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Q. Further to the reply to CA-NP-201, please provide a copy of the following: 1 
 2 

(a) The cases referred to at footnote 7 at p. 5 of National Energy Board Reasons 3 
for Decision - Trans Quebec Maintenance Pipelines Inc. Cost of Capital - 4 
March, 2009; 5 

 6 
(b) The Federal Court of Appeal decision Trans Canada v. NEB referred to on 7 

p. 5; 8 
 9 
(c) A copy of the decision at footnote 9 of p. 5; 10 
 11 
(d) Chapter 2 of the RH-2 - 2004, Phase II Decision referred to at p. 6. 12 

 13 
A. (a)  The requested documents, (i) Northwestern Utilities 1929, (ii) TCPL vs. NEB 14 

2004, (iii) Bluefield Water Works 1923, and (iv) FPC vs. Hope 1944 are provided 15 
in Attachments A, B, C and D respectively. 16 
 17 

 (b)  The requested document is provided in Attachment B. 18 
 19 
 (c)  The requested document is provided in Attachment E.   20 
 21 

(d) The requested chapter is provided in Attachment F.  22 
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. 1.96. --- B D P m E  COURT OF CANADA [I 
lgZg Tba petition is therefon, di.m:---1 with ooets - 

~ M u u  
h petition d -~d  with corb. .;, W r  

2% hl*il, fa the petitioner: Orifin, ~Jfontp- d3 .  
Smith. 

0. 

SOlicitor for the reepondent: R. IP. Ginn. F d G l Z b  J .  - 
NORTHWESTERN UTILITIES, LIM- 

*U ITED ............................. - 
1P29 - AND 

- 
THE CITY OF EDMONTON. ............ . ~ P ~ L A . N T ;  

AND 

ALBERTA ........................ 
ON APPEAL l g O M  THZ. dPPGLUTC DIVIBION OF. THE 8- 

COURT OF ALBEBTA 

a . c ~ . l  sIJPREME COURT OF CMUDA 187 

rupp~& 1- Lb. 8ppll.nt m m p . 4  applied lor eontinutiom of 1- 
a. "- o n  rhi. nppiiation the a* o b j d  to ueh a n t a  al - 

..d to ~ r u i o n  in ne b u a  of h e  item for b o d  ti+ 
,,t. ne B o d  -Linued r i d  item in cha nte b m ,  but miustd ummra 
&a to g% in r i e r  d rba elemenu which p u, m d e  up chm Lw. 
nu b- llld in hR 01 the .LtLRd conditiom of tba moner market.. V. 

ne p h . u  .ppdcd (b7 l u r e )  to che dppeh ta  Diridon, 611% and 
&en to &L C4un. the mmplllr .gunsr tha reduction of rbe n t a  of 

ad &a c t ~  +m% h kcluaion of cha b o d  & o u t  item 
h e  n t a  bur .  'Iba m p m y  wntmded &st no e v i b  w u  d- 

duced befom h e  B o d  of diered conditioru of chs morn7 muker:' 

-d tbar. rirbout hearkc enden.cn upon rbm point ud dviw rbe 
oppo'tluj~ (O ut.bliah &at che conditiou of tbe moue7 

m.rkrt b d  r n l i o c d  ~nrltued mince 1922. (h Board rc(td m h u t  
j u d c t i o n  h m&iq the reduction. Under r. 47 of Tha Pdlie UtS-  
itlu Act. 19t3, Alk, c. 53, u unanded 1927, c. P, M appe.1 l ia  from 
dc B-d upon quatino ' d juridietionU or 'of hr," upon tear8 
& h i e d .  

j1.M 1. The mmpMy'l luR mentioned mucencicm inrolred a quatiom 
Is-," m d  thudom it bad h h t  tn a p d .  

2. Tbc eityS ripped f d d ;  the qudon nird d u e o n  ru not on. d 
juridiction or hr. 

3. Tba comp.oy'r s p p a l  l d d .  The B a r d  h d  power to m d u s  the nu 
of r e t w ,  no tv i tb tmdiq  Out r t  rbe he* befora it no ri- 
W e d  u u, diered con&tiou of ch. monar muker. The cornprof# 
aontwtian h t  ta dra h a  nu of muu. m d d  be d G  lo iuahur- 
holdm rho  h d  h v d  in the enurprisa dkr the order hdo. h e  
nta I. 18n. N not s mum open for csnsidustion u r n  60 sM, 
u it did aot inrolre . q u d o n  of jurisdiction or hw. 

Per Rhfmt and Lunont JJ.: d c o ~ d m t i o n  of a 21 ( O  (5). 25. 43. m d  
44 of Lhe mid AcL Lha plnposu of rbe Act, m d  che u tcn t  of the 
poren rwtrd ia tha B o d ,  ler& to rbe mnduion h a t  rbe intention . 
ol  h e  Ie~wlatwa ru tn l uve  it h rgeb  to rbe Boud'o dinst ion Lo 
r y  in what m m e r  it lhould obtain the inform.tion required for rbr 
proper exerrix of ih f u n c t i o ~ ;  it r n n d  tu be bound b r  rbo Lsch- 
niol  rules of 1es.1 eridenm, but wan to be g o ~ e m d  by such d u  
u. in i u  discmiom, it choug!~r 6r to dapr .  .4n inlerenm rbat it brd 
nor the pmpa  eridcncn befom it u to &a J k d  maditiono of rbo 
money mrrket could not be dnm from fha f u r  h t  m o d  M- 
mony in rapect r b d  ru giran s t  the h c s r h .  The mmg.nT 
h d  notice h a r  reduerim w u  uru& urd rbat the e i h  w u  rurck- 
iw the rnehodr d pprinciplu d o p k d  in fhe n t e  of rrtwn 
in IPn. Thia put ths rhole quasrion of . frir rmvn at  h e  d 
inlormd rbe m p . n 7  Out it would hare to csc.bllh to l a  Boud'r 
rLimfution every element .od mndition n r c a a y  La junilr ma- 
tinuation of rba 10% n te :  u d  r b m  w u  noLhing Q the rroad U 

iwtily lhc candudon that Lhe srmpM7 h d  nor Ib. oppodW d 
m&ha pmd s t  the heuin4 u La rba wnditiou d &a moner w k s L  

Pn Smith J.: The B o d  bu p o r u  ta CCdUce Ute nu d return witbout 
evidence; the quation of f i ~  n t a  of re~urn io hrg.1~ one of opin- 
ion. W J  mv.ble of b e i i  miuced to certsinty by eridmea. ud 
. P m n  to be one of (h. rhiaC. en-d by the N N t e  u, the i u b -  
meat of the bud. 



I8B SUPREhfE COURT OF C A N A D A  (1829 

I m s  - 
Nmn- 

v- 
umml 

t.n 
Y. 

Crn or 
b ~ * r a r .  - 

APPEALS by Northw~stern Utilities. Lirnited, and the 
City of Edmonton, respectively, from We dignival by the 
Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of A% of 
their mqmtive sppeala from &he s a d  of the Bovd of 
Publie Utility Conimiaaioners for the Province of hbertm 
fixing ratea to be paid by m s u m c n  of natural gae, for the 
supply uf which within the city of Edmonton ibs said am- 
pany, Northadern Utilities, fimiied, h a  a frmoebirs. 

The armpmny . p p W  to the Boarrl for aa orda amiinu- 
ing thc mtea which had been drrd for a aertria pried by 
m & d t h e B o s r d m m d e i a  1822 TheBwdmsdean 
arwrl  fixing the nh, fman wbieh d party .pperbd to 
tbb A p p c W  Division. Uridm a. 47 of TIrs Public VNi- 
tisr Act of AIbats, 1923, c. 53, u amended 1927, r 39, m 
rppd lies lmm the Bovd to the AppeUata Division "upon 
a quastion d jurisdiation w u p n  a qucstioo oi law," if 
laan Co appeal is obtained M therein provided. Buch Juw 

move term the Appelttr Divhion b net acids the order 
granting leave to the other party. on the ground that the 
mattan ma b which learn to r p p d  raa given did not in- 
volve any q u h n  d law ar juridiction. 
The company'n objection ta We Boud'm nwvd wan thst 

it €ixed the mka on tbe huh of an r l lowwra  of only 9%. 
indad of 10% *hi& WM under the order mute in 
1Q22, M tba " mta of return" on the invdmerrt in the 
e n b r p k .  'h Board in ib aaud d :- 

The conrpnny aontended that there WM before the Board 
so evidence of any "altered ~ n d i t i ~ n s  of the money 
muket," that the " t h n t r  rbxh go to mrlre up the r ~ t e  
tum " were the mame M in 1922. m d  darda l  no m m n  for 
changing the ntk of return. that to reduca the rate of re- 
turn would be unlrir ta its ahanboldaa, who h d  investal 
in the enlaprise after the order Zlxiry the ntca in 1822, 
that  the money rse invmted and the plant conatmated on 
t b e  strength of tha pcinciplcs laid dawn in the 192'2 sward. 
m d  that it saa clearly undentmt3 ihst the prindplaa then 
rvlnntccl a*nrlld mvem all luturc revte'ona. 

S.C.R.] SUPRFNE COURT OF CANADA 1Bs 

The city'n objecLion to the ararcl ras hat,  in detenuin- 1 3  
ing the "rate w" ( b e  amount to be consided aa in- N a n -  
vested m the enimp&c) it inclwled (M  i t  hd done in the := 
1022 award) ss a apitd crpendil.~re r sum w b i  w n  as 
clYlcount on the srle of the m p u r y ' s  bonda 

D 

Cmcl. 
The Appallate Diviuioa dimiiaasd both apperb {no d t  E.m'mL. 

tcm reamnr being given). Suhequently it m d e  
ardsn giving each party leave to . p p d  (4 tbs B u m  
Caurt of W s .  On .a appliation by bdh put)a in 
the Supreme Court of -ad&, the ripped rus awrali- 
&tad. 
By the judgment of tbu Cart bdb .ppalr wem df, 

mimed uitb ocsh 

B. ImprUr K.C. and ff. R. Mil* K.C. far NQLbwatan 
UtilirrCq Limited. 

0. JU. Biwar K.C. lor tbs City of Edmoohn. 

The judgmcnt of An& CJ.C. and M-lt J., nu 
d e l i 4  by 

Awa~xn C.J.C.-While, with my brother Smith, I in- 
cline to the view Chrt the .ppslhnt sampury may have 
auw b campkin d u n f . i r w r  in the j u d g w n t  of 
Iba Boud of Pubb  Utility Cammiaeionm reducing the 
rrtc of return fmm 10% to 0%. 1 rgrea with tbe eonclue 
ion reached by my broths Lunmt and o o o c u d  in by 
my brotber Smith lhrl it is not open to us ta snLertria ihe 
rppd of the mmpany on that m ~ d .  It dom not aaa 
to mkm eitber a qu&n of law or jurisdiction within tba 
p u ~ e w  of the atatuta on which Lbe righi of npperl reak  
I would dimnias Qe appeal. 

The  judgment of Rinfnt and h o n t  JJ. ru delivered 
by 

~ M O W  J.-Tbck m m i e  but co~mlidrbd appeah 
by the Norlhweatan Utilitia. Limited ( b m i n d t u  tdkd 
Ute Campany) and the City of Edrwoton, raspcctivdy, 
fnun the diamim~l by the Appellate Division o l  the 
Supmne Court of Alberta of their nspeetive a@ 
against the award made by the Board of Public Utility 
Commissioners m vl applimliw by the aomprny for an 



order i%ng the p r h  to bs prid by tha of - 
m- n r t u d  p a  within the dty. Subquent tbd dirmirrl 

I of tbe sp& the A p p h t a  Division mrde &purtc crdw 
I ~m. giving d party Imn to .ppeal to ihir Court. By 8 fur- 

&, h e r  &a the s& wem c 0 d d . t s d .  
b*.-- T h e  m p m y  i. the a u m a s a  of the Ncdmm illbsrt. 
GJ. N m t d  Gis Dedqment  OompaayD whiah hdd B frm- - cbim fmm the city for ~ h b  mpply d MW g. tO the in- 

h.hit.nt. t h d .  
D i m p u ~  hsving v i k a  betraa the DsMbpmsnt Can- 

p n y  nnd the city. .nl M d i m  bem ammead, 
the putieq on A u p d  28, 1923, agmd l o  a mttkencnt d 
thRir d ihu l t i cu  ORe of cbs tmms d tha mttlament r.r 
that the prim or mtes to ba mid by the inhabibnb of 
the city ahould be &xed by the Fknd of Publm Utility 
Commmmcrr .b rpplieatioa cl wandingly msds to 
the Board, the p u h  rtrs bard, sad. on November 27, 
1 9 2 2 . m ~ r r s d e ~ t b e n ~ s b b e p r i d .  7%- 

I n  orda la hr juat ~d mnnombb CIJdl, whjEh It  usa 
(bedutyof UteBard tafbr , theBoud b d  to aaasida 
certrin ekmantn rhicb muat dwym bs *en into ~anrnt 
inIingrnterhiohw€.ir.ndrersorvbleCoUleaaanuaar 
snd ta the oompany. One of them ia the mts by 
which b mosnt U e  sarannt ahicb the Bcuud camidem the 
omer of the utility baa in& in ths an- rad on 
rb'kh he is entilbd to A f.ir reium A n o h a  L the per- 
asnbgetObadlo+ed~~f . i rrsturn.  

In the m a u d  of 1822, rbieh cams into apsrrtforr in the 
f d  of 1923, the Rovd included in the m(e bnm M a capital 
expenditure the sum of 8283,900 (10% d the c a t  of plmt) 
M, " M allowance for the pmmdion and Bnmcing " d the 
molpsny. m d  the mrn 01 WSO.000 wbkb a Lbe disoount 
m h a  aale of the DcPeloprwnt Cmmpany'a h&. I t  .ko 
detertnined h a t  10% w u  s f u r  nturn on the invartmmt, 
The mta tbua f lxd by the Bcmrd, rilh m t r i n  rltcraljonl 
mads with Ule eanent of all p m t k  continued in force for 
thm y e a m  In Octoba, im, the fippeht wmpauy. 
=hi& b d  swcasdsd to the rights d the Davelopmant 
Company, applied b the Royd for ur. d w  continuing 
the nates f a  such p w i d  M the B d  might ma fit. lo ib 
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reply to the sppl id jon  lbs city rubmittad (pu. 23) that 
L b s * d N 0 r w b s r , 1 ~ . I h ~ h l i o o a t a i n ~ b s  
dkqgwded. One of Lbess uwa the fdlorim((:- 

(*I R.rcdBstprr I f L ~ ~ t b m t * e s r ~ . s d ~ p b  
dopMnUu(himdtlrem&dnhmuv-dLh~(Las(s 
dmLulndJOICdmbebjCL 

me city a h  protcaed qahmt iaeluding in the mb 
h& tbe item lor the pnwarioa snd h a n g  of tbe som- 
pany and the itan fw bond rfbarunt. 

10 itn m a  to the city'r npb tbe a - u o ~ y  d e g d  
(pu. 10) Ulrt U the herrial( ia the aitf ars fully 
md ulequrlefy mpmeatad, tbrt it had s u h t t d  d- 
dam, r h a  upon Ule rrud delimrsd it rrimd no 
objection to m y  put & a d ,  and, thaefara, rlrr ~KII 
abpped from contending h t  &e prinajpk. theo laid 
dwa w e e  rmn8 in principle a in f u t  
In fb m u i r d  Lhs Baud continual botb rho above men- 

bed turn in the rate baas, bnt reduead the rrLe d return 
to the bornpmy frarn Iw to 9%. The muon vignal by 
Lhe Board for lhb rwdudion b u fdlou8:- 

h t b r d r b . ~ & r f k b ~ L 4 ~ ~ . P ~ k a o d ~  
rSlrdlbrr l l trsdcodi~dtL.DmnyavbsLLbrBardbgrrr  
i l b j l d l ~ i m r e d ~ I S c ~ d ~ I b l l k O m ~ W b .  
J b r a d , i o . i U p r c m L , r d l h ~ r H - . ' - m o m l W Y .  

R o m t h o a r v d  thepvtierrpp.h*j,bntta tbe A& 
Irb Diriaion of the Bupmne awrt d Albatr. d a w  
to this CourL. The mmp.ay qpdd y G a i ~ t  the reduo- 
tiom of  the rste of return on its capital utpendituro to $5. 
Rdarin~ to the raamr giveu b j  the Baud fm &g 
the rwlucth the aomp.ny in il. lsctum nays:- 

I . ' I k e i b ~ r a * r i d w s r r s ' J b e d  cedriaad tb 
r w w  amrket' a d  

2'lb sl-u wbieh a 4o m& w Ibe nb bug h W m 
( b e u a c u i a ) ( O I .  

The city sppuJed aginst the i d &  in Ihc r& b 
at the item of Ule b a d  d h n t  above mentioned. 

The Mu Urilirig Aci allow an a p p d  from the 
Bosrd unly upon quation of juradiction, or upan B quab. 
lion of Lw, rod even then only when karc to nppal bar 
h l  been obtained from m j u d ~ e  o f  the AppedIata Diviai~n. 
An .I[rinst the mmpu~y's r p p d  the city rnbm (he pra 

timi- objsct~on that no qucrtion eitha of jurisdiction 
or l m r  in involved t h d n .  In my opinion the objection 
-not be mcstained. Tbe mtmtanw of the caropmny'a 



SUPRFME COURT OF C.9NADA 1lm 
1- sppal ia that the Boerd in making a rduction in the rate 
d 

smll- nf rr tun~  1lit1 m far twu rPa'Pns, one of which UM t h e  

5,"'''; " el t rml  rontlit.inns c,f the money market." and Lh.1 of this 
Lm. 110 r v i~ l rnm was a ~ f d ~ ~ ~ t  Iefnrc [.he R o d .  The oomlany 

,-.,!;, rontende !hat, with0111 h&g evident@ uymn t h e  pint. 
Fm*r+ur. enti withm~r. ~ ( i r i ~ l g  i t  an opportunity to eetsl~lirh that the - 
hlUoat J. mriit-ioru nf I h r  ~noney ~lierket ha11 temaind undlered 

airwe 19r2. the h a r d  wrs without juridiction to make the 
ncluclion. This mnvnfion am not M t a l  ill thb form in 
thc adrr nantina leave fo s p p d  to the A p p l t l e  Divi- 
rian. but ~ h c  tixinu of the d e  of return 9% %% only. wu 
t h m  sc.1 0111 na at1 rmos of the Bard in myxet of w h ' i  
lcare to a w l  WM mbd. 

; W%cIhrr or not the h l  n n  pmperly hsaa M uder 
(in Wrl at kt) 0th the exiden- of a a t e  of  fact d 
which no e v i k n a  was adduced helm it at  the hearing 
and M to which the party rtTected lus a d  b d  any oppw- 

;\i tunity of k i n g  bem] is, i n  my opiniaa, r q~~c&iocr of law 
, .  which depniln for its anma upon tha conatruetion to ba 
I I placed upon the Publie Vtilitiu Act. 
:i I am, t h a f w t ,  of opinion that the a o m w y  hd r ti&t 

ta appeal. 
T h e  q u d i o n  invalved in Ulk appeal is:  Hd the B a d  

jurialictinn l o  find ae r f r t  how the condiliolu ol the 
mmry  market llld dtcrcd between No\.embc.r, 1922. and 
July, 1927. withr~trl. m y  witnem testifying .t Qe hearing 
that an alteration had taken place 

the b n l  nu, detrr~nining rhst would bs a frir tb 
tu$ota the rnpilnl i~ , \vs ld  by the company in the efitm- -r~;tkr~n ~t -e return from I-. 

t a k ~ r ~  that Ity " the altered mnditions of tho 
IcLollry 111arkct " the Hoorll nreant LLmt the returns fof 

I lnoney i~hveotecl in a r u r i t i a  i n  which ~nowya nm d i n -  
wily iovrateti hat! d m r d  duting the perinn in queatim. 
In othcr aonla, I h n ~  the nta of  intaest obhhbla for 
moneys fun~kberl for investment wsa, generdly &t 
h e r  by a m a i n  ptrcentage in 1927 tban it UM in 192'2. 
That. in my opinion, in al l  that L inpolwed in Ihe find in^.' 

The duty of tbe bard wnn to 6r I& and rumnnbk 
i mtm; rates whicb, under the ckcuma(mcss, would be fJr 

u, the consumer on ibe one hmd, rnd which, m the o w  
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hand, would -re to the wmpsay a f.ir. return for h a  
,upiM invested. By 8 lair return in meant that tbe acm- 

pany wi l l  be nlln6ed as h g e  s tne crp~t.l'in- 
v h  n~ll be net to the company) 
ds 11 woubl rrcclve if 11 wcm lnvesrlng the eamc amount 
In other aecur~tm mpsaauut afl atlrsctlvE#rece. slabil~tv L and cnrkir i ty rgl lai to tha to f  t h e  company's A,tcrpribe. 
K f i x ~ n j j  his nrt return the Bosrd should take i n t o  am- 
sidcrntio~l the rete of inkmat which the amyany in 
obliged to pry upon ita bonds M a m l t  01 hrvinl( to .ell 
thew nt r Lime when &a nta of inl-t paysbb t h m  
uaeerlcd that payable o n  bands iaued nt the Lime of the 
henring. To pmpely  61 a fair return the Hoerd mud 
n d l y  bo inrorrd d the rrte of  returir wbicb momy 
wouki yleki in other fiekls or invmtmc~~t. Ira ing gum 
iota the mnller fu& in 1812, and having f i x 4  1- *e r 
fair retom u d c r  the conditiaua then bxiuting, h tha 
B o d  Dsedad to  know, in ordm to Br a proper return in 
1927, uaa wherhcr or not ihe mbdjtionr of h e  money 
mvlnt h d  altered, and, if so. in w h u  direction, m d  to 
what extent. 

FW Ihe  city it WM argued W, u one of the 8lrLuta-y 
paren of the B a r d  am to deal with the financial da im 
of  local ruthoritica (a W ( d )  ), and M this included the 
poww l o  authorize Ule k u e  of  new dcbentlrrea by t h e  
authnritiee and to determine the mta of interest ta b paid 
rhcreon md rrbo the pn- to ondm a &tion of the r*te 
of intawst ppy.Me upon m y  debt of the ha1 auihmty 
(8. la), Lbe herd rnuat naxagrily be familkt with b e  
rate of interart prsvrilimg from tima to limo m d  tbersfme 
did not require to hsve witnesses c a n d  to (urn& it with 
information which in the reguhr performrna of ib duty 
it wma Dhliged to v. f n  view of Ulc powem mnd duties 
of the Board under the Act there ia, in my opinion, can- 
a i d d k  to be said for the eity'n eorltmt-m. It i ad 
n-i, however. to determine thb  queetion, for in the 
*tub i h e W  I find uuRhlicient to justify the ooaclusion that 
Ula intention of tbe hgbhturs WM to leave it hrgdy ta 
the  dianetion of the Bovd to asy in ahat msllDcr it should 
obtain iha in formt ion reql~ind for tbe proper e x c a b  d 
ib f- 
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T b e  ma&ri~I prowid01~ of the Act on thir point are as - 
m- f d h : -  - f l . ( O  T l n B o u d m m ~ u  i b d i r r O h ~ u d w t u p m . r i d c o a  

hy a r k  or mttm sAm.Lim a b, I& npat d u v  - D. a& 
r ~ r r ~ b ~ ~ L a d ~ W m r x L ~ a m - u k m y . d r J d k  

,(=mo r s ) c I u h z r m g ~ d ~ t i - w a r r b c ~ a n i w ~ b s ~  
- b y m I e s . d a p l d b y t k R a r d . d m t & a o s d u c ( ~ ~ B o u d . h l l  

7 ' 4 .  m + b b a u d b y L b b e h . ; d r m h d ~ w d ~  - Section 26 pmvida tbat upon 8 acmplaint biq~ mds 
to tbs Fhud W m y  -tor of r p u b h  u(ility bu un- 
I r d u l l y  dans a u n b f i l l y  tailed to & somdhing raL.t 
ingtoamUbrovarrbiah the Bardhmjuradiotioa, the 
B o u d r h . U " . l t a b a ~ a r c b e r i d c l l m ~ I t m y W i  
B t l o ~ i m " & u e b & u i t t h i m L B C u a & L b e  
aimamlaom &ctiao43psaridsslEuttbsBoudrmry 
" r p p o i n t o r d i r s e t a a y p s r r o n t a d t ~ I n q u ~ r a d m -  
paC my * bafm the Boud." 
Aad by motion 44 the &wrd may rsvisa, rasaind, cdunge, 
dluruvaryulydecisioorwordsrmdsbyit." Aperuml 
d t h e  strkrtorg pmvidam sod r aonddeathn of tbe 
~ o f t h e A e C m d t h s e r t a n t o f t b s p o a a r a v s a s d i n  
the E 3 o d  leads me to the madudon Uut the U+&btuze 
intanded b cmLe  8 Bdvd which ia the srerrtb of ib 
juncrioas .hould nat be baud by the tghnica rula of 
Eegsl evi&naa but lrhieh would bo gwtrocd by such rulm 
lu, in ils diecnkn, it rhwght fit b adopt (a 21 (5) ). W e  
have not been made rguainLed 4th tba mbr, if my, 
lrdaptcd by the h a r d  to govern its inveaig l io lv  Nor 
do as know what inlomution it poasceal M to the dtered 
condilioad of the money market; but, .s it had wtbtnity 
to act on evidenae " obtaiaed in mcb man~er  M it may 
deeds " ( 0 . 2 1  (4) ), m inferearn Lh.t it h d  not the proper 
evidena before it ~ . n a o t  be dmm from the f.et h a t  no 
nml testimony in respect theraaf wss @ven at tha hearing. 
T I ,  in t.hia m, the Doud bad asd ita secretary to in- 
quire from the vcvSour flnrndal i n & i t u h  in Ednronton 
if them had been m y  dteraLion in the awnlitiom of the 
rnon~y market betarsea 1822 and 192'7, and the c e c d u y  
had reporkxl thd. then had been a certain deaeam in Qe 
=turns fmm invated mpitrl, roukl it have bean naab 
ewy to d with- to verify the m w ?  In my opinioa 
it woukl not. Nor nauM it bnve beea naarup to dfmd 
to either party m opportunity to cuntmvert Mom the 

Basrd tbe inforrortion m &t.iacd. Then would i t  h v e  
been ne!cuwy b mention in the m d  Bet l ba  fmct tbat 
m& dted cbndiLiom h d  ksn st.blisbcd to the ssh-  
f w w n  of the Borrd by 8 report of ita ~ a e t s r p ?  I cur 
6nd nothing in the Ant requiring mation to be rrrade of 
#e &den= or of the ~VUIDBT of ob- it. 

E & f d ~ r m a e ~ ~ f a s . & 3 , r h i c h p w i d a  tbd no . . 
a d w  iavolving m y  outlay. toas or chmmbm Co lha pro- 
pie- of any prhlic utiiif or to m y  manicipbty or pa- 
a n  .h.a be mvle witbout dm & ud iuU opprtunity 
t o d l ~ c b o o a n r e d t o m r L a p r a o f t o b e h e v d d .  
pub& m ( l i o ~  of ths Bard, 6mpt in the cam d ugocy. 
A d l r od iom ill tbs mi43 of mkvn b the almpM7 would, h 
my opinion, mrw within tbm action. The B o d  ru, 
thaalorq wilbmt iurisdIoliw b make (ha d u d a  un- 
l a m t h e a w p y b d n o t i a s t h r t r ~ u a a ~ t  
a d  b d  M oppatunity of proving Lbrt uada tbs c h u r n -  
r t r a a ~ e x i & i n g a t t b s t i m e o f i b s ~ t b s s r L t i n g m h  
afmiurnrmIairmdrarmnrMa ~ t b e m p m y h d  
notlas tb.t the city wu dmuading a redwtiw is beyond 
qumiion (par. a3 (e) ). It hd m I t  b d  no& thJ 
tbe city nrs .ttAckin# tbs methodB md  FCbdpkYJ dopbd 
in firing the rate of return m 1821 ThL, in my opbha, 
put Ula whole queaion of a fdr return at hqp and in- 
formed (ha oampuy that it  muld brvs ta mhbW (a Ibe 
mtkfaction of We Boud every &meat and a o n d i b  
n- to judify a aoathu.lion of Cbs 10% m, Ths 
aomp.ay dora not ay t b ~ i  it WM d u d  M opportanity 
of patking in svidebes M to ths aoaditianm of Lbe mawy 
w h t .  Nowhpre &a it dany LbrL it m l d  ham put in 
avidenas had it DO cbkd. Wh.t i t  dm my in that the 
city did not ddua, evidence oa the point and & s t  no 6% 
neaes uem ullad to testity bafm the Board in 
thereto. There i notbind hima um to j u d y  .a infawlae 
that the campray a~ not 8t k tall w i b m  u to 
the mnditionu of the money mvtet  M i i  m dssired. 
Maosovar, in Lhs order which h a  umspur9 obtricwd giving 
it ksve to appeal it did not rn m~ggud tbat it bsd no 
opportunity of suhmi(tiag evidenne M 16 the enatin# 
m u k e b  m n d i  The w a d  upon which tbe aolapmy 
redied to mest tbs city's for r lodualion. u mt out 
intberarrerrbiebiLBbd,waLbrtuibacityhd.o-  

H a m -  - 
Urrrrs 
Lm 
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I- cepted fie r=ud when it wsa delivrred and had r d  no 
-C 

1 N-- &jacljo,r thereto, it uw now pre~1udPd from w k i n ~  to 
w a r n M  wt, snide the principlw upoo which tho rate o l  return w a  

! Ihnn= 
I . .  t d .  In itm f r tum it went further and coatended that. 
& even if i bn  WY n o  Wppcl, the p ~ i ~ ~ c i p l a  thm d o p a  

b u m -  should now be adhered to h u e  it wsa on tbe stteryth 
! GLIJ- of their having been dopted that the &&oldas of  Ule 
! - campany i n 4  their m o o q  in the cntapriae. Tbis 

canlention cannot b e ~ & t f l d n .  In the firet pl.ee, it 
mmluea nritber a r)uertim of jwbdicth aor of law. In 

t 

! the d p h ,  it m the duty 01 the Board to fix rates 
which, in its opinion, will be fa cud reasmrble s t  the 

..,. time the & is rmde and for the priai lor which they 
are &red. If m y  amcy p-n6pk or view has 
bmn rdM it is the duty of the Bmrd at the next re- 
virion to borrect tbe m r .  The ugumnt that it rmld be 
unfair ta Lht shuebldm nor to slttr the nta d rrturu 
is nut m a w  open lor d h t i a n  on -1. M m  
over, when herre duTab& i n v d  their money they 
lulm (bat the ntes fiorad were to be ia fame for tbrm 
yearn only md that it would be the duty of the Boud on 
the next revidon to fu mrat which st tb& time would be 
fair and reanmrbh unda the chta exbthg. 

i Our attention nu dm ta s. 47 (la) ss indkdng 
an intention t h a t  e n d m  mud be taken on dl mrterd 

4 
5 points. ThU eubsPction rends u fo1JOws:- 
h i  

(h, On Ihc bcuin( d ro, . ~ B L  m k d  to in mrhrecliaa 1 d ( b i  

d h m  m nirkrrae o h  thnu Lhc widhMs w l k b  WY ahillad b Lb. 
b n l  vpoo the m Jiq: d lbr a p l . ~ ~ k d  d d  be ddued, md 
the Cmrc 4-II # r i t b a  to w6m m 1.a- Uw order n D p a M  
fnm. .nd h Ib latter c w ~ l 3 h l l  rrltr Ibe mrilcr ID& la the Bard lor 
[urrhrr orn.LLmlwm .ad &lmra*ulan. 

In my opinion thim subsection mmw no more than that 
no nev evidence is to be admitted on a m -  

n c  appeal of the COmpMy &ouId tberefm be - 
with co~ta 
The 4 of the city h a d  likewia be diem- with 

mats. The item vhich should be ineluded in the rr& 
inm -not. in my opinion. be c o d r e d  r qoesiion of 
juridiction or of law. 

SMWH J.-The Gty of Edmonton had m d e  DII 
rnent with the Northern A L W  N ~ t u r d  Ca Deoe)op 
-t Company, by wbicb We (xnnpany o b t r i d  r f m -  

S.C.H.] SUPREWE COURT OF CANADA 

chise ta supply oatural g~ to the city, snd agreed to eon- 
ntrud tbe - rwrh ' lbe eornpnny failed ta ma- 
atruct the worka, and the city sued for d- for bCBICfi 
of w a h t .  M e  mctionn were mttJed by an .greement 
dated Pod A u p t ,  1922, unda vbicb the ddamination 
of the mtea to be cbwged by tbe onmpny for g~ wan re- 
f d  Lo the Raard of Publio Utility Cornmasionas, md 
tbs ccunpny raa, ailbin sk month dtcr the Bring of tba 
rab, to d q d t  $50,000 with the aity, uhicb wen b be lor- 
leited Lo rba city crs Liquidrtsd dsrPrgs in  caee the - 
ploy did not oam- ths amstnsction o f  the a ~ h  u 
w. 

A nte hesrinu mar bsU by the Board dbr thk I C M ~  
merit. at which tho a u n p ~ g  rad tbe city warn rep~santed, 
m d t h a B o u d m d e m s n u d , ~ t t h g a r t s m t s h 4 L . n d  
fixing p h n  for m thi~ b.llia 

Tbe diiilh~lty about proaeding with the a& hrd bam 
the prosoring ofapital w tZta b of piem p o M  in 
the miginel agtumant md amendment. &a Tbe 
whole object of fixing a mte basa m d  prieea in d v m m  of 
canatruction r.s to facilitate Bnmcing by the eampm~.  It 
mid noteewily be on tbe h i m  d tbe s r d  that i n 6  
as would buy bonds rad stoct of Che a * n w y .  The  90m- 

pony had the optioa of pmcssding with the war& or 
sbwndnning them and idcit ing the SSO.OOQ,dtar h o g  the 
~ w d .  In July folkwing tbe rnnkine of the nwmj, the 
m p a n y  &ed ib franchim and property b the appel- 
Lnt, Ihe Northraatm Ulditie~, Limited, whieh, by mla 
of ita bonds and stock. rrLed the orpilrl, WD- 

slructed the rorb,  nnd put h m  in operation. The rate 
b be charged for gu! ans fixed by the s a d  Cnr three 
y ~ a r s .  and at the  end of thh perLDd tho m y n y  applied 
Lb the Board for amtinution of Lhe rates 6xed by tbe 
mad.  The r s ~ s  bsse ked by tbe k r d  in the a d  of 
I D z  contained many items, weh aa total invatnmnt, 
operetina w, dcpklion m. rescrvs for reprymsnt of 
amt of plant, totd necesssry m u e .  unountu o f  to 
be mu, and B e  rate of return on eapitd to b e  dl-. It  
bevidenl illat. with the exwptbn o f  t h e  bst o f  theae ;terns. 
tbe mounta fixed mlut haye been wtirnnb, hbla to be 
vviad by scbud rermlb. 

197 
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ma Tbe rate of return io be allowed on crgitd ras h o d  in 
&- the rrard rt 10%. m o t  based on the ordinvg mia of 

m n e y  on the mulret m t  (he ot on an eaCinutsd 
~ m .  future rate, bur on considerrtion of ihe nta tbd would in- 
&, d u ~ e b \ ~ m b r d I h e i r q ~ t . l h m u t n m d y h r u r d -  

w-, ous a d  dwbUul vesture. At the heacing before the 
GJ. BMl. in 1922, the comprny had d e d  a 12% r*te of re- - kvn on aylird, and the dty h d  d a d  ID%, which the 

b a d  tiral, h a g h  it otrted rh.t uoder the cimurnstmapr 
r ~ l u m  of more thm 10% would not seem to bs unjuA 
Tbe ramn sot out fcr not 6niw this h i f i e  mte WM Lbmt 
it n&ht w rasLrict cbe ma&& tbat the h&s rats would 
not c ~ n p c n a t e  fcs t h s  rssLrictinn of the nurket, and 
rauU ll~erefore not be tm the a c l v ~ t a g e  of tbe aompmy. 

8 It ie, boaever. dated that in case of f u h n  mia'on, it msy 
be found dealeble, unda certain drmmrtmaes, ta in- 
cresss thim rate. 

On the rrvieian st tha and of thrm yeam, thi. rub WM 
not iwmmed, but WM reduced f r m  10% b 9%. st the ia- 
rtance of tba d y ,  m d  tbia redudion oonslitutea tbe w o d  
of *&. 

In tbe mamnm given by the Board in thing Ute ocn rates, 
it i s  pointed out thd, rbem nh h e  been fixed in d- 
vrnoe of cnnahretion aod finurcahg, the Rard m not pre- 
duded from mlacqueatly rnakin~ ch-es that mrry 
sppear lmrn e~hrpuent raconricleralion to be n*-f. 
md i t  m 01- statd that 
tbor inwdio.  m mlrb a QI m t ~  @d m tbt 9 r i . a  d U a  Baud 
k ~ ~ I h . c I h a ~ k J l o r t d m M ~ d - m b b A ~ ~ ~ ~  
i(. bwalmml. bul tba Baud m u ,  rad iodced i L  rbmld. I&e kia ap- 
d a m t i d m  LhC C i l u n -  e 1bkh Mb bwammt m d. 

I n  d i k d n g  lh~se  cireurnetsnm in reference to 8 rn 
qutst by ihe clip for elimination from the rab ham of the 
1922 award of the item for bood d h u n t ,  tba Bond mp: 

7Lm n m a r o m .  ur d*lhaml h e d m  Lo ba m d h d  h Lbs 
m r  aa amd hl i h t  io tbc b r b  d Lba J w  la 
b o r d l l i m u o t r u p . . d a l b . + r r r d L o b b c i t y Q f i ( . d *  
h s  N m d  q d i a w d  bl h cilJ mLi l  81 She h d t  h u i m # .  h h 
aobfwlo-ht&f~LdLb,ioubio.dcb.bad-tm 
t b e n ~ b . L f d ~ d L b c M u e a w t i o r c b r a Y L i q d c b e ~  
men#. Umdw tbr r i ~  kdm. Iba &md d o a  s o b  lee1 j& 
?id i. dq*inr rb. Cily'm amlcalja b LbL raprd. 
Tbi bye do- a principle with which one hsvtify .ges4 

m d  which -lies a r t l y  to the city', rppliutioa for re- 
ductim of the rate d return M u p i t d  fixed in the a d  

of  1922 rt 10%. me Boani hd thii rate nth the awmt 
of Ihe city, and tbL rrfc, o o t ~ p M  rith We susffaaion by 
the Boud that it m b t  be inemad, "foroocd put of the 
indunment for the m.kiog of Lhe investment" 

The a l W  condiliou of Lbs moslsy market, ~ v s n  u r 
muon lor Lhe r a d u d h  of h e  rrts  to B k ,  swms b ma 
bmve no bearing on tbe W. The repramatdba Lo the 
invwtor h 1WZ mq fa 01s ridr you h k e  in pbaiag 
upihl in s brurdoum uadert.liog, yuu wiU be .Iloacd u 
a ~ i n h r i n g r r ~ a b b s c b ~ f ~ g m u m t m o f  10%. 
W b a t t h e r e y i u m o a ~ m Y t c L m i g h t b e ~ r e e @ ~ ~  
muld hrve nothing b do wilh the -on Lo in- Tbe 
ubok quedien rm, viewing the rLL, md the eh- PI 
nut- then adod, rm the &row d 1096 on the -my 
d h a  risk d brd Lawrtargt, r i tb  the possibility d 
the laaddl orpmt.01 thsapitJt 

The Boud tbm, in my opinion, laid down a pmpw prh- 
cipk, and applied it in othe in- but failed to ylpb 
iL to tbi item, M to whieb I thinlt it wan pdieululy .ppli- 
able. The queslioa in, can thh Court r( ui& the finding 
o f tbeBoerdaata th ia i tanantbs sppd?  I-witb 
my brotba fantont h t ,  vbelbsr w not under the A d  the 
Baud w m  entitfed to reduce ths mb to 9% withoub mi- 
denw, h u e  of @ thange in manay market aonditions, b 
a qumtian of kw, .nd tbat tbw b therefore r risht of 
appd, rod it im with some w t  tbst I feal bound to q p ~  
with him tbrt Ibe Bwd b d  jurisdictiw k, rmbb Be  
chanm in rste withnub evidenm, md without Living the 
company rtl oppocfunity to ofla evideaea The qusltoa 
of m lair rate d re lum om a rialcy invdment is h g d y  
mUer of opinion, and is hudly capable of baing r e d u d  
~JI certainty by evidmm, md r p p c ~  to be m a  of the 
thinuu tnhmkd by tha Wuta to the judgaeat of the 
B o d .  

I .m act enhdy in mad 6 t h  Ibe obemat.lanm of rnr 
M a  LuDoa6 in mfseaea Co tbs d i g  out of mmone 
to garha evidence d the rLrtc of the money w k s t  d 
r t h c  on tbat M y ' s  npat withwt tbs knowledge of tba 
ampmy. The objmtian in MIch rn crse would not Im ths 
failure b st out in the .ad tbe f& of such w i d a a c s  d 
ib m4ue, but Lbe frilura to d i i l o a  it to th c m o p ~ y  ritb 

oppartunity b v u r s r  it. Ii it am a OMU where, mi- 
-, .. 
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dmw being n-, it hd been hken in tba manna 
s u m ,  or othervine, sad r finding blssd m i C  withaut 
&losure of it to the campmy and m o m u n i t y  to 
~ g v e z  it, 1 would mud such a p r d i n g  an oonhry to 
ekmonbry pinriplea of justicq md a &ding, under the 
utatute. a p u n d  for setting the n a r d  ma ta thia im d e  
and reftrring it tueL for reaoderation. It does not, how- 
ever, rppeu (ha& my evidence WM bken, and m ed&d, I 
have concluded &st them r a a  pore to make the ehmge 
wjthaut evidmce. 

1 tbereflwe cuwur with my brotbar CI.mMt m the di 
podofihislrpperl 

Solicitor for tbe City of Edmonbn : John C. P. BOML 

IN THE MATTER OF A REFERENCE AS TO TRE 
RELATIVE RIGli'lYI OF THE DaMINION AND 
PROVINCES IN RELATION TO THE PROPRIE 
TARY INTERFST IN AND LEGISLATIVE CTON- 
TRCbL OVER WATER9 WITH RFSPEKT TO NAYI- 

a ~ c b . ~ .  CATION AND WATER-FOlYW CFtEATED OR - 
MADE AVAIWBI,E BY OR IN CONNIXXION 
WITtI NORKS FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF 
NAVIGATION. 

Ccmafilulid L c W o ( r r - p a m m - W O W  ri- ri.& ol w*. 
m l i n ) - - M ~ o l I k ~ i o r r , I . t I e n ~ I ~ k W J r r i u . r r d  
m la rqmpdfkm e! prmirdd pa&r&4ariw rigArr aj tba 
D a d a h  m8 go- o u r  s d e p u r r  m e d  by rorb tq 
Ib D-Bou* m 4 r c I s f ~  d 
nmcSN.4. Ad, r. Or, U, IGT I I @ .  

*A.ln:-d.c(m CJE. .ad Rd. Mgl.wll, h ' . d .  Bilnt, 
I rmmt ud %*h J I .  
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. -  ~ 

- 1  ( b l . I f m c & b u t b e b a a t b ~ p a . r  to* r n w a -  
~ u c b r i l k u d x d m m b b r d r ; d l T  pDI.rr 

A :  'Y%o q w 4 t l ~ 1 ~  u Inacd p.M& I h a  e x i d c a n  d @lk +I 
d 5 r p r i o a b h b a r i n n w h l e L t L y & , n r c l l u ~ ~ ~ ~ i -  
pbilily. 

Tb. r i lk~otbrhdd1LrhiabibekbUprblbr lLbl . . lap(m 
r , l u ~ n 1 U l c & 4 o l L b a U ~ t L ( Z o n p e r d b I . r w h  
i r r a . a ~ u L t d , u b l l s I m a Y ~ ) O Y . l h , . r p s p t ~ L ~ ~ ~ ~  
u , ~ t ( h s m d L ~ . ~ t m d t b a r i n r f w o o r h p l p q u l l w  
m m p k .  r m i i q .  -Uom a bsddvy. 

Q.aian R ' ~ I b a b d d m ~ r i . b b r h r r L r d e d h i b m C w n  
D Lb ML d Iba povtnac. LD lh W m  pa-. fa arplolr 
~ ~ ~ w a c u n p y p # t d ~ b a d a b d i r r r t . ~ f f  
r h y c L b a B e r w a d b d b ) r i l h r L k - 8 d U s ~ -  
ill-; (bl dLnl8 -parpol 

Q v d h 5 .  E u U m P v l i m r r L d Q . . L Q . p a s . ~  
~ ~ l . L o a u L b a i r L b I h a L d a ~ & b r r -  
- 3 r L b r b d . o l L L . C h - a i B . h L t d 1 I m ~ l a t h  
prpa of ur;F.tiam ri(b prwLh cr r i a  wYa fw mtn- 
pr-7 

h . . a r : ~ Q m d k u u u w b . d ' y ~ h I k  
dbuuli.. or k Uw aepilw. 

l l m  boadilam amtrdlimx Ibs osL d h h &  1qLW.c pomn la 
prpa gkrasd riu lb Camooapcbsli.. pbra. =wbJloo 
pwp.ragnd.pod b p d ~ ( b . ~ u n d t b . " p . ~ " t p r )  
m p a  Lhc uahm ol Ibs larv poposd k r  -pll.L* 1$ d 1. 
p u t ~ S b r c L . u b d u n p v U a J v p o s & m ~ ~ .  Bd- 
crroa. L. mprctrullp p.ds b LL. m o o r  b I& 
ImluiadnlgLb.pm.rJ.CplodplrriLbumrbddn+b- 
D m U L I I I ( . Q W .  

- r  a r s r ; c t l m o l ( ~ . . ~ t i . ~ ~ a t t b h - i ~ = a e ~ 1 1 1 . d  
rbr b.r irsr d lbe Rid M u *  tbemta, tba f d b h  plbth 
urh ud d 4 p o b .  r p e  o h ,  dull ba th 
~ y d ~ - l y ' C h & m t b ~ u d m l . r p o m ~  
mdod Lbrrrrittl 

B u c b e ~ . m y ~ f m ~ L a a r b o . l i c i o w c r r h b d a  
kdarira onbml ma Lbe nb-pwu whirli (he* mascdsd 
r i & L k d a u 4 L a n M r r p l d . a * l . b b * - d - -  
i o c r t d m u m e m l . a r r p ~ d r i d a u L n d . b ~ b . b . -  
h m . h o t ~ l i m v d r b 6 o b k . d r s g v b c d f ~ r i w b ~  
rrx ibe purpoe d rwhl lapt  
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SHARLOW J.A. 

BETWEEN: 

TRANSCANADA PIPELINES LIMITED 

                                                                                                                                            Appellant 

                                                                           and 

THE NATIONAL ENERGY BOARD, CANADIAN ASSOCIATION OF 

PETROLEUM PRODUCERS, CENTRA GAS MANITOBA INC., CORAL ENERGY 

CANADA INC., INDUSTRIAL GAS USERS ASSOCIATION, MIRANT 

CANADA ENERGY MARKETING, LTD., and ONTARIO MINISTER OF ENERGY 

                                                                                                                                      Respondents 

                                                    REASONS FOR JUDGMENT 

ROTHSTEIN J.A. 

INTRODUCTION 

[1]                This is an appeal from a February 2003 decision of the National Energy Board (RH-R-1-2002), 
pursuant to leave granted by this Court under section 22 of the National Energy Board Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 
-7. 

 
[2]                There are two issues in the appeal. The first is whether the National Energy Board ("Board")
erred in taking customer or consumer interests into account in determining the rate of return on capital it
would allow the appellant's Canadian Mainline natural gas transmission system ("the Mainline") to earn.
The second is whether the Board erred by fettering its discretion by refusing to depart from an automatic
adjustment mechanism it had used to establish the Mainline's rate of return on equity. 

[3]                In order to understand the issues under appeal, it is first necessary to provide some
background and the procedural history leading to the February 2003 decision. 

BACKGROUND 

[4]                The National Energy Board regulates interprovincial natural gas transmission pipelines. The
Mainline is considered a Group 1 pipeline by the Board. Group 1 pipelines are major pipelines which are
audited by the Board on a regular basis and whose operating results are continuously monitored by the
Board. 

 
[5]                The tolls charged for transporting natural gas on the Mainline are regulated by the Board on a
cost of service basis. That means that for a future period, referred to as a "test" year, the Board, based on
the evidence before it, estimates the costs to be incurred by the Mainline. The tolls which the Board allows
the Mainline to charge its customers are designed to generate sufficient revenue to recover these
approved costs while at the same time fairly allocating charges to users in relation to the costs and benefits
of different services. Included in the cost of service, and indeed, the largest single component of the
Mainline's costs, is the Mainline's cost of capital. 
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[6]                The cost of capital to a utility is equivalent to the aggregate return on investment investors
require in order to keep their capital invested in the utility and to invest new capital in the utility. That return
will be made in the form of interest on debt and dividends and capital appreciation on equity. Usually, that
return is expressed as the rate of return investors require on their debt or equity investments. 

[7]                The rate of return on debt is not usually controversial. It normally consists of the weighted
average interest rate for the test year on the utility's outstanding long-term debt. On the other hand, the
rate of return on equity is often the subject of controversy and of much debate by expert witnesses. 

[8]                Unlike debt, where the interest rate payable is directly observable, the rate of return on equity
cannot be accurately determined in advance. There are various methods experts use to estimate the rate
of return on equity required by investors. The one adopted by the Board is an Equity Risk Premium
methodology whereby the Board estimates a risk-free rate based on government bond rates and adds a
risk premium to account for the risk associated with equity investment in a "benchmark" pipeline. 

 
[9]                Once the separate rates of return on debt and equity are established, they are consolidated
into a composite rate of return on capital, based on the relative amounts of debt and equity in the utility's
capital structure. In order to account for varying levels of risk between pipelines, the Board constructs for
each pipeline a capital structure, i.e. the relative portions of debt and equity capital needed to finance its
prudently acquired assets plus its working capital, on the basis of expert evidence. The greater the risk
attributed to each pipeline, the greater the required equity component of its capital structure. That is
because bond investors, who are more risk averse than equity investors, will not lend funds to an
enterprise unless there is sufficient equity capital invested in the enterprise to give them confidence that
they will be able to recover their investment from the assets of the enterprise in the event of default. 

[10]            For example, if the required rate of return on debt is 5%, the required rate of return on equity is
10% and the utility's capital structure, as determined by the Board, consists of 60% debt and 40% equity,
the composite rate of return on capital would be 5% H 0.60 + 10% H 0.40 = 7%. 

 
[11]            The composite rate of return on capital is then multiplied by a rate base which consists of the
Board's determination, according to its accounting regulations, of the net book value of the utility's
prudently acquired assets plus its working capital. Multiplying the rate of return required by investors by this
rate base gives the total dollar amount of return required by investors. The product is equivalent to the
utility's estimated cost of capital for the test year. That cost is added to all other costs to get the utility's total
cost of service. The total is then allocated amongst the utility's customers. 

[12]            Even though cost of capital may be more difficult to estimate than some other costs, it is a real
cost that the utility must be able to recover through its revenues. If the Board does not permit the utility to
recover its cost of capital, the utility will be unable to raise new capital or engage in refinancing as it will be
unable to offer investors the same rate of return as other investments of similar risk. As well, existing
shareholders will insist that retained earnings not be reinvested in the utility. 

[13]            In the long run, unless a regulated enterprise is allowed to earn its cost of capital, both debt and
equity, it will be unable to expand its operations or even maintain existing ones. Eventually, it will go out of
business. This will harm not only its shareholders, but also the customers it will no longer be able to
service. The impact on customers and ultimately consumers will be even more significant where there is
insufficient competition in the market to provide adequate alternative service. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 
[14]            In 1994, the Board conducted a public hearing into the cost of capital of certain Group 1
pipelines including the Mainline. The purpose of the hearing was to fix the cost of capital for those pipelines
for the period commencing January 1, 1995, and to establish, if possible, an automatic mechanism to
adjust the rate of return on equity in the future in order to avoid the expense of litigating annual or biennial
changes to the rate of return on equity. 
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[15]            As a result of that proceeding, the Board issued reasons for decision (RH-2-94) in March 1995
fixing the Mainline's return on equity for the 1995 test year at 12.25% based on a deemed capital structure
of 70% debt and 30% equity. The Board's deemed capital structure did not provide for any explicit
preferred share capital. Therefore, all references to equity refer to common equity. 

[16]            The Board also established an adjustment mechanism by which the rate of return on equity
would be adjusted on January 1 in 1996 and each subsequent calendar year. This mechanism was based
upon the Equity Risk Premium methodology whereby: 

1.          a risk free (Government of Canada) bond yield forecast would be forecasted for the forthcoming
year; 

2.         this bond yield forecast would be deducted from the bond yield forecast of the immediately
preceding year; 

3.         this difference would be multiplied by a factor of 0.75 to determine the adjustment to the rate of
return on equity; 

4.         the product derived in step 3 would be added to or deducted from the rate of return on equity
determined by the Board for the preceding year; 

5.         the sum resulting from step 4 would be rounded to the nearest 25 basis points (1/100th of a
percent). 

 
[17]            The Mainline's rate of return on equity was adjusted according to this formula in 1996 and
subsequent years, although in 1997, the Board abandoned the rounding adjustment, i.e. step 5 above. 

[18]            By 2001, the appellant had concluded that application of the formula was understating its
required rate of return on capital. Therefore, the appellant applied, pursuant to subsection 21(1) of the
National Energy Board Act, for "review and variance of the [1995 decision] to allow for the determination of
a fair return for TransCanada for the years 2001 and 2002." Subsection 21(1) provides: 

[19]            The appellant submitted that the Board should approve a new methodology for determining the
Mainline's cost of capital - the After-Tax Weighted-Average Cost of Capital (ATWACC) methodology. 
Alternatively, if the ATWACC methodology was not accepted, the appellant submitted that the required rate
of return on equity for the Mainline should be 12.5% for 2001 and 2002 and that based on its risk, the
deemed equity component of the Mainline's capital structure should be increased to 40%. 

[20]            As a result of the appellant's submissions, the Board conducted a hearing in February, March
and April 2002. The issues at the hearing were: 

 
1.             Is the Rate of Return on Common Equity (ROE) formula, established by the Board in its RH-2-94 
Decision, still appropriate for determining TransCanada's ROE? 

2.              Is the After Tax Weighted-Average Cost of Capital (ATWACC) methodology an appropriate
regulatory approach to determining cost of capital? 

3.              In the event the Board decides to adopt the ATWACC methodology, what is the appropriate

21. (1) Subject to subsection (2), the 
Board may review, vary or rescind 
any decision or order made by it or 
rehear any application before 
deciding it. 

21. (1) Sous réserve du paragraphe 
(2), l'Office peut réviser, annuler ou 
modifier ses ordonnances ou 
décisions, ou procéder à une 
nouvelle audition avant de statuer 
sur une demande. 
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ATWACC for TransCanada? 

4.              In the event the Board declines to adopt the ATWACC methodology and it is determined that the
ROE formula is no longer suitable: 

a)             What would be an appropriate methodology for determining return on capital and capital
structure for TransCanada? 

b)             In applying the above-determined methodology, what would be an appropriate return on capital
and capital structure for TransCanada? 

5.              What is the appropriate effective date for changes to TransCanada's cost of capital? (RH-4-2001 
at 4).  

[21]            By reasons for decision (RH-4-2001) dated June 2002, the Board: 

1 .         rejected the appellant's ATWACC proposal; 

2.         determined that the rate of return on equity for the Mainline should continue to be based on the
adjustment formula established in its 1995 decision; and 

3.         increased the deemed equity component of the Mainline's capital structure from 30% to 33% to
account for increased business risk. 

[22]            By application to the Board dated September 16, 2002, the appellant applied for a review and
variance of the 2002 decision. This application was also made pursuant to subsection 21(1). 

 
[23]            Section 44 of the National Energy Board Rules of Practice and Procedure, 1995, SOR/95-208 
sets out the requirements for a review application. Subsection 44(2) provides: 

[24]            In its decision on the review & variance application (RH-R-1-2002), dated February 2003, the 
Board found that the appellant had not raised a doubt as to the correctness of its 2002 decision and
dismissed the application for review and variance. 

[25]            The appellant was granted leave to appeal the Board's 2003 decision to this Court. 

ANALYSIS 

44 (2) An application for review or 
rehearing shall contain 

... 

(b) the grounds that the applicant 
considers sufficient, in the case of 
an application for review, to raise a 
doubt as to the correctness of the 
decision or order ... including 

(i) any error of law or of jurisdiction, 

... 

(2) La demande de révision ou de 
nouvelle audition contient les 
éléments suivants : 

... 

b) les motifs que le demandeur juge 
suffisants pour mettre en doute le 
bien-fondé de la décision ou de 
l'ordonnance, s'il s'agit d'une 
demande de révision, ... 
notamment : 

(i) une erreur de droit ou de 
compétence, 

... 
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1. Standard of Review and Approach to the Decision Being Appealed 

[26]            In view of my conclusion that the appeal should be dismissed, it is not necessary to conduct an
extensive standard of review analysis. Even on the most intrusive standard of review (correctness), it has
not been demonstrated that the Board erred in law. 

 
[27]            There is also a question of the extent to which the Court should consider the Board's 2002 
decision, which itself was not appealed. Normally, the Court is to restrict itself to a consideration of the
decision under appeal. However, when the question is whether the Board erred or came to an
unreasonable or patently unreasonable result in finding in its 2003 decision that the appellant had not
raised a doubt as to the correctness of the prior 2002 decision, it is necessary to have regard, at least to
some extent, to that prior decision. Rather than becoming bogged down into the intricacies of the scope of
the Court's review, I am satisfied, even on a unrestricted consideration of both the 2002 and 2003
decisions, that the Board made no error of law in either case. 

2. Did the Board err in considering customer or consumer interests in determining 

the Mainline's rate of return on capital? 

[28]            As a preliminary point, the appellant drew a distinction between its customers and the ultimate 
consumers. For purposes of this decision, such a distinction is immaterial. The appellant's position is that
the Mainline's return on capital should be determined solely from the perspective of the Mainline, without
considering other interests, whether they be direct customers or ultimate consumers. 

a) The Board is not required to adopt any specific methodology in 

determining tolls. 

[29]            The National Energy Board Act contains no provisions or directions which require the Board to 
determine a pipeline's rate of return on capital. The Act only requires that "all tolls be just and reasonable."
Subsections 60(1) and section 62 provide: 

 

[30]            The authority of the Board to determine just and reasonable tolls is not limited by any statutory
directions. The broad authority of the Board was well articulated by Thurlow C.J. in British Columbia Hydro 
and Power Authority v. West Coast Transmission Company Ltd. et al., [1981] 2 F.C. 646 at 655-56 (C.A.): 

There are no like provisions in part IV of the National Energy Board Act. Under it, tolls are to be just and 

60. (1) A company shall not charge 
any tolls except tolls that are 

(a) specified in a tariff that has been 
filed with the Board and is in effect; 
or 

(b) approved by an order of the 
Board. 

60. (1) Les seuls droits qu'une 
compagnie peut imposer sont ceux 
qui sont_: 

a) soit spécifiés dans un tarif produit 
auprès de l'Office et en vigueur; 

b) soit approuvés par ordonnance 
de l'Office. 

62. All tolls shall be just and 
reasonable, and shall always, under 
substantially similar circumstances 
and conditions with respect to all 
traffic of the same description 
carried over the same route, be 
charged equally to all persons at the 
same rate. 

62. Tous les droits doivent être 
justes et raisonnables et, dans des 
circonstances et conditions 
essentiellement similaires, être 
exigés de tous, au même taux, pour 
tous les transports de même nature 
sur le même parcours. 
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reasonable and may be charged only as specified in a tariff that has been filed with the Board and is in
effect. The Board is given authority in the broadest of terms to make orders with respect to all matters
relating to them. Plainly, the Board has authority to make orders designed to ensure that the tolls to be
charged by a pipeline company will be just and reasonable. But its power in that respect is not trammelled
or fettered by statutory rules or directions as to how that function is to be carried out or how the purpose is
to be achieved. In particular, there are no statutory directions that, in considering whether tolls that a
pipeline company propose to charge are just and reasonable, the Board must adopt any particular
accounting approach or device or that it must do so by determining cost of service and a rate base and
fixing a fair return thereon. 

[31]            The Board has adopted a cost of service method for determining the Mainline's tolls. Before this
Court, counsel for a number of the respondents suggested different methodologies for determining just and
reasonable tolls that would be open to the Board, such as: 

 
1.          tolls based on agreements between pipelines and shippers; 

2.          tolls based on charges of other pipelines; 

3.          use of base year tolls adjusted for inflation; 

4.         tolls based on mechanisms to encourage utilities towards greater efficiency. 

As no particular methodology is required by the National Energy Board Act, the Board could have adopted 
a different methodology for determining just and reasonable tolls for the Mainline. 

b) Having adopted a cost of service methodology, the costs determined by the Board must be just and
reasonable to both the Mainline and its users. 

[32]            In the case of the Mainline, the Board has adopted a cost of service methodology whereby the
Mainline is to be compensated through tolls for its prudently incurred costs, including its cost of capital, and
in particular, its cost of equity capital. Once it did so, it had to faithfully determine the Mainline's costs
based on the evidence and its own sound judgment. 

[33]            Cost of equity for a future year cannot be directly measured and therefore must be based on
estimates. The Board must choose an estimate that allows the Mainline to earn what has been termed a
"fair return." In Northwestern Utilities Ltd. v. Edmonton (City), [1929] S.C.R. 186 at 192-93, the Supreme 
Court defined a fair return in the following terms: 

The duty of the Board was to fix fair and reasonable rates; rates which, under the circumstances, would be
fair to the consumer on the one hand, and which, on the other hand, would secure to the company a fair
return for the capital invested. By a fair return is meant that the company will be allowed as large a return
on the capital invested in its enterprise (which will be net to the company) as it would receive if it were
investing the same amount in other securities possessing an attractiveness, stability and certainty equal to
that of the company's enterprise. 

 
Tolls which reflect a fair return on capital will be just and reasonable to both the Mainline and its users. 

[34]            To put the matter another way, when the cost of service methodology is used to determine just
and reasonable tolls, if the Board does not permit the Mainline to recover its costs because it has
understated the Mainline's cost of equity capital, the Mainline will be unable to earn a fair return on equity.
The tolls will therefore not be just and reasonable from the Mainline's point of view. On the other hand, the
tolls must also be just and reasonable from the point of view of the Mainline's customers and the ultimate
consumers who rely on service from the Mainline. Therefore, customers and consumers have an interest in
ensuring that the Mainline's costs are not overstated. As respondents' counsel pointed out, there are
numerous costing issues that may be subject to challenge. Questions may arise about, among other

Page 7 of 14Transcanada Pipelines Ltd. v. National Energy Board

12/17/2004http://decisions.fca-caf.gc.ca/sino/printing.pl



things, the allocation of costs between the Mainline and other divisions of the appellant; whether costs
have been, or are being, prudently incurred; and whether the Mainline's compensation plans are
reasonable. And, specific to this appeal, customers and consumers have an interest in ensuring that the
Mainline's cost of equity is not overstated. 

c) The Board did not improperly consider the impact on customers or 

consumers of increasing tolls to reflect the appellant's costs. 

 
[35]            In oral argument, the appellant conceded that it does not object to its customers having input
into the Board's cost determinations and in particular, its cost of capital determination, provided the issues
in dispute are restricted to the costs of the Mainline. However, the appellant does object to the Board
taking the impact of tolls on customers and consumers into account in determining the Mainline's cost of
equity capital. The appellant says that the required rate of return on equity must be determined solely on
the basis of the Mainline's cost of equity capital. The impact of any resulting toll increases on customers or
consumers is an irrelevant consideration in that determination. The appellant does concede that when the
final tolls are being fixed, the impact on the customers and consumers may be relevant, but insists that it is
irrelevant when determining the required return on equity. 

[36]            I think that this argument is sound and in keeping with the decision of the Supreme Court in
Northwestern Utilities. The cost of equity capital does not change because allowing the Mainline to recover
it would cause an increase in tolls. Under the Board's Equity Risk Premium methodology, the cost of equity
capital is driven by the Board's estimate of the risk-free interest rate and the degree of risk investors
perceive in the "benchmark" pipeline. The higher the risk, the higher their required rate of return. The
degree of risk specific to the Mainline is accounted for by adjustments to its deemed capital structure.
Accordingly, the cost to the Mainline of providing that rate of return on the equity component of its deemed
capital structure is unaffected by the impact of tolls on customers or consumers. 

[37]            The appellant has not demonstrated that the Board took the impact on customers or consumers
into account in making its determination of the Mainline's required rate of return on equity. 

 
[38]            It is true that in its 2002 decision, the Board did state: 

In respect of the appropriate balance of customer and investor interests, the Board notes that customer
interest in rate of return matters relates most directly to the impact the approved return will have on tolls.
The Board is of the view that the impact of the rate of return on tolls is a relevant factor in the determination
of a fair return (RH-4-2001 at 12). 

[39]            The appellant says it cannot tell if the Board took the impact on customers or consumers into
account in making its determination of the Mainline's required rate of return on equity. There is certainly no
indication in its 2002 reasons that the Board adjusted its estimate of the required rate of return on equity
based upon the impact it would have on tolls. In fact, the Board simply applied the automatic adjustment
formula adopted in its 1995 decision. That formula does not take into account the impact of tolls on
customers or consumers. 

[40]            It is also true that, in relation to an adjustment the Board made in the Mainline's deemed capital
structure in its 2002 decision, the Board did state: 

In light of the above, the Board is of the view that it would be appropriate to increase the Mainline's
deemed common equity ratio from 30% to 33%. The Board notes that this increase will raise the Mainline's
annual cost of service and tolls by approximately 2%. The Board has determined that the toll increase is
warranted by the prospective business risk facing the Mainline and that it will not impose an undue burden
on shippers (RH-4-2001 at 59). 

 
[41]            As I understand the Board's reasons, in view of the Mainline's increased business risk, the
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equity component of its deemed capital structure was increased from 30% to 33%. Because the required
rate of return on equity was greater than the required rate of return on debt, this increased the overall
estimate of the Mainline's required rate of return on capital, resulting in a 2% increase in tolls. 

[42]            While the Board observed that the increase would not be an undue burden on shippers, there is
no suggestion that the increase in the equity component of the Mainline's deemed capital structure was in
any way suppressed by considerations of its impact on customers or consumers. Nor, as I have said, is
there any indication that the Board determined a required rate of return on equity for the Mainline and then
adjusted it downward based on the impact it would have on tolls. In the absence of some indication in the
Board's reasons, there is no basis for such an assumption. 

d) The Board may adopt temporary measures to ameliorate "rate shock" so 

long as the utility eventually recovers its costs. 

 
[43]            I would add one further point. While I agree with the appellant that the impact on customers or
consumers cannot be a factor in the determination of the cost of equity capital, any resulting increase in
tolls may be a relevant factor for the Board to consider in determining the way in which a utility should
recover its costs. It may be that an increase is so significant that it would lead to "rate shock" if implemented
all at once and therefore should be phased in over time. It is quite proper for the Board to take such
considerations into account, provided that there is, over a reasonable period of time, no economic loss to
the utility in the process. In other words, the phased in tolls would have to compensate the utility for
deferring recovery of its cost of capital. In the end, where a cost of service method is used, the utility must
recover its costs over a reasonable period of time, regardless of any impact those costs may have on
customers or consumers (see Hemlock Valley Electrical Services Ltd. v. British Columbia Utilities 
Commission et al., [1992] 12 B.C.A.C. 1 at 20-21 (C.A.)). In this case, however, there is no suggestion that
the Board sought to phase in or otherwise understate the Mainline's cost of capital. 

3. Did the Board fetter its discretion? 

a) Appellant's arguments 

[44]            The appellant's second alleged error of law is that the Board fettered its discretion. The
appellant submits that the Board placed an inappropriate onus on the appellant to demonstrate that the cost
of equity adjustment formula established by the Board in its 1995 decision, but not expressed in the
National Energy Board Act or in any judicial authority, was to govern unless the appellant could persuade 
the Board otherwise. 

[45]            In its factum, the appellant states that the high onus of reversal placed on it by the Board
caused the Board to act "inconsistently with its obligations of impartiality as an administrative tribunal."
Some of the respondents characterised this as an allegation of bias against the Board. 

[46]            In oral argument, the appellant added that the Board wrongly discarded evidence of both the 
appellant and the respondents because the Board was not open to reviewing the adjustment formula. 

 
b) The intended duration of the automatic adjustment mechanism. 

[47]            In its 1995 decision, the Board was expressly addressing "what simplified procedure should be
implemented to effect an annual adjustment to the rate of return applicable to pipelines between cost of
capital proceedings" (RH-2-94 at 1). The Board explained its reasons for seeking an automatic adjustment
mechanism in the following words: 

In setting this matter down for hearing, it was the Board's intention to put in place means of improving the
efficacy of the toll setting process for the year 1995 and beyond. The Board expressed the desire to avoid
annual hearings on the cost of capital and was of the view that some automatic mechanism to adjust the
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return on common equity could be the most appropriate way to ensure that this return continued to be fair 
to all parties, while avoiding the expense of litigating annual or biennial changes in the rate of return. The 
Board therefore included as an issue in the RH-2-94 proceeding, the design and implementation of a 
predetermined adjustment mechanism to the rate of return on the common equity component. The Board's 
objective in this regard was to conduct detailed examinations of the pipelines' cost of capital only when 
significant changes had occurred in financial markets, business circumstances, or in general economic 
conditions (RH-2-94 at 1-2). 

[48]            After an extensive hearing in which it considered the submissions of pipelines, shippers, 
governments and others, the Board established the automatic adjustment mechanism whereby the cost of 
equity capital would be determined. As to how long the automatic adjustment mechanism would remain in 
place, the Board stated: 

The Board is not setting a limit on the life of the mechanism and it does not expect to reassess the rate of 
return on common equity in a formal hearing for at least three years. The Board has confidence that the 
adjustment mechanism adopted will provide an appropriate balance between the interests of pipeline 
company shareholders and those of shippers (RH-2-94 at 32). 

 
[49]            In its 1995 decision, the Board also established a deemed capital structure for the Group 1 
pipelines. As discussed above, the Mainline was deemed to have a capital structure made up of 70% debt 
and 30% equity. The Board expressed the view that its capital structure determination would endure for an 
extended period of years, but that the Board would be prepared to consider a re-assessment of capital 
structure if requested by a pipeline, its shippers or another interested party: 

The Board also expects that the capital structure set in this hearing for each of the pipelines will endure for 
an extended period of years. The Board will be prepared to consider a reassessment of capital structures, 
likely on an individual basis, in the event of a significant change in business risk, in corporate structure or in 
corporate financial fundamentals. The Board does not favour routine reassessments of capital structure. 
For these reasons, the Board has not set out a specific date or any criteria for capital structure re-
evaluation. Any reassessment of capital structure, for reasons such as those expressed above, must be at 
the request of the pipeline itself, its shippers or some other interested party. It would then be for the Board 
to assess the merits of such a request (RH-2-94 at 32). 

[50]            The Board's Order TG/TO-1-95, which implemented the 1995 decision, set the Mainline's 
deemed capital structure and required that the Mainline's cost of equity capital for 1996 and subsequent 
years be determined through the application of the adjustment formula. The Order contained no time limit 
and therefore continues in force until reviewed or varied by the Board. 

c) The appellant did bear the burden of showing that the automatic adjustment mechanism should no 
longer apply. 

[51]            The Board applied its automatic adjustment mechanism annually until 2001 when the appellant 
brought its fair rate of return application, seeking a review and variance of the 1995 decision and the 
adoption of a new means of determining its cost of capital. 

 
[52]            The appellant's position seems to be that when it brought its fair rate of return application in 
2001, the Board was required to disregard entirely the automatic adjustment mechanism and start fresh -
with a clean slate as it were - to determine the appropriate method by which to estimate the Mainline's cost 
of capital. 

[53]            However, the adjustment formula was part of an order that continued to bind the appellant. 
Subsection 23(1) of the National Energy Board Act provides: 

23. (1) Except as provided in this 
Act, every decision or order of the 
Board is final and conclusive. 

23. (1) Sauf exceptions prévues à la 
présente loi, les décisions ou 
ordonnances de l'Office sont 
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Section 22 allows for appeals to the Federal Court of Appeal while subsection 21(1) allows the Board to
review, vary and rescind its decisions and orders. Neither the Board's 1995 decision nor the order
implementing it were appealed. The adjustment formula therefore continued to apply until the appellant
demonstrated to the Board that it should be replaced. 

[54]            The hearing conducted by the Board on the appellant's fair return application was extensive.
Written evidence was filed and the oral hearing proceeded for more than a month. The Board's 2002
decision was 64 pages long. The Board considered the appellant's ATWACC proposal and its alternative
increased rate of return on equity proposal, reviewed the evidence of the witnesses and ultimately
concluded that utilization of the automatic adjustment formula continued to yield a rate of return on equity
that the Board considered to be appropriate for the Mainline. 

 
[55]            However, the Board did, to some extent, accept the appellant's argument that the Mainline's
business risk had increased. In order to take account of the increased risk, the Board increased the equity
component of the Mainline's deemed capital structure from 30% to 33% so that the capital structure would
be 33% equity and 67% debt. 

[56]            I can detect no fettering of discretion or the placing of an improper onus on the appellant in the
Board's reasons. In its 1995 decision, the Board stated that its automatic adjustment formula was to reflect
a simplified procedure to determine annual adjustments to pipeline rates of return on common equity. It
was therefore to continue indefinitely. When an affected party wishes to change the process, it has the
onus to demonstrate that its proposal is preferable to the one which is the subject of a binding Board order.
That is not an improper onus. Nor does it reflect a fettering of discretion by the Board. Most importantly, it
does not give rise to any apprehension of impartiality or bias on the part of the Board. 

[57]            In reviewing the 2002 decision, the Review and Variance Panel found in its 2003 decision that
the onus was on the appellant to demonstrate that the automatic adjustment formula was no longer
appropriate and that the appellant had failed to do so: 

The Fair Return Application was, among other things, an application for review of the RH-2-94 Decision 
and related orders, pursuant to subsection 21(1) of the Act. The onus was on TransCanada to prove to the
Board in RH-4-2001 that the RH-2-94 Formula was no longer appropriate for determining the Mainline's
return on equity. Neither the intervenors nor the Board had the onus in the RH-4-2001 proceeding to justify
the continued use of the Formula. The Formula was appropriate unless and until TransCanada persuaded
the Board otherwise. 

 
TransCanada failed to meet the burden and accordingly, the RH-2-94 Formula continued to apply. The
Board was not required in the RH-4-2001 Decision to justify that the Formula was appropriate; that
determination was made in the RH-2-94 proceeding (RH-R-1-2002 at 24). 

I find no error on the part of the Board in that analysis or conclusion. 

d) The Board did not disregard or ignore evidence. 

[58]            As to the appellant's argument that the Board disregarded evidence, I agree that the Board did
not adopt the evidence of any particular witness for or against the appellant. But that does not mean that
the evidence was discarded or ignored. In cost of capital proceedings, the Board is entitled, on the basis of
the evidence before it and the use of its own judgment, to choose a methodology for determining cost of
capital and to estimate the cost of capital for a forthcoming year. Very often, the Board's estimate will not
reflect the precise estimates of one side or the other or of one witness or another. Having regard to all the
evidence, the Board will determine its own estimate. As long as that estimate is within the range of
estimates put forward in the evidence and the Board demonstrates that it considered the estimates put
forward, the Board cannot be said to have ignored evidence. Indeed, even if the Board's estimate is
outside that range, if the Board shows that it considered the evidence submitted and provides adequate

définitives et sans appel. 
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reasons for its opinion, the Board will not be found to have ignored evidence. 

 
[59]            In this case, the estimates in the evidence of the required rate of return on equity ranged from
8.28% to 12.50%. The Board's reasons indicate that it considered the estimates put forward. Using its
automatic adjustment formula, the Board calculated that the required rate of return on equity for the
Mainline would be 9.61% in 2001 and 9.53% in 2002. I cannot see that the Board disregarded or ignored
evidence in deciding to continue to utilize the automatic adjustment formula to determine the required rate
of return on equity for the Mainline. 

CONCLUSION 

[60]            I would dismiss this appeal with costs. 

                                                                             "Marshall Rothstein"                 

 

                                                                                                      J.A. 

"I agree 

Marc Noël J.A." 

"I agree 

K. Sharlow J.A." 
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U.S. Supreme Court  

BLUEFIELD WATER WORKS CO. v. PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, 262 U.S. 
679 (1923)  

262 U.S. 679  

BLUEFIELD WATERWORKS & IMPROVEMENT CO.  
v.  

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WEST VIRGINIA et al.  
No. 256.  

 
Argued January 22, 1923.  

Decided June 11, 1923.  

[262 U.S. 679, 680]   Messrs. Alfred G. Fox and Jos. M. Sanders, both of Bluefield, W. Va., for plaintiff in 
error.  

Mr. Russell S. Ritz, of Bluefield, W. Va., for defendants in error.  

[262 U.S. 679, 683]    

Mr. Justice BUTLER delivered the opinion of the Court.  

Plaintiff in error is a corporation furnishing water to the city of Bluefield, W. Va., and its inhabitants. 
September 27, 1920, the Public Service Commission of the state, being authorized by statute to fix just 
and reasonable rates, made its order prescribing rates. In accordance with the laws of the state (section 
16, c. 15-O, Code of West Virginia [sec. 651]), the company instituted proceedings in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals to suspend and set aside the order. The petition alleges that the order is repugnant to 
the Fourteenth Amendment, and deprives the company of its property without just compensation and 
without due process of law, and denies it equal protection of the laws. A final judgment was entered, 
denying the company relief and dismissing its petition. The case is here on writ of error.  

1. The city moves to dismiss the writ of error for the reason, as it asserts, that there was not drawn in 
question the validity of a statute or an authority exercised under the state, on the ground of repugnancy 
to the federal Constitution.  

The validity of the order prescribing the rates was directly challenged on constitutional grounds, and it 
was held valid by the highest court of the state. The prescribing of rates is a legislative act. The 
commission is an instrumentality of the state, exercising delegated powers. Its order is of the same force 
as would be a like enactment by the Legislature. If, as alleged, the prescribed rates are confiscatory, the 
order is void. Plaintiff in error is entitled to bring the case here on writ of error and to have that question 
decided by this court. The motion to dismiss will be denied. See Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. v. [262 U.S. 
679, 684]   Russell, 261 U.S. 290 , 43 Sup. Ct. 353, 67 L. Ed. --, decided March 5, 1923, and cases cited; 
also Ohio Valley Co. v. Ben Avon Borough, 253 U.S. 287 , 40 Sup. Ct. 527.  
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2. The commission fixed $460,000 as the amount on which the comp ny is entitled to a return. It found 
that under existing rates, assuming some increase of business, gross earnings for 1921 would be 
$80,000 and operating expenses $53,000 leaving $27,000, the equivalent of 5.87 per cent., or 3.87 per 
cent. after deducting 2 per cent. allowed for depreciation. It held existing rates insufficient to the extent 
of 10,000. Its order allowed the company to add 16 per cent. to all bills, excepting those for public and 
private fire protection. The total of the bills so to be increased amounted to $64,000; that is, 80 per cent. 
of the revenue was authorized to be increased 16 per cent., equal to an increase of 12.8 per cent. on the 
total, amounting to $10,240.  

As to value: The company claims that the value of the property is greatly in excess of $460,000. 
Reference to the evidence is necessary. There was submitted to the commission evidence of value 
which it summarized substantially as follows:  

a. Estimate by company's engineer on basis of reproduction new, less depreciation, at prewar prices $ 
624,548 00 b. Estimate by company's engineer on basis of reproduction new, less depreciation, at 1920 
prices 1,194,663 00 c. Testimony of company's engineer fixing present fair value for rate making 
purposes 900,000 00 d. Estimate by commissioner's engineer on basis of reproduction new, less 
depreciation at 1915 prices, plus additions since December 31, 1915, at actual cost, excluding Bluefield 
Valley waterworks, water rights, and going value 397,964 38 [262 U.S. 679, 685]   e. Report of 
commission's statistician showing investment cost less depreciation 365,445 13 f. Commission's 
valuation, as fixed in case No. 368 ($360,000), plus gross additions to capital since made ($92,520.53) 
452,520 53  

It was shown that the prices prevailing in 1920 were nearly double those in 1915 and pre-war time. The 
company did not claim value as high as its estimate of cost of construction in 1920. Its valuation 
engineer testified that in his opinion the value of the property was $900,000-a figure between the cost of 
construction in 1920, less depreciation, and the cost of construction in 1915 and before the war, less 
depreciation.  

The commission's application of the evidence may be stated briefly as follows:  

As to 'a,' supra: The commission deducted $204,000 from the estimate ( details printed in the margin),1 
leaving approximately $421,000, which it contrasted with the estimate of its own engineer, $397,964.38 
(see 'd,' supra). It found that there should be included $25,000 for the Bluefield Valley waterworks plant 
in Virginia, 10 per cent. for going value, and $10, 000 for working capital. If these be added to 
$421,000, there results $500, 600. This may be compared with the commission's final figure, $460,000. 
[262 U.S. 679, 686]   As to 'b' and 'c,' supra: These were given no weight by the commission in arriving at 
its final figure, $460,000. It said:  

'Applicant's plant was originally constructed more than twenty years ago, and has been added to 
from time to time as the progress and development of the community required. For this reason, it 
would be unfair to its consumers to use as a basis for present fair value the abnormal prices 
prevailing during the recent war period; but, when, as in this case, a part of the plant has been 
constructed or added to during that period, in fairness to the applicant, consideration must be 
given to the cost of such expenditures made to meet the demands of the public.'  

As to 'd,' supra: The commission, taking $400,000 (round figures), added $25,000 for Bluefield Valley 
waterworks plant in Virginia, 10 per cent. for going val e, and $10,000 for working capital, making 
$477,500. This may be compared with its final figure, $460,000.  
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As to 'e,' supra: The commission, on the report of its statistician, found gross investment to be 
$500,402.53. Its engineer, applying the straight line method, found 19 per cent. depreciation. It applied 
81 per cent. to gross investment and added 10 per cent. for going value and $10, 000 for working 
capital, producing $455,500.2 This may be compared with its final figure, $460,000.  

As to 'f,' supra: It is necessary briefly to explain how this figure, $ 452,520.53, was arrived at. Case No. 
368 was a proceeding initiated by the application of the company for higher rates, April 24, 1915. The 
commission made a valuation as of January 1, 1915. There were presented two estimates of 
reproduction cost less depreciation, one by a valuation engineer engaged by the company, [262 U.S. 679, 
687]   and the other by a valuation engineer engaged by the city, both 'using the same method.' An 
inventory made by the company's engineer was accepted as correct by the city and by the commission. 
The method 'was that generally employed by courts and commissions in arriving at the value of public 
utility properties under this method.' and in both estimates 'five year average unit prices' were applied. 
The estimate of the company's engineer was $540,000 and of the city's engineer, $392,000. The 
principal differences as given by the commission are shown in the margin. 3 The commission 
disregarded both estimates and arrived at $360,000. It held that the best basis of valuation was the net 
investment, i. e., the total cost of the property less depreciation. It said:  

'The books of the company show a total gross investment, since its organization, of $407,882, and 
that there has been charged off for depreciation from year to year the total sum of $83,445, 
leaving a net investment of $324,427. ... From an examination of the books ... it appears that the 
records of the company have been remarkably well kept and preserved. It therefore seems that, 
when a plant is developed under these conditions, the net investment, which, of course, means the 
total gross investment less depreciation, is the very best basis of valuation for rate making 
purposes and that the other methods above referred to should [262 U.S. 679, 688]   be used only 
when it is impossible to arrive at the true investment. Therefore, after making due allowance for 
capital necessary for the conduct of the business and considering the plant as a going concern, it 
is the opinion of the commission that the fair value for the purpose of determining reasonable and 
just rates in this case of the property of the applicant company, used by it in the public service of 
supplying water to the city of Bluefield and its citizens, is the sum of $360,000, which sum is 
hereby fixed and determined by the commission to be the fair present value for the said purpose 
of determining the reasonable and just rates in this case.'  

In its report in No. 368, the commission did not indicate the amounts respectively allowed for going 
value or working capital. If 10 per cent. be added for the former, and $10,000 for the latter (as fixed by 
the commission in the present case), there is produced $366,870, to e compared with $360,000, found 
by the commission in its valuation as of January 1, 1915. To this it added $92,520.53, expended since, 
producing $ 452,520.53. This may be compared with its final figure, $460,000.  

The state Supreme Court of Appeals holds that the valuing of the property of a public utility corporation 
and prescribing rates are purely legislative acts, not subject to judicial review, except in so far as may 
be necessary to determine whether such rates are void on constitutional or other grounds, and that 
findings of fact by the commission based on evidence to support them will not be reviewed by the 
court. City of Bluefield v. Waterworks, 81 W. Va. 201, 204, 94 S. E. 121; Coal & Coke Co. v. Public 
Service Commission, 84 W. Va. 662, 678, 100 S. E. 557, 7 A. L. R. 108; Charleston v. Public Service 
Commission, 86 W. Va. 536, 103 S. E. 673.  

In this case (89 W. Va. 736, 738, 110 S. E. 205, 206) it said:  

'From the written opinion of the commission we find that it ascertained the value of the 
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petitioner's property for rate making [ then quoting the commission] 'after [262 U.S. 679, 689]   
maturely and carefully considering the various methods presented for the ascertainment of fair 
value and giving such weight as seems proper to every element involved and all the facts and 
circumstances disclosed by the record."  

The record clearly shows that the commission, in arriving at its final figure, did not accord proper, if 
any, weight to the greatly enhanced costs of construction in 1920 over those prevailing about 1915 and 
before the war, as established by uncontradicted evidence; and the company's detailed estimated cost of 
reproduction new, less depreciation, at 1920 prices, appears to have been wholly disregarded. This was 
erroneous. Missouri ex rel. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. v. Public Service Commission of 
Missouri, 262 U.S. 276 , 43 Sup. Ct. 544, 67 L. Ed . --, decided May 21, 1923. Plaintiff in error is 
entitled under the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the independent judgment of the 
court as to both law and facts. Ohio Valley Co. v. Ben Avon Borough, 253 U.S. 287, 289 , 40 S. Sup. 
Ct. 527, and cases cited.  

We quote further from the court's opinion (89 W. Va. 739, 740, 110 S. E. 206):  

'In our opinion the commission was justified by the law and by the facts in finding as a basis for 
rate making the sum of $460,000.00 . ... In our case of Coal & Coke Ry. Co. v. Conley, 67 W. 
Va. 129, it is said: 'It seems to be generally held that, in the absence of peculiar and extraordinary 
conditions, such as a more costly plant than the public service of the community requires, or the 
erection of a plant at an actual, though extravagant, cost, or the purchase of one at an exorbitant 
or inflated price, the actual amount of money invested is to be taken as the basis, and upon this a 
return must be allowed equivalent to that which is ordinarily received in the locality in which the 
business is done, upon capital invested in similar enterprises. In addition to this, consideration 
must be given to the nature of the investment, a higher rate [262 U.S. 679, 690]   being regarded as 
justified by the risk incident to a hazardous investment.'  

'That the original cost considered in connection with the history and growth of the utility and the 
value of the services rendered constitute the principal elements to be considered in connection 
with rate making, seems to be supported by nearly all the authorities.'  

The question in the case is whether the rates prescribed in the commission's order are confiscatory and 
therefore beyond legislative power. Rates which are not sufficient to yield a reasonable return on the 
value of the property used at the time it is being used to render the service are unjust, unreasonable and 
confiscatory, and their enforcement deprives the public utility company of its property in violation of 
the Fourteenth Amendment. This is so well settled by numerous decisions of this court that citation of 
the cases is scarcely necessary:  

'What the company is entitled to ask is a fair return upon the value of that which it employs for 
the public convenience.' Smyth v. Ames (1898) 169 U.S. 467, 547 , 18 S. Sup. Ct. 418, 434 (42 
L. Ed. 819).  

'There must be a fair return upon the reasonable value of the property at the time it is being used 
for the public. ... And we concur with the court below in holding that the value of the property is 
to be determined as of the time when the inquiry is made regarding the rates. If the property, 
which legally enters into the consideration of the question of rates, has increased in value since it 
was acquired, the company is entitled to the benefit of such increase.' Willcox v. Consolidated 
Gas Co. (1909) 212 U.S. 19, 41 , 52 S., 29 Sup. Ct. 192, 200 (53 L. Ed. 382, 15 Ann. Cas. 1034, 
48 L. R. A. [N. S.] 1134).  
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'The ascertainment of that value is not controlled by artificial rules. It is not a matter of formulas, 
but there must be a reasonable judgment having its basis in a proper consideration of all relevant 
facts.' Minnesota Rate Cases (1913) 230 U.S. 352, 434 , 33 S. Sup. Ct. 729, 754 (57 L. Ed. 1511, 
48 L. R. A. [N. S.] 1151, Ann. Cas. 1916A, 18). [262 U.S. 679, 691]   'And in order to ascertain that 
value, the original cost of construction, the amount expended in permanent improvements, the 
amount and market value of its bonds and stock, the present as compared with the original cost of 
construction, the probable earning capacity of the property under particular rates prescribed by 
statute, and the sum required to meet operating expenses, are all matters for consideration, and 
are to be given such weight as may be just and right in each case. We do not say that there may 
not be other matters to be regarded in estimating the value of the property.' Smyth v. Ames, 169 
U. S., 546, 547, 18 Sup. Ct. 434.  

'... The making of a just return for the use of the property involves the recognition of its fair value 
if it be more than its cost. The property is held in private ownership and it is that property, and 
not the original cost of it, of which the owner may not be deprived without due process of law.'  

Minnesota Rate Cases, 230 U.S. 454 , 33 Sup. Ct. 762, 48 L. R. A. (N. S.) 1151, Ann. Cas. 1916A, 18.  

In Missouri ex rel. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., v. Public Service Commission of Missouri, supra, 
applying the principles of the cases above cited and others, this court said:  

'Obviously, the commission undertook to value the property without according any weight to the 
greatly enhanced costs of material, labor, supplies, etc., over those prevailing in 1913, 1914, and 
1916. As matter of common knowledge, these increases were large. Competent witnesses 
estimated them as 45 to 50 per centum. ... It is impossible to ascertain what will amount to a fair 
return upon properties devoted to public service, without giving consideration to the cost of labor, 
supplies, etc., at the time the investigation is made. An honest and intelligent forecast of probable 
future values, made upon a view of all the relevant circumstances, is essential. If the highly 
important element of present costs is wholly disregarded, such a forecast becomes impossible. 
Estimates for to-morrow cannot ignore prices of to-day.' [262 U.S. 679, 692]   It is clear that the 
court also failed to give proper consideration to the higher cost of construction in 1920 over that 
in 1915 and before the war, and failed to give weight to cost of reproduction less depreciation on 
the basis of 1920 prices, or to the testimony of the company's valuation engineer, based on 
present and past costs of construction, that the property in his opinion, was worth $900,000. The 
final figure, $460,000, was arrived at substantially on the basis of actual cost, less depreciation, 
plus 10 per cent. for going value and $10, 000 for working capital. This resulted in a valuation 
considerably and materially less than would have been reached by a fair and just consideration of 
all the facts. The valuation cannot be sust ined. Other objections to the valuation need not be 
considered.  

3. Rate of return: The state commission found that the company's net annual income should be 
approximately $37,000, in order to enable it to earn 8 per cent. for return and depreciation upon the 
value of its property as fixed by it. Deducting 2 per cent. for depreciation, there remains 6 per cent. on 
$460,000, amounting to $27,600 for return. This was approved by the state court.  

The company contends that the rate of return is too low and confiscatory. What annual rate will 
constitute just compensation depeds upon many circumstances, and must be determined by the exercise 
of a fair and enlightened judgment, having regard to all relevant facts. A public utility is entitled to such 
rates as will permit it to earn a return on the value of the property which it employs for the convenience 
of the public equal to that generally being made at the same time and in the same general part of the 
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country on investments in other business undertakings which are attended by corresponding, risks and 
uncertainties; but it has no constitutional right to profits such as are realized or anticipated in [262 U.S. 
679, 693]   highly profitable enterprises or speculative ventures. The return should be reasonably 
sufficient to assure confidence in the financial soundness of the utility and should be adequate, under 
efficient and economical management, to maintain and support its credit and enable it to raise the 
money necessary for the proper discharge of its public duties. A rate of return may be reasonable at one 
time and become too high or too low by changes affecting opportunities for investment, the money 
market and business conditions generally.  

In 1909, this court, in Willcox v. Consolidated Gas Co., 212 U.S. 19 , 48-50, 29 Sup. Ct. 192, 15 Ann. 
Cas. 1034, 48 L. R. A. (N. S.) 1134, held that the question whether a rate yields such a return as not to 
be confiscatory depends upon circumstances, locality and risk, and that no proper rate can be 
established for all cases; and that, under the circumstances of that case, 6 per cent. was a fair return on 
the value of the property employed in supplying gas to the city of New York, and that a rate yielding 
that return was not confiscatory. In that case the investment was held to be safe, returns certain and risk 
reduced almost to a minimum-as nearly a safe and secure investment as could be imagined in regard to 
any private manufacturing enterprise.  

In 1912, in Cedar Rapids Gas Co. v. Cedar Rapids, 223 U.S. 655, 670 , 32 S. Sup. Ct. 389, this court 
declined to reverse the state court where the value of the plant considerably exceeded its cost, and the 
estimated return was over 6 per cent.  

In 1915, in Des Moines Gas Co. v. Des Moines, 238 U.S. 153, 172 , 35 S. Sup. Ct. 811, this court 
declined to reverse the United States District Court in refusing an injunction upon the conclusion 
reached that a return of 6 per cent. per annum upon the value would not be confiscatory.  

In 1919, this court in Lincoln Gas Co. v. Lincoln, 250 U.S. 256, 268 , 39 S. Sup. Ct. 454, 458 (63 L. Ed. 
968), declined on the facts of that case to approve a finding that no rate yielding as much as 6 per cent. 
[262 U.S. 679, 694]   on the invested capital could be regarded as confiscatory. Speaking for the court, Mr. 
Justice Pitney said:  

'It is a matter of common knowledge that, owing principally to the World War, the costs of labor 
and supplies of every kind have greatly advanced since the ordinance was adopted, and largely 
since this cause was last heard in the court below. And it is equally well known that annual 
returns upon capital and enterprise the world over have materially increased, so that what would 
have been a proper rate of return for capital invested in gas plants and similar public utilities a 
few years ago furnishes no safe criterion for the present or for the future.'  

In 1921, in Brush Electric Co. v. Galveston, the United States District Court held 8 per cent. a fair rate 
of return. 4    

In January, 1923, in City of Minneapolis v. Rand, the Circuit Court of Appeals of the Eighth Circuit 
(285 Fed. 818, 830) sustained, as against the attack of the city on the ground that it was excessive, 7 1/2 
per cent ., found by a special master and approved by the District Court as a fair and reasonable return 
on the capital investment-the value of the property.  

Investors take into account the result of past operations, especially in recent years, when determining 
the terms upon which they will invest in such an undertaking. Low, uncertain, or irregular income 
makes for low prices for the securities of the utility and higher rates of interest to be demanded by 
investors. The fact that the company may not insist as a matter of constitutional right that past losses be 
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made up by rates to be applied in the present and future tends to weaken credit, and the fact that the 
utility is protected against being compelled to serve for confiscatory rates tends to support it. In [262 U.S. 
679, 695]   this case the record shows that the rate of return has been low through a long period up to the 
time of the inquiry by the commission here involved. For example, the average rate of return on the 
total cost of the property from 1895 to 1915, inclusive, was less than 5 per cent.; from 1911 to 1915, 
inclusive, about 4.4 per cent., without allowance for depreciation. In 1919 the net operating income was 
approximately $24,700, leaving $15,500, approximately, or 3.4 per cent. on $460,000 fixed by the 
commission, after deducting 2 per cent. for depreciation. In 1920, the net operating income was 
approximately $25,465, leaving $16,265 for return, after allowing for depreciation. Under the facts and 
circumstances indicated by the record, we think that a rate of return of 6 per cent. upon the value of the 
property is substantially too low to constitute just compensation for the use of the property employed to 
render the service.  

The judgment of the Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia is reversed.  

Mr. Justice BRANDEIS concurs in the judgment of reversal, for the reasons stated by him in Missouri 
ex rel. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. v. Public Service Commission of Missouri, supra.  

Footnotes  

[ Footnote 1 ]  

Difference in depreciation allowed $ 49,000 Preliminary organization and development cost 14,500 
Bluefield Valley waterworks plant 25,000 Water rights 50,000 Excess overhead costs 39,000 Paving 
over mains 28,500 ___ $204,000  

[ Footnote 2 ] As to 'e': $365,445.13 represents investment cost less depreciation. The gross investment 
was found to be $500,402.53, indicating a deduction on account of depreciation of $134,957.40, about 
27 per cent., as against 19 per cent. found by the commission's engineer.  

[ Footnote 3 ] Company City Engineer. Engineer.  

[ Footnote 1 ] Preliminary costs $14,455 $1,000  

[ Footnote 2 ] Water rights 50,000 Nothing  

[ Footnote 3 ] Cutting pavements over mains 27,744 233  

[ Footnote 4 ] Pipe lines from gravity springs 22,072 15,442  

[ Footnote 5 ] Laying cast iron street mains 19,252 15,212  

[ Footnote 6 ] Reproducing Ada springs 18,558 13,027  

[ Footnote 7 ] Superintendence and engineering 20,515 13,621  

[ Footnote 8 ] General contingent cost 16,415 5,448 ___ ___ 189,011 $63,983  

[ Footnote 4 ] This case was affirmed by this court June 4, 1923, 262 U.S. 443 , 43 Sup. Ct. 606, 67 L. 
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[320 U.S. 591, 592]   Mr. Francis M. Shea, Asst. Atty. Gen., for petitioners Federal Power Com'n and 
others.  

[320 U.S. 591, 593]   Mr. Spencer W. Reeder, of Cleveland, Ohio, for petitioner City of cleveland.  
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Mr. M. M. Neeley, of Charleston, W. Va., for State of West Virginia, as amicus curiae by special leave 
of Court.  

Mr. Justice DOUGLAS delivered the opinion of the Court.  

The primary issue in these cases concerns the validity under the Natural Gas Act of 1938, 52 Stat. 821, 
15 U.S.C. 717 et seq., 15 U.S.C.A . 717 et seq., of a rate order issued by the Federal Power Commission 
reducing the rates chargeable by Hope Natural Gas Co., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., 1. On a petition for review of 
the order made pursuant to 19(b) of the Act, the [320 U.S. 591, 594]   Circuit Court of Appeals set it aside, 
one judge dissenting. 4 Cir., 134 F. 2d 287. The cases are here on petitions for writs of certiorari which 
we granted because of the public importance of the questions presented. City of Cleveland v. Hope 
Natural Gas Co., 319 U.S. 735 , 63 S.Ct. 1165  

Hope is a West Virginia corporation organized in 1898. It is a wholly owned subsidiary of Standard Oil 
Co. (N.J.). Since the date of its organization, it has been in the business of producing, purchasing and 
marketing natural gas in that state. 1 It sells some of that gas to local consumers in West Virginia. But 
the great bulk of it goes to five customer companies which receive it at the West Virginia line and 
distribute it in Ohio and in Pennsylvania. 2 In July, 1938, the cities of Cleveland and Akron filed 
complaints with the Commission charging that the rates collected by Hope from East Ohio Gas Co. (an 
affiliate of Hope which distributes gas in Ohio) were excessive and unreasonable. Later in 1938 the 
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Commission on its own motion instituted an investigation to determine the reasonableness of all of 
Hope's interstate rates. In March [320 U.S. 591, 595]   1939 the Public Utility Commission of Pennsylvania 
filed a complaint with the Commission charging that the rates collected by Hope from Peoples Natural 
Gas Co. (an affiliate of Hope distributing gas in Pennsylvania) and two non-affiliated companies were 
unreasonable. The City of Cleveland asked that the challenged rates be declared unlawful and that just 
and reasonable rates be determined from June 30, 1939 to the date of the Commission's order. The latter 
finding was requested in aid of state regulation and to afford the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio a 
proper basic for disposition of a fund collected by East Ohio under bond from Ohio consumers since 
June 30, 1939. The cases were consolidated and hearings were held.  

On May 26, 1942, the Commission entered its order and made its findings. Its order required Hope to 
decrease its future interstate rates so as to reflect a reduction, on an annual basis of not less than $3,609, 
857 in operating revenues. And it established 'just and reasonable' average rates per m.c.f. for each of 
the five customer companies. 3 In response to the prayer of the City of Cleveland the Commission also 
made findings as to the lawfulness of past rates, although concededly it had no authority under the Act 
to fix past rates or to award reparations. 44 P.U. R.,U.S., at page 34. It found that the rates collected by 
Hope from East Ohio were unjust, unreasonable, excessive and therefore unlawful, by $830, 892 during 
1939, $3,219,551 during 1940, and $2,815,789 on an annual basis since 1940. It further found that just, 
reasonable, and lawful rates for gas sold by Hope to East Ohio for resale for ultimate public 
consumption were those required [320 U.S. 591, 596]   to produce $11,528,608 for 1939, $11,507,185 for 
1940 and $11.910,947 annually since 1940.  

The Commission established an interstate rate base of $33,712,526 which, it found, represented the 
'actual legitimate cost' of the company's interstate property less depletion and depreciation and plus 
unoperated acreage, working capital and future net capital additions. The Commission, beginning with 
book cost, made certain adjustments not necessary to relate here and found the 'actual legitimate cost' of 
the plant in interstate service to be $51,957,416, as of December 31, 1940. It deducted accrued 
depletion and depreciation, which it found to be $22,328,016 on an 'economic-service-life' basis. And it 
added $1,392,021 for future net capital additions, $566,105 for useful unoperated acreage, and 
$2,125,000 for working capital. It used 1940 as a test year to estimate future revenues and expenses. It 
allowed over $16,000,000 as annual operating expenses-about $1,300,000 for taxes, $1,460,000 for 
depletion and depreciation, $600,000 for exploration and development costs, $8,500,000 for gas 
purchased. The Commission allowed a net increase of $421,160 over 1940 operating expenses, which 
amount was to take care of future increase in wages, in West Virginia property taxes, and in exploration 
and development costs. The total amount of deductions allowed from interstate revenues was 
$13,495,584.  

Hope introduced evidence from which it estimated reproduction cost of the property at $97,000,000. It 
also presented a so-called trended 'original cost' estimate which exceeded $105,000,000. The latter was 
designed 'to indicate what the original cost of the property would have been if 1938 material and labor 
prices had prevailed throughout the whole period of the piece-meal construction of the company's 
property since 1898.' 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at pages 8, 9. Hope estimated by the 'percent condition' method 
accrued depreciation at about 35% of [320 U.S. 591, 597]   reproduction cost new. On that basis Hope 
contended for a rate base of $66, 000,000. The Commission refused to place any reliance on 
reproduction cost new, saying that it was 'not predicated upon facts' and was 'too conjectural and 
illusory to be given any weight in these proceedings.' Id., 44 P.U.R.,U.S., at page 8. It likewise refused 
to give any 'probative value' to trended 'original cost' since it was 'not founded in fact' but was 'basically 
erroneous' and produced 'irrational results.' Id., 44 P.U.R., N.S., at page 9. In determining the amount of 
accrued depletion and depreciation the Commission, following Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Telephone 
Co., 292 U.S. 151 , 167-169, 54 S.Ct. 658, 664-666; Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas 
Pipeline Co., 315 U.S. 575, 592 , 593 S., 62 S.Ct. 736, 745, 746, based its computation on 'actual 
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legitimate cost'. It found that Hope during the years when its business was not under regulation did not 
observe 'sound depreciation and depletion practices' but 'actually accumulated an excessive reserve'4 of 
about $46,000,000. Id., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 18. One member of the Commission thought that the 
entire amount of the reserve should be deducted from 'actual legitimate cost' in determining the rate 
base. 5 The majority of the [320 U.S. 591, 598]   Commission concluded, however, that where, as here, a 
business is brought under regulation for the first time and where incorrect depreciation and depletion 
practices have prevailed, the deduction of the reserve requirement (actual existing depreciation and 
depletion) rather than the excessive reserve should be made so as to lay 'a sound basis for future 
regulation and control of rates.' Id., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 18. As we have pointed out, it determined 
accrued depletion and depreciation to be $ 22,328,016; and it allowed approximately $1,460,000 as the 
annual operating expense for depletion and depreciation. 6    

Hope's estimate of original cost was about $69,735,000-approximately $ 17,000,000 more than the 
amount found by the Commission. The item of $17, 000,000 was made up largely of expenditures 
which prior to December 31, 1938, were charged to operating expenses. Chief among those 
expenditures was some $12,600,000 expended [320 U.S. 591, 599]   in well-drilling prior to 1923. Most of 
that sum was expended by Hope for labor, use of drilling-rigs, hauling, and similar costs of well-
drilling. Prior to 1923 Hope followed the general practice of the natural gas industry and charged the 
cost of drilling wells to operating expenses. Hope continued that practice until the Public Service 
Commission of West Virginia in 1923 required it to capitalize such expenditures, as does the 
Commission under its present Uniform System of Accounts. 7 The Commission refused to add such 
items to the rate base stating that 'No greater injustice to consumers could be done than to allow items 
as operating expenses and at a later date include them in the rate base, thereby placing multiple charges 
upon the consumers.' Id., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 12. For the same reason the Commission excluded 
from the rate base about $ 1,600,000 of expenditures on properties which Hope acquired from other 
utilities, the latter having charged those payments to operating expenses. The Commission disallowed 
certain other overhead items amounting to over $ 3,000,000 which also had been previously charged to 
operating expenses. And it refused to add some $632,000 as interest during construction since no 
interest was in fact paid.  

Hope contended that it should be allowed a return of not less than 8%. The Commission found that an 
8% return would be unreasonable but that 6 1/2% was a fair rate of return. That rate of return, applied to 
the rate base of $33,712,526, would produce $2,191,314 annually, as compared with the present income 
of not less than $5,801,171.  

The Circuit Court of Appeals set aside the order of the Commission for the following reasons. (1) It 
held that the rate base should reflect the 'present fair value' of the [320 U.S. 591, 600]   property, that the 
Commission in determining the 'value' should have considered reproduction cost and trended original 
cost, and that 'actual legitimate cost' (prudent investment) was not the proper measure of 'fair value' 
where price levels had changed since the investment. (2) It concluded that the well-drilling costs and 
overhead items in the amount of some $17,000,000 should have been included in the rate base. (3) It 
held that accrued depletion and depreciation and the annual allowance for that expense should be 
computed on the basis of 'present fair value' of the property not on the basis of 'actual legitimate cost'.  

The Circuit Court of Appeals also held that the Commission had no power to make findings as to past 
rates in aid of state regulation. But it concluded that those findings were proper as a step in the process 
of fixing future rates. Viewed in that light, however, the findings were deemed to be invalidated by the 
same errors which vitiated the findings on which the rate order was based.  

Order Reducing Rates. Congress has provided in 4(a) of the Natural Gas Act that all natural gas rates 
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subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission 'shall be just and reasonable, and any such rate or charge 
that is not just and reasonable is hereby declared to be unlawful.' Sec. 5(a) gives the Commission the 
power, after hearing, to determine the 'just and reasonable rate' to be thereafter observed and to fix the 
rate by order. Sec. 5(a) also empowers the Commission to order a 'decrease where existing rates are 
unjust ... unlawful, or are not the lowest reasonable rates.' And Congress has provided in 19(b) that on 
review of these rate orders the 'finding of the Commission as to the facts, if supported by substantial 
evidence, shall be conclusive.' Congress, however, has provided no formula by which the 'just and 
reasonable' rate is to be determined. It has not filled in the [320 U.S. 591, 601]   details of the general 
prescription8 of 4(a) and 5(a). It has not expressed in a specific rule the fixed principle of 'just and 
reasonable'.  

When we sustained the constitutionality of the Natural Gas Act in the Natural Gas Pipeline Co. case, we 
stated that the 'authority of Congress to regulate the prices of commodities in interstate commerce is at 
least as great under the Fifth Amendment as is that of the states under the Fourteenth to regulate the 
prices of commodities in intrastate commerce.' 315 U.S. at page 582, 62 S.Ct. at page 741. Rate-making 
is indeed but one species of price-fixing. Munn v. Illinois, 94 U.S. 113 , 134. The fixing of prices, like 
other applications of the police power, may reduce the value of the property which is being regulated. 
But the fact that the value is reduced does not mean that the regulation is invalid. Block v. Hirsh, 256 
U.S. 135 , 155-157, 41 S.Ct. 458, 459, 460, 16 A.L.R. 165; Nebbia v. New York, 291 U.S. 502 , 523-
539, 54 S. Ct. 505, 509-517, 89 A.L.R. 1469, and cases cited. It does, however, indicate that 'fair value' 
is the end product of the process of rate-making not the starting point as the Circuit Court of Appeals 
held. The heart of the matter is that rates cannot be made to depend upon 'fair value' when the value of 
the going enterprise depends on earnings under whatever rates may be anticipated. 9   [320 U.S. 591, 602]   
We held in Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas Pipeline Co., supra, that the Commission was 
not bound to the use of any single formula or combination of formulae in determining rates. Its rate-
making function, moreover, involves the making of 'pragmatic adjustments.' Id., 315 U.S. at page 586, 
62 S.Ct. at page 743. And when the Commission's order is challenged in the courts, the question is 
whether that order 'viewed in its entirety' meets the requirements of the Act. Id., 315 U.S. at page 586, 
62 S.Ct. at page 743. Under the statutory standard of 'just and reasonable' it is the result reached not the 
method employed which is controlling. Cf. Los Angeles Gas & Electric Corp. v. Railroad Commission, 
289 U.S. 287, 304 , 305 S., 314, 53 S.Ct. 637, 643, 644, 647; West Ohio Gas Co. v. Public Utilities 
Commission (No. 1), 294 U.S. 63, 70 , 55 S.Ct. 316, 320; West v. Chesapeake & Potomac Tel. Co., 295 
U.S. 662, 692 , 693 S., 55 S.Ct. 894, 906, 907 (dissenting opinion). It is not theory but the impact of the 
rate order which counts. If the total effect of the rate order cannot be said to be unjust and unreasonable, 
judicial inquiry under the Act is at an end. The fact that the method employed to reach that result may 
contain infirmities is not then important. Moreover, the Commission's order does not become suspect by 
reason of the fact that it is challenged. It is the product of expert judgment which carries a presumption 
of validity. And he who would upset the rate order under the Act carries the heavy burden of making a 
convincing showing that it is invalid because it is unjust and unreasonable in its consequences. Cf. 
Railroad Commission v. Cumberland Tel. & T. Co., 212 U.S. 414 , 29 S.Ct. 357; Lindheimer v. Illinois 
Bell Tel. Co., supra, 292 U.S. at pages 164, 169, 54 S.Ct. at pages 663, 665; Railroad Commission v. 
Pacific Gas & E. Co., 302 U.S. 388, 401 , 58 S.Ct. 334, 341. [320 U.S. 591, 603]   The rate-making process 
under the Act, i.e., the fixing of 'just and reasonable' rates, involves a balancing of the investor and the 
consumer interests. Thus we stated in the Natural Gas Pipeline Co. case that 'regulation does not insure 
that the business shall produce net revenues.' 315 U.S. at page 590, 62 S.Ct. at page 745. But such 
considerations aside, the investor interest has a legitimate concern with the financial integrity of the 
company whose rates are being regulated. From the investor or company point of view it is important 
that there be enough revenue not only for operating expenses but also for the capital costs of the 
business. These include service on the debt and dividends on the stock. Cf. Chicago & Grand Trunk R. 
Co. v. Wellman, 143 U.S. 339, 345 , 346 S., 12 S.Ct. 400, 402. By that standard the return to the equity 
owner should be commensurate with returns on investments in other enterprises having corresponding 
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risks. That return, moreover, should be sufficient to assure confidence in the financial integrity of the 
enterprise, so as to maintain its credit and to attract capital. See State of Missouri ex rel. South-western 
Bell Tel. Co. v. Public Service Commission, 262 U.S. 276, 291 , 43 S.Ct. 544, 547, 31 A.L.R. 807 (Mr. 
Justice Brandeis concurring). The conditions under which more or less might be allowed are not 
important here. Nor is it important to this case to determine the various permissible ways in which any 
rate base on which the return is computed might be arrived at. For we are of the view that the end result 
in this case cannot be condemned under the Act as unjust and unreasonable from the investor or 
company viewpoint.  

We have already noted that Hope is a wholly owned subsidiary of the Standard Oil Co. (N.J.). It has no 
securities outstanding except stock. All of that stock has been owned by Standard since 1908. The par 
amount presently outstanding is approximately $28,000,000 as compared with the rate base of 
$33,712,526 established by [320 U.S. 591, 604]   the Commission. Of the total outstanding stock 
$11,000,000 was issued in stock dividends. The balance, or about $17,000,000, was issued for cash or 
other assets. During the four decades of its operations Hope has paid over $ 97,000,000 in cash 
dividends. It had, moreover, accumulated by 1940 an earned surplus of about $8,000,000. It had thus 
earned the total investment in the company nearly seven times. Down to 1940 it earned over 20% per 
year on the average annual amount of its capital stock issued for cash or other assets. On an average 
invested capital of some $23,000,000 Hope's average earnings have been about 12% a year. And during 
this period it had accumulated in addition reserves for depletion and depreciation of about $46,000,000. 
Furthermore, during 1939, 1940 and 1941, Hope paid dividends of 10% on its stock. And in the year 
1942, during about half of which the lower rates were in effect, it paid dividends of 7 1/2%. From 1939-
1942 its earned surplus increased from $5,250,000 to about $13,700, 000, i.e., to almost half the par 
value of its outstanding stock.  

As we have noted, the Commission fixed a rate of return which permits Hope to earn $2,191,314 
annually. In determining that amount it stressed the importance of maintaining the financial integrity of 
the company. It considered the financial history of Hope and a vast array of data bearing on the natural 
gas industry, related businesses, and general economic conditions. It noted that the yields on better 
issues of bonds of natural gas companies sold in the last few years were 'close to 3 per cent', 44 P. 
U.R.,N.S., at page 33. It stated that the company was a 'seasoned enterprise whose risks have been 
minimized' by adequate provisions for depletion and depreciation (past and present) with 'concurrent 
high profits', by 'protected established markets, through affiliated distribution companies, in populous 
and industralized areas', and by a supply of gas locally to meet all require- [320 U.S. 591, 605]   ments, 
'except on certain peak days in the winter, which it is feasible to supplement in the future with gas from 
other sources.' Id., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 33. The Commission concluded, 'The company's efficient 
management, established markets, financial record, affiliations, and its prospective business place it in a 
strong position to attract capital upon favorable terms when it is required.' Id., 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 
33.  

In view of these various considerations we cannot say that an annual return of $2,191,314 is not 'just 
and reasonable' within the meaning of the Act. Rates which enable the company to operate successfully, 
to maintain its financial integrity, to attract capital, and to compensate its investors for the risks 
assumed certainly cannot be condemned as invalid, even though they might produce only a meager 
return on the so- called 'fair value' rate base. In that connection it will be recalled that Hope contended 
for a rate base of $66,000,000 computed on reproduction cost new. The Commission points out that if 
that rate base were accepted, Hope's average rate of return for the four-year period from 1937-1940 
would amount to 3.27%. During that period Hope earned an annual average return of about 9% on the 
average investment. It asked for no rate increases. Its properties were well maintained and operated. As 
the Commission says such a modest rate of 3.27% suggests an 'inflation of the base on which the rate 
has been computed.' Dayton Power & Light Co. v. Public Utilities Commission, 292 U.S. 290, 312 , 54 
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S.Ct. 647, 657. Cf. Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Tel. Co., supra, 292 U.S. at page 164, 54 S.Ct. at page 
663. The incongruity between the actual operations and the return computed on the basis of 
reproduction cost suggests that the Commission was wholly justified in rejecting the latter as the 
measure of the rate base.  

In view of this disposition of the controversy we need not stop to inquire whether the failure of the 
Commission to add the $17,000,000 of well-drilling and other costs to [320 U.S. 591, 606]   the rate base 
was consistent with the prudent investment theory as developed and applied in particular cases.  

Only a word need be added respecting depletion and depreciation. We held in the Natural Gas Pipeline 
Co. case that there was no constitutional requirement 'that the owner who embarks in a wasting-asset 
business of limited life shall receive at the end more than he has put into it.' 315 U. S. at page 593, 62 
S.C. at page 746. The Circuit Court of Appeals did not think that that rule was applicable here because 
Hope was a utility required to continue its service to the public and not scheduled to end its business on 
a day certain as was stipulated to be true of the Natural Gas Pipeline Co. But that distinction is quite 
immaterial. The ultimate exhaustion of the supply is inevitable in the case of all natural gas companies. 
Moreover, this Court recognized in Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Tel. Co., supra, the propriety of basing 
annual depreciation on cost. 10 By such a procedure the utility is made whole and the integrity of its 
investment maintained. 11 No more is required. 12 We cannot approve the contrary holding [320 U.S. 
591, 607]   of United Railways & Electric Co. v. West, 280 U.S. 234, 253 , 254 S., 50 S.Ct. 123, 126, 
127. Since there are no constitutional requirements more exacting than the standards of the Act, a rate 
order which conforms to the latter does not run afoul of the former.  

The Position of West Virginia. The State of West Virginia, as well as its Public Service Commission, 
intervened in the proceedings before the Commission and participated in the hearings before it. They 
have also filed a brief amicus curiae here and have participated in the argument at the bar. Their 
contention is that the result achieved by the rate order 'brings consequences which are unjust to West 
Virginia and its citizens' and which 'unfairly depress the value of gas, gas lands and gas leaseholds, 
unduly restrict development of their natural resources, and arbitrarily transfer their properties to the 
residents of other states without just compensation therefor.'  

West Virginia points out that the Hope Natural Gas Co. holds a large number of leases on both 
producing and unoperated properties. The owner or grantor receives from the operator or grantee delay 
rentals as compensation for postponed drilling. When a producing well is successfully brought in, the 
gas lease customarily continues indefinitely for the life of the field. In that case the operator pays a 
stipulated gas-well rental or in some cases a gas royalty equivalent to one-eighth of the gas marketed. 
13 Both the owner and operator have valuable property interests in the gas which are separately taxable 
under West Virginia law. The contention is that the reversionary interests in the leaseholds should be 
represented in the rate proceedings since it is their gas which is being sold in interstate [320 U.S. 591, 608] 
  commerce. It is argued, moreover, that the owners of the reversionary interests should have the benefit 
of the 'discovery value' of the gas leaseholds, not the interstate consumers. Furthermore, West Virginia 
contends that the Commission in fixing a rate for natural gas produced in that State should consider the 
effect of the rate order on the economy of West Virginia. It is pointed out that gas is a wasting asset 
with a rapidly diminishing supply. As a result West Virginia's gas deposits are becoming increasingly 
valuable. Nevertheless the rate fixed by the Commission reduces that value. And that reduction, it is 
said, has severe repercussions on the economy of the State. It is argued in the first place that as a result 
of this rate reduction Hope's West Virginia property taxes may be decreased in view of the relevance 
which earnings have under West Virginia law in the assessment of property for tax purposes. 14 
Secondly, it is pointed out that West Virginia has a production tax15 on the 'value' of the gas exported 
from the State. And we are told that for purposes of that tax 'value' becomes under West Virginia law 
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'practically the substantial equivalent of market value.' Thus West Virginia argues that undervaluation 
of Hope's gas leaseholds will cost the State many thousands of dollars in taxes. The effect, it is urged, is 
to impair West Virginia's tax structure for the benefit of Ohio and Pennsylvania consumers. West 
Virginia emphasizes, moreover, its deep interest in the conservation of its natural resources including its 
natural gas. It says that a reduction of the value of these leasehold values will jeopardize these 
conservation policies in three respects: (1) exploratory development of new fields will be discouraged; 
(2) abandonment of lowyield high-cost marginal wells will be hastened; and (3) secondary recovery of 
oil will be hampered. [320 U.S. 591, 609]   Furthermore, West Virginia contends that the reduced valuation 
will harm one of the great industries of the State and that harm to that industry must inevitably affect 
the welfare of the citizens of the State. It is also pointed out that West Virginia has a large interest in 
coal and oil as well as in gas and that these forms of fuel are competitive. When the price of gas is 
materially cheapened, consumers turn to that fuel in preference to the others. As a result this lowering 
of the price of natural gas will have the effect of depreciating the price of West Virginia coal and oil.  

West Virginia insists that in neglecting this aspect of the problem the Commission failed to perform the 
function which Congress entrusted to it and that the case should be remanded to the Commission for a 
modification of its order. 16    

We have considered these contentions at length in view of the earnestness with which they have been 
urged upon us. We have searched the legislative history of the Natural Gas Act for any indication that 
Congress entrusted to the Commission the various considerations which West Virginia has advanced 
here. And our conclusion is that Congress did not.  

We pointed out in Illinois Natural Gas Co. v. Central Illinois Public Service Co., 314 U.S. 498, 506 , 62 
S.Ct. 384, 387, that the purpose of the Natural Gas Act was to provide, 'through the exercise of the 
national power over interstate commerce, an agency for regulating the wholesale distribution to public 
service companies of natural gas moving interstate, which this Court had declared to be interstate 
commerce not subject to certain types of state regulation.' As stated in the House Report the 'basic 
purpose' of this legislation was 'to occupy' the field in which such cases as State of Missouri v. [320 U.S. 
591, 610]   Kansas Natural Gas Co., 265 U.S. 298 , 44 S.Ct. 544, and Public Utilities Commission v. 
Attleboro Steam & Electric Co., 273 U.S. 83 , 47 S.Ct. 294, had held the States might not act. H.Rep. 
No. 709, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 2. In accomplishing that purpose the bill was designed to take 'no 
authority from State commissions' and was 'so drawn as to complement and in no manner usurp State 
regulatory authority.' Id., p. 2. And the Federal Power Commission was given no authority over the 
'production or gathering of natural gas.' 1(b).  

The primary aim of this legislation was to protect consumers against exploitation at the lands of natural 
gas companies. Due to the hiatus in regulation which resulted from the Kansas Natural Gas Co. case 
and related decisions state commissions found it difficult or impossible to discover what it cost 
interstate pipe-line companies to deliver gas within the consuming states; and thus they were thwarted 
in local regulation. H.Rep., No. 709, supra, p. 3. Moreover, the investigations of the Federal Trade 
Commission had disclosed that the majority of the pipe-line mileage in the country used to transport 
natural gas, together with an increasing percentage of the natural gas supply for pipe-line transportation, 
had been acquired by a handful of holding companies. 17 State commissions, independent producers, 
and communities having or seeking the service were growing quite helpless against these combinations. 
18 These were the types of problems with which those participating in the hearings were pre- occupied. 
19 Congress addressed itself to those specific evils. [320 U.S. 591, 611]   The Federal Power Commission 
was given broad powers of regulation. The fixing of 'just and reasonable' rates ( 4) with the powers 
attendant thereto20 was the heart of the new regulatory system. Moreover, the Commission was given 
certain authority by 7(a), on a finding that the action was necessary or desirable 'in the public interest,' 
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to require natural gas companies to extend or improve their transportation facilities and to sell gas to 
any authorized local distributor. By 7(b) it was given control over the abandonment of facilities or of 
service. And by 7( c), as originally enacted, no natural gas company could undertake the construction or 
extension of any facilities for the transportation of natural gas to a market in which natural gas was 
already being served by another company, or sell any natural gas in such a market, without obtaining a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity from the Commission. In passing on such applications 
for certificates of convenience and necessity the Commission was told by 7(c), as originally enacted, 
that it was 'the intention of Congress that natural gas shall be sold in interstate commerce for resale for 
ultimate public consumption for domestic, commercial, industrial, or any other use at the lowest 
possible reasonable rate consistent with the maintenance of adequate service in the public interest.' The 
latter provision was deleted from 7(c) when that subsection was amended by the Act of February 7, 
1942, 56 Stat. 83. By that amendment limited grandfather rights were granted companies desiring to 
extend their facilities and services over the routes or within the area which they were already serving. 
Moreover, 7(c) was broadened so as to require certifi- [320 U.S. 591, 612]   cates of public convenience 
and necessity not only where the extensions were being made to markets in which natural gas was 
already being sold by another company but in other situations as well.  

These provisions were plainly designed to protect the consumer interests against exploitation at the 
hands of private natural gas companies. When it comes to cases of abandonment or of extensions of 
facilities or service, we may assume that, apart from the express exemptions21 contained in 7, 
considerations of conservation are material to the issuance of certificates of public convenience and 
necessity. But the Commission was not asked here for a certificate of public convenience and necessity 
under 7 for any proposed construction or extension. It was faced with a determination of the amount 
which a private operator should be allowed to earn from the sale of natural gas across state lines 
through an established distribution system. Secs. 4 and 5, not 7, provide the standards for that 
determination. We cannot find in the words of the Act or in its history the slightest intimation or 
suggestion that the exploitation of consumers by private operators through the maintenance of high 
rates should be allowed to continue provided the producing states obtain indirect benefits from it. That 
apparently was the Commission's view of the matter, for the same arguments advanced here were 
presented to the Commission and not adopted by it.  

We do not mean to suggest that Congress was unmindful of the interests of the producing states in their 
natural gas supplies when it drafted the Natural Gas Act. As we have said, the Act does not intrude on 
the domain traditionally reserved for control by state commissions; and the Federal Power Commission 
was given no authority over- [320 U.S. 591, 613]   'the production or gathering of natural gas.' 1(b). In 
addition, Congress recognized the legitimate interests of the States in the conservation of natural gas. 
By 11 Congress instructed the Commission to make reports on compacts between two or more States 
dealing with the conservation, production and transportation of natural gas. 22 The Commission was 
also directed to recommend further legislation appropriate or necessary to carry out any proposed 
compact and 'to aid in the conservation of natural-gas resources within the United States and in the 
orderly, equitable, and economic production, transportation, and distribution of natural gas.' 11(a). Thus 
Congress was quite aware of the interests of the producing states in their natural gas supplies. 23 But it 
left the protection of [320 U.S. 591, 614]   those interests to measures other than the maintenance of high 
rates to private companies. If the Commission is to be compelled to let the stockholders of natural gas 
companies have a feast so that the producing states may receive crumbs from that table, the present Act 
must be redesigned. Such a project raises questions of policy which go beyond our province.  

It is hardly necessary to add that a limitation on the net earnings of a natural gas company from its 
interstate business is not a limitation on the power of the producing state either to safeguard its tax 
revenues from that industry24 or to protect the interests of those who sell their gas to the interstate 
operator. 25 The return which the Com- [320 U.S. 591, 615]   mission allowed was the net return after all 
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such charges.  

It is suggested that the Commission has failed to perform its duty under the Act in that it has not 
allowed a return for gas production that will be enough to induce private enterprise to perform 
completely and efficiently its functions for the public. The Commission, however, was not oblivious of 
those matters. It considered them. It allowed, for example, delay rentals and exploration and 
development costs in operating expenses. 26 No serious attempt has been made here to show that they 
are inadequate. We certainly cannot say that they are, unless we are to substitute our opinions for the 
expert judgment of the administrators to whom Congress entrusted the decision. Moreover, if in light of 
experience they turn out to be inadequate for development of new sources of supply, the doors of the 
Commission are open for increased allowances. This is not an order for all time. The Act contains 
machinery for obtaining rate adjustments. 4.  

But it is said that the Commission placed too low a rate on gas for industrial purposes as compared with 
gas for domestic purposes and that industrial uses should be discouraged. It should be noted in the first 
place that the rates which the Commission has fixed are Hope's interstate wholesale rates to distributors 
not interstate rates to industrial users27 and domestic consumers. We hardly [320 U.S. 591, 616]   can 
assume, in view of the history of the Act and its provisions, that the resales intrastate by the customer 
companies which distribute the gas to ultimate consumers in Ohio and Pennsylvania are subject to the 
rate-making powers of the Commission. 28 But in any event those rates are not in issue here. Moreover, 
we fail to find in the power to fix 'just and reasonable' rates the power to fix rates which will disallow or 
discourage resales for industrial use. The Committee Report stated that the Act provided 'for regulation 
along recognized and more or less standardized lines' and that there was 'nothing novel in its 
provisions'. H.Rep.No.709, supra, p. 3. Yet if we are now to tell the Commission to fix the rates so as to 
discourage particular uses, we would indeed be injecting into a rate case a 'novel' doctrine which has no 
express statutory sanction. The same would be true if we were to hold that the wasting-asset nature of 
the industry required the maintenance of the level of rates so that natural gas companies could make a 
greater profit on each unit of gas sold. Such theories of rate-making for this industry may or may not be 
desirable. The difficulty is that 4(a) and 5(a) contain only the conventional standards of rate-making for 
natural gas companies. 29 The [320 U.S. 591, 617]   Act of February 7, 1942, by broadening 7 gave the 
Commission some additional authority to deal with the conservation aspects of the problem. 30 But 4(a) 
and 5(a) were not changed. If the standard of 'just and reasonable' is to sanction the maintenance of high 
rates by a natural gas company because they restrict the use of natural gas for certain purposes, the Act 
must be further amended.  

It is finally suggested that the rates charged by Hope are discriminatory as against domestic users and in 
favor of industrial users. That charge is apparently based on 4(b) of the Act which forbids natural gas 
companies from maintaining 'any unreasonable difference in rates, charges, service, facilities, or in any 
other respect, either as between localities or as between classes of service.' The power of the 
Commission to eliminate any such unreasonable differences or discriminations is plain . 5(a). The 
Commission, however, made no findings under 4(b). Its failure in that regard was not challenged in the 
petition to review. And it has not been raised or argued here by any party. Hence the problem of 
discrimination has no proper place in the present decision. It will be time enough to pass on that issue 
when it is presented to us. Congress has entrusted the administration of the Act to the Commission not 
to the courts. Apart from the requirements of judicial review it is not [320 U.S. 591, 618]   for us to advise 
the Commission how to discharge its functions.  

Findings as to the Lawfulness of Past Rates. As we have noted, the Commission made certain findings 
as to the lawfulness of past rates which Hope had charged its interstate customers. Those findings were 
made on the complaint of the City of Cleveland and in aid of state regulation. It is conceded that under 
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the Act the Commission has no power to make reparation orders. And its power to fix rates admittedly 
is limited to those 'to be thereafter observed and in force.' 5(a). But the Commission maintains that it 
has the power to make findings as to the lawfulness of past rates even though it has no power to fix 
those rates. 31 However that may be, we do not think that these findings were reviewable under 19(b) 
of the Act. That section gives any party 'aggrieved by an order' of the Commission a review 'of such 
order' in the circuit court of appeals for the circuit where the natural gas company is located or has its 
principal place of business or in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. We do 
not think that the findings in question fall within that category.  

The Court recently summarized the various types of administrative action or determination reviewable 
as orders under the Urgent Deficiencies Act of October 22, [320 U.S. 591, 619]   1913, 28 U.S.C. 45, 47a, 
28 U.S.C.A. 45, 47a, and kindred statutory provisions. Rochester Tel. Corp. v. United States, 307 U.S. 
125 , 59 S.Ct. 754. It was there pointed out that where 'the order sought to be reviewed does not of itself 
adversely affect complainant but only affects his rights adversely on the contingency of future 
administrative action', it is not reviewable. Id., 307 U.S. at page 130, 59 S.Ct. at page 757. The Court 
said, 'In view of traditional conceptions of federal judicial power, resort to the courts in these situations 
is either premature or wholly beyond their province.' Id., 307 U.S. at page 130, 59 S.Ct. at page 757. 
And see United States v. Los Angeles & S. L.R. Co., 273 U.S. 299, 309 , 310 S., 47 S.Ct. 413, 414, 
415; Shannahan v. United States, 303 U.S. 596 , 58 S.Ct. 732. These considerations are apposite here. 
The Commission has no authority to enforce these findings. They are 'the exercise solely of the function 
of investigation.' United States v. Los Angeles & S.L.R. Co., supra, 273 U.S. at page 310, 47 S.Ct. at 
page 414. They are only a preliminary, interim step towards possible future action-action not by the 
Commission but by wholly independent agencies. The outcome of those proceedings may turn on 
factors other than these findings. These findings may never result in the respondent feeling the pinch of 
administrative action.  

REVERSED.  

Mr. Justice ROBERTS took no part in the consideration or decision of this case.  

Opinion of Mr. Justice BLACK and Mr. Justice MURPHY.  

We agree with the Court's opinion and would add nothing to what has been said but for what is patently 
a wholly gratuitous assertion as to Constitutional law in the dissent of Mr. Justice FRANKFURTER. 
We refer to the statement that 'Congressional acquiescence to date in the doctrine of Chicago, etc., R. 
Co. v. Minnesota, supra ( 134 U.S. 418 , 10 S.Ct. 462, 702), may fairly be claimed.' That was the case 
in which a majority of this Court was finally induced to expand the meaning [320 U.S. 591, 620]   of 'due 
process' so as to give courts power to block efforts of the state and national governments to regulate 
economic affairs. The present case does not afford a proper occasion to discuss the soundness of that 
doctrine because, as stated in Mr. Justice FRANKFURTER'S dissent, 'That issue is not here in 
controversy.' The salutary practice whereby courts do not discuss issues in the abstract applies with 
peculiar force to Constitutional questions. Since, however, the dissent adverts to a highly controversial 
due process doctrine and implies its acceptance by Congress, we feel compelled to say that we do not 
understand that Congress voluntarily has acquiesced in a Constitutional principle of government that 
courts, rather than legislative bodies, possess final authority over regulation of economic affairs. Even 
this Court has not always fully embraced that principle, and we wish to repeat that we have never 
acquiesced in it, and do not now. See Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas Pipeline Co., 315 U.S. 
575 , 599-601, 62 S.Ct. 736, 749, 750.  

Mr. Justice REED, dissenting.  
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This case involves the problem of rate making under the Natural Gas Act. Added importance arises 
from the obvious fact that the principles stated are generally applicable to all federal agencies which are 
entrusted with the determination of rates for utilities. Because my views differ somewhat from those of 
my brethren, it may be of some value to set them out in a summary form.  

The Congress may fix utility rates in situations subject to federal control without regard to any standard 
except the constitutional standards of due process and for taking private property for public use without 
just compensation. Wilson v. New, 243 U.S. 332, 350 , 37 S.Ct. 298, 302, L.R.A.1917E, 938, 
Ann.Cas.1918A, 1024. A Commission, however, does not have this freedom of action. Its powers are 
limited not only by the constitutional standards but also by the standards of the delegation. Here the 
standard added by the Natural Gas Act is that the rate be 'just [320 U.S. 591, 621]   and reasonable.' 1 
Section 62 throws additional light on the meaning of these words.  

When the phrase was used by Congress to describe allowable rates, it had relation to something 
ascertainable. The rates were not left to the whim of the Commission. The rates fixed would produce an 
annual return and that annual return was to be compared with a theoretical just and reasonable return, 
all risks considered, on the fair value of the property used and useful in the public service at the time of 
the determination.  

Such an abstract test is not precise. The agency charged with its determination has a wide range before 
it could properly be said by a court that the agency had disregarded statutory standards or had 
confiscated the property of the utility for public use. Cf. Chicago, M. & St. P.R. Co. v. Minnesota, 134 
U.S. 418 , 461-466, 10 S.Ct. 462, 702, 703-705, dissent. This is as Congress intends. Rates are left to an 
experienced agency particularly competent by training to appraise the amount required.  

The decision as to a reasonable return had not been a source of great difficulty, for borrowers and 
lenders reached such agreements daily in a multitude of situations; and although the determination of 
fair value had been troublesome, its essentials had been worked out in fairness to investor and consumer 
by the time of the en- [320 U.S. 591, 622]   actment of this Act. Cf. Los Angeles G. & E. Corp. v. Railroad 
Comm., 289 U.S. 287 , 304 et seq., 53 S.Ct. 637, 643 et seq.. The results were well known to Congress 
and had that body desired to depart from the traditional concepts of fair value and earnings, it would 
have stated its intention plainly. Helvering v. Griffiths, 318 U.S. 371 , 63 S. Ct. 636.  

It was already clear that when rates are in dispute, 'earnings produced by rates do not afford a standard 
for decision.' 289 U.S. at page 305, 53 S.Ct. at page 644. Historical cost, prudent investment and 
reproduction cost3 were all relevant factors in determining fair value. Indeed, disregarding the pioneer 
investor's risk, if prudent investment and reproduction cost were not distorted by changes in price levels 
or technology, each of them would produce the same result. The realization from the risk of an 
investment in a speculative field, such as natural gas utilities, should be reflected in the present fair 
value. 4 The amount of evidence to be admitted on any point was of course in the agency's reasonable 
discretion, and it was free to give its own weight to these or other factors and to determine from all the 
evidence its own judgment as to the necessary rates. [320 U.S. 591, 623]   I agree with the Court in not 
imposing a rule of prudent investment alone in determining the rate base. This leaves the Commission 
free, as I understand it, to use any available evidence for its finding of fair value, including both prudent 
investment and the cost of installing at the present time an efficient system for furnishing the needed 
utility service.  

My disagreement with the Court arises primarily from its view that it makes no difference how the 
Commission reached the rate fixed so long as the result is fair and reasonable. For me the statutory 
command to the Commission is more explicit. Entirely aside from the constitutional problem of 
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whether the Congress could validly delegate its rate making power to the Commission, in toto and 
without standards, it did legislate in the light of the relation of fair and reasonable to fair value and 
reasonable return. The Commission must therefore make its findings in observance of that relationship. 

The Federal Power Commission did not, as I construe their action, disregard its statutory duty. They 
heard the evidence relating to historical and reproduction cost and to the reasonable rate of return and 
they appraised its weight. The evidence of reproduction cost was rejected as unpersuasive, but from the 
other evidence they found a rate base, which is to me a determination of fair value. On that base the 
earnings allowed seem fair and reasonable. So far as the Commission went in appraising the property 
employed in the service, I find nothing in the result which indicates confiscation, unfairness or 
unreasonableness. Good administration of rate making agencies under this method would avoid undue 
delay and render revaluations unnecessary except after violent fluctuations of price levels. Rate making 
under this method has been subjected to criticism. But until Congress changes the standards for the 
agencies, these rate making bodies should continue the conventional theory of rate [320 U.S. 591, 624]   
making. It will probably be simpler to improve present methods than to devise new ones.  

But a major error, I think was committed in the disregard by the Commission of the investment in 
exploratory operations and other recognized capital costs. These were not considered by the 
Commission because they were charged to operating expenses by the company at a time when it was 
unregulated. Congress did not direct the Commission in rate making to deduct from the rate base capital 
investment which had been recovered during the unregulated period through excess earnings. In my 
view this part of the investment should no more have been disregarded in the rate base than any other 
capital investment which previously had been recovered and paid out in dividends or placed to surplus. 
Even if prudent investment throughout the life of the property is accepted as the formula for figuring the 
rate base, it seems to me illogical to throw out the admittedly prudent cost of part of the property 
because the earnings in the unregulated period had been sufficient to return the prudent cost to the 
investors over and above a reasonable return. What would the answer be under the theory of the 
Commission and the Court, if the only prudent investment in this utility had been the seventeen million 
capital charges which are now disallowed?  

For the reasons heretofore stated, I should affirm the action of the Circuit Court of Appeals in returning 
the proceeding to the Commission for further consideration and should direct the Commission to accept 
the disallowed capital investment in determining the fair value for rate making purposes.  

Mr. Justice FRANKFURTER, dissenting.  

My brother JACKSON has analyzed with particularity the economic and social aspects of natural gas as 
well as [320 U.S. 591, 625]   the difficulties which led to the enactment of the Natural Gas Act, especially 
those arising out of the abortive attempts of States to regulate natural gas utilities. The Natural Gas Act 
of 1938 should receive application in the light of this analysis, and Mr. Justice JACKSON has, I 
believe, drawn relevant inferences regarding the duty of the Federal Power Commission in fixing 
natural gas rates. His exposition seems to me unanswered, and I shall say only a few words to 
emphasize my basic agreement with him.  

For our society the needs that are met by public utilities are as truly public services as the traditional 
governmental functions of police and justice. They are not less so when these services are rendered by 
private enterprise under governmental regulation. Who ultimately determines the ways of regulation, is 
the decisive aspect in the public supervision of privately-owned utilities. Foreshadowed nearly sixty 
years ago, Railroad Commission Cases (Stone v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.), 116 U.S. 307, 331 , 6 
S.Ct. 334, 344, 388, 1191, it was decided more than fifty years ago that the final say under the 
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Constitution lies with the judiciary and not the legislature. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Minnesota , 134 U.S. 
418 , 10 S.Ct. 462, 702.  

While legal issues touching the proper distribution of governmental powers under the Constitution may 
always be raised, Congressional acquiescence to date in the doctrine of Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Minnesota, supra, may fairly be claimed. But in any event that issue is not here in controversy. As 
pointed out in the opinions of my brethren, Congress has given only limited authority to the Federal 
Power Commission and made the exercise of that authority subject to judicial review. The Commission 
is authorized to fix rates chargeable for natural gas. But the rates that it can fix must be 'just and 
reasonable'. 5 of the Natural Gas Act, 15 U.S. C. 717d, 15 U.S.C.A. 717d. Instead of making the 
Commission's rate determinations final, Con- [320 U.S. 591, 626]   gress specifically provided for court 
review of such orders. To be sure, 'the finding of the Commission as to the facts, if supported by 
substantial evidence' was made 'conclusive', 19 of the Act, 15 U.S.C. 717r; 15 U.S.C.A. 717r. But 
obedience of the requirement of Congress that rates be 'just and reasonable' is not an issue of fact of 
which the Commission's own determination is conclusive. Otherwise, there would be nothing for a 
court to review except questions of compliance with the procedural provisions of the Natural Gas Act. 
Congress might have seen fit so to cast its legislation. But it has not done so. It has committed to the 
administration of the Federal Power Commission the duty of applying standards of fair dealing and of 
reasonableness relevant to the purposes expressed by the Natural Gas Act. The requirement that rates 
must be 'just and reasonable' means just and reasonable in relation to appropriate standards. Otherwise 
Congress would have directed the Commission to fix such rates as in the judgment of the Commission 
are just and reasonable; it would not have also provided that such determinations by the Commission 
are subject to court review.  

To what sources then are the Commission and the courts to go for ascertaining the standards relevant to 
the regulation of natural gas rates? It is at this point that Mr. Justice JACKSON'S analysis seems to me 
pertinent. There appear to be two alternatives. Either the fixing of natural gas rates must be left to the 
unguided discretion of the Commission so long as the rates it fixes do not reveal a glaringly had 
prophecy of the ability of a regulated utility to continue its service in the future. Or the Commission's 
rate orders must be founded on due consideration of all the elements of the public interest which the 
production and distribution of natural gas involve just because it is natural gas. These elements are 
reflected in the Natural Gas Act, if that Act be applied as an entirety. See, for [320 U.S. 591, 627]   
instance, 4(a)(b)(c)(d), 6, and 11, 15 U.S.C. 717c(a)(b)(c)(d), 717e, and 717j, 15 U.S.C.A. 717c(a-d), 
717e, 717j. Of course the statute is not concerned with abstract theories of ratemaking. But its very 
foundation is the 'public interest', and the public interest is a texture of multiple strands. It includes 
more than contemporary investors and contemporary consumers. The needs to be served are not 
restricted to immediacy, and social as well as economic costs must be counted.  

It will not do to say that it must all be left to the skill of experts. Expertise is a rational process and a 
rational process implies expressed reasons for judgment. It will little advance the public interest to 
substitute for the hodge-podge of the rule in Smyth v. Ames, 169 U.S. 466 , 18 S.Ct. 418, an 
encouragement of conscious obscurity or confusion in reaching a result, on the assumption that so long 
as the result appears harmless its basis is irrelevant. That may be an appropriate attitude when state 
action is challenged as unconstitutional. Cf. Driscoll v. Edison Light & Power Co., 307 U.S. 104 , 59 
S.Ct. 715. But it is not to be assumed that it was the design of Congress to make the accommodation of 
the conflicting interests exposed in Mr. Justice JACKSON'S opinion the occasion for a blind clash of 
forces or a partial assessment of relevant factors, either before the Commission or here.  

The objection to the Commission's action is not that the rates it granted were too low but that the range 
of its vision was too narrow. And since the issues before the Commission involved no less than the total 

Page 13 of 35FindLaw: Cases and Codes

5/23/2006http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/printer_friendly.pl?page=us/320/591.html



public interest, the proceedings before it should not be judged by narrow conceptions of common law 
pleading. And so I conclude that the case should be returned to the Commission. In order to enable this 
Court to discharge its duty of reviewing the Commission's order, the Commission should set forth with 
explicitness the criteria by which it is guided [320 U.S. 591, 628]   in determining that rates are 'just and 
reasonable', and it should determine the public interest that is in its keeping in the perspective of the 
considerations set forth by Mr. Justice JACKSON.  

By Mr. Justice JACKSON.  

Certainly the theory of the court below that ties rate-making to the fair-value-reproduction-cost formula 
should be overruled as in conflict with Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas Pipeline Co.1 But the 
case should, I think, be the occasion for reconsideration of our rate-making doctrine as applied to 
natural gas and should be returned to the Commission for further consideration in the light thereof.  

The Commission appears to have understood the effect of the two opinions in the Pipeline case to be at 
least authority and perhaps direction to fix natural gas rates by exclusive application of the 'prudent 
investment' rate base theory. This has no warrant in the opinion of the Chief Justice for the Court, 
however, which released the Commission from subservience to 'any single formula or combination of 
formulas' provided its order, 'viewed in its entirety, produces no arbitrary result.' 315 U.S. at page 586, 
62 S.Ct. at page 743. The minority opinion I understood to advocate the 'prudent investment' theory as a 
sufficient guide in a natural gas case. The view was expressed in the court below that since this opinion 
was not expressly controverted it must have been approved. 2 I disclaim this im- [320 U.S. 591, 629]   
puted approval with some particularity, because I attach importance at the very beginning of federal 
regulation of the natural gas industry to approaching it as the performance of economic functions, not as 
the performance of legalistic rituals.  

I.  

Solutions of these cases must consider eccentricities of the industry which gives rise to them and also to 
the Act of Congress by which they are governed.  

The heart of this problem is the elusive, exhaustible, and irreplaceable nature of natural gas itself. Given 
sufficient money, we can produce any desired amount of railroad, bus, or steamship transportation, or 
communications facilities, or capacity for generation of electric energy, or for the manufacture of gas of 
a kind. In the service of such utilities one customer has little concern with the amount taken by another, 
one's waste will not deprive another, a volume of service and be created equal to demand, and today's 
demands will not exhaust or lessen capacity to serve tomorrow. But the wealth of Midas and the wit of 
man cannot produce or reproduce a natural gas field. We cannot even reproduce the gas, for our 
manufactured product has only about half the heating value per unit of nature's own. 3    

Natural gas in some quantity is produced in twenty-four states. It is consumed in only thirty-five states, 
and is [320 U.S. 591, 630]   available only to about 7,600,000 consumers. 4 Its availability has been more 
localized than that of any other utility service because it has depended more on the caprice of nature.  

The supply of the Hope Company is drawn from that old and rich and vanishing field that flanks the 
Appalachian mountains. Its center of production is Pennsylvania and West Virginia, with a fringe of 
lesser production in New York, Ohio, Kentucky, Tennessee, and the north end of Alabama. Oil was 
discovered in commercial quantities at a depth of only 69 1/2 feet near Titusville, Pennsylvania, in 
1859. Its value then was about $ 16 per barrel. 5 The oil branch of the petroleum industry went forward 
at once, and with unprecedented speed. The area productive of oil and gas was roughed out by the 
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drilling of over 19,000 'wildcat' wells, estimated to have cost over $222,000,000. Of these, over 18,000 
or 94.9 per cent, were 'dry holes.' About five per cent, or 990 wells, made discoveries of commercial 
importance, 767 of them resulting chiefly in oil and 223 in gas only. 6 Prospecting for many years was 
a search for oil, and to strike gas was a misfortune. Waste during this period and even later is appalling. 
Gas was regarded as having no commercial value until about 1882, in which year the total yield was 
valued only at about $75,000.7 Since then, contrary to oil, which has become cheaper gas in this field 
has pretty steadily advanced in price.  

While for many years natural gas had been distributed on a small scale for lighting,8 its acceptance was 
slow, [320 U.S. 591, 631]   facilities for its utilization were primitive, and not until 1885 did it take on the 
appearance of a substantial industry. 9 Soon monopoly of production or markets developed. 10 To get 
gas from the mountain country, where it was largely found, to centers of population, where it was in 
demand, required very large investment. By ownership of such facilities a few corporate systems, each 
including several companies, controlled access to markets. Their purchases became the dominating 
factor in giving a market value to gas produced by many small operators. Hope is the market for over 
300 such operators. By 1928 natural gas in the Appalachian field commanded an average price of 21.1 
cents per m.c.f. at points of production and was bringing 45.7 cents at points of consumption. 11 The 
companies which controlled markets, however, did not rely on gas purchases alone. They acquired and 
held in fee or leasehold great acreage in territory proved by 'wildcat' drilling. These large marketing 
system companies as well as many small independent owners and operators have carried on the 
commercial development of proved territory. The development risks appear from the estimate that up to 
1928, 312,318 proved area wells had been sunk in the Appalachian field of which 48,962, or 15.7 per 
cent, failed to produce oil or gas in commercial quantity. 12   [320 U.S. 591, 632]   With the source of 
supply thus tapped to serve centers of large demand, like Pittsburgh, Buffalo, Cleveland, Youngstown, 
Akron, and other industrial communities, the distribution of natural gas fast became big business. Its 
advantages as a fuel and its price commended it, and the business yielded a handsome return. All was 
merry and the goose hung high for consumers and gas companies alike until about the time of the first. 
World War. Almost unnoticed by the consuming public, the whole Appalachian field passed its peak of 
production and started to decline. Pennsylvania, which to 1928 had given off about 38 per cent of the 
natural gas from this field, had its peak in 1905; Ohio, which had produced 14 per cent, had its peak in 
1915; and West Virginia, greatest producer of all, with 45 per cent to its credit, reached its peak in 
1917.13  

Western New York and Eastern Ohio, on the fringe of the field, had some production but relied heavily 
on imports from Pennsylvania and West Virginia. Pennsylvania, a producing and exporting state, was a 
heavy consumer and supplemented her production with imports from West Virginia. West Virginia was 
a consuming state, but the lion's share of her production was exported. Thus the interest of the states in 
the North Appalachian supply was in conflict.  

Competition among localities to share in the failing supply and the helplessness of state and local 
authorities in the presence of state lines and corporate complexities is a part of the background of 
federal intervention in the industry. 14 West Virginia took the boldest measure. It legislated a priority in 
its entire production in favor of its own inhabitants. That was frustrated by an injunc- [320 U.S. 591, 633]   
tion from this Court. 15 Throughout the region clashes in the courts and conflicting decisions evidenced 
public anxiety and confusion. It was held that the New York Public Service Commission did not have 
power to classify consumers and restrict their use of gas. 16 That Commission held that a company 
could not abandon a part of its territory and still serve the rest. 17 Some courts admonished the 
companies to take action to protect consumers. 18 Several courts held that companies, regardless of 
failing supply, must continue to take on customers, but such compulsory additions were finally held to 
be within the Public Service Commission's discretion. 19 There were attempts to throw up franchises 
and quit the service, and municipalities resorted to the courts with conflicting results. 20 Public service 
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commissions of consuming states were handicapped, for they had no control of the supply. 21   [320 U.S. 
591, 634]   Shortages during World War I occasioned the first intervention in the natural gas industry by 
the Federal Government. Under Proclamation of President Wilson the United States Fuel Administrator 
took control, stopped extensions, classified consumers and established a priority for domestic over 
industrial use. 22 After the war federal control was abandoned. Some cities once served with natural gas 
became dependent upon mixed gas of reduced heating value and relatively higher price. 23    

Utilization of natural gas of highest social as well as economic return is domestic use for cooking and 
water [320 U.S. 591, 635]   heating, followed closely by use for space heating in homes. This is the true 
public utility aspect of the enterprise, and its preservation should be the first concern of regulation. Gas 
does the family cooking cheaper than any other fuel. 24 But its advantages do not end with dollars and 
cents cost. It is delivered without interruption at the meter as needed and is paid for after it is used. No 
money is tied up in a supply, and no space is used for storage. It requires no handling, creates no dust, 
and leaves no ash. It responds to thermostatic control. It ignites easily and immediately develops its 
maximum heating capacity. These incidental advantages make domestic life more liveable.  

Industrial use is induced less by these qualities than by low cost in competition with other fuels. Of the 
gas exported from West Virginia by the Hope Company a very substantial part is used by industries. 
This wholesale use speeds exhaustion of supply and displaces other fuels. Coal miners and the coal 
industry, a large part of whose costs are wages, have complained of unfair competition from low-priced 
industrial gas produced with relatively little labor cost. 25    

Gas rate structures generally have favored industrial users. In 1932, in Ohio, the average yield on gas 
for domestic consumption was 62.1 cents per m.c.f. and on in- [320 U.S. 591, 636]   dustrial, 38.7. In 
Pennsylvania, the figures were 62.9 against 31.7. West Virginia showed the least spread, domestic 
consumers paying 36.6 cents; and industrial, 27.7.26 Although this spread is less than in other parts of 
the United States,27 it can hardly be said to be self-justifying. It certainly is a very great factor in 
hastening decline of the natural gas supply.  

About the time of World War I there were occasional and short-lived efforts by some hard-pressed 
companies to reverse this discrimination and adopt graduated rates, giving a low rate to quantities 
adequate for domestic use and graduating it upward to discourage industrial use. 28   [320 U.S. 591, 637]   
These rates met opposition from industrial sources, of course, and since diminished revenues from 
industrial sources tended to increase the domestic price, they met little popular or commission favor. 
The fact is that neither the gas companies nor the consumers nor local regulatory bodies can be 
depended upon to conserve gas. Unless federal regulation will take account of conservation, its efforts 
seem, as in this case, actually to constitute a new threat to the life of the Appalachian supply.  

II.  

Congress in 1938 decided upon federal regulation of the industry. It did so after an exhaustive 
investigation of all aspects including failing supply and competition for the use of natural gas 
intensified by growing scarcity. 29 Pipelines from the Appalachian area to markets were in the control 
of a handful of holding company systems. 30 This created a highly concentrated control of the 
producers' market and of the consumers' supplies. While holding companies dominated both production 
and distribution they segregated those activities in separate [320 U.S. 591, 638]   subsidiaries,31 the effect 
of which, if not the purpose, was to isolate some end of the business from the reach of any one state 
commission. The cost of natural gas to consumers moved steadily upwards over the years, out of 
proportion to prices of oil, which, except for the element of competition, is produced under somewhat 
comparable conditions. The public came to feel that the companies were exploiting the growing scarcity 
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of local gas. The problems of this region had much to do with creating the demand for federal 
regulation.  

The Natural Gas Act declared the natural gas business to be 'affected with a public interest,' and its 
regulation 'necessary in the public interest.' 32 Originally, and at the time this proceeding was 
commenced and tried, it also declared 'the intention of Congress that natural gas shall be sold in 
interstate commerce for resale for ultimate public consumption for domestic, commercial, industrial, or 
any other use at the lowest possible reasonable rate consistent with the maintenance of adequate service 
in the public interest.' 33 While this was later dropped, there is nothing to indicate that it was not and is 
not still an accurate statement of purpose of the Act. Extension or improvement of facilities may be 
ordered when 'necessary or desirable in the public interest,' abandonment of facilities may be ordered 
when the supply is 'depleted to the extent that the continuance of service is unwarranted, or that the 
present or future public convenience or necessity [320 U.S. 591, 639]   permit' abandonment and certain 
extensions can only be made on finding of 'the present or future public convenience and necessity.' 34 
The Commission is required to take account of the ultimate use of the gas. Thus it is given power to 
suspend new schedules as to rates, charges, and classification of services except where the schedules are 
for the sale of gas 'for resale for industrial use only,'35 which gives the companies greater freedom to 
increase rates on industrial gas than on domestic gas. More particularly, the Act expressly forbids any 
undue preference or advantage to any person or 'any unreasonable difference in rates ... either as 
between localities or as between classes of service.' 36 And the power of the Commission expressly 
includes that to determine the 'just and reasonable rate, charge, classification, rule, regulation, practice, 
or contract to be thereafter observed and in force.' 37    

In view of the Court's opinion that the Commission in administering the Act may ignore discrimination, 
it is interesting that in reporting this Bill both the Senate and the House Committees on Interstate 
Commerce pointed out that in 1934, on a nationwide average the price of natural gas per m.c.f. was 74.6 
cents for domestic use, 49.6 cents for commercial use, and 16.9 for industrial use. 38 I am not ready to 
think that supporters of a bill called attention to the striking fact that householders were being charged 
five times as much for their gas as industrial users only as a situation which the Bill would do nothing 
to remedy. On the other hand the Act gave to the Commission what the Court aptly describes as 'broad 
powers of regulation.' [320 U.S. 591, 640]   III.  

This proceeding was initiated by the Cities of Cleveland and Akron. They alleged that the price charged 
by Hope for natural gas 'for resale to domestic, commercial and small industrial consumers in Cleveland 
and elsewhere is excessive, unjust, unreasonable, greatly in excess of the price charged by Hope to 
nonaffiliated companies at wholesale for resale to domestic, commercial and small industrial 
consumers, and greatly in excess of the price charged by Hope to East Ohio for resale to certain favored 
industrial consumers in Ohio, and therefore is further unduly discriminatory between consumers and 
between classes of service' (italics supplied). The company answered admitting differences in prices to 
affiliated and nonaffiliated companies and justifying them by differences in conditions of delivery. As 
to the allegation that the contract price is 'greatly in excess of the price charged by Hope to East Ohio 
for resale to certain favored industrial consumers in Ohio,' Hope did not deny a price differential, but 
alleged that industrial gas was not sold to 'favored consumers' but was sold under contract and 
schedules filed with and approved by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, and that certain 
conditions of delivery made it not 'unduly discriminatory.'  

The record shows that in 1940 Hope delivered for industrial consumption 36,523,792 m.c.f. and for 
domestic and commercial consumption, 50,343,652 m.c.f. I find no separate figure for domestic 
consumption. It served 43,767 domestic consumers directly, 511,521 through the East Ohio Gas 
Company, and 154,043 through the Peoples Natural Gas Company, both affiliates owned by the same 
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parent. Its special contracts for industrial consumption, so far as appear, are confined to about a dozen 
big industries. [320 U.S. 591, 641]   Hope is responsible for discrimination as exists in favor of these few 
industrial consumers. It controls both the resale price and use of industrial gas by virtue of the very 
interstate sales contracts over which the Commission is exercising its jurisdiction.  

Hope's contract with East Ohio Company is an example. Hope agrees to deliver, and the Ohio Company 
to take, '(a) all natural gas requisite for the supply of the domestic consumers of the Ohio Company; (b) 
such amounts of natural gas as may be requisite to fulfill contracts made with the consent and approval 
of the Hope Company by the Ohio Company, or companies which it supplies with natural gas, for the 
sale of gas upon special terms and conditions for manufacturing purposes.' The Ohio company is 
required to read domestic customers' meters once a month and meters of industrial customers daily and 
to furnish all meter readings to Hope. The Hope Company is to have access to meters of all consumers 
and to all of the Ohio Company's accounts. The domestic consumers of the Ohio Company are to be 
fully supplied in preference to consumers purchasing for manufacturing purposes and 'Hope Company 
can be required to supply gas to be used for manufacturing purposes only where the same is sold under 
special contracts which have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Hope Company and 
which expressly provide that natural gas will be supplied thereunder only in so far as the same is not 
necessary to meet the requirements of domestic consumers supplied through pipe lines of the Ohio 
Company.' This basic contract was supplemented from time to time, chiefly as to price. The last 
amendment was in a letter from Hope to East Ohio in 1937. It contained a special discount on industrial 
gas and a schedule of special industrial contracts, Hope reserving the right to make eliminations 
therefrom and agreeing that others might be added from time to [320 U.S. 591, 642]   time with its approval 
in writing. It said, 'It is believed that the price concessions contained in this letter, while not based on 
our costs, are under certain conditions, to our mutual advantage in maintaining and building up the 
volumes of gas sold by us (italics supplied).'39  

The Commission took no note of the charges of discrimination and made no disposition of the issue 
tendered on this point. It ordered a flat reduction in the price per m.c.f. of all gas delivered by Hope in 
interstate commerce. It made no limitation, condition, or provision as to what classes of consumers 
should get the benefit of the reduction. While the cities have accepted and are defending the reduction, 
it is my view that the discrimination of which they have complained is perpetuated and increased by the 
order of the Commission and that it violates the Act in so doing.  

The Commission's opinion aptly characterizes its entire objective by saying that 'bona fide investment 
figures now become all-important in the regulation of rates.' It should be noted that the all-importance 
of this theory is not the result of any instruction from Congress. When the Bill to regulate gas was first 
before Congress it con- [320 U.S. 591, 643]   tained the following: 'In determining just and reasonable rates 
the Commission shall fix such rate as will allow a fair return upon the actual legitimate prudent cost of 
the property used and useful for the service in question.' H.R. 5423, 74th Cong., 1st Sess. Title III, 312
(c). Congress rejected this language. See H.R. 5423, 213 (211(c)), and H.R. Rep. No. 1318, 74th Cong., 
1st Sess. 30.  

The Commission contends nevertheless that the 'all important' formula for finding a rate base is that of 
prudent investment. But it excluded from the investment base an amount actually and admittedly 
invested of some $17,000,000. It did so because it says that the Company recouped these expenditures 
from customers before the days of regulation from earnings above a fair return. But it would not apply 
all of such 'excess earnings' to reduce the rate base as one of the Commissioners suggested. The reason 
for applying excess earnings to reduce the investment base roughly from $69,000,000 to $52,000,000 
but refusing to apply them to reduce it from that to some $18,000,000 is not found in a difference in the 
character of the earnings or in their reinvestment. The reason assigned is a difference in bookkeeping 
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treatment many years before the Company was subject to regulation. The $17,000,000, reinvested 
chiefly in well drilling, was treated on the books as expense. (The Commission now requires that 
drilling costs be carried to capital account.) The allowed rate base thus actually was determined by the 
Company's bookkeeping, not its investment. This attributes a significance to formal classification in 
account keeping that seems inconsistent with rational rate regulation. 40 Of [320 U.S. 591, 644]   course, 
the Commission would not and should not allow a rate base to be inflated by bookkeeping which had 
improperly capitalized expenses. I have doubts about resting public regulation upon any rule that is to 
be used or not depending on which side it favors. [320 U.S. 591, 645]   The Company on the other hand, 
has not put its gas fields into its calculations on the present-value basis, although that, it contends, is the 
only lawful rule for finding a rate base. To do so would result in a rate higher than it has charged or 
proposes as a matter of good business to charge.  

The case before us demonstrates the lack of rational relationship between conventional rate-base 
formulas and natural gas production and the extremities to which regulating bodies are brought by the 
effort to rationalize them. The Commission and the Company each stands on a different theory, and 
neither ventures to carry its theory to logical conclusion as applied to gas fields.  

IV.  

This order is under judicial review not because we interpose constitutional theories between a State and 
the business it seeks to regulate, but because Congress put upon the federal courts a duty toward 
administration of a new federal regulatory Act. If we are to hold that a given rate is reasonable just 
because the Commission has said it was reasonable, review becomes a costly, time-consuming pageant 
of no practical value to anyone. If on the other hand we are to bring judgment of our own to the task, we 
should for the guidance of the regulators and the regulated reveal something of the philosophy, be it 
legal or economic or social, which guides us. We need not be slaves to a formula but unless we can 
point out a rational way of reaching our conclusions they can only be accepted as resting on intuition or 
predilection. I must admit that I possess no instinct jby which to know the 'reasonable' from the 
'unreasonable' in prices and must seek some conscious design for decision.  

The Court sustains this order as reasonable, but what makes it so or what could possibly make it 
otherwise, [320 U.S. 591, 646]   I cannot learn. It holds that: 'it is the result reached not the method 
employed which is controlling'; 'the fact that the method employed to reach that result may contain 
infirmities is not then important' and it is not 'important to this case to determine the various permissible 
ways in which any rate base on which the return is computed might be arrived at.' The Court does lean 
somewhat on considerations of capitalization and dividend history and requirements for dividends on 
outstanding stock. But I can give no real weight to that for it is generally and I think deservedly in 
discredit as any guide in rate cases. 41    

Our books already contain so much talk of methods of rationalizing rates that we must appear 
ambiguous if we announce results without our working methods. We are confronted with regulation of 
a unique type of enterprise which I think requires considered rejection of much conventional utility 
doctrine and adoption of concepts of 'just and reasonable' rates and practices and of the 'public interest' 
that will take account of the peculiarities of the business.  

The Court rejects the suggestions of this opinion. It says that the Committees in reporting the bill which 
became the Act said it provided 'for regulation along recognized and more or less standardized lines' 
and that there was 'nothing novel in its provisions.' So saying it sustains a rate calculated on a novel 
variation of a rate base theory which itself had at the time of enactment of the legislation been 
recognized only in dissenting opinions. Our difference seems to be between unconscious innovation,42 
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and the purposeful and deliberate innovation I [320 U.S. 591, 647]   would make to meet the necessities of 
regulating the industry before us.  

Hope's business has two components of quite divergent character. One, while not a conventional 
common-carrier undertaking, is essentially a transportation enterprise consisting of conveying gas from 
where it is produced to point of delivery to the buyer. This is a relatively routine operation not differing 
substantially from many other utility operations. The service is produced by an investment in 
compression and transmission facilities. Its risks are those of investing in a tested means of conveying a 
discovered supply of gas to a known market. A rate base calculated on the prudent investment formula 
would seem a reasonably satisfactory measure for fixing a return from that branch of the business 
whose service is roughly proportionate to the capital invested. But it has other consequences which 
must not be overlooked. It gives marketability and hence 'value' to gas owned by the company and 
gives the pipeline company a large power over the marketability and hence 'value' of the production of 
others.  

The other part of the business-to reduce to possession an adequate supply of natural gas-is of opposite 
character, being more erratic and irregular and unpredictable in relation to investment than any phase of 
any other utility business. A thousand feet of gas captured and severed from real estate for delivery to 
consumers is recognized under our law as property of much the same nature as a ton of coal, a barrel of 
oil, or a yard of sand. The value to be allowed for it is the real battleground between the investor and 
consumer. It is from this part of the business that the chief difference between the parties as to a proper 
rate base arises.  

It is necessary to a 'reasonable' price for gas that it be anchored to a rate base of any kind? Why did 
courts in the first place begin valuing 'rate bases' in order to 'value' something else? The method came 
into vogue [320 U.S. 591, 648]   in fixing rates for transportation service which the public obtained from 
common carriers. The public received none of the carriers' physical property but did make some use of 
it. The carriage was often a monopoly so there were no open market criteria as to reasonableness. The 
'value' or 'cost' of what was put to use in the service by the carrier was not a remote or irrelevant 
consideration in making such rates. Moreover the difficulty of appraising an intangible service was 
thought to be simplified if it could be related to physical property which was visible and measurable 
and the items of which might have market value. The court hoped to reason from the known to the 
unknown. But gas fields turn this method topsy turvy. Gas itself is tangible, possessible, and does have 
a market and a price in the field. The value of the rate base is more elusive than that of gas. It consists 
of intangibles-leaseholds and freeholds-operated and unoperated-of little use in themselves except as 
rights to reach and capture gas. Their value lies almost wholly in predictions of discovery, and of price 
of gas when captured, and bears little relation to cost of tools and supplies and labor to develop it. Gas 
is what Hope sells and it can be directly priced more reasonably and easily and accurately than the 
components of a rate base can be valued. Hence the reason for resort to a roundabout way of rate base 
price fixing does not exist in the case of gas in the field.  

But if found, and by whatever method found, a rate base is little help in determining reasonableness of 
the price of gas. Appraisal of present value of these intangible rights to pursue fugitive gas depends on 
the value assigned to the gas when captured. The 'present fair value' rate base, generally in ill repute,43 
is not even urged by the gas company for valuing its fields. [320 U.S. 591, 649]   The prudent investment 
theory has relative merits in fixing rates for a utility which creates its service merely by its investment. 
The amount and quality of service rendered by the usual utility will, at least roughly, be measured by 
the amount of capital it puts into the enterprise. But it has no rational application where there is no such 
relationship between investment and capacity to serve. There is no such relationship between 
investment and amount of gas produced. Let us assume that Doe and Roe each produces in West 
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Virginia for delivery to Cleveland the same quantity of natural gas per day. Doe, however, through luck 
or foresight or whatever it takes, gets his gas from investing $50,000 in leases and drilling. Roe drilled 
poorer territory, got smaller wells, and has invested $250,000. Does anybody imagine that Roe can get 
or ought to get for his gas five times as much as Doe because he has spent five times as much? The 
service one renders to society in the gas business is measured by what he gets out of the ground, not by 
what he puts into it, and there is little more relation between the investment and the results than in a 
game of poker.  

Two-thirds of the gas Hope handles it buys from about 340 independent producers. It is obvious that the 
principle of rate-making applied to Hope's own gas cannot be applied, and has not been applied, to the 
bulk of the gas Hope delivers. It is not probable that the investment of any two of these producers will 
bear the same ratio to their investments. The gas, however, all goes to the same use, has the same 
utilization value and the same ultimate price.  

To regulate such an enterprise by undiscriminatingly transplanting any body of rate doctrine conceived 
and [320 U.S. 591, 650]   adapted to the ordinary utility business can serve the 'public interest' as the 
Natural Gas Act requires, if at all, only by accident. Mr. Justice Brandeis, the pioneer juristic advocate 
of the prudent investment theory for man-made utilities, never, so far as I am able to discover, proposed 
its application to a natural gas case. On the other hand, dissenting in Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. 
West Virginia, he reviewed the problems of gas supply and said, 'In no other field of public service 
regulation is the controlling body confronted with factors so baffling as in the natural gas industry, and 
in none is continuous supervision and control required in so high a degree.' 262 U.S. 553, 621 , 43 S.Ct. 
658, 674, 32 A.L.R. 300. If natural gas rates are intelligently to be regulated we must fit our legal 
principles to the economy of the industry and not try to fit the industry to our books.  

As our decisions stand the Commission was justified in believing that it was required to proceed by the 
rate base method even as to gas in the field. For this reason the Court may not merely wash its hands of 
the method and rationale of rate making. The fact is that this Court, with no discussion of its fitness, 
simply transferred the rate base method to the natural gas industry. It happened in Newark Natural Gas 
& Fuel Co. v. City of Newark, Ohio, 1917, 242 U.S. 405 , 37 S.Ct. 156, 157, Ann. Cas.1917B, 1025, in 
which the company wanted 25 cents per m.c.f., and under the Fourteenth Amendment challenged the 
reduction to 18 cents by ordinance. This Court sustained the reduction because the court below 'gave 
careful consideration to the questions of the value of the property ... at the time of the inquiry,' and 
whether the rate 'would be sufficient to provide a fair return on the value of the property.' The Court 
said this method was 'based upon principles thoroughly established by repeated secisions of this court,' 
citing many cases, not one of which involved natural gas or a comparable wasting natural resource. 
Then came issues as to state power to [320 U.S. 591, 651]   regulate as affected by the commerce clause. 
Public Utilities Commission v. Landon, 1919, 249 U.S. 236 , 39 S.Ct. 268; Pennsylvania Gas Co. v. 
Public Service Commission, 1920, 252 U.S. 23 , 40 S.Ct. 279. These questions settled, the Court again 
was called upon in natural gas cases to consider state rate-making claimed to be invalid under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. United Fuel Gas Co. v. Railroad Commission of Kentucky, 1929, 278 U.S. 
300 , 49 S.Ct. 150; United Fuel Gas Company v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia, 1929, 
278 U.S. 322 , 49 S.Ct. 157. Then, as now, the differences were 'due chiefly to the difference in value 
ascribed by each to the gas rights and leaseholds.' 278 U.S. 300, 311 , 49 S.Ct. 150, 153. No one seems 
to have questioned that the rate base method must be pursued and the controversy was at what rate base 
must be used. Later the 'value' of gas in the field was questioned in determining the amount a regulated 
company should be allowed to pay an affiliate therefor-a state determination also reviewed under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. Dayton Power & Light Co. v. Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 1934, 292 
U.S. 290 , 54 S.Ct. 647; Columbus Gas & Fuel Co. v. Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, 1934, 292 
U.S. 398 , 54 S.Ct. 763, 91 A.L.R. 1403. In both cases, one of which sustained, and one of which struck 
down a fixed rate the Court assumed the rate base method, as the legal way of testing reasonableness of 
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natural gas prices fixed by public authority, without examining its real relevancy to the inquiry.  

Under the weight of such precedents we cannot expect the Commission to initiate economically 
intelligent methods of fixing gas prices. But the Court now faces a new plan of federal regulation based 
on the power to fix the price at which gas shall be allowed to move in interstate commerce. I should 
now consider whether these rules devised under the Fourteenth Amendment are the exclusive tests of a 
just and reasonable rate under the federal statute, inviting reargument directed to that point [320 U.S. 591, 
652]   if necessary. As I see it now I would be prepared to hold that these rules do not apply to a natural 
gas case arising under the Natural Gas Act.  

Such a holding would leave the Commission to fix the price of gas in the field as one would fix 
maximum prices of oil or milk or coal, or any other commodity. Such a price is not calculated to 
produce a fair return on the synthetic value of a rate base of any individual producer, and would not 
undertake to assure a fair return to any producer. The emphasis would shift from the producer to the 
product, which would be regulated with an eye to average or typical producing conditions in the field.  

Such a price fixing process on economic lines would offer little temptation to the judiciary to become 
back seat drivers of the price fixing machine. The unfortunate effect of judicial intervention in this field 
is to divert the attention of those engaged in the process from what is economically wise to what is 
legally permissible. It is probable that price reductions would reach economically unwise and self-
defeating limits before they would reach constitutional ones. Any constitutional problems growing out 
of price fixing are quite different than those that have heretofore been considered to inhere in rate 
making. A producer would have difficulty showing the invalidity of such a fixed price so long as he 
voluntarily continued to sell his product in interstate commerce. Should he withdraw and other 
authority be invoked to compel him to part with his property, a different problem would be presented.  

Allowance in a rate to compensate for gas removed from gas lands, whether fixed as of point of 
production or as of point of delivery, probably best can be measured by a functional test applied to the 
whole industry. For good or ill we depend upon private enterprise to exploit these natural resources for 
public consumption. The function which an allowance for gas in the field should perform [320 U.S. 591, 
653]   for society in such circumstances is to be enough and no more than enough to induce private 
enterprise completely and efficiently to utilize gas resources, to acquire for public service any available 
gas or gas rights and to deliver gas at a rate and for uses which will be in the future as well as in the 
present public interest.  

The Court fears that 'if we are now to tell the Commission to fix the rates so as to discourage particular 
uses, we would indeed be injecting into a rate case a 'novel' doctrine ....' With due deference I suggest 
that there is nothing novel in the idea that any change in price of a service or commodity reacts to 
encourage or discourage its use. The question is not whether such consequences will or will not follow; 
the question is whether effects must be suffered blindly or may be intelligently selected, whether price 
control shall have targets at which it deliberately aims or shall be handled like a gun in the hands of one 
who does not know it is loaded.  

We should recognize 'price' for what it is-a tool, a means, an expedient. In public hands it has much the 
same economic effects as in private hands. Hope knew that a concession in industrial price would tend 
to build up its volume of sales. It used price as an expedient to that end. The Commission makes 
another cut in that same price but the Court thinks we should ignore the effect that it will have on 
exhaustion of supply. The fact is that in natural gas regulation price must be used to reconcile the 
private property right society has permitted to vest in an important natural resource with the claims of 
society upon it-price must draw a balance between wealth and welfare.  
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To carry this into techniques of inquiry is the task of the Commissioner rather than of the judge, and it 
certainly is no task to be solved by mere bookkeeping but requires the best economic talent available. 
There would doubtless be inquiry into the price gas is bringing in the [320 U.S. 591, 654]   field, how far 
that price is established by arms' length bargaining and how far it may be influenced by agreements in 
restraint of trade or monopolistic influences. What must Hope really pay to get and to replace gas it 
delivers under this order? If it should get more or less than that for its own, how much and why? How 
far are such prices influenced by pipe line access to markets and if the consumers pay returns on the 
pipe lines how far should the increment they cause go to gas producers? East Ohio is itself a producer in 
Ohio.44 What do Ohio authorities require Ohio consumers to pay for gas in the field? Perhaps these are 
reasons why the Federal Government should put West Virginia gas at lower or at higher rates. If so 
what are they? Should East Ohio be required to exploit its half million acres of unoperated reserve in 
Ohio before West Virginia resources shall be supplied on a devalued basis of which that State 
complains and for which she threatens measures of self keep? What is gas worth in terms of other fuels 
it displaces?  

A price cannot be fixed without considering its effect on the production of gas. Is it an incentive to 
continue to exploit vast unoperated reserves? Is it conducive to deep drilling tests the result of which we 
may know only after trial? Will it induce bringing gas from afar to supplement or even to substitute for 
Appalachian gas?45 Can it be had from distant fields as cheap or cheaper? If so, that competitive 
potentiality is certainly a relevant consideration. Wise regulation must also consider, as a private buyer 
would, what alternatives the producer has [320 U.S. 591, 655]   if the price is not acceptable. Hope has 
intrastate business and domestic and industrial customers. What can it do by way of diverting its supply 
to intrastate sales? What can it do by way of disposing of its operated or reserve acreage to industrial 
concerns or other buyers? What can West Virginia do by way of conservation laws, severance or other 
taxation, if the regulated rate offends? It must be borne in mind that while West Virginia was prohibited 
from giving her own inhabitants a priority that discriminated against interstate commerce, we have 
never yet held that a good faith conservation act, applicable to her own, as well as to others, is not valid. 
In considering alternatives, it must be noted that federal regulation is very incomplete, expressly 
excluding regulation of 'production or gathering of natural gas,' and that the only present way to get the 
gas seems to be to call it forth by price inducements. It is plain that there is a downward economic limit 
on a safe and wise price.  

But there is nothing in the law which compels a commission to fix a price at that 'value' which a 
company might give to its product by taking advantage of scarcity, or monopoly of supply. The very 
purpose of fixing maximum prices is to take away from the seller his opportunity to get all that 
otherwise the market would award him for his goods. This is a constitutional use of the power to fix 
maximum prices, Block v. Hirsh, 256 U.S. 135 , 41 S.Ct. 458, 16 A.L.R. 165; Marcus Brown Holding 
Co. v. Feldman, 256 U.S. 170 , 41 S.Ct. 465; International Harvester Co. v. Kentucky, 234 U.S. 216 , 
34 S.Ct. 853; Highland v. Russell Car & Snow Plow Co., 279 U.S. 253 , 49 S.Ct. 314, just as the fixing 
of minimum prices of goods in interstate commerce is constitutional although it takes away from the 
buyer the advantage in bargaining which market conditions would give him. United States v. Darby, 
312 U.S. 100, 657 , 61 S.Ct. 451, 132 A.L.R. 1430; Mulford v. Smith, 307 U.S. 38 , 59 S.Ct. 648; 
United States v. Rock Royal Co-operative, Inc., 307 U.S. 533 , 59 S.Ct. 993; Sunshine Anthracite Coal 
Co. v. Adkins, 310 U.S. 381 , 60 S.Ct. 907. The Commission has power to fix [320 U.S. 591, 656]   a price 
that will be both maximum and minimum and it has the incidental right, and I think the duty, to choose 
the economic consequences it will promote or retard in production and also more importantly in 
consumption, to which I now turn.  

If we assume that the reduction in company revenues is warranted we then come to the question of 
translating the allowed return into rates for consumers or classes of consumers. Here the Commission 
fixed a single rate for all gas delivered irrespective of its use despite the fact that Hope has established 
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what amounts to two rates-a high one for domestic use and a lower one for industrial contracts. 46 The 
Commission can fix two prices for interstate gas as readily as one-a price for resale to domestic users 
and another for resale to industrial users. This is the pattern Hope itself has established in the very 
contracts over which the Commission is expressly given jurisdiction. Certainly the Act is broad enough 
to permit two prices to be fixed instead of one, if the concept of the 'public interest' is not unduly 
narrowed.  

The Commission's concept of the public interest in natural gas cases which is carried today into the 
Court's opinion was first announced in the opinion of the minority in the Pipeline case. It enumerated 
only two 'phases of the public interest: (1) the investor interest; (2) the consumer interest,' which it 
emphasized to the exclusion of all others. 315 U.S. 575, 606 , 62 S.Ct. 736, 753. This will do well 
enough in dealing with railroads or utilities supplying manufactured gas, electric, power, a 
communications service or transportation, where utilization of facilities does not impair their future 
usefulness. Limitation of supply, however, brings into a natural gas case another phase of the public 
interest that to my mind overrides both the owner [320 U.S. 591, 657]   and the consumer of that interest. 
Both producers and industrial consumers have served their immediate private interests at the expense of 
the long- range public interest. The public interest, of course, requires stopping unjust enrichment of the 
owner. But it also requires stopping unjust impoverishment of future generations. The public interest in 
the use by Hope's half million domestic consumers is quite a different one from the public interest in 
use by a baker's dozen of industries.  

Prudent price fixing it seems to me must at the very threshold determine whether any part of an allowed 
return shall be permitted to be realized from sales of gas for resale for industrial use. Such use does tend 
to level out daily and seasonal peaks of domestic demand and to some extent permits a lower charge for 
domestic service. But is that a wise way of making gas cheaper when, in comparison with any 
substitute, gas is already a cheap fuel? The interstate sales contracts provide that at times when demand 
is so great that there is not enough gas to go around domestic users shall first be served. Should the 
operation of this preference await the day of actual shortage? Since the propriety of a preference seems 
conceded, should it not operate to prevent the coming of a shortage as well as to mitigate its effects? 
Should industrial use jeopardize tomorrow's service to householders any more than today's? If, 
however, it is decided to cheapen domestic use by resort to industrial sales, should they be limited to the 
few uses for which gas has special values or extend also to those who use it only because it is cheaper 
than competitive fuels? 47 And how much cheaper should indus- [320 U.S. 591, 658]   trial gas sell than 
domestic gas, and how much advantage should it have over competitive fuels? If industrial gas is to 
contribute at all to lowering domestic rates, should it not be made to contribute the very maximum of 
which it is capable, that is, should not its price be the highest at which the desired volume of sales can 
be realized?  

If I were to answer I should say that the household rate should be the lowest that can be fixed under 
commercial conditions that will conserve the supply for that use. The lowest probable rate for that 
purpose is not likely to speed exhaustion much, for it still will be high enough to induce economy, and 
use for that purpose has more nearly reached the saturation point. On the other hand the demand for 
industrial gas at present rates already appears to be increasing. To lower further the industrial rate is 
merely further to subsidize industrial consumption and speed depletion. The impact of the flat reduction 
[320 U.S. 591, 659]   of rates ordered here admittedly will be to increase the industrial advantages of gas 
over competing fuels and to increase its use. I think this is not, and there is no finding by the 
Commission that it is, in the public interest.  

There is no justification in this record for the present discrimination against domestic users of gas in 
favor of industrial users. It is one of the evils against which the Natural Gas Act was aimed by Congress 
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and one of the evils complained of here by Cleveland and Akron. If Hope's revenues should be cut by 
some $3,600,000 the whole reduction is owing to domestic users. If it be considered wise to raise part 
of Hope's revenues by industrial purpose sales, the utmost possible revenue should be raised from the 
least consumption of gas. If competitive relationships to other fuels will permit, the industrial price 
should be substantially advanced, not for the benefit of the Company, but the increased revenues from 
the advance should be applied to reduce domestic rates. For in my opinion the 'public interest' requires 
that the great volume of gas now being put to uneconomic industrial use should either be saved for its 
more important future domestic use or the present domestic user should have the full benefit of its 
exchange value in reducing his present rates.  

Of course the Commission's power directly to regulate does not extend to the fixing of rates at which 
the local company shall sell to consumers. Nor is such power required to accomplish the purpose. As 
already pointed out, the very contract the Commission is altering classifies the gas according to the 
purposes for which it is to be resold and provides differentials between the two classifications. It would 
only be necessary for the Commission to order that all gas supplied under paragraph (a) of Hope's 
contract with the East Ohio Company shall be [320 U.S. 591, 660]   at a stated price fixed to give to 
domestic service the entire reduction herein and any further reductions that may prove possible by 
increasing industrial rates. It might further provide that gas delivered under paragraph (b) of the 
contract for industrial purposes to those industrial customers Hope has approved in writing shall be at 
such other figure as might be found consistent with the public interest as herein defined. It is too late in 
the day to contend that the authority of a regulatory commission does not extend to a consideration of 
public interests which it may not directly regulate and a conditioning of its orders for their protection. 
Interstate Commerce Commission v. Railway Labor Executives Ass'n, 315 U.S. 373 , 62 S.Ct. 717; 
United States v. Lowden, 308 U.S. 225 , 60 S.Ct. 248.  

Whether the Commission will assert its apparently broad statutory authorization over prices and 
discriminations is, of course, its own affair, not ours. It is entitled to its own notion of the 'public 
interest' and its judgment of policy must prevail. However, where there is ground for thinking that 
views of this Court may have constrained the Commission to accept the rate-base method of decision 
and a particular single formula as 'all important' for a rate base, it is appropriate to make clear the 
reasons why I, at least, would not be so understood. The Commission is free to face up realistically to 
the nature and peculiarity of the resources in its control, to foster their duration in fixing price, and to 
consider future interests in addition to those of investors and present consumers. If we return this case it 
may accept or decline the proffered freedom. This problem presents the Commission an unprecedented 
opportunity if it will boldly make sound economic considerations, instead of legal and accounting 
theories, the foundation of federal policy. I would return the case to the Commission and thereby be 
clearly quit of what now may appear to be some responsibility for perpetrating a shortsighted pattern of 
natural gas regulation.  

Footnotes  

[ Footnote 1 ] Hope produces about one-third of its annual gas requirements and purchases the rest 
under some 300 contracts.  

[ Footnote 2 ] These five companies are the East Ohio Gas Co., the Peoples Natural Gas Co., the River 
Gas Co., the Fayette County Gas Co., and the Manufacturers Light & Heat Co. The first three of these 
companies are, like Hope, subsidiaries of Standard Oil Co. (N.J.). East Ohio and River distribute gas in 
Ohio, the other three in Pennsylvania. Hope's approximate sales in m.c.f. for 1940 may be classified as 
follows:  
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Local West Virginia sales 11,000,000 East Ohio 40,000,000 Peoples 10,000,000 River 400,000 Fayette 
860,000 Manufacturers 2,000,000  

Hope's natural gas is processed by Hope Construction & Refining Co., an affiliate, for the extraction of 
gasoline and butane. Domestic Coke Corp., another affiliate, sells coke-oven gas to Hope for boiler 
fuel.  

[ Footnote 3 ] These required minimum reductions of 7õ per m.c.f. from the 36.5õ and 35.5õ rates 
previously charged East Ohio and Peoples, respectively, and 3õ per m.c.f. from the 31.5õ rate 
previously charged Fayette and Manufacturers.  

[ Footnote 4 ] The book reserve for interstate plant amounted at the end of 1938 to about $18,000,000 
more than the amount determined by the Commission as the proper reserve requirement. The 
Commission also noted that 'twice in the past the company has transferred amounts aggregating 
$7,500,000 from the depreciation and depletion reserve to surplus. When these latter adjustments are 
taken into account, the excess becomes $25,500,000, which has been exacted from the ratepayers over 
and above the amount required to cover the consumption of property in the service rendered and thus to 
keep the investment unimpaired.' 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at page 22.  

[ Footnote 5 ] That contention was based on the fact that 'every single dollar in the depreciation and 
depletion reserves' was taken 'from gross operating revenues whose only source was the amounts 
charged customers in the past for natural gas. It is, therefore, a fact that the depreciation and depletion 
reserves have been contributed by the customers and do not represent any investment by Hope.' Id., 44 
P.U.R.,N.S., at page 40. And see Railroad Commission v. Cumberland Tel. & T. Co., 212 U.S. 414, 
424 , 425 S., 29 S.Ct. 357, 361, 362; 2 Bonbright, Valuation of Property (1937), p. 1139.  

[ Footnote 6 ] The Commission noted that the case was 'free from the usual complexities involved in the 
estimate of gas reserves because the geologists for the company and the Commission presented 
estimates of the remaining recoverable gas reserves which were about one per cent apart.' 44 
P.U.R.,N.S., at pages 19, 20.  

The Commission utilized the 'straight-line-basis' for determining the depreciation and depletion reserve 
requirements. It used estimates of the average service lives of the property by classes based in part on 
an inspection of the physical condition of the property. And studies were made of Hope's retirement 
experience and maintenance policies over the years. The average service lives of the various classes of 
property were converted into depreciation rates and then applied to the cost of the property to ascertain 
the portion of the cost which had expired in rendering the service.  

The record in the present case shows that Hope is on the lookout for new sources of supply of natural 
gas and is contemplating an extension of its pipe line into Louisiana for that purpose. The Commission 
recognized in fixing the rates of depreciation that much material may be used again when various 
present sources of gas supply are exhausted, thus giving that property more than scrap value at the end 
of its present use.  

[ Footnote 7 ] See Uniform System of Accounts prescribed for Natural Gas Companies effective 
January 1, 1940, Account No. 332.1.  

[ Footnote 8 ] Sec. 6 of the Act comes the closest to supplying any definite criteria for rate making. It 
provides in subsection (a) that, 'The Commission may investigate the ascertain the actual legitimate cost 
of the property of every natural-gas company, the depreciation therein, and, when found necessary for 
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rate-making purposes, other facts which bear on the determination of such cost or depreciation and the 
fair value of such property.' Subsection (b) provides that every natural-gas company on request shall file 
with the Commission a statement of the 'original cost' of its property and shall keep the Commission 
informed regarding the 'cost' of all additions, etc.  

[ Footnote 9 ] We recently stated that the meaning of the word 'value' is to be gathered 'from the 
purpose for which a valuation is being made. Thus the question in a valuation for rate making is how 
much a utility will be allowed to earn. The basic question in a valuation for reorganization purposes is 
how much the enterprise in all probability can earn.' Institutional Investors v. Chicago, M., St. P. & P.R. 
Co., 318 U.S. 523, 540 , 63 S.Ct. 727, 738.  

[ Footnote 10 ] Chief Justice Hughes said in that case (292 U.S. at pages 168, 169, 54 S.Ct. at page 
665): 'If the predictions of service life were entirely accurate and retirements were made when and as 
these predictions were precisely fulfilled, the depreciation reserve would represent the consumption of 
capital, on a cost basis, according to the method which spreads that loss over the respective service 
periods. But if the amounts charged to operating expenses and credited to the account for depreciation 
reserve are excessive, to that extent subscribers for the telephone service are required to provide, in 
effect, capital contributions, not to make good losses incurred by the utility in the service rendered and 
thus to keep its investment unimpaired, but to secure additional plant and equipment upon which the 
utility expects a return.'  

[ Footnote 11 ] See Mr. Justice Brandeis (dissenting) in United Railways & Electric Co. v. West, 280 
U.S. 234 , 259-288, 50 S.Ct. 123, 128-138, for an extended analysis of the problem.  

[ Footnote 12 ] It should be noted that the Act provides no specific rule governing depletion and 
depreciation. Sec. 9(a) merely states that the Commission 'may from time to time ascertain and 
determine, and by order fix, the proper and adequate rates of depreciation and amortization of the 
several classes of property of each natural-gas company used or useful in the production, transportation, 
or sale of natural gas.'  

[ Footnote 13 ] See Simonton, The Nature of the Interest of the Grantee Under an Oil and Gas Lease 
(1918), 25 W.Va.L.Quar. 295.  

[ Footnote 14 ] West Penn Power Co. v. Board of Review, 112 W.Va. 442, 164 S.E. 862.  

[ Footnote 15 ] W.Va.Rev.Code of 1943, ch. 11. Art. 13, 2a, 3a.  

[ Footnote 16 ] West Virginia suggests as a possible solution (1) that a 'going concern value' of the 
company's tangible assets be included in the rate base and (2) that the fair market value of gas delivered 
to customers be added to the outlay for operating expenses and taxes.  

[ Footnote 17 ] S.Doc. 92, Pt. 84-A, ch. XII, Final Report, Federal Trade Commission to the Senate 
pursuant to S.Res.No. 83, 70th Cong., 1st Sess.  

[ Footnote 18 ] S.Doc. 92, Pt. 84-A, chs. XII, XIII, op. cit., supra, note 17.  

[ Footnote 19 ] See Hearings on H.R. 11662, Subcommittee of House Committee on Interstate & 
Foreign Commerce, 74th Cong., 2d Sess.; Hearings on H.R. 4008, House Committee on Interstate & 
Foreign Commerce, 75th Cong., 1st Sess.  
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[ Footnote 20 ] The power to investigate and ascertain the 'actual legitimate cost' of property ( 6), the 
requirement as to books and records ( 8), control over rates of depreciation ( 9), the requirements for 
periodic and special reports ( 10), the broad powers of investigation ( 14) are among the chief powers 
supporting the rate making function.  

[ Footnote 21 ] Apart from the grandfather clause contained in 7(c), there is the provision of 7(f) that a 
natural gas company may enlarge or extend its facilities with the 'service area' determined by the 
Commission without any further authorization.  

[ Footnote 22 ] See P.L. 117, approved July 7, 1943, 57 Stat. 383 containing an 'Interstate Compact to 
Conserve Oil and Gas' between Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Illinois, Colorado, and Kansas.  

[ Footnote 23 ] As we have pointed out, 7(c) was amended by the Act of February 7, 1942, 56 Stat. 83, 
so as to require certificates of public convenience and necessity not only where the extensions were 
being made to markets in which natural gas was already being sold by another company but to other 
situations as well. Considerations of conservation entered into the proposal to give the Act that broader 
scope. H.Rep.No. 1290, 77th Cong. 1st Sess., pp. 2, 3. And see Annual Report, Federal Power 
Commission (1940) pp. 79, 80; Baum, The Federal Power Commission and State Utility Regulation 
(1942), p. 261.  

The bill amending 7(c) originally contained a subsection (h) reading as follows: 'Nothing contained in 
this section shall be construed to affect the authority of a State within which natural gas is produced to 
authorize or require the construction or extension of facilities for the transportation and sale of such gas 
within such State: Provided, however, That the Commission, after a hearing upon complaint or upon its 
own motion, may by order forbid any intrastate construction or extension by any natural-gas company 
which it shall find will prevent such company from rendering adequate service to its customers in 
interstate or foreign commerce in territory already being served.' See Hearings on H.R. 5249, House 
Committee on Interstate & Foreign Commerce, 77th Cong., 1st Sess., pp. 7, 11, 21, 29, 32, 33. In 
explanation of its deletion the House Committee Report stated, pp. 4, 5: 'The increasingly important 
problems raised by the desire of several States to regulate the use of the natural gas produced therein in 
the interest of consumers within such States, as against the Federal power to regulate interstate 
commerce in the interest of both interstate and intrastate consumers, are deemed by the committee to 
warrant further intensive study and probably a more retailed and comprehensive plan for the handling 
thereof than that which would have been provided by the stricken subsection.'  

[ Footnote 24 ] We have noted that in the annual operating expenses of some $16, 000.000 the 
Commission included West Virginia and federal taxes. And in the net increase of $421,160 over 1940 
operating expenses allowed by the Commission was some $80,000 for increased West Virginia property 
taxes. The adequacy of these amounts has not been challenged here.  

[ Footnote 25 ] The Commission included in the aggregate annual operating expenses which it allowed 
some $8,500,000 for gas purchased. It also allowed about $ 1,400,000 for natural gas production and 
about $600,000 for exploration and development.  

It is suggested, however, that the Commission in ascertaining the cost of Hope's natural gas production 
plant proceeded contrary to 1(b) which provides that the Act shall not apply to 'the production or 
gathering of natural gas'. But such valuation, like the provisions for operating expenses, is essential to 
the rate-making function as customarily performed in this country. Cf. Smith, The Control of Power 
Rates in the United States and England (1932), 159 The Annals 101. Indeed 14(b) of the Act gives the 
Commission the power to 'determine the propriety and reasonableness of the inclusion in operating 
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expenses, capital, or surplus of all delay rentals or other forms of rental or compensation for unoperated 
lands and leases.'  

[ Footnote 26 ] See note 25, supra.  

[ Footnote 27 ] The Commission has expressed doubts over its power to fix rates on 'direct sales to 
industries' from interstate pipelines as distinguished from 'sales for resale to the industrial customers of 
distributing companies.' Annual Report, Federal Power Commission (1940), p. 11.  

[ Footnote 28 ] Sec. 1(b) of the Act provides: 'The provisions of this Act shall apply to the 
transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce, to the sale in interstate commerce of natural gas for 
resale for ultimate public consumption for domestic, commercial, industrial, or any other use, and to 
natural-gas companies engaged in such transportation or sale, but shall not apply to any other 
transportation or sale of natural gas or to the local distribution of natural gas or to the facilities used for 
such distribution or to the production or gathering of natural gas.' And see 2(6), defining a 'natural-gas 
company', and H.Rep.No. 709, supra, pp. 2, 3.  

[ Footnote 29 ] The wasting-asset characteristic of the industry was recognized prior to the Act as 
requiring the inclusion of a depletion allowance among operating expenses. See Columbus Gas & Fuel 
Co. v. Public Utilities Commission, 292 U.S. 398, 404 , 405 S., 54 S.Ct. 763, 766, 767, 91 A.L.R. 1403. 
But no such theory of rate-making for natural gas companies as is now suggested emerged from the 
cases arising during the earlier period of regulation.  

[ Footnote 30 ] The Commission has been alert to the problems of conservation in its administration of 
the Act. It has indeed suggested that it might be wise to restrict the use of natural gas 'by functions 
rather than by areas.' Annual Report (1940) p. 79.  

The Commission stated in that connection that natural gas was particularly adapted to certain industrial 
uses. But it added that the general use of such gas 'under boilers for the production of steam' is 'under 
most circumstances of very questionable social economy.' Ibid.  

[ Footnote 31 ] The argument is that 4(a) makes 'unlawful' the charging of any rate that is not just and 
reasonable. And 14(a) gives the Commission power to investigate any matter 'which it may find 
necessary or proper in order to determine whether any person has violated' any provision of the Act. 
Moreover, 5(b) gives the Commission power to investigate and determine the cost of production or 
transportation of natural gas in cases where it has 'no authority to establish a rate governing the 
transportation or sale of such natural gas.' And 17(c) directs the Commission to 'make available to the 
several State commissions such information and reports as may be of assistance in State regulation of 
natural-gas companies.' For a discussion of these points by the Commission see 44 P.U.R.,N.S., at 
pages 34, 35.  

[ Footnote 1 ] Natural Gas Act, 4(a), 52 Stat. 821, 822, 15 U.S.C. 717c(a), 15 U.S.C.A. 717c(a).  

[ Footnote 2 ] 52 Stat. 821, 824, 15 U.S.C. 717e, 15 U.S.C.A. 717e:  

'(a) The Commission may investigate and ascertain the actual legitimate cost of the property of 
every natural-gas company, the depreciation therein, and, when found necessary for rate-making 
purposes, other facts which bear on the determination of such cost or depreciation and the fair 
value of such property.  
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'(b) Every natural-gas company upon request shall file with the Commission an inventory of all or 
any part of its property and a statement of the original cost thereof, and shall keep the 
Commission informed regarding the cost of all additions, betterments, extensions, and new 
construction.'  

[ Footnote 3 ] 'Reproduction cost' has been variously defined, but for rate making purposes the most 
useful sense seems to be, the minimum amount necessary to create at the time of the inquiry a modern 
plant capable of rendering equivalent service. See I Bonbright, Valuation of Property (1937) 152. 
Reproduction cost as the cost of building a replica of an obsolescent plant is not of real significance.  

'Prudent investment' is not defined by the Court. It may mean the sum originally put in the 
enterprise, either with or without additional amounts from excess earnings reinvested in the 
business.  

[ Footnote 4 ] It is of no more than bookkeeping significance whether the Commission allows a rate of 
return commensurate with the risk of the original investment or the lower rate based on current risk and 
a capitalization reflecting the established earning power of a successful company and the probable cost 
of duplicating its services. Cf. American T . & T. Co. v. United States, 299 U.S. 232 , 57 S.Ct. 170. But 
the latter is the traditional method.  

[ Footnote 1 ] 315 U.S. 575 , 62 S.Ct. 736.  

[ Footnote 2 ] Judge Dobie, dissenting below, pointed out that the majority opinion in the Pipeline case 
'contains no express discussion of the Prudent Investment Theory' and that the concurring opinion 
contained a clear one, and said, 'It is difficult for me to believe that the majority of the Supreme Court, 
believing otherwise, would leave such a statement unchallenged.' (134 F.2d 287, 312.) The fact that two 
other Justices had as matter of record in our books long opposed the reproduction cost theory of rate 
bases and had commented favorably on the prudent investment theory may have influenced that 
conclusion. See opinion of Mr. Justice Frankfurter in Driscoll v. Edison Light & Power Co., 307 U.S. 
104, 122 , 59 S.Ct. 715, 724, and my brief as Solicitor General in that case. It should be noted, however, 
that these statements were made, not in a natural gas case, but in an electric power case-a very 
important distinction, as I shall try to make plain.  

[ Footnote 3 ] Natural gas from the Appalachian field averages about 1050 to 1150 B.T.U. content, 
while by-product manufactured gas is about 530 to 540. Moody's Manual of Public Utilities (1943) 
1350; Youngberg, Natural Gas ( 1930) 7.  

[ Footnote 4 ] Sen.Rep. No. 1162, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., 2.  

[ Footnote 5 ] Arnold and Kemnitzer, Petroleum in the United States and Possessions (1931) 78.  

[ Footnote 6 ] Id. at 62-63.  

[ Footnote 7 ] Id. at 61.  

[ Footnote 8 ] At Fredonia, New York, in 1821, natural gas was conveyed from a shallow well to some 
thirty people. The lighthouse at Barcelona Harbor, near what is now Westfield, New York, was at about 
that time and for many years afterward lighted by gas that issued from a crevice. Report on Utility 
Corporations by Federal Trade Commission, Sen.Doc. 92, Pt. 84-A, 70th Cong., 1st Sess., 8-9.  

Page 30 of 35FindLaw: Cases and Codes

5/23/2006http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/scripts/printer_friendly.pl?page=us/320/591.html



[ Footnote 9 ] In that year Pennsylvania enacted 'An Act to provide for the incorporation and regulation 
of natural gas companies.' Penn.Laws 1885, No. 32, 15 P.S. 1981 et seq.  

[ Footnote 10 ] See Steptoe and Hoffheimer's Memorandum for Governor Cornwell of West Virginia 
(1917) 25 West Virginia Law Quarterly 257; see also Report on Utility Corporations by Federal Trade 
Commission, Sen.Doc. No. 92, Pt. 84-A, 70th Cong., 1st Sess.  

[ Footnote 11 ] Arnold and Kemnitzer, Petroleum in the United States and Possessions (1931) 73.  

[ Footnote 12 ] Id. at 63.  

[ Footnote 13 ] Id. at 64.  

[ Footnote 14 ] See Report on Utility Corporations by Federal Trade Commission, Sen.Doc. No. 92, Pt. 
84-A, 70th Cong., 1st Sess.  

[ Footnote 15 ] Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. West Virginia, 262 U.S. 553 , 43 S. Ct. 658, 32 
A.L.R. 300. For conditions there which provoked this legislation, see 25 West Virginia Law Quarterly 
257.  

[ Footnote 16 ] People ex rel. Pavilion Natural Gas Co. v. Public Service Commission, 188 App.Div. 
36, 176 N.Y.S. 163.  

[ Footnote 17 ] Village of Falconer v. Pennsylvania Gas Company, 17 State Department Reports, N.Y., 
407.  

[ Footnote 18 ] See, for example, Public Service Commission v. Iroquois Natural Gas Co., 108 Misc. 
696, 178 N.Y.S. 24; Park Abbott Realty Co. v. Iroquois Natural Gas Co., 102 Misc. 266, 168 N.Y.S. 
673; Public Service Commission v. Iroquois Natural Gas Co., 189 App.Div. 545, 179 N.Y.S. 230.  

[ Footnote 19 ] People ex rel. Pennsylvania Gas Co. v. Public Service Commission, 196 App.Div. 514, 
189 N.Y.S. 478.  

[ Footnote 20 ] East Ohio Gas Co. v. Akron, 81 Ohio St. 33, 90 N.E. 40, 26 L.R.A., N.S., 92, 18 
Ann.Cas. 332; Village of New-comerstown v. Consolidated Gas Co., 100 Ohio St. 494, 127 N.E. 414; 
Gress v. Village of Ft. Laramie, 100 Ohio St. 35, 125 N.E. 112, 8 A.L.R. 242; City of Jamestown v. 
Pennsylvania Gas Co., D.C., 263 F. 437; Id., D.C., 264 F. 1009. See, also, United Fuel Gas Co. v. 
Railroad Commission, 278 U.S. 300, 308 , 49 S.Ct. 150, 152.  

[ Footnote 21 ] The New York Public Service Commission said: 'While the transportation of natural gas 
through pipe lines from one state to another state is interstate commerce ..., Congress has not taken over 
the regulation of that particular industry. Indeed, it has expressly excepted it from the operation of the 
Interstate Commerce Commissions Law ( Interstate Commerce Commissions Law, section 1). It is quite 
clear, therefore, that this Commission can not require a Pennsylvania corporation producing gas in 
Pennsylvania to transport it and deliver it in the State of New York, and that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission is likewise powerless. If there exists such a power, and it seems that there does, it is a 
power vested in Congress and by it not yet exercised. There is no available source of supply for the 
Crystal City Company at present except through purchasing from the Porter Gas Company. It is 
possible that this Commission might fix a price at which the Potter Gas Company should sell if it sold 
at all, but as the Commission can not require it to supply gas in the State of New York, the exercise of 
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such a power to fix the price, if such power exists, would merely say, sell at this price or keep out of the 
State.' Lane v. Crystal City Gas Co., 8 New York Public Service Comm. Reports, Second District, 210, 
212.  

[ Footnote 22 ] Proclamation by the President of September 16, 1918; Rules and Regulations of H. A. 
Garfield, Fuel Administrator, September 24, 1918.  

[ Footnote 23 ] For example, the Iroquois Gas Corporation which formerly served Buffalo, New York, 
with natural gas ranging from 1050 to 1150 b.t.u. per cu. ft., now mixes a by-product gas of between 
530 and 540 b.t.u. in proportions to provide a mixed gas of about 900 b.t.u. per cu. ft. For space heating 
or water heating its charges range from 65 cents for the first m.c.f. per month to 55 cents for all above 
25 m.c.f. per month. Moody's Manual of Public Utilities (1943) 1350.  

[ Footnote 24 ] The United States Fuel Administration made the following cooking value comparisons, 
based on tests made in the Department of Home Economics of Ohio State University:  

Natural gas at 1.12 per M. is equivalent to coal at $6.50 per ton.  

Natural gas at 2.00 per M. is equivalent to gasoline at 27õ per gal.  

Natural gas at 2.20 per M. is equivalent to electricity at 3õ per k.w. h.  

Natural gas at 2.40 per M. is equivalent to coal oil at 15õ per gal.  

Use and Conservation of Natural Gas, issued by U.S. Fuel Administration (1918) 5.  

[ Footnote 25 ] See Brief on Behalf jof Legislation Imposing an Excise Tax on Natural Gas, submitted 
to N.R.A. by the United Mine Workers of America and the National Coal Association.  

[ Footnote 26 ] Brief of National Gas Association and United Mine Workers, supra, note 26, pp. 35, 36, 
compiled from Bureau of Mines Reports.  

[ Footnote 27 ] From the source quoted in the preceding note the spread elsewhere is shown to be:  

State Industrial Domestic Illinois 29.2 1.678 Louisiana 10.4 59.7 Oklahoma 11.2 41.5 Texas 13.1 59.7 
Alabama 17.8 1.227 Georgia 22.9 1.043  

[ Footnote 28 ] In Corning, New York, rates were initiated by the Crystal City Gas Company as 
follows: 70õ for the first 5,000 cu. ft. per month; 80õ from 5, 000 to 12,000; $1 for all over 12,000. The 
Public Service Commission rejected these rates and fixed a flat rate of 58õ per m.c.f. Lane v. Crystal 
City Gas Co., 8 New York Public Service Comm. Reports, Second District, 210.  

The Pennsylvania Gas Company (National Fuel Gas Company group) also attempted a sliding scale rate 
for New York consumers, net per month as follows: First 5,000 feet, 35õ; second 5,000 feet, 45õ; third 
5,000 feet, 50õ; all above 15,000, 55õ. This was eventually abandoned, however. The company's 
present scale in Pennsylvania appears to be reversed to the following net monthly rate; first 3 m.c.f., 
75õ; next 4 m.c.f., 60õ; next 8 m.c.f., 55õ; over 15 m.c.f., 50õ. Moody's Manual of Public Utilities 
( 1943) 1350. In New York it now serves a mixed gas.  

For a study of effect of sliding scale rates in reducing consumption see 11 Proceedings of Natural Gas 
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Association of America (1919) 287.  

[ Footnote 29 ] See Report on Utility Corporations by Federal Trade Commission, Sen. Doc. 92, Pt. 84-
A, 70th Cong., 1st Sess.  

[ Footnote 30 ] Four holding company systems control over 55 per cent of all natural gas transmission 
lines in the United States. They are Columbia Gas and Electric Corporation, Cities Service Co., Electric 
Bond and Share Co., and Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey. Columbia alone controls nearly 25 per cent, 
and fifteen companies account for over 80 per cent of the total. Report on Utility Corporations by 
Federal Trade Commission, Sen. Doc. 92, Pt. 84-A, 70th Cong., 1st Sess., 28.  

In 1915, so it was reported to the Governor of West Virginia, 87 per cent of the total gas production of 
that state was under control of eight companies. Steptoe and Hoffheimer, Legislative Regulation of 
Natural Gas Supply in West Virginia, 17 West Virginia Law Quarterly 257, 260. Of these, three were 
subsidiaries of the Columbia system and others were subsidiaries of larger systems. In view of inter-
system sales and interlocking interests it may be doubted whether there is much real competition among 
these companies.  

[ Footnote 31 ] This pattern with its effects on local regulatory efforts will be observed in our decisions. 
See United Fuel Gas Co. v. Railroad Commission, 278 U.S. 300 , 49 S.Ct. 150; United Fuel Gas Co. v. 
Public Service Commission, 278 U.S. 322 , 49 S.Ct. 157; Dayton Power & Light v. Public Utilities 
Commission, 292 U.S. 290 , 54 S.Ct. 647; Columbus Gas & Fuel Co. v. Public Utilities Commission, 
292 U.S. 398 , 54 S.Ct. 763, 91 A.L.R. 1403, and the present case.  

[ Footnote 32 ] 15 U.S.C. 717(a), 15 U.S.C.A. 717(a). (Italics supplied throughout this paragraph.)  

[ Footnote 33 ] 7(c), 52 Stat. 825, 15 U.S.C.A. 717f(c).  

[ Footnote 34 ] 15 U.S.C. 717f, 15 U.S.C.A. 717f.  

[ Footnote 35 ] Id., 717c(e).  

[ Footnote 36 ] Id., 717c(b).  

[ Footnote 37 ] Id., 717d(a).  

[ Footnote 38 ] Sen. Rep. No. 1162, 75th Cong., 1st Sess. 2.  

[ Footnote 39 ] The list of East Ohio Gas Company's special industrial contracts thus expressly under 
Hope's control and their demands are as follows:  

[ Footnote 40 ] To make a fetish of mere accounting is to shield from examination the deeper causes, 
forces, movements, and conditions which should govern rates. Even as a recording of current 
transactions, bookkeeping is hardly an exact science. As a representation of the condition and trend of a 
business, it uses symbols of certainty to express values that actually are in constant flux. It may be said 
that in commercial or investment banking or any business extending credit success depends on knowing 
what not to believe in accounting. Few concerns go into bankruptcy or reorganization whose books do 
not show them solvent and often even profitable. If one cannot rely on accountancy accurately to 
disclose past or current conditions of a business, the fallacy of using it as a sole guide to future price 
policy ought to be apparent. However, our quest for certitude is so ardent that we pay an irrational 
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reverence to a technique which uses symbols of certainty, even though experience again and again 
warns us that they are delusive. Few writers have ventured to challenge this American idolatry, but see 
Hamilton, Cost as a standard for Price, 4 Law and Contemporary Problems 321, 323-25. He observes 
that 'As the apostle would put it, accountancy is all things to all men. ... Its purpose determines the 
character of a system of accounts.' He analyzes the hypothetical character of accounting and says 'It was 
no eternal mold for pecuniary verities handed down from on high.  

It was-like logic or algebra, or the device of analogy in the law-an ingenious contrivance of the human 
mind to serve a limited and practical purpose.' 'Accountancy is far from being a pecuniary expression of 
all that is industrial reality. It is an instrument, highly selective in its application, in the service of the 
institution of money making.'As to capital account he observes 'In an enterprise in lusty competition 
with others of its kind, survival is the thing and the system of accounts has its focus in solvency. ... 
Accordingly depreciation, obsolescence, and other factors which carry no immediate threat are matters 
of lesser concern and the capital account is likely to be regarded as a secondary phenomenon. ... But in 
an enterprise, such as a public utility, where continued survival seems assured, solvency is likely to be 
taken for granted. ... A persistent and ingenious attention is likely to be directed not so much to securing 
the upkeep of the physical property as to making it certain that capitalization fails in not one whit to 
give full recognition to every item that should go into the account.'  

[ Footnote 41 ] See 2 Bonbright, Valuation of Property (1937) 1112.  

[ Footnote 42 ] Bonbright says, '... the vice of traditional law lies, not in its adoption of excessively rigid 
concepts of value and rules of valuation, but rather in its tendency to permit shifts in meaning that are 
inept, or else that are ill-defined because the judges that make them will not openly admit that they are 
doing so.' Id., 1170.  

[ Footnote 43 ] 'The attempt to regulate rates by reference to a periodic or occasional reappraisal of the 
properties has now been tested long enough to confirm the worst fears of its critics. Unless its place is 
taken by some more promising scheme of rate control, the days of private ownership under government 
regulation may be numbered.' 2 Bonbright, Valuation of Property (1937) 1190.  

[ Footnote 44 ] East Ohio itself owns natural gas rights in 550,600 acres, 518,526 of which are reserved 
and 32,074 operated, by 375 wells. Moody's Manual of Public Utilities (1943) 5.  

[ Footnote 45 ] Hope has asked a certificate of convenience and necessity to lay 1140 miles of 22-inch 
pipeline from Hugoton gas fields in southwest Kansas to West Virginia to carry 285 million cu. ft. of 
natural gas per day. The cost was estimated at $51,000,000. Moody's Manual of Public Utilities ( 1943) 
1760.  

[ Footnote 46 ] I find little information as to the rates for industries in the record and none at all in such 
usual sources as Moody's Manual.  

[ Footnote 47 ] The Federal Power Commission has touched upon the problem of conservation in 
connection with an application for a certificate permitting construction of a 1500-mile pipeline from 
southern Texas to New York City and says: 'The Natural Gas Act as presently drafted does not enable 
the Commission to treat fully the serious implications of such a problem. The question should be raised 
as to whether the proposed use of natural gas would not result in displacing a less valuable fuel and 
create hardships in the industry already supplying the market, while at the same time rapidly depleting 
the country's natural-gas reserves. Although, for a period of perhaps 20 years, the natural gas could be 
so priced as to appear to offer an apparent saving in fuel costs, this would mean simply that social costs 
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which must eventually be paid had been ignored.  

'Careful study of the entire problem may lead to the conclusion that use of natural gas should be 
restricted by functions rather than by areas. Thus, it is especially adapted to space and water 
heating in urban homes and other buildings and to the various industrial heat processes which 
require concentration of heat, flexibility of control, and uniformity of results. Industrial uses to 
which it appears particularly adapted include the treating and annealing of metals, the operation 
of kilns in the ceramic, cement, and lime industries, the manufacture of glass in its various forms, 
and use as a raw material in the chemical industry. General use of natural gas under boilers for 
the production of steam is, however, under most circumstances of very questionable social 
economy.' Twentieth Annual Report of the Federal Power Commission (1940) 79.  
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Chapter  1

Introduction

1.1 Overview of the Application

On 6 June 2001, TransCanada PipeLines Limited (TransCanada or the Company) filed its 2001 and 2002
Fair Return Application (Fair Return Application) with the National Energy Board (the Board or the
NEB).  TransCanada requested that the Board determine a fair return on capital to be included in the
calculation of 2001 and 2002 tolls for TransCanada’s Canadian mainline natural gas transmission system
(Mainline), as well as establish final tolls for 2001.

TransCanada submitted that its currently-approved return, based on a deemed capital structure of 30%
common equity and the rate of return on common equity (ROE) resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula
(i.e., 9.61% for 2001 and 9.53% for 2002), underestimates the fair return for TransCanada’s Mainline
and should, therefore, not be applied to the Mainline, effective 1 January 2001.

Instead, TransCanada proposed that the Board determine the Mainline’s cost of capital for 2001 and 2002
utilizing an After-Tax Weighted-Average Cost of Capital (ATWACC) methodology.  TransCanada
sought approval of an ATWACC of 7.5%, adjusted in each of 2001 and 2002 for the difference between
the market cost of debt and the embedded cost of debt of the Company (i.e., an ATWACC of 8.24% for
2001).1  TransCanada submitted that a 7.5% ATWACC is justified by the level of business risk faced by
the Mainline, and by the need for TransCanada to be able to raise funds on reasonable terms and
conditions and maintain its financial integrity.

In the event that the Board declines to approve the proposed ATWACC methodology, TransCanada
requested that the Board establish an ROE of 12.50% on a deemed equity component of 40% for the
years 2001 and 2002, which is approximately equivalent to an ATWACC of 7.5%.  If approved,
TransCanada’s request would increase the Mainline’s 2001 Cost of Service by approximately
$265 million, resulting in an approximate increase in the Eastern Zone Toll of 13 cents/GJ. 

1.2 Background

Prior to 1995, the Board generally approved pipeline tolls on an annual cost of service forward test year
basis.  The cost of service is made up of four basic component groups: operating expenses; depreciation;
taxes (including income taxes); and capital costs (rate of return requirements).  The return on rate base is
a major component of cost of service.

In 1994/95, the Board held the Multi-Pipeline Cost of Capital proceeding (RH-2-94) where it determined
that business risk should be reflected in capital structure and approved appropriate deemed
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common-equity ratios for specific companies.  The Board also approved an ROE for a benchmark
low-risk pipeline, based primarily on the Equity Risk Premium (ERP) methodology.  The result was an
ROE of 12.25% for the benchmark pipeline for the 1995 Test Year.  Finally, the Board adopted a formula
for adjusting the ROE on an annual basis (RH-2-94 Formula).

The RH-2-94 Formula is based on the following calculation.  From the upcoming test year bond yield
forecast, the Board subtracts the bond yield forecast used in the immediately preceding year.  The
difference is then multiplied by 0.75 to determine the adjustment to the ROE.  The product is then added
to the ROE approved for the preceding test year.  Prior to 1997, the resulting ROE was rounded to the
nearest 25 basis points.  Commencing in 1997, the ROE resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula has not
been rounded.

The RH-2-94 upcoming year bond yield forecast is determined by examining the November issue of
Consensus Forecasts (published by Consensus Economics, Inc.) of the current year, and averaging the
3-months-out and 12-months-out forecasts of 10-year Government of Canada bond yields.  To this figure
is added the average spread between 10-year and 30-year Government of Canada bond yields, as
calculated by averaging the published daily yield in the National Post throughout October of the current
year.

The ROEs resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula have been as follows: 11.25% in 1996; 10.67% in 1997;
10.21% in 1998; 9.58% in 1999; 9.90% in 2000, 9.61% in 2001; and 9.53% in 2002. 

During the 1996-1999 period, TransCanada’s tolls were approved by the Board based on the terms of the
Incentive Cost Recovery and Revenue Sharing Settlement (Incentive Agreement).  The Incentive
Agreement was a negotiated settlement between TransCanada and its stakeholders and incorporated a
deemed common equity component of 30% and the ROEs resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula.  The
Incentive Agreement expired on 31 December 1999.

For the 2000 Test Year, the Board approved tolls for TransCanada, based on a one-year negotiated
settlement, which incorporated the RH-2-94 Formula ROE on a deemed common equity component of
30%.

Prior to the start of 2001, TransCanada filed an application for interim tolls, to take effect
1 January 2001.  The proposed interim tolls were based on the Revenue Requirement that was approved
by the Board for 2000 and a forecast of Firm Transportation (FT) volume determinants for 2001.  At that
time, TransCanada indicated that it was in discussions with its stakeholders on a range of matters,
including tolls for 2001, and that a delay in filing its 2001 tolls application would benefit the negotiating
process.  The Board subsequently approved interim tolls effective 1 February 2001 at the levels proposed
by TransCanada.

On 3 May 2001, TransCanada filed its 2001 and 2002 Tolls and Tariff Application based on the terms of
the two-year Mainline Service and Pricing Settlement (S&P Settlement).  The S&P Settlement
established a toll methodology and tariff provisions to be applicable for 2001 and 2002, and the
components of the revenue requirement (other than cost of capital) to be used in the calculation of final
tolls for 2001.  The Board subsequently set that application down for an oral hearing (RH-1-2001), which
took place between 18 September 2001 and 2 October 2001.  On 15 November 2001, the Board issued its
RH-1-2001 Decision approving the application and the terms of the S&P Settlement.  In addition, the
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Board indicated that the existing interim tolls would be extended into the 2002 Test Year pending a final
decision on TransCanada’s Fair Return Application.

On 6 June 2001, TransCanada filed its Fair Return Application with the Board.  On 26 July 2001, the
Board issued Hearing Order RH-4-2001 - Directions on Procedure.  An oral procedural conference was
held on 19 September 2001.  The Board subsequently issued an amended Hearing Order which provided
for an oral hearing to commence on 18 February 2002.

On 10 January 2002, the Board amended the RH-4-2001 Timetable of Events to extend certain deadlines
concerning the filing of evidence and information requests and to postpone the start of the hearing to
19 February 2002.

On 15 February 2002, the Board decided to postpone the start of the oral hearing to allow sufficient time
for intervenors to consider the Written Additional Reply Evidence filed by TransCanada.  The oral
hearing started on 27 February 2002, with the evidentiary portion concluding on 20 March 2002.  Final
Argument took place on 2 and 3 April 2002, with Reply Argument on 4 April 2002.

1.3 TransCanada’s Consolidated Business Activities

In this proceeding, the Board is required to make decisions on cost of capital matters for TransCanada’s
Mainline, which is only one component of TransCanada’s overall business enterprise.  Although cost of
capital is considered within the context of the Mainline as a stand-alone entity, in reality it is often
necessary to consider factors which pertain to the consolidated entity.  For example, many financial
indicators (e.g., credit ratings, raw beta estimates) are only available for the consolidated entity and often
provide the best estimates as to what these indicators would be for the Mainline as a stand-alone entity. 
For this reason, it is useful to provide an overview of the range of TransCanada’s current business
activities.

TransCanada’s Consolidated Business Structure

TransCanada’s current business interests consist mainly of gas transmission assets and electric power
generating assets.  In 2001, the revenues from continuing operations of the transmission segment were
approximately $3.9 billion (74% of the total), compared with revenues from the power segment of
approximately $1.4 billion (26% of the total). 

The transmission segment of TransCanada’s business includes the operation of the Mainline, the Alberta
System and the B.C. System.  It also includes TransCanada’s investments in other natural gas pipelines
located in Canada and the U.S.  Figure 1-1 shows the location and provides certain key facts concerning
these pipelines.

The power segment of TransCanada’s business includes the construction, ownership, operation and
management of power plants; the marketing of electricity; and the provision of electricity account
services to energy and industrial customers.  This segment operates in Canada and the northern tier of the
U.S.  Figure 1-2 shows the location and provides certain key facts concerning these facilities.
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TransCanada’s Mainline

The Mainline consists of approximately 14,900 kilometres of pipeline system which transports natural
gas from the Alberta/Saskatchewan border eastward and connects with other natural gas pipelines in
Canada as well as U.S. pipelines.  In 2001, the Mainline accounted for approximately 47% of net
earnings from TransCanada’s transmission businesses.

TransCanada offers various natural gas transportation and hub services.  The majority of gas is
transported under FT contracts.  Other transportation services include Interruptible Transportation (IT),
Short-term Firm Transportation and Storage Transportation services.  Hub services include Parking and
Loan services and Multiple Handshake services.

1.4 List of Issues and Approach to Decision Making

In its amended RH-4-2001 Hearing Order - Directions on Procedure issued on 5 October 2001
(AO-1-RH-4-2001), the Board identified the following List of Issues.

1. Is the Rate of Return on Common Equity (ROE) formula, established by the Board in its 
RH-2-94 Decision, still appropriate for determining TransCanada’s ROE?

2.  Is the After-Tax Weighted-Average Cost of Capital (ATWACC) methodology an
appropriate regulatory approach to determining cost of capital?

3. In the event the Board decides to adopt the ATWACC methodology, what is the
appropriate ATWACC for TransCanada?

4. In the event the Board declines to adopt the ATWACC methodology and it is determined
that the ROE formula is no longer suitable:

a) What would be an appropriate methodology for determining return on capital
and capital structure for TransCanada?

b) In applying the above-determined methodology, what would be an appropriate
return on capital and capital structure for TransCanada?

5. What is the appropriate effective date for changes to TransCanada’s cost of capital?

After having considered the evidence adduced in the RH-4-2001 proceeding, the Board concluded that
the following decision-making approach to the issues would be appropriate:

• review the legal framework regarding the determination of a fair return;

• consider the evidence relating to business risk, financial risk and investment perspectives
as these matters impact on cost of capital;

• consider the appropriateness of the applied-for ATWACC methodology (Issue 2);
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• assess the Mainline’s cost of capital under the various methodologies considered
appropriate (Issues 1, 3 and 4); and

• make a determination of the appropriate effective date for any changes to TransCanada’s
approved cost of capital (Issue 5).

Accordingly, these Reasons for Decision have been structured to reflect these decision-making steps.
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Figure 1-1
TransCanada’s Gas Transmission Business
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Figure 1-2
TransCanada’s Power Business



1 Northwestern Utilities Ltd. v. Edmonton (City of), [1929] S.C.R. 186 (Northwestern Utilities); Bluefield Water Works
and Improvement Co. v. Public Utility Commission of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923); Federal Power
Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Company, 320 U.S. 591 (1944).
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Chapter  2

Legal Framework for Determining a Fair Return

2.1 Just and Reasonable Tolls

The Board’s mandate when approving tolls is set out in Section 62 of the National Energy Board Act
(NEB Act).

All tolls shall be just and reasonable, and shall always, under substantially similar
circumstances and conditions with respect to all traffic of the same description carried
over the same route, be charged equally to all persons at the same rate.

In discharging this mandate, the Board determines the method and the factors to be considered in its
assessment of whether tolls are just and reasonable on a case-by-case basis.  Minimum information filing
requirements to support a tolls application are reflected in Part X of the Board’s Guidelines for Filing
Requirements, 22 February 1995.

In its Fair Return Application, TransCanada asserted that the currently-approved return underestimates
its cost of capital and is therefore unfair and does not result in tolls that are just and reasonable.

2.2 Legal Framework Regarding Determination of a Fair Return

At issue in this case is the determination of a fair return that will result in tolls that are just and
reasonable.

Several parties cited jurisprudence regarding judicial interpretation of what constitutes a fair return.

2.2.1 TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada cited three cases1 to support its contention that a fair return is one that would meet the
following two criteria:

• The company will be allowed as large a return on the capital invested in its enterprise as
it would expect to receive if it were investing the same amount in other investments
possessing an attractiveness, stability and certainty equal to that of the company’s
enterprise.

• The return should be reasonably sufficient to assure confidence in the financial integrity
of the utility, and should be adequate, under efficient and economical management, to



1 British Columbia Electric Railway Co. v. British Columbia (Public Utilities Commission), [1960] S.C.R. 837.

2 Trans Mountain Pipe Line Co. v. Canada (National Energy Board), [1979] 2 F.C. 118 at 121.
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maintain and support its credit and enable it to raise money on reasonable terms and
conditions.

In respect of the role of the regulator, TransCanada referred the Board to the Northwestern Utilities case
where the court stated: “[t]he duty of the Board [of Public Utility Commissioners of Alberta] was to fix
fair and reasonable rates; rates which under the circumstances, would be fair to the consumer on the one
hand, and which, on the other hand, would secure to the company a fair return for the capital invested”.

In Final Argument, TransCanada acknowledged that the determination of a fair return by the Board
involves considerations relating to the pipeline and the customer.  TransCanada also conceded that the
amount of increase in the return is a relevant factor in determining what is fair.

2.2.2 Other Parties’ Positions

The Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers (CAPP) cited the BC Electric1 case in which the
Supreme Court of Canada had to interpret the “fair and reasonable” standard in terms of rates and return. 
In CAPP’s view, “[f]airness at its most basic level in relation to setting tolls comes down to an
institutional arrangement by which the regulator has the legal responsibility to establish tolls that allow
the utility the opportunity to recover its reasonable costs, including a reasonable return, incurred in
providing the utility service and equally to prevent the utility from extracting monopoly profits at the
expense of the customers of the utility service.”

The Canadian Gas Association (CGA) relied upon the interpretation of a fair return as enunciated in the
Northwestern Utilities case and submitted: “in determining the appropriate allowed return on equity
(ROE), fairness to ratepayers must always be balanced with fairness to shareholders.”

In the Industrial Gas Users Association’s (IGUA) view, the legal principle involved is that “TransCanada
is entitled to a reasonable return; no more, no less.”

Centra Gas Manitoba Inc. (Centra) also relied upon the Northwestern Utilities case but emphasized the
aspect that balance must be achieved between the fairness to shippers and the interests of the investors. 
Centra suggested that the Board’s mandate is to ensure resulting tolls are just and reasonable.  In Centra’s
view, the potential toll impact resulting from TransCanada’s proposal would be unfair to shippers and
result in unjust and unreasonable tolls.

The Minister of Energy, Science and Technology for Ontario (Ontario) cited the Northwestern Utilities
case and emphasized that a fair return to the Company on the one hand must be balanced against rates
that are fair to the consumer on the other hand.  Ontario also cited the Trans Mountain Pipe Line Co.
case2 to support the proposition that the Board has extremely wide discretion in the appropriate method
and factors to be utilized in determining just and reasonable tolls.



1 British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority v. Westcoast Transmission Co., [1981] 2 F.C. 646 at 656 (C.A.).

2 National Energy Board correspondence of 15 June 2000 and Order TO-3-2000 approving an incentive toll settlement
for Enbridge Pipelines Inc. for the years 2000 to 2004.

3 National Energy Board AO-1-RH-1-70 Reasons for Decision re. Trans-Canada Pipe Lines Limited (Tolls Application -
Phase 1), 19 December 1971 at 6-6 to 6-9.

4 AO-1-RH-1-70 Reasons for Decision at 7-5 to 7-6.
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Views of the Board

In considering the legal framework associated with the determination of a fair return in
the present case, the Board has looked to both prior judicial and Board consideration of
the issue.

At the outset, the Board is mindful that it has no statutory obligation to specifically
consider and establish a rate of return for companies it regulates.  While the Board must
establish tolls that are “just and reasonable”, it has been established that:

[The Board’s] power in that respect is not trammelled or fettered by
statutory rules or directions as to how that function is to be carried out or
how the purpose is to be achieved.  In particular, there are no statutory
directions that, in considering whether tolls that a pipeline company
proposes to charge are just and reasonable, the Board must adopt any
particular accounting approach or device or that it must do so by
determining cost of service and a rate base and fixing a fair return
thereon.1 

Indeed, the Board has previously determined tolls to be just and reasonable without
specific identification of a rate of return on capital deployed in the enterprise.2  

However, it has been the practice of the Board, in setting tolls, to establish a revenue
requirement based upon the costs expected to be incurred in respect of regulated
activities.  In setting “cost based” tolls, and determining that they are just and reasonable,
one cost that has been considered by the Board is the cost of capital - being the cost to
the enterprise of deploying both debt and equity capital to its regulated activities.

In respect of the substantive principles to be considered in the determination of a fair
return, the Board notes that the jurisprudence referred to by parties has previously been
considered by the Board.  Indeed, as early as the first proceeding under Part IV of the
NEB Act, the RH-1-70 proceeding in respect of tolls to be charged by TransCanada, the
Board quoted extensively from, considered and relied upon the jurisprudence referred to
by parties in the present case.3  In its December 1971 Decision,4 the Board concluded as
follows in respect of the framework for consideration of an appropriate rate of return for
TransCanada:

The Board is of the opinion that in respect of rate regulation, its powers
and responsibilities include on the one hand a responsibility to prevent
exploitation of monopolistic opportunity to charge excessive prices, and
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equally include on the other hand the responsibility so to conduct the
regulatory function that the regulated enterprise has the opportunity to
recover its reasonable expenses, and to earn a reasonable return on
capital usefully employed in providing utility service.  Further, it holds
that to be reasonable such return should be comparable with the return
available from the application of the capital to other enterprises of like
risk.  The Board accepts that, with qualifications, the rate of return is the
concept perhaps most commonly used to project for some future period
the ratio of return which has been found appropriate for the capital
employed usefully by a regulated enterprise in providing utility service
in a defined test period.  The expectation is that, pending major changes,
that ratio will provide a return, notwithstanding changes in the amount of
capital invested, which will be fair both from the viewpoint of the
customers and from the viewpoint of present and prospective investors.

...

Maintenance of the financial integrity of the Applicant’s regulated
activities is a central concern in the determination of a fair and
reasonable return on rate base.  While this must necessarily reflect the
cost of servicing the embedded debt and equity, in the present
circumstances in which the Company is expanding and has already
received a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the
installation of facilities costing about $240 million, the capital attraction
aspect of financial integrity has been given major weight in the Board’s
deliberations.

The principles referred to in the Board’s RH-1-70 Decision suggest that a fair return
ought to have the following attributes.  Specifically, a fair or reasonable rate of return
should:

• be comparable to the return available from the application of the
invested capital to other enterprises of like risk (the comparable
earnings standard);

• enable the financial integrity of the regulated enterprise to be
maintained and permit incremental capital to be attracted to the
enterprise on reasonable terms and conditions (the financial
integrity and capital attraction standards); and

• achieve fairness both from the viewpoint of the customers and
from the viewpoint of present and prospective investors
(appropriate balance of customer and investor interests).

These principles are reflected in the application of the various accepted methodologies
used to estimate the cost of capital, such as the Equity Risk Premium approach employed
by the Board in the RH-2-94 Decision.  The Board is of the view that these principles
remain appropriate in the present case.
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In respect of the appropriate balance of customer and investor interests, the Board notes
that customer interest in rate of return matters relates most directly to the impact the
approved return will have on tolls.  The Board is of the view that the impact of the rate of
return on tolls is a relevant factor in the determination of a fair return.

The Board is of the view that the determination of a fair return in accordance with these
principles will, in conjunction with other aspects of the Mainline’s revenue requirement,
result in tolls that are just and reasonable.
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Chapter  3

Business Risk and Investment Perspectives

3.1 Overall Business Risk

A key determinant of the cost of capital is the analysis of business risk related to a pipeline.  This
analysis is typically divided into an assessment of market risk, supply risk, regulatory risk and operating
risk.  In the Views of the Board in Section 3.1.6, the impact on business risk stemming from pipe-on-pipe
competition is addressed separately.  However, in presenting the views of parties, the impacts of
pipe-on-pipe competition are discussed within market, supply, and regulatory risk to reflect how parties
addressed this aspect of business risk.

Business risk has traditionally been reflected in the establishment of a deemed common equity ratio in a
pipeline’s capital structure.  The business risk of the Mainline was last assessed by the Board in the
RH-2-94 proceeding when the Board concluded that the Mainline was a low-risk pipeline and that a 30%
deemed common equity ratio was appropriate at the time.

Overall Business Risk Assessment

TransCanada expressed the view that the business risk of the Mainline has increased significantly since
1994 and that it will continue to increase as the Canadian pipeline industry moves further along the path
of competition from the traditional regulatory compact.  TransCanada submitted that, since 1994, the
Mainline’s market, supply and regulatory risks have all escalated and that the Mainline now faces
unprecedented competition for supply and market, with little or no ability to respond.

TransCanada submitted that it is the level of firm service contracts that ultimately determines the impact
of the risks that the pipeline bears, and expressed the view that the Mainline’s market, supply, operating,
and regulatory risks could be mitigated by having long-term firm contracts with creditworthy shippers.  It
noted that the Mainline’s average remaining firm contract term has declined from eight years in 1994 to
five years in 2001 and that, by the end of 2000, 1.7 Bcf/d (48 106m3/d) of the Mainline’s 7.3 Bcf/d
(207 106m3/d) capacity had expired.  TransCanada also noted that an additional 3.2 Bcf/d (91 106m3/d) of
contracted capacity will be coming up for renewal in the next five years.

CAPP expressed the view that the Mainline’s business risk has not increased appreciably.  CAPP
continues to view the Mainline as a regulated monopoly transporter, and argued that there is
approximately 6 Bcf/d (170 106m3/d) of gas that is captive to the Mainline.  CAPP further submitted that
the risks arising from competition have not increased significantly and remain low.

CGA submitted that unbundling and competition have increased the benefits to customers, but have
created uncertainty amongst investors.  It claimed that, while competitive pressures may have reduced
operating and administrative costs, those same pressures result in increased business risks and increase
the cost of capital.  CGA further submitted that analysts have concluded that the business risks faced by
the Mainline are dramatically different and higher than those faced seven years ago and, as investors
become more aware of these risks, they will expect higher returns. 
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IGUA submitted that cost recovery is fundamental to the assessment of business risk.  Accordingly, the
question is whether the risk that TransCanada will fail to obtain a full return of capital and a return on
capital has materially changed.  IGUA further submitted that the greatest weight should be accorded to
short-term business risks as these risks can be more reliably assessed than long-term business risks,
which become increasingly uncertain and speculative with time.  IGUA concluded that there is no factual
basis for suggesting that business risks have increased because TransCanada acknowledges that its
short-term business risks remain unchanged.

Mirant Canada Energy Marketing, Ltd. (Mirant) submitted that business risk is related to the prospects
for long-run cost recovery.  Mirant expressed the view that long-run cost recovery is driven by supply
and demand fundamentals and that these fundamentals have not changed.

Ontario submitted that there have been elements of risk reduction that TransCanada failed to address
within its Fair Return Application.  These elements include the increased probability that Arctic sources
of supply could be connected to the Mainline, the fact that the Mainline now has a lengthy and sustained
record of competing effectively in U.S. markets, and the emergence of natural gas as the fuel of choice
for electricity generation.  Ontario contended that these elements of risk reduction offset entirely
TransCanada’s increased business risk.

3.1.1 Market Risk

TransCanada’s Position

Natural Gas Demand

TransCanada estimated that domestic Canadian gas demand will increase by 2.8 Bcf/d (78 106m3/d) to
reach nearly 11 Bcf/d (312 106m3/d) by 2010.  Canadian markets directly connected to the Mainline were
expected to grow by about 900 MMcf/d (26 106m3/d) by 2010.  TransCanada projected total U.S. gas
demand in the lower 48 states to increase by 16.5 Bcf/d (467 106m3/d) to reach 76.7 Bcf/d
(2 173 106m3/d) or 28 Tcf (793 109m3/d) per year by 2010.  Demand growth in U.S. markets served by the
Mainline was projected to increase over the same period by 3.6 Bcf/d (102 106m3/d) in the Midwest and
2.7 Bcf/d (76 106m3/d) in the Northeast.

While TransCanada expected growth in the markets it serves, it indicated that its share of the larger
market is not guaranteed and that it will face significant competition to serve new demand requirements.
In addition, TransCanada pointed to the potential for demand growth to switch to alternative fuels and
noted that some of the incremental demand may be met by liquified natural gas (LNG) imports. 
TransCanada therefore disagreed with the view that it does not face increased business risk because its
markets are expected to grow in the future.  However, it agreed that, in most cases, the market would
accept all of the gas that the Mainline is able to deliver.

TransCanada submitted that the issue of business risk relates to whether there is any uncertainty in
demand and supply growth, and whether its ability to attract additional transportation volumes, or expand
in the future, will be affected by this uncertainty.  TransCanada expressed the view that the future
demand growth for natural gas in TransCanada’s markets is highly uncertain, particularly as it relates to
gas-fired power generation.  TransCanada submitted that demand uncertainty could affect the prospects
for and timing of Arctic gas projects.  
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Impact of Competition

TransCanada submitted that it is now exposed to greater competition and that its market share is being
eroded.  The presence of new pipelines from both new and existing supply basins, and expanded
pipelines from traditional U.S. basins, all contribute to the increased level of competition and risk faced
by the Mainline.

TransCanada submitted that the effects of competition are very difficult to predict and that the Mainline
faces considerable risk in the future.  TransCanada claimed that regulated entities experiencing
competition face two constraints on the rates they can charge.  First, their rates are constrained by
regulation; and second, their rates are limited by those of their competitors.  TransCanada argued that this
is a systemic problem that can leave regulated entities unable to earn their cost of capital for substantial
periods.

TransCanada noted that approximately 50% of the Mainline’s capacity has been designed for export to
the U.S., where it faces incremental competition from Alliance Pipeline Ltd. (Alliance) and Maritimes &
Northeast Management Pipeline Ltd. (M&NP).  With respect to the domestic market, TransCanada
submitted that the Vector Pipeline Ltd. (Vector) has reduced the domestic market that is captive to the
Mainline and that it could be further reduced by the proposed Cartier Pipeline.  TransCanada claimed
that its competitive situation is exacerbated by the fact that several of its large shippers, such as local
distribution companies (LDCs), are also sponsors of competing pipelines.  Further TransCanada noted
that, in the near term, most of the opportunity for contract non-renewal rests with the Eastern LDCs.

TransCanada disagreed with parties who argued that the risk from Alliance has been realized since
Alliance is operating at capacity.  TransCanada claimed that an expansion of Alliance is a credible risk to
the Mainline.  TransCanada indicated that the Mainline’s utilization rate is lower than it would have been
without Alliance and that, with the lower utilization rates, the resulting higher tolls may make it more
economic for competitors to construct additional capacity from the Western Canada Sedimentary Basin
(WCSB).

TransCanada acknowledged that, to the extent it could keep its tolls competitive with Alliance and
Vector, the likelihood of an expansion of competing systems would be reduced.  Should TransCanada’s
Fair Return Application be approved, the combined Alberta System and Mainline toll to deliver natural
gas to the Eastern Zone would be 7 to 10 cents higher than the comparable Alliance/Vector toll on a spot
basis.  However, due to the shorter contractual commitment required and the potential for its toll to
decrease with increasing throughput, TransCanada believed that its toll would remain competitive.

TransCanada expressed the view that an increase to its return is consistent with the concept of
competitive tolls and submitted that it has been artificially enhancing the competitiveness of the Mainline
by selling the use of capacity for less than cost.  TransCanada argued that the long-run sustainability of
the Mainline requires tolls to be sufficient to recover all costs, including the cost of capital.

TransCanada noted that there have been clear benefits to producers, governments and the economy
resulting from competition, such as the presence of additional pipeline capacity and the resulting price
connectivity.  However, it suggested that competition had increased its cost of capital and that this
increase was a reasonable price for shippers to pay in light of the benefits.
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Other Parties’ Positions

Natural Gas Demand

CAPP noted there was general agreement that the demand for natural gas in North America is strong and
growing.  It noted that TransCanada projects North American demand to increase by 20 Bcf/d
(567 106m3/d) by 2010.  CAPP expressed the view that the market works and that increasing demand will
cause new natural gas supplies to be developed. 

CAPP suggested that the North American pipeline network will remain well utilized into the future.  In
particular, CAPP noted the increased reliance of North American gas markets on pipelines coming from
Canada.  CAPP suggested that more pipeline capacity will be needed to meet the growing demand in the
long-term.  CAPP also suggested that the Mainline is well positioned to serve that demand and to share in
the growth of the market.

IGUA submitted that the demand for natural gas is strong and continues to increase.  IGUA indicated that
there is considerable opportunity for increases in Mainline throughput due to incremental demand growth
in Eastern and Northeast markets.  IGUA expressed the view that power generation markets in Eastern
Canada and the U.S. Northeast are expected to grow considerably and this is expected to have a sizable
impact on the demand for western supplies.

Impact of Competition

CAPP compared the competitive risks that TransCanada claimed it is currently facing with those it
claimed to be facing in 1994 and argued that the risks arising from competition remain low and have not
increased significantly.  CAPP noted that, in 1994, TransCanada claimed it was facing increased
competition in the markets it serves, particularly in Eastern Canada and the U.S. Northeast.  CAPP
submitted that TransCanada was also seeking compensation in 1994 for the risk of increased competition
and for the potential that it might lose significant load to competing regulated systems.  CAPP also
submitted that TransCanada had identified in 1994 the potential that it could face out-of-corridor
competition from pipelines serving Eastern Canadian markets from the WCSB.

CAPP submitted that the Mainline is to be compensated for risk bearing and not for risk realization.
CAPP argued that the only material change to the risks identified by TransCanada in 1994 was that one
of the risks, the risk of losing load to out-of-corridor competition, has been realized.  CAPP submitted
that, in itself, the realization of this risk should not be used to increase the equity thickness in the
Mainline’s deemed capital structure.  It suggested that when the Board approved a 30% equity ratio for
the Mainline as compensation for its then prospective risks in 1994, the risks included the risk of
increased competition and the risk of loss of load to competitors like Alliance and Vector.

CAPP submitted that TransCanada controls over 80% of the capacity leaving the WCSB and that there is
a benefit to TransCanada in having this ownership interest.  CAPP suggested that TransCanada was
playing “ring around the rosy” by seeking to expand one pipeline, thereby increasing the risk of its other
pipelines, and seeking to recover higher returns as a reward for the increased risk.  In this connection,
CAPP noted that TransCanada competed for the expansion opportunity that was captured by Alliance
and submitted that TransCanada would still be seeking an increase to its cost of capital had it succeeded
with its Viking Voyageur Project.
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IGUA submitted that changes that have occurred since 1994 do not represent a significant change to the
risk facing the Mainline. IGUA noted that the expansion of the market for pipeline services has resulted
in some non-renewals and the creation of some excess capacity.  As a result, IT and secondary capacity is
now readily available.  However, IGUA submitted that the existence of shorter contract terms does not
change the Mainline’s market risk since the underlying market for natural gas remains relatively positive.

IGUA submitted that measures taken by TransCanada to mitigate its risks must be included in an
assessment of the Mainline’s business risk.  In this respect, IGUA submitted that the acquisition of the
Alberta and B.C. Systems, the overall diversity of the Mainline, and TransCanada’s control of more than
80% of the ex-Alberta capacity should operate to mitigate risks associated with increased pipeline
competition.

Mirant submitted that, in light of TransCanada’s market power, its ability to recover its costs is not at risk
because of increased competition.  Mirant cited TransCanada’s ability to increase its prices significantly
over a short period without suffering any revenue loss as evidence of its market power.  Mirant submitted
that the existence of competition does not mean that TransCanada's prices are constrained by that
competition.  Mirant concluded that the long-run risk of under-utilization for TransCanada is not really
an issue because of TransCanada’s ability to recover its costs by increasing its prices to captive
customers.

Mirant disagreed with TransCanada’s claim that, as more pipelines are being built, it faces increased
competition and greater risk.  Mirant submitted that this ignores the market growth that the new pipelines
are designed to accommodate.  Mirant also disputed TransCanada’s claim that the proposed
Independence and Millennium pipelines would increase the level of competition for the Mainline, as
these pipelines would tend to reduce competitive pressures in markets served by the Mainline.

Mirant submitted that, given the current supply and demand fundamentals, there is virtually no
probability that TransCanada will ever be under-utilized to the point where it has difficulty recovering its
costs.  Mirant further submitted that there is nothing in the market or regulatory structure that will lead to
systematic building of excess capacity.  Further, Mirant noted that facility additions are still subject to
regulatory scrutiny to guard against market failure, and that there has been no significant change to the
regulatory requirements for the approval of pipeline facilities.

Ontario submitted that one of the risks that TransCanada identified as having increased since RH-2-94,
the risk of competition to move gas into the Eastern Canadian market from the WCSB, was previously
identified and has been already accounted for in the Board’s RH-2-94 Decision.  With respect to the risk
of declining levels of FT contracts, Ontario submitted that it was taken into consideration in RH-2-94 and
that the average contract term was actually longer than previously forecast.  Ontario expressed the view
that the toll increases resulting from TransCanada's request in this proceeding would place an
extraordinary burden on TransCanada's shippers and make the Mainline significantly less competitive,
leading to further reductions in Mainline volumes and yet higher tolls.
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3.1.2 Supply Risk

TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada submitted that its supply risk has increased because the Mainline must now compete for gas
supply, as capacity expansions have resulted in take-away capacity exceeding available supply. 
TransCanada expressed the view that its ability to compete for supply is severely constrained by its
position as the swing pipeline from the WCSB and submitted that the impact of having to compete for
supply has been exacerbated by the performance of the WCSB.

Total Supply

TransCanada stated that the supply fundamentals in the WCSB have changed significantly over the last
10 years and that its supply risk has increased since 1994.  Although the overall outlook for the WCSB
remains positive, the increase in production has been accompanied by increased decline rates (from 8%
in 1990 to 20% in 2000), decreased initial well productivity (from an average of 0.53 MMcf/d
[15.0 103m3/d] in 1990 to an average of 0.32 MMcf/d [9.1 103m3/d] in 2000) and a decline in the
reserves-to-production ratio or reserve life (from 20 years in 1990 to 9 years in 2000).  As further
evidence of the level of maturity of the WCSB as a supply basin, TransCanada stated that from 1991 to
1993 the drilling of 6000 wells grew production by 3.2 Bcf/d (91 106m3/d), while from 1998 to 2000 the
drilling of 20 000 wells grew production by only 1.1 Bcf/d (31 106m3/d).

TransCanada based its outlook for the WCSB on an estimated ultimate potential reserve of 306 Tcf
(8 669 109m3/d) and on supply performance achieved over the past several years.  Under this scenario,
supply from the WCSB is expected to increase and peak at 19.6 Bcf/d (555 106m3/d) in 2010 and 2011. 
TransCanada submitted that this outlook reflected a move over time by the industry to drill in the deeper,
more costly, parts of the WCSB.

With respect to other sources of supply, such as coal-bed methane (CBM) from the WCSB or gas
supplies from the Arctic, TransCanada developed what it considered a reasonable forecast given current
knowledge.  TransCanada’s forecast assumed that CBM production from the WCSB will reach 0.5 Bcf/d
(14 106m3/d) by 2010 and 2.9 Bcf/d (82 106m3/d) by 2025.  As for Arctic supply sources, TransCanada
foresaw supply from Alaska reaching 4.4 Bcf/d (125 106m3/d) by 2017 and supply from the Mackenzie
Delta reaching 1.8 Bcf/d (51 106m3/d) by 2017.  TransCanada submitted that it is well-positioned to
transport Arctic gas, but noted that it faces competition from alternative proposals, such as a bullet line
from Alaska to Chicago.

Competition for Gas Supply

TransCanada noted that it faces competition for gas supply from two main areas. The first is the
competition between intra-basin and ex-Alberta requirements. The second is the competition among
pipelines serving ex-Alberta requirements.

TransCanada indicated that, since 1990, gas demand in Western Canada has increased from 3.4 Bcf/d
(96 106m3/d) to 4.5 Bcf/d (127 106m3/d) and that this rate of growth is expected to double over the next
five years due to oil sands, electricity and other projects. This results in a reduction of gas supply
available to the Mainline and other ex-Alberta pipelines.
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With respect to ex-Alberta pipeline competition, TransCanada indicated that, since 1994, ex-Alberta
pipeline capacity has increased by 3.4 Bcf/d (96 106m3/d), resulting in increased competition for WCSB
supply.  TransCanada submitted that demand growth in markets not directly served by the Mainline, such
as the Pacific Northwest and California, is generating a significant amount of competition for supply
from the WCSB. 

TransCanada submitted that the Mainline is the swing pipeline from the WCSB and that it will remain so,
at least in the medium term, until refill is achieved.  TransCanada indicated that available gas from the
WCSB will first be allocated to firm contract holders on various pipelines, with the remaining gas
sequenced based on the netbacks to the WCSB.  TransCanada noted that the Mainline’s major markets in
Eastern Canada and the U.S. Northeast are farther from the WCSB than the markets served by competing
pipelines from the basin.  TransCanada submitted that relatively higher tolls reduce the netback available
on the Mainline, relative to those expected on competing pipelines from the WCSB. 

Throughput Forecast

TransCanada expressed the view that other pipelines leaving the WCSB will fill before it does, because
of the existence of long-term contracts on competing pipelines and of generally lower netbacks available
on the Mainline.  In developing its supply forecast, TransCanada assumed that other pipelines would
typically fill to 95% and that remaining available supply would flow on the Mainline.

TransCanada did not present its throughput forecast in the form of total throughput or capacity
utilization.  Rather, it was presented in the form of the number of years which would be required for the
Mainline to achieve refill.  Refill was defined as 95% of capacity.  Multiple scenarios were developed,
with the main variables being WCSB supply growth (ranging from 100 MMcf/d [2.8 106m3/d] per year to
500 MMcf/d [14.2 106m3/d] per year) and intra-Alberta demand growth (ranging from 70 MMcf/d
[2.0 106m3/d/] per year to 300 MMcf/d [8.5 106m3/d/y] per year).  The forecast also assumed that a
maximum of 0.7 Bcf/d (20 106m3/d) of CBM in 2022 and 1.4 Bcf/d (40 106m3/d) of Arctic gas in 2012
would flow on the Mainline.

Under TransCanada’s Base Case (i.e., growth in WCSB supply of 300 MMcf/d [8.5 106m3/d] per year
and Western Canada demand growth of 180 MMcf/d [5.1 106m3/d] per year), the Mainline does not refill
to 95% of capacity.  Under TransCanada’s nine most probable cases, the Mainline reaches 95%
utilization in four of the cases within 8 to 13 years.  Overall, TransCanada submitted that there is a
substantial probability that the Mainline will not refill to the 95% level and that its utilization rate will
remain unreasonably low, potentially affecting its ability to recover its investment in the long run. 
Although TransCanada defined refill as 95% utilization, it noted that it is reasonably comfortable
operating within an 82% to 92% utilization range.

Other Parties’ Positions

Total Supply

CAPP relied on projections published by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) and the NEB to
paint a more optimistic outlook for the WCSB.  CAPP noted that natural gas markets are currently
volatile and, therefore, it may be some time before a more consistent supply response is observed. 
Nonetheless, CAPP suggested that, historically, the WCSB has proven itself numerous times and has met
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new performance levels over time, in response to market signals.  CAPP pointed out that, since 1994,
production from the WCSB has increased by 3.5 Bcf/d (99 106m3/d) to reach the current level of
approximately 17 Bcf/d (482 106m3/d), which is in line with what had been forecast by the NEB in its
December 1994 Supply and Demand Report.  In addition, CAPP indicated that the industry is starting to
move into the costlier, deeper natural gas areas of the WCSB, which require more lead-time.  CAPP 
noted that CBM production is already occurring and submitted that TransCanada is well placed to
transport future supplies from the Arctic. 

IGUA relied on the Board’s assessment of current and future supply potential to conclude that there was
nothing in the future supply outlook which could reasonably be found to constitute a significant change
in circumstances from those prevailing in 1994.

Ontario suggested that TransCanada’s risk of having to rely on one basin as its source of supply has
diminished since 1994.  Ontario submitted that there is a higher probability of developing Arctic supplies
and, therefore, the probability of TransCanada connecting to these new sources of supply is greater now
than in 1994.

Le Procureur général du Québec (Quebec) submitted that TransCanada’s supply risk has not changed
significantly from 1994, given current forecasts of total WCSB production combined with the probability
that new forms of gas production will offset any drop in production from conventional sources.

Competition for Gas Supply

CAPP argued that there has always been competition amongst a few pipelines for supply from the
WCSB.  CAPP indicated that, during RH-2-94, TransCanada was in competition with Alberta Natural
Gas Company Ltd (ANG - now TransCanada’s B.C. System), Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. (Foothills) and
Westcoast to transport gas from the WCSB.  While the most recent addition from the WCSB has been
due to Alliance, CAPP indicated that the B.C. System and Foothills remain the Mainline’s two largest
competitors on a volumetric basis, just as they were in 1994.  CAPP submitted that approximately
6 Bcf/d (170 106m3/d) of gas supply is captive to the Mainline.

CAPP noted that the Mainline has excess capacity and that TransCanada has previously indicated that
such capacity will give it a competitive advantage in the future and that it is well positioned to take on
additional supply.  CAPP suggested that some excess capacity is a good thing for the industry, including
TransCanada, as it ensures that the price of natural gas in Western Canada reflects the North American
price, which in turn stimulates the development of supply.

IGUA noted that only the introduction of Alliance has prevented TransCanada from achieving a near
monopoly of ex-Alberta infrastructure.  IGUA did not consider that the addition of Alliance, which
accounts for approximately 11% of total Alberta production of marketable pipeline gas, represents a
serious threat to TransCanada’s control of ex-Alberta pipeline capacity.  IGUA noted that TransCanada
is planning to increase the takeaway capacity from Alberta by expanding its Alberta and B.C. Systems to
serve markets in the Pacific Northwest and California.  IGUA submitted that this will exacerbate the
situation of excess capacity from Alberta and reduce the amount of incremental production that will be
available to flow on the Mainline.
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Mirant noted that TransCanada’s own evaluation of overall supply and market demand indicated that by
2012, the markets on both ends of the Mainline were projected to increase by amounts greater than what
the whole Mainline system is today.  Mirant did not consider plausible that there could be such
significant incremental supply and demand at each end of the Mainline, while TransCanada would
experience substantial excess capacity.  

Throughput Forecast

CAPP submitted that TransCanada’s throughput forecast was based on a premise that pipeline utilization
is driven by the level of long-term firm contracts and that other pipelines leaving the basin will run in
aggregate at 95% load factor because they are fully contracted.  CAPP disputed this assumption and
indicated that the historic norm for these pipelines has been approximately 90%.  CAPP indicated that
the only time that the take-away capacity has approached the 95% level of utilization in the last 20 years
was during the three years when the basin was disconnected from North American pricing.  CAPP noted
that TransCanada has indicated that it does not want to see a return to those days and that it is
comfortable operating within an 82% to 92% utilization range.

CAPP submitted that, due to the above-mentioned assumption, TransCanada’s throughput forecast
understates the utilization of the Mainline.  CAPP noted that the utilization of the Mainline for 2001 was
84%, while the throughput study had forecast 74% utilization.  CAPP also noted that the throughput
study ignores the large volumes of IT service on the Mainline.  Finally CAPP noted that other markets,
such as California, have at times been the swing market.

Mirant submitted that TransCanada’s throughput forecast underestimates the future utilization of the
Mainline because it assumes that the Mainline will not be able to compete effectively against other
ex-Alberta pipelines.  The forecast also assumes that the Mainline will attract only 1.4 Bcf/d (40 106m3/d)
out of a projected 6 Bcf/d (170 106m3/d) of Northern gas.  Nonetheless, Mirant suggested that even if
TransCanada’s throughput forecast was correct, the Mainline's competitive position will keep improving
over the forecast period since throughput is forecast to increase.  

3.1.3 Regulatory Risk

TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada submitted that the regulatory paradigm has changed and, as a result, it faces significantly
increased competition. TransCanada stated that in 1994 it was subject to the traditional regulatory
compact under which it was provided with an effective long-term franchise and the opportunity to
recover all prudently incurred costs, including return of and on invested capital.  

TransCanada argued that increased competition means increased risk.  It noted that, while the regulatory
regime will remain constant over the 2001-2002 test period so that the impact of contract non-renewals
will not be visited on TransCanada, the risk that the regime could change is there in the long term. 
TransCanada suggested that the evolution to a competitive market where there may be winners and losers
gives rise to the prospect of it being one of the losers.

TransCanada cited the approvals of Alliance and Vector, as well as some bypass pipelines to the Alberta
System, as evidence of a move away from the traditional regulatory compact to a model where there is
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direct competition between pipelines. TransCanada suggested that recent Board decisions have been
consistent with the view that the public interest is served by restructuring the pipeline industry from a
monopoly to a competitive market. TransCanada claimed that it is now at greater risk of having to
compete against NEB-approved greenfield pipelines and expansions for both existing and incremental
supply and markets.  TransCanada submitted that, under the traditional regulatory model, the certification
of facility additions involved a public process with the requirement that an economic feasibility test be
met to ensure the facilities would be used and useful.  TransCanada indicated that the new paradigm of
constructing pipeline capacity in advance of supply was not apparent at the time of the RH-2-94 hearing. 

TransCanada submitted that there is evidence of uncertainty in the regulatory model to be applied to
TransCanada in the future.  It dismissed suggestions by intervenors that it should address changes in the
regulatory model once future regulatory proceedings have resolved that uncertainty.  TransCanada
indicated that one must consider whether investors in TransCanada believe that the regulatory model to
be applied to the Mainline will remain unchanged beyond 2002.

Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP submitted that the current regulatory compact has remained unchanged since 1994.  It viewed the
primary features of the traditional regulatory model, such as cost of service protection, deferral accounts
and rolled-in pipeline costs for expansions, as limiting the level of business risk faced by the Mainline.  

With respect to the certification of pipeline facilities, CAPP submitted that the Board authorized Alliance
and Vector on the basis that new capacity was needed to meet long-term market requirements and that
there was sufficient long-term supply available. While the rate of supply growth may have been slower
than expected, CAPP indicated that all the capacity will be needed in the longer term.  CAPP noted that
the NEB has not exposed TransCanada to any revenue impact from non-renewals arising from the
construction of the additional capacity.  CAPP further suggested that, in RH-1-2001, the Board indicated
that any change in this policy will be made prospectively, taking into account all aspects of the regulatory
model in a comprehensive manner, the appropriate balance between risk and reward, and the tools
required for risk management.  With respect to TransCanada’s future business and regulatory model,
CAPP suggested that TransCanada does not intend to alter the Mainline’s risk profile post 2002.

IGUA submitted that the traditional regulatory compact remains unchanged and that TransCanada
continues to be shielded from all risks associated with the under-utilization of pipeline capacity.  It
argued that TransCanada continues to be provided with an opportunity to recover all prudently incurred
costs. 

IGUA submitted that there is no basis to suggest that the Board will exercise its public interest mandate
in a manner that will eventually lead to the complete offloading of the Mainline.  IGUA further submitted
that TransCanada will continue to have a full and complete opportunity to be heard when the Board
considers applications for the construction of incremental pipeline facilities.

IGUA suggested that a reassessment of TransCanada's overall long-term business risks is untimely and
premature because TransCanada's new business and regulatory model is on the horizon. 

Coral Energy Canada Inc. (Coral) submitted that the Board’s RH-1-2001 Decision made it clear that,
absent imprudence on the part of TransCanada, no costs associated with system under-utilization will be
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visited on shareholders.  Coral therefore disagrees with TransCanada’s assertion that it is at greater risk
from a regulatory perspective than it was in 1994. 

Mirant disputed TransCanada’s notion of franchise and noted that TransCanada competes with numerous
other pipelines in both the WCSB and downstream markets.  In Mirant’s view, the purpose of regulation
is not to protect TransCanada, but to protect toll-payers from TransCanada’s market power.  Prices are
regulated at a cost-based level that mimics a competitive market outcome, and pipelines are given a
reasonable opportunity to recover their prudently incurred costs.  Therefore, TransCanada has never had
the protection it claims to have lost and the true regulatory compact remains in place.  

Mirant submitted that there have been no fundamental changes to the certification of pipeline facilities
since 1994 and that there is no reason to believe that the certification process will lead to the construction
of facilities not required by the market.  Mirant argued that market participants are in a good position to
make accurate judgments about the adequacy of supply and demand.  

PG&E Energy Trading, Canada Corporation and El Paso Merchant Energy Canada (PG&E/El Paso)
submitted that no change to the cost of capital methodology, or increase to the Mainline's allowed rate of
return, is warranted because the Board determined in RH-1-2001 that it will continue to allocate the full
cost of the pipeline to shippers using the traditional cost of service methodology.

Ontario disagreed with TransCanada’s view that the regulatory compact provided the Mainline with a
long-term franchise to ship natural gas from the WCSB to Eastern Canadian markets.  Ontario submitted
that, in the RH-2-94 proceeding, TransCanada requested that the Board include, in its assessment of
business risk, the prospects of competition from the WCSB to transport gas to Eastern Canada.  Ontario
expressed the view that TransCanada does not face a measurable increase in regulatory risk as it
continually earns its approved return on equity.  While the regulatory framework may be different in the
future, Ontario suggested that it would not be fair to compensate TransCanada in the interim for a risk of
future regulatory risk.

3.1.4 Operating Risk

TransCanada stated that operating risk, which includes physical risk, refers to the technical and
operational factors which may cause the pipeline to fail to operate as planned.  TransCanada submitted
that there have not been any material changes to its operating risk since 1994 and contended that the
Mainline continues to operate in a safe and efficient manner.

TransCanada conceded that its operating risk may have decreased slightly due to the fact that it is
operating at less than a 100% load factor, as suggested by CAPP, but indicated that this is offset by an
increase in risk to the security of the Mainline.

IGUA agreed with TransCanada that there have been no significant changes to TransCanada’s operating
risk since 1994.
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3.1.5 Other Aspects of Business Risks

Depreciation

CAPP submitted that, if the matter of supply was really as uncertain as TransCanada maintained, then it
raises the issue of the appropriate level of depreciation rates.  CAPP suggested that TransCanada
negotiated higher depreciation rates for 2001 and 2002, in part on the premise that changing supply and
market conditions created uncertainty in terms of the recovery of capital.  CAPP noted that TransCanada
indicated that it might bring forward a depreciation study and request a further increase in depreciation
rates post 2002.  CAPP contended that TransCanada is seeking double recovery by requesting an increase
in its return now and potentially in its depreciation rates later, to reflect the same uncertainty.

IGUA submitted that it is the depreciation rate which operates to mitigate TransCanada’s short-term risk
of failing to obtain a full return of capital, and that the Mainline’s S&P Settlement, which increased the
depreciation rates for the 2001 and 2002 Test Years, precludes TransCanada from seeking increases in its
equity return component for those years.

TransCanada acknowledged that a higher depreciation rate could justify a lower return.  TransCanada
argued that if it was in a position where its depreciation rate allowed cost recovery over the terms of the
outstanding contracts, then that would be something of relevance in determining return.  TransCanada
disagreed with the suggestion that its negotiated depreciation rate increases in 2001 and 2002 should
preclude the Board from determining a fair return to the Mainline.

Views of the Board

Business risk represents the risk attributed to the nature of a particular business.  It is
made up of all the risks to which the income-earning capability of an asset is exposed. 
The assessment of business risk needs to extend over the economic life of an asset and
should not be limited to risk factors that could arise within a given test year.  With
respect to the Mainline, potential sources of short, medium and long-term risk therefore
need to be considered.

The Board last assessed the Mainline’s business risk as part of the RH-2-94 proceeding. 
Since that time, the natural gas pipeline industry has continued to evolve.  While many of
the changes that have taken place since 1994 were contemplated at the time of the
RH-2-94 hearing and reflected in the Board’s previous assessment of the Mainline’s
business risk, the weight that specific risk factors should be given may have changed and
may need to be re-examined in light of this evolution.  For example, the Board is of the
view that, while the prospect of increased pipe-on-pipe competition was recognized in
RH-2-94, this source of risk should be given more weight in assessing the Mainline’s
prospective business risk in light of a change in the probability of expansions of existing
pipelines.

The evidence indicates that the Mainline is exposed to five main sources of business risk,
which are pipe-on-pipe competition risk, market risk, supply risk, regulatory risk, and
operating risk.  These five sources of business risk are discussed in turn.
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Pipe-on-Pipe Competition Risk

Pipe-on-pipe competition, which occurs both at the supply and market ends of pipeline
systems, refers to direct competition for customers between pipelines.  Directly,
pipe-on-pipe competition impacts business risk by providing customers with alternative
options to ship gas.  Indirectly, it affects business risk by affecting market and supply
risk.

One of the most significant changes to take place since 1994 has been an increase in
competition for customers amongst pipelines, both out of the Mainline’s supply basin
and into its market areas.  The entry of new pipelines, as well as capacity additions on
previously existing pipelines, has resulted in a market structure that has been described
as “competition amongst the few”.  The move towards a more competitive pipeline
infrastructure implies an increase in business risk, although not all pipelines are
necessarily affected to the same degree.  At the time of the various decisions approving
new pipelines, the Board recognized that these decisions would have the effect of
increasing pipe-on-pipe competition and, in the near term, given the lumpiness of
pipeline investment, could result in some temporary offloading from other pipelines’
systems, necessitating a period of time for refill.  These benefits of competition were
judged to outweigh this concern and to enhance the overall public interest.

In the Board's view, there has been no “new paradigm of constructing pipeline capacity
in advance of supply” as suggested by one of TransCanada's witnesses.  Although some
of the factors assessed by the Board have reflected the natural evolution of the pipeline
industry and the integration of competitive forces into the Board's decision making, the
Board continues to assess each application in accordance with well-established
principles and on the basis of the evidence before it.  Upon a careful reading of the
decisions approving new pipeline additions since 1994, it is clear that the Board has not
adopted, as a “paradigm” that new pipeline capacity should be constructed in advance of
supply nor has it approved any application solely on the basis that it would provide a
competitive alternative to TransCanada.

For various reasons (e.g., lower producer netbacks relative to those achieved on
competing pipelines, timing of FT contract expiry), the current situation of excess
capacity from the WCSB has had a particularly notable impact on contracted firm
capacity and throughput of the Mainline.  Excess capacity has also acted as an incentive
for some shippers to rely on short-term service, such as IT, instead of FT.  Since 1994,
the average outstanding FT contract term on the Mainline has been reduced from 8 years
to 5 years in 2001.

The risk arising from the Mainline’s increased exposure to competition is, however,
mitigated by a number of factors.  The Mainline is the largest pipeline leaving the WCSB
and a substantial portion of its customers (both end-users and producers) are captive and
are expected to remain captive to the Mainline for the foreseeable future.  TransCanada
has increased its ownership interest in pipelines leaving the WCSB, which would tend to
reinforce its market power.  In this respect, the Board notes that a substantial share of
capacity addition leaving the WCSB was constructed by pipelines in which TransCanada
has an ownership interest.  As the Mainline is depreciated, a lower absolute return on
rate base will provide further flexibility in meeting the challenges of competition.  As
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well, having some excess capacity may provide the Mainline with a competitive
advantage for capturing incremental supply and may allow it to achieve throughput
levels in excess of contracted capacity through the provision of short-term discretionary
services.  Overall, the Board is of the view that the Mainline is well-positioned to
compete effectively and considers that long-term supply and demand fundamentals
provide a reasonable opportunity for increased throughput on the Mainline.

To date, TransCanada’s earnings have not been affected by the excess capacity or
increased pipe-on-pipe competition since the Mainline has been allowed to increase its
tolls with the result that it has earned its full Revenue Requirement.  Nonetheless, there
is some uncertainty over the Mainline’s future ability to attract sufficient gas volumes,
which could have an impact on its earnings.  Specifically, the Mainline’s ability to
recover its full cost of service would be put in jeopardy if its throughput declined to a
point where the resulting tolls exceeded what the market could bear.  While there is no
indication that such an outcome is to be expected, the possibility that it may happen
appears to have increased since 1994.  Accordingly, the Board is of the view that there
has been an increase in pipe-on-pipe competition since 1994, which acts to increase the
Mainline’s prospective business risk.

Market Risk

Market risk may be defined as the risk that the Mainline’s income-earning capability
could be affected by the market demand for natural gas.  It is affected both by the overall
size of the gas market and by the market share achieved by the Mainline.

The level of competition in downstream markets for gas has increased, suggesting that
there has been an increase in the Mainline’s risk related to competition for market share. 
The change in market risk associated with competition for market share is already
reflected in the Board’s assessment of pipe-on-pipe competition risk.

North American demand for natural gas has increased and growth is forecast to be
strong, particularly with respect to gas demand for electricity generation.  Although other
pipelines, existing or potential, may bring gas into areas served by the Mainline, the
Board notes that TransCanada accepts that the downstream market can generally absorb
all the gas that the Mainline can deliver.  While there is uncertainty with respect to future
demand growth, the market for natural gas in markets served by the Mainline is, in the
Board’s view, significantly more robust than was forecast in 1994, suggesting a
reduction in the Mainline’s risk related to the overall market for gas.

Supply Risk

Supply risk may be defined as the risk that availability of supply could impact on the
Mainline’s income-earning capability.  Supply risk relates to the physical availability of
natural gas.

In the Board’s view, the overall supply of conventional gas from the WCSB will be a key
determinant of the Mainline’s future utilization rate.  Since 1994, growing North
American market demand has supported the growth in the supply of conventional natural
gas from the WCSB and has led to supply capacity additions.  Recently, however, the
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pace of supply growth has been more modest and has been accompanied by higher
decline rates, lower initial production, and a reduction in reserve-to-production ratios. 
While many expect ongoing supply growth from the WCSB, some consider the recent
drilling results to be an indication that the WCSB is maturing and that further growth
may be more difficult to achieve.  The Board also notes that the growth in intra-Alberta
demand is forecast to remain quite robust, which will generally reduce the amount of
supply available to all pipelines leaving the WCSB.  

These factors are partially mitigated by an increase in the probability of development of
frontier resources, as shown by the renewed interest in Arctic gas supplies from the
Mackenzie Delta and Alaska, and the recent development of unconventional resources
(e.g., CBM) from the WCSB.  In 1994, TransCanada considered that it had only one
supply basin (i.e., the WCSB) to draw on, given that frontier basins were expected to
remain beyond reach.  In this proceeding, the Board notes that TransCanada forecast that
both Arctic gas and CBM will come on stream within the next 10 years.

On balance, it is the Board’s view that uncertainty over the future growth potential of the
WCSB and the increased intra-Alberta demand for gas suggests that, since 1994, there
has been a modest increase in the degree of gas supply risk to which the Mainline is
exposed.

Regulatory Risk

Regulatory risk is the risk to the income-earning capability of the assets that arises due to
the method of regulation of the company.  While the regulatory model has evolved and
will continue to evolve and adapt to the changing needs of the pipeline industry and of its
stakeholders, there is nothing to suggest that the Board will alter its approach of
considering significant changes to the regulatory framework only on the basis of a
comprehensive, balanced and prospective examination of all relevant factors.  Although
the regulatory regime has permitted increased competition, there has been no indication
that it has increased the possibility that prudently incurred costs will not be recovered. 
For example, there has been an annual true-up through deferral accounts to collect real
costs as incurred and the cost of under-utilized capacity has been borne by shippers.  As
a result, the Board is of the view that the regulatory model continues to provide the
Mainline with a reasonable opportunity to recover its prudently incurred costs.  In the
Board’s view, there has not been any significant change in the Mainline’s overall
regulatory risk.  

The Board does not expect that the way in which TransCanada conducts its Mainline
business will remain unchanged.  The world in which the Mainline operates continues to
evolve and the Board expects that TransCanada’s management will be proactive in
recognizing new sources of risk arising from this evolution and in finding means to
mitigate such risk.  In this respect, the Board is aware that TransCanada and its
stakeholders are currently discussing a new business and regulatory model for the
Mainline.  The Board considers that it may be appropriate to re-assess the Mainline’s
prospective business risk resulting from any new regulatory framework, jointly with the
consideration of proposed Tariff amendments.
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Operating Risk

Operating risk is the risk to the income-earning capability that arises from technical and
operational factors.  The Board agrees with TransCanada that, while there may have been
a slight reduction in operating risk due to the fact that Mainline is presently operating at
a lower utilization rate, it would be offset by an increase in risk to the security of the
Mainline.

Depreciation

The Board views the issues of cost of capital and depreciation as being related, but as
addressing different factors.  The primary goal of a depreciation rate is to reflect the
assessment of the economic life of an asset.  Business risk, which is a key determinant of
cost of capital, addresses the probability that the utility may not be able to recover its
prudently incurred costs over the economic life of the asset, whatever that economic life
may be.

In RH-1-2001, the Board approved a modest increase in the Mainline’s composite
depreciation rate.  This increase, however, did not materially change the assessed
economic life of the Mainline and, in the Board’s view, its impact on business risk and
cost of capital is negligible.

Summary

Overall, the Board concludes that the level of business risk facing the Mainline has
increased since 1994, although it remains low.  The increased business risk primarily
reflects an increase in the risk resulting from pipe-on-pipe competition and increased
supply risk.  Other sources of risk have not changed materially. 

3.2 Investment Perspectives and Financial Risk

3.2.1 Investment Perspectives and Financial Risk

TransCanada’s Position

From the perspective of TransCanada, a fair return is the competitive market return required to induce
investment by TransCanada in its existing Mainline, in expansions of that system, in pipeline projects,
and in TransCanada by both debt and equity investors.  From the perspective of existing and potential
investors, TransCanada stated that a fair return on the Mainline is required to encourage them to retain
their existing investment in TransCanada and to provide new equity capital to TransCanada.

TransCanada stated that its ability to compete for capital and for expansion opportunities depends on a
fair return to investors of the Company.  If the return on an investment in TransCanada is less than the
return on other investments of similar risk in the global marketplace, then TransCanada will be unable to
attract capital on reasonable terms and conditions.

TransCanada argued that the combination of increased business risk, high leverage and low profitability
leaves it with less capacity to make new commitments without overextending the Company. 
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TransCanada contended that a reduction of financial risk as well as greater profitability would increase
the capacity of the Company to undertake significant incremental obligations.  TransCanada suggested
that the imminent northern pipeline opportunities exemplify the issue.  TransCanada stated that
competition for equity sponsorship is intense and that a northern pipeline project would involve very
large capital expenditures, which would require strong credit and capital attraction capability. 
TransCanada submitted that for it to be able to participate fairly in the competition, it needs to have
immediate access to capital markets on terms comparable to its competitors.

TransCanada indicated that there is no doubt it can raise capital at the present time but that the fairness
issue relates to the price of doing so.

TransCanada defined investment risk as the total risk profile of a business which takes into account both
the risk arising from the income-generating economic activity of the company (business risk) and the
amount of leverage in the corporate capital structure (financial risk).  TransCanada suggested that
financial theory and corporate reality agree that an enterprise with relatively low business risk can be
highly levered (i.e., carry a greater proportion of fixed obligations) and nonetheless generate an
acceptable overall investment risk.  As business risk increases, the level of acceptable leverage decreases,
and the firm will be able to utilize less debt and other fixed obligations if it is to remain attractive from
an overall investment risk perspective.

TransCanada indicated that it is currently rated A-mid by two credit rating agencies (Moody’s Investors
Service and Dominion Bond Rating Service) and A-minus by a third (Standard & Poor’s).  TransCanada
stated that it has been able to maintain an “A” credit rating with high financial risk in the past because of
its low business risk and that it must be able to maintain a solid “A” credit rating so that it can continue
to attract capital on reasonable terms. However, TransCanada submitted that increased business risk on
the Mainline will, over time, require a reduction in financial risk and an increase in interest coverage.  

TransCanada indicated that it can no longer expect to enjoy the latitude with respect to interest coverage
requirements that it has received in the past.  TransCanada submitted that an interest coverage ratio
below 2.0x would not justify an “A” rating in light of the Mainline’s business risks going forward. 
However, in a response to a Board information request, TransCanada indicated that the 2.0x minimum is
a judgement call.  TransCanada also indicated that, in its view, it can retain an “A” credit rating with
higher financial risk than that of most “A” grade credits.

In its evidence on Investment Perspectives, TransCanada contended that the Mainline’s approved return
is low relative to its other corporate investment opportunities and that it provides a disincentive to invest
even in maintenance capital.  In this regard, TransCanada stated that “If maintenance capital for the
Mainline were considered as a stand-alone incremental investment, it would not be undertaken by
TransCanada in the present cost of capital environment.”

In response to a question from the Board, Mr. Kvisle, TransCanada’s Chief Executive Officer, was asked
if there was an inconsistency between the above statement and the Board’s first Goal which is that NEB
regulated facilities should be safe and perceived to be safe.  Mr. Kvisle gave his assurance that the
standards of safety and security of the Mainline will be maintained to at least their present level.
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Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP identified a number of positive signals that, in its view, suggest that TransCanada is earning its
cost of capital and that its financial integrity is a non-issue for the purpose of this proceeding.  These
signals include: TransCanada’s share price has more than doubled from its low prices in early 2000 to a
level where the market-to-book ratio is now about 1.8x; TransCanada’s shares have been recommended
by brokerage analysts as a “top pick”; TransCanada has been able to maintain a solid “A” bond rating;
the spreads at which TransCanada’s debt instruments are trading have narrowed; and TransCanada has
increased its dividend.

CAPP indicated that TransCanada's last public equity issue was in 1996, its last debt issue was in 1999
and that the Mainline has no financing needs in 2001, 2002, or the foreseeable future.  CAPP argued that
if TransCanada had a current requirement to raise money, it could do so on reasonable terms and
conditions.  CAPP suggested that because TransCanada has now shed its unproductive, unregulated
businesses, its balance sheet has improved, and its ability to attract both debt and equity has been
significantly enhanced.

CGA noted that debt coverage ratios have always affected the debt rating of a utility and are important
determinants of access to, and cost of, capital. CGA argued that interest rate driven reductions in equity
returns have been significantly more rapid than the declines in embedded costs of debt.  As a result, the
interest coverage ratios for Canadian utilities have been squeezed, which has led to a reduction in
financing flexibility.  As an example, CGA pointed to TransCanada’s coverage ratio which had declined
to 1.6x in 2000.  CGA argued that, given the Mainline’s business risk going forward, an interest coverage
below 2.0x will no longer justify an “A” credit rating and will cause a significant number of institutional
investors to sell TransCanada’s outstanding debentures.

IGUA submitted that TransCanada's share price performance, the related market-to-book ratio, analyst
recommendations, TransCanada's quarterly and annual reports to shareholders and its favourable credit
rating, which has endured notwithstanding the disastrous events of 1999, separately and in combination
should readily lead the Board to conclude that investors currently accept as reasonable the return on
equity capital which the traditional methodology produces.

Centra noted that TransCanada was able to strategically position itself by divesting its unregulated
businesses and operations that were causing serious balance sheet concerns.  As a result, Centra
contended that TransCanada currently possesses a very high credit rating.  Centra also noted that
TransCanada’s share prices have doubled, the Company remains healthy, it has a market-to-book value of
1.8x, and it is a “top pick” share, which are all positive signals from the investors for 2001 and 2002.

Ontario contended that TransCanada's credit rating is stable and has been for years.  Ontario noted that
TransCanada’s senior debentures are rated as “A” and are not being discounted by the market.  As well,
TransCanada's Mainline interest coverage, which dropped in 1998 and 1999, has now recovered to
historic levels.  Ontario noted Mr. Kvisle’s statement that TransCanada’s credit rating is more likely to
be increased than decreased.

Quebec concluded that the recommendations of several high profile financial analysts, which are based
on TransCanada’s financial health, the stability of its credit rating, the value of its shares on the stock
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exchange, and its ability to borrow at preferred rates, suggest that TransCanada’s shares are a very good
investment.

3.2.2 Globalization of Financial Markets

TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada suggested that significant changes in investor behaviour and capital markets have taken
place since the Board’s RH-2-94 Decision, particularly over the past two years.  TransCanada noted that
at the time of the RH-2-94 Decision, Canadian institutional and retail investors were essentially trapped
into investing in Canada.  However, since then, the use of synthetic structures to circumvent pension fund
and Registered Retirement Savings Plan (RRSP) foreign investment limits, the subsequent increase in
those limits permitted by the Federal Government, the increase in and access to information on U.S.
stocks available on the internet and the significant increase in the ease of access and decrease in cost of
trading U.S. securities, together with the dismal performance of the Canadian dollar, have all caused
much greater interest and activity in U.S. stocks by Canadian institutional and retail investors.

TransCanada suggested that investors have choice and will look for the highest level of return vis-à-vis a
given level of risk.  Given the globalization of capital markets, TransCanada suggested that it is no longer
appropriate to confine the estimate of a Canadian company’s cost of capital to a Canadian context,
because the Canadian economy and financial markets have become North American in context.

Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP contended that it is not appropriate to consider the expectations of U.S. investors when discussing
capital markets relative to TransCanada.  While CAPP acknowledged that the Canadian and U.S.
economies are linked, it argued that the Canadian and U.S. capital markets are not as fully integrated as
TransCanada contends.  CAPP suggested that for pipelines in particular, one of the differences between
the two markets that has a significant effect is the different regulatory regimes.  CAPP noted that over
85% of TransCanada’s common shares are held by Canadians.  CAPP claimed that because of
withholding taxes and the absence of dividend tax credits, there is little foreign interest in a dividend
yield play like TransCanada.  CAPP submitted that Canadian stock market returns are currently, and have
always been, lower than U.S. stock market returns.  CAPP concluded that the Board’s focus should
remain on the expectations of the Canadian market.

CGA argued that because of globalization, the cost of capital for utilities, including TransCanada, cannot
be determined accurately by looking only to the Canadian financial markets.

IGUA questioned whether the globalization in North American capital markets, on which TransCanada
relies, constitutes a significant change in circumstances from those that prevailed when RH-2-94 was
decided.

Mirant pointed out the small proportion of U.S. shareholders in TransCanada and noted that U.S.
investors are disadvantaged when purchasing shares of TransCanada because of higher taxation of
dividends and withholding taxes.  These factors supported the view that Canadian market measures
continue to be appropriate for the Mainline.  Mirant acknowledged that the Canadian market is
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influenced by global market forces, but submitted that Canadian government rates already reflect this
influence.  

3.2.3 Alternative Investments

TransCanada’s Position

In its Fair Return Application, TransCanada suggested that it is now apparent that investors require a
higher return than that provided by the RH-2-94 Formula, and that the market presents alternative
investments of similar risk that return significantly more.

TransCanada submitted that it is making investments today that have significantly higher expected
returns than the Mainline, with business risks that are equal or less.  TransCanada claimed that its power
investments are expected to earn internal rates of return at, or above, the 7.5% ATWACC that
TransCanada sought in its Fair Return Application.  In this regard, TransCanada argued that its proposed
ATWACC of 7.5% is 50 basis points less than the expected return on capital from its Curtis-Palmer
hydro-electric investment, which TransCanada viewed as being of similar risk.

As examples of investments made by others in the pipeline sector, TransCanada noted that Alliance and
M&NP both earn higher returns on capital than the Mainline and argued that these pipelines have lower
business risks. 

TransCanada noted that in the case of Alliance, the 12% rate of return on common equity was negotiated
with shippers who signed 15-year contracts with renewal provisions.  At the time that the 12% return was
negotiated, the RH-2-94 Formula prescribed 11.25%.  When Alliance went into service, the RH-2-94
Formula prescribed 9.90%.

TransCanada noted that M&NP was granted a 13% return on common equity for five years with the
specific proviso that if circumstances changed in those five years, any interested party could request a
change in the financial structure or the rate of return.  TransCanada submitted that the overall risk of
M&NP is lower than that of the Mainline because an investor in M&NP can expect significantly lower
revenue variability than an investor in the Mainline due to the long-term contracts that underpin M&NP.

TransCanada claimed that, although oil pipelines have historically been allowed higher equity ratios than
gas pipelines because of a perception of higher business risk, the risks of the Mainline and Enbridge
Pipelines Inc.’s (Enbridge) system are very similar today and therefore warrant similar returns. 
TransCanada submitted that both TransCanada and Enbridge rely on the geological sustainability of the
WCSB, neither system enjoys long-term contractual underpinning, and both face competition from other
systems.  TransCanada argued that Enbridge is the best example of an investment of similar risk that
receives a significantly higher return than the Mainline and noted that its proposed ATWACC of 7.5% is
within 15 basis points of the achieved return of Enbridge in 2001.

TransCanada noted that U.S. pipeline companies have higher allowed rates of return on equity and higher
equity ratios than Canadian pipeline companies, including TransCanada.  TransCanada acknowledged
that most U.S. pipelines are subject to greater risk than TransCanada due to the fact that the competitive
environment is more advanced in the U.S. than it is in Canada.  TransCanada, however, submitted that
U.S. pipelines have more control over their competitive destiny, since they were given tools in advance
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of competition.  TransCanada contended that investors look at all of these factors when making
investment decisions, and submitted that, on balance, many U.S. pipelines present a much more attractive
risk/reward proposition than the Mainline does.

Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP submitted that, in 1997, Alliance faced higher business risks than the Mainline and was willing to
take on greater business risk than the Mainline.  CAPP contended that these additional risks included
construction cost risk, interest rate risk, throughput risk, shipper default risk, and significant start-up
operating risk.  CAPP noted that the risk associated with construction costs came home to roost and
resulted in a reduction in the ROE from 12.0% to 11.25% for 15 years.  For these reasons, CAPP argued
that Alliance was able to negotiate a slightly higher return than that provided by the RH-2-94 Formula.

CAPP observed that while the Board awarded M&NP a 13% ROE on a 25% equity ratio for five years, it
noted that the Board specifically referred to the substantially different circumstances facing M&NP at the
time.  These differences included the fact that it was a greenfield pipeline, its only sources of gas were
new and untested fields, and it was serving an untested market in Canada.  CAPP suggested these are
clearly different circumstances than were facing the Mainline in 1997 and accordingly justified a higher
return.  

CAPP argued that the Mainline and U.S. pipelines are subject to significantly different business and
regulatory frameworks, and these differences have an impact on the cost of capital.  CAPP noted that
U.S. pipelines take volume risk, are exposed to unutilized capacity cost risk, are exposed to take-or-pay
cost risks, do not have annual true-up of their rates, and are exposed to regulatory lag.  The Mainline, on
the other hand, has no volume risk and unutilized capacity risk, tolls are trued up every year, and
regulatory lag is not an issue.

CGA submitted that the Board’s approved ROE must be set so that Canadian utilities are as attractive to
Canadian investors as U.S. utilities are to Canadian and American investors.

IGUA submitted that TransCanada's contention that the Board should treat the corporation as an investor
in the Mainline is unsupportable.  IGUA contended that under the “stand-alone” principle, diversified
investment opportunities are beyond the scope of the pipeline’s business activities and are irrelevant.  In
addition, IGUA argued that TransCanada’s position that its alternate investment opportunities be
considered should be disregarded since this position is self-serving and lacks the requisite degree of
independence.  Rather, the Board should consider the perspective of arm’s length debt and equity
investors contemplating investing in a stand-alone NEB-regulated pipeline operated by an owner whose
focus is confined to pipeline business activities.

Coral submitted that Alliance and M&NP do not have the same risk profile as the Mainline.  Coral also
noted that in both of these cases the equity returns were negotiated, not prescribed by the Board or any
other regulator, and that the returns were negotiated by the sponsors largely with themselves in a
situation where the sponsors had a lot of bargaining power.  Coral argued that U.S. pipelines operate
under a completely different business model than TransCanada and so are not comparable at all.  In
addition, Coral contended that the returns awarded by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) do not suggest anything about what is an appropriate return for TransCanada.
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Mirant suggested that Alliance and M&NP are not of similar risk to the Mainline and noted that these
two pipelines negotiated their equity returns with their shippers.  As a result, Mirant suggested that these
pipelines should not be considered as comparable investments to TransCanada.  Mirant disagreed with
the notion that Canadian and U.S. pipelines are comparable and noted that they operate under different
business models and that the FERC’s approach to cost of capital is different from the Board’s approach.

Ontario adopted the arguments put forth by CAPP with respect to TransCanada’s comparison of the
Mainline to Alliance and M&NP.  In addition, Ontario suggested that Alliance’s use of new technology
to transport gas at much higher pressure further increases Alliance’s risk.

Views of the Board

Investment Perspectives

The Board is of the view that TransCanada’s current financial position is strong and that
the Mainline’s ability to attract capital on reasonable terms and conditions is not in
jeopardy.  The Board also notes that TransCanada itself indicated that there is no doubt it
can raise capital at the present time.  In this regard, the Board also notes Mr. Kvisle’s
statement that he believes TransCanada’s current credit rating is more likely to be
upgraded than downgraded.

Financial Risk

Financial risk is the risk inherent in a company’s capital structure.  Financial risk
increases as the proportion of debt increases in relation to shareholders’ equity because
debt interest and repayment obligations must be met irrespective of the overall
profitability of the business.

The Board views interest coverage ratios as just one factor in assessing the Mainline’s
ability to meet its financial obligations and was not persuaded by TransCanada’s claim
that it must maintain an interest coverage ratio of at least 2.0x in order to maintain its
“A” credit rating.  The Board notes Moody’s statement:

The most fundamental requirement for accurately assessing credit
quality is cash flow analysis.  In general, the greater the stability and
predictability of an issuer’s future cash flow relative to claims on that
cash flow, the stronger an issuer’s credit quality, the lower the expected
loss associated with its debt securities, and the higher its rating.1

The Board is of the view that the Mainline will be able to maintain its stable and
predictable cash flows in the future.
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Globalization of Financial Markets

The Board acknowledges the continued trend towards globalization of capital markets. 
However, the Board is persuaded that Canadian market data continue to be the most
relevant benchmark in assessing the cost of capital for Canadian pipelines.  In particular,
the Board notes that less than 15% of TransCanada’s common shares are held by foreign
investors outside of Canada, almost all of which are held in Canadian portfolios of U.S.
money managers.

Alternative Investments

The Board notes some disagreement between parties regarding the appropriateness of
considering investment alternatives internally available to the corporation, as opposed to
investment alternatives generally available to third party investors.  In this respect, the
Board is of the view that the relative risk and potential return associated with alternative
uses of capital by the corporation may be a relevant consideration in assessing the
Mainline's cost of capital.  However, in this instance, the evidence provided was limited,
due to confidentiality concerns, and its nature did not allow parties to test the claims
made by TransCanada with respect to the relative business risk and cost of capital
associated with these projects.  The Board therefore gave little weight to this evidence.

The Board does not consider the evidence pertaining to comparisons of the Mainline
with Alliance, M&NP and Enbridge to be particularly meaningful in establishing a fair
return for the Mainline.  The Board notes that TransCanada's evidence on relative
business risk only considered certain factors and ignored several others.  More
importantly, the returns achieved by these pipelines reflect a different risk-reward
environment and different circumstances.  A more meaningful comparison would require
a thorough assessment of the relative business risks of each pipeline as well as an
estimation of what each pipeline’s cost of capital might be absent differences in
circumstances.

In the Board’s view, the evidence does not support TransCanada’s argument that the
higher returns on U.S. pipelines make them such attractive investment opportunities that
TransCanada will face difficulties in accessing capital for its Mainline operations. 
Neither TransCanada's share price performance since 2000, nor the views expressed by
investment analysts, support the contention that the Mainline's overall return has
encouraged, or is encouraging, investment in TransCanada to migrate to U.S. pipelines. 
The mere existence of higher returns is not sufficient to conclude that U.S. pipelines will
become the investment of choice for investors who otherwise would invest in
TransCanada.  Any discussion on alternate investment opportunities should include an
assessment of the similarities and differences of those alternatives and the impact that
existing differences are likely to have on investment decisions.  In that context, the
Board notes that the higher level of risks facing U.S. pipelines and the different
risk-reward business models on which they operate may well be a disincentive for certain
investors.  Further, the Board accepts the evidence that, due to more favourable tax
treatment of dividend income, comparison with returns available on U.S. pipelines may
be of limited relevance to the typical investor in TransCanada, who is Canadian.



36 RH-4-2001

Security and Safety

The Board’s first goal is that NEB-regulated facilities should be safe and perceived to be
safe.  In its evidence, TransCanada had stated that if maintenance capital were
considered as a stand-alone investment, it would not be undertaken in the present cost of
capital environment.  With respect to the possible inconsistency between the Board’s
goal and this evidence, the Board notes TransCanada’s assurance that the standards of
safety and security of the Mainline will be maintained to at least their current level and
expects TransCanada to act accordingly.
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Chapter  4

Cost of Capital Issues

4.1 After-Tax Weighted-Average Cost of Capital (ATWACC) Methodology

TransCanada requested that the Board adopt the ATWACC methodology and submitted that ATWACC
is the appropriate means to determine a fair return for the Mainline.  TransCanada sponsored the
evidence of Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert, who relied on the ATWACC methodology and recommended an
ATWACC of 7.5% for the Mainline.

TransCanada indicated that the ATWACC methodology is routinely used by businesses operating in
non-regulated environments as a tool to evaluate investments and submitted that use of the ATWACC
methodology in a regulatory setting is justified by a move towards a more competitive pipeline
environment.

ATWACC is more commonly referred to as the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC).  ATWACC
is a weighted average of the required returns for each source of capital (i.e., common equity, debt,
preferred equity).  The ATWACC is regularly used in capital budgeting and in the calculation of
applicable discount rates in respect of investment opportunities.

In the context of this application, TransCanada relied on the estimated ATWACC of various comparable
companies to assess the Mainline’s cost of capital.  The ATWACC methodology is therefore a “top-down”
approach, since comparisons are done on a weighted average cost of capital basis.  This contrasts with the
traditional “bottom-up” approach, in which comparisons are done for the various sources of capital.

4.1.1 TransCanada

Justification for the ATWACC Approach

Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert submitted that the overall cost of capital should be the key to determining a fair
rate of return.  Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert maintained that the cost of equity capital is influenced by leverage,
and that using the ATWACC approach would improve the likelihood of accurately estimating the cost of
equity that goes with a given capital structure.  Dr. Kolbe expressed the view that the ATWACC
approach is more in accord with the modern understanding of how capital markets work, that it reduces
the chance of mistakes, that it gives companies the incentive to minimize the overall cost of capital to
customers (i.e., that the approach is self-enforcing), and that it saves regulatory resources.  He submitted
that the ATWACC approach would automatically ensure consistency between the cost of equity and the
capital structure used to calculate it.  Dr. Kolbe also submitted that, in the absence of pure plays, the
traditional “bottom-up” approach creates more difficulty than the ATWACC approach, since the
traditional approach requires that both a cost of equity and a capital structure be decided, often without
reference to companies solely in the business in question.

Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert suggested that there are multiple minimum-cost capital structures.  They pointed
to non-interest costs associated with debt, such as the risk of financial distress and the loss of flexibility,
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to support the view that additional debt beyond a modest level does not carry benefits large enough to
offset its costs.  The fact that companies in the same industry display widely varying capital structures,
often with the most profitable firms having the least debt, was used as support for their opinion that there
is a broad middle-range of capital structure where the precise level of debt has little impact (i.e., that the
ATWACC is flat over a broad middle range of capital structures).  

Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert noted that it is not possible to measure the middle range precisely, but that the
best evidence on its location for a line of business comes from the observed range of a non-distressed
sample of firms within that line of business.

Estimates of the Mainline’s ATWACC

Because there are no samples of pure-play pipeline gas transmission companies, Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert
relied on three benchmark samples.  Dr. Vilbert used a sample of Canadian-regulated utilities (excluding
TransCanada), a sample of U.S. companies that own regulated natural gas pipelines, and a sample of U.S.
gas local distribution companies (LDCs).  He also reported results for a sub-sample of Canadian
regulated utilities with operations in the natural gas industry.  In selecting the firms for his samples,
Dr. Vilbert applied a series of screens intended to ensure that the sample firms provided a close match to
the risks that TransCanada faces in its Mainline gas transmission business.  For example, firms in his
U.S. gas transmission sample had to derive at least 10% of their total revenues from pipeline operations.

Dr. Vilbert then evaluated the market-value capital structures of the companies in his sample.  Dr. Vilbert
relied on 5-year averages for his ERP analysis and on single-point estimates for his Discounted Cash
Flow (DCF) methodology.  This analysis included an assessment of each of the firms’ cost of common
equity (the approach and models are described in Section 4.2.2), and an assessment of the firms’ market
cost of debt and preferred shares.  Dr. Vilbert estimated the market cost of debt for A-rated utility bonds
to be 7.12% in his June Evidence, and  6.71% in his November Evidence.  In estimating the cost of
capital for each of the firms in his sample, Dr. Vilbert relied on TransCanada’s estimated marginal tax
rate of 41.7% in his June Evidence (applicable for 2001), and 38.3% in his November Evidence
(applicable for 2002).

The average estimated ATWACC for each of Dr. Vilbert’s samples are summarized in Table 4.1 (June
Evidence) and Table 4.2 (November Evidence).  The average market-value common equity ratio (5 year
average) of the sample, along with the sample sizes, are also shown for reference.  In his June Evidence,
Dr. Vilbert focussed on the results based on the short-term ECAPM (2%) and the long-term ECAPM
(0.75%), and concluded that the overall cost of capital (ATWACC) point estimate for each of his three
samples was 6.75% for the Canadian Utility sample, 7.75% for the U.S. Gas Transmission sample, and
7.25% for the U.S. Gas LDC sample (see Table 4.1).

Dr. Kolbe submitted that the ATWACC estimated for Dr. Vilbert’s Canadian Utility sample
underestimates the Mainline’s cost of capital, as it does not reflect the move towards a more competitive
environment.  He also submitted that pipelines are of greater business risk than LDCs, and concluded that
the Mainline’s ATWACC is in the range of 7.25% to 7.75%, with a midpoint of 7.5%.

Dr. Kolbe submitted that the 7.5% ATWACC should be adjusted to reflect the difference between the
embedded and market cost of debt and preferred shares for the Mainline.  He estimated this adjustment at
74 basis points for 2001, which was based on the Mainline’s actual level of funded debt, as opposed to
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the applied-for deemed capital structure.  This adjustment resulted in a recommendation of an ATWACC
of 8.24% to be recovered in tolls. 

Table 4-1
TransCanada’s Sample Firms’ Average ATWACC - June Evidence

Sample Average
(%)

Canadian Utility Sample U.S. Gas
Transmission

Sample

U.S. Gas LDC
Sample

Full Sample Gas Sub-Sample

All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2

Short-Term Rates
   CAPM
   ECAPM (1%)
   ECAPM (2%)
   ECAPM (3%)
Long-Term Rates
   CAPM
   ECAPM (0.75%)
   ECAPM (1.75%)

6.4
6.6
6.8
7.0

6.6
6.8
6.9

6.4
6.6
6.8
7.0

6.6
6.8
6.9

6.4
6.6
6.8
7.0

6.6
6.7
6.9

6.4
6.6
6.8
7.0

6.6
6.7
6.9

7.1
7.4
7.7
7.9

7.3
7.6
7.8

7.5
7.7
8.0
8.2

7.3
7.6
7.8

6.4
6.7
7.1
7.4

6.7
7.0
7.3

6.6
6.9
7.2
7.6

6.8
7.1
7.4

Dr. Vilbert’s Mid-
Point Estimate N/A 6.75 N/A 6.75 N/A 7.75 N/A 7.25

Common Equity
Ratio
   Average:
   Range:

45
30-62

-
-

45
30-62

-
-

62
52-71

-
-

60
40-72

-
-

Sample Size
   Short-Term Rate
   Long- Term Rate

 8
 8

 8
 8

 5
 5

 5
 5

 7
 7

 5
 7

 9
 9

 7
 8

1 Average of all companies in the sample.
2 Average of those companies whose cost of equity estimated by the CAPM is larger than their cost of debt plus 25 basis points.

In his November Evidence, Dr. Vilbert gave primary weight to long-term estimates, and concluded that
the overall cost of capital point estimate for each of his three samples was 6.5% for the Canadian Utility
sample, 7.5% for the U.S. Gas Transmission sample, and 7.0% for the U.S. Gas LDC sample (see
Table 4.2).  These numbers led Dr. Kolbe to reduce his estimate of the Mainline’s ATWACC by 0.25%
to 7.25%.  As a result of a decline in interest rates, the amplitude of the adjustment to reflect the
difference between the embedded and market costs of debt and preferred shares for the Mainline
increased to 96 basis points for 2001, resulting in an adjusted ATWACC of 8.21%.

Although Dr. Kolbe revised his estimate of the Mainline’s ATWACC between his June and November
Evidence, he submitted that the Board should not make adjustments to the allowed rate of return for
changes in the cost of capital that may have taken place since the original filing, as it would retroactively
deny compensation for the cost of capital investors required as the rate period began.
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Table 4-2
TransCanada’s Sample Firms’ Average ATWACC - November Evidence

Sample Average
(%)

Canadian Utility Sample U.S. Gas
Transmission

Pipeline Sample

U.S. Gas LDC
Sample

Full Sample Gas Sub-Sample

All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2

Short-Term Rates
   CAPM
   ECAPM (1%)
   ECAPM (2%)
   ECAPM (3%)
Long-Term Rates
   CAPM
   ECAPM (0.75%)
   ECAPM (1.75%)

5.3
5.6
5.8
6.1

6.3
6.4
6.7

5.6
5.8
6.0
6.2

6.3
6.4
6.7

5.3
5.6
5.8
6.1

6.2
6.4
6.7

5.7
5.9
6.2
6.4

6.2
6.4
6.7

6.2
6.5
6.8
7.1

7.4
7.6
7.9

6.8
7.0
7.2
7.4

7.4
7.6
7.9

5.3
5.7
6.1
6.6

6.7
7.0
7.4

6.2
6.5
6.9
7.2

6.8
7.1
7.6

Dr. Vilbert’s Mid-
Point Estimate N/A 6.5 N/A 6.5 N/A 7.5 N/A 7

Common Equity
Ratio
   Average:
   Range:

46
32-61

-
-

44
32-61

-
-

63
52-72

-
-

66
52-73

-
-

Sample Size
   Short-Term Rate
   Long- Term Rate

 8
 8

 2
 8

 5
 5

 1
 5

 7
 7

 4
 7

 7
 7

 1
 6

1 Average of all companies in the sample.
2 Average of those companies whose cost of equity estimated by the CAPM is larger than their cost of debt plus 25 basis points.

4.1.2 Regulatory Precedents

TransCanada acknowledged that no regulatory body in North America has, to date, adopted an
ATWACC methodology as a means to determine the cost of capital of a regulated utility.  Dr. Kolbe
indicated that he previously recommended the approach on at least two occasions: to the Alberta Energy
and Utilities Board (AEUB) regarding TransAlta Utilities Corporation (TransAlta) ; and to the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regarding Pacific Gas and Electric Company.

The AEUB, in its Decision U99099 regarding TransAlta, decided to rely primarily on traditional
methodologies, but adopted the ATWACC approach as a subordinate methodology.  However, the AEUB
declined to use market-value weights, as recommended by Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert, and relied instead on
book-value weights in its calculation of ATWACC.

The CPUC, in its Decision 99-06-057 concerning Pacific Gas and Electric Company, declined to adopt the
ATWACC methodology and expressed the view that the evidence presented did not give it confidence that
ATWACC was more accurate or useful than other methods with which it was comfortable.
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TransCanada noted that the U.S. Surface Transportation Board (STB) uses the ATWACC methodology to
determine a benchmark that defines a notional healthy railway operating without regulation, as required by
Congress.  This benchmark, in turn, is used to evaluate the health of the U.S. railway industry.  The STB also
uses ATWACC occasionally when adjudicating disputes between shippers and carriers to assist in the
determination of a discount rate and to determine an opportunity cost in settling abandonment disputes.

While the STB uses the ATWACC methodology to establish a benchmark, CAPP pointed out that the
STB does not use ATWACC for rate setting, since the STB no longer establishes rates for railways.

In response to an undertaking given during the cross-examination of Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert,
TransCanada filed documents regarding the use of the ATWACC methodology by regulators in Australia
and the United Kingdom.  

The Australia Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) uses a variation of ATWACC to
calculate rate of return.  TransCanada acknowledged that the ATWACC methodology used by the ACCC
differs from that proposed by Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert.  In particular, the ACCC makes explicit adjustment
for the effect of the Australian dividend tax credit.  CAPP pointed out that the ACCC explicitly addresses
capital structure, recognizes the tax-deductibility of debt, and uses the ATWACC approach as part of a
multi-year price cap regulatory scheme.  IGUA submitted that the ATWACC used by the ACCC appears
to be calculated as a derivative of an approach analogous to the traditional methodology.

The Office of Gas and Electricity Markets (OGEM) in the United Kingdom regulates on the basis of
price controls rather than rate of return on rate base.  TransCanada indicated that the OGEM nonetheless
considers rate of return standards in establishing prices.  Dr. Kolbe submitted that a variation of the
ATWACC approach was used for this task, primarily as a check on rates of return.

4.1.3 Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP and IGUA jointly sponsored the evidence of Drs. Booth and Berkowitz, who submitted that there
are no advantages to the ATWACC approach and that it is based on an incorrect assumption that the
ATWACC is constant over a broad middle range of capital structures.  They argued that the ATWACC
approach buries the contentious issue of the fair return on equity, and expressed the view that the
establishment of a capital structure is important and should reflect the regulated utility’s level of business
risk.  Drs. Booth and Berkowitz submitted that the ATWACC approach requires a large number of
contentious estimations (i.e., estimating the cost of debt, cost of preferred shares, corporate tax rate,
market value capital structure and cost of equity).

CAPP noted that the average equity thickness of the samples selected by Dr. Vilbert to be used as
benchmarks was significantly higher than the 30% equity component traditionally used by the Mainline. 
CAPP also suggested that the use of market-value weights in ATWACC calculations is circular, because
stock price increases result in increases in the equity market weight and in the estimated ATWACC.

CAPP submitted that the ATWACC approach is not appropriate for setting the Mainline’s cost of capital
as too much discretion over the Mainline’s capital structure is left to the management of the pipeline. 
CAPP expressed the opinion that the ROE resulting from the ATWACC methodology would be
unreasonably high relative to the risks faced by the Mainline.  CAPP pointed out that TransCanada’s
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ATWACC proposal does not address how to adjust, on a yearly basis, the differences between the
embedded cost of debt and the market cost of debt without a proceeding.

CAPP suggested that the ATWACC proposal is inconsistent with the concept of flow-through income
taxes and that it would require changes to the treatment of Allowance for Funds Used During
Construction (AFUDC), to the method of using deferral accounts, and to the reporting of information
through the Board’s Surveillance Reports.  In this respect, TransCanada acknowledged that the
ATWACC approach would involve a different treatment of AFUDC, but submitted that the adjustment
was minor and should not warrant rejection of the ATWACC methodology.  TransCanada disputed
CAPP’s concern with respect to the consistency of ATWACC with flow-through taxes.

CAPP viewed the traditional cost of capital approach as being more appropriate than the ATWACC
approach, as it is simpler to apply, transparent and explicitly addresses capital structure and return on equity.

IGUA recommended that the Board reject the ATWACC approach.  In the alternative, IGUA submitted
that the ATWACC approach should be introduced gradually and that the specific ATWACC level should
be derived from the application of the traditional methodology. 

IGUA submitted that the assumption that ATWACC may be flat over a broad range of capital structure is
debatable and is less likely to hold if the companies being compared are not of identical risk.  IGUA also
submitted that, in the absence of a sample of pure-play pipelines, adequate data to calculate an accurate
ATWACC for the Mainline does not exist, and suggested that the use of sample groups of companies
which are dissimilar to the Mainline in terms of business activity and equity thickness lead to excessive
estimates of cost of capital.  IGUA expressed concerns with the use of market-value weights in light of
fluctuations in the market prices of equity and noted that ATWACC requires more steps than the
traditional methodology.  IGUA echoed CAPP’s concern with respect to income tax allowances under
ATWACC.  IGUA submitted that it would not be in the public interest for the Board to abandon its
mandate to determine an appropriate capital structure and ROE for the Mainline. 

Mirant sponsored the evidence of Dr. Chua, who submitted that the ATWACC approach proposed by
TransCanada would produce less reliable estimates of the cost of capital than the ERP approach. 
Dr. Chua noted that TransCanada’s Fair Return Application relied on the unproven assumption that there
is a flat ATWACC over a broad-range of capital structures, and that absent such a relationship, the claim
of consistency between the estimated cost of equity and capital structure is not valid.  Dr. Chua also
noted that, if there is a U-shaped curvature in the relationship between ATWACC and capital structure,
then only sample firms with comparable capital structures would produce unbiased estimates of the cost
of capital.  He suggested that the need to estimate the market cost of debt for each sample firm results in
a potential estimation error that is not present with the ERP approach.

Dr. Chua indicated that, under the ATWACC approach, sample firms should be comparable in terms of
business risk, taxation, compensation of managers, investment opportunities, levels of free cash flow, and
probability of default, whereas the ERP approach only requires comparability in terms of systematic risk. 
Dr. Chua also indicated that switching from the ERP approach to the ATWACC approach has the
potential to create an incentive to increase leverage.  Finally, Dr. Chua submitted that the U.S. gas
transmission firms do not have business risks comparable to that of the Mainline.
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Both Ontario and Centra submitted that the proposed ATWACC methodology should be denied.  In the
event the Board adopted the ATWACC methodology, Ontario and Centra recommended an ATWACC of
6.0%, which represents the mid-point estimate for Dr. Vilbert’s Canadian Utility sample, as calculated in
his November Evidence.

Ontario submitted that the adoption of ATWACC would remove the Board’s regulatory oversight of the
capital structure of the regulated utility, yet offer no demonstrable benefit in return.  Ontario expressed
the view that the ATWACC approach is not simpler than the traditional approach and requires a
significant level of judgement and data.  Ontario pointed to the differences in estimated ATWACC
between TransCanada’s June and November Evidence in support of the view that the ATWACC
approach appears to be quite fluid.

Quebec submitted that the use of the ATWACC methodology should be denied, and noted that in
practice, the ATWACC approach is used mainly to assess the internal return on long-term projects in an
attempt to determine their value as an investment, not to establish the return for regulated companies.

Views of the Board

Regulatory Precedent

The fact that regulators have never endorsed a particular method of regulation should not
lead automatically to its rejection.  Indeed, it is through the incorporation of innovative
approaches to regulation that the Board has evolved over time to accommodate the
changing structure and operation of pipelines in Canada.  Nevertheless, before adopting a
change from a traditional approach, it is important that the Board examine the
components, assumptions and results of any proposed new approach.  Not only must the
new methodology meet the tests set out in legislation and jurisprudence, it should be
seen to be a better alternative.

With respect to the proposed ATWACC methodology for determining a fair return, the Board
would ideally liked to have seen its acceptance by some of TransCanada’s stakeholders.  This
would have given the Board some comfort that the ATWACC concept and its application to
TransCanada’s tolls were understood by and acceptable to at least some of those parties
impacted by TransCanada’s tolls.  As discussed in other sections of these Reasons for
Decision, this was not the case and no intervenor supported TransCanada’s ATWACC
proposal.  The opposition came from many sectors of TransCanada’s stakeholders including
producers, shippers, end-users, and two provincial governments.

In summary, in the Board's view, the lack of regulatory precedent is not a barrier to the
adoption of a new approach to regulation.  However, in the absence of such precedent
and in the absence of any support from stakeholders for the proposed change, the Board's
analysis of the proposal should show a clear benefit to be derived from the new approach
when compared with previous acceptable approaches.

TransCanada’s ATWACC Methodology

The Board has carefully considered the evidence provided with respect to the
appropriateness of using the ATWACC methodology in determining the cost of capital
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for the Mainline and has not been persuaded that the approach offers significant
advantages.

The evidence provided did not persuade the Board that the range of capital structures
over which the ATWACC may be assumed to be essentially flat is likely to be broad
with respect to the long-haul Canadian gas transmission industry.  All but two firms
contained in TransCanada’s ATWACC samples had an equity thickness far in excess of
that currently deemed for the Mainline or observed in the consolidated balance sheet of
TransCanada.  Absent compelling evidence to the contrary, which was not presented, the
Board considers that such divergences are more likely reflective of differences in
business risk or investment circumstances rather than providing support for the view that
there is a broad range over which the ATWACC is flat.

The Board is concerned that TransCanada has not provided a practical means to adjust
for differences in business risk between the Mainline and the firms in the ATWACC
samples.  The Board is cognizant of the fact that sample firms are seldom perfectly
comparable.  Nevertheless, every effort should be made to identify differences and
attempt to quantify how such differences impact the estimated cost of capital.  Unlike the
traditional approach which explicitly acknowledges differences in relative risk through
the establishment of a deemed capital structure, the ATWACC methodology proposed by
TransCanada is not as transparent and appears more likely to magnify the impact on cost
of capital estimates stemming from differences in business risk.  This concern is
particularly applicable to the firms contained in the U.S. Gas Transmission sample.  The
firms in this sample derive the bulk of their revenues from lines of business, such as
energy commodities and energy services, that are generally considered to be substantially
riskier than natural gas pipeline operations.  Therefore, the Board has little confidence
that these firms’ estimated cost of capital is reflective of the cost of capital associated
with their pipeline operations, or that of the Mainline. 

The Board also considers that sample firms should face comparable investment
circumstances to ensure they face similar cost-minimizing incentives in adopting their
capital structure.  In this respect, the Board has not been persuaded that significant reliance
on U.S. firms would be appropriate, even if they were of similar business risk.  This concern
remains despite the primary reliance of TransCanada’s expert witness on Canadian
parameters in estimating the market cost of debt, cost of equity and applicable income taxes
for both his Canadian and U.S. samples.  Simply applying Canadian parameters to U.S.
firms does not adequately recognize the fact that these firms potentially face substantially
dissimilar investment circumstances and thus cost of capital.  To a lesser extent, this
concern also applies to certain firms in the Canadian Utility ATWACC sample.

In the context of this application, which is limited to establishing a fair return for the
Mainline, the Board is of the view that there would be limited value in using the ATWACC
approach as a check on the appropriateness of the awarded returns.  Should a party be
interested in performing such a comparison, it could easily be computed by combining the
Board’s allowed return on equity and capital structure to an estimate of the market cost of
debt and tax rate.  Similarly, TransCanada’s ability to rely on the ATWACC methodology
as a means to assess potential investments is not affected by the Board’s rejection of the
ATWACC methodology for establishing a fair return for the Mainline.
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In the Board’s view, any impacts of the proposed ATWACC methodology on matters
such as the booking of AFUDC and the calculation of flow-through taxes would be
minor and were not a factor in the Board’s rejection of the ATWACC methodology.

4.2 Rate of Return on Common Equity

Several witnesses made recommendations with respect to the cost of equity capital for the Mainline. 
These estimates, along with selected parameters, are summarized in Table 4.3.

Table 4-3
Recommended Rate of Return on Common Equity and Selected Parameters

TransCanada CAPP/
IGUA

Mirant RH-2-94
Formula

Vilbert/Kolbe Schink Booth/
Berkowitz

Chua
(2002)

2001 2002

Application Additional
Evidence

Application Additional
Evidence

Return on
Equity

12.502 12.502 12.5 12.25 8.5 8.28-9.25 9.6 9.5

Risk-free rate:
   Long Canada
   Short Canada
   Short U.S.3

5.95
5.00

-

5.85
3.40

-

 - 
 - 

5.08

 - 
 - 

5.02

6.00
-
-

5.63
-
-

5.73
-
-

5.63
-
-

Market Risk
Premium:
   Long Canada
   Short Canada
   Short U.S.3

6.00
7.00

-

6.00
7.00

-

-
-

N/S1

-
-

N/S1

4.50
-
-

6.00
-
-

N/S1

-
-

N/S1

-
-

Beta
Coefficient4

0.58
0.55
0.40

0.50
0.58
0.35

0.74 0.6 0.41-0.60 0.44 N/S1 N/S1

Implied Risk
Premium
   Long Canada
   Short Canada
   Short U.S.3

6.552

7.502

-

6.652

9.102

-

 - 
 - 

7.42

 - 
 - 

7.23

2.50
-
-

2.65-3.62
-
-

3.88
-
-

3.90
-
-

1 Not specified.
2 Levels shown are applicable only to a capital structure of 40% equity/60% debt.
3 Dr. Schink’s benchmark of the risk-free rate is more appropriately referred to as the “long-run expected short-term U.S.

90-day Treasury rate”.
4 These series of numbers for Dr. Vilbert refer to the average for each of his samples (i.e., Canadian Utilities, U.S. Gas

Transmission Companies, and U.S. Gas LDCs).

4.2.1 TransCanada - Equivalence to ATWACC Proposal

TransCanada’s alternative proposal for an ROE of 12.50% on a common equity ratio of 40% was derived
from and is equivalent to its ATWACC proposal. Specifically, an ATWACC of 7.5% is equivalent to an
ROE of 12.52% on a 40% common equity ratio (TransCanada’s applied-for deemed capital structure). It
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is also equivalent to an ROE of 15.35% on a 30% common equity ratio (the Mainline’s previously-
approved capital structure), or to a 9.61% ROE (the ROE resulting from RH-2-94 Formula for 2001) on a
61.3% common equity ratio.

Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert submitted that, whether or not the Board adopts the proposed ATWACC
methodology, it nonetheless needs to adjust the Mainline’s ROE to reflect differences in leverage
between the market-value capital structures and costs of equity of their sample companies and the
Mainline’s deemed capital structure.  Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert criticized the ROE estimates of Drs. Booth
and Berkowitz and of Dr. Chua for failing to perform such an adjustment.  Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert
indicated that, under the assumption that the corporate tax advantage of debt had its maximum possible
value, the minimum ROEs that would reflect a consistency to their samples is 11.72% on a 30% deemed
common equity ratio, and 10.57% on a 40% deemed common equity ratio.

4.2.2 TransCanada - Cost of Equity Estimates for ATWACC Sample

As an input in estimating the ATWACC of the firms in his samples, Dr. Vilbert provided estimates of the
cost of equity capital for the firms in the ATWACC samples.  Dr. Vilbert relied primarily on the ERP
approach, although he also relied on the DCF methodology as a secondary approach for his U.S. samples. 
The estimates of the cost of equity capital for the ATWACC samples are summarized in Table 4.4 (June
Evidence) and Table 4.5 (November Evidence).  These tables present the average cost of equity
estimated for each ATWACC sample.

Table 4-4
ATWACC Samples Cost of Equity Estimates - June Evidence

Sample Average
(%)

Canadian Utility Sample U.S. Gas
Transmission

Sample

U.S. Gas LDC
Sample

Full Sample Gas Sub-Sample

All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2

Equity Risk Premium
  Short-Term Rates
     CAPM
     ECAPM (1%)
     ECAPM (2%)
     ECAPM (3%)

9.1
9.5
9.9

10.3

9.1
9.5
9.9

10.3

9.2
9.6
10.0
10.4

9.2
9.6
10.0
10.4

8.9
9.3
9.8
10.2

9.5
9.8
10.2
10.6

7.8
8.4
9.0
9.6

8.2
8.7
9.3
9.8

   Long-Term Rates
     CAPM
     ECAPM (0.75%)
     ECAPM (1.75%)

9.4
9.8

10.2

9.4
9.8

10.2

9.5
9.8
10.2

9.5
9.8
10.2

9.3
9.6
10.0

9.3
9.6
10.0

8.4
8.8
9.4

8.5
8.9
9.5

Discounted Cash Flow
     Simple DCF
     Multi Stage (5 Yrs)
     Multi-Stage (3-5 Yrs)

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

15.2
15.2
13.0

-
-
-

10.9
11.1
9.0

-
-
-

1 Average of all companies in the sample.
2 Average of those companies whose cost of equity estimated by the CAPM is larger than their cost of debt plus 25 basis

points.
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Table 4-5
ATWACC Samples Cost of Equity Estimates - November Evidence

Sample Average
(%)

Canadian Utility Sample U.S. Gas
Transmission

Sample

U.S. Gas LDC
Sample

Full Sample Gas Sub-Sample

All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2 All1 25 BP2

Equity Risk Premium
  Short-Term Rates
     CAPM
     ECAPM (1%)
     ECAPM (2%)
     ECAPM (3%)

6.6
7.1
7.7
8.2

7.1
7.6
8.1
8.5

6.6
7.1
7.7
8.2

7.2
7.7
8.1
8.6

7.5
7.9
8.3
8.7

8.4
8.7
9.0
9.3

5.8
6.5
7.1
7.8

7.3
7.7
8.2
8.6

   Long-Term Rates
     CAPM
     ECAPM (0.75%)
     ECAPM (1.75%)

8.6
9.0
9.5

8.6
9.0
9.5

8.6
9.0
9.5

8.6
9.0
9.5

9.3
9.7
10.1

9.3
9.7
10.1

7.9
8.4
9.1

8.1
8.6
9.2

Discounted Cash Flow
     Simple DCF
     Multi Stage (5 Yrs)
     Multi-Stage (3-5 Yrs)

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

16.4
16.3
12.7

-
-
-

10.6
10.6
9.7

-
-
-

1 Average of all companies in the sample.
2 Average of those companies whose cost of equity estimated by the CAPM is larger than their cost of debt plus 25 basis points.

Equity Risk Premium (ERP) Analysis

Dr. Vilbert’s ERP analysis relied on both short-term and long-term benchmarks for the risk-free rate.  In
both cases, Dr. Vilbert relied on forecasts of Canadian Government Bonds.  His short-term risk-free rate
was estimated at 5.00% in his June Evidence and at 3.40% in his November Evidence.  His long-term
risk-free rate was estimated at 5.95% in his June Evidence and at 5.85% in his November Evidence.  In
all cases, the estimates included a 40 basis point adjustment to compensate partially for the increase in
the yield spread between Government and corporate bond yields.

Dr. Vilbert estimated the market risk premium (MRP) based primarily upon the average realized value
for the Canadian market since 1924.  He submitted that long periods should be used in estimating MRP
because stocks are volatile, and that the results from any short period are likely to substantially over or
underestimate the MRP that investors actually require.  He used an MRP of 7.0% for the short-term
risk-free rate version of his analysis, and an MRP of 6.0% for the long-term version.

Dr. Vilbert relied on estimates of beta as a measure of the systematic risk of a stock.  For his Canadian
sample, Dr. Vilbert used regression analysis to estimate his beta coefficients.  To reflect the extra
sensitivity to the bond market of companies regulated with book-value rate bases, Dr. Vilbert used the
two-factor model proposed by Dr. Kolbe.  Unlike the traditional single-factor model, this approach takes
into consideration movements in the bond markets.  In his June Evidence, Dr. Vilbert performed his
regressions over the April 1995 through March 2000 period.  Although he expressed the view that
regressions performed over later periods are unreliable, his November Evidence relied on regressions
performed over the November 1996 through October 2001 period.  The “raw” betas resulting from the
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various regressions were adjusted using the Merrill Lynch adjustment formula to compensate for the
interest rate sensitivity of companies regulated on the basis of original cost rate base.

For his U.S. samples, Dr. Vilbert relied on estimates of beta published by Value Line, Inc (Value Line). 
The Value Line estimates are adjusted betas, so that Dr. Vilbert reversed the adjustment process to obtain
unadjusted values.  Dr. Vilbert did not use adjusted betas for his U.S. samples because these companies
do not exhibit the same degree of interest rate sensitivity as the companies in his Canadian sample.

Dr. Vilbert relied on two models in his ERP analysis.  One of the models used was the classic Capital
Assets Pricing Model (CAPM).  Dr. Vilbert also relied on a model which he labelled the Empirical
Capital Assets Pricing Model (ECAPM).  The use of the ECAPM was justified by the view that research
has shown that the CAPM tends to overstate the actual sensitivity of the cost of equity capital to beta
(i.e., stocks with a low beta have a higher cost of equity than predicted by the CAPM).  For the
short-term risk-free rate models, Dr. Vilbert estimated three versions of the ECAPM, with adjustment
coefficients of 1, 2 and 3%, respectively.  For the long-term risk-free rate models, he estimated two
versions with adjustment coefficient values of 0.75% and 1.75%.

Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) Analysis

Dr. Vilbert provided estimates of the cost of equity capital based on the DCF model.  He indicated that
the DCF’s strong assumptions caused him to view the DCF method as inherently less reliable than the
ERP approach.  The DCF estimates were presented primarily as a check on the value provided by the
ERP approach (see Tables 4.4 and 4.5).

Dr. Vilbert did not present DCF estimates for his Canadian sample, due to the unavailability of earning
growth forecasts.  He presented DCF estimates for his two U.S. samples, and considered that the results
were more reliable for the U.S. Gas LDC sample than for the U.S. Gas Transmission sample.  Three
versions of the DCF were performed, based on various assumptions regarding earning growth forecasts. 

4.2.3 TransCanada - Change in Cost of Equity Analysis

TransCanada sponsored the evidence of Dr. Schink.  Dr. Schink was asked to assess the continued
viability of the RH-2-94 Formula and to quantify changes in the cost of equity capital which may have
taken place since 1995.

Dr. Schink used a variety of approaches in arriving at his conclusion that the cost of equity capital for the
Mainline was in the range of 12.00% to 13.00% for 2001 and 2002, with a mid-point estimate of 12.50%.
In his November Evidence, he revised this range to 11.75% to 12.75%, with a mid-point of 12.25%.

Viability of the RH-2-94 Formula

Dr. Schink submitted that the RH-2-94 Formula does not generate reasonable results because it presumes
parallel movements between Canadian equity and debt markets, and that such parallel movements have
not occurred since 1995.  Dr. Schink also submitted that the RH-2-94 Formula incorrectly assumes that
there is a direct and constant linkage between changes in the yields of long-term Government of Canada
bonds and the cost of equity capital for TransCanada.  Dr. Schink stated that the RH-2-94 Formula
produces inappropriately low ROE estimates as a result of two unanticipated financial market events
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which have occurred since 1995.  The first event is the collapse or flattening of the Canadian and U.S.
yield curves, due to an anomalous but persistent decrease in long-term government bond yields relative to
short-term yields.  The second event is a modification in Canadian monetary policy that has resulted in a
shift in the relationship between Canadian and U.S. Government bond yields.  Dr. Schink submitted that
these events have made it inappropriate to use long-term Canadian Government bond yields in the
context of the RH-2-94 Formula.

Change in Cost of Equity Capital Since 1995

Risk-Free Rate

Based on the factors that led him to conclude that the RH-2-94 Formula does not generate reasonable
results, and on his belief that U.S. Government bond yields are a reliable proxy for global market
conditions, Dr. Schink proposed that the Board rely on the “long-run expected values for the U.S.
Government 90-day Treasury bond yield”, as a proxy of the risk-free rate.  This benchmark is calculated
by taking the average of what the U.S. 90-Day Treasury bond yield is forecast to be over a period of
approximately 10 years.  The forecasts are based on the consensus forecast published by Blue Chip
Economic Indicators.  Dr. Schink estimated that this risk-free rate was 5.02% in 1995.  In his
June Evidence, he assessed this risk-free rate at 5.08% for 2001 and 2002, which he revised to 5.02% in
his November Evidence.

Alternative to the RH-2-94 Formula

By substituting his benchmark of the risk-free rate in the RH-2-94 Formula, but keeping other aspects
unchanged, Dr. Schink produced estimates of the Mainline’s cost of equity of 12.59% for 2001 and
12.35% for 2002 (an average of 12.46%) in his June Evidence.  In his November Evidence, these
estimates were revised to 12.60% for 2001 and 11.83% for 2002 (an average of 12.22%).

Equity Risk Premium (ERP)

Dr. Schink’s used an equity risk premium-based methodology to analyse changes in the cost of equity
capital which have taken place since 1995.  Dr. Schink submitted that the ROE of 12.25% for 1995 that
resulted from the RH-2-94 Decision was an appropriate starting point.  By subtracting his risk-free rate
from the 1995 RH-2-94 ROE of 12.25%, he submitted that the implied ERP for 1995 was 7.23%.  He
then estimated the 2001 risk-free rate at 5.08%, and concluded that the ROE for 2001 would be 12.31%,
assuming that the ERP for TransCanada had not changed since 1995.

Dr. Schink relied on stock market returns since 1995 to conclude that there is no evidence to suggest that
MRP had declined since 1995.  He further expressed the view that TransCanada’s coefficient of relative
risk (i.e., its beta) had likely increased from 0.632 in 1995 to 0.74 in 2001.  He relied on the beta
coefficient implied by the RH-2-94 Decision to estimate TransCanada’s 1995 beta.  For 2001, he
averaged published estimates of beta for TransCanada from Value Line and Merrill Lynch.  Overall, he
concluded that the Mainline’s ERP had increased by 50 basis points since 1995, and arrived at an ROE of
12.81% in his June Evidence, which he rounded to 12.75%.

In his November Evidence, Dr. Schink retained the 50 basis point “risk-adder” in his estimate of the
Mainline’s risk premium, despite a decline in the estimates of beta published by Value Line and Merrill
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Lynch for TransCanada (average of 0.60).  Based on a risk-free rate estimate of 5.02%, he arrived at a
return estimate of 12.5%.

Secondary Analyses

Dr. Schink used regression analysis based on the CAPM and two multi-factor models: a version of the
Fama-French model and the Arbitrage Pricing Theory (APT) model.  He used U.S. parameters for all the
variables, including the use of his benchmark of the risk-free rate.  Regressions were performed for four
samples: the FERC’s U.S. gas pipeline proxy group; Canadian publicly-traded energy pipelines
(including TransCanada); a group of low-risk, high-dividend Canadian mutual funds; and a group of
low-risk, high-dividend U.S. mutual funds.  Regressions were performed over two periods, ending
respectively in December 1995 and December 2000.  The start date was either 1986 or 1987, depending
on the proxy group.

To avoid generating a downwardly-biased estimate of beta, Dr. Schink used a series of shift variables for
periods when unexpected bad news for TransCanada occurred.  Dr. Schink declined to re-estimate the
regressions for TransCanada without the use of shift variables on the grounds that the variables were an
integral part of the analysis and that regression results would be meaningless in their absence.

Dr. Schink submitted the results from these regressions indicated that the cost of capital for TransCanada
and for comparable investment opportunities had risen between 1995 and 2001.

Tertiary Analyses

Dr. Schink compared the average annual returns of Canadian and U.S. low risk income mutual funds over
the 1990-1994 and the 1995-2000 periods.  He submitted that this comparable earnings analysis
confirmed that there has been an increase in the cost of equity capital since 1995.

4.2.4 CAPP and IGUA - Expert Witness Evidence

CAPP and IGUA jointly sponsored the evidence of Drs. Booth and Berkowitz.  While CAPP and IGUA’s
primary position was to support the continuation of the RH-2-94 Formula, Drs. Booth and Berkowitz
presented cost of equity evidence as an alternative proposal.  Their alternative recommendation was for
an ROE of 8.50%, which represents an ERP of 250 basis points over their forecast of long-term Canada
bonds.

In arriving at this estimate, they gave equal weight to the classic CAPM model and their multi-factor
model, which is based on the Fama-French framework.  Their recommended ROE of 8.50% included a
premium to reflect flotation costs and to account for any under-estimation that might have resulted from
not fully incorporating the events of 11 September 2001.

Classic CAPM

Drs. Booth and Berkowitz relied on a forecast of long-Canada bonds of 6.0% as their benchmark of the
risk-free rate.  They adopted an MRP estimate of 450 basis points, which was primarily derived by
estimating the average Canadian MRP over long-Canada bonds since 1956.  MRPs were estimated using
arithmetic averages, geometric averages, and ordinary least square regressions.  They increased their
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historical assessment of Canadian MRP by 50 basis points to reflect, in part, the greater estimates of
MRP in the U.S.

Drs. Booth and Berkowitz analysed the variability of accounting ROEs of regulated utilities, relative to
that of other Canadian firms and concluded that regulated firms were less risky than the market.  They
used two approaches to estimate a beta factor for TransCanada: regression analysis and their instrumental
model for estimating beta.  They adjusted the regressed betas towards 0.52, which represents Drs. Booth
and Berkowitz’s estimate of the regression tendency of utilities’ betas, or their long-run average value. 
The regressions resulted in a mid-point estimate of 0.41, while their instrumental model yielded an
estimate of 0.60.  They used this range to arrive at a CAPM-based estimate of the cost of equity capital
ranging from 7.85% to 8.70%.

Multi-Factor Model

Drs. Booth and Berkowitz also relied on a multi-factor model, which uses both the difference between
the returns on the TSE 300 and 30-day Treasury Bills, and the spread between the return on long-term
Canada bonds and the short-term Treasury Bills as explanatory variables.  The model resulted in an
estimate of the cost of equity capital of 7.56%.

Critique of TransCanada’s Expert Witness Evidence

Drs. Booth and Berkowitz submitted that Dr. Vilbert’s application of the Merrill Lynch adjustment
formula to his estimate of beta was inappropriate and resulted in higher estimates of ERPs.  Nevertheless,
Drs. Booth and Berkowitz noted that both their estimated cost of equity (i.e., 8.50%) and the ROE
resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula fall within the range of cost of equity estimated by Dr. Vilbert.

Drs. Booth and Berkowitz submitted that there is no Canadian evidence to support the use of the
ECAPM, which they viewed as another mechanism employed by Dr.Vilbert to inflate his cost of equity
estimates.  They questioned Dr. Vilbert’s estimates of Canadian MRPs, due to his sole reliance on
arithmetic-mean returns and to his use of data preceding the creation of the TSE 300 in 1956.

4.2.5 Mirant - Expert Witness Evidence

Mirant supported the continuation of the RH-2-94 Formula and sponsored the evidence of Dr. Chua. 
Dr. Chua did not estimate the Mainline cost of equity capital; rather, he presented estimates of an upper-
bound for the Mainline’s cost of equity capital.  In his analysis, Dr. Chua used an ERP approach based on
long-term Canada bonds and relied on estimates of various coefficients that were publicly available. 
Dr. Chua provided estimates only for 2002.

Dr. Chua adopted the risk-free rate of 5.63% resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula.  He relied on
Dr. Vilbert’s estimate of the MRP of 6.0% over long-term bonds.  He used Dr. Vilbert’s highest estimate
of raw beta for TransCanada, which was regressed over the April 1995 through March 2000 period.  That
estimate of 0.40 was adjusted towards 0.453 to reflect the previous estimate of Drs. Booth and
Berkowitz’s mean-reverting value.  Dr. Chua considered beta estimated for the consolidated operations of
TransCanada as an upper bound for the Mainline, in light of TransCanada’s involvement over the
1995-2000 period in lines of business that were riskier than the Mainline.  Combining these parameters,
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he arrived at an upper-bound estimate for the Mainline’s cost of equity of 8.28%, based on the CAPM;
and an upper-bound of 9.25%, based on the ECAPM (1.75%).

Dr. Chua rejected the use of the Merrill Lynch adjustment to the estimates of beta for the Mainline.  He
submitted that the general view that beta tend toward 1.0 as firms diversify is not applicable to the
Mainline.

4.2.6 Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP rejected Dr. Schink’s suggestion to rely on the “long-run expected values for the U.S. Government
90-day Treasury bond yield” and expressed the view that long-term interest rates were more reliable. 
CAPP suggested that it is not appropriate to use U.S. interest rates for a Canadian pipeline, as the capital
market conditions for pipelines were quite different in each country.  CAPP submitted that stock returns
and interest rates are correlated, and that it is therefore appropriate to base pipelines’ returns on such a
relationship.  CAPP pointed to TransCanada’s market-to-book ratio as evidence that the ROE levels
resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula are adequate.

CGA echoed the views of TransCanada, particularly those of Dr. Schink, and submitted that the RH-2-94
Formula no longer provides a fair and equitable return for gas utilities due to its narrow focus on
government bond yields and to technical changes in bond and equity markets.  CGA suggested that the
ROE should be established independently of the type of regulation under which the particular utility
operates, the approach used should produce fair and equitable results for a broad range of circumstances,
and the rate-setting process should be efficient with predictable, timely results.  CGA expressed the
opinion that a utility's return should be established independently of the parent company’s business
activities or investments.  In addition, CGA submitted that a regulated utility should have the ability to
develop and implement growth plans in a competitive environment and should receive similar returns as
non-regulated companies with similar risk, that its ROE should be such that the utility is financially
healthy and able to attract the capital required for the continued safe and reliable delivery of natural gas,
and that its ROE should be set so that Canadian utilities are attractive to both Canadian and U.S.
investors.

IGUA submitted that the RH-2-94 Formula remains appropriate for determining the Mainline’s ROE. 
IGUA viewed the methodology as well-established and well-understood and noted that other regulators
have adopted similar methodologies.  IGUA expressed the view that regulated entities subject to such
methodologies have all been able to attract sufficient capital on reasonable terms.  In the event the Board
determines that the RH-2-94 Formula is no longer suitable for the Mainline, IGUA endorsed the
recommendations of Drs. Booth and Berkowitz for an ROE of 8.50 %.

Centra noted that substantial toll increases in 2001 and 2002 have already taken place and that further
increases would be unfair to shippers and would result in tolls that would be unjust and unreasonable.

Mirant relied on the evidence of Dr. Chua to support the view that the RH-2-94 Formula still produces an
appropriate ROE for the Mainline, and may possibly overestimate the Mainline’s cost of capital.

Ontario expressed the view that the RH-2-94 Formula provides a fair return for the Mainline for the 2001
and 2002 Test Years.  In support of this position, Ontario pointed to various indicators, such as
TransCanada’s current debt ratings and share prices.  Ontario contrasted the actual toll increase between
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November 1998 and February 2001 (assuming TransCanada’s Fair Return Application is approved) with
the inflation rate over the same period in support of the view that the resulting tolls would be unfair and
unreasonable.

Quebec submitted that TransCanada did not demonstrate that the RH-2-94 Formula was inappropriate
and recommended that the RH-2-94 Formula continue to be used for the Mainline.  Quebec pointed to
empirical evidence, such as financial analysts’ recommendations, to support the view that the ROE
resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula remains adequate.

Views of the Board

Having carefully considered all of the evidence relating to rate of return on common
equity, the Board has concluded that the RH-2-94 Formula continues to yield returns that
are appropriate for the Mainline.  In arriving at this conclusion, the Board gave primary
weight to the evidence related to ERP analysis.

Equity Risk Premium

Risk-Free Rate

The Board is of the view that the use of short-term interest rate benchmarks would be
unreliable due to their high degree of volatility.  Their volatility would result in cost of
equity estimates that could vary greatly, even within a test year.  The Board also rejects
the use of the “long-run expected values for the U.S. Government 90-day Treasury bond
yield,” which was proposed by Dr. Schink, for reasons discussed below.

The Board relied on a forecast of long-term Canada bonds as the benchmark of the risk-
free rate.  Specifically, the Board used the upcoming-year bond forecast resulting from
the RH-2-94 Formula for 2001 and 20021 (i.e., 5.73% for 2001 and 5.63% for 2002). 
The Board notes that none of the forecasts of long-Canada bond yields presented by
expert witnesses were materially different from those estimated by the RH-2-94 Formula. 
With respect to Dr. Vilbert’s estimate, most of the difference resulted from an
adjustment made to reflect the increase in the yield spread between Government and
corporate bond yields.  The Board is not persuaded that this adjustment is appropriate, as
the risk-free rate need not reflect a rate at which corporations can borrow.  The Board
also notes that TransCanada adopted the rates resulting from the RH-2-94 Decision as its
forecast of 30-year long-term Canada bonds.  

Equity Risk Premium

At the time of the RH-2-94 Decision, the Board expressed the view that the ERP for the
market as a whole was 450 to 500 basis points and that a reasonable all-inclusive ERP
for the benchmark pipeline was 300 basis points.  Several factors, such as a decline in
interest rates and reduced barriers to international investments, suggest that the current
level of ERP would be higher than it was in 1995.  Specifically, the Board is of the view
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that the ERP for the market as a whole currently is 550 to 600 basis points, and that there
has been a commensurate increase in the Mainline’s ERP.  That being said, the all
inclusive ERP resulting from the application of the RH-2-94 Formula has increased to
388 basis points for 2001 and to 390 basis points for 2002.  Without necessarily
endorsing the various assumptions made by TransCanada’s expert witness, the Board
notes that the ERP and the ROE resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula fall well within the
range of those estimated by Dr. Vilbert for his Canadian Sample in his June Evidence
and generally exceed those estimated in his November Evidence.  In the Board’s view,
this provides a strong confirmation that the ROEs resulting from the RH-2-94 Formula
represent a reasonable estimate of the cost of equity capital for the Mainline.

Discounted Cash Flow

The Board considers that the small amount of evidence relating to the DCF methodology
that was presented is not sufficiently reliable or meaningful to be given any weight.  In
this regard, the Board reiterates the view it expressed in RH-2-94 that, although the DCF
test is theoretically sound, its usefulness is limited because of certain practical
difficulties.

Expert Witness Evidence

Drs. Kolbe and Vilbert

The Board is of the opinion that the differences in leverage between the Mainline and the
firms in Dr. Vilbert’s samples are likely reflective of differences in business risk or in
investment circumstances.  As such, it would be inappropriate to adjust the Mainline’s
return on equity to reflect the differences in leverage, as proposed by Drs. Kolbe and
Vilbert, regardless of the magnitude that any such adjustment would have.  Section 4.3 of
these Reasons for Decision addresses the appropriate deemed capital structure for the
Mainline.

With respect to the assessment of the cost of equity for the firms in Dr. Vilbert’s
samples, the Board notes that the choice of the time period in beta regressions, the use of
the two-factor model in beta regressions, the use of the Merrill Lynch adjustment
formula, and the reliance on ECAPM, are all steps that lead to increases in the estimated
cost of equity capital.  The Board has not been persuaded that the use of all of these
adjustments is simultaneously justified.

Dr. Schink

With respect to Dr. Schink’s evidence, the Board acknowledges that there has been a
flattening of the Canadian yield curve, both in absolute terms and relative to yields in the
U.S.  Nevertheless, there was no evidence to suggest that the reduction in Canadian
Government bond yields is expected to be a temporary phenomenon or that it resulted
from market failures.  Therefore, the Board considers that changes in the bond market
are likely to have resulted in changes in the cost of equity capital for the Mainline.  

As a result of a certain substitutability between the bond and equity markets, it is
generally recognized that the cost of equity capital is influenced by expected bond
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returns.  It is also recognized that, in any one time period, realized bond and equity
returns are likely to fluctuate in opposite directions or be of different orders of
magnitude, due in large part to the impact of business cycles.  The observation of such
divergence does not, however, represent meaningful evidence that the cost of equity
capital is unaffected by changes in expected bond returns.

In light of the long economic life of pipeline assets, it is reasonable to conclude that
return expectations are primarily influenced by long-term, as opposed to short-term,
expected bond yields.  Finally, since the vast majority of investors in TransCanada are
Canadian, expected Canadian Government bond yields are a more relevant benchmark
than U.S. bond yields in assessing the Mainline’s cost of equity.  The Board therefore
rejects the use of the “long-run expected short-term U.S. 90-day Treasury rate” as a
benchmark of the risk-free rate.

The Board also believes that the ROE levels recommended by Dr. Schink would not fall
within a reasonable range, even had the Board accepted Dr. Schink’s benchmark of the
risk-free rate.  In the Board’s view, an analysis of relative changes in the cost of equity
capital between two periods may only be relevant if there can be confidence that the
resulting absolute levels would also be supported by the methodologies used in
estimating the relative changes.  In this respect, the Board notes that Dr. Schink’s
recommended ROE implies an ERP for the mainline that is in excess of most reasonable
assessments of the ERP for the market as a whole.  Such an implication is inconsistent
with the Board’s view that the Mainline is a substantially less risky investment than the
market as a whole.

With respect to Dr. Schink’s secondary and tertiary analyses, the Board notes that the
results are primarily driven by an increase in realized returns experienced over a period
that is simply too short to be indicative of any meaningful change in expected returns.  In
addition, the Board has reservations with respect to the comparability of the proxy
groups, the reliance on multi-factor models, the sole reliance on U.S. data, and the lack
of any information to quantify the impact and assess the appropriateness of using shift
variables.  In particular, the use of mutual funds in the proxy groups was considered
inadequate because mutual funds are more comparable to the market as a whole rather
than to pipelines.

Drs. Booth, Berkowitz and Chua

The Board considers that the MRP for the market as a whole proposed by Drs. Booth and
Berkowitz falls outside a range that would be considered reasonable at this point in time. 
The evidence in this regard did not specify the relative weight that each of the estimation
techniques (arithmetic averages, geometric averages, and ordinary least square
regressions) had been given in arriving at the MRP estimate.  Further, presenting MRP
estimates over alternative time periods would have been helpful in assessing the
reasonableness of the period chosen by the witnesses.

The Board has reservations with respect to the proposed adjustment of regressed beta
towards their mean-reverting tendency, which was proposed by Drs. Booth, Berkowitz
and Chua.  The estimates of this tendency have fluctuated over a wide range in recent
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years, which suggests that currently calculated levels are too unstable to be presumed to
represent a meaningful assessment of any mean-reverting tendency that may exist.

The Board considers that the multi-factor cost of equity model and the instrumental
model for estimating beta that were advanced by Drs. Booth and Berkowitz have not
been tested over a sufficiently long period to be confidently relied upon in a regulatory
context at the present.

Conclusion

The Board is of the view that the RH-2-94 Formula is well established and understood by
interested parties, that it is transparent and that it continues to provide ROEs that are
appropriate for the Mainline. 

Decision

The Board has decided that the rate of return on common equity resulting from the
RH-2-94 Decision should continue to apply to the Mainline.  The Board therefore
approves an ROE for the Mainline of 9.61% for 2001 and of 9.53 % for 2002.  

4.3 Capital Structure

As a result of a large-scale diversification program embarked upon by TransCanada in 1980, there was a
need to deem a capital structure for toll-making purposes for the Mainline.  At the time, TransCanada
applied for, and the Board approved in its RH-2-80 Decision, a deemed common equity ratio for the
Mainline of 30%.

In RH-3-82, the Board outlined three main factors that it considered would govern the appropriateness of
the common equity ratio for rate-making purposes: business risks of the utility; maintenance of an
appropriate level of equity versus debt; and consideration of the level of equity financing attributed to the
utility versus non-utility operations.  In that proceeding, the Board approved a deemed common equity
ratio of 28% for the Mainline.

In RH-1-84, the Board approved an increase in TransCanada’s deemed common equity ratio from 28% to
30% and indicated that the increase had regard to the level of business risk and the improvement in the
balance of equity financing implicitly underpinning the Company’s non-utility operations.

In the period 1985 through 1994, the Mainline’s deemed common equity ratio was maintained at 30%.

In RH-2-94, the Board expressed support for the general principle that the determination of a pipeline’s
capital structure starts with an analysis of its business risk.  The Board also indicated that the
determination of business risk must necessarily involve a high degree of judgement, and the analysis is
best expressed qualitatively.  In its decision on the appropriate level of common equity for the Mainline,
the Board took into account business and financial risk factors and concluded that the Mainline was a
low-risk pipeline and that its risks had not increased since the last time capital structure had been
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assessed (i.e., RH-4-93 - 1994 Tolls Application).  Accordingly, the Board maintained the Mainline’s
deemed common equity ratio at 30%.

4.3.1 TransCanada’s Position

In the event that the Board declines to adopt the ATWACC methodology, TransCanada requested that the
Board approve a common equity ratio of 40% for rate-making purposes.  TransCanada indicated that this
deemed capital structure would represent a reasonable capital structure for the Mainline if it were a
stand-alone entity.  TransCanada also indicated that alternate equity ratios around 40% would also
represent reasonable capital structures for rate-making purposes, provided the overall rate of return was
adjusted.

TransCanada contended that, under the deemed common equity regulatory approach, it has retained the
flexibility to determine its consolidated capital structure.  Since 1999, TransCanada indicated that its
consolidated equity ratio has increased from 28% to 35%.  TransCanada indicated that its consolidated
equity ratio at 31 December 2001 (i.e., 35%) included common equity (33%) and perpetual preferred
shares (2%).  TransCanada indicated that its current consolidated capital structure is within the bounds of
reasonableness when taking into account the Company’s consolidated business risk. 

In response to intervenors’ concerns over cross-subsidization of non-utility operations, TransCanada
referred to the Board’s RH-2-94 Decision.  In RH-2-94, the Board expressed the view that it was not
convinced that evidence regarding a consolidated equity ratio which is different than a deemed ratio
necessarily indicates the existence of cross-subsidization.  Further, the Board expressed the view that the
primary issue is whether or not the financing of the non-jurisdictional assets results in higher debt costs
to the NEB-regulated pipeline.  TransCanada argued that there is no evidence of such impact in this case.

4.3.2 Other Parties’ Positions

In CAPP’s view, it is essential that the Board determine a specific deemed common equity ratio if tolls
are to be judged to be just and reasonable.  CAPP expressed the view that the Mainline’s appropriate
deemed common equity ratio for the 2001 and 2002 test period is 30%.  This view is based on CAPP’s
assessment of the changes in TransCanada’s business risk since 1995, regard for financial risk factors
(which in its view were all positive), and regard for the levels of common equity with which the
consolidated entity operated in the late 1990s, and the events which have led to increases in the
consolidated common equity ratio to its current level.

CAPP suggested that TransCanada has been operating either, or both, the Mainline and the Alberta
System with less than the deemed common equity ratio attributed to them, which resulted in the cross
subsidization of the company’s non-utility operation.  In support of this view, CAPP pointed to the
Board’s RH-2-82 Decision, in which the Board outlined three main factors that it considered governed
the appropriateness of the common equity ratio for rate-making purposes.  One of these factors related to
maintaining an appropriate balance to the equity financing attributed to the Utility through the deeming
process, and that portion of the actual consolidated financing which is left to implicitly underpin the
Company’s non-utility operations.

CAPP submitted that TransCanada’s current consolidated capital structure suggested that a 30% common
equity ratio is appropriate for the Mainline.  CAPP noted that, in 1999, the Company’s consolidated
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equity ratio was 26%.  Following the divestiture of TransCanada’s midstream and international
businesses, it has since increased to the low 30% range.  CAPP noted that TransCanada considers its
current consolidated capital structure to be reasonable, and argued that granting a common equity ratio of
40%, or even 35%, for the Mainline (which comprises approximately 50% of the consolidated entity)
would imply the Mainline is significantly riskier that TransCanada’s other businesses, which in CAPP’s
view is not the case.

IGUA submitted that the Board should give greater weight to short-term changes (rather than long-term
changes) in business risks when considering changes in TransCanada’s deemed common equity ratio. 
Since TransCanada acknowledged that its short-term business risks have not increased, IGUA submitted
that the appropriate level of the deemed common equity ratio is 30% for TransCanada for 2001 and 2002.

Mirant submitted that TransCanada’s current deemed common equity ratio of 30% should be maintained
or reduced.  Mirant suggested that, if the Board was inclined to increase TransCanada’s deemed common
equity ratio, it should consider the relationship between any new deemed common equity ratio and
TransCanada’s actual consolidated common equity ratio.  Mirant submitted that the effect of deeming an
equity ratio, when the deemed equity ratio is less than the actual consolidated equity ratio, is to prevent
cross-subsidization of higher-risk ventures.  Mirant noted that in this case, TransCanada has applied for a
deemed equity ratio that is far above its actual consolidated equity ratio.  Mirant submitted that inclusion
of a higher deemed equity ratio in tolls should be accompanied by a commensurate increase in
TransCanada’s actual consolidated equity ratio.  In other words, the Company’s actual consolidated
equity ratio should be an upper bound on any deemed equity ratio that is used for rate-making purposes.

Finally, Mirant indicated that if the Board does consider increasing TransCanada’s deemed common
equity ratio, it should not limit itself to relatively large increments of 5%.  Instead, Mirant suggested that
increments of as little as 1% should be considered appropriate due to the resulting impact on the total
return and its corresponding impact on the level of tolls. 

Ontario maintained that, overall, business risks for TransCanada have not increased since 1995.  As well,
Ontario identified various positive financial indicators that have reduced TransCanada’s business risks. 
Accordingly, Ontario submitted that TransCanada’s current deemed common equity ratio of 30% remains
appropriate.

All other parties who opposed TransCanada’s Application supported the continuation of a 30% deemed
common equity ratio for TransCanada.

Views of the Board

The Mainline forms part of the overall business operations of TransCanada and, as such,
is not financed separately from the corporation as a whole.  As a result, there is no
specific capital structure attached to the Mainline and a capital structure must be deemed
for rate-making purposes.  In determining the appropriate capital structure, the Board has
had regard to the level of business risk faced by the Mainline,  the ability of
TransCanada to raise capital on reasonable terms and conditions based on the Mainline,
and the overall fairness of the tolls which would result from the determination. 

As described in Chapter 3 of these Reasons for Decision, the Board has concluded that
the level of business risk facing the Mainline has increased since 1995, although it
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remains low.  This conclusion resulted from the increase in pipe-on-pipe competition risk
and supply risk.  Further, TransCanada’s financial position is presently strong and its
ability to attract capital for the Mainline on reasonable terms and conditions is not in
jeopardy.  However, in light of the increased business risk, it would be appropriate to
decrease the Mainline’s financial risk by decreasing its reliance on debt financing and
increasing its deemed common equity component.  In the Board’s view, an appropriate
increase in the deemed common equity component is from 30% to 33%.  This change
will result in interest coverage ratios for the Mainline in 2001 and 2002 that exceed those
experienced in the last 12 years.

While the Board has reached this conclusion on the basis of the evidence presented to it
with respect to the business risk faced by the Mainline, the Board notes that its view of
the appropriate deemed common equity component for the Mainline in light of its
business risk appears consistent with TransCanada’s view of the appropriate capital
structure for the consolidated operations.  In particular, the Board notes that there was no
evidence adduced to suggest that the Mainline operations are riskier than the
consolidated operations.  In fact, the Mainline may be less risky. 

Since 1999, the Board notes that TransCanada has increased its consolidated common
equity ratio.  At the end of 2001, TransCanada’s consolidated common equity ratio stood
at 33% compared with 31% in 2000.  While TransCanada indicated that its consolidated
equity ratio at 31 December 2001 was 35%, this calculation included 2% capital arising
from perpetual preferred shares.  The Board does not consider that perpetual preferred
shares have liability and reward attributes which are comparable to common equity.  The
Board has therefore excluded perpetual preferred shares from its definition of the
deemed common equity ratio.

In light of the above, the Board is of the view that it would be appropriate to increase the
Mainline’s deemed common equity ratio from 30% to 33%.  The Board notes that this
increase will raise the Mainline’s annual cost of service and tolls by approximately 2%. 
The Board has determined that the toll increase is warranted by the prospective business
risk facing the Mainline and that it will not impose an undue burden on shippers.

Decision

The Board approves an increase in the Mainline’s deemed common equity ratio
from 30% to 33%.

4.4 Debt

4.4.1 TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada indicated that for 2001, the Mainline’s funded debt would amount to $6,302,367,000, or
68.38% of the Mainline’s capitalization and that the average cost of this debt would be 8.97%.  This debt
is made up of First Mortgage Pipe Line Bonds, Debentures, Medium Term Notes, Junior Subordinated
Debentures.
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No intervenor contested TransCanada’s cost of debt assessment.

Views of the Board

The Board is of the view that a capital structure including 67% debt would be
appropriate for the Mainline.  The Board is also of the view that the estimated cost of
debt of 8.97% for 2001 is appropriate.

The Board notes that the Mainline’s level of funded debt exceeds the level of debt
approved for 2001.  The Mainline’s capitalization therefore includes a certain level of
pre-funded debt.  Unlike unfunded debt which is appropriately costed at ongoing short-
term interest rates (e.g., rates on Bankers’ Acceptances), the Board is of the view that
pre-funded debt should be assumed to have a cost equal to the average cost of the
Mainline’s funded debt (i.e., 8.97%).

Decision

The Board approves a percentage of debt in the Mainline’s capital structure of
67%.  The Board also approves a cost of funded debt and pre-funded debt of 8.97%
for 2001.
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Chapter  5

Effective Date for Changes in Cost of Capital

5.1 TransCanada’s Position

TransCanada is of the view that the appropriate effective date for any changes to its approved cost of
capital or capital structure is 1 January 2001, for several reasons.

First, TransCanada submitted that, effective 1 January 2001, its fair return exceeded the 9.61% ROE on a
30% common equity ratio.  TransCanada argued that, if the ROE Formula is broken, it was broken on
31 December 2000 which was the day when the previous final tolls expired.  Similarly, TransCanada
contended that, if the Mainline is exposed to long-term risk that justifies a higher return, that risk existed
on 1 January 2001.  As a result, TransCanada argued that it would be unfair, opportunistic and
conceptually unsound, to set the effective date for any change in return at a date later than
1 January 2001. 

Second, TransCanada argued that it cannot be faulted for the delay in adjudication of the return issue.
TransCanada noted that it sought to reach a settlement with all of its stakeholders in respect to all of the
issues relating to the 2001 and 2002 tolls.  A settlement was reached with most stakeholders on all
matters other than cost of capital in April 2001.  TransCanada undertook not to file its Fair Return
Application until the S&P Settlement was concluded and, therefore, it could not be filed until June 2001.

Third, TransCanada claimed that an effective date later than 1 January 2001 would reward a strategy of
delaying litigation. 

Fourth, TransCanada opposed the proposition that it should wait until after the implementation of a new
business and regulatory model before seeking any change to its return.  TransCanada acknowledged that
the S&P Settlement addresses short-term risk, but suggested that it does nothing for long-term risk. 
TransCanada claimed that investors still deserve to be compensated for the long-term risks during any
period in which the investment is held, including the 2001 and 2002 Test Years.

Finally, TransCanada argued that any perceived issues of rate shock that might arise from the fact that
the regulatory process will not have run its course until mid-2002 can be handled through an interim
revenue adjustment process.  In this regard, TransCanada contended that what it is proposing is not a
retroactive toll but rather a retrospective toll.  TransCanada indicated that it would submit a proposal to
the Tolls Task Force and to the Board with respect to a possible amortization of any adjustments in return
in order to prevent rate shock.

5.2 Other Parties’ Positions

CAPP indicated that it had reached a prior agreement with TransCanada to split off the cost of capital
issue from the S&P Settlement, such that cost of capital would be litigated separately and would apply
for the period commencing 1 January 2001.
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IGUA submitted that the Board’s RH-2-94 Decision and the resulting Order are mandatory and require
that TransCanada’s return be adjusted annually using the RH-2-94 Formula.  IGUA suggested that, if
TransCanada wanted its cost of capital for the 2001 Test Year determined in a different manner, it should
have filed an application before the Board published the RH-2-94 ROE for the 2001 Test Year in its
8 December 2000 letter.  IGUA argued that TransCanada cannot blame others for the duration of
negotiations and for the fact that it did not file its Fair Return Application until 6 June 2001.  IGUA
submitted that a retroactive increase for 2001 would adversely affect the atmosphere for negotiations
pertaining to the new business model.  In conclusion, IGUA submitted that the effective date of any
changes should be no earlier than 1 January 2002.

Centra argued that TransCanada must accept responsibility for its decision to delay the filing of its
Fair Return Application to 6 June 2001.  In Centra’s view, an effective date back to 1 January 2001
would be retroactive rate-making and would result in tolls that are not just and reasonable.  Centra
submitted that a fair effective date for any changes to the cost of capital would be 1 January 2002.

Coral submitted that an effective date of 1 January 2001 is unreasonable due to the fact that TransCanada
filed its Fair Return Application on 6 June 2001, several months after the requested effective date.  Coral
expressed concerns over the impact a retroactive toll recovery could have on shippers and submitted that
any changes should be made effective as of the date of the Board's Decision in RH-4-2001.

Mirant is of the view that 1 January 2002 would be an appropriate effective date.  Mirant argued that a
2001 effective date would not be consistent with the Board’s practice of establishing tolls for one year
periods based on a calendar year, and would amount to a mid-year change.

PG&E/El Paso expressed concerns with the commercial impracticality of implementing a change in the
cost of capital that would create an upward adjustment of tolls at least 16 months after the beginning of
the toll period under review.  PG&E/El Paso had concerns with the ability of shippers to reasonably
withstand an increase that compresses the entire toll impact of 2001/2002 into the short period remaining
in 2002 following this decision.  PG&E/El Paso suggested that the appropriate effective date for any
changes should be the date of the Board's Decision in RH-4-2001.

Ontario submitted that any rate-making changes resulting from any changes to the Mainline’s cost of
capital should not be retroactive.  Based on the date of filing and the complexity of the Fair Return
Application, Ontario argued that TransCanada could not reasonably have expected the conclusion of the
hearing and a Board decision until 2002 and expressed the view that no change to the Company's cost of
capital should go into effect prior to 1 January 2002.

Views of the Board

The Board would normally expect an applicant to file a cost of capital application early
enough to allow it to review the application and issue a decision prior to the
commencement of, or early into, the applicable test year.

The Board notes that the Fair Return Application was filed almost six months into the
first of two test years.  Nevertheless, the Board is persuaded, given the circumstances in
this particular instance, that TransCanada’s delay in filing its Fair Return Application
was justified, given stakeholders desire to negotiate the S&P Settlement.  The Board is
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satisfied that TransCanada requested interim tolls effective 1 January 2001 with the full
expectation that it would litigate its cost of capital for 2001 and 2002. 

The Board is cognizant that interim tolls have been in place for some 18 months and that
there may be a need to adjust for the difference between interim and final tolls in a
manner that minimizes or prevents rate shock.  In this regard, the Board notes
TransCanada’s commitment to submit a proposal to the Tolls Task Force.

Decision

The Board has decided that changes to TransCanada’s cost of capital shall be
effective 1 January 2001.
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Chapter  6

Disposition

The foregoing chapters together with Order No. TG-3-2002 constitute our Decisions and Reasons for
Decision in respect of the Fair Return Application heard by the Board in the RH-4-2001 proceeding.

The Board is of the view that the decisions reached in RH-4-2001 are consistent with the principles set
out in Chapter 2 of these Reasons for Decision and will result in a fair return for the Mainline.  Further,
the Board is satisfied that these decisions, in combination with the Tolls and Tariff provisions approved
in the RH-1-2001 Proceeding, will result in tolls that are just and reasonable, and that are not unduly
discriminatory for the 2001 and 2002 Test Years.

J.A. Snider
Presiding Member

R.J. Harrison
Member

J.S. Bulger
Member

J.-P. Théorêt
Member

D.W. Emes
Member

Calgary, Alberta
June 2002
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Appendix I

Toll Order TG-3-2002

ORDER TG-3-2002

IN THE MATTER OF the National Energy Board Act (the Act) and
the regulations made thereunder;

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application filed with the National
Energy Board (the Board) under File 4200-T001-16 by TransCanada
PipeLines Limited (TransCanada) for certain orders respecting tolls
specified in a tariff pursuant to subsection 21 (1) of Part I and Sections
59, 60, 64 and 65 of Part IV of the Act.

BEFORE the Board on 30 May 2002.

WHEREAS, on 13 December 2000, the Board issued Interim Toll Order TGI-4-2000 for interim tolls to
be effective 1 January 2001;

AND WHEREAS, on 19 December 2000, the Board rescinded Interim Toll Order TGI-4-2000 and
issued Interim Toll Order TGI-6-2000 which set interim tolls effective 1 January 2001 at the level in
effect during 2000 pending consideration of interested parties comments on the appropriate level of
interim tolls;

AND WHEREAS, on 25 January 2001, after considering parties’ comments, the Board issued an
amending Interim Toll Order AO-1-TGI-6-2000 which set interim tolls at TransCanada’s originally
proposed level to be effective 1 February 2001;

AND WHEREAS the Board issued a further amending Interim Toll Order AO-2-TGI-6-2000 (in
conjunction with the release of the RH-1-2001 Reasons for Decision in November 2001) which ordered
the continuance of interim tolls pending the final disposition of the RH-4-2001 Proceeding;

AND WHEREAS, on 28 March 2002, the Board issued a further amending Interim Toll Order 
AO-3-TGI-6-2000 which permits TransCanada to charge the currently-approved interim tolls for a period
into 2002 pending the final disposition of TransCanada’s yet to be filed 2002 Tolls Application;

AND WHEREAS TransCanada filed its 2001 and 2002 Fair Return Application (RH-4-2001) dated
6 June 2001 for:

a) review and variance of the NEB RH-2-94 Decision and Order TG/TO-1-95 dated
16 March 1995 to allow for the determination of a fair return for TransCanada’s
Mainline for the years 2001 and 2002;
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b) an order determining the fair return to be included in final tolls to be charged by
TransCanada for or in respect of transportation services provided to customers on the
Mainline between 1 January 2001 and 31 December 2002;

c) an order disallowing any existing transportation tolls or portions thereof and fixing final
just and reasonable tolls that TransCanada may charge for or in respect of transportation
services provided to customers on the Mainline between 1 January 2001 and
31 December 2001;

AND WHEREAS the Board issued Hearing Order RH-4-2001- Directions on Procedure on 
26 July 2001 and amended Hearing Order AO-1-RH-4-2001 on 5 October 2001;

AND WHEREAS an oral public hearing was held in Calgary, Alberta between 27 February 2002 and
4 April 2002 during which time the Board heard the evidence and argument presented by TransCanada
and RH-4-2001 Parties;

AND WHEREAS the Board’s decisions on the Fair Return Application are set out in its Reasons for
Decision dated June 2002, and in this Order; and

AND WHEREAS the Board has considered the evidence and submissions, and has found that the tolls
that will result from decisions in RH-4-2001 and this Order are just and reasonable and not unduly
discriminatory.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Part I and Part IV of the Act, that:

1. TransCanada’s rate of return on common equity shall continue to be based on the RH-2-94
Formula methodology.

2. The Board approves an increase in the Mainline’s deemed common equity ratio from 30% to
33%.

3. The Board approves a percentage of debt in the Mainline’s deemed capital structure of 67%.  The
Board also approves a cost of funded debt and pre-funded debt of 8.97% for 2001.

4. The effective date for reflecting all changes in cost of capital for rate-making purposes will be
1 January 2001.

5. Any variance between the approved 2001 Revenue Requirement and the amounts collected
pursuant to interim tolls shall be deferred and disposed of in future tolls.

6. TransCanada shall forthwith prepare and submit to the Board for approval, revised schedules and
final toll calculations for the 2001 Test Year based on the RH-1-2001 and RH-4-2001 Decisions.

NATIONAL ENERGY BOARD

Michel L. Mantha
Secretary
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Chapter 2 

Legal Framework for Determining a Fair Return 

In addition to the matters set out in the List of Issues for this proceeding, the methodology that 
the Board ought to employ in order to determine an appropriate capital structure for the Mainline 
was also the subject of considerable discussion in the hearing.  

Position of TransCanada 

TransCanada submitted that, as a matter of law, the Board is required to determine the cost of 
equity capital for the Mainline for 2004 using the comparable investment, capital attraction and 
financial integrity standards, which together comprise the fair return standard.  TransCanada 
cited the Northwestern Utilities Limited v. City of Edmonton,9 Bluefield Waterworks & 
Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia et al.10 and Federal Power 
Commission v. Hope Natural Gas11 cases as establishing this standard.   

TransCanada argued that the fair return standard does not apply narrowly to either the rate of 
return on equity nor to the deemed equity component of a utility’s capital structure; instead it 
applies to the total return on capital invested.  Thus, in TransCanada’s view, the Board’s 
determination of a fair return on equity capital must involve consideration of evidence pertaining 
to the overall equity return.  This is required by the fair return standard as articulated in 
Northwestern Utilities (1929), and was endorsed by the Federal Court of Appeal decision in 
TransCanada v. NEB12 and the Board in its RH-1-1970 Reasons for Decision13.   

While TransCanada’s evidence pertaining to total return was primarily based on the ATWACC 
methodology (derived from the after-tax ROE and after-tax market cost of debt), TransCanada 
also discussed two other forms of total return: the total equity return (the dollar amount resulting 
from the product of the common equity ratio, the ROE and the rate base) and the rate of return on 
rate base (in this instance, calculated using after-tax ROE and before-tax embedded cost of debt).  

TransCanada also expressed the view that the Board should approach its consideration of the 
evidence from a clean slate and not limit itself to the changes in business risk since it last 
assessed the Mainline’s cost of capital (that is, in RH-4-2001, which pertained to the 2001 and 
2002 Test Years).  

                                                           
9  Northwestern Utilities Limited v. City of Edmonton, [1929] S.C.R. 186 [hereinafter Northwestern Utilities (1929)] 

10  Bluefield Waterworks & Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia et al. 262 U.S. 679 (1923) 
[hereinafter Bluefield] 

11  Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas 320 U.S. 591 (1944) [hereinafter Hope] 

12  TransCanada v. NEB, supra note 8 

13  National Energy Board RH-1-70 Reasons for Decision, Trans-Canada Pipe Lines Limited (Tolls Application – 
Phase I), December 1971 [hereinafter RH-1-70] 
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Position of Intervenors 

CAPP 

CAPP argued that there were two distinct methodologies before the Board in this proceeding, the 
first being the Board’s traditional framework and the other being the approach put forward by 
TransCanada, which focuses on a total return framework.  

CAPP noted that the traditional framework was used by the Board in the RH-2-94 Reasons for 
Decision and was subsequently confirmed by the Board in RH-4-2001.  CAPP favoured the 
Board’s traditional approach, stating that such an approach involved a separate determination of 
a return on equity and of a capital structure.  It argued that once the Board has followed its 
traditional approach, it simply produces an arithmetic result to arrive at the total return.  CAPP 
expressed the view that there is no separate determination of a fair return and cited the Federal 
Court of Appeal in TransCanada v. NEB in support of this proposition.   

The starting point under the traditional framework for establishing capital structure, in CAPP’s 
submission, is an analysis of business risk, which typically looks at changes in business risk 
since the last time cost of capital was assessed.  CAPP argued that the Board may also look at 
other factors such as the pipeline’s financing requirements, the pipeline’s size and its ability to 
access capital and that these factors are afforded some weight by the Board.   

In CAPP’s view, the RH-4-2001 Decision should serve as the baseline and the Board should 
assess what changes of significance, if any, have occurred since 2001.  CAPP submitted that 
TransCanada should have to prove whether any such changes justify a change in capital 
structure.  While the Board’s findings should be limited to changes of significance since 2001, 
CAPP acknowledged that the Board could look at changes prior to 2001.  However, CAPP 
reiterated the point that the most relevant evidence in this proceeding is that evidence which 
points to changes that have occurred since 2001.  

CAPP argued that the capital structure could not be backed out of the total return and that the 
essence of TransCanada's total return comparisons approach is problematic because any actual 
comparative analysis involves businesses for which there is both return on equity information 
and capital structure information.  CAPP argued that this approach is flawed because, to arrive at 
total return, one must make a finding on the return on equity, which is not an issue in this case, 
as TransCanada chose not to file an application for review of the ROE stemming from the 
RH-2-94 Formula. 

Finally, CAPP submitted that what constitutes a fair return is a matter of opinion for the Board 
and not a matter of law or jurisdiction.  In CAPP’s view, the Board is entitled to bring its own 
judgment, experience and expertise to bear on the question of what constitutes a fair return.   

IGUA 

It was submitted by the Industrial Gas Users Association (IGUA) that this case was unusual 
because not all the elements of cost of capital were at issue.  According to IGUA, the traditional 
methodology involves a separate determination of the return on equity and the equity ratio.  The 
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mathematical product of the return on equity and the equity ratio is then included as the equity 
return component of the revenue requirement and used to produce just and reasonable tolls.  

IGUA referred to the RH-2-94 Decision, wherein the Board held that the capital structure set in 
that hearing would endure for an extended period of years, and more importantly, that the Board 
would consider a reassessment of capital structure on an individual basis, in the event of a 
significant change in business risk, in corporate structure or in corporate financial fundamentals.  
It argued that the re-examination mechanism established by the Board in 1994 has never been set 
aside in any subsequent decision and that it applies as a matter of principle today.  IGUA 
contended that the traditional methodology that the Board applies calls for a party seeking a re-
examination of capital structure to satisfy a significant change of circumstances test to obtain the 
relief that it seeks.  IGUA further argued that this test exists and cannot be eliminated, without a 
motion to vary and set aside that feature of the RH-2-94 Decision, which has not been done in 
this case.  

IGUA supported CAPP’s suggestion that this case is simply an attempt to vary the Board’s 
RH-4-2001 Decision and that TransCanada is trying to do indirectly what it could not do 
directly.  IGUA submitted that in the RH-4-2001 Decision, the Board rejected the total return 
approach for determining the return component of just and reasonable tolls proposed by 
TransCanada, and also rejected that approach as a check for reasonableness on the traditional 
methodology.  

Finally, IGUA argued that it is more appropriate for the Board to look at significant changes in 
business risk if the request for a change in capital structure occurs shortly after the last decision 
on the matter.  A clean slate approach is only appropriate if the Board is dealing with a case that 
is occurring a substantial period of time after the ratios were initially established.  

Coral  

Coral Energy Canada Inc. (Coral) did not make submissions regarding which methodology the 
Board should employ in determining TransCanada’s capital structure.  Coral acknowledged that 
as a practical matter, it acceded to TransCanada’s position that the Board should employ the 
clean-slate methodology but noted that this should not be taken as a concession that Coral had to 
do so or as disagreement with the submissions for CAPP or IGUA on that point. 

Ontario 

The Minister of Energy for the Province of Ontario (Ontario) raised a number of legal principles 
for the Board to consider in relation to TransCanada’s application.  Among them, Ontario 
submitted that the Act contains no provision that requires the Board to determine a utility’s rate 
of return on capital; the Act requires only that all tolls be just and reasonable.  Ontario cited the 
Federal Court of Appeal in TransCanada v. NEB in support of its submission that the Board’s 
authority to determine just and reasonable tolls is not limited by any statutory direction; instead it 
is guided by its own judgment.  Ontario also stated that customers and consumers have an 
interest in ensuring that the Mainline’s costs are not overstated. 

It was noted by Ontario that the Board has adopted a cost of service methodology, although it 
was open to the Board to choose one of many approaches.  Ontario argued that, having chosen 
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this approach, the Board must faithfully determine the Mainline’s costs.  In cost of capital 
proceedings, the Board is entitled to estimate the cost of capital, including the deemed equity 
level of the Mainline and the Mainline’s overall return on capital, on the basis of the evidence 
before it and its own judgment.  

Views of the Board 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the Mainline’s 2004 ROE has already been 
established through the application of the RH-2-94 Formula and is not at 
issue in this proceeding.  Determining the appropriate capital structure for 
the Mainline is the central issue within this proceeding; however, the 
central legal issue is whether the Board is legally compelled to employ a 
specific methodology in arriving at its determination of an appropriate 
capital structure for the Mainline.  The submissions of parties concerning 
the Board’s legal obligations in establishing the Mainline’s capital 
structure raised points relating to four factors:  the Act’s requirement for 
just and reasonable tolls; cost of service regulation; the fair return 
standard; and the methodology to be used to determine capital structure. 

Just and Reasonable Tolls 

Any consideration of tolls must commence with an examination of the 
Board’s mandate as set out in section 62 of the Act: 

All tolls shall be just and reasonable, and shall always, under 
substantially similar circumstances and conditions with respect 
to all traffic of the same description carried over the same route, 
be charged equally to all persons at the same rate. 

The methodology that the Board must employ in setting just and 
reasonable tolls is not prescribed by law, nor is there any statutory 
obligation requiring the Board to specifically consider and establish a rate 
of return for the companies it regulates.  The Federal Court of Appeal in 
TransCanada v. NEB held that while the Board has, for the Mainline, 
traditionally applied a cost of service methodology from which just and 
reasonable tolls are derived, the Board may adopt a different methodology 
for determining tolls.14  This finding affirms a similar principle found in 
two previous decisions of that same Court.15  

                                                           
14  TransCanada v. NEB, supra note 8 at paras. 29 and 30 

15  The Court specifically affirmed its previous decision in B.C. Hydro (infra note 18) and, by doing so, also affirmed the 
same finding it made in Trans Mountain (infra note 16) 
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In Trans Mountain Pipe Line Company v. National Energy Board et al.,16 
the Federal Court of Appeal found that the method to be used and the 
factors to be considered in determining tolls: 

must be left to the discretion of the Board which possesses in 
that field an expertise that judges do not normally have.  If, as it 
has clearly done in this case, the Board addresses its mind to the 
right question, namely, the justness and reasonableness of the 
tolls, and does not base its decision on clearly irrelevant 
considerations, it does not commit an error of law merely 
because it assesses the justness and reasonableness of the tolls 
in a manner different from that which the Court would have 
adopted.17 

The broad authority of the Board was also set out in B.C. Hydro and 
Power Authority v. Westcoast Transmission Company Ltd. et al.18  In that 
case, the Court noted that the regulatory system established by Part IV of 
the National Energy Board Act differs from the situation in Northwestern 
Utilities (1929) where there were specific statutory directions to the Public 
Utilities Board contained in the Gas Utilities Act.  Thurlow C.J. in 
B.C. Hydro went on to state: 

There are no like provisions in Part IV of the National Energy 
Board Act.  Under it, tolls are to be just and reasonable and may 
be charged only as specified in a tariff that has been filed with 
the Board and is in effect.  The Board is given authority in the 
broadest of terms to make orders with respect to all matters 
relating to them.  Plainly, the Board has authority to make 
orders designed to ensure that the tolls to be charged by a 
pipeline company will be just and reasonable.  But its power in 
that respect is not trammelled or fettered by statutory rules or 
directions as to how that function is to be carried out or how the 
purpose is to be achieved.  In particular, there are no statutory 
directions that, in considering whether tolls that a pipeline 
company proposes to charge are just and reasonable, the Board 
must adopt any particular accounting approach or device or that 
it must do so by determining cost of service and a rate base and 
fixing a fair return thereon.19 

                                                           
16  Trans Mountain Pipe Line Company v. National Energy Board et al., [1979] 2 F.C. 118 [hereinafter Trans Mountain] 

17  Ibid. at para. 9 

18  B.C. Hydro and Power Authority v. Westcoast Transmission Company Ltd. et al., [1981] 2 F.C. 646 (C.A.) [hereinafter 
B.C. Hydro] 

19  Ibid. at pp. 655-656 
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Cost of Service Regulation 

It has been the Board’s practice since its first rate hearing, RH-1-70, to 
utilize a forward test year cost of service approach to set tolls for the 
Mainline.  This approach involves estimating the costs to be incurred by 
the Mainline over a future period, known as a test year.  In order to 
recover its approved costs, the Board permits TransCanada to charge the 
Mainline’s customers tolls.  These tolls should provide TransCanada with 
sufficient revenue to recover the Mainline’s prudently incurred costs, 
including its cost of capital, while at the same time “fairly allocating 
charges to users in relation to the costs and benefits of different 
services.”20 

The Federal Court of Appeal in TransCanada v. NEB noted that once the 
Board adopted the cost of service methodology “it had to faithfully 
determine the Mainline’s costs based upon the evidence and its own sound 
judgment.”21  As the Court also pointed out, the largest component of the 
Mainline’s costs is its cost of capital, which is included in the Mainline’s 
cost of service.22 

Rothstein J.A. in TransCanada v. NEB described the cost of capital to a 
utility this way: 

The cost of capital to a utility is equivalent to the aggregate 
return on investment investors require in order to keep their 
capital invested in the utility and to invest new capital in the 
utility.  That return will be made in the form of interest on debt 
and dividends and capital appreciation on equity.  Usually, that 
return is expressed as the rate of return investors require on their 
debt or equity investments.23 

Under the Board’s traditional approach, once the Board has established a 
rate of return on equity and debt, the two numbers are consolidated into a 
composite rate of return on capital, based upon the relative amounts of 
debt and equity in the capital structure.  The Board constructs for each 
pipeline a capital structure, which reflects the amount of debt and equity 
the pipeline needs to finance its prudently incurred costs.  This assessment 
is made with the assistance of expert evidence.  In order to account for the 
greater or lesser risk attributed to an individual pipeline, the equity 
component of the capital structure is adjusted.  The higher the risk 
attributed to a pipeline, the greater the required equity component of its 
capital structure.  This is so, because equity serves as support for debt, 

                                                           
20  TransCanada v. NEB, supra note 8 at para. 5 

21  Ibid. at para. 32 

22  Ibid. at para. 5 

23  Ibid. at para. 6 
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whose repayment is most often fixed.  A higher level of equity provides 
comfort to debt lenders by improving the likelihood that their investment 
will be recovered in the event the corporation cannot meet its financial 
obligations. 

Fair Return Standard 

A number of parties cited case law, in addition to those cases already 
discussed in these Views of the Board, in their arguments regarding the 
determination of the cost of capital and the overall return.  Northwestern 
Utilities (1929), Bluefield and Hope are the leading cases with respect to 
the fair return standard.  For ease of reference, the relevant passages are 
reproduced herein. 

In Northwestern Utilities (1929) Lamont J. of the Supreme Court of 
Canada held that: 

The duty of the Board was to fix fair and reasonable rates; rates 
which, under the circumstances, would be fair to the consumer 
on the one hand, and which, on the other hand, would secure to 
the company a fair return for the capital invested.  By a fair 
return is meant that the company will be allowed as large a 
return on the capital invested in its enterprise (which will be net 
to the company) as it would receive if it were investing the same 
amount in other securities possessing an attractiveness, stability 
and certainty equal to that of the company’s enterprise.24 

In Bluefield, the US Supreme Court stated: 

The company contends that the rate of return is too low and 
confiscatory.  What annual rate will constitute just 
compensation depends upon many circumstances, and must be 
determined by the exercise of a fair and enlightened judgment, 
having regard to all relevant facts.  A public utility is entitled to 
such rates as will permit it to earn a return on the value of the 
property which it employs for the convenience of the public 
equal to that generally being made at the same time and in the 
same general part of the country on investments in other 
business undertakings which are attended by corresponding 
risks and uncertainties; but it has no constitutional right to 
profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable 
enterprises or speculative ventures.  The return should be 
reasonably sufficient to assure confidence in the financial 
soundness of the utility and should be adequate, under efficient 
and economical management, to maintain and support its credit 

                                                           
24  Northwestern Utilities (1929), supra note 9 at pp. 192-193 
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and enable it to raise the money necessary for the proper 
discharge of its public duties.  A rate of return may be 
reasonable at one time and become too high or too low by 
changes affecting opportunities for investment, the money 
market and business conditions generally.25 

Finally, in Hope, the US Supreme Court stated: 

We held in Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas 
Pipeline Co., that the Commission was not bound to the use of 
any single formula or combination of formulae in determining 
rates.  Its ratemaking function, moreover, involves the making 
of “pragmatic adjustments.”  And when the Commission’s order 
is challenged in the courts, the question is whether that order 
“viewed in its entirety” meets the requirements of the Act.  
Under the statutory standard of “just and reasonable” it is the 
result reached not the method employed which is controlling.  It 
is not theory but the impact of the rate order which counts.  If 
the total effect of the rate order cannot be said to be unjust and 
unreasonable, judicial inquiry under the Act is at an end.  The 
fact that the method employed to reach that result may contain 
infirmities is not then important.  Moreover, the Commission’s 
order does not become suspect by reason of the fact that it is 
challenged.  It is the product of expert judgment which carries a 
presumption of validity.  And he who would upset the rate order 
under the Act carries the heavy burden of making a convincing 
showing that it is invalid because it is unjust and unreasonable 
in its consequences.   

The rate-making process under the Act, i.e., the fixing of “just 
and reasonable” rates, involves a balancing of the investor and 
the consumer interests.  Thus we stated in the Natural Gas 
Pipeline Co. Case that “regulation does not insure that the 
business shall produce net revenues”.  But such considerations 
aside, the investor interest has a legitimate concern with the 
financial integrity of the company whose rates are being 
regulated.  From the investor or company point of view it is 
important that there be enough revenue not only for operating 
expenses but also for the capital costs of the business.  These 
include service on the debt and dividends on the stock.  By that 
standard the return to the equity owner should be commensurate 
with returns on investments in other enterprises having 
corresponding risks.  That return, moreover, should be sufficient 
to assure confidence in the financial integrity of the enterprise, 
so as to maintain its credit and to attract capital.  The conditions 

                                                           
25 Bluefield, supra note 10 at pp. 692-693 
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under which more or less might be allowed are not important 
here.  Nor is it important to this case to determine the various 
permissible ways in which any rate base on which the return is 
computed might be arrived at.26 [citations omitted] 

RH-1-70 was the first proceeding under Part IV of the Act in respect of 
tolls to be charged by TransCanada.  In that Decision, the Board quoted 
extensively from, considered and relied upon these cases.  The Board 
concluded as follows in respect of the framework for consideration of an 
appropriate rate of return for TransCanada: 

The Board is of the opinion that in respect of rate regulation, its 
powers and responsibilities include on the one hand a 
responsibility to prevent exploitation of monopolistic 
opportunity to charge excessive prices, and equally include on 
the other hand the responsibility so to conduct the regulatory 
function that the regulated enterprise has the opportunity to 
recover its reasonable expenses, and to earn a reasonable return 
on capital usefully employed in providing utility service.  
Further, it holds that to be reasonable such return should be 
comparable with the return available from the application of the 
capital to other enterprises of like risk.  The Board accepts that, 
with qualifications, the rate of return is the concept perhaps 
most commonly used to project for some future period the ratio 
of return which has been found appropriate for the capital 
employed usefully by a regulated enterprise in providing utility 
service in a defined test period.27 

In the RH-4-2001 Reasons for Decision, the Board set out what it viewed 
as the attributes which a fair return ought to have.  One of the elements 
referred to was the appropriate balance of customer and investor interests.  
The Board went on to state that customer interest in rate of return matters 
relates most directly to the impact the approved return will have on tolls, 
and found this to be a relevant factor in the determination of a fair return.28  
In the RH-R-1-2002 Decision regarding TransCanada’s application for 
review of RH-4-2001, the Board reiterated its view that the balance of 
interests between consumers and investors in the utility could be taken 
into account.29  On appeal of this point, the Federal Court of Appeal in 
TransCanada v. NEB agreed with TransCanada’s argument that the 
required rate of return on equity must be determined solely on the basis of 
the Mainline’s cost of equity capital.  The Court found that the impact of 

                                                           
26  Hope, supra note 11 at pp. 602-603 

27  RH-1-70, supra note 13 at p. 7-5 

28  RH-4-2001, supra note 4 at pp. 11-12 

29  RH-R-1-2002, supra note 5 at p. 1  



 

RH-2-2004, Phase II 17 

any resulting toll increases on customers is not a relevant consideration in 
that determination.30  While consumers have an interest in ensuring that 
the Mainline’s costs are not overstated and therefore may provide 
evidence, it must pertain to the costs of the Mainline.  The Court noted 
that the Board could take increases in tolls into account in considering 
whether the tolls should be phased in over time to ameliorate any rate 
shock.  The Court went on to find that there was no evidence that the 
Board took the impact on consumers into account in making its 
determination of the Mainline’s return on equity31 and the appeal was 
denied.  The Board confirmed, in its 19 November 2004 ruling on a 
TransCanada motion (see Appendix III), that it would not give weight to 
any evidence pertaining to the impact of tolls on customers in making the 
determinations to be made in Phase II. 

The Board is of the view that the fair return standard can be articulated by 
having reference to three particular requirements.  Specifically, a fair or 
reasonable return on capital should: 

• be comparable to the return available from the application of 
the invested capital to other enterprises of like risk (the 
comparable investment standard);  

• enable the financial integrity of the regulated enterprise to be 
maintained (the financial integrity standard); and  

• permit incremental capital to be attracted to the enterprise on 
reasonable terms and conditions (the capital attraction 
standard). 

In the Board’s view, the determination of a fair return in accordance with 
these enunciated standards will, when combined with other aspects for the 
Mainline’s revenue requirement, result in tolls that are just and reasonable. 

Methodology to Determine Capital Structure  

The preceding discussion sets out the framework for the Board’s 
consideration of the cost of capital issues.  Different views were presented 
regarding which approach should be used in establishing the equity 
thickness, and to what determinations the fair return standard would apply. 

IGUA argued that the RH-2-94 Decision includes a reassessment 
mechanism, based on criterion of significant change in business risk, 
which continues to apply.  IGUA further argued that a motion to vary and 
set aside this feature of the RH-2-94 Decision was required but was not 
done in this case.  In the Board’s view, the wording in the RH-2-94 
Decision established an expectation or desire on the part of the Board that 

                                                           
30  TransCanada v. NEB, supra note 8 at paras. 35-36 

31  Ibid. at para. 37 
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the capital structure decision would endure for a period of years.  The 
Decision further indicates that the Board would be prepared to consider a 
reassessment of capital structure in the event of a significant change in 
business risk, in corporate structure or in corporate financial fundamentals.  
In the Board’s view, the wording of the RH-2-94 Decision was not an 
attempt to establish a standard that, if not met, would preclude an 
applicant from filing an application, but rather was an indication of when 
the Board believed it would be appropriate to reconsider the matter.  
Further, the Board determined in its rulings prior to the oral portion of this 
hearing that it would not limit the examination of the capital structure 
issues to any particular methodology.  Thus, in the Board’s view, a motion 
to vary the RH-2-94 Decision was not necessary. 

TransCanada argued that the Board should make its determination on 
capital structure by examining the total return, as the Board must, as a 
matter of law, establish a fair overall return for the Mainline and it is to the 
overall return that the fair return standard applies.  From that finding, the 
Board can determine the Mainline’s equity component.  Included in this 
approach is TransCanada’s argument that the Board ought not to limit 
itself to examining changes in business risk since the last time the 
Mainline had its cost of capital assessed by the Board, in this case, in 
2001, but rather should apply a clean-slate approach. 

Many of the intervenors agreed that the Board is required to provide 
TransCanada a fair return, but disputed TransCanada’s contention that the 
Board is obligated to look at the overall return when setting the Mainline’s 
capital structure.  Instead, the intervenors favoured the Board’s traditional 
approach, wherein the Board first sets a return on equity and then 
undertakes an assessment of business and financial risks facing the 
pipeline.  This type of assessment typically looks at how each component 
of business risk has changed since the last time business risk was assessed.  
The final step in this approach involves the establishment of a capital 
structure or a common equity ratio that, when combined with the ROE, 
will result in an overall return commensurate with the level of business 
risk facing the investment.  Some intervenors referred to this as a purely 
arithmetic function.   

While some parties seemed somewhat entrenched early on in this 
proceeding regarding whether it was proper for a party on the opposing 
side to present its case according to a particular methodology, most 
seemed to recognize, as the hearing progressed, that the law did not 
prohibit the other approach.  The arguments tended to focus on which 
approach would be more appropriate for the Board to use in coming to a 
decision on capital structure.  Other than establishing that the return 
awarded to the company must meet the fair return standard, the case law 
provides no assistance on how this must be done. 
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The Board agrees with CAPP and others that historically the Board has 
examined the elements that go into determining total return separately 
rather than looking at specific evidence regarding overall return.  In the 
RH-2-94 Multi-Pipeline Cost of Capital Decision, the Board established 
the ROE for a benchmark pipeline to be applied to all pipelines in that 
hearing. It then determined that any risk differentials between the 
pipelines could be accounted for by adjusting the common equity ratio.32  
To do this, it started with an analysis of each pipeline’s business risk and 
then examined factors such as financing requirements, the pipeline’s size 
and its ability to access financial markets.33 

In RH-4-2001, the Board considered but rejected TransCanada’s 
ATWACC proposal.  The Board held that its assessment of how the 
Mainline’s business risk had changed since the consideration in the 
RH-2-94 Proceeding justified an increase in the Mainline’s common 
equity ratio.  The Board found in RH-4-2001, as it had in RH-1-70, that 
the determinations made were consistent with the legal principles set out 
therein, which included the fair return standard, and found that the 
decisions would result in a fair return for the Mainline. 

The Board also agrees with TransCanada that the case law establishes that 
it is the overall return on capital to the company which ought to meet the 
comparable investment, financial integrity and capital attraction 
requirements of the fair return standard.  However, this does not, in the 
Board’s view, require that the Board make the necessary determinations 
solely by means of examining evidence on overall return. 

Similarly, while it is open to the Board to look at changes in business risk 
since a previous decision to establish an equity thickness for the Mainline, 
it is also not restricted to this approach.  When the Board utilizes the 
traditional methodology, it ensures that each element that goes into the 
determination of the overall return is reasonable.  It then uses its judgment 
to ensure that the resulting return is a fair return in accordance with the 
legal requirements.  To this extent, the return on capital is not simply an 
arithmetic determination of various elements.  The Board must always 
apply its judgment to ensure the return on capital is fair.   

In short, as indicated by the Federal Court of Appeal in TransCanada 
v. NEB, when the Board employs a cost of service methodology, it must 
faithfully determine the Mainline’s costs based on the evidence and its 
own sound judgment.34  Beyond that, the Board is not required in law to 
subscribe to any particular methodology. 

                                                           
32  RH-2-94, supra note 1 at p. 6 

33  Ibid. at p. 25 

34  TransCanada v. NEB, supra note 8 at para. 32 
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Thus, the Board is neither limited to considering evidence pertaining to 
significant changes since it last established the Mainline’s capital 
structure, nor is it compelled to give weight to particular evidence 
pertaining to overall return.  The Board must consider all the evidence 
placed before it, decide what weight that evidence should be given and 
apply its judgment in making the required decisions.  In doing so, the 
Board must satisfy itself that these decisions are consistent with the Act’s 
requirement for just and reasonable tolls and that, since the Mainline 
operates under cost of service regulation, the return on capital to the 
company meets the fair return standard.  In this hearing, the Board must 
apply its judgment to satisfy itself that the approved common equity ratio, 
when combined with the Mainline’s ROE of 9.56 percent, will result in a 
fair return on equity for TransCanada in 2004. 

What weight a specific piece of evidence or methodology should be given 
is a matter of judgment.  In the following chapters of these Reasons for 
Decision, the Board has summarized the evidence and position of parties 
and expressed views concerning the weight that such evidence ought to be 
afforded in making the various determinations to be made in Phase II. 
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