554 Bolivar Street
Peterborough, Ontario, K9J 4R8
September 14, 2007
The Panel on the Future of the Trent Severn Waterway
185 King Street, Suite 100
Peterborough, Ontario, K9J 2R8

Dear Members of the Panel,

| thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process and to contribute material
germane to the stated purpose of the Panel. | applaud the Minister of the Environment for
seeking responses from interested members of the public. | wish also to express my
appreciation to the individual Panel members for the duties and responsibilities you have
taken on.

Like many of local residents | place a high value on the waterway’s cultural heritage, natural
environment and outdoor recreational role and wish to see these preserved and protected for
the continued benefit of our growing and diverse Canadian population, our children and
future generations.

Recent local activities have caused me to become aware of just how valuable the waterway is
in general and in particular to the Peterborough area. After careful analysis | have come to
the conclusion that the continued viability of the waterway is under direct threat as a result,
in part, to the absence of coordination and communication between the multitude of
governing agencies affecting the waterway and with particular regard to water use.

The Panel’s discussion papers touch on the issue that the waterway is affected by a myriad of
governmental agencies but that there is an absence of communication and coordination
between these bodies. This absence not only prevents the development and maintenance of
cohesive and comprehensive policies for management of the waterway, it provides loopholes
and opportunities for one level of governance to become a conduit to avoid compliance with
policies of other levels of governance.

Take for example the proposed hydroelectric development at Locks 22 and 23 by Trent Rapids
Power Corporation. TRPC, a private corporation, intends to construct a 1.4 km canal from
above lock 23 to a powerhouse below lock 22 to generate hydroelectricity which will be sold
under the taxpayer-funded Ontario Standard Offer Program which guarantees TRPC a certain
price. It has been estimated that the annual taxpayer subsidy to TRPC will be close to

$2 million*. A major concern is that utilization of public resources for private profit carries
with it the obligation of transparency, an obligation the proponents have failed to fulfill®.

Many members of the local community, myself included, see great value in low-head
hydroelectric power generation but oppose this hydroelectric project because of the lasting
and irreparable damage to the Trent Severn Waterway that will be caused by the construction
of a large canal over waterway and other public lands, such as the lands of publicly funded
Trent University.

It is disingenuous and misleading for proponents of the development to dismiss opponents as
simply naive tree huggers. It is equally disingenuous and misleading to categorize this project
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as “‘green energy” when a viable alternative exists to coordinate the refurbishing of the
federally managed dams with the integration of generators. Such a plan would have the
benefit of an extremely small footprint on the waterway and no footprint whatsoever on
other public or private lands. The continued revenue from the sale of electricity from
generators integrated into refurbished dams would flow directly to the Trent Severn
Waterway. Capital investment by the government would have a direct return to the
Waterway as well as the taxpayer.

The TRPC has been able to advance its plans towards the construction of this development in
part because of the absence of communication and coordination between governing bodies.

The municipal matter of using a Committee of Adjustment decision to avoid the public
process of amending the Official Plan and Zoning By-law is currently under appeal to the
Ontario Municipal Board?®.

Of direct relevance to the Panel is that the proposed development is subject to a federal
Environmental Screening under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) as
administered by the Minister of the Environment. And because the project involves Parks
Canada lands under the Dominion Water Power Act (DWPA) the Minister of the Environment is
responsible for allowing, denying or holding in abeyance any approvals for the development
with particular regard to the diversion, use and storage of water for the purposes of
hydroelectric generation. And finally it is to the Minister of the Environment that the Panel
reports.

A hearing will be held under the Dominion Water Power Act September 26 & 27, well before
the Minister receives and responds to the Panel’s report. The final version of the TRPC
Environment Screening report has been submitted. There is a distinct danger that decisions
will be made under the authority of the Minister of the Environment with respect to the CEAA
and the DWPA regarding a development of major impact to the Trent Severn Waterway in the
absence of the report from this very Panel under the same Minister of the Environment. I’'m
sure this irony is not lost on the Panel.

Clearly there needs to be communication and coordination between and within governing
agencies regarding management of the waterway. In particular no approvals should be
granted to further or allow the TRPC’s development at Locks 22 & 23 until such time as the
Minister of the Environment has responded to the Panel’s report. Emphasis must be put on
the set of serious duties and public responsibilities the Panel had under its terms of
reference. Indeed, the Panel’s report should inform and guide the Minister in respect to this
and similar development proposals.

On April 19, 2007 TRPC sent a document package® to the City of Peterborough Committee of
Adjustment which included a copy of a letter to the Superintendent of the Trent-Severn
Waterway from MP Bruce Stanton dated October 20, 2006°. It was Mr. Stanton’s motion in
the spring 2006 that led to the creation of the Panel.

TRPC represented Mr. Stanton’s letter in the following manner;

It has been suggested by some members of the public that all projects, including TRPC's project
along the Trent Severn Waterway, be delayed until the completion of the review of the use of the
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waterway, as proposed by MP Bruce Stanton, has been finalized. In fact, MP Bruce Stanton has
proposed this study to promote the efficient and effective use of the Trent Severn Waterway for
many uses including the development of hydroelectric power. In the attached letter from M.P.
Bruce Stanton, he indicates that he does not wish to hold up projects such as TRPC's and
encourages such developments.

While Mr. Stanton might be free to express his opinion to whomever he wishes, | trust he does
not represent or speak for the Panel and does not have the authority to direct the Panel, alter
the Panel’s scope or restrict the Panel’s mandate in any manner whatsoever. | trust that the
Panel is free to comment and or recommend specifically on the hydroelectric development at
Locks 22 and 23 as it sees fit to the betterment of the general public now and in the future.

Often the interests of private corporations are rarely aligned with the public interest. | note
the submissions of the Ontario Water Power Association (OWA) to the Panel.

Private corporations will seek to maximize shareholder profit. One means by which it will do
this is through pressuring federal, provincial and municipal government to fashion policy
and/or legislation in its interests. Indeed we see that this is already the case.

The OWA is a lobby group for the producers of hydroelectricity whose membership includes
Shaman Power Corporation, the principle shareholder of the TRPC. The OWA actively lobbies
government for policy changes and initiatives to maximize the opportunities for its members
to generate profit. While the OWA attempts to “spin” its lobbying efforts in language
designed to create the impression of concern for the management of water resources beyond
the interests of its membership, it is clear from its own literature and representations at
public OWA meetings that the objective of the OWA is to further the interests of its members.

In a separate submission to the Panel® the OWA notes (emphasis added);
More than two-dozen waterpower facilities in Ontario occupy federal lands on the Trent-Severn

and Rideau systems. The vast majority of these are situated on the Trent-Severn Waterway
(TSW)...

Relatively modest modifications to operational regimes can create substantial opportunities for
increased production of renewable energy from existing facilities...

And most revealing;

With proactive public policy defining renewable energy as a key objective for the TSW...

It is clearly evident that the OWA, and others interested in utilizing federal resources to
produce hydroelectric power for private profit, such as TRPC, are actively lobbying and
pressuring governments to shift water resource management policies into alignment primarily
with the interests of hydroelectric producers at the expense of existing mandates and other
water use interests.

The effects of such a policy shift on navigation, recreation and water quality are far from
known, regardless of anything the OWA and TPRC may represent to the contrary, particularly
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in light of global warming trends and other factors resulting in water loss and difficulty in
maintaining traditional water levels.

In his submission to the Panel (July 4, 20077) the distinguished Dr. Donald Mackay stated that,
in his view, the proposed TRPC project is an excellent example of what should not be done
and is an example of poor governance. Dr. Mackay states that the project (footnote added);

... will probably result in pressure from the operators for the TSW to increase water flows during
the summer when flows are low and lake levels are dropping. | note the submission from the
Ontario Waterpower Association® that stresses their desire to “Re-balance priorities on the TSW-
from the primary of navigation to multiple benefits” and one that “uses storage reservoirs to a
much higher degree for flow attenuation” and “positive waterpower revenues as a key contribution
to water resource management”.

| would ask the Panel to give considerable thought to the matter of increasing pressures to
shift priority of water management policies in favour of hydroelectric producers. | suggest
that to give way to such pressures is not in the public interest. The interests of hydroelectric
producers should not take a priority position.

| would ask the Panel to carefully fashion recommendations whose objectives are primarily to
preserve the waterway’s cultural heritage, natural environment and outdoor recreational
roles, and that preserve continued water quality. Hydroelectric developments should only be
allowed insofar as they are harmonious with, and not in conflict with, those objectives.

| thank your for your time and consideration of my submission and for reviewing the
referenced material.

Respectfully submitted,

Ken Brown

References:

1 Attached - letter from Bruce Lister and Goodith Heeney, August 28, 2007

2 Attached - submission to City of Peterborough Committee of Adjustment, April 3, 2007

3 Attached - submission to City of Peterborough Committee of Adjustment, April 26, 2007

4 Attached

5 Attached

6 Ontario Water Power Association presentation “Information Briefing Note — Overview of Renewable Energy Opportunities on the Trent-Severn
Waterway”: http://tswpanel.ca/english/downloads/Information-Briefing-Note-Overview-of-Renewable-Energy-Opportunities.pdf (1 page)

7 See http://tswpanel.ca/english/downloads/04-07-07_Donald_Mackay.pdf

8 Ontario Water Power Association presentation “Renewable Energy Opportunities on the Trent-Severn Waterway”:

http://tswpanel.ca/english/downloads/Renewable-Energy-Opportunities.pdf (24 slides)

Page 4 of 4






3

- adverse asymmetric risk from global warming. An official Report on this matter is to be
released during September 2007 and reputedly includes a chapter on Southern Ontario,
forecasting more frequent precipitation extremes. Power output could not be increased
in floods, but would decrease in droughts. This would imperil the dividends to PUI and
Shaman Power and the annual lease payment to Trent University;

- higher-than-budgeted capital costs;
- somewhat higher operating costs from say interest rates and/or TSW water fees;

- effective political pressure by cottagers to roll back TSW lake lowerings despite TRPC
lobbying;

- inadequate funding to TSW to reduce dam leakages, fix cracked dams and store more
snow melt in quarries etc for more seasonally-even release each summer and fall; and

- public anger and divisiveness, leading to a Quebec-type victory of eco-tourism over
micro hydro developments involving TSW Dams 22 to 25 and consequent non-
availability of taxpayer-funded SOP and federal ecoEnergy price subsidies, the anger
specifically catalyzed by:

- the to-be-forfeited alternative opportunities (like education and health) for the
millions of dollars in subsidies involved;

- the prospective visual pollution etcetera after TRPC attempted mitigation; and

- a growing public perception that the project’s conventionally and
narrowly measured profit/loss would not only be merely one of marginal to
moderate profitability, but that this would be swamped by net negative
externalities (the effects of a project felt outside the project itself, not included in
the valuation of the project, and hence inadequately considered in democratic
public debate). Examples from TRPC proponents’ standpoint would include
indirect economic effects in and outside Peterborough from construction and
post-construction emissions-free power. Examples from opponents’
standpoint would include temporary and lasting environmental destruction with
consequent harm to eco-tourism.

TRPC gross revenues per physical unit of production could annually average about 13 cents/kwh.
This conventional accounting revenue measure would be higher, if adjusted for the extra value to
society of emission-free electricity output and indirect economic benefits in and outside
Peterborough during construction.

TRPC annual average unit cost of production would be at least 10.55 cents/kwh, given
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assumptions probed later in this memo. This conventional accounting measure would also be
larger, if adjusted for society bearing the value of construction-phase pollution and ongoing
irreversible environmental damage beyond TRPC mitigation.

The free-market, import-competing, price of electricity is about 6.50 cents/kwh.

The conventionally accounted annual subsidy to TRPC would also be 6.50 cents/kwh (that is 13
cents/kwh less 6.50 cents’/kwh). In dollar terms this works out to $1.950 millions yearly.

If Canadian Hydro Developers Incorporated (CHDI)'s lapsed scheme just upriver, involving
TSW Dams 24 and 25, were revived, because of a subsequent influx of subsidies, the combined
subsidy total for TRPC and CHDI would be nearly $4 millions yearly!

The author guesses that future pro forma financial statements, in this due diligence exercise to
understand TRPC, would likely be in the direction of increased output costs from:

- slightly greater-than-expected plant and equipment and interest rates; and

- water charges to help pay for TSW infrastructure refurbishment in an era of hard-to-
achieve increases in water quantity with much more competitive demands for water,
maybe at best only stable water supply, and hence higher implicit or explicit prices for
water.

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to federal Treasury Board policy, federally-owned Trent-Severn Waterway (TSW)
called in 1992 for tenders for six hydro power plants to be built on Trent-Severn. Trent
University was the successful bidder for Dam 23. It reportedly commissioned a hydro feasibility
report from an independent engineering firm which did not include development on the west
bank of the Otonabee. Trent University was to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding, more
than a decade later, to lease its land for the hydroelectric project to Trent Rapids Power
Corporation (TRPC) for a term of 30 years.

For Dams 24 and 25, TSW originally awarded the power rights to the Kilworthy Group, who sold
its interest to Otonabee Power, who then sold to Canadian Hydro Developers Incorporated
(CHDI), who let the project lapse temporarily in the early 2000s because, without subsidization,
it was insufficiently profitable.

Subsequently, millions annually in taxpayer-funded subsidies, largely provincial, but also federal,
have become possible to the two schemes. As a result, TRPC has applied to build a canal from
above Dam 23 to a future power house below Dam 22, but has not yet received approval, for the
provincial subsidy, for which applications become void if not approved by 18 to 24 months after
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November 2006. It is very probable that the lapsed CHDI project upriver would be revived,
assuming TRPC were to receive successful notification in the near future.

These two projects would boost the number of hydroelectric plants on the Trent-Severn
Waterway from 18 to 21. Their capital cost would exceed $50 millions and shorelines totaling
2.5 kilometres would be affected by serious visual and other pollution.

The seekers of subsidization for the TRPC project comprise three bodies. TRPC is 50 per cent
owned by the City of Peterborough through its wholly owned Public Utilities Incorporated (PUI)
and 50 per cent owned by a Toronto private company, Shaman Power. The latter has 38
shareholders, four of them local. Its private status means it would not be subject to financial
disclosure under the Ontario Securities Commission on its publicly-accessible SEDAR website,
but only to financial lenders, including its 38 shareholders, assumed non-US here. Trent
University would receive payments in return for leasing its riverside parkland to TRPC for 30
years, provided water flows stayed above specified minima. Presumably, any risk of secularly
lower water flows would be borne equally between PUI, Shaman and Trent University.

As argued above, it is very probable that the TRPC project would be swiftly followed by a
revival upriver of the scheme by CHDI, or a water rights successor, around Dams 24 and 25, as
its unsubsidized 1990s project were transformed by the equivalent of handsome subsidies for
TRPC. CHDIs original scheme involved one powerhouse fed by a long water storage canal.
Shortly before CHDI retreated, it changed its plan to two western-shore-based powerhouses, one
at each dam, each with a maximum capacity of 2.9 megawatts, for a total of 5.8 megawatts. Their
theoretical non-stop year round operation would have yielded an annual output of 50,805
megawatt hours. Their actual output would have been 35,186 megawatt hours, which would have
represented 69.25% of capacity. The whole facility, including two much shorter canals, would
have had a 100-year life expectancy.

TRPC’s project is not essential. Alternative energy is available at the margin at little more than
half of TRPC’s cost of production. New micro hydroelectric plants (that is less than 10
megawatts), according to Ontario’s power planning authority, are a very small (but well
publicized) part of the answer to Ontario’s 15,000 megawatt excess of demand over supply by
2027, including withdrawal of dirty coal-generated electricity between 2011 and 2015. About
93% of Ontario’s looming shortfall of supply is planned to be rectified by:

- nuclear;
- big hydro at Niagara;

- imports from hydro in Quebec and hydro and coal burning generators in New York State
and Ohio;

- voluntary consumption constraint from smart meters and closer-to-free-market pricing,



etcetera; and
- natural gas.

The remaining 7% of Ontario’s power shortage before remediation would come from solar, wind,
bio-gas, and micro hydro alternative renewable energy, of which micro hydro would be not more
than about 1 to 2 percentage points.

Ontario’s new Standard Offer Program (SOP) has an incentive price to producers which so far in
2007 has been averaging much more than the free market price, which can be represented, in the
opinion of Energy Probe, by the New York Independent System Operator market price. It
averaged 6.564 cents Canadian per kilowatt hour (kwh) in the 12 months to April 2007. SOP
encourages business to develop and wholesale renewable energy to the grid by simplifying
regulatory hurdles and setting a fixed 20-year price, partially inflation-proofed. The base price is
11 cents per kwh; those that can demonstrate they can operate a reliable 80% of the time during
the peak hours of 11am to 7pm on business days will be paid an additional 3.52 cents per kwh of
electricity delivered.

Supplementing SOP’s 11 cents plus up to 3.52 cents per kwh would be the 1 cent per kwh
subsidy of the federal ecoEnergy program, guaranteed for 10 years. A provincial claw-back
capability reportedly halves this.

The effective SOP plus federal unit price works out to be about 13 cents/kwh. A web posting by
Stoneleigh on February 15, 2007 on bio-gas, entitled “Anaerobic Digestion in Ontario - a
Regulatory Obstacle Course™, states that SOP’s “overall price still averages out at only about
12.5 cents per kwh ... under the provincial SOP contract, the provincial (government) is able to

claw back half of (the federal 1 cent/kwh ecoEnergy) ... incentive™. This adds up to 13 cents per
kwh.

The projects that SOP has approved so far are mostly in solar, wind and bio-gas. The TRPC
scheme is among the applications not yet approved.

In an April 19, 2007 letter to Peterborough’s Committee of Adjustment (in the land use area),
TRPC President Robert Allen noted “ Without support through programs such as the Ontario
Standard Offer Program and the proposed ... (federal) Eco-Energy Program ... (with its 1 cent
per kwh subsidy), many rivers and streams would never be developed because the financial

return on such projects would not make them viable. As part of the Environmental Screening
Process, TRPC looked at four alternative configurations. While each of the configurations had
pros and cons, only the proposed configuration was found to be feasible after considering ail the
relevant technical, economic and environmental factors. Ultimately, if the proposed configuration
is not approved through all steps of this endeavor. the renewable resource potential at Dams 22
and 23 will not be developed”.
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The least financially attractive alternative, but most environmentally attractive, is numbered three
in the Environmental Screening Report. It would involve no canal, two low-slung power houses,
each being built into the centre of refurbished Dams 22 and 23, double the number of turbines,
and coffer damming and dredging during construction. It would involve capital expenditures
being revised up by 75% from $25 millions to $43.75 millions, current expenditures being
revised up from $0.750 millions to $1.313 millions and revenues being revised down by 15%
from $3.9 millions to $3.315 millions. There would be no dividends or lease payments, because
revenues less disbursements would be revised in a negative direction from profits of $0.735
millions to a loss of $0.995 millions.

SIMULATION OF TRPC PROJECT FINANCES

The financial viability of TRPC's project, in a simple sources and uses of funds sense, can be
approximated by its gross revenues minus disbursements, discussed in the previous conclusions
section of this memo. Fund uses and sources are of course determined by the volume of water
flow and hence TRPC hydroelectric output, as well as average output price, and its capital and
current costs, including borrowing interest charges and the lease payment to Trent University.

The basic elements required for potential hydroelectric power are river flow and an available
drop or “head” through which hydraulic energy can be converted into electrical energy. With an
available head (H) of 6.54 metres, an average volume of water flow (Q) of 154 metres per
second, an average efficiency (e) of 81% and gravity acceleration (g) of 9.81 metres per second
per second, the potential electrical power (P) equals e times g times H times Q. In other words,
6.54 x 154 x 0.81 x 9.81 equals 8,000 kilowatts (rounded).

Actual power output can be less than theoretical potential because of the less-than-100% take-up
of power by the provincial grid. TRPC in 2006 estimated 34,000 to 30,000 megawatt hours. The
Ontario Water Power Association’s 2007 brief to TSW cited TRPC’s yearly output at 30,000
megawatt hours.

The range in this critical aspect of financial due diligence needs to be narrowed and resolved
credibly by an expert and communicated transparently to the public, without whose support and
taxes the scheme would not ultimately occur. Maybe the 30,000 megawatt hours per year
represents strategically cautious guestimates of greater water demand upstream and/or a drier
TSW watershed, and/or gradually leakier TSW dams. Let’s use the 30,000 estimate as the base
line, even though it represents a curious 42.86% of a theoretical maximum output of 70,800
megawatt hours from turbine capacity of 8 megawatts running year round.

TRPC indicated at the recent Ontario Municipal Board Hearing that TRPC had in 2006 boosted
planned maximum turbine capacity from 6 to 8 megawatts, because Ontario’s new SOP had in
effect increased the output price from the free-market import-competing price of about 6.5 cents
per kwh to (a taxpayer-subsidized) 11 cents per kwh.
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Let’s heroically assume an average 13 cents’kwh producer price for 30 years, with zero inflation;
a continuation of the federal ecoEnergy program between years 11 and 30; a continuation of the
SOP guarantee between years 21 and 30, and SOP sticking to its guns re no retroactivity for any

price changes in the future.

This would peg TRPC gross revenues yearly at $3.9 millions.

Each 1 cent per kwh change in price would be worth $0.3 million on annual output of 30,000
megawatt hours.

In this scenario, each 1,000 megawatt hours increase in yearly output would be worth $0.130
millions. This could hypothetically occur from strategic upward revision to forecast output and/or
improved water flow modelling and/or quarries etc being pressed into service for snow melt
storage (at whose cost?) for more seasonally-even release. Water flows are of course above
average in the spring and fall and below average during winter and summer.

The taxpayer-funded subsidy, represented by 13 cents per kwh less the free market price of 6.5
cents, equals 6.5 cents per kwh which, multiplied by the estimated output of 30,000 megawatt
hours, equals $1.95 millions every year. (A revival of the CHDI scheme upstream would roughly
double this subsidy to nearly $4 millions a year). In this context, as the Asian Development Bank
for example points out, “ a subsidy is created when, as a result of public policy, the price
received by the producer is increased above what it would otherwise have been in the absence of
the policy ... Subsidies affect the fiscal performance of the government through its expenditure
and taxation functions, and budget deficits ... financed through increased borrowings ... The
decision whether budgetary resources are better spent on electricity subsidies as opposed to, for
example, health, education or other (societal) services is a political one and an important
governance issue”.

From the above scenarios of TRPC gross revenues, one subtracts $3.165 millions in yearly
disbursements with the following three components:

- the mortgage principal and interest on TRPC’s $25 millions capital cost amortized over
30 years at an interest rate of 7.25% for monthly blended payments of principal and
interest cumulating to $2.05 millions yearly. Capital was first estimated by TRPC at
$19 millions, but subsequently boosted to $25 millions, partly or totally because of the
extra two megawatts in planned turbine capacity. Each $1 million change in capital cost
at a 7.25% borrowing rate is worth $0.08 million in principal and interest. TRPC’s
current capital cost estimate of $25 millions is below the $32 millions to $56 millions
that 8 megawatts would cost under Ontario’s SOP rule of thumb of $4,000 to $7,000
per Kilowatt. Is this a result of the provision of dams paid for by taxpayers through
TSW and the closer-than-usual proximity of the interconnection to the provincial grid
just south of Trent University?
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- $0.368 million in TRPC annual lease payment to Trent University, assumed to equal
the dividend to each of PUI and Shaman.

- An independent engineer’s analysis of CHDI’s project, gauged annual operating
expenditures at 3% of capital expenditures. For TRPC’s $25 million capital cost, this
would total $0.75 millions per year - seemingly high, were it not for:

- non-trivial up-front expenses for regulatory Hearings etc. Such expenses
in the US thwart any micro hydro power projects below 5 megawatts;

- possible inclusion of a TRPC payment for TSW water; and

- the probability of repeated landscaping expenses for the shoreline path
and the dumps of blasted-out limestone and thousands of tree roots in a
drier environment where the disappearing verdancy of cedars and other
vegetation would depend on rainfall and river water alone without
underground downhill water flows, which would now be diverted south
by the westernmost waterproof canal wall.

Let’s assume no taxes for the time being.

This scenario leaves us with gross revenues of $3.900 millions less disbursements of $3.165
millions for distributable cash of $0.735 millions annually, which would represent only 2.94% of
$25 millions in capital. Distributed equally between PUI and Shaman, profits of $0.735 million
would leave dividends of $0.368 millions to each annually. This is assumed the same as the
$0.368 million yearly lease payment to Trent University.

Without the subsidy of $1.950 millions yearly, the annual loss in this scenario would be $1.215
millions.

Obviously, TRPC hopes that the SOP components of its price will be safeguarded by its
application to SOP being approved by the April-November 2008 period when SOP is reputedly
scheduled to close access. Other crucial TRPC optimism has to include:

- output higher than 30,000 megawatt hours per year, because of more finely honed TSW
water flow management and new reservoir storage, both presumably at taxpayers’
expense, and no secular decline in precipitation in the TSW watershed or more effective
demand for water by others;

- TRPC achievement of higher average prices from, say:

- no Ontario clawback of half the federal ecoEnergy subsidy of 1 cent/kwh, and/or
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- from SOP for greater assurance and delivery of peak hour energy and partial
inflation proofing;

- capital costs not going above $25 millions, say into the $32 millions to $56 millions
range; and

- current costs lower than 3% of capital cost because of stable or lower interest rates, no
TSW water charges and no extra landscaping expenses, etc.

* Goodith Heeney is a long-time resident of Peterborough and Hospice activist for the care of the
dying, children’s mental health (Kinark) and church outreach. She was married to Brian
Heeney, who became a Vice-President of the University. They with their growing family lived
in Trent University’s Champlain College during the early 1970s. They cherished the lovely
Otonabee River shoreline to the north.

Bruce Lister has lived in Peterborough for nearly two years. He and Goodith are married. He is
a retired economist (Hons BA Toronto and MA Carleton) who worked for three years in the
Economics Department of the Bank of Nova Scotia in Toronto, then for over 30 years for the
federal Department of Finance, chiefly in Ottawa, first in debt management mechanics and
international financial liaison. Then, for two decades, he chaired a federal-provincial technical
committee that reported semi-annually to Finance Ministers on an information exchange on the
revenues and expenditures of the federal government and each province and territory with their
local governments, revising two years back and looking one year ahead. This fiscal information
was on common accounting and consistent economic bases. Other work of the team he headed
included pioneering the computerization on a time series basis of the large equalization
program, so that one could, for example, quickly simulate the financial impact of oil price
changes. In retirement, Bruce Lister’s activities have included volunteer jobs for the
Consumers Association of Canada, testing the lower Gatineau River for swim water quality,
and heading the environmental group Friends of the Gatineau River. He walks or skiis with
their dog up the western side of the Otonabee north of Champlain College at least once a week
year round.



