283,000 

G-3 Charlottetown Plant 
Turbine-Generator 
Projects   693,000   395,338   (297,662)   680,000 

G-4 Borden Plant Projects   283,000   134,978   (148,022)   154,000 

 Total  $1,210,000  $ 586,132  $ (623,868)  $1,215,000 
 

G-1 Charlottetown Plant Buildings and Services Projects Variance $(12,571) 

The G-1 budget category was approximately $13,000 or 41 per cent under budget.  The 

G-1 category for 2015 consisted of miscellaneous expenditures required for buildings and 

support systems (i.e. parts storage improvements; door and window replacements; 

process pipeline replacements; etc.) at the Charlottetown Plant.  The budget amounts 

were provisional based on past experience; however, no major issues materialized during 

the year resulting in lower than budgeted expenditures. 

 

G-2 Charlottetown Plant Boiler Projects Variance $(165,613) 

The G-2 budget category was approximately $166,000 or 82 per cent under budget.  The 

G-2 category for 2015 consisted of miscellaneous boiler projects at the Charlottetown 

Plant.  The Boiler Insulation Replacement budget was underspent in 2015 due to project 

labour resource availability and lower than budgeted material costs for insulation 

replacement work.  The budget amounts for Boiler Improvements and Large Motor 

Refurbishments were provisional based on past experience; however, no major issues 

materialized during the year resulting in lower than budgeted expenditures. 
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G-3 Charlottetown Plant Turbine-Generator Projects Variance $(297,662) 

Excluding the carryover noted below, the G-3 budget category was approximately 

$298,000 or 43 per cent under budget.  With the carryover, the G-3 category will be 

approximately $145,000 or 21 per cent over budget. 

 

Several projects (i.e.  Replace Generator AVR on Unit No. 9; Turbine Insulation 

Replacements; Steam Turbine Improvements and Combustion Turbine Improvements) 

included in this category were under budget by a total of $104,000 due to lower costs for 

materials and labour. 

 

Expenditures of $249,165 relating to project development costs for the proposed 50 MW 

Charlottetown Combustion Turbine 4 (CT4) Project have been included in this budget 

category.  An Application was filed with the Commission on June 24, 2015 seeking 

approval to design, construct and commission a 50 MW combustion turbine generator in 

order to meet forecast load requirements in 2017.  Since then, Maritime Electric has 

confirmed the ability to procure access to an additional 50 MW of capacity from NB 

Power and therefore on January 29, 2016 withdrew its original Application.  Upon 

withdrawal of the Application, the Company retired the accumulated work-in progress 

from capital in 2016. 

 

One item in the G-3 Category, with an approved budget of $443,000, has been deferred 

until 2016: 

 

i. Installation of Snow Hood for CT3 (Deferral to 2016 - $443,000) 

This project has been carried over to 2016 as the original equipment manufacturer 

(OEM) was unable to complete the design and fabrication of the components in 

2015. 
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G-4 Borden Plant Projects Variance $(148,022) 

The G-4 budget category was approximately $148,000 or 52 per cent under budget.  This 

is mainly due to the Fuel Heaters for CT1 and CT2 Project which came in $141,000 

under budget due to lower than expected equipment and labour costs.  The provisional 

budget amount for Miscellaneous Borden Projects was also approximately $7,000 below 

budget. 
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Distribution – Summary 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

Variance 
Approved 

2016 Budget 
D-1 Replacements due to 

Storms, Collision, Fire 
and Road Alterations  $ 1,000,000  $ 1,907,865  $ 907,865  $ 1,042,000 

D-2 Distribution 
Transformers   3,354,000   2,784,256   (569,744)   3,219,000 

D-3 Services and Street 
Lighting   4,493,000   4,078,108   (414,892)   4,623,000 

D-4 Line Extensions   1,677,000   1,687,655   10,655   2,344,000 

D-5 Line Rebuilds   3,257,000   3,265,083   8,083   3,145,000 

D-6 System Meters   680,000   415,481   (264,519)   635,000 

D-7 Distribution Equipment   1,350,000   1,425,023   75,023   1,778,000 

D-8 Transportation 
Equipment   963,000   128,822   (834,178)   752,000 

 Sub-Total  $16,774,000  $15,692,293  $(1,081,707)  $17,538,000 

Less: Contributions in Aid of 
Construction   (400,000)   (382,693)   17,307   (400,000) 

 Total  $16,374,000  $15,309,600  $(1,064,400)  $17,138,000 
 

D-1 Replacements due to Storms, Collision, Fire and Road AlterationsVariance $907,865 

The increase over the budget was substantially due to significant damage to the 

transmission and distribution system as a result of the severe ice storm that occurred on 

December 4, 2015.  Damage from the storm included 111 broken poles, 14 damaged 

transformers, 5 kilometres of conductor requiring replacement and wide spread power 

outages.  Crews from Saint John Energy, Emera Utility Services, Tri-wire and H-Line 

contractors assisted Maritime Electric crews in restoring service. 
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The variance was also impacted by increased pole movements requested by the 

Department of Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal (TIR) as a result of bridge 

damage in Prince County in December 2014 due to a significant amount of rainfall.  

There were five bridges in Rosebank, Huntley - Route 12, Allan Road - Tyne Valley, 

Howlan Road and Arlington that were washed away requiring Maritime Electric to re-

route power lines to enable TIR to safely replace these bridges in 2015. 

 

D-2 Distribution Transformers Variance $(569,744) 

The D-2 budget category was $569,744 or 17 per cent under budget.  The variance was 

due to the lower than budgeted new services and street lighting.  Maritime Electric also is 

using more refurbished transformers at a lower cost compared to purchasing new 

transformers.  The 2015 Spill Prevention Plan was completed with less labour than 

originally forecast. 

 

D-3 Services and Street Lighting Variance $(414,892) 

The D-3 budget category was approximately $415,000 or 9 per cent under budget as a 

result of lower installation costs under the LED streetlight program.  The budget variance 

is primarily attributed to new overhead and underground services being 42 per cent and 

19 per cent, respectively, lower in 2015 compared to the trailing 5 year average.  

Efficiencies were gained by planning the LED conversion in geographic areas with a high 

density of high pressure sodium lights thereby reducing the transportation component of 

the overall installation cost.   

 

D-4 Line Extensions Variance $10,655 

The D-4 budget category was $10,655 or 0.6 per cent over budget. 

 

D-5 Line Rebuilds Variance $8,083 

The D-5 budget category was $8,083 or 0.3 per cent over budget. 
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D-6 System Meters Variance $(264,519) 

The D-6 budget category was approximately $265,000 or 38 per cent under budget.  

Much of the variance is attributed to the purchase of fewer meters and a reduction in 

metering material inventory due to the recent conversion from electromechanical meters 

to Remote Interrogation meters.  The inventory of current transformers (CTs) used in 

larger metering installations was also reduced since a one size CT now fits many more 

customer service entrances. 

 

Meter requirements driven by new services were also lower in 2015 and there were no 

additional industrial type customers requiring more expensive ION meters.  In the past, 

new substations required metering tanks to track substation loads; this function is now 

accomplished by collecting this information from digital relays.  Where metering tanks 

are still required, Maritime Electric now builds them internally which has reduced the 

capital costs of metering tank installations. 

 

D-7 Distribution Equipment Variance $75,023 

The D-7 budget category was approximately $75,000 or 5 per cent over budget.  The 

variance was primarily due to a higher than budgeted exchange rate for equipment 

purchased from the United States. 

 

D-8 Transportation Equipment Variance $(834,178) 

Excluding the units deferred or carried over to 2016 noted below, the D-8 budget 

category was approximately $834,000 or 87 per cent under budget.  With the carryover 

noted below, the D-8 category will be on budget.  The delay in the delivery of vehicles 

relates to the fact that truck chassis and diggers for two digger trucks are built in the 

United States where up to a one year delivery time is required.  It was also determined 

that single axle trucks would not meet spring weight restrictions on PEI and therefore the 

two budgeted digger trucks needed to be changed from single axle to a tandem axle 

chassis. 
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The following budget provisions for 2 components of category D-8, totaling $834,000, 

will be deferred or carried over to 2016: 

 

i. Construction Services 1/4 Ton Trucks (Deferral to 2016 - $59,000) 

Two 1/4 ton trucks were ordered in November of 2015 but were not received by 

end of year. These vehicles are expected to be delivered by March 2016. 

 

ii. Digger Trucks (Deferral to 2016 - $775,000) 

Although these two digger trucks were designed and ordered in 2015, they will 

not be received until 2016. 
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Transmission – Summary 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

Variance 
Approved 

2016 Budget 
T-1 Substation Projects  $ 1,794,000  $ 1,259,535  $ (534,465)  $ 4,941,000 

T-2 Line Projects   1,982,000   1,688,142   (293,858)   2,574,000 

T-3 Y-104 Multi-Year Project   3,914,000   4,145,755   231,755   2,884,000 

 Sub-Total  $ 7,690,000  $ 7,093,432  $ (596,568)  $10,399,000 
 

T-1 Substation Projects Variance $(534,465) 

The Charlottetown Airport Substation lease agreement with the Charlottetown Airport 

Authority Inc. was signed in December 2015.  Approximately $98,000 in costs were 

incurred in 2015 on this project.  Consequently, the completion of the Charlottetown 

Airport Substation was deferred until 2016 at an expected additional cost of $608,000.  

With this carryover, the T-1 project category will be approximately $73,500 or 4 per cent 

over budget.  This is primarily due to higher than budgeted US exchange incurred on 

substation equipment. 

 

The following project has been deferred until 2016: 

 

i. Charlottetown Airport Substation - $608,000 

 

T-2 Line Projects Variance $(293,858) 

The T-2 budget category was approximately $294,000 or 15 per cent under budget 

primarily as a result of the deferred construction of the 3 kilometre T-15 transmission line 

extension from Mount Edward Road to the new Charlottetown Airport Substation.  This 

project is expected to be completed in 2016 when the substation is complete at a cost of 

$300,000.  With this carryover, the T-2 project category will be on budget. 
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The following project has been deferred until 2016: 

 

i. T-15 Transmission Extension - $300,000 

 

T-3 Y-104 Multi-Year Project Variance $231,755 

As discussed with Commission staff in September, construction of the 20 kilometre 

section from Acadian Drive to Scotchfort identified for construction this year was 

completed below the budget.  This outcome was due primarily to the realignment of the 

route along government roadway right-of-way, thus reducing the expenditures for 

easement acquisitions, vegetation clearing and environmental assessments.  Maritime 

Electric was successful in continuing with construction and tree cutting for an additional 

7 kilometres beyond the 20 kilometres that was identified to be carried out this year using 

the total 2015 budget amount. 

 

The T-3 budget category was approximately $232,000 or 6 per cent over budget primarily 

due to additional tree clearing that was completed in the Fall of 2015 to prepare for the 

construction of 20 kilometres of transmission line in first half of 2016.  One of the 

stipulations of the Environmental Impact Assessment for the project is that tree clearing 

is prohibited between May and September because of the bird nesting season.  Since this 

is a multi-year project, the decision was made to complete the tree clearing in the Fall.  

The resulting overage in this budget category in 2015 will be offset by a reduction of 

costs that will be incurred to complete the line in 2016 and 2017. 
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Corporate – Summary 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
 2015 
  Actual  

2015 
Variance 

Approved 
2016 Budget 

C-1 Corporate General  $ 260,000  $ 232,698  $ (27,302)  $ 300,000 

C-2 Information Technology   684,000   616,574   (67,426)   914,000 

 Total  $ 944,000  $ 849,272  $ (94,728)  $ 1,214,000 
 

C-1 Corporate General Variance $(27,302) 

The C-1 budget category was approximately $27,000 or 9 per cent under budget for the 

year.  There were unplanned expenditures in this category including costs to replace the 

oil water separator system at the West Royalty Service Centre to comply with 

environmental code.  These were accommodated through reduced purchases under the 

approved Racking Project and savings achieved through a competitive bid process for 

West Royalty Service Centre Roof Recoating and Awning Replacement project. 

 

C-2 Information Technology Variance $(67,426) 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

  Variance  
Approved 

2016 Budget 
C-2-1 Hardware Acquisitions  $ 214,000  $ 176,063  $ (37,937)  $ 450,000 

C-2-2 Purchased Software 
and Upgrades   239,000   253,188   14,188   251,000 

C-2-3 Other IT 
Services/Projects   231,000   187,323   (43,677)   213,000 

 Total $ 684,000  $ 616,574  $ (67,426)  $ 914,000 
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C-2-1 Hardware Acquisitions Variance $(37,937) 

The C-2-1 category was under budget by approximately $38,000 or 18 per cent.  

This is substantially attributable to a $31,000 software purchase that had 

originally been budgeted as hardware.  At the time of purchase, it was determined 

that a software solution provided more functionality at a lower cost. 

 

C-2-2 Purchased Software and Upgrades Variance $14,188 

The C-2-2 category was over budget by approximately $14,000 or 6 per cent.  

This is substantially attributable to a $31,000 software purchase that had 

originally been budgeted as hardware (as noted in C-2-1 above). 

 

C-2-3 Other IT Services/Projects Variance $(43,677) 

The other IT Services/Projects budget was approximately $44,000, or 19 per cent 

below budget.  $52,000 in projects are deferred to 2015 as noted below which will 

result in the category being $8,000, or 4 per cent, over budget.  The overage is 

attributable to costs incurred adding additional features to the Remote Payment 

System.  These features were required to accommodate the closure of the payment 

stations at the Kent Street Customer Service Centre. 

 

The following projects have been deferred until 2016: 

 

i. Joint Use Project - $21,000 

 

ii. Great Plains System Integration - $31,000 
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This amount includes a portion of administrative costs that are properly recognized as part of the 

Company’s overall capital expenditure program.  These expenditures represent an allocation of 

administrative costs, not specific to any one capital project, but rather as part of the overall 

development, implementation and management of the Company’s approved annual Capital 

Budget. 

 

Capitalized General Expense 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

Variance 
Approved 

2016 Budget 

Capitalized General Expense  $ 455,000  $ 458,433  $ 3,433  $ 494,000 
 

The resulting variance is less than 1 per cent of the approved budget. 
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This amount represents an allowance for funds used during the construction of certain assets.  It 

is reflected in the Company’s financial results as an offset to financing costs, ultimately charged 

to fixed assets and recovered through amortization over the life of the assets. 

 

Interest During Construction 

 

 
Approved 

2015 Budget 
2015 

  Actual  
2015 

Variance 
Approved 

2016 Budget 

Interest During Construction  $ 200,000  $ 376,452  $ 176,432  $ 200,000 
 

The increase over budget reflects changes in the actual timing associated with expenditures 

compared to the budgeted timing and the carryover of certain projects. 
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The following schedule outlines the projects (approved in Order UE14-04) deferred from 2015.  Certain of the expenditures associated with these 
projects were incurred in 2015.  Outlined are proposed expenditures to complete the projects in 2016. 
 

Project 
ID Description Budget 

Costs 
Incurred in 

2014 

Costs 
Incurred in 

2015 
Deferred to 

2016 Comments 
G-3-1 Installation of Snow Hood on CT3  $ 443,000  $ -  $ -  $ 443,000 See Section G-3 

D-8 Transportation Equipment 2014 
(Note 1)   795,000   382,823   359,775   35,000 See Notes 1 and 2 below. 

D-8 Transportation Equipment 2015   963,000   -   128,822   834,000 See Section D-8 
T-1-1 Charlottetown Airport Substation   706,000   -   98,420   608,000 See Section T-1 

T-2-3 T-15 Line Extension to 
Charlottetown Airport Substation   600,000   -   85,244   300,000 See Section T-2 

C-2-4 Joint Use Management System   56,000   -   34,874   21,000 See Section 6 
C-2-7 Finance System Integration   35,000   -   3,440   31,000 See Section 6 

 TOTAL  $ 3,598,000  $ 382,823  $ 710,575  $ 2,272,000 See Note 2 
 
Note 1: This 2014 capital project was approved in Order UE13-04. 
Note 2: Amounts deferred to 2016 include deferrals from 2015 totalling $2,237,000 and a deferral from 2014 totalling $35,000 (see Section D-8) 

for a total of $2,272,000. 
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Project 
ID Description Budget 

Cost Incurred 
in 2014 

Cost Incurred 
in 2015 Total Variance 

G-4-1 Rewind C72 Rotor (see Note 1)  $ 1,438,000  $ 1,248,607  $ 99,664  $ 1,348,271  $ (89,729) 

D-7-1 Distribution Equipment   983,000   826,874   80,000   906,874   (76,126) 

T-2-1 69 kV and 138 kV Switch Installation Work   400,000   246,189   82,138   328,327   (71,673) 

T-3-2 West St. Peter’s Substation   750,000   35,998   816,256   852,254   102,254 

T-3-3 West Royalty 138 kV Breaker   250,000   152,526   98,099   250,625   625 

C-2-5 Substation Camera Pilot   25,000   -   2,055   2,055   (22,945) 

C-2-6 Intranet Software   36,000   3,783   26,624   30,407   (5,593) 

C-2-7 Asset Management   55,000   32,895   19,634   52,529   (2,471) 

T-2-1 UPEI Substation (see Note 2)   948,000   963,208   2,915   966,123   18,123 

 TOTAL  $ 4,885,000  $ 3,510,080  $ 1,227,385  $ 4,737,465  $ (147,535) 
 
Note 1: 2015 costs were incurred for the release of holdbacks related to the project. 
 
Note 2: This Project was originally approved in 2013.  Project was substantially completed in 2014 but a small amount of follow-up work was 

completed in 2015. 
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Response to Interrogatory 8. a) 
PEI Load Forecast 

 



2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Heating degree days 4,547       4,747       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       4,367       

PEI electricity sales growth  ( % ) 3.7           1.9           0.2           1.7           1.8           2.0           2.2           2.2           2.2           2.2           2.1           2.2           

Electricity sales  ( GWh ):
  - MECL Residential non space htg 374          374          371          375          379          384          388          393          398          404          410          416          
  - MECL General Service 483          488          496          505          514          522          530          538          545          552          560          567          
    subtotal non space heating 856          862          867          880          893          906          918          931          943          956          969          983          
  - MECL Residential space htg loads 168          194          189          196          204          216          231          246          262          278          294          310          
  - MECL transmission voltage 144          133          133          133          133          133          133          133          133          133          133          133          
    subtotal Maritime Electric 1,168       1,189       1,189       1,209       1,231       1,255       1,283       1,310       1,338       1,367       1,396       1,427       
  - less impact of MECL DSM (2)             (5)             (7)             (10)           (12)           (12)           (12)           (12)           (12)           

  - Sside (at Sherbrooke + wind) 139          143          145          148          150          153          157          160          164          168          172          176          

MECL Company use 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              

Losses  ( at 7.0 % ) 86            90            93            95            96            98            101          103          105          107          110          112          

PEI net produced & purchased 1,395       1,424       1,429       1,451       1,474       1,501       1,532       1,563       1,597       1,632       1,667       1,704       

PEI system peak load  ( MW )
  - forecast MECL peak load 227          211          239          243          249          256          262          269          276          284          291          298          
  - less impact of MECL DSM (2)             (4)             (6)             (8)             (10)           (10)           (10)           (10)           (10)           
  - Plus Sside (at Murray Corner) 28            26            28            28            29            29            30            30            31            32            33            34            

255          238          266          270          274          279          284          290          298          306          314          322          

Less MECL interruptible load  ( MW ) 14            9              14            14            14            14            14            14            14            14            14            14            
Plus 15 % planning reserve  ( MW ) 36            34            38            38            39            40            41            41            43            44            45            46            
PEI capacity requirement  ( MW ) 277          263          290          294          299          305          311          317          326          335          344          354          

APPENDIX B

PEI LOAD FORECAST

ACTUAL FORECAST

MARTIME ELECTRIC
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