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Note: Comments have been edited to remove personal information such as addresses and 
phone numbers.  Project details presented to stakeholders and municipal councils that 
were included as attachments have been omitted.  Other attachments such as previous 
emails or community flyers have also been removed.
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Working Group Members 
 
September 21, 2005 
Mr. Amir Shalaby 
Ontario Power Authority 
 
Dear Mr. Shalaby: 
Re:  Northern York Region Electricity Supply 
 
This is further to my participation on the OPA Working Group, and the September 9, 2005 release of 
the OPA’s draft recommendation to the OEB. 
As you know the Town of Markham Council passed a resolution on September 13, 2005 which 
strongly supports the OPA’s draft recommendation to proceed based on: 

1. Demand Reduction across York Region 

2. New Transformer Station capacity in Northern York Region; and, 

3. Local generation in Northern York Region. 
The Council resolution also commits the Town of Markham to continue to work with all stakeholders 
to pursue opportunities for conservation and electricity demand management.  In this regard, Council 
earlier this year established the Markham Energy Conservation Office, in partnership with 
PowerStream Inc. and the Canadian Urban Institute, and work is well underway on demand reduction 
initiatives.  
The Town of Markham also operates the Markham District Energy plant, a co-generation facility, to 
serve development in our Markham Centre area, and we are home to a number of transformer 
stations, including the recently completed Parkway Transformer Station. 
We are doing our part to contribute to locally based, sustainable solutions to the energy needs of 
York Region.  It is in this spirit that we supported the OPA’s September 9 announcement of a 
solution to the electricity needs of Northern York Region based on demand reduction, new TS 
capacity and local generation. 
We were therefore extremely disappointed to hear you announce at the September 14 Public Open 
House a “contingency” transmission solution.  This was not included in your presentation to the 
Working Group, Elected Officials and the Media on September 9. 
A transmission solution does not need to be pursued at this time, and should not be pursued given the 
extensive public opposition and the detrimental social, economic and environmental impacts.  There 
are many technical and public policy reasons to favour a solution encompassing local generation 
rather than transmission using generation elsewhere. 
The Town of Markham remains strongly opposed to a transmission solution, and requests the OPA to 
continue to support a locally based, sustainable solution as outlined in your September 9 draft 
recommendation. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
[Original Signed By] 
 
Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP 
Commissioner of Development Services 
Town of Markham 
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September 22, 2005 
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September 23, 2005 
 
Dear OPA Members, 
  
At the Sept. 9 meeting when Amir Shalaby presented the 3 pillared strategy, everybody was 
happy. All spoke praising the OPA. To me, I was little surprised, as during the 5 sections of 
meetings, we were using majority energy on choosing a route of a transmission; very little was 
discussed on generation, such as location, size, what kind (peaking via combined), social impact 
etc. I didn't spoke at the time. Of cause I fully support this draft. I have been saying all along that 
local generation combined with TS and distribution should solved all 3 bottle necks just like 
transmission line would. The only difference is whether the power is generated inside the region 
or outside the region. (see my June 27 email to you). 
  
After quickly reading through your 25 page power presentation on the Website, and your just 
released 55 pages draft yesterday morning, I would like make few points here.  
  
1. The new TS station at Newmarket will have 2 or more distribution lines, some may 
passes along major streets. Since the cost of underground and overhead is not that far apart for 
the distribution lines, as we were told during the sections, OPA should strongly consider burry 
them at least for the portion in residential area. 
  
2. On page 40 of 52 section 5.2.3, you have said that "This corridor is about 22 km in length and 
is wide enough for consolidation by dismantling and replacing the existing 115 kV line with a 
230 kV two-circuit line from Buttonville TS to Newmarket.". I remember your own consultant 
Mr. Doug Urban once told us that there is no standard, but a typical 230kv corridor width is 120 
feet. Consider the 115kv line width is mostly around 100', some place less or more, hardly 
qualify as "wide enough". 
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3. On page 22 of  presentation, you have put transmission as a Contingency Plan. 
I have to agree in the principle with the 1st dotted line. Hey, we need the juice, if we CAN 
NOT produce it, we have to import it, period. But there is a big difference if we ARE NOT 
WILLING  to produce it, rather we PREFER to import it at large increased cost, much worse 
environment impact (the parkway transmission line) and putting the same generator impact on to 
other place in Ontario. 
Newmarket consol has just rejected an industrial site as the location for a peaking generator. But 
there must be a suitable location to be found near by along the line from Holland Junction to 
Amitage. We all agree any new transmission line, generation and TS stations and even 
distribution lines will have socio-economic environmental impact. For any solution we take, we 
have to address all those and minimize them especially the heath concern . Every thing being 
equal if we can't find a suitable location in that region where ales can we put the new generator 
in Ontario? OPA should put more energy in secure a site for that peaking generator. The success 
in York region could be good example for the Ontario, and may aid your study regarding the 
Nuclear Power. 
For the 2nd dotted line. It is said amount all transmission lines, the parkway line is a preferable 
choice at the present situation. The Ontario government has asked OPA to study the feasibility of 
Nuclear power Generation. Whatever conclusion it may turn out, one thing is for sure that the 
whole province needs more power. It could be large scale generators, (since your local small 
scale generator idea failed), or import from Manitoba or Quebec (import from coal generated 
power from US definitely is not our long term solution). In that case the extra power will be 
coming from North. You may have to build new transmission line and/or reinforcing existed 
ones. Then will that parkway line from South still be an preferable one when the bigger picture 
comes to consideration? It makes no sense to supply northern region of York, the power have to 
come from far North down South bypass it then turn around and go North. 
If the Parkway line have to be built, OPA must address the public concerns regarding the 
aesthetic, real estate and potential heath impacts just like any others. And the additional cost to 
burry the line in residential section (one of  ways to minimizing) should be bearded across the 
whole York Region if not the whole province. It is morally corrupt for one municipal who needs 
more power, not willing to produce it in-house, by importing via transmission, casting huge 
impact upon other municipals. then ask the later to pay all the cost in minimizing that impact.  
  
4. The wind power generation. It may not directly relayed to York region situation, but OPA is 
supposedly looking over the power supply for the whole province, it is worth to study its 
usefulness.  
It is true the output of wind generator is unpredictable and whatever it generates must be 
consumed instantly. That makes controlling, planning very difficult. Therefore we should spend 
time and money to study how to store that energy and convert it to power when we need it. One 
way is using the battery, by charging it with wind turbine discharging it to produce grid 
voltage. Another way is to use the wind energy to split water into oxygen and hydrogen, then 
using fuel cell technology to convert to electricity (Ballard Power is one of  leading  company in 
this field).  
My other suggestion is to use that wind energy pumping water upstream to help the exiting hydro 
turbine or new one to produce power. There is a multi billion dollar project just announced this 
Summer to build a new tunnel getting more mater far away upstream to aid Niagara generator. 
Because there is not enough water from nearby location to be further diverted (the magnificent 
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Falls view must be preserved).  If we can find a good location to have wind generator to pump 
the water backup then the wind energy will be used  very efficiently. 
Ontario has lots waterfalls. We should at least on the paper study the feasibly, scale, suitable 
locations and cost. Even if all isn't going well, still it is worth  to build one to gain valuable real 
live experience. After all, wind is free just like water. Put two together is a match make in the 
heaven.  
  
OPA is doing a good job. Keep it up, and work hard on that 3 routes to solve York Region's 
power needs. Contingency Plan is sort of insurance people do any thing to avoid using it, should 
not be consider as normal option.  
  
Audie Chan 
Markham resident  
 
 
September 26, 2005 
 
Attn: Mr. Amir Shalaby P.Eng. V.P. 
Re: My Comments – Draft Report to O.E.B. 
 
Dear Amir, 
 Please accept this letter in response to you request for comments on the draft report. 
 
General 
 
The report is well written and contains most of the essential elements required to implement an 
efficient solution for the Northern York Region power problem. 
 
 I believe that the word “politician” has a negative connotation and should be changed throughout the 
document. 
 
The report understates the view of the working group in that as quickly as possible the power 
industry should be in a position to provide cost effective underground transmission and distribution 
options. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Section 1 -  Introduction – 1st para –last sentence 
 
The report states “In March 2005, Hydro One withdrew its proposal”. What actual happened has 
caused some confusion as it appears that the O.E.B. continues to consider it an active option. I 
believe that Hydro One withdrew the proposal from the EA process only. If I am correct the sentence 
should be changed to “ In March 2005, withdrew the proposal from the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) process” 
 
 
Section 1.4 -  Process Overview – 2nd Sentence 
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There is a typo in this sentence. It reads “These soon intersected, informed one another…..” I believe 
you mean “These converged and became…” 
 
Section 1.44 – Elected Officials Forum  
 
The section makes no reference to the invited M.P.Ps. I think their attendance should be noted. 
 
Section 2.12 – Analysis – 1st Sentence 
 
There is an extra space between the words “uncertainty” and “of”. 
 
Section 3.1 – Reliable Electrical Supply – Subsection 3 – pg 16 
 
The word “alternate” should be changed to “alternative” 
 
Section 4.3 – Immediate Solution – last para – page 36 
 
“There was also concern…and for this reason to OPA suggests…” The “to” should be changed to 
“the”. 
 
Section 4.3 – Immediate Solution – last para 
 
“Residents of King …..in their municipality,” The comma should be replaced by a period. 
 
In addition, I believe that you should state that under-grounding of the distribution lines is under 
serious consideration. 
 
Section 6.2 – Phase II for York Region 
 
The report mentions the option of constructing the Holland Junction TS, applying aggressive CDM 
and then utilizing “decision points” to decide on local generation or transmission. As you are aware, I 
subsequently forwarded a letter to you confirming that my words did not properly express my 
thoughts in that local generation should be constructed as soon as possible. 
 
If you wish to show the OPA’s independence from the working group this section can be left in. 
Alternatively, it can be modified to indicate that certainly my opinion is now in total compliance with 
your recommendations. 
 
In addition, a comment such as “the transmission option will only be implemented at a decision point 
that results in “just in time” delivery of the power” should be included. The report should state that as 
this decision point approaches the OPA would inform the affected municipalities in sufficient time to 
provide feedback.  
 
If you have any questions or comments do not hesitate to contact me.  
 

                                 
        Ian Munro P.Eng. 
        Aurora Resident 
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September 27, 2005 
 
I would like to offer the following comments on the draft submission: 

·  Page 1 – Last two sentences of the INTRODUCTION – Please change wording to read:  “In 
October 2004, Hydro One completed a Draft Environmental Study Report for the proposal. 
 The Minister of the Environment received requests to “bump-up” the transmission project 
proposal to require an individual environmental assessment.  In March 2005, Hydro One 
withdrew its proposal.”  

·  Page 46 – second paragraph states that new generation requires environmental and/or other 
regulatory approvals.  Later in the paragraph it states that if development of new generation 
does not occur, the OPA would recommend a transmission solution.  Please note that a 
transmission solution may also require environmental and/or other regulatory approvals so 
may carry the same risk as new generation that development may not occur.  

  
Thanks for consideration of the above. 
  
Marie LeGrow 
Senior Program Support Coordinator 
Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch 
Ministry of the Environment 
 
 
 
September 12, 2005 

I am writing to express the Ontario Clean Air Alliance’s support for the Ontario Power 
Authority’s (OPA’s) proposal to finance the development of a small-scale, natural gas-fired 
power plant in Newmarket. 

We believe that this proposal is in the best interest of the people of Newmarket and Ontario for 
the following reasons.  

1. It will lead to a net reduction in air pollution in Ontario and Newmarket by 
facilitating the phase-out of Ontario’s dirty coal-fired power plants.  

2. It will dramatically reduce the probability of an electricity brownout or blackout 
in Newmarket.  

3. It is a lower cost option to meet Newmarket’s electricity needs than importing 
electricity from outside of York Region by a new or upgraded electricity 
transmission line.  

If you require any additional information, I would be pleased to attend a Newmarket Town 
Council meeting to answer your questions. 

 
Jack Gibbons  
Chair, Ontario Clean Air Alliance  
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September 28, 2005 
 
Please note that at its Board meeting last evening, Trustees of the York 
Catholic District School Board passed the following motion: 
 
THAT the YCDSB strongly opposes that part of the OPA’s submission to the 
Ontario Energy Board that calls for [in the event that a local generation 
contract cannot be secured] developing new transmission facilities from 
Buttonville to supply Northern York Region. 
 
We are extremely disappointed to learn about a “contingency transmission 
solution” which was never discussed during the OPA’s summer-long 
consultation process. Should this “contingency solution” ever come to 
fruition, it would necessitate the expansion of the transmission corridor 
next to St. Monica CES to include a double-circuit 230 kV line. 
 
The Board is clearly on record as opposing the expansion of the 
transmission lines next to St Monica Catholic Elementary School in 
Markham. The attached correspondence was distributed today to all St. 
Monica CES staff and parents/guardians. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Chris Cable 
Communications Manager 
York Catholic District School Board 
 
 
September 15, 2005 
Mr. Amir Shalaby 
Ontario Power Authority 
 
Dear Mr. Shalaby, 
 
At our recent Board meeting, York Catholic District School Board Trustees passed the following 
motion, 
 
THAT the York Catholic District School Board of Trustees send a letter to the Ontario 
Power Authority (with a copy to the Ontario Energy Board) to formally endorse and 
support the draft recommendations of the OPA with respect to York Regional Electricity 
Supply.  
 
Our School Board commends the Ontario Government for the establishment of the Ontario 
Power Authority (OPA) – to identify, define and evaluate options for electricity supply in York 
Region. We are very pleased with the consultative process as implemented and followed by the 
OPA over the summer months. 
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The Board is supportive of the draft recommendations from OPA that will meet the Region’s 
growing need for electricity for at least the next decade. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
              [Original Signed By]           [Original Signed By] 

 
Elizabeth Crowe    Susan LaRosa 
Chair of the Board    Director of Education 
 

Update: 
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September 20, 2005 
 
I want to thank the Ontario Power Authority for allowing Magna to participate in the Working 
Group. It was a very interesting and useful process. Your draft recommendations we believe 
accurately reflected the consensus opinion of the Working Group at the end of the process.  
 
One of the key cornerstones of the 3-part hybrid solution is Conservation and Demand Management. 
However, many identified energy conservation opportunities do not get implemented because 
paybacks do not meet corporate criterion. For this initiative to provide the kind of results being 
sought requires significant direct financial incentives to kick-start this program. One example is the 
replacement of high-bay Metal Halide lighting with more energy efficient T-5 fluorescent fixtures 
and lamps.  Paybacks are marginal because of the current high cost of the lamps. Another example is 
compressed air surveys. Leaking and poorly designed air compressor systems are one of the largest 
wasters of electrical energy in industrial processes. However, because of unknown paybacks, they are 
difficult to justify. Financial incentives to help detect leaks or redesign systems should be initiated. 
Magna also recommends that a separate initiative to encourage Combined Heat and Power (co-
generation) through out the York Region. CHP projects provide long term Demand Reduction and 
are much more energy efficient than your recommended simple-cycle peaking generator complex, 
but are very capital intensive. The government should encourage these projects with financial support 
to reduce the payback periods.  
 
As far as Demand Reduction during critical supply periods is concerned, the OPA should extend and 
promote the Transitional Demand Response Program that the IESO started last year where loads get 
paid the three-hour ahead predispatch price for load reduced. This program was poorly promoted to 
the embedded loads and most did not know it existed.  
 
We support the other cornerstones of the hybrid solution, namely new Transformer Station(s) and 
Local Generation as the preferable alternative to Transmission. Ontario is desperately short of 
peaking generation, so it only makes sense to build it were the requirement is rather than building 
elsewhere and running Transmission through built up areas.  
 
 
Zenon Petriw 
Manager, Recycling and Energy 
Magna International Inc.
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Municipal and Regional Government 
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 September 13, 2005 
Town of Markham 
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September 30, 2005 
Town of Markham 
 
RE:  ONTARIO POWER AUTHORITY (OPA) UPDATE (13.8)  
 
Dear Mr. Shalaby: 
 
This will confirm that at the meeting of Council held on September 27, 2005, the following 
motion was approved: 
 

“Whereas the Council of the Town of Markham on September 13, 2005 passed 
a resolution expressing strong support for the “integrated solution” announced 
by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) on September 9, 2005 in regard to the 
York Region Electrical Supply Study; 

 
And whereas the OPA on September 22, 2005 released a draft final report to the 
Ontario Energy Board (OEB), which is generally consistent with the September 
9 announcement, but which now introduces a “contingency” transmission 
solution, in the event that no successful procurement contract for local 
generation is concluded; 

 
And whereas local generation can meet the needs of Northern York Region and 
is clearly preferable to transmission based on technical and public policy 
grounds; 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: 

 
That the OPA be advised that the Town of Markham continues to strongly 
support the preferred “integrated solution” recommended by the OPA, 
comprised of: 

 
·  Demand Reduction across York Region; 
·  New Transformer Station capacity in Northern York Region; and, 
·  Local Generation in Northern York Region. 

 
And that the OPA be commended for undertaking a fair, open and participatory 
consultation process, including technical working group, elected officials, and 
public meeting components; 

 
And that the OPA be advised that the Town of Markham continues to strongly 
oppose a transmission solution on the basis that transmission is not the preferred 
solution and, due to the lack of public consultation and proper Environmental 
Assessment process, should not be pursued given the extensive public 
opposition and the detrimental social, economic and environmental impacts; 
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And that Markham Council commits to working with the Markham Energy 
Conservation Office,  PowerStream Inc.,  other York Region municipalities and 
local hydro distribution companies, the OPA, the Ministry of Energy and all 
stakeholders, to pursue opportunities for conservation and electricity demand 
management. 

 
And that the OPA and Hydro One continue to work with those communities that 
will host the new transformer station and the local generation plant to ensure 
appropriate mitigation is put in place; 

 
And further that copies of this resolution be forwarded to the OPA, the OEB, 
the Premier of Ontario, the Minister of Energy, York Region M.P.P.’s, York 
Region municipalities and York Region hydro distribution companies.” 
 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Sheila Birrell 
Town Clerk  
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September 23, 2005 
Town of Aurora 
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Extract from Special Council Meeting No. 05-29 
Held on Tuesday, September 20, 2005 
Town of Aurora 
 
 

 
 



24 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



25 

 

 



26 

 



27 

 



28 

 



29 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



30 

September 21, 2005 
Township of King 
 

 

 



31 

 

 
 



32 

 



33 

 



34 

 



35 

 



36 

 



37 

 



38 

 



39 

 



40 

 



41 

 
 

 



42 

Town of Newmarket 
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Town of Newmarket 
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City of Vaughan 
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September 27, 2005 
Town of East Gwillimbury 
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Town of East Gwillimbury 
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Other Stakeholders 
 
 

 
September 28, 2005 
 
Dear Ms. Wigmore: 
 
RE Proposed Transformer Station in the Vicinity of Dufferin Street and Miller’s Side 

Road, Newmarket, Ontario 
 
Ontario Nature-Federation of Ontario Naturalists owns property at 18462 Bathurst Street, 
Newmarket, which it operates as the Cawthra-Mulock Nature Reserve.  We recently have 
become aware of the Ontario Power Authority’s recommendation to install a transformer station 
in the area of the Holland Junction.  As a landowner in this area, we have a number of concerns 
that, in our view, are important to address. 
 
Ontario Nature, founded in 1931, has a mandate to protect and restore nature through research, 
education and conservation action.  One method by which we carry out this mandate is through 
our nature reserves system, comprising 21 properties totalling 1,958 hectares.  It is the largest 
privately owned nature reserve system in Ontario.  Our property at 18462 Bathurst Street, 
Newmarket is the 108-hectare Cawthra Mulock Nature Reserve. 

Our primary concern is that Ontario Nature, along with other area landowners, was not included 
in the consultation process through which OPA developed its recommendations.  We believe it 
would have been most appropriate to notify directly landowners whose properties are in the 
immediate vicinity of the Holland Junction and to invite their involvement in the working 
groups.  We would have been willing to participate and interested in participating fully in such a 
process. 

Given that we were not made aware of this matter until last week (and even then only became 
aware through calls from several of our neighbours), we would like to raise several questions that 
we hope will be answered, if not by the OPA then by the Ontario Energy Board as it proceeds 
with its deliberations on this issue. 
 
The property owned by Ontario Nature, upon which the current Holland Junction is located, is 
managed for nature conservation purposes. There are many outstanding natural features on the 
property, including extensive mixed and deciduous forests, wetland complexes, old field 
habitats, and creeks.  This property has been identified as part of the Regional Greenlands 
System under the York Region Greening Strategy.  We are concerned about the impact of the 
proposed transformer construction on the ecological health of this area.   

Ontario Nature is also concerned about the appropriateness of electrical infrastructure designed 
to service an urban centre being located in a rural setting.  While it is inevitable that power lines 
must cross rural areas, we question the location of a transformer station in the countryside.  In 
our work to curb urban sprawl, Ontario Nature has often cited the importance of protecting the 
lands, the culture, and esthetic of rural communities.   
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What are the long term plans for power in York Region?  Will this transformer station and its 
accompanying distribution lines have the potential to grow or expand over time?  We are 
concerned that the proposed construction at Holland Junction may encourage even further 
expansion the electricity distribution system in the area of our natural rural property. 

Ontario Nature is aware of the need for a solution to electricity shortages in York Region.  We 
applaud the OPA’s efforts to examine a variety of alternatives, including energy conservation 
initiatives.  We would appreciate the opportunity to be included in any decision-making 
processes from this point onwards. 

We sincerely hope that our concerns regarding the recommendation to situate a transformer 
station at the Holland Junction will be closely considered.  Please advise us how we can work 
with the Ontario Power Authority, the Ontario Energy Board, and Hydro One to find a solution 
that will work best for all property-owners and stakeholders. 

If you require any clarification of these comments, please contact me at -------------. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Wendy Francis 
Acting Executive Director 
 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
Dear Mr. Shalaby: 
 
Re:  Northern York Region Electricity Supply 
 
We submit these comments in response to the York Region Electricity Supply  Recommendation 
provided on September 14, 2005.  
 
We should begin by indicating our qualified support for the Draft Plan. The most important 
caveats to this support are that: 
 

1. all of the initiatives included in the plan undergo proper environmental review;  
2. an energy conservation plan be developed as part of Phase I to achieve and 

hopefully surpass provincial conservation goals; 
3. the need for Phase II measures be thoroughly and publicly assessed after Phase I 

steps have been taken, but that in any event the recommendation for expanding 
regional transmission, if the procurement of local generation fails, be removed 
from the Plan; and  
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4. that a more coordinated approach be established to integrate energy and 
development planning in the Region to ensure that necessary services are, or will 
be in place to support development before it is approved.  

 
We will also be writing separately to provincial officials to urge the establishment of 
environmental and health standards for electricity system components such as those being 
recommended by the Draft Plan.   
 
Our concerns about the failure to consider the environment as part of the system planning 
process have been expressed on several occasions, and are summarized as part of our critique of 
the transmission contingency.  
 
 
 
A Conservation Plan is Needed 
 
The commitment by the Region’s municipalities to energy conservation, and the OPA proposal 
to contract for demand reduction are positive steps, and we support them. However, we believe 
that it is now vital for the OPA, working with Hydro One, Powerstream and other local utilities 
to thoroughly assess the potential for conservation in York Region.  While the Draft Plan 
identifies several conservation options, these are described in only the most general terms, and 
with the exception of the plan to solicit proposals for 20MW of demand response, no 
commitment is made to any conservation goal or action.  
 
Once the potential for conservation is properly assessed, a plan must be developed to identify 
objective targets, measurable timelines and to assign responsibility for ensuring these goals are 
achieved. We believe that this work can and should be completed during Phase I and regarded as 
a necessary condition for proceeding with Phase II initiatives. It may well be that an aggressive 
conservation program may extend the time horizon for increasing supply to the region by several 
years beyond the 2011 date the OPA has now identified.  
 
It is also clear that development planning in northern York Region has often proceeded without 
regard to whether the existing infrastructure can support it. There must therefore be better 
integration of local development and infrastructure planning, and we would encourage the OPA 
to acknowledge this problem and recommend that it be addressed in order to facilitate more 
orderly and timely electricity system planning.  
 
Once the potential for conservation is properly assessed, and development and infrastructure 
planning better integrated, we will all be in much better position to comment on the goals and 
timelines set for phase II actions. While we support the establishment of local generation in 
principle, we believe that it is nevertheless important to ensure that such facilities are needed, 
and as we have stressed, planned in a manner that fully assesses environmental impacts. This 
applies to the addition of any additional Transformer stations in Northern York Region proposed 
during Phase II. 
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In terms of Phase I demand measures, we support the fact that the RFP process for demand 
reduction measures will be open and solicit the broadest possible response including from those 
who did not respond to the RFI. We trust that this will apply to the RFP for generation as well in 
Phase II.  
  
 
The Question of Enhanced Regional Transmission 
 
We thank the OPA for providing an opportunity to plan for York Region’s electricity system 
needs in a manner that is responsive to community concerns.  We must note that the working 
group process has validated several of the concerns that STOP has been raising for more than a 
year.  Not only were cost effective short term solutions identified, but over forty alternatives to 
transmission were identified and many of these offer significant advantages over transmission 
system expansion.  Had Hydro One been permitted to proceed with its proposed transmission 
expansion, none of these alternatives would have been identified and addressed. 
 
As you know, S.T.O.P. has been very critical of Hydro One’s planning process. The need for 
transmission system expansion has never been properly demonstrated nor have alternatives to 
transmission been properly assessed.  Public resistance naturally mounted because of Hydro 
One’s clear disregard for the environmental, health and socio-economic impacts facing the 
affected communities.  
 
This brings us to the Phase II recommendation that the Region’s longer term needs be met by 
system generation and additional transmission facilities if no successful contract for local 
generation is concluded.  In this event, the draft plan recommends upgrading the line from 
Buttonville TS to a new proposed Gormley TS with a double- circuit 230kV line on the existing 
corridor currently operating at a distribution voltage of 27.6 kV and 44 kV in Aurora.  
 
But, the OPA working group sessions did not represent an appropriate process for supporting 
such a recommendation. The criteria used to assess various transmission options failed to 
consider necessary socio-economic and environmental factors in any thorough or systematic 
manner. The working group simply ranked the transmission options according to an ad hoc 
listing of various pro and cons that were thought to be associated with a limited range of possible 
transmission options.  
 
Even more problematic is the fact that it was never made clear to working group members that 
the plan would include the transmission contingency that has now been put forward. Nor was it 
made clear that the ranking exercise they engaged in, would be used to justify this transmission 
system plan.   
 
In addition to these problems, it is simply premature to settle on such a contingency. If the 
procurement of local generation fails, and demand and conservation measures also fail to fill the 
reliability gap, it would then be necessary to assess all of the available alternatives for addressing 
this problem at that time.  As for the transmission system options that might be assessed in such 
an eventuality, it would be essential to fully consider and compare the environmental, socio-
economic and public health consequences associated with each of these alternatives. The method 
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for carrying out such an environmental and comparative analysis is well-known in Ontario, and 
enjoys some measure of public support. Against this benchmark it is clear that the working group 
process was seriously flawed and can not stand to justify the transmission contingency the OPA 
is now putting forward, albeit as an alternative to its preferred option.  
 
Given the importance of this issue to our group, the following offers a more detailed critique of 
the process that has lead to OPA to recommend this contingency option. First, if it becomes 
necessary to consider adding to the region’s transmission system at some future date, we will 
insist that a full environmental assessment of the project be carried out.   It is important for the 
OPA to appreciate that the concerns we have raised previously, remain unaddressed by the 
working group process.   
 
This being said, even the limited consideration of transmission options that was carried out by 
the working group was critically flawed. For example, the OPA recommendation of the 
Buttonville transmission option assumes that this corridor is wide enough to accommodate a 230 
kV line.  
 
But as the OPA advised the working group, the typical standard for a 230 kv line is 120 feet 
wide. However, no one has addressed the fact that in certain areas the ROW width is far less than 
this. The Draft Plan describes the 404 Hwy option from Buttonville TS to the Armitage TS as too 
narrow to accommodate a transmission line, necessitating the acquisition of new land  - adding to 
the cost, uncertainty and construction time associated with that option. But these problems also 
exist for the Buttonville route, because building new lines on existing ROW’s will also require 
expropriation and may also require the relocation of important community facilities and services 
such as  St. Monica CS and Day Care Centre.  
 
Another point has to do with suggestions by the working group to underground lines routed in 
residential areas and near schools to minimize the impacts. While the Draft Plan includes one 
estimate of the additional costs associated with burying a portion of the line along the Buttonville 
TS to Armitage TS route, it is unclear where this figure came from. More importantly, no 
apparent independent cost analysis was carried out to verify this figure or to assess the costs of 
various mitigation measures, including such technologies as HVDC Light.  Alternatives such as 
this, which allow for narrower ROW’s, might also lend themselves to co-build opportunities with 
other projects such as highway and sewer expansions.  
 
The Draft Plan has also failed to account for mitigation costs, which could alter the ranking of 
various options when viewed from a cost perspective. There are also questions about how to 
account for the costs associated with various options, particularly when some may be considered 
network assets. 
 
It is unacceptable for the Draft Plan to recommend transmission system expansion without first 
assessing its environmental impacts.  According to the present plan, environmental impacts will 
only be assessed after the OEB approves such a system expansion.  However, if that assessment 
reveals unacceptable impacts, as we believe it will, it would be necessary to begin the planning 
process all over again. Ignoring the environment during system planning is simply not rational 
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and only threatens to slow the process of finding acceptable solutions to York Region’s energy 
service needs.  
 
For these reasons, we feel strongly that this proposed transmission contingency be deleted from 
the Draft Plan.  
 
 
 
The EMF Problem  
 
We will not repeat our concerns about the EMF impacts associated with transmission system 
expansion. But we do want to comment on the EMF study commissioned by the OPA.  This 
revealed that the EMF field radiating on the existing line between Buttonville and Armitage is 
much larger than anyone had previously thought. Even more disturbing is the fact that the field 
would be much smaller if the lines were configured vertically, rather than horizontally. We are 
grateful that this OPA study has brought this problem to light, and have already raised this issue 
with the Town of Markham and others.   
 
We believe that it is also incumbent on provincial and federal officials to establish standards for 
EMF, that would not only apply to electricity system projects, but also to the private sector and 
will continue to press governments at both levels to take action to address the very serious 
problem of electrical pollution.   
 
In Conclusion 
 
We appreciate the importance of reliable power however we have always advocated for 
responsible solutions that address the concerns raised by the public. We support your efforts 
towards this end and we hope that a true spirit of co-operation will result in a better planning 
process and clear environmental standards that will be factored into the planning process at the 
earliest possible time. Treating environmental concerns as an afterthought has resulted in delay, 
concern and the public great expense of time money and energy in order to defend the 
environment. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration and it is our hope that this whole issue is resolved to 
everyone’s satisfaction in the very near future. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mrs. Sue Fusco 
 
Director of S.T.O.P  
S.T.O.P. Committee 
 



67 

 
 
CCKT 
Concerned Citizens of King Township inc. 
 
 
Mr. Amir Shalaby 
Ontario Power Authority 
 
Dear Mr. Shalaby, 
 
Re: YORK REGION ELECTICAL SUPPLY PROJECT 
 
On behalf of the CCKT board, I write to you today to express our views with regards to the 
recommended solutions to address the needs for reliable electrical power to the northern part of 
York Region and south Simcoe area.  Generally speaking CCKT is not in favour of King 
Township land being used as a corridor for infrastructure projects for the benefit of other 
municipalities;  our goal is to protect our unique rural environment.  In response to OPA’s 
recommendations for this project, our specific concerns surround the impact of a large number of 
new feeder lines leaving the proposed new transformer station at the Holland Junction as well as 
the potential for a gas-fired power generation plant located in rural King Township. 
 
In the Draft York Submission to the Ontario Energy Board it states that OPA recommends as the 
preferred short term solution (2006-2008), the installation of a new 230/44 kV transformer 
station in the vicinity of Holland Junction in King Township.  It is our understanding that 
because distribution feeder positions at Armitage TS in Newmarket are at capacity and 
expansion is not practical, 6 to 8 new 44kV distribution feeder hydro lines would be required.  
These new feeders will carry power from the Holland Junction to the northern tier of York 
Region as well as new load growth in surrounding areas (Bradford/East Gwillimbury, Georgina 
and Whitchurch-Stouffville).  We are very concerned about the visual impact of these new taller 
poles with multiple wires running along both sides of the roadways, and the implications for the 
existing mature trees close to the roadways.  This is a very picturesque part of King, an attribute 
important to our Green Strategy.  Therefore we suggest that if King must contribute further by 
accommodating the new transformer station, that any additional feeder lines running along the 
roadsides through King Township should be buried underground.  
 
It seems that our speculation regarding local power generation stated in our previous letter (July 
25th, 2005) may or may not reflect current thinking. We were concerned that when load servicing 
on the Claireville line approaches capacity, the area surrounding the Holland Junction TS might 
be considered an ideal location for a power generation plant to provide the required voltage 
support for growth in surrounding urban areas.  It seems that OPA may have reconsidered the 
location for local gas-fired power generation. Last May, the Request for Expression of Interest 
was sent out proposing a location in the vicinity of the Holland Junction, whereas the current 
draft OEB Submission proposes a location in the vicinity of a second new transformer station in 
Aurora or Gormley. Without a defined location for a power generation plant(s), it is impossible 
to comment on this. However we still wish to take this opportunity to voice out concern for the 
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environmental impact on the Holland Marsh agricultural lands or the Oak Ridges Moraine 
aquifer system in the event that a power generation plant was located in this area. Furthermore, 
this type of industrial development would seriously impact the Township’s economic growth 
“green strategy” not to mention the property value of landowners in northern region of King.  
We think it is more appropriate for the communities that consume the vast quantity of electrical 
power to assume the responsibility for its production; a location within an existing industrial park 
would be most suitable.  
 
As stated previously, we strongly support load reduction and deferral options (Conservation & 
Demand Management) and would like to see a greater focus on developing clean, safe, climate-
friendly green energy. It is recommended that the major emphasis of this strategy be focused on 
the industrial/commercial/institutional sector which consumes well over half of all electrical 
power. If this non-residential sector is unwilling to make real and significant changes to reduce 
peak system power consumption, this government has an obligation to enforce reduction targets.  
 
In closing, CCKT would be opposed to a transformer station at the Holland Junction unless the 
visual impact is mitigated along the surrounding roadways. We would strongly oppose any 
recommendation for a gas-fired generation plant in King.  We support conservations and demand 
management measures as well as green energy development primarily targeted at major power 
consumers. And finally we agree with your recommendation for new/enhancements to 
infrastructure in the eastern portion of York Region, where the vast majority of growth is 
currently and will continue to occur.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bornstein 
Chair, Concerned Citizens of King 
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 Electric Utility Industry 
 
 
September 27, 2005 
  
OPA: 
  
I have quickly read your report, and offer these observations: 
  
a) Page 28 - Is the corridor a 115kV corridor, a 230kV corridor or a Hydro corridor (currently built at 
115kV, used at 28 & 44kV, but is considered for 230kV?). If it is noted at as a 115kV line right of 
way, it implies that is incapable of use for circuits above that voltage. If that is the case, someone 
might ask why consider 230kV?  I think you should consider changing the name from the 115kV 
right of way to the "hydro corridor". 
  
b) Page 30 - The report states that "Gormely TS ...if local generation cannot be provided...". Does 
the same comment apply to the Holland Junction TS? Or the Aurora TS? The point is that both 
additional capacity - either generation or transmission is needed, and additional transformation 
facilities are needed, regardless of the source of supply (transmission or generation). For greater 
clarity, I think you could consider having a matrix that describes what bulk supply option fits with 
the various transformation locations. 
  
c) Page 34 - It would be beneficial to state that the four bullets apply to all corridors in the province 
(including York Region). Has replacing existing 115kV or 230kV facilities with a 500kV line been 
done in the province before (if so, it also is an option)?   
  
d) Page 35 - The lengths of feeders stated (20-25km) implies that there are no short feeders at either 
28kV or 44kV. There are (or at least were) some 28kV feeders in Vaughan that were 6 km long. 
  
e) I did not see any text that dealt with the ramifications of the basket solution to the southern York 
Region Utility if the transmission line is not built. It should be noted that the southern utility 
would then be forced to build their future transformation facilities at the Parkway corridor and incur 
larger capital costs and higher losses as well as face congestion issues. This is not consistent with 
placing transformer stations near loads as stated elsewhere in the report. Additionally, their facilities 
are at 28kV, and the ability to have long feeders with large loads at the ends will provide them with 
some challenges.  
  
On the whole, I believe that the OPA has done a thorough and credible job on researching and 
analyzing the elements in this complex project. We will continue to work with you on whatever 
course of action is approved. 
  
Regards, 
  

Irv Klajman, P.Eng.  
Director of Engineering and Operations  
Aurora Hydro Connections Limited  
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My comments with respect to the York Region Electricity Supply DRAFT: 
  
At the bottom of page 19, should state what the standard transformer station design is( ie. 
75/125MVA DESN) to show how you get to a station capacity of 150MW. 
  
First half of page 20, I believe you refer to “single transformer station” as opposed to “single 
transformer” and “second transformer station” as opposed to “second transformer”. 
  
In the Aurora TS section, 4.2.3, and the Gormley TS section, 4,2,4, you should state that the 
transmission line extensions could result in significant connection costs to the local LDCs and 
their ratepayers as opposed to the original Parkway to Armitage transmission line option which 
would likely have been pool funded. If your data shows that rapid load growth would minimize 
or eliminate the need for connection costs then this should be provided. 
  
In Section 4.3 you state “…OPA suggests that this station should be built…”.  In Section 4.2.2 
you state “…the station will most likely be constructed along the existing ROW …”  As building 
beneath the transmission line is stated as a key advantage from a timing perspective, you should 
be more definitive that this be a key requirement for the project proponent unless another method 
is found that does not impact on the timing of the project. 
  
In section 5.25 state that the 3 LDCs accepting the Gormley option are Aurora, Newmarket and 
HydroOne. 
  
The economic analysis in section 5.4.1 ignores the benefits of transmission line location on 
downstream facilities such as transformer station location and feeder costs for distribution 
utilities. These can be significant even though they are “outside” the study area. As ratepayers 
ultimately pay the cost of the proposed solution from generator to meterbase, this should be 
incorporated as well. If you compare transmission capital and incremental costs outside of your 
study area, you should also compare transmission influenced capital and incremental cost 
savings at the distribution level outside of the study area. Based on your methodology, only the 
transmission line costs and incremental losses inside the study area envelope should be 
considered. No Exhibit H attached to the draft so not sure what else the economic evaluation 
report says. 
  
  
Ted Wojcinski 
PowerStream Inc. 
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 Residents 
 

 
 
September 29, 2005 
 
Attention: Ontario Power Authority 
  
  
We are extremely disappointed to learn about a "contingency transmission solution" by the OPA.  
  
Apparently on September 22, 2005, the OPA released its regulatory submission to the Ontario 
Energy Board that reads: 
"If a local generation contract cannot be secured, then transmission would become the long-term 
supply solution...and the preferred transmission option is Buttonville TS to Gormley TS." 
  
This "contingency transmission solution" was never discussed during the OPA's summer-long 
consultation process. If the "contingency solution" ever come to be, then the expansion of the 
transmission corridor next to St. Monica CES to a double-circuit 230 kV line will actually happen. 
This makes us incredibly sick after what the community has been fighting to avoid for the sake and 
well being of their children. 
  
We strongly oppose this part of the OPA's submission to the Ontario Energy Board. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Joseph & Maria Bondi 
 
 
September 25, 2005 
 
Having been a concerned householder on the issues and possible solutions on the matter of hydro 
transmission in York Region, it is apparent that no one wants the solution in their back yard. 
  
That having been said, assuming that we are facing a problem if nothing is done and assuming 
environmental concerns are addressed, I believe the most logical solution is the integrated one 
recently proposed by the Ontario Power Authority, i.e. demand reduction, transformation and 
local generation in Northern York Region. I am opposed to the transmission contingency plan 
unless it adequately addresses the socio-economic concerns raised by the public. I also feel that 
Hydro One and all other proponents of the transmission solution should mitigate against the 
aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by this or any other option. 
  
Thank you for allowing me to express my view, 
  
Steve Hurwitz 
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September 23, 2005 

Gentlemen: 

We sincerely appreciate the effort OPA and the working group have put into resolving the power 
supply issue to York Region and fully support the integrated solution of demand reduction, 
transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed.  We strongly oppose 
the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic and environmental 
concerns raised by the community.  More discussions are necessary on the matter of underground 
transmission.  Very little attention has been paid to the issue of St. Monica Catholic School and its 
community.  It was very disappointing to hear of the disapproval of Newmarket's community for the 
generation plant, when it is this very area that is in need of the additional power.  We trust that the 
same privilege would be allowed the residents who would be affected by OPA's contingency plan 
and that they would also be allowed to turn it down. 
 
John and Monica Barker 

 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
To OPA and York Region Power Authority, 
  
Let me take this opportunity to make it very clear that our family fully support OPA's primary 
recommendation for an integrated solution to include demand reduction, transformation and 
generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances as outlined in the 
following points: 
1. Demand Reduction 
    -Targeted demand response 
    -Conservation and efficiency improvements 
2. Transformation 
    -Holland Junction TS + Capacitors and Feeder 
    -2nd Transformer Station 
3. Local generation in Northern York Region, excluding the Buttonville TS to Gormley TS 
transmission option, should the natural gas power generation option to secure a contract 
fail.   
  
Our family address is ---------------------, and we live right beside the power line that Hydro One 
were recommending to upgrade.  Since this issue has surfaced we have seen many families that 
live on this corridor, or in close proximity, sell their homes and move away.  In addition, we 
have seen the value of our homes decrease sharply as a DIRECT result of the announcement by 
Hydro One that they were going to upgrade these power lines(prior to any public consultation I 
might add).  Quite frankly it would be a simple matter to identify the people who have sold their 
homes and have them sign a petition to that effect.  Our expectation is that once this process is 
completed and the first 2 options above are implemented, then our home prices will eventually 
return to normalcy. 
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Aside from the issue of the value of our property, it pales in comparison to the stress this entire 
process has wreaked upon us, our neighbors, and our fellow citizens who have invested in homes 
in all of the effected communities that reside on or near this corridor.   
  
There are also many K-12 Public and Catholic schools on or near the these power lines and we 
ourselves have a 6 year old daughter that we are very concerned about should these power lines 
be upgraded.  I have researched the issue of the various types of potential cancers that are 
associated with Power Line EMF fields.  While I'm not an expert, it is obvious to me that it is 
highly irresponsible to expose so many children in the homes and schools in the effected areas to 
the potential "unknown" dangers presented by the EMF fields generated by these power lines.   
  
Even though there is controversy on this point, at the end of the day why take any chances.  Once 
a precious young child gets cancer, it is too late.  Let me ask which of you reading this note 
would like to offer your children as volunteers?  Let me also remind you that the government 
was also backing the tobacco companies before scientific evidence was discovered that linked 
smoking to cancer.  Today the tobacco companies are suffering from multiple class action 
lawsuits, and so they should !  It seems to me that while our science is not sophisticated enough 
to unequivocally produce the link to cancer, that does not reduce the responsibility of the power 
companies and government to act prudently and responsibly in weighing the options presented 
and ultimately summarily rule out the Buttonville TS to Gormley TS power line upgrade 
under ANY circumstances!   
  
We will continue to take all appropriate action with and through our community in conjunction 
with the STOP committee, which includes all available legal avenues to fight any decision that 
would involve a decision by the OEB, OPA or Hydro One to once again revert to a strategy that 
would involve upgrading these power lines.   
  
I might also add that if the power line upgrade direction is resurrected, I would have to conclude 
that the entire process has been a giant misrepresentation of due process, intended from the 
beginning to cunningly circumvent the desires of the citizens directly effected in order that 
Hydro One could ultimately push through with their original plan!  Speaking on behalf of my 
neighbors and those living in close proximity to the power lines, I am absolutely convinced 
there would be 100%(!) agreement on this point!! 
  
That being said, our family is steadfastly and adamantly opposed to the transmission 
contingency plan, under any conditions.  It is simply not acceptable especially given that 
there exist reasonable, practical and actionable alternatives. 
  
Whatever course of action is taken, our family strongly believes that Hydro One and all other 
potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health 
impacts posed by any solution that is implemented.   
  
Thank You 
Len, Ingrid, Amber and Rachelle Gott 
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September 23, 2005 
 
To whom it may concern, 
  
My name is Kam Yin Kwong. I live in ------------------, Markham, Ontario. I am glad that the 
OPA has come up with a draft recommendations about the long term solutions of power supply 
to the northern part of Ontario. I personally welcome this recommendations as this will lead to 
no more expansion of the existing transmission line. So please try to convince the OEB 
to implement your draft into real practice as this will be of greatest benefit to the Ontarians in all 
aspects. Thanks! 
  
Best Regards, 
  
Kam Yin Kwong  
 
 
September 29, 2005 
To The Director                                                                    
 
  
    I am very upset that you altered to include a " contingency transmission solution" 
    that reads:- " If a local generation contract cannot be secured, then transmission 
                        would become the long-term supply solution...and the preferred 
                        transmission option is Button TS to Gormley TS." in releasing the  
    regulatory submission to the Ontarion Energy Board, which were never discussed 
    during the OPA' s summer-long consultation process. 
     
    This is absoultely unacceptable, I strongly oppose the above-mentioned inclusion. 
  
     Please treat it properly and seriously, no health - no life, the hurricane Katrina was 
     a human-made disaster as seen. I believe you would not act as a health-killer to 
     all the students and residents along the transmission corridor.  
  
     Jimmy Chan 
     Parent of St.Monica CES Students 
 
 
September 29, 2005 
 
Please make aware that we should live in a safe environment without 
having to worry about the EMF ratings in our back yard.  There are other 
solutions that yes will cost money but will safe our children in the 
long run.  Thank you. 
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September 28, 2005 
 
Attention:          Mr. Jan Carr 
                        Chief Executive Officer 
  
As a resident in north Unionville, I wholeheartedly support the integrated solution of demand 
reduction, transformation, and generation for securing electricity supply to Northern York 
Region. However, I am now surprised and disappointed in learning that the contingency 
transmission solution is still on the table. This was never discussed during the OPA’s summer-
long consultation process. This is a very un-democratic method of suggesting a contingency plan 
despite public opposition. Neither is this contingency plan fully detailed as to how it can mitigate 
the community concerns, namely, the potential health and social-economic environmental 
concerns.   
  
While recognizing that the transmission is a contingency solution, we write to stress our 
continued strong opposition to the transmission contingency plan in the OPA’s submission 
unless the community’s above concerns are satisfactorily addressed. 
  
  
Regards, 
  
David & Margaret Sie 
 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
Ontario Power Authority 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
  
Subject:  York Region Electricity Supply Recommendation (Sept. 14, 2005 Report) 
  
As residents in the northeast corner of Woodbine Ave./Major Mackenzie Rd. area, we 
strongly oppose the transmission contingency plan (from Buttonville TS to Gormley TS) if 
it does not address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the 
public.  Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, 
real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
  
Thank you for your attention. 
  
Sincerely, 
Winnie Sum 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Ontario Power Authority 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
  
Subject:  York Region Electricity Supply Recommendation (Sept. 14, 2005 Report) 
  
As residents in the northeast corner of Woodbine Ave./Major Mackenzie Rd. area, we 
strongly oppose the transmission contingency plan (from Buttonville TS to Gormley TS) if 
it does not address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the 
public.  Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, 
real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
  
Thank you for your attention. 
  
Sincerely, 
 Maurice Chang 
 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
Ontario Power Authority 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
 
Subject:  York Region Electricity Supply Recommendation (Sept. 14, 2005 
Report) 
 
As residents in the northeast corner of Woodbine Ave./Major Mackenzie Rd. 
area, we strongly oppose the transmission contingency plan (from 
Buttonville TS to Gormley TS) if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.  Hydro One and 
all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, 
real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is 
implemented. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
William and Mildred Sum 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Dear OPA, 
 
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation (in the Holland Junction 
TS + Capacitors and Feeder, as well as a 2nd transformation station in that region or in northern 
york region such as Newmarket or further north), and local generation in northern York Region, 
such as Newmarket or further north. 
 
I strongly and adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan of increasing the 
transmission from Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS because it does not 
address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One 
and all other potential proponents must mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential 
health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. I am quite certain that the contingency 
plan of increasing transmission from Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS 
will greatly reduce the value of my home, for which I saved all my life. I do not go to work every 
day and save every penny to buy a house and to only have a large amount of its value taken 
away. Before I agreed to purchase my house last year, I specifically asked about the power lines 
near my house and if it was harmful. I was told that the power going through it was minimal and 
that it was safe. I researched it and based upon the amount of power that is currently going 
through the lines, my house is an acceptable distance from the power lines based on studies I 
have read. But if the power lines are increased to what is proposed in the contingency plan (of 
increasing transmission from Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS), then the 
chances of childhood leukemia and cancer are much greater according to several studies. I plan 
on raising my children in this house, so tell me how I can raise children in this area with a clear 
conscience after having read this information regardless of whether or not the government 
publicly agrees with the studies' findings? I will be forced to sell my house and move at a loss of 
at least over the tens of thousands, which is in addition to all the time and effort of searching for 
a new home and moving again, if the contingency plan is carried out. To a young couple starting 
out, losing tens of thousands or possibly over a hundred thousand from property depreciation is a 
large amount and it will affect our lives greatly. Please, I urge you to not carry out this particular 
contingency plan if it should come to resorting to a contingency plan. 
 
To reiterate, I am adamantly and firmly opposed to the contingency plan of increasing the 
transmission from Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dominic Chu 
New Markham resident 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Dear sir or madam, 
 
This is to notify you that I support the OPA's recommendation of demand reduction, however, 
I strongly reject the contingency plan of transmission. The preferred location of the 2nd 
Transformer Station at Gormley rather than in northern Aurora is unacceptable.  
  
I would like to know how residents in Markham and the public at large will be notified  
of the project's progress. If local generation is not secured and transmission becomes a 
likelihood, how will residents be made aware of this with sufficient advance notice? 
 How will environmental, socio-economic & health impacts be addressed?  Furthermore, when 
will the OPA make information on the procurement process available to the public? When is 
this scheduled to begin?  What role will the OPA undertake in ensuring that York Region's 
recommendations are implemented?  
  
Environmental and health issues are paramount and to this point in time, still have not been 
adequately addressed.    
  
Kindly place me on your mailing list. 
  
Thank you. 
  
  
John Valeri 
 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
We are writing this note to express our grave, grave 
concerns over the recommendation for securing 
electricity supply in Northern York Region.  We have 
expressed our concerns before and are once again 
sending another note. 
For all the reasons we have expressed before we are 
asking that the preferred location of the 2nd 
Transformer Station noted above be GORMLEY. 
We are EXTREMELY concerned especially with the LARGE 
number of adults, youth and children who live in this 
area who would be affected in MANY ways and not the 
least their health. 
Please, please, please do not choose northern Aurora 
as the location. 
Thank you. 
 
We remain EXTREMELY concerned.  
Mike and Lynda Caouette 
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September 23, 2005 
 
I am writing to let you that I support and applaud the proposed integrated solution of local 
generation, demand reduction and transformation for the region.  However, I do have some concerns: 
1)The environmental concerns have been fully addressed. 
2) the reduction in demand does NOT have a formal, co-ordinated program to educate and provide 
incentives for businesses and households.  They both need  to understand, in real terms, the 
implications of electricity usage (both in terms of timing of use and "high usage or low usage 
items").  There is no incentive program to encourage the least amount of demand.  Leaving this up to 
the local utilities is not the most effective approach. A broader, more comprehensive solution should 
be developed to ensure the reduction in demand is not left up to chance and hope.  In addition, a clear 
and measurable way of determining the progress of demand reduction is needed to address any 
shortfalls in the program and mitigate the need for further transmission increases. 
3) The contingency plan for increased transmission lines along the Gormley line does not incorporate 
nor mitigate against the real estate, potential health and aesthetic impacts.  The socio-economic 
environmental concerns raised by the public have NOT been addressed. 
4) There has been no consideration of the potential for underground lines which could address many 
of the health, real estate and aesthetic impacts. 
  
I am completely opposed to the transmission contingency plan since it does not take into 
consideration the above concerns. 
  
Regards, 
  
    Anne Mitt 
 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
Subject: York Region Electricity Supply Recommendation (September 14, 2005 Report)  
  
Further to above-mentioned report, we support the integrated solution of demand reduction, 
transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns and addressed in all instances. 
  
However, as residents in the northeast corner of Woodbine Ave./Major Mackenzie Rd. area, we are 
strongly oppose the transmission contingency plan (from Buttonville TS to Gormley TS) if it 
does not address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.  
Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and 
potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
  
Thank you for your kind attention. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Connie Ying and Chi Shing Lau and Brittany Lau 
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September 23, 2005 
 
Dear Sirs: 
  
We thank you for your effort in coming up with the recommendations 
We strongly support your recommendations.  We base oursupport on many reasons: 
  
1)  Energy demand and conservation management must be the keystone of our energy future.  It is 
also, we believe, the Provincial Governement's direction. 
  
2)  The transformation station is needed in Newmarket area, regardless of any other strategies or 
undertakings.   
  
3)  The local gas power generation aligns well with the peak demand characteristics, given the fast 
start characteristics.  Also, we strongly agree that local power generation is cheaper that 
"transmission plus power genreation somewhere".  There simply is enough overall power supply 
over the next decade or so and any extra power would have to be generated somewhere.  The local 
power generation also works well to complement any small scale and "green" power generation 
schemes that the Province is promoting. 
  
Again, we strong support your recommendations. 
  
Stephen Wong 
Portia Wong 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I would like to register my support for the integrated solution of demand 
reduction, transformation and generation as outlined in your Sept 14 
proposal , provided environmental concerns are addressed in all 
instances. 
In the area of generation in Northern York region, may I suggest that 
the use of renewable energy be seriously considered - sources such as wind 
generators. It will be more environmentally friendly and in the long-term, 
the more cost efficient, given the rising cost of fossil fuels. 
 
 
Please also be advised that I will vigorously oppose the transmission 
contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic environmental 
concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other 
potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real 
estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
 
Regards, 
 
Vitus Lee 
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September 23, 2005 

Dear Sir 

My whole family and myself truly support the integrated solution of 
demand reduction, transformation and generation, provided evniromnental 
concerns are addressed in all instances. 
We will adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does 
not address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by 
the public. 

Regards 

Samuel Cheng and family 
 
 
 
September 23, 3005 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to confirm my agreement and support of the integrated solution of demand 
reduction, transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed 
in all instances.  

I will however, adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address 
the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.   I also feel 
that Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, 
real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Yours truly,  

Deborah Huggett 

 
 
September 23, 2005 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to confirm my agreement and support of the integrated solution of demand 
reduction, transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed 
in all instances.  
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I will however, adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address 
the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.   I also feel 
that Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, 
real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Yours truly,  

Michael Huggett 
 
 
 
September 23, 3005 
 
Re: September 14th Meeting: 
 
Forgive me if I speak from an emotional aspect... My husband is 85 yrs. 
old and I am pushing 75.. 
 
When we decided to purchase a home, we selected this area because it was 
less densely populatred and we thought should provide healthier living. 
We moved into our home in Oct. 1988, and in 1993 I was diagnosed with 
breast cancer. 
 
To my knowledge no one has ever done a study to see how many residents 
have developed serious illnesses since moving here. I would therefore 
strongly support the integrated solution of Demand Reduction, transformation and 
generation, provided environmental and health concerns are addressed in 
all instances. 
 
As for the Transmission Plan, I am vehemently opposed to it. It does not 
address the socio-economic and environmental concerns raised, but has 
the potential to decrease the value of our homes aesthetically and 
financially. 
 
Trusting good judgment will prevail. 
 
Dulcie Chuck 
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September 23, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

We are writing to confirm  our  agreement and support of the integrated solution of 
demand reduction, transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are 
addressed in all instances.  

 We will however, adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not 
address the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.    We 
also feel that Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the 
aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is 
implemented. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. 

Yours truly,  

Tibor and Annie Gribovsky  

 

September 23, 2005 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Whilst we are in support of the integrated solutions 
of demand reduction, transformation and generation 
provided environmental and health concerns are 
addressed in all instances. However we also would like 
to put you on notice that we will very adamantly and 
vehemently oppose the transmission contingency plan if 
it does not address the socio-economic environment 
concerns consistently raised by the public. 
Hydro One and all other proponents must also mitigate 
against all the aesthetic, real estate and potential 
health impacts posed by any solution that is 
implemented. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Mushtaq Fazel 
Munira Fazel 
Azmina Fazel 
Salma Fazel 
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September 23, 2005 

To whom it may concern  

Please make it very clear in your letter to the OPA that you support the integrated solution of demand 
reduction, transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all 
instances. However we also recommend that you note that you will adamantly oppose the 
transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic environmental concerns 
consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate 
against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is 
implemented. 

Alex Chow 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I’m writing this email in response to the recommendation of the OPA in supplying future electricity 
to the York region.  I’m in favor of the recommendation of: 
  
1) Demand Reduction  
Targeted demand response  
Conservation and efficiency improvements  
  
2) Transformation  
Holland Junction TS + Capacitors and Feeder  
2nd Transformer Station  
  
3) Local generation in Northern York Region  
  
However, I oppose the transmission contingency plan, it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential 
proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by 
any solution that is implemented. 
  
My kids are going to St. Monica school right next to the Hydro Corridor, and if the Hydro One does 
proceed with their contingency plan, our school will close down.   
  
I heard that Newmarket does not want a generator located in their town, located away from any sub-
division, powered only when demand is high, and the electrical power is for their town!  How can the 
government compare our issues to Newmarket’s, and still in the end use transmission lines as an 
alternative! 
  
Please consider the future of our neighborhood along with the schools future. 
  
  
Jack Di Pirro 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Hello 

I strongly agree with your first recommendation of transformers and demand reduction.  
The OPA did an outsanding job of listening to all the concerns on this issue.   I agree this is 
the way to go. 

However I do not agree and oppose the contingency plan of transmission lines. 

Thank you, 

Mary Di Pirro  
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
Re:  Comments on Draft York Region Electricity Supply Recommendation 

Dear Mr. Shalaby: 

We support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, 
provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. However this will serve notice 
that we will adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the 
socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all 
other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential 
health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented.  

 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
Electronically signed, 
 
Tin Chan, Ph.D. & Mrs. Melissa Chan 
 

 

 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
As long time participants in the ongoing debates about this issue we support the compromise reached 
with respect to this issue in the form of demand reduction, two new transformers in the areas affected 
and local generation. What disturbs us is a potential fallback position with a transformer potentially 
to be located in the Gormely area. This latter point will just resurrect the 1 and 1/ 2 year impasse with 
Markham residents whose homes and schools abut the hydro corridor which is too narrow to 
accommodate any lines bigger than those already there. If that option materializes, we will just as 
adamantly oppose it if it means adding transmission lines to the existing corridor. That would be 
unconscionable and serious opposition can be assured. 
 
Joe Pietroski 
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September 25, 2005 
 
I  support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and 
generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. 
 
*HOWEVER*, I oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address 
the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. 
Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the 
aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution 
that is implemented. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Ricky Lui and Alice Luk, Markham residents 
 
 
September 26, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I support the OPA integrated solution recommendation which includes the 
following: demand reduction (conservation and efficiency improvements, and 
targeted demand response), local generation (in Northern York Region) and 
transformation (Holland Junction TS and capacitors and feeder, and a 
second transformer station) with the condition that all environmental 
concerns are addressed. 
 
However, the OPA has recommended that in the event that a new generation 
solution could not be secured that transmission would be the long-term 
supply solution. The OPA recommendation identifies the Buttonville TS to 
Gormley TS transmission option as its preference. I adamantly oppose this 
solution and will persist in opposing this, or any proposed transmission 
option that does not fully, and satisfactorily address the socio-economic 
and economic issues and public concerns surrounding such a project. These 
"quality of life" issues have been consistently and widely voiced by the 
public and include property values, aesthetics and health risks. 
 
I would also like to take this opportunity to express my concern that 
while the OPA recommendation identifies the Buttonville TS to Gormley TS 
as its transmission option the fact that the issue of the transformer 
station in Gormley (rather than Aurora)was not thoroughly presented, nor 
has there been any public discussion regarding the possibility of 
undergrounding the line from Buttonville TS to Gormley TS. 
 
With regard to any recommended solution I would also request that Hydro 
One and any other potential proponent be required to mitigate against the 
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real estate, aesthetic and potential health impacts posed by any solution 
implemented. 
 
I would also appreciate the answer to the following questions: 
 
Will the OEB be conducting further public meetings? 
Should the "contingency" plan of transmission be chosen how will the 
public be notified of this choice? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kyril Stoikopoulos 
 
 
 
September 26, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I support the OPA integrated solution recommendation which includes the 
following: demand reduction (conservation and efficiency improvements, and 
targeted demand response), local generation (in Northern York Region) and 
transformation (Holland Junction TS and capacitors and feeder, and a 
second transformer station) with the condition that all environmental 
concerns are addressed. 
 
However, the OPA has recommended that in the event that a new generation 
solution could not be secured that transmission would be the long-term 
supply solution. The OPA recommendation identifies the Buttonville TS to 
Gormley TS transmission option as its preference. I adamantly oppose this 
solution and will persist in opposing this, or any proposed transmission 
option that does not fully, and satisfactorily address the socio-economic 
and economic issues and public concerns surrounding such a project. These 
"quality of life" issues have been consistently and widely voiced by the 
public and include property values, aesthetics and health risks. 
 
I would also like to take this opportunity to express my concern that 
while the OPA recommendation identifies the Buttonville TS to Gormley TS 
as its transmission option the fact that the issue of the transformer 
station in Gormley (rather than Aurora)was not thoroughly presented, nor 
has there been any public discussion regarding the possibility of 
undergrounding the line from Buttonville TS to Gormley TS. 
 
With regard to any recommended solution I would also request that Hydro 
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One and any other potential proponent be required to mitigate against the 
real estate, aesthetic and potential health impacts posed by any solution 
implemented. 
 
I would also appreciate the answer to the following questions: 
 
Will the OEB be conducting further public meetings? 
Should the "contingency" plan of transmission be chosen how will the 
public be notified of this choice? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Andrea Goulding 
 
 
 
September 23, 2005 

Dear OPA,  
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, however I 
adamantly oppose the contingency plan of transmission.  I  do not endorse the transmission 
plan.    I do not believe that this contingency plan has addressed the socio-economic and 
environmental concerns of our community. 

Maria Xithalis  
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
Dear OPA 
 
In regards of the latest proposal (re: intergrated solution listed below) for the Northern York 
Region, 
  
I am pleased to support the proposal and consider this as a better and more responsible plan 
  
compare to the one previously done by Hydro One. 
  
However, I will adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address 
the socio-economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. 
  
Regards, 
  
Tenny Yeung 
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To whom It May Concern (OPA) 
 
We very strongly support the integrated solution of demand reduction, 
transformation and generation, provided environmental concerns are 
addressed in all instances. Also note that we adamantly oppose the transmission 
contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic environmental 
concerns consistently raised by the public. 
 
Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against 
the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by any 
solution that is implemented. 
 
 
Yours truly, 
 
PAUL & ROSALBA MORALE 
 
 
 
September 23, 2005 
 
York Region Electricity Supply 
Ontario Power Authority  
  
Dear Mr. Armen Kulidjian & Mr. Amir Shalaby:  
  
I have attended all the Working Group Sessions and support your recommendation of : 
  

1. Demand Reduction  

·         Targeted demand response 

·  Conservation and efficiency improvements  

2. Transformation  

·         Holland Junction TS + Capacitors and Feeder 

·  2nd Transformer Station 
    3.       Local generation in Northern York Region, 

  

  
I agree with the above recommendations provided that environmental concerns are 
addressed. However, I adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan. I do not feel 
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that supersized 144 ft towers carrying 230 kV lines belong in residential neighbourhoods. 
The socio-economic issues of health, aesthetics, real estate must be addressed. The existing 
Buttonville-Gormely corridor is too narrow and if any type of transmission solution is to be 
considered, it should be undergrounded.   
  
  
Contingency Plan - Buttonville to Gormely Corridor Not Wide Enough to Accomodate 
230kV line 
It is stated in your report to the OEB, page 40, section 5.2.3 that  "This corridor is about 22 
km in length and is wide enough for consolidation by dismantling and replacing the 
existing 115 kV line with a 230 kV two-circuit line from Buttonville TS to Newmarket.". I 
disagree and would like to point out the following: 
  
1) It is stated on page 4-2, p. 29 of 64 of the Class Environmental Assessment for Minor 
Transmission that typical Right of Way for a 230 kVline is 120 ft. The Buttonville 
to Gormely corridor width is 100 to 120 ft; therefore, there is not enough room for a 230 kv 
line unless it is buried. 
  
2) The same Class Environmental Assessment document states that the ROW varies 
because of different factors including "Fall-free spacing". Homes next to the ROW are 
within this fall-free space; therefore the right of way is not sufficiently wide enough to 
accomodate these 144 ft towers. 
  
  
Questions 
  
I would like to pose the following questions: 

1)       How will the public be advised of the progress of project implementation for 
items 1 -3 stated above (demand reduction, new TS capacity and local generation)?  

2)       How will the public know if local generation is not secured and transmission is 
likely to be an option?  

3)   How will environmental, socio-economic & health impacts be addressed?   

4)   What mitigation measures will be factored in with respect to the environmental and 
health impacts?  

  
Thank you for your time and consideration and I hope that the Northern York Region 
Power Supply issue is resolved to everyone’s satisfaction in the very near future. 
  
  
Sincerely,  
Innis Mark 
 
 



95 

September 15, 2005 
 
I had an opportunity yesterday to attend one of your two open houses for the presentation of your 
recommendations for the future supply of electricity to Northern York Region and applaud the 
OPA and the working committee for its efforts and am writing to provide strong support for your 
recommendations, especially the local generation of power to support the needs of the areas 
outlined in the study.  However, I must say that I vehemently oppose the alternative plans of 
upgrading the power lines between Buttonville and Gormley and am not certain why such an 
alternative was even considered given the original socio-economic and environmental concerns 
voiced by the residents located along the corridor (along with many others).  I would be happy to 
further elaborate on my concerns and position should any member of the OPA wish to contact 
me and can be reached at any of the coordinates found below. 
  
Regards, 
  
David. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 12, 2005 
 
I fully support your recent draft for future power supply to York 
region. 
 
I would like to mention that comments in Sept. 11, 2005 issue of Era 
Banner made by Newmarket mayor Taylor were completely erroneous. 
He was clearly fear mongering when stating that possible power shortages 
next year would compromise Southlake Hospital. The hospital has its own 
power supply in the event of failure PLUS it  has a direct line unlike 
others on the grid. 
For the past 5 years he has been approving rapid development without a 
plan for power. He sits on the hydro board and is biased and has fed the 
wrong impression to the public in light of your recommendations. 
 
 
 
Aurora resident, 
John Stephenson 
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September 15, 2005 
 
Hello, 
 
I've been working in the Markham/Richmond Hill area for 5+ years.  The 
offices I've been working at are ridiculously cold during the summer 
months. 
  The air conditioners are poorly maintained which leads to low 
efficiency and high power consumption.  For example, several large A/C units at the 
office buildings near Hwy 7 & Woodbine are not covered by any shade. 
They are lying out in the open with the sun shining on it.  Proper 
maintenance and some shade would lower energy costs. 
 
In addition, facilites people preset the thermostat and never bother to 
adjust it for the entire summer.  In my current building (-----------), the temperature  
on a 30C day outside, it feels like 16C inside.  Even 
when I'm wearing a coat I feel cold as the A/C is blowing down on my head. 
 
I feel that a lot of the power consumption and waste is caused by the 
large office buildings.  These places can write-off energy costs.  There 
should be penalties for companies wasting energy on lights and A/C during nights, 
holidays and weekends.  I'm wondering if this issue has been raised to 
the government/officials.  I think everyone will share this observation but 
it might be overlooked in discussions.  I do believe with careful energy 
use, additional power plants and bigger power lines will not be necessary. 
 
Regards, 
Victor 
 
 
September 16, 2005 
 
Mr. Premier and Ministers 
  
I have attended the OPA Public forum on Wednesday September 14, 2005 in Newmarket 
regarding the electricity shortage in Northern York Region and quite sad to hear of the outcome. 
  
Some of the proposed solutions do make sense but some do not make sense and should be 
implemeted. 
I agree with the increase transmission line capacity and even support the proposed Hydro One 
230 kV line from Markham to Newmarket, that project should take precedence.  Some member 
of the public have fought to cancel the proposed 230 kV but one thing they do not understand or 
refuse to understand is more people die each year from airborned pollutants than from 
transmission line emf leukemia.  There are risks into everything. 
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The idea of building a natural gas powered generating station in closed vicinity to residential 
area and worse by a private firm does not make sense at all. 
Sir Adam Beck would be turning in its grave after what you politicians is doing to his public 
power effort at the turn of the century. 
  
My questions are: 
"Why is the publicly-owned Ontario Power Generation not involved in this resolution?"   
"Were they given a chance to bid on the project" 
    They should have the same rights as the former employees Ontario Hydro who now runs 
Northland Power. 
  
My concern is that your government is preaching that we must reduce emmission from power 
stations but you are willing to build them close to the load where people work, live, stay and 
play.   
What I understand from this, is that if we want our power, then we must breath and hear its 
pollutant in our own neighborghood. 
  
My suggestions: 
Built more nuclear power stations, they are environmentally friendly.  I do appreciate Mr. 
Premier your comment in regard to perhaps building more nuclear stations. 
This idea about building privately built and operated power stations in our back yard must be 
stop immediately and the publicly-owned Ontario Power Generation be left in charge of all 
power generation in this province.   
  
Eliminate the middle man, it is costing us too much money,  Hydro Quebec, Manitoba Hydro, 
NB Power do not have middle man and all revenues goes directly to them.  Make perfect sense 
to me.  The middle man is only there to grease its pocket on behalf of government inaction and 
provided by the taxpayers of Ontario, Great Scheme. 
The OEB should cancelled all of these middle men licence and leave it to Hydro One to figure 
out  or  Turn these for-profit municipal electrical uitlities into not-for-profit electrical 
commissions where the general public have a say in their operation or shut them down altogether 
and have Hydro One take care of it.  By controliing the generation, transmission and distribution, 
it would be a lot easier to implement your so-called energy conservation program.  Now every 
consultants in every jurisdiction are trying to get onto this scheme.   
  
Please Mr. Premier and Ministers, you have the powers to reverse the wheel and lets undo the 
mess left from the previous two governments and the taxpayers of Ontario will thank you for it, 
maybe not the financial supporters of the provincial Liberal Party.  But we voted you in, then 
please listen.  
Thanks for listening 
Jean-Marc Langlais 
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September 19, 2005 
Dear OPA, 
  
Please find below my comments regarding the OPA draft recommendation for the York Region 
Supply. 
  
Although I support the integrated solution of  demand reduction, transformation and generation, I 
adamantly oppose the contingency plan of a transmission option (Buttonville TS to Gormley TS 
or 2nd TS in Gormley).  
  
What recourse or action will be taken by the OPA to notify the public if the generation option 
cannot be secured and transmission is back at the table? Will the transmission options being 
considered be subjected to the Environmental Act taking into account environmental, health and 
socioeconomic impacts? What mitigation measures will be taken to ensure environmental, health 
and socioeconomic impacts are addressed? 
  
If the generation option does not materialize and the transmission option is back at the table I 
would like: 
  

1)      written notification  from the OPA or OEB or the proponent 
2)      the public is notified (ie Public notice) through local newspapers and municipal 

council members 
3)      the transmission option being considered be subjected to the full Environmental  

Assessment and take into account the environmental, health and socioeconomic impacts. 
  

Theresa Lim 
 
 
September 19, 2005 
 
 
Dear OPA: 
  
This is to officially state that I am in full support for the generation option that is proposed, 
however I am totally opposed to the contingency plan of the transmission line. 
  
I am questioning if this is a pre-meditated plan by the OPA as they indicated it recommends a 
generation option knowing full well that securing a site will be difficult due to the opposition 
from Newmarket, and then giving itself just cause to entertain the transmission line option again. 
  
It seems from the meeting last week in Newmarket that the way the recommendation was 
delivered to the public was very deceiving. 
  
It really played up its recommendation of generation and downplayed the possible contingency 
plan of the transmission line option leaving many people walking away from the meeting 
thinking that the generation option is secure. 
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I believe that OPA was not honest with the group on what their recommendations really means 
and told people what they wanted to hear to appease them. 
  
Again, I am in full support for the generation recommendation but fully oppossed to the 
transmission line contingency plan. 
  
  
Mrs. Kan 
Markham Resident 
 
 
September 21, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Please note that as residents of York Region, my family and I fully endorse the draft recommendation 
made by the OPA at the Public Meeting on September 14, 2005. 
  
  
Mr & Mrs. D. Priore 
 
 
September 21, 2005 
 
I would like to express my support to the integrated solution recommend by OPA, provided 
environmental concerns are addressed.  However, I oppose to the transmission contingency plan that 
they have provided.  
  
  
Alice Wong  
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
I strongly support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and local 
generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. I agree 
completely taht local generation in Northern York Region is the most strategic and cost-efficient 
way of solving long term power demand in Northern York Region, and I adamantly oppose the 
transmission contingency plan, particularly the transmission option of Buttonville TS in 
the Town of Markham to Gormley TS, if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public and communities. Hydro One and all 
other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential 
health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
  
Patrick Chung 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Dear Sir / Madame: 
 
The undersigned are writing this note to voice our support for the proposed 
Ontario Power Authority (OPA) integrated solution which is composed of 
demand reduction, transformation and generation, provided environmental 
concerns are addressed in all instances. 
 
However, we also wish to make it very clear that we adamantly oppose the 
transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all 
other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real 
estate and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is 
implemented. 
 
We commend the OPA on its recommendations and believe that the Ontario 
Energy Board (OEB) should support these findings and take all necessary 
steps to ensure that the proposed OPA integrated solution is implemented. 
 
The OEB and the OPA should also take further steps to investigate the fact 
that there are dangers with constant exposure to electromagnetic fields, 
which are linked to hydro transmission towers and take steps to ensure that 
this exposure is not present, not only on this York Region matter but in 
all other areas that this exposure is prevalent. 
 
Thank you. 
 
George, Betty & Thomas Ellinidis 
 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, 
provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances.  However, I adamantly 
oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. 
  
Judy Sum 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, 
provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances.  However, I adamantly 
oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. 
  
Henry Yam 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
Good Morning,  
 
We, like many, many other concerned residents of Markham would like to put this power 
situation behind us once and for all!    
 
Our lives have been everything but normal since April 2004.  
 
I can not believe that we have been fighting this battle tooth and nail and now almost 2 years 
later, we are hearing that the OPA has stated that the preferred transmission option is Buttonville 
TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS and that the preferred location of the 2nd 
Transformer Station will be at Gormley rather than in northern Aurora!  
 
Please understand, that we totally support the integrated solution of demand reduction, 
transformation and generation, but we ADAMANTLY OPPOSE the contingency plan of 
transmission!!!!   We do not endorse the transmission plan and hope that you can see why 
so many people in our community feel at a loss!  
 
I speak for myself at the moment, BUT feel that thousands of other residents in our community 
feel the same way we do.  WE DO NOT WANT TRANSMISSION LINES GOING 
THROUGH OUR BACKYARDS!!!  We back right on to the hydro corridor and my younger 
daughter's school is right next to the present power lines. (St. Monica)  We have done our 
homework and know that childhood leukemia is linked to high EMF levels.  One of the students 
from St. Monica has been diagnosed with leukemia.  Whether it is a coincidence or not, we are 
not willing to take a chance that other children also become sick! (touch wood)  
 
My life has been an emotional roller coaster since this has all been brought forward and has 
brought on so much additional stress to our lives!  As I lie in my bed at night, knowing that just 
feet away from where I sleep, may be the possibility that higher volts of transmission lines may 
be going through my backyard, I toss and turn and literally cry myself to sleep!  This has been 
the case since April 2004!  (no word of a lie)  I have unknowingly put so much fear in the lives 
of my 2 young daughters and they too are quite distressed with this whole situation!  They are so 
scared if higher transmission lines come through our backyards!  
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We do not want to have to move.  We love our home, we love our community!    
 
When we bought our home 11 years ago, the real estate office told us from Ballantry Homes, that 
the hydro lines were on a back-up system and that eventually, the power lines were going to be 
removed!  
 
Please, please, I am begging you, DO NOT COME INTO MY/OUR BACKYARDS and opt 
to put higher transmission lines for additional power!!!!  I AM BEGGING YOU!!!!!!!! 
 Please think of ALL the young children in my community and the impact this will have on 
them!!!!   
 
Please find another route for finding additional power for the York Region community!  
 
                                                AND  
 
PLEASE, DO NOT LET IT BE VIA TRANSMISSION!!!!   
 
I/We thank you from the bottom of our hearts if YOU can help us find another solution!!!!!!  
 
Paul and Silvia Scarcello 
 
 
September 22, 2005 

You have got to be kidding me, you are still thinking that Aurora/Newmarket 
are the places to put transmission lines? 
I take it you don't live in our areas.....  You should be so fortunate that 
we wanted to live in these areas to begin with and 
now that we are there, you want us to leave by putting in more power lines? 
You know that is what is going to happen. 
I'm afraid to live there now with all of the construction and the threat of 
these power lines going in - so now the investment 
I had made to move from East York to Newmarket might all be a waste of my 
time and money. 
 
I was at the recent municipal meeting where smoke stacks was the topic of 
discussion.  Have we not learned what Domtar 
did to the Don River?  Are we wanting that same thing to happen in our 
neighborhood?  I was very surprised to hear this 
was even proposed....mainly because there is already a gas line so why not 
build it?  Notice the sarcasm?? 
Instead of holding back on the budgets (thanks to us living in your area) 
why don't you spend the money more wisely 
and think of our environment, the people and the emissions these 
transformers send off. 
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I have to say, I was rather relieved to hear that you were thinking of 
moving the lines to another area, but think about it, 
why York Region?  Why not somewhere along the highway's where we know no 
one is going to live - or in an industrial area, 
or even underground?  So many options but you continue to choose the most 
cost efficient way....  remember, cheating out 
on money can equal more money being spent on hospitals because people have 
cancer or some other ailment due to these 
power lines. 
 
Wake up and smell the coffee people, this isn't rocket science. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sherri Stirpe 
 

September 22, 2005 
 
To the OPA, 
As a resident of Markham, I would like you to know that I support the integrated solution of 
demand reduction, transformation and generation for York Region.  We must be sure that 
environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. 
I  adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan, as it does not address the socio-
economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public and myself.   The so called 
preferred transmission option of the Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS 
passes almost through my back yard.  Hydro One and all other potential proponents must ensure 
that the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by this option are addressed. 
 
Sincerely 
Wendy Roberts 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
To the OPA, 
As a resident of Markham, I would like you to know that I support the integrated solution of 
demand reduction, transformation and generation for York Region.  We must be sure that 
environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. 
I  adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan, as it does not address the socio-
economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public and myself.   The so called 
preferred transmission option of the Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley TS 
passes almost through my back yard.  Hydro One and all other potential proponents must ensure 
that the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by this option are addressed. 
 
Sincerely 
Gordon Roberts 
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September 22, 2005 

My wife and I moved to Newmarket in Nov 2003. I grew up in near by King 
City and spent a lot of time in Newmarket. When it came 
time for me to purchase a home, Newmarket was one of our choices. Ever 
since we have moved in there has been nothing but stress 
and anxiety over the OPA's projected plans to support the need for more 
power for YORK REGION. This has to be put to rest. I understand the 
government is always concerned with Dollars, however all the seriously 
considered plans just do not make sense. They effect 
people's lives, health and well being. In this case Dollars should not be 
the main concern, what should be is how we can complete 
this project without effecting the TAX PAYERS of Newmarket and Aurora!!!!! 
I am very UNCOMFORTABLE and UPSET with paying 
the price in HEALTH and depreciation in property value to support power for 
YORK REGION. 
 
There is a clean resolution to all this. BARRY THE LINES!! We are in the 
year 2005! From all the proposed plans I hear it seems these 
are all quick fix's and easy for the GOVERNEMENT and OPA. They all seem to 
be moving us in the Stone age not into the Future. 
Smoke Stacks, Power lines there have all been around for a very very very 
long time. We all know there are Health risks involved, Property 
depreciation and ENVIRONMENTAL issues, these are PROVEN FACTS!!  Not to 
mention we are all aware of the gain for Government 
officials, they don't seem to realize we elect them! 
 
I swear to do what is ever in my power and will join with the people in the 
community to stop these projects whether our actions 
are condoned or not. We have had enough, we are sick of being blind sided 
by the Government and OPA thinking we are 
uneducated people who are not aware of the Health, Environmental and Real 
Estate effects this will have. WAKE UP PEOPLE!!! 
 
We are all humans, you all have families, although I am sure these proposed 
plans do not effect your lives! Consider others be 
compassionate and understand we are AWARE of what you are doing. We will 
not stand for it and would appreciate some understanding. 
There are many other ways and places solutions can be put through that do 
not effect the lives of people who currently live in these 
areas. 
 
We do support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation 
and generation, provided environmental concerns are addressed 
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in all instances. We do oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does 
not address the socio-economic environmental concerns 
consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential 
proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and 
potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Paul Stirpe - Resident of Newmarket 
 
 
September 22, 2005 

To Whom it may Concern: 
  
On behalf of my family and the elderly residents/neighbors of mine, who do not have computers, I 
would like to voice our unanimous opinion with respect to the recent Draft Recommendations made 
by the OPA on the 14th of September in Newmarket. 
  
We all support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation outlined 
by the OPA at the meeting , provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances.  
  
We all want to commend the OPA and the working group for looking "Outside the Box" to find a 
solution that both meets the needs of Northern York Region and the environment/ people affected. 
However, we were taken aback and shocked to hear that there exists  a Transmission 
Line Contingency Plan should the Gas Powered generation portion of the recommendation not be 
approved.  
  
More importantly, the transmission line contingency plan would bring us right back to square one 
where this situation all started, namely from Buttonville TS in the Town of Markham to Gormley 
TS. We all live along this corridor and our children/grand-children attend St. Monica's Catholic 
School which is right on the corridor. 
  
WE WILL ADAMANTLY OPPOSE THIS CONTINGENCY PLAN AND NOT ALLOW OUR 
FAMILIES TO BE PUT AT RISK, NOT FOR NORTHERN YORK REGION, NOT FOR 
NEWMARKET, NOT FOR ANYONE OR ANYTHING!!!! 
  
As a 11 year resident of Eyer Drive in Markham, I have seen fields turn into sub-divisions, dirt roads 
turn into paved throughfares and a small community turn into the high-tech capital of Canada. If  
York Region is growing and its needs are expanding, then do what is needed, but not at the expense 
of those who are already here. We will not sit back and watch it happen, we will fight back as we did 
when HydroOne tried to strong-arm us!!!! 
  
 
Yours Truly ( on behalf of the residents of Eyer Drive), 
   
Chris Kotsopoulos 
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September 22, 2005 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
With reference to your recent public information session on OPA's integrated solution for 
York region :  

1. Demand Reduction  
o Targeted demand response  
o Conservation and efficiency improvements  

2. Transformation  
o Holland Junction TS + Capacitors and Feeder  
o 2nd Transformer Station  

3. Local generation in Northern York Region  
Given that the proposed solution fully addressed all environmental concerns, I strongly 
support your recommendation.  
  
In the event that your captioned solution were not implemented, I adamantly oppose the 
transmission contigency plan as it does not address the socio-economic environmental 
concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential proponents 
must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed by 
any solution that is implemented.  
  
Yours truly,  
  
Chin Wong 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation in the 
recommendation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. However I 
strongly opposed the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential 
proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed 
by any solution that is implemented. For example, the potential of underground line should be 
considered if contingency plan is required. 
  
Kenny Cheung 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
 
I have been a resident of York Region for 26 years and I believe the people of York Region 
deserve a fair and more importantly safe recommendation from you to Hydro One regarding the 
future power supply in York Region.  After reading the Draft recommendations put forth by your 
office, I support an integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, 
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providing all environmental and health concerns are addressed and approved by the residents of 
York Region.  I am  adamantly against the transmission contingency plan if it does not address 
the socio-economic environmental concerns as well as the health concerns consistently raised by 
the public.   The best solution is the one that does not negatively affect the health of the residents 
of York Region, and the safety of the environment.    
 
Tanya Douketis 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation in the 
recommendation, provided environmental concerns are addressed in all instances. However I 
strongly opposed the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-economic 
environmental concerns consistently raised by the public. Hydro One and all other potential 
proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate and potential health impacts posed 
by any solution that is implemented. For example, the potential of underground line should be 
considered if contingency plan is required. 
  
Elaine Chen 
 
 
 
September 22, 2005 
 
My husband and I live in Aurora and our home backs onto a green space in which the power 
lines travel. I am concerned for my family, the community and will fight to stop the proposed 
power lines, and look at alternative ways to prevent energy crisis.  
  
I support the integrated solution of demand reduction, transformation and generation, provided 
environmental concerns are addressed in all instances.  
  
I will adamantly oppose the transmission contingency plan if it does not address the socio-
economic environmental concerns consistently raised by the public.  
  
Hydro One and all other potential proponents must also mitigate against the aesthetic, real estate 
and potential health impacts posed by any solution that is implemented. 
  
Regards, 
  
Renee Pitcher 
Resident of Aurora 
 


