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INPUT TO THE OPA

DISCUSSION PAPER #2 – LOAD FORECAST

The OPA has sought comments and input from individuals and organizations that have an interest in or concern with Ontario’s electricity supply today and in the future.  In particular, the OPA asks the question, “Do the results, based on the methodology, key drivers and assumptions, provide a sound base for planning?”

In response to this, please consider the following:

GENERAL COMMENTS
The IPSP Scope and Overview Document released on June 29, 2006 includes an Appendix of source material referencing the legislative and regulatory framework underlying the development of the IPSP.  The Scope and Overview also refers to the Electricity Conservation and Supply Task Force (ECSFT) final report submitted to the Minister in January, 2004.  The OPA cites these documents as the source and authority for the creation of the OPA, and for the development of the IPSP.

The CAE Alliance wishes to draw the attention of the OPA to some government policy guidelines and legislated and/or regulated responsibilities that are being overlooked or undervalued as foundational elements of the OPA’s power planning process.  The mandate to devise a power plan based on government directives in only one of many factors that the OPA must consider in developing the IPSP.  Other responsibilities are not subject to this one, but are to work in harmony with Ministry of Energy duties to the people of Ontario.
1.
Economic Commitment

The CAE Alliance believes that there is insufficient analysis and assessment by the OPA of the economic implications of proposed energy strategy.  The cost of supply, transmission, conservation and demand management strategies must be assessed according to the ratepayers’ ability to bear those costs.   The IPSP Scope and Overview identifies 8 broad planning principles that will shape the content of the plan.  Preserving economic sustainability is not listed as one of these 8 priorities.
•   “The IPSP will reflect the electricity sector goals set by the Ontario Government and will include programs and activities that respond to the Minister of Energy’s directive to the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) on June 13, 2006.”  (OPA Scope and Overview)  
This directive, however, must be viewed in conjunction with the Ministry of Energy mandate and strategic directions which include “promotion of a safe, secure and competitively-priced supply of energy; … economic development, increased jobs and investment in Ontario.”  (Ministry of Energy Statement of Environmental Values)  
Ontario government policy also includes the “provincial goal to enhance the quality of life for the citizens of Ontario.” (Provincial Policy Statement, 2005)  These principles must remain a constant consideration throughout the planning process.
• The IPSP delivered to the Ontario Energy Board for approval must be “economically prudent and cost effective”.  (Electricity Restructuring Act, 2004)

•  The Ontario Energy Board, “in carrying out its responsibilities … shall be guided by the objectives 1) to protect the interests of consumers with respect to prices and the adequacy, reliability, and quality of electricity service. 2) To promote economic efficiency and cost effectiveness in the generation, transmission, distribution sale and demand management of electricity and to facilitate the maintenance of a financially viable electricity industry.”  (Electricity Restructuring Act, 2004)
• Information supplied to the OPA (Supply Mix Process) indicates that “Most participants, … concluded that in the end, the Ontario economy must be the most important priority – the economy is the primary driver of all decisions in the Province.”  “Consumers want public institutions that vigorously defend and promote the public interest and protect taxpayers dollars.”  (ECSTF)
• “Consumer education and protection will be critical to the success of the retail market.” (ECSTF)  
There is concern that consumers will bear the risk of contracts made with private power generators.  “Rather than push ahead with fundamental electricity market reforms, the Government of Ontario has opted to focus its efforts on contracting directly with the private sector to build new generating capacity.  This approach entails potentially significant financial risks for the province and, ultimately, for the electricity ratepayers and taxpayers of Ontario, as the province in providing investment guarantees to private-sector electricity generators in an effort to attract investments.”  (Library of Parliament – Parliamentary Information and Research Service – “Ontario’s Electricity System:  Is There Light at the End of the Tunnel?” – September 22, 2005)

• Many ratepayers – residents, business and industrial energy consumers – are expressing concern about rising energy costs. (Submissions to the OPA Supply Mix process reflect this.) Ontario’s power system is currently weighed down by approximately $20 Billion in stranded debt.  The CAE Alliance has been advised by a Senior Policy Advisor in the Energy Ministry, that “very little” of this debt has been reduced, in spite of the fact that ratepayers have been paying for 5 years to eliminate this debt.  
• The OPA is suggesting that energy restructuring will require about $70 Billion ($56 to $83 Billion according to the Supply Mix Report), for capital costs alone, plus “significant operating, fuel and maintenance costs” that are yet undetermined.  Assuming that we calculate this cost over a 20 year period approximately $4 billion dollars a year will be required, plus the inevitably higher price tag for the generation itself.  (The total of all electricity bills in Ontario is $12 billion per year.) Therefore, electricity bills will necessarily rise 30% annually to cover capital costs, plus higher generating costs.  
• The CAE Alliance has challenged OPA employees with this question in the past year.  A classic answer has been that “The OPA does not make policy, it just follows it.”  There is a sense that cost to the consumer is out of OPA hands.  However, the OPA is responsible to deliver a cost effective and affordable power scheme to the Ontario Energy Board.  Costs, and the ability to pay those costs, must be the responsibility of the OPA.  

• The ratepayers simply cannot bear the costs that the OPA is considering. Higher energy costs create a domino effect that tumbles through the economy, impacting Gross Domestic Product (GDP), investment in the province, employment and revenue to the provincial coffers.  (See page 5, Variables Impacting  Energy Use)  
Prudent planning includes a determination of what expenditures are critical and necessary, others that would best be implemented over time, and some that are best abandoned.  
• The CAE believes that it is imperative that the OPA work in conjunction with the Ministries of Economic Development and Trade, Northern Development and Mines, and Finance to assess the impact of energy restructuring costs and higher rates on the public, on business and industry.

2.
Electricity has become a necessary commodity in our modern world.  It not only enhances our quality of life, but has become a vital component of it.  It is acknowledged, however, that in the use of electricity there is an element of wasteful abuse of it.  It is vital that the OPA considers Conservation and Demand Management (CDM) measures that curb the excessive use without penalizing prudent energy consumers.  

The CAE Alliance is concerned that certain programs will be implemented in the attempt to create a “culture of conservation” that will create hardship for many without targeting valid sources of squandered energy.  (Further input will follow in the CDM Discussion.)
3.
The OPA, Scope and Overview document indicates that “the IPSP is a plan to implement policy.”  The CAE Alliance believes that is a fundamental flaw evident throughout the process to date.  The OPA is too concentrated on the elements of the current government directive without viewing that against the backdrop of the broader, more comprehensive mandate.  The Ontario Power Authority was created “to conduct independent planning for electricity generation, demand management, conservation and transmission and develop integrated power system plans for Ontario;” (Electricity Restructuring Act, 25.2 (1) (b)    
“Independent” is defined as “not subject to control by others” “Free from the influence, guidance, or control of another or others; self-reliant “; “Not determined or influenced by someone or something else; not contingent”.
• The ECSTF could be considered the forerunner of the OPA.  This committee’s final report states that “The Task Force’s terms of reference establish the principles that inform our action plan: security of supply, adequacy, affordability, reliability, environmental soundness, and preservation of Ontario’s economic competitiveness.”  These principles are reflected in the OPA’s legislated mandate – The Electricity Restructuring Act, Section 25.2(1).  
SUMMARY

Guidelines and recommendations to the OPA must all be viewed through the lens of responsibilities as noted above. This may be particularly relevant in determining load forecast where government directives appear to be unreasonable, particularly in terms of cost of implementing policy, timeline for inclusion of certain elements and reliability of proposed supply mix.  Government directives are subject to change, particularly when there is a change of government.  
LOAD FORECAST FINDINGS
As indicated by the OPA, a practical and effective power system plan cannot be formulated without “a working estimation of the province’s future electricity needs”.  

Determination of load requirements will be based on:

▪ Baseline assessment, including evaluation of factors impacting demand
▪ Projected growth in demand

▪ Ability to impact that growth through Conservation/Demand Management

▪ Adjustment of load requirements based on fuel type in supply mix
1.
BASELINE ASSESSMENT
• The OPA documents express uncertainty in terms of base line information, changing patterns of power consumption and economic growth or regression. For example, “The data required for comprehensive forecasting is not consistently available for Ontario. This causes uncertainties around some of the specific results … Significant improvements in data quality and consistency can result from ongoing data check, better sources from market research and validation. This work will take place over many months or years.”
VARIABLES IMPACTING ENERGY USE

As noted by the OPA, many variables, and complex interactions of these variables, affect overall electricity demand. Changes to any one of these variables can change the future demand.
With significant energy restructuring proposed, some variables will definitely be impacted which, due to the interdependence noted, will cause a chain reaction of impacts which then either skews conclusions or causes a “running in circles” situation.  The ability to forecast is therefore compounded by the fact Ontario’s power system is in such a state of change.
Examples:
1.  Electricity prices used in the IPSP Reference Model are based on the “techno-vert” price scenario in the NEB’s report.  This includes predictions of prices to 2025.  This scenario shows prices per KWh declining slightly by 2025 from the 2005 prices.  However, the realities of the capital costs for electricity restructuring in Ontario ($56-$83 Billion) as we noted earlier, would suggest that costs for electricity must rise, not remain static.  
2.  Changes in Gross Domestic Product are another variable noted to impact load requirements.  Rising energy prices will negatively impact the GDP.  Note:
• The manufacturing and industrial sectors have declined in GDP in the past couple of years, due in part to higher energy prices.  This fact is well documented. The Ministry of Finance report, “Economic Outlook and Fiscal Review 2005” indicates that there is a $615 million revenue change for each percentage point change in real GDP growth (or loss).  This, in turn, impacts other sectors of the economy.  “For every dollar invested in the manufacturing sector there is an additional $3.05 in economic activity.” (Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters - Submission to the OPA Supply Mix)
GDP will impact load growth, but higher energy costs will impact the GDP.

• The Ministry of Finance reports strong job gains in the areas of wholesale and retail trade; education; finance; insurance; real estate and leasing; and construction.  However, all of these are “spin off” jobs, dependant upon health and growth in manufacturing and industrial sectors.  

• The services sector Gross Domestic Product now dominates Ontario’s total GDP.
3.  If the industrial and manufacturing GDP is impacted by higher energy rates, the commercial and institutional sector will suffer.  In addition to this, higher rates will inevitably hit this sector once “Smart Meters” are implemented.  Consider the impact to the Commercial and Institutional (Service) sector, which accounted for 36.6 percent of total electricity used in 2003.   The following chart shows pattern of electricity use.
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(ICF Consulting – Report to the OPA)

The accommodations and food industry (9%), office buildings (59%), retail outlets (12%), traditionally operating at high demand times of day, will be adversely impacted by the highest rates for electricity use during hours of operation.  Hospitals and educational facilities, representing a further 10% of the commercial sector electricity use, will also be impacted.  The additional energy costs will hurt small business, and higher service and retail costs will be passed on to the consumer and affect taxpayers who fund our institutions.  The GDP in this sector will suffer, impacting electricity demand.
• The Ministry of Finance Economic Review identifies that healthy growth in household spending on goods and services translates into a boost in Personal Income Tax and Employer Health Tax, as well as Retail Sales Tax revenues. This is all money to the provincial coffers, which in turn funds energy programs.  A strong, health economy will of necessity require more energy.  It is in the best interest of the province to maintain reliable power at stable, affordable rates.
• OPA information (“Sensitivity to Economic Output Growth and Extreme Weather”) indicates that high economic growth would add 580 MW of demand by 2015, and 1084 MW by 2025.  This is the equivalent of one Portland’s Energy Centre by 2015, or double that 10 years beyond.  
4.  Extreme weather is another key variable identified by the OPA as impacting load forecast.  
• “Ontario’s load shape is changing from a winter peak to a summer peak, creating a new profile for the peak. … Weather variability is changing from year to year, impacting the peak and the minimum demands. … Weather has, by far, the largest influence on demand. Statistical analyses have shown that about 40% of the variability in demand is the result of weather.” (IESO – Presentation to OPA – Supply Mix Process, Oct. 2005) 
• “The  average  temperature  was  6.7%  higher  in  2005  than  in  2006  resulting  in  an  average  demand  that  was  4.8%  higher  in  2005  than  in  2006.” (IESO)   

• The additional demand for extreme weather is quite significant, an additional 1648 MW would be required by 2015, a critical point when “a serious shortfall of supply begins to emerge and grows…” (OPA).  Looking to 2025, 1714MW of additional power would be required under extreme weather conditions.  (from OPA “Sensitivity to Economic Output Growth and Extreme Weather”)
SUMMARY

Baseline information is only beginning to emerge in Ontario.  Factors that impact power demand, such as economic health, weather patterns and load trends, are in a state of change.  Considering that Ontario will be experiencing a “serious shortfall in supply” (OPA) in the next 8 -10 years, it is advisable for the OPA to use high needs scenarios when anticipating load requirements.
2.
PROJECTED GROWTH IN DEMAND

•  The OPA estimates demand to grow by about 1% per year, from 2005-2015.  Based on information supplied in earlier OPA documents, consulting reports, and the IESO, the CAE believes this represents too conservative an estimate.  The ECSTF report released January, 2004, indicates that growth in peak demand averaged 1.7 % per year over the previous ten years.  The IESO indicates that “Annual  energy  demand  is  expected  to  shrink  by  0.2%  in  2006  before  rebounding  due  to  the  loss  of  energy‐intensive  industrial  demand.   A  stronger  economy  in  2007  with  better  performance  across  all  sectors  of  the  economy  with  lead  to  a  rebound  in  electricity  demand  growth  of  1.5%  over  2006.”  Demand growth 2004-2005 was 1.2% (IESO, Market Year Review, 2005)  “A forecast of 0.9% a year growth … assumes that use per person will continue to fall … a forecast of 1.8% per year assumes an increase in use per person…” (OPA Supply Mix Document)  “… peak usage is growing faster … 1.3% a year…” (OPA)
As we concluded in the section above,  a “bare bones” estimation of load requirements is simply not prudent. 

•   A misapplication of information can lead to errors in demand growth calculations.  For example, the OPA concludes that energy demand for air conditioning will level off once we have reached saturation point with respect to number of homes installing and using air conditioning.  This conclusion may not be an accurate one, as increased energy demand for space cooling is dependent not only on volume of units in place, but on weather patterns. The ICF Consulting Report notes that “Cooling energy use increased by over 100 percent from 1990 to 2003, reflecting the increased prevalence of central air conditioning. …  Part of this increase in consumption reflects differences in the weather. Cooling degree days were approximately 20 percent higher in 2003 than in 1990.”  “While air conditioning energy use represents only 7.6 percent of annual electricity use in the residential sector, it has a disproportionate impact in terms of demand.” 
• Minor appliance use is expected to contribute 80% to the residential growth rate of 0.8%.  “Given the increasing load associated with these appliances, further investigation of these loads, their efficiency and saturations would appear warranted.” (ICF Consulting) As prices continue to drop for advancing technology in computers and large screen tvs, home gaming systems and room air conditioners, the residential growth rate and the intensity may well exceed estimation.  
• Natural gas use is projected to increase significantly in the province.  Volumes of gas required for electricity production, ethanol processing, fuel switching in homes for water and space heating will impact the cost and availability of natural gas.  At times when gas prices are very high, as with last fall and winter, people use electric space heaters more and their gas furnaces less.  This could become a more frequent occurrence and impact winter electricity consumption.
3. CONSERVATION AND DEMAND MANAGEMENT

“The changes in growth rates are driven by complex interactions of the demand drivers.” (OPA Load Forecast Discussion Paper)

It is safe to assume therefore that CDM can be described as intervention aimed at impacting demand drivers in such a way as to cause a decrease in energy requirements.  It is as dangerous to overestimate gains to be achieved through CDM as it is to underestimate growth in demand.  

The CAE Alliance believes that the target of 6,300 MW of CDM is too ambitious to be reached.  This represents more than 18.5% of current installed capacity.  Further discussion on CDM will follow after the next Discussion Paper release by the OPA.  However, the CAE wishes to make the following comments:

• The OPA suggested 1,810 MW of CDM by the year 2025.  “We explored a range of gains from 1,800 MW to 4.,300 MW … for the purposes of long-term planning, the 1,800 MW estimate (5% of requirements) was considered a reasonable and prudent assumption at this stage …”  (OPA Supply Mix Summary)

The OPA acknowledges that the target supply mix, including 6,300 MW of CDM, as reflected in the chart on page 4 is based on “certain assumptions about load growth developed by the Ministry of Energy”.  The difference is quite significant.  What information has the Ministry supplied to the OPA that would justify the leap from 1,810 MW to 6,300 MW of CDM?

• A “milestone” for CDM is the “near-term” reduction of peak demand by 5%, or 1350 MW, by 2007.  How on track is the province in terms of reaching this first goal?  How effective was the tiered pricing at reducing summer peak demand?  

• The OPA states that the market for conservation can be transformed through a variety of ways, from education to regulatory or legislative action.  While some CDM measures are obviously beneficial, ie energy efficient building codes, some may prove harmful to low income families and those on fixed incomes, and destructive to the economy.  

• “During the past 25 years, governments at all levels, together with both natural gas and electric utilities, have delivered a wide array of market interventions in an effort to reduce overall demand for energy by residential, industrial, or commercial energy users. The energy efficiency of most equipment and buildings in Canada has steadily improved. Moreover, between 1990 and 2004, the energy intensity of industrial production declined by 30%. … At the risk of oversimplification, a good portion of the DSM “low hanging fruit” has already been attained in all three sectors, i.e., many of the lower cost, short payback measures have been implemented. …” (Marbek Resource Consultants Ltd. And M.K. Jaccard and Associates, Inc.)  Industries have made significant gains in energy conservation in order to remain competitive.

Therefore, the year 2005, or 2006 cannot be considered the beginning point for conservation.  In many cases, we may well be in the latter stages of efficiency improvements.

• The so called “Status Quo” methods for CDM (“Naturally Occurring” CDM) provide limited demand reduction.  More aggressive measures are required for significant CDM impact.  These aggressive (and costly) measures, include further subsidies, marginal cost policies (ie time of use pricing measured on real time basis); aggressive urban land use policy (to reduce single family dwellings by 25% by 2025); legislated minimum efficiency targets for buildings and equipment; “carbon liability” or “shadow price” applied to energy price forecasts 

• The result of forcing some of these policies will be the  increased cost of electricity as a means of forcing consumer compliance.  How does this impact quality of life? How reliable will our power system be? 
4.  INSTALLED CAPACITY VS. AVAILABLE RESOURCES
The first three points noted above are addressed in the IPSP Discussion Paper.  However, the latter is not considered.  When forecasting load requirements, output and not merely installed capacity must be considered.  Installed capacity does not directly correlate to available capacity.  The addition of significant amounts of renewal resources - wind, solar, small hydro and hydro imports – will actually increase the amount of installed capacity required.  The need for additional back-up capacity due to the intermittent nature of production, or deregulation increases the need for additional resources.  For example, demand during peak-load periods is expected to grow from 25,823 MW in 2005 (already exceeded) to 32,531 MW in 2025.  A significant portion of new renewable generation is expected to come from wind power.  As noted by the IESO, “capacity at the time of peak and total energy contributions from wind-powered generation is assumed to be 10% and 30% respectively.” 1,000 MW of installed wind capacity translates into 333MW of output under normal operating conditions; 100 MW at peak, ie a hot, humid summer day when the wind isn’t blowing, or when wind speeds are too high and production is curtailed to prevent damage.   
 

• Installed resources do not equal available resources and therefore load requirements will need to be higher to reflect the reduced output from renewable generation.
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4. Total  Reductions  in  Resources  (MW):   These  reductions  represent  the  sum  of  generator  deratings,  generator  planned  outages,  generation  limitations  due  to  transmission  interface  constraints,  generation  constraints  due  to  transmission  outages/limitations  and  allowance  for  generation  capability  levels  below  rated  installed  capacity.   In  the  case  of  wind  generation,  it  is  assumed  that  10%  of  the  installed  capacity  is  available  at  the  time  of  peak,  so  90%  of  the  installed  capacity  is  counted  in  the  total  reduction  in  resources.   Hydroelectric  capability  is  based  on  historic  levels  of  production  and  contributions  to  operating  reserve. (IESO 18 Month Outlook, September, 2006)  (Highlight added)

• THE IESO indicates that the change to a “dual peaking” yearly trend impacts time available for scheduled.   “Inevitably  this  means  that  some  long  duration  outages  have  to  be  scheduled  into  the  start  of  the  peak  seasons,  creating  the  potential  that  any  extensions  of  these  outages  occur  when  the  generation  is  most  needed.”  This transition to dual peak seasons will impact the type of resources required and therefore the load forecast. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

1.  Inconsistencies in Planning
As noted earlier, load forecast must consider the mix of supply sources.  Although it may seem logical to determine load requirements prior to determining supply mix, the types of generating sources required will impact the amount of installed capacity that is needed.  This is an important when we consider that the government has already determined the desired supply mix for 2025. 

[image: image4.emf]
The existing supply mix noted in the left chart above, shows a total of 33,740 MW of installed capacity.  The chart on the right displays the government plan for 2025 supply mix totaling 45,650 MW.  Note:

• There is some discrepancy regarding installed capacity at present, as the IESO indicates existing installed resources totaling 31,094 MW 

• Conservation (6,300 MW) amount, as shown on the right hand chart,  must be subtracted from the total MW.  It does not represent installed capacity.  Rather, it represents hoped for displacement in load requirements.  Therefore, the installed capacity at 2025 would actually be 39,350 MW.  
It would appear therefore that the OPA will base the IPSP on a load forecast of 39,350 MW at 2025.

• The chart on the right, above, includes Gas and Cogen of 9,400 MW.  However, the OPA indicates that the goal of 6,300 MW of CDM will include cogeneration.  (Ministerial Directive, June 13, 2006) It would appear therefore, that cogen has been included in two sections of this chart.  This would reduce the total installed capacity by a further 1,000 MW +/-.
• Wind energy, included in “Renewables” must be discounted according to production ratings, as indicated above, and as reflected in the wind generator output statistics for Ontario’s 3 wind farms operating during the summer months.
• Wind energy data for Ontario is only now becoming availing in terms of actual turbines in operation.  “Studies  are  underway  to  determine  appropriate  assumptions for  wind  power  capacity  values  at  the  time  of  peak  demands  in  Ontario.” (IESO)  It would be prudent to assess the realistic input before contracting for significantly more wind generation.  
• Cost, as we have indicated, is a primary consideration for load forecast and development.  The government directive to target 15,700 MW of renewable energy by 2025 will come at quite a cost.  As noted by the OPA, “most of the feasible wind and hydroelectric resources are located great distances from major load centres …Connecting these resources and moving their output to load centres will mean significant investments in new transmission. The planning issues include environmental acceptability, timing and cost.” (Scope and Overview)  

• “… wind is an intermittent generation source. As the amount of wind generation on the system grows, it may become necessary to add additional amounts of hydro, storage, or gas peaking generation in order to complement the wind resources on days, particularly peak use days in the summer, when their output is low.”  (Scope and Overview)  It is important that the cost of transmission - particularly from remote locations -   and backup resources be calculated into the cost of the renewable resource.  (Line losses over long distances must also be considered.)
• “Renewable resources are key to meeting the goals of adequacy and environmental sustainability.”  (Scope and Overview)  The environmental ramifications of additional renewal resources must include the impact of transmission development and the additional gas or other peaking generation required as back up generation.
SUMMARY

 The ECSFT Final Report concludes that “Our recommendations were driven by the need to arrive at practical solutions, not by a theoretical model or vision.”  The model provided, as shown above, is not a practical model for future load requirements.  System reliability and security cannot be achieved.
2.  Impact on System Reliability and Security
“The Task Force notes that, even with strong pushes on conservation and renewables, the demand-supply gap remains very wide. It will need to be filled in a way that recognizes the physical requirements of the electricity system and the unique attributes of the different generation types.”  (ECSTF- Final Report)
• Load forecast must be realistic in terms of type of resources required to fulfill demand, not merely number of megawatts required for power production.   35,000 MW of installed capacity which includes sufficient resources to provide base, intermediate and peak load – intermittent renewable resources combined with conventional back up energy supplies – is much different than a supply mix of equal capacity, but the resources of which are incapable of supplying peak needs, load following or load balancing.  “Flexibility to respond quickly and easily to demand changes” (IESO) is a necessary component of future supply mix.  
• “ … every change, such as the addition of a new generator or transmission line, has to be evaluated in terms of its impact on the reliability and security of the system as a whole.” (Scope and Overview)  This is true also with any generator that is removed from the system as a whole.  
 • Setting  records  for  highest  hourly  demand  in  August,  followed  by  the  record  for  the  lowest  hourly  price  in  September  illustrates  the  wide  range  of  operating  conditions  that  can  be experienced  in  Ontario,  and  the  need  for  careful  planning  and  assessment  of  the  appropriate  resource  mix  to  meet  the  province’s  electricity  needs.  (IESO – 18 month outlook, September 25, 2006)

CONCLUSION:

As stated, determining load requirements is a first step in developing the IPSP.  It is imperative that the OPA not “low ball” the load requirements.  “A serious shortfall of supply begins to emerge in about 8 years and grows to a gap of about 10,000 megawatts by 2025.”  (Scope and Overview)  Due to the long lead times required for any generating facility, we could be in serious trouble before that time if conservation efforts do not meet targets, if demand grows quicker than anticipated, or we experience seasons of extreme weather.  It is important that the OPA protect assets now (upgrade existing coal fired units to meet environmental requirements) that will be required to ensure reliability as the many uncertainties and contingencies are explored.
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