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1. Preamble 
 
1.1 Many of my public comments were written contemporaneously during the 2011-

2012 time period.  
 
It is my view that they are as relevant today as they were then. 
 
Accordingly they constitute (and are hereby included/submitted as) part my 2019 
online public comments to the Muskrat Falls Commission of Inquiry. 
 
Please note that references in the 2012 PUB submission with respect to various 
“Exhibits” and to the “Board” for example refer to exhibits filed and on record with 
Public Utilities Board. The included 2012 Written Submission to the PUB is an 
accurate image of my February 2012 written comment to the PUB review that is on 
file at the PUB website 
(http://www.pub.nf.ca/applications/MuskratFalls2011/files/comments/13-MA-2012-
02-28.pdf refers).   

 
1.2 I think it fair to say that the written comments, graphics and records contained 

herein suggest not only that many of the weaknesses in Nalcor’s assumptions, 
forecasts, etc. were known (and/or knowable) at the time, but that detecting and 
describing them did not require specialized, broadly experienced or highly qualified 
professional designations. 

 
Evidence of this is seen in the consistency between the 2019 opinion of an inquiry 
expert witness and my 2012 PUB comments/submission. There is similar 
consistency between inquiry co-counsel and the comments expressed in one or more 
of my earlier published Telegram letters/articles. For example: 

  
• one of the commission’s experts testified that forecasts out to 30, 40, or 50 

years in the future were “meaningless” (yet seven years earlier, in the pre-
sanction time period, in my February 2012 written submission to the PUB, 
I wrote in part that  “Beyond 20 or 25 years, "risk magnification" is 
intensified --- and forecasts become not only unreliable --- but 
meaningless”) 

 
• I would further remind the commission that inquiry expert opinion 

contradicted some of the evidence of other witnesses. One or more witnesses 
gave evidence that the apparent increased risk associated with the far end of 
the 50 year CPW cost comparison period was partially mitigated due to the 
fact that those distant cost-related risks would be reduced when brought 
forward due to the nature of the present value comparison process. However, 
there was inquiry expert testimony that stated that ‘risk variation’ at those 
30, 40, 50+ year time periods was not factored into the CPW process. This 
means that such risk variation (or as MHI referred to it --- risk 
magnification) at those later years was not factored into the CPW process, 

http://www.pub.nf.ca/applications/MuskratFalls2011/files/comments/13-MA-2012-02-28.pdf
http://www.pub.nf.ca/applications/MuskratFalls2011/files/comments/13-MA-2012-02-28.pdf
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i.e. when calculated in terms of its present value. And again, my 2012 
submission makes reference to risk magnification not having been quantified 
by MHI,  

 
• and also, co-counsel (Learmonth), who, near the end of his examination of 

another of the commission’s expert witnesses, referred the expert witness to 
my December 2011 Telegram article “The danger of long term forecasts” 
and described it (paraphrased) as an article as early as 2011 that reflected the 
position now being espoused by that witness 

 

1.3 I would also point out that even though many of my published Telegram 
letters/articles deal with several, overlapping and diverse aspects of the Muskrat 
Falls Project and Commission of Inquiry, time and limited resources meant that I 
could only list each letter/article chronologically (and I was therefore not able to 
direct the reader to those portions of each document that demonstrate its relevance 
to the inquiry terms of reference).  

1.4 Furthermore, because government, Nalcor or various witnesses may not have had 
knowledge “available” to the institution/agency or to them personally and/or at the 
time, that does not mean that it was not “available” in the public and/or professional 
or expert arena. And it does not provide adequate, reasonable grounds to excuse 
them for not seeking out and obtaining such information.  

1.5 Also, DG2 costs were considered accurate within a plus 50 and minus 30 per cent --
---- an 80 per cent spread (meaning that both the MF and Isolated Island cost 
estimates could have been within each others Margin of Error). 

DG3 (the sanction) cost estimates, as I understood them, were to be within a plus 
thirty and minus 20 per cent error (a 50 per cent spread). Would the DG3 estimates 
therefore for both options still be within each others Marin of Error?  
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http://www.pub.nf.ca/applications/MuskratFalls2011/files/comments/13-MA-2012-02-28.pdf
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 25 

PART II 

 

 

 
 



 26 

 
 

 
 



 27 

 
 
 

 
 



 28 

 
 

 



 29 

 

 
 

 



 30 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 31 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 32 

PART III 
 
 
Excerpts, graphics from www.vision2041.com website: 
 
 
 

 
 

Original (black and blue portions) of graphic is from a Nalcor 2011 presentation and 
comments in red were added in 2012. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.vision2041.com/
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Summary concerns about the North Spur, Kettle Lakes and 
downstream sub-surface deep hole risks:--- 
 

 



 34 

 



 35 

 

http://www.vision2041.com/uploads/1/2/6/7/12672618/nspijpg_orig.jpg
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http://www.vision2041.com/uploads/1/2/6/7/12672618/lowerclaygraphsjpg1_5_orig.jpg
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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

What, at the time, was reasonable about Muskrat Falls? 

 

At the time, when asked by a CBC reported what I thought of the proposed Muskrat Falls 
Project. 

I paused for about two seconds, and replied: 

 

“We don’t need it, we can’t afford it, and it’s too high a risk” 

        --  Maurice E. Adams, 2011 

 

http://www.vision2041.com/uploads/1/2/6/7/12672618/rotationalslidejpg_3_orig.jpg

