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The CAE (Clean, Affordable Energy) Alliance is a volunteer organization representing the interests of  energy ratepayers in Ontario.  We advocate reliability and security of power supply, environmental accountability, and the preservation of economic sustainability.  

CAE members have closely followed provincial power restructuring over the past few years.  We have reviewed and responded to Ontario Power Authority (OPA) reports, stakeholder submissions, discussion papers, web conferences and workshops.  We have spent considerable time researching credible energy and environmental information.  Our initial concerns for the future affordability and stability of Ontario’s power system have not diminished through this process.  We have expressed our concerns to the media, the Ministry of Energy, Ministry of the Environment, opposition critics, the OPA, and Legislative Committees including the pre-budget Finance Committee, Judicial Committee and Committee on Government Agencies regarding Ontario Power Generation.  

Public Forum – Power Generation

The communities of Haldimand and Norfolk are faced with decisions that will impact not only this area, but the entire province of Ontario.  We appreciate this opportunity to provide information that we hope will be helpful as you assess the place of existing and future power generating facilities in your community.  

Nanticoke Generating Station has provided reliable and affordable power to the province for the past 35 years.  The CAE Alliance believes that it will be required for at least an additional 10 years, especially as Ontario enters the middle of the next decade, a critical phase of power upgrades and new forms of generation.

The premature closure of Nanticoke will have a negative impact on our economy and system security.  The strategies for plant closure are based on information/misinformation that we feel is easily dispelled when one studies the facts.  Nanticoke Generating Station is worth keeping, and the CAE Alliance is here to remind you why it is a valuable asset and what can be done to improve its environmental performance.

Why Ontario Needs Nanticoke:

1.  Operating characteristics – flexible, quick response to load fluctuations – load following, load balancing
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(IESO – 10 Year Outlook – Ontario  Demand Forecast – Jan 2006-Dec 2015)

2.  Nanticoke GS cannot be replaced by nuclear
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New and refurbished nuclear are required just to replace existing nuclear units reaching end of life
3.  Nanticoke GS offers affordable power
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Chart from IESO, 2005 Year in Review

4.  Nanticoke GS Emission Profile can be significantly improved 
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55% of Ontario Smog Precursors Originate in the United States (Ministry of the Environment, Transboundary Air Pollution in Ontario, June, 2005)

The main components of SMOG are ground level ozone (NOx + VOCs) + SO2, CO, PM + hot, stagnant air + sunlight   - coal contributes less than 1% to CO (carbon monoxide); Particulate Matter, and VOCs (volatile organic compounds), more significantly to the latter 2

 SO2 and NOx can be reduced by 80-95% - mercury and other metals can be reduced up to 95%


[image: image9.emf]Coal fired Generation can be one of the cleanest 

power generation alternatives

Smog causing emissions reduction:

• Cleaner Coal  - 96.4%

• Replacement with Natural Gas Combined Cycle – 97.3%

Item  Emissions 

g/MWh

Gas             Coal

NOx 26  163

CO 104 49

VOC 16 0

PM2.5 29 8

PM10 0 0

SO

2

2 82

NH

3

42 0

Total 224                302

Cleaner Coal vs Combined Cycle Gas
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5.  Nanticoke Greenhouse Gas Emissions can be reduced
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♦  Canadian Contribution to Global Man Made Greenhouse Gases  - 2.18%

♦  % Nanticoke GS of Canadian Emissions   1.9% (14.72 MT) – 0.004% global contribution
6.  Nanticoke uses an abundant, affordable fuel source
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“More than 95% of the gas consumed in Ontario comes from outside the province, mostly from the WCSB” (see chart above) 

“Total Canadian natural gas production declined 4% in 2003”  in spite of the fact that “…almost 14,000 wells were drilled in the WCSB, setting a new record … average of over 38 wells per day.”  
7.  Nanticoke will be required past 2014
Existing and Target Supply Mix

Source:  Ministry of Energy, Backgrounder:  Ontario’s Electricity Supply Mix, June 13, 2006
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Target Supply Mix:  (Right Chart) 

♦  Removal of  25% of reliable, flexible and cost effective resources (coal) will impact reliability.
♦ Weak system – less supply options in the mix 
♦ Too many variables and uncertainties – unreliable resources 

♦ Significant new transmission and upgrades required – staffing shortages
♦ Expensive power supply – too much cost too quickly (ie nuclear upgrades + expensive gas/wind/imports + expensive infrastructure)

♦ Weather impacts – hot summer – convergence of low wind and drought like conditions very possible (summer of 2005)

Conclusion

Nanticoke Generating Station is capable of delivering cleaner, affordable electricity for a modest investment of $1-2 Billion, compared with natural gas, which will cost $7-10 Billion for infrastructure changes, and 2-3 times the cost of power produced.  This facility meets all the criteria of reliability, cost effectiveness, flexibility, and with emissions abatement technology, can conform to environmental performance demands.  It is imperative that the Nanticoke Generating Station be equipped with the best available emissions reduction technology, without further delay.
Nuclear supplies needed base load


(lower line)





♦ Removal of Coal which sets market price about 50% of the time, at less than ½ the price of natural gas.





♦ Natural Gas at 2-3 times the cost will likely set market price 





♦ The average cost per unit of energy was over 3 times higher for natural gas than coal, over the 2002-2005 period.  (US Energy Information Administration)











