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TO BE DELIVERED AND E-FILED: Boardsec@oeb.gov.on.ca

May 12, 2010.

Ontario Energy Board

2300 Yonge Street,

27th Floor,

Toronto, ON M4P 1E4

Attention: Ms. Kirsten Walli, Board Secretary

Re: Hydro One Networks Inc. Toronto Midtown Transmission Reinforcement Project – Your File EB-2009-0425 

Submissions of The North Rosedale Ratepayers Association 

The North Rosedale Ratepayers Association (“NRRA”) hereby makes the following submissions in respect of this Application by Hydro One Networks Inc. (“Hydro One”). These submissions are limited to the portion of the Project between Birch Junction and Bayview Junction.

This Project, when introduced to the community in early 2009, was presented as a simple job; replacing an aging power circuit and adding a new circuit for future use. These circuits were to be installed in the same manner as the original circuit, buried in a shallow trench and essentially following the original route. It was only during the second round of public consultation meetings, in December 2009, that the community learned that Hydro One had decided to abandon trenching in favour of a 3.0 metre tunnel constructed 50 – 60 metres below the surface, and that the project cost had ballooned from $56.6 million to $104.9 million.

The impact of this change is dramatic. A relatively simple trenching operation is to be replaced by a major hard rock mining operation, right in the middle of a long established residential community, necessitating the removal and disposal of over 700,000 cubic feet of rock spoil.

Our detailed review and consideration of the route and construction methods proposed by Hydro One indicate that the associated costs would be excessive when compared with a construction hybrid consisting of soft ground tunneling in the vicinity of Yonge Street and trenching elsewhere along a route deviating slightly from that proposed by Hydro One, as described below (the “Hybrid Solution”). The Hybrid Solution would result in substantially lower costs and a much shorter construction schedule, while at the same time avoiding most of the difficulties inherent in co-ordinating schedules and making the necessary arrangements with the CPR. Furthermore, the impact on the community would be greatly reduced because the work will be undertaken in sections and “move along” with the trench.

THE HYBRID SOLUTION PROPOSED BY NRRA:

Our review of the material filed by Hydro One, as well as our site inspections, indicates that the optimal routing and construction technique would be as follows:

I - Birch Junction to East Side of Summerhill Subway Station on Shaftesbury Avenue 

This section of the route will involve relatively shallow, soft ground tunneling, rather than hard rock tunneling at great depth. We recognize the serious issues associated with running the proposed circuits across the Yonge Street strip, with its extensive utility infrastructure and the proximity of the Yonge Street Subway and Summerhill Station. However, this tunnel does not need to be 3 metres in diameter or 50 – 60 metres deep, since it will be accessed and serviced from either end and its length will be relatively short.

II - Balance of Shaftesbury Avenue 

Trenching, located so as to minimize interference with the existing utility infrastructure, will be used on Shaftesbury Avenue. Trenching will be within the street pavement where-ever possible. The road allowance south of the curb/sidewalk on the south side of Shaftesbury Avenue will be used only the extent absolutely necessary. If required, the existing trees which have been planted in front of the relatively new (approximately 10-12 years old) residential development on the south side of Shaftesbury Avenue could be temporarily removed and/or replaced as appropriate. Further east on Shaftesbury Avenue, the absence of buildings on the south side of the street should reduce interference with existing utilities, but partial re-landscaping of this strip is quite viable. We appreciate the concerns of the residents of Shaftesbury Avenue in this respect, concerns that are equally shared by the residents of the North Rosedale, Moore Park and Bennington Heights communities.

III - David Balfour Park from Shaftesbury Avenue to Mount Pleasant Road 

The existing Hydro One circuits have been trenched through David Balfour Park. There is no reason why the proposed new circuits cannot also be trenched, following a route adjacent to the existing underground circuits.

IV - Mount Pleasant Road to East End of Hydro One Lands Immediately North of CPR

This stretch, along Carstowe Road, across MacLennan Avenue and through the Hydro One lands located immediately north of the CPR right-of-way, comprises about one-third of the entire route. This section of the route is ideal for trenching since, with the exception of the street crossings over Mount Pleasant Road, MacLennan Avenue and possibly the southerly extension of Sighthill Avenue, there appears to be little or no existing below-ground infrastructure. 

V - East End of Hydro One Lands to Moore Park Ravine 

This section of the route involves the acquisition, by agreement or expropriation, of a relatively narrow easement across the rear portions of 17 large residential properties fronting onto Rosedale Heights Drive. The lands over which the easement will be required are immediately adjacent to the CPR right-of-way and, for the most part, not visible from the residences which are situated on lots having depths of between 225 and 400 feet. In addition, approximately 300 feet of this stretch is over a public, but un-opened, lane owned by the City of Toronto. There does not appear to be any existing below-ground infrastructure to interfere with or limit trenching through this section of the route. An alternative for this part of the route would be trenching through a portion of the CPR right-of-way.

VI – Moore Park Ravine 

The existing Hydro One circuits have been trenched through the Moore Park Ravine. There is no reason why the proposed new circuits cannot also be trenched, following a route adjacent to the existing underground circuits.

VII – Moore Park Ravine to Bayview Junction 

This section of the route also requires the acquisition of a narrow easement, having a total length of about 100 metres, across the rear portions of 4 residential properties fronting onto Moorehill Drive. The balance of this section of the route is across an un-opened portion of the original road allowance for Bayview Avenue. Of the 4 residential properties, 3 are shallower in depth than those located on Rosedale Heights Drive and drop off steeply towards the CPR right-of-way. There does not appear to be any existing below-ground infrastructure to interfere with or limit trenching through this section of the route. However, the steepness of the site suggests that directional boring through this short easement, rather than trenching, or trenching though a portion of the CPR right-of-way, would be more appropriate in this vicinity.

COST ISSUES:

1) Cost Escalation Since 2008 

In a two-year period Hydro One’s stated “gross project cost” for this Project has increased by 85% from $56.6 Million to $104.9 million. It appears that a major portion of this cost increase arises from the fact that the previous estimate “did not contemplate the need for tunneling”.

2) Tunneling is new Technology for Hydro One 

Hydro One has very limited project experience with tunneling. Given the fact that substantial contingencies have been built into the budget for this Project, tunneling is very clearly viewed by Hydro One as much more risky and potentially expensive than trenching. 

3) Tunneling Makes a Relatively Simple Installation into an Enormous Project 

Tunneling requires the construction of a large staging area and main shaft with a depth of between 50 & 60 metres and a width of between 7 & 10 metres. This is necessary in order to lower the boring equipment to the level of the hard rock tunnel, to install elevating equipment to provide access to the underground work site for workers, supplies and equipment and to remove and store the spoil from the shaft and tunnel. The proposed tunneling project would create huge amounts of rock tailings, in the order of 700,000 cubic feet, that will need to be transported to dump sites. On the other hand, a substantial portion of the material excavated in the trenching process will go right back into the trench to cover the new cable duct.

4) Hydro One Has Not Completed Preliminary Technical Studies 

Hydro One filed this Application without having completed the necessary preliminary technical studies. As an example, only in the last two or three weeks has Hydro One completed a few test boreholes along its proposed route. In Exhibit B, Tab 4, Schedule 2 at page 4 Hydro One, in its evidence filed on December 23, 2009, states that:

“No detailed engineering has been done on the tunnel option, which comprises about 30% of the total project cost…The tunnel cost estimate is based on historical experience and discussions with contractors. Further refinement of this estimate will involve extensive borehole drilling and testing to confirm underground conditions.”

There is no evidence that Hydro One has completed geo-technical and hydrological studies to establish the feasibility of a deep rock tunnel. 

5) The Cost and Time Efficiencies from Trenching are Very Significant 

Trenching does not utilize the sophisticated tunneling equipment required for deep rock tunneling. We believe there to be a very limited supply of tunneling equipment and for that reason it is subject to highly variable costs. These costs have not yet been determined by Hydro One. In addition, a catastrophic failure of the equipment could lead to lengthy constructions delays and associated cost escalations. Conversely, trenching uses basic excavation equipment and workers are well experienced using this approach. Furthermore, construction time can be reduced by installing prefabricated cable ducts and using other modified trenching techniques.

6) This Route is Ideal for Trenching 

The route described in the Hybrid Solution is ideal for trenching. The adjacent CPR right-of-way has been effectively used for earlier trenching installations by both Hydro One and the CPR. With the exception of the Yonge Street / Subway strip and a portion of Shaftesbury Avenue, there is relatively little below-ground infrastructure to interfere with or limit trenching, with substantial associated cost benefits

7) Real Estate Cost Estimation by Hydro One – Exhibit C-3-5 Appendix A

Hydro One has failed to provide useful and meaningful real estate cost estimates for any of the proposed routes. These require easements, rather than fee simple ownership, of narrow strips of land. The figures supplied by Hydro One are incomplete and unsupported. 

8) Co-ordination with CPR 

Scheduling and coordinating work and easement issues with the CPR has been cited by Hydro One as a major challenge. Using the route described in the Hybrid Solution will mean that most, if not all, of the trenching will occur well away from the CPR tracks. Hydro One has not made any effort to quantify the costs savings in this regard.

CONCLUSION:

It is respectfully submitted that Hydro One has failed to adequately consider and accurately determine the costs, availability and impact of alternate routes and construction methods, including both the Hybrid Solution proposed by the North Rosedale Ratepayers Association and also trenching, in whole or in part, through the CPR right-of-way. Hydro One, by analyzing only the costs and benefits of its preferred route and construction method, has made it virtually impossible for interested hydro customers and local ratepayer associations to make a meaningful contribution to the deliberations of the Ontario Energy Board in respect of this Application. 

Hydro One should be sent back to the drawing board with instructions to analyze the respective costs and impact of all reasonable alternatives and to present its detailed studies and calculations for public scrutiny.

Yours truly,

The North Rosedale Ratepayers Association

Per: Normunds Mierins CFA, MBA, P.Eng,

Director, The North Rosedale Ratepayers Association
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