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Questions & Answers
In addition to the Question-and-Answer session during the Annual Meeting, a number of
additional questions were submitted by members of the public.
Following are responses to those questions.

Q1.

What is the YTD 2017 Labrador peak demand for the 300MW recall?

A1.
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2015
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Q2.

How many mw of recall power will be needed for Alderon's Kami project ?

A2.

As Alderon has stated previously, should the project proceed and enter commercial operation,
annual load requirement would be in the range of 60-70MW. See
http://www.alderonironore.com/index.php/news/2013/41-nalcor-confirms-power-supply-foralderon-s-kami-project

Q3.

How many Recall MW will be need for the 27% IOC expansion?

A3.

IOC has already completed some upgrades and modernization projects to increase production. It
has also indicated development of the Wabush 3 pit, which would enable an increase in
production of approximately 4.5%. While this is expected to result in slightly higher energy
requirements by IOC, it will have minimal impact on IOC's existing peak demand.

Q4.

If the Labrador-Island Link (LIL) transmission line goes down in winter in a remote section of
the Long Range Mountains, how long will it take to fix?

A4.

This has been addressed in several Requests for Information. Below are links that make
reference to the restoration period. These are located on the Public Utilities Board website and
provided through the Investigation and Hearing into Supply Issues and Power Outages on the
Island Interconnected System.
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Liberty Report (pages 100-101 discuss the restoration time for the HVdc line)
http://pub.nl.ca/applications/IslandInterconnectedSystem/phasetwo/files/reports/TheLibertyC
onsultingGroup-PhaseTwoReport-2016-08-19.pdf
PUB-NLH300 - information specific to the Long Range Mountains
http://pub.nl.ca/applications/IslandInterconnectedSystem/files/rfi/PUB-NLH-300.pdf
PUB-NLH 299 - information about the restoration time
http://pub.nl.ca/applications/IslandInterconnectedSystem/files/rfi/PUB-NLH-299.pdf
GRK-NLH 033
http://pub.nl.ca/applications/IslandInterconnectedSystem/files/rfi/GRK-NLH-033.pdf
Q5.

Could you comment on the Newfoundland Power report (Oct. 14, 2016) i.e. LIL reliability no
greater than 50 years, compared to Newfoundland & Labrador Hydro stating LIL reliability is
500 years or greater?

A5.

Information regarding the Labrador-Island Link design is provided in the following Request for
Information: http://pub.nl.ca/applications/IslandInterconnectedSystem/files/rfi/NP-NLH004.pdf. This information was provided to the Public Utilities Board through the Investigation
and Hearing into Supply Issues and Power Outages on the Island Interconnected System.

----Q6.

Does Nalcor have a sub-committee of its Board of Directors with specific responsibilities for
Muskrat Falls, similar to the Site C Project Board?

A6.

Muskrat Falls Corporation is a separate subsidiary of Nalcor Energy and it has its own Board of
Directors.

Q7.

Is there such an external technical advisory or review board for Muskrat Falls similar to the
Site C technical advisory Board?
Was there such a Board in the past for Muskrat Falls or for the Lower Churchill development?

Q8.
A7-8

An Advisory Board was established for the Muskrat Falls facility and associated dams. The
Advisory Board was in place during Engineering Phase of project. The members of the Advisory
Board included: Donald Coulson; Brian Forbes; Bernard Hagin and Stephen Rigbey. These are
accomplished engineers, geotechnical engineers and experts in their respective fields. While the
Advisory Board does not sit as a whole, they are engaged on a regular basis to provide support
in specific technical areas related to their expertise. We have engaged the individual experts as
required and have expanded the team of experts we call upon beyond the Advisory Board team
members. The engagement of the Advisory Board was taken at the Muskrat Falls Project team
management level to provide an independent opinion on the work undertaken by the project’s
designers.

Preamble to the following questions:
I learned three years ago of the existence of the technical review panel for Muskrat Falls when I met a
member of the panel. I understand that the four person review panel met in April 2013, September 2013
and June 2014, producing a report at the conclusion of each meeting. The four engineers had expertise in
dam safety, hydraulics and power plants, spillways and roller compacted dams, and mechanical
equipment. None had experience with quick marine clays. They were then disbanded after submitting
their June 2014 report.
Q9:

Why was the panel disbanded?

A9:

An Advisory Board was established for the Muskrat Falls facility and associated dams. The
Advisory Board and was in place during Engineering Phase of project. While the Advisory Board
does not sit as a whole, they are engaged on regular basis to provide support in specific
technical areas related to their expertise. We have engaged the individual experts as required
and have expanded the team of experts we call upon beyond the Advisory Board team
members. Note also that as we move into critical construction activities in 2017, including RCC
construction and turbine/generator installation, LCP is re-engaging the Advisory Board in its
complete form in 2017 for ongoing review of design implementation in construction.

Q10:

To whom did the review panel report within Nalcor?

A10:

The review panel was coordinated by the Muskrat Falls Generation Engineering Manager and
the board has met with the Executive Vice President and Project Director.

Q11:

Were the reports reviewed by Nalcor’s Board of Directors?

A11:

As indicated above, the Advisory Board was engaged by the Muskrat Falls Project management
team.

Q12:

Were these reports shared with the Independent Engineer and with the Federal Government?

A12:

The Independent Engineer (MWH) was engaged and aware of the board and indicated in its
November 2013 report that “MWH personally knows these individuals they are qualified to
provide sound opinions for the Integrated Project Team to consider.”

Q13:

Were these reports shared with the Minister of Natural Resources?

A13:

As indicated above, the Advisory Board was engaged by the Muskrat Falls Project management
team

Q14:

Did the Minister of Natural Resources participate in the decision to terminate the technical
advisory panel?

A14:

The Advisory Board has not been terminated as indicated in the information provided above.

-----

Q15.

At Nalcor’s AGM, it was stated that 80 MW of Churchill recall (total 300MW) if used on LIL for
the 2 years before Muskrat Falls is in service can save $160M per year by reducing Holyrood
fuel use. Why not buy another 420 MW from Hydro-Quebec for 2 years at rates cheaper than
Holyrood to save fuel and repairs and to extend the life of Holyrood as a backup?

A15.

Once these new transmission assets are in service, it will provide greater integration and more
options for transmission of power in the province. We will continually assess what the best
available alternatives are -- including exporting available recapture power, using it domestically,
importing power, or a combination of those alternatives -- based on what makes the most sense
in terms of cost-effectiveness. We are actively exploring ways to maintain competitive rates for
the province's ratepayers.

Q16.

MF has a rated capacity of 824 MW (LIL has 10% line loss at capacity). The LIL has 900 MW
capacity. Where does this 76 MW difference come from to use to fill the LIL?

A16.

The Labrador-Island Link has a rated capacity of 900MW. LIL will be utilized to transmit power to
and from our generating assets across NL (Labrador and on the island) as well as completed a
transmission loop to enable the transmission of power to and from other neighbouring
jurisdictions. LIL will be used for more than just the transmission of energy from the Muskrat
Falls generating facility.

