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Interrogatory # 29 
 
Ref: Exh. B/T 3/S 1  
  
Issue 1.1: Has the need for the proposed project been established? 
 
Two large commercial wind farms inject into the transmission system serving Bruce – 

Amaranth and Kingsbridge. Amaranth has completed two years of service, and 

Kingsbridge is now about two weeks short of two years of service. In its first two individual 

years of service, Amaranth's output exceeded 50% capacity factor in 22% and 24% of the 

hours in the respective years. If transmission service to Amaranth was limited to 50% of 

the nameplate capacity of the farm, the output in year one would have been reduced by 

4.6% of CF and the output in year two would have been reduced by 5.4% of CF. The 

bottled power lost to the customer would have been 27 GWh in year one and 32 GWh in 

year two. The market value of the replacement power to customers would have been about 

$1.2 million in year one and $1.5 million in year two.  

 

Similarly, for Kingsbridge output exceeded 50% CF in 28% and 32% of the hours in the 

respective years. If transmission service to Kingsbridge was limited to 50% of the 

nameplate capacity of the farm, the output in year one would have been reduced by 6.4% 

of CF and the output in year to date two would have been reduced by 8.2% of CF. The 

bottled power lost to the customer would have been 22 GWh in year one and 28 GWh in 

year two. The market value of the replacement would have cost customers about $1 million 

and $1.3 million per year respectively.  
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The correlation coefficient for output from the two farms is approximately 75%. The 

correlation coefficient for output from wind power and nuclear in the region is much 

lower. This indicates that if transmission capacity to a wind generation region was limited 

to 50% of the nameplate, the bottle power lost to customers would be much less than 

estimated above.  

 

Similar to wind power, the nuclear station at Bruce rarely generates at or close to its full 

nameplate capacity. Wind power in Ontario, like most regions of the northern hemisphere 

at our latitude, is subject to a very reliable drop in wind output during summer. 

 

a) Please indicate the net consumer impact, including transmission cost and 

replacement generation cost, of sizing the peak summer transmission capacity with 

firm capacity to serve 50% of the expected nameplate capacity of wind power in the 

Bruce region and 7/8ths or 87.5% CF of the expected nameplate nuclear capacity. 

 

b) Please provide any analysis done by Hydro One or the OPA analyzing the 

economically optimal sizing of transmission capacity serving the Bruce region. 

 

c) Please confirm that all generation figures in Figure 1 on Page 2 reflect forecast 

resource nameplate capacity without any adjustment for reliability.  

 

 


