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1. In counselor Breen’s oral summation she stated (paraphrased) that during the pre-

sanction time frame, both oil prices and island demand were expected to continue 
to rise. 

 
Below is a contemporaneous posting (excerpt from my website 
http://www.vision2041.com/home.html ) which provides reputable reports of the 
potential at that time for a significant drop in oil prices, and which was posted to 
my website on or about July, 2012.  

 
QUOTE 
 

LOW OIL PRICES :  
 
Ratepayers NOT PROTECTED -- WHY NOT? 
 
In 2007, Premier Dunderdale said:  
 
                         “the (oil) companies needed some downside protection if the 
price of oil went very, very low.” 
 
Now why would offshore oil companies need to be "protected" against low oil 
prices? 
 
If multi-billion dollar oil companies need protection against low oil prices, 
what will low oil prices mean for Muskrat Falls, for government, ----- for 
ratepayers ?  
 
70% of the so-called cost advantage of Muskrat Falls is due to Nalcor's 50-
year, high, very high, oil cost forecast.                      
 
In short, the viability of Muskrat Falls depends on oil prices going HIGH, and 
staying HIGH --- VERY HIGH.  
 
So if oil prices go lower, (and oil companies are protected), will ratepayers 
also be 'protected' from the "locked-in" take or pay  50-year rates imposed by 
Muskrat Falls? 
 
In short ------ NO. 
 
If oil prices go low, ratepayers are still LOCKED IN to Nalcor's 50-year "take 
or pay" contract. That way, Nalcor is protected --- AT THE EXPENSE OF 
ratepayers!  
 
So, since the Premier recognizes that oil companies (and Nalcor by way of its 
50-year, 'take or pay' contract) need protection from low oil prices, why is that 

http://www.vision2041.com/home.html
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so? And why then is there no protection for ratepayers?  
 
Since ratepayers are not protected, how then (and for whom) does Muskrat 
Falls make sense?  
 
 
NOT HAVING "low oil price" protection for island ratepayers is the Muskrat 
Falls EQUIVALENT of a not having an "escalator" clause in the Upper 
Churchill  contract. 
 
Surely, that should be a non-starter. 
 
 
LOW DEMAND: 
 
Ratepayers NOT PROTECTED --- WHY NOT? 
 
In the case of Muskrat Falls, ratepayers/taxpayers are doubly at risk. While 
Nalcor is also protected (through its 'take or pay' contract) against 'low 
demand', there is NO PROTECTION for ratepayers (and taxpayers) against 
low demand.  
 
If demand is lower than forecast, Nalcor still MUST HAVE the hundreds of 
millions in cash flow every year to meet its debt servicing and operating costs 
($14.5 billion over 50 years) --- and those BILLIONS must come from island 
ratepayers or taxpayers. 
 
                                                                                ----------------------------------
--------------------------------------- 
 
And again, with respect to oil prices, here is what the Bank of Canada has to 
say:- (an excerpt from the Globe and Mail article "Mark Carney takes dimmer 
view of U.S., Europe, China", JEREMY TOROBIN, Jul. 18, 2012): 
 
 

• "The Bank of Canada …warns that world prices for oil ... could be 
“substantially weaker” through 2014 than it was expecting three months 
ago..... Oil prices, which have fallen about 15 per cent since April, are 
“expected to be substantially weaker through 2014,” the bank said, “largely 
owing to diminished prospects for global demand.” 
 
 
Also, from "All aboard the oil price roller coaster" by MICHAEL 
VAUGHAN, July 10, 2012 (Globe and Mail) ... 
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• "a study from Harvard (by Leonardo Maugeri, a former oil company 
senior executive who is now at the Kennedy School’s Belfer Center for 
Science and International Affairs)....says there’s been such a sharp increase in 
world oil production that the price of oil could “collapse” for the long term." 
 
 

• He says that “The shale/tight oil boom in the United States is not a 
temporary bubble, but the most important revolution in the oil sector in 
decades,”….. His estimate is that the United States could …by 2020 become 
the second largest oil producer in the world after Saudi Arabia. 
 
 

• The report’s bottom line is that the new production could lead to a 
sharp, long term drop in oil prices. Maugeri believes if oil prices remain above 
$70 per barrel, sufficient investment will occur to sustain continued growth in 
production, possibly leading to oil overproduction after 2015." 

 
UNQUOTE 
 
 
2. I would submit that the argument that “we need the power” lacked merit. 

Accordingly, I include here in this supplementary submission some of my 
additional post-sanction public comments/published letters and website graphics: 
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http://www.vision2041.com/uploads/1/2/6/7/12672618/_3626762_orig.jpg
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http://www.vision2041.com/demand.html  

 
 

3.  Mr. Budden, in his oral summation, referenced a written notation contained in 
a 2010 slide presentation. He argued that the notation was evidence that there 
was an effort to minimize cost estimates early on and to thereby help ensure 
project sanction. 

 
While I was not aware of this slide/notation until it was raised through the 
work of the inquiry, I would refer the commission to this November 9, 2013 
letter to The Telegram and which appears to support Mr. Budden’s argument: 

http://www.vision2041.com/demand.html
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4. To provide some limited explanation of the North Spur related graphics included 

in my 13 August 2019  initial online comments, below are three letters published 
in The Telegram for each of the years 2015, 2016, and 2017: 
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5. Recommendations 
 

• Given the magnitude, complexity, direct, indirect and diverse/varied nature and 
impacts that a project such as this has, and will have, on individual taxpayers/ 
ratepayers, their children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren, and given that 
documentation/info-graphics contained in my 13th/15th August 2019 public 
comments, as well as (and I would suggest) other relevant website and public  
documentation and the value of those very earliest insights were never entered 
into evidence, it is recommended that the commission apply broad and 
meaningful consideration to the public comments contained herein. 
 

• It is also recommended that process improvements be made that would permit and 
facilitate a greater opportunity for non-professional (yet informed) interested 
citizens to have more meaningful participation in what is, and is meant to be, first 
and foremost --- a “public” inquiry. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Even if you’re a minority of only one,  
the truth is still the truth” 

-- Mahatma Ghandi 
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