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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.7 – Construction Impacts – “Hydro One will consult with affected property owners 
prior to the start of construction to identify potential impacts and mitigations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 2.2.1.5 – Construction Activities: 
Construction activities include:  
 

“ROW clearing – selective removal of trees/brush from the corridor to 
permit construction access and to create a vegetative cover compatible 
with overhead conductors and safe operation of the transmission line”. 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.0 – Mitigation Measures: 
“Off-ROW planting of trees on directly affected properties, in accordance with property 
owner compensation agreements” 
 
Preamble:  
There are trees located on the Walford property, including a forested area. 
 
Request:  
a) Please identify the trees that will be removed by HONI during the proposed 34 

construction on the Walford property? 
 
b) What is HONI’s proposal for tree re-planting on the Walford property? 37 
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Response 1 

2 

6 

 
a) Three trees were measured on the property, one black cherry and two apple trees.  3 

The black cherry will be removed.  The apple trees will only be cut if required in 4 

order to allow for access routes along the easement and/or for the tower sites. 5 

 
b) Hydro One will not be conducting tree re-planting on this property because single 7 

trees do not quality under Hydro One’s reforestation program.   8 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.7 – Construction Impacts – “Hydro One will consult with affected property owners 
prior to the start of construction to identify potential impacts and mitigations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 2.2.1.5 – Construction Activities: 
Construction activities include: “Access road construction – construction of temporary 
access roads and watercourse crossings to reach work sites”. 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 4.3 – Category 2 Alternative 
Methods: 
 

“Access road locations have been selected to minimize environmental 
effects. This includes minimizing the crossing of waterbodies and the 
length of roads within sensitive areas.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.0 – Mitigation Measures: 
 

“The location of the access roads has been and will continue to be 
determined through the consideration of avoiding significant natural 
features to the extent possible while taking into account the practical 
access requirements for the contractor to construct the towers.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.8 – Draft EA 
Comments: 
“The location of the access road continues to be developed.” 
 
Preamble:  
HONI will make use of access roads as part of this Project and will consult with affected 
landowners prior to construction. 
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Request:  
a) Is there an access road planned for the Walford property? 2 

 
b) If so, where will the road be located? 4 

 
c) Will the access road be temporary (i.e. removed following completion of construction 6 

of the new line) or permanent? 7 

 
d) What uses will be made of the access road? 9 

 
e) What security measures will be taken at the boundaries of the Walford property to 11 

ensure that unauthorized access to the property is not gained over the access road? 
 
Response 14 

15 

17 

18 

20 

21 

23 

25 

26 

 
a) An access road will be constructed within the easement that is the subject-matter of 16 

this application. 
 
b) Preliminary location is as shown on the Right-of-Way Development Plan.  Please see 19 

Exhibit B-02-11, Attachments A and B. 
 
c) Yes. 22 

 
d) The access road will provide an all weather platform for the vehicles and personnel 24 

required to construct the transmission line. 
 
e) Gates will be installed where the access road crosses fences. 27 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.7 – Construction Impacts – “Hydro One will consult with affected property owners 
prior to the start of construction to identify potential impacts and mitigations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 3.2.1.3 – Environmental Noise: 
 

“The existing transmission lines do have the potential to produce noise 
during wet weather conditions (e.g., rain, snow, fog, mist) due to the 
corona discharge (electric discharge from the conductor to the surrounding 
air). Noise levels decline quickly from the source. In typical fair weather 
conditions, the existing transmissions lines are inaudible at the edge of the 
ROW and cannot be distinguished from ambient noise. The proposed 
transmission line will not have an impact above that of the existing line.” 

 
Preamble:  
Transmission lines have potential to produce noise during wet weather conditions. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of the background noise assessment for the Walford property 33 

with and without the existing transmission line. 
 
b) What will be the cumulative acoustic effect of the operation of the proposed 36 

transmission line on the Walford property: (i) within 15 metres of the proposed line; 
(ii) at the location of the Walford residence and yard? 

 
c) What is the impact of the noise produced by the transmission lines on livestock? 40 

 
d) What mitigation measures are proposed by HONI to address the acoustic effects of 42 

the proposed transmission line? 
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a) As explained in the EA Report on page 39: Background noise levels were not 3 

measured along the existing ROW. Field measures are not normally carried out as 4 

part of transmission lines EAs because levels are variable from location to location, 5 

with time and weather conditions. The existing corridor largely crosses a rural 6 

environment and consequently, levels are expected be in the order of approximately 7 

40-45 dB in accordance with the MOE (1995) limits for stationary sources in rural 8 

areas.  9 

 
b) As stated in the EA Report on page 39: The existing transmission lines do have the 11 

potential to produce noise during wet weather conditions (e.g., rain, snow, fog, mist) 
due to the corona discharge (electric discharge from the conductor to the surrounding 
air). Noise levels decline quickly from the source. In typical fair weather conditions, 
the existing transmission lines are inaudible at the edge of the ROW (and therefore 
within 15m of the ROW) and cannot be distinguished from ambient noise. The 
proposed transmission line will not have an impact above that of the existing line.  
The cumulative effect of the two lines is also expected to be indistinguishable from 
ambient noise, either within 15m of the ROW or at the Walford residence, which is 
more than 300 metres from it. 

 
c) As indicated in the response to part b) above the proposed transmission line will not 22 

have an impact above that of the existing line. 
 
d) No mitigation is proposed. Noise levels will not exceed provincial noise 25 

requirements. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.7 – Construction Impacts – “Hydro One will consult with affected property owners 
prior to the start of construction to identify potential impacts and mitigations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.1.3 – Environmental Noise: 
 

“Project construction activities will be generally confined to daylight 
hours Monday to Friday from 7:00 a.m to 6:00 p.m. However, there may 
be some instances where it would be necessary to work on Saturdays, 
Sundays and statutory holiday to take advantage of frozen conditions or to 
complete construction expeditiously in a sensitive area. Hydro One will 
insure that the necessary municipal approvals are sought and the local 
residents are informed prior to this.” 

 
Preamble:  
Ms. Walford has a residence on the property affected by HONI’s proposed Project. HONI 
says that project construction activities will be “generally” confined to daylight hours on 
weekdays. 
 
Request:  
a) Please explain the use of the word “generally” in Section 5.1.3 of the EA. 35 

 
b) Are there instances other than those mentioned in Section 5.1.3 of the EA in which it 37 

would be necessary to conduct construction activities after hours or on weekends or 
holidays? If so, please provide a listing of the additional instances. 

 
c) What measures will be implemented by HONI to mitigate impacts where construction 41 

is required to take place on weekends and after hours? 
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d) Is it possible to confine construction activity on the Walford property to weekdays 1 

between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5 p.m.? If not, why not? 2 

 
e) For how many days will HONI be conducting construction activities on the Walford 4 

property? 5 

 
f) What security measures will be implemented by HONI to ensure that unauthorized 7 

access to the Walford property is not made during construction through HONI’s 8 

existing and proposed transmission corridor? 9 

 
g) What security measures will be implemented by HONI to ensure that unauthorized 11 

access to the Walford property is not made during the operation of the proposed 
transmission line through HONI’s existing and proposed transmission corridor? 

 
Response 15 

16 

18 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

27 

29 

30 

31 

33 

35 

36 

38 

39 

 
a) The term “generally” in Section 5.1.3 of the EA means normal practice. 17 

 
b) Yes, there are instances where construction activities could occur after hours or on 19 

weekends or holiday.  Examples of these instances would be to minimize 
environmental impacts, to meet property owners’ concerns or in order to catch up on 
construction delays. 

 
c) The measures to mitigate construction impacts on weekends would be similar to those 24 

used during the week.  As indicated in the reference above Hydro One will ensure 
that the local residents are informed prior to working weekends or holidays. 

 
d) No.  While Hydro One will endeavor to confine construction activity on the Walford 28 

property to week days between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m., as described in the reference above, 
Hydro One requires the flexibility to work outside these hours – please see the 
response to part b) above.  

e) Please see response to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 12 32 

 
f) The temporary construction fence gates will be locked when Hydro One or their 34 

contractors are not working on the site. 
 
g) Hydro One typically does not have security measures in place to mitigate 37 

unauthorized access to operating transmission corridors on easement lands and it does 
not anticipate requiring these measures on the Walford property. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.7 – Construction Impacts – “Hydro One will consult with affected property owners 
prior to the start of construction to identify potential impacts and mitigations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.2.9 – Landscape and Visual 
Assessment: 
“Minimize Aesthetic Concerns During Construction – Apply special construction 
methods to reduce noise, dust and emissions.” 
 
Preamble:  
Ms. Walford has a residence on the property affected by HONI’s proposed Project. 
 
Request:  
a) What special construction methods will be used by HONI to reduce noise, dust and 28 

emissions on the Walford property during construction? 
 
Response 31 

32 

34 

35 

36 

 
a) Standard practices for addressing noise, dust and emissions during construction will 33 

be employed, as listed at Table 5.5 of the EA and in the Environmental Guidelines for 
Construction and Maintenance of Transmission Facilities filed at Exhibit B, Tab 2, 
Schedule 8. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.1.1 – Climate: 
 

“During severe wet soil conditions, construction activities will be 
suspended or modified to the extent practicable during selective cutting 
and the placement and removal of the access road. Construction will not 
resume until soils are deemed to be sufficiently dry by the Project 
Environmental Specialist. Construction during wet soil conditions can 
cause compaction and rutting. Soil moisture levels are anticipated to be 
low during frozen conditions in the winter and the dry summer months. 
During periods of excessive rainfall or saturated soil conditions, 
construction activities will be monitored to ensure that gullying does not 
occur on till or silt slopes along the access roads and that excavated soils 
do not migrate off the work area. Eroded areas will be stabilized as soon as 
sufficiently dry conditions prevail and, where appropriate, excavated soils 
will be stabilized by the use of silt fencing enhanced with straw bales.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.1.6 – Soils: 
 

“As previously noted, construction during wet months or extended periods 
of heavy rainfall could have adverse effects on agricultural soils. The 
movement of heavy machinery on wet soils may cause deep rutting, with 
the potential for mixing of topsoil and subsoil, as well as severe 
compaction with subsequent breakdown of soil structure and decreased 
soil fertility, thereby reducing soil productivity.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix U, Table 1 – EA Commitments: 
 

“Where extremely wet soil conditions exist such that the integrity of the 
access road is jeopardized due to heavy equipment use, use of the road 
will be suspended until suitable soil conditions return and damaged 
portions of access road are restored.” 
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Preamble:  
Carrying out construction activities in wet soil conditions may cause severe damage to 
agricultural soils, but HONI’s EA appears to allow for continuing construction activities 
during periods of excessive rainfall or saturated soil conditions. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide HONI’s detailed protocol for use in determining when construction in 8 

wet soil conditions may or may not proceed. 9 

 
b) Will HONI have an independent observer in place to determine when wet soil 11 

conditions are present on the Walford property? 
 
c) Will HONI agree to a condition of any Order granted by the Board in this proceeding 14 

that no construction activities may take place on the Walford property where wet soil 
conditions are present, as determined by an independent third party expert? 

 
d) If not, what is HONI’s proposal for determining whether or not construction activities 18 

can continue on the Walford property in the presence of wet soil conditions? 
 
e) What mitigation measures are proposed by HONI to address the effects of carrying 21 

out construction activities in wet soil conditions? 
 
Response 24 

25 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 
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33 

34 

35 

37 

38 

40 
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44 

 
a) Hydro One’s standard construction practice is to install all-weather construction 26 

access and therefore effects associated with wet conditions are not expected.  Where 
wet conditions exist Hydro One’s on-site construction personnel in conjunction with 
environmental  specialists will apply the protocol approved in the EA, namely: 

 
“where extremely wet soil conditions exist such that the integrity of the access road is 

jeopardized due to heavy equipment use, use of the road will be suspended until 
suitable soil conditions return and damaged portions of access road are restored” 
[page 234 of EA] 

 
b) No.  Given the response to part a), Hydro One does not expect there to be a need for 36 

independent observers regarding wet soil conditions on the Walford property. 
 
c) Given the response to part b) above Hydro One does not believe such a condition is 39 

necessary.  Wet weather construction protocols that involve the use of independent 
experts have been used in circumstances where large underground pipeline utilities 
have been constructed across lands where large spoil piles of earth are created and 
heavy equipment (i.e., pipe trenching) is used.  These types of activities are 
significantly different than the contemplated activities.  
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d) See part a) above. 2 

 
e) See part a) above. 4 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.1.7 – Surface and Ground Water: 
 

“Prior to the commencement of construction, domestic wells within 100 m 
of the ROW will be sampled to establish baseline conditions. During 
construction landowner concerns specific to impacts to well supply should 
be bought to the attention of the environmental specialist and a temporary 
supply can be arranged if required.” 
 
“Note: Property owners have expressed concerns that wells were affected 
by previous developments. Although it is difficult to link construction 
activities with such changes, Hydro One will investigate all such claims. 
The compensation package sets out a process for addressing claims.” 

 
Preamble:  
The water supply to Ms. Walford’s residence is from a well on the property. 
 
Request:  
a) Why are wells outside the 100 m limit not being tested? 31 

 
b) Will HONI agree to test any wells located on the Walford property? If not, why not? 33 

 
Response 35 

36 

38 

39 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 
a) Effects on domestic wells from transmission line construction are unlikely especially 37 

at distances greater than 100m from the edge of the right-of-way. 
 
b) Hydro One will consider a request to test wells on the Walford property.  Factors 40 

considered in determining whether testing is carried out will include depth of well, 
depth of water table, proximity of the towers to the wells, and the known water table 
features.  In that respect, Hydro One notes that the Walford residence is more than 
300m from the new right-of-way, and as such it may not qualify for testing. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact 24. Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.”  
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.”  
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 3.3.4.3 – County of Wellington: 

 
“The Town of Erin is primarily a rural community characterized by scenic 
rolling countryside, good quality farmland, important river, wetland and 
forest systems, and small settlement areas.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 3.3.7.1 – Visual Impact Assessment Methodology: 
 

“The approach in conducting the visual impact assessment is to initially 
map landscape units which are primarily determined by the combined 
visual characteristics of existing physiographic units, topography, land use 
and vegetative cover patterns. These units are then assessed with respect to 
potential visual impacts of the steel lattice towers associated with the 
proposed Bruce to Milton Project on specific receptor locations. Selected 
viewpoints (receptor locations) from a range of locations are then analyzed 
with respect to the visibility of the existing and proposed towers” 
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Bruce to Milton EA, Section 4.3 – Category 2 Alternative Methods: 
 
“If new facilities are twinned with existing facilities, the use of consistent 
designs (i.e., same height and profile) and alignment of the structures will 
be least impactive from a visual effects perspective.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix J – Landscape Visual Assessment Report, Executive 
Summary: 
 

“Net Effects - There will be limited visual impacts with respect to local 
and regional views of the expanded transmission line. Where specific 
significant viewsheds and landscapes are affected, mitigation measures 
will be undertaken to better integrate the proposed line into the landscape 
and to screen and buffer views of the new towers.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix J – Landscape Visual Assessment Report, Section 
4.3.8 – Visual Analysis of Tower Design Alternatives 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix H, Proposed Mitigation, Tiles 73, 74 
 
Preamble:  
HONI’s Proposed Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74 show proposed locations for three new 
towers on the Walford property. The proposed new tower locations appear to be adjacent 
to the locations of the three towers on the existing corridor. 
 
Request:  
a) What consideration was given by HONI to the location of the Walford residence and 27 

yard in setting proposed tower locations and alignment? 
 
b) Please provide HONI’s visual effects assessment that was used in setting the tower 30 

location and alignment proposed for the Walford property in the EA. 
 
c) Please prepare and provide a visual design analysis for the Walford property with 33 

towers located as proposed by HONI in its EA, including photo simulations, aerial 
obliques, ortho-DTM plan views and all other analytical documents included in 
Section 4.3.8 of the Bruce to Milton EA referenced above. The visual viewpoints for 
this analysis should include the centre-point of the Walford residence and the centre-
point of the Walford swimming pool (adjacent to the residence on the east side). 

 
Response 40 

41 

43 

44 

 
a) Proposed towers were aligned with the existing structures to minimize visual effects. 42 

The setting is primarily flat to rolling rural agricultural landscape with remnant 
hedgerows and woodlots. 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

 
The three proposed towers are  approximately 375, 417 and 506 metres (as shown in 
Exhibit B-02-11, Attachment 5) from the Walford residence respectively, with 
existing foreground screening provided to the south by a coniferous plantation, 
hedgerow planting around the north-west side of the property and the main 
outbuilding to the rear of the home. 

  
b) Tower placement was not based on a visual effects assessment.  A regional overview 8 

for the Township of Garafraxa and Town of Erin, was provided in EA Appendix J, p. 9 

35, Section 3.7. The regional overview of the visual analysis, in the area of the 
Walford property, indicated that further detailed study was not warranted given 
overall net effects related to landscape character. Detailed visual and 
landscape analyses are conducted if a property is deemed to have some significance 
related to its natural /cultural heritage, its land use, form and cover characteristics that 
makes the setting unique within the study area.    

   
c) Please refer to a) and b) above.  17 

  
Opportunities were available during the EA process to identify and address concerns 
with potential visual effects. 
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4 
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24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 
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39 
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Issue: 3 – Impact 25. Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.” 
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.” 
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.2.9 – Landscape and Visual Assessment: 
 

“Minimize Visibility of the Proposed Project by Design Measures – 
Undertake location and/or structural adjustments to make the appearance 
of the proposed facilities less obtrusive (i.e., by twinning as closely as 
practicable with the existing facility, paralleling the line within the 
existing property fabric, adjustments in tower height and locations , 
matching tower type).” 
 
“Minimize Changes in Landscape Character by Screening/Retention – 
Undertake on- and off-site landscaping to minimize changes in landscape 
character; Screen proposed ROW under the facility from critical view 
points and vista locations, especially on steep side slopes or on crests 
where skylining of towers may occur.” 
 
“The proposed Project (towers and lines) would have a longterm visual net 
effect as it will be visible for the life of the Project. Mitigation measures 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

25 

26 

such as twinning the proposed Project with the existing transmission 
facility and the lining up of towers would minimize the visual effect.” 
 
“Where specific significant viewsheds and landscapes are affected, 
mitigation measures will be undertaken to better integrate the facility into 
the landscape and to screen and buffer views of the new towers.” 

 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.3.2 – Operational Effects on Socioeconomic 
environment: 
 

“The transmission line will remain visible to local viewers throughout its 
operational period. Viewshed analysis is performed by Hydro One to 
minimize visual effects. This proposed Project parallels exiting lines and 
this offers the best means of minimizing visibility of the line as opposed to 
a new line in an unaffected area.” 

 
Preamble:  
The new transmission lines will be visible from many locations on the Walford property, 
including from the Walford residence and adjacent swimming pool and deck. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of HONI’s viewshed analysis for the Walford property. 22 

 
b) What mitigation measures are being proposed by HONI with respect to visual effects 24 

of the three proposed new towers? 
 
Response 27 

28 

30 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

 
a) Please see Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 24, part b). 29 

 
b) For proposed mitigation measures in respect to visual effects of the three proposed 31 

towers, please refer to section 5.1.3 Mitigation Measures in Appendix J of the 
Environmental Assessment, copied below.  

 
5.1.3 Mitigation Measures 
For receptors (primary residences) and significant scenic or recreational features 
which are further affected by the proposed Project, impacts will be reduced through 
the following measures: 

 
Minimize Visibility of the Transmission Line: 40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 Design measures: location and/or structural adjustments to make the appearance 
of the proposed transmission line less obtrusive (i.e., by twinning as closely as 
possible with the existing towers, paralleling the line within the existing property 
fabric, adjustments in tower height and locations, matching existing tower type). 
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1  
Minimize Changes in Landscape Character: 2 

4 

5 

8 

9 

10 

 Screening/Retention: on-and off-site landscaping to minimize changes in 3 

landscape character. Reduce clearing at crossings and ROW edges. Retain 
existing compatible tree species on ROW, where possible. 

 Apply landscape restoration and/or Biodiversity Initiative. 6 

 Screen ROW under the transmission line from critical view points and vista 7 

locations, especially on steep side slopes or on crests where skylining of towers 
may occur. 

 
Minimize Land Use Conflicts/Concerns: 11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

 Where there are secondary or multiple uses on or adjacent to the ROW, consult 
with appropriate agency/stakeholders for resolution (i.e., trail users, 
access/parking lot locations, recreational or community facilities, pit operations) 

 
Minimize Aesthetic Concerns During Construction: 16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

 Schedule construction activities to conform to adjacent activities. Apply special 
construction methods to reduce noise, dust and fume 

 Realign access roads to reduce visibility on adjacent trails, parks and or other 
special features. 

 Restore access roads, trails, parks and other special features to post development 
conditions or better and monitor for compliance. 

 
5.1.4 Net Effects 
There will be limited visual effects with respect to local and regional views of the 
expanded transmission line (see Table 5.1). Where specific significant viewsheds and 
landscapes are affected, mitigation measures will be undertaken to better integrate the 
proposed Project into the landscape and to screen and buffer views of the towers. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.” 
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.” 
 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Powerline Connections 
Interrogatory #97 List 1: 
 

“However, for reasons of cost and visual aesthetics it is not Hydro One’s 
practice to match an existing line having four legged towers with narrow 
base structures.” 

 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Powerline Connections 
Interrogatory #100 List 1: 
 

“There are potential technical reasons for which narrow-based structures 
might not be able to be used for the Bruce to Milton project, such as at 
non-tangent locations or in areas of poor soil conditions.” 

 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Powerline Connections 
Interrogatory #128 List 1: 
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“Preliminary consideration of the smaller footprint of narrowbased towers 
versus their higher cost, relative to lattice towers, determined that there 
was an overall cost disadvantage to using narrow-based towers. This is 
based on using 300 towers for the project at an estimated incremental cost 
of $50,000 per narrow-based structure, partly offset by an estimated total 
footprint savings of five acres.” 

 
EB-2007-0050 – Transcript of Technical Conference Day 2, Thomson Evidence, 
page 100: 
 

“Normally, Hydro’s policy on narrow-based towers is on where new 
easements are required for a stand-alone line, not one that there is existing 
lines there. The basis of that is if there are existing structures, as there are 
in Bruce to Milton with a standard type structure, that we would match 
those with what’s already there. On a stand-alone line, they have used, on 
soil classes 1 to 4 farm land, they have used narrow-based structures, but 
on existing parallel lines, they haven’t.” 

 
Preamble:  
HONI has not proposed the use of narrow-based structures on the Walford property. The 
use of narrow-based structures would affect a smaller area of the Walford’s property than 
use of the proposed towers. 
 
Request:  
a) Describe the reasons of visual aesthetics referenced above. 25 

 
b) Please provide a comparative visual analysis of the use of the proposed towers versus 27 

narrow-based structures on the Walford property. 
 
c) Please define “non-tangent location” as used in the above referenced interrogatory 30 

response. 
 
d) Please confirm that the Walford property is not a non-tangent location. 33 

 
e) Please confirm that the areas of the Walford property that would be used for location 35 

of towers are not areas of poor soil conditions for the purposes of installation of 
narrow-based structures. 

 
f) In comparison with the towers proposed for use on the Walford property, would the 39 

use of narrow-based structures on the Walford property decrease the interference of 
the Project with agricultural activities including cultivation? 
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g) Please provide documentary evidence in support of the incremental cost estimate of 1 

$50,000 per narrow-based structure in HONI response to Powerline Connections 2 

Interrogatory #128 referenced above. 3 

 
Response 5 

6 

10 

11 

12 

14 

16 

17 

19 

20 

22 

23 

24 

26 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

 
a) As noted in the reference, narrow-based towers are not proposed and have not been 7 

approved for the Bruce to Milton Project.  Narrow-based towers were addressed in 8 

both the section 92 and EA processes. Narrow based towers cost approximately 9 

$50,000 per tower more and create a larger visual effect when paired with existing 
conventional towers. 
 

b) Please see part a) above.  The requested analysis has not been conducted.   13 

 
c) “Non-tangent location” are tower locations that are not in a straight line, thus they 15 

require a denser and more heavily reinforced tower type (angle towers). 
 

d) Confirmed.  The Walford property is a tangent property (i.e. the line angle is less than 18 

6 degrees). 
 

e) Please see part a) above.  Given that no angle towers are proposed for the Walford 21 

property, no geotechnical investigations have been undertaken and therefore Hydro 
One is unaware of whether soil conditions could support narrow based towers.  
 

f) Please see part a) above. 25 

 
g) Hydro One has not installed 500 kV narrow-based towers since the early 1990’s. The 27 

price difference between regular and narrow-based towers was determined at that 
time to be approximately $38,000 (see the attached memo dated 1993).  Adjusting for 
inflation results in a current cost differential of $50,000.  On the memo, the 
approximate $38,000 differential is derived by comparing the $128,400 cost for 
Narrow Base towers (“500kV 2 cct V1S-NB”) to the $90,700 cost for Regular towers 
(“500 kV 2cct V1S”).  As noted in part a) narrow-based towers are not approved for 
the Project.  
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393 University Avenue. Toronto. Ontario M5G 2L6

MEMORANDUM

•
R.A. SOGAWA
Director
E&CS - Lines
Dll E4

Narrow Base Tower Costs

February 24, 1993

File: 705-319.4 1'2

•

In reply to your February 16, 1993 enquiry, please find attached the installed costs for
Regular and Narrow Base towers for the 500 kV single and double circuit towers,

Please note these towers are not dressed (i.e., no insulators or hardware).

G'L~~ >

Manager .
E&CS - Lines
Eastern/Northern
Dll A3

•
•
•

cc: LD. Forsyth
L.S. Chambers

Dll A2
Dll E2
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Fallis Group Interrogatory #103 List 1: 
 

“The need for ‘counterpoise’ will not be known until after foundations are 
installed and ground resistivity measurements are taken. If counterpoise 
wires are required Hydro One expects this to occur on less than 1% of all 
new structures.” 

 
Preamble:  
“Counterpoise” may be required for new structures as part of the Project. 
 
Request:  
a) Is “counterpoise” required for the Walford property? 25 

 
b) If so, please provide HONI’s detailed plans for installation and operation of 27 

counterpoise wires on the Walford property, including location and depth of 
installation. 

 
Response 31 

33 

34 

35 

37 

38 

a) “Counterpoise” is not expected to be required on the Walford property.   As noted in 32 

the Reference to this question, the determination of counterpoise is made following 
the installation of foundations and ground resistivity measurements are taken.  

 
b) If “counterpoise” is required, detailed plans for installation and operation of the wires 36 

will be developed once ground resistance measurements are taken and after the new 
structures are installed.   
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
HONI Application EB-2007-0050, Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 10, Appendix 1 – 
Easement Agreement 
 
Preamble:  
The construction and operation of HONI’s project may give rise to liability to third 
parties for Ms. Walford and others making use of her property. 
 
Request:  
a) Will HONI agree as a condition of the Board’s Order in this proceeding to indemnify 22 

and hold harmless Ms. Walford and her family, successors, assigns and tenants for 
and from all liabilities, damages, costs, claims, suits and actions which arise from 
HONI’s exercise of any rights granted under the Order and/or from the Project? If 
not, why not? 

 
b) Will HONI agree as a condition of the Board’s Order in this proceeding that it shall, 28 

at its own expense, be responsible for the immediate removal from title to Ms. 
Walford’s property of any construction or other lien registered by a contractor, sub-
contractor or other party involved in HONI’s Project? If not, why not? 

 
Response 33 

34 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 
42 

  
a) Hydro One does not believe an indemnification condition is necessary because Hydro 35 

One will bear responsibility for any damages for which it is found liable in law.   

b) Hydro One does not believe such a condition is necessary as it is a highly unlikely 
situation that any construction lien would be registered on the landowner’s property.  
However, in the unlikely event that this did occur, Hydro One would ensure the 
expeditious removal of such lien. 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Environmental Assessment Act, Notice of Approval to Proceed with the 
Undertaking dated November 27, 2009: 
Condition 6.1 –  
 

“The Proponent shall prepare and develop a protocol on how it will deal 
with and respond to inquiries and complaints received during the 
construction and operation of the undertaking.” 

 
OEB Decision and Order EB-2007-0050, Conditions of Approval: 
Condition 3.1 –  
 

“Both during and after construction, Hydro One shall monitor the impacts 
of construction … Hydro One shall attach to the monitoring report a log of 
all complaints related to construction that have been received.” 

 
Letter from counsel for HONI to counsel for Ms. Walford dated July 21, 2010 re 
request for deferral of construction activities Preamble:  
HONI is now taking steps to carry out construction of the Project along the route 
approved in EB-2007-0050 where it is able to do so. HONI’s construction experience on 
other properties will inform its construction practices on the Walford property. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of HONI’s protocol on how it will deal with and respond to 36 

inquiries and complaints received during the construction and operation of the 
Project. 

b) Please provide HONI’s log of all complaints received with respect to construction of 39 

the Project to date. 
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Response 1 

2 

8 

10 

11 

  
a) Hydro One’s protocol will follow the requirements of Condition 3.1 in the EB-2007-3 

0050 Decision.  This condition requires Hydro One to log all complaints related to 4 

construction.  This includes the times of all complaints received, the substance of 5 

each complaint, the actions taken in response, and the reasons underlying such 6 

actions. 7 

 
b) The complaints log is attached.  Note that the name of the complainants has been 9 

removed for privacy reasons. 
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1 12-Nov-09 Earl Lennox EG-19
Five people working for Hydro One have trespassed on his property. They 
refused to give their names however they did give the business card of a 
contact person.

Letter of apology sent to the property owner dated Nov. 16/09 from 
Hydro One Sr. Vice President. Nov 16/09

2 18-Mar-10 Thomas Wilson SG11-12

The complainant indicated that access points were staked in locations 
inconsistent with those previously agreed upon on April 21, 2009.  He wanted 
to re-confirm the access points.

Contractor removed the stakes and placed them in the locations 
that had been previously agreed upon.  Hydro One Supervisor will 
be meeting with the owner within two weeks re: access points. 

3 19-Apr-10 Keith Greins WG-62
Complainant phoned to say a Hydro One crew was on his and neighbour’s 
property Monday, April 19 without his knowledge/permission. 

Hydro One Supervisor explained that the land was used historically 
and that it was used this time due to a misunderstanding re: new 
notification agreements in place. Supervisor assured him it would 
not be used again.  

10-May-10

4 07-Jun-10 Mr. Barrett B-06

Complainant said that the fence and gate installation to tower 114 had 
become electrified resulting in his electric fence draining and allowing his 
cattle to escape.

Hydro One Supervisor notified Contractor and had staff check the 
situation. The fence was insulated properly by Tuesday morning. 8-Jun-10

5 22-Jun-10 Kendra Broadley WG-34 A Hydro One lock and tag was installed on the owner's private gate without 
permission.  Driveway was used without owner's permission.

Hydro One Supervisor removed the lock and followed up with the 
Hydro One crew responsible to review the access protocol.  
Complainant was advised of the findings and informed it would not 
happen again without prior contact. 23-Jun-10

Complainant said that his laneway was rutted by Hydro One crews.                 

Hydro One Supervisor confirmed that the rutting was done by the 
forestry brushing crew. Supervisor advised the complainant we 
would have road crews working in the area shortly and we would 
repair the damage. Also Supervisor is going to meet him on Friday, 
June 25th to review layout and access.                                             

  (Update Sept 30th, 2010) Complainant is now claiming more damage than 
originally identified. He now claims large 1 ton 4x4 forestry vehicles used his 
driveway in June and damaged his driveway.   He also claims Hydro One 
(forestry) crushed a couple of drainage tiles which is causing a back up of 
water along his laneway and saturating his earth topped road.                         

(Update to Sept. 30th complaint) Hydro One Supervisor expressed 
his opinion that he did not think Hydro One created the driveway 
damage.  Supervisor also indicated his opinion that the water back-
up along the laneway was due to the wet season but the owner did 
not accept this. Supervisor said we would blade the laneway if it 
dried enough to do so. 

(Further update) The complainant wants the work done now. Hydro One has 
put a load of stone/gravel in the original rutted area that was identified and 
owner wants more.

Resolution ongoing.

No. ComplainantDate Property # Resolution Date:

6/23/2010    
Update - Sept 

30, 2010

Nature of Complaint

6 23-Jun-10 Mr. Caudle WG-16

Action Taken

Bruce TS x Milton SS

Install New 500K.V. Double Circuit Transmission Line 

COMPLAINTS LOG (Updated October 7th, 2010)

Complaint Details
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No. ComplainantDate Property # Resolution Date:Nature of Complaint

Action Taken

Bruce TS x Milton SS

Install New 500K.V. Double Circuit Transmission Line 

COMPLAINTS LOG (Updated October 7th, 2010)

Complaint Details

7 21-Jul-10 Don Roberts B-13 The complainant said his friend had a deer stand on an affected property and 
it is now missing. 

After investigation, Hydro One Supervisor determined Hydro One 
was not responsible for removing the deer stand.  Staff will call the 
complainant and inform him that HONI is not taking responsibility 
for the deer stand.

22-Jul-10

8 23-Jul-10 Kent William 
Harold Charlton WG-49 Owner's gate was left open. Hydro One Supervisor informed him the the gate will be kept 

closed at all times 23-Jul-10

9 3-Aug-10 Mr. Peter Curtis EG-08

On, August 3rd, 2010, a Hydro One Property Agent left voice mail with 
landowner notifying that bore holing operations will be taking place this day on
the lands near tower 530. Crew entered the lands in the afternoon same day. 
Landowner approached the crew and ordered them off the land.  Landowner 
believed (erroneously) that they were to receive 2 weeks notice prior to entry 
for any operations. 

On-site investigation revealed that some mustard crops were 
damaged incidentally during access.  Hydro One Property Agent 
will work out a damage claim for this. The complainant apologized 
for his behavior during Aug 3rd, 2010 incident. 

Sept 15th, 200. 

10 16-Aug-10 Barry Osterndorf B-44
Hydro One Supervisor received a call from the owner telling him that his 
discbine had been damaged by a culvert on a Hydro One access road. 

Hydro One Supervisor instructed the owner to get an estimate to 
repair the damage and we would continue our investigation. 
Resolution ongoing

16-Aug-10

11 19-Aug-10 Edmund Werner WG-35

Owner had a spare parts tractor parked for several years on Hydro One 
existing ROW (with verbal permission from Hydro One) which disappeared 
on Friday Aug 13th. The owner believes it was a Hydro One crew that 
removed the tractor.  The owner has made a voluntary land settlement for the
new corridor land with a closing date of Nov. 1 2010 and has granted access 
to the land.

Hydro One Supervisor contacted the owner by e-mail and arranged
for a follow-up meeting.   Resolution is ongoing.

August 20th, 
2010

12 7-Sep-10 Dwayne 
Hachman B-59

The complainant approached the brush contractor and inquired what was 
being done with the wood that was being cut. The complainant did not want 
any wood to leave the property. 

 

Hydro One Supervisor contacted the complainant and told him it 
was the contractor's wood to dispose of as they wished since he 
(the owner) had been compensated already for the wood. 
Supervisor told the contractor to continue cutting the wood and we 
would resolve the issues with the complainant. Supervisor later 
received a phone call from the complainant's counsel. Supervisor 
told counsel that we would be carrying on with the cutting of the 
brush and that nothing would be removed until this issue was 
resolved. Resolution is ongoing.                                                        

Original - Sept. 
7th, 2010   -   

Update - Oct 1, 
2010

13 06-Oct-10 Mrs. Basler NA The complainant has been upset with truck traffic near her property. 
Hydro One Supervisor contacted the complainant and answered 
her questions and will attempt to mitigate some of the issues where
possible. 

6-Oct-10
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References:  
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – Project Land 
Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval to 
Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 6.2.2.2 – Post-construction Monitoring and 
Documentation: 
 

“The post-construction monitoring program will be developed during the 
construction phase, 2009 to 2011. The construction monitoring program 
will identify areas requiring post construction monitoring. The post-
construction monitoring program will include the inspection of areas that 
are restored after construction, including newly planted trees and other 
vegetation, stream crossings and potential erosion areas identified during 
construction. Monitoring reports will be prepared as required under the 
conditions of EA approval. The reports will be submitted to the MOE for 
the public record and will be distributed to interested federal and 
provincial ministries and agencies, First Nations and Métis communities, 
affected municipalities and other interested stakeholders.” “Areas flagged 
for post-construction monitoring will be indentified during the 
construction monitoring program. The post- construction monitoring 
program will be a continuation of the construction monitoring program.” 

 
Letter from counsel for HONI to counsel for Ms. Walford dated July 21, 2010 re 
request for deferral of construction activities  
 
Preamble:  
HONI is now taking steps to carry out construction of the Projectalong the route 
approved in EB-2007-0050 where it is able to do so. During construction, HONI will 
develop a post-construction monitoring program. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of HONI’s proposed post-construction monitoring program. 41 

 
b) Please provide copies of any reports prepared as part of HONI’s ongoing construction 43 

monitoring program. 
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a) As stated in the references above, the post construction monitoring program will be 4 

developed during the construction phase of the project. 5 

 
b) Please see part a) above. 7 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.3.1.3 – Wildlife: 
“Although there is evidence that EMF may cause physiological changes in organisms 
(through various mechanisms) when they are exposed (Foster and Repacholi, 2002), more 
research is needed to determine the extent of these changes and how they affect the 
animal/population over time. Berger (1995) states (on behalf of Manitoba Hydro) that the 
majority of laboratory and field studies show that EMF along transmission lines does not 
affect plants or animals to any significant degree (although some scientists suggest that 
more field studies are needed) and there is at present no scientific evidence to justify 
modification of existing practices or facilities for the generation, transmission and 
distribution of electricity.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.3.2 – Operational Effects on Socioeconomic 
Environment: 
“EMF modelling shows that locations near the edge of the future expanded ROW will see 
an increase in magnetic fields from near-background levels, to values comparable to 
those currently found at the edge of the existing ROW. In some locations the magnetic 
field level at the edge of the future expanded ROW will be higher than those currently 
found at the edge of the existing ROW; in other locations they will be lower. Under the 
new line configuration and projected operating conditions, in most locations, the 
magnetic fields directly below existing 500 kV circuits are expected to decrease from 
current levels; magnetic fields directly below existing 230 kV lines may increase from 
current levels.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.10 – Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs) – “Hydro One provides on request EMF 
measurements at no charge to customers whose property is crossed by or abuts a Hydro 
One transmission corridor.” 
 
Preamble: EMF modelling shows that locations near the edge of the future expanded 
ROW will see an increase in magnetic fields from near background levels. Ms. Walford 
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has a residence on the property affected by the proposed Project and cattle are pastured 
on the property in the vicinity of the existing and proposed transmission lines. 
 
Request:  
a) What are the current levels of EMF and stray voltage on the Walford property 
associated with the existing transmission lines? 
b) What will be the effect on EMF and stray voltage levels by the addition of the new 
transmission line? 
c) Will EMF and stray voltage associated with the new transmission line have an effect 
on livestock grazing in the vicinity of the lines? 
d) Will EMF and stray voltage associated with the new transmission line have an effect 
on use of the residence and other buildings located on the Walford property? e) Please 
provide current EMF and stray voltage measurements for the Walford property. 
 
Response 15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

 
a) As mentioned in the EA Report page 324, Hydro One has modeled expected magnetic 17 

fields from the circuits under various operating scenarios.  As can be seen in 
Attachment 5 of Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 11, the distance from the Walford 
residence to the edge of the new right-of-way is over 300 m. and therefore EMF 
levels are expected to be negligible at the residence. 

 
Electric field levels close to the northern edge of ROW: In the proximity of the 
northern edge of the R-O-W, existing electric field levels are 0.2~0.5 kV/m where the 
southernmost line is a 230kV line, or about 0.8 kV/m where the southernmost line is a 
500kV line. When the proposed 500 kV line is in-service, the electric field strength at 
the new northern edge of the R-O-W will be about 0.8 kV/m. 
 
Magnetic field levels on northern edge of ROW, in Section G1 of the Line (where Ms. 
Walford’s property is located): The Walford property is located in Section G1, and on 
the northern edge of the ROW, as depicted on the attached map. The following 
calculations describe the magnetic field at the northern edge of R-O-W within Section 
G1 which represents a 65 km length section of the Bruce to Milton corridor starting at 
Colbeck Jct. extending southwards.  
 
As actual field levels are dependant on numerous factors (including but not limited to 
current/loadings, circuit operating conditions, proximity to other electric assets such 
as distribution lines, etc.), it is important to note that modeled numbers in the analysis 
report may not necessarily match spot levels taken in the field at any given moment. 
In general, the modeling report calculates fields from the transmission lines only, 
using an 85% percentile for calculating magnetic fields. In other words, currents (and 
magnetic fields) will be lower than reported values 85% of the time. The 85 percentile 
loadings are estimated at 80% of the maximum loadings. The calculated values 
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provided are for locations 1 m above ground, where all loads are assumed to be 
balanced (Source: EA Report, Section 5, p. 324-325). 
 
In Year 2007, the field level was 14.5 milligauss (mG) in Section G1. In Year 2012, 
the field level at the new edge is expected to be 15.0 mG in Section G1 based on 
anticipated line loadings at that time. The increase is not significant because the new 
500kV line will reduce loadings of the existing lines although the total generation 
capacity will have been increased in the Bruce area. In Year 2015, the field level at 
the new edge may increase to 17.5 mG in Section G1 due to the higher current 
associated with possible new generation in the Bruce area. 
 
At the edge of the expanded ROW, the field level will increase from 2 mG to about 
17.5 mG. This location is presently 53 metres away from the existing edge of ROW, 
but will be the edge of the expanded ROW. (Source: EA Report, Appendix O). 
 
Stray voltage (stray voltage as defined by the distribution system code and also 
known as tingle voltage) is a localized effect associated with local grounding and 
local distribution facilities. It is not associated with transmission lines. (Source: EA 
Report, Part 5, p. 309) 

 
b) EMF modeling shows that locations near the edge of the future expanded ROW will 21 

see an increase in magnetic fields from near-background levels, to values comparable 
to those currently found at the edge of the existing ROW. (Sources: EA Report 
Section 5, p.325 and Appendix O) 

 
A high voltage transmission line has no impact on stray voltage.  

 
c) As stated on p. 322 of the EA Report, the World Health Organization (WHO) report 28 

on environmental effects of EMF concluded that effects of EMF associated with 
major electrical technologies are few, generally minor in nature, and confined to the 
vicinity of high-powered sources (Foster and Repacholi, 2002). It was further 
concluded that “human EMF exposure limits recommended by the International 
Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) would also be 
protective of the environment.” The proposed Project will be well within the 
recommended ICNIRP limits.  As such, no EMF effects on livestock are expected.  
As indicated in part c) of this response, a high voltage transmission line has no effect 
on tingle/stray voltage, which is a problem exclusively associated with low voltage 
distribution networks. 

 
d) No, EMF will not have an effect on the use of the residence and other buildings 40 

located on the Walford property. 
 

Stray voltage is a localized effect associated with local grounding and local 
distribution facilities. It is not associated with transmission lines. 



Filed:  October 18, 2010 
EB-2010-0023 
Exhibit B 
Tab 2 
Schedule 31 
Page 4 of 4 
 

1 

3 

 
e) See response to a). 2 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 2.2.1.6 – Operation and Maintenance Activities: 
Maintenance will include activities such as “selective herbicide application”. 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.0 – Mitigation Measures: “A brush control program 
will be carried out after selective clearing and prior to the completion of restoration. This 
will be performed through the selective use of herbicides.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.8 – Draft EA Comments: 
“As described in EA Section 5.3.12, Hydro One’s use of herbicides will be applied in a 
manner consistent with conventional practice and government legislation. I would also 
point out that herbicides will not be used in close proximity to water bodies. In addition, 
on private property, Hydro One’s policy requires that it obtains landowner permission 
prior to the application of herbicides.” 
 
Preamble: Ms. Walford has a residence on the property affected by the proposed Project 
and cattle are pastured on the property in the vicinity of the existing and proposed 
transmission lines. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide HONI’s policy on pesticide use on its transmission corridor. 
b) What has been the practice of HONI in using pesticides on its existing transmission 
corridor? 
c) Please define “conventional practice” as used by HONI in relation to pesticides. 
d) What is HONI’s proposal for use of pesticides on the new project? 
e) Will HONI support as a condition of a Board Order authorizing expropriation that it 
must obtain the written permission of Ms. Walford before HONI may use pesticides on 
her property? 
f) Please confirm that HONI will not use insecticides on the Walford property or on 
locations adjacent to the Walford property. 
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a) Hydro One does not use pesticides to control animals or insects on the right-of- way.  3 

Instead it utilizes herbicides on its rights-of-way as part of an Integrated Vegetation 4 

Management approach to brush control.  Hydro One policy is not to use herbicides if 5 

so requested by the landowner. 6 

 
b) See a) above. 8 

 
c) Hydro One uses an integrated vegetation management approach (IVM) for brush 10 

control which includes a variety of techniques including heavy mechanical 
equipment, brush saws, chainsaws and the selective application of herbicides. 
Manually cutting deciduous brush will not control vegetation because cut brush will 
re-sprout and grow back thicker and at an accelerated rate. Herbicides are applied by 
licensed applicators to the cut surfaces of trees or to standing brush using a variety of 
application methods depending on local conditions. Hydro One employees apply 
herbicides selectively in that only tall growing species that will encroach on safe 
clearances to overhead lines are treated. Retention of low growing compatible 
vegetation provides excellent wildlife habitat, erosion control and acts as a form of 
natural biological control by preventing the taller growing trees from seeding back on 
the right of way. Hydro One is constantly working with manufacturers to research 
new products and application methods that would allow us to control vegetation 
effectively using less herbicide. 

 
d) See a) above. 25 

 
e) Given that the proposed condition reflects Hydro One’s existing policy as described 27 

above, Hydro One does not believe a condition is necessary. 
 
f) See part a) above. 30 
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Issue: 3 – Impact Minimization 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 2.2.1.6 – Operation and Maintenance Activities: 
Maintenance of the transmission lines is achieved through foot patrols and climbing 
inspections by a crew of five to ten people. 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.4 – Agency and Municipal Workshop: 
“If emergency access is needed, Hydro One would seek permission from property owners 
and use vehicles that would minimize rutting or compaction effects.” 
 
Preamble: Ms. Walford has a residence on the property affected by the proposed Project 
and cattle are pastured on the property in the vicinity of the existing and proposed 
transmission lines. 
 
Request:  
a) Does HONI provide advance written notification to landowners of access to lands for 
maintenance activities? 
b) Will HONI agree to provide Ms. Walford with at least seven days’ advance written 
notice prior to entering upon her property for maintenance activities? 
c) Will HONI agree to provide this advance written notice as a condition of a Board 
Order authorizing expropriation in this proceeding? 
 
Response 33 

34 

36 

37 

38 

39 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 
a) For planned maintenance, Hydro One’s practice is to provide either written or verbal 35 

notification to landowners, and for unplanned maintenance notice is provided 
depending on the circumstance (e.g., emergencies would not require written 
notification and at times, no notification). 

 
b) For notification regarding planned maintenance see part a) above.  For unplanned 40 

maintenance activities Hydro One requires the flexibility to deal with emergency or 
other unplanned situations that could arise, and for that reason it cannot agree to 
provide 7 days’ written notice of maintenance activities.     
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c) No, Hydro One would not support having such a condition.  Please refer to part b). 1 

Hydro One does not view it to be reasonable for the Board to develop a practice of 2 

sanctioning different notification requirements for different landowners when matters 3 

concern the ongoing safety and reliability of the transmission system.  This would 4 

also have the adverse effect of Hydro One’s rate payers having to incur additional 5 

costs for the development of new systems that would be necessary to administer 6 

property access conditions on a property by property basis.   7 
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Issue: 4 – Scope of Easement 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental 
Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 4.3 – Category 2 Alternative Methods: 
“This EA document cannot include a detail design plan. The resolution of the above 
issues requires ongoing collaboration between Hydro One, landowners, Conservation 
Authorities, municipalities and agencies. If the Project is approved, the detail design plan 
will be in preparation over the next six months, or longer for some portions of the line, 
and it will benefit from these collaborations.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.8 – Draft EA Comments: 
“This EA cannot include the detail design. The resolution of these issues requires 
ongoing collaboration between Hydro One and landowners, CAs, municipalities and 
agencies, etc. The detail design plan for the project will be in preparation for the next 6 
months, or long for some portions of the line, and it will benefit from these 
collaborations.” 
 
Letter from counsel for HONI to counsel for Ms. Walford dated August 3, 2010 re 
request for deferral of construction activities 
 
Preamble: Counsel for HONI has stated that Ms. Walford has had many opportunities 
over the past two years to raise concerns over the mitigation of the construction and 
operation of the Bruce to Milton Project. However, in its EA, HONI states that its EA 
document could not include a detail design plan which would allow Ms. Walford to 
assess the mitigation measures proposed by HONI. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of HONI’s detail design plan for the Walford property and for 
the properties adjacent to the Walford property on either side. 
b) Please provide survey plans and as-built construction plans for the existing 
transmission line and corridor adjacent to the Walford property as well as on the adjacent 
properties on either side of the Walford property. 
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a) Hydro One has not completed the detailed design plan or the as-built construction 3 

plan for the Walford or adjacent properties and they cannot be finalized until access 4 

to the properties is granted and the towers are staked.  A preliminary construction 5 

plan for the Walford property is provided in the response at Exhibit B, Tab 2, 6 

Schedule 12.  The plan for adjacent properties would be similar.  Please see 7 

Attachment 1 for the preliminary Footings Requirement Chart for the towers (# 623 – 8 

# 625) that are proposed for the Walford property. 9 

 
b) Survey plans for the Walford property (included in Appendix 3 of EB-2010-0023) 11 

have already been provided.   As-built construction plans are not available until after 
construction. 

 
Attachments 1 and 2 of Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 11 provide the right-of-way 
development plans for tiles 73 and 74 respectively.  The Walford property is shown as 
E35 (highlighted in red). 



Project: Bruce GS to Milton TS Work Order # 50010028-0020
500 kV Colbeck JCT x HWY 7 (Twr 466-659) Date: 
FOOTINGS REQUIREMENT CHART

11250 169650 0 518970 90980

15M 25M 35M 45M

Leg Type Depth Project. Diam. Cage  Ties : 15M A n c h o r s Concr. Water Rebar
TWR # BP Q Smax/min D bars c to c W QR bars WI Vol. Table Soil Report #
BH # Ext. m m m no size-M mm m m no size-M m m³ m   Bore Hole / Figure #

4 V1S 306 956

623 6.5 .75/.15 1.83 16 35 225 1.63 20.0 1.5 G3 to 4.5m, G4 to 5.5m
25FT G5 to 10.9m

4 V1S 286 890

624 6.0 .75/.15 1.83 16 35 225 1.63 18.6 2.2 G5 to 4.5m, G4 to 7.0m
30FT G3 to 9.0m, G5 to 10.8m

4 V1L 338 1062

625 7.3 .75/.15 1.83 16 35 225 1.63 22.2 4.5 G3 to 2.1m, G5 to 7.7m
25FT Difficult to Auger

BP: Body Panel 300 3720 0 11640 0

Notes:
1. Concrete strength to be 30 MPa at 28 days. Maximum aggregate size to be 20 mm. Minimum concrete temperature

at the time of pouring to be 10ºC.
2. Ties for Pier reinforcement: 15M; Spacing from top (mm): 2 @ 50, @ spacing shown above.
3. Install Shear frames for all H and M structures.
4. Drilling through rock for installation of grouted Anchors: use 70 mm diameter hole for 35M bars, 89 mm for 45M bars

and 114 mm diameter hole for 55M bars.

Rev Date Details
Dwg: L69583-L4S-25120-0046 Sheet 21  Rev 0
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Issue: 4 – Scope of Easement 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 2.2, page 4: 
“Approximately 728 new towers will be needed for the proposed transmission line. The 
new towers are very similar to the towers along the existing transmission line. Several 
tower designs will be used, but the majority of the towers will be V1S towers. The V1S 
towers are approximately 49 m (152 ft) high and have a 7.8 m (25.5 ft) wide base. See 
Figures 2-2 to 2-5 for the different tower types used. The average span between towers is 
estimated at approximately 250 m (820 ft).” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 4.3 – Category 2 Alternative 
Methods: 
“Depending on site specific circumstances, there can be other factors that dictate the 
preferred location of towers (i.e., resulting in different spans between towers and 
possibly, tower heights). As noted in the ToR, it is common for property owners to 
propose alternatives that would minimize effects on agricultural production (e.g., to place 
towers on property lines and not mid-field). Towers can be located to span sensitive areas 
and the distance between towers can be increased in some situations to permit longer 
spans.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.0 – Mitigation Measures: 
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“There is some design flexibility in the positioning of towers (i.e., they can be moved 
along centerline approximately 30 m in either direction). Hydro One will attempt to 
accommodate the preferences of individual owners, to the extent possible, as 
long as the property owner preferences do not create conflicts with the interests of 
neighbouring properties, environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., wetlands, SAR habitat), 
and protected archaeological sites or burial sites). Normally, this will have the least 
adverse effect from an environmental and socioeconomic perspective.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.3 Round 2 PIC: 
“There are opportunities to avoid some environmental effects through the siting of towers 
during the preliminary and detailed design phases of the proposed Project. Each tower 
will be sited within the limits of engineering design requirements to minimize visual 
effects, avoid sensitive features and accommodate property owner preferences on their 
property. Generally, the proposed towers will be located next to the existing towers. 
However, it may be possible to increase tower heights and/or span length to avoid effects 
to sensitive features. As indicated in Section 4.1, the allowable span variance between 
towers is approximately 30 m in either direction to address sensitive features.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.8 – Draft EA 
Comments: 
“Before tower locations are finalized, the proposed locations will be reviewed with the 
property owner. Requests for relocations will be reviewed by Hydro One’s design 
engineers. Based on technical and cost considerations, the towers may be relocated to 
meet the owner’s concern. Generally, but not always, a relocation of up to 30 m may be 
feasible.” “Tower locations are preliminary and presented for discussion. Hydro One 
continues to seek landowner input. Construction practices to minimize or prevent long-
term environmental effects will be developed and presented to SVCA before work in 
these areas proceeds.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix H, Proposed Mitigation, Tiles 73, 74 
 
Preamble: HONI’s Proposed Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74 show proposed locations for 
three new towers on the Walford property. The proposed new tower locations appear to 
be adjacent to the locations of the three towers on the existing corridor. 
 
Request:  
a) What is the maximum span between towers that can be achieved? b) What is the 
maximum span between towers on an existing 500 kV transmission line in Ontario? 
c) In the construction that has taken place to date, what is the maximum span between 
two adjacent towers on the new transmission line? d) What is the maximum distance a 
tower can be moved from the proposed location on either side along the proposed 
transmission line centre-line? On what basis is this maximum distance determined? 
e) Does the shift of one tower along the proposed line prevent the shift of an adjacent 
tower? 
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f) What is the proposed distance between the towers to be located on the Walford 
property? 
g) What is the distance between those towers and the towers proposed to be located 
immediately adjacent to the Walford property on either side? 
h) What agreements has HONI made, if any, with the owners of properties adjacent to the 
Walford property regarding the placement of towers? 
i) Is it possible to move the most westerly tower proposed for the Walford property to the 
neighbouring property? If not, why not? 
j) Is it possible to move the most easterly tower proposed for the Walford property to the 
neighbouring property? If not, why not? 
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a) For the type of tower that has been proposed for this project (V1 family), the 14 

maximum span length that can be achieved is 300 metres. However, it should be 
noted that this is dependent upon a number of factors including topography and 
location of dead end structures. 
 

b) An exact determination would require an exhaustive review of the plan and profile of 19 

the entire 500 kV system.  One of the largest 2-circuit 500 kV spans is approximately 
425 metres over the Rouge River Valley, although that distance and design reflect 
site-specific topography (particularly the presence of a deep valley) and a different 
tower type than proposed for the Walford property. 
 

c) Approximately 300 metres. 25 

 
d) Normally towers cannot be moved off the centre line.  Tangent towers can be moved 27 

along the centre line up to approximately 30 m in either direction.  The maximum 
space is based upon the topography and distance from adjacent structures.  Hydro 
One’s practice is to place the new towers beside existing structures wherever 
possible. 
 

e) Please refer to the response to part d) above.  Shifting tower locations may affect the 33 

placement of adjacent towers depending on site specific conditions.   
 

f) The two spans on the Walford property are approximately 244 and 236 metres, and 36 

are a function of the local topography and tower placement on the existing power 
line.   
 

g) On the north side the proposed span is 235 metres and on the south side it is 282 40 

metres.   
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h) Hydro One has not made any agreements with respect to tower placement with 1 

adjoining landowners.  However, Hydro One has communicated to owners that it will 2 

apply its policy and match wherever possible existing and new tower alignments.  3 

 
i) While moving the tower in question is technically possible, doing so would be subject 5 

to a review of technical and environmental impacts, and discussions with the owner 6 

of the adjacent property.   7 

 
j) No, it is not possible due to the long span and the angle on the tower. 9 
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Issue: 4 – Scope of Easement 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, Section 1.6.2: 
“The use of existing infrastructure and public service facilities should be optimized, 
wherever feasible, before consideration is given to developing new infrastructure and 
public service facilities.” 
 
OEB Decision and Order EB-2007-0050 dated September 15, 2008: 
Section 3.7.4 – “The Board concludes that the PPS is clearly directed toward the 
intensified use of existing infrastructure, including infrastructure corridors. In that context 
the Board concludes the intensified use of an existing corridor is preferred to an expanded 
corridor, and an expanded corridor is preferred to a Greenfield corridor.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 3.3.1 – Existing Land Use and Approved 
Developments: 
In discussing the principles set out in the Provincial Policy Statement on land-use 
planning, the EA states: “The reference route alignment adheres to these principles by 
paralleling the existing 500 kV and 230 kV transmission corridors, thereby optimizing 
and utilizing approximately 20% less land due to the shared use of the area between the 
existing and proposed transmission lines compared to establishing a new transmission 
corridor in a greenfield area.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor.” 
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Bruce to Milton Amended Record of Consultation, Revision 3 (February 2008) – 
Table 4-1: 
“It is extremely unlikely that a tower will damage a home or put anyone’s personal safety 
at risk. Hydro One conforms to Canadian Standards Association standards. Tower failure 
is rare and tends to result from severe weather conditions. Towers are designed to fail in a 
specific way. There is a design point or bend line on each tower whereby the tower will 
fold well above the ground and will not topple like a tree cut from the base. Therefore, in 
the rare occurrence where a tower does fail, it will stay within the right-of-way, as was 
the case with the tower failures during the 1998 ice storm. Because the towers are 
designed in this manner, comparing tower height to the distance from a home to a tower 
does not provide a reasonable estimate for where or how a tower might land in the 
unlikely event that it did fail.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix U, Table 1 – EA Commitments: 
“Each tower will be sited within the limits of engineering design requirements to 
minimize visual effects, avoid sensitive features and accommodate property owner 
preferences on their property. Generally, the proposed towers will be located next to the 
existing towers.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – Transcript of Technical Conference Day 1 – Chow Evidence, page 
111: 
“Now, double-twinning of 500 kV line, as indicated by Mike earlier this morning, is a 
fairly common configuration in Ontario. The big ring around Toronto of 500 kV 
essentially consists of two 500 kV line on the same corridor, right around from 
Bowmanville all the way across to almost Nanticoke, or Milton at least.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Energy Probe Interrogatory #26 List 3: 
“Locating the proposed Bruce to Milton corridor alongside and adjacent to the existing 
transmission corridor results in a lesser amount of land being necessary as compared to a 
green-field alternative. A greenfield siting option would require a corridor width of 250 
ft. In comparing this width to the proposed widened corridor requirement of 53-61m 
(175-200 ft) a 20% reduction is achieved. This difference is explained by the fact that the 
existing corridor includes a buffer zone to accommodate the potential for conductor sway 
that would otherwise have to be taken into consideration in a greenfield siting 
alternative.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – Transcript of Technical Conference Day 2 – Schneider Evidence, 
page 152: 
“[There is no contingency built in] for future expansion. What you are trying to do is 
accommodate the swing in the conductor, and then some clearance as well. Because if 
you think about it, at the edge of the right-of-way, private landowners who own land 
abutting the right of way can built whatever they would like, I suppose subject to 
whatever municipal planning guidelines exist in the area. We have to ensure, from a 
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safety perspective that there is a sufficient clearance from whatever they build, to our 
lines.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix H, Proposed Mitigation, Tiles 73, 74 
 
Preamble: HONI’s Proposed Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74 show proposed locations for 
three new towers on the Walford property. The proposed new tower locations appear to 
be adjacent to the locations of the three towers on the existing corridor. 
 
Request:  
a) How far apart are the existing and proposed lines currently proposed to be separated on 
the Walford property? 
 
b) How far can towers be shifted off of the proposed centre-line of the transmission line 
without requiring a turning tower? 
 
c) Can more overlap be achieved than is presently planned for the Walford property and 
the existing corridor? 
 
d) What is the closest together that the existing 500 kV line and the proposed 500 kV line 
can be located? Please explain in detail the basis on which HONI makes this 
determination. 
 
e) Can the existing lines and the proposed lines be located closer together if narrow-based 
structures are used for the proposed new transmission line? How much closer? 
 
f) Can the existing lines and the proposed lines be located closer together if the proposed 
towers are not located adjacent to the existing towers but are staggered, including but not 
limited to locating the most westerly and most easterly towers on the neighbouring 
properties rather than on the Walford property? 
 
g) Can the proposed transmission line be located entirely on HONI’s existing 
transmission corridor adjacent to the Walford property? If not, why not? 
 
h) What is the closest towers on adjacent 500 kV transmission lines have been installed 
together at any location in Ontario? 
 
i) Is there any appreciable increase in risk if the towers on the existing and proposed 
transmission lines are located closer together than currently proposed only on the 
Walford property and not on other properties? 
 
j) In the construction that has taken place to date, what is the smallest distance achieved 
between an existing 500 kV line tower and a tower for the new line? 
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a) The distance is 53 metres. 6 

 
b) V1S suspension towers are planned at the north side and in the middle of the Walford 8 

property.  A V1L light angle suspension tower is planned for the south side of the 9 

Walford property.  A V1S suspension tower can tolerate a maximum line angle 
deviation of one degree.  A V1L suspension tower can tolerate a maximum line angle 
deviation of six degrees.  If a tower were to be moved off of the centre line, it should 
be noted that the S. 92 and EA approvals are based on the 53 metre spacing referred 
to in part a) above (to minimize property requirements and environmental impacts).  
The approvals are also based on a line design that places new towers in parallel with 
the towers on the existing line wherever possible.   
 

c) Hydro One understands “overlap” to mean reducing the spacing between the new line 18 

and the existing line.  More overlap cannot be achieved because the 53 metres is the 
minimum spacing that satisfies safety, design and maintenance requirements.   

 
d) See response to part c) above. 22 

 
e) No.  Irrespective of the tower base, the width of the arms carrying the conductors is 24 

the same and therefore the distance of the conductor from the centre line is the same. 
 

f) No.  Staggering towers has no effect on the minimum distance requirements noted in 27 

part c) above. 
 
g) No.  The existing corridor is not large enough to accommodate an additional line in 30 

order to maintain the safety, design and maintenance requirements referred to in c) 
above. 
 

h) 53 metres. 34 

 
i) Yes.  Please see the response to part c) above. 36 

 
j) 53 metres. 38 

 
k) Hydro One understands the “limits of engineering design requirements” to refer to 40 

design considerations that affect the minimum spacing between the two lines.  These 
considerations are wind and ice loading, as well as maintenance requirements.  The 
limit of these design considerations in these circumstances is 53 metres. 



Filed:  October 18, 2010 
EB-2010-0023 
Exhibit B 
Tab 2 
Schedule 37 
Page 1 of 3 
 

Catherine Gale Walford INTERROGATORY #37 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 
Issue: 4 – Scope of Easement 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2007-0050 Application Exhibit B, Tab 6, Schedule 6, Section 4.0 – Summary of 
Key Issues to-date and Hydro One Response: 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss tower type and placement with affected 
landowners. Tower placement will follow alignment of current towers to the extent 
possible to mitigate visual impact.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Hydro One will discuss the proposed transmission line layout 
with affected property owners prior to the start of construction and will attempt to 
accommodate individual requests.” 
4.4 – Visual Impacts – “Landscaping will be undertaken at selected locations along the 
right-of-way to enhance the appearance of the transmission corridor. 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix H, Proposed Mitigation, Tiles 73, 74 
 
Letter from counsel for HONI to counsel for Ms. Walford dated July 21, 2010 re 
request for deferral of construction activities Letter from counsel for HONI to 
counsel for Ms. Walford dated August 3, 2010 re request for deferral of construction 
activities 
 
Preamble: HONI declined to agree to defer construction on properties adjacent to Ms. 
Walford’s property within 2 km on either side until the completion of the interrogatory 
process in EB-2010-0023. The request for the deferral was made by Ms. Walford so as to 
preserve her ability to seek changes in the Project as proposed on her own property in the 
current regulatory process. 
 
Request:  
a) If installation of towers on the properties immediately adjacent to Ms. Walford’s 
property on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will it be necessary to locate three new towers on the Walford 
property rather than 1 or 2? 
 
b) If installation of towers on the properties immediately adjacent to Ms. Walford’s 
property on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
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Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will the distance by which the proposed location of towers on 
Ms. Walford’s property can be altered be reduced? If so, by how much? 
 
c) If installation of towers on the properties immediately adjacent to Ms. Walford’s 
property on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will there be any effect on HONI’s ability to locate the 
proposed transmission line closer to the existing line than is currently proposed? If so, 
what is the effect?  
d) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 1 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will it be necessary to locate three new towers on the Walford 
property rather than 1 or 2? 
 
e) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 1 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will the distance by which the proposed location of towers on 
Ms. Walford’s property can be altered be reduced? If so, by how much? 
 
f) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 1 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will there be any effect on HONI’s ability to locate the 
proposed transmission line closer to the existing line than is currently proposed? If so, 
what is the effect? 
 
g) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 2 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will it be necessary to locate three new towers on the Walford 
property rather than 1 or 2? 
 
h) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 2 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will the distance by which the proposed location of towers on 
Ms. Walford’s property can be altered be reduced? If so, by how much? 
 
i) If installation of towers on the properties adjacent to Ms. Walford’s property within a 2 
km distance on either side is completed as currently proposed by HONI in Proposed 
Mitigation Tiles 73 and 74, will there be any effect on HONI’s ability to locate the 
proposed transmission line closer to the existing line than is currently proposed? If so, 
what is the effect? 
 
Response 41 

42 

44 

 
a) The right of way development plan contemplates three towers on the Walford 43 

property.  Hydro One expects that some minor changes in the location of the three 
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3 

5 

8 

10 

12 

14 

16 

18 

20 

towers may be possible. Specific distances cannot be determined until on-site pre-1 

construction activities occur on the property. 2 

 
b) See response to part a). 4 

 
c) Please see response to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 36 part c).  The minimum distance 6 

between the existing and the new corridors is 53 metres. 7 

 
d) Please see the response to part a).  The 1 km distance has no effect on the response. 9 

 
e) Please see the response to part a).  The 1 km distance has no effect on the response. 11 

 
f) Please see the response to part c).  The 1 km distance has no effect on the response. 13 

 
g) Please see the response to part a).  The 2 km distance has no effect on the response. 15 

 
h) Please see the response to part a).  The 2 km distance has no effect on the response. 17 

 
i) Please see the response to part c).  The 2 km distance has no effect on the response. 19 
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Catherine Gale Walford INTERROGATORY #38 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 
Issue: 5 – Abandonment Plan 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
EB-2010-0023, Issues List – Decision, page 12: 
“The Board agrees with Mr. Goudy that landowners who are subject to expropriation are 
entitled to ask questions concerning Hydro One’s obligations and plans (if any) with 
respect to the Project facilities if they no longer intend to use them and if they choose to 
abandon the facilities.” 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Section 5.0 – Mitigation Measures: 
“For the regular lattice tower, the foundation will consist of four footings (one at each 
tower leg). In deep soil areas, the footings will be approximately 1.2 m wide and 9 m 
deep. The holes are augered (see Figure 5-4) and then rebar footing frames are inserted in 
the holes and then filled with concrete. In bedrock areas, footings will be anchored by 
drilling holes and grouting anchors directly to the bedrock.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Fallis Group interrogatory #39 
List 1: 
“Transmission Lines owned by Hydro One constructed using steel lattice towers similar 
to this particular line have an estimated service life of between 60 to over 100 years 
depending on environmental conditions. Over the life of the line, certain components 
such as insulators or conductor[s] may require replacement which can extend the service 
life. In general, a line such as this one has a service life expectancy of at least 100 years 
assuming it is properly maintained.” 
 
EB-2007-0050 – HONI response to Pollution Probe interrogatory 
#45 List 4, Attachment 1 – Hydro One Project Definition Report: 
“Tower inspection and condition assessment were NOT made. The towers are close to 
50-years old and are likely suffering from deterioration symptoms such as corrosion, 
memberdeformations, soil erosion, etc.” 
 
Preamble: Landowners who are subject to expropriation are entitled to ask questions 
concerning Hydro One’s obligations and plans (if any) with respect to the Project 
facilities if they no longer intend to use them and if they choose to abandon the facilities. 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Request:  
a) Please provide a copy of any HONI policy, guidelines or other document related to the 
abandonment and/or decommissioning of its facilities. 
 
b) Please provide a copy of any report prepared by, for or on behalf of HONI with respect 
to the abandonment and/or decommissioning of any transmission facility in its system 
that has taken place. 
 
c) Please provide a copy of HONI’s plan for abandonment and/or decommissioning of the 
proposed facilities on Ms. Walford’s property. 
 
d) Are narrow-based structures subject to the same deterioration as has been experienced 
on the line assessed in HONI response to Pollution Probe interrogatory #45 List 4, 
Attachment 1 and on four-footed towers generally? 
 
e) If so, does such deterioration occur sooner or later than fourfooted towers? 
 
f) On abandonment and/or decommissioning, will the footings for towers on the Walford 
property be removed and the excavated areas backfilled with clean fill? 
 
g) On abandonment and/or decommissioning, will HONI remove its facilities from the 
Walford property in their entirety? 
 
Response 24 

25 

27 

28 

29 

31 

33 

34 

36 

37 

38 

40 

42 

 
a) To date, Hydro One has not removed a 500 kV line.  Accordingly, no formal policy 26 

document on this subject exists.  Please see Exhibit B, Tab 5, Schedule 2 for more 
information. 
 

b) Please see the response to part a).  No report on the subject exists. 30 

 
c) There is no such document. Please see the response to Exhibit B, Tab 5, Schedule 2, 32 

part f.  
 
d) Hydro One does not have information regarding any differences in deterioration 35 

between narrow-based and conventional towers.  However, there is no reason to 
suggest the rate of deterioration would be materially different. 

 
e) See part d). 39 

  
f) Please see Exhibit B, Tab 5, Schedule 2, part f). 41 

 
g) Please see Exhibit B, Tab 5, Schedule 2, part f). 43 
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Catherine Gale Walford INTERROGATORY #39 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 
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27 

28 

 
Issue: 5 – Abandonment Plan 
 
References: HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 4 – 
Project Land Requirements 
 
HONI Application for Authority to Expropriate – Paragraph 3 – Notice of Approval 
to Proceed under Ontario Environmental Assessment Act 
 
Bruce to Milton EA, Appendix E, Table E1.8 – Draft EA 
Comments: 
MOE, October 27, 2008 – “49. Page 208 – If decommissioning is not part of the 
undertaking for which approval will be sought, why will it be discussed? Any 
commitments made in the discussion that follows on p. 218 will be binding if the 
undertaking is approved. Adjust text accordingly where ever decommissioning is 
discussed.” 
 
HONI Response – “Updated – decommissioning is removed.” 
Preamble: HONI’s original draft EA contained a discussion of decommissioning 
of the Project, but the discussion was removed in the final version. 
 
Request:  
a) Please provide the decommissioning information that was included in Draft EA that 
was subsequently removed. 
 
Response 29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

 
The decommissioning information included in the Draft EA can be found on the Bruce to 
Milton Website:  
 
http://www.hydroone.com/Projects/BrucetoMilton/Pages/Approvals.aspx 34 

35 

36 

37 

 
Please see Exhibit B, Tab 5, Schedule 2 fir further information. 
 
Note:   Hydro One is not seeking approval to decommission this proposed transmission 
line and hence the effects were not addressed in this assessment.  Please see Exhibit B, 
Tab 5, Schedule 2, part f) for more information.   

38 

39 

40 




