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go down that avenue instead of the seeking to undertake the
environmental assessment, they would still have the
obligation or the MOECC would still have to undertake for
consultation with the affected First Nation communities; is
that correct?

MR. EVERS: Are you looking for the process for the
declaration order in general?

MS. MACDONALD: I suppose so. I just want to confirm
that if a declaration order, if that's how Hydro One, I
guess, gets through the MOECC's process, that even through
the declaration order there still is a requirement for
consultation with affected First Nations and Métis
communities.

MR. EVERS: Yes, so with the request for a declaration
order they would likely submit any consultation that
occurred. We would do our own consultation with affected
Indigenous communities, and then once a draft declaration
order was completed it would be posted on the Environmental
Registry of Ontario, likely for a 45- or more-day period
for comment, and Indigenous communities would also have
that opportunity to comment during that period as well.

MS. MACDONALD: Oh, okay. Thank you.

So consultation with BZA would still be required
through -- you know, if a declaration order were sought?
Correct?

MR. EVERS: That's right.

MS. MACDONALD: Okay. Thank you.

I just want to confirm -- I don't know if you can

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 (416) 861-8720
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MR. ADAMSON: We can provide that undertaking, vyes.

MS. CRNOJACKI: That will be JT1.32, for MOECC to
provide information on any exemptions, orders, regulations
granted within the last ten years.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.32: FOR MOECC TO PROVIDE

INFORMATION ON ANY EXEMPTIONS, ORDERS, REGULATIONS

GRANTED WITHIN THE LAST TEN YEARS; TO LOOK INTO ANY

REGULATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN REQUESTED BY PROPONENTS

MR. RUBENSTEIN: If I can just add, with respect to
that undertaking, I was wondering if Mr. Murray agrees, if
you can not just provide if any regulations, I guess, have
been passed exempting, but if any have been requested by
proponents.

MR. ADAMSON: I'm guessing that may be impossible to
get that information together. I don't even know if it
exists, but we'll certainly undertake to look into it.

MR. MURRAY: Thank you.

And am I understanding from in your evidence is that,
be it the declaratory order and exempting regulation, in
either case, Hydro One can't really apply for it until the
NextBridge EA is complete? Is that a correct
understanding?

MR. EVERS: No, they can apply or request a
declaration order or an exemption regulation, but from our
understanding in the meetings that we've participated in
with Hydro One is that their request would be on the basis
of using NextBridge's EA.

MR. MURRAY: And so assuming that's the case, you

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
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wouldn't -- the Ministry wouldn't likely be in a position
to kind of consider that declaratory order exempting
regulation until the NextBridge EA is completed.

MR. EVERS: That's correct. We'd have to wait for a
decision on the Minister's -- or a Minister's decision on
the undertaking.

MR. MURRAY: So, now, taking a step back and going
back to the normal EA process, assuming Hydro One was to
file their notice of commencement of the terms of reference
tomorrow, can you give me a -- I realize it will wvary
depending on the nature of the project. Can you give me
some sort of idea of how long it would take for that to
wind its way to a decision, ultimately?

MR. EVERS: So a large part of the environmental
assessment process is proponent-driven, so the pre-
submission consultation that would be undertaken by the
proponent with the public or Indigenous communities up
until doing field studies, putting together the
documentation, that's all led by the proponent, so we can't
comment on how quickly Hydro One would be able to complete
that information.

However, once we do have a deadlines regulation that
outlines or prescribes the deadlines for a Minister's
decision on a terms of reference and an environmental
assessment, so for terms of reference, once the final
environmental assessment -- or final terms of reference are
submitted, the Minister would make a decision after 12

weeks, on an environment assessment, once the final

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
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environmental assessment is submitted is generally 30
weeks.

However, i1f a Minister's decision is made after those
deadlines, his decision is still wvalid, or his or her
decision is still wvalid, so in that context you're looking
for about 40 to 42 weeks with us, and then whatever time it
would take for them to do their field studies and put
together their documentation and submit it to the Ministry.

MS. CROSS: The advice we generally give proponents is
to estimate anywhere from three to five years to complete
the entire environmental assessment process from terms of
reference to a decision on the environmental assessment.

MR. MURRAY: But you would agree that in some
circumstances -- I believe one recent case, the Bruce to
Milton, it was done in 18 months. Is that...

MR. EVERS: Two years and four months.

MR. MURRAY: Two years, and that's not very good.

Now, Hydro One says it needs its EA approval by June
2019. 1Is such an estimate outside of the range of what's
even realistic or possible, in your view?

MS. CROSS: 1In our experience, it is not something
we've ever seen a proponent do.

It would assume there are no outstanding issues, that
all baseline study have completed. It is not something
we've seen done in that sort of a timeframe.

MR. MURRAY: 1I'd like to now turn to page 4 of your
evidence -- actually, no, just before we leave that. I

think one issue here that might be different from other

3
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suppose that one applicant completed an air quality study
over a certain area, and then a second applicant completed
a supplemental study for the air quality which wasn't
studied as part of the first study.

Could that kind of supplemental study, in addition to
the original study, satisfy the MOECC's requirement with
respect to an air quality study?

MR. EVERS: Again, I don't think we've ever seen that
happen, or we're not aware of that happening, so...

MR. MURRAY: I guess what we'd say is -- you are not
saying it's a non-starter. It would depend on a situation,
but it's something you'd consider at the time.

MR. EVERS: It would be likely something that we could
consider, yes.

MR. MURRAY: ©Now, I'd like to turn and talk a little
bit about the NextBridge EA.

In August 2014, the MOECC approved NextBridge's terms
of reference for the EA. In your evidence, the next date I
see referenced is February 1l6th, 2018, when they filed
their amended EA.

Can you tell me a little bit about what happened
between August 2014 and February 2018, in terms of the EA
work that was done on the NextBridge?

MR. EVERS: Well, a large part of that would have been
NextBridge completing field studies and preparing their
documentation. After the terms of reference was approved
in August 2014, that's what they would have done. And then

NextBridge did submit a draft environmental assessment to

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
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the Ministry for review. I believe that was in December
2016, and then -- which the Ministry and others commented
on it, and provided comments to NextBridge.

In July of 2017, NextBridge did submit a final
environmental assessment. Through the review, we've
identified some concerns and based on that, NextBridge
submitted an amended environmental assessment in February
of 2018.

MR. MURRAY: And my understanding is when that was
submitted then, there was a period of -- was it either 30
or 45 days for comments, public comments on the resubmitted
EA. Do I have that right?

MR. EVERS: Yes. So on the amended environmental
assessment, the comment period was February 16th to March
29th, 2018.

MR. MURRAY: Did anyone provide comments on the
amended EA?

MR. EVERS: They did.

MR. MURRAY: Did anyone oppose the construction of the
EWT line in their comments?

MR. EVERS: Not that I'm aware of, no.

MR. MURRAY: 1If I could ask to —-- once again on page
4, I'm now looking at the last sentence on page 4 of the
evidence, where it's written:

"Once the MOECC review and consultation is
complete, MOECC staff prepare a decision package
for the Minister of the Environment and Climate

Change. It is anticipated that a decision
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package for NextBridge's East-West Tie project
will be prepared for the Minister in late fall
2018."

So when I see the words late fall, I interpret that to
mean November, or perhaps early December. Is that -- am I
reading that right? Is that sort of the time period we're
looking at?

MR. EVERS: Yes, likely November, December, yes.

MR. MURRAY: And then at this point, a package goes to
the Minister, a decision package?

MR. EVERS: Well, that's -- so the Minister's decision
we're anticipating for late fall 2018. But yes, before
that, a decision package would be provided to the Minister.

MR. MURRAY: Then once the Minister has the decision
package, how long does it take for the Minister to make a
decision, typically?

MR. EVERS: Yes, it's -- I can't make -- a can't make
a statement about that.

MR. MURRAY: I saw a reference to 13 weeks in like
kind of the flow chart of the various things. Is that sort
of a deadline in terms of the Minister --

MR. EVERS: It's a timeline that's prescribed in the
deadlines regulation. So once the comment period on the
Minister review closes, so that five-week period, there is
a 13-week period where we do issues resolution. So if
there's comments received on the Minister review, we
provide those to the proponent for review and responses.

And often we'll send those back to the commenters to review

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
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as well.

And in that 13-week period, we also draft the decision
package. That's got -- that gets provided to the Minister.
So 13 weeks, yes, but again, if the Minister makes a
decision after that 13 weeks, it doesn't make that decision
invalid.

MR. MURRAY: I guess what I'm saying is -- that 13-
week kind of deadline period, does that kick in -- are we
talking about mid November, early December. Is it 13 weeks
from there?

MR. EVERS: The 13 weeks would be at the end of the
Minister review period. So if we published a Minister
review in the summer, there would be a five week timeline
for receiving comments. And after that five week timeline,
the 13 weeks would kick in. So that late fall is the end
of the 13-week timeline.

MR. MURRAY: The 13-week timeline. And you said you
couldn't speculate as to how long the Minister would take.
Can you give me a range, in terms of -- are these things
usually -- is it a week, is it two weeks? Is it a month?

MR. EVERS: Well, it's the Minister's decision and
Cabinet concurrence, so it also has to go to Cabinet for a
decision. So it depends on the project.

MS. CROSS: And the Cabinet schedule.

MR. MURRAY: But we wouldn't be looking at a day or
two. It could potentially be a month or two?

MS. CROSS: Yes.

MR. MURRAY: Could it be longer? Could it be six

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 (416) 861-8720
10



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

277

28

189

months?

MR. EVERS: We've had that happen, yes.

MR. MURRAY: I see reference in some of the documents
to the Minister being asked to refer an environmental
assessment application to the environmental review
tribunal. Can you explain to me how that process works?

MR. EVERS: Sure. So the Minister review document
that is published by the Ministry outlines a process for
interested persons, so the Indigenous communities or the
public. If there is an outstanding concern that they feel
hasn't been addressed, they can submit a request for a
mediation or part or all of the environmental assessment to
be referred to the Environmental Review Tribunal. Once we
receive those requests we would do a review, but the
Minister ultimately makes the decision whether to refer to
mediation or refer to the Environmental Review Tribunal.

MR. MURRAY: And can you give me a sense of if that
request was made in the circumstance how long -- what sort
of impact that would have on the time lines in terms of
making a final decision on the EA?

MR. EVERS: Based on my experience, we haven't -- we
haven't had to review -- or send a project to mediation or
the Environmental Review Tribunal, based on my experience,
so I can't really -- I can't really comment.

MR. MURRAY: So I guess you answered my next question.
My next question was how often does this happen. So in
your experience this doesn't happen.

MR. EVERS: No.

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.

(613) 564-2727 (416) 861-8720
11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

277

28

190

MR. MURRAY: Are you aware of any parties who said
that they will take NextBridge either to the ERT or
indicate that they seek some sort of judicial intervention
in this matter?

MR. EVERS: No, no, not that I'm aware of so far.

MR. MURRAY: And one final question. Can NextBridge
kind of begin their clearing of their land without the
approval for the EA, or does the EA have to be granted
before that can be done?

MR. EVERS: The EA has to be granted.

MS. CROSS: And they would need to obtain —--

MR. EVERS: Whatever permits.

MS. CROSS: -- permits from other regulators,
including the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry.

MR. EVERS: So the EA process is generally the first
process that proponents will complete, and then there is,
depending on the project, subsequent permits and approvals
that need to be obtained.

MR. MURRAY: One other question I have is -- I don't
know if you are aware, but one guestion the Board asked be
addressed in this motion is the scenario where NextBridge
would build the line up until both ends of the park and
then Hydro One would reinforce the line through the park.

To the extent that that scenario was to move forward,
can you give me a sense, in terms of, would that require a
whole new EA, would that be an amendment to the EA? 1In
either -- in whichever scenario it ends up being, can you

give me a sense of how long that would take?

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
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STAFFE INTERROGATORY #43

INTERROGATORY

Ref: Evidence EB-2017-0182 Exhibit J, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 1,
Preamble:

“The final EA was submitted to MOECC on July 5, 2017 and will be available for public
review and comment and on NextBridge’s website on July 25, 2017".

Questions:

a) Please provide an update on the status of the final EA and anticipated approval
date.

b) Please discuss if there are any anticipated delays of the EA approval that would
affect the proposed in-service date of December 20207

c) Does NextBridge anticipate any appeals of its EA and the impact of such an appeal
on the construction schedule?

RESPONSE

a) A final EA Report was submitted to MOECC in July 2017, with the comment period
ending in September 2017. During the comment period, NextBridge received
comments on the final EA Report and corresponded with the MOECC and MNRF to
discuss feedback on the draft and final EA reports. On October 2, 2017, NextBridge
filed a letter with the MOECC committing to amend the EA report to address the
feedback received from the provincial government review team, Indigenous
communities and other interested persons. The amended EA Report will be submitted
in Q1 2018 and it is anticipated that the MOECC will approve the EA in early Q4 2018.

b) There are currently no anticipated delays of the EA approval that would affect the
proposed in-service date of December 2020.

c) NextBridge is not aware of any third party plans to appeal the amended EA.
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CCC INTERROGATORY #1

INTERROGATORY

Ex. B/T1/S1/p. 3

The evidence states that the proposed in-service date of the New EWT Line is December
2020, with construction scheduled to commence no later than Q4 2018.

a) When does NextBridge require an OEB Decision in order to commence
construction as proposed?

b) What are the implications that would arise if construction does not commence in
Q4 2018? Would a delay impact the project costs?

RESPONSE

a) NextBridge requires a decision approving its Leave to Construct from the OEB by the
end of July 2018 in order to commence construction as proposed, and achieve an in-
service date by the end of 2020.

b) The construction schedule for the EWT has seasonal constraints and the anticipated
cost effective clearing must commence during the winter months. Depending on the
duration of the delay beyond Q4 of 2018, construction clearing may have to be
postponed until the next winter season (resulting in up to 12 months delay to the in-
service date and increase to costs), or be done out of season, but the latter would have
considerable environmental permitting impacts (cost and time delays), in addition to
higher costs. Without knowing the duration of the delay beyond the fourth quarter of
2018, it is not possible to determine the impact that any delay may have on project
costs.
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HONI INTERROGATORY #1

INTERROGATORY

References:

(i) “As EA approval is not anticipated to be received prior to the Board making its
determination on the Application, NextBridge requests that the Board grant leave to
construct approval conditional on EA approval.” Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1 - Page
3

(i) “NextBridge requests a decision on this Application in the first quarter of 2018 in
order to meet the in-service date of December 2020.” Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1 -
Page 6

(i) “Project Schedule” Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1 - Attachment 1

a) Please provide an update on any environmental applications before the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change (“MOECC”) and an estimate of when NB
anticipates that the MOECC will provide NB approval on those applications?
(Reference i)

b) Is the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) approval still anticipated by Q2 of 20187
(Reference iii)

c) Should NB not receive leave to construct approval prior to the end of Q1 of 2018
and/or EA approval prior to the end of Q2 of 2018, please explain the relative impact
on the in-service date of December 2020. (Reference ii)

d) Please describe, in detail, the purpose, extent and impact of the EA Amendments filed
with the MOECC on November 14, 2017, "Notice of Intent to Amend the
Environmental Assessment Report NextBridge Infrastructure - East-West Tie
Transmission Project”, provided as Attachment 1.

e) Please provide the current expected schedule of completion, submission, review and
approval for the EA amendment.

f) If required, please provide a revised Project Schedule. Does NB anticipate that it will
need to delay the start of construction to wait for EA Approvals?

15



g) Have any of these amendments impacted the development costs as proposed in the

application?

RESPONSE

a) Please refer to NextBridge’s response to Board Staff Interrogatory #43, found at
Exhibit I.B.NextBridge.STAFF.43.

b) No. Please refer to NextBridge’s response to Board Staff Interrogatory #43, found at
Exhibit I.B.NextBridge.STAFF.43.

c) NextBridge does not currently anticipate any impact on the in service date of
December 2020 should it not receive leave to construct approval prior to the end of Q1
of 2018 and/or EA approval prior to the end of Q2 of 2018. Should leave to construct
approval be delayed beyond July 2018 and/or EA approval beyond early Q4 2018, the
December 2020 in service date could be impacted.

d) NextBridge, to date, has not filed any EA Amendments with MOECC. The Attachment

1 Notice of Intent to Amend the Environmental Assessment Report that was published
on November 14, 2017 announced NextBridge’s intent to amend the EA in response to
feedback received. The amended EA is expected to be submitted in Q1 of 2018.

During the EA reviews, the MOECC identified that the EA methodology, which used a
‘pathways effects analysis’ approach and terminology differed from that typically seen
in EA’s completed under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act (“EAA”).
NextBridge and the MOECC collaborated on the EA methodology and pathways
approach on drafts leading up to the submission of the EA in an effort to improve the
MOECC'’s understanding of this approach. In September 2017, NextBridge held a
collaborative workshop with staff from the MOECC and Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry (“MNRF") to discuss the concerns and options to address them. During
this workshop, it was determined that simplifying the methodology and aligning it with
typical EAs completed under the EAA would be the best approach for EA review and
approval. This was tabled by NextBridge.

As a result, the EA methodology has been revised in the amended EA Report to
address the comments received. The following provides an overview of the changes
made to the EA methodology since the final EA Report was submitted in July 2017.

e The term “effect pathway” has been removed and replaced by the term

“potential effect” throughout.
e “Assessment endpoints” are no longer used in the effects assessment.
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e Project footprint and local-scale effects have been identified more clearly and
examined within the context of their individual impact on the local environment.

e Net effects remaining after implementation of mitigation are no longer classified
as secondary or primary pathways. All net effects are now considered in the net
effects characterization.

e The structure of each assessment section has been revised to include a section
called “Potential Effects, Mitigation and Net Effects” for each criteria. Within this
section, each indicator is assessed consecutively and has subsections with a
description of the potential effects, mitigation, and net effects relevant to the
indicator (these are now presented in a sequential manner in the text using
subheadings).

e The net effects characterization for the environmental, social, or cultural
component sections includes a table summarizing the factors of significance
and other information about the predicted net effects.

e All predicted net effects are characterized to determine magnitude, duration,
geographic extent and other factors of significance, and the concept of
ecological context (e.g., population sustainability, adaptability, and resiliency) is
included in the net effects characterization and assessment of significance,
where relevant.

e An Annex (Site-Specific Mitigation Table) has been added to provide a list of
features/values anticipated to be directly affected by the Project, their location,
what Project component they are affected by (e.g., ROW, access road, laydown
area), a description of the potential effect to the feature, and a list of mitigation
that applies for each feature type.

e The Construction Environmental Protection Plan has been revised with
additional detail and specific mitigation measures for Project effects in the
Project ROW, access roads and construction disturbances.

e An Operations Environmental Management Plan has been added, and
conceptual operations and maintenance plans (e.g., draft Vegetation
Management Plan) are appended therein.

In addition, during consultation with the MOECC, the MOECC raised questions
regarding the incorporation of information from Indigenous consultation, Traditional
Ecological Knowledge and Traditional Land Use Study reports and comments available
from Indigenous communities on the EA reports (draft and final). The amended EA
Report has been updated to include updates on comments and studies received, as
well as to incorporate responses and relevant information into the EA.

NextBridge has also completed additional wildlife and water body field surveys and
received additional data since the submission of the final EA Report. Specifically, the
amended EA Report has been updated with additional data provided by MNRF

(e.g., for species at risk) and Indigenous communities throughout, where available and

17



f)

g)

applicable. Incorporation of the new data from the wildlife and water body field surveys
has also been incorporated in the amended EA Report where appropriate.

As consultation and engagement continued after submission of the final EA Report,
the Consultation and Engagement Summary and associated appendices have been
updated to include details on consultation and engagement activities occurring
between July 2017 and November 2017.

The current expected schedule of completion, submission, review and approval for the
EA amendment is below:

Submit Amended EA Report to MOECC Q1 2018
Amended EA Review Period Q1 - Early Q4 2018
Lieutenant Governor in Council Decision Early Q4 2018

NextBridge does not currently anticipate that it will need to delay the start of
construction to wait for EA Approvals and associated permits.

No, none of these amendments have impacted the development costs as proposed in
the application because the development period closed with the filing of the Leave to
Construct (“LTC”) application on July 31, 2017. Expenditures associated with EA
amendment activity are being recorded in the post-LTC Application filing period. The
scope of work was not anticipated at the time of the filing the LTC application and work
continues with respect to these amendments. At this time, NextBridge is not able to
conclude whether the expenditures will ultimately impact total project cost as presented
in Exhibit B, Tab 9, Schedule 1, Table 1.
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Long Term Electricity
Outlook for the Northwest
and Context for the
East-West Tie Expansion

June 30, 2011
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Long Term Electricity Outlook for the Northwest and Context for the East-West Tie Expansion

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In a letter to the Ontario Power Authority (“OPA”) dated April 25, 2011, the Ontario Energy
Board (“OEB”) wrote that it “is prepared to proceed with a designation process if project
planning is justified” for the proposed expansion of the East-West Tie (“E-W Tie”) between
Northeast and Northwest Ontario. In that regard, the OEB requested a report from the OPA
documenting the preliminary assessment of the need for a new E-W Tie line. The assessment
should be “sufficiently robust to allow the Board to determine whether the designation process
should be initiated”.

Further, the OEB also asked that the following information be included in the report:
e The line connection points to the existing system;
e Any specific routing requirements besides the connection points;
e The required carrying capacity of the line;
e Any technical requirements to address the system need identified above; and

e Any available information regarding benefits of the project to ratepayers.

This report responds to the OEB’s request and provides further information on the background
and rationale for the expanded E-W Tie, as well as the OPA’s recommendations on its scope and
timing. The report presents a preliminary assessment of need for a new E-W Tie line and
provides planning justification to support the implementation of the OEB’s transmitter
designation process. The OPA will update this assessment as required for future proceedings,
such as a Leave to Construct application undertaken by a selected transmitter.

This report is organized into the following sections:
e Section 2 provides background on the Northwest area;
e Section 3 describes the Northwest'’s electricity conservation and demand;

e Section 4 describes the Northwest’s internal and external supply resources;
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e Section 5 discusses planning considerations for the Northwest and context for the
E-W Tie expansion project;

e Section 6 provides the OPA’s recommendation; and

e Section 7 provides the project scope information requested by the OEB and outlines the
major milestones in the implementation of the E-W Tie project.
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2.0 THE NORTHWEST

Northwestern Ontario (“the Northwest”) consists of the districts of Kenora, Rainy River and
Thunder Bay, which is roughly the area north of Lake Superior stretching from the Wawa area
in the east to the Manitoba border in the west (see Figure 1). The area accounts for
approximately 60% of the land area in the province and approximately 2% of Ontario’s total
population. Approximately half of the population in the Northwest resides in the city of
Thunder Bay and the remaining population resides in rural and remote communities across the
region.

Figure 1: Map of Northwest Ontario
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3.0 NORTHWEST CONSERVATION AND DEMAND

The electric system in the Northwest is winter-peaking. Its demand exhibits a relatively flat daily
load profile that has less pronounced peaks than occur in Southern Ontario. This is due to the
predominance of large industrial loads in the Northwest, which tend to operate on a
continuous basis, as well as relatively minor cooling loads compared to Southern Ontario. The
concentration of industrial demand in the Northwest also leads to sizable swings in annual
energy demand as industries respond to economic changes. This section describes the
Northwest’s historical and forecast demand.

3.1 Historical Northwest Demand

Between 1985 and 2005, Northwest annual energy requirements and peak demand have been
in the range of 6.5 to 8 TWh and 950 to 1,150 MW, respectively. Since 2005, there has been a
significant decline in Northwest demand, due primarily to a downturn in the pulp and paper
industry. Northwest annual energy and peak demand declined by 45% (from 7.7 to 4.2 TWh)
and 35% (from 1,150 MW to 730 MW) respectively, between 2005 and 2010.

Figure 2: Historical Northwest Peak and Energy Demand
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3.2 Northwest Demand Scenarios

The Northwest’s future electricity demand is expected to continue to be driven largely by

industrial activities in the area. Key considerations are listed below.

The pulp and paper sector demand in the Northwest has declined over recent years. In
2010, the sector’s electrical demand was approximately 30% of 2005 levels. The extent
and pace of recovery of the sector will influence the region’s electricity demand.

The mining industry is growing in the Northwest. Mining operations have resumed at
the Lac Des lles palladium mine north of Thunder Bay and requests have been made for
additional supply for gold mines in the Red Lake and Pickle Lake areas. There have also
been several inquiries related to the development of new mines or resuming operation
at old mines in the area. Together, these developments will contribute to electricity
demand growth in the area.

There is the potential to develop an area situated about 300 km northeast of Thunder
Bay, known as the Ring of Fire, which has been found to contain high quality rare earth
metal ores, including chromite. Each active mine in the Ring of Fire could have a
demand of approximately 20 to 25 MW.

In addition, the OPA is developing a plan to connect remote communities beyond Pickle
Lake. This could add approximately 24 MW of load in the Northwest by 2020.

The extent to which these developments will materialize is still uncertain. To manage this

uncertainty, the OPA is considering two demand scenarios. The annual energy demand in

each scenario is shown in Figure 3 and the peak demand in each scenario is shown in

Figure 4. Scenario A illustrates a future in which the pulp and paper industry experiences a

partial recovery by 2020, and mining and related industries increase their demand in the

Northwest. Scenario B incorporates a similar recovery in the pulp and paper industry, but

assumes less mining expansion than Scenario A. These scenarios both include forecast

conservation savings, except demand response, which is included as a supply resource in

Section 4.1. These savings total approximately 0.5 TWh in 2031.
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1 Figure 3: Northwest Energy Demand Scenarios
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4.0 SUPPLYING NORTHWEST DEMAND

The Northwest is much more reliant on internal resources to supply demand than any other
area in Ontario. This is due to the limited capability of the Northwest’s interconnections with
neighbouring areas, which only allow a part of the Northwest’'s demand to be supplied by
external resources. The Northwest’s internal and external supply resources are discussed in
Sections 4.1 and 4.2, respectively, including the ways in which these resources are expected to
change over time. The expected contribution of these resources to meeting Northwest demand
in 2020 is described in Section 4.3.

4.1 The Northwest’s Internal Resources

Today, the Northwest system’s internal resources consist mainly of hydroelectric and coal-fired
generation, which together account for over 90% of the area’s internal resource capacity (see
Figure 5 below).

4.1.1 Current (2010) Internal Resources

Hydroelectric Generation

Hydroelectric generation accounts for just over half of the existing installed generation capacity
in the Northwest (see Figure 5). Most of the hydroelectric facilities in the Northwest are
run-of-river plants which have limited storage capability. The inability to store water from year
to year, combined with variations in hydraulic conditions, result in large annual variations in
energy production. Between 1985 and 2008, hydroelectric production in the Northwest ranged
between 2.5 TWh and 5 TWh per year, averaging approximately 4 TWh per year.

Due to varying availability of hydroelectric generation capacity and energy output, it is not
possible to rely on the Northwest’s hydroelectric generation to supply a fixed amount of
demand every year. Other resources are required to meet Northwest demand in low-water
years, as illustrated in Figure 6. This figure shows the types of resources used to meet
Northwest demand in 2003 and 2005. These years were chosen as they had similar levels of
demand, while 2003 was a low-water year and 2005 was a median-water year. As the figure
shows, coal and external resources were relied upon to replace lower hydroelectric output in
the low-water year. This illustrates the historical role of coal and external resources as “swing”
resources to complement variable hydroelectric output in the Northwest.
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Figure 5: Northwest Internal Resources by Type in 2010 (installed capacity)
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Coal-fired Generation

The Northwest’s two coal-fired generating stations, Thunder Bay and Atikokan, currently
provide about 500 MW or one third of the generation capacity in the Northwest system. These
plants serve as both base and peaking resources and historically have provided up to 3 TWh of
generation in the Northwest. The operational flexibility of the coal-fired plants also allows them
to complement the output of hydroelectric facilities in the area during low-water years.

Gas and Biomass Generation in the Northwest

At present, gas-fired and biomass generation account for a small portion of the Northwest
supply mix. Two natural-gas fired stations near Nipigon and Fort Frances have, until recently,
supplied approximately 150 MW of capacity and between 0.5 TWh and 1 TWh of energy per
year. As of 2010, the Fort Frances facility had been converted to biomass operation and its
installed capacity was reduced by approximately 50 MW.
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Figure 6: Comparison of Resources Used to Supply Northwest Demand (Historical)
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4.1.2 Changes to Northwest Internal Resources

In the Northwest, the resource mix is changing as government policies related to coal-fired
generation and renewable energy are implemented. The most significant changes and the
corresponding effects on the Northwest system are listed below.

The Thunder Bay and Atikokan coal-fired generation stations are to cease coal-fired
operation by the end of 2014 in accordance with Ontario Regulation 496/07.

The OPA has been directed to contract for the conversion of the Atikokan plant to run
using biomass fuel. Though it will still have a capacity of about 200 MW, its forecast fuel
availability will limit energy production to 140 GWh per year.

The government has stated that both currently operating Thunder Bay coal-fired units
are to be converted to use natural gas by 2014. Under gas-fired operation, the Thunder
Bay plant will be capable of providing the same capacity as it does today. However,
higher fuel costs under natural gas operation will make it better suited to peaking
operation.

Approximately 200 MW of new renewable resources have been contracted in the
Northwest through the RESOP, RES and FIT Programs. These new resources consist

primarily of wind and solar resources, but also include some hydroelectric and biomass
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generation. The load-meeting capability of these resources will be considered to
determine their contribution to meeting Northwest demand.

e Demand response resources in the Northwest are expected to total approximately
90 MW.

Over the next five years, these changes to the Northwest generation mix will increase the area’s
internal installed capacity. However, there will be less energy available from these internal
resources than has historically been the case. Furthermore, the only internal generation
resource that will be capable of providing flexible energy output will be the converted Thunder
Bay plant, which will have higher unit energy costs than it currently does.

4.2 Supplying the Northwest Using External Resources

Figure 7: Combined Import Capability is up to 570 MW into the Northwest
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The ability to supply Northwest demand using external resources is limited by the capability of
the interconnections with neighboring areas. Figure 7 above shows the Northwest transmission
system and its three interconnections with neighbouring areas: (1) the rest of the Ontario
system via the E-W Tie at Marathon, (2) the Manitoba system via an interconnection at Kenora,
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and (3) the Minnesota system via an interconnection at Fort Frances. The current use of these
interconnections is described in Section 4.2.1 below.

The capability of the three interconnections between the Northwest and neighbouring areas is
shown in Table 1 below. It should be noted that these interconnections cannot all be fully
utilized at the same time. They are limited to a combined import capability of 570 MW under
normal operating conditions, but this can only be achieved if there is sufficient reserve
generation on standby in the Northwest system.

Table 1: Capability of Interconnections between the Northwest and Neighbouring Areas

Capability to Transmit (MW)

Into Northwest Out of Northwest ‘

Interconnection

East-West Tie 350 325
Manitoba Interconnection 330 262
Minnesota Interconnection 90 140

Total Simultaneous Capability with
Up to 570 Up to 490

Sufficient Standby Generation
SOURCE: IESO

4.2.1 Historical Use of External Resources to Supply Northwest Demand

The Manitoba and Minnesota interconnections provide opportunities for economic power
transactions between Ontario and these jurisdictions. However, as there are currently no firm
import arrangements in place, these interconnections cannot be relied upon for planning
purposes to meet the Northwest’s supply needs. Some reinforcement of the Northwest
transmission system would be required to accommodate significant firm imports from these
jurisdictions. While these two interconnections cannot be used to plan firm capacity and energy
to supply the Northwest, they are crucial to the security and robustness of the Northwest
power system operationally, because they provide the only connection between the Northwest
system and the rest of the North American grid when the E-W Tie is out of service.

The existing E-W Tie is a 400 km double-circuit 230 kV transmission line connecting Wawa TS
and Lakehead TS. The E-W Tie, being part of the Ontario system, is an important source of firm
supply to the Northwest. It has been relied upon heavily to supply Northwest demand in low-
water years or during periods of high demand (see Figure 6).

While the nominal capacity of the existing E-W Tie’s westbound transfer is currently 350 MW,
there are a number of important considerations regarding this capability listed below.
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e The nominal westbound limit of 350 MW is based on operating the system to respect
the outage of one of the two circuits on the E-W Tie, which share a common tower line.
Elsewhere in Ontario the bulk electricity system is operated to respect the loss of both
circuits on a common tower line, a practice which complies with current IESO reliability
criteria and NERC system design standards. Consequently, the nominal westbound limit
of 350 MW for the E-W Tie does not conform to current reliability standards. Operating
to respect the loss of both E-W Tie circuits would reduce its transfer capability from
350 MW to 175 MW. Loss of the E-W Tie while it is transferring 350 MW could lead to
the interruption of load in the Northwest.

e Today, the IESO respects the double-circuit contingency limit (175 MW) on the E-W Tie
when an electrical storm is detected over the Northwest, as the likelihood of losing both
circuits is more likely during such events.

e Since 2006, there have been over 60 forced outages along the E-W Tie, averaging about
12 outages per year. Over a quarter of these outage events have been double-circuit
outages in which both E-W Tie circuits were forced out of service.

The E-W Tie plays a critical role in maintaining a reliable supply to the Northwest. Accordingly,
the points above are important considerations that must be factored into determining an
appropriate planning limit for the E-W Tie in Northwest supply assessments.

4.2.2 Planning to Current Reliability Standards

In general, the transmission system in Ontario is to be planned in accordance with the IESO’s
reliability criteria, which must comply with NPCC and NERC criteria. This was reinforced in a
memorandum of understanding between the OEB and NERC dated October 25, 2006. IESO and
NERC/NPCC reliability criteria all require that planners respect contingencies involving multiple
elements, including the outage of a double-circuit line.

The existing E-W Tie has not been designed to consider this level of reliability due to the terrain
and distance that the line has to traverse. However, any planned future developments in the
Northwest will need to meet current reliability standards. Compliance with these standards will
require that the transfer capability of the existing E-W Tie be reduced to 175 MW.
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4.3 Expected Contribution of Northwest Resources in 2020 with the Existing E-W Tie

As noted in the sections above, many changes to the Northwest power system will occur over
the next five years. The future impact of these changes has been simulated using UPLAN, an
energy simulation tool, assuming the existing E-W Tie capability is 175 MW to respect
NERC/NPCC criteria.

Figure 8: Gas and External Resources Make Up the Shortfall in Low-Water Years
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Figure 8 shows the types of resources expected to supply Northwest demand in 2020, under
both median-water and low-water conditions. These are compared to the resources used to
meet Northwest demand in 2007. The annual Northwest energy demand in 2007 is similar to
the forecast demand for the area in 2020. Figure 8 shows that under median-water conditions,
external resources and new renewable resources will be sufficient to provide most of the
energy that had been previously supplied by coal-fired generation. There will still be a need,
however, to dispatch the Thunder Bay plant uneconomically to meet Northwest demand. In a
low-water year, the reduced output from the hydroelectric plants must be replaced to meet
Northwest demand, and the contribution of the Thunder Bay plant is much higher than under
median-water conditions. Almost all of the output from Thunder Bay in the low-water
simulation is associated with uneconomic dispatch of the plant.

The OPA also simulated congestion on the E-W Tie in 2020 as part of its assessment. Figure 9
shows an illustrative duration curve for the unconstrained flow on the existing E-W Tie in 2020
13/21

Ontario Power Authority

120 Adelaide Street West, Ste. 1600, Toronto, Ontario M5H 1T1 Tel 416 967-7474 Fax 416 967-1947 Toll Free 1-800-797-9604
info@powerauthority.on.ca www.powerauthority.on.ca

32



o o0 b~ wWN

~

10
11
12
13

14

15

16
17

under median-water conditions, expressed as a percentage of time. The duration curve
represents the flow on the E-W Tie assuming no transmission constraints, and shows that the
E-W Tie would be relied upon approximately one-third of the time to supply the Northwest.
This is represented by the westbound flow into the Northwest through the E-W Tie. The
remainder of the time, the E-W Tie would supply energy to the rest of the Ontario system under
unconstrained conditions (which is represented by eastbound flow).

Both eastbound and westbound flows would have to be curtailed by operators in order to
respect the 175 MW transfer limits. Figure 9 shows the impact of the 175 MW eastbound and
westbound transfer limits on the operation of the existing E-W Tie. Under this simulation, there
would be congestion for over 50% of the time: approximately 20% of the time for westbound
flow, and 30% of the time for eastbound flow. When there is westbound congestion,
generation within the Northwest needs to be dispatched uneconomically to supply the area’s
demand. When there is eastbound congestion, Northwest generation needs to be constrained
off to respect the E-W Tie’s transfer limit.

Figure 9: Unconstrained E-W Tie Flow and Planning Limits

600
— EWT Flow for 2020
2 — = Eastbound Planning Limit
= Eastbound = = e B .
% aep 4 congestion would SelRenncanng: . Iny
o occur for over 30%
o of the year
5
[=]
=]
a
L
w
2
=
z
(=]
o
2 Westbound
& .
2 400 - congestion would
@ occurfor over 20%
2 of the year
600 % of Time
SOURCE: OPA

14/21

Ontario Power Authority

120 Adelaide Street West, Ste. 1600, Toronto, Ontario M5H 1T1 Tel 416 967-7474 Fax 416 967-1947 Toll Free 1-800-797-9604
info@powerauthority.on.ca www.powerauthority.on.ca

33



o g0~ wWN

~

10
11
12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32

5.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS AND CONTEXT FOR THE EAST-WEST TIE EXPANSION

In the last fifty years, increasing Northwest demand led to three major investment decisions:
the construction of the current E-W Tie, the Thunder Bay Generation Station and the Atikokan
Generation Station. The need for enhancing supply to the area is not driven by increased
demand or near term adequacy, but is primarily to maintain reliable, cost effective supply over
the long term in the Northwest reflecting the changes to the region’s supply mix, including the
phase-out of generation from coal. While the capacity of the Atikokan and Thunder Bay plants
will be maintained following conversion, the economics, availability and flexibility of the plants
will be altered.

In general, there are two basic alternatives for supplying the Northwest following the
conversion of the Atikokan and Thunder Bay plants: (1) using internal generation within the
Northwest, and (2) using external resources transferred via the E-W Tie. The OPA has compared
these two alternatives in terms of their cost-effectiveness, flexibility, ability to remove barriers
to renewable generation development, and other benefits in the subsections below.

5.1 Cost-Effectiveness Comparison

Expanding the E-W Tie would increase both the eastbound and westbound transfer capability of
this transmission interface. Increased westbound transfer capability would allow the Northwest
to be supplied by available lower-cost energy from the rest of Ontario. In the same way,
increasing the eastbound transfer capability could allow congested energy in the Northwest to
be transferred to the rest of Ontario displacing less economic generation. Increased eastbound
transfer capability would also increase the availability of Northwest generation capacity to
meet reliability needs in other parts of the province, and therefore delay the future potential
need for new capacity in the rest of Ontario.

For these reasons, expanding the E-W Tie, as compared to operating the converted Thunder
Bay plant uneconomically and eventually building new generation in the Northwest, holds the
potential for reducing the cost of electricity to ratepayers. To conduct a comparative
assessment of these two alternatives, it is necessary to evaluate the capital investment
required to expand the E-W Tie against the available savings from utilizing lower-cost energy
supply and from deferring the need for new generation capacity.

A cost-benefit analysis comparing the 50-year net present value between the existing and
expanded E-W Tie was conducted for the two demand scenarios described in Section 3.2. The
difference in system costs between the two alternatives was compared to the capital cost of
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expanding the E-W Tie to determine which alternative would be more cost-effective. The

system costs consist of the energy and emissions costs to supply demand in the Northwest and

the rest of Ontario, and the capital and fixed OM&A cost of additional generation capacity

required to preserve system reliability in the Northwest and Ontario as a whole. A range of

input assumptions were used for both demand scenarios to account for the potential volatility

in natural gas prices, carbon prices and E-W Tie expansion cost. The following assumptions

were used in the net-present value analysis.

e For the purposes of modeling, the expanded E-W Tie was assumed to come into service

by the end of 2017 and would have a life of 50 years. A base capital cost of $600 million

was used for planning purposes.’ A range of capital costs was also considered.

e The existing E-W Tie has westbound and eastbound capabilities of 175 MW. The

expanded E-W Tie has total westbound and eastbound capabilities of 650 MW.

e New capacity needs in the Northwest and the rest of Ontario are added as required to

satisfy adequacy criteria. System generation capacity needs for reliability purposes were

estimated assuming dependable water (i.e., “low-water”) conditions in the Northwest.

e Median-water hydroelectric energy output was used for energy simulation purposes.

Consideration of low-water years would improve the cost-effectiveness of the E-W Tie.

e Natural gas forecast real (2010 S Cdn) prices are assumed to be $6.8/MMBtu
throughout the study. A range of real natural gas prices between $4/MMBtu and

$12/MMBTu was considered.

e A base assumption of SO/T for CO, emissions prices was used. Real CO, emission prices

up to $160/T in 2030 were also considered.

e The heat rate of the converted Thunder Bay generating station is assumed to be
10.5 MMBtu/MWh and its CO, emissions rate is assumed to be 0.54 T/MWh, compared

to CCGT rates assumed at 7.3 MMBtu/MWh and 0.31 T/MWh.

e Future costs were present-valued at 2010 using a 4% real discount rate.

'Aca pital cost of $600 million was identified in the OPA’s presentation IPSP 2011 Stakeholder Consultation:
Transmission Planning (May 31, 2011) and in the OPA’s Response to the Minister’s Request for an Updated
Transmission Expansion Plan (November 8, 2010).
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The results of the OPA’s comparative analysis are that, even before any monetary cost of
emissions is considered, the expanded E-W Tie provides a net benefit ranging from
approximately S20M to S80M when considering the two Northwest demand scenarios under
mid-range assumptions for the factors listed above. If the full range of assumptions is also
considered, the E-W Tie provides a net benefit as high as approximately $345M and as low as a
net cost of about $130M. Overall, this cost-effectiveness analysis shows that the E-W Tie
creates a net benefit under the majority of assumptions considered.

In a letter to the OEB dated March 29, 2011, the Minister of Energy stated his expectation that
the weighting of decision criteria in the Board’s designation process take into account the
significance of Aboriginal participation to the delivery of the transmission project, as well as a
proponent’s ability to carry out the procedural aspects of Crown consultation. The OPA has
discussed the E-W Tie with First Nation and Métis communities through consultation sessions,
including those related to the Integrated Power System Plan. The interests raised by First
Nation and Métis communities through these sessions have been linked to the cost of the
project and the importance of beginning consultation early in the project development phase.
The OPA heard that it is important to consider potential project costs that may relate to
Aboriginal participation in the transmission project and any accommodation of Aboriginal or
treaty rights. The Ministry of Energy has identified 14 First Nations and 4 Métis communities
that may have interests affected by the proposed E-W Tie.

5.2 System Flexibility with an Expanded E-W Tie

Without an expanded E-W Tie, it would be necessary to closely match internal generation to
demand to meet the Northwest’s future requirements. Given the inherent uncertainties in
forecasting the largely industrial-driven demand in the Northwest, this exposes the system to
the risk of under-investment in generation, resulting in resource shortfalls, or over-investment
in generation, leading to underutilized assets.

An expanded E-W Tie provides greater system flexibility. By allowing external resources to
supply incremental load growth, and by providing a means to transfer excess generation to the
rest of Ontario, an expanded E-W Tie reduces the impact of over- or under-investment in
generation. Below are some examples of the flexibility afforded by an expanded E-W Tie.

e In low-water years, internal generation would not need to be run uneconomically to
meet demand.
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e In high-water years, excess generation could be transferred to meet demand elsewhere
in the province.

e In the event of significantly higher demand than forecast, additional generation capacity
investment could be avoided or deferred.

e Under a lower than forecast demand scenario, excess generation could be utilized in the
rest of the province.

These potential flexibility benefits are in addition to those considered in the cost-effectiveness
analysis presented in Section 5.1.

5.3 Remove Barriers to Renewable Generation Development in the Northwest

Currently, the development of new renewable generation in the Northwest is constrained by
the ability to transfer power out of the Northwest toward Southern Ontario. An expanded E-W
Tie would remove the largest barrier to renewable generation development in the Northwest,
which is the limited capability of the existing E-W Tie to transfer surplus power out of the
Northwest. While other transmission congestion currently limits additional flow from new
generation in the Northwest, increased demand and/or changes in the operation of generation
in the Northeast, combined with the expansion of the E-W Tie, would provide opportunities for
further resource development in the Northwest.

5.4 Other Benefits

In addition to providing cost-effective, reliable supply to the Northwest, the E-W Tie expansion
is expected to provide additional benefits. These benefits are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of Other Benefits of an Expanded E-W Tie

Benefit Description

Once in service, an expanded E-W Tie is expected to reduce congestion in the
Northwest system by approximately 40%. Market congestion payments (CMSC) in the
Northwest have averaged $40M per year over the last 9 years since market opening.
Reduced Congestion Under the current market structure, an expanded E-W Tie could create savings of

Payments roughly $15M per year through congestion payment reduction. As this payment is
borne by Ontario ratepayers, any reduction in CMSC payments would be a benefit to
them. This benefit is not included in the cost-effectiveness analysis presented in
Section 5.1.
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With the addition of a new double-circuit line, the electrical resistance between the
Northwest and the rest of Ontario would be reduced by half, and therefore
Reduced Losses transmission line losses would be reduced for all levels of flow across the E-W Tie.
The monetary benefit of this loss reduction is captured in the cost-effectiveness
analysis presented in Section 5.1.

A double-circuit contingency resulting in the loss of the existing E-W Tie would cause
the Northwest system to become electrically separated from the rest of Ontario and
to rely solely on the interconnections with Manitoba and Minnesota to maintain
system integrity. By providing an additional transmission connection between the
Northwest and Northeast systems, the expanded E-W Tie would greatly reduce the

Improved Operational
Flexibility in the

Northwest . . R . .
risk of system separation due to double-circuit contingencies, and would allow the
Northwest system to be operated without relying on special protection schemes and
operational procedures during high risk weather conditions.
SOURCE: OPA

6.0 THE OPA’S RECOMMENDATION

The OPA has carried out a preliminary assessment of the long-term supply needs of the
Northwest and the two basic alternatives that address this need: internal generation and an
expanded E-W Tie. Based on this assessment, the OPA finds that expansion of the E-W Tie is the
preferred alternative based on economic, flexibility, technical, operational and other
considerations. The OPA therefore recommends that development work be initiated on this
project. Proceeding with this project after development work has been completed will depend
on many factors, including the capital cost of the E-W Tie and the extent of the developments in
the Northwest described in Section 3.2.

In accordance with the Minister of Energy’s March 29, 2011 letter to the OEB, the next step in
the implementation process would be the selection of a transmitter to carry out development
work. Development work includes but is not limited to: project design, specification and
costing; routing and siting; preparation of necessary approvals; and consultation and
communications. In most cases, development work represents a small fraction of the project
cost — typically 2 to 5 percent. The OPA believes this cost is justified in order to maintain the
viability of this option. The development work for the E-W Tie project will provide the necessary
information to guide a final decision on whether to proceed with the project through the OEB
Leave to Construct process.
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7.0 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

7.1 Project scope

The OPA has assumed that the proposed expanded E-W Tie would be a new double-circuit

230 kV overhead transmission line. This is based on the knowledge that a 500 kV line or a high-

voltage direct-current line would be more costly than a 230 kV line, while providing a similar

benefit. A single-circuit 230 kV line would likely have a similar cost to a double-circuit 230 kV

line, but would have reduced operability during planned and forced outages. Therefore, the

OPA believes that the double-circuit 230 kV line is preferred, but other options could be

proposed to the extent that they meet the other project scope criteria outlined below.

The new line is to connect to both Wawa TS in the Northeast and Lakehead TS in the
Thunder Bay area - a distance of approximately 400 km - and is to include all station
termination facilities.

The new line is to be switched at Marathon TS, which is an existing station between
Wawa TS and Lakehead TS. The existing E-W Tie is switched at this station.

The new line in conjunction with the existing tie is to provide total eastbound and
westbound capabilities on the order of 650 MW, while respecting all NERC, NPCC and
IESO reliability standards.

The project should also include any reactive facilities that are to be identified in a
pending IESO study. It is anticipated that this study will be available prior to the
commencement of any designation process.

The target in-service date of the new line and associated reactive facilities is currently
estimated to be 2017, based on typical transmission project lead times.

The new line should be designed to have a lifetime of at least 50 years.

7.2 Key project milestones

June 2011 — OPA submits E-W Tie report to OEB
TBD — OEB Designation Process

TBD — Submission of Environmental Assessment ToR
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e TBD — Submission of Leave to Construct Application

e 2017 —Target in-service date for new line

It is expected that a designated transmitter would carry out all required technical,
environmental, regulatory and any other approvals needed to bring the new E-W Tie line into
service. The OPA will provide support to a designated transmitter during the project’s
implementation process.
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EB-2017-0364: HYDRO ONE
ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE

INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

The following information is provided to the Ontario Energy Board in response to Procedural Order
No. 1 in the above-mentioned proceeding.

Hydro One’s s. 92 Leave to Construct application to build the Lake Supertior Link is the first made
by Hydro One pursuant to the OEB’s EB-2010-0059 Policy: Framework for Transmission Project
Development Plans (“the Designation Policy”), which is provided as Attachment 1.

The Policy was initiated to reduce transmission costs, based on the belief that competition in
transmission in Ontario would drive economic efficiency for the benefit of customers. In the matter
of the tie line that is the subject of the two s. 92 applications now before the OEB, the OEB did not
limit the competition aspect to the development phase of the Project: rather, the competition also
included the construction and ownership phase. In its Decision in phase 2 of the Competitive
Designation proceeding’, the OEB wrote:

“Designation does not catry with it an exclusive right to build the line or an
exclusive right to apply for leave to construct the line.”

As a result of the developer designation proceeding, NextBridge was designated to complete the
development component of the project based on NextBridge’s forecast cost of $22.2M in
development costs and $378-409 million construction costs.

Both Hydro One and NextBridge have filed s. 92 applications to build the line, but there are two
main differences between the applications.

I. Project Capital and OM&A Cost

Hydro One has submitted an application to construct the project with a capital cost of $636.2
million. NextBridge has filed an application that will have a capital cost in excess of $779.7 million?,
which is nearly double what NextBridge originally provided to the OEB and the value considered by
the OEB in making its decision to award the development phase designation.

Hydro One has submitted an application for a project that will have ongoing OM&A costs of
approximately $1.3 million/year. NextBridge has filed an application for a project that will have
ongoing OM&A costs of $4.7 million/yeat?.

1 EB-2011-0140 — Decision and Order — August 7,2013

2 Includes $737 million in construction costs provided in EB-2017-0182 Exhibit B, Tab 9, 1, and NextBridge’s Extended
Development Period Budget cost estimate of $42.7 million provided in EB-2015-0216 on Page 8 — July 24, 2017.

3 EB-2017-0182 —1.B.NextBridge.Staff30 — January 25, 2018
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f. Should the IESO be asked to provide any updated information regarding the in-service
date necessary to serve the need and any impacts of a delay to the in-service date to 2021
or beyond?

Hydro One would be suppottive of OEB efforts to obtain that clarity before rendering a decision
that could excessively charge ratepayers for a solution that could have been completed in a far more
economical manner in both initial cost and ongoing O&M costs.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WORK

g. Can NextBridge’s environmental assessment work for the East-West Tie line project be
used by Hydro One for the purpose of complying with Environmental Assessment Act
requirements?

There is no factual or legal basis to prevent Hydro One from relying on the information in the
NextBridge EA. There can be no claim of confidentiality over the assessment since the A¢ makes it
clear that the assessment is a public document that may be accessed by anyone (Section 6.4 of the
Acd. Furthermore, it is clear from the OEB’s 2013 designation order for the tie line that the
development work, which included the EA work and work product, was for the benefit of the line
construction, not for the benefit of the developer. Therefore, Hydro One will have access to the
information in the document. If no “exemption”, such as a declaration order, is obtained despite the
significant cost savings to ratepayers and the improved environmental footprint, Hydro One has the
option of undertaking an Individual EA. Based on a review of the existing Terms of Reference, the
scope would be applicable to the LSL proposed route. However, approval from MOECC to use the
existing Terms of Reference would be required. If such approval were granted, Hydro One could
potentially combine its own studies and reference the existing work by NextBridge to create an
Individual EA document. This is not currently the preferred option due to longer timelines than the
declaration order option and the duplication of significant effort and cost. It is very difficult to
estimate the impact on cost and timeline to complete an Individual EA for the LSL. Assuming that
existing work can be referenced and that new Hydro One studies are completed by December 2018,
there is still the matter of legislated review times. The government has legislative deadlines to ensure
the reviews of a Terms of Reference and an EA are completed within a reasonable amount of time.
At a minimum it takes:

o 12 weeks to review and make a decision on a Terms of Reference; and
o 30 weeks to review and make a decision on an EA.

It is possible this could be reduced through approval to use the existing Terms of Reference and
some sort of expedited process, given that the existing studies have already been extensively
reviewed.

If the LSL proposal is preferred and selected by the OEB, it would be in the interest of all ratepayers
and the Province to proceed by way of the Declaration Order process.
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