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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Report Context

Comment

MNO-001

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

2.2 Indigenous Engagement and Consultation,
Pg. 2-24 “Consultation helps to understand,
identify, record and mitigate identified and
document effects to or within Indigenous traditional
lands.” [emphasis added]

This section indicates that consultation is useful in identifying
effects to Indigenous traditional lands; however, despite ongoing
consultation the EA did not complete an identification of effects
to Métis use of their traditional lands. This was in spite of having
MNO Traditional Land Use information available prior to filing
the application. NextBridge’s self-imposed deadline for filing was
cited as a reason this was not completed, however, MNO rejects
this premise.

Traditional land and resource use information provided by the Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO) has
been considered and incorporated in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-002

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

2.2 Indigenous Engagement and Consultation,
Pg. 2-24 “Indigenous input through Project
planning and development is intended to help plan
construction, select the route, and carry out
maintenance activities in the manner that has the
least overall impacts.”

MNO has not been consulted on planned construction activities,
route selection or specific maintenance activities to date. How
can NextBridge understand the ‘least overall impacts’ of the
Project and work them into these aspects without specific and
directed consultation with MNO on these items?

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO including discussing
topics of MNO interests i.e. planned construction activities, route selection, or specific maintenance
activities.

N

MNO-003

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

2.2 Indigenous Engagement and Consultation,
Pg. 2-24 “These activities have also included
relationship-building activities that extend beyond
the procedural requirements of consultation, as
described in the Code of Practice and are,
therefore, called “engagement” activities.”

In further review of this section there is no description of the
“consultation” approach, no description of the “consultation”
process, no description of the “consultation” methods, and
instead jumps directly to consultation results. There is a
description of all of these aspects for engagement; however, as
described in the EA, engagement does not capture the
procedural requirements. Please update the EA to include a
description of the approach, process and methods for
consultation.

NextBridge’s approach to consultation is provided in Section 9 of Appendix 1-I (Approved Terms of
Reference). The Indigenous and Public Consultations Plans and TOR are provided in Appendix 2-I
and 2-I-A.

N

MNO-004

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

While all the factors listed are salient, a key factor that allows for
community engagement in a Project is the level of capacity
provided by the proponent and when this capacity was provided.
This is evidenced by MNO’s own process with NextBridge which
was plagued by capacity delays at the outset. Once capacity
was provided, MNO were able to properly engage with
NextBridge and execute a TLU. Therefore this section should be
updated to include Capacity as a factor influencing the extent of
engagement sought by communities.

Engagement tools may vary, including level, extent and duration of capacity. The TLU information
provided by MNO has been included in the EA report. Section 2.1.1 will not be revised.

N

MNO-005

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

2.2.1 Indigenous Engagement Approach, Pg. 225
“Often, the extent of engagement sought by a
community will depend upon a number of factors,
including:
 Proximity to the Proposed Project …
 Rights Claims of an Indigenous Community
 Stated Interests of the Indigenous
Community
 Environmental Assessment Work …”
2.2.1 Indigenous Engagement Approach, Pg. 226
“NextBridge intends to continually engage in good
faith with Indigenous communities seeking to
understand the Project, convey their views and
concerns about the Project, and discuss
appropriate mitigation or accommodation.”

This statement is problematic as there is no place where the
identification of potential adverse Project effects on Métis rights
and interests is completed. It, instead, jumps straight from
hearing community concerns to discussing appropriate
mitigation. This is a significant gap and must be addressed.

The Project considers Indigenous communities to include all constitutionally protected rights.

N

MNO-006

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO. The project has
provided MNO with opportunities to review, comment and provide feedback on the draft EA . MNO’s
comments have been addressed in the EA Report.

Y – Appendix 2-IX

MNO-007

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

Comment noted. NextBridge will take this into consideration.
Refer to the response to MNO-003..

N

MNO-008

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with MINO. If MNO expresses an
interest in taking part in field activities, NextBridge is willing to work with MNO to find a mutually
agreed upon process.

N
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Context

This passage from the EA is problematic for a number of
reasons. First, it implies that NextBridge will determine effects
with participation from the community, in this case communities
so that they can participate in determining what, if MNO. This
has not been the case. MNO has not, to date, any, effects the
Project will have on their community.” been involved in any
effects identification process with NextBridge. In fact, the first
time MNO has viewed the EA and its contents was upon public
release. There has been no collaboration. Second, the
statement “…effects the Project will have on their community” is
incorrect. The effects which must be determined must be effects
on NO’s Aboriginal rights and interests.
2.2.3 Indigenous Engagement Process, Pg. 2-27
This section outlines the process for the engagement program,
“NextBridge’s Indigenous engagement program
but does not identify where and how potential project effects will
generally Summary follows the steps below:
be assessed for Métis rights and interests. Would this
•
Community identification (refer to Section
information have been listed in the Indigenous Consultation
2.2.1);
Process (a section which is completely absent)?
Simply collecting community concerns cannot and should not be
•
Sharing or Project information;
Identification of community questions, issues used as a proxy for applying accepted EA methodology to
issues of importance to Métis. Instead, gathering issues and
and concerns;
•
Responding to community questions, issues concerns should be used to help the proponent narrow the
parameters of study to those of importance to the Métis.
and concerns; and
Providing opportunities for the collection of
traditional knowledge (TK) and traditional land and
resource use (TLRU) information for incorporation
in the EA and Project planning, as appropriate.”
Table 2-9: Indigenous Observers Participating There was no participation from the Métis Nation of Ontario in
the Summer 2014 Geotechnical Investigations. This is
in the Summer 2014 Geotechnical
problematic as it would have given MNO citizens as more
Investigations, Pg. 2-30 and 2-31
comprehensive view of the Project in terms of actual, on the
land experience with Project staff identifying specific locations
for Project construction.
2.2.3 Indigenous Engagement Process, Pg. 2-27
“The objective of engagement is to provide easily
understandable information about the Project to
the communities so that they can participate in
determining what, if any, effects the Project will
have on their community.”

1

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Draft EA Section
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Report Context

Comment

MNO-009

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

It is important to note that traditional knowledge and traditional
land and resource use information can be used as baseline for
identification of potential project effects but cannot be the
entirety of this exercise.
Instead, information from the EA and TK and TLRU information
must be integrated and an assessment of potential effects must
be completed using accepted EA methodology in the same
manner as other pathway components.

Section 17 provides an assessment of potential effects on the current use of lands and resources by
Indigenous communities, which relies on land and resource use information provided by Indigenous
communities, and applies the standard assessment methodology that is used throughout the EA. The
final EA includes a subsection that specifically provides an assessment on the potential effects of the
Project on the current use of lands and resources by Métis communities and incorporates criteria that
were provided by MNO.

Y - Section 17

MNO-010

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

2.2.4.5 Traditional Knowledge and Land Use
Information,
Pg. 2-31
“NextBridge believes that active engagement of
those Indigenous communities that hold traditional
knowledge (TK) and traditional land and resource
use (TLRU) information about the Project area is
important to understand the potential effects of the
Project and develop effective mitigation and
strategies to reduce the potential for adverse
effects.”
2.2.5.15 Métis Nation of Ontario, Pg. 2-45
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA Report due to the
timing of receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in Project planning and design. Results
will be included in the Final EA Report, to the
extent practical.”

This statement is problematic for a number of reasons:
•
First, MNO did provide the information prior to the filing of
the draft EA Report and incorporation of some, if not all, of
MNO information into, at least, Section 17 could have
been completed
•
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information,
the filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it
was entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and
not tied to any regulatory milestone.
•
NextBridge should be working with MNO in the
identification of potential effects to MNO rights and
interests prior to including the information in Project
planning and design. Without an understanding of the
effects and potential mitigation, discussions about
planning and design will be meaningless.
The qualifier of “to the extent practical” is inappropriate and all
MNO provided information must be considered and included in
the EA, or a rationale for its exclusion provided.

MNO’s information is included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17
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Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Draft EA Section
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

MNO-011

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary

MNO-012

2 Consultation
and Engagement
Summary
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Draft EA Report Context
Table 2-24: Métis Nation of Ontario Key Issues
or Concerns, Pg. 2-45 and 2-46

Comment

Context

•

This table indicated that aspects of the Métis Nation of
Ontario Key Issues or Concerns were addressed in the
draft EA Report. However, there are a number of
instances where the section referenced does not, in fact,
include information addressing the MNO issues and
concerns, including:
•
The Métis Nation of Ontario included an
•
issue/concern related to the Project disturbance and the
requirement for additional land and new access roads
resulting in the removal of access to MNO traditional
lands. This is specified to be addressed in Section 4;
however, Section 4 contains no specific reference to
removal of access to MNO traditional lands.
•
The Métis Nation of Ontario included an issue/concern
about the potential safety of the transmission line in terms
of MNO use of the line. This is specified to be addressed
in Section 4.3.2.6; however this Section specifically relates
to the Repairs and Event Response and makes no
mention of Métis safety. It further specified that Section
4.4 addresses this issue/concern which describes the
Health, Safety and Environment in terms of aviation safety
and fire safety but does not include any specific
information related to Métis user safety. It is further
indicated to be in Section 21 however there are no safety
concerns in this Section either.
•
The Métis Nation of Ontario included an issue/concern
related to economic and employment issues. This is
specified to be addressed in Section 18 however,
economic issues and employment of Métis is not
specifically dealt with. Just employment in general.
•
The Métis Nation of Ontario included an issue/concern
related to herbicide use as part of ROW maintenance and
the resulting effects to flora, fauna and people. This is
specified to be addressed in Section 21; however, Section
21 refers the reader to Section 8 for information on
herbicides. In Section 8 there is only the statement that an
herbicide management plan will be completed and
submitted. There is no
•
analysis of the effects of herbicide application on flora,
fauna or people.
•
The Métis Nation of Ontario included issues/concerns
about potential damage to Métis cultural landscapes and
sites, potential effects on Métis traplines, Project
disturbance including the requirement for additional land
and new access roads and the resulting removal of MNO
traditional lands, and increased restrictions to activities
and disruption of the exercise of Aboriginal rights. These
are specified to be addressed in Section 17; however,
Section 17 does not contain specific reference to the
above noted issues/concerns and does not address them
in any meaningful way.
2.2.6 Ongoing Engagement Commitment, Pg. 2- NextBridge has not assessed potential project effects on Métis
47
section 35 rights, contrary to requests to do so submitted by the
“A transmission line is a long-term asset that can
MNO at the proposed Terms of Reference stage.
continue to operate upwards of fifty years.
Ignoring on-going concerns about the design and execution of
NextBridge is approaching engagement on the
the Environmental Assessment is problematic.
same long-term basis, and wants to build long
term, mutually beneficial relationships with
potentially affected Indigenous communities based
on trust and respect. NextBridge recognizes that
trust takes time to build and that consultation and
continuing dialogue with the communities will be
ongoing for the life of the Project.“

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)
Project disturbance, including the requirement for additional land and new access roads, is addressed Y - Section 17; Section 21;
in Section 4 of the EA Report. Resulting changes in access to MNO traditional lands are addressed in Section 2
Section 17 of the EA Report. This entry in Table 2-24 will be revised for clarity in the final EA Report.
Sections 12, 14 and 17 of the EA report will be updated to reflect MNO criteria and the land and
resource information that has been provided by MNO.
Section 4.3.2.7 discusses health and safety concerns related to transmission lines.
With regard to the employment and contracting of Métis people and businesses: Section 18.7.2.1
describes Nextbridge’s commitment to prioritizing qualified local Indigenous candidates for
employment. This commitment extends to Métis employment candidates. Section 18.7.3.1 describes
Nextbridge’s commitment to prioritizing contracting opportunities for local businesses, including First
Nations. This statement has been amended in the final EA Report to reflect that this commitment
extends to all Indigenous groups, including Métis. Section 18.7.3.1 also describes Nextbridge’s
commitment to prioritizing all qualified and competitive Indigenous businesses for contracting
opportunities, including Métis businesses.
Herbicide application will be used to maintain vegetation at an appropriate height along the preferred
route ROW to protect the facility and improve public and worker safety during the operation phase.
The following mitigation measures will be implemented to address the potential effects to flora, fauna
and people from herbicide application:
•
Only approved herbicides under the direction of a provincially-licenced applicator will be applied.
•
The Contractor will develop an Herbicide Management Plan that describes the storing, mixing,
handling and disposing of unused herbicides prior to construction. The Plan will also include
relevant Material Safety Datasheets (MSDS). The Plan will be submitted to the owner.
•
The general application of herbicides near rare plants or rare ecological communities will be
restricted. Spot spraying, wicking, mowing or hand-picking are acceptable measures for weed
control in these areas.
•
The use of herbicides within 30 meters of an open body of water, unless the herbicide application
is conducted by ground application or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency, will
be prohibited.
•
Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act.
Herbicides will not be used within 100 m of wells.
•
Immediately following herbicide application, signage will be posted to notify the general public of
herbicide use and to prevent human exposure.
Effective implementation of these measures is predicted to result in negligible effects to flora, fauna
and people from herbicide application. This information has been added to Section 21.1 of the EA
Report.
Draft Response

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO. Concerns of
The Aboriginal Consultation Plan for the
design and execution have been addressed in the EA Report.
East- West Tie Transmission Project
states at page 4 that “NextBridge will give
full and fair consideration to the views and
concerns expressed by the communities,
about the perceived potential impacts of
the project on Aboriginal and treaty rights
and will seek workable ways to
substantially address the concerns raised
by the communities.”
MNO comment 18 on the proposed
Terms of Reference stated that “cultural
and heritage resources’ and ‘traditional
land and resource use’ do not fully
encompass all aspects of Aboriginal
rights. This comment was not taken into
account by NextBridge – it has only
assessed Cultural Heritage resources and
current use. These aspects alone are not
sufficient to demonstrate the effects of the
proposed project on Métis section 35
rights.

3
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

Context

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

MNO-013

4 Project
Description

4.1 Project Location, Pg. 4-2
“The Majority of the Project is on Crown Land”

The Métis Nation of Ontario has the right to harvest on Crown
land and the majority of the project will therefore interfere with
Métis Nation of Ontario citizens’ ability to exercise their rights
through construction, operation and maintenance. This potential
effect is not addressed in the EA; therefore there is no mitigation
proposed to address this potential effect.

Section 17 of the EA Report assesses effects on traditional wildlife harvesting, traditional fish
harvesting, traditional plant and material harvesting, and use of culturally important sites and areas.
Information provided by the MNO regarding harvesting activities that might be affected by the Project
have been incorporated in the EA report.

MNO-014

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5.1 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 5-2 “Indigenous perspectives
about the criteria selected for the assessment
and raised during the course of the EA are
noted in Section 2 and have been included in
the discipline-specific assessments, where
available.”

This statement is false. Section 2 does not contain MNO specific
perspectives about the criteria selected for the assessment.
Please remove this statement from the final EA or update
Section 2 to actually address MNO perspectives about the
criteria selected for the assessment. This information is
available as MNO commented extensively on the evaluation
criteria as part of the ToR stage comments.

MNO-015

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5.1 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 5-2 “Assessment endpoints
represent key properties of each criterion that
should be protected."

The term ‘assessment endpoint’ does not appear in the
approved terms of reference. MNO was not consulted on the
‘assessment endpoint’ in relation to its rights and interests.

Section 2 of the EA provides a summary of consultation and engagement, including with Indigenous
Y - Section 5.1
communities; the detailed Indigenous Consultation and Engagement Record is in Appendix 2 IX.
The EA includes traditional wildlife harvesting, traditional fish harvesting, traditional plant and material
harvesting and use of culturally important sites and areas criteria. These criteria provide flexibility to
incorporate information provided by Indigenous communities throughout the EA process. NextBridge’s
responses to the MNO’s comments on evaluation criteria during the TOR stage are provided in the
Addendum to the Record of Consultation to the TOR, which is also provided in Appendix 2-II of the EA
Report.
Assessment endpoints are qualitative expressions used to determine the significance of effects on
N
criteria and represent the key properties of criteria that should be protected for future human
generations (i.e., incorporates sustainability). NextBridge consulted on the criteria and indicators
through the engagement process on the Terms of Reference; Section 2 of the EA provides a summary
of consultation and engagement, including with Indigenous communities; the detailed Indigenous
Consultation and Engagement Record is in Appendix 2-IX.
As described in Section 5.1, the assessment endpoints were selected during the development of the
EA, taking into account the criteria and indicators included in the approved Terms of Reference, the
experience of the EA practitioner, and results of engagement with regulators, Indigenous communities
and organizations, and other stakeholders. Assessment endpoints are typically not quantifiable and
require the identification of one or more measurement indicators that can be directly linked to the
assessment endpoint. The assessment endpoint for Indigenous current land and resource use (i.e.,
including traditional wildlife harvesting, traditional fish harvesting, and traditional plant and material
harvesting, and use of culturally important sites and areas) is the maintenance of continued
opportunities to participate in the use of land and resources for traditional purposes for Indigenous
communities. The assessment endpoints for the Indigenous current land and resource use
assessment focus on the protection of continued opportunities to participate in culturally important
uses of the land, such as traditional harvesting activities.
Criteria selected for the Indigenous current land and resource use assessment are those traditional
activities identified as practiced by Indigenous individuals and communities. Through consultation with
MNO, NextBridge has updated the assessment for Métis current land and resource use in the EA to
reflect the criteria that MNO has provided through Project engagement.

February 2018
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-016

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Draft EA Report Context
Table 5-1: Criteria, Rationale for Selection,
Indicators and Assessment Endpoints, Pg. 5-3
to 5-8

Comment

Context

The criteria selection process is confusing as different levels of
criteria are indicated. For example Air Quality is identified as
criteria for the physical environment; however, the little brown
myotis is identified as a criterion for the biological environment.
These are vastly different scales of criteria and confuse the
overall selection.
Wouldn’t the criteria be Wildlife and the indicator be the species
with measurable parameters of habitat availability, habitat
distribution and survival?
The structure of the assessment, as it stands, does not conform
to standard EA methodology and can make reading and
reviewing more complex.

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Section 5.1 indicates that criteria represent physical, biological, cultural, social, and economic
N
properties of the environment that are considered to be important by society. For the EA, criteria have
been selected in a manner that is consistent with guidance documentation provided by the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA 2014). CEAA describes valued components (or criteria) as
environmental features that may be affected by a project and have been identified to be of concern by
the proponent, government agencies, Aboriginal peoples, or the public. As stated by CEAA, “a VC
may be defined broadly, such as “terrestrial vegetation”… more narrowly as “on-site forests”; or even
more specifically as a species of particular ecological importance due to its rarity, ecological or social
value, or vulnerability to the environmental effects of the project” (CEAA 2014).
Selection of criteria is a necessary element of EA practice used to focus the assessment on the key
species, properties and values of the biophysical, cultural and socio-economic environments that are
most appropriate and representative for determining the significance of environmental effects. The
selection of criteria for the biological environment was based on both a coarse and fine-scale
approach that considered elements of ecosystems such as umbrella, indicator and keystone species,
and ecological redundancy in species guilds. Using indicator, umbrella, and keystone species has a
number of advantages, but also has the potential to miss habitat conditions or ecological processes
that are important for wildlife, but not associated with an indicator species. This potential concern is
addressed in the wildlife assessment by selecting multiple species with a variety of habitat
requirements and different ecological roles, including habitat specialists, predator species, prey
species, wide ranging species, and seasonal migrants. For example, little brown myotis was selected
to represent a wildlife species that inhabits mature upland forest habitats, and northern myotis,
another bat species. It is also a provincially and federally listed species and hibernacula may be
limited.
Indicators represent properties of the physical, biological and socio economic environments that can
be used to characterize changes to criteria and assessment endpoints in a meaningful way. An
indicator represents a primary resource, feature or issue related to a criterion. For the little brown
myotis, habitat availability, habitat distribution, and survival and reproduction were the indicators.

MNO-017

MNO-018

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

February 2018
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Table 5-1: Criteria, Rationale for Selection,
Indicators and Assessment Endpoints, Pg. 5-6
The assessment endpoints for Traditional Wildlife
Harvesting, Traditional Fish Harvesting, Traditional
Plant and Material Harvesting and Use of
Culturally Important Sites and Areas include
“Continued opportunities to participate in the use of
land and resources for traditional purposes for
indigenous communities”

Table 5-1: Criteria, Rationale for Selection,
Indicators and Assessment Endpoints, Pg. 5-3
to 5-8

The structure of the assessment, with the pathways approach, does conform to assessment
methodology. The CEAA Technical Guidance for Assessing Cumulative Environmental Effects under
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012: Appendix 1 illustrates the source-pathwayreceptor model (CEAA 2017a). Other levels of government also have their own environmental
assessment guidelines that prescribe the pathways approach (e.g., BCEAO 2013, PC 2015). The
pathway analysis approach is not specific to a type of development and has been used in a variety of
applications and jurisdictions. Some examples include the Milton Logistics Hub Project (CNRC 2015),
Melford International Terminal Project (MIT 2008), and Taltson Hydroelectric Expansion Project, which
included a 700 km transmission line (Deze Energy Corp. 2009). The concept of pathway analysis
approach is a known and accepted method of environmental assessment and is appropriate for
meeting the TOR.
Assessment endpoints are qualitative expressions used to determine the significance of effects on
N
criteria and represent the key properties of criteria that should be protected for future human
generations (i.e., incorporates sustainability). For example, self-sustaining and ecologically effective
fish and wildlife populations represent assessment endpoints for fish and wildlife criteria. Conservation
of heritage resources is an assessment endpoint for the archaeology criterion. The assessment
endpoint for Indigenous current land and resource use (i.e., including traditional wildlife harvesting,
traditional fish harvesting, and traditional plant and material harvesting, and use of culturally important
sites and areas) is the maintenance of continued opportunities to participate in the use of land and
resources for traditional purposes for Indigenous communities.

This assessment endpoint is so broad as to be meaningless with
respect to the assessment of Métis rights. Using this
assessment endpoint, unlimited projects could be approved until
Métis rights were effectively extirpated.

The assessment endpoint describes what is to be protected for the use of future generations, and the
EA process is designed to describe changes in measurement indicators such that the assessment
endpoint remains protected or is sustainable. As described in Section 5.7, context, magnitude,
geographic extent, and duration/reversibility are considered in the EA. The assessment endpoint is not
meant to imply that all changes up to this point are acceptable.
Section 5.1 indicates that engagement with Indigenous communities and organizations was one of the N
key means for identifying criteria for the EA. NextBridge consulted on the all of the criteria and
indicators through the engagement process on the TOR; Section 2 of the EA provides a summary of
consultation and engagement, including with Indigenous communities. The record of consultation for
the proposed TOR is included in Appendix 2-II of the EA.

None of the criteria under the physical, biological or SocioEconomic Environment (with the exception of those specifically
related to TLRU) have importance to Métis listed in the rationale
for selection. This highlights the lack of inclusion of Métis
specific information.

5
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-019

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

Table 5-2: Overview of Spatial Boundaries, Pg.
5-11 to 5-17

Please clarify how ‘Component of the EA’ correlates, or not, with
the ‘Criteria’ listed in Table 5-1. The Components of the EA
seem to more clearly capture the concept of evaluation criteria;
however it is not listed as such.
Please clarify.

Context

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

The components of the EA are the broad environmental aspects assessed in the EA per the approved N
ToR. The EA components listed in Table 5.2 in Section 5.2.2 correspond to the main component
sections in the EA (i.e., from Section 6 for Geology, Terrain and Soils to Section 21 for Human
Health).
Within each component section of the EA, criteria are selected to focus the assessment. Criteria
represent physical, biological, cultural, social, and economic properties of the environment that are
considered to be important by society. Selection of criteria is a necessary element of EA practice used
to focus the assessment on the key species, properties and values of the biophysical, cultural and
socio-economic environments that are most appropriate and representative for determining the
significance of environmental effects. The list of considerations for criteria selection is included in
Section 5.1 of the EA, and include: the presence, abundance and distribution within, or relevance to,
the area associated with the Project; potential for interaction with the Project and sensitivity to effects;
conservation status or concern; engagement with regulatory agencies, Indigenous communities and
other stakeholders, including on the TOR; and experience of NextBridge personnel and their
consultants on other similar projects.
Within the component sections of the EA, the component of the EA is also the criterion selected for the
assessment; in other cases, a component of the EA has multiple criteria (e.g., selection of species or
ecosystems) where assessment of multiple aspects of the component are warranted. Table 5-1
summarizes the criteria selected in each component section of the EA, and more information is
provided in the Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and Indicators subsection for each component.

MNO-020

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Table 5-2: Overview of Spatial Boundaries, Pg.
5-11 to 5-17

Why was the local study area for Indigenous Current Use of
Lands and Resource Use significantly smaller than the identified
Study Area for Commercial Land and Resource Use?
At minimum, Aboriginal Use should have equal land available to
commercial and resource users. Why was this considered in
different spatial extents?

Y – Table 5-2, Section 17 and
The Indigenous current land and resource use LSA has been updated to be consistent with the
commercial (consumptive and non-consumptive) land and resource use LSA. Both LSAs now include Section 19.4.2
the combined areas of the wildlife and wildlife habitat, vegetation and wetlands, fish and fish habitat,
air quality, acoustic environment and visual environment LSAs.

MNO-021

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5.2.2 Spatial Boundaries, Pg. 5-19
“…additional temporary workspace (TWS) may be
required. If it is determined that additional TWS is
needed, NextBridge will obtain the necessary land
rights from property owners for this additional
TWS.”

There is no mention of additional consultation with the MNO
should TWS be required. This is particularly important should
TWS be required on Crown land or any land where the MNO
has a right of access. Please clarify what consultations will be
undertaken with MNO in the even that TWS are required.

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO including
revisions to the Project footprint.

N

MNO-022

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5.3 Existing Environment, Pg. 5-19
“The base case represents the existing
environment…”

The information listed for inclusion in the base case does not
include information specifically related to Indigenous groups,
including the MNO. Information on traditional territories, and
summaries of TK and TLRU information could have bolstered
the base cases for each Section of the Report.

Baseline information related to Métis peoples, MNO and MNO Chartered Communities is included in
the Description of Existing Environment (Base Case) of Section 17.

Y - Section 17

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Table 5-3: Past and Existing Projects and
Activities, Pg. 5-24 to 5-26

In addition to Indigenous Communities Existing Land Use,
Indigenous Rights should have been listed as an activity. This is
particularly relevant as the Ministry of Energy wrote to
NextBridge to reiterate that in Ontario’s assessment, there are
strong Métis claims to Section 35 rights in the proposed Project
area.

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO to understand N
the exercise of protecting constitutional rights.

MNO-023

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

NextBridge has revised Section 17 of the EA with the additional information provided by MNO.
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-024

MNO-025

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

5.4 Project-Environment Interactions and
Pathway Analysis, Pg. 5-27
“A pathway analysis is used to refine the
understanding of how the Project may affect
criteria and to help focus the assessment on key
interactions between the Project and the
environment. The pathway analysis involves the
following sequential steps:
- Identification of potential project-environment
interactions
- Identification of technically and economically
feasible mitigation measures to avoid and minimize
adverse effects; and
- Screening of pathways to identify potential
primary net effects”

NextBridge’s approach to its EA has focused on “screening of
pathways to identify potential primary net effects” but the
requirement under the act is describe “the effects that will be
caused” regardless of the primary/secondary distinction that
NextBridge has applied.

5.4.1 Identification of Potential ProjectEnvironment Interactions, Pg. 5-27
“Input from consultation is also used to assist in
identifying potential effects pathways between the
Project and the environment.”

Input from the MNO was not used to assist in identifying
potential effects pathways as MNO was not consulted on this
aspect. MNO provided general comments in the ToR phase but
even those are not evidenced.

Context
Section 6.1(2)(c) of the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act requires
that an environmental assessment consist
of a description of
(i)
The environment that will be
affected or that might reasonably be
expected to be affected, directly or
indirectly,
(ii)
the effects that will be caused or
that might reasonably be expected to be
caused to the environment, and
(iii)
the actions necessary or that may
reasonably be expected to be necessary
to prevent, change, mitigate or remedy
the effects upon or the effects that might
reasonably be expected upon the
environment

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Effects that may or will be caused by the Project are identified through the pathway analysis approach. N
Pathway analysis is described in Section 5.4 of the EA. Interactions (linkages) between Project
components or activities and potential changes to indicators of the environment are identified by a
pathway analysis, which is then used to assess net effects (i.e., after mitigation) on criteria. This
screening step is largely a qualitative assessment and is intended to focus the net effects analysis on
pathways that require a more comprehensive assessment of effects on criteria. Similar to defining
spatial and temporal boundaries for the assessment and selecting criteria, the pathway analysis is a
transparent method of focusing the scope of the assessment, where in this case, the focus is on those
interactions with the greatest potential to result in adverse, cumulative effects.
Pathways are determined (categorized) to be primary, secondary (minor), or no pathway (no linkage)
based on the definitions provided in Section 5.4.3 of the EA Report. The pathway category is
determined using scientific knowledge, logic, and experience with similar developments and
environmental design features. Pathways that are assessed to be secondary and are demonstrated to
have a negligible net effect on a criterion through simple qualitative or semi-quantitative evaluation of
the pathway are also not advanced for further assessment. In some cases this may be because the
environmental design features, mitigation measures, or best management practices are well known
and applied regularly on similar types of projects. A secondary pathway may still be an important
pathway, but the net effects to the criteria are considered to be negligible due to the effective
application of mitigation measures. These pathways are assessed under the Secondary Pathways
subsection for each component of the EA. This approach is consistent with the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA) guidance (CEAA 2017a,b) and meets the requirements of
the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act. Section 6.1(2)(c) of the Ontario Environmental
Assessment Act requires that an environmental assessment consist of a description of:
(i) the environment that will be affected or that might reasonably be expected to be affected, directly or
indirectly,
(ii) the effects that will be caused or that might reasonably be expected to be caused to the
environment, and
(iii) the actions necessary or that may reasonably be expected to be necessary to prevent, change,
mitigate or remedy the effects upon or the effects that might reasonably be expected upon the
environment
The EA submitted by NextBridge meets these requirements, as the effects are described and
assessed for all relevant Project-environmental interactions (i.e., effects pathways) for the Project.
NextBridge consulted on the potential effects of the Project and concerns through the engagement
process on the TOR (Appendix D of the TOR; Appendix I-1 of the EA). The potential effects pathways
in the EA were identified through the following: a review of the Project Description (Section 4) and
scoping of potential effects by the environmental and engineering teams for the Project; concerns
raised through engagement with regulatory agencies, Indigenous communities and the public;
scientific knowledge and experience with similar projects; and consideration of potential effects
identified from the TOR.

N

Section 2 of the EA Report provides a summary of consultation and engagement, including with
Indigenous communities. The detailed Indigenous Consultation and Engagement Record is provided
in Appendix 2 IX. NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with
MNO including potential effects and mitigation strategies.
MNO-026

MNO-027

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

5.4.2 Identification of Technically and
Economically Feasible Mitigation Measures,
Pg. 5-27
“Mitigation measures are developed as the
understanding of the environmental setting, input
from consultation and engagement activities, and
design and project planning continues.”

MNO has not been engaged by NextBridge in any discussions
regarding mitigation. Either for MNO specific effects or effects to
the environment otherwise. This statement is misleading and
implies that consultation on mitigation is ongoing or has taken
place. This is not the case.

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO including
potential effects and mitigation strategies. The project has developed a more detailed review and
product by incorporating MNO’s information prior to submission of the final EA Report.

5.4.2 Identification of Technically and
Economically Feasible Mitigation Measures,
Pg. 5-27
“…for construction phase mitigation measures,
to the Project-specific EPP (Appendix 4-II)…”

The Project-specific EPP has been completed without any
consultation with MNO. This is problematic as many
construction phase mitigation measures have potential
interactions with Métis rights and interests and MNO should
have been consulted, in detail, on this plan.

Mitigation measures will be implemented to avoid, reduce or minimize environmental effects related to N
project activities and will not have greater interaction with MNO rights and interests than the project
itself. Mitigation measures are based on industry standard practices and reviewed by qualified experts.
The EPP will be revised prior to construction with any mitigation developed during engagement after
the final EA is submitted.

Y – Section 17

Refer to the Indigenous consultation plan in Appendix 2-I of the EA Report.
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-028

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
5 Environmental
Effects
Assessment
Approach

Draft EA Report Context
5.4 Project-Environment Interactions and
Pathway Analysis, Pg. 5-27 to 5-29

Comment

Context

The methodology employed in the EA is extremely problematic.
Generally, it aims to: Identify Project Interactions, Apply
Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening and then, and only
then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling. How can mitigation be identified prior to
the completion of an effects assessment? The size and scope of
the potential effect must be known before appropriate mitigation
can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out based on a flawed pathway
screening and identification of mitigation before the effects were
known.

Draft Response
The EA follows the process outlined in Section 7.1 of the TOR, which identifies the following steps for
the assessment: review Project characteristics; consider the baseline environmental conditions;
identify the potential interactions between the Project and the environment; identify mitigation
measures to eliminate or mitigate potential effects; and determine the net effects once prescribed
mitigation measures are implemented.

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)
N

Net effects are effects remaining after the implementation of mitigation measures (or impact
management measures) have been applied (MOE 2014). This process also follows guidance from the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA) under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act, 2012. As described in CEAA (2015), the determination of whether a project is likely
to cause significant adverse environmental effects relates to the residual adverse environmental
effects (i.e., net effects). A residual adverse environmental effect is an adverse environmental effect of
a project that remains, or is predicted to remain, after mitigation measures have been implemented.
CEAA’s Environmental Assessment Framework (Appendix 1 of CEAA 2015) includes the following
steps:
•
Step 1, Scoping (identification of valued component [criteria], potential environmental effects,
spatial and temporal boundaries)
•
Step 2, Analysis (data collection or generation, community knowledge and Aboriginal traditional
knowledge, description of methods)
•
Step 3, Mitigation (identification of technically and economically feasible measures to mitigate
any significant adverse effects)
•
Step 4, Significance (development of conclusions about whether a project is likely to result in
significant adverse effects, taking into account the implementation of any mitigation measures)
•
Step 5, Follow-up (development of a program to verify the accuracy of the EA of a designated
project and/or the effectiveness of mitigation measures)
Guidance from other jurisdictions also indicate the application of mitigation measures prior to the
evaluation of residual effects or determination of significance (e.g., BCEAO 2015, MVEIRB 2004).
The EA followed a standard and accepted process for the assessment of effects.

There are no references to Métis use of surface water for
navigational or harvesting purposes in this section, despite
assurances that this would be included in the Terms of
Reference stage.
This section should be revised to reflect Métis use of surface
waters for navigation and harvesting.

MNO-029

7 Surface Water

MNO-030

9 Air Quality

9.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement, Pg. There is no reference to “dust” in appendix 2-III or 2-IX. Please
9-1
clarify where information about dust from construction activities
“Concerns regarding dust from construction
is discussed in terms of consultation and engagement.
activities were raised during consultation and
engagement for the Project. This issue has been
considered and addressed in this section of the EA
Report. A detailed consultation and Engagement
record is provided in Appendices 2-III and 2-IX.”
EA Report. A detailed consultation and
Engagement record is provided in Appendices 2-III
and 2-IX.”

MNO-031

9 Air Quality

It is not clear why field studies were not completed given that
9.2 Information Sources, Pg. 9-1
data for 1/3 of the indicator compounds had to be inferred.
Field studies were not completed to characterize
the existing air quality in the Project footprint or air
quality LSA because there was sufficient data
available from existing sources.
9.5.2.1 Concentrations of Particulate Matter,
Pg. 9-6 and 9-7 No local monitoring data were
available for SPM and PM10 … Background spm
and PM10 concentrations were estimated for the
region. Derived SPM and PM 10 values are below
the relevant Ontario ambient air quality criteria and
NAAQOs.

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

The MNO commented on the Terms of
Information related to MNO use of water bodies have been incorporated into the EA Report.
Reference, stating: MNO 20: “As the
Reference Route potentially crosses a
large number of watercourses, the section
related to surface and ground water must
also include specific details on how the
watercourses and waterbodies within the
reference route are used by MNO citizens
(i.e., travel route, navigational aids,
exercise of rights, etc.) in order to ensure
the baseline is accurate and complete”
NextBridge responded stating “This
information will be incorporated into the
EA.”
Dust was raised during public consultation. Refer to Section 2.1.4.5 of the EA Report.

Y. – Section 17.5.3

N

Thunder Bay Monitoring Station is located approximately 12 km from the closest section of the Project N
footprint. Data was used from this station where available. Background concentrations of SPM and
PM10 were calculated from measured concentrations of PM2.5 at Thunder Bay in accordance with
typical practices. The majority of the Project footprint is located in an area with less local and
background emission sources. Assuming background air quality concentrations at the Thunder Bay
Monitoring Station apply to the Project is a conservative estimate. Northern Ontario does not typically
have air quality issues as much of the landscape is natural and undisturbed.
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

MNO-032

9 Air Quality

9.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 9-2 “Assessment endpoints
represent key properties of a criterion that should
be protected."

MNO-033

9 Air Quality

The only reference to slash burning is in table 9-6 in the
9.6.1 Pathway Screening
mitigation column. There is no attempt to quantify the amount of
“The potential sources of air and fugitive dust
slash burning, or its contributions to air quality effects.
emissions are from equipment and activities
associated with construction of the Project.
Specifically, construction activities have the
potential to temporarily affect local air quality in the
immediate vicinity of the Project. Emissions from
construction are primarily comprised of fugitive
dust and combustion products from the movement
and operation of construction equipment and
vehicles.”

MNO-034

9 Air Quality

Table 9-10: Predicted Air Quality Concentrations
(including Background) at Increasing Distance
from Preferred Route Centreline in the Air Quality
Local Study Area, Pg. 9-16 “Distance from
Preferred Route Centreline”

Air Quality concentrations are provided beginning at 100m from
the route centerline and ranging up to 2km from the ROW. It is
not clear why air quality concentrations were not provided on the
right of way. Please clarify.

MNO-035

11 Acoustic
Environment

11. Acoustic Environment, Pg. 11-1
“This section describes and summarizes an
assessment of the effects of the Project on the
acoustic environment. Specifically,

“…human noise receptors…” does not include sites of
importance to Métis harvesters in terms of noise effects. This
section should be revised to include consideration

MNO-036

11 Acoustic
Environment

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

Context

The term ‘assessment endpoint’ does not appear in the
approved terms of reference. MNO was not consulted on the
‘assessment endpoint’ in relation to its rights and interests.

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

The assessment endpoints are based on national, federal and provincial standards and guidelines that N
represent indicators of good air quality. This is standard practice for air quality assessments.

The Project description at pg. 4-19 states The modelled emissions scenario considers maximum emissions associated with the project. The
emissions from slash burning are expected to be significantly less than the emissions from land
that “In some cases it may be more
clearing activities, material handling and hauling and vehicle movements.
practical to burn cleared wood” and
“Slash debris will be chipped, or will be
burned in accordance with the provincial
Forest Fires Prevention Act …
Concerns regarding the burning of
vegetation are referenced on pg. 12-1 but
not addressed anywhere in the draft EA
report

11.2 Information sources
None of the information sources listed
pertain to Métis land use. In particular,
NPC-300

N

Discussion regarding the location of receptors has been added to Section 9.6.1.2

Y – Section 9.6.1.2

The assessment of the effects of the Project on the acoustic environment was carried out at human
noise receptors locations, within the acoustic environment LSA and identified in general accordance
with the MOECC NPC 300 noise guideline. Since noise attenuates with distance, potential noise
effects from the Project are expected to be the highest in the acoustic environment LSA, and any
measureable noise effects due to the Project are predicted to be generally limited to the acoustic
environment LSA. In the area beyond the acoustic environment LSA, noise emissions from Project
activities is expected to further attenuate, resulting in a negligible contribution.

N

The NPC 300 guideline defines points of reception (PORs) as sensitive land uses with human activity,
including dwellings, campsites or campgrounds, sensitive institutional uses (e.g., educational, nursery,
hospital, healthcare, community centre, place of worship or detention centre), or sensitive commercial
uses (e.g., hotel or motel). The location of potential existing human PORs was carried out as a
desktop study which included the review of orthoimagery and the CanVec and MNRF’s LIO
geographic datasets (Information Sources). If specific existing Metis land uses were not included with
the Information Sources, then they were not explicitly considered. If the existing Metis land uses are
in the vicinity and/or similar locations of potential PORs considered, then they were implicitly
considered. See MNO-107 for additional information on how the effects assessment on the acoustic
environment was conducted.
Refer to the response to MNO-015.
N

11.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
The term ‘assessment endpoint’ does not appear in the
Indicators, Pg. 11-3
approved terms of reference. MNO was not consulted on the
“Assessment endpoints represent key properties of ‘assessment endpoint’ in relation to its rights and interests.
a criterion that should be protected."
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-037

MNO-038

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
12 Vegetation
and Wetlands

12 Vegetation
and Wetlands

Draft EA Report Context
12.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 12-3
“…rather than select a number of plant species or
communities as criteria for vegetation and
wetlands, criteria were selected to provide an
assessment of the broad-scale ecosystems that
are likely to be influenced by the Project.”

Comment

Context

Draft Response

Key harvested species of plants for Métis include:
• Blueberries
• Chokecherries
• Cranberries
• Raspberries
• Saskatoon berries
• Strawberries
• Cattails
• Fiddleheads
• Labrador tea
• Mint
• Mushrooms
• Sage
• Wood and Tree products
This section should explain how these key harvested species
were incorporated into the assessment of the broad-scale
ecosystems. This will be important for vegetation management
plans including reclamation and reseeding of affected areas with
traditional land use species.

The consideration of specific plant species is more applicable to the traditional land use assessment.
The vegetation and wetlands assessment is focused on the effects of plant communities in terms of
their ecological effectiveness and self-sustainability.

Table 12-10: Potential Effect Pathways for
This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
Upland, Wetland and Riparian Ecosystems, Pg. throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
12-29 to 12-31
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment. This
is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.

The purpose of an EA is to characterize net effects on selected criteria from important pathways. Net
effects are the predicted environmental effects that remain after impact management (i.e., mitigation)
measures have been applied, consistent with the definition of net effects in the Code of Practice –
Preparing and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario (MOE 2014).

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)
N

Detailed vegetation surveys were completed in the study area. The species inventories for each of the
ecosites were compiled and are presented in Attachment C of Appendix 12-II.

N

The significance of effects that are likely to occur as a result of the Project is determined after taking
into account the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures.
Pathways are determined (categorized) to be primary, secondary (minor), or no pathway (no linkage)
based on the definitions provided in Section 5.4.3 of the EA Report. The pathway category is
determined using scientific knowledge, logic, and experience with similar developments and
environmental design features. Pathways with no linkage to a criterion (i.e., no pathway) are not
assessed further because environmental design features or mitigation will remove the pathway (effect
is avoided) or there is no interaction and the pathway will not occur. Pathways that are assessed to be
secondary and are demonstrated to have a negligible net effect on a criterion through simple
qualitative or semi-quantitative evaluation of the pathway are also not advanced for further
assessment. In some cases this may be because the environmental design features, mitigation
measures, or best management practices are well known and applied regularly on similar types of
projects. A secondary pathway may still be an important pathway (e.g., Physical Alteration of Water
Bodies can Change Fish Habitat Availability in Section 13), but the net effects to the criteria are
considered to be negligible due to the effective application of mitigation measures. In summary,
pathways determined to have no linkage to a criterion or those that are considered a secondary
pathway are not expected to result in environmentally significant effects on the assessment endpoint
of criteria.
Potential effects are identified and evaluated as part of the pathway screening. Avoidance,
minimization and restoration are the first three steps in the mitigation hierarchy and are appropriately
considered during the pathway screening because these forms of mitigation alter the likelihood,
magnitude and duration of potential effects and ultimately the determination of significance. The final
step of the mitigation hierarchy, offsetting, is not considered during the pathway screening because
this form of mitigation does not alter the initial effect of the Project.

MNO-039

12 Vegetation
and Wetlands

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

12.6.1 Pathway Screening, Pg. 12-33

Reference:
Ministry of the Environment (MOE). 2014. Code of Practice: Preparing and Reviewing Environmental
Assessments in Ontario. Queen’s Printer for Ontario. 97 pp.
The pathway screening is an appropriate and standard part of the environmental assessment process. N
Refer to Attachment MNRF-O/G-05 for details on EA methodology.

Removing pathways based on mitigation is inappropriate
methodology. If something has a potential Project interaction it
must be assessed.
All pathways listed have potential to interact with the Project.
Therefore an effects assessment must be completed. Then, and
only then, can mitigation be applied to address the appropriate
size and scope of the identified effect.
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

Context

Draft Response

MNO-040

12 Vegetation
and Wetlands

12.6.1.2 Secondary Pathway and Table 12-10:
Potential Effect Pathways for Upland, Wetland
and Riparian Ecosystems, Pg. 12-29 to 12-31
Herbicide application is dealt with in one paragraph
in the Vegetation and wetlands section (pg. 12-37)
and one row in table 12-10 (pg. 12-31). The
mitigations listed in table 12-10 include developing
an herbicide management plan prior to
construction which will include the relevant
Material Safety

MNO citizens have indicated that they have concerns with
herbicide application resulting from the project. The statement
that ‘an herbicide management plan will be developed’ is not
mitigation. MNO request full information regarding what
herbicides are planned to be used and access to a fully
developed herbicide management plan.

Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act. A
Herbicide Management Plan will be developed prior to construction. General application of herbicide
will be restricted near rare plants or rare ecological communities. Spot spraying, wicking, mowing, or
hand-picking are acceptable measures for weed control in these areas. The use of herbicides will be
prohibited within 30 m of an open body of water unless the herbicide application is conducted by
ground application equipment or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency. Other
mitigation measures relating to herbicides are identified in the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

MNO-041

12 Vegetation

12.7 Project Effects Assessment, Pg. 12-39

There is no section 5.2.1.1 in section 5.

Section 5.2.1.1 is provided in the EA Report.

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)
N

N

MNO-042

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13 Fish and Fish Habitat, Pg. 13-1
“…consideration of input from Indigenous
communities…”

No MNO information was considered in the fish and fish habitat
assessment. MNO did provide the information prior to the filing
of the draft EA Report and incorporation of some, if not all, of
MNO information into this Section could have been completed.
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information, the
filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it was
entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and not tied to
any regulatory milestone.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17

MNO-043

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement,
Pg. 13-1 “The following issues pertaining to fish
and fish habitat were raised during consultation
and engagement for the Project…”

These issues must be disaggregated to identify which
Indigenous group, or otherwise, they can be attributed to.
As MNO TK and TLRU information was not incorporated nor
were MNO specifically consulted on fish or fish habitat, MNO
information can be assumed to not be included.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17

MNO-044

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.2 Information Sources, Pg. 13-2

The MNO TLU was not listed and an information source for the
fish and fish habitat section. MNO did provide the information
prior to the filing of the draft EA Report and incorporation of
some, if not all, of MNO information into this Section could have
been completed.
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information, the
filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it was
entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and not tied to
any regulatory milestone.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17.

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

Context

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints, and
Indicators, Pg. 13-3 to 13-5

The criteria selected do not include all species of importance to
MNO as listed in the TLUS. Species excluded include:
•
Bass
•
Herring
•
Perch
•
Salmon
•
Smelt
•
Whitefish
How were these species represented by the criteria selected for
study?

MNO-046

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.5.1 Baseline Data Collection Methods
“The fish and fish habitat baseline program
involved the development of water body crossing
lists, desktop study including a review of aerial
imagery, and aerial reconnaissance.”
“The desktop study was completed for water
bodies potentially crossed by the preferred route
ROW and crossed by access roads where new
crossing structures are proposed.”

It is troubling that no direct sampling of waterbodies was
undertaken as part of the baseline data collection. How can the
species selected by criteria be known to occur in the
waterbodies potentially crossed by the preferred route without
direct sampling?
Further, how can the presence of other species of importance to
MNO be ruled out?
MNO is troubled by the lack of sampling data contained in this
section of the EA.

A desktop study was used to collate information available for each water body crossing location;
this included information from a field reconnaissance completed along the ROW in 2014 (Dillon
2015, 2016), review of aerial imagery and aerial reconnaissance, and historical data, including
data from MNRF. This approach included a detailed compilation in the desktop study for species
present in the study area, by waterbody.
As described in Section 13.9, it is recognized that there are limitations with respect to detailed site
specific baseline data, and as a result, conservative assumptions were used in the EA to reduce
uncertainty. Although this approach is considered appropriate for the EA, site-specific fish and fish
habitat and surface water surveys will be completed to support permit applications and to provide
the regulatory agencies with additional information during the permitting process.

N

MNO-047

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.5.1.2 Desktop Study
“Due to logistics of access and landowner
approval, not all of the water bodies along the
ROW that was proposed in 2014 were assessed.
Furthermore, since 2014, the alignment of the
route has been revised in response to input from
interested parties, and therefore, there were water
bodies along the preferred route ROW that were
not assessed as part of the 2014 field
reconnaissance. Some of the sites surveyed in
2014 were no longer on the current route because
of reroutes….”

These statements are troubling for a number of reasons. First,
logistics of access and landowner approval are completely
within the control of NextBridge. Presumably, logistics of access
and landowner approval would have to be resolved prior to
construction. This calls into question why they field
reconnaissance was not delayed until these could be secured.
Secondly, why was the field reconnaissance not updated upon
rerouting of the line? Direct sampling of the water bodies is an
important step and should have been completed as reliance on
aerial imagery and aerial reconnaissance lacks the necessary
context to complete an adequate assessment.

The timing of the fish and fish habitat baseline surveys was developed to align with deliverables
for the Project to meet the EA schedule and ultimately construction timing objectives and to take
advantage of the open water seasons for aquatic resources. Although efforts were made by
NextBridge to gain permission, land access could not be obtained for all sites prior to the field
surveys. Additionally, reroutes along selected areas of the route occurred after the aerial program
based on further engineering design and stakeholder feedback. However, it was understood that
additional site specific fish and fish habitat surveys would be needed to support permit
applications and to provide the regulatory agencies with additional information during the
permitting process.
Refer to the response to MNO-046.

N

MNO-048

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.5.2.2.1 Species of Conservation Concern
“Eight federally and/or provincially protect species
of conservation concern were identified to have
potential to occur in the fish and fish habitat LSA
(Table 13-6). Based on known habitat
requirements … Northern Brook Lamprey
(Ichthyomyzon fosser), Lake Sturgeon and
Shortjaw Cisco … have reasonable potential to
occur in the fish and fish habitat water bodies.”

Why were Northern Brook Lamprey and Shortjaw Cisco not
assessed as criteria as they are species of conservation
concern present in the LSA?

Refer to the response to MNO-45.

MNO-049

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.5.2.2.6 Lake Sturgeon
“There are no known migration barriers in the
remaining larger rivers that would prevent Lake
Sturgeon from using these rivers for migration and
spawning, especially closer to the confluence with
Lake Superior.”

Please identify the number of water bodies crossed by the
preferred route and water bodies crossed by access roads
which may support the migration and spawning of Lake
Sturgeon.

Section 15.3.2.2.6 states that Lake Sturgeon are known to occur in Lake Superior and the Black
N
Sturgeon, Nipigon, Jackfish, Gravel, Pays Plat, Prairie, Little Pic, Pic, Black, White, Magpie and
Michipicoten rivers and may occur in these waterbodies near the crossing location for the Project. As a
conservative assumption, Lake Sturgeon may be present at 18 water body crossings along the
transmission line ROW and three water body crossings along the access roads.

MNO-045

N
Four fish species (Brook Trout, Northern Pike, Walleye, and Lake Sturgeon) and Aquatic
Ecosystems were selected as criteria for the fish and fish habitat assessment. The four fish species
were chosen as criteria because they are species common in the area, have specific habitat
requirements, are a representative fall or spring spawning species for the region, or because they
have conservation value in the region. Section 5.1 explains that criteria are components of the
environment that are considered to have economic, social, biological, conservation, aesthetic or
cultural value. Bass (i.e., Largemouth Bass, Rock Bass, and Smallmouth Bass), Herring (i.e., Cisco),
Perch (i.e., Yellow Perch), Salmon (i.e., Chinook Salmon, Coho Salmon, and Pink Salmon), Smelt
(i.e., Rainbow Smelt) and Whitefish (i.e., Lake Whitefish, Pygmy Whitefish, and Round Whitefish)
were not specifically selected as a criteria fish species for the fish and fish habitat assessment, but
are included in the Aquatic Ecosystem criteria and addressed in the effects assessment through the
selected criteria fish species as they share similar habitat requirements for different life stages. It is
acknowledged that all species of potential concern to all parties were not included, but the approach
for selecting criteria is a common practice in environmental assessments and there is confidence
that the criteria selected provide a comprehensive and ecologically relevant assessment of effects.
Aquatic ecosystems was chosen as criteria to include an assessment of all aquatic organisms,
including but not limited to bacteria (i.e., microscopic single-celled organisms), fungi (i.e., eukaryotic
organisms that are unicellular or multicellular), benthic invertebrates (i.e., organisms that live in or on
the sediment in water bodies), phytoplankton (i.e., microscopic plants that live in the water column),
zooplankton (i.e., tiny organisms that live in the water column), aquatic plants, and fish. The
assessment of Aquatic Ecosystems included all fish species, such as Bass, Herring, Perch, Salmon,
and Whitefish as part of the overall ecosystem function within the LSAs.
Consultation with the public and government was also part of the criteria selection process, particularly
through engagement on the Terms of Reference. A detailed consultation and engagement record is
provided in Appendices 2 III and 2-IX.
All fish species are discussed in the description of the existing environment (Section 13.5), historical
fish presence information collated in the desktop study and summarized in the crossing lists for each
water body (Appendix 13-II), and are considered in the effects pathways including applying the
restricted activity timing windows.

However, migration barriers on the Black River may limit access to the crossing location. There are no
known migration barriers in the remaining larger rivers that would prevent Lake Sturgeon from using
these rivers in the fish and fish habitat LSA. It is unlikely that Lake Sturgeon inhabit the rivers listed
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above year round, but they may use the rivers for migration and spawning, especially closer to the
confluence with Lake Superior.
MNO-050

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

Table 13-7: Potential Effect Pathways for Fish
and Fish Habitat, Pg. 13-31 to 13-35

This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.

Refer to the response to MNO-028 related to the incorporation of mitigation measures into the process N
for the determination of net effects and significance.
Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
process.

MNO-051

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat

13.6.1 Pathway Screening, Pg. 13-37

Removing pathways based on mitigation is inappropriate
methodology. If something has a potential Project interaction it
must be assessed.
All pathways listed have potential to interact with the Project.
Therefore an effects assessment must be completed. Then, and
only then, can mitigation be applied to address the appropriate
size and scope of the identified effect.

Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
process and the response to MNO-028 related to the incorporation of mitigation measures into the
process for the determination of net effects and significance.

No information from the fish and fish habitat volume was used in
assessment of potential effects on the MNO.
Further, as no criteria were deemed primary for the Traditional
Land and Resource Use Section, no criteria were carried
forward for assessment of the Project case. Therefore, it is
unclear what information and where it was used in the
Traditional Land and Resource Use Section.
Please specifically identify where this information was used in
relation to the MNO.

Project effects were assessed on the amalgamated current use of lands and resources by Indigenous N
communities, rather than by a community specific assessment. The results of the fish and fish habitat
assessment were considered in the Indigenous land and resource use assessment (Section 17)
through the pathway ‘Project activities may affect the availability of traditionally important fish species”.
The pathway was determined to be secondary as the fish and fish habitat assessment determined that
after consideration of mitigation measures, there are no primary pathways for net effects on fish and
fish habitat, and therefore, no potential changes in fish availability for Indigenous harvesters beyond
an effect of negligible magnitude.

MNO-052

13 Fish and Fish
Habitat
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13.11 Information Passed on to Other
Components, Pg. 13- 49
“Results of the fish and fish habitat assessment
were reviewed and incorporated into the following
components of the EA:
•
Traditional Land and Resource Use (Section
17);
•
Non-Traditional Land and Resource Use
(Section 19); and
•
Human Health (Section 21).”

N

Potential Project interactions have been assessed. Pathways are determined (categorized) to be no
pathway (i.e., no linkage) based on the definitions provided in Section 5.4.3 of the EA. The pathway
category is determined through an assessment using scientific knowledge, logic, and experience with
similar developments and environmental design features. Pathways with no linkage to a criterion (i.e.,
no pathway) are not assessed as net effects because environmental design features or mitigation will
remove the pathway (effect is avoided) or there is no interaction and the pathway will not occur. This is
a valid EA approach where the potential for effects may occur if mitigation is not implemented, but
because of the application of mitigation measures, no net effects will occur.
For example, without mitigation, blasting in fish-bearing water bodies can cause injury or mortality of
fish. However, NextBridge will implement mitigation measures including: limiting blasting to conditions
that do not allow for typical or standard drilling methods; developing a Blasting Management Plan;
following DFO’s Measures to Avoid Causing Harm to Fish and Fish Habitat Including Aquatic Species
at Risk (DFO 2016) and Guidelines for the Use of Explosives in or Near Canadian Fisheries Waters
(Wright and Hopky 1998) for setback distances from fish bearing water bodies; and blasting on land
where no water or fish are present (unless otherwise approved by the appropriate regulatory agency).
As a result, there is no linkage to net effects on the criteria fish species, as there would be no
measurable changes to fish habitat quality or quantity, fish abundance or distribution.
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MNO-053

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Pg. 14-1
“…consideration of input from Indigenous
communities…”

No MNO information was considered in the wildlife and wildlife
habitat assessment. MNO did provide the information prior to
the filing of the draft EA Report and incorporation of some, if not
all, of MNO information into this Section could have been
completed.
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information, the
filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it was
entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and not tied to
any regulatory milestone.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17

MNO-054

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement,
Pg. 14-1 “The following issues pertaining to wildlife
and wildlife habitat were raised during consultation
and engagement for the Project…”

These issues must be disaggregated to identify which
Indigenous group, or otherwise, they can be attributed to.
As MNO TK and TLRU information was not incorporated nor
were MNO specifically consulted on wildlife or wildlife habitat,
MNO information can be assumed to not be included.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17

MNO-055

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.2 Information Sources, Pg. 14-2

The MNO TLU was not listed and an information source for the
wildlife and wildlife habitat section. MNO did provide the
information prior to the filing of the draft EA Report and
incorporation of some, if not all, of MNO information into this
Section could have been completed.
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information, the
filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it was
entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and not tied to
any regulatory milestone.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y – Section 17

MNO-056

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints, and
Indicators, Pg. 14-3 to 14-5

The criteria selected do not include all species of importance to
MNO as listed in the TLUS. Species excluded include:
•
Partridge
•
Deer
•
Grouse
•
Bear
•
Beaver
•
Coyote
•
Fisher
•
Fox
•
Lynx
•
Mink
•
Muskrat
•
Otter
•
Rabbit
•
Weasel
•
Wolf
How were these species represented by the criteria selected for
study? Particularly small furbearers, of which none were
identified.

Conducting an assessment for every wildlife species potentially affected by the Project is neither
N
feasible nor practical. The selection of wildlife criteria was based on both a coarse and fine-scale
approach that considered elements of ecosystems such as umbrella, indicator and keystone species,
and ecological redundancy in species guilds (Section 14.3). For example, many of the potential effects
identified during the pathway analysis relate to multiple species, and the assessment of these effects
on the selected criteria can be used to inform effects on other wildlife species. Examples include:

MNO-057

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.5.2.2 Moose, Pg. 14-38

MNO-058

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

Table 14-17: Potential Effect Pathways for
Wildlife, Pg. 14- 78 to 14-84

•
•

Criteria were selected based on economic, social, biological, conservation, aesthetic and/or ethical
value. The rationale behind the selection of the following wildlife criteria included social/cultural
importance: forest-dwelling woodland caribou; moose (hunting); and American marten (trapping).
American marten is representative of small furbearers.
Additionally, traditional wildlife harvesting (activities related to the hunting and trapping of traditionally
important wildlife species) was selected as a criterion in the assessment of Indigenous current use of
lands and resources for traditional purposes (Section 17).

This section does not include any specific information on
Indigenous use of moose for subsistence harvesting.
This is particularly important as it was a species identified in the
MNO TLUS most commonly hunted.
This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.
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increased use of linear corridors by prey and predators leading to decreases in survival and
reproduction of prey – applies to moose (criterion) and also deer
destruction of mammal dens – applies to American marten (criterion) and also other terrestrial
mammalian carnivores
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MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report. Subsistence harvesting of moose was
assessed in Section 17.6.1 of the EA Report.

N

Refer to the response to MNO-038.
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MNO-059

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.6.1 Pathway Screening, Pg. 14-85

Removing pathways based on mitigation is inappropriate
methodology. If something has a potential Project interaction it
must be assessed.
All pathways listed have potential to interact with the Project.
Therefore an effects assessment must be completed. Then, and
only then, can mitigation be applied to address the appropriate
size and scope of the identified effect.

The pathway screening is an appropriate and standard part of the environmental assessment process. N
Refer to Attachment MNRF-O/G-05.

MNO-060

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.7.2.2 Moose, Pg. 14-104

This section does not include any specific information on
Indigenous use of moose for subsistence harvesting.
This is particularly important as it was a species identified in the
MNO TLUS most commonly hunted.
It would be helpful to have a hectare calculation of areas
available for moose hunting which will be removed by the
Project Case similar to the significant wildlife habitat, late
wintering habitat and aquatic feeding areas.
Typically, results in the RSA are calculated for the cumulative
effects portion of the assessment. However, in this case, the EA
refers to changes in the RSA to rationalize that the changes are
within the resilience limits and adaptive capacity.
Why was this not identified for the LSA?

Refer to the response to MNO-038.

MNO-061

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.7.2.2.2 Characterization of Net Effects, Pg.
14-107 “Historical changes present at Base Case
and changes from the Project to moose habitat
availability, habitat distribution, and survival and
reproduction in the moose RSA are considered to
be within the resilience limits and adaptive capacity
for this criterion.”

NextBridge has not identified the available information that would permit the mapping or quantitative
analysis of available moose hunting areas and rather considers the results of the wildlife assessment
for moose habitat and abundance and the potential effect on other aspects that may affect moose
hunting including access, loss of hunting locations and changes in access to hunting locations.

The Project Effects Assessment (Section 14.7) evaluates incremental and cumulative effects from the N
Project and previous and existing developments on the landscape identified in the Base Case (Section
14.5). This is an appropriate approach because one project or development alone rarely has a
significant impact.
The assessment endpoints for wildlife criteria are ecologically effective and self-sustaining
populations. For most wildlife species, the LSA is not an ecologically relevant scale at which to assess
effects on populations. The criterion-specific RSAs were delineated with consideration of the biology of
each species and is a more ecologically-relevant scale at which to determine the significance of
effects.

MNO-062

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

14.7.2.2.2 Characterization of Net Effects, Pg.
14-107 “Effective implementation of mitigation
summarized in Table 14- 17 and the EPP
(Appendix 4-II) is expected to reduce the
magnitude and duration of net effects on moose
populations.”

MNO was not consulted on the development of the EPP. This
would have offered opportunity for MNO to offer practical
mitigations, integrate TLU information in a meaningful way and
allow MNO some input on species of concern.

MNO-063

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

Table 14-21: Description of Net Effects to
Moose in the Project Case, Pg. 14-109

It is troubling that despite almost all categories of net effect
characterization being negative, the proponent has still reach a
conclusion of the effect being not significant to moose. This is
particularly troubling for habitat availability which identifies that:
•
The direction of the effect is negative
•
The magnitude is high to moderate
•
The geographic extent is local
•
The duration/reversibility is permanent without
reclamation
•
The frequency is continuous
•
And the probability is certain
If this effect is deemed not significant, what possible criteria
could be triggered to result in a significant determination?
MNO is troubled by these seemingly disregarded conclusions to
fit within the EA schema and result in a determination that favors
the Project. Particularly in terms of moose, the most commonly
hunted species as identified in the TLU.

Refer to Attachment MNRF O/G-05.
The EPP (Appendix 4-II) in general was not consulted on. It was part of the draft EA report, which
N
was sent out for comment. The EPP is the summary of mitigation in the EA. The mitigation measures
proposed in the EPP are based on industry best management practices and all proposed mitigation for
wildlife is reviewed by a professional biologist.

Project effects are evaluated in the context of existing conditions (Base Case) for the criterion.
Moderate to high suitability moose habitat covers 64.8% of the wildlife and wildlife habitat LSA and
46.5% of the moose RSA at Base Case and so habitat availability does not appear to currently be
limiting for moose at the local and regional scales. Moose are considered to be resilient to changes in
habitat distribution at Base Case because they are highly mobile and can adapt to highly fragmented
landscapes. With the exception of two of the WMUs that intersect the moose RSA, moose densities
are within or above the MNRF’s desired ecological density range. Based on this information, the
moose populations that overlap the RSA are considered to be self-sustaining and ecologically
effective at Base Case.
Magnitude of habitat loss is not assigned a low to high ranking but instead quantified as number of
hectares lost. It is the quality of habitat that has been ranked moderate to high. A decrease of 2,846
ha of moderate to high quality moose habitat is predicted to result from the development of the
Project, which corresponds to a small percent loss in both the LSA (2.1%) and RSA (0.1%). The loss
is localized and some of the habitat will be reclaimed.
Taking into consideration the small incremental loss of habitat and other identified effects of the
Project on moose habitat, distribution, survival and reproduction, in combination with conclusions
made about moose populations in the Base Case, it was concluded that the Project and other
previous and existing developments were not likely to alter the self-sustaining and ecologically
effective status of moose populations overlapping the RSA. Therefore, incremental and combined
effects from the Project and previous and existing developments were predicted to be not significant.
Effects are most likely to be significant when criteria are already approaching or have exceeded
predicted resilience thresholds in the Base Case. Examples of these in the EA are caribou and little
brown myotis.
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14.7.2.2.3 Determination of Significance, Pg.
14-175 “Past and existing developments in the
Base Case have adversely affected habitat
availability, habitat distribution and
survival and reproduction of moose in the moose
RSA. Moose are primarily threatened by direct and
indirect habitat loss (Street et al. 2015a), altered
predator-prey relationships Dussault et al. 2005;
Street et al. 2015a), and hunting Timmerman et al.
2002). Moderate to high suitability moose habitat
covers 64.8% of the wildlife and wildlife habitat
LSA and 46.5% of the moose RSA at Base Case
and so habitat availability does not appear to
currently be limiting for moose in the moose RSA.
Moose are considered to be resilient to changes in
habitat distribution at Base Case because they are
highly mobile and can adapt to highly fragmented
landscapes. With the exception of two of the
WMUs that intersect the moose RSA, moose
densities are within or above the MNRF’s desired
ecological density range. Based on the above
information, the moose population(s) in the moose
RSA is considered to be self-sustaining and
ecologically effective at Base Case.”
Table 14-41: Description of Net Effects to
Moose in the Cumulative Effects Case, Pg. 14179

Again, this section largely refers to the effects within the RSA
rather than effects within the LSA. This is problematic as effects
within the RSA are generally reserved for the Cumulative Effects
Case. Please update to include information on the LSA.
Including:
•
Whether habitat availability is limiting for moose in the
moose LSA;
•
Moose densities within the LSA and whether they are
within or above the MNRF’s desired ecological density
ranges;
•
Whether moose in the LSA is considered to be selfsustaining and ecologically effective;
•
How past and existing developments in the base case
have adversely affected habitat availability, habitat
distribution and survival and reproduction of moose in the
moose LSA.

Refer to the response to MNO-061.

It is troubling that despite almost all categories of net effect
characterization being negative, the proponent has still reach a
conclusion of the cumulative effects being not significant to
moose. This is particularly troubling for habitat availability which
identifies that:
•
The direction of the effect is negative
•
The magnitude is dependent on climate change
•
The geographic extent is beyond regional
•
The duration/reversibility is permanent without
reclamation
•
The frequency is continuous
•
And the probability is certain
If this effect is deemed not significant, what possible criteria
could be triggered to result in a significant determination?
MNO is troubled by these seemingly disregarded conclusions to
fit within the EA schema and result in a determination that favors
the Project. Particularly in terms of moose, the most commonly
hunted species as identified in the TLU.

Project effects and effects from other RFDs are evaluated in the context of existing conditions (Base
N
Case) for the criterion. Moderate to high suitability moose habitat covers 64.8% of the wildlife and
wildlife habitat LSA and 46.5% of the moose RSA at Base Case and so habitat availability does not
appear to currently be limiting for moose. Moose are considered to be resilient to changes in habitat
distribution at Base Case because they are highly mobile and can adapt to highly fragmented
landscapes. With the exception of two of the WMUs that intersect the RSA, moose densities are within
or above the MNRF’s desired ecological density range. Based on the above information, the moose
populations that overlap the RSA are considered to be self-sustaining and ecologically effective at
Base Case.

N

Significance is determined at the RSA scale. Summarized information is intended to inform the
determination of significance.
Existing conditions for moose in the LSA at Base Case are discussed in detail in Section 14.5.2.2.
Habitat availability in the LSA is quantified in Table 14-7. Moose density estimates in WMUs that
intersect the LSA are presented in Table 14-8 and discussion of these estimates as they relate to the
MNRF’s desired ecological density ranges is provided in Section 14.5.2.2.3.

A decrease of 9,944 ha of moderate to high quality moose habitat is predicted to result from the
development of the Project and other RFDs, which corresponds to a small percent loss in the RSA
(0.2%). The loss is regional and some of the habitat will be reclaimed.
The beyond regional ranking for geographic extent of effects is driven by climate change. Effects of
climate change are highly uncertain and available literature suggests climate change could both
positively and negatively affect moose habitat availability. Uncertainty was primarily addressed in the
assessment by making assumptions that overestimated rather than underestimated potential effects of
the Project and RFDs. Given the high uncertainty and corresponding low level of confidence in
predicted effects from climate change to moose and to wildlife generally, the assessment considered a
precautionary outcome for each criterion (i.e., adverse effect of climate change on wildlife populations
in the Cumulative Effects Case).
Taking into consideration the small incremental loss of habitat and other identified effects of the
Project and other RFDs on moose habitat, distribution, survival and reproduction, and the conservative
assessment of effects of climate change, in combination with conclusions made about moose
populations in the Base Case, it was concluded that the Project and other previous, existing and
reasonably foreseeable developments were not likely to alter the self-sustaining and ecologically
effective status of moose populations overlapping the RSA. Therefore, incremental and combined
effects from the Project and previous, existing and reasonably foreseeable developments were
predicted to be not significant.
Effects are most likely to be significant when criteria are already approaching or have exceeded
predicted resilience thresholds in the Base Case. Examples of these in the EA are caribou and little
brown myotis

MNO-066

14 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat

MNO-067

15 Archaeological 15.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement,
Pg. 15-2 “Concerns regarding potential
Resources
disturbance of archaeological resources were
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14.11 Information Passed on to Other
Components, Pg. 14- 226
“Results of the wildlife assessment were reviewed
and incorporated into the following components of
the EA:
•
Traditional Land and Resource Use (Section
17);
•
Non-Traditional Land and Resource Use
(Section 19); and
•
Human Health (Section 21).”

No information from the wildlife volume was used in assessment
of potential effects on the MNO.
Further, as no criteria were deemed primary for the Traditional
Land and Resource Use Section, no criteria were carried
forward for assessment of the Project case. Therefore, it is
unclear what information and where it was used in the
Traditional Land and Resource Use Section.
Please specifically identify where this information was used in
relation to the MNO.
These issues must be disaggregated to identify which
Indigenous group, or otherwise, they can be attributed to.
As MNO TK and TLRU information was not incorporated nor

Results from the wildlife and wildlife habitat assessment were carried forward to the pathway
N
screening for the current use of lands and resources by Indigenous communities assessment (Section
17.6.1). Moose and American marten were the primary wildlife criteria in the evaluation of pathways
for the traditional wildlife harvesting criterion.

?

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.
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raised during consultation and engagement for the were MNO specifically consulted on archaeological resources,
Project…”
MNO information can be assumed to not be included.
MNO-068

15 Archaeological 15.2 Information Sources, Pg. 15-2
Resources

The MNO TLU was not listed and an information source for the
archaeological resources section. MNO did provide the
information prior to the filing of the draft EA Report and
incorporation of some, if not all, of MNO information into this
Section could have been completed.
If there was some delay in incorporating MNO information, the
filing of the draft EA could have been postponed as it was
entirely a self-imposed deadline by NextBridge and not tied to
any regulatory milestone.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

MNO-069

15 Archaeological 15.5.2.3 Potential Archaeological Resources in
Resources
the Local and Regional Study Areas, Pg. 15-27
“As part of the ongoing process, both recognized
and potential archaeological resources will be
discussed with Indigenous stakeholders, to the
extent feasible, prior to construction”

The commitment listed here is too permissive to be meaningful.
For this commitment to be meaningful, MNO must be consulted
regarding recognized and potential archaeological resources
prior to construction.

Stage 2 survey is currently being undertaken and the field program is expected to run through 2017.
N
The Stage 2 consultant will survey all areas of archaeological potential within the Project Footprint.
The Stage 2 survey report will include an analysis of areas where archaeological sites were identified,
as well as clear recommendations for further archaeological assessment, if required.
NextBridge encourages Indigenous participation in the Stage 2 field work process, as well as the
sharing of any information MNO may wish to include in the Stage 2 archaeological assessment report.

MNO-070

This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
15 Archaeological Table 15-5: Potential Effect Pathways for
Resources
Effects to Archaeological Resources, Pg. 15-29 throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
to 15-30
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.

Refer to the response to MNO-028.

N

MNO-071

15 Archaeological 15.6.1 Pathway Screening, Pg. 15-31
Resources

Removing pathways based on mitigation is inappropriate
methodology. If something has a potential Project interaction it
must be assessed.
All pathways listed have potential to interact with the Project.
Therefore an effects assessment must be completed. Then, and
only then, can mitigation be applied to address the appropriate
size and scope of the identified effect.

Refer to MNO-028 for the EA methods.
Stage 2 survey is currently being undertaken and the field program is expected to run through 2017.
The Stage 2 consultant will survey all areas of archaeological potential within the Project Footprint.
The Stage 2 survey report will include an analysis of areas where archaeological sites were identified,
as well as clear recommendations for further archaeological assessment, if required.

N

MNO-072

15 Archaeological 15.11 Information Passed on to Other
Resources
Components, Pg. 15- 33
“Results of the archaeological resources
assessment were reviewed and incorporated into
the following components of the EA:
•
Heritage Resources (Section 16); and
•
Traditional Land and Resource Use (Section
17).”

No information from the archaeological resources volume was
used in assessment of potential effects on the MNO.
Further, as no criteria were deemed primary for the Traditional
Land and Resource Use Section, no criteria were carried
forward for assessment of the Project case. Therefore, it is
unclear what information and where it was used in the
Traditional Land and Resource Use Section.
Please specifically identify where this information was used in
relation to the MNO.

Refer to MNO-028 for the EA methods.
At the time of the publication of the Stage 1 assessment report no site specific information had been
provided by Indigenous communities that altered the archaeological potential model.
NextBridge encourages Indigenous participation in the Stage 2 field work process, as well as the
sharing of any information MNO may wish to provide regarding the Stage 2 survey.

N

MNO-073

16 Cultural
Heritage
Resources

There is one reference to “cultural heritage resources” in section
17 and it is found in the follow-up, inspection and monitoring
section. There is nothing that substantively deals with
indigenous cultural heritage resources in section 17.

Indigenous cultural heritage resources are addressed in Sections 15.5.2.1 and 16.5.2.2. Both of these N
better identify important Indigenous cultural places and their associated tangible and intangible
traditions and values than the guidance for evaluating cultural heritage resources provided by the
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport and the criteria prescribed in Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the
Ontario Heritage Act. These methods and criteria were developed primarily for Euro-Canadian
heritage properties and architecture, with a heavy reliance on the written historical record.

February 2018
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16.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement,
Pg. 16-2 “Concerns that pertain to Indigenous
cultural heritage resources are included and
addressed in Section 17.”
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MNO-074

16 Cultural
Heritage
Resources

Table 16-5: Potential Effect Pathways for
Effects to Cultural Heritage Resources, Pg. 1614

This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.

Refer to the response to MNO-028 related to the incorporation of mitigation measures into the process N
for the determination of net effects and significance.
Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
process.

MNO-075

16 Cultural
Heritage
Resources

16.6.1 Pathway Screening, Pg. 16-15

Removing pathways based on mitigation is inappropriate
methodology. If something has a potential Project interaction it
must be assessed.
All pathways listed have potential to interact with the Project.
Therefore an effects assessment must be completed. Then, and
only then, can mitigation be applied to address the appropriate
size and scope of the identified effect.

Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
process and the response to MNO-028 related to the incorporation of mitigation measures into the
process for the determination of net effects and significance.

The MNO website contains a wealth of information including
published maps of traditional territories. This section should be
revised to reflect publically available information about the MNO
(including harvesting regions) as well as the information
contained in the report
Métis Nation of Ontario Project
Specific Traditional Land Use Study and Evaluation Criteria
Summary submitted to NextBridge on November 25, 2016.
The issue of removal of lands from the traditional territories of
MNO regional rights bearing communities is not addressed in
section 17.

N

Potential Project interactions have been assessed. Pathways are determined (categorized) to be no
pathway (i.e., no linkage) based on the definitions provided in Section 5.4.3 of the EA. The pathway
category is determined through an assessment using scientific knowledge, logic, and experience with
similar developments and environmental design features. Pathways with no linkage to a criterion (i.e.,
no pathway) are not assessed as net effects because environmental design features or mitigation will
remove the pathway (effect is avoided) or there is no interaction and the pathway will not occur. This is
a valid EA approach where the potential for effects may occur if mitigation is not implemented, but
because of the application of mitigation measures, no net effects will occur. As per Section 16.6.1.1 of
the EA, there are no “no pathways” are predicted for net effects to cultural heritage resources.
However, an example for fish and fish habitat is provided in the response to MNO-051.
Appendix 2-I-B: Terms of Reference
Supporting Documentation Aboriginal
Consultation Plan states that “other
information to be considered includes but
is not limited to: published maps of
traditional territories”

MNO-076

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

MNO-077

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement,
Pg. 17-2 “The following issues pertaining to
Indigenous current land and resource use were
raised during consultation and engagement for the
project: potential for removal of lands from
Indigenous communities’ traditional territories due
to Project disturbance… These issues [have] been
considered and addressed in this section of the EA
Report.”

MNO-078

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional

17.2 Information Sources, Pg. 17-3

Was the MNO – MNR Interim Harvesting Agreement
used to inform this section?

NextBridge reviewed this document for consideration in the EA Report.

MNO-079

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.2 Information Sources, Pg. 17-3

Why were the results of the following effects assessments
excluded from informing Section 17:
•
Section 9: Air Quality
•
Section 16: Cultural Heritage Resources
•
Section 18: Socioeconomics
•
Section 19: Non-traditional Land and Resource Use
•
Section 20: Visual Environment
•
Section 21: Human Health

Cultural heritage resources informed and were included in Section 17 under the pathway ‘Project
Y - Section 17.2
activities may result in the loss of culturally important sites and areas’.
Indigenous Current Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes Assessment has been updated to
include consideration of the results of the Air Quality and Visual Environment Assessments.
NextBridge understands the Indigenous land and resource use may have connections with other
component assessments, particularly the Socio-economic and Human Health Assessments. However,
the Indigenous Current Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes Assessment is focused on the
spatial effects of the Project on specific locations of use and value or on the resources required for this
use. Connections between socio-economic changes and traditional land use are expected to affect the
behaviors of traditional land users and are therefore not considered in the traditional land use
assessment.
Potential connections between traditional land use and human health include changes in water or wildfood quality. These effects are included in the Human Health Assessment.

MNO-080

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 17- 4

Please provide a description of how MNO’s proposed Evaluation In the May 2014 Addendum to the Project MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.
Criteria were included/excluded from the existing Criteria.
TOR, EWT indicates that: “The Terms of
Reference includes flexibility to
development additional evaluation criteria
during the Environmental Assessment, for
example to address the Métis way of life.”

February 2018
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NextBridge considered this information when finalizing the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

NextBridge does not consider the construction of this Project to result in the removal of lands for the
N
traditional territories of any Indigenous community. Construction of the Project will result in temporary
disturbance and potential unavailability of lands, but lands will be available for use after construction is
completed. Final Project infrastructure is not considered to be incompatible with land and resource use
activities, although NextBridge acknowledges that some Indigenous land users may not prefer to
harvest in disturbed areas.
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MNO-081

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 17- 4
“The assessment endpoint for Indigenous current
land and resource use is the maintenance of
continued opportunities to participate in the use of
land and resources for traditional purposes for
Indigenous communities”

A more appropriate assessment endpoint would be: “The
assessment endpoint for Indigenous current land and resource
use is the maintenance of continued opportunities to participate
in the use of land and resources for traditional purposes a
manner preferred by the user, consistent with the traditional use
in question for Indigenous communities”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA.

N

MNO-082

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.3 Criteria, Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators, Pg. 17- 4
Indicators: “Sites or areas of use: refers to the
loss of currently available harvesting or cultural
use sites of areas due to direct disturbance or
indirect effects (i.e. noise)”

A more appropriate assessment Indicator would be: “Sites or
areas of use: refers to the loss of currently available harvesting
or cultural use sites of areas due to direct disturbance or indirect
effects (i.e. noise), including perceived effects and
Indigenous harvester’s avoidance behaviours”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA.

Y – Section 17.3

MNO-083

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-1: Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Criteria, Indicators and
Assessment Endpoint
Assessment Endpoint
“Continued opportunities to undertake traditional
wildlife harvesting activities.”

A more appropriate assessment endpoint would be: “Continued
opportunities to undertake traditional wildlife harvesting
activities, in a preferred way.”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA

Y - Table 17-1

MNO-084

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-1: Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Criteria, Indicators and
Assessment Endpoint Assessment Endpoint
“Continued opportunities to undertake traditional
fish harvesting activities.”

A more appropriate assessment endpoint would be: “Continued
opportunities to undertake traditional fish harvesting activities, in
a preferred way.”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA

Y - Table 17-1

MNO-085

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-1: Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Criteria, Indicators and
Assessment Endpoint
Assessment Endpoint
“Continued opportunities to undertake traditional
plant and material harvesting activities.”

A more appropriate assessment endpoint would be: “Continued
opportunities to undertake traditional plant and material
harvesting activities, in a preferred way.”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA

Y - Table 17-1

MNO-086

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes
17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-1: Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Criteria, Indicators and
Assessment Endpoint
Assessment Endpoint
“Continued opportunity to use culturally important
sites and areas.”
Figure 17-2: Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Regional Study Area

A more appropriate assessment endpoint would be: “Continued
opportunity to use culturally important sites and areas, in a
preferred way.”

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA

Y - Table 17-1

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.1.6 Current Indigenous Communities,
Despite this reiteration, NextBridge’s Environmental Assessment
Pg17-17
fails to assess potential impacts of its proposed project on Métis
“In November 2016, the Ministry of Energy wrote to rights.
NextBridge reiterating “Ontario’s assessment that
there are strong Métis claims to section 35 rights in
the area of the proposed East- West Tie line”

MNO-089

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.6.1.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 17-57
“The potential for the project to increase noise
levels was assessed in the acoustic environment
section (section 11)”

As noted in a comment regarding Section 11 “…human noise
receptors…” does not include sites of importance to Métis
harvesters in terms of noise effects. This section should be
revised to include consideration of Métis preferences with
respect to noise when exercising their harvesting rights.

Sites of importance provided by MNO were considered in the current Indigenous land and resource
use assessment with respect to potential effects, including noise.

Y - Section 17

MNO-090

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes
17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.2.1 Project Engagement and Consultation
Pg. 17-21 “Typically the following aspects are
involved in the process of carrying out a TLRU
data collection program….”

Is the described process for TLRU data collection carried out by
NextBridge’s consultants? Workshops were not a method of
information collection used in the MNO TLU Study.

NextBridge, through our engagement and consultation efforts, supports community driven TLRU data
collection and it is up to individual community including MNO to determine the appropriate methods of
data collection.

N

17.5.2.1 Project Engagement and Consultation
Pg. 17-22
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA due to the timing
of the receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in project planning. Results will be
included in the Final EA Report to the extent
practical.”

MNO is available to discuss the incorporation of MNO
information into the Final EA. NextBridge received MNO’s final
TLU report on November 25, 2016 – this is sufficient time for
integration of the information into the final EA. Additionally MNO
intends to submit additional information related to the MNO
Evaluation Criteria.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-087

MNO-088

MNO-091

February 2018
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MNO traditional harvesting territories are not reflected on this
map.

MNO’s traditional harvesting territories are displayed on Figure 17-3 in the EA Report.

Thank you for your comment NextBridge took it into consideration when finalizing the EA

Y – Figure 17-3

Y – Section 17

NextBridge will be incorporating MNO’s feedback into the final EA.
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MNO-092

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.3.1 Traditional Wildlife Harvesting Métis
Nation of Ontario Pg. 17-30
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA due to the timing
of the receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in project planning. Results will be
included in the Final EA Report to the extent
practical.”

At a minimum, the information in this section should be updated
in the Final EA to mirror the sections of other Aboriginal Groups
who provided TLU information.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-093

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.3.2 Traditional Fish Harvesting Métis
Nation of Ontario Pg. 17-35
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA due to the timing
of the receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in project planning. Results will be
included in the Final EA Report to the extent
practical.”

At a minimum, the information in this section should be updated
in the Final EA to mirror the sections of other Aboriginal Groups
who provided TLU information.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-094

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.3.3 Traditional Plant and Material
Harvesting Métis Nation of Ontario Pg. 17-40
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA due to the timing
of the receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in project planning. Results will be
included in the Final EA Report to the extent
practical.”

At a minimum, the information in this section should be updated
in the Final EA to mirror the sections of other Aboriginal Groups
who provided TLU information.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-095

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.5.3.4 Use of Culturally Important Sites and
Areas Métis Nation of Ontario Pg. 17-45
“NextBridge was unable to incorporate information
in these reports into the Draft EA due to the timing
of the receipt of these two reports. NextBridge
intends to work with the MNO to include this
information in project planning. Results will be
included in the Final EA Report to the extent
practical.”

At a minimum, the information in this section should be updated
in the Final EA to mirror the sections of other Aboriginal Groups
who provided TLU information.

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

MNO-096

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-22: Potential Effect Pathways for
Effect to Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Pg. 17-49

Refer to the response to MNO-028 related to the incorporation of mitigation measures into the process No
for the determination of net effects and significance.
Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
process.

MNO-097

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Table 17-22: Potential Effect Pathways for
Effect to Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use Pg. 17-49

This table is reflective of the problematic methodology employed
throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify Project
Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway Screening
and then, and only then, complete an effects assessment.
This is very troubling.
How can mitigation be identified prior to the completion of an
effects assessment? The size and scope of the potential effect
must be known before appropriate mitigation can be developed.
The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.
This table should be organized by each Criterion. As it currently
is written it is difficult to understand which Criteria is being
summarized.

The approach for pathway analysis and screening for each component of the EA follows the methods
outlined in Section 5.4. The pathway analysis is used to refine the understanding of how the Project
may affect criteria and to help focus the assessment on key interactions between the Project and the
environment. The pathway analysis involves the following sequential steps: identification of potential
Project environment interactions; identification of technically and economically feasible mitigation
measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects; and screening of pathways to identify potential
primary net effects.
For consistency in the EA, all potential effects pathway tables have the same format, and with the
following column headings: Project Component or Activity; Effect Pathway; Pathway Duration;
Mitigation; and Pathway Type. Therefore, Table 17.22 (Potential Effect Pathways for Effects to
Indigenous Current Land and Resource Use) follows this format. The pathways are then assessed for
the relevant criteria in the assessment (Section 17.6.1). For example, in Section 17.6.12, the effects of
the secondary pathway of Project activities may result in the loss of currently available wildlife
harvesting sites or areas are assessed on the criterion of continued opportunity to undertake wildlife
harvesting activities, and effects of Project activities may result in the loss of culturally important sites
and areas are assessed on the criterion of continued opportunities to use cultural sites and areas.

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID
MNO-098

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section
17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

Draft EA Report Context
17.6.1 Pathway Screening Pg. 17-55

Comment

Context

This Section is reflective of the problematic methodology
employed throughout this EA. Generally, it aims to: Identify
Project Interactions, Apply Mitigation, Complete a Pathway
Screening and then, and only then, complete an effects
assessment.

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.6.1 Pathway Screening Pg. 17-55

MNO-100

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

17.6.1.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 17-56
How can the EA determine that there is a “negligible net effect”
Project activities that may affect the availability of
when this section concluded that the effects were secondary
traditionally important wildlife species
and therefore NO Project Effects Assessment was done.
“Project effects on wildlife availability are predicted
to have a negligible net effect on the continued…”

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Refer to the response to MNO-024 for additional information related to the pathways screening
N
process. The current use of land and resources for traditional purposes is considered under the
secondary pathways in Section 17.6.1.2:
•
Project activities may affect the availability of traditionally important wildlife species
•
Project activities may affect the availability of traditionally important fish species
•
Project activities may affect the availability of traditionally important plants and materials
•
Project activities may result in the loss of currently available wildlife harvesting sites or
areas
•
Project activities may result in the loss of currently available fishing sites or areas
•
Project activities may result in the loss of currently available plant or material harvesting
sites or areas
•
Project activities may result in the loss of culturally important sites and areas
•
Project activities may result in changes in access routes used to access harvesting and
cultural areas
Based on the mitigation outlined in Table 17.22 and the EPP (Appendix 4 II), these pathways were
determined to be secondary, and have negligible net effects on the selected criteria. A secondary
pathways is expected to result in a measureable change; however, the degree of change is small and
not expected to additively or synergistically contribute to effects of other past, previous or reasonably
foreseeable projects. As described in Attachment MNRF-O/G-05, pathways that are assessed to be
secondary and are demonstrated to have a negligible net effect on a criterion through simple
qualitative or semi-quantitative evaluation of the pathway are also not advanced for further
assessment as net effects. In some cases this may be because the environmental design features,
mitigation measures, or best management practices are well known and applied regularly on similar
types of projects. A secondary pathway may still be an important pathway (e.g., the pathways listed
above), but the net effects to the criteria are considered to be negligible due to the effective application
of mitigation measures. Secondary pathways are not expected to result in environmentally significant
effects on the assessment endpoint of criteria.
As described in Section 5.5.1, net effects are only characterized for pathways determined to be
primary in the pathway analysis. Predicted net effects, where identified, are described in terms of
direction, magnitude, geographic extent, duration/reversibility, frequency/timing, and probability of
occurrence (CEAA 2015), which are then used in the determination of significance (Section 5.7).
Secondary pathways are not carried through the assessment and characterized for effects
characteristics; as the magnitude of the effects are considered to be negligible, the net effects
characterization would not lead to a significant adverse effect regardless of the classification of other
effects characteristics (e.g., an adverse effect with a negligible magnitude combined with any
geographic extent, duration and frequency would not lead to significant adverse effects).

The way this EA was completed allowed for numerous effects to
be effectively screened out, or determined to be “Secondary”
based on a flawed pathway screening and identification of
mitigation before the effects were known.
All potential effects in this section were determined to be
“Secondary” therefore; NO effects assessment was completed
on Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional
Purposes. The EA lacks any conclusions about the size and
scope of potential effect. This is unacceptable.

MNO-099

Draft Response

This section should be organized by each Criterion. As it
currently is written it is difficult to understand which Criteria is
being discussed.

21

Refer to the response to MNO-097 relating to the structure of Table 17.22 and Section 17.6.1.

N

Refer to the response to MNO-024 and MNO-098 related to pathway screening process and
secondary pathways.

N
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

MNO-101

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

MNO-102

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes

MNO-103

MNO-104

17 Indigenous
Current Use of
Lands and
Resources for
Traditional
Purposes
18 Socioeconomics

February 2018
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Comment

17.6.1.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 17-57
“Permanent project infrastructure is not considered
to be incompatible with the continued wildlife
hunting activities… the identified hunting and
trapping areas that are in the Project footprint
represent a small percentage of the total available
hunting and trapping area in the Indigenous
current land and resource use RSA. As a result of
these factors… the net effects on wildlife
harvesting sites and areas are not expected to
alter the assessment endpoint of continued
opportunities to undertake traditional wildlife
harvesting activities and effects beyond a
negligible level”

This section fails to consider the ongoing interference with
hunting activities caused by maintenance and inspections when
it states “permanent project infrastructure is not considered to be
incompatible with the continued wildlife hunting activities”
When this section states “the identified hunting and trapping
areas that are in the Project footprint represent a small
percentage of the total available hunting and trapping area in the
Indigenous current land and resource use RSA.” NextBridge
moves from an identification of effect to a justification of the
effect.

Section 4.3.2.2 of the Final EA Report describes that the transmission line will be inspected on a semi- N
annual to annual basis. The transmission line will be inspected for signs of physical damage
(e.g., broken or missing insulators), loose or eroded parts (e.g., bolts), and condition of the conductors
(e.g., frayed or areas of reduced clearance). The preferred route ROW will be patrolled once each
year to identify vegetation that could pose a risk to the line. Annual patrols will ensure that vegetation
that could grow into or fall into the line are identified and removed before they could cause a potential
power outage. These inspections will be done from the air or by ground access using the ROW and
permanent access roads.
Typical maintenance activities include detailed structure climbing and helicopter inspections, line
hardware and insulator thermography, comprehensive vegetation management activities (NERC FAC
003), ROW inspections and visual ground patrols. ROW inspections, visual ground patrols and
comprehensive vegetation management activities are all expected to occur annually by air and/or
ground patrol. Maintenance inspections may indicate that repairs are required. NextBridge will attempt
to fix identified issues during maintenance inspections, but return trips may be required. Detailed
structure climbing and helicopter inspections will occur on a 6+ year cycle. Emergency repairs will be
carried out in the most time sensitive manner while recognizing the need to notify property owners and
acquire the necessary permits, if required.
Maintenance of access roads will also be required during the operation of the Project. Potential
adverse effects resulting from road maintenance activities are expected to be offset by the increased
access these maintained roads will allow for Indigenous land users.
NextBridge recognizes that maintenance activities may cause a disruption to land users. However,
NextBridge maintains that these disruptions will be localized (i.e., occurring only at the location
undergoing maintenance activities) and limited in frequency (i.e., occurring quarterly to semi-annually).
Consideration of regular maintenance activities is not expected to change the assessment outcomes
as reported in the Final EA Report.
Whenever needed, NextBridge will communicate with the landowners or interested parties prior to
performing inspections, patrols or follow-up work. NextBridge will also work with those same parties
upfront to try to schedule work during times that don’t adversely affect their activities. NextBridge
intends to minimize effects whenever possible during operations. NextBridge endeavors to be good
neighbors and members of the community in which NextBridge operates.

This conclusion does not account for Métis Harvester’s
preferences to not hunt on transmission lines.

Inclusion of quantifiable measurements of available land in MNO’s TLRU assessment was discussed
at the May 16, 2017 meeting between NextBridge and MNO. The discussion clarified that 96 to 100%
of the total area of the Project footprint is avoided (i.e., not preferred) for harvesting activities prior to
the Project because the majority of the Project footprint is adjacent to an existing transmission
line. The percent of the area avoided with consideration of the Project footprint increases to 100% of
the Project footprint being avoided. Based on the definition of magnitude included in the report, this
magnitude of this Project effect should be assessed as low (a change of at most 4%) rather than high,
although high magnitude would be correct for cumulative effects when considering the Project in
combination with existing and reasonably foreseeable developments in the area.

This statement is used to minimize the potential effects of the
proposed Project and fails to consider the possibility that study
areas for this Project are preferred.

The statement was not intended to minimize the potential effects of the Project but instead intended to Y - Section 17.9
provide context that Indigenous communities may prefer to use portions of the study area that are the
most accessible to them, while the potential effects of the Project had been considered against the
amalgamated use of Indigenous communities throughout the entire study area. The language of this
statement will be revised for clarity.

17.6.1.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 17-58
 Project activities that may result in the
loss of currently available wildlife harvesting sites
or areas
“Wildlife harvesting areas that are disturbed by
temporary Project construction activities are
expected to become available during reclamation.
Permanent Project infrastructure is not considered
to be incompatible with the continued wildlife
hunting activities.”
17.9 Prediction Confidence
“More likely, Indigenous land users for each
community rely on localized areas of preferred
use…”

Table 18-7 Labour force characteristics of the
Information about Métis populations within the regions affected
Indigenous Communities in the Local Study
by the Project could have been sought from the MNO as part of
Area 2006-2011
the ongoing consultation and engagement process.
“Métis Nations and Councils included as
Indigenous communities in Table 18-4 do not have
geographic communities surveyed by Statistics
Canada, and so do not appear in the geographic
community data presented above”

Context

MNO raised concerns about economic
and employment issues (See table 2-24)
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Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

Draft EA Report Context

N

Publicly available data were sourced at the time that the labour force baseline was written, in advance N
of the submission of the EA. Data were drawn from applicable federal and provincial sources
presenting comparable data sets. The Métis population within the Districts of Thunder Bay and
Algoma (3,050 and 3,540, respectively [Statistics Canada 2011]) are included in the total Indigenous
population for each district (17,130 and 13,145, respectively [Statistics Canada 2011]) presented in
the EA. Indigenous population counts presented by Statistics Canada include First Nations, Inuit, and
Métis.
Publicly available information was sourced at the time that the economic development baseline was
written, in advance of the submission of the EA Report.

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

Context
MNO raised concerns about economic
and employment issues (See table 2-24)

Draft Response
NextBridge is committed to continuing to work with the MNO to identify employment and contracting
opportunities for Métis candidates and businesses.

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

MNO-105

18 Socioeconomics

18.5.2.3 Economic Development
This information was taken from MNO website in June of 2016
Pg. 18-34 “Available information on economic
only (see references 25-69). MNO should be directly engaged
development priorities and ability to provide goods regarding available work and procurement opportunities.
and services to industrial developments, including
the Project is provided below for the 18 identified
Indigenous communities in the labour market and
economic development LSA.”
Pg. 18-39
“Due to limited information available regarding
economic development activities or the three Métis
councils, the baseline description includes
information from the MNO in Ontario and in MNO
regions 2 and 4…. In MNO regions 2 and 4, MNO
members have eight businesses in the fields of
healthcare, automotive repair, retail and wholesale
trade, landscaping, home repair, printing and
security services.”

MNO-106

18 Socioeconomics

18.5.2.6 Services and Infrastructure –
Transportation and Traffic
“Roads used to access the White River to east of
Wawa portion of the preferred route are not near
the highway, but may still be currently used by
recreational (e.g., All-Terrain Vehicles [ATVs]) or
industrial (e.g., forestry trucks, offroad equipment)
traffic, and also may result in an interaction with
Project traffic.”

This section does not reflect Métis use of the transportation
LSA, but does reflect recreational and commercial users. Métis
use of the transportation LSA should be incorporated into the
assessment.

Both potential and known transportation infrastructure uses described in Section 18.5.2.6 (services
N
and infrastructure) are not specific to any one population (e.g., Métis, First Nations, Inuit, nonIndigenous). Rather, this section notes the potential for the use of transportation infrastructure for
commercial, recreational, or commuting purposes by any potential road users. Section 17, Indigenous
Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes, discusses Indigenous travel and
access in the criterion-specific LSA.

MNO-107

18 Socioeconomics

18.5.2.7 Community Well-Being
“Four key indicators have been selected for the
community well- being criterion:
Noise – refer to section 11.5”

For noise, as described above in relation to section 11, no Métis
receptors or use patterns were considered. The potential for
project related noise and nuisance in relation to Métis use is
therefore not assessed.

The assessment of the effects of the Project on the acoustic environment was carried out at human
noise receptors locations, within the acoustic environment LSA and identified in general accordance
with the MOECC NPC 300 noise guideline. Since noise attenuates with distance, potential noise
effects from the Project are expected to be the highest in the acoustic environment LSA, and any
measureable noise effects due to the Project are predicted to be generally limited to the acoustic
environment LSA. In the area beyond the acoustic environment LSA, noise emissions from Project
activities is expected to further attenuate, resulting in a negligible contribution.

N

N

The NPC 300 guideline defines points of reception (PORs) as sensitive land uses with human activity,
including dwellings, campsites or campgrounds, sensitive institutional uses (e.g., educational, nursery,
hospital, healthcare, community centre, place of worship or detention centre), or sensitive commercial
uses (e.g., hotel or motel). The location of potential existing human PORs was carried out as a
desktop study which included the review of orthoimagery and the CanVec and MNRF’s LIO
geographic datasets (Information Sources). If specific existing Metis land uses were not readily
available within the Information Sources, then they were not explicitly considered. If the existing Metis
land uses are in the vicinity and/or similar locations of potential PORs considered, then they were
implicitly considered. No Métis-specific geographic receptors were known to occur within the noise
LSA.
Métis use of areas adjacent to the Project is described further in Section 17, Indigenous Current Use
of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes. Section 17 includes a discussion of the Project’s
potential effects on Indigenous (including Métis) land use related to noise generated by Project
construction activities.
MNO-108

18 Socioeconomics

18.5.2.7 Community Well-Being
“Four key indicators have been selected for the
community well- being criterion:
Traffic – refer to section 18.5.2.6”

As discussed above, Métis use of the transportation LSA is not
reflected in the assessment.

Refer to the response to MNO-106 for further discussion on the incorporation of Métis use of the areas N
surrounding the Project for travel and access purposes.

MNO-109

18 Socioeconomics

18.5.2.7 Community Well-Being
“Four key indicators have been selected for the
community well- being criterion:
Traffic – refer to section 18.5.2.6”

As discussed above, Métis use of the transportation LSA is not
reflected in the assessment.

This comment appears to be a duplication of MNO-108. Refer to the response to MNO-106 for further N
discussion on the incorporation of Métis use of the areas surrounding the Project for travel and access
purposes.

MNO-110

19 Non-traditional
Land and
Resource Use

This section does not require that non-traditional land users
demonstrate site-specific use prior to assessing effects on that
land use, as is required of indigenous land users in section 17
(compare section 17.5.3.5). This demonstrates that NextBridge
values recreational land use more than the constitutionally
protected rights of indigenous peoples, and that this EA cannot
be relied on in any way by the Crown in the consultation
process.

NextBridge recognizes and acknowledges the rights of Indigenous peoples of Ontario. Section 17
N
(Current Indigenous Land and Resource Use) is not intended to be an assessment of the Project
effects on the rights of Indigenous peoples. NextBridge understands that Indigenous communities may
undertake land and resource use activities throughout the LSA, RSA and beyond, even in locations
were site-specific uses have not been identified. The identification of site-specific uses is intended to
assist in the discussion of potential mitigation measures on Indigenous land and resource use and
provide information on patterns of community land use. The Current Indigenous Land and Resource
Use also does not only rely on the identification of site-specific locations in its assessment of potential
changes on Indigenous land users, but also looks at changes in resource availability throughout the
LSA and RSA.
With respect to consultation, NextBridge’s role is to exchange information about the Project and its
potential effects and mitigation from feedback from Indigenous communities and incorporate that into
mitigation plans. It is the responsibility of the Crown to determine whether their duty to consult has
been met. NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with MNO.
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Comment

MNO-111

19 Non-traditional 19.5.2 Baseline Conditions, Pg. 19-12
Land and
“the regulatory context and a regional overview is
Resource Use
presented for each land and resource use
criterion”
19.5.2.4.1.2 Local Study Area, Pg. 19-31
“Hunting is permitted in some provincial parks, but
is prohibited

This section provides broad context including the availability of
land for recreational use and an examination of land use
policies. Métis land use should be afforded this same context.

MNO-112

19 Non-traditional 19.6.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 19-73
Land and
“Project construction
Resource Use
could potentially introduce noticeable
visual disturbances from the removal of land cover
and the addition of built structures, thereby
affecting non-commercial land and resource use
and enjoyment.” [emphasis added]

Project construction will introduce noticeable visual
disturbances.
The suggestion that people might not notice the transmission
structures seriously undermines the credibility of the entire
assessment.

MNO-113

19 Non-traditional 19.6.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 19-73
Land and
“Land users most likely to experience these effects
Resource Use
are those who seek natural undisturbed outdoor
landscapes, including a range of non-commercial
consumptive and non-consumptive recreational
users.”

This section completely fails to consider MNO citizens’ value
that they attach to their traditional harvesting territories. As this
was not captured in the Traditional Lands and Resources use
volume it is unclear where value of locale will be assessed.

MNO-114

19 Non-traditional 19.6.2 Secondary Pathways, Pg. 19-75
Land and
“Removal of the ROW from the timber harvest land
Resource Use
base would remove the area associated with the
preferred route ROW from future timber
production…”
“NextBridge will adhere to best practices and
address potential effects to commercial industrial
users (including tenure holders) by consulting,
negotiating, and developing mutually beneficial
agreements that address potential effects,
including compensation where appropriate…”

This is a permanent alteration to the MNO harvesting regions.
MNO citizens have the right to harvest firewood.
NextBridge and the government of Ontario must identify effects
of the proposed project on MNO rights and accommodate those
effects

MNO-115

19 Non-traditional 19.9 Prediction Confidence in the Assessment,
Land and
Pg. 19-78 “Where participation levels, frequency
Resource Use
and exact location of commercial and noncommercial land and resource use activities are
uncertain, it has been assumed that land and
resource use activities at known designated land
use areas, amenities and/or features located within
the Project footprint would occur at some point
during the Project and hence interact with the
Project. The overall rating of effects pathways on
non- traditional land and resource use relates to a
general understanding about access and use, and
general land use activity and opportunities in the
non-traditional land and resource use LSA, rather
than levels of participation within specific spatially
delineated land and resource use areas.”

This approach should have been used utilized for traditional land
use as well.
NextBridge is willing to assume that recreational land users use
all areas affected by the Project, but requires indigenous land
users to “identify” what parts of their territories they utilize. This
discriminatory approach must be corrected prior to acceptance
of the EA by the MOECC.

MNO-116

20 Visual
Environment
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20 Visual Environment, Pg. 20-1
This section describes and summarizes an
assessment of the effects of the Project on the
visual environment. The assessment follows the
general approach and concepts described in
Section 5. The main steps in the assessment
include: consideration of input from indigenous
communities.

Context
MNO requested that land use policies be
examined in relation to Métis land use in
MNO comment 29 on the draft Terms of
Reference, stating “Planned land uses
must acknowledge the exercise of
Aboriginal rights and should be included
in this section” NextBridge responded
“Comment noted; no change required.
MNO concerns are addressed in Section
5.5.4 not Section 5.5.1”

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)
NextBridge will consider Métis interests during Project planning and design and will provide the results N
of the consultation program in the Final EA Report. NextBridge will share data (i.e., vegetation species
communities in a particular area with Métis communities and consider information they provide such
as, but not limited to, traditional ecological knowledge, that will allow NextBridge to better characterize
potential effects on traditional land and resource use, where possible.
Draft Response

Project effects on visual quality from removal of land cover and addition of built structure is included in Y – Section 19
the Visual Quality Assessment, Section 20. The visual quality assessment takes into consideration
change in visual resource values as a result of the Project on non-commercial land and resource
human receptors who temporary utilize the project area for recreational purposes. These results from
the visual quality assessment will be cross referenced in Section 19.6.1.2 in the final version of the
land and resource use assessment for the EA.
Value of locales was described in the
The Indigenous Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional purposes assessment includes a
2016 Traditional Land Use Report by
Métis specific land and resource use assessment with consideration of the criteria provided by MNO.
Calliou Group in Section 5.1.3. Here it
described the importance of the
Lakehead/Nipigon/ Michipocoten and
Historic Sault Ste. Marie traditional
territories and the difficultly of participants
in identifying specific landscape features
of importance as the entire territories was
deemed important.

Section 17 states pg. 17-61 “By
amalgamating regional patterns of
Indigenous current land and resource
use, effects are described against a
scenario where Indigenous land users are
using all areas identified in the baseline
review.

Y - Sections 17.3, 17.5.3.2 and
17.6.1

NextBridge will commit to ongoing discussions with MNO, however the province of Ontario has clear
regulations regarding merchantable timber and NextBridge is committed to following established
regulatory oversight. Discussions regarding MNO rights to harvest firewood should be addressed to
MNRF.

N

NextBridge recognizes that Indigenous communities use the Project footprint, LSA and RSA and
areas beyond for current land and resource use. Information in the Indigenous Current Land and
Resource Use baseline identified site-specific locations of use, which were assumed to provide a
reasonable representation of land use patterns throughout the larger landscape. The baseline also
included more general information about land use patterns of each community in relation the LSA and
RSA.

Y - Section 17.5

The identification of site-specific uses by Indigenous communities was intended to assist in the
development of mitigation measures for the Project, and to establish a representation of Indigenous
land use on the landscape. The Indigenous Current Land and Resource Use assessment (Section 17)
acknowledged that information was not complete and an assessment of the amalgamated regional
patterns of land and resource use reported by Indigenous communities was conducted rather than an
assessment of effects at site-specific locations only.

This section fails to consider Métis receptors and use in the
study area as requested at the Terms of Reference stage.
The Project crosses the Lakehead, Nipigon, and Michipicoten
traditional harvesting territories, in MNO regions 2 and 4. MNO
citizens will experience visual effects of the project within their
harvesting territories. Recreational and most other groups of
land users do not have recognized harvesting territories.

NextBridge revised the language of Section 17 to clarify the text where required in response to this
comment.
MNO comment 32 on the draft terms of
The Indigenous Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes assessment includes a Y - Sections 17.3, 17.5.3.2 and
reference states: this section must include Métis specific land and resource use assessment with consideration of the criteria provided by MNO. 17.6.1
specific data related to Aboriginal use in
the vicinity, including identification of
receptors relevant to Métis community.
The assessment must also consider
visual assessment related to aboriginal
use in the study area to ensure Métis
quality of experience during the exercise
of their Aboriginal rights remains intact.
The NextBridge response stated: Should
the MNO be able to identify how…
aesthetic effects impact their members
differently than other land users, this
information could be incorporated into the
EA…
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Table 1-III-B-1:
ID

MNO Information Request Responses
Draft EA Section

Draft EA Report Context

Context

Métis viewer sensitivity is different from that of the public. See
Métis Nation of Ontario Project Specific Traditional Land Use
Study and Evaluation Criteria Summary section 5.1.3. This
different perspective must be incorporated into the assessment.

Draft Response

Update Final EA Y/N>
(include EA cross reference)

MNO-117

20 Visual
Environment

MNO-118

21 Human Health 21.1 Input from Consultation and Engagement, MNO citizens have indicated that they have concerns with
Pg. 21-2 “Use of herbicides is addressed in the
herbicide application resulting from the project. The statement
vegetation and wetlands section of the EA Report.” that a herbicide management plan will be developed is not a
mitigation. MNO request full information regarding what
herbicides are planned to be used and access to a fully
developed herbicide management plan.

N

MNO-119

21 Human Health 21.1 Potential Effect Pathways for Effects to
Human Health “Use of herbicides is addressed in
the vegetation and wetlands section of the EA
Report.”

No

MNO-120

21 Human Health 21.6.1 Pathway screening, Pg. 21-11
“For there to be a potential health risk, the
following three conditions must be met:
-a receptor
-there must be a way by which the receptor can
come into contact with the chemical
-a contaminant must be present at concentrations
that could be harmful”

MNO-121

Appendix 21-I
Human Health
Risk Assessment

Table 21-I-2 Potential Exposure Pathways and Pg. 19-2 recognizes that berry pickers could be exposed to
Rationale for Inclusion/Exclusion in the Human herbicides. This potential health risk must be evaluated.
Health Risk Assessment This table indicates that
ingestion of plants is not evaluated in the HHRA.

MNO-122

Addendum to the
record of
consultation for
the amended
Terms of
Reference

MNO-123

Appendix 2-III-B

Pg. 84
“The criteria and indicators identified in the Terms
of Reference do not represent a final list. Section
7.1 states that “the final list of environmental and
socio-economic features to be assessed will be
confirmed in the Environmental Assessment”
Thunder Bay Chamber of Commerce/NOW
Associated Chambers of Commerce Meeting
Notes. April 22 2014, Pg. 3 of Notes, PDF Pg.
156
“…inquired about potential concerns that
Aboriginal communities may have and/or have
expressed with respect to the line. Michelle
suggested that these concerns could involve
any potential effect on their traditional land and res
ource use,
including but not limited to hunting and gathering a
ctivities,
significant cultural landscapes, burial grounds, and
presentation of sensitive information” [emphasis
added]

MNO-124

Missing
Appendices 9 and
11
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20.5.1.4.2 Viewer Sensitivity Rating, Pg. 20-10
“Viewer sensitivity is an evaluation of typical
viewers and a ranking of potential public concern
for visual quality at selected viewpoints.”

Comment

Any information provided by MNO related to Métis viewer sensitivity has been incorporated into the EA Y - Section 17
Report.

Herbicide application is dealt with in one Refer to the response to MNO-040.
paragraph in the Vegetation and wetlands
section (pg. 12-37) and one row in table
12-10 (pg. 12-31). The mitigations listed
in table 12- 10 include developing a
herbicide management plan prior to
construction which will include the
relevant Material Safety Datasheets.
MNO citizens have indicated that they have concerns with
Herbicide application is dealt with in one Refer ot the response to MNO-040.
herbicide application resulting from the project.
paragraph in the Vegetation and wetlands
MNO requires that the human health risk assessment include an section (pg. 12-37) and one row in table
examination of Herbicide application.
12-10 (pg. 12-31). The mitigations listed
in table 12- 10 include developing a
herbicide management plan prior to
construction which will include the
relevant Material Safety Datasheets.
MNO citizens have indicated that they have concerns regarding Herbicide application is dealt with in one Refer to the response to MNO-011.
paragraph in the Vegetation and wetlands
herbicide application resulting from the project.
section (pg. 12-37) and one row in table
There is a potential health risk from ongoing herbicide
12-10 (pg. 12-31). The mitigations listed
application for maintenance of the ROW that has not been
in table 12- 10 include developing a
assessed.
herbicide management plan prior to
construction which will include the
relevant Material Safety Datasheets.

The Draft Environmental Assessment Report has failed to
include MNO-specific criteria and indicators.
NextBridge’s focus on traditional use has been maintained,
contrary to comments from MNO, and no assessment of the
effects of the project on the rights of MNO citizens has been
conducted.
From April 22, 2014 to present, despite repeated comments
from the Métis Nation of Ontario (including those recorded in the
Record of Consultation for the proposed terms of reference in
February 2014) the possible effects identified by NextBridge
pertain only to “traditional land and resource use”.
The effects identified in the Draft EA conform to this narrow
interpretation, and fail to reflect MNO input and request for
consideration of effects on the ability of the Métis Nation of
Ontario citizens to exercise their rights.

MNO submitted a comment stating “The
proponent must identify MNO-specific
criteria and indicators for inclusion in the
assessment…”

Refer to response to MNO-120. Effective implementation of the noted mitigation measures is
predicted to result in negligible health risks to berry pickers from herbicide application. This
information will be added to Section 21.1 of the Final EA Report.

Y – Section 21.1

MNO’s information has been included in the EA Report.

Y - Section 17

The wording of the Ontario Environmental Métis specific criteria have been incorporated into the EA Report.
Assessment Act defines the environment
as including “the social, economic and
cultural conditions that influence the life of
humans or a community”. Métis rights fit
into this broad definition of environment.
MNO specifically commented on this at
the Terms of Reference stage.
MNO 18 and 28 in the Record of
Communication for the Terms of
Reference specifically deal with this and
were ignored by NextBridge.

No appendices are provided for Section 9, 10 or 11. MNO would
like to review the base data and calculations made for Section 9
and 11.

There were no appendices for Sections 9, 10 or 11. The appendices numbering followed the EA
section numbering.
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Y - Section 21.1

Y - Section 17

N

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-2:
ID

Pic Mobert First Nation Information Request Responses
Rationale

Pic Mobert First Nation Comment/Concern/Information Request

PMFN-1

Executive
Summary ES-6
Page 10/1296

Report Section

The Ammonium nitrate residue from the use of explosives has the
possibility to leach into the ground water and “may dissipate relatively
quickly”.

When using the terms “relatively quickly”, please clarify to which degree:
minutes, hours, days or weeks? Furthermore, are there any studies or tests
completed to confirm the time limit of dissipation?

PMFN-2

Executive
Summary ES-8
Page 12/1296

Rare plant species found in 2016 baseline study found in wetland
ecosystems: floating marsh marigold (Caltha natans), a provincially
imperilled (S2) species (NHIC 2016) and eastern few-fruited sedge
(Carex oligocarpa), a provincially vulnerable (S3) species (NHIC
2016).

Which ecosystems where these plants found in and how many wetlands
were recorded with this species present? Where there GPS coordinates
recorded? What is the plan of action concerning these species? If located
under the power lines or in the vicinity of clearing what effects will the
herbicide being used effect these species? Are these species found within
our Pic Mobert First Nation Territory?

PMFN-3

Executive
Summary ES11
Page 15/1296

“Once cleared, vegetation height will be maintained using
mechanical, manual and chemical (herbicide) means for
ensuring that vegetation remains at an appropriate height to
protect the facility and improve public and worker safety.”
“Herbicide use is expected to result in no measurable changes to
fish habitat quantity and quality or fish abundance and distribution
with effective implementation of mitigation.”
“This may include a loss of gravel spawning habitat for Brook
Trout, Walleye, or Lake Sturgeon; or a loss of aquatic vegetation
spawning habitat for Northern Pike. This effect pathway was
determined to have negligible net effects on fish habitat quantity
and quality.”
“Increases in the concentration of suspended sediment can result
directly from disturbance and re-suspension of bed materials during
construction of water body crossings or indirectly from site runoff.
This could increase total suspended solids and turbidity in the
downstream aquatic ecosystems and result in an adverse effect on
surface water quality. Exposure to suspended sediment can affect
the health of fish and other aquatic organisms with effects ranging
from minor physiological stress to mortality.”

What type of herbicide is being used? Will Glyphosate be used? How often
will it be sprayed? Is the spraying necessary? Are their alternatives that can
be used that do not involve this herbicide? We highly recommend not using
herbicide as a method of suppressing vegetation height. More frequent
cutting would be more beneficial to the indigenous people, plants, and
animals using the land in the area with regards to health and longevity.
How will this herbicide affect the animals that consume the plants that have
been sprayed? Does this herbicide have the potential to effect bee
populations? Can WLR Corporation do the clearing of the transmission lines
in our territory, and clear them more frequently so the use of herbicide can
be abandoned?
If there is a loss of habitat, will new habitat be made to compensate for the
loss?
Where applicable, will there be turbidity curtains installed as a mitigation
measure?

PMFN-4

Executive
Summary ES12 Project Base
Page 16/1296

“Placement of crossing structures in water bodies can also cause
potential changes in fish accessibility to habitat (e.g., where the
culvert forms a barrier to fish passage), which can cause habitat
fragmentation. For example, a barrier between rearing and spawning
habitat may remove access to habitat, resulting in loss of habitat, and
ultimately, effects to the stability of a self-sustaining population.”

Would the project consider installing a larger culvert where large fish
populations reside so they can swim through the culvert with ease to reach
their desired habitat for rearing and spawning? Are their different options
available to lessen this potential impact on fish?

PMFN-5

Executive
Summary ES16 Project Base
Page 20/1296

“Ecological effectiveness will continue to be compromised in the
Project Case, but is not expected to be lost. Caribou in the Project
study areas are considered as not likely to be self- sustaining in the
Base Case; therefore, combined effects from the Project and
previous and existing developments are predicted to be significant
despite the small incremental changes caused by the Project.”

Are there any remedial measures available to help the caribou population
increase?
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Response
“Relatively quickly” means days to months (Degnan et. al. 2016). Although it is common
practice to blast for road and highway construction, it has been assumed that blasting will only
be used as necessary (i.e., one time blasts as needed and not along the entire length of the
road or transmission line ROW). This would reduce the quantity of ammonium nitrate residue
available for conversion to nitrate and may reduce the dispersion time.
Reference:
James R. Degnan, J. K. Böhlke, Krystle Pelham, David M. Langlais and Gregory J. Walsh.
2016. Identification of Groundwater Nitrate Contamination from Explosives Used in Road
Construction: Isotopic, Chemical, and Hydrologic Evidence. Environ. Sci. Technol., 2016, 50
(2), pp 593–603
Caltha natans was found in NW44 (Thicket Swamp: Organic-Mineral Soil) and Carex
oligocarpa was found in NE10 (Trembling Aspen – Black Spruce-Balsam Poplar-Moist Soil).
Each species was recorded once, in a single plot.
GPS Coordinates are as follows:
Caltha natans 365287E/5386939N
Carex oligocarpa 663767E/5312723N.
Mitigation is provided in Section 6.3 – Rare Plant Discovery Contingency Plan of the EPP.
As per Section 6.3 – Rare Plant Discovery Contingency Plan of the EPP, alternatives such as
hand weeding are encouraged in areas where rare plants and plant communities have been
identified.
No, Caltha natans was observed at a single location approximately 35 km east of Thunder
Bay and Carex oligocarpa was observed at a single location approximately 5 km south of
Wawa and 5 km east of Gros Cap.
A Herbicide Management Plan will be developed for the Project prior to the start of
construction. Specific herbicides will be determined at that time.
General application of herbicide will be restricted near rare plants or rare ecological
communities. Spot spraying, wicking, mowing or hand-picking are acceptable measures for
weed control in these areas.
Pic Mobert’s comment regarding the benefits of frequent cutting has been noted.
Herbicide effects on Wildlife were assessed in Section 14.6.1 of the EA Report. With effective
implementation of the mitigation summarized in Table 14 17 and the EPP (Appendix 4 II),
minor changes to localized soil quality and vegetation are predicted relative to Base Case
conditions (Section 12.6).
Until a list of herbicides is developed, any possible effects to bee populations is unknown.
A specific clearing contractor has not been identified for the Project.
No habitat compensation is planned for the Project.
Sediment control measures will be implemented in accordance with the EPP.

Water body crossings are assessed in Section 13.6.1.2 of the EA Report. Preference was
given to choosing clear-span bridges and rig mats as crossing methods instead of culverts
as they do not involve work below the high water mark. The extent of the Project or
development footprint is expected to be limited to a reasonably small area in each water
body. For larger water bodies, the crossing method proposed is to work around or use an
existing crossing structure instead of installing a new crossing structure.
An Integrated Range Assessment and Range Management Policy has not been completed
for caribou in the Lake Superior Coastal Range. However, a number of remedial measures
are available to various sectors to help maintain conditions for caribou in the Lake Superior
Coastal Range. These measures are outlined in several planning documents including:
•
Ontario’s Woodland Caribou Conservation Plan (MNR 2009)
•
Forest Management Guide (OMNR 2014)
•
Caribou Best Management Practices (e.g., MNR 2013)
Ontario’s goal is to manage caribou in the Lake Superior Coastal Range for population
security and persistence through habitat protection, decommissioning and removal of
access roads, and habitat renewal.
References
Ministry of Natural Resources [MNR]. 2009. Ontario’s woodland caribou conservation plan.
MNR. 24 pp. Available Online at: http://files.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/species-atrisk/277783.pdf
MNR. 2013. Best Management Practices for Renewable Energy, Energy Infrastructure and
Energy Transmission Activities and Woodland Caribou in Ontario. Government of Ontario,
Peterborough, Ontario. Available online at: https://files.ontario.ca/environment-andenergy/species-at-risk/mnr_sar_bmp_ener_car_en.pdf
OMNR. March 2014. Forest Management Guide for Boreal Landscapes. Toronto: Queen’s
Printer for Ontario. 104 pp Available Online at:
https://dr6j45jk9xcmk.cloudfront.net/documents/4543/boreal-landscape-guide-march-112014-final-s.pdf

EA Update Required (Y/N)
Y –Executive Summary and in
Section 8.6.1.2

N

N

N

N

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-2:
ID

Pic Mobert First Nation Information Request Responses
Report Section

PMFN-6

Executive
Summary ES19 Cumulative
effects Page
23/1296

PMFN-7

Executive
Summary ES20 Page
24/1296

PMFN-8

Executive
Summary ES25 Page
29/1296

PMFN-9

Rationale
Cumulative Effects
“The Project is predicted to contribute little to the cumulative effects
on caribou, after mitigation. Ecological effectiveness will continue to
be compromised in the Cumulative Effects Case but is not expected
to be lost.”

Pic Mobert First Nation Comment/Concern/Information Request

Response

EA Update Required (Y/N)

What mitigation measure will take place with regards to the Woodland
Caribou?”

A summary of the mitigation measures relevant to the protection of wildlife and wildlife
habitat are provided in Section 14.10 of the EA Report and Section 4 of the EPP (Appendix
4-II).

N

Cumulative Effects
“It is expected that reasonably foreseeable developments, including
the Project, will be required to implement mitigation that will limit
cumulative effects on this species. Nevertheless, incremental and
cumulative effects of the Project and other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable developments on little brown myotis are
predicted to remain significant in the Cumulative Effects Case.”
Indigenous Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional
Purposes
“It is expected that existing trails may experience increased traffic
and trail upgrading, clearing or widening based on a comparison
between proposed temporary access roads and existing trails used
by Indigenous trappers.”

What are the current implementation measures for the Myotis?

Refer to the response to PMFN-6.

N

Will the cost of trail upgrading, clearing or widening be covered by Next
Bridge?

Construction costs for any permanent infrastructure associated with the Project will be
covered by NextBridge.

N

Executive
Summary ES28 Page
32/1296

Socio-Economics
“Cumulative effects to water and waste services and
infrastructure were determined to be not significant.”

Garbage waste is a concern. Bear proof waste bins should be used and
monitored frequently. A constant reminder to workers to be mindful of their
waste is needed in order to ensure camp litter and lay down areas doesn’t
pollute the surrounding land and waters. Wildlife, for example bears, can
suffer from eating and passing plastic through their systems.

NextBridge will obtain the necessary environmental regulatory approvals from applicable
municipalities for solid waste disposal. Solid wastes may be stored in bear-proof containers
prior to removal from site. Project personnel will receive applicable training in health and
safety and emergency response, including wildlife awareness and avoidance.

N

PMFN-10

Executive
Summary ES33
Page 37/1296

Air Quality
“Potential human health risks from short-term or acute (i.e., 1-hour)
exposure to nitrogen oxides (as nitrogen dioxide) were identified
based on predicted concentrations from Project construction
activities and from predicted concentrations from Project construction
activities in combination with background air concentrations at
distances of 100, 200 and 300 metres from the right-of-way centreline
(maximum calculated hazard quotients of 1.9 and 2.1, respectively).
Potential human health risks from other contaminants over averaging
times (1-hour, 24-hour and annual) were considered to be negligible.
Predicted concentrations from Project activities are expected to be
negligible and have no non-negligible net effect on air quality. There
is no net effect to human health.”

Please clarify the reasoning for stating that “there is no net effect to human
health” while also stating “Project activities are expected to be negligible
and have no non- negligible net effect on air quality”. Air quality is
important for not only indigenous peoples in the area, but for all wildlife and
the food chain as a whole. Lengthy exposure to degraded air quality could
cause respiratory illnesses, especially if the local population has a history
of respiratory issues. Elderly populations would be less likely to have a
strong immune system, and therefore would be at greater risk of health
decline from increased exposure to degraded air quality. Will there be air
quality monitoring taking place throughout the life of the project?

The text in the EA Report has been updated to say “Predicted concentrations from Project
activities are expected to be negligible and have a negligible net effect on air quality.”
Air quality monitoring is not proposed or required.

Y – Executive Summary and
Section 21.6.1.2

PMFN-11

2.2.3 Access Roads
Page 173/1296 4-11

“Existing and new access roads will be all- weather and will be
located with a cleared and grubbed approximately 20 m wide
ROW.”

Due to the fact that the access roads will be all weather, will salt or sand,
or a combination of salt and sand be used to maintain the roads during
the winter? Will there be other de-icing methods used? Please list
alternative options to lessen the chloride load into the environment.
Where will the soil be placed from the road making? Will the soil be
shipped away, or placed nearby? Possible invasive species in the area
should be noted; seeds from invasive plants could be carried with the soil
when transported. High levels of salt can have a negative effect on
wetlands; species composition may change with more salt tolerant plants
and furthermore kill off native plants that are intolerant of the excessive
salt content.

Mitigation measures for salt application are provided in Section 5.2 of the EPP (Appendix 4II). Compaction or grading of surfaces will be considered. Other chemical de-icing compounds
may be considered if less impactful than salt.
Topsoil stripping and storage mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.2 of the EPP
(Appendix 4-II). Soil handling contingency methods are provided in Section 6.5 of the EPP
(Appendix 4-II).
Soil stockpiles will be monitored for weeds.

N

PMFN-12

4.2.9 Fuelling Areas
Page 177/1296 4-15

“Fuelling areas at laydown yards and construction camps may
include concrete pads and drainage controls. Drainage will be
retained in a sump where hydrocarbons can be captured and
separated prior to the release of surface water run-off, as
appropriate.”
“The fuel transfers will follow safety and environmental procedures
to prevent leaks and drips, and spill response kits will be available
on the vehicles used to transport fuel.”

What methods will be used to separate the hydrocarbons from the surface
water before release? Organic Peat moss, (Sphag sorb) or will other
methods be used? If so, which methods will be used? Will there only be
spill kits on the “vehicles used to transport fuel”, such as pickups with slip
tanks? Or will every vehicle on site be required to carry a spill kit? All
vehicles should have a spill kit in case of emergency. Every vehicle that
contains a liquid that could spill, such as gasoline, diesel, brake fluid,
antifreeze etcetera should have a spill kit.

A sorbent filter made of synthetic fibers or equal will be installed in the sump.
Spill kits will be located on fuel and servicing vehicles. NextBridge will maintain an
adequate supply of spill prevention and emergency response equipment onsite at all times
and train staff on the use of this equipment. The risk for site-specific spills will be used to
determine the appropriate type of response equipment and suitable location for storage.
The Contractor will also provide a list of required stand-by equipment and required spill
response container supplies to respond to large volume spills.

N

PMFN-13

4.3.1 Project
Phases Page
179/1296 4-16

Construction Phases
“Construction activities will continue year-round, with some
construction activities being staged as practical to avoid or minimize
potential effects on ecologically sensitive areas and life cycle
periods.”
“Regularly-scheduled night-time work may be required to make
up for schedule delays caused by weather or other unexpected
conditions.”

Which ecologically sensitive areas, and how many? What types of
life cycle periods specifically are of concern?
.” In the Project case for Acoustic Environment under the executive summary
page 11/1296 ES 7 it states: “There is no potential for a change in perceived
noise levels during the night-time period given that construction will only be
occurring during the daytime period.” These two statements are
contradictory, please explain which statement is valid and which is not and
the reasons associated with the choice.

Mitigation measures for environmentally sensitive areas are provided in Section 4 of
the EPP (Appendix 4-II).
NextBridge’s planned approach is to avoid construction within required setbacks
during a wildlife Restricted Activity Period (RAP), and migratory bird nesting period, or
fish and fish habitat restricted activity timing windows.
Night-time work may occur during Project construction as a result of unforeseen schedule
delays. NextBridge plans to conduct the majority of the work during the daytime period (i.e.,
07:00 to 19:00). NextBridge will re-evaluate the potential Project related effects and if
required, review mitigation requirements if construction will occur beyond the daytime period.
This has been clarified in the Acoustic Environment Assessment.

Y – Section 11.6.1
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Table 1-III-B-2:
ID

Pic Mobert First Nation Information Request Responses
Report Section

Rationale

Pic Mobert First Nation Comment/Concern/Information Request

Response

EA Update Required (Y/N)

PMFN-14

4.3.1.3 Project Phases
Page 182/1296

Topsoil Stripping and Grading p182
“Topsoil stripping and grading will be completed along the ROW
and other access and construction areas, as required.”
Clean-up and reclamation p185
“Water and sewer systems and in-ground infrastructure
will be decommissioned in accordance with applicable
regulatory requirements.”
“The goal of re-seeding will be to re-establish a native cover crop
such as ground juniper or other low-growing shrubs to stabilize
soils and to limit the establishment of fast-growing tree species
such as poplar and white birch.”

Where will the top soil be stored? Will the top soil be redistributed back
onto the forested land?
Will the in-ground infrastructure be left in the ground, or will the pipes be
dug up and removed?
A list of the used seed would be of value to us. Planting blueberry,
raspberry and strawberry bushes would be good options for low growing
shrubs and plants. These species would also benefit our community with
berry picking, and create a food source for birds, bears and other animals
in the forest land.

Top soil will be stockpiled as described in Section 5.2 of the EPP.
In-ground infrastructure will be removed where possible. If in-ground infrastructure
cannot be removed it will be filled with clean sand or gravel prior to capping.
Natural regeneration or certified native seed mix will be used in consultation with the
appropriate Land Administrator on provincial land. Natural recovery is the preferred
method of reclamation on level terrain where erosion is not expected. Erosion prone
areas will be seeded with a native cover crop and certified seed mix approved by the
applicable regulatory agency, as soon as feasible after construction, wherever possible.
Refer to the EPP (Appendix 4-II of the Final EA Report) for additional details on when
seed mixes will be used.
A list of the seeds comprising seed mixes used can be provided to Pic Mobert.

N

PMFN-15

4.3.2.5 Vegetation
Management Page
190/1296 4-28

Vegetation Management
Determination of the method to be used (i.e., mechanical, manual
or chemical) will be based on season (time of year), the type of
vegetation, site specific features (i.e., topography, terrain,
sensitivity), cost, aesthetics and environmental and socio-economic
features”

We strongly advise to do without the chemical vegetation management
methods with the new line and the currently existing lines that fall within our
territory.

N

PMFN-16

4.3.2.7 Potential Emissions,
Discharges and Wastes
Page 192/1296

Potential Emissions, Discharges and Wastes “The WHO International
Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has classified power
frequency EMF as a 2B carcinogen – a possible carcinogen based on
unanswered questions of the statistical association between magnetic
field exposure and childhood leukemia (IARC 2012). IARC (2012)
found no consistent evidence that childhood EMF exposures are
associated with other types of cancers or that adult EMF exposures
are associated with increased risk of any kind of cancer. Other 2B
Possible Carcinogens include coffee, pickled vegetables and gasoline
engine exhaust.”

A “possible carcinogen” flags a cause for concern for our people since
currently we are not near a large transmission line, and after this project we
will be in close proximity.

Use of herbicides will be limited or restricted in the vicinity of rare plants and water bodies.
The Contractor will develop a Herbicide Management Plan that describes the storing,
handling and disposing of the unused herbicides prior to construction. The Herbicide
Management Plan will also include relevant Material Safety Datasheets. Additional mitigation
measures are provided in Section 5 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).
NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement with PMFN regarding vegetation
management throughout the life cycle of the Project. Any activity NB undertakes will be
discussed with PMFN prior to activity being undertaken.
Comment noted. Research on possible human health effects of electromagnetic frequency
has been conducted since the 1970s. A summary of the conclusions to date is provided in
Section 4.3.2.7 of the EA Report.

N

No comment was provided for this number.

PMFN-17

No comment was provided for this number.

PMFN-18
PMFN-19

6. Geology, Terrain, and
Soils
Page 255/1296

Table 6-5: Potential Effect Pathways for Geology, Terrain and Soils
“The Contractor will develop an Environmental Emergency Response
Plan for review and approval by the Owner that describes response
procedures to potential environmental incidents or emergencies (e.g.,
spills, fire, erosion or sedimentation), clearly indicates responsibilities
for communication and reporting, and provides contact names and
details for individuals to be contacted in case of emergency.

PMFN would like to view each contractor’s Environmental Emergency
Response Plan as they become available.

Details of each contractor’s Environmental Emergency Response Plan can be discussed with
Pic Mobert during Project consultation but cannot be shared directly.

N

PMFN-20

Map tile 13 of 21

Potential access Road to the west side of Nursery Lake, how much
will the road be upgraded? More access roads in the Addition to
Reserve Lands.

PMFN would recommend that a tree line buffer be kept so that the road is
not visible from the PMFN Nursery Lake Pow Wow grounds. PMFN would
like to keep the road open for its use as this is to become Reserve Land.
(Further discussion required because this will be reserve land).

Comment noted. NextBridge will discuss this item further with Pic Mobert.

N

PMFN-21

Map tile 14-16

Prime hunting access roads for small game and moose.

For construction safety, please know that community members will be out
harvesting mainly the months of September-October each year.

Comment noted.

N
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-1

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Community
Consultation

Section Name

Section #

Groundwater

Groundwater

Comment
Communities may want to request the opportunity to review and comment on the
Contractors' Blasting Plan and to be notified once blasting locations have been
determined. These should be determined prior to construction and, possibly, part of the
Consultation process.

Response
EA Update Required (Y/N)
NextBridge Is committed to ongoing engagement and sharing of information with Pic Mobert during the entire lifecycle of the
N
Project. NextBridge is happy to discuss all aspects of construction prior to activity being undertaken once the General Contractor is
available and can share details of their approach.

Will the surrounding communities be notified when blasting will occur? If so, how far in
advance?
PMFNTBTE-2

Community
Consultation

General Comment

General Comment

PMFNTBTE-3

Community
Consultation

Project Description

Section 4.3.1.7

Other plans Pic Mobert may want to review are: Waste Management Plan, Spill
Prevention Plan, Environmental Emergency Response Plan, Herbicide Management
Plan, Weed Management Plan and Salt Management Plan (if applicable). - Should
salting be allowed, especially in proximity to watercourses?

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Pic Mobert including potential effects and N
mitigation strategies. Salting will not be conducted within 30 m of water bodies.

"The final distribution of tower types over the route will be determined after the
geotechnical investigations are complete."

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Pic Mobert including potential effects and N
mitigation strategies.

Will there be continuous community involvement, allowing for Pic Mobert First Nations
(FN) to express concerns or offer suggestions for the final design plan?
PMFNTBTE-4

Community
Consultation

Project Description

PMFNTBTE-5

Community
Consultation

Project Description

PMFNTBTE-6

Community
Consultation

Environmental Commitments Appendix 23-I

Section 4.3.1.9

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Pic Mobert including potential effects and N
mitigation strategies. Section 4.3.1.9 of the EA Report states that six conductor splices are anticipated to occur
approximately every 6 km along the preferred route ROW. NextBridge will continue to engage with Indigenous communities
over the life of the Project. Conductor splicing is a frequent event that will occur throughout construction. NextBridge will
notify Pic Mobert prior to the start of construction. Best practices for conduction stringing are provided in Section 5.7 of the
Before implosion occurs, will communities near the event there be notified? Should there
be a management plan in place for this stage of construction? More information might be EPP (Appendix 4-II).
required to see if this concern should be addressed any further.

"Cable splicing may use an implosion method that requires the use of explosives that
generate an implosive noise event."

Section 4.3.1.15

A list of the potential emissions, discharges and wastes is provided in this section. Does this
list include chemicals that may be used and/or stored onsite?

A list of chemicals that will be used during construction is not currently available. The Project Description in the EA (Section
4) provides NextBridge’s best understanding of the project at the current time. It is recognized that certain project details
may be updated or optimized during detailed planning and design. These adjustments may be based on site-specific
A list of all chemicals on-site or in a lay-down areas should be included when developing the engineering and environmental considerations, or from the experience of the Contractor.
Spill Prevention Plan. Can there be a list provided to Pic Mobert FN for the area around their A list of the chemicals to be used during construction will be provided to Pic Mobert prior to the start of construction.
lands.
Table 23-I-1 details Project Environmental Commitments. It states that Indigenous communities
will be notified of the overall schedule before construction.

Refer to the response to PMFN-1.

N

N

Can the community also ensure that they are notified of specific disruptive activities (i.e.
blasting)?
PMFNTBTE-7

Community
Consultation

Environmental Commitments Appendix 23-I

Table 23-I-1 details the Project Environmental Commitments if a spill occurs on the ground If a spill occurs that may affect Pic Mobert, Pic Mobert will be notified within 10 days in compliance with Section X of the
and/or in or near water bodies.
Environmental Protection Act.
Will nearby communities be notified (if significant) of an incident? In what time frame will they
be notified? Who is responsible for providing the notification?

PMFNTBTE-8

Community
Consultation

Consultation

General Comment

Have all of the culturally significant features or concerns identified by Pic Mobert been
addressed or acknowledged by NextBridge?

Section 17.5.2.1 of the EA Report was updated to reflect that Pic Mobert provided maps generated in support of a use N
and occupancy study. The use and occupancy study and digital maps files have not been provided to NextBridge.

PMFNTBTE-9

Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Surface Water

General Comment

Has consideration been given to implementing extra protection measures (e.g. fast
response, extra erosion and sediment controls) in case of heavy rainfall events?

Project design for extreme weather events is discussed in Section 4.6.2 of the EA Report.

N

PMFNTBTE-10

Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Geology, Terrain and Soils

6.6

Table 6-13: It says there will be a protective layer like frost packing, matting, or
biodegradable textiles utilized to reduce compaction, rutting, admixing, and other
impacts to soils.

General environmental protection measures and contingency plans specifying usage of geotextile matting are
discussed in the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

N

The Project Description in the EA provides NextBridge’s best understanding of the project at the current time.
Geotechnical investigation locations have not been finalized but it is anticipated that these investigations may occur in
wetlands or drainages, in cases where it is not possible to avoid these features.
Clearing and grubbing, access rod and laydown construction will take place prior to geotechnical work for foundation
design.
NextBridge will obtain the appropriate regulatory approvals and follow the mitigation measures in Section 5.3 of the
EPP (Appendix 4-II) to avoid, reduce or minimize adverse effects to wetland areas or wildlife habitat during geotechnical
investigations.

N

N

Besides the low areas, where else will matting be utilized? Under moist conditions,
there may need to be a higher utilization of matting in order to avoid soil admixing
and compaction issues.
PMFNTBTE-11

Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Environmental Protection
Plan

Appendix 4-II

To determine where the final locations of the tower foundations will be located, the EA
discussed that further geotechnical investigations will be needed.
Is there going to be any geo-technical drilling in wetlands or small drainages to
determine depths of soil structure for potential tower or permanent roads
construction?
Will there be extensive clearing of the corridor in preparation for the geo-technical
investigation?
Since this will take place before the major construction, what conditions are in place to
ensure minimal disturbance to wetland areas or Wildlife Habitat?
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Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-12

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Section Name
Environmental Protection
Plan

Section #
Appendix 4-II
Section 6.5

Comment
In the Soil Handling Contingency Plan it states that "Strip topsoil in unsaturated
wetlands, giving extra attention to maintain root stocks for replacement." - Is this
course of action sufficient?
What condition would be needed to strip and replace wetland soils and not implement
a type of matting or geotextile material if the feature was temporary? If wetland
environments are severely impacted, can there be a wetland compensation program where wetlands can be created/replaced to help alleviate the net loss of this habitat?

PMFNTBTE-13

Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Environmental Protection
Plan

Appendix 4-II
Section 6.5

In the Soil Handling Contingency Plan it states that "If construction in wet conditions is
necessary... pump standing water into vegetated areas."
Depending on the nature of the turbidity and volume of water, this may require
significant time and area to reduce sediment loading. If this is to take place, TBTE
suggests that additional erosion and sediment controls and setback distances from
wetland or water bodies should be in place to ensure no negative effects are
encountered from pumping.
What controls are in place for dewatering operations to ensure no negative effects
like siltation occur in the vegetated areas?

PMFNTBTE-14

Erosion and
Sediment
Control / Soils

Geology, Terrain and Soils

6.6.1

PMFNTBTE-15

Invasive
Species and
Weeds

Vegetation & Wetlands

12.6

Is there going to be any pre-disturbance assessments completed to get a general idea of
topsoil presence and potential for revegetation purposes?
Could this be a part of the additional geo-technical assessments?
Table 12-10: It states that there will be re-cleaning of vehicles if a weed-infested area is
encountered.
What does the "cleaning" process entail? Can it please be described in more detail?

PMFNTBTE-16

PMFNTBTE-17

Invasive
Species and
Weeds

Post
Construction
Reclamation

Project Description

Vegetation & Wetlands

Section 4.3.1.13

12.6

Table 4-4: Lists the anticipated types and numbers of construction Heavy Equipment and
Vehicles. This list does not include barges.
Will there be any need for barges to cross larger water bodies within the Project (i.e.:
White Lake)? If so, a invasive species protocol may need to be added to the
Environmental Protection Plan.
Table 12-10: Nextbridge said they will conduct annual weed monitoring to identify and
prioritize weeds for removal.
Does this mean only surveying over areas once? TBTE recommends these areas with
known weedy species be surveyed twice a year, particularly if there are missed
vegetative states and the prolific seed production of invasive species.

Response
An assessment of Project effects on geology, terrain and soils was completed and is provided in Section 6 (Geology
Terrain and Soils) of the EA Report. Project effects on distribution of geology and terrain, soil quality and soil quantity
and distribution were assessed which included soil degradation, erosion and compaction. After implementation of
effective mitigation, a pathway analysis determined that there would be negligible net effects on terrain and soil, and a
negligible net effect on the ability of soil to support forestry, agriculture and other vegetation communities.
The quoted text from the Soil Handling Contingency Plan (Section 6.5 of Appendix 4-II) is intended for permanent
infrastructure (i.e., transmission foundations and anchors) that cannot be sited outside of wet areas. Section 5.2 of the
EPP (Appendix 4-II) provides guidance for temporary infrastructure (i.e., access roads, travel lanes and workspaces).
Topsoil within environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., wetlands, rare vegetation communities) will not be stripped.
Geotextile matter or fill material (e.g., gravel) will be applied as appropriate and a membrane (filler fabric) will be placed
between fill material and soil to minimize admixing. Soil conditions will be monitored throughout construction. If topsoil
is being degraded, topsoil stripping as described in the Soil Handling Contingency Plan will be considered.
Ontario is exploring the possibility of a wetland No Net Loss Policy but does not currently have a wetland
compensation framework in place (MNRF 2015),
Reference:
MNRF. 2015. Wetland Conservation in Ontario: A Discussion Paper: 28 pp. Available online:
https://www.ossga.com/multimedia/2016-03-15-115020-49198/wetland_conservation_in_ontario.pdf. Last accessed
May 26, 2017.

EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

Section 7.6.1.1 of the EA Report states the temporary diversion of water to create and maintain a dewatered area for the
purpose of upgrading or constructing water body crossings is expected to result in measurable changes to surface water
quantity and surface water quality in some water bodies, even with effective implementation of the mitigation summarized in
Table 7-12 and the EPP (Appendix 4-II). However, due to the short-term nature of this Project activity, changes are not
expected to result in a net effect on maintenance of surface water quantity and quality.
The following mitigation measures will be implemented when dewatering an area:
•
If water taking is required for the purposes of construction and/or water supply, register the activity on the
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry or obtain a permit to take water from the MOECC as appropriate.
•
Install, monitor and manage excavation dewatering activities, during the installation of structure foundations, where
required.
•
Pump water onto stable, well vegetated areas, tarpaulins, sheeting, rocks, sand bags, or into settling ponds, filter bags,
or other appropriate sediment filtering devices. Complete dewatering in a manner that does not cause erosion or allow
sediment to re-enter a water body (at least 50 m away). Discharge water should not flow directly into a water body.
•
Dewatering locations must be discussed with the Owner prior to starting discharge. No water will be discharged off the
Project Site, without prior discussion with the Owner.
•
If water is released onto private land, landowner consent must be acquired prior to release.
•
Hoses and pumps shall have the sufficient length and capacity to transfer water to the desired location.
•
Hoses must be in good working condition, and hoses with tears or ruptures will be repaired or replaced.

N

Soil surveys are not planned during the pre-construction surveys.
During construction, NextBridge will strip and stockpile soil as described in Sections 5 and 6.5 of Appendix 4-II to the
EA Report. During site cleanup and reclamation, subsoils will be decompacted, disturbed areas will be re-contoured
and topsoil will be replaced.

N

Equipment will be cleaned in accordance with the Clean Equipment Protocol for Industry (Halloran et al. 2013). Section 3 of Y – Section 3 of Appendix
the EPP (Appendix 4-II) has been updated.
4-II
Reference:
Halloran, Joe, Anderson, Hayley and Tassie, Danielle. 2013. Clean Equipment Protocol for Industry. Peterborough
Stewardship Council and Ontario Invasive Plant Council. Peterborough, ON.
NextBridge does not anticipate using barges during construction of the Project at this time. NextBridge will seek the
appropriate regulatory approvals and update the EPP (Appendix 4-II) as necessary if the use of barges is necessary.

N

Weed monitoring will typically take place once per year during the early growing season. Typically, surveillance will take
place by air. If access on the ground is needed, ground access will be by pickup truck or ATV and will be on a site-by-site
basis.
Vehicles will be cleaned prior to accessing the ROW.

N

How will these weed surveys be monitored? By foot or vehicle? If by vehicle, will there be a
"cleaning" of equipment process like during construction?
PMFNTBTE-18

Post
Construction
Reclamation

Vegetation & Wetlands
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12.6

Table 12-10: Mitigation measure: In the event that a rare plant species or a rare vegetation
community is suspected or encountered unexpectedly, or cannot be avoided, implement
the Rare Plant Contingency Plan (App: 4-II)
Who identifies this new plant species or community? Are the personnel planned to always
on-site and are they trained enough to properly identify species or plant communities?
Would it be the Nest Sweeping biologists? If they are, what about the winter months when
they are not conducting the nest sweeps?
Does Pic Mobert FN have a qualified person (e.g. Biologist/Environmental Monitor) that can
preform this duty? They might know the area's vegetation better then a hired consultant.

30

Environmental monitors will be on-site during construction of the Projectt.

N

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-19

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Section Name
Storage During Surface Water
Construction

Section #
7.6

Comment
TBTE would suggest a defined distance that waste should be stored away from surface
water bodies, similar to the distance required for vehicle refueling and maintenance.

Response
Solid waste will be managed and disposed of in compliance with an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA),
as required. Waste storage will comply with the setbacks defined in R.R.O., 1990, Reg. 347, General – Waste
Management of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA).

EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

Will there be set distances of waste storage from water bodies defined in the Waste
Management Plan?
PMFNTBTE-20

Air Quality

Air Quality

Ozone

This section does not detail ground-level ozone from the transmission lines.
Communities should be aware of the potential health effects from O3 and any
current industry standards that may be implemented that can reduce exposure.
There is no discussion on the potential contribution ozone has on climate change.
What would be the typical ozone output of a transmission line of this size? What
kind of ozone emissions are generated by the transmission line during the
Operational Phase? Should the community be concerned?

Corona discharge (i.e., ionization of air surrounding an electrically charged conductor to produce gases such as
ozone and nitric oxide) is discussed in Section 4.3.2.7.

N

PMFNTBTE-21

Air Quality

Air Quality

Table 9-6

The table presents activities that affect air quality, such as: land clearing; material
handling; vehicle exhaust; reclamation of temporary access roads and staging
areas. "Burning of slash will be subject to agreements with landowners and to permits
and approvals."

Burning of slash will be subject to agreements with landowners and to permits and approvals by appropriate
regulatory agency.

N

Monitoring, Commitments and Environmental Protection and Planning (Section 23) has been updated to include a
pre-blast survey of the wells within 250 from the blast locations.
The pre-blast survey will include the completion
of a survey form that provides details about the well and its uses and a static water level to be obtained, where
permission is granted, by a license water well technician.
The EPP (Appendix 4-II) has been updated to include this additional mitigation measure.

Y. – Table 23-1,
Appendix 4-II, Section 4

Ground wells are deep driven ground rods that offer low resistive earth grounding through full rod contact with
surrounding earth.
The Project Description in the EA provides NextBridge’s best understanding of the project at the current time.
The number of ground wells, conditions of use, and depth will be determined during the detailed design and
permitting phase.

N

There is no follow-up, inspection or monitoring program planned for groundwater.

N

Rationale for the groundwater LSA is provided in Table 8-2.
There is no follow-up, inspection or monitoring program planned for groundwater.

N

The Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales (MNR 2010) was reviewed
during EA preparation. Mitigation consistent with the recommendations of the Forest Management Guide for Conserving
Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales include limiting the use of heavy machinery to 30 m from any water body.
The 16 m buffer in Table 23-I-1, Commitment 138 has been revised to 30 m.
References:
OMNR. 2010. Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales. Toronto: Queen’s
Printer for Ontario. 211 pp. Available online: https://dr6j45jk9xcmk.cloudfront.net/documents/4816/stand-amp-siteguide.pdf Accessed May 25, 2017.

Y – Table 23-I-1

Should Pic Mobert consider a timing restriction for burning? Is there a time of day or a time
of year more preferable for potential burning activities?
PMFNTBTE-22

Water and Fish Groundwater
Habitat

Table 8-6 Pathways for The Table mentions that to the extent feasible, blasting will not occur within 50 m of water
Effects to Groundwater wells. Is 50m a sufficient distance and should it include sensitive features?
This section is mainly based on a 2005 MOECC regional groundwater quality study?
if so, it should be updated prior to construction.

PMFNTBTE-23

PMFN-TBTEProject Description
Water and Fish
Habitat

Section 4.3.1.10

The structures will be grounded to protect the line against faults using ground rods, ground
wells, counterpoise, or other means.
What are ground wells exactly? In what conditions will they be used? How deep?
Will they require permits? Can they negatively affect groundwater quality and/or
quantity?

PMFNTBTE-24

Water and Fish Project
Habitat
Description/Monitoring
Commitments

Section 4.3.1.11

"Post construction environmental monitoring will be conducted after the
completion of the construction activities and continue into the operation and
maintenance phase and will include such activities as examining and
documenting the success of reclamation measures." Section 23 Monitoring
Commitments states that no monitoring programs are proposed or required for
groundwater. Is this correct?
Should there be groundwater monitoring wells around transformers, or some type of
monitoring program for Post Construction? Should Nextbridge include a third party
assessment as part of the Post Construction monitoring program?

PMFNTBTE-25

PMFNTBTE-26

Water and Fish Environmental Effects
Habitat
Assessment Approach

Water and Fish Environmental
Habitat
Commitments

Section 5-11

Appendix 23-I

Table 5-2 states that the groundwater Local Study Area (LSA) is considered large
enough to encompass potential predicted changes in groundwater, and no Regional
Study Area (RSA) is required.
What was the justification that determined the LSA footprint was large enough? Should a
monitoring program be implemented as part of the Post Construction Monitoring Plan?
Table 23-I-1 Commitment number 138 states that mechanical clearing activities will be
minimized within 16 m of the banks of a water body.
How was this set-back distance generated? Is this distance sufficient as it seems low?
Is slope a consideration to adjust this distance? What standard is being followed
here?

PMFNTBTE-27

Water and Fish Appendix 5-I Environmental
Habitat
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

The alignments sheets are specific to features (waterbody crossings, wildlife and wildlife
habitat, wetlands, etc.) related to the linear ROW of the transmission line and does not
give specific information about road and road crossings. There is additional widening/
improvements of existing roads during construction that cross waterbodies that are not
specified on the maps.
Is there any information or construction plans for the road waterbody crossings and is
there a plan for the crossings similar to Table 5-I-4: Waterbody Crossings Mitigation?
There are at least four new temporary access road water body crossings within alignment
sheets 89 - 98 to which mitigation measures are not identified.
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The locations of the permanent and temporary access roads are shown on the footprint maps in Appendix 5-II and
N
portions of the roads are shown on the Environmental Alignment Sheets in Appendix 5-I-A. The description of new
versus upgraded roads is in Section 4.2.3.
Access Road and Construction Environmental Maps are included in Appendix 5-I-B of the EA Report.
Mapped baseline conditions in the LSA are in Appendices 6-II, 7-II, 8-I, 12-V, 13-I, 14-V, 15-I, and 19-I.
Water body crossings, proposed crossing methods and permanence are provided in Appendix 13-II (Fish and Fish Habitat
Data) of the EA Report.

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-28

PMFNTBTE-29
PMFNTBTE-30

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Section Name
Wildlife &
Wildlife
Wildlife Habitat

Section #
Birds

Comment
Peregrine Falcon and Common Nighthawk are not discussed in detail. Is there more
investigation required about these Species-At-Risk?

Response
Peregrine Falcon and Common Nighthawk were not selected as key indicator species.
The rationale for selection of vegetation and wildlife criteria, and the definitions of the assessment endpoints for
vegetation and wildlife (i.e., self-sustaining and ecologically effective) are provided in Section 12.3 and Section 14.3,
respectively. The selection of criteria for vegetation and wetlands was based on a coarse-filter approach that captures
the availability and composition of ecosites that contain listed species. In addition, the amount and distribution of, rare
vegetation communities, identified listed plants, and critical landform/vegetation associations that can support listed
species was also assessed (Section 12.3). The selection of wildlife criteria was based on both a coarse and fine-scale
approach that considered elements of ecosystems such as umbrella, indicator and keystone species, and ecological
redundancy in species guilds (Section 14.3). Consultation with the public and government was also part of the criteria
selection process. A detailed consultation and engagement record is provided in Appendices 2-III and 2-IX.

EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

No comment was provided for this number.
Wildlife &
Wildlife
Wildlife Habitat

Birds

The bird nests sweep protocol seems standard; however, it does mention to record
as much info as possible, including "egg counting". This may warrant opportunity for
intrusive behavior and cause certain birds to abandon their nest. It is recommended
that this statement is reconsidered and additional guidance is given on how to verify
if a nest is active or not.

NextBridge will consider Pic Mobert’s feedback when finalizing the bird nests sweep protocol prior to construction.

N

Ground nests should not be directly flagged to avoid increasing predation; rather flag the
perimeter around the nest.
Planners might want to consider tarping soil stockpiles to defer nesting birds (i.e. bank
swallow).
PMFNTBTE-31

Wildlife &
Wildlife
Wildlife Habitat

Birds

Have opportunities been discussed with Pic Mobert FN regarding local opportunities
for trappers to assist with pest control or relocating sensitive wildlife species away
from the construction disturbance?

Post-approval opportunities for trappers have not been discussed with Pic Mobert FN to date.

N

PMFNTBTE-32

Wildlife &
Wildlife
Wildlife Habitat

Consultation

Continue to communicate with Nextbridge about identifying all animals and areas
considered culturally significant during the consultation phase. If any new or missed
information arises, Pic Mobert FN should notify Nextbridge during this planning stage.

Comment noted.

N

PMFNTBTE-33

Wildlife &
Wildlife Habitat

Vegetation

Are there significant vegetation communities that Pic Mobert FN is aware of that may be
impacted by development? Have they been identified to NextBridge?

Chaga fungus and its harvesting was not specifically addressed as part of the Vegetation or Indigenous Current Use of
Lands and Resources for Traditional Purpose assessments. The EA evaluates local-scale effects through the pathway
analysis and the net effects analysis for pathways determined to be primary (refer to the response to MNRF-O/G-02). It
is not possible or practicable to complete a site-specific assessment and provide specific mitigation for each individual
activity and structure of the Project due to the large scale of the Project.
NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement with Pic Mobert including understanding local impacts throughout the life
cycle of the Project. Any future activity will be discussed with Pic Mobert prior to action being taken.

N

NextBridge’s planned approach is to avoid construction within required setbacks during a wildlife Restricted Activity
Period (RAP), and migratory bird nesting period, or fish and fish habitat restricted activity timing windows mentioned
in Pic Mobert’s comment. If constructing during a RAP, restricted activity timing window or within a setback cannot
be avoided, a resource specialist may need to survey the area for sensitive features and if sensitive features are
identified, additional mitigation may need to be developed. Work may not be conducted during the RAP, restricted
activity timing window or within a setback unless approval is obtained from the appropriate regulatory authorities,
where required.

N

Wildlife

Was the harvesting of Chaga fungus addressed? Will Pic Mobert have the opportunity to
harvest Chaga from those birch stands that will be required to be cleared? This is usually
harvested from older birch stands.
PMFNTBTE-34

Wildlife &
Wildlife
Wildlife Habitat

Restrictions

Besides the April 5 - August 30 migratory bird restrictions as well as the fish habitat
restrictions in the Environmental Protection Plan, does the community agree with the
Wildlife Restricted Activity Period restrictions?
Perhaps talk about restrictions or sweeps for denning areas on islands and shorelines;
consider habitat compensation.

PMFNTBTE-35

Archaeological Section 15 and 16
Resources &
Cultural
Heritage Use

General Comment

The Draft EA identified and included numerous sites of archaeological potential and
Comment noted.
cultural heritage along the Preferred Route through Stage 1 investigations, as well as,
Stage 2 investigations to identify potential archaeological resources will be undertaken prior
to project construction. Nextbridge provides detailed mitigation measures that will ensure
no potential or discovered archaeological resources, as well as no identified cultural
heritage resources will be damaged
by construction activities. NextBridge also has in
place a Discovery of Heritage or Archaeological Resources Contingency Plan in the event
that anything is discovered. Project clearance will be obtained under the Ontario Heritage
Act , archaeological assessments and protections measure will strictly adhere to the
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MTCS 2011), and cultural
heritage resources are guided by the Standard and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Provincial Heritage Properties (MTCS 2010).

N

PMFNTBTE-36

Archaeological General Comment
Resources &
Cultural
Heritage Use

General Comment

If archaeological resources are discovered during construction activities, Pic Mobert
should have a contact identified for NextBridge to immediately notify, in order for the
community to participate in the archaeological assessment.

Comment noted. NextBridge requests that this contact be provided in future engagement with Pic Mobert FN.

N

PMFNTBTE-37

Herbicides

12.6

Table 12-10: It states that they will try to avoid construction through wetlands, but there is
not a setback for herbicide applications with respect to the wetlands. The herbicide
application setback for an open body of water is 30 meters?

The EA has been updated to indicate that herbicides will not be used within 30 m of water bodies, which includes
wetlands.
Standards, guidelines, best management practices for lakes and ponds and associated shoreline forest in Table 4.1a of
the Site and Stand Guide (OMNR 2010).
References:
OMNR. 2010. Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales. Toronto: Queen’s
Printer for Ontario. 211 pp. Available online: https://dr6j45jk9xcmk.cloudfront.net/documents/4816/stand-amp-siteguide.pdf Accessed May 25, 2017.

N

Vegetation & Wetlands

Where did the 30 m setback come from?
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-38

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Herbicides

Groundwater

Section Name

Section #
Comment
Table 8-6 Pathways for This table does not mention changes to groundwater quality from the use of herbicides. It
Effects to Groundwater is recommended that this is addressed in the EA document.

PMFNTBTE-39

Herbicides

Wildlife

Birds

There is no mention of the relation between herbicide application and bird mortality
rates. This may be a concern; especially to species such as Killdeer and other ground
nesting species.

Herbicide application was identified as a secondary pathway in the Wildlife and Habitat Assessment (Section 14). Herbicide
application was assessment in Section 14.6.1.2 of the EA report and was not carried through to the net effects assessment.
The use of herbicide for ROW maintenance is not predicted to affect the maintenance of self-sustaining and ecologically
effective population(s) overlapping the criterion specific RSAs.
•
Refer to the response to PMFN=TBTE-39.

N

PMFNTBTE-40

Herbicides

Wildlife

Little Brown Myotis

Refer to the Response to PMFN-39.

N

PMFNTBTE-41

Vegetation &
Wetlands

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

The use of herbicides is known to contribute to the high mortality rates of the Little
Brown Myotis. This may be a concern if herbicides are used for maintenance
activities. Herbicides should not be used in areas that the Little Brown Myotis is known to
occur.
The wetlands that the ROW are crossing is displayed linearly. It is hard to comprehend the
sizes of these wetlands when they are measured in linear meters.

The area of the wetlands are shown in the Environmental Setting Wetland band above the map window in the
Environmental Alignment Sheets and not in the map window.
The feature layers displayed in the map window is kept to a minimum so that the imagery is visible.
The "Percent of wetland in the Project Footprint" has been added to Table 5-I-2A in the final EA. The proposed crossing
method for wetlands will be determined during the permitting phase.

Y - Table 5-I-2A

Can wetland areas be displayed as an area in the Environmental Alignment Sheets to
show spatially where these wetlands are? Alternatively, can "Wetland Total Area" and
"Wetland Area within Project Footprint" or "Percent within Project Footprint" be described
in Table 5-I-2A. Can the proposed crossing method for wetlands be described
crossings similar to Table 5-I-4: Waterbody Crossings Mitigation?

PMFNTBTE-42

Vegetation &
Wetlands

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets
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Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Response
Changes to groundwater quality from spills of fuel or other materials was assessed in Section 8.6.1.1 of the EA Report and
no pathway was identified. Herbicide application was assessed in Section 12.6.1.2 of the EA Report and was identified as a
secondary pathway with a negligible net effect on upland, wetland and riparian ecosystems. Herbicide application was
assessed as a secondary pathway and was not carried through to the net effects assessment.
The following mitigation measures will be implemented to address concerns related to herbicide application:
•
Only approved herbicides under the direction of a provincially-licenced applicator will be applied.
•
The Contractor will develop an Herbicide Management Plan that describes the storing, mixing, handling and
disposing of unused herbicides prior to construction. The Plan will also include relevant Material Safety
Datasheets (MSDS). The Plan will be submitted to the owner.
•
The general application of herbicides near rare plants or rare ecological communities will be restricted. Spot
spraying, wicking, mowing or hand-picking are acceptable measures for weed control in these areas.
•
The use of herbicides within 30 meters of an open body of water, unless the herbicide application is conducted
by ground application or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency, will be prohibited.
•
Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act. Herbicides will not
be used within 100 m of wells.
•
Immediately following herbicide application, signage will be posted to notify the general public of herbicide use
and to prevent human exposure.

EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

Pic Mobert FN might have a better understanding if there might be any concerns if wetland
areas were displayed as described above.
Some of the wetlands noted on pages ranging from Alignment Pages 90-94 have wetlands Wetlands were assessed at the landscape level within the local and regional study areas. Specific types of wetlands that N
side-by-side and span along the transmission line ROW.
are uncommon on the landscape were assessed in further detail. As part of the wetlands criterion, CLVAs, provincially
significant wetlands, listed rare plants and rare vegetation communities were included in the assessment. The
significance determination for the Project on wetlands is provided in Section 12.7.3.3. Of the uncommon wetlands
Have any wetlands near the Pic Mobert lands been formally assessed to determine if
identified in the Base Case (i.e., NW43, NW47 and NW50), the Project is expected to disturb less than approximately 1
they are Provincially Significant? It appears that some towers are planned to be
ha (0.4%) of the Sheltered Marsh: Emergent: Sedimentary Peat Substrate (NW47) ecosite in the vegetation and
installed within wetlands, has the route already been altered to achieve the setback
wetlands LSA. There is a less than 2% change to CLVAs or rare vegetation communities from Base Case to Project
distances for wetlands and other environmentally sensitive features as best as
Case. Overall, the small changes in wetland ecosystem availability, distribution and condition from the Project are
practical?
predicted to be within the resilience limits and adaptive capacity of this criterion; 99.4% of wetland ecosystems present
in the Base Case vegetation and wetlands RSA are predicted to not be affected in the Project Case. Mitigation
measures in Table 12-10 and the EPP (Appendix 4-II) further explain how adverse effects are expected to be reduced
within wetlands.
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID
PMFNTBTE-43

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic
Best
Management
Practices

Section Name
Surface Water

Section #
7.6

Comment
Do the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans have designated methods for certain terrain/
slopes? This is brought up because of high rainfall situations. There would be extra
sedimentation in the dewatering situations and might not apply as a surface water body,
but instead as an ephemeral wetland. Are the sedimentation controls the same for low
land/wetland dewatering as they would be for stream/ waterbody crossings?
Applying certain measures to accommodate Climate Change variables such as
winter rain storms could be implemented. As well as, timing restrictions on when to
begin applying semi-permanent seasonal control measures should be included to
minimize these effects during winter work.

PMFNTBTE-44

Best
Management
Practices

Geology, Terrain and Soils

6.6

Table 6-5: "Machinery and equipment will be inspected for leaks routinely throughout
the duration of construction. Machinery is to arrive on site in clean condition and is
to be maintained and free of fluid leaks."

Response
The EPP (Appendix 4-II) defines water bodies as areas with defined bed and banks, whether or not water is
continuously present, and is consistent with the general definition used under the Conservation Authorities Act
(Government of Ontario 1990) and Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol (Stanfield 2010). A water body may be
permanent, intermittent, or ephemeral. Types of water bodies include watercourses (e.g., streams, rivers), lakes,
ponds, and wetlands (Government of Ontario 2009). Dewatering mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.5 of
the EPP (Appendix 4-II). The mitigation measures are intended for all water bodies, including wetlands.
Appropriate erosion and sedimentation control measures to minimize or avoid sediment mobilization from the
disturbed areas to drainages or water bodies will be installed, monitored and managed. Adequate and appropriate
erosion and sedimentation control materials shall be on site and available prior to commencement of construction.
The following mitigation measures are provided in Section 6.5 of the EPP to address wet conditions, defined as
“Conditions where soil is saturated to a point where rutting, compaction, and erosion are at an increased risk. These
conditions result from prolonged or severe precipitation events, spring melting, and nearby to, or within, wet areas”
(Glossary, EPP):
•
If construction during wet conditions is necessary, implement one or more of the following:
•
restrict construction activity to the narrowest possible area;
•
use a protective layer such as such as frost packing, snow, ice or matting or biodegradable geotextile and
clay ramps between wetland root/seed bed and construction equipment.;
•
limit traffic to equipment with wide tracks or low ground pressure tires, where required;
•
pump standing water to a vegetated area; and,
•
backblade ruts to disperse water and allow faster drying.
If soils are excessively wet, construction alternatives or suspending construction will be considered.
The Contractor will develop an Environmental Emergency Response Plan for review and approval by the Owner that
describes response procedures to potential environmental incidents or emergencies (e.g., spills, fire, erosion or
sedimentation), clearly indicates responsibilities for communication and reporting, and provides contact names and
details for individuals to be contacted in case of emergency.

EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

Machinery will be inspected at the beginning and end of each shift. Maintenance will be conducted in accordance
with the manufacturer’s instructions.

N

Section 4.2.1 of the EA Report states “The Project will meet the codes, standards and guidelines applicable to transmission
projects.” This statement is inclusive of the recommended specifications and best management practices referenced by Pic
Mobert FN.

N

Extremely low frequency electric and magnetic fields are discussed in Section 4.3.2.7 of the EA Report. Both electric and
magnetic fields decrease rapidly as the distance from the source increases.

N

Please define what "routinely" means. Does it refer to weekly or daily? TBTE would
recommend that there be a general daily inspection and a more detailed inspection
monthly/ weekly or at the start of a persons' shift.
PMFNTBTE-45

Best
Management
Practices

General Comment

General Comment

TBTE would suggest implementing or referencing some the Ontario Provincial
Standard Specifications (OPSS) or Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Best
Management Practices for certain aspects of the project. Below are suggestions of
various OPSSs that might be applicable to the Project.
-OPSS 180 - General Specification for the Management of Excess Material
-OPSS 182 - General Specification for Environmental Protection for Construction in
Waterbodies and on Water Banks
-OPSS 185 - General Specification for Temporary Flow Control for Construction in
Waterbodies
-OPSS 506 - Construction Specification for Dust Suppressants
-OPSS 518 - Construction Specification for Control of Water from Dewatering Operations
-OPSS 804 - Construction Specification for Seed and Cover
-OPSS 805 - Construction Specification for Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures
-MTO Best Management Practices for Species at Risk Protection During Maintenance
Activities (2017)
-MTO Environmental Guide for Erosion and Sediment Control During Construction of
Highway Projects (2015)
-MTO Environmental Guide for Wildlife Mitigation (2015).

PMFNTBTE-46

General
Comments

Electric and Magnetic Field
(EMF) Health Effects

Research
There have been many studies on the possible health effects from exposure to EMFs at
extremely low frequencies (ELFs). While it is known that EMFs can cause weak electric
currents to flow through the human body, the intensity of these currents is too low to cause
any known health effects. Some studies have suggested a possible link between
exposure to ELF magnetic fields and certain types of childhood cancer, but at present this
association is not established.
The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has classified ELF magnetic
fields as "possibly carcinogenic to humans". The IARC classification of ELF magnetic
fields reflects the fact that some limited evidence exists that ELF magnetic fields might be
a risk factor for childhood leukemia . However, the vast majority of scientific research to
date does not support a link between ELF magnetic field exposure and human cancers.
At present, the evidence of a possible link between ELF magnetic field exposure and
cancer risk is far from conclusive and more research is needed to clarify this "possible"
link.
What is the anticipated exposure to Pic Mobert FN members and how can the uncertainty
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:
ID

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

Topic

Section Name

Section #

Comment

Response

EA Update Required (Y/N)

about the health affects be addressed?
PMFNTBTE-47

General
Comments

Project Description

Section 4.2.10

There is the possibility of the development of Borrow Pits for permanent road
construction or other aggregate needs. Will there be an opportunity for
communities to develop their own pits and sell to the contractor(s)?
It is estimated that 3,700,000 to 6,300,000 m3 of aggregate will be required. Are there any
aggregate source sites required near Pic Mobert? If so, how many?

At this time, NextBridge is uncertain as to the need for new aggregate sites to support the project. However, it is
understood that an application for a new license will be required in the event new aggregate sources are
required and that the application processing timeline is one to two years. In addition, all necessary information
required as part of an aggregate application will be supplied at the time an application is made. As the need is
not known at this time, that information was not included in the EA Report.

N

PMFNTBTE-48

General
Comments

Project Description

Section 4.2.12

"New transformer stations will be required and/or upgraded." The document does
not address PCBs. Will this substance be used in any part of this transmission
line operations?

NextBridge will comply with the PCB Regulations (SOR/2008-273) when upgrading existing transformers that
may contain PCBs. New equipment installed for the Project will not contain PCBs.

N

PMFNTBTE-49

General
Comments

Project Description

Section 4.3.2.3

Table 4-5 lists the anticipated maintenance activities. Will sensitive areas continue
to be identified (marked) Post Construction and into the Operational Phase.

Sensitive features will be marked during operations for avoidance during maintenance and operations.

No

PMFNTBTE-50

General
Comments

Environmental
Commitments

Appendix 23-I

Table 23-I-1 Commitment number 294 states that, "Upon completion of the
geotechnical investigations, replace and compact soils back into the drill hole."
This may be against O. Reg. 903 and there may be a need for a contingency
plan to remove the soils from the site as well as implement an Erosion and
Sediment Control plan for this stage of work.

Soil will be replaced and compacted in accordance with Section 1.1 (2) of O. Reg 903. An Erosion and
Sedimentation Plan will be implemented for this work. Contaminated soils will be disposed of offsite.

PMFNTBTE-51
PMFNTBTE-52

General
Comments
General
Comments

General Comment

General Comment

General Comment

General Comment

Will there be any third-party monitoring completed during construction and postconstruction?
What kind of flexibility during construction does NextBridge have based of field
findings and weather conditions?

Proposed monitoring programs are summarized in Table 23-1 of the final EA Report. Qualified environmental
inspectors hired by NextBridge will conduct the monitoring.
The preliminary construction schedule for the Project is provided in Table 4-3 of the EA Report. Contingency
plans for field findings (e.g., rare plant communities, undocumented water bodies) are provided in Section 6
of the EPP (Appendix 4-II of the EA Report). Construction activities will typically occur during one 10 hour
shift per day, with normal working hours between 07:00 to 19:00. Regularly scheduled night time work may
be required to make up for schedule delays caused by weather or other unexpected conditions.

N

General Comment

General Comment

How are First Nations to be included in pre-construction, construction and post
construction developments? Has there been consideration given to having a
qualified community member to be implemented into the project as a liaison officer or
environmental monitor? - This would ensure that there is constant and direct
communication between NextBridge and the community.

Environmental monitors will be on-site during construction of the Project.

General
Comments

General
Comments

General Comment

General Comment

Consideration should be given to prescribed burning as a reclamation technique in select
areas throughout the Project footprint (e.g. laydown/storage areas). Pic Mobert should
consider taking an active role in assisting with prescribe burning activities, as these
activities could promote re-vegetation growth of culturally significant plants such as
blueberry and wild rice, and could help establish diverse hunting grounds. Also, such
techniques have been to manage habitat for Forest-dwelling Woodland Caribou.

Prescribed burns were not considered as a reclamation technique in the EA Report.
On provincial Crown land, NextBridge will allow for natural revegetation or will use certified native seed in
consultation with the appropriate Land Administrator. Natural recovery is the preferred method of reclamation
on level terrain where erosion is not expected.

N

PMFNTBTE-53

PMFNTBTE-54

N

Closer evaluation would be required to determine the best areas for this application
as many project and social interests will need to be considered in the decision.
Refer to the document " Woodland Caribou Signature Site Vegetation
Management Plan" (MNRF) for guidance on the benefits of prescribed burning
and how First Nation Communities can contribute to such activities.
PMFNTBTE-55

General
Comments

General Comment

General Comment

Has Pic Mobert communicated an adequate timing restriction for the
community's fall hunting season? It is understood, that winter work is referred in
the known hunting areas for Pic Mobert; however, specific timing restrictions
will help in the planning process and to ensure that disturbance during the hunting
season is minimized.

Comment noted. The specific timing of the fall hunting season has not been communicated to NextBridge.

N

PMFNTBTE-56

General
Comments

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Where the permanent and temporary access roads deviate from the ROW, was
there information gathered about wetlands, wildlife and wildlife features, heritage
resources, archaeological resources and soils?

Information was collected in support of the EA about wetlands, wildlife and wildlife features, heritage resources,
archaeological resources and soils for the portions of the permanent and temporary access roads that deviate from the
ROW. Desktop and field studies were conducted to collect this information. An overview of spatial boundaries or areas
that information was collected in for each component is provided in Table 5-2 of the EA Report. Overall Vegetation and
Wetlands Local Study Areas and Regional Study Area Land Covers Areas are provided in Appendix 12-VI.
The locations of the permanent and temporary access roads are shown on the footprint maps in Appendix 5-II and
portions of the roads are shown on the Environmental Alignment Sheets i(Appendix 5-I-A) and Access and Construction
Environmental Maps (Appendix 5-I-B). The description of new versus upgraded roads is in Section 4.2.3.
Mapped baseline conditions in the LSA are in Appendices 6-II, 7-II, 8-I, 12-V, 13-I, 14-V, 15-I, and 19-I.
Water body crossings, proposed crossing methods and permanence are provided in Appendix 13-II of the EA
Report.

N

This was an error in the draft EA Report. This has been updated in the Final EA Report.

Y (Appendix 5-I-A,
EAS 93)

The confidential EAS documents contain sensitive information disclosed by Project stakeholders and will not
be distributed. The redacted version of the EAS has been provided for public review.

N

With relation to the roads, there is no clear information about what types of
habitats these roads are passing through and details of proposed crossing
methods. Can a map be given outlining the features the roads are passing
through and the corresponding method details?

PMFNTBTE-57

General
Comments

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

PMFNTBTE-58

General
Comments

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Between towers 361-2 and 363-1 the Preliminary Preferred Route ROW and the
Preferred Route Transmission Line deviate from each other. Is there some
explanation as to why the transmission line and tower location do not match up?
Refer to Alignment Sheet 93
On the Environmental Alignment Sheets, the category 'Environmental Concerns'
superscript refers to a note that states "Environmental concern descriptions have been
redacted for confidentiality here and in Tables 5-I-2 and 5-I-3."
Knowing that the EA document is public, does Pic Mobert FN have access to
these concerns or are some of their own concerns noted on this map? There
might be some questions that arise after the codes are described.
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APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-3:

Pic Mobert First Nation/TBTE Information Request Responses

ID
PMFNTBTE-59

Topic
General
Comments

Section Name
Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Section #
Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Comment
On the Environmental Alignment Sheet 108, A transmission line turning point
is indicated and it illustrates two (2) temporary construction easements in
proximity to Doss Lake. One (1) of the easements is shown to occur within a
tributary of Doss Lake. This could be of concern and consideration should be
given repositioning the easement out of proximity to this tributary, or the
turning point may need to be extended away from this area. Closer evaluation
is need to determine what design adjustments are needed or the proper
mitigation measures that will be required.

Response
The Project Description in the EA provides NextBridge’s best understanding of the project at the current time.
It is recognized that during detailed planning and design, certain project details may be updated or optimized.
These adjustments may be based on site-specific engineering and environmental considerations, or from the
experience of the Contractor. It is common for a project to become further refined from the EA (or feasibility
stage) to the permitting (detailed design).

PMFNTBTE-60

General
Comments

Appendix 5-I Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Appendix 5-I
Environmental
Alignment Sheets

Review of Alignment Sheets 99 to 114, indicates that the area has a wide array of
existing roads which helps to minimize the impact of the new corridor; however,
there will still be a need for numerous temporary access roads to be constructed.

All water body crossings for the transmission line and the access roads are included in the assessment for
surface water (Section 7) and fish and fish habitat (Section 13). The water body crossings are mapped
(Appendix 7-II and 13-I). Water body attributes are listed in Appendix 7-II and fish species and proposed
water body crossing methods are listed in Appendix 13-II.

The Alignment Sheets indicate, that some of these temporary access roads
will cross smaller tributaries and there are no details on the watercourse
crossing methods. Consideration should be given to re-evaluating the access
road crossing shown on Alignment Sheets 104, 105, and 106. Pic Mobert
should pay close attention to development occurring within the new proposed
corridor as disturbance within this area is currently minimal.

February 2018
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EA Update Required (Y/N)
N

N

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-4:

Red Rock Indian Band Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

EA Updated
Y/N

Answers:

RRIB-Env-001

What is NextBridge monitoring
techniques?

Monitoring techniques are summarized in Table 23-1. Details for monitoring plans will be finalized during the permitting phase.

N

RRIB-Env-002

2. What is the loss of habitat/vegetation
in potential areas due to the new
transmission line being put in?

Refer to Section 12.7 for an assessment of Project losses to vegetation criteria including uplands, wetlands and riparian ecosystems. Tables 12-14, 12-17 and 12-19 provide summaries of the effects to vegetation.

N

RRIB-Env-003

3. Has there been a study on what kind
of animals that are in the areas of this
line that are going to be impacted by the
project?

Baseline wildlife field surveys focused on areas within 1 km of either side of the anticipated preferred route of the Project in 2014 and 2016. The results of these surveys are provided in Appendix 12-I and Appendix 14-II. Information was also
obtained from the government (MNRF) databases on occurrences of wildlife, and significant wildlife habitat to help determine impacts from the Project.

N

RRIB-Env-004

What is going to be the loss of
trapping/hunting habitat?

Effects to trapping and hunting were assessed in Section 17 of the EA Report. Potential changes to wildlife habitat were included under the discussion of availability of traditionally important wildlife species. The potential for the Project to
result in the loss of currently available wildlife harvesting sites and areas was also considered, however wildlife harvesting areas that are disturbed by temporary Project construction are expected to become available during reclamation.

N

RRIB-Env-005

5. Has NextBridge taken into
consideration the Bald Eagles nesting
and that they reuse their nests? Will you
put a buffer zone around these nests?

Potential effects to known raptor nests, such as bald eagle, and their associated setback buffer was quantified in Appendix 14-I, Table 14-I-1. There is 2,382 of the 2,405 ha of raptor nesting habitat identified at present that will be
avoided through Project siting. The remaining 23 ha (1%) that has the potential to be disturbed by the Project will be evaluated during the permitting phase. The EPP (Appendix 4-II) includes information on specific measures that will be
applied to known and incidentally detected raptor nests to mitigate direct and indirect effects. Activity buffers around nests are identified as a mitigation measure in the EPP.

N

A plan for monitoring of surface water quantity and quality will be in place for the Project (Table 23-1). Section 7.10 explains that based on the review of the Project Description (Section 4) and the results of the water quality and quantity
effects assessment (Section 7.7), monitoring of surface water quantity and quality will include the following:
•
Monitoring/inspections of erosion and sediment management measures, bank stabilization features and coffer dams during construction to verify effectiveness.
•
Monitoring of turbidity and/or TSS, streamflow rates and/or water levels, at water body crossings in accordance with the requirements of regulatory permits and approvals.
•
Monitoring of one or more surface water quantity and quality parameters at water taking or discharge locations to satisfy the conditions/requirements of applicable PTTWs, Environmental Compliance Approvals or
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry related water discharge plans.
•
Monitoring/inspections of new permanent water body crossing structures and roadside drainage features (on a bi-annual basis for the first two years following post-construction and then annually thereafter)
for physical function and condition.
•
Monitoring of turbidity and/or TSS and streamflow rates at new permanent water body crossings, plus other select water body crossings that are considered to have greater sensitivity to change from the
standpoint of fish and fish habitat, species at risk, channel stability, drainage/channel pattern, or other key environmental considerations, on a bi-annual basis during the first two years of the operation phase (to
verify the effectiveness of reclamation measures). The monitoring program may be discontinued thereafter if conditions are observed to have stabilized.
Section 13.10 states that monitoring will be conducted during instream construction (e.g., installation and removal of culverts) by a qualified Environmental Inspector to observe implementation and report on the effectiveness of the
construction procedures and mitigation measures for minimizing potential effects to fish and fish habitat. Turbidity and TSS monitoring will be conducted according to permit requirements (refer to Table 1-1).
The implementation of post-construction monitoring programs will be used to provide feedback on the performance and effectiveness of design features and mitigation, recognizing that the planned mitigation measures will be
adjusted/augmented as needed to address any unexpected deficiencies. Post-construction monitoring will be conducted at water body crossings to verify that erosion and sediment control measures have been successful (e.g., bank
restoration and re-vegetation). The integrity of the crossing structures will be inspected regularly and during periods of high runoff, such as the spring freshet. Any changes to the channel morphology of the water body (beyond the
expected adjustments under natural conditions) will be identified and addressed, as needed. At culverts, regular monitoring will be conducted to identify and remove blockages (e.g., ice, woody debris), as needed, that could otherwise
interfere with fish passage or result in channel erosion and associated effects on downstream fish habitat.
Monitoring, Commitments and Environmental Protection Planning (Section 23) and the EPP (Appendix 4 II) outline the monitoring planned for the Project. NextBridge will be responsible for monitoring associated with the Project, however
NextBridge may delegate the monitoring work to experienced contractors or consultants.

N

Migratory stopover areas for waterfowl, shorebirds and landbirds were identified as present in the LSA; however, habitat loss from Project development is predicted only for landbird migratory stopover areas (Appendix 14-I, Table 14-I-1).
A loss of 456 ha of landbird migratory stopover habitat is predicted, representing approximately 2% of the landbird migratory stopover habitat available in the LSA at present (Base Case). Migratory landbirds are highly mobile and the
small loss of migratory stopover habitat is not predicted to have a measurable or noticeable effect on migration routes.

N

RRIB-Env-006

6.

Will you have water quality
monitoring in place at the rivers,
lakes, and creeks?

RRIB-Env-007

7.

Who is responsible to monitor fish
and wild life effects of the project?

RRIB-Env-008

8.

Will there be any negative
impacts on bird migration routes?

N

References:
MNR (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources). 2000. Significant wildlife habitat technical guide. 151 p.
RRIB-Env-009

9. Will there be a loss of use on trap
lines, timber and removal of trees
to put the line in?

Traplines are discussed in Section 19.5.2.5.1.2 (Non-Traditional Land and Resource Use) and assessed under the commercial land and resource use criteria. Additional effects on traditional trapping are discussed in Section 17 under
the traditional wildlife harvesting section.

N

Section 19.5.2.5.3.1 provides an overview of regional timber harvesting management. Section 19.5.2.5.3.2 discusses the amount of productive forest land in the Project footprint (1,621.5 ha). Timber clearing in productive forest areas
will be required in the Project footprint during construction for the ROW, laydown areas, temporary camp accommodations, tower sites and access roads. Forestry harvests may be forgone during the construction phase, and removal of
the ROW from the timber harvest land base would remove the area associated with the preferred route ROW from future timber production. The following mitigation measures will be applied to timber clearing activities:
•
Clear merchantable timber by hand in the riparian area of a water body. Minimal encroachment may be required to harvest very large trees. The merchantable timber will be winched outside the riparian area
•
Merchantable timber will be cleared in accordance with the Timber Salvage Plan developed for the Project or in accordance with landowner requests
•
Stockpile merchantable timber at landings near the edge of the boundaries in a manner that is accessible to hauling trucks. Timber is not to be piled within 30 m of a water body or other overhead or underground
utility or crossing unless specified by the Owner
Section 12 considers the effects of the Project to vegetation communities. The effects of vegetation removal on ecosystems is discussed in Section 12.6.1.3 and 12.7.
Project and cumulative effects are summarized in Table 22-1 and 22-2.

N

RRIB-Env-011

What are the long term effects for this
project?
9.
Are you going to be using spray
around the transmission lines? Or
is there a better and safer
alternative you can use?

Initial clearing of the right of way will be completed through mechanical means. Once cleared, vegetation in the right-of-way may be maintained through treatment with herbicides and trimming. Herbicides will only be used where
permitted according to applicable guidelines, regulations and/or legislation, and will be applied in accordance with their labels using qualified contractors.
Operational parameters and measures to minimize effect are provided in the EPP (Appendix 4-II)s.

N

RRIB-Env-012

12.

Want to know your plans on aerial
spraying or your plans on hand
tending the over growth in this
area?

Aerial spraying will not be used on the ROW. When herbicide must be used, it will be selectively sprayed and will not be used within 30 m of a water body.

N

RRIB-Env-013

10.

If the transmission line goes
North, what is it going North for?
Ring of Fire, TransCanada and/or
Gold Mine?

The OEB considers this a priority project to support expansion of transmission infrastructure in northwestern Ontario. It is a priority to ensure that there is a reliable and cost-effective supply of electricity to northwestern Ontario for the
long term.
The Project is not for any specific mine or natural resource project that is being planned or in operation.

N

RRIB-Env-010
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Table 1-III-B-4:

Red Rock Indian Band Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

RRIB-Env-014

11.

RRIB-Env-015

12.

Where has the spray been put
over the years? I don’t know
where to pick anymore because I
don’t know where all the
spraying has been put and don’t
want any on my pickings to be
contaminated.
Will the values collected, past
and present, be protected?

EA Updated
Y/N

Answers:
NextBridge EWT has not been built yet so no herbicide use has been implemented to date. NextBridge is working with communities to ensure that herbicide application is managed through a management plan.

N

NextBridge and individual communities enter into agreements regarding the use and distribution of traditional land use data.

N

The Project will have both short and long term local opportunities to participate on the Project. NextBridge is proactively working with local communities on their capabilities, interests and availability for both the construction and maintenance
phases of the Project.

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

Section 18.7.2.1 describes the labour force requirements of the Project, and characterizes the skill sets required for each phase. Where feasible and competitive, the Project will draw upon trades and contractors in the labour market and
economic development LSA with the required skills sets and experience to undertake specific tasks. Generally, employment associated with early development activities (flagging, clearing and access road work) will require a small
workforce comprised largely of labour and entry-level positions that may be taken up locally. Staking, geotechnical work, foundation development, and tower assembly is expected to require a larger, more technical workforce made up of
skilled positions, including trades. Some tasks (e.g., cable stringing and splicing, helicopter construction of towers) require a trained and experienced workforce that may not be available within the criterion-specific LSA. With the project
construction phase occurring over a 24 month period, construction jobs will be relatively short-term in nature.

N

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT/BENEFITS
RRIB-Ec-001

1.

RRIB-Ec-002

2.

RRIB-Ec-003

3.

RRIB-Ec-004

4.

RRIB-Ec-005

5.

RRIB-Ec-006

6.

What are our local benefits from
this project? Besides becoming
co-owners, are there any
economic benefits for our local
area?
Is there any training being offered
by NextBridge?
Are there any scholarships being
offered?
Could NextBridge sponsor a
scholarship or bursary for our
graduation awards each summer?
Are there any dollars NextBridge
could contribute to a trapping
educational program to ensure
traditional ways and practices are
continued?
How many local jobs (if any) will
there be here and are they long
term?

NextBridge intends to prioritize qualified local Indigenous candidates for direct employment opportunities. Given the limited number of non-technical employment opportunities, and the large number of Indigenous communities in the labour
market and economic development LSA, the Project is not expected to result in large-scale long-term employment in individual communities.
RRIB-Ec-007

7.

RRIB-Ec-008

8.

RRIB-Ec-009

9.

RRIB-Ec-010

10.

What types of specialty training is
required in the project to assist
community members in training
preparedness? Example: If one of
our high school students are
interested in working with/for
NextBridge. Can you give us
different fields and what
training/education they would
need?
Will there be employment training
to obtain skills required for the ongoing employment for Red Rock
Band?
Will there be project management
for the protection for heritage of
RRIB culture and spiritual sites
within the area of the transmission
line?

What are the long term effects
benefits for this project?

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

Monitoring programs will be established to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation measures relevant to the resources relied on for Indigenous current use of lands and resources (i.e., vegetation and wetlands, fish and fish habitat, and
wildlife and wildlife habitat). Monitoring may also be required to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation if archaeological or cultural heritage resources, including Indigenous land and resource use sites, are identified and mitigation is
implemented.

Y – Section 23.1.2

An Indigenous Land and Resource Use Site Contingency Plan was added to Section 6.7 of Appendix 4-II of the EA Report (the EPP). Refer to Table 23-1 for a complete list of proposed construction monitoring programs. A Framework for
a post-construction monitoring plan has been provided in Section 23.1.2 of the EA Report.
The need for the Project is discussed in Section 1.5 of the EA Report.

N

The OEB considers this a priority project to support expansion of transmission infrastructure in northwestern Ontario. It is a priority to ensure that there is a reliable and cost-effective supply of electricity to northwestern Ontario for the long
term.
RRIB-Ec-011

11.

RRIB-Ec-012

12.

What are your plans to
accommodate RRIB on private
land?
How many band members will be
employed through the process
and afterwards?

NextBridge intends to continually engage in good faith with Indigenous communities seeking to understand the Project, convey their views and concerns about the Project, and discuss appropriate mitigation or accommodation. Refer to
Section 2.2 for information on Indigenous Engagement and Consultation to date. Refer to Section 17 for information on access management and effects on traplines.

N

NextBridge is committed to working with communities to build their capacity to participate on the Project

N

CONSTRUCTION
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Table 1-III-B-4:

Red Rock Indian Band Information Request Responses

ID
RRIB-Con-001
RRIB-Con-002
RRIB-Con-003
RRIB-Con-004

RRIB-Con-005
RRIB-Con-006

Questions:
What is the loss of logging/timber in the
proposed area?
Over all how long do you figure it will be
until the project reaches our local area?
Can we get an idea of when the
construction of the project will start?
Do you plan to use more private property
and how much?

Do you plan to use our road to access the
transmission line?
What is safest distance for human vs.
transmission line?

EA Updated
Y/N

Answers:
Refer to Section 12.8.2.1 (Vegetation and Wetlands Assessment) of the EA Report for future plans for Forest Management Units and associated Forest Management Plans.

N

The detailed construction approach and timing is not known at this time. Duration of construction will be two years from late 2018 to the end of 2020.

N

Presently, construction is expected to begin on the proposed Project ROW in November 2018. Construction duration is expected to be 25 months with construction moving from west to east along the Project ROW. Specific time related to
construction activities will be finalized by NextBridge and their contractor(s) closer to the actual construction date. NextBridge will notify RRIB of the overall construction schedule before the start of construction.
The Project Description in the EA provides NextBridge’s best understanding of the project at the current time. It is recognized that during detailed planning and design, certain project details may be updated or optimized. These adjustments
may be based on site-specific engineering and environmental considerations, or from the experience of the Contractor. It is common for a project to become further refined from the EA (or feasibility stage) to the permitting (detailed design).
RRIB will be provided with information, and will be provided with the opportunity to engage in a direct dialogue, to allow both NextBridge and the community to understand if there will be any potential effects of the project on their Aboriginal
or treaty rights or interests.
NextBridge will use permanent access roads where feasible to access the ROW during construction and operations. The exact locations of these roads will be determined using the detailed engineering and permitting phases.
NextBridge is actively asking communities for input on the use of roads. Feedback from the communities is useful in construction planning.
Based on a 10-year review of scientific research on effects from exposure to electromagnetic fields, the World Health Organization’s (WHO) International EMF Project states (2012): “In the area of biological effects and medical applications
of non-ionizing radiation approximately 25,000 articles have been published over the past 30 years. Despite the feeling of some people that more research needs to be done, scientific knowledge in this area is now more extensive than for
most chemicals. Based on a recent in-depth review of the scientific literature, the World Health Organization concluded that current evidence does not confirm the existence of any health consequences from exposure to low level EMFs.
However, some gaps in knowledge about biological effects exist and need further research.” Refer to section 4.3.2.7 for additional information on EMF.
Reference:
WHO (World Health Organization). 2012. Electromagnetic Fields. http://www.who.int/peh emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index1.html.

N

This Project does not have a direct correlation to the local utility bill. The OEB determines the price of power. This project is part of Ontario’s larger power infrastructure renewal strategy.

N

N

N
N

COMMENTS/OTHER
RRIB-Other-001

1.

How will the project effect our local
prices? Will there be any effects?

The overall cost for building this line will be born by the rate base.
RRIB-Other-002

2.

Were there any archeological
studies done in the transmission
line area?

Stage 2 survey is currently being undertaken and the field program is expected to run through 2017. The Stage 2 consultant will survey all areas of archaeological potential in the Project Footprint. The Stage 2 survey report will include
an analysis of areas where archaeological sites were identified, and clear recommendations for further archaeological assessment, if required.

N

RRIB-Other-003

3.

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with communities

N

RRIB-Other-004

4.

Develop terms of reference,
standard and protocols, complete
consultation to share resources
and economic opportunities with
RRIB
On-going working group

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with communities

N

RRIB-Other-005

5.

Are you willing to provide a
presentation using visual aids on
reserve at Lake Helen?

Yes NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with communities and would be open to providing visual aids to any community that requests it.

N

RRIB-Other-006

6.

How soon can you make a
presentation available?

NextBridge visited the community in winter 2017. They provided technical briefing to staff during the winter of 2017. As requests are received, NextBridge will continue its ongoing engagement and consultation throughout the project.

N

RRIB-Other-007

7.

There’s got to be a better way
than those wires for transferring
energy? I would like to see them
doing more of the alternate
energy, like more wind farms or
every place there is potential
parking build an array of solar
panels you know use them as
groves for parking so that we’re
not just wasting space with
parking, its generating energy
I just hope when they do this, they
don’t spray, start spraying the
ground again pesticides and stuff.
When they do that it drives the
animals and birds away

A competitive bidding process was held by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) to select the “designated transmitter,” which is the entity that will develop the Project.
The Project has been identified as a priority project by the Province of Ontario, and a needed Project by the Independent Elecgtricity System Operator (IESO) to meet future electricity demand in northwestern Ontario.
Minimum Design Criteria for the Reference Option of the E-W Tie Line was issued by OEB on November 9, 2011 (OEB 2011)
Decision criteria was issued by OEB on July 12, 2012. Refer to Appendix A of the Phase 1 Decision and Order for Filing Requirements (OEB 2012).

N

I think as long as we are not
restricted in anyway to travel
freely that I would be comfortable
with it

NextBridge is committed to ongoing engagement and consultation with communities to understand their needs to access to their traditional areas.

RRIB-Other-008

8.

RRIB-Other-009

9.
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Reference:
OEB (Ontario Energy Board). 2011. Appendix A: Minimum Design Criteria for the Reference Option of the E-W Tie Line (230 kV Wawa to Thunder Bay Transmission Line) Available at:
http://www.rds.ontarioenergyboard.ca/webdrawer/webdrawer.dll/webdrawer/rec/315698/view/Appendix%20A_EW%20Tie%20Line_Minimum%20Design%20Criteria%20for%20the%20Reference%20Option_20111220.PDF.
Retrieved
May 2, 2017.
OEB. 2012. EB-2011-0140 Phase 1 Decision and Order. July 12, 2012. 43 pp. Available at: http://www.rds.ontarioenergyboard.ca/webdrawer/webdrawer.dll/webdrawer/rec/353291/view/Dec_Order_Phase1_EWT_20120712.PDF.
Retrieved May 2, 2017
Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act. A Herbicide Management Plan will be developed. General application of herbicide will be restricted near rare plants or rare ecological communities.
Spot spraying, wicking, mowing, or hand-picking are acceptable measures for weed control in these areas. The use of herbicides will be prohibited within 30 m of a waterbody unless the herbicide application is conducted by ground
application equipment or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency. Other mitigation measures relating to herbicides are identified in the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP; Appendix 4-II).
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RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-4:

Red Rock Indian Band Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

RRIB-Other-010

10.

RRIB-Other-011

11.

RRIB-Other-012

12.

February 2018
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I have never seen so many birds
and animals in my entire life and
that’s because they’re not
spraying so much anymore. And
before they used to spray with the
planes, they think they are landing
on one spot to do the trees but the
wind blows it and it goes all over.
Will the hydro rates go up again
from this project?
When complete how much
difference will my hydro bills be?
More or less?

EA Updated
Y/N

Answers:
Refer to the response to RRIB-Other-008.

N

This Project does not have a direct correlation to the local utility bill. The OEB determines the price of power. This project is part of Ontario’s larger power infrastructure renewal strategy.
The overall cost for building this line will be born by the rate base.

N

Refer to the response to RRIB-Other-012.

N
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Table 1-III-B-5:

Red Sky Métis Independent Nation Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

RSMIN-001

Our interviews have indicated that RSMIN citizens continue to actively engage in a range of traditional land use
practices as well as contemporary adaptations of traditional land use practices, and continue to occupy and use land
for these purposes across the Robinson Superior Treaty area of 1850. With on going research, and specific interviews
conducted for this project, RSMIN has found significant historical evidence to support the potential archaeological site
impacts and other potential community concerns and mitigation measures.

RSMIN-002

RSMIN citizens expressed a deep concern and appreciation for hunting, fishing, trapping and food gathering within the
RSMIN territory. These citizens share a connection to the land and their hunting and fishing experiences.

Update EA
Y/N

Answers:
Stage 2 survey is currently being undertaken and the field program is expected to run through 2017. The Stage 2 consultant will survey all areas of archaeological potential within
the Project Footprint. The Stage 2 survey report will include an analysis of areas where archaeological sites were identified, as well as clear recommendations for further
archaeological assessment, if required.
NextBridge encourages Indigenous participation in the Stage 2 field work process, as well as the sharing of any information RSMIN may wish to include in the Stage 2
archaeological assessment report.
NextBridge recognizes RSMINs concern and appreciation for their land and resource use within their territory and in proximity to the Project. NextBridge is committed to engaging
with RSMIN to address any locations on or near the proposed right-of-way that may require site-specific mitigation. The potential effects on wildlife habitat and abundance were
assessed in Section 14 (Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat) of the EA Report.

N

N

Our citizens have provided specific hunting, and fishing locations that are within or in close proximity to the proposed
right of way of the project. A shared concern is that the wildlife habitat and abundance will be impacted along with
traditional harvesting locations as a result of the construction and operation of the transmission line.
RSMIN-003

RSMIN citizens who harvest animals in the area follow self-described ethics about "eating what you kill" and not
harvesting animals unnecessarily or excessively. This is a natural source of sustainability that the community utilizes
for survival.

NextBridge acknowledges that subsistence harvesting is an important value to RSMIN. Effects to trapping and hunting were assessed in Section 17 (Indigenous Current Use of
Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes) of the EA Report.

N

RSMIN-004

RSMIN citizens, who regularly gather food, share a concern for a potential impact to their gathering of wild berries and
plant species. Research indicates a growing concern on wild rice, blueberries, Saskatoon berries, raspberries, and
high bush cranberries. If Nextbridge plans to replenish any plants and berries destroyed, this will mitigate the impact to
those citizens.

Prior to vegetation clearing, conductor-to-ground clearances will be matched with acceptable vegetation retention levels to minimize the amount of clearing required while
maintaining appropriate safety margins. During the reclamation phase, site-specific measures will be used to promote the natural revegetation of disturbed areas. Seeding is
anticipated to occur using spreaders with the goal of re-establishing a native covert crop to stabilize soils and to limit the establishment of fast-growing trees species such as poplar
and white birch.

N

RSMIN citizens gather plants for medicinal and ceremonial purposes. Plant species include cedar boughs and bark,
red willow bark (may be red osier dogwood), inner bark of birch, mullein, clover, milk thistle, dandelion leaf,
wintergreen and peppermint, balsam fir gum, fireweed/willowherb, sage, and "rabbit berries". Citizens mentioned the
importance of gathering medicinal plants in areas where no herbicides /pesticides were used, therefore it is important
to avoid areas along transmission lines where herbicides have been applied. It would be beneficial for the proponent to
explore mechanical methods for vegetation control as oppose to herbicides so that the transmission line corridors can
be utilized for medicinal plant gathering. If herbicides cannot be avoided it would be amicable for Nextbridge to inform
RSMIN of the dates and locations that have been sprayed so that proper measures could be taken and citizens could
be informed.

Initial clearing of the right of way will be completed through mechanical means. Once cleared, vegetation in the right-of-way may be maintained through treatment with herbicides
and trimming. Herbicides will only be used where permitted according to applicable guidelines, regulations and/or legislation, and will be applied in accordance with their labels
using qualified contractors. NextBridge is working with communities to ensure that herbicide usage is managed through a management plan.
During the life of the Project, trees and shrubs taller than 2 m will be removed along the ROW to address safety concerns.

Another concern that citizens share is that if any trees are removed from the site, they must be replaced on or near the
site at an accepted rate of replacement (currently, 4-5 trees replaced to 1tree removed). This impacts a variety of
aspects including, wood gathering, hunting, fishing, etc.
RSMIN-005

In reviewing the project with the RSMIN community, small fur-bearing mammals are a concern to our citizens when it
comes to trapping. The impacts of habitat loss and overall large scope of the project has implications on the wildlife as
a whole. Further analysis will need to be completed to identify full impacts of the project.

Conducting an assessment for every wildlife species potentially affected by the Project is neither feasible nor practical. The selection of wildlife criteria was based on both a coarse
and fine-scale approach that considered elements of ecosystems such as umbrella, indicator and keystone species, and ecological redundancy in species guilds (Section 14.3). For
example, many of the potential effects identified during the pathway analysis relate to multiple species, and the assessment of these effects on the selected criteria can be used to
inform effects on other wildlife species.

N

Criteria were selected based on economic, social, biological, conservation, aesthetic and/or ethical value. American marten is representative of small furbearers and the importance
of this species to First Nations as a trapping species was part of the rationale for its selection as a wildlife criterion in the assessment.
Additionally, traditional wildlife harvesting (activities related to the hunting and trapping of traditionally important wildlife species) was selected as a criterion in the assessment of
Indigenous current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes (Section 17). Moose and American marten were the primary wildlife criteria in the evaluation of potential
impacts for the traditional wildlife harvesting criterion, and results from the wildlife and wildlife habitat assessment pertaining to these species were carried forward to the screening
of potential impacts for the TLRU assessment (Section 17.6.1).
Also refer to Attachment MNRF O/G-05 that more fully explains how the EIS provides a full assessment of effects from the Project.
RSMIN-006

Almost all RSMIN citizens indicated that country food provided an important source of food in their diets and that it
helped to supplement/reduce their cost of living. Hunting and fishing has always been part of their lives and its part of
their traditions and practices. The project will provide additional access locations as well as compromise areas that
were not easily accessible in the past. As indicated in the section above additional analysis will need to evaluated to
understand the impacts

February 2018
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Refer to Section 13 (Vegetation and Wetlands) and Section 14 (Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat) for Project effects on harvested species of fish and wildlife. Refer to Section 17
(Indigenous Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes) for predicted Project effects on fish, wildlife and plant harvesting.
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Table 1-III-B-5:

Red Sky Métis Independent Nation Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

Update EA
Y/N

Answers:

RSMIN-007

Almost all RSMIN citizens interviewed mentioned some knowledge of historic local Metis settlements, gathering
places, fur trade routes, First Nations cultural and spiritual sites, burial or cemetery sites, archaeological sites, and/or
cultural artifacts they had found or known about. These sites have been mapped and will be communicated to
Nextbridge as needed to protect the locations. Further GIS analysis will be provided to Nextbridge in the near future on
impacted sites.

NextBridge looks forward to receiving this information. The Red Sky Métis Independent Nation will be considered in Project planning when the information is received.

N

RSMIN-008

RSMIN citizens have communicated concerns regarding impacts of the construction and operation of the
Transmission line into their daily lives. Concerns identified to RSMIN are listed in the following categories.
• Traffic
• Acoustics
• Lighting
• Visual
• Air Quality
• Water Quality
• Socioeconomic Opportunities
• Access to Recreational Activities

NextBridge recognizes that RSMIN has expressed these concerns.
These specific concerns are addressed in the following locations in the Draft EA:
• Traffic
Section 18
• Acoustics
Section 11
• Lighting
Section 20
• Visual
Section 20
• Air Quality
Section 9
• Water Quality
Section 7, Section 8
• Socioeconomic Opportunities
Section 18
• Access to Recreational Activities Section 17

N

RSMIN-009

GIS DATA from Golder was provided on February lih and, as the Draft EA deadline is February 27th, RSMIN requires
additional time to do a full analysis. The following table provides Initial numerical summary to impacted sites from
RSMIN GIS internal data. Additional analysis with GIS is being evaluated and RSMIN will provide clarity to impacted
locations.

NextBridge will incorporate additional information provided by RSMIN into Project planning after receipt of the information.

N

RSMIN-010

The information provided in this document is considered confidential and is not to be released to the public. The
purpose of this document is to provide information to Nextbridge of protect sites and areas of Contemporary, Historical
and Archaeological significance in relation to the East West Transmission Line project that is being proposed. In the
event of a disaster, if more specific details of the information provided are required, RSMIN may disclose necessary
information to Nextbridge to mitigate circumstances.

Comment noted.

N

RSMIN-011

There will be gates and fencing on some of the access roads - we need confirmation that there will be access through
these gates for RSMIN members who need access.
There is the possibility that there will need to be new aggregate pits to supply aggregate for construction. The
assessment of aggregate is between 3,700,000m3 and 6,300,000m3 - this is a wide
range of estimate. These would need to be permitted and consultation to occur for the permit applications.
There is the possibility that concrete batch plants would need to be built to supply the project. There is the risk of
airborne contamination from powdered cement and environmental runoff from spills. These risks need to be
addressed.
The project is planned for daytime construction only, utilizing 12 hour shifts. However, if there are delays, there is the
possibility of adding nightshifts to make up the time. The impact on houses and the environment needs to be
assessed.
There is the possibility that some slash piles will be burnt if they cannot be removed. What is the impact from the
perspective of greenhouse gases?
The report mentions that topsoil will be stripped and stockpiled, but there is no mention of using it to rehabilitate
affected sites post-construction. NextBridge need to specify what they will do with the stockpiled topsoil.

Access restrictions, such as gates and fencing, may be used for safety purposes or may be required in certain locations based on negotiations with property owners and access
control requirements. Permanent fencing or gates may mitigate Project effects on potentially affected commercial entities.
Gates will be maintained during operations based on landowner requirements. Where not required by landowner or crown agencies, gates are not required by O&M. Where gates
are left in place, maintenance including grounding will be maintained.
At this time, NextBridge is uncertain as to the need for new aggregate sites to support the project. However, it is understood that an application for a new license will be required in
the event new aggregate sources are required and that the application processing timeline is one to two years. In addition, all necessary information required as part of an
aggregate application will be supplied at the time an application is made. As the need is not known at this time, that information was not included in the EA Report.
NextBridge has no plans to build concrete batch plants. Dust is assessed in Section 7 (Surface Water) of the EA Report and spills are assessed in Section 9 (Air Quality) of the EA
Report. Mitigation measures are provided in the EPP (Appendix 4-II).
NextBridge plans to work during the day when possible. Night time work will only be pursued if schedule delays arise. Efforts to mitigate sensory disturbance are discussed in
Sections 9 (Air Quality) and 11 (Acoustic Environment) of the EA Report.
Refer to Attachment MOECC-AQ-12, which updates the greenhouse gas assessment to include the emissions from land clearing and the associated biomass burning. In the
assessment, it is assumed that merchantable timber would not be burned. The merchantable timber will be made available for market. No mitigation measures were added for this
activity.
Refer to Section 5.8 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II) for soil and subsoil replacement information.

N

RSMIN-012

Concerns have been raised about the possibility of soil degradation, erosion and compaction.

N

RSMIN-013

There is an ambiguity regarding water crossings in the project area, with the document flipping between new/upgraded
crossings and total crossings. There will be 716 new and upgraded crossings versus 1,330 total crossings.

A geology, terrain and soils effects assessment was completed and is provided in Section 6 of the EA. Project effects on distribution of geology and terrain, soil quality and soil
quantity and distribution were assessed which included soil degradation, erosion and compaction. After implementation of effective mitigation, a pathway analysis determined that
there would be negligible net effects on terrain and soil, and a negligible net effect on the ability of soil to support forestry, agriculture and other vegetation communities.
Water body crossings and crossing methods have been revised based on the Project footprint assessed in the final EA and are provided Appendix 13-II (Fish and Fish Habitat Data).
The water body crossing information in the surface water section has been updated to reflect the associated data/details in the fish and fish habitat section. The revisions have no
implications on the overall conclusions of the effects assessment; however, the changes were completed for consistency purposes, and to clarify some of the identified numerical
discrepancies.

RSMIN-014

There is ambiguity on the blasting impact on the permeability of the bedrock. Table 8.9 refers to moderate impact as
ranging up to 4.5m to 9m from a blast hole, but high impact is anything extending beyond 4.5m from a blast hole. This
needs clarification.

Table 8-9 correctly refers to moderate impact as ranging up to 9m from a blast hole. The table will be updated in the final EA to state high impact is anything extending beyond 9m
from a blast hole.

Y – Table 8-9

RSMIN-015

Air Quality will be impacted minimally during the construction phase; the community has an ongoing concern for the
environment and the health of its citizens. It is difficult to determine the effect on the community however the overall
effect will be concentrated to a small duration as construction is scheduled to be a two-year period. Areas that will be
affected most would be recreational use areas and the time duration is sporadic and the concentration of dust is
negligible.

Comment acknowledged. This is consistent with the results of the effects assessment for air quality (Section 9).

N
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Questions:

Update EA
Y/N

Answers:

Greenhouse gas emissions from this project are minimal and contribute to .03% of the total Greenhouse gas
emissions total for the province. Emissions from the wetlands that will be impacted by the construction and operation
of the transmission line is more concerning to the RSMIN community due to the release of sequestered C02 held
within them.

The wetlands will be avoided where possible and any disturbance minimized. Wetlands will not be drained without appropriate regulatory approvals but may be altered through land
clearing and the maintenance of vegetation below a height of 2 m for operation.

RSMIN-017

The Acoustic environment observed in the LSA has a current ambient level of 40db and the increase between 7am
and 7pm during construction will be minimal due to the actions described by Nextbridge to minimize the idle equipment
and in general unnecessary noise. The total everyday increase will be an additional Sdb unless the helicopter is in use
and the comparison to 45 DB is equivalent to the sound of a computer. The helicopter will have a very low operation
time, as it will be used for aerial photography call FRI that can be used with GIS to determine the best location for the
Hydro Towers. RSMIN citizens that live near the projected ROW have not expressed concern regarding noise,
however the possibility exists.

Comment acknowledged. Section 11.6.1.2 of the EA Report states that noise from construction activities is expected to result in a change that may be perceived as being twice as
loud when compared to existing levels (i.e., increase of approximately 10 dB) during the daytime period. Construction noise will be temporary in nature and localized within the
acoustic environment LSA. Given the staged construction plan, Points of Reception (PORs) will not be continuously exposed to construction activities that result in an increase in
baseline sound levels during the entire construction phase. Due to the staged nature of construction activities, increased noise levels are expected to vary as the proximity of PORs
differs along the preferred route ROW. The range in increased noise levels associated with construction activities will depend primarily on the number and type of noise sources and
their proximity to the PORs. Mitigation measures are presented in Table 11-6 of the EA Report.

N

RSMIN-018

Wetlands provide many benefits to the environment such as a habitat for animals, flood protection and improvement of
the overall quality of water. Wetlands provide filtration for larger water bodies and improve the health of the aquatic
wildlife as well as land-based animals. They improve the quality of the air we breathe, as well as effectively store C02
for thousands of years. With climate change and land development decreasing the quantity of wetlands, the RSMIN
community is concerned with any further depletion of these resources.
With the potential loss of 1.7% of the wetlands in the ROW it raises concern that the carbon will be released into the
atmosphere and could impact climate change. The space required for the easement and the vegetation that is
required to be removed for the hydro line has environmental impacts to soil structure, wildlife food, shelter and habitat,
human consumption food and medicinal plants, air quality and climate change. To control the vegetation along the
ROW, the uses of herbicides have impacts on wild berries and render the medicinal plants non-effective. The runoff of
herbicides through groundwater and surface water may have negative effects on the quality and quantity of fish when
in proximity of the waterways;

Refer to Section 12.6, Table 12-10 for a description of mitigation measures related to development in and around wetlands. For example, construction of temporary (e.g., access
road, travel lane) and permanent (tower foundations) structures in wetlands or within setback from a wetland will be avoided, where possible.

N

RSMIN-016

RSMIN-019

Fish: 79 species in Lake Superior, 67 in tributaries. Project areas contain mostly walleye, pike and spawning grounds.
Morality during construction phase due to blasting, displacement of water by pumps and excavation/filling will be
mitigated to limit the impact by using Fish Isolation Structures or diversions. The water may have an increase to total
suspended solids and impact the fish habitat along with runoff from the herbicides used for the vegetation control.
Damage to fish will be circumstantial.

N

Refer to Attachment RSMIN-016, which updates the greenhouse gas assessment to include the emissions from land clearing and the associated biomass burning, including the
land clearing occurring on wetlands.

General application of herbicide will be restricted near rare plants or rare ecological communities. Spot spraying, wicking, mowing, or hand-picking are acceptable measures for
weed control in these areas. The use of herbicides will be prohibited within 30 m of an open body of water unless the herbicide application is conducted by ground application
equipment or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency. Other mitigation measures relating to herbicides are identified in the EPP (Appendix 4-II).
Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act. A Herbicide Management Plan will be developed.

Section 13.5.2.2 explains that the fish community in the local study area is a diverse fishery consisting of many species important for commercial, recreational, and Aboriginal
fishing, including forage fish, sport fish and species of conservation concern. This includes walleye and pike and potential spawning habitat for each of the 67 fish species that may
be present in the local study area.
The potential effects to fish and fish habitat from Project activities are outlined and assessed in Section 13.6 (Fish and Fish Habitat). The EA Report included an assessment of
effects to fish from:

N

 blasting under the effect pathway “Blasting can cause injury or mortality of fish or lower trophic communities in nearby water bodies”;
construction under the effect pathways of “Instream construction can cause injury or mortality of fish” and “Physical alteration of water bodies can change fish
 instream
habitat availability”;
total suspended solids under the effect pathway “Release of sediment during road construction at water body crossings and from land disturbance may cause a
 increased
change in habitat quality, affecting fish and lower trophic organisms downstream from crossings”; and
use under the effect pathway “Herbicide use during vegetation maintenance can affect fish habitat quality”
Overallherbicide
minor and local changes in fish abundance and distribution are predicted relative to Base Case conditions, and therefore, the Project was determined to have a negligible
net effect on fish abundance and distribution and the community composition of the aquatic ecosystems during construction and operations with effective implementation of the
mitigation described in Table 13-7 and the EPP (Appendix 4-II). There is no anticipated effect from Project-related changes on the maintenance of self-sustaining and ecologically
effective populations of the criteria fish species or the aquatic ecosystems.
RSMIN-020

Species indicated as a concern by the project include Caribou, Whip-poor-will and bobolink, however the overall
project has positive and negative effects on all species within the ROW of the project. Moose populations are resilient
to human disturbance, but the ROW of the project impacts wetland and deciduous shrub areas in which moose rely on
for food, especially in the winter months. The corridor provides open areas for predators to identify and hunt their prey,
including the American Marten, as they avoid open spaces to protect themselves from predatory birds and mammals.
Herbicide use on the ROW has effects on the mortality of nocturnal moths, which in turn creates unsuitable habitat for
Whip-poor-wills. Whip-poor-will, on the other hand, typically does well in areas that have recently harvested and are
re-vegetated up to fifteen years old. Little brown myotis are on the endangered list, however the area of the project
provides negligible winter habitat and they are unlikely to be in the area of the project. In the Draft EA, it mentions
tower structures have been designed to minimize risks to bats and birds, however a recent news release in British
Columbia indicates eagles are being electrocuted by similar structures as the ones being proposed. Industry standard
on the towers will need to be reviewed. Guyed wires are also a trip hazard for animals and should be coated in visible
plastic covers.
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See response above to RSMIN-005 regarding the assessment approach.
Storage, handling and application of herbicide will comply with the Ontario Clean Water Act. A Herbicide Management Plan will be developed.
As indicated in Section 14.6.1.1, none of the bird species likely to encounter the line have a wing span large enough to make contact with two conductors based on tower design,
which follows industry standards of 6 m spacing between conductors (APLIC 2006). The design of the proposed towers also makes nests most likely to be built beneath the
conductors, reducing the risk of nests causing phase‑to‑phase flashover, and the orientation of the line limits the risk of phase-to-ground contact. This design is feasible as it is
based on industry standards and it represents a mitigation commitment.
References:
APLIC (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee). 2006. Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006. Edison Electric Institute, APLIC, and
the California Energy Commission. Washington, D.C. and Sacramento, CA.
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RSMIN-021

There has been no field component in the Draft EA archaeological assessment. Field assessments will need to be
undertaken on the project ROW prior to construction and archaeologists available if a site is discovered during
construction.
RSMIN has noted In the GIS Data section there are 155 noted sites with potential or confirmed areas of archaeological
significance within the project footprint. The impact of the project will need further discussion and potential mitigation
measures.

Refer to the response to RSMIN-001

N

RSMIN-022

In Table 16-2, there is reference regarding the Regional Study Area to gaining a broader understanding of EuroCanadian historical land use. This needs clarification - is the Cultural Heritage Resources section restricted to EuroCanadian culture only? Where does contemporary Indigenous cultural heritage fit in?
In section 16.5.2.2.1, the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) is mentioned, but the commentary states that while the
project crosses the line multiple times and the line is within one kilometre of a large portion of the project route, the line
itself has no heritage status. However, there would have been work camps, laydown areas and other infrastructure
associated with the building of the line and the archaeological potential of the line and immediate surroundings should
be recognised and assessed. It is probable that artifacts associated with the construction of the line could be
discovered during construction of the project and project personnel should be aware of the potential.

Indigenous cultural heritage resources are addressed in Sections 15.5.2.1 and 16.5.2.2. Both of these sections better identify important Indigenous cultural places and their
associated tangible and intangible traditions and values than the guidance for evaluating cultural heritage resources provided by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport and the
criteria prescribed in Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act. These methods and criteria were developed primarily for Euro-Canadian heritage properties and
architecture, with a heavy reliance on the written historical record.

N

RSMIN-023

During construction, NextBridge have proposed mitigation measures to prohibit employees hunting, fishing or
undertaking recreational activities within the project area to protect the area from exploitation, but there is no comment
how the area will be protected post-construction. There is the risk that new lakes and areas of rivers will be opened up
to recreational users and that fish and animal populations could be negatively impacted.

Mitigation measures to reduce potential access changes are included in Table 17-21. During operation, NextBridge will limit public access by installing gates and fencing on access
roads where permissible or required by MNRF. Reclamation of temporary access roads is also expected to limit the potential for increased recreational access.

N

RSMIN-024

Table 18-4 deals with indigenous populations within the project area. However, it only lists the populations of First
Nations on reserve and states in the footnotes "Metis Nations and Councils included as Indigenous communities in
Table 18-4 do not have geographic communities surveyed by Statistics Canada, and so do not appear in the
geographic community data presented above". This is troublesome, as within Ontario, no Metis organization has a
defined geographical area, so no Metis numbers could be included within the data. However, Statistics Canada should
have data on self identified Metis people from the census and available based on city or township. This data would be
useful for the socio-economic study.
Similarly, in section 18.5.2.1.2 Indigenous Population, the report states that the indigenous population of the District of
Thunder Bay is 17,130 people. However, the total on--reserve population for the entire project area is 1,990 people, so
there is a difference of 15,140 people. The report does not explain this difference, nor does it define what "indigenous"
is with regard to this number. If it includes First Nation, Inuit and Metis, it should state that and if the Metis population
can be broken out, it should be done so.
Table 18-17 lists 31 indigenous-owned businesses in Thunder Bay in 2016, but the section on Fort William Fist Nation
reports 42 businesses owned by the community or community members. There needs to be clarification on which
numbers are correct.

This response is structured to address the four points identified in the Red Sky Métis Independent Nation question (RSMIN-024) as follows:

N

The Cultural Heritage section is limited in scope to historic resources with surviving built and landscape elements. Resources associated with the CPR line that are not visible on the
surface are addressed in Section 15 of the EA Report.

1.
Regarding the presentation of the Métis Population:
The Métis population within the Districts of Thunder Bay and Algoma (3,050 and 3,540, respectively [Statistics Canada 2011]) are included in the total Indigenous population for
each district (17,130 and 13,145, respectively [Statistics Canada 2011]) presented in the Environmental Assessment (EA). In the Thunder Bay Census Metropolitan Area (CMA),
Métis represent 21% (2,470) of the CMA’s total Indigenous population (11,670). The socio-economic baseline will be updated to separate out the Métis population in these areas
from the total Indigenous population.
2.
Regarding the total vs. on-reserve Indigenous population:
The total Indigenous population for the District of Thunder Bay (17,130) includes the Indigenous population residing in off-reserve communities. The on-reserve population is the
sum total of the populations of each Indian Reserve within the LSA. Therefore, the total Indigenous population is larger than the on-reserve Indigenous population, as it includes all
Indigenous individuals within the LSA.
3.
Regarding the definition of “Indigenous”:
Indigenous population counts presented by Statistics Canada and included in the EA include First Nations, Inuit, and Métis.
4.
Regarding the list of Indigenous Owned Businesses:
In Section 18.5.2.3, Table 18-17 presents Indigenous-owned businesses with the City of Thunder Bay (31 as of 2016). The write-up on Fort William First Nation (FWFN) that follows
notes that there were 24 FWFN member-owned businesses as of 2014. No reference is made to the existence of 42 community- or member-owned businesses associated with Fort
William First Nation.

RSMIN-025

The overall project adds many new opportunities for recreational activities within the ROW and access roads. Activities
such as hunting and fishing rely heavily on accessibility and roads into areas that have historically not been accessed,
as these are sanctuaries for wildlife and fish. Motorized recreational vehicles (ATV, UTV, Snowmobile) will also have a
large area to operate on and many local citizens will likely use cleared roads and easements. Increased use of these
vehicles will reduce the need for herbicides as the travelled-on areas will reduce vegetation and support local
community wellness. Camping, picnic and berry picking areas will increase due to new locations provided by
maintenance roads. Such activities will attract tourism to the area and may present business opportunities in the area.
However, wildlife and fish may be impacted by increased volume of usage. It is not reasonable to expect a complete
restriction to the access to new hunting and fishing areas provided by the line so therefore mitigation measures should
be considered to offset such access.
RSMIN is inquiring about the meaning of a statement in table 19-67 regarding the rationale of carrying firearm while
being accompanied by domestic animals. The statement reads; "Project personnel prohibited from carrying firearms
on the project footprint, except for safety reasons, and being accompanied by Domestic Animal"

February 2018
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Potential changes in access and use of non-commercial outdoor recreational land and resource use are presented in Section 19.6.1.2, with mitigation measures presented in Table
19-27.
The statement in Table 19-27, “Project personnel will be prohibited from carrying firearms on the Project footprint, except for safety reasons, and being accompanied by domestic
animals” refers to the fact that the Project workforce will not be permitted to hunt for recreational or commercial purposes in newly accessible areas along the Project footprint during
construction. This mitigation measure is intended to promote public safety during construction and mitigate against additional pressures on wildlife due to increased hunting activity.
Prohibiting the presence of dogs would reduce potential disturbance to local wildlife or drawing local wildlife toward Project activities.
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Table 1-III-B-5:

Red Sky Métis Independent Nation Information Request Responses

ID

Questions:

Update EA
Y/N

Answers:

RSMIN-026

It is proposed to construct a laydown area for construction of the ROW that will be highly visible from the lookout at
Ouimet Canyon. The simulation presented in Figure 20.11 shows the laydown area in the middle of the field of view
from the canyon. RSMIN is suggesting NextBridge consider relocating this laydown area so that it is not visible from
the lookout.

As indicated in Section 20.7.3.3, revegetation occurring from reclamation of the disturbed laydown yard after construction would re-establish the natural forested appearance over
time and eliminate the visual effect.

N

RSMIN-027

Under the heading "Commitments" in Section 23 .2, NextBridge write that the results of their compliance selfassessments will be maintained at the NextBridge Toronto office and will be available to the MOECC upon request.
There is no mention of availability to other stakeholders. These results should be voluntarily made available to all
stakeholders and sent to them when they are completed.
In Section 23.3.2, NextBridge commit to having Environmental Inspectors oversee the implementation of the
environmental protection measures and mitigation described in the EPP during Project construction. Is there capacity
to employ indigenous observers during this process?
Section 23 .3.3 discusses compliance reporting and self-assessment reports that will be forwarded on a regular basis
to the MOECC. Again, these reports should also be forwarded to stakeholders for their information.
Under Section 23.4, Flexibility to Accommodate New Circumstances, NextBridge write that they will discuss the
circumstances with the MOECC and other applicable regulatory agencies if such circumstances arise. There is no
mention of consultation with stakeholders, which would need to occur.

Compliance self-assessments will be made available upon RSMIN’s request.
Environmental monitors will be onsite during construction of the Project.
Compliance reporting will be discussed as part of ongoing stakeholder engagement efforts.
Substantial changes to the Project will be discussed as part of ongoing stakeholder engagement efforts.

N

RSMIN-028

There is several formatting, typographical, grammatical and other errors contained in the East-West Tie Draft
Environmental Assessment. Listed below are the errors noted while reviewing the document, along with observations
regarding the layout and use of acronyms. This should not be considered a comprehensive list of all the errors
occurring within the document.

Errata is noted and has been corrected in the EA Report.

Y - Global

RSMIN-029

Starting on page Ii of the Table of Contents is the list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units used in the document. The
list is four pages long, but doesn't contain a full and true list of all acronyms used in the document. In some cases, an
acronym is introduced in the text, but does not appear in the list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units, in other
instances, there is no definition contained in the text for the acronym, nor is it listed under Abbreviations, Acronyms
and Units. There are also inconsistencies regarding the use of acronyms, where in a single paragraph, one or more
acronyms will be used that also appear in the list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units, while other acronyms will not.
In addition, some acronyms will be redefined in the text when used in a new section of the document, while others will
not.
For clarification, all acronyms used in the document need to be included in the list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and
Units and there needs to be consistency in how acronyms are defined in the text. Included in the list of errors below
are all acronyms that were noted in the text of the document, but not included in the list of Abbreviations, Acronyms
and Units.

Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units have been updated in the EA Report.

Y - Global

RSMIN-030

• Table 4-3, page 4-17: in the row titled "Thunder Bay to Marathon Construction", it lists an approximate anticipated
start date of November 2018 and an approximate anticipated finish date of December 2018, with an approximate
anticipated duration of 25 months. The end date should be December 2020.
• Table 4-3, page 4-18: the row titled "Clearing, Access Road, and Laydown Construction", shows an approximate
anticipated start date of October 2019 and an approximate anticipated finish date of August 2020. However, the
approximate anticipated duration is listed as four months. Either the finish date or duration is incorrect.
• Section 4.3.1.10, page 4-22: text states "high soil resistivity's (sic)". This should read resistivity.

Table 4-3 has been updated in the EA Report.
The typo on page 4-22 has been corrected in the EA Report.

Y - Global

RSMIN-031

• Table 5.1, page 5-·3: abbreviations not defined: N02, C02 and CH4 . However, CO and S02 are defined.
• Table 5.1, page 5-3: assumed typo N20 for N02 •
• Table 5 .1, page 5-3: acronyms not defined: CACs, PORs, Leq, day1 Leq, nighv Leq, 1-hour (day, night)

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.

Y - Global

RSMIN-032

• Section 7.2, page 7-2: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: ESRI,NOEGTS,
OWA, OPG.
• Section 7.5.1, page 7-7: acronym not defined: PTIWs
• Section 7.5.2.3, page 7-25: typo "to 471".
• Section 7.5.2.3, page 7-25: incorrect information: "Cedar Creek is dammed to manage fresh water supply to the
nearby Hernia gold mines jointly owned and operated by Teck Cominco and Barrick Gold Corporation". Teck Cominco
sold their stake in the Hemlo Mine to Barrick Gold Corporation in 2009 .
• Table 7-10, page 7-35: acronym usage in table footnotes not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units:
OMOEE, PWQO, pH, mg/L, CaC03•
• Table 7-11, page 7-36: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: NTU.
• Table 7-12, page 7-41: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: EASR.
• Section 7 .6.1.2, page 7-49: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: APs.

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.
The ownership of the Hernia gold mines will be corrected.

Y - Global

RSMIN-033

• Section 8.5.1.1, page 8-16: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: mgbs, m/s.
• Section 8.5.1.1.3, page 8-23: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: LSPA,
WHPA, IPZ.
• Section 8.5.1.1.3, page 8-24: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: GPZ.
• Table 8-5, page 8-24: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: ODWS.
• Table 8-6, page 8-27: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: EASR.
• Section 8.6.1.2, page 8-31: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: OPSD.
• Section 8.6.1.2, page 8-33: typo "approximately0.28m".
• Section 16, page 16- 1: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: HIA.
• Section 16.5.2.2.2, page 16-8: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: OHT.
• Section 16.5.2.3.4, page 16-10: the text states that there are 22 former mines with an unknown date or over 40 years
old in the cultural heritage resources RSA and that they are listed in Table 16-4 on pages 16-10 and 16-11. However,
there are 24 properties listed in Table 16-4.
• Section 16.5.2.3.4, page 16-10: the text states that one of these former mines is located in the Project footprint.
However, Table 16-4 on page 16-10 lists three former mines in the Project footprint.

Acronyms have been defined in the final EA.

Y - Global

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.
The number of mines in the heritage resources RSA and the number of mines located in the footprint have been revised.

Y - Global

RSMIN-034
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ID
RSMIN-035

RSMIN-036

RSMIN-037

RSMIN-038

RSMIN-039

Questions:
• Section 17-2, page 17-2: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: TLRU and TK.
• Section 17.5.1.3, page 17-15: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: RSMIN.
• Section 17.5.1.6, page 17-17: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: MNO.
• Table 17-3, page 17-19: acronym usage in table footnotes not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units:
MCFN.
• Section 17.5.2.1, page 17-21: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: PPFN.
• Table 17-6, page 17-24: acronym usage in table footnotes not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units:
RRIB.
• Section 17.5.3.1, page 17-26: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: FWFN.
• Section 18.5.2.1.1, page 18-11: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: CMA.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-26: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: OPG, FIT,
microFIT, LRP.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-27: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: NFMC.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-29: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: TBRRI,
CEDC, ICT.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-35: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: WLRC,
CMHC.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-36: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: BNA.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-37: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: AZA,
AZAFN, BZA.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-37: assumed typo: ASA for AZA.
• Section 18.5.2.3, page 18-38: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: RSDC.
• Section 18.5.2.6, page 18-57: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: AADT.
• Section 20.5.1, page 20-7: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: Ll/IEMA, USDI
BLM, VRM.
• Section 20.5.1.3, page 20-8: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: GPS, SLR .
• Section 20.5.1.4.3, page 20-10: text states "Results of the characterization of existing conditions are
presented in Section 20.4.2 .5". Section 20.4.2 .5 does not exist.
• Section 20.5.2.2, page 20-11: text states "see Section 20.4.1.1". Section 20.4.1.1 does not exist.
• Section 20.7 .1.1.1.1, page 20-28: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units:
CAD, VNS.
• Section 20.7.2.1, page 20-30: typo in text "and introducing and built structures to the visual environment LSA".
• Section 20.7 .2.1, page 20-30: typo in text "expected to I contrast with the predominantly natural forested setting".
• Section 20.7.4, page 20-50: text references Sections 20.4.2.2 and 20.4.2.4 . Neither section exists.
• Section 21, page 21··1: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: HHRA.
• Section 21, page 21-2: contradictory definition of acronym : EMF defined as electromagnetic field, while list of
Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units defines it as Electric and Magnetic Fields.
• Section 21.2, page 21-2: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: HQs.
• Section 21.5.1, page 21-5: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: TRVs.
• Section 21.5.2, page 21-6: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: TSS, COPCs,
DPM.
• Table 22-1, page 22-3: This table is 36 pages long, but the footnotes defining the terms used, namely n/a and Effects
Characteristics (al are only on the last page of the table, page 22-39. While technically, this is the correct way to add
footnotes to a table, given the length of the table, the footnotes should be included on the first page of the table for
readers' consideration. This also applies to Table 22-2 .
• Table 22-1, page 22-23: inconsistency in text: use of "Not applicable" for one row of table versus "n/a" for rest of
table.
• Table 22-2, page 22-42: acronym usage not included in list of Abbreviations, Acronyms and Units: LSCR.

February 2018
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Answers:

Update EA
Y/N

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report

Y - Global

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.

Y - Global

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.
Cross references have been corrected in the EA Report.

Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.

NextBridge includes footnotes and citations on tables in the EA Report consistent with the document style guide.
Not applicable and n/a uses have been made consistent.
Acronyms have been defined in the EA Report.
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Table 1-III-B-6.
Comment #
Sequential
number

Biigtigong Nishnaabeg Comment and Response Tracking Table
EA Section Reference

Section number and name of
EA chapter or
appendix/support document
being referenced
e.g. EA 3.4.1/40-6

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

Describe issue (1-3 sentences)

How can this issue be resolved? What additional information, plan or
process is needed to reconcile this issue? (1-3 sentences)

Stream order: The type of stream order classification was
not specified. The method of ordering streams is vastly
different between types. Please indicate which method
was used.
No rationale or explanation was given for the water
quality results, especially referring to metals, phosphorus,
and turbidity/TSS.

The preference is to use Strahler classification for stream order.

The Strahler method was used to determine stream order at the water body crossings.
Reference:
Dingman, Lawrence S. 1994. Physical Hydrology. Prentice-Hall Inc. 575 pages.

N

It would be helpful if the report could document any land use or land
activities in these watersheds that could have contributed to the
water quality exceedances seen in the water quality results, if any.

The purpose of the EA Report was to assess the effects of potential Project-Environmental
Interactions (Pathways). Baseline exceedances were not required to be quantified or assessed as
part of the EA Report. Refer to Attachment MNRF-O/G-05 for additional information on EA
methods.

N

SURFACE WATER
BNFN-1

Section 7.5.2.1 p. 7-8

BNFN-2

Section 7.5.2.4 Surface
Water Quality, p. 7-37-38

BNFN-3

7.6.1 p. 7-41 Table 7-12

Mitigation measures for temporary soil piles do not include any
sedimentation, erosion or wind control measures. Also, there
was no mention of mitigation measures during high rainfall
events to prevent movement of soil from these piles into the
watercourse.

It is recommended that mitigation measures be put in place to avoid
sedimentation, erosion, water and wind effects on soil piles so they
don’t impact watercourses by increasing TSS/turbidity in the flow.

Mitigation measures for top soil stockpiling are provided in Section 5.2 of the Environmental
Protection Plan (EPP; Appendix 4-II).

N

BNFN-4

7.6.1 p. 7-41 Table 7-12
Appendix 4-II Section 5.2.1

High wind conditions. There is no definition for high wind
conditions.

IT is recommended that a wind threshold be defined (i.e. 40 km/h
or greater) for high wind conditions.
Additionally, another mitigation measure to limit dust- generating
activities should be included for times of high wind conditions, to limit
TSS/turbidity in water bodies.

A kilometer per hour value was not assigned as a threshold for high wind conditions in the EA
Report. High wind conditions will be identified on a site-specific basis, depending on site
conditions.
Topsoil Handling Contingency Measures including soil handling during high wind conditions are
provided in Section 5.2 and 6.5 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

N

BNFN-5

7.6.1.1 p. 7-45
Table 7-12, p. 7-41

Short-term discharges of wastewater: mitigation measures did
not mention how short-term discharges would prevent negative
effects to surface water quantity and quality.

It is recommended that mitigation measures be in place such as
discharging wastewater in an environmentally sensitive manner
such as having a settling pond, or other method of filtering sediment
from water if the water could enter a watercourse or other water
body.

Discharges of wastewater will be carried out in compliance with the conditions and requirements of
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry, a permit to take water, or an Environmental
Compliance Approval, as appropriate.

N

7.6.1.1 p. 7-46

Vegetation maintenance activities adjacent to water bodies:
Mitigation measures do not mention retaining riparian buffers
to prevent washoff from entering the water body.

Mitigation measures should include maintenance of a riparian buffer
or other sediment and erosion control measures to prevent washoff
from entering watercourses. For example, retaining a 5 m buffer of
vegetation along the watercourse might be recommended.

Mitigations measures for vegetation clearing are provided in Section 5.1 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

N

7.6.1.1 p. 7-47
Table 7-12, p. 7-41
Appendix 4-II (EPP), section
5.2.1 Water Body Crossings
p. 8 #17

There is concern that the mitigation measures are not
sufficient to prevent the spread of invasive species.

It is recommended that, in addition to machinery being clear
of fluid leaks, inspection should ensure machinery is free of
mud, grease, oil, seeds and invasive species.

Construction equipment will arrive on the Project Site clean (i.e., free of soil and vegetative debris) and
in good working order (i.e., no oil or hydraulic fluid leaks). Machinery and equipment will be inspected
for leaks routinely throughout the duration of construction.
Machinery will be inspected at the beginning and end of each shift. Maintenance will be conducted in
accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.

N

BNFN-6

BNFN-7
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EA Section Reference

Issue

Question/Recommendation

BNFN-8

7.6.1.1 p. 7-48
Table 7-12, p. 7-42

Earthworks, disturbed soil: mitigation measures do not
consider where stockpiles of soil should be located to prevent
erosion into water bodies.
Additionally, mitigation measures do not mention

Mitigation measures should locate stockpiles outside of the
watercourse and riparian buffer to prevent erosion into the water
body.
Additionally, construction activities that disturb soils should consider
scheduling construction activities around anticipated high rainfall
events or high wind events to prevent impacts of sedimentation and
erosion into watercourses.

BNFN-9

7.6.1.2

Assessment Points. There is concern that long-term effects of
15% land disturbance upstream of some Assessment Points
will affect the long-term surface water quantity and quality,
channel morphology and ultimately the sustainability of fish
populations and fish habitat downstream of these Assessment
Points.

Additional monitoring plans should be in place to monitor for longterm downstream effects at Assessment Points that have 15% or
greater change in land disturbance by the Project.
These monitoring plans should determine if the land disturbance
is affecting the sustainability of these watercourses for sustaining
fish habitat that are important fisheries for Aboriginal
communities such as Biigtigong Nishnaabeg.

BNFN-10

7.6.1.2 p. 7-51

Water body crossings: There is concern that a large number of
crossings occur in the headwaters (1st and 2nd order streams)

It is recommended that headwater areas be considered as important
as other higher order stream segments, as they are critical habitat for
nurseries, can contribute a high percentage of flow during low flows
and are groundwater discharge areas that maintain coldwater fish
habitat.
Many of these creeks support fisheries that are important to
Aboriginal communities such Biigtigong Nishnaabeg.

of many watercourses. Many headwater sections are important
habitat as fish nurseries, are groundwater discharge areas and
important flow contribution areas during low flows. The report
seems to imply that lower order streams are not of as much
concern with respect to water body crossings as higher order
streams.

February 2018
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Response

EA Update (Y/N)

Stripped soil is to be stored outside the 30 m water body buffer. Stripped soils will not be placed in
surface drainage channels or wetlands.
Appropriate erosion and sedimentation control measures to minimize or avoid sediment
mobilization from the disturbed areas to drainages or water bodies will be installed, monitored
and managed. Adequate and appropriate erosion and sedimentation control materials shall be on
site and available prior to commencement of construction.
The following mitigation measures are provided in Section 6.5 of the EPP (EA Appendix 4-II) to
address wet conditions, defined as “Conditions where soil is saturated to a point where rutting,
compaction, and erosion are at an increased risk. These conditions result from prolonged or
severe precipitation events, spring melting, and nearby to, or within, wet areas” (Glossary, EPP;
Appendix 4-II):
•
If construction during wet conditions is necessary, implement one or more of the
following:
•
restrict construction activity to the narrowest possible area;
•
use a protective layer such as such as frost packing, snow, ice or matting or
biodegradable geotextile and clay ramps between wetland root/seed bed and
construction equipment.;
•
limit traffic to equipment with wide tracks or low ground pressure tires, where required;
•
pump standing water to a vegetated area; and,
•
backblade ruts to disperse water and allow faster drying.
If soils are excessively wet, construction alternatives or suspending construction will be
considered.

N

Section 23 of the EA outlines the preliminary monitoring program by environmental component. This is
a summary based on the component sections throughout the EA. This preliminary monitoring program
outlines the monitoring that will be conducted during and post-construction. Section 23.1 of the EA
notes that the presented monitoring program is preliminary, with details to be finalized during the
permitting process. As noted in Section 4.3.5 of the Code of Practice: Preparing and Reviewing
Environmental Assessments in Ontario (MOECC 2014), “effects monitoring consists of activities
carried out by the proponent after approval to determine the environmental effects of the undertaking.
Whether this would be required is determined on a case by case basis.”
Section 5.9 of the EA indicates that follow up, inspection and monitoring will: evaluate the
effectiveness of mitigation and modify or enhance measures as necessary through adaptive
management; identify unanticipated potentially adverse effects, including possible accidents and
malfunctions; and, contribute to continual improvement. NextBridge recognizes that application of
mitigation measures as outlined in the EPP is not monitoring. However, inspection and monitoring to
confirm the effectiveness of the mitigation measures will be used to determine if additional mitigation
or adaptive management is required.
Section 5.1 of the EA describes the assessment approach related to criteria, assessment endpoints
and indicators.
Indicators represent properties of the physical, biological and socio economic environments that can
be used to characterize changes to criteria and assessment endpoints in a meaningful way in the EA.
It should be noted that the indicators listed in Table 5-1 were selected for the assessing the effects of
the Project on the assessment endpoints for the selected criteria, not specifically for inclusion in
monitoring programs.
NextBridge will discuss monitoring requirements with the relevant regulatory agencies in the permitting
process for the Project.
Comment noted.
The type of crossing structure installed is a key mitigation measure; therefore, a water body crossing
structure was identified for each water body crossing. Preliminary water body crossing methods are
provided for each water body crossed by the Project in Appendix 13-II of the EA Report. For some
water body crossings, multiple crossing structures were identified; however, only one type of
crossing structure will be installed at each water body crossing.
The effects associated with each of these preliminary water body crossings are assessed in Section
13.6.1.2 of the EA Report.

N

N
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BNFN-11

7.6.1.2 p. 7-52

Hydraulic Cross-sections at water body crossings: There is
concern that channel alignment will affect the cross- section
hydraulics and flow maintenance at watercourse crossings.
Some watercourses are important for canoe access for
Aboriginal communities.

It is recommended that channel alignment be avoided as much as
possible and changes to the cross-section and hydraulics of a creek
be maintained at watercourse crossings. Additionally, where
channels are impacted by the crossing, mitigation measures should
try to return the creek geometry to its original pre-construction form
or use natural channel design guidelines to improve the channel.
In-stream structures should try to avoid undermining, split flow
culverts, losses of connectivity for fish passage and should not
increase the risk for upstream flooding.
Additionally, crossings on higher order streams should consider
the freeboard height to accommodate passage of a canoe and
paddlers.

Permanent water body crossing structures are required for the Project. The proposed permanent
water body crossings are provided in Appendix 13-II of the EA report. The column labelled
“Crossing Type” identifies the temporary and permanent water body crossings.
The crossing structures proposed to be installed for the Project include clear span and multi span
bridges, culverts, ice bridges/snow fills (for winter construction) and/or rig mats, There will be no
alteration of the bed of water bodies from the installation of clear span bridges, ice bridges/snow
fills (for winter construction) and/or rig mats. However, multi-span bridges and culverts may alter the
bed of water bodies, as assessed under the Physical Alteration of Water Bodies can Change Fish
Habitat Availability pathway in Section 13.6.1.2 of the EA; these structures will not be installed
unless approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies, and construction activities will follow
mitigation measures outlined in the EA.
The proposed water body crossing structures for each water body are provided in Appendix 13-II of
the EA report. For the larger lakes, the crossing method proposed is to work around or use an
existing crossing. The road access layer reflects NextBridge’s current understanding of the access
road and water body crossing layout; however, there may be small adjustments to locations in the
detailed design stage of the Project.
Mitigation measures for canoe routes and portages are provided in Section 3 of the EPP (Appendix
4-II).

N

BNFN-12

7.10

Confusion on the term ‘bi-annual’ and timing of these
monitoring schedules.

Please confirm if ‘bi-annual’ means twice yearly or once in 2 years.
Consider using terms such as semi-annually or twice annually to
avoid confusion.
Additionally, time of year for these monitoring schedules should be
mentioned to determine if these monitoring periods will be
representative of the conditions in the creek year- round and will
address the long-term viability of these creeks.

Bi-annual refers to twice yearly. This comment is noted and will be considered during the detailed
permitting and design phase.
The framework for a post-construction monitoring plan has been added to Section 23.1.2 of the EA
Report. The detailed post-construction monitoring plan will be developed prior to the start of
construction based on EA and permit approvals conditions.
Refer to BN-9 for additional monitoring information.

N

The bedrock description is not provided for borehold 30, which
is of concern, as it is in close proximity to the Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg community and is the only borehole that it was
unavailable.

Please provide details of the bedrock description for Borehole 30.

Based on the borehole log, overburden was identified between 0 to 8.2 m. No description of the
material encountered below 8.2 m is provided. However, based on the dynamic cone penetration test
data, it is likely that the material from 8.2 to 14.9 m is overburden. Table 8-3 in the EA Report has
been revised.

Y – Table 8-3

The proponent states that “construction of the ROW will require
temporary water body crossings, although these will be
minimized to the extent practical.” The term “extent practical” is
vague and allows room for interpretation around the decision
process for determining appropriate crossing methods at each
watercourse. The EA offers options for crossing methods in the
form of bridges, matting and culverts, but there is little
information around determining what method is deemed
appropriate for each crossing as it relates to the fish habitat
and stream characteristics available.
In addition to the need for clarification on decision- making for
crossing methods, the data used to determine these
appropriate methods is derived from one season of field
reconnaissance and aerial imagery. There may significant
differences in hydrology from season to season, particularly
with respect to ephemeral and intermittently defined
watercourses. There will be a need to provide updated
construction progress if crossing methods change due to
changing conditions at the time of construction.

More information and clarification would be beneficial to understand
the decison process for selecting certain crossing methodologies
along unique watercourse types. The concern is that the selection
process may have defined to use a culvert in a watercourse due to its
wetted widths and discharge, but not considering the impacts it may
have on baitfish and other forage fish during instream placement of
the structures. The term “extent practical” needs to be defined more
clearly to understand the reasoning’s for crossing structure selection.

Refer to the response to BNFN-11.

N

Relying on one season of field reconnaissance to determine
appropriate crossing methods is insufficient and there could be
scenarios where the structure selected during the EA phase is no
longer appropriate due to changing hydrological conditions. The
proponent should define its process should there be a need to
change crossing methods during construction and/or define
additional baseline work and EPP development during the detailed
design and permitting phase. Biigtigong Nishnaabeg would like to be
informed of these changes as to understand the implications of
altering the current plan on fish and fish habitat. The proponent
should pursue a formal consultation process for discussing all
detailed construction EPP information with Biigtigong Nishnaabeg and
provide capacity funding for their participation.

Refer to the response to BNFN-11 for information on crossing structures. Additional watercourse
crossing field work is planned prior to permitting. An Undocumented Water Body Discovery
Contingency Plan was added to Section 6.6 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).
NextBridge welcomes ongoing opportunities to engage with all Indigenous communities. NextBridge
is committed to ongoing engagement, throughout the lifecycle of the project including the sharing of
information and changes to approach and design. If communities feel additional resources are
required to fully understand the project, NextBridge is committed to discussing their concerns,
questions and determining a mutually agreed upon resolution.

Y – Section 6.6 of Appendix 4-II

The proponent should revisit this statement and potentially reevaluate its definition of harm. The EA clearly states there will be
disruptions to the bed and banks during implementation of certain
crossing structures. This could potentially have impacts on local fish
through direct mortality or sediment mobilization. This wording is
misleading as there will be alterations during construction. Further, it
is worth noting that the Fisheries Act is currently under review and
there is a likelihood of the reinstatement of the prohibition of “Harmful
Alteration, Disruption or Destruction of fish habitat (HADD).” If this
does occur, it may have implications for certain crossing
methodologies as they relate to fish habitat. The proponent should
consider this scenario and develop a contingency approach.

Comment noted. The text in Section 4.2.3.3 – Access Road and Travel Lane Water Body Crossings
has been revised to reflect this input.

Y – Section 4.2.3.3

GROUNDWATER
BNFN-13

8.5.1.1 Table 8-3 p.8-15

FISH AND FISH HABITAT
BNFN-14

Section 4.2.2.6 – Preferred
Route of Right-of-Way
Waterbody Crossings

BNFN-15

Section 4.2.2.6 – Preferred
Route of Right-of-Way
Waterbody Crossings

BNFN-16

Section 4.2.2.6 – Preferred
Route of Right-of-Way
Waterbody Crossings

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

The proponent states that “construction activities are not
anticipated to involve permanent in-water or in- stream works
or fording, unless approved by regulatory
agencies. Consequently, there will be no alteration of the bed of
waterbodies.” This statement is misleading and suggests that
because an activity is not permanent that alteration of habitat
will not occur. This is untrue and neglects activities that will
temporarily alter or disturb fish habitat. It is recognized that this
represents a larger issue within the Fisheries Act where
temporary alterations of habitat are permitted as long as there
are no mortalities. However, it is misleading to suggest No
alteration will occur, purely on the basis that it is temporary.
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BNFN-17

Section 4.2.3 – Access Roads

BNFN-18

Section 4.2.3.1 Access Roads
for water crossings

BNFN-19

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

The Proponent states that “Temporary and permanent crossing
structures will be required for the construction, operation and
maintenance of the Project. However, this statement is directly
contradicted in Section 4.2.3.1 Access Roads for water
crossings where they say again that “construction activities are
not anticipated to involve permanent in-water or in-stream
works or fording, unless approved by regulatory agencies.
Consequently, there will be no alteration of the bed of
waterbodies.” This is incorrect and misleading as the EA
states that there will be instances of permanent installation of
culverts that will involves alterations to bed and banks.
The proponent offers a vague description regarding crossing
watercourses during frozen conditions. The statement is made
that “Crossing over frozen waterbodies will be carried out as
necessary under safe conditions.” There is mention of using
snow-fill crossing methods to cross watercourses that are
frozen-to- bottom (FTB). However, there is no description of
snow- fill bridge construction methodology. Further, there is no
protocol for determining or documenting if a watercourse is in
fact FTB or fit for a snow-fill bridge. The concern is that snowfill
bridges may be constructed on flowing watercourses if not
adequality determined to be FTB and may impede or destroy
overwintering habitat for resident fish.

The proponent should reconsider this statement that permanent
alteration of fish habitat will not occur. It is stated that permanent
structures will be placed in the creeks as part of access road
construction. This statement is incorrect.

Refer to the response to BNFN-16.

Y – Section 4.2.3.3

There needs to be a clearer outline of the Proponents approach to
using Snow-fill bridges under frozen conditions. There is no
protocol defined to determining FTB conditions and whether
snowfills will be appropriate at the time of construction. A
methodology for determining FTB and recording those conditions
should be made. The concern is that this crossing method could
potential inhibit over- wintering fish habitat if Snow fill bridges are
used and the steps were not taken to confirm FTB conditions.

The text in Section 4.2.3.3 – Access Road and Travel Lane Water Body Crossings has been
revised to reflect this input. Mitigation measures for Ice Bridges or Snow Fill are provided in Section
5.2.1 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

Y - Section 4.2.3.3

Section 13.3 Criteria,
Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators

The proponent developed a list of Criteria fish species as a
means of providing a broad context for significant impact to fish
on a larger Project-based scale. Four species were selected;
Brook Trout, Northern Pike, Walleye and Lake Sturgeon. The
effects of the project were then compared against the habitat
and life-cycle functions of these four species to determine the
level and severity of impacts to the fish population as a whole.
One issue with this approach is that no individual baitfish
species were included in the list of criteria species.
Adding a small-bodied baitfish to the list would have allowed a
more comprehensive assessment of habitat conditions
relevant to small-bodied fish as opposed to large-bodied
sportfish identified in the list. Under the current list, the
proponent states that all project related effects are “not
applicable” (Section 22 - Table 22-1).

The approach to using four specific indicator Criteria species to
identify significant impacts may be valid, however there needs to be
a specific representation of some important baitfish or forage fish
species. There are many habitat effects that could occur in higher
order tributaries that can affect small-bodied forage fish that will likely
not have an affect on larger sportfish in mainstem rivers. If the EA
does not use a small-bodied fish to identify potential effects
pathways, there is the possibility of cumulative impacts along high
order streams, which could impact food sources for the important
criteria species identified. The effects pathways result of having “not
applicable” seems to be misleading and potentially neglectful of
lower tropic fish and aquatic organisms vital to the success of
sportfish

N

BNFN-20

Section 13.3 Criteria,
Assessment Endpoints and
Indicators

More information needs to be provided on the consultation process
with respect to Aboriginal Engagement. Specifically, there should
be a clearer understanding of the process for choosing these
Criteria species, and how the consultation process was used to
come to these conclusions.

BNFN-21

Section 13.5.1 Baseline Data
Collection Methods

In addition to the criteria species selected, there is limited
detailed information on the decision process for their
selection. The proponent comments that it was based on
information available from the ministry of Natural Resources
and consultation, however there is little detailed information
and the consultation with Aboriginal groups, specifically
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg’s and whether they felt these criteria
species were an appropriate representation for impact
assessment.
The basis of the fish data presented in the EA was derived
primarily from desktop review of aerial imagery as well as aerial
reconnaissance. The EA describes methodology for determining
a range of watercourse characteristics including flow regime,
morphology, habitat types, bankfull width, bankfull depth etc.
These parameters are all described as being visually estimated
via aerial reconnaissance. There is little record of the extent of
field reconnaissance verification of these estimated watercourse
values. Further, there is no record of any fish sampling
completed to verify or update fish species present

Four fish species (Brook Trout, Northern Pike, Walleye, and Lake Sturgeon) and Aquatic Ecosystems
were selected as criteria for the fish and fish habitat assessment. The four fish species were chosen
as criteria because they are species common in the area, have specific habitat requirements, are a
representative fall or spring spawning species for the region, or because they have conservation
value in the region. Section 5.1 explains that criteria are components of the environment that are
considered to have economic, social, biological, conservation, aesthetic or cultural value. Bass (i.e.,
Largemouth Bass, Rock Bass, and Smallmouth Bass), Herring (i.e., Cisco), Perch (i.e., Yellow
Perch), Salmon (i.e., Chinook Salmon, Coho Salmon, and Pink Salmon), Smelt (i.e., Rainbow Smelt)
and Whitefish (i.e., Lake Whitefish, Pygmy Whitefish, and Round Whitefish) were not specifically
selected as a criteria fish species for the fish and fish habitat assessment, but are included in the
Aquatic Ecosystem criteria and addressed in the effects assessment through the selected criteria fish
species as they share similar habitat requirements for different life stages. It is acknowledged that all
species of potential concern to all parties were not included, but the approach for selecting criteria is
a common practice in environmental assessments and there is confidence that the criteria selected
provide a comprehensive and ecologically relevant assessment of effects.
Aquatic ecosystems was chosen as criteria to include an assessment of all aquatic organisms,
including but not limited to bacteria (i.e., microscopic single celled organisms), fungi (i.e., eukaryotic
organisms that are unicellular or multicellular), benthic invertebrates (i.e., organisms that live in or on
the sediment in water bodies), phytoplankton (i.e., microscopic plants that live in the water column),
zooplankton (i.e., tiny organisms that live in the water column), aquatic plants, and fish. The
assessment of Aquatic Ecosystems included all fish species, such as Bass, Herring, Perch, Salmon,
and Whitefish as part of the overall ecosystem function within the LSAs.
Section 2 (Consultation and Engagement Summary) of the EA Report provides a summary of
consultation and engagement, including with Indigenous communities; the detailed Indigenous
Consultation and Engagement Record is in Appendix 2 IX.

Additional watercourse crossing field work is planned prior to permitting.

N

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

There was a lack of field based fish sampling completed for the EA.
Primarily, fish data came from historical records and estimations
during aerial surveys. It is recommended that there be additional
sampling along watercourses that are not clearly defined (i.e.
ephemerals or intermitttents). It is difficult to determine fish presence
on these poorly defined watercourses and ther is a concern that these
channels may hold fish but are at risk of harm due to inappropriate
crossing method selection. Field verification of fish species presence
should extend and expand on the 2014 study.
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BNFN-22

Section 13.5.1 Baseline Data
Collection Methods

BNFN-23

Section 13.6 Project –
Environmental Interactions
and Pathways Analysis

BNFN-24

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

The field reconnaissance baseline reports from Dillon (2015,
2016) states that due to logistics and access permission issues,
not all watercourse crossings were assessed. Further, due to a
number of reroutes, previously assessed watercourses that
were changed were not re-assessed at the new crossing
locations under the new route design. Watercourses crossings
that were not re-assessed under the re-routed design were
assessed via aerial imagery and not field reconnaissance. The
concern is that depending on the extent of the reroute, fish
habitat could be significantly different and crossing methods
may not be appropriate at the new sites.
Pathways of effects are outlined in Table 13-7 and describe
mitigation measures to avoid harm to fish. There are
sections describing construction phases and their potential
interactions with fish and fish habitat. Among theses
sections there is no mention of fish salvage methods in the
event an isolation is needed to place a crossing structure
(i.e. culvert). The concern is that the Proponent plans to
place culverts and backfill directly within a creek without an
isolation and fish salvage to avoid direct mortalitly from
sediment placement and in-water works.

There need to be more information provided on the watercourses that
were not assessed due to re-routes. In particular, crossings that were
not assessed at all should be re- visited to assess cureent fish habitat
and develop appropriate mitigation. There is also the concern that a
general crossing method approach may be used on the same
watercourse that was assessed but the habitats may be significantly
different. Field verification should follow up on any crossing not
assessed in this EA.

Refer to the response to BNFN-21.

N

It is unclear how the construction phase plans to implement culvert
construction and backfill without isolating the creek. Currently it
seems that the intention is to place culverts and backfill materials
during flowing conditions. This may cause direct mortality and
sedimentation downstream. An appropriate approach would be to
isolate the creek, divert water around the isolation and place
crossing structures and backfill. In order to due this fish must be
salvaged from the isolation prior to dewatering. There is currently no
information for fish salvages. Please provide a plan or more
information on avoidance of harm.

Mitigation measures for dam and pump for culvert installations are provided in Section 5.2.1 of the
EPP (Appendix 4-II). DFO’s Measures to Avoid Causing Harm to Fish and Fish Habitat Including
Aquatic species at Risk (DFO 2016) will be applied to water body crossings. Applicable permits will
be obtained prior to capture and safe relocation of any fish trapped within an isolated or enclosed
area at the Project site.
Reference:
DFO. 2016. Measures to Avoid Causing Harm to Fish and Fish Habitat Including Aquatic Species
at Risk. Available at: http://www.dfo mpo.gc.ca/pnw ppe/measures mesures/measures mesures
eng.html.
Accessed: June 2017.

N

Section 13.6 Project –
Environmental Interactions
and Pathways Analysis

Further to issue number 10 above, there is also no mention of
the intention or procedure for Water Quality Monitoring (WQM)
during in-water works. The proponent comments that there will
be a need for in- water construction during access road
construction, however does not adequately outline the plan for
WQM during such activities.

Refer to the response to BNFN-09.

N

BNFN-25

Appendix 4-II –
Environmental Protection
Plan

The EPP does not contain sufficient clarification of the
reclamation activities planned following construction of the
Transmission Line and Access Roads. The concern is that
removal of riparian vegetation for crossing structures will not
be adequately reclaimed to protect against further erosion and
disturbance to fish habitat.

Additional information has been added to Section 5.8 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II) in regard to seeding
and revegetation and use of herbicides. Use of herbicides within the 30 m water body buffer is
prohibited unless the herbicide application is conducted by ground application equipment or
otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency.

Y – Section 5.8 of Appendix 4-II

BNFN-26

Appendix 4-II –
Environmental Protection
Plan

There is a lack of commitment for consultation with Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg for development of the EPP and all related tasks
in the design phase (i.e. Post-EA), the construction, operation
and maintenance phase. There should be on-going detailed
and comprehensive consultation during all phases of the
project. In addition, the Proponent should provide capacity
funding for Biigtigong Nishnaabegs participation.

Further to Recommendation 10, the mitigation outlined for crossing
structure construction does no explicitty outline the WQM approach
and extent. The EA mentions that some level of WQM will occur, but
the process, methodology or extent of monitoring is not clearly
identified. More information is need to understand the commitment to
mitigating sediment mobilization during instream construction
activities.
The EPP needs to more clearly outline the riparian reclamation plan
following construction. Some of the reclamation wording is vague and
does not outline revegetation strategies, bank stabilization methods,
or even fish salvages and WQM procedures. In addition, it would be
ideal to maintain a minimum 30 m setback for pesticide application
from the bank or slope break, or preferably use mechanical methods
during construction, operations and maintenance phases.
A formal process at the permitting and detailed design phase (iepost EA) should be pursued where Biigtigong Nishnaabeg is
consulted in a detailed and comprehensive way about detailed and
site specific EPP plans for construction and is provided capacity
funding to participate. Further, Biigtigong Nishnaabeg would like to
request direct communication with respect to changes in the EPP,
changes to crossing methodology during construction, maintenance
and operations phases.

Refer to the response to BNFN-09 in regard to construction and post-construction monitoring.
NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg. The EPP can be discussed at future meetings with Biigtigong Nishnaabeg.

N

Recommendation 1: Refrain from the use of chemical vegetation
management along the ROW corridor. Permit the establishment of
shrub vegetation along the transmission lines and maintenance roads
to support healthy aboriginal food sources by Biigtigong Nishnaabeg
members and wildlife species.
Recommendation 2: Consider the development of vegetation and
wetland monitoring programs that evaluate the effectiveness of
mitigation measures, in the event that strategies described in the
Draft Application or in subsequent Final Environmental Assessments
do not meet their intended outcomes for upland vegetation and
wetland environments.

Comment noted. Mitigation measures for the use of herbicides are provided in Section 5.8 of the EPP
(Appendix 4-II).
On provincial Crown land, NextBridge will allow for natural regeneration or use certified native seed in
consultation with appropriate Land Administrator. Natural recovery is the preferred method of
reclamation on level terrain where erosion is not expected.
Refer to the response to BNFN-09.

N

Recommendation 3: Conduct multi-season (summer, fall) baseline
terrestrial surveys so as to provide a comprehensive measure of site
characteristics and an accurate representation of the site community
potentially affected by the Project.

Surveys are planned for summer and fall 2017.

N

VEGETATION AND WETLANDS
BNFN-27

Issue 1: TTN community members have ongoing concerns
about the health of berries and other country foods due to the
use of herbicides along the ROW as a method for vegetation
management.

BNFN-28

(Draft EA 23/Table 23-1/12- 2;
Appendix 4-II: Environmental
Protection Plan).

Issue 2: There are too few details regarding the vegetation and
wetlands monitoring programs (Draft EA 23/Table 23-1/12-2;
Appendix 4-II: Environmental Protection Plan). Environmental
Effects Monitoring for project related impacts on vegetation,
wetlands, rare plant communities and invasive species is
cursory.
NextBridge provides limited details regarding the methods and
amount of monitoring that will be conducted to assess changes
and threats to vegetation communities as a result of the
Project, especially plant species of traditional importance.
Therefore, monitoring designs and techniques used cannot be
adequately reviewed.

BNFN-29

(Appendix 12-II Vegetation
Baseline Report/2.1.1/7).

Issue 3: Vegetation field surveys was conducted over a 4- day
period (June 18-21) over one year (2016). Baseline sampling
was not conducted multi-seasonally (i.e., summer, fall) or
annually which would provide a more comprehensive
assessment of potential impacts to native vegetative species
and country foods (Appendix 12-II Vegetation Baseline
Report/2.1.1/7).

February 2018
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BNFN-30

(Appendix 12-IIC: Terrestrial
Baseline Study Area
Vegetation Communities
Table 1: 1-5 & Appendix 1211 Vegetation Baseline
Report 3.2.2.4/196)

Issue 4: One invasive species, cow vetch (Vicia cracca), and
nine exotic species (introduced species), Common buttercup
(Ranunculus acris), Common dandelion
(Taraxacum officinale), Sweet bedstraw (Galium odoratum),
Common yarrow (Achillia millefoium), Sedge (Carex spicata),
Feathertop (Calamagrostis epigejos), Black poplar (Populus
nigra) were found during incident (non-targeted) surveys in the
assessment area (Appendix 12-IIC: Terrestrial Baseline Study
Area Vegetation Communities Table 1: 1-5 & Appendix 12-11
Vegetation Baseline Report 3.2.2.4/196.

Recommendation 4: Identify how non-native and invasive species
will be monitored and managed, and what thresholds for nonnative/invasive species will be considered as the site
becomes more disturbed and therefore potentially lends itself to
increased populations of undesirable species.

Mitigation measures for avoiding and limiting the introduction and spread of noxious and invasive
plant species are identified in Section 12.6, Table 12-9 of the EA Report, and also described in the
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP; Appendix 4 II).

N

BNFN-31

(Draft EA 12, Table 12-5/1214).

Issue 5: The most common seral stage of forests in the
vegetation and wetland LSA is mature (81 to 110 years), at
approximately 68,000 ha (32,1% of LSA), and a considerable
amount of late-successional stage forests (29,672; 14% of
LSA) were identified (Draft EA 12, Table 12-5/12-14). The
diversity of seral stages (0 – 111 years and older) which are
grouped in the upland ecosystem effects assessment is
concerning. The structural and seral stages in upland forests
are markedly dissimilar in their biodiversity, wildlife habitat
value, and their traditional land use.

Recommendation 5: Provide research supporting the assumption
that early seral stage forests are ecologically similar or equivalent to
late-successional seral stage forests. Describe why old-growth forest
communities were not carried forward in their own ecosystem level
effects assessment.

Section 12.3 states that the vegetation and wetlands criteria considered a “coarse filter” approach to
the assessment, which examines biodiversity of the region at the broadest level. Assessing and
managing biodiversity at the vegetation and wetlands ecosystems level means that large numbers of
biodiversity elements (or indicators) are addressed together for each of the criteria.
For upland ecosystems, specific seral stages (indicators of biodiversity and self-sustaining
ecosystems) were assessed in sections 12.5.2.1.1, 12.7.3.1.1, and 12.8.2.1.1.1 of the EA Report.
The Project is expected to result in a loss of approximately 2% of the old-growth forests in the LSA
and <1% of the old-growth forests in the RSA. This loss is expected to be within the resiliency and
adaptive capacity of old-growth forest in the region, and should not significantly influence the
biodiversity (structure, composition and function) of upland ecosystems.

N

BNFN-32

(General Comment)

Issue 6: It is not clear how NextBridge plans to restore, revegetate and re-naturalize its temporary construction areas
(temporary access roads, storage yards, laydown yards and
construction camps). No details regarding follow-up inspection
and reporting on the success of restoration/remedial work is
provided. Therefore, we cannot adequately review NextBridge’s
re- vegetation/restoration strategy and potential success for
temporary Project components

Refer to the response to BNFN-27 in regard to natural revegetation on provincial and federal Crown
land.
NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg. Revegetation can be discussed with Biigtigong Nishaabeg as the Project progresses.
Environmental monitors will be on-site during construction of the Project.

N

BNFN-33

Ch. 23 General Comment

Issue 7: Chapter 23 identifies general monitoring and follow-up
programs for sensitive features (e.g. rare vegetation
communities, significant wildlife habitat, bat hibernacula), but
specific applicability to culturally important species (berries and
medicinal plants) is not specified. Monitoring and follow-up
programs pertaining to species of cultural importance should
also be considered and described to provide clarity on the
appropriateness and effectiveness of proposed measures and
to ensure that Biigtigong Nishnaabegs rights and interests are
considered in the Project.

Recommendation 6a: Consider incorporating native floral and grass
seed mixes in re-vegetation efforts which would enhance
habitat/forage for wildlife species, particularly for pollinators.
Recommendation 6b: Undertake targeted consultation with
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg community members for the revegetation of
temporary Project components to support traditional interests and
land-use as quickly as is feasible. Recommendation 6c: Pursue
opportunities to build Biigtigong Nishnaabeg capacity and knowledge
in the reclamation of temporary Project sites, monitoring and
management.
Commit to measures to ensure Biigtigong Nishnaabeg FN
participation as environmental monitors. Opportunities to build
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg capacity and knowledge in efforts that are
of importance to First Nations, such as participation in seeding,
tree planting and monitoring of flora and fauna in follow-up
Recommendation 7: Describe monitoring and follow-up programs
for potential effects to culturally important plant species, including
objectives and any monitoring measures (i.e., thresholds) that will
be implemented to verify the predictions of effects and evaluate
the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures. If follow-up
programs and management plans are not required, please
provide reasoning.

Refer to the response to BNFN-09.
An Indigenous Land and Resource Use Site Contingency Plan has been added to Section 4 and
6.7 of the EPP (Appendix 4-II).

Y – Appendix 4-II, Sections 4
and 6.7

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

52

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA REPORT
Table 1-III-B-6.
Comment #

Biigtigong Nishnaabeg Comment and Response Tracking Table
EA Section Reference

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT
BNFN-35

(Draft EA 14.5.2.2.1/14-39).

Issue 2: An underlying assumption with regards to potential
impacts to traditionally important species, such as moose, was
because of their adaptive capacity, and that because their
regional populations are considered healthy, that the proposed
project will have little to no impact on their sustainability. Yet,
considerable areas of late winter cover (720 h), aquatic feeding
areas (562 ha), and moose calving areas (118 ha) have been
identified within the LSA (Draft EA 14.5.2.2.1/14-39). It has been
recently documented that moose populations across the
southern Boreal forest area are in decline (MNRF 2016). As
evidence, population modeling for moose recruitment provided
by the MNRF places a minimum desired calf survival each year
to be at least 30 calves per 100 cows to help ensure the
population in maintained. Current estimates of calf abundance in
6 of the 8 Wildlife Management Units (WMUs) 13, 14, 21A, 21B,
33 and 35 which encompasses the majority of the project area,
have been below that level since between 1997-2009 (MNRF
2015a,b,c,d,e,f,g,h), suggesting that regional populations of
moose are in fact unstable. Given the importance of moose to
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg FN, and the potential right impacts of
project related effects on an already vulnerable population, it is
important that population level monitoring of this traditionally
important species be considered.

Moose populations are managed by the Government of Ontario primarily though regulated harvest.
Monitoring of large mammals (moose, caribou) is conducted by MNRF.

Y – Section 23.1.2

Rationale for selection of vegetation and wildlife criteria, and the definitions of the assessment endpoints N
for vegetation and wildlife (i.e., self-sustaining and ecologically effective) are provided in Section 12.3 and
Section 14.3, respectively. The selection of criteria for vegetation and wetlands was based on a coarsefilter approach that captures the availability and composition of ecosites that contain listed species. In
addition, the amount and distribution of, rare vegetation communities, identified listed plants, and critical
landform/vegetation associations that can support listed species was also assessed (Section 12.3). The
selection of wildlife criteria was based on both a coarse and fine-scale approach that considered elements
of ecosystems such as umbrella, indicator and keystone species, and ecological redundancy in species
guilds (Section 14.3). Consultation with the public and government was also part of the criteria selection
process. A detailed consultation and engagement record is provided in Appendices 2-III and 2-IX.

NextBridge will implement various measures to mitigate Project effects on local moose populations, as
outlined in Table 14-17 in the EA.

BNFN-36

Sec 14 General Comment

Issue 3: Beaver is a traditionally important wildlife species
trapped and consumed by Biigtigong Nishnabeg members, and
was not included in the effects assessment. Secondly,
amphibians were also not included as part of the assessment
and are a group of animals thought to be the most sensitive to
water quality (Corn and Bury 1989) and highly sensitive to
habitat loss and fragmentation (Cushman 2006). Amphibians
exhibit certain key lifestyle components that make them
bioindicators of water quality: 1) their aquatic and terrestrial life
stages means they are in direct and constant contact with their
environment (Vitt et al. 1990; Lips 1998); 2) they are ecotherms
and rely on environmental conditions to maintain their
metabolism and other life processes (Feder and Burggren 1992;
Pough et al. 2003). These wildlife groups need to be evaluated
to understand potential construction phase effects in processaffected wetlands and aquatic ecosystems.

BNFN-37

General Comment

Issue 4: Beavers are known to occur throughout the
watersheds, but no detail is provided about how beaver
activity will be managed during construction and operation
phases of the Project, particularly around access roads for
which culverts are often impeded by beaver activity.

During construction, NextBridge will periodically inspect and maintain culverts to prevent blockages from N
forming and causing ponding or backwater effects. A framework for a post-construction monitoring plan is
provided in Section 23.1.2 of the EA Report. Culvert impediment as a result of beaver activity will be
managed through the post-construction monitoring plan.

BNFN-38

Ch. 23 General Comment

Issue 5: Additional measures could be implemented to mitigate
the effects of the Project on wildlife disturbance and mortality.
Please identify under what circumstances construction and
associated infrastructure development would be required to
take place during least risk work windows for migratory bird and
traditionally important wildlife species.

Construction monitoring will include searches for migratory bird nests, bat hibernacula and other sensitive N
wildlife features to mitigate immediate impacts of the Project.
As indicated in Section 23 of the EA, a post-construction monitoring plan will be developed prior to the
start of construction based on EA and permit approval conditions. Monitoring options for migratory birds
and species of cultural importance will be considered during the development of the plan.

BNFN-39

Section 14. General Comment

Issue 6: The draft EA does not provide detail on associated
measures that NextBridge will take to ensure minimal vehiclewildlife accidents and what thresholds will be considered.

Mitigation measures to reduce vehicle-wildlife collisions are presented in Table 14-17 of the EA Report. N

BNFN-40

Ch. 23 (Table 23.1/23-2)

Issue 7: Environmental Effects Monitoring for project related
impacts on wildlife distribution and habitat use is cursory.
Chapter 23 (Table 23.1/23-2) identifies general follow-up,
mitigation efforts and monitoring plans that will be implemented
for Significant Wildlife Habitat and bat hibernacula, but specific
applicability to migratory birds and species of cultural
importance is not specified. Monitoring and follow-up programs
pertaining to migratory birds and other species of cultural
importance should also be described to provide clarity on the
appropriateness and effectiveness of proposed measures and
thresholds.

The monitoring activities described in Table 23-1 are proposed for the construction period. Post- N
construction monitoring will be developed according to the framework provided in Section 23.1.2 of the
EA Report.
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Table 1-III-B-6.
Comment #
BNFN-41

Biigtigong Nishnaabeg Comment and Response Tracking Table
EA Section Reference

(Draft EA 14.5.2.1/14-21 –
14-37)

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Issue 8: Forest-dwelling Woodland Caribou are regarded as
notable species because of their importance historically as
a hunting resource to Biigtigong Nishnaabeg community
members. Caribou are also a SAR, and are hence regarded
as indicators of ecosystem and forest health. Caribou
around the Project are in the Lake Superior Coast Range
and the Lake Superior Uplands Linkage Discontinuous
Range. The Lake Superior Coast Range is at the southern
edge of woodland caribou distribution in Ontario, and
supports a small isolated caribou population (Environment
Canada 2012; OWCRT 2008). The Lake Superior Uplands
Range is said to not support caribou populations but rather
provides a linkage to the northern areas of continuous
caribou distributions. As noted in the Draft EA (Draft EA
14.5.2.1/14-21 – 14-37), Caribou are known to respond
negatively to anthropogenic disturbance by avoiding areas
of otherwise suitable habitat because of its proximity to
disturbance (Weclaw and Hudson 2004), thereby reducing
the amount of otherwise functional habitat available within
the range. Avoidance by Woodland Caribou has been
documented to vary by disturbance type (CPAWS
Wildlands League 2013), by season (Dyer et al. 2001,
2002; Polfus et al. 2011) and can occur at multiple
(individual and population level) scales (Apps et al. 2006;
Rettie and Messier 2001).
Vistnes and Nellemann (2008) found that Caribou reduced their
use of areas within 5 km of disturbances by 50% to 95. As such,
it is not surprising that the Project has been determined to have
‘significant’ cumulative effects to critical Caribou habitats and
populations.
Consequently, the potential of adverse effects to Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg traditional interest exists. Effects will persist
throughout construction and operation phases of the Project.
The projected cumulative effects of the Project on the Lake
Superior Coastal Range of Woodland Caribou is 29.8%, which
approaches the disturbance thresholds of 35% identified by
Environment Canada (2011, 2012), and exceeds the threshold
for the Lake Superior Uplands Range, which is estimated at
65.9%. It is recommended that caution and long-term
monitoring/follow-up studies for this species should continue.
The limitations on the degree of anthropogenic disturbance
allotted, and the commitment for Enbridge to minimize potential
Project impacts Woodland Caribou should be an important
factor for approval of this Project.

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

Comment noted. Refer to the responses to BNFN-09 and BNFN-35 in regard to monitoring programs and N
the post-construction monitoring plan.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND CULTURAL HERITAGE
BNFN-42

15

No list of previous Stage 1 archaeological reports within the
report body

Please list the 3 reports by title and PIF number and weather they
have been accepted y MTCS into the Provincial Registrar

The Stage 1 Archaeological Reports are provided in Appendix 15-I of the EA Report.

N

BNFN-43

Section 2.1 Appendix 15-I
Parts 1 and 2

No First Nations consultations concerning areas of
archaeological potential

Please consult with FN communities concerning archaeological
potential

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg. Areas of archaeological potential can be discussed with Biigtigong Nishnaabeg.

N

BNFN-44

Sections 1.1.1 Appendix 15-I
Part 3

No First Nations consultations concerning areas of
archaeological potential

Please consult with FN communities concerning archaeological
potential

Refer to the response to BNFN-43.

N

Biographies of the Archaeologists who conducted the work
are not present

Please include biographies of the archaeologists who
conducted the work summarizing their qualifications

The Principal Archaeologist and Report Writer for the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment
was Scarlett Janusas, permit number P027. Additional information about Ms. Janusas’
qualifications can be found on the Scarlett Janusas Archaeology Inc. website at
http://sjai fossilhill ca

N

BNFN-45

SOCIO-ECONOMICS AND COMMUNITY WELL-BEING
BNFN-46

EA 18.2; 18.3 /18-2; 18-11
through 18-106

There is no First Nations perspectives or involvement of First
Nations in the socio-economic effects assessment

Provide a list of personal communications and/or indication of which
communities key informants represented, and
describe how Aboriginal communities and specifically Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg were involved in providing information regarding their
rights based socio-economic values and interests as they relate to
the project in the environmental assessment process

The Socio-economic Assessment has been updated with additional information about Indigenous
communities. A list of personal communications or identities of Indigenous community key contacts
cannot be provided at this time.

Y – Section 18.5.2.1.2

BNFN-47

EA 18.6; 18.7; 18.8

Flawed methodology and scoping resulting in critical effect
scoped out of assessment: community wellbeing

Redefine, re-instate and re-assess community wellbeing criterion as a
primary and central value component assessed within the socioeconomic effects assessment to appropriately reflect its social,
economic, cultural and ecological facets

Section 18.6.1.2 of the EA Report has been updated to provide clarification around the determination
of community well-being as a secondary pathway.

Y – Section 18.6.1.2
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Table 1-III-B-6.
Comment #

Biigtigong Nishnaabeg Comment and Response Tracking Table
EA Section Reference

Issue

Question/Recommendation

Response

EA Update (Y/N)

BNFN-48

EA 18.6; 18.7; 18.8

Secondary effect scoped out of assessment: temporary
accommodation

Provide: a) clarification regarding gap between peak construction
workforce being 1200 workers and camps only being able to
accommodate 200-250 workers; b) discussion of social, economic
and cultural dynamics of transient and mobile workforce and
community wellbeing

The Project consists of six segments that will begin construction in Q4 of 2018, which will require a
small workforce of less than 120. As each of the six Project segments ramps up construction, the
Project workforce is anticipated to increase from around 320 in January 2019 to over 1,200 during
peak construction activities in March 2020. The 1,200 workers will be staying at five to six
construction camps. This is noted in Section 18.7.2.1 of the EA Report.

N

BNFN-49

EA 18.6; 18.7; 18.8

Flawed methodology: lack of consideration or integration of
traditional knowledge and land use values into socio- economics
effects assessment

Incorporate traditional knowledge and land and resource use
information related to any social and economic values or interests
into the socio-economic effects assessment to demonstrate these
potential project-effect interactions and impacts

Traditional knowledge and land and resource use were assessed in Section 17 of the EA Report.

N

BNFN-50

EA 18.7.2/ 18-84

Employment and skill requirements unclear for
operations phase

Provide more details and discussion regarding the
employment and labour force skill requirements for the
Project’s operation phase.

Project activities during operations are discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the EA Report.

N

HUMAN HEALTH AND ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT
BNFN-51

EA 18.7; 18.10

Lack of socio-economic mitigation, management and
enhancement measures; lack of discussion about regional
sustainable economic development.

Provide list and description of socio-economic commitments being
made including capacity building investments; Aboriginal hiring
targets; socio-economic management and monitoring plans to track
socio-economic indicators; and assessment of the Project’s
contribution to regional sustainable economic development.

NextBridge’s approach to Indigenous participation is based on providing a broad spectrum of
participation options including opportunities to enhance each participating Indigenous community’s
economy, employment opportunities, education and skills base, and community programs.
NextBridge believes “participation” may encompass some or all of the following elements:
• project Specific Training
• education
• employment opportunities
• service and material supply opportunities
• community investment
• investment opportunities
NextBridge Is committed to working with Indigenous communities to develop a mutually agreed
upon process to track local economic impacts and reporting to communities and to the public.

N

BNFN-52

Section 21

The proponent needs to provide far more data relating to the
typical exposure levels to electric and magnetic fields from
electrical facilities in Ontario, and to discuss the exposure
levels to be expected from the new transmission line. The
projected exposure levels should be related to guidelines
published by international agencies to ensure the Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg that predicted levels are safe.

Provide data from Ontario sites or other power lines on EMF from
power lines and associated infrastructure. Relate predicted
exposure to internationally accepted guidelines.

Potential emissions, discharges and wastes are discussed in Section 4.3.1.15 of the EA Report.
Refer to Attachment BNFN- 52.

N

BNFN-53

Section 21

Lack of information regarding harvesting/trapping by the
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg in areas that overlap with the power line
make impacts to the community speculative.

In association with the Biigtigong Nishnaabeg, collect data on
harvesting/trapping/ fishing or develop methods of assessing
potential impacts that will help to understand the possible impacts on
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg lands and to community members.

NextBridge continues to be involved in ongoing engagement and consultation with Biigtigong
Nishnaabeg. Capacity funding can be discussed during the engagement and consultation process.

N

BNFN-54

Section 21

The proponent indicates that maintaining human health is a
critical pathway but has no supporting data.

Develop indicators that will track human health, and monitor the
Biigtigong Nishnaabeg community and other First nations for potential
impacts.

No primary effect pathways were identified for the Human Health Assessment (Section 21 of the EA
Report). Subsequently, there is no further assessment or characterization of net effects, including
determination of significance (Section 5.4.3 of the EA Report). As a result, no follow-up, inspection or
monitoring programs are proposed or required for human health.

N
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ATTACHMENT RSMIN-016

ATTACHMENT RSMIN-016
GREENHOUSE GAS ASSESSMENT
SECTION 10.6.1.2 –
SECONDARY PATHWAYS
Comment:
Greenhouse gas emissions from this project are minimal and contribute to .03% of the total Greenhouse gas
emissions total for the province. Emissions from the wetlands that will be impacted by the construction and
operation of the transmission line is more concerning to the RSMIN community due to the release of sequestered
C02 held within them.

Response:
During the construction phase, the disturbance of wetlands will be avoided and minimized. The wetlands will not
be drained, only land clearing will occur on the surface.
As discussed in Section 10 – Greenhouse Gases, greenhouse gas emissions are considered from the construction
phase (considered a bounding phase) and assessed against the federal and provincial greenhouse gas emission
totals. The original assessment only considered the greenhouse gas emissions from the fuel combustion
of off-road and on-road equipment (Section 10.6.1.2, Table 10-5). The secondary pathway assessment in
Section 10.6.1.2 is updated below to consider the greenhouse gas emissions from land clearing, including both
the reduction in the carbon sink and any biomass burning associated with the clearing. It is assumed that any
merchantable timber will not be included in biomass burning. As a conservative measure, provincial parks and
conservation areas have not been excluded from the biomass burning calculations. In practice, no burning will be
occurring in the provincial parks and conservation areas. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
guidelines from Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories: Vol.4 (IPCC, 2006) were used to calculate
greenhouse gas emissions from land clearing (Table 10-5). The project footprint containing vegetation for
land clearing, including wetlands, is 2,685 ha (184 ha not including merchantable timber). This is based on a
GIS analysis of the project footprint completed by Golder.
Table 10-5:

Data Used for Emission Calculations

Emission Source

Mobile equipment and
vehicular exhausts

Equipment/Activity Data used in
Emission Rate Calculations
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Emission Factor Used in Emission Rate Calculations


Equipment type and quantity
Vehicle engine size
Equipment hours of operation



1

Diesel emission factors from Table 20-2 of the Ontario
Guideline for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reporting document
(MOECC 2015)
Load factors from Table 9 of the Median Life, Annual Activity,
and Load Factor Values for Nonroad Engine Emissions
Modeling document (U.S. EPA 2010)

ATTACHMENT RSMIN-016

Table 10-5:

Data Used for Emission Calculations

Emission Source

Equipment/Activity Data used in
Emission Rate Calculations

Emission Factor Used in Emission Rate Calculations

Land clearing

Reduction of carbon sink

Chapter 4 of Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories:
Vol.4 (IPCC 2006b)

Biomass burning

Burning of biomass

Chapter 2 of Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories:
Vol.4 (IPCC 2006a)

The estimated annual greenhouse gas emissions from mobile equipment, land clearing and biomass burning for
the construction phase of the Project are summarized in Table 10-6. Construction phase greenhouse gas
emissions are attributed to the operation of mobile equipment and likely represent an overestimate of the
greenhouse gas emissions with the conservative assumptions (not all equipment would likely be in operation for
the full planned schedule). Greenhouse gas emissions from biomass burning likely represent an overestimate
using the conservative assumption that the full vegetation footprint (184 ha) will be burned. The GWP used to
calculate the annual total greenhouse gas emissions in CO2e correspond to the GWPs from O. Reg. 452/09.
Table 10-6:

Source

Summary of Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions during the Project
Construction Phase1
Construction Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(tonnes/year)2

Annual Total
(tonnes/year)

Percentage
Contribution (%)

CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mobile Equipment

54,000

2.7

8.1

56,000

86%

Land Clearing

6,400

—

—

6,400

10%

Biomass Burning

2,400

7.1

0.40

2,600

4%

Note: 1) All values are shown as significant figures
2) Values have not been multiplied by the respective global warming potentials

The calculation methodology, along with any required inputs, are presented in Attachment MOECC-AQ-13.
A comparison of the estimated annual overall greenhouse gas emission from the construction of the Project to the
federal and provincial totals is provided in Table 10-7. The total estimated greenhouse gas emissions from
the Project represent approximately 0.04% of the provincial total and less than 0.01% of the Canada-wide total.
It should be noted that these GHG emission estimates are conservative relative to reported federal as it includes
CO2 emissions from biomass burning, which are not reportable under the federal program. A comparison to the
global greenhouse gas emissions total was not completed as greenhouse gas emissions from the Project
represent a negligible fraction of national greenhouse gas emissions.
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Table 10-7:

Comparison of Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Project to Ontario and
Canadian Emission Totals1
Construction Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(CO2e tonnes/year)

Source
Project annual greenhouse gas emissions

65,000

Comparison to Canada-wide total

0.01%

Comparison to Ontario total

0.04%

Canada-wide 2014 greenhouse gas emissions

732,000,000

Ontario-wide 2014 greenhouse gas emissions

170,000,000

GHG = greenhouse gases; CO2e = CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent;% = percent.

As the wetlands will not be drained, and only land clearing will occur on the surface, potential release of CH4 does
not have to be accounted. With the inclusion of the land clearing and biomass burning greenhouse gas emissions,
the Project is expected to still have a negligible net effect on the criterion’s assessment endpoint based on the
comparison between the estimated annual emission to both the federal and provincial greenhouse gas emissions.
Provincial and federal greenhouse gas emission levels are anticipated to be maintained. Therefore, the pathway
is not expected to additively or synergistically contribute to effects of other past, previous or RFDs.

References
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2006a. Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories:
Vol.4 Ch. 2: Generic Methodologies Applicable to Multiple Land-Use Categories
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2006b. Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories:
Vol.4 Ch. 4: Forest Land.

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

3

APPENDIX 1-III-B
RESPONSES TO INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EA
REPORT

ATTACHMENT 1-III-B-2
BNFN-52

February 2018
Project No. 1536607/2000/2219

What conclusions have public health authorities reached
about EMF and potential health effects?

EMF health research has been examined by governmental public health authorities and public health
organizations in more than 160 reports.
Some of the most prestigious scientific organizations, such as the U.S. National Cancer Institute and the
World Health Organization, have evaluated studies on EMF effects. None has found that exposure causes
or contributes to cancer or any other disease or illness. Their reviews generally conclude that while some
epidemiology studies report an association with childhood leukemia, which warrants further research, the
scientific studies overall have not demonstrated that EMF causes or contributes to any type of cancer or
other disease.
Some examples of the conclusions reached by public health authorities follow:
Health Canada – Electric and Magnetic Fields from Power Lines and Electrical Appliance
“The vast majority of scientific research to date does not support a link between ELF [extremely low
frequency] magnetic field exposure and human cancers. Health Canada does not consider that any
precautionary measures are needed regarding daily exposures to EMF at ELF. There is no conclusive
evidence of any harm caused by exposures at levels found in Canadian homes and schools, including
those located just outside the boundaries of power line corridors.”
World Health Organization – About Electromagnetic Fields
“Despite the feeling of some people that more research needs to be done, scientific knowledge in this area
is now more extensive than for most chemicals. Based on a recent in-depth review of the scientific
literature, the WHO concluded that current evidence does not confirm the existence of any health
consequences from exposure to low level electromagnetic fields.”
U.S. National Cancer Institute – Magnetic Field Exposure and Cancer
“Currently, researchers conclude that there is little
evidence that exposure to ELF (Extremely Low
Frequency)-EMF from power lines causes
leukemia, brain tumors, or any other cancers in
children.”
“No mechanism by which ELF-EMF could cause
cancer has been identified. Unlike high-energy
(ionizing) radiation, ELF-EMF are low energy and
non-ionizing and cannot damage DNA or cells
directly.”
“Studies of animals exposed to ELF-EMF have not
provided any indications that ELF-EMF exposure is
associated with cancer, and no mechanism has
been identified by which such fields could cause
cancer.”

East-West Tie Transmission Project / January 2017

Guide to EMF
What is EMF?
EMF is an abbreviation for “electric and magnetic fields” or “electromagnetic field.” EMF results from all
uses of electricity.
When an electric device is plugged into a working socket, there is an electric field around the device and its
cord, even if the device is turned off.
When the device is turned on, there is also a magnetic field around the device and its cord. Therefore, both
an electric field and a magnetic field exist around an operating electric device and its cord.
Some people are concerned that EMF, specifically the magnetic field resulting from the use of electricity,
could cause adverse health effects.
This guide addresses common questions and scientific research on EMF. Findings from the national and
international public health authorities about EMF are quoted in the last pages of this guide, and links to
their websites are also provided].

Comparison of electric and magnetic fields

Keeping you informed

Your input is very important to us, and there are
many ways you can reach us.
If you would like more information about this project
and want to be included on the project mailing list,
please contact:
Jennifer Tidmarsh, Project Director
NextBridge Infrastructure
390 Bay Street, Suite 1720
Toronto, ON M5H 2Y2
Email: info@NextBridge.ca
Visit our project website at: www.NextBridge.ca

Lamp plugged in but turned off. Voltage
produces an electric field.
» Produced by voltage.
» Measured in kilovolts per meter (kV/m).

Lamp plugged in and turned on. Current flow
now also produces a magnetic field.

» Produced by current flow.
» Measured in milligauss (mG) or microtesla (μT).

Project Hotline: 1-888-767-3006
Suite 1720
Toll-free: 1-888-767-3006
390 Bay Street
Email: info@NextBridge.ca
Toronto, ON M5H 2Y2 Web: www.NextBridge.ca

Is EMF “radiation” like medical X-rays or ultraviolet sunlight?

Are electric transmission lines necessary?

Radiation also refers to very different fields, such as those from medical X-rays or the ultraviolet part of
sunlight. Exposure to fields from those sources can damage the DNA in cells, which can lead to cancer. A
good example is overexposure to sunlight, which can lead to skin cancer. The damage occurs by a
process called ionization, so scientists categorize those fields as “ionizing” radiation.

Are there any EMF exposure guidelines?

No. Radiation is a scientific term that simply describes how energy travels from a source. For example, a
rock tossed into a pond is a source of energy where it lands and causes ripples that radiate out in circles that is similar to radiation. TV and radio broadcast towers, power lines, appliances, and home wiring all
have fields that radiate out from the source.

Yes, electric transmission lines are a vital part of the system that brings electricity to our homes. Most of
the electricity people use comes from generating stations located away from populated areas.
Transmission lines deliver electricity from those generating stations to substations near populated areas.
From those substations, distribution lines deliver electricity to homes, schools, businesses, office buildings,
hospitals, and other locations. Therefore, transmission lines are an essential link, delivering electricity from
where it is generated to where people use it.

Yes. Two international expert groups – the
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
(IEEE) and the International Commission on
Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) –
have issued EMF exposure guidelines. These
guidelines are based on avoiding very high
levels of exposure that can produce short-term
biological responses, such as the perception of a
faint flickering of light or a tingling on the skin.

EMF from power lines, electrical appliances, and home
wiring, however, is not strong enough to damage DNA, so
it is not the same as radiation from medical X-rays or the
ultraviolet part of sunlight. EMF, therefore, is categorized
as “non-ionizing.”
The capability to damage DNA is determined by the
“frequency” of the source. Frequency means how rapidly
the field changes direction back and forth and is measured
in Hertz (Hz).

Both groups of experts have concluded that no
adverse health effects occur at EMF levels
below their exposure guidelines.

For a source to produce enough energy to damage DNA,
it must be at a frequency of approximately 10,000 billion
Hertz. By comparison, EMF from the use of electricity is at
a frequency of only 60 Hertz in Canada and the U.S.

EMF levels under a typical 500-kilovolt (kV)
high-voltage transmission line are 95 percent
below the 9,000 milligauss level.

What are the EMF levels from common sources?

EMF is created wherever electricity is
present. As people change activities or
locations during a day, they are
exposed to a variety of sources of EMF
and a wide range of field levels. EMF
levels typically drop off quickly with
distance from a source.

The Canadian and U.S. governments have not
issued any limits or guidelines for public
exposure to power frequency EMF.
* Field levels from U.S. National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) EMF Questions
& Answers, pages 33-35 (median level at 6 inches from appliances), page 36 (distribution lines), and
page 37 (transmission lines). As noted by NIEHS, field levels of transmission lines can
approximately double during peak loads which occur about 1 percent of the time.

Where else can I find information about EMF and health?
Health Canada. 2012. Electric and Magnetic Fields from Power Lines and Appliances.
www.hc-sc.gc.ca/hl-vs/iyh-vsv/environ/magnet-eng.php

Hospital for Sick Children: Electromagnetic radiation and cancer fears.
www.hydroone.com/ourcommitment/environment/documents/emf/sick_kids_electromagnetic_radiation_and_ca
ncer_fears.pdf
World Health Organization: What are electromagnetic fields?
www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index1.html
* Field levels from U.S. National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) EMF Questions & Answers, pages 33-35 (median level at 6 inches from appliances), page 36
(distribution lines), and page 37 (transmission lines). As noted by NIEHS, field levels of transmission lines can approximately double during peak loads which occur about 1% of the
time.

Electromagnetic fields and public health, Fact Sheet No. 322
www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs322/en/index.html

