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August 17, 2012

his. Elise Dagdick
Environment Officer
Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship
Land Use Approvals
123 Main Street
Winnipeg MB R3C 1A3

Dear Ms. Dagdick:

Thank you for forwarding our information requests from the Aboriginal Relations Branch
lo Manitoba Hydro n the letter dated July 5.2012; this Ictier is in follow up to Ihat
correspondence.

Our review of Manitoba Hydro’s responses to the Public EIS Review and TAC
comments has generated subsequent information requests, which are attached to this letter. The
initial questions were based on socio-economic and Aboriginal resource inlbrmation that
Manitoba Hydro committed to collecting in their Bipole lH Transmission Project Environmental
1 csec.cment Scopiig Document.

This infon-nation and the attached Ibilow-up requests vill assist us in our EIS assessment
to identify how Manitoba Hydro has fulfilled their commitment to incorporate Aboriginal
Traditional Knowledge and local knonledue. to the extent possible. in their environmental
assessment for the Bipole Ill Transmission Project.

Thank you lbr requesting this information on our behalf: we look forward to receiving the
responses to both requests in order to complete our review.

Enclosure

Ron Missvabit
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTS
Manitoba Hydro’s Bipole 111 Transmission Project — Response to Public LIS Review and
TAC Comments

Manitoba Hydro Response DOla
• Please identify what, if any information obtained from First Nations or Métis support the

modelling conclusions reached for the intact forested peat lands complex in the Mafeing
area is not hi± quality habilat for noose?

• Please clarify what, if any information obtained from FirstNations or Métis assist in the
description of moose habitat for the Malèking area: speciticall information collected via
AIK Workshop questions Forestry. 5l-66 or Mammas #120-142. Appendix 5. Tradi:ional
Know!edge Technical Report tl. or Independent AIK Studies?

Manitoba Hydro Response DOIb
• Please identify what if any information obtained from First Nations or Métis support the

balance reached for routing selection through the known wintering area of the Wabowden
horeal woodland caribou herd?

• Did the land use conflicts cited in this Response include information received from First
Nations or Métis aboul Aboriginal use of land Jbr tradilional purposes (i.e. domestic use of
resources for subsislence purposes)?

• Please describe how an\ fiiturc consutations with First Nations or Métis wouid be executed
by Manitoba Hvdro in the e’cnt ola routing chanic?

Manitoba Hydro Response O02a
• Please identify how information from First Nations or Métis will inlbnn the identification of

environmentally sensitive sites in the field by Manitoba 1-lydro field personnel?
• Please cJarii’ how that information will be obtained from First Nations and Métis, including

specific timelines for its collection.

Manitoba Hvdro Response 002c
• Please identify whal if any information “-as collected from First Nations or Métis related to

wolverine denning sites in the Bipoic Study Area: specifically information collected via AFK
Workshop questions Mammas #120-142. Appendix 45. Trnditiomt Knowledge Technical
Repoil #1. or Independent ATK Siudies?

Manitoba Hydro Response 002d
• Please identify. what if any information was obtaincd from First Nations or Métis regarding

the Cape Churchill coastal herd populations; specifically, what information collected via
ATK Workshop questions Mammals, #120-142. Appendix #5, Traditional Knowledge
Technical Report or independent ArK Studies?



P:ease iden:ifv. what if any quantitative inbrnation was obtaEned from Frst Nations or
Métis regarding hanesling of caribou in this area to support conclusions reached?

Manitoba Hydra Response 002c
Please identify, what 1’ any information was collected directly from First Nation or Métis by
Manitoba 1-lvdro ibm support conclusions reached fin Coastal Caribou? Specifica]ly, is this
infommtion captured as anecdotal information’ cited in this response?

• Please identify ii any quantitative information was captured from First Nation or Métis via
ATK Workshop questions Mammals, #120-142. Appendix #5. Traditional Knowledge
Technical Report #1 or Independent AIK Studies?

Manitoba Hydro Response 0021
• What if any inbrmation was collected directly From First Nations or Métis to support the

conclusions reached by the modelling exercise conducEed lbr the identification olmarten.
carihou moose and beaver habitat? Specifically. was information collecled via ATK
Workshop questions Mammals. =120-bC. Appendix #5. Traditional Knowledge Technicai
Report 1 used by wildlilè disciplines (as described in methodology Secion 3.2 Traditional
Knowledge Technical Report #fl?

Manitoba Hydra Response 002j
• The consent fbi-rn (Appendix 6. Trnditona[ Knowledge Technical Report used by

Manitoba Hydro clean states collected inibrmation would be used for the Environmental
Assessment process. The consent form does not state that inlbrmation (including spatial
information) would not be available for review. Please provide evidence that interviewees
(or their leadership) understood Manitoba 1-lydro would not share information collected,
particular]y when that information would be requested by the Crown for the purposes of the
environmental assessment.

• If Hydro will not provide information to the Crown for review, please confirm that ATK
information (including consent forms, transcripts and/or recordings, spatial data, including
original mark up rnapsl will be provided to each First Nation and Metis group leadership in a
timely fhshion (us described in the methodology section 3.4 of this Report) for their review.

• Confirm which First Nations and Métis provided spatial data for use in constraints mapping
used En the SSEA (Chapter 7. Appendix 7A): also, please conflrm which First Nations or
Métis prohibited Manitoba Elvdro from usinu spatial data in constraints mapping.

• Please clarify further why obtaining consent would be difficult if Manitoba Hvdro has
access to the recording list of participants as described in the Consent Form. Appendix 6
Traditional Kiowlede Technical Report = I?
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Manitoba Hydro Response 003a
It appears that none of the 28 criteria used by Manitoba! [vdro in Ehe SSEA process included
any criteria for subsistence or domestic use of land and resources, or oEher Aboriginal
interests. P’ease identify how input from First Nations and Métis influenced the selection of
the 28 criteria lbr use in site selection process, as the use ottliis dataset was critical in the
selection of the FPR.
Please provide evidence from the consultation process undertaken by Manitoba Hvdro with
First Nations or Métis that no concerns (or preferably supporE) were identified [hr routing of
FPR West Side of lake Winnipegosis and Lake Manitoba by First Nations or Métis.

Hydro Response 006a
• As Mi-I sates, “imperative to a successful SSEA process is Ehe use of good data..Thereiore,

MR went to great lengths to acquire all available data rclativc to the Project study area.’
please identify how spatial information was or was not used from the Independent ATK
Studies undertaken by individual First Nations and the MMF in the SSEA process.

• Please clarify if the Consiruction Phase Environmentai Procction Plan has been developed
as suggested in this response.

Manitoba Hydro Response 006e
• Please identify if Table 7. Fable of Constraints (p.87). Section 5.4 of the Traditional

Knowledge Report is a comprehensive list of outstanding concerns of each First Nation
ajd Métis community identified in the Tabe (specifically. Chemawawin. Dakota Plain.
Dakota Tipi. Pine Creek. Waywavseecappo. FoN Lake First Nation. Long Plain First Nation.
MMF. Opaskwavak Cree Nation. Swan Lake First Nation. Tataskweyak Creek Nation and
Wuskwi Sipihk First Nation).

• Please identify what if any outstanding concerns remain fix those First Nations or Métis
communities consulted by Manitoba Ilydro not identilied in Table 7?

• Please clarify if items listed as “Concerns” in Table 7 are identilied etiects (using definitions
outlined in Volume I. Section 4.2.8 of the EISy? If not, please clarift if Manitoba Rydro
concurs with the identified concerns as described as requiring mitigation measures?

• Please clarify if items listed as “Requirement” were mitigation measures identified by the
First Nation or Métis community identitied in Table 7. Also. piease identify if these
requirements were satisfied by Manitoba Hydro or if there are outstanding implementation
concerns.

• Please identify the nature of items identified as ‘Constraints” and it items listed as
Constraints” influenced the selection of the FPR? If no, plcasc providc reasons why.

• Please provide clarification on how Tabe 7 “Concerns and Appendix 12 Environn,entaI
Effects” of the Traditional Knowkdge Report l are related (specifically fbr Pine Creek,
Dakota P!ains. Dakota Tipi). Also please clariR if A3per.dix I2is a fulsome iis:ing of
sensitive sites collected by Manitoba Kydro? Also. please clarify f mitigation measures “ill
be developed lbr each Env Eff as identified in Appendix Ii

• Please identify if polygon locations identified in Appendix 12 can be revcvcd can he
reviewed by Pine Creek. Dakota Plains and Dakota Tipi for accuracy?
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• Please identify ho” S&f-Directed ATK Studies influenced Appendix I? or constraints
mapping outlined in Chapter 7. Appendix 7A?

• Please clariR the statement ‘remaning areas that arc not accessibte due to lack of permission

to access xviII be monitored during constwction1

Manitoba Hydro Response 0081
• Please identify any plant communities of importance for gathering or p:ant commun:ties of

importance to support wildlife populations as identified b’ First Nations and \letis

communities (as per questions 99 — 119 ADpcndix 5. Traditional Knowledge Report =1)

• Please explain how Manitoba I lydro pans to involve this information in its mitigation efforts

to prevent the spread of invasive plant species and noxious weeds to these areas during

construction activities.

Manitoba Hydro Response OlOa
• Please identify a complete listing of outstanding concerns identified by S1FN.
• Please identil\ any issues and concerns SLFS has with the mitigation measures identified in

the outlined drafi Environmental Protection Measures
• Please identil* Ike consutation process with SLFN that will be ased to deveop additiora

mitigation measures Jbr consideration by Nianiloba Hvdro in the EPP.

Manitoba Hydro Response OlOb
• Please identil* how Environmentally Sensitive Sites were (or xvii] he identified with First

Nations and Métis communilies hr use in the de;elopment ol the l5na EEP or Construc:ion
Phase Environmental Protection Plans?

Manitoba Hydro Response Olib
• Pleasec)arify fiResponse Qua. Ollband 01k s meant ioaddressall commcnts identified

in MMF submissions dated March 16. 2012?

Manitoba Hydro Rcsponse 01 Ic
• Please describe the manner in which clearly identilied sensitive sites” will be inventoried

by Manitoba flydro For non-chemicat vegetation management for First Nations and the
MMF?



Dagdick, Wise (CON)

From: Kaita, Adara (CON) on behalf of +WPG12I2 - Conservation_Circulars (CON)
Sent: August-27-12 2:52 PM
To: Dagdick. Elise (CON)
Subject: Bipole Ill - Supplemental information - File 5433.00

The Lands Branch of Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship note the following:

On map sheet 1*24 the line main location should remain on the WEST side of PR#10 at Red Deer River Provincial Park
and not cross to the east side of #10 until it gets to the Steeprock WMA. This would reduce having the line cut thru 2
cottage subdivisions along with local resident housing areas. This westward swing would also avoid great brue heron
nesting sites along the shores of the Red Deer River.

From: Kaita, Adara (CON) On Behalf Of +WPG1Z1Z - Conservation_Circulars (CON)
Sent: August-13-12 4:02 PM
To: Holmes, Glen (CON); Roberge, Elvira (CON); Harms, Jenny (CON); Sobkowich, Dale (CON); Hastman, David (CON);
Misanchuk, Lame (CON); Armstrong, Mike (CON); Campbell, Lyle (CON)
Subject: Bipole III - Supplemental information - File: 5433.00

Manitoba Hydro has provided susplemental irformation to the Bipole 11 Transmisson Line Enviroimerta Impact
Statement File 5433.00). The document is avahable at
ntto://www.hvtho.mb.ca/oroiects/bicolelll/bpII[ sLplerne9tal mate1ais iuIy 31 12.df.

Information provided in the iccument ncludes:

1. Overview: overvew to the Supplemental Vater&;

2. Errata: identified errors in the December 2,2011 ElS and updates to provide corrections.

3. Socio-Economic Supplemental Filing: provides in five separate attachments relevant baseline information,
analysis and proposed mitgation consistent with the Keeyask ES filed July 6,2012. This information isfocused
on updates, addressing gaps and refining effects assessment regardrg community services, public safety and
worker interaction focused in particular on GlIam and FLCN.

Please provide any comments on the material by August 16. 2012.
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July 30, 2012

Dear Ms. Elise Dagdick,

The Wildrjfe Branch has reviewed the response by Manitoba Hydra to the Environmental Approvals Branch request
for more information with respect to the Env[ronmental Impact Assessment, client file # S433 “Manitoba Hydro —

Bi-pole III Transmission Project: A Major Rehability nitiative”

1. Question MCWS/MH-TAC-OOla
Manitoba Conservation Wildlife Branch continues to be very concerned that the moDse population in GHA

14, 14A, which is current[y e<treme]y reduced in number, would be irreversibly impacted by the
develooment of anew linear feature through critical habitat supporting the remnant populatiDn in these

C-HAs The n-a area csncerr IS S csntigos piece ci .ia:t2t knwr as Moose Meadows”. A:hcugh

the ev ovnenta a;sessmert suggests that tnis area has ow moose iabitat cuality, long ten aerial

surveys concucted oy tne Wild ‘e 3anc, incicate tat it susDorts a sian ficart rroose populat on. lithe

ral p’eferrcc -oLte (FPR) is deveoped as uososed, tie fciowrg negative ipa:ts are exuected to occLr

fo noose in GHA 14,14A:
o Imoroved access for hunters or poachers A new linear featurs will allow easier access to the remote

moose populators. Current y, moose oopt?ations are c.rly effective!y protectec by thefr racces sis e

locat on.
o Vcreased precation by wo.es. Woves wi I be better able to access tie aeas of igh ccse density,

and subsecuetv the’e wHI be :‘creased precatisn ates on this moose ooatiDn.

o There will be loss of nao:tat ‘ron tie vansmss o I e and right-cf-way.

Manitoba Conservation Wildlife Branch is aware that this area has historically been an important area for
Aboriginal rights-based and licensed hunting. This region is currently subject to a moose bunting

conservatron closure (no harvest by anyone), and that a significant investment is being made by Manitoba

to support moose recovery. AIlowin for a new linear corridor to run through critical moose habitat

would negate these effort5. No mitigation options will adequately address moose related concerns.

Avoidance of the area known as “Manse Meadows” is the onLy way to prevent a significant impact to

moose in SHA 14.
• Wildlife Branch suggests that an alternative route, as close to PTH 10 as possible, be developed instead.

2. MCWS/MH-TAC-ODla

• Manitoba Conservation Wildlife Branch biologists are concerned about potential impacts to moose with
respect to the portion of the FPR that crosses GHA 19A. The FPR bisects the middle of the SHA, directly
through a large region of inaccessible, contiguous high-quality moose habitat MB Conservation has very

Limited data on this critical habitat and moose population in this region, but believes that the FPR is very
likely traversing critical habitat for the moose population. Moose Habitat Suitability Mapping done by MB

Hydra in SHA 1YA supports this and suggests the FPA is traversing important moose habitat. If the FPR is

deveooed u ropcsed, the ‘0r nwilg regative .npacts a-e expectec to oc: br mouse in G’4 1SA:

o nproved access fc hunters o poachers. A —ew I rca- feate w I aiow easier access to the

remote noose popularions Curen:ly, noose oojla:iDns ae orly effectively prctected Dy their

inaccessible ocaton.
o icreased predato by wolves Woves w: I be oetter abe to access the weas of tgh masse

density, and subsequently there wlI be increased predation rates on this moose population.

o T,-ee wil be loss & habitat from t:ie vansrrisson me and right-o’-wa*
• Manitoba Coservat on Wldhfe Branch is aware that tb:s area has historcally been an moortart area for

Aborginal rghtsuased and icrsed “u—.t rg ‘his reg:o is c_r’en:ly suoject to a —loose hntng

conservation ciosure no harvest y anyoie;, and that a sig—i9:ant irvesirnert is beng nade by Mattoba

to support moose ecovery. Allowing for a new linear corridor to run through critical moose habitat

would negate these efforts. No mitigation options will adequately address moose related concerns.



Avoidance of the large portion of contiguous habitat is probably the only way to prevent a 5ignificant
impact to moose in CHA 1YA.

3. Question MCWS/MFI-TAC.COlb

• Manitoba Conservation Wildlife Branch continues to be very concerned about potentiar impacts to
woodland caribou with respect to the portion of the FPR that crosses GHA 9A, near the community of
Wabowden.

• MB Hydro a;<ncw edget that routiig Bpole IlL north o’ the ra:lwav tracks along PTl S would redce
adverse effects to ca1o arc WD- d irrproe system secuntv by in:easing the cistunce between poe;
1.11 ard IlL

• W000la9d Caribou continue :0 oe listed as “threatened’ under Manitoa’s Wild re 4cr. DeveIong
Stole I trough this critica habitat would cortradc: ‘Manitoba’s Conservat 0 ard Recovery Strategy
fo Bcreal Wood!rd Caribou-2005” and otent ally violate :be Edagered Species Act.

• Manitoa Conservaton W]dlfe Brarch would Eke to ensure Vat MD Hycro is aware that Aborgal
peoples have unique aria special relationsnip with boreai woodland caribou.

• Manitoba Conservation Wildlife Branch beEieves that potential imoacts to the Wabowden ca’’bou
poo&ation from the cure’t EPR rot rg are negative and significant. Dipole II must be postioned
adacert to PTh S anc the rai!way frcrr Wabowoen to Ponton and —o-tb c’ Hargrave Lake.

• Attachec are 2 naps of tie Wabowden range shaw rg areas sed Dy car bou r&ated to B pole II FP.
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Additional Comments: McWS/MH-TAC-DOZe

• This se;tio-, Vccates that o surveys lave ben conducted o’ er Isaro :arib: snze te md 1990s.

This is not accurate.
• Coordinated aerial surveys were completed by Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship and

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources in both 2008 and 2009. Summer surveys were flown through

traditional Pen Island postcalving areas to determine current distribution and a minimum population

estimate for the Pen Island herd. Results indicated a shift from traditional range use near the Pen Island

east towards Cape Henrietta Maria on James flay. The survey also iHustrated a decreace in use of the

Hudson Bay coast by Pen Island caribou during the post-calving period.
• Resuts of the 20-D2 and 2009 surveys a’e desc,bed in Rangifer, Specie Issue No. 20, 2012 ttled “.&Ce1t

clanges ‘i sumne &s:ributicri and numbers & m grator carbou or the Hudson Bay coas’.

4. Maritoba Corservator- W:’dli’e B-an& rotes that MB Hydro does not have a response to W’dlife Branch’s

concerns regarding te imact ipoIe Ii wil have n the Churchill Wildlife Management Area (WMA) ac the

Tom Lamb WMA, arc the req_ rement to proviac conoensa:isn for i—pucts to these lands. Trese Crown

lands have been designated for the management, conservation and enhancement of the wildlife resource of

the provrnce and are under consideration for inclusion in the Provinces Protected Areas Initiative. This

proposed development will negatively affect habitat and result in significant impacts associated with vehicle

use and habitat fragmentation. It is recognized that the right of way cannot be relocated in these WMAs.

Where avoEdance of impact on habitat in a WMA is not feasibLe, as in this case, financial compensation is

required to ensure no net loss of habitat or productivity. Please confirm that MB Hydro will work with Wildlife

Branch to provide compensation for impacts to these lands.

5. Questinn MCWS/MI-I-TAC-OOlc

Manitoba Conservation — WildIrte Branch continues to be concerned with the proximity of the FPR to the

Laiguth and Whiten-La WNIAs Hydro-e eu-c develoonent is prohibited 9 t,ese WMAs i-ic any act vty by

or or behaf of Manitosa ydo on these arcs wi be subjec to o’ose:ution. An 800 meter ofe s

recommended to avoid any inadvertent encroacornent on a WMA.


