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M11927

NOVA SCOTIA UTILITY AND REVIEW BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF: THE PUBLIC UTILITIES ACT

- and -

IN THE MATTER OF: AN APPLICATION by Nova Scotia Power Incorporated (“NS 
Power”) for approval of Capital Work Order CI 50518 – HYD Ruth 
Falls Main Dam Refurbishment - $15,445,508 (ATO)

REDACTED INFORMATION REQUESTS

To:

From:

Responses Due:

Copies:

Contact Person:

Nova Scotia Power Inc.
Lana Myatt 
Senior Regulatory Analyst 
By e-mail: lana.myatt@nspower.ca

Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board
Board Counsel Consultants  

day, December 3, 2024 

1 electronic copy (PDF searchable) 

Michael Potyok, P.Eng.
Principal 
Midgard Consulting Inc. 
Tel: (604) 298-4997
E-mail: mpotyok@midgard-consulting.com

Issued at Halifax, Nova Scotia, this 12th day of November, 2024. 

_____________________________________
Crystal Henwood, Regulatory Affairs Officer/Clerk
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ______________________ _____________________________ ______________________________ _______________ _
Cryssysyssysysysysysysysysysysysyssssysyssysysysyssssssssysssysyssssysysssyssyysyssssysysysysyssysssyysysyyssysysyysysyysysssysssyssssyyyyyyyy ttatttttttttt l Henwood, Regulator
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WITH RESPECT TO THE APPLICATION: 

Request IR-1:1

With reference to Page 2 of the Application:2

a) Please provide the original engineering drawings (e.g., general arrangement drawings) of 3

the preferred alternative from the earliest design stage available (e.g., on which the 2019 4

ACE estimate was based).5

b) Please provide both the most recent engineering drawings (e.g., general arrangement 6

drawings) of the preferred alternative, as modified to reflect DFO and other permitting 7

requirements. Please include a high-level overview that describes key design 8

modifications associated with the preferred alternative (Option 4).9

10

Request IR-2:11

With reference to Page 3 & 5-6 of the Application:12

a) Please provide the original estimated costs for archaeological investigation and Mi'kmaq 13

engagement prior to the additional $400,000 noted on Page 3. Please break the original 14

costs down according to the accounts listed in the table on page 5-6 of the Application.15

b) On Page 6, in relation to the an additional $ for Mi'kmaq engagement, why were 16

there no costs originally allocated to this line item?17

c) Please clarify the allocation of the $400,000 additional costs for archaeology and Mi'kmaq 18

engagement. Please break the additional costs down according to the accounts listed in 19

the table on page 5-6 of the Application.20

d) How are the additional $400,000 of costs distributed between archaeological work and 21

Mi'kmaq engagement activities?22

23

Request IR-3:24

With reference to Page 5 of the Application:25

a) Please provide a detailed breakdown of the approximate $1.4 million increase in materials 26

costs, specifying how much is attributable to the additional scope (modifications to 27

fishway, fish passage weirs, upgrades to the diversion louvre, and eel ramp installation),28

how much is due to inflation and market fluctuations affecting the cost of the original scope,29

and how much is due to any other factors.30
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Request IR-4:1

With reference to Page 6 of the Application:2

a) Please confirm that the additional $499,999 contingency is exclusively allocated to 3

address uncertainty around DFO offsetting costs.4

i. If not, please specify which other project factors this added contingency relates to 5

and identify the corresponding portions.6

b) Please provide a detailed breakdown of the AFUDC Interest increase from $272,553 to 7

$884,768, including contributions from the following factors: accrued interest since 2019, 8

project scope increases, higher interest rates and any other relevant factors.9

10

Request IR-5:11

With reference to Page 9 of the Application:12

With reference to AACE Recommended Practice No. 69R-12, “Cost Estimate Classification 13

System – As Applied in Engineering, Procurement, and Construction for the Hydropower 14

Industries”, which characterizes a Class 1 estimate as follows:15

16
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At Page 8 of the Application, NS Power states that the project has “maturity matrix (65-100%, 1

Class 1)”. At Page 9 of the Application, NS Power states that “the project cost estimate is at Class 2

1 maturity level with 95% of deliverables completed/defined towards this class of estimate”.3

a) In addition to the maturity level being of Class 1, please confirm that the cost estimate 4

submitted (excluding the noted DFO permitting portion) also aligns with the above AACE 5

69R-12 Class 1 classification criteria with respect to the estimating methodology and the 6

expected accuracy range.7

i. If not confirmed, please detail how the cost estimate provided deviates from the 8

Class 1 characterization.9

b) Please provide details on whether firm bids or price commitments have been obtained 10

from contractors and suppliers to support the cost estimate. Please indicate which portions 11

of the estimate are based on firm bid pricing versus projections.12

13

WITH RESPECT TO ATTACHMENT 1 OF THE APPLICATION: 

Request IR-6:14

With reference to Pages 1-3 of Attachment 1 of the Application:15

a) Please provide copies each of the seven DFO communications to NS Power listed in 16

Attachment 1 of the Application.17

b) Please describe or summarize the alternatives considered when modifying the project in 18

response to DFO requirements. 19

i. Was a cost-benefit analysis conducted to evaluate these alternatives? If yes, 20

please provide the analysis. If no, why not?21

c) Were options considered that would have eliminated the need for the lake level decrease 22

once the permitting costs associated with the lake level decrease became ?23

i. If yes, please describe or summarize the options considered.24

ii. If no, why not?25


