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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:

I th- (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 payl50-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

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
Churchillffcontract.

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',lthere 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"d

"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) ...



"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

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:

-

B o 2

“Oh what tangled web we weave,
when first we practice to deceive.”
— Walter Scott

In 2012, the island’s peak demand was
1,550 megawatts (MW). However,
the island’s (non-Holyrood) existing
installed net power generation capacity
is 1,500 MW — a capacity shortfall (not
including Holyrood's capacity) there-
fore of only 50 MW.

Why then is Nalcor using two (and
sometimes three) large oil-fired genera-
tors at Holyrood (producing more than
300 and up to 450 MW of power) to cov-
er off a 50 megawatt shortfall? Why is it
that our already existing non-Holyrood
generation capacity is not being used to
its fullest — before firing up Holyrood?

Why is 300-450 MW of Holyrood
power being used (at an annual cost in

the range of $100-8150 million for oil)

| to replace the island’s already existing
installed and underutilized non-

-

¢**""Playing with power numbers

Holyrood excess island capacity —
when the real shortfall is only in the
range of 50 MW?

Is the island’s already existing
installed non-Holyrood capacity being
underutilized intentionally?

In 2011 alone (the same year that we
spent more than $100 million for fuel
oil for Holyrood), Newfoundland and
Labrador Hydro spilled 694 gigawatt
hours of energy-equivalent water
(about $100 million in value) over the
island’s existing hydro dams.

But if Nalcor did not use Holyrood
extensively, how else could government
and Nalcor justify an unneeded
Muskrat Falls project? If Holyrood were
not used extensively, the very need and
justification for Muskrat Falls, the sup-
posed $2-billion cost advantage of the

project, would go right out the window. -

Isn't it time for both Nalcor and gov-
ernment to come clean with island

rg.l;epayers?

5
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The Muskrat Falls multi-billion-
dollar project is a house of cards — a
“manufactured right here” $2-billion
cost advantage illusion.

The hundreds of millions in annual
Nalcor/government revenues are, in
truth, nothing more that hundreds of
millions of dollars unnecessarily
removed (by stealth) from the pockets
of low- and middle-income ratepayers
and shifted to Nalcor’s and govern-
ment’s coffers — and then touted as
revenues.

In truth, it is money taken out of one
pocket (yours and mine) and shifted to
another pocket (Nalcor's and govern-
ment’s). And for whose benefit?

For Nalcor, the government, Nova
Scotia and multi-million-dollar mining
companies. A manufactured right here
solution — for a non-existent problem.

Maurice E. Adams
Paradise
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Margmal increase in power demand enough reason for Muskrat?

By Mavwuce: E Apavs.

n i June 29 letter to the editor,
“Clearing up some misconceptions
about Muskrat Falls, Rob Hender-
son, vice-president of Newfoundland
and Labrador Hydro, wrote that
electricity “consumption has been
'dt‘ﬂ(lll\ increasing, except for the
bl hrough 2009 period, which

pulp and paper production”.

However, Nalcor’s own 2011 info-
graphic (which can be seen at
www.vision204 L.com/demand.html
) shows that the island’s actual “Total
System Load” went down not only
during the 2005 to 2009 period but a
total of 10 times over the 16 year
period from 1994 to 2010 (additional
vears 1994, 1996, 1998, 2001, and
2004),

tion went down more often than it
went up (10 of the 18 years), so that
by 2012 the islands electricity con-
sumption was still below 1993 levels.

Furthermore, when Henderson
wrote that “In addition, it is impor-
tant to note that peak demand on
the island, or highest amount of elec-
tricity ired at a given time, is
alsmt"l"lszil’.l?‘%pl:‘::’d should fl\::- be noted
that in 2010 NL Hydrd's forecast

times higher than year 20125 actual
increase and that actual peak
demand in 2012 was still down con-
siderably from the islands peak
demand 10 years earlier (1550
megawatts, down from 1,592
megawatts in 2002),

Accordingly, when the facts show

below 1993 levels, what does that

1 14]
about the credibility of Nalcors:

Muskrat Falls' business plan when

NL Hydro grasps at a marginal
increase in demand over a two or;
three year period as a basis for its’
claim that “in fact (electricity) con-:
sumption has been steadily increas-:

that over the longer term (the 18- ing™
year period from 1994 to 2012) con- A credible position?
sumption went down (not up) 56 per You be the judge.

was impacted by the declining elec-
tricity consumption for provincial

John Collins, in his Oct. 2 letter to the
editor, describes Muskrat Falls as a
“monstrous .., sleight of hand” and
‘asks, “though already one-fifth the way
down the path to disaster, must we still
go the other four-fifths over the cliff?”
_ Fuel for Holyrood, which operates at
peak for only five days per year (1.6 per
cent of the time and some years not at
all) costs on average (over a 10-year

Over the entire 18 year period
(1994 to 2012), electricity consump-

peak
demand for year 2012 (just two years
into the future) was more than five

period) $92 million per year.
Yet Collins states that Muskrat Falls

power will cost ratepayers almost $700
million per year — almost eight times
‘more. In addition, while the provinces
large industry and transportation sec-
tors are by far the province's largest
greenhouse gas emitters (73 per cent of
emissions), shutting down Holyrood
has no impact whatsoever on 92 per

cent of the time and that by 2012
electricity consumption was still

Maurice E Adams writes from Paradise

Vi W@ ﬂ”’gupport for Muskrat Fa]ls is misguided o /M/q,m’;

oentoiemisstuns.Why.dien.aremtourn
well-paid MHAs calling for this “mon-
strous sleight of hand” to stop? "

Are they putting poll numbers and "~
politics ahead ef the best interest of -
NewfoundlandersandLnbradorlans?(
Seems So.

Maurice E. Adams
Paradise

CONSISTENT Island
Peak Demand & Energy Use

(@ short, eve-time occurrence each winler) (=ystem lowd)

(2001 — 2015)

SYSTEM UPGRADES

--a $10-15 BILLION
generation solution to a non-existent problem that will add
hundreds of millions of dollars more a year to our debt
servicing and operating costs

unneeded, unaffordable added

MLE. Aulams
[rata source: Malcor
20160320
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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 | was not aware of this slide/notation until it was raised through the
work of the inquiry, | 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

0% e uor/** Nalcor should be brought to task

By Mavnice E. Ans

f there is any one thing related to
the Muskrat Falls project that is. in
ny opinion, perverted, it is not gov-
snment’s communications strate-
v not government’s single-minded
ipproach, not a poor leadership
ityle by the premier.

Instead, it is Nalcor's application
of industry's decision gate (DG)
sroject planning process.

The decision process was
wpposed to ensure that decisions
nade were based on a sound busi-
1ess case (and thereby be in the
»est interest of ratepayers).

However, Nalcor's track record
eems to have been one that has
ween focused, first and foremaost, on
msuring that the project receives
wvernment sanction (and suffi-
ient funds) to bring the project to a
wint af no return.

For the second (DG2) decision

gite milestone, major project costs
(such as interest during construe-
tion) were kept eut of the decision
making process,

For the third (I}:3) decision gate
milestone, certain project contin-
gency costs were reduced from 15
et cent to seven per cent, and by so
doing, project cost estimates were
kept below Wade Locke's $8 hillion
“not economic” estimate.

While Nalcor admits that it has
long known about the problems
associated with the North Spur
dam, work leading to understand-
ing the magnitude and probability
of dam failure and the potential for
designing an cconemically viable
fix (geotechnical-type work) —
work that sheuld have been the very
earliest engineering type work —
was not completed until mid to late
2013 (six months affer project sanc-
tion).

Furthermore, the ¢ost estimate

for the design and construction of
North Spur fix has still not been
released, and Nalcor has reported
that tenders for construction of a
North Spur fix are not planned until
2014 — conveniently unknown to
ratepayers (and possibly govern-
ment) until well after anather key
project milestone (the award of a
potentially “point of ne return”
Sl-billion contract related to the
dam) has passed.

Also, information on actual cost
overruns (rumoured to date to be
very high) have not been released.

Accordingly, I would ask. if proj-
ect financing (at reasonable rates,
backed up by a federal loan guaran-
tew) has not yet been secured, if the
need for more power has not been
demonstrated to the satisfaction of
cither an independent federal
review panel or our own Public Util-
ities Board (PUR), if the so-called
water management agreement with

(Quebec has not been shown to be
on solid legal ground, if the decision

te process has not been properly
g:pilad. then on what basis has the
Muskrat Falls project been sanc-
tioned and on what sound, demo-
cratic/legislative basis does Nalcor
have for the expenditure from the
provinee's treasury of a further
$1 billion (that the province does
not have) and that will most
assuredly be a project tipping point
— 4 point of no return?

Our  provincial government
needs (now) to move towards a
more rational, needs/evidence-
based approsch to what others
have described as the most impor-
tant public pelicy issue since con-
federation.

While Premier Kathy Dun-
derdale recently said, in part, that
she would not resign because °1
have been given a plece of work to
do by our party...” I would suggest

that her first duty is not to the partyi;|
but to her fellow citizens.

It is the people, not the party.
that the premier is here to serve.

If government is to look out for
the best interest of ratepayers (as
the premier claims), if the people of 11
this provinee are to be protected.ns
Muskrat Falls needs further, needs- .
based and evidence-based hmd. Ly
more independent) review ando
oversight. okl

Will sar premier go into the his- 02
tory books as one who had a mis-
placed sense of duty, who abrogated .
her first and most important duty?

Will she put the best interest of s
ratepayers on the back burner and oo
leave them o a premier in waiting?

Yes, premier.

You do have a piece of work te do
= and your duty is clear.

Maurice E. Adams writes fiom Paradise. |

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:

It's not just the North Spur we have to

By now most readers will have
heard that the North Spur is a
naturally formed dam that
forces the Churchill River to veer
south, around Spirit Mountain
and to flow over Muskrat Falls,

On Jan. 2, Jim Gordon, in his
letter “Muskrat Falls and the
North Spur controversy,’ wrote
— and rightly s0 — that “If the
North Spur fails, Muskrat Falls
will disappear and be left high
and

dry:

“The Muskrat Hydro facility
would become a stranded asset.
with (if feasible) a repair cost
well over several billion dollars™

While it is true that the North
Spur helps create and maintain
Muskrat Falls, it is neither safe
nor cost efficient to have a sole,
isolated focus on the North Spur.

As the Churchill River flows
eastward, it approaches a very
wide U-shaped (200 metres
deep) subsurface, sand/silt/clay-
filled valley (only two thirds of
which is made up of the natural
dam called the North Spur), If
any part of this much larger
sand/silt/clay-filled valley (not
just the North Spur) should fail,
" Muskrat Falls will disappear
and be left high and dry”

The entire subsurface valley
spans a full 2,500 metres from
the south side of the Trans-
Labrader Highway to Spirit
Mountain and the one third por-
tion that runs from the river’s
north bank to the Kettle Lakes
gorge (and that is not part of the
North Spur) already shows evi-
dence of landslides.

While Nalcor has eonducted
borehole and other geotechnical
studies along the two thirds of
the valley that makes up the
North Spur (spending many mil-
lions of dollars in an attempt to
reduce the risk of a North Spur

fadlure), there is little or no evi-
dence that similar extensive ge-
otechnical studies have ever
been conducted along the re-
maining one third of the subsur-
face, sand/silt/clay-filled valley.

Since there is no evidence that
Nalcor is designing a plan to sta-
bilize the remaining one third
(800 metres) of the 2,500 metre
long sub-surface, sand /silt/clay-
filled valley, on what basis has
Nalcor been able to make a ra-
tional decision that the one third
portion of the U-shaped valley
running between the upstream
north bank and the Kettle Lakes
gorge areéa already has a natural
safety factor equal to or better
than the North Spur after stabi-
lization?

‘While there appears to be lit-
tle or no evidence that the north
bank to Kettle Lakes gorge area
is already safe, there does
to be some evidence that the
area may be less safe than previ-
ously thought.

Before 2013, Naleors strati-
graphic interpretations of the up-
stream north bank to Kettle Lakes
area described the subsurface as
having two (presumably more
stable, coarser) sand layers be-
tween the two existing upper and
the ane lower clay layer — Figure
7 ofNaleor and SNC-Lavalinks poster
presentation to the st International
Waorkshop en Landslides in Sensi-
tive Clays at the University of Laval
on Oct. 28-30,2013. ( hitp://blog nal-
comnnrgyr:nmpr-ccnmntfup—
loads/2013/ 10/North-Spur-Poster-
Presentation-October- ~2013.pdf).

However, Nalcor's post-2013
interpretation describes the
same subsurface area as follows:
“Figure 7 and 8 present a cross
section between (the) upstream
side and the Kettle Lakes. The
intermediate sand strata previ-

ously encountered, is now de-
scribed as a sandy-silt or silty-
sand with a fine content greater
than 25 per cent” (see previously
referenced poster).

While it is true that the
North Spur helps create
and maintain Muskrat Falls,
it is neither safe nor cost
efficient to have a sole,
isolated focus on the North
Spur.

Furthermore, it should also be
noted that although the area
was previously deseribed as hav-
ing a total of only six layers of
sand and clay, and while the area
is mow described as having a
more complex total of 10 layers
of sand, clay, sandy/silt or
silty/sand (both silt and clay
categorized in the fine particles
category), and along with the
above-referenced more recent
2013 interpretations, where is
the analyses that confirms that
this area has the same stabilized
potential as previously thought?

In addition to stratification is-
sues, will strengthening the
North Spur without strengthen-
ing the north bank to Kettle

Faculty of Engineering and Applied
Science at Memorial University

BT . =

Lakes area increase the risk of
failure along the north bank to
Kettle Lakes gorge?

Historically, the upstream
water élevation generally re-
mains below 18 metres above
sea level.

Accordingly, the river places
no horizontal water (infiltration)
pressure on any of the 2,500
meire long subsurface
sand/silt/clay-filled valley that is
at or above the 18 metre mark.

Howewver, once the Muskrat
Falls dams are built and the
reservoir is filled to its planned
39 metre elevation, the horizon-
tal water pressure at the 18
metre mark will increase ac-
cording to the square of the in-
creased depth of the water.

That will increase horizontal
water infiltration pressure at the
18 metre mark from zero to
nearly one half million pounds
per metre along the length of the
North Spur and the upstream
noerth bank (and approaching al-
most one million pounds per
metre  when the reservoir
reaches a maximum flood level
of 45 metres).

Furthermore, the North Spur
stabilization works are designed
to keep water in the north bank
to Kettle Lakes gorge area from
infiltrating the North Spur.

presents

T ELE A A

worry about

P

Would this not impede the
north bank to Kettle Lakes area
from keeping its saturation at i
safe level?

Ifthe North Spurmblllmuﬂu
fails, Muskrat Falls will disap-
pear and be left high and dry,
But if stabilization helps ensure
that the North Spur does not fail
and instead the north bank ta
Kettle Lakes gorge area fails;
Muskrat Falls will still disappear
and be left high and dry.

For these and other reasons,
and in addition to Mr. Gordon's
request that the government's
review be ".. expanded to in-
clude the geotechnical design
of the North Spur dam..)” I
would also ask that govern-
ment include in its review any
potential risk/safety and cost
implications associated with
the entire subsurface, sand/
silt/clay-filled valley that ex-
tends from the south side ofthe
Trans-Labrador Highway to
Spirit Mountain, or as o mini-
murm, from the south side of the
Trans-Labrador Highway to
where Nalcor’s North Spur sta-
bilization works turn north-

eastward, away from the
reservoir's north bank.
Maurice E. Adams
Paradise
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Nalcor mum on questions about the North Spur

Let me say up front that I am
all for Premier Dwight Ball's oft-
expressed policy position that
his government will “open the
books” on Muskrat Falls, and that
he will make “evidence-based”
decisions.

With this in mind, below are
some facts, some preliminary evi-
dence, related to the North Spur’s
exposure to, and risk of large,
retrogressive landslides:

+ Portions of the downstream,
below surface slope that is in
contact with the lower quick clay
layer has a grade ratio (vertical
to horizontal) approaching 1:1.25
(80 per cent) — a grade that is

near or higher than Nalcor’s -

chosen, above water level, worst
case section B-B “reference case.”

. Based on the extent that the
large downstream 1978 landslide
retrogressed (ate into the nar-
rowest part of the North Spur),
the stability number for the
downstream side of the North
Spur would be 12.

» A stability number of 12 is
twice as high as the stability
number 6 — the number that
engineering experts Mitchell

& Markell say can allow large,
retrogressive (multiple failure
surface) landslides to occur in
Eastern Canada.

“Nalcor reports that

some lower shear strength
values were detected in the
southern, narrowest
section of the North Spur
downstream toe — but
that the data/analyses

was ‘not retained.”

- A stability number of 12 is up
to four times as high as stability
number 3. When the soil’s plasti-
city index is below 10, a stability
number above 3 can allow large,
retrogressive landslides to occur,
and when the plasticity index
is as high as 40 a stability num-
ber above 7 to 8 can allow large,
retrogressive landslides to occur.

« All of Nalcor's 123 plasticity
index test results for the lower
quick clay layer are below 40, and
some below 10.

- Nalcor’s 123 test results for

the lower quick clay layer show
some liquidity indices that ex-
ceed 1.2 and correspond to shear
strength values below 1 kPa (a li-
quidity index above 1.2 or an un-
drained remolded shear strength
value below 1 kPA can allow large,
retrogressive landslides to occur).

« Naleor’s 123 liquidity index
test results for the lower quick
clay layer have some values cor-
responding to shear strength val-
ues that do not correlate with the
normal liquid index/shear value
relationship. This appears to be a
significant and yet unexplained
anomaly in Nalcor’s test results.

» Nalcor reports that some
lower shear strength values were
detected in the southern, nar-
rowest section of the North Spur
downstream toe — but that the
data/analyses was “not retained.”

« http://www.vision2041.com/
north-spur.html refers.

My request to Nalcor for the
number, location and values of
its North Spur shear strength test
results has gone unanswered.

Maurice E. Adams
Paradise
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Generally speaking, shear stress
is where the stress/force within a
soil layer runs parallel to its sur-
face. Other factors being equal, the
steeper that a soil layer’s slope is,
the greater the shear stress. When
a soil layer’s shear stress is high
enough that it reaches the shear
strength of that soil, a landslide can
occur.

Just out from the shoreline of
the downstream slope of the North
Spur is an underwater deep hole
that drops off to a depth of about
200 feet below the toe of the North
Spur's downstream slope.

This deep subsurface depression
has, in places, a slope inclination of
about 80 per cent (a slope inclina-
tion that is more than double what
Nalcor considers safe for the North
Spur above-surface slopes).

While the North Spur's original
stabilization plans called for that
deep hole to be filled in, Nalcor's
final plans (and the existing North
Spur stabilization works) has left
that deep hole untouched.

One of the key reasons that Nal-
cor concluded that a progressive
landslide failure “will never be initi-
ated” at the base of that deep hole,
as Nalcor's Progressive Failure
Study states, is because Nalcor’s
“numerical analyses” showed that

Pia

the shear stress at the base of that
deep hole “is only about 60% of the
minimum estimated undrained
shear strength” (emphasis added).

Now we all know how reliable
Nalcor's “estimated” oil prices
were, we all know how reliable Nal-
cor’s demand forecasts/estimates
were, we all know how legally reli-
able Nalcor’'s water management
agreement has been, and we also
all know that a life and death deci-
sion based on an “estimated” shear
strengthisn tevidence-based.

In fact, the actual evidence points
to the potential for soil liquefaction
and flowslides.

The 2014 Hatch “Cold Eyes” Re-
view stated that Liquidity Index
“Values in excess of 1 are an indica-
tion of the potential for both lique-
faction and flow type failures,” and
the lower clay layer evidence shows
that the upper range of Nalcor’s 123
Liquidity Index test results for the
Lower Clay layer is “2" (double the
safe Liquidity Index value of “17).

Furthermore, the extent to which
the established Liquidity Index/
Shear Strength relationship applies
to the Lower Clay layer shows that a
Liquidity Index value of 2 correlates
to a shear strength that is 10 times
lower than the point at which flow-
slides can occur.

N
o M\N_Us 24 VT

Yet, and notwithstanding that
mathematically up to about half of
the Liquidity Index test results may
exceed 1 — indicating “the poten-
tial for both liquefaction and flow
type failures,” Nalcor's Progressive
Failure Study concludes that be-
cause the Lower Clay layer “has a
typical (average) liquidity index of
0.6 ... there would not be retrogres-
sion and flowslide.”

So, on the one hand we have
“evidence” that points to a poten-
tial risk, and on the other hand we
have Nalcor's inappropriate use/
reliance on “average” geotechnical
test results and an “estimated”
shear strength to conclude that “...
progressive failure ...will never be
initiated”,

So, where is Nalcor’s first and
foremost focus on safety, and
government’s much ballyhooed
evidence-based decision making?
And if this whole $12-billion “in-
vestment” should fail, whose best
interest has the newly appointed
Consumer Advocate, the newly ap-
pointed members of the Oversight
Committee, and the minister of
Justice and Public Safety been really
looking out for?

Maurice E. Adams
Paradise
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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 | 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

Maurice E. Adams

19 Picco Drive

Paradise, NL

Al1L 3L8
www.Vvision2041.com
adamsmauricee@aim.com
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