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GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND
REPRESENTATIVES

East-West Transmission Project
LAKEHEAD REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY MEETING NOTES
DATE:

March 7, 2014

TIME:

10:30 to 11:00 a.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Lakehead Region Conservation Authority (LRCA)
Tammy Cook, Watershed Manager
NextBridge
Carrie Wiklund
Dillon Consulting Limited
Mario Buszynski
Michelle McCarthy

PURPOSE:

Discuss the East-West Tie Project in relation to the LRCA’s jurisdiction

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. Introduction
Tammy to confirm
whether NextBridge
is considered a board
or commission
performing a function
on behalf of the
Government of
Ontario.

Participants introduced themselves. A letter from LRCA was provided to NextBridge
summarizing the requirements for the Project within Shuniah and Dorion Townships
(i.e., within their jurisdiction). Carrie indicated that the team (i.e., NextBridge and
Dillon) has reviewed the letter and hopes to have a general discussion regarding the
permits required. As noted in the letter, Tammy indicated that NextBridge may benefit
from an exemption under the Conservation Authorities Act.
2. Floodplain Mapping
Tammy indicated that the LRCA only has fill line mapping for the Wolf River, which
does not delineate the actual floodline as the rural areas only have 10 m contours in
this area. She also mentioned that the LRCA’s review of this Project will focus on
natural hazard lands rather than natural heritage features. Tammy explained that as of
November 25, 2013, all of the previous agreements with DFO (to review natural
heritage information) are null and void. As such, NextBridge will need to consult with
DFO directly on this component of the EA and permitting.
Tammy noted that the mapping provided identifies the LRCA’s approximate regulated
area, which represents approximately 15 m on either side of a waterbody, however
may be wider depending on the actual floodplain of the watercourse. She also
mentioned that there is one Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) within the
Project’s study area (Black Bay PSW). Further, she noted that Species at Risk
-1-
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information should be obtained from the MNR directly.
Tammy attached a factsheet to the letter provided by LRCA highlighting the changes
to the Fisheries Act and providing useful links and contact information. She also
indicated that the LRCA does not have additional spatial information to provide so a
data sharing agreement would not be required.
3. Potential for Permits
Tammy indicated that there are two primary activities that would potential trigger a
permit from the LRCA:
1. Any culverts or bridges required for temporary and/or permanent access; and
2. Tower bases located within close proximity to waterbodies (i.e., within the
LRCA’s regulated area).
In general, any development within or adjacent to the shore-zone or bank of a
waterbody/watercourse may require a permit under the Authority’s regulations.
Further details are included in the letter provided. The application form and fees are
available online (Tammy mentioned that the form is currently being updated).
Carrie inquired as to whether one permit would be issued for multiple water crossings
(should this be required), or will a separate permit be required for each crossing.
Tammy indicated that this is discretionary, but typically if there are 2 crossings
required, then one permit will be issued. Whereas if 40 crossings are required, then
separate permits would likely be issued for each crossing.
The anticipated timing of permit review by the LRCA was discussed. Tammy
indicated that staff will review and process the permit application and then it will go to
the Board for approval. Board meetings are held on the third Wednesday of the month
(no meeting is held in July). In the event that permit is required during this time, a
temporary permit can be issued if the impacts are considered minor in nature.

Carrie to get in touch
with Tammy should
any required water
crossings be
identified.

Once NextBridge can identify the potential crossings required within LRCA
jurisdiction, Tammy indicated that staff can review and forward an application to the
Board in a timely manner. If a site visit is warranted for a permit being issued, the
LRCA expects to be escorted to the site with a NextBridge representative.
Permits are generally issued for two years, however, they can be issued for a five year
period if requested by the proponent, and the timeframe should be clearly defined at
the outset. Extensions can be granted if the permit is issued for less than the maximum
allowed period initially (i.e., less than 2 years in that category or less than 5 years in
that category).
With respect to the geotechnical assessment that will commence this spring, Tammy
indicated that the LRCA does not foresee any associated permitting requirements
(assuming the NextBridge is not drilling within the regulated area). Appropriate
sediment control measures are expected to be implemented.
4. Additional Resources and Information
Mario inquired as to whether there are other information sources that the LRCA would
-2-
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recommend that the NextBridge team review with respect to the natural environment
in the area. A few potential sources were identified including the MTO EAs that were
conducted through Shuniah and Dorion, as well as the wind farm that same area.
Mario also inquired about whether the LRCA has any interaction with the forestry
companies. Tammy indicated that they have little involvement with the Crown
forestry companies, however the LRCA does have some of their own managed forests
that they harvest.
Tammy noted that there are three Conservation Areas in the study area within their
jurisdiction (Cascades at Balsam Straights, Silver Harbour at Lake Superior and
Hurkett Cove at the Black Bay PSW) and noted that there are no recreational trails
outside of the Conservation Areas that she is aware of within their jurisdiction in the
Project study area.
Tammy provided the name of the local Planner in Shuniah (Fiona Buchan) and the
new Clerk (Nadene Hunley-Johansen) for the Project team’s information.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified immediately of any errors
and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
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East-West Tie Transmission Project

MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES MEETING MINUTES

DATE:

March 17, 2014

TIME:

9:00 – 11:00 a.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Nicole Galambos – Regional Planner (One-Window Coordinator)
Gary Davies – Regional Planning Coordinator
Steve Bobrowiczst – Regional Fish Biologist
Melissa Rose – Regional Planning Ecologist
Julie Sullivan – Park Planner (Ontario Parks)
Jeff Black – Planning and Information Management Supervisor (Acting)
Patrick Gidley – Policy and Planning Support Officer
Jennifer Standaert – Policy Officer
Ministry of Environment (MOE)
Dave Bell – Special Project Officer
Ministry of Energy
Jennifer Heneberry – First Nation and Métis Policy Development
NextBridge
Carrie Wiklund – Environment Team Lead
Jennifer Tidmarsh – Aboriginal Team Lead
Aziz Brott – Engineering Team Lead
Rebecca Loosley – Land Team Lead
Dillon Consulting Limited
Mario Buszynski – Project Manager
Joseph Carnevale – Planner
Michelle McCarthy – Planner
Christie Cestra – Biologist
Caleb Hasler - Biologist

PURPOSE:

To follow-up on the meeting held October 2, 2013 and to discuss the Work Plan and
Supplementary Information Package provided to the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR), receive feedback on the proposed field work program, and to discuss the
permitting, Aboriginal consultation, geotechnical program and data sharing requirements.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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1. Project Introduction, Background and Updates
Participants introduced themselves. Carrie provided a general overview of the Project
for the benefit of those that have not been involved in previous meetings. NextBridge
Infrastructure L.P. (NextBridge) is a partnership between Enbridge Pipelines Inc.,
NextEra Energy and Borealis Infrastructure and was awarded the Project. The Project
has an in-service date of the first half of 2018. The Reference Route, which was
identified by the Ontario Energy Board and refined by NextBridge through the bid
submission process, generally parallels the existing East-West Tie between the
Lakehead Transformer Station (TS) and the Wawa TS.
Carrie indicated that the Project Team had met with representatives from the Ministry
of Natural Resources (MNR) and the Ministry of Environment (MOE) on October 2,
2013 to introduce the Project. Since then, there have been a number of meetings with
municipalities and regulatory authorities as well as public open house meetings in
December 2013.
The proposed Terms of Reference (ToR) was submitted on February 27, 2014. The
Project Team is conducting an extensive background review and planning the field
work program. Short-term field work includes the geomatics survey and geotechnical
drilling (as soon as weather permits), followed by the natural environment field work
(biology).
2. Draft Natural Environment Work Plan, Supplementary Information Package
and Proposed Biological Field Work
The Work Plan, Supplementary Information Package and field work were discussed.
2.1 Draft Natural Environment Work Plan and Supplementary Information
Package
NextBridge provided the MNR with a Supplementary Information Package on March
14, 2014 that provides additional information and detail on the previously submitted
draft Work Plan. The package contains a summary table, outlines background
information reviewed to date, identifies data gaps and field work priorities, and
provides a set of Preliminary Proposed Field Survey Locations figures.
2.2 Ecological Land Classification

Melissa to provide
Carrie with data
related to ecosites 3W
and 4E.

Dillon Consulting Limited (Dillon) stated that preliminary Ecological Land
Classification (ELC) mapping has been produced using Forest Resource Inventory
(FRI) data in the Project Study Area (PSA) and Local Study Area (LSA). Within the
Marathon area, FRI data was collected recently and the metadata includes the new
provincial ELC ecosite codes. As a result, communities within the Marathon area have
been named according to the new ELC codes. Outside of the Marathon area, FRI data
is older, and the metadata includes codes in the Terrestrial and Wetland Ecosites of
Northwestern Ontario Field Guide (1996), therefore, communities have older code
names outside of Marathon. We do have the MNR’s crosswalk table; however, there
is an inherent error when pairing a provincial ecosite code to one of the Northwestern
codes, as some of the Northwestern Codes have several best fit provincial codes.
-2-
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Through Dillon’s preliminary ELC mapping, it has been identified that rare vegetation
communities (as defined by the Ecoregion 3E Criteria Schedule) are mapped within
the LSA and PSA.
A large data gap in the Thunder Bay area has been identified, as FRI data does not
exist in this area. Further, where FRI data does exist, that are instances where the data
is not complete (for example, species composition is not available).
With respect to ELC field work, it is proposed that 10 percent of identified ELC
polygons within the PSA will be surveyed in the field, proportionate to the frequency
with which the communities occur. These survey locations are evenly distributed
along the length of the PSA. It is also proposed that what are currently mapped as
“unknown” in the PSA will be field truthed. The locations of areas where ELC is
currently proposed are shown on the Preliminary Potential Field Survey Locations
figure.
2.3 Wetlands
Through a review of background information, it has been identified that two
Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) are located within the LSA, and that many
unevaluated wetlands occur within both the LSA and PSA. As most of the wetlands
are unevaluated, there is a lack of information with respect to the type of wetland,
species composition, etc. Dillon indicated that they would like copies of the wetland
evaluations and/or life science reports, for the PSWs, if they are available.
It is proposed that wetlands will be characterized as part of the ELC, and other surveys.
Field work and wetland evaluations, according to the Ontario Wetland Evaluation
System (OWES) protocol are not currently proposed. The Project Team will
endeavour to avoid impacts to wetlands and will discuss an appropriate scope of
study/field work with MNR if the impacts to wetlands cannot be avoided.
It was noted that clearing in select wetlands and other areas would be undertaken
during the winter months. MNR asked if it is known where these clearing areas will be
located. This information is not available at this time; however, once this is available,
the MNR would like to discuss this further.

NextBridge to
provide MNR with an
index map.
Carrie to forward
land tenure map to
Nicole.

The MNR stated that they have not had an opportunity to review the information
provided to them on March 14, 2014, and as a result, it was difficult for them to
comment on specific aspects of the Work Plan. MNR also does not have a clear idea
of where the Project will be located. It was explained that this information was
provided previously.
Mario indicated that the purpose of this meeting is to identify the approach to field
studies and it is understood that additional meetings will be required to further refine
the scope of assessment.
Dillon also clarified that mapping (download instructions) was included as part of an
email sent to Nicole on March 14, 2014. Specifically this mapping illustrates the
Project location as well as where Dillon is proposing to complete field surveys.
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2.4 Botanical Surveys
Dillon identified 520 species of vascular plants, including species at risk and species of
conservation concern, as having the potential to occur in the LSA. The majority of this
information came from the life science inventory, thus there is a lack of information
across the entire span of the Project. It was also stated that restricted records were
identified, some of which may be specific to plants.
Dillon is proposing to undertake a three season botanical survey across the PSA.
Surveys will be conducted within each ELC polygon surveyed. Vegetation surveys are
also proposed in a representative portion of the rare plant communities identified
through ELC mapping. Dillon also stated that botanical surveys for species at risk and
species of conservation concern will be conducted at the appropriate time of year in
representative habitats.
Nicole echoed a previous statement that it is difficult for MNR to comment without
knowing exactly where the Project is proposed, and whether the Project is located in
protected areas or areas with additional commitments. Dillon stated that a list of where
field surveys are currently proposed to be undertaken within Provincial Parks and
Conservation Reserves is included at the bottom of the summary table provided on
March 14, 2014.
2.5 Breeding Birds and Wildlife and Associated Habitat
Dillon stated that several avian species, and the potential for several significant
wildlife habitats (SWH), specific to breeding bird habitats, have the potential to occur
in the LSA. Potential SWH, specific to breeding bird habitats, have been mapped
solely using ELC information and/or MNR data layers. Other habitats, where
attributes (i.e., the presence of stick nests) are needed in addition to ELC information,
will be documented opportunistically through a “windshield” type survey in areas that
overlap with other survey locations, or are required to be traversed in order to access
survey locations. It is proposed that breeding bird point counts be located primarily in
areas mapped as potential SWH for breeding birds that are representative of the PSA.
The locations of habitats within which point counts are proposed have been identified
on the figure sent to MNR with the summary table on March 14, 2014. If it is
determined that a point count is not located within an appropriate, potential habitat, the
point count will be moved elsewhere.
Melissa asked whether Dillon has talked to the district biologists or reviewed forest
management plans, as these are great sources of information and may be sufficient to
fill identified data gaps. Dillon stated that a list of sources reviewed to date is in the
summary table, and that Dillon staff are looking forward to discussing this Project in
detail with district biologists however expects that this information will be provided
using the MNR’s “one window” method as we were advised.
Mario requested names and contact information for the district biologists to assist in
setting up future meetings. Nicole stated that a second meeting would be organized
later in the week, and that she is the MNR’s “one window” contact for this project.
Nicole indicated that the district biologists would like to have more detailed
conversations; however, they are lacking information and mapping.
-4-
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Mario stated Dillon would be interested in getting shapefiles for the Forest
Management Plans. The MNR indicated that if a data sharing agreement was in place,
they could share this information. Mario noted that by 2018, about 25 percent of the
area of the right-of-way is planned to be cut by forest companies.
Dillon indicated that many wildlife species have been identified as having potential to
occur in the LSA, some of which are species at risk and species of conservation
concern. The potential for SWH to occur in the LSA and which could potentially be
impacted by the Project has been identified using criteria specified in the Significant
Wildlife Habitat in Ecoregion 3E Criterion Schedule in conjunction with the
preliminary ELC information, and/or through MNR data layer information. Most of
the potential SWH mapped thus far have been identified solely on ELC information.
In some cases additional habitat attribute information is required to credibly map areas
of SWH (i.e., reptile hibernacula, woodland raptor nesting, bald eagle and osprey
nesting habitat, bat maternal colonies, denning sites for mammals, mast producing
areas, etc.), or have only been mapped and/or will only be mapped based on MNR
information (i.e., mineral licks, bat hibernacula, aquatic feeding habitat for moose,
etc.). Dillon stated that through a review of the Renewable Energy Atlas, several bat
hibernacula are located within 10 km of the LSA. A data gap around the locations of
bat hibernacula within the 10 km square was identified by Dillon. This information
was requested from the MNR.
The focus of field work, specific to wildlife and wildlife habitats, is the collection of
incidental observation (as other studies are conducted), and through opportunistic
habitat mapping.

Melissa/Nicole to
follow-up with local
district offices who
can assemble a list of
habitats to consider,
including attributes
required for the
habitats.

Dillon stated that potential SWH has been identified thus far using the criteria schedule
for Ecoregion 3E. Melissa stated that criteria schedule for the other two Ecoregions
don’t exist; however, the districts can work on putting together a list of habitats to
consider, including attributes required for the habitats. Melissa reiterated that many of
Dillon’s data gaps can be filled by contacting the district biologists for information
within their local districts.
Nicole asked if the field work is planned for both the Reference Route and Alternative
Routes as the route through Pukaskwa National Park may not be pursued based on
Parks Canada’s response. Dillon indicated that the Project Team is taking into account
Parks Canada’s preliminary decision and moving forward accordingly. Mario
indicated that the Alternative Route around Pukaskwa National Park generally follows
an existing 115 kV transmission line to White River and the north-south portion south
of White River is primarily greenfield but forest management plans indicate that some
of this area is planned to be cut by 2018 and is previously disturbed. The route also
generally takes advantage of logging roads and previously cut over areas and avoids a
provincial park.
2.6 Aquatic Surveys
Dillon stated that a background review of waterbodies has occurred, and that we know
these waterbodies are primarily cool and cold water. Dillon has also collected some
fish community information, and is aware that some species at risk, including Northern
Brook Lamprey and Lake Sturgeon, have the potential to occur.
-5-
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Dillon stated that aquatic habitat mapping will occur if a watercourse occurs within 30
metres of a tower base. The tower locations have not been confirmed at this time;
however, it will be defined prior to the start of the field program as to what
watercourses need to be assessed.
Mario indicated that there may be potential for impacts within the right-of-way and for
new access roads/staging areas however previously disturbed areas will be used first
and specific mitigation measures will also be developed, where necessary. Carrie
indicated that LiDAR data will also be used to identify where improvements or new
access is required. The NextBridge Engineering Team is also currently developing an
access plan to be implemented during construction which will use existing access to
the extent possible. Mario also indicated that they will engage the forest management
companies to use existing access roads.
Dave clarified that the ToR is currently under review, and that discussions currently
taking place are based on what the Project team thinks will be acceptable. It was
acknowledged that a final route has not been selected and is dependent on the outcome
of consultation and studies undertaken as part of the Environmental Assessment (EA).
Carrie indicated that a route was identified by the Ontario Power Authority that
generally parallels the existing East-West Tie and this is what was carried forward by
NextBridge in addition to Alternative Routes designed to avoid federal lands including
two First Nation reserves and Pukaskwa National Park. Local route refinements may
also be required during the EA based on consultation and field work.
Nicole stated that she appreciates Dave’s comment on routing as through discussions
with local MNR staff, the Reference Route may cross through areas of concern and
MNR would like to see alternatives. It was also mentioned that an alternatives
assessment should be conducted for all the Provincial Parks and Park Reserves.
Steve asked why the focus of aquatic habitat assessments is within 30 metres of tower
bases. Dillon stated that it is anticipated that this is the area of greatest disturbance.
Steve indicated that cutting and grubbing during construction will be the major area of
impact (although winter clearing will alleviate some of the impact). Dillon stated that
30 metres is a starting point, and there may be a need to further refine as we are on site.
Steve stated that he is concerned about aggressive timelines specifically with respect to
fisheries data collection. He stated that based on the proposed Project timeline, all
fisheries data collection will occur this summer, and as a result data with regards to fall
migrating fish will not be captured. Steve said that for a project of this nature, MNR
would typically ask for fisheries data collection every season (over a few years) to
capture variability. Steve is concerned the Project Team won’t be able to obtain the
quality of data that MNR expects.
Mario stated that if the Project is not impacting the watercourse, then he doesn’t
understand the rationale for extensive studies. Mario said that through the proposed
construction methods (using helicopters to install towers and bring in equipment,
winter clearing, etc.), very little impact on watercourses is anticipated, and that impacts
would be limited to watercourses in close proximity to tower bases and where access
roads will be constructed. NextBridge is trying to use all existing access to limit
impacts, and will do an assessment of watercourses if there will be any in-water work.
-6-
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The Project Team is trying to use the precautionary approach, assume watercourses are
sensitive, and use best management practices to avoid impacts, where possible. Nicole
indicated that if baseline data is not collected for areas where clearing and crossings
are proposed, then NextBridge may not be able to identify impacts.
Steve said it is encouraging that winter clearing is proposed; however, his biggest
fisheries concern is the access work (not the line or the towers). He is also concerned
that clearing may affect thermal regimes, particular on Brook Trout streams, and in
smaller, unmapped streams.
Mario indicated that the Project will parallel an existing transmission line and this is
where we will focus biological field studies. Our field crew will have the ability to
transmit data collected in the field to staff in our office to review, confirm and assess.
This data will include watercourses and can be shared with the MNR if there are any
specific concerns. Dillon also indicated that larger watercourses would be less affected
by thermal regimes than smaller watercourses; however, most vegetation will likely
return early in the spring to minimize the impact.
Gary asked if the submission of the EA will speak to the long-term management and
maintenance of the line. Mario confirmed that it will to the extent possible.
Dave asked if watercourses have been identified on maps. Dillon confirmed that
waterbodies are mapped; however, proposed survey locations have not been mapped.
Dave stated that a reference map would be beneficial. Dillon confirmed that one can
be provided.
2.7 Species at Risk
Dillon stated that occurrence records (and restricted records) for species at risk have
been identified, and that Dillon is currently undertaking species at risk habitat
mapping. Dillon’s approach is to first determine if a species has the potential to occur
based on a comparison of the species’ habitat requirements and ELC information
within the LSA. The species range and the location of the nearest occurrence records
are also taken into consideration. If it is determined that the species and/or its habitat
are likely to occur in the LSA, and that the species and/or its habitat are likely to be
impacted by the Project, potential habitat will be mapped. Dillon requested species
specific protocols for species at risk surveys (if they exist), and if species in addition to
those in the summary table should be considered. Dillon also stated that the caribou
study should be wrapped up this week.
Jeff commented that species occurrence data isn’t very meaningful because in many
areas, species haven’t been looked for, especially in the centre of the Project from
Nipigon to White River. Melissa said the district biologists can assist Dillon with
assessing probability of occurrence for species at risk, and cautioned Dillon against
ruling out a species solely because there isn’t an occurrence record.
Nicole stated that in order to access restricted records, sensitivity training is required,
which is held on the third Thursday of each month. Dillon confirmed two staff on the
team already have this training.
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3. Aboriginal Program/Duty to Consult

Carrie to determine
whether NextBridge
is responsible for the
duty to consult
associated with
permitting.

Jennifer T. indicated that NextBridge has been delegated the duty to consult from the
Ministry of Energy and includes 18 Aboriginal communities, two of which are
intersected by the Reference Route. NextBridge is currently consulting with the
communities. Jennifer T. requested additional information with respect to how the
duty to consult applies to permitting. Nicole indicated that this question came up last
week as it related to field and geotechnical work and that it may be required for MNR
authorization/permitting. It may also trigger the MNR EA process which requires
consultation. Consultation is being completed as part of the EA for the Project.

Jennifer H. to
schedule a meeting
with the MOE,
Ministry of Energy
and the MNR to
discuss Aboriginal
consultation relating
to permits.

Jennifer S. indicated that when it comes to any permits/authorizations the duty to
consult could be triggered. The delegation is for procedural aspects, through the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MNR indicated that they will need to
confirm that the consultation that was completed is adequate.
Jennifer T. inquired about how to determine which Aboriginal communities need to be
contacted during the permitting phase?
Jennifer S. indicated that local MNR district offices generally advise which
communities should be consulted for each permit.
Dave indicated that often the consultation for EA and permitting happen concurrently;
but sometimes the MNR permits have specific requirements under the Environmental
Bill of Rights (EBR).
Jennifer H. indicated that there has been a change in staff but that the list of the 18
Aboriginal communities was developed with input from other ministries. Her
understanding was that the 18 communities provided to NextBridge were developed
based on consultation with other ministries who had an opportunity to provide input so
we shouldn’t be having this conversation again for each one but the MNR district
offices may have more local knowledge.
Nicole indicated that there are two different types of permits including those required
to complete field work and the longer term permits required for construction and that
NextBridge would need to get the input from local district offices relating to what
Aboriginal communities would need to be engaged for the short-term permits and
whether what was already completed is adequate.
Jennifer T. indicated that consultation completed to-date has been broad, project-scale
discussions, not permit specific. There may be a need to focus consultation around
individual field work permits in order to determine if consultation that has been
completed as part of the EA is adequate.
Nicole indicated that she requires more information with respect to what is being
planned and where as it may be challenging to issue field permits within 30 days if
additional consultation is required

Carrie to schedule a
separate call with
Dave.

Dave indicated that discussion with other ministries relating to Aboriginal consultation
requirements may be beneficial (i.e., Ministry of Culture). Dave also indicated that he
has some additional questions but that they can be answered offline with Carrie and
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Jennifer T. Carrie indicated that she can schedule a separate call with Dave.
4. Geotechnical Work and Permits

Carrie and Nicole to
setup a call to discuss
geotechnical work
following MNR
receipt of land tenure
map.
Dave to forward ToR
comments from the
Ministry of Northern
Development and
Mines to MNR.

Carrie to determine
whether NextBridge
would like to take a
“time out” from the
ToR review period to
allow for input into
the field work
program and
geotechnical work.

Carrie provided information relating to the proposed geotechnical work to Nicole.
Additional mapping illustrating the boreholes and MNR land tenure will be provided
by Carrie.
Dave indicated that the MOE has received comments from the Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines on the ToR. Rebecca indicated that withdrawn rights for
staking are required for surface rights only. Dave indicated that he will provide these
comments to the MNR (Nicole, Gary).
Gary indicated that the Mining Act requires notification of claim holders. Carrie
indicated that the geotechnical work was put out for bid. There are a total of 65
proposed borehole locations but only 50 will actually be drilled which can be planned
to avoid sensitive areas. More detail can be provided to the MNR following selection
of the contractor to carry out the work.
Nicole indicated that they are currently reviewing the ToR as part of the 30 day review
period and are now being asked to also review the geotechnical plan, permits and
provide input into the Aboriginal consultation. She is concerned with MNR review
timelines and their ability to provide instant responses. Nicole is also concerned about
timing relating to additional meetings to discuss field work requirements which may
have to occur in April. Mario indicated that waiting until April is problematic as we
have hiring commitments that are dependent on firming up field work plans in March.
Dave indicated that timelines related to the ToR review comment period are firm and
he would like all comments by March 31, 2014; unless NextBridge would like to take
a “time out” to provide the MNR with additional review time which would allow them
to deal with the geotechnical and biological field work program. Mario indicated that
we may not be prepared to take a “time out” as both need to move forward
concurrently to meet project milestones.
Carrie indicated that we may want to schedule another meeting to discuss the
geotechnical and biological field program in more detail. Nicole indicated that a
meeting for March 19 may be challenging. Carrie indicated that she expects this to be
the first of several more meetings with the MNR in the coming weeks.
Melissa noted that Laurie Skid is the species at risk biologist that she’s been sending
all this information to and that she will only have had two days to review and
comment. Nicole will need to touch base with her Laurie on this.
5. Hydro One Networks Inc.

Rebecca to provide
Gary with a Letter of
Intent for an
easement.

Carrie indicated that she is looking for information relating to the existing East-West
Tie. Rebecca indicated that they had met with Gary in October 2013 relating to
obtaining some data for the existing East-West Tie right-of-way and tower locations.
Gary indicated that he does not have any information from Hydro One. MNR has been
trying for years to get Hydro One data and have not been successful. Rebecca indicated
that this is okay as they are currently consulting with Hydro One.
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Gary asked whether NextBridge has made a determination as to whether they require
an easement or a land use permit. Rebecca indicated that they will require an easement
however a land use permit may be required for construction. The as-built survey and
easement would follow the land use permit and Leave to Construct application. Gary
indicated that they can apply for an easement tomorrow with “as-built” approval. Aziz
asked whether existing access roads and the line have an easement or land use permit.
Gary indicated that most of Hydro One’s line has a land use permit with the exception
of an area near Nipigon which has an easement.
Aziz asked whether Hydro One can restrict NextBridge from using existing access
roads on public land. The MNR indicated that they cannot as the MNR limits their
rights to occupy and operate. They may however be able to restrict them from using
roads on private lands. Hydro One also shouldn’t be telling NextBridge that they need
to pay to use the roads.
Mario asked whether Hydro One uses aerial spraying for maintenance of the existing
right-of-way. Gary indicated that they do for remote areas along the north shore but
also do ground brushing. MNR also indicated that the chemicals that are used are
different from those used by forest management companies. Aziz indicated that
NextBridge is preparing an operation and vegetation maintenance program.
6. Data Requirements/Sharing

Carrie to forward a
list of data needs to
Nicole and confirm
approach to obtaining
restricted records.

Carrie indicated that we are preparing a map that shows the route and land tenure
(crown land, private land, provincial parks/reserves). Nicole indicated that once she
receives this map she can engage the district offices. Carrie indicated it will be 58
maps in total and will be provided in PDF to be followed in shape file format. Gary
requested updated shape files as things change. Julie indicated that a research
application will likely be required for work in provincial parks and reserves and may
require a couple weeks to process. Gary indicated that NextBridge will require consent
from claim holders via a Consent Form in order to drill on their lands. Gary indicated
that the Mining Act was expanded last year to require consent for all rights. Mario
indicated that this may add additional time to the Project schedule. Rebecca indicated
that she is aware of the form but didn’t understand that it would be required for the
geotechnical work. Regardless, the lands group have been in contact and will continue
to be in contact to obtain consent for lease holders and private land holders.
Gary asked if we will have a separate discussion regarding permitting. Carrie
responded yes. Project level permitting will require a more lengthy discussion. Carrie
will be working with Nicole to schedule an additional meeting with the appropriate
staff.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified immediately of any errors
and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present.
Ryan Fawcett, MNR, Fire Operations Supervisor
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MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES – FOREST MANAGEMENT PLANNING
MEETING NOTES

DATE:

April 4, 2014

TIME:

1:00 – 2:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Nicole Galambos – Regional Planner (One-Window Coordinator)
Donald Nixon – Forestry Specialist (NWR)
Greg Lloyd – Forestry Specialist (NER)
Kelly Pike – Regional Planning Forester
Mary Lynn Mckenna – Area Forester (Wawa District)
Regrets:
Mark Austin – Forest Management Planning Specialist
NextBridge
Jennifer Russell – Environment Team Supervisor
Dillon Consulting Limited
Mario Buszynski – Project Manager
Joseph Carnevale – Planner
Michelle McCarthy – Planner

PURPOSE:

Meeting to discuss forest management and licencing items associated with the proposed
East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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Item
1. Introduction
Participants introduced themselves. Mario provided general background information
regarding the Project for the benefit of those that have not been involved in previous
meetings. The Long-term Energy Plan identified the East-West Tie (EWT) as the
preferred option to supply power to the northwest. The Ontario Power Authority
(OPA) has released a number of reports demonstrating the need for the line. The
Ontario Energy Board (OEB) released a request for proposals (RFP) to interested
parties and NextBridge Infrastructure L.P. (NextBridge) was selected as the designated
transmitter. The Reference Route, which was identified by the OEB and refined by
NextBridge through the bid submission process, generally parallels the existing East-1-
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West Tie between the Lakehead Transformer Station (TS) and the Wawa TS.
NextBridge is a partnership between Enbridge Pipelines Inc., NextEra Energy and
Borealis Infrastructure and was awarded the Project. The Project has an in-service
date of the first half of 2018.
Mario recognized that the Project schedule is fairly aggressive, which is largely based
on direction from the Ontario government with respect to the in-service date. He also
noted that Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) staff have been reviewing and
providing feedback on the Terms of Reference (ToR) and the natural environment
work plan. A meeting between the NextBridge Environment team and MNR biologists
will be held on April 10 in Thunder Bay.
2. Relationship Between the Project and Forest Management Planning
Mario indicated that the new right-of-way (ROW) would need to be approximately 56
m wide. Parks Canada has advised NextBridge that they are not supportive of the
Reference Route through Pukaskwa National Park. NextBridge is currently reviewing
this decision and will make a determination regarding the Reference Route in the area
of the National Park. Mario also indicated that although the Alternative Route around
the Park does not follow an existing transmission line, NextBridge will endeavour to
parallel any existing linear infrastructure (e.g., the 115 kV line, haul roads, etc.). He
noted that winter clearing prior to construction is preferred and the Project team
intends to conduct clearing activities during the winter of 2015/2016.
Dillon, on behalf of NextBridge, has conducted a preliminary assessment of the Forest
Management Plans (FMPs) in the study area and determined that a significant amount
of that area is proposed to be cut by 2018. Mario also indicated that the Project team
will seek MNR’s and the Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) holder’s involvement and
interpretation on the timing of licenced cutting. It was noted that all cutting must be
licenced or approved.
Mario noted that NextBridge needs to clear and SFL holders need to cut, it’s logical
that a mutually beneficial agreement can be reached (NextBridge is required to and
intends to give the SFL holders first right of refusal). MNR staff indicated that the
area of the transmission line (i.e., footprint) would not be considered productive forest
over the long-term. In that case, Mario noted that NextBridge will attempt to work
with the SFL holder to adjust their planned harvest areas, where possible, and would
seek MNR’s input regarding the appropriate process to facilitate that. MNR staff
indicated that NextBridge should get in touch with each forestry company (SFL
holder) to discuss when a given area is planned to be harvested, what type of harvest
this is, and address any compliance issues. It was also noted that changing from
contingency to regular harvest can be problematic (i.e., a specific process must be
followed – see #4 below).
It was also noted that Forest Management Unit (FMU) boundaries do not align with
District boundaries, so cooperation will be key. FMP mapping is available online as
.pdf files. If NextBridge would like to receive shapefiles, these should be requested
from the SFL holders directly or received from MNR through a data sharing
agreement. It was noted that FMP shapefiles focus values collection efforts on areas pf
planned forest management activities only (i.e., operation areas). As such, if a value
doesn’t appear on this mapping within the study area, it shouldn’t be assumed that
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values don’t exist there. MNR staff also indicated that old FMPs would not offer
additional value.
Mario inquired about whether MNR would like the slash burned. MNR staff indicated
that generally, yes, it is preferred if the slash is burned, but this is situational. Further
discussion about proposed slash management is required. The MNR generally does
not want cut wood stored on the ROW. It was noted that NextBridge should get in
touch with the SFL holders first and then make contact with District Managers to
engage in a conversation about the Project as it pertains to FMPs (keeping the onewindow coordinator engaged in these discussions).
It was also noted that if NextBridge is unable to reach an agreement with a given SFL
holder, they will need a different licence to harvest. In addition to a licence to harvest,
NextBridge will need a work permit to cut the timber on Crown land.
3. Access
MNR staff indicated that Gary Davies will address the issue of tenure for the footprint
of the Project. Mario also inquired about any potential roads to be established for
forestry activities. MNR staff indicated that any proposed roads are identified as part
of the FMP process. Planning for new access is a significant concern in certain areas.
Any proposals for new roads or access should be discussed with MNR as soon as
reasonably possible.
4. Permits
MNR staff indicated that a separate process is required for Crown land forest that is
not contained within a Forest Management Unit (FMU). Different types of licences
and authorizations are required where the harvesting of Crown forest land will not be
carried out in accordance with an approved FMP. For non-Provincial Park and
Conservation Reserve lands, District Managers issue such licences, which have a 1
year term (April 1 – March 31) and are limited to 25 ha in size. This means that
multiple licences for areas less than 25 ha may be required to provide coverage along
portions of the ROW. Ontario Parks will be the issuing authority for Crown forest
within Provincial Parks. Crown charges (e.g., stumpage and renewal) will apply where
merchantable timber is harvested by NextBridge or its contractors.
Mario inquired about whether a consolidated permit could be issued to address various
components of MNR jurisdiction or if individual permits would be required. It was
recognized that the consolidated permit can present challenges in the event that one
component of a permit gets held up.
5. Actions and Next Steps






Nicole to provide link to FMP website (complete);
Nicole to provide NextBridge with key contacts for each SFL so they can
begin making contact;
MNR and NextBridge to finalize a data sharing agreement;
NextBridge to engage SFL holders in discussions about the Project; and
NextBridge to keep MNR apprised of outcomes of discussions with SFL
holders.
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ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified immediately of any errors
and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
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MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT FIELD PROGRAM MEETING NOTES
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Steve Bobrowiczst – Regional Fish Biologist
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NextBridge
Carrie Wiklund – Environment Team Lead
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Caleb Hasler – Biologist
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Northern Bioscience
Rob Foster

PURPOSE:

Meeting to discuss the proposed natural environment field program for the East-West Tie
(EWT) Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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1. Introductions
Participants on the call introduced themselves and their role on the Project.
2. Project Background and Update
Mario provided a general overview of the Project for the benefit of those that may not
have attended previous meetings or calls. He noted that timelines are largely
determined by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) and that the Project team is trying to
make the best of the timeframe that was provided. Mario emphasized that he would
like to work with the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) to ensure that our field
work program captures the necessary data.
Carrie provided an update on the Project. She explained that NextBridge Infrastructure
L.P. (NextBridge) is a joint venture between Enbridge Pipelines Inc., NextEra Energy
and Borealis Infrastructure. The Ontario Power Authority (OPA) established the need
for the Project based on constraints with the existing line and anticipated future
demand. The OEB requested bids from interested parties. NextBridge was awarded
the Project in August 2013, subject to two stipulations: 1) the new line is to parallel the
existing EWT, and 2) the line is expected to be in-service in mid-2018. NextBridge’s
bid package included Alternative Routes around federal lands (two First Nations and
Pukaskwa National Park). The Project timeline has been established by working
backward from the 2018 in-service date to develop milestones. NextBridge and its
consultants commenced work immediately following the award of the Project. Public
consultation sessions were held in the fall of 2013, the Terms of Reference (ToR) was
submitted February 28, 2014 for public comment. The comment period ended March
31 and the team is working to address comments. The next step for the Project team is
to finalize details related to the natural environment field program which is scheduled
to commence mid-May 2014. Carrie noted that NextBridge is a private proponent
working on behalf of the Ontario government and reports directly to the OEB.
3. Purpose of the Meeting and Anticipated Outcomes
Mario thanked the MNR for their comments on the ToR as these will form the basis
for discussions. Mario indicated that the purpose of the meeting is to discuss and
finalize details of the natural environment field program with the MNR prior to the
commencement of the program in mid-May. Further, Mario indicated that it is
important to establish a consistent approach to the field program across the MNR
Regions and Districts, although it is recognized that local conditions/species may
require specific protocols in some instances. Mario anticipates further meetings with
the other two Regions and ongoing discussions with District offices.
4. Base Mapping
Mark indicated that all mapping that MNR has received to date is available in hard
copy in the room (Thunder Bay). Mario indicated that the Reference Route was flown
to complete LIDAR in the fall of 2013. The Engineering Team has used the LIDAR,
together with aerial photos, base mapping and environmental constraints information,
to develop a terrain model to preliminarily spot towers. This model will need to be
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field verified, but NextBridge is trying to use the detailed data available to
appropriately avoid sensitive features.
5. Access Plan
Mario indicated that NextBridge will endeavour to use existing access roads to the
greatest extent possible. There are existing access roads on Crown land to service the
existing EWT line that can be used (as confirmed by MNR). NextBridge is currently
consulting with Hydro One to establish an agreement regarding shared access and any
potential for overlapping the right-of-ways (ROWs).
It was noted that confirmation of any existing or necessary watercourse crossings is
required. NextBridge will be flying the line as soon as reasonably possible following
snow melt. Mario indicated that the towers will be assembled in laydown areas and
flown in, which may limit the amount of new access roads and/or watercourse
crossings required to service the Project. He also noted that the Alternative Route
from White River south to the existing 230 kV is the only true “greenfield” ROW.
This route will be evaluated as a result of Parks Canada’s determination that the
Reference Route through the Park would not be supported. This decision however is
still being reviewed by NextBridge. Mario indicated that this segment of the line
traverses through the White River Forest Management Unit (FMU) and that some
additional LIDAR will need to be completed in this area. NextBridge will work with
the Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) holder to better understand their cutting plans,
access and other issues or concerns that may need to be addressed.
6. General Discussion of Potential Project Effects/Mitigation
It was noted that the disturbance and potential effects of a transmission line are
different from those of typical mining projects. With respect to the aquatic program, it
was noted that clearing will likely be done in the winter to maintain understory
vegetation and that it may be possible to keep some of the lower vegetation (if
permitted based on required line clearances). There will also be several instances
where clearing may not be required as the line will run “peak to peak.”
Steve B. asked about the plan for winter clearing and noted that there are in-water
work guidelines that prohibit in-water work in the winter during cold water windows
so the Project team needs to be aware of that but these areas can be assessed on a case
by case basis.
Mark indicated that this is something that Dillon would like to discuss, specifically
with respect to mitigation to allow winter clearing to proceed (e.g., selective clearing
near watercourses to maintain riparian buffer). MNR staff indicated that it would have
to be dealt with on a site-by-site basis (over 500 watercourse crossings). Summer
clearing would have to take into account the breeding bird windows. Mario indicated
that an option would be to develop general mitigation measures based on the types of
watercourses identified. Mark and the MNR indicated that this would work and that
we may need to develop customized mitigation for specific watercourses.
The MNR indicated that perhaps clearing can be focused in the winter to avoid some
watercourses however that winter clearing was not a “non-starter.” NextBridge
recognizes that temporary access/crossings need to be identified and evaluated.
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Mike asked whether NextBridge will know whether or not the watercourse crossings
will be temporary or permanent in advance and when the plan will be available. The
access plan will be shared once it is developed. Carrie indicated that NextBridge is
working on the access plan and designing the towers and the line right now. The focus
of the plan will be to use existing access first and minimize the amount of new
permanent access. MNR’s concern is what will be left behind after construction (e.g.,
allowing access for anglers).
Gary clarified that the conversation involves both access for field studies and access
for construction. When talking about watercourse crossings, we need to differentiate
between the line crossing and access crossing as impacts will be very different. He
indicated that it is possible that we could propose temporary and permanent
watercourse crossings as part of the line crossings however this will need to be made
clear when reporting. A subset of this is temporary versus permanent access roads.
Where existing roads do not exist, NextBridge will have to build and then determine
whether the MNR would like us to remove it after. Mario indicated that NextBridge is
anticipating a span of about 400 m between towers.
7. Data Requirements and Data Sharing

Carrie to sign data
sharing agreement
and send to MNR.

Christie indicated that there are two different types of data we’ve requested: 1) spatial
data and 2) general data applicable in the area (the agreement is only required for
spatial data).

Carrie/Christie to
sign up team for
sensitivity training
session.

Christie indicated that we need to determine how best to move forward with
information sharing. It is understood that shapefiles need to come from Land
Information Ontario (LIO), with the exception of sensitive information which requires
an agreement to be in place. Nicole indicated that MNR will share shapefiles
including sensitive data once an agreement has been signed. The Natural Heritage
Information Centre (NHIC) will coordinate this information distribution on behalf of
MNR because this Project crosses multiple Districts.

Dillon to contact
District offices
directly.
Nicole to provide list
of data they would
like to have from
NextBridge.

Carrie indicated that she will circulate the agreement to the legal department for review
and will provide a copy to Nicole. Christie indicated some of the terms in the
agreement indicate that the data cannot be used in a report or publicly displayed.
Mario indicated that this data would have to be generalized depending on the purpose.
Carrie asked if the agreement will cover all of its consultants. James indicated that
there is no blanket sign-off for sensitive data and that every person has to take that
training which applies to non-generalized data only (i.e. a point on a map – not a 1 km
square). Nicole indicated that once a sensitive agreement is in place, they can provide
access to the sensitive features and locations. Mario indicated that it makes more sense
for NextBridge to sign the agreement and have it cover the consultants. Carrie
indicated that she will also need to take the sensitivity training, as well as others on the
NextBridge team. Training is only offered on the 3rd Thursday of each month
including the following Thursday. Christie will work with Carrie and provide the
agreement to the MNR.
Christie indicated that there is also the information side of our data needs (i.e., outside
of shapefiles such as lists of SAR, wildlife habitat, etc.). Nicole indicated that this
information can be shared without an agreement. Christie indicated that we received
some data but bobolink came up as a potential later on. Laurie indicated that she could
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make herself available to discuss the presence/absence of SAR. Melissa R. indicated
that she would like to see NextBridge and their consultants enter into the data sharing
agreement, get the data, analyse it and then go to the districts for additional data if
required. She indicated that she is open to discuss local knowledge with the project
team.
James indicated that once we have the data we’ll discover that certain conversations
are best had at the district level for specific information (and for the local knowledge).
Mario indicated that we just want to ensure that we are provided with anything the
MNR feels is relevant. Gary indicated that the MNR would like to receive data that is
collected by the project team as part of the data sharing agreement.
Christie indicated that the MNR should tell us what it is that they are looking for so we
can provide the data. The MNR agreed. More discussion relating to how this data is
to be provided will be ongoing. There may also be reporting requirements for work
conducted within the provincial parks and reserves.
8. Ecological Land Classification (ELC)

Melissa to provide
list of tools that can
be used to identify
rare species.
Dillon to define what
we are considering to
be rare and quantify
it.
Dillon to develop a
strategy for assessing
rare ecosites.

The project team has provided preliminary ELC mapping based on Forest Resources
Inventory mapping (FRI) to the MNR. There is a discrepancy in codes for the
Marathon area. New ecosite codes were used in this area and older codes outside of
Marathon. Christie indicated that we know that updated FRI data is in the works but as
far as we know it’s not ready yet. Melissa Rose checked in with staff in Sault Ste.
Marie regarding the Lakehead Forest area and indicated that there is a draft but there
are issues with it so that needs to be worked out first. Christie and Mark indicated that
if the information is not ready shortly that it may not get worked into the project as we
will not have time to integrate it. The MNR agreed with this approach.
Christie indicated that they are proposing to survey 10 percent of ELC polygons along
the whole route. The frequency of which communities will be surveyed is being
revised to ensure rare communities are not under sampled. Efforts will be made to
survey all polygons within communities that are considered rare in the project study
area (pending access).
Melissa indicated that there was a concern raised by MNR biologists regarding
underrepresenting some of the areas as 63 percent of the survey sites were within the
same ecosite code. She also indicated that FRI data is not 100 percent accurate and
although it makes a great tool or model, that it should be used with caution. We may
also want to identify other “tools” to characterize these (e.g., raised beaches along
Lake Superior). Mario asked if she can poll the districts to develop a list of what we
should be looking for. Melissa agreed. Mario indicated that we will shortly receive
the draft Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment and that some features may be presented
in it. MNR suggested that the Project team contact the Thunder Bay Field Naturalists
as they are a good resource.
Nicole indicated that the MNR cannot sign off on the workplan as the EA is a
proponent driven process but can provide data and advice. Dan indicated that we need
to come to an agreement regarding the definition of a rare ecosite as well as our
approach with respect to using the 10 percent. Rob F. indicated that he can provide
some assistance with respect to defining rare communities.
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ELC studies are planned to occur from mid-May through September. Melissa
indicated that it will be challenging to obtain all the data during this timeframe. She
indicated that Bruce to Milton was 180 km in southern Ontario and also used the
ELC/ecosite approach.
Christie indicated that we may not look at returning to the same survey site 3 times but
rather interpolate across the line. The MNR indicated that they have a concern
regarding rare sites and that we may have to revisit them.
9. Wetlands
Mario indicated that with the terrain model, we’re trying to implement a 30 m setback
to wetlands. The ToR outlined that all wetlands would be considered significant and
the Project team will attempt to stay out of this area. Where this isn’t possible, we will
discuss the appropriate scope of work with MNR on a case by case basis. Melissa
indicated that the Natural Heritage Reference Manual and Natural Heritage
Assessment Guide for Renewable Energy can provide some guidance.
Christie
indicated that we have these documents. Melissa indicated that she has some concerns
with not having an access plan ready yet to better define field surveys. Carrie
indicated that the EA, Leave to Construct (LTC) and the Engineering design are being
done concurrently to meet the required schedule timelines which is different from what
was done for Bruce to Milton.
Nicole indicated that we may need to re-visit some sites following receipt of the access
plan.
Christie indicated that we’re hoping that we have a draft tower location plan before we
enter the field so that we can document features we see. If we miss something we may
also be able to go back out into the field post EA, as necessary.
Melissa indicated that for the Bruce to Milton project site access plans and details were
available early on and this made a big difference when directing field work.
10. Botanical Surveys
Christie indicated that we plan on completing 3 season surveys. Melissa reviewed
mapping provided to her that identify rare vegetation, breeding bird habitat, etc. She
indicated that some link to ecosites and that some do not. She said there are 9 on the
Reference Route and 3 on Alternative Routes and that we need to use other tools to
identify rare vegetation areas upon which the districts can advise further. It was noted
that as we revise our ELC approach and develop an agreeable approach, the botanical
will follow this same process (i.e., more rare, less abundant). Melissa indicated that
specific sites such as the Lake Superior shoreline should also be reviewed as
applicable. Christie indicated that specific sites will be refined as the ELC surveys are
completed.
11. Breeding Birds

Dillon to connect
with Rob Foster
relating to breeding

Christie indicated that we learned yesterday that using the Ecoregion 3E schedule in
3W won’t be acceptable so we will need to revise this accordingly. Christie indicated
that some habitat types will be opportunistically documented in the field and that we
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will also fly the route to identify nests and other features. The Project team is
proposing two sets of breeding bird surveys and not necessarily in the same polygon.
Melissa said she thinks the MNR protocol indicates that the same site be visited twice.
Melissa will give this further consideration. Rob indicated that it will depend on how
the data will be used and that he can provide additional information on this to the
Project team. Melissa indicated that the surveys should be completed and breeding bird
atlases have specific instructions. There may also be late or early arrival species.
MNR indicated that stick nest counts should also be completed. Christie indicated we
will do this as well as incidental observations. MNR agreed. MNR also indicated that
the Project team will need to provide rationale when deviating from protocols.
12. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
The Project team was informed that the 3E criteria schedule is not applicable to 3W
and will update the work plan and mapping to reflect this. Instead, the Significant
Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide will be used in the 3W. Christie indicated that some
habitats can be credibly mapped solely on the basis of ELC; however, others have
attributes in addition to ELC. As a result, certain habitats will be identified
opportunistically in the field.
For example, amphibian breeding habitat has been
mapped, but this won’t work for turtle overwintering habitat as water depth and
substrate information is not yet know (in this case we will be opportunistically
mapping this along the line). The Project team can provide further detail here if
necessary. The Project team will assume that these habitats are there and provide
mitigation as appropriate.
Melissa indicated that peregrine falcon will now need to be considered as significant
wildlife habitat. She suggested we look at the technical guide and the Natural Heritage
Reference Manual as well as ELC, FRI, LIDAR and aerial mapping as well as talk to
people about what is out there and what we might find as this may help scope studies
appropriately. Christie indicated that bat hibernacula have been identified within a 10
km square through LIO mapping, but will get the precise location following a data
sharing agreement. There are also a few in the Wawa area. Mario indicated that we
will also consider old mines and snag densities as they relate to bat habitat. Christie
indicated the Project team can further describe this in the revised work plan. Dan
indicated that just because there’s a snag, doesn’t mean its habitat as there are other
characteristics that need to come into play to confirm habitat is present. MNR advised
that there is a bat survey protocol for renewables and that Jamie is the MNR bat
specialist for the area. There are standard methods for looking at wildlife habitat in
winter (even though we aren’t planning to do field studies in the winter). There is also
a separate process to cover off the requirements of SAR permitting. Christie indicated
that the team is aware of the survey requirements.
13. Aquatic Surveys

Caleb to forward a
copy of the updated
MTO document to
Steve B.
Dillon to arrange
follow-up meeting

Caleb provided an overview of the work plan for aquatic surveys. The aim is to assess
all watercourses that intersect the line, subject to safe access (503 mapped; 51
potentials); 463 on Reference Route + 39 within the Alternative Route around
Pukaskwa Park (from White River south to the existing EWT) + 49 on other
Alternative Routes. We will add the access road crossing improvement locations when
this information becomes available.
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Sturgeon and two
tributaries).
Caleb to follow-up
with Steve Libel
regarding Brook
Trout Triangle and
Sturgeon.

Item
Steve B. indicated that he was encouraged that we’re planning to look at all crossings.
Caleb indicated that the Project team will collect habitat data that is generally
consistent with the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) protocol for protecting fish and
fish habitat (June 2009 – updated in 2013). Steve B. has concerns relating to Sturgeon
which is a SAR. The MNR has a good understanding of where these were historically
found. The next most significant aquatic species is Brook Trout in watercourses with
access to Lake Superior (e.g., the Brook Trout Triangle Area). Steve B. is concerned
about angler access in this area. Caleb indicated that it will not be feasible to visit
watercourse crossings in the short time frame to observe potential upwelling areas.
Steve B. indicated that the new Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) includes timing
windows and that it is not as simple as cold versus warm. MNR indicated that key sites
they are interested in are the Black Sturgeon River and two tributaries near the east end
of Lake Superior (e.g., Dog River and Montreal River). Mario asked if there were any
priority areas. MNR suggested contacting Rob Swanson but Steve Label in Wawa
indicated that the Project team could contact him for additional local knowledge.
Nicole asked about any additional surveys. Caleb indicated that we will rely on MNR
fish data, where available and are not proposing to electrofish. Assessments of
watercourses will be habitat-based. For northern brook lamprey we will look at MNR
data and rivers/streams with course gravel and assume they are present here. Mario
indicated that if we found something that appears to be a show stopper, we would look
at potential avoidance (e.g. Dorion meeting and alternative). Similar procedures will be
used for short-jawed cisco (i.e., rely on MNR data and assume in rivers that are 10 m
deep and connected to known short-jawed cisco containing water bodies).
The Upper Great Lakes Management Unit may also be able to provide more
information. Three Fisheries Management Zones are crossed by the Project and
management objectives will need to be considered in the EA.
The Significant
Wildlife Technical Guide should also be reviewed. Steve indicated that if the
temperature of the stream is unknown, they tend to use the coldwater standards.
Nicole indicated that Bruce to Milton had more detail and no Crown land or provincial
parks/reserves to cross so we need to ensure we meet MNR requirements. MNR needs
to have a good understanding of the potential impacts for areas under their jurisdiction.
Gary indicated that we should not assume access will be granted. He said that MTO
pointed out to folks that 4-laning of Highway 11/17 should be assumed from Thunder
Bay to Nipigon. Carrie indicated that we have requested those shapefiles from MTO
so we can overlay them.
14. Species at Risk

Rosemary, Rob, and
Dillon to have a call
to review potential
effects to Caribou and
additional permitting
requirements.
Christie to provide
an updated SAR list
to Nicole for
circulation.

Rob indicated that the MNR agreed with the Caribou work plan and the field study was
completed. Lyle looked at it and Rob talked to Rosemary and Ted in general about
survey requirements in the coastal zone. The perpendicular transect (1,200 km) ran
from the shoreline from the west end to Pukaskwa National Park. This method was
used to get even coverage in the coastal zone. The survey was flown over 3 days in
March with 1,200 km to 1,500 km of flying time. They observed 1 caribou on
Detention Island in Neys Provincial Park and also some possible caribou tracks. 13
moose were also seen in the coastal area with some near Marathon.
Rosemary asked because we’re looking at coastal zone, we’re noting that they can
exist in that area but they also move around because of wolves and other fragmentation
and now we’re adding more linear infrastructure to further impact them. This is
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Laurie to send SAR
protocol to Christie.
Jamie to review bat
work and protocols.

Item
considered a caribou sanctuary, but because there are so many effects, they may need
to keep moving around. Cumulative effects may need to be reviewed as part of the
Project. Rob also indicated that they saw wolves, fox and other animals.
Laurie indicated that it is worthwhile to have a call and obtain some local knowledge.
Rob agreed to this approach.
Laurie indicated there is a process in place for endangered species and developing
routes to avoid them. Mario indicated that we are following provincial policy direction
to follow existing disturbances rather than create new corridors. We will however do
an alternatives assessment around provincial parks and reserves but realistically is
there any better place to put it than beside the existing EWT?
Rob asked whether there are expectations from the MNR as to whether additional field
work for Caribou is required to obtain a permit under the Endangered Species Act (if
required) for this Project.
14.1 Other SAR

MNR to provide
whip-poor-will
survey protocol to
Dillon.
Dillon and Laurie to
discuss bobolink
requirements.

The Project team has provided a preliminary SAR list to MNR. We are now working
on a table that provides a description of habitat that may or may not be available within
the study area and are focusing on species that are protected and threatened. Christie
asked if there are any others that should be considered such as bobolink in Dorion area.
MNR has a different protocol which Laurie will forward to us. For bats, we will
assume that they are present in potential habitat areas but we are not proposing to do
bat exit surveys. We want to make sure that the work that we’re doing is adequate
should there be future SAR permitting requirements. Laurie indicated that we may
need to discuss bats further. Christie indicated that whip-poor-will are generally
present between Thunder Bay and Nipigon (MNR indicated they are present between
Nipigon and Wawa as well) and that we would like a protocol for this as well
(generally 3 surveys in the spring). Are we able to apply the results of field surveys
through interpolation (in the event that permits are required)? MNR indicated that this
can be discussed. Protocols have been difficult to apply in the north. MNR to provide
a whip-poor-will protocol.
Mario asked what happens if we need to include a local route refinement, do we need
to go back and study? Nicole indicated that the MNR would like to have the
conversation regarding the route being located somewhere within the 500 m of the
existing EWT. Carrie indicated that moving the line 500 m or 1 km off the existing
EWT is going to result in considerably more environmental impacts and reiterated,
along with Mario, that the project will parallel the existing EWT. 500 m is just the
study area for data collection. MNR indicated that tourism lakes in the area of Wawa
should be reviewed and that we should have future discussions on provincial
parks/reserves and amendments to management direction to determine if they are
needed.
15. Permitting and Approvals for Field Studies

NextBridge/Dillon to
review management
areas and where the

Christie indicated that she is filling out the application for research permits in
provincial parks/reserves. Christie asked if there were any other permits required for
field work. Nicole indicated that there are new requirements for research permits
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project is not allowed
in these areas and
develop alternatives if
needed.
Dillon to review
tourism lakes, crown
land use policy atlas,
signature sites, and
enhanced
management areas.

Item
which were released this week. Gary indicated that there are no additional permits
required as long as we are not building anything. Christie indicated that we may also
do soil cores for establishing ELC along the route. Christie indicated that Julie
previously said it would take her a couple weeks to approve the permits. MNR
indicated that if we do electrofishing in areas where Sturgeon may be present, then we
may require a SAR permit.
16. Future Permitting and Approvals Required
MNR indicated that there are several required permits. Mario indicated we will list
permits in the EA report.

Dillon to arrange
discussion with MNR
Parks Planner to
review need for route
refinements.

17. Monthly Reporting

Carrie to provide
MNR with date and
schedule for
geotechnical work.

18. Other Business

Dillon to develop
monthly field work
reporting template
and provide to MNR
for review.
Carrie to provide
Gary with the
geotechnical program
details once the
contractor is retained.

Christie indicated that field updates will be provided to the MNR on a monthly basis
and immediately if any “show stoppers” are identified. Mark indicated that Dillon can
create a template for this.

18.1 Geotechnical
Carrie indicated that once the contractor is hired, they will provide an access plan,
environmental management system/plan, waste management plan, etc., and will have
to adhere to NextBridge corporate policies as well. Mario indicated that there was talk
about the MNR Class EA for geotechnical work but Gary indicated that if we’re taking
no new access, in/out in a day, understand the risks, etc., it would be deemed as a Class
A (e.g., screened out). MNR would do this but NextBridge would have to consent and
mitigate. Consultation may also have to be completed. MNR can review the
geotechnical program once NextBridge has the details to confirm that it is a Class A.
Environmental monitor (Aboriginal) and environmental inspector (NextBridge) on site
during the geotechnical drilling.
Melissa indicated that final drill locations should be forwarded to MNR to identify any
sensitive habitat (terrestrial and aquatic) and some timing windows that may need to be
discussed.
18.2 Mining Claims
Andrew Cane at the Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM) said he
would call all the claim holders. Carrie indicated that NextBridge has already
contacted them through CanACRE and that packages are currently being mailed for
their sign-off.
18.3 Cultural Heritage
Carrie indicated that they have not yet retained a cultural heritage consultant. Mario
indicated that a Stage 1 archaeological assessment was completed and is currently
being finalised.
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There’s some flexibility in terms of what bore holes are actually going to be pursued
(between 40–50 of the 70) so areas of cultural sensitivity can be avoided where
possible.
18.4 Consultation
Consultation with Aboriginal communities is currently underway and agreements are
being developed.
19. Closing
Mark thanked attendees for their time and indicated that Dillon is looking forward to
future meetings and working with MNR staff. Carrie also indicated that NextBridge is
really grateful for the time everyone took and the input provided. Mario indicated that
NextBridge will circulate meeting minutes.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified immediately of any errors
and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT FIELD PROGRAM MEETING NOTES
DATE:

April 25, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 12:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference 1- 866-602-5461 PC - 3377326#

PRESENT:

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Nicole Galambos – Regional Planner (One-Window Coordinator)
Melissa Rose – Regional Planning Ecologist
Rosemary Hartley – Information Biologist
Dave Barker – Information Management Supervisor
Amanda McLachlan – District Planner
Rob Swainson – Biologist
Ontario Parks
Julie Sullivan
NextBridge Infrastructure
Carrie Wiklund – Environment Team Lead
Dillon Consulting Limited
Mark Brobbel – Senior Biologist
Christie Cestra – Biologist
Joseph Carnevale – Planner
Michelle McCarthy – Planner

PURPOSE:

Meeting to review the East-West Tie (EWT) Transmission Project (Project) background,
recap discussions from the April 10th meeting with Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
staff in Thunder Bay, discuss information that we have obtained, data gaps and what
information would be useful from district offices.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item
1. Safety Minute
Drivers should be aware that even though spring has arrived, we should still be
prepared for winter-like driving conditions and ensure that we have ample windshield
washer fluid and a snow brush with us while on the road.
2. Introductions
Participants on the call introduced themselves and their role on the Project.
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3. Project Background and Update
Carrie provided a general overview of the Project for the benefit of those that may not
have attended previous meetings or calls. She noted that timelines are largely
determined by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) and that the Project team is trying to
make the best of the timeframe that was provided. Carrie emphasized that she would
like to work with the MNR to ensure that our field work program captures the
necessary data.
Carrie explained that NextBridge Infrastructure L.P. (NextBridge) is a joint venture
between Enbridge Pipelines Inc., NextEra Energy and Borealis Infrastructure. The
Ontario Power Authority (OPA) established the need for the Project based on
constraints with the existing line and anticipated future demand. The OEB requested
bids from interested parties. NextBridge was awarded the Project in August 2013,
subject to two stipulations: 1) the new line is to generally parallel the existing EWT
and 2) the line is expected to be in-service by mid-2018. NextBridge’s bid package
included Alternative Routes around federal lands (two First Nations and Pukaskwa
National Park). The Project timeline has been established by working backward from
the 2018 in-service date to develop milestones. NextBridge and its consultants
commenced work immediately following the award of the Project. Public consultation
sessions were held in the fall of 2013. The Terms of Reference (ToR) was submitted
February 28, 2014 for public comment. The comment period ended March 31 and the
team is working to address comments. The Project team is also working to finalize
details related to the natural environment field program which is scheduled to
commence mid-May 2014. Carrie noted that NextBridge is a private proponent
working on behalf of the Ontario government and reports directly to the OEB.
4. Purpose of the Meeting and Anticipated Outcomes
Mark indicated that the purpose of the meeting is to discuss and finalize details of the
natural environment field program with the MNR prior to the commencement of the
program in mid-May. Further, Mark indicated that we would like to discuss how the
Work Plan has changed since it was originally submitted in February to address
comments received from MNR, and then follow with an information gathering session.
5. Overview of Natural Environment Field Work Plan
The natural environment Work Plan is being updated to incorporate comments
received from MNR through email correspondence and during the meeting with the
MNR on April 10, 2014.
5.1 Ecological Land Classification
Christie indicated that the Project team has provided preliminary Ecological Land
Classification (ELC) mapping based on Forest Resources Inventory mapping (FRI) to
the MNR. There is a discrepancy in codes for the Marathon area. New ecosite codes
were used in this area and older codes outside of Marathon. New FRI data may be
made available for the area outside of Marathon by the MNR however it is not
currently available. It was agreed that the Project team will move forward with existing
information.
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Field surveys will be conducted in 10 percent of the Project Study Area (PSA), and
will focus primarily on “rare” communities. Dave asked whether this will be based on
what was identified during background reviews or what will be identified in the field.
Christie indicated that information obtained through both activities will be used. Dave
indicated that rare communities will likely be identified on cliff faces and other areas.
The ELC program will occur between approximately May 12 (subject to appropriate
conditions) and the end of September starting in Wawa and ending near Thunder Bay.
Some sites may be re-visited based on what species are identified and seasonality.
Snag tree densities will also be documented during this time. The MNR indicated that
timing of the surveys is important and we should ensure that we are not starting too
early as there is still snow on the ground however this should not be a problem if we
are planning to start in Wawa and head west. Melissa indicated that there is still plenty
of snow in Wawa and the survey should commence after the snow melt. Mark
indicated that the Project team has a meeting scheduled with Wawa district staff on
April 29 and we can get more information during that time. Dave asked what will be
surveyed mid-May. Christie indicated that the survey will document trees, shrubs,
early bloomers and wildlife.
5.2 Wetlands

Dillon to provide
species “cheat sheet”
to MNR.

Christie indicated that the Project team will be documenting wetlands through ELC
surveys. Christie requested a copy of the wetland evaluation completed for the
Nipigon Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW). Melissa indicated that wetland
evaluations should be completed in late summer (i.e., July to August). Christie
indicated that the plan may be to re-visit wetlands identified as rare (if necessary)
rather than those that are abundant.
5.3 Botanical Surveys
Christie indicated that botanical surveys will also be completed primarily in
conjunction with ELC surveys with a focus on the rare communities (i.e., cliffs, rock
barrens, etc.) as rare species most likely occur in the rare vegetation communities.
Surveys will include spring, summer and fall and start in Wawa heading westerly
towards Thunder Bay.
5.4 Breeding Birds
Habitat mapping was completed based on the Ecoregion 3E and 4E criteria schedules.
Christie indicated that we learned that using the Ecoregion 3E schedule in 3W won’t
be acceptable so we will be revising our plan accordingly. We have mapped bird
breeding habitats, including marsh bird breeding habitat, open country bird breeding
habitat, shrub early successional bird breeding habitat, and waterfowl nesting areas.
We also have the locations of osprey and unidentified raptor nests mapped through
Land Information Ontario (LIO) data. The Project team will be flying the route via
helicopter in May to determine access and to complete stick nest surveys. This survey
will include an area of approximately 156 metres. The Significant Wildlife Habitat
Technical Guide will be used as the basis for habitat mapping in Ecoregion 3W. Nicole
indicated that data obtained following finalization of the data sharing agreement can
also be used to guide field surveys.
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5.5 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Dillon to provide the
schedule for the field
work program and
build it into monthly
MNR reporting.

The Project team developed habitat mapping based on the preliminary ELC figure and
through data obtained from LIO. Mapping will continue to be updated as more data
becomes available. For habitats that cannot be credibly mapped solely on the basis of
ELC information, these habitats will be documented opportunistically while
conducting other field surveys. We do not propose to conduct wildlife surveys to
evaluate the significance of these habitats; rather, we will assume that habitats are
significant and provide mitigation accordingly. Melissa indicated this approach is
acceptable and would like to develop a process by which the MNR can obtain this
wildlife habitat mapping. Carrie indicated that data can be shared with the MNR
following completion of the data sharing agreement. Dave indicated that the agreement
should include the process as to how the data can be shared. Rosemary asked if the
MNR can have a field program schedule. Christie indicated that this can be built into
the monthly reporting process.
5.6 Aquatics
Mark indicated that some changes were made to the aquatic program from what was
originally submitted in February. The original plan was to focus on watercourses
located within 30 metres of tower bases and access roads but since these have not been
finalised we plan on conducting aquatic habitat mapping on all watercourses, pending
access and safety considerations. Electro fishing is not planned. The program will
collect habitat data that is generally consistent with the Ministry of Transportation
(MTO), Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) and MNR protocol for linear
infrastructure. Considerations should include potential effects resulting from angler
access. Rob indicated that there are coaster brook trout nursery areas in the study area.
5.7 Species at Risk and Data Sensitivity
Christie indicated that a Species at Risk (SAR) table was produced by the Project team
and circulated to the MNR. The list identifies SAR with the potential to occur in the
general area of the Project based on secondary sources, and provides a preliminary
evaluation as to whether the species and/or habitat are likely to occur and/or likely to
be impacted by the Project. Carrie indicated that Simon at the Natural Heritage
Information Centre (NHIC) is currently finalizing the data sharing agreement and that
the Project team expects it today or Monday at the latest. Sensitivity training was also
completed last week by the Project team (about 20 to 30 staff in total). Melissa
indicated that data received following the finalization of the data sharing agreement
should assist with identifying areas that require local route refinements and developing
mitigation measures.
Northern Bioscience was retained to complete a caribou study. The survey identified
one caribou and tracks in various locations. The Project team will work with the MNR
(Lori) on caribou and other SAR that may be present in the area. SAR and/or SAR
habitat that may be located in the PSA includes whip-poor-will (most likely between
Thunder Bay and Nipigon, but may also occur through to Wawa) and bobolink (near
Dorion). The Project team has a protocol from the MNR for whip-poor-will but not
yet for bobolink. Rosemary indicated that if we should not only be considering the
presence/absence of SAR, but also SAR habitat. Christie indicated that the Project
team will first be mapping potential SAR habitat, and then may confirm the presence
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or absence of certain SAR species. Christie indicated that she will be working with
Lori on SAR that may be in the area as well as their habitat. The Project team has also
identified the potential for bat hibernacula to be present in the area. Once the data
sharing agreement has been finalized, it is expected that the MNR will release the
location of these sites. Given that bat hibernacula are known to exist, and that bat SAR
have been documented already in the area of the Project, it is not anticipated that exit
surveys or acoustic monitoring will occur. Christie needs to discuss this further with
Lori.
Mark indicated that aquatic SAR will also be reviewed based on habitat requirements
and connectivity to areas where aquatic SAR are mapped.
6.0 Routing
There was discussion regarding potential deviations from the Reference Route. Carrie
indicated that the ToR includes some flexibility with respect to developing local route
refinements to avoid sensitive natural and socio-economic features. Alternative Routes
have also been identified for two First Nation Reserves and Pukaskwa National Park.
The Project team is currently working with the Township of Dorion to develop
potential local refinements to avoid socio-economic features in the area.
Rosemary asked if there will be any routing considerations in the Nipigon area. Carrie
indicated that she did not receive any comments for this area but they can be forwarded
to her at 1-800-767-3006 or info@NextBridge.ca. Rosemary indicated that we may
need to collect a bit more data in the Nipigon area in the event that sensitive features
are identified in the area of the Reference Route. Melissa asked if the Project will
entertain local refinements around provincial parks and conservation reserves. Carrie
indicated that local refinements around provincial parks and conservation reserves will
be looked at; however, the data sharing agreement and natural environment work plan
need to be finalized first.
7. Review of Background Information Collected To-Date and Mapping Produced
with an Emphasis on Nipigon District and Information Exchange to Fill Data
Gaps

Dillon to re-submit a
revised Work Plan
and include a listing
of information that
the Project team has
provided, following
the meeting with
Wawa District. This
submission will also
include a listing of
data needs.
Dillon to contact
Nicole about
arranging calls with
district biologists.

The Project team asked the MNR how they can obtain information that they do not
already have. Nicole indicated that there are two types of data including spatial data
and local information (main sources include LIO and NHIC). Once the data sharing
agreement is in place, MNR can release the spatial data.
Dave indicated that he would like to continue to use the “one window” approach with
Nicole to ensure responses from the MNR are consistent across regions and districts.
Dave indicated that Nicole should provide guidance such as SAR protocols rather than
have separate protocols from each district. Nicole indicated that she completed this
with Lori for whip-poor-will.
Mark asked if Nicole can be the “one window” for obtaining coaster brook trout
nursery information from Rob. Nicole indicated that she can do this.
The Project team has provided a lot of information to the MNR and is hoping to have
direct discussions relating to this material with district offices. Mark asked if the
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Project team can contact local district offices directly and provide meeting notes to
Nicole following discussions. Dave suggested the possibility of having a one day
workshop with the MNR leads and district staff. Mark asked if there could be some
follow up calls between the Project team and local district biologists. Nicole said she
can organize the meetings but would like the Project team to send specific agenda
items to her first. The MNR has established leads for the Project for various
components including SAR, Natural Heritage, Wildlife, Aquatics, etc., and a
discipline-specific discussion may be warranted. Nicole indicated that they have a lot
of information from the Project team but require more details for what is being
proposed/where. The Project team has provided comprehensive information relating to
the type and location of surveys to be completed and is refining the Work Plan based
on the information discussed at these MNR meetings.
The Work Plan will include a list of data needs that we have following discussions
with the MNR at these meetings along with the name of the district biologist we would
like to speak with.
8. Other Business
Christie indicated that the Research Permit Application has been submitted online.
Julie acknowledged this submission.
9. Closing
Mark and Carrie thanked attendees for their time and indicated that they are looking
forward to future meetings and working with MNR staff. Carrie also indicated that
NextBridge is really grateful for the time everyone took and the input provided. Mark
indicated that NextBridge will circulate meeting minutes.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified immediately of any errors
and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
Mario Buszynski, Dillon Consulting Limited
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT FIELD PROGRAM MEETING NOTES
DATE:

April 29, 2014

TIME:

2:00 – 4:15 p.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference 1- 866-602-5461 PC - 3377326#

PRESENT:

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Nicole Galambos – Acting Regional Planning Coordinator (One-Window Coordinator)
Melissa Rose – Regional Planning Ecologist
Amanda McLachlan – Acting Regional Planner
Wendy LeClair – Resources Operations Supervisor
Shawn Fortin – Land and Waters Technical Specialist
Steve Lebel – Management Biologist
Carla Riche – Acting District Planner
Michelle Miller – Resources Management Supervisor
Melissa Lacey – Acting Management Biologist
NextBridge Infrastructure
Carrie Wiklund – Environment Team Lead
Dillon Consulting Limited
Mark Brobbel – Senior Biologist
Christie Cestra – Biologist
Joseph Carnevale – Planner
Michelle McCarthy – Planner

PURPOSE:

Meeting to review the East-West Tie (EWT) Transmission Project (Project) background,
recap discussions from the April 10th (Thunder Bay) and April 25th (Nipigon) meetings
with Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) staff, discuss information that we have
obtained, data gaps and what information would be useful from district offices.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item
1. Safety Minute
Spring is Here! – As spring approaches people become more active outdoors and
should take extra precaution when completing yard work and operating motorized
equipment. Equipment operators should wear protective gear and follow
manufacturer’s instructions when operating outdoor equipment. Operators should also
be aware of loose debris in the area and refrain from wearing loose clothing when
operating motorized equipment. Motorized equipment such as lawnmowers should
also not be left unattended when in use.
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2. Introductions
Participants on the call introduced themselves and their role on the Project.
3. Project Background and Update
Carrie provided a general overview of the Project for the benefit of those that may not
have attended previous meetings or calls. She noted that timelines are largely
determined by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) and that the Project team is trying to
make the best of the timeframe that was provided. Carrie emphasized that she would
like to work with the MNR to ensure that our field work program captures the
necessary data.
Carrie explained that NextBridge Infrastructure L.P. (NextBridge) is a joint venture
between Enbridge Pipelines Inc., NextEra Energy and Borealis Infrastructure. The
Ontario Power Authority (OPA) established the need for the Project based on
constraints with the existing line and anticipated future demand. The OEB requested
bids from interested parties. NextBridge was awarded the Project in August 2013,
subject to two stipulations: 1) the new line is to generally parallel the existing EWT
and, 2) the line is expected to be in-service by mid-2018. NextBridge’s bid package
included Alternative Routes around federal lands (two First Nations and Pukaskwa
National Park). The Project timeline has been established by working backward from
the 2018 in-service date to develop milestones. NextBridge and its consultants
commenced work immediately following the award of the Project. Public consultation
sessions were held in the fall of 2013. The Terms of Reference (ToR) was submitted
on February 28, 2014 for public comment. The statutory comment period ended
March 31 and the team is working to address comments received. The Project team is
also working to finalize details related to the natural environment field program which
is scheduled to commence mid-May 2014. Carrie noted that NextBridge is a private
proponent working on behalf of the Ontario government and reports directly to the
OEB.
Nicole highlighted another example of a public-private partnership project which was
the new transmission line to Pickle Lake (currently following the individual
environmental assessment [EA] process).
4. Purpose of the Meeting and Anticipated Outcomes
Mark indicated that the purpose of the meeting is to discuss and finalize details of the
natural environment field program with the MNR prior to the commencement of the
program in mid-May. Further, Mark indicated that we would like to discuss how the
Work Plan has changed since it was originally submitted in February to address
comments received from MNR, and then follow with an information gathering session.
5. Overview of Natural Environment Field Work Plan

Dillon to remain in
contact with MNR to
confirm seasonal field
conditions.

The natural environment Work Plan is being updated to incorporate comments
received from MNR through email correspondence and during meetings with the MNR
on April 10 and 25, 2014.
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5.1 Ecological Land Classification
Christie indicated that the Project team is currently incorporating MNR comments
received through email and previous meetings into the Work Plan. Christie indicated
that the Project team has provided preliminary Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
mapping based on Forest Resources Inventory mapping (FRI) to the MNR.
Field surveys will be conducted in 10 percent of the Project Study Area (PSA), and
will focus primarily on “rare” communities. Rare communities will be defined
according to the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide. The ELC program will
occur between approximately May 12 (subject to appropriate weather/field conditions)
and the end of September starting in Wawa and ending near Thunder Bay. Some sites
may be re-visited based on what species are identified and seasonality. Snag tree
densities will also be documented during this time. Melissa indicated that timing of
the surveys is important and NextBridge should ensure that field staff is not starting
too early as there is still snow on the ground. Melissa also suggested that it would be
good if NextBridge’s field crews waited until the herbaceous layer was present.
5.2 Wetlands

Nicole to setup a call
with Dillon and
Melissa to discuss
wetland surveys.

Christie indicated that the Project team will be documenting wetlands through ELC
surveys. Wetland surveys will occur during the spring, summer and fall and
concurrently with the ELC. Christie indicated that she received a copy of the wetland
evaluation completed for the Nipigon Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW).
Melissa indicated that wetland surveys should be completed in late summer (i.e., July
to August) to avoid missing some species and based be on season of application.
Christie indicated that the plan may be to re-visit some wetlands to further refine
boundaries. Christie indicated that the Project team is not proposing wetland
evaluations and thus season of applicability may not apply. Melissa requested
information relating to wetland protocols that will be used for the surveys. Mark
indicated that this will be provided in the refined Work Plan. Christie asked Nicole if
she can setup a call with Melissa to discuss wetlands. It was agreed that Nicole
(through local staff) can advise as to when the snow has melted in the Wawa area and
thus appropriate to begin field studies.
5.3 Field Studies – Site Access

Dillon to provide
field study access
plan as it becomes
available to the MNR
starting with Wawa.

The Project team will be flying the route via helicopter in May to help determine
access for field surveys and to complete stick nest surveys. MNR indicated that it
would be good if the Project team could provide an access plan based on available
information as authorization from the District Manager may be required for some local
roads. Nicole indicated that some land use designations in the area may also have
access restrictions (i.e., near Umbata Falls) but if they are provided with an access plan
they can advise where these areas are. It was also noted that permits (i.e.,
authorization from the District Manager) may be required for access based on the
Crown Land Use Policy Atlas. Mark indicated that we should have this information
following the flyover and can provide a general access plan beginning with the Wawa
area. Michelle asked who this information should be provided to. Nicole indicated
that it should be sent to her.
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5.4 Botanical Surveys

Melissa to identify
locally significant
areas and provide
these to NextBridge
and Dillon.

Christie indicated that botanical surveys will also be completed primarily in
conjunction with ELC surveys with a focus on the rare communities (i.e., cliffs, rock
barrens, etc.) as rare species most likely occur in the rare vegetation communities.
Surveys will include spring, summer and fall and start in Wawa heading westerly
towards Thunder Bay. Nicole asked what is considered rare. Christie indicated that
rare vegetation will be defined based on the Significant Habitat Technical Guide. MNR
indicated that the coastal area will likely be influenced by the lake and thus may
contain rare species such as mountain ash and artic grass.

Dillon to contact
Parks Canada and the
Thunder Bay Field
Naturalists.

Melissa indicated that the Project team should also be aware of raised beaches and
dune habitats as well as vegetation on north-facing cliffs. Melissa indicated that the
Project team should review areas with potential to be significant or considered rare
with Northern Bioscience and the Thunder Bay Field Naturalists. Melissa will also
identify some locally significant areas and send them to the Project team. MNR also
suggested contacting Pukaskwa National Park as they may have information relating to
significant coastal communities.
5.5 Breeding Birds
Christie indicated that the Project team has mapped bird breeding habitats, including
marsh bird breeding habitat, open country bird breeding habitat, shrub early
successional bird breeding habitat, and waterfowl nesting areas. We also have the
locations of osprey and unidentified raptor nests mapped through Land Information
Ontario (LIO) data. Updated breeding bird habitat mapping will be provided with the
refined Work Plan. Bird surveys will focus on rare habitats in the study area. Field
studies are proposed to occur in the PSA, which is approximately 156 m wide. Habitat
mapping in Ecoregions 3E and 4E has been completed based on the Ecoregion 3E and
4E criteria schedules. The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide will be used as
the basis for habitat mapping in Ecoregion 3W. Data obtained following finalization of
the data sharing agreement can also be used to guide field surveys.
5.6 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
The Project team developed habitat mapping based on the preliminary ELC figure,
through data obtained from LIO, and through application of the Ecoregion criteria
schedules. Habitat mapping will continue to be updated as more data becomes
available. For habitats that cannot be credibly mapped solely on the basis of ELC
information, these habitats will be documented opportunistically while conducting
other field surveys. The field program does not propose to conduct wildlife surveys to
evaluate the significance of these habitats; rather, it will be assumed that habitats are
present as mapped and appropriate mitigation will be provided in the EA accordingly.
Snag densities will also be documented. Six bat hibernacula have been mapped (using
10 km squares) near the study area but based on discussions with Simon at NHIC,
most do not appear to be close to the Project. The precise locations of the hibernacula
will be determined once the data sharing agreement is finalized. Nicole indicated that
even if something does not appear in LIO data does not mean that it is not there.
Christie indicated that the field crew will document features opportunistically. Christie
indicated that monthly reporting to the MNR based on field work findings is planned.
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MNR indicated that Ontario Parks is undertaking a project to tie data spatially to
locations (i.e., OPIUM program). Details related to this program were not provided.
MNR also indicated that First Nations along the route may have data. Carrie indicated
that NextBridge is working with the First Nations as part of their consultation and data
collection program. Carrie indicated that a Memorandum of Understanding is in place
with the Ministry of Energy to conduct the procedural aspects of consultation with 18
First Nation communities. Data originating from First Nations is important to the
Project team and will inform the EA, but cannot be shared with MNR due to data
sharing agreements. Jennifer Heneberry is the Aboriginal lead for this Project at the
Ministry of Energy.
5.7 Aquatics

Dillon to contact
DFO to obtain
fisheries data.

Mark indicated that Caleb is the aquatics lead but was unavailable today so he can
provide an update. Mark indicated that some changes were made to the aquatic
program from what was originally submitted in February. The original plan was to
focus on watercourses located within 30 metres of tower bases and access roads but
since these have not been finalised NextBridge plans to conduct aquatic habitat
mapping on all watercourses, pending access and safety considerations. Nicole and
Melissa asked if in-water work is planned. Mark indicated that no electrofishing or
other in-water work is planned at this time but the higher constraint will be assumed
for areas where we do not have complete data. The program will collect habitat data
that is generally consistent with the Ministry of Transportation (MTO), Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DFO) and MNR protocol for linear infrastructure.
It was clarified that there are two types of watercourse crossings being discussed
including 1) transmission line crossings and 2) crossings for access. Mark indicated
that the same aquatic work is currently planned for both types of crossings. Melissa
indicated that the MNR might have data for some of these areas. She indicated that
brook trout is an important species in this area.
MNR asked if the research permit application was submitted and Christie confirmed
that it was. Thermal regimes were mapped based on the Renewable Energy Atlas and
other literature. Melissa indicated that DFO may also have information relating to
lamprey control areas and other species at risk (SAR) data.
5.8 Species at Risk

Nicole to provide
contact information
for Andrew
Ecclestone of the
Anishinabek
Resource Council.
Dillon to provide list
of reports that the
Project team has
relating to provincial
parks and reserves.

Christie indicated that a SAR table was produced by the Project team and circulated to
the MNR. The list identifies SAR with the potential to occur in the general area of the
Project based on secondary sources, and provides a preliminary evaluation as to
whether the species and/or habitat are likely to occur and/or likely to be impacted by
the Project. Once the data sharing agreement is in place the Project team will have
access to SAR locations which should assist with identifying areas that require local
refinements to the Reference Route and developing mitigation measures. Christie
indicated that the focus will be threatened and endangered species and other species
will be covered in the wildlife section. It was agreed that NextBridge and the MNR
would like the field work to support future permit applications.

-5-

Action
Dillon to add data
layer references to
mapping.
Dillon to contact
MNR for additional
fisheries information.

Item
The Project team has a protocol from the MNR for whip-poor-will but not yet for
bobolink. MNR indicated that bobolink may also be in Wawa (but not near the
Project). Christie indicated that whip-poor-will may also be present but NHIC data
may shed more light on this. Christie indicated that she will be working with Lori on
identifying SAR that may be in the area as well as their habitat. MNR also indicated
that barn swallow and chimney swift may also be in the Wawa area as well as white
pelican, wolverine and caribou.
The Project team has also identified the potential for bat hibernacula to be present in
the area. Once the data sharing agreement has been finalized, it is expected that the
MNR will release the location of these sites. Given that bat hibernacula are known to
exist, and that bat SAR have been documented already in the area of the Project, it is
not anticipated that exit surveys or acoustic monitoring will occur. Christie needs to
discuss this further with Lori to confirm that the field work being completed in 2014
can also be used to support future permit applications.
Nicole also asked if there is a need to collect data outside of the study area for
Alternative Routes or local refinements to the Reference Route. Christie clarified that
the PSA (i.e., detailed field work area) will be used for field data collection and
includes a 156 metre width (approximately 78 metres on each side of the Project
centreline). Nicole asked if the Project team will look outside of this area. Christie
indicated that the Local Study Area (500 metres) will be used primarily for desktop
studies and that field studies will primarily occur in the PSA. Melissa indicated that
extrapolation (for SAR data) should be discussed with Lori. Christie acknowledged.
Mark indicated that aquatic SAR will also be reviewed based on habitat requirements
and connectivity to areas where aquatic SAR are mapped.
MNR indicated that Andrew Ecclestone of the Anishinabek Resource Council will be
surveying White River below Umbata Falls and his contact information can be
provided by Nicole.
Christie indicated that the field program aims to balance regulatory requirements with
what is possible and reasonable to complete given the large size of the Project.
Shawn indicated that SAR permit information is available online.
acknowledged this.

Christie

6. Review of Background Information Collected To-Date and Mapping Produced
with an Emphasis on Wawa District and Information Exchange to Fill Data Gaps
Dillon to re-submit a
refined Work Plan
and include a listing
of information that
the Project team has
provided. This
submission will also
include a listing of
data needs.

Christie provided a table to the MNR with potentially affected provincial parks and
reserves. MNR indicated that Julie Sullivan at Ontario Parks deals with these areas.
Melissa indicated that data relating to provincial parks and reserves is available on
LIO. Several data layers were obtained from LIO and have been mapped.
It was also noted that Rob Mackereth who is a fisheries scientist at the Centre for
Northern Forest Ecosystem Research (part of MNR) may have fish community
information. The Upper Great Lakes Management Unit (Frederick Fischer) should
also be contacted. Steve Lebel should also be contacted for thermal regimes in the
Wawa district.
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Nicole asked if data layer references can be added to field work mapping, as it is not
known what layers have been considered. Christie indicated that if certain things are
not on the maps then it is because they are not present in the study area. Christie
indicated that a lot of local data is available but not in MNR databases and this is why
we are reaching out to district offices.
Nicole requested a refined Work Plan and mapping showing access for field studies
and where the surveys are planned and what information the Project team requires.
MNR indicated that the Wawa District can review the Alternative Route around
Pukaskwa National Park and the section of the Reference Route in Wawa.
MNR indicated that most of the Wawa area has been impacted by forestry activities
such as logging and thus there are several access roads in the area. Carrie indicated that
the Alternative Route around Pukaskwa National Park was revised slightly to avoid a
provincial park and some watercourses and to shorten the length of the route located in
greenfield areas. Nicole asked if NextBridge looked at paralleling the TransCanada
Highway.
Carrie indicated that the Ministry of Transportation has setback
requirements for their facilities.
Mark indicated that the next step is for the Project team to provide additional
information relating to the type and location of surveys to be completed and to submit
a refined Work Plan based on the information discussed at the MNR meetings
(Thunder Bay, Nipigon and Wawa). The submission will include a list of data needs
that we have following discussions with the MNR along with the name of the district
biologists we would like to speak with.
7. Other Business

Dillon to review the
tourism strategy for
tourism lakes.

The data sharing agreement has been finalized with the MNR and is awaiting final
approval and sign-off.
Nicole indicated that a separate licensing process is required if forest management
companies do not agree to work with NextBridge on revising areas that are planned to
be harvested. Shawn indicated that one Forest Resource License can be provided for
tree harvesting along the entire route; however, this process will require minister
approval and is applicable to one fiscal year only. This process should be initiated as
soon as possible. Nicole indicated that the plan is for NextBridge to make contact with
the Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) holders first and then contact the MNR to advise
as to feedback received. Slash and burn permits may also be required. MNR advised
that a company called Rentex may also be interested in buying the wood for energy
production.
Nicole indicated that the Project team should look at “tourism lakes” and see if any are
located in the study area. It was noted that these areas may be identified using the
Crown Land Use Policy Atlas and the Forest Management Planning website may
provide further information.
8. Closing
Mark and Carrie thanked attendees for their time and indicated that they are looking
forward to future meetings and working with MNR staff. Carrie also indicated that
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT FIELD PROGRAM – WETLANDS
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

May 8, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time

LOCATION:

Teleconference 1- 866-602-5461 PC - 3377326#

PRESENT:

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)
Nicole Galambos – Acting Regional Planning Coordinator (One-Window Coordinator)
Melissa Rose – Regional Planning Ecologist
NextBridge Infrastructure
Carrie Wiklund – Environment Team Lead
Dillon Consulting Limited
Christie Cestra – Biologist
Joseph Carnevale – Planner

PURPOSE:

Follow-up on previous Ministry of Natural Resources district meetings to obtain further
information relating specifically to wetlands.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item
1. Safety Minute
Don’t Use Your Cell Phone While Driving – Drivers should be cautious and alert when
driving their vehicle and refrain from using their cell phone. It’s the law!
2. Introductions
Participants on the call introduced themselves.
3. Discussion on Field Work and Wetland Requirements
Christie asked Melissa to elaborate on “season of applicability” which she mentioned
during previous meetings with the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). Melissa
asked Christie what wetland protocols will be followed for the field work and whether
it includes Ecological Land Classification (ELC). Christie confirmed that ELC will be
used. Melissa indicated that applying ELC beginning in May is acceptable; however,
it may be difficult to classify wetlands with a high degree of certainty during this time
and therefore suggested waiting until the herbaceous layer appears. Christie asked if
Melissa could provide a timeframe for completing field work related to wetlands.
-1-

Action

Item
Melissa suggested mid to late-June would be ideal.
Christie indicated that the ELC Ecosites of Ontario Manual (2009) published by the
MNR indicates that the appropriate season for applying the ecosite classification is
from late May to late September for forested conditions (including swamps), bogs and
fens and late June to early September for marshes. Melissa indicated that the manual
was written to take into account all of Ontario and the timelines provided are a guide
onely; however, she suggested that field work related to wetlands occur a later than
May.
Christie indicated that one option would be to complete the field work related to
wetlands beginning in late May and include a commitment in the Environmental
Assessment (EA) Report to follow-up on wetlands that will be directly impacted by the
Project following EA submission and approval, where wetlands were studied outside
of the appropriate season. Christie indicated that the objective of the field work will be
to identify and delineate wetlands this year but to allow for additional work to be
completed following the EA. Nicole asked if this would result in data gaps in the EA.
Christie indicated that the plan would be to document wetlands potentially impacted by
the Project, provide potential impacts and mitigation measures in the EA, and then to
follow-up on some wetlands with more precise delineation prior to construction (but
after submitting the EA). Melissa indicated that she is not familiar enough with the
EA process to know if this is permitted. Nicole indicated that the MNR may not be
comfortable with this approach. Christie reiterated that the field work will include the
majority of the data to allow for the identification and assessment of Project effects
during the EA, but that we may need to revisit some of these areas to confirm wetland
boundaries. Carrie clarified that Christie is referring primarily to revisiting some
wetlands following the submission of the EA to confirm boundaries prior to
construction.
Nicole asked if the Project team will be treating all wetlands as significant. Christie
indicated that the objective will be to keep Project components outside of wetlands. If
components are proposed to be located within wetlands, that these areas will be
discussed with the MNR at a later date. Melissa asked if anything has been provided
since the last Work Plan was submitted. Christie indicated that the Work Plan is being
refined based on MNR district meetings but the wetland program will be based on the
ELC protocol. Melissa indicated that this was acceptable but that wetlands should be
documented between the middle of June and August.
Melissa requested clarification that the plan would be to complete field work relating
to wetlands beginning in May and then circle back to delineate wetlands following the
EA submission.
Joseph indicated that based on his project experience that it is very common for
additional field work to be completed following the submission of the EA. He
indicated that he has worked on many EAs for renewable energy and linear facilities
and the majority of them contain commitments to complete additional work post-EA.
Often these commitments are required to account for changes to project design based
on detailed engineering which is typically completed during the later stages of the EA
or post-submission.
Projects also often change slightly due to unforeseen
circumstances and additional field work is completed if what was already completed
during the EA did not include these areas. Nicole indicated that this approach may not
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meet the requirements of the MNR’s Class EA process.

Dillon will provide
MNR with an
updated work plan.

Nicole asked when a preliminary layout and access plan would be available. Carrie
indicated that the NextBridge engineering team is designing the line to avoid wetlands
and watercourses and are working towards a 30 m setback between wetlands and
watercourses and Project components. Nicole asked where the 30 m setback
originated from as often 120 m is used, as per provincial policy. Christie indicated that
if development is to occur within 120 m of a wetland, than as per provincial policy, the
proponent is responsible for demonstrating that there will be no negative impacts on
the features or its function. This is typically completed through an Environmental
Impact Statement or an EA, the latter in this case.
Melissa and Nicole requested a copy of the refined Work Plan. The Work Plan should
include field work protocols and should be updated per the MNR district meetings.
Christie indicated that biologists are currently flying the route and following this the
refined Work Plan will be provided.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified within one week of the
issuance of these minutes with respect to any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
Mario Buszynski, Dillon Consulting Limited
Mark Brobbel, Dillon Consulting Limited
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF TOURISM, CULTURE AND SPORT
&
MINISTRY OF NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT AND MINES
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Thursday, July 3, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:00 a.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

James Antler – Policy Advisor, Northern Policy & Planning Unit, MTCS
Susan Gammon – Northern Development Advisor, Tourism, MNDM Thunder Bay Area
Mark Melisek – Northern Development Advisor, Tourism, MNDM Sault Ste. Marie Area
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Rey Shen – Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken. Michelle asked
participants about the level of knowledge and exposure, if any, they had to the East-West
Tie Transmission Line Project to date.
Jim confirmed that he had previously reviewed the draft Terms of Reference (ToR) and
provided comments regarding tourism. His colleague, Joe Muller, reviewed the ToR and
provided comments regarding cultural heritage values. Jim noted that MTCS staff
provide input based on their individual areas of expertise (i.e., tourism and culture
separately.)
Susan will forward
Peter Benz’s email
with comments.

Susan indicated that she has had no involvement to the Project. However, her manager,
John Guerard, has been involved along with Melanie Mathieson. She also noted that
Peter Benz has been working on the energy portfolio on behalf of MNDM.
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Mark asked what the purple line illustrated on the Project Location Figure represents.
Michelle explained that purple lines represent Alternative Routes around federal lands.
Susan noted the merits in identifying an Alternative Route around the National Park.
Mark agreed that the Alternative Route appears to be reasonable due to the fact that it
generally parallels Highway 17 and can help support future development and/or
infrastructure in White River.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Tourist Outfitters
Jim asked whether any outpost camps exist in the area of the Reference Route. Mark
noted that these would likely be located north of White River. It was also noted that this
area is known as Caribou habitat. Michelle indicated that a Caribou survey was
conducted in the area and that the Project team is working with MNR to confirm all
appropriate surveys and protocols are being addressed. Jim pointed out that tourism
locations should be in the Land Information Ontario (LIO) mapping database and that
there is a layer that identifies tourism activities. Michelle noted that the Project team will
continue working with MNR to acquire the necessary data. Mark noted that there may
be tourist outfitters in the area of the University River (now called Dog River), and that
MNR should be able to confirm. Jim mentioned that MNR should also have information
on tourism values maps from forest management companies as well.
4.2. Provincial trails information

Susan to send
resources and
contact information.

Susan noted that the TransCanada Trail is to be extended from Sault Ste. Marie to
Thunder Bay – anticipated to–be completed by 2017. This was originally intended to be
a land-based trail, but will be largely water-based. Mention was made that the Voyageur
Trail Association would have designated land based trails along the north shore of Lake
Superior. Susan also noted that there is the proposed Kinghorn Rail Trail along the north
shore from Nipigon to Thunder Bay.
Jim mentioned using the Ontario Trails Council website to find relevant trails. Susan
noted that some of the organizations can likely provide more detailed information,
identify access points, and point out proposed amenity areas.
Susan made mention of conservation areas and asked specifically regarding the area
previously occupied by Buchanan Forest Products Ltd. where various proponents have
shown interest in purchasing that land. Michelle noted that the Project team is working
with MNR on identifying Alternative Routes to avoid Provincial Parks and Conservation
Reserves and has met with Lakehead Conservation to discuss Conservation Areas within
their area of jurisdiction. Any potential effects on Conservation Areas identified will be
appropriately assessed through the Environmental Assessment, in consultation with the
applicable agency.
Susan inquired about the status of First Nation consultations. Michelle noted that
NextBridge’s Aboriginal Relations team is responsible for consultation activities with
First Nations and Métis communities. It was confirmed that the Project team has met
with the Aboriginal communities that have potential to be affected by the Project. The
Reference Route (and the existing East-West Tie) crosses through two First Nation
communities, Pays Plat and Michipicoten, which will require specific access to conduct
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field studies.
Jim noted that most of his interest is in interactions with Crown lands. Jim further
mentioned that the Project team should be aware of potential effects related to flight
paths (even if the camp operator is not directly adjacent to the line, the flight path may
be).
Michelle noted that as part of the socio-economic data collection exercise, the Project
team has met with all municipalities along the line, with the exception of Nipigon, and
that they have been generally supportive and cooperative. Susan asked whether Nipigon
has been consulted with regarding the new bridge and transmission line spanning the
Nipigon River. Susan indicated that Richard Harvey, the Mayor, and Lindsay Mannila,
the CAO, may be the best contacts to get in touch with.
4.3. Viewsheds
Mark pointed out that there could be areas along the Reference Route that hold intrinsic
values which locals would know of - potentially affecting viewscapes. Michelle noted
that the Project team has been inquiring about any known points of interest or scenic
lookouts through socio-economic data collection meetings. Jim noted the potential
benefit of GIS imaging and visual simulations. Michelle indicated that visual
simulations are expected to be prepared as warranted in areas that represent a potential
conflict between the existing/proposed land use and the proposed transmission line.
Susan noted that Nipigon is working with the Ministry of Transportation on a Waterfront
Master Plan to redevelop the lookout point.
4.4. Recreation
Jim identified NOTO as a major stakeholder and wondered if the Project team has
contacted them. Michelle confirmed that we have engaged them and that they are a great
resource.
Susan pointed out that it may be to our benefit to engage in conversation with Tourism
Northern Ontario (specifically RTO 13). Jim added that RTO 13, which comprises the
majority of northern Ontario, is divided into 3 sub-regions (13A – northeastern Ontario,
13B – Algoma area and 13C – northwestern Ontario/west of White River). He noted that
the RTO plays a leading role in marketing, product development, workforce
development, and investment attraction, whereas NOTO is more involved from an
advocacy perspective.
Jim pointed that it is always a challenge to balance the two competing interests regarding
access: road based camps versus fly-in camps. Michelle indicated that NextBridge
intends to use existing access roads to the greatest extent possible, leaving the least
permanent impact on the landscape as possible. Jim noted that telling operators this
information (that construction will be done largely by helicopter in areas where access is
difficult) will be well received by tourism operators.
Jim asked whether the Project doubles the capacity of the line. Michelle confirmed that
it does increase the capacity of the line and that further technical details are available on
the NextBridge website. She clarified that the existing line will continue to operate and
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that the proposed line is expected to add electrical infrastructure capacity. For example,
it was recognized that there is interest in renewable projects, but they cannot be approved
due to capacity restrictions, which this Project can improve.
4.5. Data availability
A few online data sources were discussed and participants noted that additional
information would be provided via email.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
None.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge.
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NextBridge is really grateful for the time everyone took and the input provided.
NextBridge will circulate meeting minutes.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Joseph Carnevale or Michelle McCarthy should be notified within one week of the
issuance of these minutes with respect to any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present
Mario Buszynski, Dillon Consulting Limited
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
PARKS CANADA MEETING NOTES
DATE:

July 17, 2014

TIME:

1:00 to 2:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call

PRESENT:

Mark Yeates – Environmental Assessment Specialist (Ottawa)
Sylvio (Hoss) Pelletier - Visitor Experience Product Development Officer (Nipigon)
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon (Toronto)
Ashley North – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon (Toronto)

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken. Michelle noted that
the purpose of this call is to specifically discuss the Lake Superior National Marine
Conservation Area (NMCA) as it pertains to the Project.
Both Mark and Sylvio indicated that they have some familiarity with the Project. Sylvio
attended the December Open House in Nipigon. Mark was a part of the Parks Canada
meetings regarding Pukaskwa National Park.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Status of Lake Superior NMCA
Michelle indicated that there are two areas where the Reference Route crosses the Lake
Superior NMCA: at Nipigon River and just east of Terrace Bay at Jackfish Bay. Based
on this, Michelle asked for clarification on the status of this NMCA. Mark indicated that
the land transfer from the Province to the Federal government is still being finalized. He
noted that although the timelines are unpredictable, it is anticipated to be finalized by the
construction stage of the Project. Mark also indicated that NMCA legislation has been
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Action
Mark to provide
final draft IMP.

Item
approved by the House and that the Interim Management Plan (IMP) is in the final draft
stage.

Mark to provide
contact to discuss
permitting.

Michelle asked what extent of land would be transferred to the federal government and
inquired about potential permitting requirements. Mark stated that it is generally the high
water mark and the airspace above the Lake Superior NMCA. With respect to permits,
Mark said that he would have to check to be sure. He anticipated that either an easement
or a full exclusion from the Lake Superior NMCA lands would be reasonable. If the area
of the new transmission like is excluded from the Lake Superior NMCA, Parks Canada
would not have jurisdiction in this area. Michelle asked what sort of fee would be
required. Mark stated that there would be a rental fee similar to the existing East-West
Tie through Pukaskwa Park. Michelle asked for a contact in the federal lands department
for permitting.

Michelle to confirm
anticipated tower
placement at
LSNMCA crossing
east of Terrace Bay.

In regards to the existing East-West Tie crossing east of Terrace Bay, Mark indicated
that he was not sure if those lands had been surveyed out of the proposed Lake Superior
NMCA area. Michelle stated that the proposed Project would likely span this area, with
a tower on each side. Mark asked what type of shoreline buffer would be applied.
Michelle stated that towers are typically offset from each other by approximately 400 m,
and that topography and other environmental constraints may necessitate a specific
setback from a feature. Mark stated that an approach similar to the existing Hydro One
Networks Inc. line would probably be used. Michelle noted that the Engineering Team
would have a preliminary idea of where towers are expected to be placed at this crossing.

4.2. Implications of Crossing the Lake Superior NMCA
Michelle asked about the status of regulations once the land is transferred. Mark stated
that they have not yet been developed and it is important to note that there are different
regulatory guidelines for parks, conservation reserves, and NMCAs. Mark stated that
Parks Canada would likely be less concerned if the towers are placed on bedrock and
offset from watercourses.
Mark to provide
contact for Federal
SARA permitting
requirements.

Mark noted that once the land is transferred the Federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) will
pally. Michelle asked if this would mostly cover aquatic creatures. Mark stated that it
would also include birds. Michelle asked if Mark could provide a contact for the Federal
SARA. Michelle asked about the possible implications of the transfer taking place at a
later date when the EA is complete and submitted or approved. Mark noted that this
would not likely be an issued and coordination would be required in the event that the
Lake Superior NMCA does come into effect (i.e., lands are transferred) prior to or during
construction of the East-West Tie.
4.3. Trail Network in the Area
Mark stated that Ray Boudreau (Manager of the Lake Superior NMCA) was interested in
potential effects of the East-West Tie on trail development. Sylvio stated that at the
Nipigon Open House he was talking to a Project team member about local trail
development. Specifically, he shared that the local initiatives to improve trails have a
direct impact on the ability of the NMCA to positively engage visitors. Sylvio stated that
one area in particular – the junction right of the EWT to a logging road by Muzakama
Bay is actively being improved by local groups. Provincial funding is expected to be
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plan for north shore
communities
(completed).
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allocated to this initiative within the year to enhance the trails and make this a premier
trail destination. This trail development project also involves Pays Plat First Nation.
Sylvio emphasized the value of the trails in this area.
Michelle asked if Parks Canada (or their affiliates/colleagues) can provide shapefiles of
the specific areas and trails of interest. Sylvio stated that he could send a Google Earth
file of the identified trails information. Mark suggested that MNR may have some of this
information. Michelle stated that NextBridge has a Data Sharing Agreement with MNR
and would attempt to receive the information through that means as well. Michelle
asked if these trails go through the Conservation Reserve. Sylvio said that yes, it goes
through Ruby Lake Provincial Park and Kama Hills Conversation Reserve. Sylvio also
noted that a Trails Master Plan was recently developed by local communities along the
north shore to identify future trail development.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Sylvio asked about what is considered the study area. Michelle explained a preliminary
study area has been established for the Project which includes approximately 500 m on
either side of the ROW. Field crews are conducting work within 50 m on either side of
the proposed route. A regional study area will also be used to assess potential effects on
certain species or features, as appropriate (e.g., caribou).
Mark asked if the project team has been in discussion with the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) regarding caribou. Michelle stated that NextBridge has been working
with MNR and that a caribou survey was conducted in winter 2014.
6. ADDITIONAL CORRESPONDENCE
Following this meeting, Dillon had further correspondence with Mark, which indicated
the following:
The realty rep (based in Halifax) stated that until the Park is established, any permitting
and permissions would be through the authorizing jurisdiction for the lands (MNR).
Should the construction begin prior to the lands transfer, we would simply need a letter
of permission from the Parks Superintendent.
Should the land transfer happen during construction, or after, these permissions would
simply be transferred to the Feds. No new authorizing documents would be required,
except that the Federal SARA would now apply. He suggested that current lenses should
include Prov. and Fed. SARA.
Should the lands be transferred while we are awaiting approval from current authorizing
jurisdiction, a federal EA may be triggered. In this case, due to their ongoing
participation, Parks Canada would be in a position to endorse and adopt the results of the
Provincial EA.
Mark indicated that there were currently no concerns from his perspective and was
confident that there would not be any surprises to the Project since Parks Canada
representatives would be a part of ongoing consultation/review.
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In regards to the Interim Management Statement, the document was released for
consultation, but it is now considered confidential while it undergoes Ministerial
review/approval.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge.
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Thursday, September 4, 2014
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1:30 – 3:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Emily Hawkins – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Steve Bobrowicz – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Carrie Wiklund - NextBridge
Mario Buszynski – Dillon
Mark Brobbel – Dillon
Daniel Knee – Dillon
Christie Cestra – Dillon

PURPOSE:

To discuss background fisheries information and discuss potential impacts and mitigation
opportunities related to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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1. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
2. DISCUSSION
2.1. MNRF project team approach
Regarding the organization of Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) staff,
Emily is the one-window contact for communications. Regional leads by subject area
have been assigned – Steve is the fisheries lead. Leads have also been assigned for
Species-at-risk (SAR), Natural Heritage, Parks and Protected Areas, and Lands.
Regional leads are responsible for collection information from district biologists and
sharing that with the NextBridge team, as appropriate.

2.2. Update/confirmation of proposed fisheries field work, impact assessment
and proposed standard mitigation
Impact assessment and mitigation measures are being developed through the course of
the Environmental Assessment and as field data is received.
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Fisheries field work is underway, with approximately 300 watercourse crossings
assessed to date. The majority of assessments are complete with exception of alternative
routes around First Nation lands and areas where helicopter access is required. The field
crew is currently in Wawa and will work on both alternative routes around First Nations
reserves shortly.
Field work is being conducted based on methodology provided to MNRF in the Spring.
Fish community assessments have not yet been undertaken. The Project team is awaiting
access road information to determine where select fish community assessments may be
needed.
2.3. Review of impacts and mitigations for water-crossing requirements

Concerns around potential impacts to fisheries are focused on the construction phase.
MNRF has limited fisheries inventory information for flowing waters. In light of the new
provincial timing windows developed to coincide with changes to the Fisheries Act,
temperature regime-based timing windows have now been replaced by species-based
timing windows. Lack of access to species information for this Project will result in a
narrow in-water work period. Running machinery (i.e., fording) through creeks and
increased access for anglers have also been noted as concerns.
Steve has learned from colleagues that there are potential concerns around groundwater
flow patterns due to exploratory bore holes and installation of tower foundations.
Particular concern was noted around the Brook Trout Triangle and the Dorion Fish
Culture Station.
MNRF guidance and expertise will be sought from the forest industry on mitigation. The
best guidance will likely come from the Stand and Site Guide (provided by MNRF with
meeting agenda).
Inconsistencies between construction and forestry operations will need to be addressed
collaboratively.
Regarding the Ministry’s typical requirement to remove culverts and bridges before the
spring freshet, Steve explained that on newly constructed forest access roads, the
proponent is typically required to decommission the road after operations are complete.
Regarding gated roads, questions should be deferred to the MNRF lands team. The
Wawa district has gone through extensive land use planning exercises in the last 10
years, which have addressed gating issues. Rules exist around what areas are allowed to
be gated. Thunder Bay and Nipigon districts have not gone through similar exercises.
Existing roads, whether gated or not, should remain as is. However, policies for new
roads.

2.4. Clearing and grubbing considerations and guidance, including potential
impacts to brook trout
Available information in LIO (ARA layer) is most up to date but does not account for all
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watercourses. Some critical Brook Trout habitats are small, cold water seeps that provide
spawning and nursery habitat. Due to their small size, some of these watercourses do not
appear on maps. Some MNRF staff have used TOPO models to predict their locations.
However, because most of the line parallels the existing corridor, concerns are present
regarding the accuracy of the models in light of existing impacts to groundwater flow.
Regarding mapping generated from the model that Dillon may use, Steve noted that a
spatial model has been created and that Rob Mackareth may have published papers on
the topic.
Concern was also expressed regarding the physical impact of machinery and
corresponding work in the water. It was mentioned that when small Brook Trout waters
are found in forest operations, impacts can be mitigated by minimizing crossings, using
portable bridges, and constraining operations to winter months.

Steve to send Dillon
publications
regarding the models
for seeps

Impacts were noted to be small on an individual basis, but cumulative impacts on the
resources are to be considered. Steve expressed that it is difficult to assess and measure
this significance.
NextBridge/ Dillon explained that Environmental Inspectors will be present during
construction to identify features that have not been mapped or easily identifiable to a
construction crew. An Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) will also be developed.
Mario outlined the typical construction process of transmission lines.
Tree clearing work will be conducted in the winter using standard forestry equipment.
Attempt has been made to develop a plan with Sustainable Forest Licences (SFLs) such
that they can adapt cutting to where wood will be cleared. SFLs would be cleared based
on practices in the Forest Management Plans (FMP). Steve expressed concerns around
forestry operations, especially with regard to work in water (include fording). Cold water
window occurs from mid-June to early September, which does not align with winter inwater work. Mitigation strategies will need to be developed, such as building ice bridges
in the winter.

Steve to send Dillon
graduate thesis
containing fisheries
species data

It was noted that most of the tributaries to Lake Superior between Thunder Bay and
Marathon can be assumed to be cold. The eastern half of the project, where it deviates
inland presents a higher likelihood for watercourses to not be cold. This presents
flexibility to the in-water work period for the Project; however, MNRF is most datadeficient in this area. Steve will acquire a copy of the graduate thesis containing fisheries
species data.
2.5. Brook Trout Triangle
The Brook Trout Triangle is a polygon that includes an area of lake-spawning Brook
Trout. The greatest problem inland lake spawning individuals face is introduced species
(e.g. anglers bring in non-native species to use as bait) Land use designation changes are
being explored such that it precludes new roads or access to these lakes. The Project
crosses the bottom of the Brook Trout Triangle including Little Hilma Lake. The concern
is regarding the use of new access roads by anglers as well as impacts of bore hole
testing on groundwater and Little Hilma Lake. Management considerations for this area
are still in the development phase.
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2.6. Lake Sturgeon
Steve does not believe Lake Sturgeon will be a concern for the EWT Project. Lake
Sturgeon can be found in the Pic, Nipigon, Gravel and Michipicoten Rivers but not likely
present in tributaries near the inland portion of the route.
2.7. Significant aquatic areas that MNRF has identified.
It was mentioned that two tributaries on the east end of Lake Superior have unique
spawning of Lake Trout, but MNRF is not concerned given the nature/ location of the
Project. Black Sturgeon River is a project that has been on MNRF’s radar the last several
years. There is a project is to remove the dam in the immediate vicinity of the hydro
corridor to rehabilitate spawning habitat for Sturgeon and Walleye that inhabit Black Bay
and spawn in the river. Other activities in the area include the twinning of the
TransCanada highway and a pipeline (TCPL) project. Concern was raised regarding the
cumulative impacts of heavy clearing and construction in a short period of time, further
compounded by the EWT Project. Further consideration must be given to how
cumulative impacts are understood and evaluated.
2.8. Coaster brook trout information, including known coaster brook trout
nursery area

Steve to follow up
with Lake Unit
about Coaster Brook
Trout Mapping

It was noted that the only areas with reasonable populations are in Nipigon (Nipigon
Bay) and one area in the USA. Brook Trout streams with access to Nipigon Bay are of
particular concern, and as such, will be the most scrutinized of any cold water streams
that flow into the north shore of Lake Superior. Steve will look for updated research and
mapping to share with Dillon. Coaster Brook Trout areas will attract more stakeholder
scrutiny.
2.9. Local fisheries, known sensitive areas, and any physical or biological
characteristics of the Upper Great Lakes Management Unit
Local fisheries of concern include the Coaster Brook Trout in Lake Superior around
Nipigon.
It was noted that a stakeholder group is interested in Walleye rehabilitation in Black
Sturgeon River.
The Red Rock Indian Band is very vocal particularly in relation to projects concerning
the Nipigon and Black Sturgeon Rivers.
The Steelhead Association of Thunder Bay is very active and will be interested in a
number of rivers between Thunder Bay and Marathon (including Black Sturgeon,
Nipigon, Steel, Pic, Wolf, Jackfish, Gravel, Little Gravel, and others) It was noted that
rivers east of Pic River generally experience less fishing due to the lack of access around
Pukaskwa Park.
The MNRF’s position is that all Crown waters are considered recreational fisheries, and
should be considered a fishery for the purpose of the Fisheries Act.
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3.

OTHER BUSINESS

None

ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge

-5-

East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND FORESTRY
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

September 19, 2014

TIME:

1:30 – 3:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Emily Hawkins – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
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To discuss Endangered Species Act (ESA) legislation and its coordination with EA, how
to evaluate and mitigate potential impacts to Species at Risk (SAR), review of MNRF
comments to the Natural Environmental Field Work Plan, and the SAR Summary Table.
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1. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
2. DISCUSSION
2.1. ESA Legislation & Coordination with EA
Todd noted that in an ideal situation while completing an Environmental Assessment
(EA), a proponent will collect information relevant to SAR including what species are
present. This allows for the identification of methods to mitigate potential impacts on
species. All background information needed to submit an Information Gathering Form
(IGF) should be in the EA though further discussion may be required on what is required
for overall benefits (if and when a permit is required). If a proponent hasn’t confirmed
what species are present during the EA, more field work may be required which can lead
to project delays.
Christie noted that ideally all surveys of SAR would have been completed in 2014;
however, there were circumstances that precluded SAR surveys from taking place,
including seasonal constraints and access issues. The overall strategy for incorporating
SAR into the EA is to map potential habitats for SAR using background data and field
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data we have collected, and where appropriate assign potentials to the habitats (i.e., high
potential in areas where species is likely to be, medium potential in area where species
may be, and low potential in areas where species is not likely to be). A commitment
would be made to complete SAR surveys to confirm presence or absence in 2015. The
EA would include a discussion of potential impacts and suitable mitigation measures,
and commitments to obtain permits or register activities would be made, as appropriate.
The Project team would submit detailed habitat mapping to the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) as a supplementary (and confidential) document, as we
are not able to include this level of detail in the EA. Todd agreed that habitat mapping
should not be included in the EA due to sensitivity.
Emily asked if the Project team is committing to completing presence/absence surveys.
Christie stated that the Project team is committing to surveys in 2015. It was discussed
that surveys will occur where representative habitat exists, subject to site access, and
species have the potential to exist and be impacted by the Project. Todd agreed with this
approach and noted that there is potential that delays to the project can occur due to this
approach.
Emily noted that public and First Nation input need to be considered as groups may not
approve of this approach. MNRF wants to ensure that the public’s concerns are
addressed. Todd noted that in past projects the public expressed concern about perceived
data gaps related to SAR which resulted in delays. Emily asked what the Terms of
Reference (ToR) states in relation to SAR. Mario noted that the ToR has been followed
and that commitments will be followed including permitting later on in the process.
2.2. Discussion on Bats (Eastern Small-footed Bat, Little Brown Bat and
Northern Myotis)
Christie noted that six potential hibernacula have been identified near the Project by
MNRF, including sites that are both verified and unverified. It has been noted that there
are 16 abandoned mine sites near the Project, which may or may not be potential
hibernacula. Christie noted that no Project impacts to potential hibernacula are
anticipated since Project components will be located outside of caves, mine shafts, adits
and stopes, and clearing will take place in winter.

Todd will confirm
with Leslie what
MNRF uses as
criteria for assessing
potential
hibernacula.

Christie asked what criteria MNRF uses when determining if abandoned mines are
potential hibernacula. Todd noted that Leslie (of MNRF) did a tour to assess potential
hibernacula. Todd indicated that he does not have a lot of detail of what was assessed but
believes that depth was a major factor. Todd agreed that this Project is a low risk to
potential hibernacula.
Mario noted that bat boxes have been identified on some of the mine shafts and Dillon
will be supplied with a list of abandoned mines within 500 m of the transmission line.
Dillon will be meeting with the Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM)
and reports will be provided about each of the abandoned mines.
Christie noted that in terms of roosting habitat and maternal roost colonies, direct
impacts to the species are not anticipated, as winter clearing is proposed. Christie also
noted that bats are SAR due to White Nose Syndrome, not because habitat is limited, and
that the removal of a relatively thin strip of vegetation which may contain some trees
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used by bats is not a limiting factor for this species across the landscape. Todd noted that
the Project should not result in a contravention of Section 9 of the ESA, but that a
potential issue may result from removing habitat. There is little flexibility in the
definitions of “damage” or “destroy” under the ESA. Roosts may be considered
Category 1 habitat. By cutting down trees, habitat is removed. Todd stated that there is a
possibility of getting an exemption for this Project, but that NextBridge may be required
to follow policy even if habitat is widely available.
Mike noted that presence/absence surveys for bats have been designed for smaller
projects and asked Todd’s position on surveys on this larger Project.

Dillon to identify
preliminary suitable
habitat for bats.

Todd noted that forest stand units that have a high potential of being habitat could be
identified. The first step would be a screening to filter out suitable habitat such as
mature, mixed-wood poplar, then come up with a plan for confirming presence/absence.
Rob asked if it was known if the Sault wind farm was potential or confirmed bat habitat.
His understanding is that all known roosts in northern Ontario are in buildings. Todd
noted that natural roosts have been found in northern Ontario but they are incredibly
difficult to find so they have not been identified as easily as buildings.

Todd to provide bat
survey protocols.

Emily suggested that Dillon identify habitat to determine how many suitable areas there
are and then discuss 2015 surveys at that point. Christie requested bat survey protocols
which Todd indicated are currently in Draft form.
2.3. Species Potentially Impacted by the Project
Moving forward in discussing species in the Species at Risk Summary Table prepared by
Dillon, Christie noted that no species at risk were observed during 2014 field activities
except for an incidental observation of White Pelican. All species records discussed in
that table are from background review, secondary sources or consultation.
Flooded Jellyskin
Christie identified that habitat in the form of deciduous swamps and river banks exist in
the Project Study Area. Christie noted that Project components are not planned to be in
wetlands thus impacts to this species are not anticipated; however, surveys would be
required prior to construction if a Project component was placed in a wetland. Todd
agreed with this approach.

Todd to follow-up
with MNRF staff to
confirm suitability
of provincial
protocol and habitat
description for whippoor-will.
Todd to provide
location of whippoor-will

Eastern Whip-poor-will
Christie requested clarity on Whip-poor-will protocol and habitat description in northern
Ontario, as Dillon has received conflicting guidance from MNRF. Christie asked if
MNRF can confirm that the provincial protocol is suitable for northern Ontario. Todd
will follow up with other MNRF staff to confirm details.
Christie noted that Dillon will be mapping potential habitats and assigning a potential to
those units. It is anticipated that high potential habitat will be found in the Dorion area,
medium potential in the burn areas near White River, and that the rest of potential habitat
in the Project Study Area would be low potential. Surveys in 2015 would be prioritized
accordingly (i.e, more surveys in high potential, and less surveys in low potential). Todd
agreed that this is a reasonable approach. He also noted that there are Whip-poor-will in
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occurrences in
Wawa.

the Wawa area and cautions against discounting the Wawa area though he does not know
the exact location. He can try to provide this information if applicable.

Todd to confirm if a
permit or
registration would
be required if habitat
is only impacted for
one year.

Bobolink
Christie stated that suitable potential habitat for Bobolink may exist in the Dorion area
but that surveys could not be completed in 2014 due to access restrictions. No direct
impacts to the species are anticipated as clearing will take place in the winter; however,
there is potential that impacts to the habitat may occur. Christie said that this could be
dealt with through the registration process as long as the area impacted is less than 30
hectares. Todd agreed. Christie asked if a permit or registration would be required if
habitat is only impacted as a result of construction for one year? Todd noted that what is
required under the registration process is very specific and that a permit may be easier if
construction creates potential impacts. He noted that overall benefit requirements may be
smaller than registration requirements in this scenario.
Barn Swallow
Christie noted that Barn Swallow have not been observed and that habitat would most
likely be found in man-made structures (although this species does nest in cliffs as well).
Christie stated that suitable structures that may provide habitat would be searched prior
to construction and that the activity would be registered if a nest was found (and if that
nest needed to be removed). Todd agreed with this approach.
Bank Swallow
Christie noted that Bank Swallow have not been identified in the Project area but are
known to be in pits/quarries; however, areas within the Project Study Area where open
sand and gravel pits are located did not support habitat or evidence of Bank Swallow.
Through secondary sources, they have been identified on the Pic River and there is
potential on Magpie, Nipigon, Gravel, and Grey Rivers. Christie said that direct impacts
to the species would not occur as Project components would have a setback from the
edge of the bank. There are higher concerns for pits/quarries.
Todd noted that it should be easy to avoid this species if they are present and that
pit/quarry operators would be responsible for species within those areas. Emily asked
about Project details being incorporated into the EA and stated that new pits/quarries
should be included in the EA. Mario referenced the wind farm in Dorion as an example
of approach and noted that the preference will be to use existing pits/quarries.
Eastern Cougar
Christie said that there is potential for the Eastern Cougar to exist; however, no impacts
are anticipated based on existing disturbance in the area and the amount of habitat in the
larger landscape. Todd agreed with this approach.
Grey Fox
Christie said that there is potential for the Grey Fox habitat along the western Project
area but that the species is a generalist and no impacts are anticipated. There is suitable
habitat in the larger landscape and the species is tolerant of human disturbance. Todd
agreed and mentioned den sites but noted that no information is available.
2.4. Species with no Anticipated Impact by Project
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Pitcher’s Thistle
Areas of the Project Study Area that cross the shoreline were visited and it was
determined that suitable habitat does not exist as there was no sandy shoreline or dune
grasslands. Shores were rocky, shrubby riparian areas, cliffs or small marshes. Todd
agreed.
Golden Eagle
The Golden Eagle breeds in the Hudson Bay lowlands (100’s of kilometres away from
the Project) and the Project is located well outside the species’ breeding range. Any
species observations would be of migrating individuals. As a result, the Project would
not have impacts on this species or its habitat. Emily inquired as to whether migrating
birds might collide with the transmission line. Todd said he was not familiar with
migration routes. Christie said that if collisions were a concern, it could be argued that
the existing transmission line already exists therefore this is not a new risk associated
with this Project alone. Todd agreed with this approach.
Red Knot
Christie stated that this Project is located well outside of the breeding range and stopover
areas for the species, and that any individuals would be migratory. As a result it is not
anticipated that this Project would impact this species or its habitat. Todd agreed.
Chimney Swift
Historically, this species’ range extended into the area of the Project; however currently
the majority of individuals are found in the GTA, and none are known to exist in the
north. This species and its habitat will not be impacted by the Project. Todd agreed.
Least Bittern
The Project is located outside of this species’ range. Further, project components will be
located outside of wetlands, therefore, impacts to this species or habitat are not
anticipated. Todd agreed.
Loggerhead Shrike
This species is a prairie bird. Suitable habitat (such as prairies or large grassy areas) do
not exist in the area of the Project, therefore impacts to this species or its habitat are not
anticipated. Todd agreed.

Todd to determine
what is meant by
“territorial district”
in the regulated
habitat description
for American White
Pelican.

American White Pelican
Christie said there are two main breeding areas for this species: Lake of the Woods and
Lake Nipigon. Secondary nesting sites occur on the north shore, and are likely restricted
to islands on Lake Superior that are located outside of the Local Study Area. Five
individuals were incidentally observed by field staff swimming on the Nipigon River;
however juveniles and nests were not observed. It is not anticipated that impacts to this
species or its habitat will occur as a result of this Project. Todd agreed.
Christie stated that regulated habitat exists for this species in the territorial districts of
Kenora, Rainy River, and Thunder Bay. Christie asked for clarity on the term “territorial
districts”. Todd said he would find out.
Wolverine
Christie said this Project is located outside of this species’ range, and that the nearest
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observation during extensive surveys between 2003 and 2010 was 150 km north of the
Project. It is not anticipated that impacts to this species or its habitat will occur as a
result of this Project. Todd agreed.

Todd to confirm if
there are Wood
Turtle concerns in
the area of the
Project.

Wood Turtle
Christie said this species was identified on the Wawa district SAR list, which includes
the geographic District of Algoma where this species is known to occur and where
regulated habitat exists. Christie noted that there is no evidence to suggest that this
species will occur as far north as this Project. It is not anticipated that impacts to this
species or its habitat will occur as a result of this Project. Todd agreed.
Rusty-patched Bumblebee
Christie said this Project is located well outside of the extent of known habitat for this
species (only occur near the Pinery Provincial Park), and that the single occurrence of
this species in this area was a specimen collected in 1915. It is not anticipated that
impacts to this species or its habitat will occur as a result of this Project. Todd agreed.
Lake Sturgeon and Shortjaw Cisco
Through discussions with Steve Bobrowicz, it was stated that MNRF does not anticipate
impacts to these species or their habitat as impacts on large rivers used by these species
due to the Project are not anticipated.
Todd asked whether fish surveys have been completed. Mark noted that surveys will be
completed in 2015 in select areas where access road/crossing improvements are required.
2.5. Species that Likely Do Not Exist in Project Area
Henslow’s Sparrow
This species was identified through a review of the Algoma Forest Management Plan
(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This Project is located
outside of this species range, and the closest recorded breeding occurrence is more than
300 km south of the Project on the Bruce Peninsula. As a result, this species will not be
present, and will not be further considered in the EA. Todd agreed.
King Rail
This species was identified through a review of the Algoma Forest Management Plan
(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This Project is located
outside of this species range, and the closest recorded breeding occurrence is more than
300 km south of the Project on the Bruce Peninsula. As a result, this species will not be
present, and will not be further considered in the EA. Todd agreed.
American Badger
This species was identified through a review of the Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint
(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This species is not known
to occur in the area of the Project, and the closest recorded occurrence is 70 km south of
the Project near the United States border. As a result, this species will not be present,
and will not be further considered in the EA. Todd agreed.
Blanding’s Turtle
This species was identified through a review of the Algoma Forest Management Plan
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(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This Project is located
outside of this species range, and the closest recorded occurrence is 250 km southeast of
Wawa. Todd noted that we may need to reconsider Blanding’s Turtle as a recent
occurrence near Manitouwadge has been recorded. Todd also noted that Project
development will occur outside of wetlands therefore no impacts are anticipated, even if
Blanding’s Turtle exist in this area.
Redside Dace
This species was identified through a review of the Algoma Forest Management Plan
(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This Project is located
outside of this species range, and the closest recorded occurrence is more than 200 km
south of the Project. As a result, this species will not be present, and will not be further
considered in the EA. Todd agreed.
Shortnose Cisco
This species was identified through a review of the Algoma Forest Management Plan
(which has a very large range beyond the area of the Project). This Project is located
outside of this species range, and the closest recorded occurrence is more than 300 km
south of the Project. As a result, this species will not be present, and will not be further
considered in the EA. Todd agreed.
Aurora Trout
This species is no longer listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List, therefore the
species is no longer considered a Species at Risk under the Endangered Species Act.

3.
Emily to let Dillon
know if regular calls
regarding SAR
between Christie and
Todd will be
allowed.
Todd to follow-up
with MNRF
colleagues re:
caribou.

FUTURE CORRSPONDENCE/MEETINGS

Dillon proposed that a weekly or bi-weekly conference call between Christie and Todd
be set up in order to regularly discuss SAR issues and to review mapping for continuous
MNRF input during the EA process. Emily said she would follow up with her managers
regarding MNRFs availability. Christie said if they need to be less frequent they would
still be of value.
It was discussed whether caribou representatives will be involved in the upcoming
caribou-specific call. Todd will reach out to MNRF colleagues to determine their
involvement on the call.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Christie Cestra should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge.
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND FORESTRY
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

September 23, 2014

TIME:

1:30 – 2:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Emily Hawkins – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Todd Copeland – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Carrie Wiklund – NextBridge Infrastructure
Robert Foster– Northern Bioscience
Christie Cestra – Dillon Consulting Limited
Mario Buszynski – Dillon Consulting Limited

PURPOSE:

To discuss Woodland Caribou specific to the East – West Tie Transmission Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item
1. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves.
2. DISCUSSION
2.1. Overview of Work Completed To Date

Todd to confirm
with other MNRF
staff that additional
field work is not
required.
Todd to confirm if
the draft
management plans
for the coastal and
continuous ranges
can be shared with

Rob provided a summary of field work completed to date for the East – West Tie
Transmission Project (the Project). An aerial survey was conducted in March 2014 along
1 km transects where the proposed Project overlaps the coastal range, using the same
methodology currently used in Pukaskwa National Park. The intent of this survey was to
provide baseline data which are currently lacking in the coastal range. A desktop
exercise will be completed in the coming months using other data and sources, which
will consider Caribou across the entire Project in both the coastal and discontinuous
ranges. As the probability of detecting Caribou is very low, the focus moving forward
will be desktop work rather than field work.
Rob discussed that comments were received from the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF) in the summer suggesting additional field work may be needed for this
Project. Todd stated he had not heard comments of this nature from his colleagues, but
that he would confirm this. Todd agreed that the Project team needs to focus on desktop
work for the remainder of the Environmental Assessment (EA).
Status of Management Direction for the Discontinuous and Coastal Range
Rob stated there is a draft management plan for the discontinuous range and asked Todd
if the Project team could have a copy. Todd also said there is a draft management plan
-1-

Action

Item

Project team.

for the coastal range as well.
2.2. Overview of Applicable Caribou Guidance and Tools

Todd to compile a
list of Caribou
documents
applicable to the
Project.

Caribou Documents
Todd said there are a number of documents related to Caribou that may be applicable to
the Project such as the Best Management Practices for Renewable Energy, Energy
Infrastructure and Energy Transmission Activities and Woodland Caribou
in Ontario. Rob stated he is likely aware of all of them, but would appreciate a list.
Mario provided a description to Todd as to where the Project is proposed to twin existing
linear infrastructure. Mario also confirmed the Project is largely confined to within an
existing disturbed footprint (i.e., there is an existing impact).

Todd to follow up
with Caribou Policy
Section and get a
commitment with
them as to if they
will complete habitat
mapping in the near
future (and provide a
commitment as to
when this will be
complete).
Carrie to confirm
the most recent
route, and resend
shapefile to Emily.
Carrie to provide
existing roads and
trails shapefile to
Emily.

Caribou Screening Tool
Rob asked if MNRF could run the proposed line through their Caribou Screening Tool
(CST), if a shapefile was provided. Todd said that MNRF can likely do that; however,
he thinks the CST was designed for the continuous range and cautioned that the tool may
not work as well for the discontinuous range.
Todd asked if MNRF has the most up to date shapefiles. Carrie indicated MNRF had
been provided with the most recent routes in early September. Carrie clarified that the
shapefile does not include access roads, laydown areas, staging, construction camps, etc.,
as there areas are still being developed. Rob stated that in terms of quantification of
habitat, the details of these areas may not be needed if they are within the 500 metre
disturbed buffer; however components located beyond the 500 metre disturbed buffer
will impact the output of the CST.
Emily inquired as to what the level of effort will be to run the CST. Rob stated this takes
approximately 10-15 minutes; however, additional effort may be required to ensure that
recent roads, trails, and other disturbance have been incorporated into the CST base
layers. Carrie stated that NextBridge has a shapefile that contains all existing roads and
trails coming off the TransCanada Highway. Carrie cautioned this is not the access plan;
rather, it captures existing roads and trails.
Habitat Characterization
Rob inquired as to whether MNRF will characterize habitat as Category 1, 2, or 3, or if
MNRF expects the proponent to do this. Todd stated MNRF can likely do this, but
encouraged the Project team to do this as well. Todd stated that the general habitat
description for Caribou does not fit well in the discontinuous range, thus this will result
in some challenges when habitat mapping. This is further compounded by a lack of
collaring data in the discontinuous range. Todd is working with the Caribou section on
how to map habitat categories in the discontinuous range, and will provide the Project
team with direction when he is able to. For example, Todd suggested that within the
Discontinuous Range travel corridors might be Category 1, whereas corridors might be
Category 2 or 3 in the Coastal Range, with calving/nursery areas being Category 1.
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Action

Item

2.3. Discussion of Caribou Habitat Modeling

Todd to confirm if a
seamless FRI
coverage is
available.

Todd to confirm
what model the
Project team should
use.

Todd stated he is working with the Caribou Section to determine what MNRF currently
has. Rob stated that apart from habitat characterization (which MNRF may or may not
do), habitat mapping can be done using a model and Forest Resource Inventory (FRI)
data. Rob stated that if MNRF's FRI-based caribou habitat model that is used in forest
management planning is not deemed appropriate, it would be appreciated if MNRF
provided an alternative model. If FRI models are appropriate, Rob asked if MNRF could
provide a complete, seamless FRI coverage as this will assist the Project team in
completing habitat mapping and will assist MNRF in their review.
Rob asked if MNRF wants the Project team to use standardized caribou habitat models,
or a coastal-specific model (i.e., one that included a higher proportion of balsam fir).
Todd was unsure and said he would follow up.
2.4. Potential Permitting Requirements
Todd stated that it is early in the Project to determine if a permit under the Endangered
Species Act is required. Habitat mapping needs to be completed first to provide
information as to what type of habitat the Project crosses. Todd thinks the Project team
can likely avoid a permit; however, this is to be confirmed based on habitat mapping.
Carrie inquired as to when MNRF can confirm if a permit will be required. Todd stated
that if the EA is submitted in the winter as planned, MNRF should have enough
information at that time to determine if a permit is required.
2.5. Federal Caribou Considerations

Carrie to confirm
on a federal level
that additional
requirement are not
necessary.

Through discussions with the Caribou Policy Section, Todd understands that as long as
Environment Canada is satisfied that so long as the Project and MNRF follow the
Endangered Species Act, federal Caribou considerations will also be covered.

3.

Other Topics

Rob asked if MNRF could provide guidance on how "twinning" is defined and viewed
by MNRF, particularly with respect to potential impacts on Woodland Caribou. For
example: is twinning defined as:
 Within the right of way (ROW) of the existing transmission line;
 Outside the existing ROW but within the 500 metre disturbance buffer of the
existing ROW;
 Outside the 500 metre buffer but immediately adjacent
 Within 1 km of the existing 500 metre buffer, etc.
Emily asked if Carrie has followed up with the NextBridge team on the Project’s
schedule. Carrie stated that the NextBridge team is working on it, and will send that
information to Emily as soon as she can.
-3-

Action

Item
Christie asked if an Information Gathering Form (IGF) will be required if the EA
contains all of the information required in an IGF. Todd said that an IGF would be
required.
Emily confirmed that Todd and Christie can work together to have one on one “in the
weeds” discussions regarding species at risk moving forward. Christie will be required
to submit a summary of these discussions (which has been reviewed by Todd) following
these discussions. Other one on one discussions may be permitted between Christie and
other MNRF leads at Emily’s and Carrie’s discretion.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Christie Cestra should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present.
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TO All attendees

DATE January 26, 2016

FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

PROJECT No.

1536607
GAL-001-MOM-V1

EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – AGENCY MEETING – MEETING MINUTES
Date:

January 20, 2016

Location:

MCI Meeting Room, Suite 334, 435 James Street South, Thunder Bay, ON

Attendees:
In-person
Londa Mortson (MNRF)
John Deese (NextBridge)
James Francis (Golder)
Remotely by Webinar
Dave Bell (MOECC)
Shannon McCabe (MENE)
Jennifer Tuck (NextBridge)

Emily Hawkins (MNRF)
Carrie Wiklund (NextBridge)

Cindy Brown (MTCS)
Alyson Beal (Golder)

Jennifer Paetz (MNDM)
Jeff Hardy (MENE)
Jennifer Tidmarsh (NextBridge)

Anneleis Eckert (MNRF)
Lindsay Wright (MENE)

Regrets
Paige Campbell (MTCS)

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Introductions

3)

Project update

4)

Aboriginal consultation/engagement update

5)

Open discussion and questions/answers

6)

Next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on safe exit from the meeting room.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.
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Project Update



Carrie provided an overview of the Project, noting that “Alternatives to” have been scoped out of the
environmental assessment (EA) given that the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) (now Independent Electricity
System Operator [IESO]) considered alternatives to the Project and determined that transmission was the
best approach for meeting the need. Carrie indicated that “Alternative means” will be considered in the EA,
for example tower types.



John noted that the Project schedule had been extended per the OPA’s identification of a delay in Project
need. John indicated that the Project extension is approximately 35 months in duration, and that the
Project is now on track for a commercial operation date of late 2020.



Emily asked if there would be an additional review of the need for the Project. John indicated that an
updated needs forecast by the IESO completed in December 2015 suggests that the Project would result in
an approximate $1 billion benefit compared to using local generation. John noted that the original needs
forecast had suggested that the Project would result in an approximate $200 million benefit compared to
using local generation. John noted that the updated needs forecast had also indicated that even without
new load, the Project would result in break-even costs.



John indicated that NextBridge has been notified that the Project will likely be designated as a priority
project under Bill 112, and that this designation would remove the requirement for a needs assessment as
part of the Leave to Construct (LTC) application.



Carrie provided an overview of the Project schedule. Dave suggested that there might be an opportunity to
compress the overall schedule by providing the draft EA Report for Aboriginal, public and agency review at
the same time. Carrie indicated that NextBridge would revisit the schedule.



Carrie noted that the alternatives assessment report has been revised and provided for review and
comment by the MNRF and MOECC. Emily asked if there have been recent changes to the alternatives
assessment report. Carrie indicated that the majority of the work had been done before the Project
schedule was re-evaluated.



Carrie indicated that the Project Description is under development, and that NextBridge’s environment team
is collaborating with the construction and operations teams to define construction and operations activities.
Carrie noted that, in some areas, the right-of-way (ROW) may be wider than 56 m. Carrie indicated that the
main tower type is a guyed-Y tower, which has a smaller footprint and uses less steel than other options.
Carrie noted that NextBridge is focusing on access options at the moment. Carrie also noted that details
regarding construction camps will be identified by the construction contractor.



Emily asked about aggregate supply for the Project. Carrie indicated that the construction contractor would
identify aggregate sources, and would be responsible for permitting aggregate sources. Dave indicated that
characterizing the potential volume of aggregate that might be required for the Project would be helpful.



Carrie noted that geotechnical studies are being carried out for the towers, which will have foundations
approximately 1 m by 1 m in size. Carrie indicated that the towers will have some variation depending on
local conditions but will be approximately 48 m in height on average. Carrie indicated that longer spans
require taller towers and a wider ROW.
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Londa asked if construction workers would be housed in construction camps or in local communities.
Carrie indicated that NextBridge has been consulting with local municipalities, and that there is limited local
accommodation. Londa suggested that waste streams from construction camps and pressures of
temporary workers on existing land uses (e.g., fishing) should be considered in the EA.

Aboriginal Consultation/Engagement Update



Jennifer Tidmarsh provided an overview of Aboriginal consultation to date. Jennifer indicated that
18 Aboriginal communities (14 First Nation communities and 4 Métis communities) are being engaged with.
Jennifer noted that 6 First Nation communities are in close proximity to the Project. Jennifer indicated that
NextBridge is seeking traditional ecological knowledge and traditional land use information to inform Project
design and the EA. Jennifer noted that Shannon McCabe (MENE) is the one-window contact for Crown
consultation.



Londa asked if it would be possible to obtain regular updates of the Consultation Record throughout the
Project, rather than at EA Report submission. Londa indicated this would help the MNRF to identify
potential elements relevant to individual ministries. Jennifer indicated that she and Shannon are currently
working to update the Consultation Record.



Londa noted that the MNRF will rely on the Consultation Record to support other Project-related decisions,
such as the disposition of Crown land. Emily noted that the regulator’s duty to consult is triggered by a
decision, and these decisions will be taking place at various scales. Emily indicated the importance of being
aware of the different approvals that may be required and integrating the requirements of these approvals
into the overall consultation program.



Jennifer noted that, for the geotechnical drilling program, specific consultation meetings were held with
Aboriginal communities. Jennifer indicated that NextBridge plans to more than adequately consult so that
the Consultation Record is sufficient to support the various ministry decisions that will be required.
Londa indicated that it would be beneficial to note which topics have been discussed at which meetings.



Dave noted that the EA can outline steps for post-EA consultation. Dave also noted that EAs can present a
varying level of detail depending on the amount of Project information that is available.

Open Discussion and Questions/Answers



Cindy noted the MTO’s preference that towers not be located within highway ROWs. Cindy also noted that
towers within 400 m of a highway will require a permit, and that both permanent and temporary access
roads will require permits.



Cindy noted that the MTO is planning expansion of Highway 17 between Thunder Bay and Nipigon but that
some routes are not finalized. Cindy indicated that some areas of the highway expansion will not be
adjacent to the existing highway, and that NextBridge would require a permit to be within 400 m of the
expansion areas. Cindy also indicated that areas that are under consideration for highway expansion are
documented in the highway registry and may not be available via property searches. Carrie indicated that
NextBridge would arrange for an online meeting to discuss corridor alternatives through the Thunder Bay to
Nipigon area.
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Cindy indicated that NextBridge would be advised to contact the MTO’s northeastern region to discuss the
route change around Pukaskwa National Park. Cindy noted that the current MTO northeastern region is
Marcia Mora.

Action Items
Action
MTO to share location of future Highway 17 expansion
areas
NextBridge to arrange an online meeting with MTO to
discuss corridor alternatives between Thunder Bay and
Nipigon

Person Responsible

To be Completed

MTO (Cindy Brown)

February 19, 2016

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

February 19, 2016

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/Interagency Re-kick-off/1536607 GAL-001-MOM-V1 Interagency Meeting
Minutes_20Jan2016.docx
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Date:
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Attendees:
In-person
Londa Mortson (MNRF)
Rike Burkhardt (MNRF)
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Bill Greaves (MNRF)
Julie Sullivan (MNRF)
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Anneleis Eckert (MNRF)
Megan Kilgour (MNRF)
Richard Booth (Golder)

Todd Copeland (MNRF)
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1)

Safety moment

2)

Introductions

3)

Project update

4)

Alternative route assessment review

5)

EA update

6)

Baseline results to date and proposed 2016 field program

7)

Questions and comments

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on safe exit from the meeting room.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.
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Project Update



Carrie provided an overview of the Project, noting that the Project schedule has been extended per the
OPA’s identification of a delay in Project need.



John indicated that the Project extension is approximately 35 months in duration, and that the Project is
now on track for a commercial operation date of late 2020. John indicated that a revised development
schedule and budget have been submitted to the OEB. John indicated that an updated needs forecast by
the IESO completed in December 2015 suggests that the Project would result in an approximate $1 billion
benefit compared to using local generation. John noted that the original needs forecast had suggested that
the Project would result in an approximate $200 million benefit compared to using local generation.



John indicated that NextBridge has been notified that the Project will likely be designated as a priority
project under Bill 112, and that this designation would remove the requirement for a needs assessment as
part of the Leave to Construct (LTC) application.

Alternative Route Assessment Review



Carrie indicated that the purpose of the alternative route assessment is to identify the preliminary preferred
route. Carrie noted that local route refinements to the preliminary preferred route will be captured in the
EA Report. Carrie indicated that NextBridge is currently looking for MNRF feedback on the draft alternative
route assessment circulated December 18, 2015. Carrie noted that identification of the preliminary
preferred route is on the critical path for the Project.



Dave asked Parks Canada had provided a written statement indicating that access to Pukaskwa National
Park would not be permitted. Carrie indicated that Parks Canada had provided a written statement and that
this would be part of the Consultation Record. Carrie indicated that she would provide Parks Canada’s
correspondence to Dave. Dave asked for the MNRF to be copied on this correspondence as well.



Carrie noted that alternative route segments had been identified around Dorion to accommodate technical
and landowner considerations. Carrie noted that a preliminary viewshed analysis has been completed
(Appendix B of the alternative route assessment) and requested MNRF feedback on the alternative route
segments around Dorion, particularly A9 and A10. Carrie indicated that the MNRF fish hatchery near
Dorion had been consulted. Carrie also indicated that NextBridge has been in close contact with the
Township of Dorion Council and the Concerned Citizens of Dorion, and that both A9 and A10 had been
identified as a result of consultation with these groups. Carrie noted that NextBridge had used LiDAR and
high-resolution aerial imagery to develop the A10 alternative route segment. Londa asked how much longer
alternative route segments A9 and A10 are than paralleling the existing East-West Tie through the area.
Carrie indicated that this information may be documented within the alternative route assessment. Julie
noted that there is no public access on the east side of Ouimet Canyon. It was noted that the forest cover
appears to vary within the images presented in Appendix B of the alternative route assessment.



Carrie indicated that input from the MNRF on a preference for alternative route segment A9 or A10 would
assist with identification of the preliminary preferred route for field studies and the effects assessment.
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Carrie provided an overview of alternative route segments around provincial parks and conservation
reserves. Julie asked if the new East-West Tie would be on the north or south side of the existing
East-West Tie. Carrie indicated that the new East-West Tie is expected to be on the north side of the
existing East-West Tie. Carrie indicated that NextBridge is in discussions with the MTO regarding potential
future highway realignment and future highway planning.



Rike asked how the new East-West Tie would relate to the existing East-West Tie. Carrie indicated that the
rights-of-way (ROWs) will generally parallel one another but not overlap. Carrie indicated that NextBridge is
consulting with Hydro One to reduce the likelihood of an outage on one line resulting in an outage on the
other line. Carrie noted that the existing ROW is approximately 56 m wide and that the ROW for the new
East-West Tie is intended to be approximately 56 m wide, on average. Ron asked if the ROWs would be
directly adjacent to one another. Carrie indicated that they would be, unless there are physical constraints
that necessitate deviations. Carrie indicated that in areas that require longer spans, the tower height
increases and the width of the ROW expands to accommodate greater potential conductor sway.



Londa asked if the ROW would be cleared. Carrie confirmed that it would be. Carrie clarified that the ROW
width does not include laydown areas. Bill asked if laydown areas would be reclaimed. Carrie indicated that
they would be, unless the laydown areas are located in existing commercial or developed areas.



Ron noted that the Nipigon River crossing is proposed to be transferred to Parks Canada. Ron suggested
that consulting with Parks Canada regarding this crossing might be warranted.



Ron noted that, for the alternative route segments around Kama Hills Provincial Park and Kama Cliffs
Conservation Reserve, the lengths of the alternative route segments are not consistent. Ron suggested that
an additional alternative route segment that returns to parallel the existing East-West Tie on the eastern
boundary of the Conservation Reserve might be worth considering.



Londa noted that, for alternative route segments around Pukaskwa National Park, follow-up discussion with
the MNRF’s Wawa District might be warranted. Londa indicated that further consideration of the alternative
route segments between White River and Wawa is warranted for additional clarity.

EA Update



Carrie indicated that the Project Description for effects assessment is under development, and that
NextBridge’s environment team is collaborating with the construction and operations teams to define
construction and operations activities. Carrie indicated that the main tower type is a guyed-Y tower, which
has a smaller footprint (approximately 1 m by 1 m) than other options. Ron asked why the guyed-Y tower
had been selected. Carrie indicated that the lesser amount of steel required in this configuration allows for
cost efficiencies. Ron asked if this type of tower has been used before. Carrie indicated that it has been
used in British Columbia, and that she had previously shared a video of guyed-Y tower erection in British
Columbia with the MNRF. Carrie noted that, for angles greater than 30 degrees (corners), different tower
types would be required.



Ron asked if a visual safety mechanism would be in place for snowmobilers on the ROW. Carrie indicated
that coloured covers above the snow line are intended to be in place.
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Alyson provided an overview of the draft criteria and indicators for effects assessment. Londa asked if
measures for the indicators could be provided. Alyson indicated that they could be. Rike asked how the list
of criteria species was derived. Kristine indicated that previously collected baseline data was reviewed and
compared to potential species in the vicinity of the Project, including listed species, culturally important
species and species with potential to be affected.

Baseline Results to Date and Proposed 2016 Field Program



Steve noted that the approach to fish surveys, which does not propose fish sampling, may pose challenges
for in-water works. Steve noted that timing windows for in-water works are now species-specific. Richard
indicated that the establishment of timing windows could rely on gathered data, such as the previously
collected baseline data, or conservative assumptions.



Richard provided an overview of the fish and fish habitat baseline results to date and the proposed 2016
field program. Richard clarified that all waterbodies along the preliminary preferred route will be considered
in the assessment. Richard noted that approximately one-third of the waterbodies previously surveyed were
intermittent or dry at the time of survey.



Kristine provided an overview of the vegetation and wetlands baseline results to date and the proposed
2016 field program. Bill asked if talus slopes or other rare vegetation communities would be targeted during
the 2016 field program. Kristine indicated that areas flagged by the MNRF will be targeted. Bill noted that
the provincially significant wetland (PSW) on the Nipigon River is a coastal PSW. Ron asked if there would
be data collected in protected areas. Kristine indicated that exact locations for data collection have not yet
been finalized, and that Golder would be in contact with the MNRF to obtain access permits where
required.



Kristine provided an overview of the wildlife and wildlife habitat baseline results to date and the proposed
2016 field program. Bill noted that species at risk also include species of special concern. Bill asked if the
types of individuals observed during breeding bird studies were recorded. Kristine confirmed that they were.
Bill asked if the Nipigon District or Wawa District had been contacted to obtain feedback on the approach
for woodland caribou surveys. Kristine noted that the woodland caribou survey has been completed and her
understanding that the approach had been agreed upon with the MNRF prior to carrying out the survey.
Kristine clarified that no additional surveys for woodland caribou are proposed in 2016.



Todd asked if impacts to woodland caribou in the discontinuous range were being considered. Kristine
indicated her understanding that there is low availability of data for woodland caribou in the discontinuous
range. Kristine indicated that obtaining data and clarity regarding assessment of effects on caribou in the
discontinuous range would be beneficial. Bill noted that species and habitat protection applies to woodland
caribou in the discontinuous range.



Julie asked if critical landform vegetation types within provincial parks and conservation reserves would be
considered. Kristine indicated that these would be considered under the wetland or upland vegetation
ecosystems criteria. Emily suggested that including a criterion of critical landform vegetation types might be
beneficial. Alyson suggested that critical landform vegetation types might also be considered under the
parks and protected areas criterion. Emily noted that it would be beneficial to understand how effects on
critical landform vegetation types are intended to be assessed.
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Carrie noted that NextBridge would be applying for data collection permits for the 2016 field program,
which is to begin May 16, 2016. Julie noted that NextBridge would need to submit the results of the 2014
field program in order to obtain a new permit. Carrie indicated that this had been an oversight.
Ron indicated that the guideline is 60 days from application to receipt of a data collection permit.



Carrie touched upon the potential need for Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) permits. Todd noted that
there is not yet a formal process for section 17(2)(d) permits. Carrie indicated the intention of using the
EA alternatives assessment to support ESA permitting. Todd suggested that the EA alternatives
assessment would likely be sufficient but that each species for which a permit might be required would
need to be considered in the alternatives assessment. Bill noted that, for ESA permitting, one alternative
must be considered that does not result in adverse effect on the species.

Questions and Comments



Londa asked if future large reports could be circulated in sections. Julie asked if the maps for the 2015
natural environment existing conditions report could be sent separately. Carrie indicated she would see if
the maps could be sent separately.



Julie asked about how consistency with government policy is being considered in the alternative route
assessment. Carrie indicated that the overarching government policy in consideration is the Provincial
Policy Statement, 2014.



Bill asked about alternatives to the Project. Carrie noted that the option to expand the existing East-West
Tie had been considered but ruled out by the OPA (now IESO), as the existing East-West Tie would have
to be taken out of service to be expanded. Carrie also noted that underground transmission through the
Project area would be prohibitively expensive.

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge to provide the MOECC and the MNRF with
correspondence from Parks Canada indicating that
access to Pukaskwa National Park will not be permitted

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

February 19, 2016

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

February 19, 2016

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

February 19, 2016

MNRF (Emily Hawkins)

As soon as possible

MNRF (Emily Hawkins)

As soon as possible

NextBridge to provide draft criteria, indicators and
measures
NextBridge provide maps for the 2015 natural
environment existing conditions report separately (if
possible)
MNRF to provide comments on the draft alternative
route assessment
MNRF to provide comments on the 2015 natural
environment existing conditions report

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/20Jan2016 Meeting/1536607 GAL-002-MOM-V0 MNRF
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TO Lisa Nyman, Parks Canada

DATE February 23, 2016

FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

PROJECT No.

GAL-003-MOM-V3

CC James Francis, Margaret Trias, and Curtis Campbell, Colder
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA
LAKE SUPERIOR NATIONAL MARINE CONSERVATION AREA MEETING
—

Date:

February 18, 2016, 1:00—2:00 pm EST

Location:

Online Meeting

-

MEETING MINUTES

Attendees:
Online
Lisa Nyman
(Parks_Canada)

Carrie Wikiund
(NextBridge)

Curtis Campbell
(Colder)

James Francis
(Colder)

‘——-—-——

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Project overview

4)

Lake Superior National Marine Conservation Area and the Project

5)

Next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Introductions
•

Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.

Safety Moment
•

The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on potential health effects of Text Neck” as a
result of looking down while texting.

Project Overview
•

Carrie provided an overview of NextBridge and the Project (refer to attached presentation). Carrie noted
that the Project schedule has been extended, with a current anticipated in-service date of 2020, per the
OPA’s identification of a delay in Project need.

Lake Superior National Marine Conservation Area and the Project
•

Lisa indicated that the Lake Superior National Marine Conservation Area (LSNMCA) has not yet been
formally established, and that the land intended for the LSNMCA is in the process of being transferred from
the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNRF) to Parks Canada. Lisa noted that the Canada National Marine

Date: February 23, 2016
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V
1/2

L A.
INFRAStRuCTURE

MINUTES OF MEETING

Conseivation Areas Act was amended in June 2015 to include the LSNMCA but that this amendment is not
yet in force. Lisa indicated that the timeline for this amendment to be in force is not known.
•

Lisa noted that the LSNMCA will be co-managed with the province, with fisheries and water quality issues
the responsibility of the MNRF.

•

James presented the preliminary preferred route (refer to attached presentation) and noted that the
preliminary preferred route crosses the LSNMCA in two places, and is located within approximately 140 m
of the LSNMCA in a third location. James presented zoomed-in mapping of the two crossings of the
LSNMCA and the third location where the preliminary preferred route is in proximity to the LSNMCA.

•

Carrie noted that, although the tower design and centreline are not yet finalized and that NextBridge is in
the process of finalizing the route, the intent is to not place towers in the LSNMCA.

•

Lisa noted that the LSNMCA will have jurisdiction over the lakebed, so towers in the water would require a
permit, but that the LSNMCA’s jurisdiction ends at the high water mark. Lisa indicated her understanding
that the LSNMCA does not have jurisdiction over airspace and noted that she would confirm.

•

Lisa asked if vegetation would be cleared to the bank of watercourses. Carrie noted that vegetation will be
cleared for construction and to allow for safe operation. Carrie indicated that some reclamation of low-lying
vegetation will take place post construction.

•

Lisa indicated that there may be no permitting or other approval requirements from the LSNMCA for the
Project, and that she would confirm if there are any requirements.

•

Curtis asked if the LSNMCA could confirm that the shown mapped data for the LSNMCA area is correct,
and for updated mapping to be provided if available. Lisa indicated she would do so.

Next Steps
•

Lisa to confirm if LSNMCA has jurisdiction over airspace and/or riparian vegetation, and if any associated
permits or other approvals might be required for the Project.

•

Lisa to confirm mapped LSNMCA area shown in the presentation.

•

Carrie to continue to inform the Lisa about the Project and schedule follow-up meeting(s) if necessary.

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

LSNMCA to confirm jurisdiction over airspace
LSNMCA (Lisa Nyman)
LSNMCA to confirm jurisdiction of riparian areas which may
LSNMCA (Lisa Nyman)
require clearing of vegetation for construction and operation
LSNMCAto confirm any permits or other approvals will be
LSNMCA (Lisa Nyman)
required for the Project
LSNMCA to confirm extent of mapped LSNMCA area
LSNMCA (Lisa Nyman)
NextBridge to continue to inform the LSNMCA about the
NextBridge
Project
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible
As soon asposble

1 As soon as possllle
As soon as possible
ng on g
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Agenda
1. Introductions
2. Safety Moment
3. Project Overview
4. Lake Superior National Marine
Conservation Area (LSNMCA)
and the Project
5. Next Steps
Existing East-West Tie

NE)X(TBRIDGE
INFRASTRUCTURE

NextBridge Infrastructure
• NextBridge Infrastructure is a joint venture between NextEra
Energy Canada, Enbridge Inc. and Borealis Infrastructure,
established to participate in the Ontario energy transmission
market
• NextBridge is honored to have been designated by the
Ontario Energy Board to develop the East-West Tie
Transmission Project
• NextBridge’s objective is to establish stakeholder
relationships that will act as a platform for the successful
execution of the East-West Tie Transmission Project as well
as potential future energy transmission projects in Ontario

NE)X(TBRIDGE

INFRASTRUCTURE

East West Tie Project Overview
•

Approximately 445 km, 230 kV double circuit
AC electrical transmission line facility extending
from the existing HONI Lakehead Transformer
Station (TS) to the existing HONI Wawa TS
with a connection at the Marathon TS
Project is intended to strengthen existing
230 kV transmission facility
Project also involves associated support
facilities such as new/improved access roads,
laydown areas, etc.
TS station upgrades will be HON l’s
responsibility
Targeted in-service date of 2020
New facility will be owned and operated by the
designated transmitter
Approved Terms of Reference for EA is for an
effects assessment of the preferred route
—

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Existing East-West Tie

•

CITY TOWN

•

TRANSFORMER STATION CSI

—

•

RAILWAY
HIGHWAY
LOCALRESOURCE ROAD
TRANSMISSION LINE
VVR1ERCOIJRSE

EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY
FIRST NATION RESERVE
FIRST NATION EXPANSION AREA

PROJECT LOCATION

The preliminary preferred route
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TO All attendees

DATE May 10, 2016

1536607
GAL-004-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON SPECIES AT RISK – MEETING
MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

April 4, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Anneleis Eckert, MNRF
John Virgl, Golder
Kristine Sare, Golder

Todd Copeland, MNRF
Richard Booth, Golder
Jenn Braun, Golder

Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
Heather Melcher, Golder
James Francis, Golder

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Species at Risk identified in the terrestrial and aquatic ecology Local Study Areas

4)

Endangered Species Act, 2007 permitting process

5)

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.

Species at Risk Identified in the Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology Local Study Areas
Fish and Fish Habitat



Richard provided an overview of the proposed approach to assessing effects on species at risk (SAR) and
their habitat in the environmental assessment (EA). Richard noted that one fish SAR has been identified
within the aquatics Local Study Area (LSA): Lake Sturgeon. Richard noted that no SAR surveys or
electrofishing are planned for the EA. Richard indicated that the EA will rely on desktop information,
previously-completed field surveys and the 2016 aerial reconnaissance survey. Richard noted that
changes to riparian areas will be addressed with identified mitigation measures in the EA. Richard also
noted that targeted studies to inform permitting are proposed for 2017.
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Todd indicated that additional fieldwork to confirm presence of SAR could require another field season, and
indicated that this might have timeline implications. Richard indicated that potential issues will be raised
with NextBridge and the MNRF as they are identified to determine a path forward.



Richard asked if ephemerality would be sufficient to show that small watercourses are not appropriate
habitat for Lake Sturgeon. Todd indicated that the MNRF has a good sense of the major streams in which
Lake Sturgeon are present, as well as the tributaries that flow into these streams. Todd suggested
discussing potentially-appropriate literature with the MNRF’s aquatics specialist (Steve Bobrowicz). Todd
requested Golder to provide the proposed approach for screening areas to focus on Lake Sturgeon for the
MNRF’s review. Richard indicated Golder would provide specific criteria for screening areas to focus on
Lake Sturgeon.

Vegetation and Wetlands



Jenn noted that two SAR had been identified as potentially present within the vicinity of the Project:
Flooded Jellyskin and Pitcher’s thistle. Jenn indicated that Flooded Jellyskin has been de-listed as a SAR
and that no suitable habitat for Pitcher’s thistle is expected to be present in the vicinity of the Project. Todd
concurred, indicating his understanding that no suitable Pitcher’s thistle habitat is present.



Jenn indicated that all S1-S3 ranked species occurrences will be noted during the 2016 field campaign.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat



Kristine noted that bird and mammal SAR with potential presence in the vicinity of the Project have been
identified as criteria for the EA. Kristine indicated that targeted surveys have been or will be undertaken for
all of these SAR species, with the exception of bats.



Kristine noted that the Lake Superior Coastal Range for woodland caribou range was surveyed in 2014,
and that no additional targeted fieldwork for caribou is planned for 2016.



Kristine noted that the 2016 field surveys, which are for breeding birds and eastern whip-poor-will, focus on
re-routed areas along the Project right-of-way (ROW).



Kristine indicated that it may not be practical or possible to avoid all bat habitat, and that potential effects on
habitat would be offset (e.g., installation of bat boxes). Kristine indicated that the mitigation hierarchy would
be followed, and that clearance would take place during the hibernation period where practical. Todd
indicated that adhering to timing windows for bats would address 90 to 95% of the MNRF’s concerns
regarding potential Project effects on bats. Todd noted that, if an Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA)
permit is needed for bats, adhering to timing windows will be the best approach for minimizing impacts.



Kristine indicated that the maternity roosting habitat will be adhered to where practical, and that the
migratory bird window will also be adhered to where practical.



Kristine provided an overview of the proposed approach to identifying potential maternity roosting habitat,
which will involve review of the previously-captured flyover video and identification of mature forest stands
and rocky outcrops during the 2016 aerial reconnaissance.
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Todd asked if wildlife cavity tree surveys would be included. Kristine indicated that if restricted activity
windows cannot be accommodated, wildlife cavity tree surveys would be considered. Todd recommended
wildlife cavity tree surveys, but acknowledged the impracticality of such surveys along the entire route.
Jenn noted that the vegetation surveys will include a rough estimate of snag density. Kristine indicated
that, for the EA, the intention is to obtain a conservative estimate of maternity roosting habitat, and that
timing windows will be applied to this habitat. Kristine indicated that, if areas identified as roosting habitat
require clearing during the roosting period, targeted cavity observations will be undertaken in the field to
inform clearing.



Todd noted that, while adherence to timing windows can avoid a section 9 ESA contravention, a snag
density count might help inform if section 10 of the ESA is being contravened. Todd indicated that a snag
density count would help with an ESA permit if areas with old growth forest are identified for removal, since
the estimate of snag density helps describe how habitat functions.



John indicated that, where habitat cannot be avoided, means of offsetting or compensation will need to be
determined.



Todd indicated that if effects on a species and its habitat are avoided, there is no need to apply for an ESA
permit.



Todd asked if there are plans for acoustic surveys for bats. Kristine indicated that the EA will assume
presence of bats where suitable habitat exists. Todd indicated that acoustic surveys may be needed for
ESA permitting, given that the MNRF does not issue precautionary permits. Todd indicated that the MNRF
would like presence of bats to be confirmed.



Carrie noted that fieldwork for the EA is planned for 2016 and that more specific fieldwork to inform
permitting is planned for 2017. Todd indicated that a snag flyover and bat acoustic surveys could be
carried out in 2017.



Todd suggested that bat boxes would be an option for providing an overall benefit as part of an overall
benefit permit under the ESA. Todd also suggested support for research and installation of bat gates for
abandoned mines as options for achieving an overall benefit.



Kristine noted that the intention is to complete Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys in tandem with breeding bird
surveys where possible and asked if the MNRF has any concerns with this approach. Todd indicated that
the MNRF would prefer to see more than one day of Eastern Whip-poor-will survey at each location.
Kristine noted that, given the extent of the Project, the intention is to carry out one survey at each location
to survey more areas. Todd asked if it might be possible to conduct back-to-back dusk and dawn surveys
at each location. Kristine indicated that survey point accessibility is limited and that, given the window for
Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys, this would likely be challenging. Todd indicated that he did not disagree
with the proposed approach, but that because it does not follow survey protocols he would follow up with
MNRF staff to make sure the proposed approach will be sufficient to support ESA permitting.



Kristine noted that, for woodland caribou, the EA will focus on potential effects within the Lake Superior
Coastal Range. Todd indicated that the priority should be effects on the coastal range, and that potential
Project effects on north-south connectivity should be noted. Todd indicated that the MNRF does not have
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maps showing areas of connectivity. Todd indicated the entire discontinuous range can be classified as
Category 3 habitat. Todd also indicated that if known connectivity corridors are identified, these could be
classified as Category 2 habitat.



Todd suggested that avoiding or minimizing clearing in valleys and other areas that might provide
connectivity for caribou would be advisable. Carrie noted that where valleys or canyons are spanned,
NextBridge will attempt to avoid clearing, but that in areas of normal topography clearing will be required for
technical and safety reasons.



Todd indicated that a detailed description of habitat (e.g., forest age) and how the habitat is functioning
would help inform an ESA permit for caribou and that more fieldwork for caribou is not required.



Todd indicated that a flight of the Lake Superior Coastal Range took place this winter. Todd indicated that
he would send the flyover video to NextBridge. Carrie asked if the flyover was done by MNRF. Todd
indicated that both MNRF and Parks Canada were involved in the flyover.



John asked if the Caribou Screening Tool (CST) is applicable for the Lake Superior Coastal Range. Todd
noted that the CST has not been developed for the Lake Superior Coastal Range or the discontinuous
range. John indicated that NextBridge would then need to develop a method for classifying habitat as
Category 1, 2 and 3 in the Lake Superior Coastal Range. Todd noted that the MNRF has been attempting
to classify the habitat. Kristine asked if Golder should proceed with classification independently, or if there
would be a way to work with the MNRF. Todd indicated that MNRF had previously thought they would
classify the habitat but indicated that Golder should proceed in classifying the habitat. John asked if there
is a preliminary approach that Golder can build from. Todd indicated that he would send the MNRF’s
preliminary approach. John asked for the preliminary approach as soon as possible.



Todd asked for a map of the planned 2016 fieldwork locations. James indicated he would send the map for
MNRF review. Todd asked if the MNRF could provide input on fieldwork locations. James indicated that
this would be taken into consideration, particularly for permitting-related and other, post-EA fieldwork. Todd
suggested a focus on talus slopes and rocky outcrop areas for bats.

Endangered Species Act, 2007 Permitting Process



James asked about the process for applying for an ESA permit under the Economic and Social Benefit
category. Todd suggested the Overall Benefit category for bats and the Economic and Social Benefit
category for caribou. Todd noted that the economic development test for the Economic and Social Benefit
permit requires substantial effort. James asked about next steps for ESA permitting. Todd indicated that
completing the Information Gathering Form is the most appropriate next step for both the Overall Benefit
permit and the Economic and Social Benefit permit. Todd indicated that he would follow up within MNRF to
determine the process for applying for an Economic and Social Benefit permit.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie asked about timing for receiving additional MNRF input. Todd indicated he would attempt to provide
the noted items within a few weeks.
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Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge to provide specific criteria for screening
areas to focus on Lake Sturgeon
Todd to follow up with MNRF staff to make sure the
proposed approach for Eastern whip-poor-will surveys
will be sufficient to support ESA permitting

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

May 20, 2016

MNRF (Todd Copeland)

As soon as possible

Todd to send last winter’s flyover video of the Lake
Superior Coastal Range to NextBridge
Todd to send the MNRF’s preliminary approach to
classifying habitat as Category 1, 2 and 3 in the Lake
Superior Coastal Range
NextBridge to provide map of planned 2016 field survey
locations
Todd to follow up within MNRF to determine the
process for applying for an Economic and Social
Benefit permit

MNRF (Todd Copeland)

As soon as possible

MNRF (Todd Copeland)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

May 20, 2016

MNRF (Todd Copeland)

As soon as possible

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/04_Apr2016/April2016 Meetings/SAR Meeting
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TO All attendees

DATE May 10, 2016

1536607
GAL-005-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON PROVINCIAL PARKS AND
CONSERVATION RESERVES – MEETING MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

April 5, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Emily Hawkins, MNRF
Julie Sullivan, MNRF
Alyson Beal, Golder

Anneleis Eckert, MNRF
Rike Burkhardt, MNRF
James Francis, Golder

Ron Leekam, MNRF
Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves
a)

NextBridge’s intention to avoid provincial parks and conservation reserves where practical (e.g., Kama
Hills Provincial Park)

b)

Process and timeline for amending park management plans, interim management statements and
conservation statements of interest

4)

General discussion

5)

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.

Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves



James noted NextBridge’s intent to avoid provincial parks and conservation reserves where practical, such
as Kama Hills Provincial Park. Carrie indicated that NextBridge’s engineering and construction teams are
currently determining if the Project can be constructed in a narrower corridor adjacent to Kwinkwaga
Ground Conservation Reserve.
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James indicated that Golder is interested in understanding the approach to amending park management
plans, interim management statements and conservation statements of interest, including timelines. James
also indicated that Golder reviewed the MNRF’s comments dated March 11, 2016 regarding assessment of
alternatives and would appreciate clarity regarding potential effects on critical landform/vegetation types.



Ron provided an overview of critical landform/vegetation types, noting that these are a combined landform
type and vegetation type have been identified as rare at the Ecodistrict level. Ron noted that one of the
reasons for establishment of provincial parks and conservation reserves in the vicinity of the Project was
protection of critical landform/vegetation types. Ron explained that the MNRF is concerned about potential
reductions to critical landform/vegetation types within provincial parks and protected areas, since
landform/vegetation types identified as critical may not currently meet minimum representation (i.e., 1% of
landform/vegetation combinations within an Ecodistrict or 50 hectares in an Ecodistrict) on the landcover
within an Ecodistrict. Ron also noted that, where the Project intersects provincial parks and conservation
areas, this might shift non-critical landform/vegetation types into the critical category.



Alyson clarified her understanding, noting that the MNRF is interested both in direct effects on critical
landform/vegetation types and effects on other areas of provincial parks and conservation reserves that
might make non-critical landform/vegetation types critical. Ron noted that critical landform/vegetation types
are those that do not have minimum representation within an Ecodistrict (i.e., 1% of landform/vegetation
combinations or 50 hectares).



Emily noted that the critical landform/vegetation types have been sent in hardcopy to NextBridge and that
shapefiles could be provided. Emily noted that NextBridge can follow up directly with Louis Chora (MNRF)
to obtain the shapefiles.



James stepped through some of the comments provided in the MNRF’s March 11, 2016 letter, and
requested clarity on specific items that could be considered in a more detailed assessment of alternatives
around provincial parks and conservation reserves. Julie noted that fish and fish habitat could be
considered as a life science value. Alyson indicated that the example screening criteria table touches on
criteria that may be non-differentiators for the alternative route segments, such as acoustics.



Ron noted that separate alternative route segments should be identified for Kama Cliffs Conservation
Reserve and Gravel River Conservation Reserve and Gravel River Provincial Park, rather than alternative
route segments that consider avoiding both. Ron suggested examining alternative route segments to the
south of Kama Cliffs Conservation Reserve. James indicated that this comment has been noted and will be
addressed.



Julie suggested a viewshed analysis in a few specific locations: at the viewing area on the west side of
Ruby Lake; at the campground on the west shore of White Lake; Gibson Lake at the north end of
Pukaskwa River Provincial Park; and the road 600 crossing within Pukaskwa River Provincial Park.



Julie noted that there are two separate types of changes to park management plans, interim management
statements and conservation statements of interest that might be applicable to the Project. One is an
amendment, which requires public consultation and will be required where park management plans, interim
management statements or conservation statements of interest indicate that a new transmission line is
prohibited. Julie indicated that the other change is an administrative update, which is applicable where
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there is no prohibitive wording in the park management plans, interim management statements and
conservation statements of interest. Julie provided an overview of the amendment process, noting that
amendments require EBR postings. Julie indicated that ideally, the proposed amendments would be
posted to the EBR at the same time that the draft EA Report is circulated for comment, and that the final
decision would be posted when the final EA Report is circulated. Emily noted that the MNRF will require
supporting information to do so, and that there is some upfront work required.



Carrie indicated that the draft EA Report is planned to be circulated in December 2016, with the final EA
Report to be circulated in May 2017. Carrie asked when the MNRF would need additional information to
support the EBR posting. Emily indicated that the information would be required at least 9 or 10 weeks
prior to the EBR posting. Alyson asked if there would be any additional consultation requirements. Julie
indicated that the MNRF’s consultation will take place through the EBR posting, along with mailings to a list
of interested parties. Julie suggested that information about the protected area management plan
amendments could be included in the EA open houses. Carrie noted that the next round of open houses is
in late April and that the following round is scheduled for early 2017.



Rike indicated that the process for amending management plans can be provided. Emily noted that the
conditions under section 21 of the Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves Act, 2006 will have to be
met for management plan amendments. Julie indicated that once these conditions are satisfied, the MNRF
will prepare a briefing note to the Director explaining the Project, how the section 21 conditions have been
met and recommending the Project be approved. Julie indicated that a map of the routes within the
provincial parks and conservation reserves and a description of each would be helpful. Julie also noted
that organizing the environmental effects of alternative route segments according to the screening criteria
table from the Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves Class EA would be helpful. Emily noted that
the screening table should be provided for each route in/around a provincial park or conservation reserve.
Emily noted that if there is not sufficient information to fill in the table, there may be a need to collect
additional information. Emily indicated that there must be sufficient information to substantiate the selection
of one alternative over another in a systematic way. Julie indicated that the MNRF could send a list of
materials that will be required for an approval section 21 of the Provincial Parks and Conservation
Reserves Act, 2006.



Emily touched on the status of the application to conduct research in provincial parks and conservation
reserves. Ron indicated that the MNRF’s districts have been contacted for feedback on the 2016
application. Ron noted that the comments would be compiled and provided to NextBridge.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie thanked attendees for their input and time.
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Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge to follow up with Louis Chora (MNRF) to
obtain shapefiles for critical landform/vegetation types
NextBridge to determine if the Project can be
constructed in a narrower corridor adjacent to
Kwinkwaga Ground Conservation Reserve

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

MNRF (Emily Hawkins)

As soon as possible

MNRF (Emily Hawkins)

As soon as possible

NextBridge to identify and assess separate alternative
route segments should be identified for Kama Cliffs
Conservation Reserve and Gravel River Conservation
Reserve and Gravel River Provincial Park, rather than
alternative route segments that consider avoiding both
NextBridge to consider viewshed analysis locations
suggested by MNRF
MNRF to provide a written summary of the process for
amending management plans
MNRF to compile and provide comments on the 2016
permit application to conduct research in provincial
parks and conservation reserves

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/04_Apr2016/April2016 Meetings/PPCR Mtg
05Apr2016/EWT_GAL-005-MOM-V1 MNRF PPCR Meeting Minutes_05Apr2016.docx

Date: May 10, 2016
Project No. 1536607
GAL-005-MOM-V1
To: All attendees

4/4

MINUTES OF MEETING

TO All attendees

DATE May 11, 2016

1536607
GAL-006-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON VEGETATION AND WETLANDS –
MEETING MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

April 5, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Emily Hawkins, MNRF
John Virgl, Golder

Bill Greaves, MNRF
Jenn Braun, Golder

Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
James Francis, Golder

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Vegetation and wetlands:
a. Baseline results to date
b. Proposed 2016 field program
c.

Draft effects assessment criteria and indicators

d. Study areas
e. Assessment method – Landcover 2000 approach to Ecological Land Classification
f.

Fieldwork for permitting

g. Shapefile for landform-vegetation associations
4)

General discussion

5)

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on safe barbecuing.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.
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Vegetation and Wetlands



Jenn provided an overview of the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) systems used for the 2014 fieldwork
(Ecosites of Ontario and Forest Ecosystem Classification), and asked the MNRF about using one system
moving forward.



Bill indicated that there are cross-walk tables between the two systems. Jenn noted that there are several
new code options for each previous old code, and that correctly selecting the new code without site
knowledge is challenging. Jenn indicated that, given the challenges associated with the other ELC
systems, the current proposed approach is to use the Landcover 2000 ELC system for assessing habitat.
Bill indicated that more up-to-date Forest Resource Inventory (FRI) data may be available for the
assessment that would allow for use of a more detailed ELC system. Bill indicated that, if available, he
would provide the up-to-date FRI data shortly for Golder’s review.



John asked how far the up-to-date FRI data extends to the north. Bill indicated that the FRI data should be
available for all areas potentially relevant for the Project, except the northern parts of the Kenogami Forest.
Bill noted that the enhanced FRI is not fully complete for all areas potentially relevant for the Project.



Jenn asked if the available FRI data includes ecosite codes. Bill indicated that the FRI data includes
ecosite code, stand composition, site information and soil information. John asked if the FRI data includes
stand age. Bill indicated that it does.



Jenn provided an overview of the draft effects assessment criteria and indicators proposed for vegetation
and wetlands. Jenn indicated that the upland ecosystems, riparian ecosystems and wetland ecosystems
criteria will consider traditional land and resource use information where practical. Jenn indicated that the
Landcover 2000 ELC system is under consideration for the upland ecosystems and wetland ecosystems
criteria but that this might be updated depending on the level of detail available in the MNRF’s FRI data.
Bill noted some uncertainty with regard to what is included in the FRI for wetlands. Jenn noted that the FRI
manual differentiates between wetlands and uplands.



Jenn noted that the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the East-West Tie EA indicates that wetlands will be
assumed to be significant where unevaluated. Jenn noted that mitigation of potential effects on wetlands
would be accomplished by, in order of preference: firstly, avoiding where possible with a 120 m buffer;
secondly, demonstrating no ecological effects on the wetland; and thirdly, conducting a full wetland
evaluation to determine the extent of effects where it is not possible to demonstrate that there will be no
ecological effects on the wetland. Bill indicated that the MNRF will be interested in understanding wetland
values and how these might be affected by the Project. Bill noted that treating all wetlands as Provincially
Significant Wetlands (PWS) is a reasonable approach.



Jenn indicated that riparian areas for lower watercourse orders would be assigned a 30 m buffer while fifthand sixth-order watercourses would be assigned a 60 m buffer. Jenn noted that the approach to mitigation
of potential effects on riparian areas will be accomplished by: firstly, avoiding effects on habitat; and
secondly, minimizing ground disturbance.



Bill noted that 2014 fieldwork was focused on representational collection of data rather than focusing on
rare values. Bill suggested focusing on rare habitats (e.g., talus slopes) in 2016 field work.
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Jenn indicated her understanding that 2014 fieldwork locations were selected to be somewhat
proportionally representative, somewhat representative of spatial distributions and limited by access issues.
Bill noted that the MNRF’s preference is for 2016 surveys to be focused on rarer habitats where rare
species may be found. Bill suggested that this might include focus on, for example, the portion of the
preliminary preferred route around Dorion, talus slopes near Dorion and east of Nipigon (potential for
peregrine falcon nest sites), Kama Cliffs and the area east of Gravel River. Jenn indicated that focused
effort could take place in these areas.



Bill noted that there is limited mapped Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) in the Land Information Ontario
(LIO) database. Bill noted that the majority of the landbase in the vicinity of the Project is unmapped, and
that the lack of mapped SWH is reflective of what is mapped in LIO.



Bill noted that there are no criteria schedules for the 4W or 3W Ecoregions. Bill noted that he will be
working on developing criteria schedules for the 3W Ecoregion.



Bill noted that some Species at Risk (SAR) were identified in the 2014 field program. Jenn indicated that
the EA will focus on species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act, 2007.
Jenn noted that Todd Copeland, MNRF SAR specialist, is in agreement that there is no suitable habitat for
Pitcher’s thistle in the vicinity of the Project and that Flooded Jellyskin has been delisted since the
commencement of the EA. Jenn indicated that if S1-S3 ranked species are encountered during fieldwork,
these will be documented.



Bill noted that a number of Moose Aquatic Feeding Areas (MAFA) have been identified in LIO near Dorion,
and indicated that the MNRF currently has an emphasis on moose management.



Bill asked about the area to be surveyed in the 2016 field program. Jenn indicated that the focus will be on
the Project footprint, and that the Local Study Area (LSA) for the Project is 2 km wide centered on the
centreline and the Regional Study Area is 10 km wide centred on the centreline. Emily asked if 2016 field
studies will be limited to the Project footprint. Jenn indicated that groundwork will be focused within the
2 km wide LSA.



Bill touched on critical landform-vegetation types, indicating that these are vegetation types (identified
under the Landcover 2000 system) associated with landform types (12 possible landform types) that are
rare within an Ecodistrict. Jenn indicated that critical landform-vegetation types would be avoided where
practical, and asked if the MNRF has and recommended mitigation measures for potential effects on critical
landform-vegetation types. Emily asked that every effort be made to avoid critical landform-vegetation
types.



John asked if the critical landform-vegetation types are only within provincial parks and conservation
reserves. Bill indicated that this is the case.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie thanked all attendees for their input and time.
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Action Items
Action
MNRF to provide up-to-date FRI data to allow for
Golder to consider use of a more detailed ELC system
in the EA.
Golder to consider adding survey locations in rare
habitats in the 2016 field program.

Person Responsible

To be Completed

MNRF (Bill Greaves)

May 6, 2016

Golder (Jenn Braun)

As soon as possible

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/04_Apr2016/April2016 Meetings/Veg Meeting
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TO All attendees

DATE May 10, 2016

1536607
GAL-007-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON FISH AND FISH HABITAT –
MEETING MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

April 6, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Emily Hawkins, MNRF
Richard Booth, Golder

Steve Bobrowicz, MNRF
Alyson Beal, Golder

Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
James Francis, Golder

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Fish and Fish Habitat:
a)

Baseline study – results to date

b)

Baseline study – 2016 program

c)

Draft criteria and indicators

d)

Study areas

e)

Assessment method

f)

Fieldwork for permitting

g)

Mitigation – restricted activity timing windows

4)

General discussion

5)

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on safe digging.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.
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Fish and Fish Habitat



Richard provided an overview of the 2014 fish and fish habitat fieldwork, including field reconnaissance and
observation of specific habitat attributes, barriers to migration, bankfull width, substrates, potential for
critical habitat (e.g., spawning) and potential to support fish. Richard noted that the proposed 2016
fieldwork is in line with the approach taken to the 2014 fieldwork.



Richard indicated that the 2016 fieldwork will be observational in nature and is not proposed to include
electrofishing or netting surveys. Richard indicated that a precautionary approach will be adopted, with the
intention of having no in-water footprint and protection of riparian areas.



Steve noted that clearing adjacent to watercourses will be considered in-water work.



Richard indicated that the data collected in 2014 will be assimilated into the definition of the current Project
(e.g., due to route revisions). Richard noted that for watercourses where no data was collected in 2014, a
flyover or review of aerial imagery will allow for characterization of coarse habitat features, including
general setting and connectivity to other waterbodies. Richard noted that detailed field surveys are not
proposed for the EA.



Emily asked if there are specific areas targeted for field study. Richard noted that Dillon assessed a large
percentage (70-80%) of the watercourses intersected by the alignment.
Richard indicated that
approximately 75 to 90 watercourses intersected by the alignment were not assessed in 2014 and are
anticipated to require additional assessment in 2016. Richard noted that more detailed surveys for new
bridges and culverts will be carried separately in support of permitting.



Carrie indicated that fieldwork for bridges and culverts is proposed for 2017. Carrie noted that a high-level,
preliminary access and construction plan is under development for the EA but that this includes only an
inventory of potential access and that specific access to the right-of-way (ROW) for construction and
operations has not yet been identified. Carrie clarified that site-specific surveys in support of permitting are
proposed for next year.



Richard indicated that, for the EA, the same general considerations would be used as for the 2014 fish and
fish habitat work, including habitat types, Species at Risk (SAR) and species of conservation concern.
Richard indicated that the EA would include consideration of SAR ranges and how the Project might
interact with SAR. Richard noted that the type of habitat provided by watercourses intersected by the
Project will be considered, along with potential critical habitat features (e.g., nursery areas) and connectivity
of these watercourses. Richard noted that mitigation measures to avoid or reduce effects will be identified,
including planning-based mitigation such as avoidance of specific features or timing windows. Richard
indicated that the indicators to be used for the EA are habitat quantity, habitat quality and abundance.



Emily asked what the scope of potential interactions of the Project with fisheries might be. Carrie indicated
that there will be some physical interaction, with clearing taking place to defined setbacks from
watercourses. Emily asked if the riparian setbacks will be the same as for vegetation. Steve noted his
understanding that there will be a vegetative buffer around every watercourse along the ROW, and asked if
there will be in-water work during construction along the ROW. Steve noted that vegetation clearing for
maintenance should be considered in the EA, given that it is exempt from Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO) review.
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Richard noted that utility companies typically have generic Environmental Protection Plans (EPPs) that are
tailored to the specific environmental interactions anticipated for each project. Richard noted that a
Project-specific EPP will be developed and that the EPP will address vegetation management and access
for operations.



Steve noted that if there is no in-water work along the ROW, species-specific timing windows may not need
to be considered. Emily indicated that the level of effort for the EA depends on the level of risk associated
with a project. Emily indicated that the MNRF would appreciate additional detail regarding construction
activities and maintenance activities near waterbodies. Carrie indicated that it might be valuable to have
NextBridge’s engineering, construction and operations personnel provide a high-level presentation about
how the Project will be built, operated, accessed and maintained. Carrie indicated she would discuss
internally at NextBridge and follow-up with MNRF about a presentation.



Emily indicated that the MNRF would like to see access roads and culverts included in the EA. Carrie
noted that representative access roads, laydown areas, construction camps and other access and
construction areas will be considered in the EA, but that focused aquatics fieldwork is not proposed at this
stage. Emily asked if NextBridge has a sense of which roads are likely to be included in the Project. Carrie
indicated that this is under development, and that NextBridge’s engineering and construction personnel are
issuing a request for proposals to obtain a construction contractor to develop the most efficient way of
developing the Project. Richard indicated that Golder would be providing constraints and opportunities
from the aquatics perspective as the access and construction plan is refined.



Emily asked if the 2016 aerial reconnaissance should also focus on access and construction areas. Steve
indicated that he has not heard of aerial surveys for fish and fish habitat and asked for a presentation or
literature in support of this approach. Richard indicated that Golder would provide this and noted that this
approach has been used on other transmission line projects. Richard noted that aerial reconnaissance
allows for an examination of morphology and connectivity and, if the helicopter can approach the ground,
an assessment of substrates. Richard noted that this approach is intentionally used for high-level
characterization of fish and fish habitat, including an assessment of fish access. Richard noted that
professional judgment will inform the EA and that if the aerial reconnaissance identifies a need for more
detailed information, a recommendation for follow-up work will be made.



Steve asked if the ROW could be moved to avoid important fish habitat. Carrie indicated that land access
permissions limit NextBridge’s ability to do so. Richard noted that the assessment of watercourse
crossings will consider an approximately 400 m length of each watercourse to allow for lateral upstream
and downstream shifts. Richard noted that if an entire, approximately 400 m long reach is identified as
sensitive habitat, this will be noted in the EA.



Carrie noted that Rebecca Loosley from NextBridge had sent shapefiles of the preliminary access and
construction plan to the MNRF. Carrie stressed that the access and construction plan is very preliminary at
this stage and requested feedback from the MNRF.



Emily asked for follow-up on the width of vegetative buffers around watercourses. Carrie indicated that
NextBridge would follow up.
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Richard noted that the primary approach to mitigation of effects on fish and fish habitat will involve
avoidance of features, while the secondary approach will involve site-specific mitigation, including
application of timing windows. Richard noted that Golder would appreciate consensus on restricted activity
periods (RAPs) before they are applied. Carrie indicated that the RAPs will be important for the EA, given
that construction and access areas will be considered in the effects assessment.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie thanked all attendees for their input and time.

Action Items
Action
NextBridge to prepare a high-level presentation about
how the Project will be built, operated, accessed and
maintained
Golder to prepare a presentation or literature review in
support of an aerial reconnaissance approach to
characterizing fish and fish habitat
NextBridge to follow up on the width of vegetative
buffers around watercourses

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

Golder (Richard Booth)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/04_Apr2016/April2016 Meetings/Aquatics Meeting
06Apr2016/EWT_GAL-007-MOM-V1 MNRF Aquatics Meeting Minutes_06Apr2016.docx
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TO All attendees

DATE May 10, 2016

1536607
GAL-008-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE
HABITAT – MEETING MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

April 6, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Emily Hawkins, MNRF
Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
James Francis, Golder

Anneleis Eckert, MNRF
John Virgl, Golder

Bill Greaves, MNRF
Kristine Sare, Golder

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
a)

Baseline results to date

b)

Proposed 2016 field program

c)

Draft criteria and indicators

d)

Study areas

e)

Assessment method

f)

Fieldwork for permitting

g)

Caribou Screening Tool applicability and approach to assessment of effects on caribou

4)

General discussion

5)

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on compact fluorescent lightbulbs.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.
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Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat



Kristine provided an overview of fieldwork to date, noting that sensitive species including birds and caribou
were identified during fieldwork carried out in 2014. Kristine noted that no sensitive reptiles were identified
during 2014 fieldwork. Kristine noted that the 2016 field program is focused on gaps in the 2014 field
program and changes to the Project route since 2014. Kristine also noted that the 2016 field program
intends to include survey locations in provincial parks and conservation reserves.



Bill asked if no reptiles were identified during the 2014 field program. Kristine clarified that no sensitive
turtle species were identified, and that potential turtle nesting habitat was identified.



Kristine noted that criteria species identified for the EA reflect listed species, species with potential to be
affected by the Project and species of community or Aboriginal interest or concern (e.g., moose). Kristine
asked if the MNRF had any input or comments on the list of criteria species. Bill noted that common
nighthawk and golden winged warbler were both incidentally observed during the 2014 field program.
Kristine indicated that Eastern Whip-poor-will is a criteria species identified for the EA and is representative
of the behaviour and habitat use of nightjar species, including common nighthawk. Kristine also indicated
that Canada warbler is a criteria species for the EA and is representative of the behaviour and habitat use
of warbler species, including golden winged warbler.



Bill asked if targeted nightjar surveys are proposed. Kristine indicated that Golder intends to include
Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys adjacent to the breeding bird surveys where practical and within the
Eastern Whip-poor-will survey window. Bill noted that the highest likelihood of Eastern Whip-poor-will is
likely in the Dorion area.



Kristine noted that Golder is already planning additional surveys for the reroute to the west of Ouimet
Canyon and that targeted Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys in this area can be considered. Kristine noted
that there is limited ability to carry out repeated Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys due to the length of the
Project and the survey protocol. John noted that if targeted Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys cannot be
accommodated this year, these surveys could be carried out in 2017 in support of permitting.



Bill indicated that golden winged warbler may make use of different habitat than Canada warbler, noting
that golden winged warbler is an early successional species using habitat near water with a shrub
understory. Bill noted that if the previous observation was of a breeding bird, he would like to know. John
indicated that Golder would look into the incidental observation in more detail.



Bill noted that Forest Resource Inventory (FRI) data should be available for all the managed forests in the
vicinity of the Project, and that FRI data might only be lacking for provincial parks and conservation
reserves. Bill indicated that James Cross (MNRF) could transfer available FRI data to NextBridge. Golder
indicated that this would be appreciated.



Kristine indicated that target areas for 2016 field work include the area between White River and Wawa, the
reroute to the west of Ouimet Canyon, west of Schreiber and east of Dorion. Bill suggested also focusing
on the area between Kama Cliffs and Gravel River.



Bill asked if obtaining the FRI data might shift areas of focus for the 2016 field program. Kristine indicated
that it might, since it might change the approach to Ecological Land Classification.
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Kristine indicated that, with the exception of wide-ranging species, the study areas for wildlife and wildlife
habitat will be a 2-km-wide Local Study Area (LSA) and a 10-km-wide Regional Study Area (RSA). Kristine
indicated that, for moose, the RSA will be comprised of the Wildlife Management Units (WMUs) that
intersect the right-of-way (ROW). Kristine indicated that the RSA for caribou will be comprised of the Lake
Superior Coastal Range and the discontinuous range, to capture potential effects on connectivity.



Kristine noted that Todd Copeland (MNRF) has indicated to Golder that the discontinuous range can be
treated as Category 3 habitat. Kristine also noted that Todd had indicated that the Caribou Screening Tool
(CST) does not yet apply to either the Lake Superior Coastal Range or the discontinuous range. Emily
noted that follow-up should be arranged with Todd. Kristine indicated that the intention has been to include
connectivity in the effects assessment, and that including the discontinuous range should clarify this
intention.



Bill noted that WMU 14 (Black Bay) is an enhanced management area, and that there might be particular
interest in potential effects on moose and caribou within this WMU.



Kristine asked if there are other projects in the area that might have begun categorizing habitat within the
Lake Superior Coastal Range. Emily noted that the Stillwater Marathon PGM project had substantial work
carried out, but that the project is now on hold. Bill noted that habitat protection has only been in place for
caribou since 2013 so only recent projects have categorized habitat. Kristine indicated that Golder would
like to be consistent with approaches used by the MNRF and asked if Golder should develop a method for
habitat categorization independently or if the MNRF would have input. Bill suggested following up with
Todd, and noted that the Lake Superior Coastal Range is a more unique area than the northern caribou
ranges.



Kristine noted that the EA will use a conservative, habitat-based assessment approach. Kristine noted that
fairly detailed field surveys have been carried out for caribou and breeding birds. Kristine noted that for
bats the intention is to fly the study area this spring in support of the vegetation and wetlands assessment
and that old-growth forest areas will be noted as potential roosting habitat. Kristine noted that snag density
counts will be collected in old-growth areas as part of the vegetation surveys. Kristine noted that aerial
imagery and video is available for most of the ROW, and that the 2016 aerial reconnaissance will assist
with identification of rocky outcrops and talus slopes. Kristine noted that, using this approach, the bat
roosting habitat identified in the EA will be an overestimate. Kristine indicated that bat fieldwork for
permitting is planned for 2017.



Bill noted that the approach to assessing effects on bats seems reasonable, and noted that he would follow
up with April and Todd at MNRF. Bill indicated he would let Anneleis and Emily know if the MNRF would
like to follow up with Golder regarding the proposed approach to assessment of effects on bats and
caribou.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie thanked all attendees for their input and time.
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Action Items
Action
Golder to consider targeted Eastern Whip-poor-will
surveys in the Dorion area
Golder to look into incidental observation of golden
winged warbler to determine if observed during
breeding period
MNRF to transfer available FRI data to NextBridge
NextBridge to follow up with Todd Copeland regarding
categorization of habitat for the assessment of effects
on caribou

Person Responsible

To be Completed

Golder (Kristine Sare)

As soon as possible

Golder (Kristine Sare)

As soon as possible

MNRF (James Cross)

As soon as possible

NextBridge
(Carrie Wiklund)

As soon as possible

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/04_Apr2016/April2016 Meetings/Wildlife Mtg
06Apr2016/EWT_GAL-008-MOM-V1 MNRF Wildlife Meeting Minutes_06Apr2016.docx
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TO All attendees

DATE October 12, 2016

1536607
GAL-009-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF MEETING ON MOOSE HABITAT MODELLING –
MEETING MINUTES
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

Date:

August 26, 2016

Location:

Teleconference

PROJECT No.

Attendees:
Bill Greaves, MNRF
Kristine Sare, Golder

Rob Rempel, MNRF
Dan Coulton, Golder

Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
James Francis, Golder

Agenda
1)

Safety moment

2)

Opening remarks and introductions

3)

Moose Habitat Modelling

4)

a)

Habitat Suitability Index Model used by the Ontario Landscape Tool program

b)

Golder’s proposed approach

Questions, comments and next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on safety in the digital era.

Opening Remarks and Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.



Carrie provided an overview of the Project and the status of the EA.



James provided an overview of Golder’s desired outcomes from the call and the context for the discussion.

Moose Habitat Modelling



Dan provided an overview of Golder’s planned approach to using parameters in the Forest Resource
Inventory (FRI) data to categorize moose habitat (e.g., mixed wood, mature conifer). Dan indicated that
Golder’s intent is to be reasonably consistent with the MNRF’s previous work in modelling moose habitat.
Dan noted that, given MNRF’s availability, to meet the Project schedule Golder has proceeded with moose
habitat modelling using the PLANFU attribute and their own grouping of tree species as mixed wood and
conifer. Golder’s approach also considers of Ontario forest fire data to identify regenerating forest. Dan
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noted that mature conifer has been assumed where stand age is 40 or more years old, consistent with the
approach to classifying Significant Wildlife Habitat. Dan indicated that, where there are gaps in the FRI
data (e.g., parks), Provincial Land Cover 2000 (PLC 2000) data is being used. Rob indicated that this is a
reasonable approach.



Kristine suggested that it might be valuable for Rob and Dan to share data so that previous MNRF
approaches and Golder’s planned approach could be compared in detail. Rob indicated that the MNRF has
used landscape forest units and asked for Golder to share how landscape forest units are being converted
to food and cover variables in the Golder approach. Dan indicated he would do so. Rob indicated he
would share the MNRF’s previous conversions of landscape forest units to food and cover variables.



Rob suggested overlaying PLC 2000 data on FRI data, where FRI data are available, to inspect the
integrity of assumptions regarding PLC 2000 data. Rob indicated that future iterations of FRI data will
cover parks, but that this will not be available in time for the East-West Tie EA.



Rob indicated that he would share the Lake Superior Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) graphs developed by
the MNRF for moose. Rob noted that the HSI model is based on professional opinion. Rob indicated that
the original HSI model was based on Minnesota data and that it has been recalibrated for Ontario data.
Kristine indicated that this would be helpful, and that while Golder has built the model for moose habitat,
small changes could be made if warranted. Dan indicated that he would share how Golder has classified
forest units for Rob’s review and input.

Questions, Comments and Next Steps



Carrie thanked all attendees for their input and time.

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

Golder to share approach to classifying PLANFU codes
as Coniferous or Mixed Wood forest for inclusion in the
moose model

Golder (Dan Coulton)

October 12, 2016

MNRF to share the Lake Superior HSI graphs

MNRF (Rob Rempel)

Completed during
conference call

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/MNRF Meetings and Correspondence/05_Aug2016/EWT_GAL-009-MOM-V1 MNRF Moose
Meeting Minutes_26Aug2016.docx
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TO Joseph Muller, Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge

DATE November 15, 2016
PROJECT No.

1536607
GAL-010-MOM-V3

CC Henry Cary and James Francis, Golder
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA –
MINISTRY OF TOURISM, CULTURE AND SPORT MEETING – MEETING MINUTES
Date:

September 22, 2016, 11:00 – 11:30 am EST

Location:

Online Meeting

Attendees:
Online
Joseph Muller
(Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport)

Carrie Wiklund
(NextBridge)

Henry Cary
(Golder)

James Francis
(Golder)

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Project update

4)

Cultural heritage study areas (regional and local)

5)

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) / Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) timing

6)

Indigenous cultural heritage information

7)

Criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest

8)

Approach for assessment of effects

9)

Next steps

Meeting Discussion Notes
Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and indicated their role on the Project.

Safety Moment



The meeting was initiated with a safety moment focused on pet safety.

Project Overview



Carrie provided an overview of NextBridge and the Project (refer to attached presentation). Carrie noted
that the Project schedule has been extended, with a current anticipated in-service date of 2020, per the
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Independent Electricity System Operator’s identification of a delay in Project need. Joseph asked when in
2020 the Project is anticipated to be in service. Carrie noted that the in-service date is by the end of 2020.

Cultural Heritage Study Areas



Henry provided an overview of the proposed local study area (LSA) and regional study area (RSA) for
cultural heritage for the environmental assessment (EA). Henry indicated that the proposed LSA extends
50 m from the Project footprint boundary, where the Project footprint is the preferred route right-of-way
(ROW), laydown yards, storage yards, construction camps, temporary construction easements and new
access roads. Henry indicated that the proposed RSA has been developed to reflect the geography and
scale of the Project, and is proposed to extend 1 km from the preferred route ROW boundary,
approximately 50 m from access roads, and approximately 500 m from the boundary of laydown yards,
storage yards and construction camps. Henry clarified that the 50 m RSA around access roads only applies
to those outside the 1 km RSA that follow existing common roads (i.e., roads on which public money is
expended for repair or maintenance). Henry explained that the 50 m RSA around access roads reflects
that many of these access roads are existing and that there is limited potential for their location to change.



Joseph indicated that the study areas appear to be linked to the type of work and reasonably rationalized.
Henry noted that the study areas are linked to the types of activities associated with the Project.

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report / Heritage Impact Assessment Timing



Henry noted that preliminary screening has indicated potential for heritage resources in the study areas and
that field review will be required. Henry indicated that it may be preferable to delay Cultural Heritage
Evaluation Report (CHER) / Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) submission until after the draft EA Report
submission.



Joseph indicated that attempting to identify known heritage resources in advance of draft EA Report
submission would be beneficial. Henry indicated that available desktop information is limited for northern
Ontario. Joseph indicated including available information in the EA Report with identification of uncertainties
would be a reasonable approach that would allow for scoping of upcoming work.



Henry asked if the CHER/HIA could be deferred until after EA Report submission. Joseph indicated that it
could be, but that the EA Report should include inventories of potential and known cultural heritage
resources.

Indigenous Cultural Heritage Information



Henry indicated a preference for including Indigenous cultural heritage information in the cultural heritage
section of the EA Report. James indicated that a separate section addressing Indigenous current use of
lands and resources for traditional purposes, including cultural heritage sites, would be part of the EA
Report. Henry indicated that Indigenous cultural heritage information may be sensitive. Joseph indicated
that it is reasonable for Indigenous cultural heritage information to be included in the Indigenous current use
of lands and resources for traditional purposes section of the EA Report and not included in cultural
heritage reporting.
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Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest



Henry asked about applicability of the criteria outlined in O. Reg. 10/06 Criteria For Determining Cultural
Heritage Value Or Interest Of Provincial Significance. Joseph noted that O. Reg. 10/06 does not yet have
any designated properties, and suggested applying the criteria set out in O. Reg. 9/06 Criteria For
Determining Cultural Heritage Value Or Interest.



Henry indicated that Golder would also be referring to the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit and the Guidelines on
the Man-Made Heritage Component of Environmental Assessments.



Joseph indicated that a new set of draft guidelines for CHER, HIA and cultural heritage landscapes may be
available within three to six months.

Approach for Assessment of Effects



Henry asked about input regarding the approach to addressing cultural heritage landscapes. Joseph
indicated that the three general categories of cultural heritage landscapes should be addressed:

 Designed – purposely planned and laid out (e.g., a Prisoner of War camp);
 Evolved – static or dynamic cultural landscapes that have evolved over time (e.g., a mine with long
period of operation); and,

 Associative – natural landscape that has a strong association with a historic event or person (e.g.,
Group of Seven landscapes).



Henry indicated that the visual environment section of the EA Report will address potential effects on visual
quality from the Project.



Joseph suggested that permanent and irreversible effects be distinguished from those that are reversible.
Joseph indicated that the existing East-West Tie could be considered a cultural heritage landscape
representative of mid-20th century culture.



Joseph indicated that use of high-resolution imagery can augment a desktop assessment. Carrie noted that
orthoimagery, Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) imagery and georeferenced flyover videos are
available. Joseph indicated that these would be useful data sources to include, and that LiDAR imagery can
be used to identify landscape modification and buildings. Joseph suggested using high-resolution imagery
to allow for focusing of field work.

Next Steps



Carrie to continue to inform Joseph about the Project and schedule follow-up meeting(s) if necessary.

https://capws.golder.com/sites/P1536607eastwestTieEnvServices/5000 PM/5001 Meetings/Agency Meetings/22-Sept-2016/1536607 GAL-010-MOM-V3 MTCS Meeting
Minutes_22Sept2016.docx
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TO All attendees

DATE February 13, 2017

FROM Carrie Wiklund, NextBridge
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT EA – MNRF/DFO/LRCA MEETING REGARDING WATER
COURSE CROSSING MEMO REVIEW – MEETING MINUTES
Date:

February 3, 2017

Location:

Teleconference

Attendees:
Londa Mortson, MNRF

Hanna Vovk, MNRF

Brian Kilgour, MNRF

Steve Bobrowicz, MNRF

Leona Tarini, MNRF

Phil Howe, MNRF

Vincent Harper, DFO

Simon Shankie, LRCA

Michelle Sixsmith, LRCA

Jennifer Russell, NextBridge

Jessica Sabell, NextBridge

Agenda
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

Introductions and safety moment
Project Overview
Review Water Body Crossings Memo
Field Activities to Date
Restriction Activity Timing Windows
Proposed Crossing Methods
Permitting Requirements

Meeting Discussion Notes



The meeting was initiated with introductions and a safety moment regarding the Bell Let’s Talk Campaign.



Jessica provided a high level project overview for those new to the project team.



Water Body Crossing Memo identifies approximately 900 water crossings, split evenly across access
crossings and ROW crossings.



LRCA indicated that permits will be required for all permanent crossings, including culverts and bridges.
Temporary crossings will not require permits.



DFO confirmed the self-assessment process eliminates DFO review of snow/ice bridges and clear span
bridges. Likely rig mat crossings as well if no instream work. Culverts and multi-span bridges in fish
bearing watercourses are subject to DFO review. Information on fish species, timing, execution and
restoration required as part of application/review process.



MNRF identified that ALL crossings will need approval/authorization but that options to streamline the
review process and “batch up” crossing types can be developed.
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On LRCA regulated lands, MNRF permits may also be required. May be an option to look at a joint
permitting process.



In discussing restricted activity timing windows, MNRF and DFO agreed in theory with the application of
restrictions as outlined in the Water Body Crossing Memo, but stated that fish sampling/field data was
lacking and would be required before timing windows could be reliably applied.



MNRF/DFO agreed that in some cases, variances from the timing windows can be authorized through the
application process – in the case of DFO authorizations, they will typically confer with MNRF before
approving a variance. MNRF may provide variances on provincial approvals. LRCA defers to DFO
restricted activity timing windows.



MNRF identified that quality fish data is currently lacking (in draft EA) and expects the collection of fish data
to support permit applications. NextBridge explained that field work to support permitting was to be initiated
in 2017. NextBridge also identified that collecting field data at all crossings would not be feasible and is
hoping to work with agencies to develop a streamlined, effective field program.



MNRF suggested that an MNRF focused meeting with NextBridge would be a good next step to discuss
permitting options/process. NextBridge to coordinate once a permitting consultant has been retained and
to include representatives from the NextBridge Engineering and Construction Team. Expect for March.
MNRF indicated they could send NextBridge some MNRF guidelines/standards for crossing construction.



For future/ongoing consideration – how will previously unidentified water bodies be addressed if
encountered (contingency planning for NextBridge); O&M planning after construction is complete.

Next Steps



MNRF and NextBridge to continue consultation on streamlined permitting approaches and field program
requirements.



NextBridge to evaluate existing data and critical crossings to assist in evaluating permitting and field
program options.



NextBridge to develop our 2017 field program and collect additional field data. MNRF input will be obtained
to support this process.



NextBridge to provide rig mat crossing typicals to show how rig mat crossings would be installed/executed.

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

NextBridge to contact MNRF to determine timing for
additional permitting meeting

NextBridge
(Jessica Sabell)

NextBridge to provide rig mat crossing typicals

NextBridge
(Jessica Sabell)
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To be Completed
Expected in March, after
Permitting Consultant
retained
Over next month or two as
permit discussions
progress

EAST-WEST TIE
TRANSMISSION
PROJECT
Water Body Crossings

www.nextbridge.ca

Agenda
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Introductions
Project overview
Review Water Body Crossings Memo circulated 2016
Field activities to date
Restriction activity timing windows
Proposed crossing methods
Permitting requirements

Project Overview
447 km, 230 kilovolt, double-circuit AC electrical transmission line extending from the
existing Hydro One Networks Inc. (Hydro One) Lakehead Transformer Station in the
Municipality of Shuniah near Thunder Bay to the existing Hydro One Wawa Transformer
Station near Wawa.

Water Body Crossings Memo
• Presents NextBridge’s preliminary approach to
waterbody crossings including:
–
–
–
–

Summary of legislation
Discussion of data collection
Application of restricted activity timing windows
Proposed crossing methods

4

Water Body Crossings Memo
• Crossing table identifies:
– over 900 waterbodies that will require permanent or
temporary crossing structures
• approximately 450 along the transmission route
• approximately 450 along the access routes

• Of these, approximately 115 occur on Lakehead
Region Conservation Authority lands

5

Field Activities to Date
• Desktop study for every crossing
• 2014 - field reconnaissance along transmission route
• 2016 – aerial reconnaissance along transmission route
and access roads
• Aquatic habitat assessed, including:
–
–
–
–
–
–

Major habitat types
Substrate type
Flow regime
Fish passage barriers
Mean bank-full width
Bank shape and stability
6

Restricted Activity Timing
Windows
• Two timing window periods recognized, which may vary
with species
– Spring timing window (typically ranges from Apr-Jul)
– Fall timing window (typically ranges from Sept-Jun)

• Therefore waterbodies may be limited to a 2.5 month
working window
• NextBridge has been conservative in the application of
timing windows
SEEKING FEEDBACK ON APPLICATION OF TIMING WINDOWS
7

Proposed Crossing Methods
• Minimizing crossings where possible
– Use existing access
– Work from either side of a water body where possible

• Clear/multi-span bridges, culverts, snow/ice bridges and
rig mats proposed crossing types
• Culverts and multi-span bridges may require work below
the ordinary high water mark or placement of fill
• Other crossing types not expected to require work below
the ordinary high water mark or placement of fill (other
than clean snow)
8

Proposed Crossing Methods
• Where bank-full width is ≤ 2 m or ephemeral channel
– Propose Rig Mats

• Where bank-full width is between 2.1 – 5 m
– Propose Culvert, Snow/Ice Bridge or Clear-Span Bridge
depending on fish potential

• Where bank-full width is ≥ 5 m
– Propose Snow/Ice, Clear-Span or Multi-Span Bridge
depending on fish potential

SEEKING FEEDBACK ON PROPOSED CROSSING METHODS
9

Approximate Number of
Crossings
Crossing Type

LRCA Lands

Non-LRCA Lands

Total

Rig Mat

42

432

474

Culvert/Snowfill

35

138

173

Clear-span Bridge

26

44

70

Multi-span Bridge

0

26

26

Work Around/Use
Existing Access

12

158

170

NUMBER OF CROSSINGS SUBJECT TO CHANGE
10

Anticipated Permit
Requirements
• Rig Mats – no permits (no work/fill within ordinary high water
•
•
•
•

mark; DFO self assessment)
Clear-span Bridges – no permits (no work/fill within
ordinary high water mark; DFO self assessment)
Snow/Ice Bridges – no permits (work within ordinary high
water mark limited to clean snow placement; DFO self
assessment)
Culverts – subject to DFO review; clarity requested around
permitting requirements
Multi-span Bridges – subject to DFO review; clarity
requested around permitting requirements

11

For Discussion
• Seeking feedback on:

– Application of restricted activity timing windows
– Selection of crossing methods
– Provincial permitting requirements when DFO
review not required (per DFO self assessment)
– Permitting requirements for crossings with work
below the ordinary high water mark
– Crossing installation options during restricted
activity timing windows
12

NextBridge – EWT – MNRF Lands Meeting
MINUTES

FEBRUARY 6, 2017

MEETING CALLED BY

Brian Kilgour

TYPE OF MEETING

Provincial Agency

FACILITATOR

Haseeb Amirzada

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas

TIME: 1:00PM EST

LOCATION: TELECONFERENCE

Haseeb Amirzada (CanACRE), David Biggar (CanACRE), Brian Kilgour (MNRF), Phil Howe (MNRF)
Rebecca Loosley (NextBridge)

ATTENDEES

Called in: Ashley Ligas (CanACRE), Justin Wong (CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION
1.

Brief Project Update

DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft EA, Open Houses, Stakeholder comments, Leave to Construct
and Land acquisition.

2.

BK – Requested an update on consultation with First Nations and was directed to the Draft EA document.

CONCLUSIONS

ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

N/A

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION
1.

Status on MNRF Crown Interest Review

HA – Transmission line route has changed and access roads/ancillary work areas have been added since MNRF completed their
review in 2014.

2.

BK - MNRF requests that Nextbridge send the affected Crown interest list (using LIO Crown Non-Freehold Disposition layer) for
only the new sections of the transmission line corridor for MNRF to review and verify.

3.

BK – Inquired about which construction company will be chosen for the Project. BK indicated that due to the access plan being
unconfirmed, he is hesitant to allocate resources to review the proposed roads on Crown Lands at this time.

4.

BK – CanACRE to provide MNRF with the new transmission line sections as a result of any reroutes since 2014.

5.

BK – MNRF confirmed that they have a road data layer that includes ownership attributes on existing roads as well as a highresolution imagery layer. Nextbridge would be required to look into obtaining this data to support their due -diligence and review.

6.

BK – Amendments to the data sharing agreement may be required or a new agreement must be produced to obtain additional
road or imagery data.

7.

RL – Will confirm if the road data layer is included in the terms of the existing data share agreement.

CONCLUSIONS MNRF will not put additional resources into a review of the full construction footprint at this time.
MNRF will review the reroute locations of the transmission line.
A new data sharing agreement may be required for road data layer containing ownership attributes.
ACTION ITEMS
Provide MNRF with data and information regarding transmission line
revisions/non-freehold disposition shapefiles
Data Share Agreement – Confirmation

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Haseeb Amirzada

March 10, 2017

Brian Kilgour

March 31, 2017

Data Share Agreement – Amendment or Creation (upon confirmation from
MNRF)

Rebecca Loosley

Completed

Request Road Data Layer from MNRF (upon confirmation of data share
agreement)

Haseeb Amirzada

Completed

DISCUSSION
1.

Nextbridge Crown Interest Engagement: Status of Engagement Activities

HA – CanACRE stated that consent packages for all affected Crown interest holders are expected to be delivered by the end of
February 2017.

2.

BK – Region should be kept informed of interest holder correspondence and CanACRE can deal with districts on the types of
agreements being used for dispositions such as leases and land use permits. Districts will eventually complete the land
disposition process once agreements are in place with interest holders.

CONCLUSIONS

Future district correspondence relating to agreements being signed with interest holders in relation to the Project
must be communicated to the Region.

ACTION ITEMS
Include MNRF representative BK in future district correspondence regarding
status of interest holder agreements.
DISCUSSION
1.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

All Parties

On-going

Nextbridge Crown Interest Engagement: Discussion Regarding Issues Encountered to Date

HA – MNRF data for land use permits is not completely accurate. Some imagery shows buildings at different locations than the
MNRF records.

2.

BK – MNRF will verify status of affected alienations, land use permits and licences of occupation on an individual basis.

3.

BK – MNRF needs to review the interest holder agreements before approving the disposition of crown lands.

CONCLUSIONS MNRF can verify status of alienations, land use permits and licences of occupation.
MNRF is able to provide sketches to confirm the location of dispositions such as land use permits.
ACTION ITEMS
Send Alienation, Land Use Permit and license of occupation ID information to
MNRF to determine applicant and status.

DISCUSSION

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Haseeb Amirzada

March 10, 2017

Clearing and Construction Permitting

HA – CanACRE and NextBridge have updated MNRF on the engagement process for sustainable forest license holders. No issues or
concerns were expressed.
CONCLUSIONS

ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION
1.

DEADLINE
N/A

Confirmation of MNRF/Nextbridge Future Communication and Points-of-Contact

HA – NextBridge will work with the applicable District office on interest holder specific requirements. Nextbridge to cc BK on all
correspondence.

2.

Nextbridge is to cc BK on correspondence with Derek Seim related to aggregate permits/licences.

CONCLUSIONS
Contacts for upcoming correspondence have been established.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Include BK in all future correspondence with Districts and Derek Seim

All Parties

Ongoing

Nextbridge – EWT - MTO Corridor and Property Deliverables / Project Update

MINUTES

FEBRUARY 6, 2017

TIME: 2:30PM-4:00PM

LOCATION: BOARDROOM 3N

MEETING CALLED BY

Cindy Brown

TYPE OF MEETING

Provincial Agency

FACILITATOR

Haseeb Amirzada

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas

ATTENDEES

Haseeb Amirzada (CanACRE), David Biggar (CanACRE), Rebecca Loosley (Nextbridge), Cindy
Brown (MTO - NE), Kevin Ellis (MTO – NW), Linda Kaszuba (MTO – NW), Ian McKenzie (MTO – NW),
Dave Kovacs (MTO – NW), Tudor Nisioiu (MTO – NW), Gay Lynne Nix (MTO – NW), Steve Zurevinski
(MTO – NW)

Called In: Ashley Ligas (CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft EA, Open Houses, Stakeholder comments, Leave to
Construct and Land acquisition.
CONCLUSIONS

ACTION ITEMS
N/A

DISCUSSION

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

N/A

N/A

Review of Jan 30 CanACRE Deliverable

1.

HA – MTO designations do not line up perfectly with Teranet data. There will be slight discrepancies in the mapping provided.

2.

CB – The designation is not necessary. MTO will state if traffic is an issue.

3.

HA to send updated spreadsheet to KE.

4.

RL stated that land agreements sent in August 2016 to LK may be outdated. LK stated that she did not submit these agreements
to MTO’s legal counsel for review. RL to send updated Nextbridge forms of agreements (easement docume nts) to LK for MTO’s
legal counsel to review.

5.

Aggregate Pits – HA – HA to follow up with SZ regarding documenting MTO aggregate pits affected by the proposed Project
infrastructure.

6.

DB - MTO NE Region would be receiving a similar deliverable package. NextBridge had an introductory meeting with MTO NE
Region in July of 2016 with Corridor Management Officer Christopher Marsh. There are two proposed transmission line crossings
and approximately 8 access road entrances (mostly existing) proposed within the NE Region.

CONCLUSIONS
The deliverable has been discussed and both parties have an understanding of the data as well as the identification process.
There is a discrepancy between Teranet parcel data and MTO’s designations.
CanACRE to get in touch with SZ directly regarding directly affected MTO aggregate sites.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Send updated spreadsheet to KE

Haseeb Amirzada

Completed

Nextbridge to send updated forms of agreements to MTO legal for review

Rebecca Loosley

March 3, 2017

HA to follow up with SZ regarding MTO Aggregate Pits

Haseeb Amirzada

March 31, 2017

DISCUSSION
1.

Review of Access Issues Identified to Date

DB – There is potential for every Access Road to require a separate permit. MTO to review and advise on permitting
requirements.

2.

DB – there are a few temporary access roads where the entrances will need to be realigned to reflect the new boundary of
Highway 11/17 and any new/re-located residential entrances.

3.

KE, GN – MTO will require proof of adjacent property owner consent (i.e. Nextbridge agreement in place) prior to issuing an
entrance permit to enter private lands off of Highway 11/17. The same would be needed from MNRF for Crown lands.

4.

GN will be reviewing each of the proposed entrance points. HA to provide a shapefile of all proposed entrance points along with
various attributes from the spreadsheet.

CONCLUSIONS Access issues were identified.
Permitting requirements and contacts have been established.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

CanACRE to provide MTO with shapefile of proposed entrance points .

Haseeb Amirzada

March 3, 2017

DISCUSSION
1.

Update on Status of Highway 11-17 Lane Project

KE – Data provided by KE in October 2016, which included MTO highway and property designations, may not have accurate or
most current boundaries for the 4-laning project (data delineates acquired and not acquired properties).

2.

DK to provide CanACRE with shapefiles of approved property requests for the future 4 -laning of Highway 11/17 between Thunder
Bay and Nipigon.

3.

KE – MTO indicated that construction schedules will have to be shared to e nsure that there are no contractor conflicts with MTO
construction projects.

CONCLUSIONS
Accurate data of approved property requests on the Highway 11/17 4 -laning Project will be sent to CanACRE in the form of a
shapefile.
MTO will be able to provide construction and project schedules that may affect the EWT project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

DK to send HA shapefile of approved property requests .

Dave Kovacs

Completed

CanACRE to send MTO construction schedule.

Dave Biggar

March 3, 2017

DISCUSSION

Confirmation of Next Steps

HA – A meeting with MTO will be scheduled regularly for Project update and progress and to address any comments related to the
review of the deliverables.
CONCLUSIONS
Regular meetings with MTO will commence to provide updates and address comments and concerns.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Regular Meeting with MTO to be scheduled.

Haseeb Amirzada

April, 2017

SPECIAL NOTES

MNDM Meeting – EWT – Reservations on Unpatented Claims
MINUTES

APRIL 12, 2017

MEETING CALLED BY

Patricia Richard

TYPE OF MEETING

Reservations on Unpatented Claims

FACILITATOR

Haseeb Amirzada

NOTE TAKER

Justin Wong

TIME: 1:30PM - 2:30PM

LOCATION: TELECONFERENCE

Haseeb Amirzada (HA), CanACRE
Justin Wong (JW), CanACRE
Ashley Ligas (AL), CanACRE
Marc Bilodeau (MB), MNDM
Brian Laine (BL), MNDM
Nicole Beaudry (NB), MNDM

ATTENDEES

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Mining Claim Reservations

BL – Reservations indicated on the Claim Abstract are noted in the application by the one staking the claim. They are based on a
field review and not always accurate. It may be confirmed/supplemented by MNDM’s GIS team using base data. Copies of specific
applications can be requested, if needed on a case-by-case situation. Reservations are noted for anything existing prior to the staked
date of the claim. We will not need a Consent signed if the proposed infrastructure is on areas reserv ed on the claim.
BL - MNDM needs to see the signed Consent of Disposition of Surface Rights, as they have little concerns with the events after the
granting of consent. CanACRE Ltd is responsible for claimholder relations and coming to an agreement with claimholder to sign the
consent form.
BL - If the consent form will not be signed by the claimholder, CanACRE can submit a request to review the claim with the Mining
Recorder or Commissioner. A hearing for the claim may have to commence based on recommendation of the Recorder. The process
could take approximately one to four years to reach a decision. A submission can be made to the Recorder for review and the
Recorder can provide options for next steps. MNDM can also try to facilitate with the claimholder at this point. Section 50 and 51 of
the Mining Act describes the process and that a project such is this would be in the public interest. BL will provide the relevant
sections for CanACRE’s review.
HA – Requested the shapefiles and effective dates of all previous East-West Tie withdrawals. This will help determine which claims
have a reservation due to the Project withdrawal and, thus, do not have surface rights over portions of their claim. MNDM agreed to
provide this information.
MNDM must be included in the correspondence to MNRF regarding the formal submission request for contact information.
BL – CanACRE must make it clear that claimholder “Mining Rights” are not affected by the consent of surface rights , as claimholders
are cautious of losing investment in mining areas if the transmission line is built .
BL – If there is a change to the access plan, all affected claimholders that have already signed consent forms should receive an
updated “Schedule A” and a new consent form for signing.
HA – Requested MNDM to provide CanACRE with most current contact information for claimholders.

CONCLUSIONS There is an official process through the Mining Recorder and Commissioner for unwilling claimholders.
Withdrawals are dynamic and should be reviewed for each claim to determine if they have surface rights or not.
Changes in infrastructure footprint will require a new Schedule A and a new consent form to be signed.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Request updated contact information for all claimholders

AL

April 14, 2017

Request previous EWT withdrawals and effective dates.

AL

April 14, 2017

Provide relevant sections from Mining Act for hearing process

BL

April 14, 2017

MNRF Meeting / Aggregate Sites Consultation
MINUTES

APRIL 28, 2017

TIME: 11:30AM - 12:15PM

MEETING CALLED BY

Ashley Ligas

TYPE OF MEETING

Authorized Aggregate Site Consultation

FACILITATOR

Ashley Ligas

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas

LOCATION: TELECONFERENCE

Ashley Ligas (AL), CanACRE
Haseeb Amirzada (HA), CanACRE
Justin Wong (JW), CanACRE
Derek Seim (DS), MNRF
Hanna Vovk (HV), MNRF

ATTENDEES

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Introductions/Project Update

AL – A brief project update was given regarding the draft EA, Leave to Construct, Construction Schedule, General Contractor, and
Land Use Permit target submission date.
CONCLUSIONS
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

N/A

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

ALPS ID: 624236 (ANCLIFFE TIMBER LTD.)

DS – Requested that the Field Team investigate the proposed temporary access road and provide an updated status regarding
condition of the road/trial.
DS – If any upgrades are required, it may change the permitting process. All changes and use of roads must , firstly, be agreed upon
by the permittee/licensee. MNRF must be notified of all upgrades to permanent/temporary access roads.
DS – Stated that site access may be a concern depending on the level of use of the access road. MNRF permitting officers must be
able to have site access 24/7. Permittee/licensee is responsible to control access to the site to avoid opening it up for public access.
DS – Required additional details regarding the proposed infrastructure (upgrades, use, etc.) to properly define the process required.
These types of requests are usually discouraged and an in-depth look will be needed. Access for the existing road can be obtained
through an approval from the permittee/licensee, if no upgrades are required. Permittee/licensee consultation is recommended so
that their input can be discussed in the next MNRF Aggregate Sites meeting.
CONCLUSIONS Temporary access road requirements/next steps were communicated by MNRF.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Aggregate Sites Licencee/Permittee Consultation and Comments

Field Team

Ongoing

DISCUSSION

ALPS ID: 7117 (AV TERRACE BAY)

DS – Expressed concerns that future and current extraction work may be affected by the proposed ROW. The location of the ROW
takes up a portion of the current operating area and this may cause compatibility issues. MNRF does not issue overlapping
instruments, where there is already an existing disposition. Suggested routing around this site to the south of the existing
transmission line. HA suggested a partial surrender process to avoid overlapping instruments.

DS – Partial surrender of the land may be possible if the permittee is willing to forfeit the land. This will require a site plan
amendment. The area being surrendered must meet rehabilitation requirements for the site.
DS – Stated that the imagery provided doesn’t display the proposed temporary access road correctly, we will need field verification.
Site plans can be obtained through the permittee or the district office to confirm boundaries of the site.
DS – Stated that a work permit will be required for the access road along with confirmation of site operations compatibility, excavation
setbacks from proposed towers, and transmission line clearance requirements (to be in compliance with OHSA). Further review by
MNRF will be site-specific and the Region will need to engage the Districts to provide additional comments.
CONCLUSIONS Permanent ROW requirements, concerns and next steps were confirmed by MNRF.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Field Team

Ongoing

Discuss setbacks, site operations, and partial surrender with
licensee/permittee.

DISCUSSION

ALPS ID: 89456 (C. VILLENEUVE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY LIMITED)

DS – Inquired about the placement of the laydown yard and why it cannot be moved outside the permit boundary. HA stated that the
plan is still preliminary and there may be changes in the future.
DS – Stated that MNRF usually does not grant approval for this kind of occupation within aggregate sites. Justification must be
provided if it is entirely necessary and there are no other alternatives. If such works are approved, liability release will be required as
the safety of people on the site is the permittee’s responsibility.
DS – Rehabilitation and sterilization of resources must be considered. Minor and major site plan amendments will require
commenting from MNRF. Major site plan changes require circulation through other stakeholders and ministries. MNRF and District
will determine the severity of the proposed amendment.
HA – The remaining aggregate sites can be reviewed by MNRF in more detail and a full range of comments were requested from DS
and HV.
CONCLUSIONS

Laydown Yard, Storage Yard and Worker Camp requirements/next steps were confirmed by MNRF.
Recommendation is to propose these occupations off the aggregate sites.

ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Engage Aggregate holders and submit comments from consultation to MNRF

Field Team/AL

Ongoing

MNRF to conduct aggregate review and send comments to AL

DS

May 19, 2017

DISCUSSION

Revised Sketches Request

HV – Requested that sketches be revised so they can initiate their review with the most up-to-date sketches. AL will send revised
sketches.
CONCLUSIONS AL will send any updated sketches to HV and DS.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Revised sketches to be sent to DS and HV

AL

May 5, 2017
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TO All attendees

DATE June 2, 2017
1536607
GAL-002-MOM-V1

FROM Corinne Miller, NextBridge Infrastructure LP

EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION DRAFT EA REVIEW – MNRF MEETING – MEETING MINUTES
Meeting Date:

May 2, 2017
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Golder Associates Ltd, Thunder Bay, ON

Meeting Attendees:
In-person
Heather Nelson
Thunder Bay District Planner, MNRF
Brian Kilgour
Regional Lands Specialist, MNRF
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Hanna Vovk
Regional Planner MNRF and Project Coordinator for EWT
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Senior Lands and Waters Technician Nipigon, MNRF
Maggie Parker
Regional Lands Specialist, Nipigon District, MNRF
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Trisha Young
District Planner, Wawa District, MNRF
Patty Westiman

Wendy LeClair
Resources Operations Supervisor, Wawa District, MNRF
Jennifer Brown

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Environmental Assessment Method

4)

Project Updates

5)

NextBridge MNRF Data Request

6)

Temporary and Permanent Water Body Equipment Crossings

7)

Species at Risk Permitting

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



Meeting participants have travelled across Ontario and the country to attend the meeting. When travelling
for in potentially unfamiliar locations, be aware of new or different hazards. One of the meeting participants
had a deer run in front of their vehicle.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and stated their role on the Project.

Environmental Assessment Method



Medina Hansen started this meeting item with a presentation on the Environmental Assessment (EA) method
(presentation attached)

 The presentation is a summary of the draft EA method memo sent out with the agenda.



The following were discussions during the presentation:

 Discussion that there was an effects assessment for the no pathway and secondary pathway (e.g.
vegetation and wildlife habitat). The no pathway and secondary pathway were more of a qualitative or
semi-quantitative assessment. Then net effect assessment done on the primary pathways for net effects
with implementation of applicable mitigation.



Londa Mortson had a question on the slide with the flow chart. The question was on mitigation vs avoidance
and it seems that NextBridge is assuming that mitigation will be 100% effective in all cases. Is that something
Golder and NextBridge are confident in? MNRF feels this is incorrect.

Date: June 2, 2017
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 Golder referenced that in the EA method, it is assumed the mitigation will be effective, which is a standard
approach for environmental assessments. However, the prediction confidence sections for each
component of the EA describe and evaluate the efficacy of the proposed mitigation as part of the
evaluation of the uncertainty in the assessment. For the most part, the mitigation proposed is standard
mitigation based on Best Management Practices or regulatory guidance and have been applied
successfully on similar projects.

 Golder stated that avoidance is considered a mitigation measure. Avoidance was considered in the
planning prior to the EA, and in some cases, avoidance measures were implemented for the Project prior
to the alignment and Project Description in the EA. With the overall goal of paralleling the existing EWT
where appropriate, means NextBridge can’t avoid everything.



Bill Greaves stated that MNRF feels like the Project effects are high level and don’t consider site-specific
impacts. The effects at the local scale are washed out. For example S1 and S2 are impacted by the
transmission line Right-of-Way (ROW) but discussed as no impact because there is lots of similar habitat in
the Local Study Area (LSA).

 A response to this question was deferred as it was coming up next in the presentation.



When discussing local scale effects slide, Medina references the Environmental Alignment Sheets (EAS)
(confidential version was sent to MNRF and the Government Review Team). Medina Hansen connected the
local scale features and associated mitigation in the EA are on EAS.



Phil Couture made a comment that MNRF has local knowledge and can’t help commenting or providing the
local knowledge.



Medina stated that the final EA will include EAS key or legend to help with the readability of the document.



Steve Bobrowicz stated that he has been expressing concerns about the lack of fisheries field studies since
the beginning, and the proponent’s reliance on inference to assess the distribution and abundance of fish
and fish habitat. NextBridge has always stated that “this Project is very long and we can’t tell you everything”
but MNRF has some “no go” areas. There is also the concern that once the EA goes through, the line is the
line and the line won’t change during permitting.



Medina Hansen responded that standard mitigation has been applied for the Project. Additional
environmental datasets will be included in the final EA as they are received, the draft EA included all the data
NextBridge had received. She explained that EAs are done in the initial and planning stages of the Project
to determine if the Project is a “go” or “no go”. The EA has enough information and sufficient mitigation to
meet the needs of the EA. The permitting phase will deal with details.

 Steve Bobrowicz disagreed for fish and used an example of the abundance indicator.
 Kristine Mason responded that the Terms of Reference (TOR) does not say specifically to measure
changes to fish population abundance, it says assess the effects of the project on the criteria. NextBridge
has sufficient information to assess effects of the Project on fish and fish habitat.
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 Steve Bobrowicz responded regardless of the wording in the TOR, the EA document identifies distribution
and abundance of four species of fish as indicators under the Fish and Fish Habitat Criteria (Table 131). However, no effort has been made to actually measure abundance of these species.

 Kristine Mason responded indicated that abundance was considered as a measurement indicator for the
assessment along with distribution and habitat quality and quantity. Fish abundance was not measured.
However, changes to abundance were assessed through a qualitative assessment of alterations in
habitat distribution and connectivity under several pathways.



Phil Couture asked if the temporary footprint components were conceptual.

 Sarah Gagné responded that yes the temporary footprint components are approximately where they are
and will be for construction but will be adjusted through the detailed planning

 Medina Hansen added that a larger Project footprint was assessed (a buffer was included). This was
done to allow for some shifting of temporary components.



Heather Nelson stated that Thunder Bay District Office looked in great detail to see where the values were
captured on the EAS, as suggested by Nextbridge. It appeared to Heather that if a wetland or other
environmental feature was not on the centerline of the transmission line ROW, they weren’t captured on EAS.

 Sarah Gagné confirmed that if an environmental feature was not on the centerline of the ROW it was not
shown on the EAS. This was due to how EAS are developed. It does not mean the mitigation has not
been applied in the EA or will not be applied during construction.



Londa Mortson replied that the EA was not traceable and MNRF can’t tell what was done. It is MNRF’s job
to review. MNRF can’t follow what was assessed and can’t follow if mitigation has been applied. MNRF isn’t
“with us”, can’t track it and can’t follow what is going on. There is not enough detail on what exactly is being
proposed; MNRF can’t confirm what features were or were not considered or trace the net effects for those
features. MNRF struggled during the review of the draft EA. MNRF appreciates the time and the presentation
but can’t make the recommendation to Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) that the EA
be approved.



Kristine Mason asked if MNRF can provide more information on where they are struggling. Golder has used
this method on many projects and are wondering where the issue is. Where is the missing link?



Londa Mortson replied that Heather’s point highlight’s MNRF concerns that they don’t know where the
features are and where the mitigation has been applied.



Steve Bobrowicz added, how can we trust the information from the desktop fisheries exercise when we have
concerns with the quality control for such information as the number of water crossings identified for the
Project is different between sections?

 Ashley Morton replied that yes the surface water and fish sections had a different subset of water body
crossings. Golder will update the final EA so the water body crossings are the same in both the fish and
surface water sections.



Phil Couture noted that the MNRF are going to have to review and go through this information again.
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Brian Kilgour stated that the access roads presented appeared poorly thought out (i.e., may have been placed
in areas where they can’t be built), and MNRF had trouble reviewing them.



Brian Kilgour also said that even if the MOECC signs-off on the EA, MNRF is still going to have to go through
all of this again in permitting.



Heather Nelson mentioned that the EA was really focused on the transmission line ROW and the MNRF
district level had big concerns with impacts of the access roads/laydowns etc. It seemed that this
infrastructure was not discussed in sufficient detail in the EA.

 Brian Kilgour and Londa Mortson added that the roads potentially have a bigger impact than the
transmission line.

 Kristine Mason responded that the access roads and other aspects of the Project other than the
transmission line ROW were included in the EA footprint and considered in the EA.

 Londa Mortson said that the EA covers the roads at high level, but missed the mark on assessing the
roads at a local level in providing the details about what is being proposed.

 Jennifer Russell responded that NextBridge made a conscious decision not to include access roads in
the EAS, where the local features were mapped in the EA. But that they would include EAS for new
access roads and laydown in separate EAS as part of the final EA.



Bill Greaves mentioned that the GIS data were useful.

 Heather Nelson also added that it was difficult to complete the review when the GIS layers were received
late in the review period and did not match the maps in the EA.

 Hanna Vovk added that on the EAS if the feature does not hit the centerline there is no connection to the
mitigation.

 Heather Nelson added there needed to be more clarity on the method for developing the EAS maps.
 Hanna Vovk also had a concern with the scale of the maps in the draft EA; the scale was in many cases
not detailed enough.

 Medina Hansen responded that Golder will look at trying to combine layers or disciplines as much as
possible and adding key features.



Medina Hansen asked what would help with MNRF review.

 Heather Nelson had concerns that there were no permanent roads in the Thunder Bay district and more
information on that would be helpful.

 Hanna Vovk had concerns about the EA vs permitting and the concern with having the EA general
because in permitting MNRF will look to the EA to see if issues are addressed. If issues are not
appropriately addressed in the EA there is a concern.

 Tamara Skillen responded that there will be more focused technical reports submitted for permitting.
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 Jennifer Russell added that there will be more focused technical reports and additional mitigation.
Feature specific mitigation and will be specifically included in the application/technical reports.

 Heather Nelson cautioned on waiting till the permitting stage to provide more focused technical reports
as MNRF permits have their own EA Act requirements. If these requirements are not met within the
Individual EA, then Permit specific EAs may need to be conducted at a later day which would great slow
down the issuance of these permits and potentially impact project timelines.

 Hanna Vovk added that with the IEA process there will not be additional EAs for permitting. The EA
requirements associated with MNRF permitting and approvals need to be met through the IEA process.
Additionally, this is acknowledged in the TOR for the IEA with a clear commitment to meet the EA
requirements for MNRF permitting and authorizations in the IEA. Based on their review, the draft EA
does not cover all the EA requirements associated with MNRF permitting and approvals.

 Medina Hansen asked how?
 Hanna Vovk responded that there needs to be more net effects of exactly what is being proposed. When
reviewing the permitting applications, MNRF must be able to look at the EA to determine if the EA
requirements associated with permitting have been met (e.g., the proposed activities and locations match,
all the impacted features have been considered, mitigation is appropriate for those specific
features/areas, the specific net effects have been presented, all stakeholders/public/Indigenous
communities have had the opportunity to review the details of what the permit will be issued for in the EA,
etc.).

 Kristine Mason asked if the issue was the pathway analysis, instead of being site specific.
 Hanna Vovk responded that she understood that the EA had to be somewhat general but that more detail
was required.

 Londa Mortson responded that if there are some features that are very local and significant and need
“over and above” mitigation these features and mitigation need to be included in the EA. NextBridge
should identify these features and talk about how NextBridge has done their best to avoid them. Talk
about these features in the EA. This is not a federal EA where the goal is the determination of significance,
it is more about trade-offs.
If NextBridge discusses these areas and discuss decision making, MNRF can then track/work through
the EA.

 Kristine Mason responded that the pathway approach and the level of detail presented in the EA has
been used in other provincial/territorial jurisdictions, it is not just a federal approach.

 Londa Mortson said that avoidance and mitigation are not the same. She added that MNRF is not against
the pathway approach, as it’s the proponent’s choice which approach to use; however, the resulting EA
must contain the appropriate information to meet provincial environmental assessment and information
requirements and expectations.

 Medina Hansen stated that although all features have been included in the assessment, it is not
possible/practical to complete a site-specific assessment for each activity in the EA.
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Project Updates



Sarah Gagné started this meeting item with the Project Update presentation (attached)



There was concern from MNRF on if the Forest Management Plans (FMPs) were considered in the
environmental dataset and in footprint planning.

 NextBridge responded that yes, the FMPs were used to develop the environmental dataset and were
used in Project planning.



MNRF asked if the travel lane is intended to be used for operations or how will the transmission line be
accessed by heavy equipment, trucks or other vehicles for maintenance. Both are listed in the draft EA.

 NextBridge responded that the travel lane will be used for construction only and will not be required for
operation and maintenance.

 There was a follow-up question on confirming that there were no permanent water body equipment/road
crossings in the ROW.

 NextBridge confirmed that no water body equipment/road crossings will be left in the ROW after
construction.

 MNRF also asked if the travel lane (8 m) would be included within planned ROW width of 64 m, or if an
additional 8 m (thus 72 m) total would be required.

 NextBridge confirmed the travel lane would be within the 64 m ROW.



NextBridge clarified that they have planned for a 20 m ROW for the access roads. MNRF also asked if there
was a post-construction monitoring plan in the EA. There was post-construction mitigation listed in the EA,
but not a monitoring plan.

 NextBridge will take this comment for consideration in the final EA.



MNRF wants NextBridge to know that if the EA doesn’t meet their EA requirements for permitting; the level
of detail required at the permitting process could delay the permitting process.



MNRF also recommends NextBridge consider a buffer around the access roads to make sure sufficient area
has been assessed to account for deviations from the Project footprint. If buffers are used, they need to be
shown and discussed in the EA.

 Yes, NextBridge has considered buffers around the access roads and other infrastructure in the
assessment so that effects are not underestimated.



MNRF commented that there was not enough information in the draft EA about how roads or water body
equipment crossings would be upgraded. Have engineers looked at the structures to see if they are safe for
large equipment? Many of these roads are Crown roads, some have load restrictions that may limit the
feasibility of using these roads.

 NextBridge is confident the Project can be built and operated within the project description/scope of work
of the EA.
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MNRF asked why NextBridge has proposed to use construction camps and has NextBridge considered
greywater, sewage, etc. required for the construction camps?

 NextBridge responded that there are not sufficient accommodations for the construction crews in nearby
centres and therefore they will need to use construction camps. NextBridge field crews in 2017 are
experiencing difficulty in finding enough accommodations.



MNRF commented that NextBridge should review the FMPs and consult with the SFL so NextBridge can
understand the upcoming activities and upcoming changes to legislation.

 NextBridge has started consultation/discussions with the SFL.



Steve Bobrowicz had concerns about the frequency and total number of times “where practical” and
“minimize” are used the draft EA. The terms are used throughout the document and he can’t determine
whether the Project is going to have an impact or not. MNRF would like to see some more
guidance/description/explanation on the use of these terms and information on criteria for determining what
is “practical”, “feasible”, “minimized”, etc.

 Jennifer Russell indicated that the plan is that mitigation will be applied to be protective of the
environment, but there are some site-specific cases where exceptions may need to be made.

 Kristine Mason responded that NextBridge can consider providing further explanation of this to add
confidence on how the mitigation will be executed within the boundaries of the “minimize” and “where
practical” statements.



When reviewing the Project footprint changes from the draft to the final EA, MNRF had concerns that the
route refinements seem to be entirely based on social issues but the EA does not seem to consider
environmental effects to the same extent, e.g., the Dorion route refinement through undeveloped (Greenfield)
area.

 NextBridge responded that there was a lot of planning and consultation prior to NextBridge deciding on
the Dorion route refinement, including discussions with MNRF.



Heather Nelson had a specific concern with the Dorion area route shown in the draft EA. The MNRF had not
previously been consulted on route refinement. MNRF had provided initial comments on potential Dorion
route refinements in early 2016 as part of the review of the Alternatives Assessment; however, the route
shown in the draft EA was not one of them. Furthermore, at the time of Alternative Assessment, MNRF did
not have sufficient data to review the options for the Dorion route refinement. Therefore, assessment this
new route to NextBridge's preferred route from the 2016 Alternative Assessment within the draft EA is
insufficient.

 Heather stated that further discussion on this section of the route needed to occur.
 NextBridge informed the MNRF that the goal was the submission of Final EA to MNRF for review on July
25, 2017 and NextBridge does not plan to update the 2016 Alternative Assessment in the final EA, but
will consider MNRF’s comments. (Post-meeting comment from NextBridge: the route refinement around
Dorion was selected from the Alternatives Assessment [Alternative Route Segment A9] however an
additional route refinement around Loon Lake, west of the end of Alternative Route Segment A9 was
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also included in the preliminary preferred route which changed the length and shape of the route
refinement.)

 There was a discussion on data and local features and if NextBridge had all the MNRF environmental
features data. Bill Greaves requested that NextBridge provide a list of the data layers used in EA in the
final EA.

 NextBridge responded that they would consider this request.



Heather Nelson also stated that the MNRF wetland layer in LIO has recently been re-done for the Lakehead
Forest and this values update should be captured in the final EA.



MNRF asked about canoe routes and how they were included in the draft EA.

 NextBridge responded that the canoe routes were not shown in the mapping but were considered in the
EA.



During the discussion on the EAS and how to show local features in the EA, NextBridge committed to
including EAS for new access roads and the laydown yards and storage yards.



There was a discussion on the operation and maintenance of the Project. MNRF had concerns that there
was not enough detail provided in the draft EA and wanted additional details added to the final EA.

 The following is a list of MNRF’s specific concerns:


confirmation of the number and locations of permanent access roads, as there did not seem to be
enough information in the draft EA



concerns that if no water body crossings will be left within the transmission line ROW, it is not clear
how the proponent will access the ROW during operation and maintenance without impacting water
bodies or driving through them. Also, how water bodies may be impacted by recreational users
crossing through the ROW and how NextBridge plans to limit access along the ROW.



concerns on the plan for vegetation management during operation and that there was not enough
detail in the draft EA.

 NextBridge responded that the operations team has determined there is sufficient permanent access
included in the Project description and footprint for operation of the Project. NextBridge does plan to
monitor and access the transmission line by air during operations. NextBridge will take away this request
and review how the final EA can be updated to provide additional information.



Derek (on the phone) asked if NextBridge has considered aggregate sources?

 Corinne Miller responded that, yes NextBridge has considered aggregate sources and the details are still
in planning as part of construction planning.

 Derek responded that new aggregate sources need an aggregate permit and are tied to the EA and that
process can take 6 to 12 months.
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 Hanna Vovk also added that the Project Description says that aggregate sources will be covered in the
EA and they are not. If there will be new aggregate sources developed for the Project, they must be
included in the EA. If existing sources will be used, this must be indicated in the EA.

 NextBridge added that they understood the permitting requirements and at this time, NextBridge is not
planning to propose new aggregate sources and NextBridge also understands that there are certain
stretches of the Project that are quite a distance away from current permitted aggregate sources.
NextBridge understands the schedule risk.

 MNRF stated that there may not be enough aggregate from existing sources for half the Project.
 MNRF also said that this type of information, the assumption that existing aggregate sources would be
used instead of permitting a new source, needs to be added to the Project Description in the final EA.



There was a discussion on how MNRF’s draft EA comments will be incorporated into the final EA. NextBridge
committed that each comment will have a response and will list where in the final EA the update can be found,
if necessary.



MNRF provided feedback that if there is more detail in the final EA and there is clarity and documentation of
the planning, or thought process, this will help to resolve a number of the common themes in the MNRF draft
EA comments.



MNRF requested that shapefiles are submitted together with the final EA to help with the review.

 NextBridge committed to submitting shapefiles of the Project components/footprint with the final EA.



NextBridge informed MNRF that the goal was the submission of Final EA to MNRF for review on July 25,
2017.

NextBridge MNRF Data Request



Before starting the discussion on the MNRF data request, Jennifer Braun with Golder asked for clarification
from MNRF on the request to map riparian vegetation at the quaternary watershed instead of the Regional
Study Area (RSA).

 Steve Bobrowicz responded that for fish and fish habitat, MNRF cares about the site-specific habitat and
not the RSA scale. The example used related to clearing of riparian vegetation on a stream potentially
causing changes to water temperature.

 Jennifer Braun responded that the RSA also includes the cumulative effects for the larger impact.
 Steve Bobrowicz responded that MNRF’s concern is to the impacts to fish habitat on an individual site
basis. He indicated that, from his perspective, that is what Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) cares
about not the landscape scale. Fish habitat is assessed and enforced on a site-specific scale.



NextBridge provided a spreadsheet with the status of the data requested from MNRF and questions or items
to confirm if the data that has been submitted to NextBridge from MNRF.
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This spreadsheet was opened and was started to be reviewed line by line. In the first few rows, Bill Greaves
noted that there seemed to be MNRF data that had not been received or submitted to NextBridge. There was
a discussion about whether individual line items were individual layers or whether individual line items may
be components of a larger layer that had been shared. It was suggested that someone from MNRF help
NextBridge understand where certain information can be found through their data sharing agreement. There
was a discussion about how to get these data to NextBridge.



There was a discussion on how the data request process has progressed for this Project. Sarah Gagné noted
that over the past year, NextBridge and Golder have attended meetings with MNRF and were told there were
data available for caribou habitat, for example, and then when those data were requested through the
designated contact, NextBridge was informed there were no data.



To resolve this issue, NextBridge has provided the spreadsheet with the meeting minutes and will continue
to work with MNRF to receive the data requested in the spreadsheet.

Temporary and Permanent Water Body Equipment Crossings



Ashley Morton was the presenter for the Water Body Equipment Crossing presentation (attached).



There was a discussion that the EA is conservative on the number of roads and NextBridge will attempt to
reduce the number of roads during detailed planning. NextBridge is discussing with Hydro One Networks
Inc. (HONI) to get longitudinal access along the existing EWT ROW. Those discussions are on-going.

 MNRF would like the impractical roads removed from the EA footprint.
 Aziz mentioned that NextBridge does not want to build roads and wants to minimize the number of roads
as much as possible.



MNRF has water body crossing design specifications that need to be considered (including engineering
specifications) and MNRF will provide them to NextBridge.



MNRF reiterated the concern about public use of the temporary construction roads and how are they going
to be retired. Ashley Morton mentioned the remediation and revegetation plan that is part of the Environmental
Protection Plan.

 MNRF asked if the roads will be impassable. MNRF requested that signs are installed for ATVs and sleds
so they know the road will end. Aziz asked if it was an MNRF requirement to make the roads impassable.

 NextBridge responded they will discuss these requirements and consider them for Project planning.



In the water body crossing list in the EA, the ROW travel lane includes everything under the transmission line
including the crossings that do not have equipment crossings and no in-stream work. All water bodies are
listed for the baseline, and included in the effects assessment of the transmission line, travel lane or access
road cross the water body.

 MNRF saw “crossings” as water bodies that are being crossed as opposed to under the lines. This should
be clarified, and the number and locations of water bodies that will have water body equipment crossing
structure of any kind installed needs to be clearly listed in the final EA.
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There were questions from MNRF on the maintenance activities and how the ROW will be accessed without
the travel lane and permanent water body equipment crossings installed along the ROW. The EA does not
say that maintenance will be predominantly by helicopter. How will the line be accessed?

 Aziz Brott said this is an item NextBridge will confirm with the Operation and Maintenance team, but
typically they climb towers and there are drop points.

 MNRF is concerned that there is no permanent access for heavy equipment.
 Jennifer Russell responded that NextBridge will do aerial reconnaissance by helicopter and then
determine if access is required and if there is existing access. If access is not possible to the maintenance
location, NextBridge will assess the situation which may involve further discussions with the MNRF.

 MNRF requested that this is described in the final EA.



Vegetation management is carried out every 5 years. Is the intent to request a one-time ford for those
activities?

 Jennifer Russell responded that it may be required, but NextBridge can’t predict every scenario.



MNRF commented that the EA needs more detail and clarity to capture the maintenance techniques that will
be used. This information is key to assessing the impacts at the operation and maintenance stage.



MNRF added that the DFO self-assessment process says maintenance is exempt from review, so MNRF
wants to make sure these activities are reviewed now. Also, operations is a requirement of the EA



Bill Greaves asked what data were used to identify the number of water body crossings.

 Ashley Morton responded that Golder used the following data sources: Ontario hydro network, aerial
reconnaissance in 2016, aerial imagery review, and field work in 2014.



MNRF mentioned again that for the Dorion route refinement, there were no baseline studies done and no fish
habitat data collected.

 Sarah Gagné responded that the Dorion route refinement was included in the 2016 field surveys,
including breeding birds and wetlands. But the fish aerial reconnaissance did not include the Dorion route
refinement due to logistics.



MNRF reiterated that the water layer for the Lakehead Forest portion of the Thunder Bay District data layer
in LIO has been updated more recently and should be used for the final EA.



There was a presentation slide regarding NextBridge plan to address water bodies that may be identified
during construction.

 Sarah Gagné commented that NextBridge is confident in the pre-construction studies that the water
bodies will be identified and listed on the water body crossing list prior to the start of construction.
NextBridge will add a water body contingency plan to the EPP for the final EA, which will list the steps
and protection measures if water bodies are identified during construction.
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There was a discussion on the water body crossing tables and the cross references in the draft EA.
NextBridge committed to updating the water body crossing sections of the final EA for clarity.



When discussing the approach NextBridge has proposed to assign restricted activity timing windows, Aziz
Brott asked whether MNRF had ever seen this method or approach before.

 MNRF responded no, other Individual EAs required site-specific surveys, and every crossing had been
electrofished multiple times at different times of the year to determine the timing windows. Steve
Bobrowicz elaborated that he had no project to compare this to, he has not come across a long linear
project like EWT.

 Kristine Mason clarified the difference between determining “no fish habitat” from an aerial
reconnaissance (i.e., no or poorly defined bed and banks) and determining “no fish presence” in a stream
– which would require electrofishing.

 Steve Bobrowicz also followed up that DFO would not rely on professional judgement for their purposes.
He was looking for a literature review or examples to understand and prove the method for the use of
aerial survey for fish habitat determination. He has previously asked NextBridge for this information.

 NextBridge will provide examples of how this approach was used for other linear projects.



Aziz Brott explained that NextBridge will survey the entire ROW during staking, prior to the start of
construction. Prior to the staking, NextBridge will only be spot-checking along the ROW. The spot-checking
will occur during the permitting phase. NextBridge asked if MNRF thinks it is acceptable during the survey
to have an Environmental Inspector with the survey crew, to confirm the number and location of water body
crossings as well as the appropriate mitigation from the EPP has been assigned to the water bodies.



MNRF asked if NextBridge was going to survey each water body.

 NextBridge responded that no, only select water body crossings will be surveyed depending on the
crossing method being proposed (e.g., clean span vs instream works), and sensitive species.



If NextBridge is planning to apply the maximum protection during installation of the water body crossings then
there are few issues or concerns. Protections could be conditions of the MNRF authorizations (e.g., no in
water work during the restricted activity timing window). Steve Bobrowicz is concerned about the professional
judgement that says no fish presence.



MNRF commented that for permanent water bodies in the Project area, there would be a combined warm
and cold water restricted activity timing windows applied.



Heather Nelson suggested sitting down with the districts to help fill the gaps and get as much upfront data as
possible.

 NextBridge agreed that additional data would inform the permitting process.



MNRF confirmed that reference to professional judgement is referring to the desktop assessment rather than
field assessments.

Date: June 2, 2017
Project No. To: All attendees

13/22

MINUTES OF MEETING



Steve Bobrowicz wants to better understand the mechanics of the desktop study and application of the
restricted activity timing window and how it relates to field conditions. He requested some ground-truthing to
validate the method. For example, not every water body crossing needs to be electrofished but pick some to
validate the method in the EA.

 NextBridge agreed to consider this request.



MNRF questioned the aerial reconnaissance due to the timing of the program during leaf out.

 Aziz Brott mentioned that the aerial reconnaissance would have flown along the existing HONI EWT
ROW which was cleared.

 [Post-meeting comment from MNRF: This further brings into question the accuracy of the fish/fish habitat
assessment and assignment of timing windows. The stream in the proposed ROW could be drastically
different from the nearby existing ROW. Has damage occurred to the existing stream bed on the ROW
over the years? Is it an accurate representation of the natural stream nearby – streams can change from
a defined to a braided to an undefined bed even in 100m. In addition, there are a number of sections
where the two lines are further apart. In sum, this raises further questions with regard to the fish habitat
assessment.]


[Post-meeting response from Golder: the aerial reconnaissance was flown along the existing HONI
EWT ROW where possible; however, the crossings were assessed at the proposed crossing location
as well as upstream and downstream (i.e., not just along the HONI EWT ROW). At each water body
crossing, the water body was surveyed for a minimum of 500 m, including 200 m upstream from the
crossing and 300 m downstream from the crossing. The biologist used the entire survey reach to
assess the water body.

 Ashley Morton informed the group that water bodies with unknown fish habitat potential are assumed to
have fish habitat.



Kristine Mason indicated that NextBridge will be doing field surveys on a subset of water body crossings in
2017 and that there needs to be agreement on the subset of water body crossings that will be sampled to
answer MNRF’s questions.



MNRF commented that if streams are mapped on the stream layer, crossing the streams will require a permit.



There was a discussion on one-time fords to place temporary bridges. MNRF said to follow the MNRF
guidance for one-time fords and crossing to potentially address work during the restricted activity timing
windows.



NextBridge followed up with a question asking if installing culverts during the restricted activity timing window
would require site specific information.

 MNRF responded that they generally would not allow installing culverts in the restricted activity timing
window. If NextBridge would like to discuss this scenario, site specific data would be required.

Date: June 2, 2017
Project No. To: All attendees

14/22

MINUTES OF MEETING



There was a discussion on data requirements if the water body crossing structure was installed above the
high water mark. MNRF confirmed that if the installation is above the high water mark, site specific data are
not required.



MNRF also confirmed that for a ford, a permit and site specific data would be required, even if the ford is to
install the clear span bridge.



Aziz Brott asked under what conditions fords would be permitted.

 MNRF responded that it depends on the type of equipment fording and it depends on the substrate of the
water body. If an ATV is crossing a rocky area, this could be permitted. If an excavator is crossing in soft
substrate, this would not be permitted as the water body bed would be rutted and impacted. This is high
level and further site specific information may be required before an approval would be issued.



There was a discussion on the application of the restricted activity timing windows and they are generally
cold water in the Project area. Steve Bobrowicz said not to assume that warm water restricted activity timing
window is sufficient; there may be undocumented species and a cool or cold timing window may be more
accurate.



MNRF indicated that they understand the rationale of the approach presented in the “Restricted Activity
Timing Windows” flowchart in the presentation, but are sceptical of the data being used in the approach to
make the determinations, so agree with being conservative. MNRF is concerned if there is no restricted
activity timing window applied for some sites and the decision is made based on data that have not been field
verified.



If the installation of the water body equipment crossing is above the high-water mark, a permit is still required,
the difference is that there may not be a need for a timing restriction window, so long as the proponent can
ensure no impact to the stream while the work is occurring. The crossing could be installed year round.



MNRF will be monitoring construction.



There was a discussion on equipment crossings installed under frozen and winter conditions. Snow fill/ice
bridges do not need a permit if flow is not impeded and the applicable best management practices are
followed to ensure no damage is done to the water body (including banks, streams, fisheries, etc.). Other
authorizations may be required and in-stream work or work below the high water mark during break-up would
require a permit.



There was a discussion between rig mats and access mats/swamp mats. MNRF stated that in Ontario, rig
mats are called temporary bridges, not rig mats. These would function as a clear span bridge. If its load –
bearing it is considered a bridge. They rest on the banks and abutments might be needed. MNRF suggested
including a definition/description of rig mats in the EA for clarity.



MNRF asked if there are engineering specifications for the rig mats/temporary bridges.

 Aziz Brott responded that yes, there are engineering specifications.



NextBridge also clarified that swamp mats or access mats are like pallets of wood that sit on the ground in
low lying areas. Swamp mats are not proposed for water body crossing structures.
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MNRF wondered when NextBridge will know what crossing structure will be used.

 NextBridge responded that crossing methods have been included in the EA. The crossing method will be
refined after the field surveys, during the permitting process and when the contractor has been engaged
and construction planning continues. The water body crossing list will be updated frequently.



MNRF will need to know the watershed characteristics and crossing structure to issue the permit and also
mentioned permanent bridges may need to meet the requirements for a 1:25 year flood. There may be a
potential for 1: 5 year for temporary crossings; MNRF will need to confirm with their regional engineering
team.



NextBridge mentioned that in addition to the culverts and bridges, there are water bodies along the ROW that
will not require a water body equipment crossing and the contractor will work from either side of the water
body.



MNRF asked why temporary culverts are proposed vs rig mats.

 NextBridge responded that temporary culverts are proposed for crossings that are too wide for the rig
mat.



Ashley Morton handed out a hard copy of the slides with the number of water body crossings proposed for
the 2017 field program, as the text is small on the presentation.



MNRF asked why there was a focus on large bodied fish for the field program.

 NextBridge responded that this was to address DFO’s commercial, recreational and Aboriginal (CRA)
species, as well as for the inclusion of fall spawning species.

 MNRF mentioned the baitfish industry, it is considered a commercial industry for small-bodied fish.



MNRF asked for a map or shapefile of the locations selected for field surveys.

 NextBridge can provide the shapefile for the on the ground field surveys.



For the permanent clear-span bridges, the field data collected will be for surface water/hydrology but not for
fish or fish habitat, as fish habitat will not be affected.



MNRF has a computer model that predicts watershed flow for mapped water bodies and this model should
be used.



For the field program, electrofishing scientific collectors permits will be required and Golder acknowledged
they will be applied for and obtained prior to the field program. MNRF responded to let the districts know
when these applications are coming and to include how Golder is planning to access the survey sites as this
information may be required for the permit.



MNRF asked about the construction schedule and staging of different segments and when construction will
occur in different areas.

 Aziz Brott responded that construction is scheduled from fall 2018 to end of 2020, and the segments and
plan for construction will be determined by the contractor.
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 MNRF has concerns about resourcing to process the permit applications. There are three field offices
and two people per office to review applications.



The discussion then proceeded to the presentation slides about how NextBridge proposed to group together
the permit applications for the water body crossings. NextBridge has proposed to group them by water body
crossing type.

 MNRF responded that the grouping will need to be broken down by each of the three districts. The
Delegation of Authority (DOA) is different for each district and thus the sign-off will be by different
individuals.

 It was discussed that the permit application and approvals will need to be in NextBridge’s name. The
contractor information is required but the applicant is the proponent/NextBridge.

 It was also discussed that the permit requirements will be the same for each district.
 NextBridge asked if there was going to be a one window approach to submitting the permit applications.
MNRF is going to take this away to discuss internally and will get back to NextBridge.



MNRF advised that regional engineering review of the permit applications will take longer. Engineering review
will be required for crossings over 10 feet and will require structural integrity review of the bridge and
specifications.

 NextBridge, Aziz Brott, confirmed these details can be provided.



MNRF confirmed that geotechnical requirements will not be required for the bridge specifications.



There was a discussion on how long the temporary crossings will be installed and if they would be considered
temporary.

 NextBridge confirmed that the maximum time crossings could be installed for up to approximately 26
months, the duration of the construction phase of the Project, and may need to be used during any postconstruction reclamation.



There was a discussion on other permitting requirements for the bridges/crossing structures in addition to
MNRF, e.g. federal Navigable Waters requirements. NextBridge is aware of the other permitting
requirements, including Transport Canada.



There was a discussion on the rig mats and if they would meet the flood requirements. NextBridge discussed
that the rig mats could potentially be pulled out for spring freshet then replaced after freshet.



There was a discussion about MNRF’s comments on the draft EA to use the current HONI ROW for access
instead of building additional new access. NextBridge stated that they are in discussion with HONI and other
stakeholders and NextBridge is currently discussing longitudinal access with HONI. As those discussions are
on-going, NextBridge has assumed there is no longitudinal access along the existing EWT for planning and
assessment purposes in the EA. NextBridge will continue to work with HONI to maximize the use of previously
disturbed ROW for Project access.
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 Discussion about HONI: MNRF may be able to help, but NextBridge needs to exhaust all possibilities
first, and then they would need NextBridge to write a memo to MNRF management.



The discussion returned to bundling the permits.

 MNRF will need Part 1 and Part 5 forms for each crossing to do otherwise would deviate from their policies
and procedures.

 NextBridge proposed to send a spreadsheet with all the information required for the forms.
 MNRF responded they would have to discuss internally on this approach.



There was a discussion on if the water body crossing permits along the travel lane, within the ROW would be
included as part of the of land use permits (LUP) to occupy Crown lands and if the timing would work for
NextBridge to receive that permit in time to start installing water body crossings for construction and if another
permit would be required.

 MNRF clarified that work permits are required for roads and water crossings on Crown land; permission
to occupy Crown land is separate.

 The NextBridge team committed to passing this discussion on to the NextBridge lands team who are
dealing with these permits.



MNRF said they would rather have the water bodies packaged by access road (or road segment), with the
road application as opposed to bundling by crossing type. This is the standard approach that ensures all the
same spatial information is together in one package. This would also allow MNRF Districts to stay ahead of
the construction crews, as there is limited staff to work on these applications and it would very difficult to
issue permits well in advance due to the volume of work involved.



NextBridge understands the need for this approach but would still like to bundle permit applications. It was
decided NextBridge would take away this item and provide a mock-up or template package for MNRF review
prior to submitting the initial permitting packages.

 MNRF said that NextBridge may not have to submit typical drawings with every package. NextBridge
may be able to reference other submissions, once the typical drawings had been submitted. This was
one of the ideas discussed to try to reduce the volume of the applications and to streamline the process
for MNRF and NextBridge.



NextBridge proposed the idea of submitting the permitting applications ahead of the EA approval, with the
understanding the MNRF could not issue permits until the EA was approved.

 MNRF agreed with this approach and also re-iterated that permit approvals could not be issued ahead of
the EA approval.



MNRF also brought up that, with respect to the Duty to Consult, the consultation log would have to show that
NextBridge has presented actual locations that need to be permitted to Indigenous communities and resource
users.
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 Jennifer Tidmarsh mentioned that they will make sure all 18 communities are consulted and will check in
with the MNRF regarding what they want to see for the record of consultation.



The discussion then moved to permitting with the Lakehead Region Conservation Authority (LRCA) and what
overlap there may be between the LRCA and MNRF permitting for water body crossings.



MNRF stated, that generally, if the crossing is on Private land only the LRCA permitting process will apply. If
there is Crown Land (including bed and bank of the water body adjacent to private lands) there may be two
permits required for those crossings, MNRF and LRCA.



At the end of this discussion, MNRF mentioned that the management of Conservation Reserves is done by
the MNRF district offices and the MNRF Parks group manage the Provincial Parks. Discussion on draft EA
comments and permitting with respect to the Conservation Reserves and Provincial Parks will be in a followup discussion on May 15, 2017.

Species at Risk Permitting



Todd Copeland and Steve Osawa joined the meeting on the phone



Erin Greenaway joined the meeting and presented the presentation for the Species at Risk (SAR) permitting.



Todd Copeland will be the one window approach from MNRF for SAR permitting.

 If a species crosses different MNRF districts in one IGF, NextBridge should use a one window approach
with MNRF.



There was a question from MNRF if the footprint included all the Project components.

 NextBridge confirmed that all Project components are in the footprint, both temporary for construction
and the permanent ROW and roads for operation and maintenance.



The discussion then moved to the proposed activities in 2017:

 NextBridge has already started to update the SAR screening
 There will be multiple species on the IGF
 There are currently no plant species at risk



There was a discussion on Woodland Caribou

 Todd Copeland had questions about the timing restriction dates in the EA.
 NextBridge asked about if MNRF had an update on if an Overall Benefit permit (OBP) or a SocioEconomic Benefit permit (SEBP) would be required for caribou habitat.


MNRF responded they would have to review the IGF before determining which permit would be
required.



Todd Copeland is leaning towards an OBP.
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 The way NextBridge identified high-use winter areas was different than how MNRF identifies high-use
areas. There was concern by MNRF on categories of caribou habitats and the habitat mapping in the EA.

 MNRF said there needed to be more work done on the habitat connectivity impacts, as per the comments
on the draft EA. For the OBP, connectivity will be a big part of the application and permit.

 MNRF said they did not think additional field work for caribou would be required, but there needs to be
more information to support the categorization of habitat to reflect the MNRF Approach and NextBridge
should re-evaluate the existing data. Todd Copeland also stated that is seemed like NextBridge was
missing some of the MNRF data (specifically mentioned that the nursery area along the coast was
missing).

 For the permit submission, NextBridge will need to describe the habitat and effects, connectivity and the
overall benefit, to build the argument that the overall actions will benefit caribou, e.g., rehab disturbed
areas, decommission old roads, rebuild connectivity within the landscape (either in a north-south or an
east-west direction), timing. The overall benefit will likely to be the biggest hurdle for an OBP. MNRF
suggested the Transmission Line BMP for caribou for measures that will mitigate or minimize impact to
caribou and measures that break-up the line of sight for this species.

 NextBridge asked what kind of requirements there would be from the engineering group for the permit
applications.

 MNRF responded that the approximate construction schedule, where construction and what activities will
occur and when (i.e. construction activities, spreads and timing). MNRF will also require information on
construction details that will mitigate impacts, i.e., construction equipment, management plans, mitigation
measures that break up line of sight. This information will need to be provided in details during the
permitting phase and high level at the IGF stage.

 NextBridge asked if construction work could continue in caribou habitat if there were no caribou present
during construction and how would that be determined.

 Todd Copeland responded that he would have to review this question. The answer may be in the best
management practice (BMP) for transmission corridors for specific mitigation for potential construction
activities in caribou habitat.



There was a general comment from MNRF that if NextBridge can follow the timing windows for SAR, this will
make the permit process easier.



The discussion changed to the proposed permit schedule

 Todd Copeland clarified that there is not a 3 month service standard for review of the permit application
but it applied to permit issuance



MNRF highlighted that IGFs are proposed to be submitted in August at the same time that the EA will be with
MNRF for review. It will likely be the same staff reviewing both. If submitted at this time, MNRF will likely
review the IGF only after review of the EA is complete due to limited resource availability.
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There was an MNRF comment about the level of detail that will be available for the OBP (aka C-permit) –
they need a level of certainty about the route and detailed planning and be confident that the details aren’t
going to change about how the activities are going to proceed. The Project needs to be set in stone when the
permit is being issued.



If there was a change to the route after the permit was issued, the worst case schedule would be that MNRF
would have to change the permit and an amendment to the permit requires sign off by the Minister.



Todd Copeland asked about the aerial reconnaissance for the SAR permitting.

 Erin Greenaway explained the field planning that was completed to date.
 Todd Copeland asked if MNRF were able to see the proposed bat maternity monitoring sites before the
program. Sharing the sites with MNRF might help to convince them of the site selection and subsampling
method. MNRF would like to know more about the decision making process (i.e., ranking of potential bat
maternity roost communities) that went into planning the locations for the field program for bats. MNRF
sees risk in the sub-sampling approach so wants to know more about the approach.

 NextBridge stated that this information can be provided.



There was a discussion on bat permitting.

 NextBridge said it will be difficult to avoid clearing in the bat timing window during June-July, which will
make the bat permit challenging.

 MNRF needs to know where the high and moderate habitat areas are and suggests avoiding clearing
those areas within the bat timing window.

 NextBridge is also to look at the timing period from Environment and Climate Change Canada.



Todd Copeland asked about the Whip-poor-will surveys, why are 2 days proposed and Golder is not following
the MNRF protocol.

 Erin Greenaway explained Golder proposed to visit sites based on the aerial reconnaissance and other
sites for 2 visits, but not revisiting a third time if no Whip-poor will observed. Only those sites with Whippoor will observations will be visited a third time to follow protocol.



There were questions from MNRF about contingency plans for SAR.

 NextBridge responded that the EPP included contingency plans for the identification of SAR species
during construction. The protection measures include stopping work, bring in biologist to assess, marking
off the area and applying species specific mitigation. Also there will be training for all workers as part of
the construction orientation, on SAR observation and observation cards.



Laura Darby reminded everyone to keep in mind that the timing window for bats combined with the cold water
restricted activity timing window may cause challenges for construction scheduling.

 NextBridge appreciates the update and information from MNRF.
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Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge will include a key or legend for the EAS in the
final EA

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

July 25, 2017 with the final
EA

NextBridge will include EAS for the new access roads,
laydown yards and storage yards in the final EA

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

July 25, 2017 with the final
EA

NextBridge to provide the MNRF with the data request excel
spreadsheet

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

May 12, 2017

MNRF will provide the guidance document with the water
body crossing/engineering specifications to NextBridge

MNRF
(Brian Kilgour or Hanna
Vovk)

May 24, 2017

NextBridge will provide MNRF with examples or literature
regarding the method for the use of aerial reconnaissance
as the basis for habitat determination for the restricted
activity timing windows.

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

June 30, 2017

NextBridge to send MNRF a “mock up” of a bundled permit
application

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

Q3 2017

NextBridge will provide the field plan and field locations to
MNRF for review and recommendations.

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

June 15, 2017

MNRF will discuss internally and will let NextBridge know if
there will be a one window approach for permitting.

MNRF (Londa Mortson)

TBD

NextBridge will provide the field locations for the bat
maternity monitoring program

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

June 9, 2017
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DATE May 17, 2017

1667841
GAL-002-MOM-V1
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION– INAC MEETING – PROJECT UPDATE AND PERMITTING
DISCUSSION
FROM Corinne Miller, NextBridge Infrastructure LP

Meeting Date:

May 3, 2017

Meeting Location:

INAC Office, 100 Anemki Place, Fort William First Nation, ON

Meeting Attendees:
In-person
Aaron Dorland
Environmental Officer, INAC

Michael King
Environment Officer, Lands and Economic Development, INAC

Corinne Miller
Environment Lead, NextBridge

Jennifer Russell
Environment Supervisor, NextBridge

Tamara Skillen
Permitting Lead, Golder
Joe Donio
mPower North
Remotely by Webinar

Medina Hansen
Senior EA Review, Golder
Sarah Gagné
Project Manager, Golder

Aaron Strand
Senior Environmental Analyst, NextBridge

Herb Shields
Indigenous Lead, NextBridge

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Updates on the Project

4)

Provincial EA Process

5)

Overview of First Nation Reserve Lands Crossed

6)

Discuss Next Steps for INAC Approvals
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Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



Meeting participants reviewed the exit plan and muster points for the building in case of emergency.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and stated their role on the Project.

Updates on the Project



Following the slides in the presentation, Sarah provided an update on the project, outlined the key
components, provided an overview of the planning process, and gave an overview of the Project schedule.
(Details provided in the presentation).



Michael asked about the engagement to date, and NextBridge responded that all Indigenous communities
have been consulted, and particularly the six communities along the Project route.

 For the purposes of the EA, the MOE gave direction on who to consult with and in November 2013 the
Crown signed a Memorandum of Understanding with NextBridge assigning the Duty to Consult to
NextBridge.

Provincial EA Process



Sarah provided an update on the status of the EA process, explaining that comments on the draft EA report
are being reviewed and the final report is expected to be submitted to the MOECC on July 5 and released for
government review on July 25, 2017.



Sarah noted that no changes to the Project footprint on reserve lands are expected between the draft and
final.



No other questions about the Project or EA review process.

Overview of First Nation Reserve Lands Crossed



Golder provided hard copies of maps and Environmental Alignment Sheets showing the Project footprint
through the reserve lands. Participants briefly reviewed the maps.



Joe provided an overview of the Indigenous Relations activities undertaken to date. He then provided
updates on engagement with Michipicoten First Nation and Pays Plat First Nation, indicating that both
communities have sent letters to NextBridge supporting the line traversing the reserve.



Michael asked if there were legal surveys undertaken yet and indicated that they were the official trigger to
start the process.

 NextBridge responded that the legal survey had not been completed yet, but they were aware of the
requirement for the permit application process.
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Next Steps for INAC Approvals



Tamara introduced the approvals that NextBridge anticipated to be required from INAC in relation to a permit
under the Indian Act, subsection 28(2), and a determination under the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act, 2012, section 67.

 INAC indicated general agreement with these requirements.
CEAA 2012, section 67



Tamara indicated that some of their questions were whether the provincial EA is likely to be sufficient to meet
the CEAA 2012 s. 67 determinations and whether any additional assessment or documentation is required
for INAC’s Environmental Review Process (ERP), whether a Project Description form will be required, and
whether the EA needs to repackaged for the ERP.



Aaron indicated that a Project Description form will be required.

 INAC to provide a Project Description form template
 NextBridge/Golder to provide a completed Project Description form to Aaron



INAC will then determine the level of review, i.e., whether the Project needs to go through a simple or complex
review.

 Aaron indicated that he anticipates requiring a ‘simple’ review process and that he expects NextBridge
can use that EA document. He does not need the EA repackaged, but might need clarifications.

 Specifically, he will need clarification about the determination of significance for caribou, which is a federal
species at risk.

 Golder to provide information about whether the wildlife populations of interest even go through the
reserve lands and whether there is a significant effect on the reserve lands.

 Aaron indicated that he does not expect to need two simple reviews (i.e., one per community)



INAC indicated that it will benefit from receiving any First Nation letters of support and records of consultation,
this is not a rush and can be submitted with the Project Description

 NextBridge to provide letters of support and records of consultation with the Project Description



Aaron indicated that he quickly reviewed key sections of the EA and the summary of predicted project effects.



Aaron indicated that if there is anything unique to the reserve sites it would need to be listed in the EA – e.g.,
an environmental feature or areas of concern such as federally listed caribou and bats. INAC is only looking
at the on-reserve impacts.

 NextBridge/Golder to look into whether there are species at risk habitats in the reserve lands and explain
whether we do or do not consider it significant. This could be a separate email or letter, or if we could
amend the EA that would work to.
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 If there were a significant effects, e.g., if we are we disturbing caribou habitat on reserve, which it doubtful,
then we would have to further mitigate and may need an ECCC permit.

 Medina explained ECCC process for determination of critical habitat with a 500 m buffer around exiting
disturbance.

 Medina also explained that there are significant effects to caribou and bats at baseline, prior to adding
the Project effects and this is included in the EA.

 Aaron will still speak with the MNRF and ECCC.



Aaron indicated that line maintenance jumped out as something that he had questions about. He asked about
the assessment of effects for increased herbicide use on reserve – vegetation, wetlands, and surface water.

 Medina explained how significance was determined and that these were deemed to be secondary effect
pathways because there may be a measurable change, but not a change likely to result in significant
effects.

 Medina referred Aaron to a the summary table of the EA in the draft EA report
 Aaron indicated that the MOECC guidelines do not apply to reserve lands, so it would be helpful if
NextBridge would explicitly commit to applying them on the federal lands too (i.e., specify that it is not
site-specific unless required based on field work).
Indian Act, s. 29(2)



For the permit, INAC will need:

 sign-off of the EA
 Band council resolution (BCR) from each of the communities.
 to draft the permit and have it reviewed by the Department of Justice (DoJ) and approved by the
community



Michael indicated that he can sum up what might be required from the lands point of view, including next
steps in an email.



Michael asked whether there already permits in place for the existing line. NextBridge responded that HONI
does have permits and they have to be reviewed periodically. They are assuming a similar process for the
new line.



Communities are engaged and aware.



Michael asked if legal survey is being planned soon and indicated that they may need to be accelerated on
reserve if needed to initiate the 28(2) process.



Michael expects one permit for each community (two permits in total).
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Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

Provide a Project Description form template.

INAC
(Aaron Dorland)
NextBridge/Golder
(Tamara Skillen)

Provide a completed Project Description form to Aaron.

To be Completed
Complete
Q3 2017
(July 2017)

Provide information about whether the wildlife
populations through the reserve lands (i.e., caribou) and
whether there is a significant effect on the reserve lands.

NextBridge/Golder
(Corinne Miller)

Q2 2017
(May-June 2017)

Provide letters of support and records of consultation
with the Project Description.

NextBridge
(Herb Shields)

Q3 2017
(July 2017)

NextBridge to complete the legal survey on reserved
lands.

NextBridge
(Lands)

TBD
(NextBridge to confirm)

Provide a summary of what will be required from the
lands point of view, including next steps in an email.

INAC
(Michael King)

Q2 2017
(May 2017)

C:\Users\KLintner\Desktop\0_EWT\App 2 PDFs\2 EWT_INAC_Meeting Minutes_20170503 CM.docx
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TO All attendees

DATE May 18, 2017

1667841
4000/4004
EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION – LRCA MEETING – PROJECT UPDATE AND PERMITTING
DISCUSSION
FROM Corinne Miller, NextBridge Infrastructure LP

Meeting Date:

May 3, 2017

Meeting Location:

LRCA Office, 130 Conservation Road, Thunder Bay, Thunder Bay, ON

Meeting Attendees:
In-person
Simon Shankie
Watershed Manager, LRCA

Michelle Sixsmith
Water Resources Technologist, LRCA

Corinne Miller
Environment Lead, NextBridge
Ashley Morton
Fish and Fish Habitat Lead, Golder
Kristine Mason
Senior Review Fish and Fish Habitat, Golder

Tamara Skillen
Permitting Lead, Golder
Andrew Forbes
Hydrology Lead, Golder
Erin Greenaway
Wildlife and Wetland Lead, Golder

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Project Updates

4)

Proposed Water Body and Wetland Crossings

5)

2017 Field Surveys

6)

Approach for LRCA O. Reg. 180/06 Permit Process

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



Meeting participants reviewed the exit plan and muster points for the building in case of emergency.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and stated their role on the Project.

 Michelle processes the applications, Simon reviews, and then a manager approves. Both should be
copied on any correspondence.
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Updates on the Project



Tamara showed a high-level map of the Project route within the LRCA jurisdiction to set the context for the
discussion.



Corinne provided an update on the project status, indicating that some Project details have been updated
since the draft EA.



LRCA indicated that they did skim through the draft EA report.

Proposed Water Body and Wetland Crossings



The Golder team provided an overview of the number and need for equipment crossings over water bodies
and wetlands (see slides 5 and 6 for details)



The Golder team outlined the approach used for the EA and planning for equipment crossings, recognizing
the need to consider flood flow conveyance and erosion-sedimentation processes as part of the design and
implementation of any crossing structures (see slides 7 and 8 for details)



The Golder team explained the approach to determining the restricted activity timing windows (slide 9) and
selection of crossing structures (slides 10 and 11).

Crossing Structures



LRCA asked about rig mats.

 NextBridge explained that rig mats were rigid and can be considered a type of temporary bridge, and in
fact that MNRF has requested that the term ‘temporary bridge’ be used instead of ‘rig mat’ going forward.
Golder showed a slide with photos of rig mats from another presentation.

 NextBridge/Golder to follow-up and send the LRCA detailed information and each crossing type (e.g., rig
mats) and pictures.



LRCA asked about what was meant by “temporary” when referring to temporary structures.

 NextBridge responded that it could be up to 26 months, which is the duration of the construction phase
of the Project, but that it could be less than this at individual sites. LRCA will check whether they have a
definition of temporary, but it was indicated that they likely do not. A potential concern or issue from
LRCA’s perspective is flow conveyance associated with the spring freshet. NextBridge would consider
an approach to remove and then replace a rig mat or temporary bridge during freshet if this was a
requirement of LRCA to meet the classification of a temporary structure.

 LRCA to confirm whether there is a specific duration for determining temporary versus permanent
crossings.



LRCA indicated that they would want an initial review of every water body crossing within their jurisdiction to
understand the general characteristics of the water body features and the size and possible configuration of
the proposed crossing structures.

 Golder indicated that the water body crossing list in Appendix 13-II of the EA has the bankfull channel
widths and fish habitat information that were used to assign crossing structures.
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 Golder to send a copy of the relevant crossings from the crossing list. Information will include baseline
data for the water body crossings in LRCA jurisdiction, preliminary crossing methods for each location,
and typical drawings for each type of crossing structure.



There was general agreement that the focus of attention should be on permanent structures and that
permanent structures will need permits; however, the LRCA would like to see information about each
individual type of crossing structure, e.g., if 42 are rig mats show them what a rig mat will be and they can
take that to their direct supervisor.

 Permits for temporary structures need to be determined based on the information provided to them and
they can indicate what info they need. Once they get a package with information on each type of structure,
they can assess whether it needs a permit.

 LRCA indicated that it needs to assess what temporary means as 26 months (over a couple of years) is
likely to be considered permanent. It could be a trigger for a permit if bridges or culverts would be in for
up to 26 months. If they were removed prior to spring break-up and then put back, that could potentially
make a difference. Generally need to consider flow conveyance associated with spring freshet.

 General arrangement drawings would be sufficient for temporary crossing structures (e.g., typical plan,
profile and cross section details with a range of possible dimensions). Detailed engineering drawings
will likely be required for permanent crossing structures.

 Provide the LRCA with the opening size under the bridge (for the permanent structures)
 Hydraulic analyses will be required at all water body crossings to verify that each crossing structure is
appropriately sized to convey the design flow event. LRCA agreed that a first order analysis using, for
example, MTO design standards and methods would be suitable at temporary crossing structures, while
a more detailed modelling analysis using HEC-RAS may be required at permanent crossing structures.
LRCA confirmed that they strive for minimal change to existing channel hydraulics as part of the review
and approval of new crossing structures. As a minimum, permanent structures will need to be sized to
convey the 25-year return period event. LRCA indicated that temporary structures could be potentially
sized for a higher frequency event (i.e., 2-, 5- or 10-year event); however, the exact requirements will
need to be confirmed with their review process.



LRCA asked if NextBridge had a general sediment and erosion control plan.

 The team referred LRCA to see the EPP in Section 4-II of the EA and indicated that this information would
be included in the permit application as well.



Question about snow bridge – LRCA has never permitted that. It must be clean snow with no sediment.

2017 Field Surveys



The Golder team outlined their proposed approach to field work in 2017 (slides 12 and 13).



LRCA indicated that it will want to visit the crossing locations that require permitting. They asked whether
someone would be able to take them out to site.
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 Golder indicated that it was planning to visit the permanent ones, but was not sure how many temporary
ones will be visited.

 LRCA prefers to do the site visits during open channel conditions (i.e., free of ice and snow). They could
plan to join Golder in July 2017 if that is feasible for all.

Wetlands



Golder indicated that it would like to request regulated limit data/boundaries from the LRCA

 LRCA indicated that they can provide data for their “hazard lands” (Note that hazard lands refer to
floodplains, valleylands, etc.)

 It was agreed that Golder would provide the LRCA with shapefiles and then they can overlay their layers
to see what wetlands if any would require a permit (note that only those wetlands that fall within their
regulated limits would potentially require a permit.



LRCA indicated that there are no Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs); therefore no impact statements
will be required. They don’t regulate all wetlands (only the ones that would intersect with their regulated limits
along watercourses – e.g.., wetlands that are inline or adjacent to the watercourse) and don’t expect that all
the crossings will need to be permitted.



LRCA will need to know how much fill and disturbance will take place for each. They look at the hydrological
function of the wetland, not the ecological (e.g., not species at risk, which is in the MNRF’s domain).



LRCA does not intend to go out and stake boundaries for everything.

Approach for LRCA O. Reg. 180/06 permit process



Golder outlined what the assumptions were about the permit requirements and contents of the permit
package (see slides 15 and 16), taking into account the earlier discussion about the possible need to permit.
LRCA confirmed that the proposed materials to be included with the permit application package would be
sufficient.



The LRCA indicated that they would like to see the package and are okay with having the EPP and
Environmental Alignment Sheets attached.



As far as bundling, it might depend on how many site visits, types of crossings, and permits are required.
Individual applications may be requested.

Questions for Next Steps



Golder presented last slide, which was a summary of the questions discussed and a proposed schedule.



LRCA indicated that the permits are good for 2 years. If construction takes longer, NextBridge will need to
reapply as they cannot do extensions.

 May need to look into whether there is a 5 year process.
 They could work with us to prioritize the schedule or issue permits based on schedule



Permit application timelines are typically as follows (may depend on number of permits):
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 21 days to let us know if the application is complete; then
 30 days beyond that to issue the permit.



Question about MNRF/LRCA jurisdictions - MNRF may permit crossings that are outside the regulated limits
(where LRCA does not have a process) regardless:

 Crossing not on crown land and O. Reg. 180/06 is in place = LRCA
 Crossing not on crown land an O. Reg. 180/06 not in place = potentially MNRF
 Crossing on crown land and O. Reg. 180/06 is in place = LRCA and potentially MNRF
 Crossing on crown land and O. Reg. 180/06 not in place = MNRF
 NextBridge/Golder will need to circle back to the MNRF once we get a response about what the LRCA
will want to permit

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

Provide the LRCA a package with detailed information about:

 baseline information about each crossing location in the
LRCA jurisdiction (e.g., size);

 preliminary crossing methods for each location;

NextBridge/Golder

Q2 2017

 and typical drawings for each type of crossing structure
(e.g., rig mats), with diagrams and pictures.

 Indication of how many of each type are anticipated.
LRCA to confirm if they have a definition or maximum duration for
temporary crossings.

LRCA

Q2 2017

Provide the LRCA with shapefiles of the Project footprint

NextBridge/Golder

Q2 2017

Provide regulated limit data/boundaries (“hazard lands”)

LRCA

Q2 2017

https://golderassociates.sharepoint.com/sites/10435g/4000_Consultation/4004_LRCA/Meeting/2017_05/2017_05_03/EWT_LRCA_Meeting Minutes_20170503.docx
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TO All attendees

DATE May 17, 2017
1536607/2000/2019

FROM Corinne Miller, NextBridge Infrastructure LP

EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION DRAFT EA REVIEW – MNRF MEETING – MEETING MINUTES
Date:

May 4, 2017

Location:

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change office, 135 St Clair Ave West, Toronto

Attendees:
In-person
Adam Wright
Project Officer, MOECC

Peter Brown
Aboriginal Consultation Advisor, MOECC

Dan Delaquis
Supervisor, MOECC

Shannon McCabe
Manager, Indigenous Energy Policy, MOE

Corinne Miller
Environment Lead, NextBridge

Jennifer Russell
Environment Supervisor, NextBridge

Medina Hansen
Senior EA Review, Golder
Remotely by Webinar

Sarah Gagné
Project Manager, Golder

Herb Shields
Indigenous Lead, NextBridge

Gillianne Marshall
Environmental Resource Planner & EA Coordinator, MOECC

Agenda
1)

Introductions

2)

Safety moment

3)

Environmental Assessment Method

4)

Project Updates

5)

TLRU/Indigenous Consultation Update

6)

Final EA Evaluation Review Process

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The emergency evacuation procedures were reviewed for the safety moment.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and stated their role on the Project.
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Environmental Assessment Method



Medina Hansen started this meeting item with the Environmental Assessment (EA) method presentation
(presentation attached).



There was a discussion on the term “synergistically”. Medina Hansen confirmed the term was the same as
cumulative.



There were concerns raised by MOECC that the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) included only standard
mitigation and mitigation required for special or sensitive features was not included or shown in the draft EA.
The Environmental Alignment Sheets (EAS) show where the specific and sensitive environmental features
are along the transmission Right-of-Way (ROW) and the associated site specific mitigation proposed for the
feature. There is also additional environmental feature (or resource feature) mitigation in the front end tables
of the EAS that lists mitigation that will be applied to all features impacted by the Project footprint. The EPP
also includes some flexibility to apply the appropriate mitigation during construction, in response to site
conditions.

 Additional data will also be collected prior to construction and the EPP and EAS will be updated with this
information along with approval conditions. The EPP is a living document that is updated up to and during
construction so environmental features are captured and protected.



MOECC asked if the 2017 field data was going to be included in the final EA. No the 2017 field data will not
be included in the final EA and NextBridge is confident that data collected this summer will not change the
outcome of the EA. NextBridge is still in detailed planning and for scheduling of the Project NextBridge had
to start the EA early in the process to meet the construction schedule.

 Environmental field data collected in 2017 will be used for Project planning and for the permitting phase.



MOECC mentioned that if the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and MOECC require
additional information or details, these requests could delay the process. NextBridge is aware of MNRF and
now MOECC’s concerns and it is one of the risks NextBridge has to manage when developing the Project.



There was a discussion on the submission date of the final EA. The final EA submission date has been
delayed to July 25, 2017 (from May 25, 2017). MOECC will receive an advance copy on July 5 th, 2017.



MOECC asked if the Indigenous communities had any issues with the pathway analysis and if there were
any issues interpreting the results of the EA. NextBridge responded that there were no major concerns and
in general the Indigenous communities are on-board with the Project. NextBridge did receive feedback from
some communities that they were overwhelmed with the amount of information and it was a complex
document to read. To accommodate this NextBridge has provided capacity funding for third party review of
the EA and to date Indigenous communities have been comfortable with this approach.



MOECC stated that they will need confirmation from the Indigenous communities that for the no pathway or
secondary pathway result are in fact negligible with the appropriate mitigation. For example, Métis Nation of
Ontario (MNO) has provided many comments on the draft EA. NextBridge understands these concerns and
as part of development of the mitigation NextBridge was conscious of using effective mitigation that has been
used before and are best management practices.
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MOECC had comments on the EA method memo that was provided as part of the agenda for the meeting.
MOECC was concerned that all the references were to the federal EA process and did not include provincial
references. The EA includes all the provincial EA references, the purpose of the memo was to provide
additional information and examples of the pathway analysis method.



There was a discussion on how cumulative effects are listed in the EA, MOECC would like cumulative effects
addressed throughout the EA not in one cumulative effects section. Cumulative effects are listed under each
section or criteria in the EA.

Project Updates



Sarah Gagné started this meeting item with the Project Update presentation (presentation attached).



There was a discussion regarding the access roads and need for the and how NextBridge selected the
locations of the access roads. NextBridge acknowledged that there were questions from multiple reviewers
about how access roads were selected. NextBridge is going to add the following hierarchy of how access
roads were selected into the final EA: access is required for every tower, most preferred access is the travel
lane along the ROW, the existing access roads, existing roads that require some improvement or widening
and new access roads if there are no existing road options.

 MOECC asked if the Indigenous communities had any input on the access roads. NextBridge consulted
on the Project footprint, including the access roads with Indigenous communities. There were comments
or feedback on which roads they would prefer were used and in general Indigenous community feedback
has been that they would like the additional roads and access.

 There was a discussion on if Indigenous communities had concerns about additional access by other
users because of new or improved access roads because of the Project. The Indigenous communities
felt the current Indigenous users were familiar with other users and they did not think this would be a
problem.



MOECC asked if there were plans to have permanent culverts along the travel lane. Use of the travel lane
is planned to be just for construction so there will be no permanent water body crossings, including culverts,
installed on the travel lane.



There was a discussion about using the existing EWT ROW for access during construction. NextBridge has
been in discussions with Hydro One Networks (HONI) about longitudinal access but have not come to an
agreement therefore the EA is conservative and has assumed there will be no use of access along the
existing EWT.



There was a discussion about the use of terms “minimize” and “where practical”. NextBridge is going to
include a definition of these terms in the final EA and described why they were included in the EA, to give
some flexibility to apply different or additional mitigation to protect the environmental sensitive feature. During
construction, different mitigation may be needed to protect an environmental feature du to changing site
conditions at the time. MOECC said that on other projects, when MOECC is not comfortable with the use of
terms such as “minimize” or “where practical” MOECC has added approval conditions with “shall” or “must”.



There was a discussion on the Project footprint updates and NextBridge pointed out that the Angler Creek
route refinement was due to the analysis completed as part of the draft EA and is an example of why the EA
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needs to be completed early in the Project development. The baseline data for the route refinements between
the draft and final EA will be desktop data.

TLRU/Indigenous Consultation Update



Gillianne Marshall had to leave the meeting at the start of this item.



Medina Hansen started this meeting item with the TLRU/Indigenous Consultation Update presentation
(presentation attached).



MOECC asked which MNO regions are crossed by the Project. MNO regions 2 and 3 and Red Sky Métis
are independent of MNO.



Shannon McCabe asked if Fort William had provided any TLRU information. Fort William has said they will
not provide the raw data however they are going to provide a summary report and NextBridge has not
received the report.



MOECC asked if there are any other Indigenous communities who are planning to provide TLRU data but
NextBridge has not received the data. The remaining communities either have no data to provide or do not
want to provide TLRU data. However NextBridge is continuing to work with the Indigenous communities to
receive comments on the draft EA.



MOECC asked if there was data provided by the Indigenous communities that they do want to be made
public. NextBridge has addressed this by including the data in planning and mitigation as well as providing
two sets of EAS, one that is confidential that included confidential data and one that is not confidential that
has confidential features buffered or features are labeled with generic labels so they cannot be identified for
submission to the public.

 MOECC needs to know if there was data provided by the Indigenous community if it was considered,
even if it wasn’t included directly in mapping.



MOECC asked about Matawa. NextBridge has engaged with Matawa but they have consistently not wanted
to engage or meet with NextBridge.



There was a discussion on the level of information in the Indigenous consultation log, both MOECC and MOE
said that more information is better about each interaction. If all the required information is provided it is
easier for MOECC to make a recommendation on consultation efforts. More information includes not only
information about the consultation logs but also information on how TLRU or data from the Indigenous
communities will be included in Project design and construction planning after the EA is submitted, this is
important for MOECC.

 MOECC acknowledged that there had been a lot of Indigenous consultation in 2017 since the draft EA
was submitted. NextBridge agreed and said that in general the Indigenous communities have wanted to
work with NextBridge on the Project.

 There was a question about Pays Plat and Red Rock and if or when they are going to provide input or
comments on the draft EA. NextBridge has received feedback from both communities on land both on
reserve and private land off-reserve NextBridge could use for the Project.
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In March, MOECC had asked for an update on the Indigenous consultation log prior to the submission of the
final EA, this meeting and presentation covered that requirement but MOECC would like a copy of the
presentations with the meeting notes. There was a discussion about an update status table for each
community, NextBridge has an internal version of this table and will provide it to MOECC. MOECC will review
and let NextBridge know if additional information is required.

 NextBridge has also provided consultation log updates to MOE



A plan for how TLRU received after the final EA is submitted needs to be explicitly described in the EA.

Final EA Evaluation Review Process



The meeting participants reviewed the draft EA public notice.

 MOECC is going to provide feedback to NextBridge on any potential changes required, including the 7
week review period – July 25 to September 12, 2017.

 MOECC is going to provide a fax number to include in the draft notice.

Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

NextBridge will provide MOECC with a summary table
on TLRU and draft EA comments received by
NextBridge by Indigenous community

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

May 30, 2017

NextBridge will provide monthly Indigenous
consultation log updates to MOECC during the final
EA review period

NextBridge
(Corinne Miller)

Monthly starting at the end
of August 2017

MOECC to provide comments on the draft, EA
submission public notice including the 7 week review
period and will send fax number for the notice.

MOECC
(Adam Wright)

May 19, 2017
(MOECC please confirm if
comments can be provided
by this date)
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EA Approach and Method
In March 2017 NextBridge received comments on the draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) Report regarding the EA
approach and methods
Prior to submitting the final EA Report, NextBridge would like
to review the East‐West Tie EA method by discussing the
following topics:
• Pathway analysis

• Consideration of local‐scale effects

Pathway Analysis
Interactions (linkages) between Project components or
activities and potential changes to indicators of the
environment are identified by a pathway analysis, which is
used to assess net effects (i.e. after mitigation) on criteria.

Pathway Analysis
• Identify potential Project –
Environmental Interaction
(pathways)
• Identify technically and
economically feasible
mitigation measures
• Pathway screening
• Project effects assessment

Local-Scale Effects
• Pathway analysis is intended to :
– examine local‐scale effects for all environmental criteria.
– Determine pathways that will likely result in more regional
and potential cumulative effects on the criteria of the
social‐ecological system.
• Local‐scale effects are evaluated through the pathway
analysis and net effects analysis for pathways determined to
be primary.
• It is not possible or practical to complete a site‐specific
assessment and provide specific mitigation for each
individual activity and structure of the Project in the EA given
the large scale of the Project.

Precautionary Principle
• The precautionary principle was applied and conservative
assumptions were used to account for uncertainty at the local
level (e.g., presence of a plant species at a certain location).
• If the assessment only focused on local‐scale site conditions (i.e.,
assessing effects at one laydown area), the cumulative effects of
other projects and developments would not be considered.
CEAA’s Basics of Environmental Assessment (2016) document
states that spatial boundaries should extend beyond a project's
immediate site to include the area likely to be affected

Local-Scale Effects
The EA was completed at appropriate spatial and temporal
scales to assess whether the Project in combination with
cumulative effects from other developments would
significantly influence the assessment endpoints of criteria,
which meets the Terms of Reference.

References
• CEAA. 2016. Basics of Environmental Assessment. Available
online https://www.canada.ca/en/environmental‐
assessment‐agency/services/environmental‐
assessments/basics‐environmental‐assessment.html.
Accessed April 2017.
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Project Updates
Presentation Outline and Objectives:
• Clarify and provide updates on the Project components
• Update on discussions with Hydro One (HONI)
• Update on project design details
• Project changes from draft to final EA
• Use of “minimize” and “where practical”
• Project footprint updates from draft to final EA

Project Components –
Access & Construction
• Construction equipment must be able to access each tower
location
• NextBridge has developed a construction and access plan:

– uses existing roads as much as possible
– construction of a travel lane in the ROW
– limited the construction of new access roads to areas
where required and where terrain prevents the use
of the travel lane

Project Components –
Water Body Crossings
• Temporary water body crossings for construction and
permanent water body crossings for operation will be
required. Both road types are shown in the Project footprint
maps in Appendix 5‐II.
• The permanent water body crossings are approximately 4%
of the proposed access road water body crossings. There
will be no permanent water body crossings in the
transmission line ROW.

Discussions with Hydro One
• NextBridge recognizes the potential to use Hydro One
(HONI) ROW and water body crossings to reduce
environmental effect.
• NB is willing to work with HONI or other stakeholders to
maximize the use existing water body crossings along the
ROW and access roads. Discussions with HONI are
ongoing and NextBridge is engaging with HONI to discuss
access.

EA and Project Details
• The Project Description in the EA provides NextBridge’s best
understanding of the Project at the current time.
• Certain Project details may be updated or optimized during
detailed planning and design.
• These adjustments will be based on site‐specific engineering
and environmental considerations and/or from the
experience of the Contractor.
• It is standard for a project to become further refined from
the EA (or feasibility stage) to the permitting (detail design).

“minimize”
• Use of "minimize" is associated with mitigation hierarchy
(i.e., avoidance, minimization, rehabilitation, offsetting;
BPOP 2015), which describes how mitigation alters the
targeted effect. It does not represent a degree of
commitment.
• Recognizing the scale of the Project, construction of the
Project is likely to encounter conditions that vary across the
landscape and will likely restrict the application of certain
types of mitigation.

“where practical”
NextBridge has used the term “where practical” with respect
to use of existing roads and for siting off‐ROW components.
• NextBridge is planning to use existing roads and upgrade or
build as few new access roads as possible.
• NextBridge is also planning to site camps, storage yards and
laydown yards at a minimum of 30 m from water bodies
It is expected that there will be adjustments or optimization of
some components of the Project as Project planning and
detailed design continues.

Footprint Draft to Final
• Transmission line route update from draft to final
– Angler Creek route refinement
– HONI cross overs
• Access and construction plan update
– Adjustment to access roads and laydown yards

Angler Creek
Route Refinement is approximately
1.3 km
Final EA Preferred Route

Approximate Angler
Creek POW Camp
Draft EA Preferred Route

Angler Creek Route Refinement

HONI Cross – Over Example
Example is approximately 60
km
Example deviates up to 1.5 km
from the draft EA route

Location of cross‐over example

Example route refinement to avoid multiple HONI transmission line
crossings

Footprint Updates – Final EA
• All data analysis, data summaries, figures and Environmental
Alignment Sheets will be updated with the revised footprint
• Environmental Alignment Sheets will be added for the new
access roads
• Any changes to the results of the EA from the footprint
update from draft EA to final EA will be reflected in the final
EA

References
BPOP (Business and Biodiversity Offset Programme). 2015.
Mitigation hierarchy. Available at: http://bbop.forest‐
trends.org/pages/mitigation_hierarchy. Accessed March 21,
2017

East-West Tie
Project
Traditional Land and
Resources Use Update

TLRU Information Received Since
Submission of Draft EA
• 4 communities provided TLRU data since submission of the draft EA:
– Ojiways of Pic River (Heron Bay First Nation)
– Pic Mobert First Nation
– Métis Nation of Ontario
– Red Sky Métis Independent Nation
• 2 of the 5 communities that provided TLRU data for the draft EA have
communicated to NextBridge that additional data is forthcoming:
– Pays Plat First Nation
– Red Rock Indian Band

Update on Indigenous
Consultation
• Consultation has been ongoing since submission of the
draft EA.
• NextBridge has met with 10 Indigenous communities:
– 22 meetings held in total
– 6 communities participated in open houses
– 7 communities or their representatives participated in
teleconference technical briefings to discuss the Project

TLRU Incorporation after Submission
of Final EA
• TLRU data received after submission of the final EA will be reviewed
by NextBridge.
• NextBridge will discuss the TLRU values that have the potential to
be affected by Project activities and the proposed mitigation
measures with each Indigenous community
• TLRU values will be included as part of the Environmental dataset
– Site‐specific locations and mitigation will be included in EAS and
EPP updates prior to construction
• The Indigenous consultation logs will continue to be updated and
provided to MOECC with:
– TLRU data received, if any
– Status of discussions with Indigenous communities on inclusion of
these TLRU data in the environmental dataset
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EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT – MNO DATA INTEGRATION MEETING
Date:

May 16, 2017

Location:

Golder Associates Ltd., #910, 141 Adelaide St W, Toronto, Ontario

Attendees:
In-person
Jennifer Tidmarsh
Project Director, NextBridge

Linda Norheim
Manager, Lands, Resources and Consultations, Métis Nation
of Ontario (MNO)

Herb Shields
Indigenous Lead, NextBridge

Trent Desaulneirs
President, MNO Superior North Shore Métis Council

Corinne Miller
Environment Lead, NextBridge

Adena Vanderjagt
Calliou Group

Medina Hansen
Senior EA Review, Golder

Anna Brace
Traditional Studies Specialist, Golder

Agenda
1)

Introduction

2)

Project Update (Presentation)

3)

Lunch and Pathway Analysis (Presentation)

4)

Integration of MNO Information (Presentation)

5)

Roundtable and Closing remarks

Meeting Discussion Notes
Safety Moment



The emergency evacuation procedures were reviewed for the safety moment.

Introductions



Participants introduced themselves and stated their role on the Project.
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Project Update



Jennifer Tidmarsh, Corrine Miller and Medina Hansen gave a presentation on updates to the Project
(presentation attached):



Ongoing discussions with HONI about coordinating access routes where possible, the removal of line
crossings and coordinating effort on work associated with station upgrades. Trent Desaulneirs questioned
and Jennifer Tidmarsh confirmed that NextBridge is responsible for maintaining their own line.



The Final EA will be submitted to MOECC on July 5, and made available for public review on July 25.



Access is required to each of the tower locations. The goal is to use existing roads where possible, including
HONI roads. There will also be a travel lane in the right-of-way (ROW). Trent Desaulneirs indicated that he
would like NextBridge and HONI to coordinate effort and access, wherever possible.



The ROW will be up to 64 m in width, but may be narrower in specific locations.



There will be permanent water crossings required for the Project, but no more than 4% of the water crossings
will be permanent water crossings will be located on the ROW



The Draft EA contained a larger number of access roads that are expected to be constructed. The intent will
be to use existing accessing roads where possible. The Project details are expected to be refined throughout
the EA process and right up into construction. Adena Vanderjagt asked whether a access plan will be included
in the Final EA. Medina Hansen responded that there would not be a formal access plan but there will be
updated Environmental Alignment Sheets (EASs) for access roads.



Medina Hansen provided some context about the use of some wording in the Draft EA (e.g., minimize, where
possible), and clarified that this wording is to allow some flexibility in the field during construction.



Corinne Miller provided a route change update. Trent Desaulneirs questioned whether there would be
additional major route adjustments as a result of additional meetings with HONI. Jennifer Tidmarsh
responded that there would not be, and that the discussions with MNO will be focused on the use of access
roads. Medina Hansen clarified that the Final EA will include an update to reflect the revised footprint and
that any changes in the footprint will be reflected in the assessment results.



There was discussion about how the Draft EA comments will be included in the Final EA and how the Final
EA will be provided to MNO (by hardcopy at the direction of MOECC). MNO indicated that they only require
one copy if they also have access to an electronic version. The hard copy Final EA can be sent to the MNO
Lands, Resources and Consultation office in Toronto.



While not on the Consultation list, Métis Nation of Ontario Region 4 still has interest in the Project.



Adena Vanderjagt commented that the route changes will change the results of the MNO Occupied Lands
Report. NextBridge committed to sending MNO the updated shapefiles on July 5, 2017.
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Pathway Analysis



Medina Hansen started this meeting item with the Environmental Assessment (EA) method presentation
(presentation attached).



There was discussion about the pathway analysis. Medina Hansen described how the method was selected
for the EA due to the length and complexity of the Project and Project interactions. The pathway analysis was
selected to focus the assessment on those areas where more substantial (non-negligible) effects are
anticipated. Adena Vanderjagt commented that the method is confusing, particularly because the mitigation
is considered in the screening process.

 Additional discussion occurred about Project mitigation measures. Linda Norheim asked whether the
mitigation was built into the Project, and Adena Vanderjagt indicated that the mitigation measures would
need to be included to be part of the approval conditions to be binding. Medina Hansen clarified that the
EA includes a commitments table and that contractors are held to the commitments included in the
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP).

Integration of MNO Information



Anna Brace provided a presentation on the proposed plan to integrate MNO information into the Final EA
(presentation attached).



Discussion about the inclusion of quantifiable measurements of available land in the Métis-specific
assessment. Golder had questions regarding the assessment of magnitude to the ‘change in land available
and preferred for Métis harvest’, which was assessed as high for the Project. The discussion clarified that
avoidance of the Project footprint prior to the Project ranges from 96-100% and increases after the Project to
100%, which based on the definition of magnitude included in the report, should be assessed as low (a
change of at most 4%) rather than high for the Project footprint, although high would be correct for cumulative
effects.



Discussion about differences in approach taken between the MNO Occupied Lands report and the EA.



Discussion about the possibility for Calliou to provide the GIS layers used in the MNO Occupied Lands report
to Golder so that they could be incorporated into the Métis-specific assessment of the Final EA. Calliou will
need to confirm with MNO if this is possible.



Golder indicated that to address a MNO draft comment, they would be revising the Métis Indigenous Land
and Resource Use LSA to include the visual aesthetics LSA, which will result in a larger LSA. This may
change the percentages of disturbance and avoidance from what was reported in the MNO Occupied Lands
Report.

Final Remarks



MNO and NextBridge discussed potential dates for an open house in Thunder Bay to provide Project updates
to MNO members. Potential dates proposed were the weekends of July 7, 14 and 21. MNO will confirm with
NextBridge which date is preferable to MNO members.



Content and results of the reports from MNO can be included in the EA, but not the actual report.



Trent Desaulneirs remarked that he felt the meeting was successful.
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Action Items
Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

Send MNO the updated Project footprint shapefiles

Herb Shields

July 5, 2017

Corinne Miller

May 23, 2017

Adena Vanderjagt

May 29, 2017

Golder to provide MNO/Calliou with a draft outline of
the updated Métis Current Land and Resource Use
Assessment for comment and review

Anna Brace

May 31, 2017

MNO to confirm the preferred date for an open house
in Thunder Bay.

Trent Desaulneirs

ASAP

Send MNO the presentation from this meeting

Corinne Miller

Date the minutes go out as
we will attach it

Send pathway analysis memo prepared for MOECC
and MNRF to MNO
Calliou to share data layers relied on in the MNO
Occupied Lands Report with Golder (pending
permission from MNO)
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Project Updates
Presentation Outline and Objectives:
• Clarify and provide updates on the Project components
• Update on discussions with Hydro One (HONI)
• Update on project design details
• Project changes from draft to final EA
• Use of “minimize” and “where practical”
• Project footprint updates from draft to final EA

Project Components –
Access & Construction
• Construction equipment must be able to access each tower
location
• NextBridge has developed a construction and access plan:

– uses existing roads as much as possible
– construction of a travel lane in the ROW
– limited the construction of new access roads to areas
where required and where terrain prevents the use
of the travel lane

Project Components –
Water Body Crossings
• Temporary water body crossings for construction and
permanent water body crossings for operation will be
required. Both road types are shown in the Project footprint
maps in Appendix 5-II.
• The permanent water body crossings are approximately 4%
of the proposed access road water body crossings. There
will be no permanent water body crossings in the
transmission line ROW.

Discussions with Hydro One
• NextBridge recognizes the potential to use Hydro One
(HONI) ROW and water body crossings to reduce
environmental effect.
• NB is willing to work with HONI or other stakeholders to
maximize the use existing water body crossings along the
ROW and access roads. Discussions with HONI are
ongoing and NextBridge is engaging with HONI to discuss
access.

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

“minimize”
• Use of "minimize" is associated with mitigation hierarchy
(i.e., avoidance, minimization, rehabilitation, offsetting;
BPOP 2015), which describes how mitigation alters the
targeted effect. It does not represent a degree of
commitment.
• Recognizing the scale of the Project, construction of the
Project is likely to encounter conditions that vary across the
landscape and will likely restrict the application of certain
types of mitigation.

“where practical”
NextBridge has used the term “where practical” with respect
to use of existing roads and for siting off-ROW components.
• NextBridge is planning to use existing roads and upgrade or
build as few new access roads as possible.
• NextBridge is also planning to site camps, storage yards and
laydown yards at a minimum of 30 m from water bodies
It is expected that there will be adjustments or optimization of
some components of the Project as Project planning and
detailed design continues.

Footprint Draft to Final
• Transmission line route update from draft to final
– Angler Creek route refinement
– HONI cross overs
• Access and construction plan update
– Adjustment to access roads and laydown yards

Angler Creek
Route Refinement is approximately
1.3 km
Final EA Preferred Route

Approximate Angler
Creek POW Camp
Draft EA Preferred Route

Angler Creek Route Refinement

HONI Cross – Over Example
Example is approximately 60
km
Example deviates up to 1.5 km
from the draft EA route

Location of cross-over example

Example route refinement to avoid multiple HONI transmission line
crossings

Footprint Updates – Final EA
• All data analysis, data summaries, figures and Environmental
Alignment Sheets will be updated with the revised footprint
• Environmental Alignment Sheets will be added for the new
access roads
• Any changes to the results of the EA from the footprint
update from draft EA to final EA will be reflected in the final
EA

References
BPOP (Business and Biodiversity Offset Programme). 2015.
Mitigation hierarchy. Available at: http://bbop.foresttrends.org/pages/mitigation_hierarchy. Accessed March 21,
2017
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EA Approach and Method
In March 2017 NextBridge received comments on the draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) Report regarding the EA
approach and methods
Prior to submitting the final EA Report, NextBridge would like
to review the East-West Tie EA method by discussing the
following topics:
• Selection of criteria
• Pathway analysis

Consideration for Criteria
Selection
• Presence, abundance and distribution within, or relevance
to, 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; and
• NextBridge’s experience on other similar projects.

Pathway Analysis
Interactions (linkages) between Project components or
activities and potential changes to indicators of the
environment are identified by a pathway analysis, which is
used to assess net effects (i.e. after mitigation) on criteria.

Pathway Analysis
• Identify potential Project –
Environmental Interaction
(pathways)
• Identify technically and
economically feasible
mitigation measures
• Pathway screening
• Project effects assessment

Secondary Pathway
Assessment
• Pathway analysis is intended to :
– examine local-scale effects for all environmental
criteria.
– Determine pathways that will likely result in more
regional and potential cumulative effects on the
criteria of the social-ecological system.
• Secondary pathways were assessed for duration, extent,
and magnitude to determine if they were negligible or
non-negligible (low, moderate or high magnitude)

Secondary Pathway
Assessment
• Magnitude - the intensity of the effect or a measure of the
degree of change from existing (baseline) conditions
expected to occur in the criterion
• Negligible net effect – No detectable change or small
change that is expected to be within the range of baseline or
guideline values, and is not expected to result in a change
on the assessment endpoint

Secondary Pathway
Assessment
• Secondary pathway - could result in a measurable
environmental change relative to the Base Case but would
have a negligible net effect on a criterion’s assessment
endpoint. The pathway is therefore expected to result in a
measureable change but that change is not expected to
additively or synergistically contribute to effects of other
past, previous or reasonably foreseeable projects.
• Primary: the pathway is likely to result in an environmental
change relative to the Base Case that could contribute to net
effects on a criterion’s assessment endpoint.

Secondary Pathway
Assessment
• Pathway - Project activities may affect the availability of
traditionally important wildlife species
• Wildlife availability based on moose and marten
• Adverse effects to traditionally important wildlife species
predicted to be small and localized (extent)
• Wildlife assessment discussed effects pathways for moose
and marten habitat and survival/reproduction as being
medium to permanent (duration)
• Project effects on wildlife availability are predicted to have a
negligible net effect (magnitude)

References
• CEAA. 2016. Basics of Environmental Assessment. Available
online https://www.canada.ca/en/environmentalassessment-agency/services/environmentalassessments/basics-environmental-assessment.html.
Accessed April 2017.
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Overview
• Review of the approach taken in the Draft EA
• Understanding of the approach recommended by Métis
Nation of Ontario and Calliou Group
• Proposed plan to incorporate MNO information in the Final
EA – for discussion

Draft EA TLU Assessment
Approach
Criteria

Indicators

Potential Effects / Pathways

Data Sources

• Project activities may affect
the availability of
• Wildlife and wildlife habitat
traditionally important
assessment results
wildlife species

Traditional wildlife
harvesting

• Project activities may result •
in the loss of currently
• Resource availability
available wildlife harvesting
• Sites or areas of use
sites or areas
•
• Changes in access

Qualitative comparison of
sites and areas of reported
use and Project disturbance
Acoustic environment results

• Project activities may result • Qualitative comparison of
in changes in access routes
reported traditional access
used to access harvesting
routes and Project
and cultural areas
disturbance

Understanding of MNO
Recommended Criteria
Criteria

Way of life

Harvesting

Measurable Parameters
• Disruption or loss of areas or routes critical to
Métis mobility
• Land use conflicts with familial or community
teaching / transmission practices
• Qualitative disconnect from areas or sites of
Métis tradition
• Qualitative disconnect from areas or sites of
Métis tradition
• Reduced access to preferred locations of
harvest
• Loss or alteration of key cultural species
harvested by MNO
• Changes to known harvesting conditions
required for harvest

Proposed Approach
• Information from MNO reports will inform an updated
baseline
• Identification of potential pathways of effect for each new
measurable parameter
• Pathways were identified based on the discussions from the
February meeting between Golder and Calliou and the
information from the MNO reports
• For each measurable parameter, data sources were
identified that could be assessed qualitatively or measured
quantitatively to reflect changes as a result of the Project

Way of Life – Potential
Pathways
Potential Pathways

Measurable Parameter
Disruption or loss of areas or
routes critical to Métis mobility
Land use conflicts with familial
or community teaching /
transmission practices
Qualitative disconnect from
areas or sites of Métis tradition
Damage or loss of key spiritual
areas to Métis way of life

Project activities may result •
in changes in access routes
•
used to access harvesting
and cultural areas
Changes in environmental
conditions (visual
environment, acoustic
environment, air quality)
could affect Métis land use

•
•
•

Data Sources
Non-traditional land use
(traffic) results
Qualitative comparison of
reported access routes
and Project disturbance
Air quality assessment
results
Noise assessment results
Visual environment effects
assessment

Project activities may result • Qualitative comparison of
in the loss of culturally
reported cultural sites and
important sites and areas
areas and Project
disturbance
• Quantitative disturbance
in the LSA and RSA

Harvesting – Potential
Pathways
Measurable Parameter
Reduced access to
preferred locations of
harvest

Potential Pathway

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 plant and material
harvesting sites or areas
Project activities may result in the loss of
currently available fishing sites or areas
Loss or alteration of key Project activities may affect the availability of
cultural species
traditionally important wildlife species
harvested by MNO
Project activities may affect the availability of
traditionally important plants and materials
Project activities may affect the availability of
traditionally important fish species
Changes to known
Changes in environmental conditions (visual
harvesting conditions environment, acoustic environment, air
required for harvest
quality) could affect Métis land use

Data Sources
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Qualitative comparison of sites and areas of
reported use and Project disturbance
Quantitative disturbance in the LSA and RSA
Qualitative comparison of reported plant and
material sites and Project disturbance
Quantitative disturbance in the LSA and RSA
Qualitative comparison of reported fishing sites
Quantitative disturbance in the LSA and RSA
Wildlife assessment results

• Vegetation assessment results
• Fish and fish assessment results
• Air quality assessment results
• Noise assessment results
• Visual environment effects assessment

Meeting Agenda & Minutes
NextBridge (NB) New East-West Tie (EWT) Transmission Line Project – Meeting with
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forests (MNRF), Resolute Forest Products Canada
Inc. (Resolute), and Greenmantle Forest Inc. (Greenmantle)
Thursday, June 1, 2017
11:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. (EST)

Location:

Video/Teleconference

Attendees:

Rebecca Loosley, Land Lead NextBridge
Aziz Brott, Engineering and Construction Lead NextBridge
Corinne Miller, Environment Lead NextBridge
Sarah Gagne, Golder Environmental Consultant for NextBridge
Tom Ratz, Resolute Forest Products Canada Inc.
Joe Ladouceur Greenmantle Forest Inc.
Dave MacIsaac, Greenmantle Forest Inc.
Emily Bridge, MNRF
Londa Mortson, MNRF
Scott Galloway, MNRF
Regrets: Brain Campbell, MNRF

Agenda:

1.
2.
3.
4.

Introductions
Safety Moment
EWT Project Update
Review of Project Footprint within Big Pic and Pic River FMU and
implications to operations

Minutes
Agenda
Item #

Notes
T. Ratz, Resolute Forest Products Canada Inc., Black Spruce FMU Sustainable Forest Licencee
J. Ladouceur Greenmantle Forest Inc., Lakehead FMU Sustainable Forest Licencee
D. MacIsaac, Greenmantle Forest Inc., Lakehead FMU Sustainable Forest Licencee
E. Bridge, MNRF
L. Mortson, MNRF
S. Galloway, MNRF

1

R. Loosley, Land & Right of Way Specialist, Land Lead for EWT project
A. Brott, Engineer, Engineering and Construction Lead for EWT project
C. Miller, Environment Lead for EWT project
Sarah Gagne, Environment Land consultant, Golder, EWT project
Note: MNRF, Resolute, and Greenmantle were not able to view the screen share however had
hard copy maps in meeting room.
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Item #

Notes

2

Safety moment
• Being prepared for the weather

3

Project update
• R. Loosley gave an overview of the project
Project Footprint within Black Spruce and Lakehead Forest Management Units (FMU)
•
•

•
•

4

Are route, access, and construction footprints fixed at this time? Creek system, lake
crossings, windfarm etc. may be impacted as a result of Project footprint
NextBridge response: Access and construction plan represents the footprint within
which the contractor will work. Contractor will select most efficient access and
construction plan to build the line. Route is more fixed and alternatives are not being
contemplated at this time. Adjustments would be made within the footprint
For certain laydown yards identified in mountainous terrain, what consideration was
given to locations, in particular laydown yards located south of Ouimet Canyon?
NextBridge response: Geographic Information System (GIS) overview completed to
inform access and construction plan

•
•

Determining impact to Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) is difficult if footprint is not fixed.
NextBridge response: Access and construction plan selected by the contractor will be
within the footprint provided

•

Harvest and renewal areas can be provided to NextBridge for review. Operational roads
existing or planned can be included as it may modify proposed access plan
Where laydown area has been planned within a renewal area, possible planned harvest
allocations may be more suitable and would be preferred by SFL
What type of access is required for construction? Appears roads have been located to
the right-of-way (ROW), and in certain instances crossing lakes windfarm, etc. Was it an
automated process? Will changes be made to these locations? What type of equipment
is planned to be used
NextBridge response: Access and construction plan was developed through GIS.
NextBridge feels that thoughtful process was put in place to select access and
construction plan, and given the length of access proposed, it should be expected that
certain areas may have been placed in areas that are not feasible. Those will be refined.
Access and construction plan is intended to be refined in permitting stage. NextBridge
expects that access roads may need to accommodate concrete trucks and 200 ton
cranes. Not all roads would need to be upgraded to this extent though

•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Sustainable Forest Licence Holder is responsible for respective Forest Management Unit
Merchantable timber would need to stacked and measured out
Forest renewal and stumpage fees to be paid to the Crown
SFL would charge management fee based on volume to user
Investment would need to be recouped for silviculture activities on areas regenerated
that will be removed as a result of the Project
Residual Patches or Leave Patches have been identified in Forest Management Plan to
offset harvesting in other areas. Management Plan will not meet residual targets or road
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•

density targets. How will this be addressed by MNRF?
Require estimate of effects to see impact to the above. Could complete an assessment
based on current footprint

•
•

What percentage of roads within access plan is permanent?
NextBridge response: Long term permanent roads represent a small portion of the
roads planned, estimate to be confirmed

•

What is the plan for removal of temporary roads? Are conifer species possible for
regeneration? This is preferred by SFLs
NextBridge response: Pull up gravel and replant with native seed. Environmental
Protection Plan (EPP) states that native seed would be used

•

•
•
•

Certain roads may be advantageous to SFL to be left in place
Estimated T. Ratz $1 million of road work within Black Spruce and Lakehead
NextBridge: Intent is not to create unnecessary access but provide a footprint that can
be worked within. Roads will be 20m wide corridor with 8m road surface

•
•

Is winter access a benefit?
NextBridge response: Yes it is and is preferred in some areas, particularly on the east
side of the line

•

SFL commented this would limit aggregate requirement, water course crossing and
overall disturbance
NextBridge response: Means and methods to be determined once contractor on board.
One General Contractor will be selected to clear, survey, and install the project

•

•
•

•
•
•

What is being done with wood?
NextBridge response: Depending on the location, if there is access, and if the timber is
requested by SFL, NextBridge may delimb and stack along the ROW. SFL has right of first
refusal of timber. Where timber is not accessible, the plan would be to stack or mulch it
Cut timber would need to be measured for Crown dues
Greenmantle and Resolute request conifer saw logs within their FMUs
Greenmantle has capable logging contractor that could be utilized. Would like to see
wood going to local pulp or saw mill

•
•

When is start of clearing planned?
NextBridge response: Clearing start planned for late 2018 and completed by 2020

•

Are there other route alternatives being considered in this area? SFLs preferred route
traversing along existing corridor near Loon Lake, not current route
NextBridge response: The footprint provided is the proposed route, no other
alternatives are being considered

•
•

•

Have discussions with Dorion Township occurred regarding use of Ouimet Canyon Road?
Concern regarding use of Ouimet Canyon Road and bridge. As a result of the windfarms
use of the road there are now weight restrictions in place on the road
NextBridge response: Discussions with Dorion Township are ongoing regarding the
Project. Where public roads are proposed as part of access plan, an agreement with the
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Township or Municipality will be sought for the use of that road
•
•

What is the best way to provide input on footprint?
NextBridge response: Best method would be to provide data regarding harvest
allocations, renewal area, and operational roads. NextBridge could review the data and
overlay it with footprint. Written comments on footprint can be provided. Additional
review session would be planned to discuss input

•

Will the level of precision for access and construction footprint increase and how will
this be incorporated into the Environmental Assessment (EA). How are comments being
considered?
NextBridge response: Comments provided by MNRF are being reviewed and considered
for the final EA. Certain features will remain consistent with the draft, as NextBridge
wishes to maintain the current footprint as final selection of the access and construction
footprint will be determined by the contractor. Feedback received going forward will be
reviewed and incorporated as appropriate and where necessary, at a later date and be
addressed in the permitting phase

•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

MNRF expectation is that the access and construction footprint be treated the same as
the infrastructure, and the same level of planning occur during the planning phase, and
not be left to permitting phase. Final EA submitted if lacking this level of detail will not
be worth reviewing
NextBridge Response: The level of detail being requested will not be included in the
Final EA as it is driven by contractor input
How were laydown areas spotted? Can laydown areas be decreased in number by
increasing individual locations in size?
NextBridge response: Laydown areas were spotted based on fly radius. Certain
contractors have indicated they will use mostly helicopter, while others have limited the
use of helicopters. Likely overall number of laydown areas will be reduced however they
will be reduced within the current plan provided. As an example, it is not likely all three
laydown areas west of Ouimet canyon will be utilized. The contractor will select the best
and most efficient location
Would alternate locations be considered that avoid renewal areas and relocated to
planned allocations?
NextBridge response: Yes alternate locations can be considered if they are provided

•
•

Access plan not reviewable
SFL input required level of detail for access is high and that is their experience when
dealing with MNRF for their operational roads
Some locations are not realistic to begin with, why can’t they be addressed now?
NextBridge response: NextBridge acknowledges there are a few instances of access
roads that are likely not feasible; however NextBridge has left them in the access and
construction plan at this time so they are included in the EA Report to be conservative
on the potential footprint for the Project

•
•

What is proposed land tenure and how will it impact SFLs use?
NextBridge response: Plan to have work permit or permits covering construction, with
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intention of obtaining easement tenure for the longer term. Consent would be required
to cross line similar to what is required now when crossing Hydro One Networks Inc.
(HONI) or building new roads that cross HONI
•
•

New roads being planned now, could these be incorporated into design clearances?
NextBridge response: If provided they can be reviewed and included. If drawing specs of
roads are available, driving clearance can be designed for locations provided

•
•

Where will aggregate materials be sourced from?
NextBridge response: Source will be identified by Contractor as part of overall
construction plan
Stumpage fees would apply

•
•
•

Private lands where timber rights not held by private landowner being reviewed?
NextBridge response: Yes, titles have been pulled for directly affected properties.
Understood that timber is not always owned by private property owner

•

MNRF encouraged NextBridge to review the current Forest Management Plan and see
where efficiencies can be gained, and coordination can occur
NextBridge indicated that ongoing discussions with SFLS will continue
Meeting closed at 12:00pm EST

•
•
5

Follow up meetings to occur once General Contractor on board. Communication to continue as
project progresses.

Action Items
Task

Person Responsible

Due Date

Status

R. Loosley

6/14/2017

completed

Greenmantle, Resolute, and MNRF to discuss
information exchange and how best to provide it.
Package of information will include:
• Harvest allocations
• Renewal areas
• Operational roads
• Kmz and hard copy maps with written
comments

Greenmantle,
Resolute, MNRF

To be
confirmed

Information package to be provided

Greenmantle,
Resolute, MNRF

To be
confirmed

Circulate minutes in draft for review
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TO All attendees

DATE October 5, 2017

FROM Corinne Miller, NextBridge Infrastructure LP.

DOCUMENT: 1536607/ 9100/ 9101-001-MM-A

EAST-WEST TIE TRANSMISSION PROJECT – NEXTBRIDGE, MOECC AND MNRF EA WORKSHOP
Meeting Date:

September 27, 2017

Meeting Location:

MOECC Office, 135 St. Clair Avenue, Toronto / Conference Call

Meeting Attendees:
Participants:
Adam Wright (Meeting Chair)
Special Project Officer, EAB, MOECC
Annamaria Cross (in person for the morning)
Manager, EAB, MOECC
Peter Brown (in person for the afternoon)
Aboriginal Consultation Advisor, MOECC

Solange Desautels
Supervisor, EAB, MOECC
Matthew Vartanian
Student, EAB, MOECC
Scott Parker (phone in for the afternoon)
Surface Water Specialist, MOECC

Londa Mortson (phone in)
Regional Land Use Planning Supervisor, MNRF
Patrick Barnes (phone in for the afternoon)
Regional Aboriginal Advisor, MNRF
Steve Bobrowicz (phone in)
Regional Fisheries Biologist, MNRF
Jennifer Tidmarsh,
Project Director, NextBridge

Hanna Vovk (phone in)
Regional Planner, MNRF
Bill Greaves (phone in)
Regional Planning Ecologist, MNRF
Todd Copeland (phone in)
Species at Risk Specialist, MNRF
Corinne Miller
Environment Lead, NextBridge

Herb Shields,
Indigenous Engagement Lead, NextBridge
Coke Coakley (phone in for afternoon)
Environmental Services Manager, NextEra
Isabel Johnson (phone in)
Environmental Services Project Manager, NextEra

Jennifer Russell
Environment Supervisor, Enbridge
Beatrice Ashby
Environmental Project Manager, NextEra
Christopher James
Planner, NextEra

Tamara Skillen
Project Manager, Golder
Anthony Ciccone
Project Sponsor, Golder
Kristine Sare (phone in for the afternoon)
Wildlife Biologist, Golder

Medina Hansen
Senior EA Specialist, Golder
Danny Da Silva
Project Director, Golder
Kristine Mason (phone in for afternoon)
Sr. Fisheries Biologist, Golder

Ashley Morton (phone in for afternoon)
Fisheries Biologist, Golder
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Agenda
EA Method and Pathway Analysis Approach
 EA Assessment Method presentation
o How the Methodology works
o How did it change from draft to final
 Pathway Analysis Scenario
o Traditional Land and Resource Use example
 EA Requirements
o EAA, ToR, Code of Practice Concordance review
o Provincial terminology and requirements
o Effects Assessment
Discussion
about Next Steps

o Present potential options for discussion
EA specificity
 EA Baseline Data
 EA Methods
o Aquatics – surface water, fish and fish habitat
o Wildlife
Next Steps
 Discussion about Next Steps
o Confirm path forward for EA methods, Baseline Data and Indigenous consultation
o NextBridge response to GRT comments on the final EA report
 MOECC template
Amended
EA

o Concordance table for revisions
o Timeline

Meeting Discussion Notes
EA Method and Pathway Analysis Approach
 Presentation materials were circulated for review prior to the meeting.
 The MNRF indicated that it would like the EA Amendment to bridge the gap between the EA Act assessment
criteria and the current methodology.
 Golder (Medina) provided an overview of the environmental assessment (EA) process used for the Draft and
Final EA reports, which indicated:
 Input from stakeholder consultation, engagement and past projects contributed to develop the Base Case
(i.e., the description of the baseline).
 Criteria and indicators selected in the ToR were refined. Information and data sources were used to
identify changes to indicators and to determine any changes that the Project would have.
 Temporal boundaries (separated by Project phases) were defined.
 Spatial boundaries were determined for specific indicators and were used to determine the Base Case
for each criteria.



MOECC (Adam) wanted a better understanding of how the Local Study Areas (LSA) and Regional Study
Areas (RSA) were determined for each criteria and why cumulative effects were determined at the RSA and
not the LSA?
 Golder (Medina) explained that the Project Case (i.e., the assessment of the effects of the Project)
compares the Project footprint to the LSAs to understand what direct impacts or changes are evident at
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a local scale. For example, for plants the EA considered how much is in the LSA (e.g., in hectares) and
what percent would be affected by the Project footprint. The LSA and RSAs are used in the Base Case
to describe the existing conditions for the local and regional area. The cumulative effects are typically
assessed at the RSA scale. The spatial area that should be applied for the effects assessment are not
clearly defined in the Terms of Reference (ToR) so these were determined for each criteria. In some
cases, the LSA and RSA have the same spatial boundaries.



MOECC (Adam) asked how the assessment endpoints were determined. Were these revised based on
Indigenous consultation and engagement?
 Golder (Medina) indicated yes, and advised that, as an example, the assessment endpoints were revised
based on engagement with the Métis Fist Nation and based on discussion with MNO. The assessment
endpoint and effects were separated for the Indigenous communities (Metis and other FN communities)
based on feedback received.



MOECC (Adam) indicated that there appears to be inconsistency in the determination of pathways for each
criterion. It is not clear how the pathway categories were determined. MOECC will need further explanation
of how the pathways were chosen.
MNRF (Londa) agreed that this is a concern that will need to be addressed. Also, the effects pathways are
very conceptual, making review of the methodology challenging. Although the general surrounding
environment has been considered, evidence is lacking to get to the end point of significance based on the
Project footprint and study areas. MNRF would like to see an accounts table to show the specific landscape
features and their interaction with the Project
 Golder (Medina) explained that there are tables included in the technical criteria sections. The data itself
is not in tabular form, but described in the text. The effects assessment has been completed for all the
secondary and primary pathways. The tables also identify the potential effects and mitigation.





It is not clear to MNRF (Londa) what features have been included on the Environmental Alignment Sheets
(EAS). Similarly, it is not clear whether ancillary Project features have been included and considered.
 Golder (Medina) explained that the scale of mapping does not permit the inclusion of all features along
the alignment. The number of map sheets would greatly increase if the scale was altered to accommodate
all features. To accommodate the mapping limitations, reduce the number of maps, and aid the reader in
referencing the features along the alignment, feature codes have been applied. The resource codes,
setbacks, regulatory requirements and the mitigation are also incorporated here. As requested, the data
used for EAS mapping was provided to the MNRF as digital files. Constraints maps instead of alignment
sheets were used to show the access roads and ancillary features (e.g., access roads, laydown areas)
because these features are not linear (i.e., not one single line) and could not be displayed appropriately
on EAS. Environmental Inspectors (EIs) and monitors are familiar with using both EAS and constraints
maps during construction.



MNRF (Bill) expressed concern that the text does not refer to specific features. This requires the reader to
cross reference to different sections and appendices. If there is an impact to a significant feature, it needs to
be evident what the impact on the ground will be and the applicable mitigation that should be applied for that
specific feature.
MNRF (Hanna) advised that the mitigation described in the EPP is lacking the details of what mitigation would
be applied on the ground.
 Golder (Medina) explained that the EA document would become cumbersome to include all of the specific
features for each criteria within the text. The EAS have been developed to aid the reader in visualizing
these impacts. Any significant features that have been identified in the EA, that should be afforded special
protection and mitigation, are provided in a digital format for the EIs to apply mitigation in the field. The
EA also considers contingency planning, should additional features be identified on the ground.
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MOECC (Solange) advised that agencies should be consulted in contingency planning for the effects
assessment. There may be pathways that have not been identified. She added that the ToR should have
been considered and the EA methods discussed long before this workshop.
 Golder and MOECC agreed that there is flexibility in the ToR based on the code of practice (COP) and
the effects assessment methodology is not prescribed in the ToR or COP.



MOECC/ MNRF were not familiar with the pathway screening process. There were concerns that potential
pathways were screened out and not considered. The baseline data was primarily focused on desktop
analysis and the assessment of effects and associated mitigation were broad (using vague terminology).
 NextBridge (Jennifer R.) explained that mitigation has been described for features “where appropriate”
so that where ground conditions differ from conceptual planning, contingency mitigation is readily
available for ground crews. The primary mitigation will be applied unless there is a change in conditions.
In advance of construction, a reconnaissance will be undertaken by an EI with a broad general
environmental knowledge to verify feature locations identified during the baseline data collection.
 Any additional sensitive features identified during the reconnaissance will be marked off and an
appropriate buffer area will be applied. Until the features can be surveyed by a technical expert, the area
would be considered a no-work zone. The appropriate regulators and stakeholders would then be
consulted to determine appropriate mitigation.
 The EPP generally includes standard mitigation for features that may be identified during construction.
This mitigation was considered with potential effects to determine net effects for the Project in the EA. It
is important to note that the EA has been developed for planning purposes, to meet the ToR, COP, and
Environmental Assessment Act requirements and it is not feasible or a requirement to fully include the
level detail in the EA that is required for permits and other regulatory application.
 The EPP and EAS will be revised with all new information and mitigation prior to the start construction.
They are considered living documents until construction and NextBridge will commit to file updated
versions with the regulators before construction (e.g., 60 days prior to).



NextBridge (Jennifer R.) advised that construction will be separated into different “spreads” across the
alignment. Once a contractor has been identified, the “spread” length will then be determined. Construction
will be completed in a linear format. It is possible that several crews may be working within the “spread” at
the same time in different areas. An environmental reconnaissance is undertaken in advance of construction
along the line. This creates a buffer between environmental surveys and construction, which allows time for
the environment team to work with regulators/stakeholders to develop appropriate mitigation and, if
necessary, secure applicable permits. The environmental survey crew will report directly to the environmental
planning team, not the construction team, in order to avoid pressure or conflict. The standard mitigation,
described in the EPP rarely deviates from what is actually implemented on the ground.



MNRF advised that the front page of the EPP states that the mitigation it is not an EA commitment.
 NextBridge (Jennifer R.) clarified that the standard mitigation, as described in the EPP, is an EA
commitment.
 Golder (Medina) added that there is a commitment table as an appendix to the EA. All EPP mitigation is
a commitment.
 Golder (Tamara) clarified later in the morning that the first bullet on the first page of the EPP indicates
that the EPP does not include EA commitments or approval conditions because the EA review process
is ongoing. The statement is intended to acknowledge that the EPP is a living document until construction
and that any future conditions or commitments that may arise through consultation or the EA review and
approval process will be included in advance of construction.



MOECC (Adam) / MNRF advised that it is a challenge to review the EA while field data is pending.
 NextBridge/ Golder confirmed that field data is being collected for permitting purposes.

Project No.: 1536606/ 9100/ 9101

4/14

MINUTES OF MEETING



MNRF is concerned that some of the local impacts are discounted based on the amount/proportion of an
indicator within the study area instead of identifying the significance of the feature beforehand.
 Golder (Medina) explained that the cumulative net effects were determined for primary pathways and
how reasonably foreseeable developments (RFD) and existing projects would affect each criteria at the
LSA and RSA levels. The predictions were evaluated as low, moderate and high for each assessment
criteria. Golder noted that since the Project crosses Federal lands, that the significance of effects has
been included in the EA, as it is a requirement at the Federal review level.



MNRF (Londa) advised that although the effects may not be specific at the regional scale, mitigation should
be considered at the local resource scale. For example, the primary mitigation for caribou habitat is
avoidance, but the Project still crosses the habitat; therefore does not avoid it.
 Golder (Medina) advised that monitoring and follow-up have been developed to ensure mitigation is
effective against the predicted effects. Consideration of magnitude, duration and frequency have been
considered for each indicator to determine if net effects to a valued component or criteria are significant
or not. Area calculations are used for some criteria to determine the overlap of resources within the
Project footprint and compared to the amount of the same resource in the LSA. This is used to determine
magnitude. As an example, the effects on caribou habitat within the LSA may not be considered
significant if there is a great amount of available habitat available in the LSA. Different mitigation options
are presented in the EPP. Where the first option of avoidance isn’t possible, different options have been
identified. Golder to verify that where avoidance of significant wildlife habitat (SWH) is not possible that
alternative options are.
 Golder (Medina) clarified that Section 4 of EPP includes the feature types and under caribou there are
different mitigation options, which include avoidance and timing restrictions.

BREAK – 10:40-10:50



MNRF (Bill) indicated that some mitigation measures proposed are not achievable and that site-specific
mitigation will need to be identified. An example being where the footprint crosses SWH. The first option of
mitigation to avoid the area is not applicable in some cases where it is not being avoided.

 Golder (Medina) advised that the EPP is divided based on the indicator criteria. On the first page of






Section 4, mitigation number 15 is an example of where the mitigation will be discussed and developed
with the regulators. It is a commitment that the Project will follow the mitigation and conditions identified
in permits.
NextBridge (Jennifer T.) and MNRF (Londa) agreed that a consolidated, and tabular, form of the proposed
mitigation will aid the review.
MNRF (Londa) indicated that it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of mitigation on the net effects

Schedule

 NextBridge (Jennifer R.) is willing to confirm a date when the EAS and EPP will be finalized (e.g., 60
days?) in advance of construction.

 MOECC (Solange) advised that the compliance monitoring plan (commitments/conditions) will be needed
for each phase of the Project. This is required one year within approval. NextBridge and Golder
understand the requirement.



MOECC (Solange) indicated that wetland feature mapping would aid in understanding the effects to wetlands
and the mitigation proposed in the EPP.

 Golder (Medina) advised that the criteria used to evaluate the predicted effects using the defined
indicators for wetlands, at both the LSA and RSA scales, is described in Section 12 (wetlands). The
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proportion of the indicators at the local and regional scales is included in the Base Case section. Table
12 describes the effects using the effects pathways and describes the associated mitigation. Features
that have associated regulatory considerations (e.g., permits, timing restrictions, and specific mitigation)
were included in the mapping and that not all features considered in the EA and Project effects
assessment were in the maps. The data used for the EAS was provided in the companion data circulated
with the Final EA.
Golder (Medina) advised that mapping of these features (wetlands) was completed for the development
of the EAS and Access Roads and Construction Maps. It is possible that they aren’t visible in the
confidential versioning that contains sensitive MNRF data.
NextBridge (Jennifer R.) explained that the EPP is intended to be both a guidance document for
contractors and a part of the EA that is used to describe the comprehensive list of mitigation that could
be applied in the field.

MOECC (Adam) explained that the approach to screening and ordering of pathways has been problematic
for MNRF and MOECC review. Understanding that it is not feasible to revise the full methodology, there
needs to be a discussion on the revised approach to bridge the gap between the requirements and the
methodology used to date.

 Golder (Medina) indicated that the effects assessment considered the secondary pathways, but they did

not get carried forward as it is unlikely that they would have a significant effect; however, using a revised
EA method, Golder will remove the pathway screening and change the format of the pathways analysis
results. A flow chart was shown (slide 23) was shown to depict the proposed approach.
 Criteria will be evaluated to determine whether there is an interaction between the environment and
the Project activities. If there is an interaction, then the potential environmental effects will be identified
and appropriate mitigation measures identified for each potential effect. Then it will be determined if
each potential effect is likely to result in a net (residual) effect after consideration of the implementation
of effective mitigation. Potential effects with no net effect will not be carried forward in the Project
effects assessment. All net effects will be carried forward to the Project Effects Assessment. Net
effects will not be classified as Secondary or Primary. Significance of the net effects on each criteria
will then be determined. It is preferred to determine significance of effects, as it satisfies the INAC and
other Federal requirements because the Project crosses federal land.
 Golder will discuss internally and confirm if the assessment endpoints can be removed from the EA
methods and changes made to the definition of significance to include consideration of some of the
aspects that were in the assessment endpoint.
 MNRF/ MOECC agrees with the proposed revised EA method to refine the pathways analysis. The new
approach meets the criteria for a provincial EA. The diagram should be included in the EA Amendment.



Golder (Medina) advised that the cumulative effects associated with each indicator are considered within the
applicable section for each chapter or valued component. This aids in understanding the full effects for each
valued component (e.g., surface water). Golder (Medina) explained that each valued component section of
the EA will include a table that outlines potential effects, mitigation (impact management measures), net
effect. In the revised approach, all net effects will be carried forward to the Project effects assessment. There
will be no terminology that refers to pathways.

 MOECC (Adam/Solange) agrees that indicators with negligible effects following the application of
mitigation don’t need to be carried forward to evaluate the cumulative effects.

 MOECC confirmed that they prefer to keep the effects characterization tables in each criteria section

(e.g., caribou effects table in caribou subsection) rather than have a summary table for all valued
component effects at the beginning of each Project effects assessment section.
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“Impact management measure” is synonymous with “mitigation measure”. Golder may revise its use of
“mitigation” to be consistent with another EA currently being reviewed by MOECC. MOECC indicated that
there is no need to revise the terminology.



MNRF (Londa) is concerned that a reader should be able to review subsections to understand the effects of
any indicator (i.e., bats). It is preferred that the EA document is mapped based on the flowchart of analysis
and a reader guide.

 Golder (Medina) explained that the EA is currently organized by criteria and the effects, instead of



organization indicator species. If preferred, this can be reorganized. The current EA has organized the
steps under each criteria section.
It is agreed by all that the EA Amendment should be organized by subsections for each category using
the EA method flowchart.
Golder will draft a sample template section for MOECC review and comment.



MOECC (Adam) suggested that the electronic files could be organized with section linkages to aid in
navigating between sections, if possible.



MOECC/ MNRF/ NextBridge to schedule a follow-up meeting to review/discuss the revised approach once a
sample of a revised section has been distributed.

LUNCH 12:00 pm – 12:30 pm
EA Baseline Data
 MNRF (Londa) advised that there are still concerns with the Project footprint. Some ancillary features were
identified as problematic in the Draft EA, but have not changed. A full account of the Project is required to
better understand the EA and potential cumulative effects. There are also concerns that the placement of
Project components (i.e., type of topography) and the timing of activities (e.g., timing restrictions and timing
of forest harvest) have not been considered. MNRF (Hanna) also indicted that some mapping refers to
upgrading existing roads where roads do not exist, but only trails. Therefore, the MNRF believes the EA does
not explain the full impacts of the worst-case Project footprint and the ancillary components.

 Golder (Medina) explained that Project footprint changes were applied in the Final EA. The revised




footprint, including laydown yards, were included in the access mapping, construction maps and footprint
maps in the Final EA.
NextBridge (Jennifer R/ Jennifer T.) explained that a full-some approach was taken to develop the Project
footprint. The Project footprint included in the EA is worst-case scenario and overestimated the amount
of development that would actually be cleared. Once a contractor has been selected, the footprint will be
reviewed and refined. NextBridge has requested that contractors prepare a constructability report with a
full assessment as part of the construction bid. NextBridge is expected to select one of three possible
contractors by end of month.
Golder (Medina) confirmed that the effects assessment considered all Project components, including
ancillary laydown yards and access roads. The EA process takes a cautionary approach to overestimate
the effects on resource features while the footprint is refined during the planning phase of the Project.
Modifications to laydown areas and ancillary components are again reviewed against GIS data mapping.
Significant changes in the data may lead to changes in the EA results.
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MOECC (Solange) advised that there are expectations that at least portions of the Project footprint are
finalized to better understand the effects through the different phases of construction. The EA should assess
design, construction and operation.



MNRF (Londa) was concerned that leaving some of the final decisions and detail to the next phase of the
Project do not provide resolution to the mitigation of potential Project effects. Leaving detailed decisions to
permitting leaves NextBridge open to consultation and potentially looking at alternatives, which is going to
add time and complexity to permitting. No go areas may be a condition of the EA approval (e.g., some roads
through parks).



NextBridge (Jennifer T.) understands that there are higher risks associated with pushing some work such as
the 2017 field data and footprint revisions to the permitting phase of the Project. This could result in a longer
permit review and approval process. NextBridge assumes this risk and would like to work toward including
commitments in the EA to complete certain work in the permitting phase, or prior to construction.



As a commercial proponent, without EA approval, the leave to construct (LTC) has not yet been issued by
the Ontario Energy Board (OEB). NextBridge has assumed the risks of planning in the absence of OEB
support/ approval. This includes financial risks, which is largely the reason why a contractor has not yet been
selected.

 MOECC and MNRF (Solange/Londa) advised that there will be additional consultation and requirements
to meet the permitting needs of the Project.

 Golder (Tamara) clarified that, due to the time constraints, any pending Project footprint changes cannot



be applied in an EA Amendment if it is to be filed in Q4 2017. Changes to the footprint will be applied
and discussed as part of the permits.
 MNRF (Londa) requested that NextBridge provide the permit plan approach and schedule, as soon as
possible so the MNRF can get organized for that phase.
 MOECC/ NextBridge agreed that regular update meetings would be beneficial during the permitting
phase of the Project.
NextBridge (Jennifer T.) will provide an updated Project schedule to assist in understanding what activities
are planned or are ongoing for the Project.

Aquatics – surface water, fish and fish habitat
 MNRF (Steve) explained that it is evident that a precautionary approach has been applied to the EA planning.
The EA does not clearly demonstrate whether there are any effects on fish, fish habitat, surface water and
wildlife. There are several instances where there is insufficient data to apply the precautionary approach. In
these instances, the precautionary approach cannot be used to verify whether the planned mitigation is
appropriate. Field verification and case studies are required to understand this Base Case. He needs to be
able to conclude that there are no impacts to fish and fish habitat; however, he cannot provide that answer
with the data provided. MNRF wants field surveys to focus on where there will not be a clear span bridge
(therefore instream works) and where timing windows cannot/will not be followed to confirm what the impacts
will be to fish and fish habitat. Aerial reconnaissance surveys are not acceptable to MNRF. The case studies
previously provided for use of aerial reconnaissance surveys to confirm bed and banks and fish habitat were
for northern Alberta and not applicable to northern Ontario. MNRF’s main concern is for waterbodies crossed
by the Project footprint where there is no fish information on file and instream works are planned. MNRF
wants field verification of some “no habitat” crossings to confirm there is no fish habitat at these locations.
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Watercourse timing periods are included as permit conditions. The MNRF districts will set those.



MNRF is welcome to meeting to discuss the general habitat of Ontario fisheries. Any specifics would require
support from the district fisheries biologists.

 Golder (Tamara) advised that 2017 field studies were primarily focussed on wildlife and aquatic surveys.
Wildlife surveys have focussed on bats and migratory and breeding SAR birds. Fish and fish habitat
surveys were also a focus. These surveys were limited by restricted timing widows for electrofishing
permitting requirements.



MNRF (Londa) would like NextBridge/ Golder to 1) collect the information required to field verify the
determination that crossings do not support field habitat or 2) apply the precautionary approach to all crossing
locations, aside from whether there is fish habitat

 NextBridge (Jennifer R.) would like the ground truthing of watercourse crossing locations to be a condition
included as part of EA approval.

 Golder (Kristine M.) understand the need for ground truthing. Golder would like to work with MNRF to
develop a plan to field verify a subset of watercourse crossing locations.

 NextBridge understands that the permitting conditions for fish sampling is developed by each of the



districts. In the EA amendment, NextBridge can make a commitment to develop a plan to ground truth
watercourse crossing locations.
Golder/NextBridge met with DFO following the receipt of Draft EA comments from MNRF. At the
recommendation of DFO, Golder proceeded with the field assessment of permanent crossing locations.

Surface Water



No comments at this time.

Wildlife



MNRF expressed concern that wildlife baseline data is limited for the Loon Lake to Dorian area.

 Golder (Kristine S) advised that 2017 field data has been collected in the area to fill data gaps. Golder
will provide an update on the field programs completed to date.



Golder (Medina) explained that the inclusion of field data and any route revisions in the EA Amendment would
be associated with additional costs and time. Golder feels that updates to the Project footprint and including
2017 field data would not change the results of the EA. Golders intent was to collect field data for the
permitting process and not include the EA Amendment.

 MNRF agrees that the EA results may not change, but the additional details on the alternatives would aid



in determining whether the alternatives are appropriate. The areas where alternatives have been
proposed support trout habitat, and cliff and talus slopes that may support provincially rare species.
 MNRF also explained that the inputs from the forestry companies is also missing from the Final EA.
 MNRF advised that any timing restrictions and the feasibility of road networks should be accounted in the
alternatives assessment.
MNRF is concerned that provincially rare species were not considered in the EA. There is a globally rare (G1)
species beside a laydown yard in Marathon. Additional mitigation will be required if the species location will
be directly affected by the Project footprint. Avoidance mitigation is not appropriate mitigation for SWH if the
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areas will actually not be avoided. MNRF would like to see this addressed in the EA Amendment. MNRF
(Londa) would rather see avoidance options (route refinements) where features are identified to overlap the
Project footprint.

 Golder (Kristine S) will be modifying the EPP to provide added clarity to the hierarchy of proposed

mitigation. Mitigation may vary based on the type of SWH. Golder intends to work to develop site specific
mitigation. There is minimal avoidance that can be applied to Projects with linear disturbance that are
adjacent to existing ROWs since the routing itself it intended to mitigate other effects.
Wetlands



MNRF indicated that FRI [forest resources inventory] wetland layer was used to map wetlands. This data
layer is good for forested areas, but not for non-forested areas. The provincial wetland layer (i.e., the MNRF
Land Information Ontario [LIO] data) should be used in other areas. FRI wetlands should be used to enhance
the provincial wetland layer. Provincial wetland layer should be the main layer, add FRI layer for forested
areas where there are no provincial wetland mapped areas. Wetland mapping should include LIO mapping
for PSW.

 The ToR refers to treating all unevaluated wetlands as provincially significant wetland (PSWs). Kristine



S. confirmed that Golder tried to do this, but there are too many wetlands in the Project footprint for all to
be considered PSWs. Individual wetlands were assessed separately. All wetlands were evaluated in the
effects assessment. Wetlands are not discussed individually, like PSWs, but have been included in
Project mapping and EPP mitigation applied to all wetlands. Wetland features are identified using different
symbology for PSW wetlands. Golder will review and possibly update the data source used for wetland
mapping.
Due to time constraints, species at risk will not be addressed in this meeting. It is recommended that this be
a follow-up item.

Break 2:10 pm – 2:15 pm



MOECC (Adam) has confirmed that the organization of how the comments from the Draft EA have been
addressed in the Final EA is appropriate. This is an appropriate approach to address the Final EA comments
in the EA Amendment. MOECC confirmed that all outstanding comments should be addressed by revisions
to the EA Amendment report, and all comments need a response using the template to be provided by
MOECC.

 The responses will be submitted at the end of October/beginning of November and included as an
appendix to the EA Amendment.
Indigenous consultation



NextBridge (Jennifer T.) advised that there are challenges with getting First Nation communities to review
the Draft EA and provide comments and then subsequently review and comment on the Final EA. NextBridge
(Herb) advised that there has been consistent feedback requested from communities to confirm any changes
to the route, methodology or schedule in the Final EA.



NextBridge (Jennifer T./Herb) advised that the comments received from the MNO indicate that there are draft
comments that were not addressed in the final EA.
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NextBridge (Herb) informed that Ginoogaming and Garden River First Nation communities have been
unresponsive, but NextBridge have advised that they welcome feedback at all project stages.

 MOECC decision will be based on the submissions received.



MOECC (Peter) advised that there is a duty to consult First Nation communities for traditional land and
resource use (TLRU) to confirm that there are no outstanding concerns where there are no commitments for
mitigation. MOECC (Adam) is in communication with the Ministry of Energy (MOE) (Shannon) regarding
traditional land use.

 NextBridge (Jennifer T.) advised that she hosts a bi-weekly conference call on Friday mornings at





9:30 am with MOE (Shannon) and will circulate the invitation to MOECC
NextBridge (Herb) advised that traditional knowledge (TK) information has been received and that the
information received to date will be included in the EA Amendment. The Fort William TK study is pending
band council resolution to be approved for inclusion in the EA. The TK studies include information from elders,
trappers, and youth groups. If the information received has not been considered in the TK studies, then the
information will be included in the record of consultation. Herb will follow-up with Fort Willian.
NextBridge (Jennifer T.) advised that there are some First Nation communities that are not planning to provide
comment on the EA.

 MOECC (Adam/ Peter) understands that there must be a concerted effort to request feedback in timely
manner. MOECC is happy to facilitate feedback where possible.



NextBridge (Herb) advised that Indigenous monitoring opportunities have been provided to First Nation
communities. Overall, they are appreciative of the opportunity to participate in the surveys although they are
not always able to participate. There will also be opportunities for monitors to get involved in pre-construction
studies and monitoring. NextBridge (Jennifer T.) confirmed that consultation is ongoing and will continue on
an individual permit basis. There will be opportunities to participate in any ongoing permit related survey
programs and the reconnaissance studies with the contractor.



In response to comments received from First Nation communities, NextBridge (Jennifer T.) advised that they
are still compiling a vegetation management plan. The current approach to managing the line with aerial
spray will deviate for the new vegetation management plan that will be developed for the proposed project.



NextBridge (Herb) advised that they have received feedback from First Nation communities. Comments are
considered in applicable Project phases. There is a schedule of what comments will be incorporated into
which plans, depending on the timing of when the comments are received.



MOECC (Adam) advised that the EA Amendment should only address comments that remain outstanding.
This includes comments that were not addressed on the draft or any new comments received on the Final
EA. MOECC advised that they are willing to facilitate the comment process with the 5 communities that have
indicated that they are planning to provide comment.



NextBridge advised that the Shared Value Solutions reports are primarily the same for each community.
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EA Amendment and Comments on the Final EA



NextBridge (Corinne) advised that, if all comments are received by end of this week, they were aiming to
provide responses by mid-October or the beginning of November, with the EA Amendment submitted early
December. If the EA Amendment is filed December 1, 2017, they have assumed that the review period would
close around January 12. This schedule is likely to change based on today’s workshop and delays with the
comments.



MOECC advised that once the EA Amendment is submitted there is a 30-day review period, followed by a
5-week ministerial review.



MOECC (Adam) indicated that the plan is to consult with all First Nation communities by end of October.



MOECC (Adam) expects that the Amended EA will need to be posted on the NextBridge website and a copy
provided to each of the indigenous communities and any other interested individuals. He will confirm this.



MOECC (Adam) to provide comments on the Draft EA before end of week.



MOECC (Adam) to provide template for comments and responses.



Golder included a concordance table with the Draft EA, but not a redline version in track changes.

 MOECC feels that highlights to the section changes would be useful for others reviews.
 Golder to mark up the template section with highlights to the revised changes to help identify changes.



MOECC (Adam/ Solange) is comfortable with the proposed revised EA methods discussed in today’s meeting
and that they meet the COP and ToR. Further consultation will be required to confirm that MNRF is satisfied.
Additional data, mitigation and commitments will likely be required to meet the MNRF expectations.



Golder (Medina) would like to clarify the requirements for advantages and disadvantages and where the
information is most appropriate. MNRF advised that it would be appropriate to include in the alternatives
analysis. Net impacts and benefits should be discussed for the Project, as a whole. As an example, the
advantages and disadvantages should be considered for the alternative route section.



MNRF (Londa) would appreciate information on the planned permitting phase and approach. Noted.

Action Items
Action
Update EA methodology in EA Amendment
 remove pathways and possibly assessment
endpoints
 include flow chart
 organize by subsection for each criteria using
flowchart categories
 include a table that highlights the pathways
analysis in each criteria section
 evaluate advantages/ disadvantages for
alternative methods
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Action
Provide draft template of revised EA methodology for
MOECC/MNRF review.
 Include a sample section (e.g., soils) using the
revised methodology
 Include a concordance table with the EA
Amendments and/or highlight section changes,
if possible
Schedule a follow-up meeting to review/discuss the
revised draft EA Amendment template with
MOECC/MNRF
EA Local Scale Effects
 Include accounting table to show the specific
landscape features and their interaction with the
Project in the EA Amendment.
 Consider updating EAS and wetland area
calculated based on MNRF LIO data instead of
MNRF FRI data
EA Readability/Navigation
 Incorporate section linkages, if possible, in
digital file of the EA Amendment
EPP Revisions
 Modify front page text of the EPP to clarify that
the mitigation described is a commitment of the
EA and will be updated in advance of
construction
 Remove vague terminology in EPP mitigation
(i.e., where applicable)
 Confirm that options are presented in EPP when
the first option of “avoidance” is not possible
(especially for significant wildlife habitat).
 Include specific mitigation for all MNRF’s value
areas (e.g., SWH, PSW, ANSIs)
 Apply additional mitigation for the provincially
rare species identified in the comments on the
final EA.
Potential Commitments
 Provide MOECC/ MNRF a commitment with a
schedule for when the EAS and EPP will be
finalized in advance of construction.
 NextBridge to make a commitment in the EA
Amendment to develop a plan to ground truth
watercourse crossing locations. This would be a
condition of EA approval.
Develop Compliance Monitoring Plan for each Project
phase.

Person Responsible
NextBridge

To be Completed
Early October

NextBridge

Mid October

Golder

In EA Amendment

Golder

In EA Amendment

Golder/ NextBridge

In EA Amendment

NextBridge

In EA Amendment

NextBridge

Within one year from EA
Approval

Schedule a follow-up meeting to discuss species at risk
with MNRF.
MNRF/ NextBridge to schedule meeting to discuss
fisheries sampling and permitting approach

NextBridge

Early-mid October

NextBridge

Early-mid October
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Action

Person Responsible

To be Completed

 Ontario fisheries general habitat with support
from the district fisheries biologists

 Develop a plan to field verify a subset of

watercourse crossing locations
Provide updated Project Schedule to MOECC/ MNRF

NextBridge/ Golder

Golder to provide an update on field data collected to
date, highlighting the data collected for the Loon Lake
and Dorian reroutes.
Provide template for Final EA comment response

Golder

Mid-October

MOECC

September 29, 2017

Follow-up with First Nation communities on TK studies
(Fort William) and Draft/ Final EA comments.
Circulate TLRU bi-weekly meeting invite to MOECC

MOECC

Provide schedule on Indigenous consultation

NextBridge

Consult with Indigenous communities

MOECC

End of October

Provide comments on the Draft EA

MOECC

September 29, 2017

Provide planned permitting schedule/ approach to MNRF

NextBridge

TBD

MOECC/NextBridge
meetings.

NextBridge

TBD

to
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Review Draft Responses to Subset of MNRF Comments on Final EA Report



Permitting and Related Issues

 Lands
 Wetlands and Vegetation
 Wildlife
 Water Body Crossings

Meeting Discussion Notes
1.0

DRAFT RESPONSES TO SUBSET OF MNRF COMMENTS ON FINAL EA REPORT



Golder presented a table with draft responses to some of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s
(MNRFs) comments on the Final EA Report and facilitated a review of the responses one-by one in order to
seek clarity of the comment or discuss the proposed response. Updates to be presented in the Amended
EA Report were also provided.



Corinne stated that comments and responses given in the meeting will be a part of the Amended EA.

 Highlights from each comment are presented below and should be read in conjunction with the table
provided for discussion (see attached) as each comments and response is not repeated in this
document.
Comment ID: MNRF-OG-12 (Fording)



NextBridge confirmed that fording will not be considered a crossing method unless permitted to do so.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.



Steve indicated that it sounded like there is interest in using constructed fords and asked how equipment
will get across waterbodies to build a ford. Golder (Tamara) responded stating that there will be a sitespecific review for each waterbody if a design ford was to be planned and permitted.

Comment ID: MNRF-OG-19 (New Access Roads)



The new Project footprint has a reduced number of access roads and laydown areas proposed. The new
EA will only show the new Project footprint with a lot of roads removed. Tamara indicated that the
engineering team had indicated that trails should now be avoided, and they may be able to confirm with the
Ontario Road Network data.



Londa asked which roads are to be permanent and which roads will be temporary (to be decommissioned).
Tamara responded that the Project footprint shapefiles clearly identify the difference. Londa asked if
shapefiles will be available of the new Project footprint roads either before or when the EA is filed. Tamara
and Corinne indicated that yes, shapefiles will be made available.
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MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-OG-22 (Project Infrastructure)



Tamara provided a summary of what has been changed in the amended EA with respect to this comment:
laydown yards have been reduced substantially, and only four construction camps will be selected but eight
potential sites will be assessed in the Amended EA. She also referred to the changes to the Construction
Environmental Protection Plan (CEPP), indicating that a separate Operational Environmental Management
Plan will be developed to address comments received. An added mitigation will be that laydown areas and
construction camps will be replanted with conifers at decommissioning.



Londa asked if the Project ROW and laydown yards are included in the Addition to Reserve (ATR) for Pays
Plat First Nation. Yes, Corinne noted that the ROW goes through the reserve lands and the ATR lands, and
that there is infrastructure proposed in the ATR lands. She indicated that NextBridge has a letter of support
from Pays Plat for the Project. Patrick asked if the laydown area needs to be in the ATR. He indicated that
the ATR lands are currently under provincial control and one day it could become federal reserve lands.
Any impact from the Project could preclude the federal government acceptance of the lands. Patrick asked
if the letter of support from Pays Plat is specific to the Reserve or the ATR lands and indicated the MNRF
needs something very specific showing support for the ATR lands. Craig added that the easement on the
ATR needs to be discussed. Tamara mentioned that discussions have occurred with Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) and no concerns have been raised to date regarding the reserve. She also
indicated that the Indigenous consultation team could confirm, but had indicated that Pays Plat actually
supported a permanent road in the ATR area. Patrick inquired about the proposed interest in the reserve
lands. Rebecca replied, indicating that Pays Plat community prefers 28(2) to other mechanisms for
approval.



MNRF indicated that it will be reviewing the Site-Specific Mitigation Table provided in the Amended EA.

Comment ID: MNRF-AGR-05 (Aggregate Removal)



Corrine explained that aggregate being left in place on private lands will be discussed between NextBridge,
the landowners, and the federal government.



Derek/MNRF inquired about the plan for decommissioning aggregate left on Crown land and who will
receive the removed aggregate after the rehabilitation process. Corinne responded that there are options
on the table for decommissioning Crown land: aggregate can be left as is, left and replanted, or removed
and returned to where it came from. Tamara indicated that the construction team would like to leave the
aggregate or at least partially remove the aggregate and replant the area. Derek iterated that if the
aggregate is going to be returned then there needs to be Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) approval by pit
operators.



Londa mentioned that the rehabilitation plan should talk to the removal of aggregate from laydown yards
and the replanting process. Londa identified that the rehabilitation with conifer mixes is preferred by the
MNRF, specifically planting over seeding trees, as it is faster. Bill added that the trees won’t be able to be
planted in gravel. Corinne pointed out that some owners may want the gravel from the Project to stay.



Corinne indicated that there is no request for new pits; they can get material from existing pits.
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Wendy inquired if the decommissioning will include scarification before replanting. Wendy mentioned that
sites will need scarification to expose mineral soil for replanting. She indicated that some sites may not
need a lot of gravel or the work can be done in the winter. Opportunities may exist to minimize aggregate
requirements when work is staged. Bill stated that it will also depend on the site as he noted that there was
one proposed site near Terrace Bay that is a patterned fen which would not be a good option for gravel
laydown.



Derek pointed out that the North part of Nipigon does not have a lot of gravel or aggregate sites. He asked
what the plan was when 320,000-400,000 measures of material are required. He iterated that NextBridge
needs to consider material availability in certain areas and what that means for construction staging and
methods.



ACTION: Corinne indicated that she will get the contractors to look at the aforementioned stretch to try and
limit trucking distances with material.



Wendy asked Derek to elaborate on the process of pit permitting. Derek responded that the permitting
process would take a minimum of 6 months, but a normal process takes 1-1.5 years. The process is subject
to the Environmental Assessment Act and should be harmonized with the Project Environmental
Assessment. First Nation consultation could be lengthy and can start during the EA process. The sooner
the application for a pit permit is brought to the First Nations, the better. As well, additional legislation
applies to the aggregate pit permitting process, for example the Endangered Species Act with concerns to
Caribou. To create roads for aggregate pit access, a work permit is required under the Public Lands Act
(PLA). He pointed out that recycling and reusing aggregate could make good use of the pit. Corinne
responded that this process may be possible, and she will talk to the engineering team about reusing gravel
through the staging of the segments of the Project. Derek iterated that good in-depth planning of resources
is crucial to avoid loss of time and stress on project deliverables.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-CR-05 (Towers in Conservation Reserves)



Londa indicated that amendments to Conservation Reserve management plans are needed.



ACTION: if shapefiles are available the MNRF will need them as soon as possible to understand the
Project’s footprint through the conservation reserves (laydowns, roads, etc.) to report on those and get
moving on the Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR) registry before the election.



Julie commented that work should be minimized in wetlands and other sensitive areas. Thora mentioned
that seeing the decommissioning plan is important. Bill reiterated that sensitive features should be avoided
in conservation reserves.



Bill asked if a Gravel River road exists. Evan confirmed that the road exists.



Londa reiterated that the MNRF would need to know if the proposed roads are permanent or temporary.
Displaying the revised footprint on the screen, Tamara identified that both the Gravel River roads appear to
be temporary. Medina commented that Annex 5 will include site-specific mapping including locations of
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Critical Landform Vegetation Associations (CLVAs), etc. and then provide mitigation measures that are for
those specific features that are mapped.



Thora noted that a road will be constructed between the highway and Pic Mobert along south border of the
Kwinkwaga Conservation Reserve. Trisha indicated that MNRF will need to review the new roads
proposed. Corinne mentioned that NextBridge is fully aware that an amendment to the management plans
will be required. Thora added that knowing the details of the site-specific mitigation will go a long way
towards informing the amendment.



Tamara asked if the EBR notice for the Provincial Park would need to be restarted. Julie advised that the
process would not need to be restarted, but the amendment process needs to be undertaken. She
confirmed the process has not yet started for the conservation reserves.



MNRF noted that moving the route south could affect the CLVA less.



MNRF noted that NextBridge proceeded with the Dorion reroute even though it was additional greenfield
disturbance.



MNRF indicated that it would be reviewing the Site-Specific Mitigation Table provided in the Amended EA.

Comment ID: MNRF-CR-07 (Roads in Conservation Reserves)



Tamara stated that discussions with engineers have started to minimize the Project footprint. Corinne
agreed and elaborated that the Amended EA Report will include details of why or why not the footprint
could/could not be minimized.



Bill inquired if the road at Kama Cliffs is possible as it goes up a cliff and follows a stream. NextBridge
indicated that the contractor has flown the project footprint. Londa mentioned that the contractor will need to
take another look especially where the road meets the highway and indicated that a Ministry of
Transportation (MTO) entrance permit is needed. Rebecca indicated that there has been consultation with
the MTO and they are waiting for updated access roads and a footprint to comment on.



Displaying the revised footprint on the screen, Tamara pointed out changes in the Kama Cliffs area such as
reduced roads which avoid the park.



Patrick asked if there is a possibility to use helicopter construction. Evan asked if there could be a
preference for lower impact construction such as helicopter construction to minimize the impacts in
provincial parks (PPs) and conservation reserves (CRs). NextBridge indicated that helicopters were not the
preferred method for a number of reasons.



MNRF remains concerned about the location of roads in Conservation Reserves.

Comment ID: MNRF-PL-03 (Lake Superior Shoreline Enhanced Management Area)



Londa asked if views from the lake will be portrayed in the visual assessment as the coastline view is
important. Tamara answered that locations have been identified in that zone, but no detailed descriptions of
whether they are from the lake. NextBridge suggested that the comment be parked, and they will get back
to Londa with the locations of viewpoints. Medina stated that Golder is doing a more traditional type of
viewshed analysis from land vantage points.
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ACTION: NextBridge to identify vantage points from the viewshed analysis and provide to the MNRF.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-PL-05 (Rail Line Crossings)



Craig mentioned that the MNRF won’t permit a road without rail crossing approval from CN/CP confirmed.
Approval confirmation can be in an email. Railroad crossings on Crown land are the responsibility of the
Crown and NextBridge crossings should be up to engineering standards (stamped drawings). Rebecca
asked if railway crossings are designed to standards of CN/CP Rail, will that be enough for an MNRF
permit. Craig responded that if the railway company says they intend to improve the crossing or confirm
that the crossing will get approval than the MNRF is okay with that. Rebecca asked if the existing road
crossings are up to these standards. Craig responded that no, the crossings may not be up to standard.



Action: NextBridge will provide MNRF with confirmation of intent to provide crossing approvals by the
owning railway companies during the permitting process.



This commitment can be added to the draft response.

Comment ID: MNRF-PL-06 (Canoe Routes)



Londa asked if Land Information Ontario (LIO) routes have been confirmed. Corinne replied that she will
review and confirm the routes. Medina commented that the Final EA and Amended EA have figures of
these routes that are separate. Tamara answered that Golder is using the most up to date data where it is
available.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-PL-07 (Off Road Vehicle Use)



Corinne asked how MNRF anticipates that NextBridge will be able to monitor and restrict access to Crown
land. NextBridge asked what additional mitigation measures could be included to restrict access to Crown
land. Julie stated that new recreational access is undesirable and to limit additional access. Corinne
elaborated on her original question, asking what NextBridge can do to provide restriction to Crown land
when they are not authorized to provide a fence, gate, or sign.



Wendy indicated that NextBridge needs MNRF District approval to provide restrictions on Crown land under
Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves Act (PPCRA) permitting. Julie added that the public will need
to be informed where access will be restricted. Londa inputted that it will become a layered approach with
the decommissioning plan and new Project footprint. Wendy mentioned that there is direction under Public
Lands Act (PLA) and Crown Land Use Policy Atlas (CLUPA) that includes site specific mitigation measures
to discourage access if say, a gate is not warranted. Corinne agreed to include a commitment to work with
MNRF on a site-specific basis using CLUPA and site-specific mitigations to restrict access where there are
concerns.



Londa suggested this issue can be dealt with in the permitting stage however should be dealt with at the EA
stage for provincial parks and conservation reserves. In the site-specific alignment and mitigation package,
can Golder tie back to the commitment at permitting to look at site-specific ways to limit access.

Project No.: 15536607/2000/2019

6/19

MINUTES OF MEETING



Kim mentioned that north shore streams are sensitive areas and off-road vehicles (ORVs) should not be
able to access streams and then unwanted crossings develop. During operations/maintenance would it be
possible to note obvious issues with rutting in sensitive features. Londa suggested NextBridge works this
into their monitoring plan during operations and report back on areas that are being damaged so further
mitigation for access restriction can be considered. Stillwater has worked on these types of issues with
success.



ACTION: NextBridge draft response to be revised to include a commitment to work with MNRF on a sitespecific basis using CLUPA and site-specific mitigations to restrict access where there are concerns.

Comment ID: MNRF-NHW-03 (Provincially Rare Species)



Steve suggested consultation with Sea Lamprey experts in Sault Saint Marie to discuss the best methods
of capturing Northern Brook Lamprey during the fish salvage operations when installing watercourse
crossings.



Bill indicated that the values from LIO for Ecoregion 3E (i.e. S1 species locations) are not in the EA
document and will need to be identified as significant wildlife habitat (SWH). Including the occurrence of the
significant plants and their plant communities and site-specific mitigation strategies in Annex 5 should be
included in the Amended EA.



ACTION: NextBridge to update response to MNRF-NHW-03 to be on S1 and G1 species as SWH
polygons, shown on alignment sheets, and site-specific mitigation measures included.

Comment ID: MNRF-NHW-09 (Alternative Routes)



Londa suggested that the EA should do a comparative of three route options for this area (identified by
MNRF as the Loon Lake and Moonshine Lakes Alternative Route), as well as the twinning route.



The MNRF mentioned an old resort was used as a laydown for turbine development. It also mentioned that
the camp at laydown yard L-53 was for sale.



Evan mentioned that where the proposed ROW passes between Ouimet Canyon and Cavern Lake there is
the potential to impact the gene flow of arctic plants.



ACTION: NextBridge to provide additional detail for mitigation measures specific to the rare plants in the
Final EA comment response.



Todd indicated there has been monitoring of Cavern Lake Bat Hibernacula for the last 20 years and the
proposed ROW is a kilometer away. There will be access and noise during construction that could disturb
the bats. Erin asked at what distance from the hibernacula entrance would be considered habitat (would it
be the 200 m distance from bat hibernacula as stated in the SWH criteria schedules?). Evan stated that “up
to 7.3 kilometers from a bat hibernaculum is considered habitat” according to a U.S. document on SAR
bats. Todd commented on the ground disturbance during construction near the hibernacula. Todd also
suggested that timing restrictions for construction should be developed with the prioritized bat maternity
roost communities.
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Bill indicated that this feature (Cavern Lake hibernacula) should be highlighted as SWH for Big Brown Bat,
200 m from hibernacula entrance=SWH.



Steve suggested that Golder consult with Sea Lamprey Control Centre.

Comment ID: MNRF-NHW-10-12 (Wetlands)



Jen R. asked for clarification on what needs to be done in wetlands in relation to this comment about
stripping topsoil.



Bill indicated that if stripping in wetlands is needed, a reason needs to be determined. Jen R. responded
that if a wetland was stripped, it would be for reclamation purposes and the material would be put back.
She also indicated that NextBridge would confirm if there were actually any instances where wetland
stripping was being proposed.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.



ACTION: NextBridge to confirm if there are any instances where wetland stripping is being proposed and
review the wetland mitigation text to determine if changes to the mitigation are required.

Comment ID: MNRF-NHW-10-13 (Using Woody Debris)



Corinne mentioned that operations has concerns about best practices on re-establishing wildlife habitat, but
Bill replied that how wildlife habitat is being addressed is fine, this was simply a recommendation.

Comment ID: MNRF-PP-11 (Mitigation in Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves)



Tamara asked if other changes to the Project footprint should be discussed. Julie commented that it
appeared most of the changes have been addressed.



Londa inquired if chemical vegetation control was used in all operations. Corinne stated that she will revise
to include no chemical vegetation control anywhere in provincial parks, conservation reserves, etc. during
construction or any operation.



Bill indicated that in Gravel River, CLVAs should be avoided. Corinne asked if all concerns have been
addressed. Londa asked if environmental assessments (EAs) show where Critical LVs are. Response was
yes, the alignment sheets will show CLVAs.



MNRF will review the Site-Specific mitigation tables in the Amended EA.



ACTION: NextBridge to revise mitigation to clarify that no chemical vegetation control will be used
anywhere in provincial parks, conservation reserves, etc. during construction or any operation.

Comment ID: MNRF-PP-17 (Infrastructure in Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves)



MNRF asked why the draft response has reference to Annex 5 (Site-Specific Mitigation Table) includes the
wording “submitted to the government review team (GRT)” and would it not be submitted to all stakeholders
who might need to see it. Corinne noted that SAR data is protected under the data sensitivity agreement.
Medina suggested including a confidential and non-confidential filter to the data. Londa expressed wanting
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a site-specific mitigation table for the public to see. Wendy replied that two versions can be created, one
without specific locations. Bill pointed out that taking out the location column altogether could also work.



Golder to update the comment response to indicate if there is a Hydro One Networks (HONI) line in this
area (Environmental Alignment Sheets)



MNRF will review the Site-Specific mitigation tables in the Amended EA.



ACTION: NextBridge/Golder to provide both public and confidential (e.g., containing SAR data) site-specific
mitigation tables in the Amended EA.

Comment ID: MNRF-PP-20 (Access to Provincial Parks)



Corinne mentioned that this response could also include a revision to consult with the MNRF on a site
specific restricted access plan.



ACTION: See MNRF-PL-07 (NextBridge draft response to be revised to include a commitment to work with
MNRF on a site-specific restricted access plan).

Comment ID: MNRF-SAR-01 (Eastern Whip-poor-will)



Corinne said that this data has been requested-as part of the back and forth with Tracy.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-SAR-05 (Species of Conservation Concern)



Bill noted that the request is focussed on the assessment of provincially rare and special concern species
using Ecoregion Criteria 3E to define SWH and then do an assessment of impacts and mitigation for these
habitats.



Tamara suggested deferring this discussion to the afternoon when Golder’s technical leads would be
available.



MNRF will review the Site-Specific mitigation tables in the Amended EA.

Comment ID: MNRF-FOR-01-1 (Forestry, SFLs and FMPs)



Donna stated that NextBridge needs clarification on the effects assessment. Wendy indicated that the
effects assessment is also important in permitting, and that there are exemptions permits under Crown
Forest Sustainability Act (CFSA) if there are areas outside of FMPs for the Project footprint. Londa put forth
that it is important to see where areas will be cut and those planned for harvest. Wendy advised that it is
advantageous to get ahead with amendments to FMPs. Rebecca agreed that consultation with forestry
companies to discuss access, construction plans, and their FMPs is important. She will continue to consult
with forestry companies.



Londa suggested FMPs should be overlaid with the Project footprint. Corinne indicated that this was
already in the works. Wendy inputted the need to identify where the FMPs need to be amended.
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Rebecca asked if harvesting the footprint can go under the FMP amendments. Wendy replied that either
the FMP is amended, or the forestry company will harvest the area. Londa elaborated that if there are areas
that need to be amended then Sustainable Forest License’s (SFLs) do that in collaboration with forestry
companies.



Erin asked if NextBridge could collaborate with the SFLs to do overall benefit planning for caribou. Todd
thought there might be overlap with SFLs to do caribou permitting, but he is not sure right now. He stated
that July 2018 may be the timing for some direction on this.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-FOR-05 (Reclamation)



Concern talked about earlier in the day.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

Comment ID: MNRF-FOR-10 (Silviculture Investments)



Corinne indicated that if avoidance is not feasible, compensation will be paid to SFLs. Tamara mentioned
that stumpage fees would be paid for harvested timber and a portion of these fees will be contributed to the
Forestry Futures Trust. Jen R. suggested that this be clarified in NextBridge’s response.



ACTION: Golder to clarify that a portion of stumpage fees paid for harvested timber would be contributed to
the Forestry Futures Trust.



MNRF indicated no substantial concerns with the draft response provided.

2.0
2.1

PERMITTING
Lands



Rebecca Loosley gave a presentation on East-West Tie Lands Permitting Requirements identified in
relation to lands.



Londa stated that consent items can be funnelled through Londa and Craig now that the footprint has been
finalized.



Rebecca: It was asked how the MNRF would like Forest Resource Licence and Work Permits applications
submitted and how the permitting for the project would even happen. Julie replied that there are different
authorizations to clear trees in provincial parks and conservation reserves. Work permits are granted
through each respective District MNRF. Wendy commented that permitting and approvals are online so
digital data is preferred.



Steve: water crossings require various permits: e.g., a work permit under the Public Lands Act, Fish
Scientific Collection Permit (FSCP) is required for fish salvage.



NextBridge advised that work permits related to WC crossing locations will be submitted separately so
construction activities can proceed without schedule delays due to MNRF engineering review. MNRF
indicated that it needs the work permit application submitted as a complete package for any one location.
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Decommissioning activities on roads and water crossings should be included in work permit applications.
Details for road decommissioning is especially pertinent in caribou zones.



ACTION: Rebecca to distribute permitting requirements table



ACTION: NextBridge and MNRF to schedule follow-up meeting to review the MNRF land use permitting
and MNRF crown easement



MNRF advised that they would be updating their internal online permitting and approvals process. A
customizable permitting tracker may be created for inter-district sharing.



MNRF requested that NextBridge circulate digital information related to permitting that can readily be
posted to the online approvals site

2.2

Wetlands and Vegetation



Bill noted that within the comments section of LIO data there is additional information on the location of
observations (e.g. S1 plant species). If can’t find exact location, then Bill will find more detail about what
project infrastructure overlaps the location of S1 species (ex. laydown area near Terrace Bay). Tamara
stated that there should be identification of where site specific information is required. Bill indicated that
MNRF wants to see SWH of Ecoregion Criteria Schedule on alignment sheets.



Jenn B. indicated that much of the data from the MNRF is very old and asked when occurrence data
becomes outdated. Bill advised to check with Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC).



Bill identified that wetlands addressed in the EA should have appropriate mitigation measures. There is no
permitting of wetlands by the MNRF per se, but there could be something related to SAR depending on the
wetland. Jenn B. asked how to address wetlands in the EA; if it is like ANSIs. Bill replied that addressing
like ANSIs would be ideal and he will check LIO wetlands for suggested mitigation.



ACTION: Golder/ NextBridge to include the potential impact and site specific mitigation for provincially rare
plant species in the Amended EA (as mapped by FRI dataset).



ACTION: If Golder can’t find the exact locations of provincially rare and special concerns species that Bill
would like to see captured with SWH of Ecoregion 3E Criteria then Bill will find more detail about what
project infrastructure overlaps the locations. Bill will also check LIO wetlands.



ACTION: Bill to provide laydown yard where globally rare species (pale moonwort) occurs and thus should
be considered for site specific impacts and mitigation in the Amended EA



ACTION: Bill to discuss data relevancy/ accuracy of historic observations of rare plant species and whether
observations and how the data should be considered for reporting in the Amended EA.

2.3

Wildlife (SAR)

Bats:



Erin asked about the restricted activity period for bats to protect maternity roosting. Todd indicated that
June and July are critical. The entire active period from April – October would be ideal. The restriction
would be no harvesting of trees during that period. The restriction should depend on characteristics of the
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forest (e.g. old forest with cavity trees and acoustic monitoring confirmed SAR using during maternity roost
period OR whether it’s a young forest with low probability of maternity roost trees). Todd suggested Golder
look at where we are harvesting in active period according to the construction schedule. Todd also
suggested that the overall benefit plan for bat maternity roost habitat replacement wouldn’t be onerous as
ROW is still habitat (migration/foraging) and there are plenty of roost trees on the landscape in the vicinity
of the project that can be used, and bat boxes can be installed.



Erin asked if there was a better, more up to date dataset than the Forest Resource Inventory (FRI) Golder
currently have. Bill mentioned that there is new FRI called eFRI. The project footprint should be covered
except for the Lake Nipigon forest.



ACTION: MNRF to provide NextBridge/Golder with eFRI. eFRI will be used for the Information Gathering
Form (IGF), the alignment sheets and site-specific mitigation table.



MNRF is concerned with the noise effects during construction on bat hibernacula. Clearing of woodlands in
proximity to hibernacula could be a contravention of Section 10 of ESA. Todd did not know what the
“habitat zone” or distance from the hibernacula entrance that would be considered protected habitat but
indicated that it would be likely more than 200 m. Perhaps 400 m up to a couple kilometres.



Golder asked about timing restrictions related to the hibernacula. Todd was unable to provide dates at this
time.



ACTION: Todd to follow up with NextBridge/Golder once the direction from MNRF on the distance from a
hibernacula entrance that is to be considered habitat is determined



ACTION: Golder to review the updated datasets of known hibernacula.



ACTION: MNRF to provide the two new known bat hibernacula (e.g., Middleton hibernacula) if not provided
in the updated dataset.

Eastern Whip-poor-will:



Erin mentioned that Golder’s only observations of Eastern whip-poor-will occurred around White River. She
asked who should receive the IGF. It was suggested that the IGF be submitted to Todd regardless of
district.

Caribou:



Comment MNRF-SAR-17: Laydown yards and access roads have been minimized, particularly in caribou
zones. Make a point to discuss the infrastructure in the caribou zones (continuous coastal range),
specifically nursery and rearing habitats.



ACTION: Golder to review draft EA comment (SAR-17) and update the final EA comment response.



Todd asked if NextBridge/Golder has a cut of the latest Category 1 habitat (2017). Kristine replied that the
latest data has been mapped and considered. Todd asked if this includes nursery areas. Kristine answered
that the nursery areas with buffers are included.
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Todd asked if the connectivity between the two caribou zones has been considered. Kristine stated that
there are some assessments of the connectivity between the two zones. Todd pointed out to acknowledge
the impacts to the discontinuous range, particularly the connectivity between the continuous and
discontinuous ranges. Kim pointed out to consider FMPs as a source of information on management of
caribou habitat in the 2 zones. Kristine stated that they are looking at the FMPs and will include this in the
assessment for a holistic approach.



Kim identified that 2016 and 2017 caribou data are different. Both wintering and nursery are Category 1
habitats (because it’s one type doesn’t preclude it from the other).



ACTION: Golder to expand on the connectivity between continuous and discontinuous habitat zones in the
Amended EA. The forest management plans should be utilized for consistency and holistic habitat
management.



ACTION: Kristine indicated that Golder will verify the caribou data that Golder is using and the figures will
be flipped to Todd.



The caribou restricted activity periods are in the Transmission Line Best Management Practices Guide.

2.4

Water Body Crossings



Changes within the ROW and access roads are being worked through with waterbody crossings. All
changes will be mapped with clear span structures or rig mats depending on the width of the channel.
Ashley stated that site-specific data from ground surveys from 2017 and 2018 will determine if culverts
need to be put in place. This includes any drainage feature not on MNRF databases and no ground-truthing
with no defined bed/banks (seasonal run-off).



Ashley stated that “No Fish Habitat” classifications will be from field survey results.



The watercourse crossings will be classified as either temporary or permanent.



Jen R. stated that rig mats get taken out in spring. NextBridge indicated that a full-on schedule with
segments and construction scheduling is being developed and will include what needs permitting in each
section.



Steve commented that water crossing permitting applications need to have specific water crossing methods
nailed down to the best option. In the EA, providing footnotes with why there are several crossing methods
(contingency methods) for a watercourse is needed. Corinne indicated crossings requiring culverts will be
identified, and field assessments will be carried out in 2018.



ACTION: NextBridge/Golder to update the amended EA to add clarity the difference between a snow fill
and ice bridge, and when each may be used, coupled with the method and the required conditions to
establish (and, in the case of the snow fill, remove) these types of crossing features.



ACTION: Golder to include a disclaimer/footnote in the Amended EA advising that contingency equipment
water body crossings will be included in the EA; however, only one crossing method will be submitted for
permitting.
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For EA, will defer timing window assignment to permitting. NextBridge indicated that it had concerns about
the schedule for obtaining permits in time for construction given the need to conduct field work in 2018 and
the challenges that were faced in 2017 with regard to the licenses to collect fish. Steve acknowledged the
challenges in 2017, noting that timing windows for FSCP are up to interpretation by each office. There will
be a meeting about this within the region, with a hope to resolve the issue for 2018.



Ashely indicated that in May or June 2018, Golder hopes to survey.



ACTION: Steve to forward restricted activity timing window policy document to Golder (Ashley) and work
with the districts in preparation for rectifying the issues with the FSCPs.



ACTION: Golder to submit application for scientific collectors permit with preferred sampling dates (i.e.,
May or June start) as soon as feasible. MNRF to advise if a May/June start date is possible for sampling
fish, or if sampling will be delayed until July/August.



In relation to comment ARF-03, Steve advised to use unmapped stream models. Andrew indicated he is
familiar with models, and has been using ArcGIS tools. Steve replied that it may be helpful to prevent
coming across unknown watercourses in the field, so using a model is better than not.



Ashley: In reference to MNRF-ARF-10 the abundance measure. She stated the MNRF wanted quantitative
and the Final EA has presented qualitative. Steve indicated that there should not be an indicator that
cannot be monitored for change later on.



Londa mentioned that construction is broken into 6 segments. When submitting permits, it is a critical time
for review. Build in a bit more time for the first bunch. Corinne indicated that she wants to look at getting
drafts together to create a trial run



ESA and provincial park permits may take longer so start earlier.



Ashley stated that the sampling program has some data from 2017 program, but will have all permanent
water crossing data by 2018. Steve advised that if there is no defined bed and bank habitat, saying “
No fish habitat” is ok. Ashley verified that the sampling program is necessary for culvert surveying. Steve
replied that critical habitat is significant groundwater upwelling or spawning habitat. Ashley asked if one
field season is sufficient, Steve stated that Golder should take what Golder can get. Steve also reiterated
the discussion from the morning that Mike Steves at Sea Lamprey Control in Sault Saint Marie is the field
chief at DFO and can detect presence of lamprey at 48%.



ACTION: Golder to consult Sea Lamprey expert (Mike Steves) regarding electrofishing sampling
techniques to capture lamprey.



Andrew mentioned that temporary crossings follow a MTO design and permanent crossings follow a
Hydrologic Engineering Centre’s River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) design, limiting the detailed hydraulic
analysis. Simon at the Lakehead Region Conservation Authority (LRCA) had indicated that this approach
should be used as well as the 25 year design flow.



ACTION: Golder to arrange a meeting with MNRF regional engineering staff (Brian and others) to confirm
that the proposed method to complete hydraulic analyses (i.e., flow conveyance assessment) for the
temporary and permanent crossing structures is appropriate.
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MNRF indicated the turnaround of crossing permits depends on timing and completeness of application.
Permit applications for permit crossings and roads need engineered stamped drawings and a road
management plan.



Field information may be needed for rig mats and in-water works.



Craig suggested private land water-crossings are outside Public Lands Act (PLA) jurisdiction and that water
crossing will be discussed with the various land owners/managers. Most small streams on private land are
private beds but some large rivers are Crown beds. These are under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement
Act (LRIA).



ACTION: MNRF to provide direction on the applicability of LRIA permitting/approvals for water body
crossings that are located on private lands, recognizing that a review of the PLA suggests that MNRF Work
Permits (and not LRIA) would apply to the beds of most lakes and rivers, as well as the adjacent shore
lands of these features.



ACTION: Golder to prepare mock permit applications for equipment water body crossings, noting that this
information will include a proposed approach to bundle water body crossings (similar type and/or location)
under standalone packages. It was agreed that a spreadsheet or database could be a tool that is used to
capture the required MNRF Work Permit details for multiple crossing locations; however, MNRF staff will
need to confirm that the suggested format can be processed/incorporated in their internal system.
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Summary of Action Items
Action
Action
No.
171114- Provide Project footprint shapefiles to the MNRF. MNRF will
01
need them as soon as possible to understand the Project’s
footprint through the conservation reserves (laydowns, roads,
etc.) to report on those and get moving on the EBR before the
election.

Person
Responsible

To be
Completed

NextBridge

December
2017

NextBridge/
Golder

December
2017

NextBridge

TBD
(Permitting
phase)

17111402

Identify vantage points from the viewshed analysis and provide
to the MNRF.

17111403

Provide MNRF with confirmation of intent to provide crossing
approvals by the owning railway companies.

17111404

Revise response to Comment ID MNRF-NHW-03 to include a
commitment to work with MNRF on a site-specific basis using
CLUPA and site-specific mitigations to restrict access where
there are concerns

NextBridge/
Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111405

Update response to MNRF-NHW-03 to be on S1 and G1
species as SWH polygons, shown on alignment sheets, and
site-specific mitigation measures included.

NextBridge/
Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111406

Provide additional detail for mitigation measures specific to the
rare plants in the Final EA comment response.

NextBridge

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111407

Circulate permitting requirements table to MNRF (Londa and
Craig)

NextBridge
(Rebecca)

November
2017
(Complete)

17111408

Schedule follow-up meeting to review the MNRF land use
permitting and MNRF crown easement
NextBridge
(Rebecca)/ MNRF

November
2017
(Complete –
follow-up to be
scheduled)

17111409

Include the potential impact and site specific mitigation for
provincially rare plant species in the Amended EA (as mapped
by FRI dataset).

NextBridge/
Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111410

If Golder can’t find the exact locations of provincially rare and
special concerns species that Bill would like to see captured

Golder

November 24,
2017
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Action
No.

Action

Person
Responsible

To be
Completed

with SWH of Ecoregion 3E Criteria then Bill will find more detail
about what project infrastructure overlaps the locations. Bill will
also check LIO wetlands.
17111411

Provide laydown yard where globally rare species (pale
moonwort) occurs and thus should be considered for site
specific impacts and mitigation in the Amended EA

MNRF (Bill)

November 27,
2017

17111412

Discuss data relevancy/ accuracy of historic observations of
rare plant species and whether observations and how the data
should be considered for reporting in the Amended EA.

MNRF (Bill)

November
2017

17111413

Provide NextBridge/Golder with eFRI. eFRI will be used for the
IGF, the alignment sheets and site-specific mitigation table.

MNRF

November 27,
2017

17111414

Follow up with NextBridge/Golder once the direction from
MNRF on the distance from a hibernacula entrance that is to
be considered habitat is determined

MNRF (Todd)

Q3
2017
(Permitting
phase)

17111415

Review the updated datasets of known hibernacula.
Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111416

Provide the two new known bat hibernacula (e.g., Middleton
hibernacula) if not provided in the updated dataset.

MNRF

November 27,
2017

17111417

Review draft EA comment (SAR-17) and update the final EA
comment response.

Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111418

Expand on the connectivity between continuous and
discontinuous habitat zones in the Amended EA. The forest
management plans will be utilized for consistency and wholistic
habitat management.

Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111419

Verify the caribou data Golder are using and provide the
figures to Todd.

Golder (Kristine)

November
2017

17111420

Update the amended EA to add clarity on the difference
between a snow fill and ice bridge and when each may be
used, coupled with the method and the required conditions to
establish (and, in the case of the snow fill, remove) these types
of crossing features. One equipment water body crossing
method will be submitted for permitting.

NextBridge/
Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)
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Action

Person
Responsible

To be
Completed

Include a disclaimer in the Amended EA advising that
contingency equipment water body crossings will be included in
the EA; however, only one crossing method will be submitted
for permitting

Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

17111422

Forward restricted activity timing window policy document to
Golder (Ashley) and work with the districts in preparation for
rectifying the issues with the FSCPs.

MNRF (Steve)

November
2017

17111423

Submit application for scientific collectors permit with preferred
sampling dates (i.e., May or June start) as soon as feasible.
MNRF to advise if a May/June start date is possible for
sampling fish, or if sampling will be delayed until July/August.

Golder

Q1 2018

17111424

Consult Sea Lamprey expert (Mike Steves) regarding
electrofishing sampling techniques to capture lamprey

Golder (Ashley)

Q1 2018

17111425

Arrange a meeting with MNRF regional engineering staff (Brian
and others) to confirm that the proposed method to complete
hydraulic analyses (i.e., flow conveyance assessment) for the
temporary and permanent crossing structures is appropriate.

Golder (Andrew)

Q1 2018

17111426

Provide
direction
on
the
applicability
of
LRIA
permitting/approvals for water body crossings that are located
on private lands, recognizing that a review of the Public Lands
Act suggests that MNRF Work Permits (and not LRIA) would
apply to the beds of most lakes and rivers, as well as the
adjacent shore lands of these features.

MNRF (Londa)

Q1 2018

Prepare mock permit applications for equipment water body
crossings, noting that this information will include a proposed
approach to bundle water body crossings (similar type and/or
location) under standalone packages. It was agreed that a
spreadsheet or database could be a tool that is used to capture
the required MNRF Work Permit details for multiple crossing
locations; however, MNRF staff will need to confirm that the
suggested format can be processed/incorporated in their
internal system

Golder
(Ashley/
Andrew)

Q1 2018

Revise mitigation to clarify that no chemical vegetation control
will be used anywhere in provincial parks, conservation
reserves, etc. during construction or any operation.

NextBridge/Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

Action
No.
17111421

17111427

17111428
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Action
No.
17111429

17111430

Action

Person
Responsible

To be
Completed

Confirm if there are any instances where wetland stripping is
being proposed and review the wetland mitigation text to
determine if changes to the mitigation are required.

NextBridge/Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

NextBridge/Golder

January 2018
(Amended EA
Report)

Provide both public and confidential (e.g., containing SAR data)
site-specific mitigation tables in the Amended EA.

Project No.: 15536607/2000/2019
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MUNICIPALITY OF SHUNIAH
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Wednesday, April 23, 2014

TIME:

9:00 – 10:30 a.m.

LOCATION:

420 Leslie Avenue, Thunder Bay

PRESENT:

Eric Collingwood – CAO, Municipality of Shuniah
Nadene Hunley Johansen – Clerk/Manager of Planning, Municipality of Shuniah
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
Eric indicated that NextBridge made a presentation to Shuniah Council last fall. As such,
Eric and Nadene noted that they are generally familiar with the Project.
Michelle also noted that the local refinements to the Reference Route in the area of
Shuniah that were identified on mapping during the Open House meetings held in
December did not receive positive feedback from residents. As such, it is NextBridge’s
intent to generally parallel the existing East-West Tie on the north side through Shuniah.
Dillon to update the
project mapping on
behalf of
NextBridge through
the EA process.

Eric also noted that he attended the public meeting held in Dorion on March 31, 2014 (at
the request of the Mayor of Dorion). He added that the municipality has received
mapping from NextBridge previously, but would like to have updated mapping of the
route in the Shuniah (i.e., the Reference Route without local refinements previously
identified). He also noted that the existing mapping needs to be updated as Highway 17
has been realigned in the Shuniah area.
-1-

Action

Item
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Current municipal plans, projects and initiatives
Sari inquired about any municipal plans, projects and/or initiatives that may be affected
by the proposed transmission line. Staff indicated that there are no municipal plans,
projects or initiatives that are considered as a potential conflict with the proposed
transmission line at this time.
4.2. Existing and future land use and development activities

Dillon to send
updated mapping of
socio-economic
features to municipal
staff (once
available). Updated
mapping should
include the proposed
renewable energy
developments.

Meeting participants undertook a detailed review of the maps that identify the Reference
Route in relation to socio-economic features and land uses. Sari inquired about existing
and future land use and development in the area of the right-of-way (ROW) that may be
impacted by the Project. Eric identified that there are two wind farm projects that are
proposed north of the existing East-West Tie and are intended to connect to the Lakehead
TS. While the wind farms do not yet have FIT contracts and are located north of the study
area, the transmission line associated with the wind farms is expected to traverse through
the ROW. Eric asked that NextBridge provide updated mapping at an appropriate scale so
that they are able to better understand the potential effects of the various infrastructure
projects in the area.
Through the review of map sheets, Eric noted that residential areas may be expanded
south of the study area. However, the Project is set back a fair distance from these
developments, such that it is not likely to impact residents. It was also noted that there
would be generally no further development in the Loon Lake area, however, there are 6
new lots at the east end of Bass Lake.

Dillon to
communicate this to
NextBridge and
biological field
crews.

Sari inquired about any potential agricultural lands and/or uses in Shuniah and municipal
staff confirmed that agricultural activity in the area is sparse. As such, impacts to
agricultural lands/uses are not anticipated.
Nadene noted that there are two potential squatters located within the vicinity of the ROW
in Shuniah. She cautioned that environmental field crews and NextBridge staff be aware
and be careful of these areas when conducting field work (generally identified on maps).
4.3. Potential impacts on services, facilities, infrastructure, housing, recreation
and tourism

Dillon to arrange a
meeting between the
Project team and the
Trout Fishing Club.

Sari asked if the municipality foresees other impacts on residents, businesses, recreation
and tourism along the proposed route. Eric and Nadene expressed that there may be some
potential concern from a private camp owned by the Berniak family at the north end of
Bass Lake. They are also aware of concerns expressed by the Trout Fishing Club in
relation to previous proposals in the area of Hilma Lake. This fishing club may have
concerns with visual impacts associated with the proposed transmission line on recreation
and tourism.
Eric also expressed that snowmobiling is unofficially undertaken along the existing clear
cut areas, including the Hydro One ROW and that new clearing associated with the
-2-
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Project may attract interest among snowmobile users in the area.
It was noted that some lakes (generally north of Pearl) are stocked with fish. Further
consultation with MNR would be required regarding any potential effects on these lakes.
Eric inquired about building restrictions and/or required setbacks in relation to the ROW.
Michelle responded that building would generally not be permitted within the ROW and
that setbacks are typically established by municipalities through the Zoning By-law. She
further noted that NextBridge will be in contact with landowners along the ROW and that
setbacks to existing structures may need to be discussed on a case-by-case basis. Nadene
responded that Shuniah does not have setbacks in relation to linear utilities.

NextBridge to
follow up with Craig
Bowman regarding
permits and access
to local roads.

NextBridge to
follow up with Blair
Arthur regarding the
fire department’s
existing capacities
and servicing
capabilities.
NextBridge to
communicate
Emergency
Response Plan once
established.

Michelle inquired about the type of permits that NextBridge may need prior to
construction. Eric responded that a permit is needed for each concrete foundation within
their municipal boundary and for any permanent structures that may be required. In
addition, local roads have load limits. Further, permits are required for hauling on
municipal roads. NextBridge or Dillon would need to contact Craig Bowman, the
municipality’s Manager of Operations regarding access to local roads and potential
permitting. It was also noted that there is a noise by-law in effect in Shunia which limits
noise between the 11:00 pm to 7:00 am.
Eric also noted that the municipality has a volunteer fire department, a full-time fire chief
and an agreement with MNR for woodland/wildland fires. He suggested that NextBridge
contact Blair Arthur (Fire Chief) to discuss the fire department’s existing capacity and
servicing capabilities for the Project. Nadene noted that the municipality would need to
be informed regarding NextBridge’s Emergency Response Plan.
Eric also noted that the municipality has a land and air ambulance that would transport
patients to the Thunder Bay Regional Hospital. It was also mentioned that there areas
within the municipality that would support a helicopter landing during construction.
4.4. Local business interests
Sari asked if the municipality is aware of local businesses that may be affected by the
Project. Eric responded that Duke’s Trailer Park is located adjacent to the Lakehead TS.
The Project may affect this business’ potential to expand.
4.5. Visual points of interest along the right-of-way
Sari asked if there are any anticipated visual landscape impacts along the line. Eric and
Nadene noted that visual landscape impacts will be of concern to the Trout Lake Fishing
Club, but no other potential concerns were noted.
4.6. Data availability
It was noted that the majority of existing socio-economic data is available on the
municipality’s website. No new information sources were noted.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
The municipality would like to receive updated mapping at an appropriate scale that
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Item
removes the local refinements to the Reference Route. This would help staff
communicate up-to-date information in order to better respond to potential questions and
comments from the public.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
FEDERATION OF NORTHERN ONTARIO MUNICIPALITIES
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Tuesday, April 29, 2014

TIME:

11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call 1-866-542-9023 - Access code 5310620

PRESENT:

Alan Spacek – President, Federation of Northern Ontario Municipalities
Alison Stanley – Information and Communications Officer, Federation of Northern
Ontario Municipalities
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
Sari provided an outline of the socio-economic assessment data collection efforts to date,
including consultation with municipalities, which includes the Algoma District.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Local and regional economic development initiatives
Sari inquired about any local and regional economic development initiatives that may
have an influence within the study area. Alan indicated that the Federation of Northern
Ontario Municipalities (FONOM) is generally concerned about the lack of investment in
northwestern Ontario so the Project is viewed as a positive undertaking to help address
chronic energy supply issues in the northwest. He also acknowledges that that proposed
line would provide opportunities for long-term economic development initiatives in the
-1-
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region.
4.2. Potential impact on local and regional business
Sari asked if FONOM foresees impacts on its member municipalities, residents or
businesses within the study area. Alan expressed that from FONOM’s perspective he does
not see any conflict or controversy regarding the Project. It was noted that the price of
energy in Ontario is also a significant concern (of businesses and residents alike). He
added that environmental groups in the study area may not be supportive of the Project if
NextBridge does not garner support from First Nations and Métis communities.

Dillon to schedule a
meeting with
NOMA.

Michelle asked if FONOM is aware of consistency in terms of permitting requirements of
individual municipalities along the line (or will permitting be addressed municipality by
municipality). Alan noted that permitting is generally dealt with at the local level and that
NextBridge should meet with Kristin of the Northwestern Ontario Municipal Association.
4.3. Data availability

Alison to send
FONOM reports to
Dillon.

Sari outlined the reports that Dillon has gathered from FONOM’s website and asked if
there are other reports that would need to be reviewed as part of the socio-economic
impact assessment program. Alison responded that the Project team should review the
2013 Issues Paper and the FONOM presentation paper that was presented at the Rural
Ontario Municipal Association/Ontario Good Roads Association conference in February
2014.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Alan informed Dillon that we should be engaging Cathy Cyr of the Algoma District
Municipal Association.
Alan also noted that FONOM is supportive and available to assist NextBridge and the
Project. He suggests that NextBridge considers FONOM as a neutral third party
spokesperson who can provide assistance in communicating with environmental groups
and First Nations and Métis communities. He noted that if FONOM is requested to
support in this way, it will need to be early involvement rather than toward the end of the
process to resolve conflicts.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MUNICIPALITY OF WAWA/WAWA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Tuesday, May 6, 2014

TIME:

4:00 – 5:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

1 Maple Street, Wawa

PRESENT:

Linda Nowicki – Mayor, Municipality of Wawa
Yvan Besner – Councillor, Municipality of Wawa
Maury O’Neill – CEO, Wawa Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
Andy Stevens – Wawa EDC
Jim McHardy – Wawa EDC
Dave Jennings – Wawa EDC
Nick Veldtt – Wawa EDC
Stephanie Meloche – Wawa EDC
Bruce Staines – Wawa EDC
Jami Burns – Campus Manager, Confederation College
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule. She explained
the proposed Reference Route and that consultation has been undertaken with Parks
Canada regarding the route through Pukaskwa National Park. At this time, Parks Canada
has indicated that Park policy does not support new infrastructure in the Park and as such,
NextBridge will bring the Alternative Route around the Park forward.
Sari outlined the purpose of the meeting, which is to receive information about local and
regional economic development and tourism activities, potential conflicts with existing
and prospective business operations, and to understand any municipal land use and
permitting requirements pertaining to the Project. This information provides the
-1-
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Environment Team with an understanding of how the Project aligns with economic
development initiatives in the area, as well as the potential for future permits.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. General Project Information

NextBridge to
provide additional
information
regarding consumer
cost rates through
future consultation
activities.

Maury inquired about the cost of the Alternative Route around the National Park and
whether there was an opportunity to discuss that item with Parks Canada. Michelle
indicated that NextBridge has had ongoing dialogue with Parks Canada regarding the
Reference Route through the Park. She further noted indicated that she cannot advise on
the additional cost of constructing the Alternative Route at this time and that interested
stakeholders are invited to participate throughout the Environmental Assessment (EA).
Should the Wawa EDC be interested in voicing their collective position on the Alternative
Route around Pukaskwa, there are a variety of ways to participate in the EA process,
which were outlined. The Mayor noted that the Northeast Superior Mayors Group has an
interest regarding the Alternative Route and may follow up with Parks Canada.
A question was raised regarding the certainty of the Project and NextBridge’s role
regarding ownership. Michelle indicated that the Project is subject to an Individual EA
and that NextBridge will own and operate the transmission line. NextBridge is also
required to submit a Leave to Construct application (LTC) to the Ontario Energy Board
(OEB), which is intended to be submitted concurrently with the EA.
A question was raised regarding potential concerns raised by First Nation communities
with respect to the Project. Michelle noted that NextBridge’s Aboriginal Relations Team
has been and will continue to work with First Nation and Métis communities within the
study area.

See Action noted
above.

A question was also raised regarding the electricity costs for industrial and residential
consumers and whether there will be an additional line item on utility bills associated with
the NextBridge transmission line. Michelle noted that it’s not likely that an additional line
item would appear on bills as a result of the Project and that further information regarding
consumer costs can be provided through future consultation activities.
The opportunity for potential connection points from the 230 kV line to support existing
and future industrial operations was identified as a major concern for participants. Mayor
Nowicki commented that the Algoma Coalition made a presentation to the OEB during
the bid process identifying an interest to connect to the 230 kV line in an effort to support
other energy projects in the area (e.g., a biomass plant in Hornpayne and a solar project at
the Lady Dunn Health Centre). She noted that the result of the OEB proceedings was that
a business case was needed in order to support a connection from the 230 kV line and that
this would be dealt with outside of the scope of this Project.
Mayor Nowicki expressed concern that without the ability to connect to the East-West
Tie, the direct and indirect benefits for communities and industries along the line would
be limited. It was suggested that the economic opportunity anticipated to result from the
construction of the proposed East-West Tie will only be realized if there is an opportunity
to connect to it. It was recognized that the Project, as defined by the Ontario Power
Authority (OPA) and OEB, does not include a direct connection for communities and
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industries along the line to access transmission capacity. Mayor Nowicki cited a letter
that was sent from the mayor’s office regarding this matter. A member of the Wawa EDC
noted that there are local distribution lines in Wawa, however, infrastructure
improvements would be required to facilitate the connection to the 230 kV line.

Mayor Nowicki to
look into the tax
implications
associated with the
existing Hydro One
ROW.

A question was raised by the Wawa EDC whether the municipality will be able to receive
payments for portions of the Reference Route that fall within the municipal boundaries.
The Mayor responded that she will check if there are tax benefits for the municipality
associated with privately owned utilities infrastructure. It was also noted that CanACRE
has contacted Wawa staff regarding access to a portion of municipally owned property in
the area of the ski hill.
A question was raised regarding the consultation process during the EA and when
comments can be provided. Michelle noted that a second round of public open house
meetings is expected to be held in the summer, and that comments are welcome any time
through NextBridge’s Project email and/or hotline. She encouraged meeting participants
to attend these open houses. Michelle also noted that comments and questions raised
through consultation activities will form part of the public consultation record.
4.2. Current municipal plans, projects and initiatives
There are no known municipal projects within the study area. However, meeting
participants cited potential power generation projects that are of interest to Pic Mobert and
other First Nation communities. It was noted that there will be strong interest to access
power and connect to transmission lines.
4.3. Existing and future land use and development activities

NextBridge to
follow up with the
Municipality re
permitting
requirements.

Michelle asked whether permits are required for construction and/or to access local roads.
The Mayor responded that NextBridge would need to notify the municipality about plans
to access local roads that fall within the municipal boundary. She noted that these matters
will be managed by the incoming Chief Administration Officer (starting at the end of
May).
4.4. Potential impacts on services, facilities, infrastructure, housing, recreation
and tourism
Sari asked if there are known land uses, facilities or other infrastructure that would
potentially be affected by the Project. Mayor Nowicki responded that the Reference
Route crosses through a portion the ski hill, however the ski hill is not operational. It was
noted that NextBridge would need to be mindful of crossing existing transmission lines
owned by Great Lakes Power in the Wawa area. The municipality also noted that they
have a large industrial park that is available and suitable for staging facilities.
4.5. Local business interests
Sari inquired about local business interest in the Project. Both the Wawa EDC and the
Municipality indicated that there is strong interest in direct, local economic benefit. They
noted that the skillsets available within the local labour force are able to support
construction. Wawa also has a helicopter and helipad to support the movement of
supplies during construction. The Wawa EDC noted that the online business directory
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includes a full list of services and materials that would identify the businesses and
suppliers available to support the Project.

NextBridge to
communicate
procurement policies
once available.

The number and location of construction crews was questioned. Further, the Mayor
inquired about the long-term maintenance required following Project construction and
whether NextBridge will develop an office in the region. Michelle responded that labour
needs for construction and long-term maintenance have not yet been confirmed, however,
NextBridge is working on engineering the line and will be able to further advise regarding
construction needs following that. She also mentioned that it is reasonable to expect a
situation similar to that of Hydro One’s maintenance of the current 230 kV line.

Maury to provide
further information
re local labour force
and suppliers.

Members of the Wawa EDC discussed the importance to the community of establishing a
procurement process that would support opportunities for small business. A question was
raised regarding the purchasing, contract and/or other legal requirements that NextBridge
would require of their suppliers and contractors. Michelle noted that procurement policies
are being developed and have not yet been finalized. The Municipality noted that they
would be interested in reviewing said policies and it would be helpful if NextBridge
would post procurement opportunities in a central website for local businesses to access.
Small businesses have an interest in working with NextBridge, but noted that competitive
bid processes can be challenging for small businesses to compete with larger businesses in
meeting contractual requirements. Partnership opportunities exist, however, advance
notice is required to coordinate these in advance of bid submission deadlines.
4.6. Labour Force
Sari asked whether businesses have partnered with one another to enhance the ability to
meet bid requirements and expand economies of supply. A representative from
Confederation College noted that there are distance-learning centres located along the
Reference Route and the College has the ability to deliver specific training programs and
facilitate partnerships among suppliers. For example, the Wilderness Reforestation
Project is an example of such a partnership that enables communities to work together.
The Algoma Workforce Investment Committee works with industries and Confederation
College to train the local labour force to support long-term labour and skills development
in the region. Confederation College has partnerships with industries to develop and
implement training programs in a wide range of construction and business related skills
development, including, but not limited to, leadership, health and safety, and business
training.

Maury to provide
contact information
for Algoma Work
Force Investment
Committee.

It was noted that there is an Algoma Work Force Investment Committee that may be able
to advise regarding work force availability and assist with training opportunities. Maury
indicated that a meeting should be arranged with this group and that she could provide
contact information.
4.7. Lodging
A question was asked about the number of construction crews that will be working during
construction and whether contractors will be flown in. Michelle responded that these
details pertaining to construction have not yet been determined. Maury noted that Wawa
has excess lodging capacity with existing hotels to support the construction workforce and
other staff involved in the Project. While some hotel operators have closed down, the
Municipality indicated that there may be an opportunity to reopen them to support the
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construction work force if needed.
4.8. Visual points of interest along the Right-of-Way

Dillon to arrange a
meeting with the
Wawa Snow Riders.

Sari asked if there are known visual points of interest along the right-of-way (ROW).
Participants noted that the Voyageur Trail intersects with the Hydro One ROW.
However, they did not foresee a visual impact as current trail users already walk along the
existing hydro corridor. The municipality also noted that the ROW is used by local
snowmobile users and supports winter recreation and tourism activities. It was also noted
that there is a local snowmobile club that should be contacted (Doug Johnson).
4.9. Data availability
Maury indicated that in addition to the business directory, community profile and
demographic information is also available online. She also noted that she will send an
information package to Dillon that identifies a list of resources, including local
businesses, contractors and suppliers.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Bruce indicated that as a result of an extreme weather event, some Hydro One towers had
been damaged in the past. The wharf in Wawa was used as a staging area for the
construction/repair of towers and to be flown into place.
The municipality and local representatives indicated that they are generally supportive and
willing to assist in any way they can to ensure local economic benefit and reach
favourable agreements with NextBridge.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Line Project
CITY OF THUNDER BAY
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Thursday, May 8, 2014

TIME:

3:00 – 4:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

111 Syndicate Ave S, Thunder Bay, ON

PRESENT:

Mark Smith – General Manager, Development Services Department
Greg Alexander – General Manager, Community & Emergency Services
Richard Pohler – Community Economic Development Commission
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and schedule, and the
socio-economic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
Sari identified the purpose of the meeting, which is to receive information about local and
regional economic development and tourism activities, potential conflicts with existing
and prospective business operations, and to understand any municipal land use and
permitting requirements pertaining to the Project.
Participants indicated that they were not certain whether the City submitted comments on
the Terms of Reference. It was noted that concerns have been expressed in the past that
improving connections between Northwestern Ontario and the rest of the Province could
make it more difficult to argue that utility rates should be lower in Northwestern Ontario.
They also noted that an open house was held in Thunder Bay last fall (2013), however,
City staff did not attend.
It was noted that the proposed tower design illustrated in previous materials released by
NextBridge resulted in concern that the design may not be appropriate in this area.
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4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Current municipal plans, projects and initiatives
Sari also outlined the municipal reports that Dillon has reviewed and asked if there were
other reports that would need to be reviewed as part of the socio-economic impact
assessment program. None were identified by participants.
4.2. Existing and future land use and development activities
Meeting participants undertook a detailed review of the maps that identified the reference
route in relation to socio-economic features and land uses. Sari asked if there are existing
or future land use and development activities within the Right-of-Way or that may be
impacted by the Project. None were identified by participants.
4.3. Potential impacts on services, facilities, infrastructure, housing, recreation
and tourism
Sari asked if the City foresees other impacts on residents, businesses, recreation and
tourism along the route. Richard noted that there was a recent concern regarding an
archaeological dig associated with the Mackenzie River Bridge that resulted in delays in
the Environmental Assessment process. Richard suggested that the Project team could
contact Ian Smith (Ministry of Transportation) for further information.

NextBridge to
follow up with the
City regarding future
permitting
requirements.

Michelle inquired about potential permits that may be required within the City of Thunder
Bay. Mark responded that he is cognizant that the study area is outside of the municipal
boundaries. However, he acknowledges that road user agreements may be needed if city
roads are used during construction. Participants indicated that there is a half load limit
applicable in the spring. It was also noted that there is a limited height overpass
associated with a bridge on Lakeshore Drive. Mark suggested that Darryl Matson
(General Manager of Operations/Infrastructure) could be contacted for further clarity and
information pertaining to road user agreements.
4.4. Local business interests
Michelle asked if there are areas in the City’s municipal boundaries that would be suitable
for staging during construction. Richard responded that he could serve as the one-window
contact for NextBridge, should they be interested in securing land, office space, etc. in the
City. He noted that there are potential locations that are suitable for staging and that he
can advise regarding airport, rail and port access as well.
Richard noted that the Chamber of Commerce represents 20% of the businesses within
Thunder Bay, and cautioned to be aware that there are a number of other businesses that
are not represented. The CEDC (Richard) can support NextBridge by connecting with
businesses that are not represented by the Chamber.
4.5. Visual points of interest along the ROW

Dillon to contact
Paul Pepe to arrange

Sari noted that an earlier meeting with Superior North CFDC identified a Signage
Strategy that is being undertaken by Paul Pepe, of the City of Thunder Bay. She asked
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Item
about visual points of interests, vistas, viewsheds, and recreational areas within the study
area that may be identified through Paul’s work. Greg responded that Paul has a
conference call with the municipalities along the north shore once a month. To his
knowledge, an inventory has been developed through Paul’s project that identifies a range
of interests. He suggests that Dillon follow up with Paul. Greg noted that the Lake
Superior Circular Tour includes an extensive database that may have been used as part of
this inventory.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
None.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Line Project
CITY OF THUNDER BAY – MANAGER OF TOURISM
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Thursday, August 21, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call 1-866-542-9023 – Access Code: 290 2966

PRESENT:

Paul Pepe – Tourism Manager, City of Thunder Bay
Katharine Myrans – Environmental Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Jay Leasa – Landscape Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Rey Shen – Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
This meeting is an extension to an earlier meeting undertaken with the City of Thunder
Bay. Detailed project background was not repeated to Mr. Paul Pepe at the onset of this
meeting.
Sari explained that meetings have taken place with Richard, Greg and Anne-Marie, who
informed us of efforts being undertaken by Paul regarding the development of a regional
tourism study/way-finding strategy that involves the municipalities along the north of
Lake Superior.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Current plans, projects and initiatives within the region

Paul to provide
Tourist Signage
Strategy when it
becomes available.

Paul provided clarification that he was not involved in the delivery of the way-finding
strategy, but mentioned that a Tourist Signage Strategy is being developed by a consulting
company (Corbin) from Michigan. The draft strategy is to be presented to the Board
during the 2nd to 3rd week of September. The study is expected to be completed by
October. It includes visual points of interests, visitor centres, trails and vistas among other
information. It was developed in collaboration with municipalities and the Lake Superior
-1-

Action

Item
Circle Tour.
The Lake Superior Circle Tour was developed primarily in conjunction with motorcycle
activities in the region. More information can be found at www.ridelakesuperior.com,
which includes a direct call to action promoting the lake.
Northern Ontario Product Development Strategy and its corresponding primary,
secondary and tertiary strategies regarding tourism can be found at
www.tourismnorthernontario.com. Paul can send a direct link to the study. The study can
also be found on the site under Industry Resources > Tourism Documents and Reports.
The study will include areas where tourism development priorities are focused and can
align geographically with impacts from the proposed EWT transmission line. It further
includes lodging, trails, and shipping values among others.
Paul noted the importance that the reference route would have to expand the development
of a snowmobile network. Sari mentioned that meetings have taken place with the
Marathon Sno-kickers and the Marathon ATV Club and noted that they have established a
partnership with Hydro One regarding the use of the existing corridor as snowmobile
trails that could serve as precedence for NextBridge. Sari asked if there are other
snowmobile clubs in the study area. Paul responded that snowmobiling has significantly
decreased due to the challenges that they face.
Sari also expressed that we are currently working with NOTO to identify tourism and
recreational values and have released a survey that was sent to businesses and
organizations representing the industry. Paul responded that an alignment with NOTO is
valuable for our study.

4.2. Potential impacts on existing and future recreational uses or opportunities
(e.g. visual points of interest along the Right-of-Way)
Katharine and Jay asked Paul if he can identify any existing or future recreational uses or
visual landscapes that may be impacted. Paul noted that vistas do exist near Rossport and
Kama Bay but confirmed that impacts would not be significant given that the intention is
to parallel the existing Hydro One transmission line. Paul praised the idea of routing the
line around Pukaskwa National Park and advised NextBridge to keep the ROW inland of
the highway corridor to minimize impact to viewscapes.
Paul identified Lake Helen, Lake Nipigon and Kama Bay as all possible areas of interest
with respect to impact of the line. A lookout is present at Kama Bay which should be
evaluated in the assessment. Paul inquired whether the line will parallel the existing line
there. Katharine confirmed that the line will follow the existing Hydro One ROW.
Sari noted that the preference is to parallel along the north side of the existing line to
minimize impacts to viewscapes. Sari explained that an assessment of viewsheds and
landscape features is underway but the intent is to minimize discrepancies in identifying
significant viewshed features by utilizing information from existing studies whenever
possible.
Jay asked if there are any locally significant values that are not formally recognized or
designated, but would be of great interest to local residents. Paul responded that nothing
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Paul to provide
contact info for Kim
Cross.

Item
of specific significance to raise any concern. It was noted that most viewscapes are from
the highway looking toward Lake Superior. Nothing of major geological or geographical
significance was noted. Cultural landmarks were identified to be mostly relating to the
Group of Seven Initiative. The tourism association in Sault Ste Marie is a great resource
in that regard. Paul noted that Kim Cross in Sault Ste Marie would be a useful contact to
gather further resources regarding the Group of Seven Initiative.

It was noted that Dorion was known for bird migration. Birders often gather from all over
the world to witness the migration which funnels the birds toward the bay. Paul stated that
Ed Chambers, the Reeve of Dorion, would have more knowledge of this value.
4.3. Data collection supporting recreation, tourism impacts

Paul to send the
Premier Rank
Destination
Framework.

Mention was made of the Premier Rank Destination Framework, which is comprised of
asset values managed from Thunder Bay to west of White River. The framework
addresses a gap and trend analysis along with mention of tourism businesses, their
locations and operations. The document further outlines a number of recommendations
and addresses product development and tourism values in the coastal region. The report is
7 years old and has been referenced by other studies.
Paul noted that, within the broader strategy, a section is present on Aboriginal tourism
strategy in the area. Both Pays Plat and Pic River First Nations have identified plans for
lodging and waterfront access from respective communities.
Mention was made of the Group of Seven Initiative, geographically spanning the area
from White River to Terrace Bay. The initiative includes geomapping all locations where
the Group of Seven painted including touring routes and trail access information. The
executive summary is available and is a good resource for routes in the Algoma region.
With regard to the line, the ROW may cross certain areas of significance to the Group of
Seven. The executive summary is posted on their website. Paul suggested that Dillon visit
the Group of Seven Initiative website for information about cultural landmarks.

Paul to provide
contact info for
Svenja Hansen.

Katharine inquired whether Paul can identify any heritage values along the line. It was
noted that we are requesting information from municipalities but that gaps will exist
particularly in unorganized areas. Katharine asked Paul to inform Dillon of any heritage
or historic societies. Paul identified that resident geologists, archaeological consultants
and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport may all be of help to identifying heritage
values. Parks Canada may also have helpful information within its registries. The contact
for that would be Svenja Hansen in Thunder Bay.
Paul noted that in conversations with Anne-Marie, who will be working for Ministry of
Northern Development and Mines in September, a cultural asset analysis along the north
shore has been discussed but is presently on hold. It was inquired whether an
archaeological assessment had been done.
Katharine noted that the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment has been done and is moving
forward with Stage 2. Regarding heritage values, Katharine particularly noted that locally
known but regionally unknown values are of specific significance with regard to data
collection.
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5. OTHER BUSINESS
Katharine asked Paul to send any contacts and/or studies of relevance that he is aware of.
Paul noted that the open houses are getting good media.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Sari Liem should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
TOWNSHIP OF DORION
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Monday, September 22, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Ed Chambers – Reeve, Township of Dorion
– Property Owner, Concerned Citizen’s Committee
– Property Owner, Concerned Citizen’s Committee
– Property Owner, Concerned Citizen’s Committee
– Property Owner, Concerned Citizen’s Committee
Chris Lupaschuk – Stakeholder Relations Team Lead, NextBridge
Carrie Wiklund - Environment Team Lead, NextBridge
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Ashley North – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Due to participants’ familiarity with the Project, background information is well
understood. The focus of the meeting was on obtaining additional local knowledge and
discussing locally significant issues.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Current municipal plans, projects, and initiatives
Dorion (Mavis
Harris) to provide
Dillon with current
Official Plan and
Zoning By-law, and
new Strategic Plan

Michelle asked to obtain a copy of the Dorion Official Plan and Zoning By-law. Ed
confirmed that an electronic copy can be provided. He also noted that an Open House
will take place the next evening (September 23) to receive community input on the
Township’s new Strategic Plan, which has been in development over the past several
months. The Plan is to be completed mid-November, at which point, he will provide the
document to NextBridge for information. Ed identified Mavis Harris as the appropriate
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once completed in
mid-November.

Item
point of contact to obtain the planning documents. Regarding other relevant initiatives
and plans that are ongoing, Ed confirmed that the Strategic Plan is the main document
currently under development.
With regard to ongoing municipal projects,
stated that the four-laning through
Dorion is a major project currently underway. Ed added that the Ministry of
Transportation is being invited to the community to provide updates.

Dorion (Ed
Chambers) to
provide video of
Ouimet Canyon
Road bridge once
available.

It was also mentioned that a project is being undertaken to upgrade the bridge on Ouimet
Canyon Road. Ed noted that a video has been developed to highlight the Township of
Dorion and show the issues with the bridge. Ed stated that the video can be provided
once permission is obtained to release it to the public. It was noted that the video was
shown at the provincial Association of Municipalities in Ontario (AMO) meeting.
4.2. Existing and future land use and development activities
e asked for clarification whether development activities were in reference to the
Alternative Route or the Reference Route. Carrie explained that we are looking for
general information regarding development within the township (e.g., subdivisions) – not
solely information along the Right-of-Way(s).
Ed stated that the Zoning By-law has been recently updated and that the municipality is
concerned about any developments that could affect the implementation of the Strategic
Plan. Mention was made of Parks Canada’s development of the Lake Superior National
Marine Conservation Area (LSNMCA), which extends up to Ouimet Canyon. It was
mentioned that a subdivision along the Dorion Loop Road was approved by Council
some time ago, but put on hold due to the downturn in the forestry industry. This is
important information as it identifies where growth is expected to occur in the
community. Scott also noted that improvements to Highway 11/17 have reduced travel
time to Thunder Bay from 1 hour to only 40 minutes, making the area attractive to
residential development.
Ed further noted that discussions have been undertaken with residents regarding potential
agricultural programs in the future. Potential growth in the agricultural sector was
discussed, including biomass production, as well as strawberry and potato farms. It was
also noted that hay production is currently very high in the area and supports a growing
number of hobby farms. Other examples of agricultural activity mentioned included a
beef cattle farm that is looking to start shipping to western Canada and horse farms that
offer board/pasture services to people from Thunder Bay and surrounding area.
Historically there were a number of dairy farms in the Dorion area (30 milk producers
between Nipigon and Thunder Bay in the 1950’s), however, the last milk producerin the
area closed down 2 years ago. It was acknowledged that very few residents are currently
making a living from agricultural activities. However, it was clear that there is
significant potential for an increase in agricultural activities in the future. Wayne alluded
to the intersection of Valley Road and Reference Route likely to be the heart of new
agricultural developments.
expressed knowledge of colleagues who are aware of prospective development
on the Wolf River that was originally proposed in the 1990’s. The proposition has not
been brought forth to Council for approval but is still in the family’s interest to develop
into recreation and residential uses.
noted that the proposed development would
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essentially straddle the current Reference Route, resulting in a direct effect to this
property. Ed confirmed awareness of this initiative and acknowledged the importance of
such developments to the community – an example being the increased tax base benefits
that can offset the loss of forestry.
4.3. Potential impacts on services, facilities, and infrastructure
With respect to road use as part of Project construction, it was mentioned that half load
limits are in effect in the spring on gravel roads. The major restriction is on the bridge
on Ouimet Canyon Road and Fish Hatchery Road, however, this should be replaced next
summer (2015).
mentioned that heading north from the Ouimet Canyon bridge development,
where Brunner Road crosses the Reference Route, a bridge was lost 20 years ago. This
has resulted in loss of access to the valley for Brunner Road residents. The bridge is
expected to be reinstalled in the next couple of years.
Ed noted that the Mountain Side Cemetery, which is a significant area in the community,
is located close to the Reference Route (Fish Hatchery Road and Mon Abri Lane).
Community improvement funds (received through a previous Enbridge project) have
allowed the Township to complete upgrades to this cemetery (i.e., developing a park-like
design).
Carrie asked about the potential expansion of water treatment facilities, substations or
pump stations that may be anticipated in the future. Ed noted that the Township does not
have sewage plants, and that the community is serviced by drilled or dug wells. A major
facility in the community is the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s (MNRF)
high-tech fish hatchery that would likely not be expanded in the short-term, but would
cause concerned regarding water resources and potential interaction with this Project.
Carrie confirmed that discussions have taken place with MNRF regarding water and
hydrogeology.
Carrie also noted that other examples of potential facility developments could include
power or gas, livestock facilities and agricultural goods processing facilities or
recreational facilities such as golf courses. Ed stated that a TransCanada pumping station
used to be located in Dorion, but has since closed, leaving just the gas line crossing
through the community.
identified a project anticipated to produce a boiler system fed with agricultural
products. He noted that there are 7,000 acres of agricultural land in Dorion that could be
used to create (fuel for) electricity. Because of the existing infrastructure constraints,
this type of project cannot progress as there is limited capacity on the existing East-West
Tie line. The expansion of the East-West Tie would provide additional infrastructure
capacity to facilitate this type of opportunity. It was noted that 14,000 acres of farm land
have been identified between Nipigon and Thunder Bay for agricultural activities to
produce fuel for electricity. It was noted that 1 MW can be produced from 2,500 acres of
land. Only about a quarter of the 14,000 acres is currently being used for agricultural
purposes. Community representatives acknowledged that the expansion of the existing
East-West Tie (the Project) will increase the feasibility of this type of Project.
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4.4. Potential impacts on recreation and tourism
Michelle acknowledged that Dorion is known for birding and asked if there are certain
areas of concern, annual events, etc. Ed explained that the Township has recently hosted
the 6th Annual Bird Festival, which is becoming a large event in the community. Dorion
has been recognized as a top birding area in Ontario. Dorion is unique in that the birds
migrating along Lake Superior stop in Dorion, often travelling down to the Hurkett Cove
Conservation Area and up to Ouimet Canyon. Birders come from all over to observe
these birds, and will typically travel along the Dorion Loop Road, stopping along Fish
Hatchery Road and Canyon Road. Ed noted that the festival saw 125 different species of
birds last year and that the Thunder Bay Field Naturalists had 10 to 15 members attend
the festival. He reiterated that fewer impacts to the area is preferred – commenting that
linear infrastructure is not conducive to birding. It was mentioned that approximately
15,000 people visit Ouimet Canyon Provincial Park and Eagle Canyon every summer
from around the world.
Regarding trails, Ed noted that a trail exists within the Hurkett Cove Conservation Area
and has recently added boardwalks to draw tourists. Another trail mentioned is the
Brunner Road trail, from Brunner Road to Harris Lake. It was noted that some trails are
not promoted for due diligence reasons – insurance being a major issue. People often use
back roads, such as Dorion Loop Road and Fish Hatchery Road, as trails for walking or
horseback riding.
mentioned that the Dorion Bible Camp has drawn people into the community for
decades and now has conference facilities and a trail network on Black Lake. Ed
confirmed that the bird festival went there for the first time last year and that the owner
continues to promote the business.
t reiterated the importance of Ouimet Canyon and Eagle Canyon, offering tourist
attractions such as zip-lining and a suspension bridge. Ed added that Eagle Canyon is
the largest “privately owned” canyon.

Wayne to provide a
copy of the map
referenced, if
possible.

Ashley inquired about Bishop’s Trail to confirm its status and its location. It was
explained that in 1900, it was a horse trail originating at the rail head, which developed
into a wagon trail to the Bishop Mine near Cavern Lake. Now the trail would lead to
Meadowbrook Lane, but it is currently impassable.
mentioned that he had seen a
map illustrating the full extent of the trail (MNR map). The main challenge with this
trail is that it passes through large areas of private land, however, it may be redeveloped
in the future.
4.5. Local business participation
Regarding local businesses, Ed explained that many tourists travel along Ouimet Canyon
Road and across Crow Lake in the summer and they see this as a great potential for
business growth in the area. It is estimated that about 15,000 tourists pass by this area,
primarily in the summer months. As such, the Alternative Route on the west side of
Ouimet Canyon would not impact this potential (see Routing discussion below). It was
also noted that Dorion has lost a number of recreational businesses such as the Dorion
Inn and Canyon Country Service.
e pointed out that Crow Lake is also a camp site.

-4-

Action

Item
4.6. Data availability
No new information sources were noted.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Routing
pointed out that at the August Open House in Dorion community representatives
discussed Consideration #3 with the NextBridge Project team. It was explained that
when Consideration #3 was first identified, a detailed review was not conducted.
Following that detailed evaluation (by the community), it was determined that this
alignment would have significant visual impacts on users of the Ouimet Canyon viewing
platform/recreational area.
noted that for this reason, the community would like
NextBridge to consider shifting the proposed right-of-way to the back (west side) of the
Canyon.
agreed that the Alternative Route shown on this map (east side of Ouimet
Canyon) would result in viewshed impacts from the Canyon. He also noted that the
revised route should head north from the McTavish Township border on the west side of
the Canyon.

NextBridge to
follow-up with
Dorion regarding the
alignment of
Consideration #3.

Michelle acknowledged that the Alternative Route illustrated on the map shared is
currently under review by NextBridge. Chris confirmed that the NextBridge Engineering
Team is looking at this routing consideration and understands the rationale for the
requested re-alignment. He also noted that the group had marked the map at the Open
House and this should be in the possession of Mario Buszynski (Dillon).
Cultural Heritage
Ashley inquired about an historical map illustrating lots and concessions and property
ownership. Specifically of interest to the Project team is whether there is potential for
cultural heritage resources in this area along the Alternative Route. It was stated that the
newly proposed route will have the least impact on historical resources since no
homesteads and residential areas exist on the backside of the Canyon, as much of it is
Crown land. Ashley inquired on the date of this map, which was stated to be from ~
early 1905 to 1915.
Michelle inquired about any municipal resources regarding historical use and cultural
heritage resources. Ed stated that the Dorion museum has a lot of historical information
and that they are working on developing a list of cultural heritage resources. The contact
at the museum would be Librarian, Mrs. Betty Chambers. Ed noted that the museum is
only open Sunday’s (1 – 4 p.m.) in the summer.
Visual Simulations

Ed to provide any
additional pictures
for inclusion in the
visual impact
assessment.

inquired about the opportunity to see computer simulation of towers along the
Alternative Route. Michelle indicated that a Visual Impact Assessment is underway and
viewsheds like Ouimet Canyon would be taken into consideration. Visual simulations in
specific locations would form part of this report. Ed offered to take higher-quality
pictures of this area and provide those to the Project team.
Ed is a member of Friends of Ouimet Canyon Provincial Park and received feedback
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from people at the site regarding the proposed electrical towers. Some visitors at the
viewing pod replied that the biggest attraction of the canyon is that it is not disturbed by
humankind.
Closing
Michelle thanked everyone for their feedback and participation today and throughout the
Project to date. Ed expressed his appreciation for this meeting and noted that people on
the line represent their own issues and the values of the community.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge.
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NextBridge East-West Tie Transmission Project - Loon Lake Community Meeting Summary
Date: July 26, 2016
Time: 7:30pm
Location: West Loon Lake Community Hall
Agenda:
1. Review and address questions summary listed on page three of attached Appendix One.
2. Review and address additional topics within letter from
(President, Thunder Bay’s
East Loon Lake Campers’ Association Inc.) to Georgio Panici (Director - Field Services, CanACRE
Ltd.), dated July 22, 2016, attached as Appendix Two.
3. Review residents’ new route proposals.
4. Closing comments
Attendance:
1.
- President, Thunder Bay’s East Loon Lake Campers’ Association Inc.
2.
- President, West Loon Lake Campers Association
3. Duff Stewart – Councillor, Municipality of Shuniah
4.
– North Shore Fishing Club Representative
5.
– North Shore Fishing Club Representative
6. Eleven local residents with concerns and questions regarding the currently proposed Project
route segment near Loon Lake
7. Aziz Brott – Engineering Team Lead, NextBridge Infrastructure
8. Chris Lupaschuk – Stakeholder Relations Team Lead, NextBridge Infrastructure
9. Rebecca Loosley, Land Services Team Lead, NextBridge Infrastructure
10. Carrie Wiklund, Environmental Team Lead, NextBridge Infrastructure
11. Georgio Panici, Director - Field Services, CanACRE Ltd.
Summary:
The meeting began with introductions of the attendees at the meeting, and individuals were asked to fill
in an attendance sheet (attached as Appendix Three).
An attendee at the meeting expressed, on behalf of the Campers’ Associations, unequivocal opposition
to the current proposed routing of the NextBridge East-West Tie Project through the Loon Lake area,
including the local watershed.
Potential impacts to local roads during construction of the new East-West Tie Transmission Project (the
Project) activities were discussed as the first topic of the meeting. NextBridge representatives explained
the expected impacts to local municipal roads during construction, which included the movement of
heavy equipment. Mitigation measures, such as utilizing designated road monitors to ensure speed

limits were adhered to, and soliciting local event information from the campers’ associations to support
scheduling traffic around local events were highlighted. Sub-topics arose as a result of this conversation;
i.

East Loon Lake Road is going to be paved in asphalt in the near future, and the local residents
are concerned with damage to the upcoming new upgrades. The NextBridge Land Lead
explained that NextBridge would approach the municipality for a road use agreement or
permit for the use of the municipal road. NextBridge would anticipate the terms and
conditions of the road use agreement or permit would include stipulations regarding
maintenance, restoration of damages to the road, weight restrictions or timing restrictions,
and potential bond requirements. NextBridge would ensure adherence to those conditions
and would be responsible for damages caused to the road as a result of the construction
activities. Councillor Stewart commented that Council would need to review their current
standard road use conditions to ensure that long-term impacts that aren’t immediately
noticeable are taken into account if this soon to be upgraded road is to be used for
construction purposes.
ii. Safety of local residents was cited as a concern as the two Loon Lake roads are the only means
of access to the lake, and are used by all residents, including those who live in the area yearround. It was also mentioned that the residents believe the local population can exceed 900
during the summer, which includes many children who actively use the road, especially
throughout the summer months.
iii. NextBridge agreed to review alternative access locations for the Loon Lake area based upon a
concern expressed by an attendee that the East and West Loon Lake Roads could become
major access points for the Project for significant distances. The attendee felt that these
potential access points could create a noticeable increase in traffic and could cause possible
road damage during construction and future maintenance activities.
The conversation then moved to potential environmental impacts of the proposed line if it were to be
built along the current Preliminary Preferred Route. Local residents explained that they have new
proposed routes which they would like to present to NextBridge for consideration, which, according to
the group, could mitigate numerous public and environmental sensitivities, including avoidance of
multiple lakes which contain brook trout (also known as speckled trout). It was agreed that the new
proposed routes would be reviewed later in the meeting.
The President of East Loon Lake requested that a summary of the routing assessment for this area be
included in the Environmental Assessment (EA), including the decision making process and rationale. It
was committed that this comment would be captured in the EA.
The topic of potential water quality impacts on the lake due to the addition of another ROW adjacent to
the existing Hydro One Networks Inc. (HONI) line was discussed. The NextBridge Environmental Team
Lead explained that potential effects of the Project on the groundwater conditions will be assessed as
part of the EA.

Attendees requested additional details on the collection of data to support the EA, namely clarification if
NextBridge would be conducting new water sample collection with their field crews. The President of
East Loon Lake explained that updated water quality samples would be beneficial as the previous
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) sampling took place in 2013, prior to significant
changes to the surrounding area. These recent significant changes were claimed to be primarily driven
by impacts from a nearby former logging operation. It was also claimed that historical water wells dried
up, allegedly from increased traffic associated with the recent logging operation. She continued to
elaborate on her concerns, which were driven by a recent presentation from the MOECC to residents of
Loon Lake, which she claimed, reported that the lake was near a “tipping point” due to the high density
of population around the lake. The NextBridge Environmental Team Lead committed to requesting the
previously-mentioned presentation and/or report from the MOECC.
The NextBridge Environmental Team Lead then discussed the anticipated schedule for the EA, including
the timing of the submission of the Draft EA (January 2017), the next round of public Open Houses
(February 2017), and the submission of the final EA to the MOECC (May 2017).
An attendee expressed concern that heavy equipment running over the construction area during the
construction phase could potentially damage or disrupt the claimed underground water flows
throughout the watershed of Loon Lake. He explained that these potential damages could disrupt or
damage underwater springs which supply cold water to the lake. The resident also suggested that this
cold water is essential to maintaining the speckled trout (brook trout) population in the lake. The
attendee was concerned that potential disruption of the groundwater flow into the lake could affect the
existence of underwater seeps along the bottom of the lake.
He then asked NextBridge, as part of its EA for the Preferred Preliminary Route, to study the
groundwater flows into the lake. He requested the process, data and findings be shared with Loon Lake
community members prior to the Draft EA and that all findings be part of this document. He also felt
that water from the springs could create construction restrictions, and requested to see the data if
available. He asked if NextBridge staff would physically be in the area conducting water studies. The
NextBridge Environmental Team Lead explained that her team had collected field data in the area and
was using both field data and existing data from a number of sources to determine if there are potential
effects from the project on the surface water in the area. She also explained that mitigation measures
will be determined for identified potential effects.
Another resident requested that NextBridge representatives review and forecast the anticipated
impacts. It was agreed that this information would be shared with the group attending the meeting,
with the intent of community members having sufficient additional time for review and discussions,
prior to the Draft EA being submitted to the MOECC. A question was then asked regarding a nearby
Ministry of Transportation Ontario highway widening project and its potential impacts on Loon Lake.
The attendee emphasized that the Loon Lake community is surrounded by infrastructure and projects
(the widening of the existing highway, electrical transmission lines on the north and south sides of the
lake, a nearby pipeline, and the CP Rail ROW) and that they are concerned with potential additional
cumulative impacts from the construction and operation of the Project. The residents also wanted to

know if existing public Ministry of Forestry and Natural Resources data took the recent logging
operations’ impacts into consideration, and reminded NextBridge representatives that the information
could be flawed if it was older than 2013. The NextBridge Environmental Team Lead then explained that
NextBridge could not comment specifically on the other projects in the area as NextBridge is not
involved in those projects. However, cumulative effects of other projects in the area are considered as
part of the EA.
The Shuniah Councillor stressed that the Loon Lake community was opposed to the current route due to
the concerns and reasons previously mentioned during the meeting, and that they were supportive of
the EA process. The East Loon Lake President added a request to review the previously assessed routes,
including maps, and the NextBridge Environmental Team Lead committed to providing the group with
the previously presented maps from the August 2014 open house identifying the route that were
assessed in the area and a summary of the routing assessment for the area.
The group then reviewed the NextBridge-provided questions summary to ensure the list had been
addressed by NextBridge representatives.
A review of remaining concerns and comments which were included in the letter from Thunder Bay’s
East Loon Lake Campers’ Association Inc. to CanACRE Ltd., dated July 22, 2016, (attached as Appendix
Two) was then undertaken.
The President of East Loon Lake then reaffirmed her opposition to the proposed route and access, citing
previously-discussed safety concerns with potential road use, public, visual, and environmental impacts.
She added to her rationale for opposition by explaining that the area has a high concentration of linear
infrastructure, including rail lines, pipelines, a highway, and the existing transmission line, which
negatively impact the community, in her opinion. She explained that adding another transmission line to
the concentration was not in the best interests of the community.
A representative from the North Shore Fishing Club then explained that the potential effects are not
isolated to Loon Lake, but the entire proposed “Brook Trout Triangle”
ROW maintenance was then discussed. The local residents were concerned about herbicide use in
relation to trail and recreation users of the area, as well as run-off into the lake. Again, local residents
reaffirmed their opposition to the Project, citing potential negative impacts to their community because
of it. According to the local residents, HONI currently conducts manual vegetation removal, and they use
the existing Loon Lake roads for access. An attendee then questioned the relationship between HONI
and NextBridge regarding herbicide control, clearing and access to the existing ROW. A NextBridge
representative indicated that they were not associated with HONI, and that they were not aware of
HONI’s vegetation control practices in this area. The residents explained that they are opposed to
increased maintenance traffic due to maintaining a new transmission line. NextBridge representatives
committed to reviewing the community concerns to support planning for the future operation
maintenance practices on the line, and adhering to applicable legislation for herbicide use, as part of the
EA.

The conversation then segued into potential public and environmental impacts, including concerns with
potential impacts to water wells, related to rock blasting for anchors and foundations of the towers. The
NextBridge Engineering Team Lead explained the types of foundations which were being proposed for
the Project work well in rocky areas which reduces the likelihood of blasting. He noted that even though
there was a low probability of blasting in the area, it could not be ruled out completely until additional
geotechnical data was available. He added this data would not be available until NextBridge obtained
full access to the ROW, which would likely be near the beginning of the construction phase of the
Project. It was also noted that, in some cases, blasting may be utilized for certain access areas such as
access road construction, and again, this information would not be available until more ground
reconnaissance could be performed.
Two large visualization panoramic photos (See Appendices Four and Five) were displayed on a table in
the meeting location; one presenting a view of the existing line from a public dock, and another with a
computer-generated simulation of the proposed line as it would appear given the current Preliminary
Preferred Route. Many attendees did not review the photos as they explained the vantage point was not
a clear representation of the line, as it changes for each community member based on the time of day
and year, the location of their residences and activities, and that they did not support the proposed
Project in its current location. The NextBridge Environmental Team Lead explained that photos taken
from public view points were standard practice for visualization.
Potential visual impacts caused by reflection of the sun on the proposed Project were also brought up by
a local resident. Mitigation measures, such as dulling the towers as a potential strategy to minimize this
concern, were discussed.
The next topic discussed was the area of the proposed ROW referred to by the locals as “Blueberry
Mountain.” The local residents informed NextBridge that the area is being used for recreation trails for
off-road vehicles, hiking, and blueberry picking, among other activities. It is also an area where the ashes
of many deceased local residents are claimed to have been scattered and annual ceremonies are
believed to be held on Blueberry Mountain. The NextBridge Environmental Team Lead explained that
these are important items to identify in the EA, and that the concerns have been noted. Further
information may be required from the locals on location of remains and annual ceremonies.
A local resident then asked what the future intentions of NextBridge are in relation to the operation of
the line, and the partnership. The NextBridge Stakeholder Relations Team Lead then explained that
NextBridge is currently developing the proposed Project, and intends to construct and maintain the line.
He then explained the partner companies who belong to NextBridge, and indicated that the transformer
stations were to remain operated and maintained by HONI. The local resident then asked if any
Aboriginal groups were involved in the partnership. The NextBridge Stakeholder Relations Team Lead
informed the local resident that NextBridge signed a commercial term sheet with six First Nations, and
that a list of the involved parties could be found in the panels from the second round of public Open
Houses on NextBridge.ca. He also offered to send a link of the information to the individual following
the meeting, but the individual declined.

Questions regarding the perceived lack of local benefits, the need for the Project and the direction of
flow of power were then asked by a local resident. The NextBridge Stakeholder Relations Team Lead
explained that the need for the Project, and management of the grid were managed by the IESO, and
that their contact information could be shared with the individual following the meeting. Benefits were
also addressed as being applicable to the greater area of the Northwest, and further information could
be found in the most recent IESO needs assessment. Website links for additional information were also
offered to the individual. The individual declined. The NextBridge Stakeholder Relations Team Lead then
explained the recent provincial priority designation of the Project as an additional Project-supporting
mechanism.
A request was then made by the President of the East Loon Campers’ Association for the criteria and
indicators for route assessment in the Terms of Reference to be forwarded to her. The NextBridge
Environmental Team Lead committed to sending them as requested.
The President of the West Loon Lake Campers Association then provided NextBridge representatives
copies of a petition recommending the relocation of the Project to be moved several kilometers north of
Loon Lake on Crown land. The rationale listed on the petition is that “the project will negatively affect
Loon Lake as well as our quality of life and our property values.” The petition was signed by 154 local
residents (See Appendices Six and Seven)
Local residents then presented two alternative routes (See Appendices Eight and Nine) using Google
Earth, including select data overlays, which they requested NextBridge to evaluate. The first alternative
route was considered their preferred option. According to the information presented, their preferred
route travelled north of Loon Lake, deviating away from the existing line, west of Beck, ON. Their
preferred route appeared to be approximately the same distance as the current Preliminary Preferred
Route, and appeared to avoid, or intend to avoid, sensitive environmental features such as the proposed
”Brook Trout Triangle.” The route also appeared to eliminate the crossing of an existing transmission
line near the Greenwich Wind Farm near Dorion, ON. However, the new proposal would now cross the
said wind farm. This route appeared to travel through primarily Crown Land, avoiding private lands, and
through many areas where aerial imagery appeared to show some existing access.
The representatives from the North Shore Fishing Club supported this alternative as well, and
mentioned that, at first view, this appears to be a viable alternative.
The second alternative, which is routed south of Loon Lake near another existing 115kv transmission line
and other linear infrastructure, was also suggested. NextBridge representatives indicated that this route
may have already been evaluated during a previous route evaluation exercise, and would need to be
confirmed. The representatives from the North Shore Fishing Club did not support this alternative, and
they recommended a small deviation to the east to avoid the Jeff and Mutt Lakes. The Fishing Club
representatives also recommended that the deviation should avoid the historic Breezy Lake portage
route to Little Hilma Lake.

Based on the feedback from the North Shore Fishing Club, the local representative that created the
maps committed to preparing and sending a third alternative which avoids the Jeff and Mutt Lakes to
NextBridge representatives.
NextBridge agreed to review the three proposals through the route assessment process.
To conclude the meeting, it was agreed that a draft summary of the details of the meeting would be
submitted to the Presidents of both campers’ associations, the Councillor of Shuniah, and a
representative from the Fishing Club by August 5th, 2016. These individuals will then take two weeks to
review, and submit edits back to the NextBridge Stakeholder Relations Team Lead for finalization. Once
complete, the summary will be circulated to the attendees who provided their email addresses on the
sign-in sheets.
Once the summary is finalized, a list of action items will be compiled and shared with the four
individuals mentioned above in order to ensure follow-up of commitments.
Everyone was thanked for their attendance, and it was agreed that a future meeting may be required, of
which the timing and location are yet to be determined.

Notes from NextBridge Meeting – August 4, 2016
Board Room – Dorion Municipal Office – 2:30 p.m. – 3:40 p.m.

Attendees:

Chris Lupaschuk Ed Chambers –
Bob Beatty –
–
Mavis Harris-

NextBridge
Reeve
Councillor
Property Owner
Property Owner
Clerk-Treasurer (Recorder of Notes)

Chris Lupaschuk provided a hard copy of the presentation to those in attendance at this meeting,
including the agenda for this information session.
AGENDA
1. Introductions – All attendees individually introduced themselves.
2. Safety Moment – Chris briefly discussed reminders for Summer Driving.
3. Objective – Chris provided an update on the project, including three newly proposed routes
which were submitted to NextBridge at a recent Loon Lake community meeting that are
currently under evaluation.
4. Background – Chris provided background information on why newly proposed routes were
under evaluation including;
•

•

Loon Lake residents made a deputation to Shuniah Council regarding their perceived
negative impacts that the East-West Tie Transmission Line would have on Loon Lake,
noting that Shuniah Council requested further research before making a decision.
A community meeting was held in Loon Lake on July 26th, 2016, where local community
members outlined concerns and proposed three alternate routes to the current
Preliminary Preferred Route.

5. Overview of Proposal – Chris gave an overview of the three community-proposed alternate
routes presented at the Loon Lake Community meeting, and provided hard copies of local
mapping and mapping using Google Earth. The alternatives were reviewed, noting that the
community-preferred route was displayed as a “blue” line on the Google Earth map, moving the
route further north and west, closer to the Greenwich Wind Farm area. The communitypreferred proposal appeared to eliminate many of the concerns brought forward by the
residents, including the concern with speckled/brook trout in the Mutt and Jeff Lakes. Chris also
noted that discussions would be required with representatives from the Greenwich Wind Farm.
6. Comments from Attendees – Discussions took place regarding the extension timelines of the
project, noting that consultations are ongoing and that input is always welcome. Tentative
timeframes have been developed with the draft EA tentatively being submitted to the MOECC in
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2017. There will also be a comment period during the next round of open houses, proposed in
the first quarter of 2017.
Those in attendance did not have any concerns with moving the route to the communitypreferred route as it appears to be a more remote area with less impacts; less impact on fishing,
etc., and it moves the transmission line further away from the Township of Dorion and even
further west of the new Dorion route.
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East-West-Tie Transmission Project - Municipal Land
Requirements
MINUTES

FEBRUARY 1, 2017

MEETING CALLED BY

David Biggar

TYPE OF MEETING

Land/Permitting

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas

TIME 9:00AM EST:

LOCATION: CANACRE BOARD ROOM

Ashley Ligas (CanACRE), David Biggar (CanACRE), Christopher Wray (Municipality of Wawa)
Late: None

ATTENDEES

Called In: Haseeb Amirzada (CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Draft EA – DB – Hard copy of draft EA at Wawa Municipal Office and Public Library. Open House taking place next week on February
8th in Wawa. Period for public comment open until February 28, 2017.
Start of construction – DB – End of 2018.
General contractor – DB – Selection will be made this year.
Land Acquisition – DB – Easements on Freehold, fee simple properties, commenced in August/September 2016. Approximately 50%
of easements required on private lands have been attained.
Draft EA – CW – Will be issuing comments shortly. Environmental Impact will be the primary focus of the comments. Time period for
stakeholder comments is an issue and an objection is planned to be filed. Northern Ontario growth plan was not tak en into
consideration with electricity planning in the Region.
Local Impact – CW – Laydown areas must be in the municipality, not outside the boundaries.
CONCLUSIONS Comments
Wawa will submit comments in regard to the draft EA.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

Draft EA Comments Document

DISCUSSION

Christopher Wray

DEADLINE
February 28, 2017

Review of Directly Affected Properties and Preliminary Construction Access Plan

Worker Camp and Storage Yard – CW does not see any issues with the area proposed for the worker camp and storage yard in
regard to zoning. It is industrially zoned.
Access Plan – CW – Tremblay Flats is currently a seasonal road and is not maintained in the winter. EWTC0079 requires access
from Tremblay Flats as there is a power dam on this property. Upgrades will be required for Tremblay Flats if heavy haulage is
required. An agreement to have the road (Tremblay Flats) serviced in the winter will need to be arranged once additional information
is available from the contractor on scope of use and upgrades. Tremblay Flats Rd., High Falls Rd., Mission Rd., and Government
Rd., are all publicly owned and maintained roads. For access to the worker camp/storage yard site, Mission Rd. is a preferable
routing to Toronto Ave. DB - once access road plan in Municipality is field verified by contractor, further details on vehicles/heavyhaulage and scope of road use can be provided to inform road use agreement with Municipality.

PIN 311700116 – DB – Property is former ski hill. Small portion of property (south corner) will be required for transmission line
corridor. CW indicated that Municipality is currently in process of selling property (s ale timeline: 2-4 weeks), but otherwise has no
issues with area required. CW to review possibility of severing/keeping portion of property for NextBridge easement in Municipal
ownership. CW indicated this may be easier than NextBridge having to deal with the new owner for an easement. CW also noted that
there is a cell tower on the property, owned by Rogers (should be registe red on title, roughly 50m 2 lease area). DB indicated, given
location, this should not impact NextBridge’s proposed plans on this property.

CONCLUSIONS Worker Camp/Storage Yard/Access Roads/Transmission Line
Worker Camp and Storage Yard site is an ideal candidate from Municipalities’ perspective.
Road Use Agreement for use of municipal roads on hold until further information available.
PIN 311700116 – Need to incorporate NextBridge plans with potential sale of property.
ACTION ITEMS
Update CW on status of proposed Access Road Plan once additional
information and detail is available from contractor/field inspection.
Review possibility of keeping area required for NextBridge easement on PIN
311700116 in Municipal ownership.

DISCUSSION

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

David Biggar

N/A

Christopher Wray

March 3, 2017

Discussion regarding Land Acquisition and Permitting Requirements

Permit Process (Roads) – CW – Municipality would prefer Road Use Agreement for use of municipal roads as opposed to a permit.
As per above, Road Use Road Use Agreement for use of municipal roads is on hold until further information is available.
PIN 311700116 – DB – NextBridge is seeking a grant of easement for the small portion of transmission corridor on this property. DB
to send CW form of agreement for Municipality to review, along with compensation information. NextBridge is okay with covering
reasonable legal/review costs of Municipality. Execution of easement agreement will be subject to applicable governmental approvals
for the Project (i.e. Leave to Construct from Ontario Energy Board and Environmental Assessment Approval from MOECC). CW
agreed with this approach. Agreement approval will need to go to Council. CW does not anticipate any issues from Council on
agreement approval.
CONCLUSIONS Permits/Agreements
NextBridge and Municipality of Wawa to enter into Road Use Agreement for use/upgrades required on municipal roads.
NextBridge and Municipality of Wawa to enter into easement agreement for transmission line corridor on PIN 311700116.
ACTION ITEMS
Email PDF copy of Transmission Easement agreement to CW for Municipal
Review.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

David Biggar

March 10, 2017

East-West Tie Transmission Project – Municipal Land Requirements
FEBRUARY 6, 2017
TIME: 9:00AM EST
LOCATION: COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MINUTES
MEETING CALLED BY

Nadene Hunley

TYPE OF MEETING

Land/Permitting

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas
Haseeb Amirzada (Manager of Planning & Permitting, CanACRE)
David Biggar (Project Manager, CanACRE)
Paul Greenwood (CAO/Deputy Clerk/Treasurer, Municipality of Shuniah)
Craig Baumann (Manager of Operations, Municipality of Shuniah)
Nadene Hunley (Clerk/Manager of Planning, Municipality of Shuniah)

ATTENDEES

Late: None
Called-in: Ashley Ligas (Planner, CanACRE)
Regrets: Rebecca Loosley (Land Lead, NextBridge)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft Environmental Assessment, Open Houses and stakeholder
engagement, the Leave to Construct Application with the Ontario Energy Board, and the status of the land acquisition program for the
Project.
CONCLUSIONS Project Update Completed
All parties have been updated in regard to the status of the Project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

None.

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

Review of Directly Affected Properties and Preliminary Construction Access Plan

EWT1009 – DB – Municipality is considering industrial development on northern section of this property . PG inquired about power
usage/servicing for proposed industrial site. CanACRE confirmed that power would need to come from Hydro One distribution, no t
from EWT line. Property is accessed by MacGregor Rd., a road that is currently under agreement for use (non-exclusive) by
Technologic Timber for their operations. CB recommended that NextBridge consult with Technologic Timber regarding the use of this
road. DB indicated that discussions with this property owner for various land rights were already underway and CanACRE would
follow-up accordingly.
EWT1013 and EWT2002: no comments/concerns raised.
EWT1017 – DB – DB noted that property ownership on title is still in name of former property owner, not the Municipality. NH to look
into updating the title record for the property to the Municipality of Shuniah.
EWT1019 – DB – Property accessed via McKenzie Station Rd. or McKenzie Dr. NH noted potentially sensitive residents along road
regarding proposed development and construction. CB noted that the laydown area is located in a wet portion of the prope rty.
CanACRE indicated that the location of laydown areas, along with proposed access roads, are preliminary and subject to field
verification by the General Contractor.
EWT1167 – DB – Access to northwest (through MTO property, EWT1014), used by Bruno Contracting. The property currently hosts
the Municipality’s landfill site. CB indicated that there are permanent monit oring wells to the north of the existing Hydro One corridor

that may fall within the proposed EWT easement area. CB to provide UTM coordinates for wells to NextBridge to review. CB raised
general concerns regarding impact of construction on operations of l andfill facility, as well as groundwater in this area.
EWT2006 – NH - noted that property to be accessed by McKenzie Heights Rd.
EWT2063 – DB - confirmed that property is now impacted by proposed transmission line corridor due to recent minor route revision.
Worker Facility – NH – Inquired about worker camp. NH stated that there are hotels available as an alternative to worker camps . DB
noted that additional facility likely required and location subject to General Contractor’s review and requirements.
Municipally-owned roads proposed for use: MacGregor Rd., McKenzie Station Rd., McKenzie Dr., McKenzie Heights Rd. All roads
are subject to load restrictions and time-of-day usage.
CONCLUSIONS Affected Municipal Properties/Access Plan
Concerns/issues raised for some affected municipally-owned properties.
Access and construction plan preliminary, further information to be provided once available/following contractor due -diligence.
PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Follow-up with Technologic Timber regarding the use of MacGregor Rd. on
EWT1009 property.

ACTION ITEMS

David Biggar

March 3, 2017

Investigate owner name on title record for EWT1017 property.

Nadene Hunley

February 28, 2017

Provide UTM coordinates for wells on EWT1167 property for NextBridge to
review.

Craig Baumann

March 10, 2017

DISCUSSION

Discussion regarding Land Acquisition and Permitting Requirements

Grant of Easement – DB – NextBridge is seeking a grant of easement from the Municipality for land rights required on municipally
owned properties affected by proposed Project infrastructure. NextBridge to provide form of transmission easement agreement (for
proposed, permanent, transmission line corridor), fixed-term road use easement agreement (for proposed, temporary, access roads)
and ground lease agreement (for proposed, temporary, laydown yards) to the Municipality to review, along with compensation details.
NextBridge will cover all reasonable costs (i.e. legal) associated with the Municipality’s review of these agreements. DB noted that
offer of compensation will be consistent with its compensation principles for the Project, based on the fair market value of lands to be
taken. Unlike private property owners and similar with the land process adhered to with other government entities, NextBridge will not
be seeking an Option Agreement. Execution of easement agreements on all municipally-owned properties will be subject to
applicable governmental approvals.
Access Plan – CB – indicated that permits will be required for use of municipally-owned roads. Permits may include conditions,
including potential for security to protect Municipality from barring cost of any damages caused by heavy equipment haulage, etc. to
municipally-owned and maintained roads.

CONCLUSIONS Land Agreement/Permit Requirements
Land Agreement and Permit Requirements confirmed.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

David Biggar

March 17, 2017

Provide easement agreements to NH, including compensation information, for
Municipality to review.

East-West Tie Transmission Project – Municipal Land Requirements
FEBRUARY 7, 2017
TIME: 10:00AM EST LOCATION: NIPIGON COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MINUTES
MEETING CALLED BY

David Biggar

TYPE OF MEETING

Land/Permitting

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas

ATTENDEES

Haseeb Amirzada (Manager of Planning & Permitting, CanACRE)
David Biggar (Project Manager, CanACRE)
Rebecca Loosley (Land Lead, NextBridge)
Lindsay Mannila (CAO, Township of Nipigon)
Kelly Paakkunainan (Deputy Clerk/By-Law Officer, Township of Nipigon)
Geoff Aitken (Public Works, Township of Nipigon)
Late: None
Called-in: Ashley Ligas (Planner, CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft Environmental Assessment, Open Houses and stakeholder
engagement, the Leave to Construct Application with the Ontario Energy Board, and the status of the land acquisition program for the
Project.
CONCLUSIONS Project Update Completed
All parties have been updated in regard to the status of the Project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

None.

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

Review of Directly Affected Properties and Preliminary Construction Access Plan

Access Plan – RL – Access Plan is preliminary and is subject to change based on field verification. The General Contractor will have
a large say in where the worker camps, laydown areas and access roads will be located.
Township Road Use – DB - Golf course Rd, Maatas Rd. Scope of improvements required to be determined closer to construction.
EWT6028 - LM – This property is maintained by tenants who use the property for a Golf Club and Ski Club, respectively. The
Township owns the property and the tenants have lease rights. RL indicated that NextBridge has been in touch previously with the
tenants of these properties. RL to provide point-of-contacts from previous correspondence to LM to verify point-of-contacts are
correct. KP noted that the proposed temporary access road on the property may intersect with one of the Ski Club’s trails. LM to
provide a map of Ski Club’s trails on the property and in the general area for Nextbridge to review. NextBridge to coordinate meeting
with Ski Club, Golf Club, to review proposed plans in the vicinity of this property and discuss any concerns that the tenants may have.
EWT6141, EWT6142 – LM – Inquired as to why an access road was required on these properties. HA indicated that the road was
likely proposed in that location to avoid a wetland to the north.
All affected properties – LM – Indicated that Township will have general environmental concerns and want to review environmental
information (i.e. water crossings) for each affected Township-owned property. KP noted that the Township would like to see affected
properties overlaid with MNRF’s natural heritage squares/information. RL indicated that this information should be in the dra ft EA and
can be provided, if required. LM indicated that Town staff can submit environmental comments to NextBridge .

CONCLUSIONS Affected Township Properties/Access Plan
Access Plan preliminary, further information to be provided once available.
Township will have general environmental concerns for all affected properties.
NextBridge to consult further with Ski Club and Golf Club.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Confirm point-of-contact for Ski Club and Golf Club with Township.

Rebecca Loosley

March 3, 2017

Provide map of Ski Club trails to NextBridge.

Lindsay Mannila

March 10, 2017

Coordinate meeting with Ski Club, Golf Club.

David Biggar

March 17, 2017

Submit environmental comments on draft EA/affected Township properties.

Lindsay Mannila

February 28, 2017/
TBD.

DISCUSSION

Discussion regarding Land Acquisition and Permitting Requirements

Land Agreements – DB – Indicated that NextBridge is seeking a grant of easement from the Municipality for lan d rights required on
Township-owned properties affected by proposed Project infrastructure. NextBridge to provide transmission easement agreement (for
proposed, permanent, transmission line corridor), and fixed-term road use easement agreement (for proposed, temporary, access
roads) to the Township to review, including compensation details. NextBridge will cover all reasonable costs (i.e. legal) associated
with the Township’s review. NextBridge will offer compensation to the Township consistent with its compensation principles for the
Project, which is based on the fair market value of lands to be taken. Agreement execution will be subject to applicable governmental
approvals (i.e. Ontario Energy Board Leave to Construct Approval).
Permits – DB – Proposed Project is under the authority of the Electricity Act, and as such is not subject to Planning Act approvals.
CONCLUSIONS Land Agreement/Permit Requirements
Land agreement and permit requirements confirmed.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Provide easement agreements and compensation information to Township.

David Biggar

March 17, 2017

East-West Tie Transmission Project – Project Update
LOCATION: COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
FEBRUARY 7, 2017
TIME: 2:00PM – 3:00PM
MINUTES
SCHREIBER MUNICIPAL.COMPLEX
MEETING CALLED BY

David Biggar

TYPE OF MEETING

Municipal

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas
David Biggar (Project Manager, CanACRE)
Haseeb Amirzada (Manager of Planning & Permitting, CanACRE)
Don McArthur (CAO/Clerk, Township of Schreiber)

ATTENDEES

Late: N/A
Called-in: Ashley Ligas (Planner, CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft Environmental Assessment, Open Houses and stakeholder
engagement, the Leave to Construct Application with the Ontario Energy Board, and the status of the land acquisition program for the
Project.
CONCLUSIONS Project Update Completed
All parties have been updated in regard to the Project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

None.

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

Review of Preliminary Construction Access Plan

Access Plan – DB – NextBridge is currently proposing to use Peary St. north from Highway 17 to access the proposed transmission
line (which is north of the Township boundary). The Access Plan is preliminary and subject to field verification by the construction
contractor, who will be selected later in 2017. As such, the scope of proposed use and any upgrades that may be required on this
road is still to be determined.
Peary St. – DM – A large portion of this road is passable and in good condition. The Township maintains this road and the road is
already used to access a variety of existing uses. There are no foreseeable issues with NextBridge using this road at this time. The
access road continues on as a trail north of Township property (towards proposed transmission line) and we are unsure of status of
road in this area. HA indicated that CanACRE will follow-up with the MNRF in regard to that section of road.
CONCLUSIONS Access Plan
Township currently has no issues with using Peary St.
NextBridge to provide further details regarding scope of Township road use, once available.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Confirm status of trail north of Peary St. with MNRF

Haseeb Amirzada

March 31, 2017

DISCUSSION

Land and Permitting Requirements

Access Plan – DB – Confirmation of any permits required from Township to be determined once access plan is field verified.
EWT7505 – DM – The Township has available industrial land that could be used as an alternative site for construction staging and/or
Project storage needs. The land is in close proximity to the Town, as well as the proposed transmission line. DB noted that they

would pass this information along to NextBridge to review and consider and report back to DM. If an acceptable site, a simple
Ground Lease agreement could be pursued between NextBridge and the Township for use of these lands.

CONCLUSIONS Permits/Agreements
Any permits for road use to be determined.
EWT7505 property available as alternative site for construction staging and/or storage needs.
ACTION ITEMS
Review EWT7505 property with NextBridge to determine suitability for
construction requirements and report back to DM.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

David Biggar

March 31, 2017

East-West Tie Transmission Project – Project Update
LOCATION: COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
FEBRUARY 7, 2017
TIME: 3:15PM-4:00PM
MINUTES
TOWNSHIP OF TERRACE BAY
MEETING CALLED BY

David Biggar

TYPE OF MEETING

Municipal

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas
David Biggar (Project Manager, CanACRE)
Haseeb Amirzada (Manager of Planning & Permitting, CanACRE)
Dean Main (Community Development Supervisor, Terrace Bay)
Jonathan Hall (CAO/Clerk, Terrace Bay)

ATTENDEES
Late: N/A
Called-in: Ashley Ligas (Planner, CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft Environmental Assessment, Open Houses and stakeholder
engagement, the Leave to Construct Application with the Ontario Energy Board, and the status of the land acquisition program for the
Project.
CONCLUSIONS Project Update Completed
All parties have been updated in regard to the Project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

None.

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

Review of Preliminary Construction Access Plan/Worker Camp/Storage and Laydown Areas

Access plan and locations of worker camp/laydown yard within Township boundary – DB - preliminary and subject to field verification
by the construction contractor, who will be selected later in 2017. Current plan shows use of Mi ll Rd. and Airport access road, which
are Township owned and maintained roads.
Township Airport – JH and DM – no longer in use with the exception of a helicopter pad used periodically and for “drag racing” on the
August long weekend. Township interested in economic benefit of the Project. Township airport available for use for either a worker
camp or construction staging/storage area. Site has fuel storage and is in close proximity to the center of Town, as well as the
proposed transmission line. DB noted that they would pass this information along to NextBridge to review and consider and report
back to the Township. If an acceptable site, a simple Ground Lease agreement could be pursued between NextBridge and the
Township for use of these lands.

CONCLUSIONS Worker Camp/Storage Yard/Laydown Yard
Township airport available as an alternative site for a worker camp and/or construction staging and storage needs.
ACTION ITEMS
Review Township airport property with NextBridge to determine suitability for
construction requirements and report back to Township.

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

David Biggar

March 31, 2017

East-West Tie Transmission Project – Municipal Land Requirements
FEBRUARY 8, 2017
TIME: 10:00AM-11:00AM LOCATION: TOWN OF MARATHON OFFICE
MINUTES
MEETING CALLED BY

David Biggar

TYPE OF MEETING

Land/Permitting

FACILITATOR

David Biggar

NOTE TAKER

Ashley Ligas
Haseeb Amirzada (Manager of Planning & Permitting, CanACRE)
David Biggar (Project Manager, CanACRE)
Daryl Skworchinski (CAO/Clerk, Town of Marathon)
Rick Kerster (Building/Operations, Town of Marathon)

ATTENDEES
Late: N/A
Called-in: Ashley Ligas (Planner, CanACRE)

Agenda Topics
DISCUSSION

Brief Project Update

Update – DB – An update was given on the Project in regard to the Draft Environmental Assessment, Open Houses and stakeholder
engagement, the Leave to Construct Application with the Ontario Energy Board, and the status of the land acquisition program for the
Project.
CONCLUSIONS Project Update Completed
All parties have been updated in regard to the Project.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

None.

N/A

N/A

DISCUSSION

Review of Directly Affected Properties and Preliminary Construction Access Plan

List of Affected Town Properties – DB – List was reviewed, corresponded with Project reference map provided. DB noted
Angler Mining Company lands as primary properties in Town’s ownership. DS indicated that title/ownership is in process of being
transferred to Town.
EWT8011 – DB – Minor route revision under review, this property could not be required. Cultural heritage assessment identified POW
camp on the lands. The POW location is located at the south end of the parcel. The former location of the camp will be avoided by
proposed Project infrastructure. DB noted that final routing and affected Town properties in this area to be confirmed shortly.
EWT8025 – DB – property is affected by proposed temporary access road. Property is in close proximity to a corner/dead -end
structure and thus NextBridge may also require some additional temporary construction rights to allow for pulling of conductors on
this property.
Access Plan – DB – proposed access roads are preliminary and subject to contractor field verification. Cu rrently there are no Town
owned and maintained roads proposed to be used by NextBridge.
Laydown Yard/Storage Yard – RK – Laydown Yard over-top of mining access road/trail. DB indicated that Laydown Yard would not
obstruct/avoid overlap with existing road. RK indicated that area to north of proposed laydown yard is Town’s gravel pit (not active,
used for storage). Area is clear and could be used by NextBridge for storage. RK noted he would check with their operations
department on availability and if there would be any restrictions for use (i.e. aggregate permit with Crown).

Worker Camp – DS – Recommended that NextBridge review former school site off-of Stevens Avenue as a potential alternative to
current proposed worker camp location. The site has been rezoned Residential Multiple-2, is flat/cleared/fenced and has access to
Town services. Current location of worker camp (off-of Peninsula Rd.) not serviceable by Town.
CONCLUSIONS Affected Township Properties/Preliminary Construction Plan
Town-owned properties affected by proposed Project infrastructure were reviewed and confirmed.
Currently no Town roads are proposed to be used for access.
Alternative locations for worker camp/storage yard are to be reviewed further.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

DEADLINE

Follow-up with RK on status of Town’s gravel pit off-of Peninsula Rd.

Haseeb Amirzada

March 10, 2017

Review Stevens Ave. location with NextBridge for worker camp suitability and
report back to Town.

David Biggar

March 31, 2017

DISCUSSION

Land Agreements and Permitting Requirements

Grant of Easement – DB – NextBridge is seeking a grant of easement from the Town for land rights required on Town owned
properties affected by proposed Project infrastructure. NextBridge to provide form of transmission easement agreement (for
proposed, permanent, transmission line corridor), fixed-term road use easement agreement (for proposed, temporary, access roads)
and ground lease agreement (for proposed, temporary, laydown yards) to the Town to review, along with compensation details.
NextBridge will cover all reasonable costs (i.e. legal) associated with the Town’s review of these agreements. DB noted that offer of
compensation will be consistent with the compensation principles for the Project, based on the fair market value of lands to be taken.
Agreement execution will be subject to applicable governmental approvals (i.e. Ontario Energy Board Leave to Construct Approval).
Worker Camp – RK – Site Plan Control will be applicable.
CONCLUSIONS Agreements/Permits
Land Agreement and Permit Requirements confirmed.
ACTION ITEMS

PERSON RESPONSIBLE

Provide easement agreements to DS, including compensation information, for
David Biggar
Town to review.

DEADLINE
March 24, 2017

OTHER STAKEHOLDERS AND
INTEREST GROUPS

East-West Tie Transmission Project
THUNDER BAY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE/NWO ASSOCIATED CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Tuesday, April 22, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:30 a.m.

LOCATION:

200 Syndicate Avenue South, Thunder Bay

PRESENT:

Charla Robinson – President, Thunder Bay Chamber of Commerce
Nathan Lawrence – President, NWO Associated Chambers of Commerce
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
Sari outlined the reports that have been gathered to date as part of the socio-economic
program and our understanding of the current economic environment in the region. Sari
asked if there are other reports or studies that we need to be aware of. Charla and Nathan
expressed that the reports discussed are generally reflective of the work done to date (with
the addition of information identified in 4.1 below).
Charla noted that NextBridge attended a luncheon with members of the Thunder Bay
Chamber of Commerce in November 2013, which gave members an opportunity to learn
about the Project and ask preliminary questions.
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4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Local labour market and skills

Dillon to review the
report identified.

Charla identified that labour market studies have been recently developed by the North
Superior Workforce Planning Board. These reports include details regarding existing
labour market and future labour market demands that include a range of industries in the
region. Dillon should review the reports and follow up with the North Superior
Workforce Planning Board to better understand the local labour market.
4.2. Local and regional economic development initiatives
There is a strong interest among the mining community for the transmission line to be
online coinciding with mining activities. The potential for a labour pool shortage in the
event that mines and the transmission line are being constructed concurrently was
discussed.
4.3. Potential impact on local and regional business

NextBridge to
communicate
procurement policies
once developed.

It was noted that local suppliers will be very interested in the economic benefits of the
Project. They will likely want to know how NextBridge intends to contract out labour for
the construction of the line and understand policies around procurement of supplies and
services (i.e., using local materials and labour pool). Michelle indicated that NextBridge
is in the process of determining these details and would be happy to provide an update
once policies are established.
Charla noted that Prosperity Northwest, which is a tradeshow held in September, would
be a great opportunity for NextBridge to connect with local suppliers and businesses. Sari
asked if the Chambers of Commerce can supply us with a list of businesses in the event
that NextBridge needs this information sooner than September. Nathan expressed that the
membership database is available online.
Sari asked if the Chambers foresee other impacts on residents or businesses along the
route. Nathan expressed that there may be some potential concern regarding property
value impacts among residents residing on Lakeshore, and noted that there are areas of
prime real estate for cottaging and executive homes (e.g., Loon Lake, Lakeshore Drive
and Haugen Road).

Engineering to
provide basic
construction details
(i.e., materials).

Charla noted that the structural integrity of the towers is a concern among local residents
and businesses. She asked about the materials that would be used to construct the towers.
As the area tends to experience inclement weather, the towers would need to be strong
enough to withstand ice storms, etc. Michelle indicated that the transmission line will be
engineered and constructed in accordance with applicable safety and reliability standards.
4.4. Data availability
Sari expressed that there is limited information regarding agricultural land and agricultural
uses along the line. Charla expressed that there are no known agricultural operations in
the Project study area within their jurisdiction (although some exist to the west of Thunder
Bay).
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Sari asked if there are any anticipated visual landscape impacts along the line. Charla and
Nathan noted that because the proposed line will generally parallel the existing line, they
do not foresee impacts to visual landscapes.
Sari asked about local mills and other wood processing plants. Charla answered that
future meetings with the forestry companies would identify the other businesses that they
work with in their supply chain. However, she is aware that Buchanan may be interested
in receiving lumber from clear cut areas.

5. OTHER BUSINESS
Charla expressed concern regarding inclement weather and natural disasters, which in the
past, have resulted in power loss. Michelle responded that the proposed transmission line
will be designed in accordance with appropriate technical standards (e.g., respecting all
NERC, NPCC and IESO reliability standards).
Charla asked Dillon to highlight feedback from Aboriginal communities. Michelle
explained that although she is not directly involved, NextBridge’s Aboriginal team has
been out meeting with communities since last fall. Feedback has generally been positive
and the Aboriginal team is in the process of working out agreements with First Nation and
Métis communities.
Nathan 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 resource use, including but not limited to hunting and gathering activities, significant
cultural landscapes, burial grounds, and presentation of sensitive information.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MARATHON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION/CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Thursday, April 24, 2014

TIME:

10:00 – 11:30 a.m.

LOCATION:

4 Hemlo Drive, Marathon

PRESENT:

Bob Hancherow –
Lonna Beaulieu –
Sari Liem –
Michelle McCarthy –

General Manager, Economic Development Corporation
Director, Marathon Chamber of Commerce
Coordinator, Economic Development Corporation
Secretary, Marathon Chamber of Commerce
Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and schedule, and the
socio-economic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
Bob recognized the importance of the Project for northern Ontario. He noted that there
are 12-15 mining projects anticipated to move forward over the next five years that will be
depending upon reliable power supply, which the Project will assist in providing. In
addition, it was noted that the transmission line is an enabler for local and regional
renewable energy projects to connect to the electricity grid as the Project will provide
additional capacity.
Marathon staff also noted that the municipality is interested in being involved in the Large
Renewable Procurement Program and recently had to release a significant amount of
agency funding based on the lack of capacity to support a 25 MW wind project (“no area
capability”). As such, it was recognized that this Project is particularly critical for
Marathon to re-establish potential for renewable energy projects.
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Bob inquired about whether the Project is guaranteed approval and the anticipated timing
of construction. Michelle outlined timelines associated with the EA process and noted that
NextBridge intends to submit the Leave to Construct application to the Ontario Energy
Board (OEB) concurrently with the EA. The OEB will review that application in
accordance with their mandate and make a final determination regarding the construction
of the line (conditional upon EA approval).
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Local labour market and skills
Bob noted the challenges of attracting youth, women and Aboriginal people to the mining
industry. The Marathon EDC is working with a number of partners (e.g., Superior North
Community Futures) to develop a training program to attract labour to the area. He noted
that the required skillsets are changing and that there is a need for people with
technological skills and business analytics. He noted that other regional economic
development projects may compete for labour (are outlined below).
4.2. Local and regional economic development initiatives

NextBridge to work
with Marathon EDC
to establish storage
areas for timber in
this area.
Dillon to review the
socio-economic info
in the Stillwater EIS.

There is a strong interest within Marathon in the proposed transmission line. The
municipality has a potential project with Biofine Technology to develop a biomass
gasification plant that will develop biochar (a coal replacement material). This plant
would be located in Marathon and potentially be managed by a local organizational group.
Such a plant would lead to significant economic opportunities not only for Marathon, but
also for the northwestern Ontario region. Financing and approval for the project is
underway with an anticipated operation date of 2017. As such, the timing for the EastWest Tie would coincide well with this project if land clearing starts in 2016. The
municipality understands that for Crown forests, the Sustainable Forest Licence holders
will have first right of refusal for any cleared timber. However, the municipality would
likely be interested in any residual wood and timber to be used in the future
biogasification plant. Prior to construction, the Marathon EDC would like to work with
NextBridge to establish storage areas where remnant wood can be stored.
Bob expressed that the Stillwater Mining Company had filed an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Platinum Group Metals-Copper project. This report provided a very
detailed review of the socio-economic environment in the area, which could be of benefit
to the NextBridge team. Bob informed Dillon that Stillwater’s EA is currently on hold,
enabling them to explore a much wider area than the original study area. He noted that
Stillwater would be very interested in the East-West Tie Project to provide critically
needed electricity. Bob also indicated that the General Manager of the gold mine
provided a presentation at the Marathon and District Chamber of Commerce annual
dinner. Further, he mentioned that Barrack has been an excellent corporate citizen and
has kept the Town very involved in their planning process.
Bob noted that both the biomass gasification plant and the Stillwater project will require a
combined total of about 450 jobs. There could be a shortage of skilled labour in the area
if both projects were to move forward concurrently. This could be exacerbated by a
limited housing supply in Marathon. Though Stillwater has bought three hotels in
Marathon, there could still be a housing shortage, which affects the Town’s ability to
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attract labour and permanent residents. Marathon currently has about 100 hotel rooms to
offer.

Lonna to provide a
link to these videos
once available.

It was also noted that the Town of Marathon has worked with the North Superior
Workforce Planning Board and Superior North Community Futures Development
Corporation to develop promotional videos intended to: a) promote economic
development in Marathon; and b) attract females, youth and Aboriginal peoples to mining
sector jobs in the Marathon area. These videos are expected to be officially released May
6.
4.3. Potential impact on local and regional business
Bob noted that local suppliers will be very interested in the economic benefits of the
Project. They would like Marathon to maximize the economic benefits that would emerge
from the Project, while minimizing negative impacts. Positive economic benefits would
include increased revenue for local retailers during construction for supplies and services,
as well as long term economic benefits from downstream industrial development
(benefitting from the electrical capacity). Bob indicated that he will provide contact
information for any and all businesses (such as Marathon Rentals, Marathon Motor Sports
and Marine, Superior Safety, etc.) which would be able to service the field work and
construction programs.

EDC staff to
indicate where along
the line this potential
new business is
located.

Sari asked if the EDC would foresee other impacts on residents or businesses along the
route. Bob expressed that NextBridge would need to be mindful of impacts to local
mining prospectors along the right-of-way (ROW). The municipality also noted a
potential business that may be affected by the proposed line. A proponent is currently
looking at a Dimension Stone Granite Quarry in the area, and is currently in the process of
taking samples and doing an assessment. Bob can provide contact information to the
NextBridge team if necessary.

Bob to provide
Dillon with a contact
for the snowmobile
and ATV clubs.

NextBridge would also need to be mindful of adverse impacts to current and potential
snowmobile trails and ATV trails. He suggested that Dillon meet with the snowmobile
club (Gord Lindfield) and the ATV club. The ATV club is a new organization that is
currently under development.
Sari asked if there are viewsheds that could be potentially impacted on the ROW. Bob
informed us that there are a lot of cultural amenities within Marathon that are of value,
including hiking trails, Prisoner of War camps, Group of Seven lookout points (Neys
Provincial Park), and the TransCanada Trail. There are also waterway trails that
transverse through the ROW. He would like NextBridge to work with the Town of
Marathon to protect cultural viewsheds and to enhance access along the Hydro One ROW
for recreational users and tourists to access the viewsheds.
Marathon is also interested in working with NextBridge to develop alternative
complementary uses along the ROW (e.g. non-timber cultivation such as growing hemp
or switch grass). It was also noted that staging areas can be explored in the Marathon
area.
4.4. Data availability
Dillon has obtained available socio-economic information from the Town’s website. Bob
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provided an updated hard copy of the community profile and Lonna then provided this
electronically. No further information sources were identified.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Bob informed Dillon that Marathon has a registered airport that is operational, although
not a certified airport (chartered and medical flights only). The airport includes a helipad
and helicopter that is available for charter, should NextBridge be interested.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
Nature and Outdoor Tourism Ontario (NOTO)
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Tuesday, April 29, 2014

TIME:

1:00 – 2:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

386 Algonguin Avenue, North Bay

PRESENT:

Laurie Marcil – Executive Director, NOTO
Andre Dukhia – Tourism Development Specialist, NOTO
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process, and the socio-economic
impact assessment program currently being undertaken. Laurie noted that tour operators
and outfitters would have an interest in seeing the Project completed by the spring of 2014
prior to the spring bear hunt, which takes place in May and June.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Interests Related to Tourism and Recreation
Sari outlined the socio-economic program and the data that has been collected to date,
including the list of tourism and outdoor recreation related values and features. Laurie
provided Sari with a list of Tourism Values that the Project team should consider as part
of the socio-economic program. She explained the importance of capturing these interests
and features within the study area as part of the visual impact analysis and impact
assessment for recreational uses and users. The Tourism Values include a comprehensive
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range of considerations that includes 25 different features. Sari noted that the team had
collected some of these features from Geographic Information Systems data and through
reports developed by the Forestry Management Units. However, Sari recognized that
more information still needs to be collected in relation to these Tourism Values. Laurie
responded that NOTO can assist NextBridge and Dillon identifying tourism values,
businesses and recreation and fly-in corridors that may be impacted by the Project.
4.2. Potential impact on local and regional tourism, tour operators, and the
hunting and fishing industries
Participants also reviewed the detailed maps that illustrate the reference route. Laurie and
Andre noted that tour operators have an interest in protecting the level of remoteness
surrounding their business and operations. The impacts on recreational uses and tour
operators in northern Ontario may be much wider than the Project study area as
construction related noise will be amplified in remote locations.
Dillon to send to
NOTO list of
identified
organizations within
the study area
related to tourism
and recreation.
Dillon to send to
NOTO a map of the
reference route, with
the Wildlife
Management Unit
boundary overlay.

Sari explained that the assessment program includes consultation with potentially affected
businesses, and recreational users, and tourism and recreational related businesses. She
noted that Dillon had developed a preliminary list of organizations and businesses within
the study area. NOTO added that their database includes a comprehensive list of tour
operators and organizations and businesses related to hunting and fishing. NOTO
suggested that Dillon send them our preliminary list of organizations and tour outfitters as
well as the map of the study area (with wildlife management unit boundary overlay). This
would enable NOTO to review the study area in depth and identify businesses that should
be consulted, and Tourism Values that are located within the study area. Laurie added that
it would be very difficult for Dillon to receive feedback from tour operators and other
recreational organizations because of the time of year. Recreational and tourism related
businesses are preparing for their summer season and will be difficult to coordinate
meetings. NOTO suggested that Dillon prepare a package that includes information about
the Project as well as a survey questionnaire that NOTO can send to the member and nonmember organizations. Laurie added that they have provided similar to support for other
Environmental Assessment processes and that organizations on average respond within a
few weeks. This approach would be most effective in receiving feedback about any
potential impacts associated with the Project.
4.3. Data availability

Dillon to review the
reports identified by
NOTO.

Sari asked Laurie to suggest reports that would provide an understanding of the economic
value of outdoor recreation and tourism in the study area. Laurie noted that there are a
range of reports available on the NOTO website that Dillon should review, that addresses:
motorcycle touring, hunting, fisheries, snowmobiling, and other resource-based tourism
activities.

5. OTHER BUSINESS
Dillon to liaise with
NextBridge
regarding the

NOTO would like to receive mapping for the entire study area, as well as panel insets
throughout the line, showing the Wildlife Management Unit boundaries. NOTO has a full
list of tourism values and tour operators, outposts, outfitters etc. NOTO’s database
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development of an
information
package, including a
survey questionnaire
for tourism and
recreational related
businesses.

includes member organizations and non-member organizations.

NextBridge to
communicate with
NOTO regarding
outreach
coordination and
support.

While NOTO will assist in outreach of its member organizations and coordinating with
them the identification of Tourism Values, outreach will be needed for non-member
organizations.
NOTO would like to know if NextBridge can provide financial support for NOTO to
reach out to its members and non-members. NOTO has a list of all the tour operators
within the regional area who are non-members. NOTO would assist NextBridge in
seeking feedback on NextBridge’s behalf for both members and non-members. Sari
responded that she will take this request back to NextBridge for their consideration. Sari
also asked that NOTO provide a detailed list of the tasks that they can provide and the
amount of financial support requested.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge

-3-

East-West Tie Transmission Project
NORTHERNWESTERN ONTARIO MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION/
THUNDER BAY COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Wednesday, May 7, 2014

TIME:

3:00 p.m. – 4:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

McNaughten Room, 3rd Floor Thunder Bay City Hall (500 Donald Street East)

PRESENT:

Kristin Oliver – Executive Director, Northwestern Ontario Municipal Association
Iain Angus – Co-Chair of Energy Task Force/Councillor, Thunder Bay, Northwestern
Ontario Municipal Association
John Mason – Project Manager, Mining Services, Thunder Bay Community Economic
Development Commission
Larry Hebert – Co-Chair of Energy Task Force/Councillor, Thunder Bay, Northwestern
Ontario Municipal Association
Justin Scott – Intern, Mining Services, Thunder Bay Community Economic Development
Commission
Rod Bosch – Energy Task Force
Armand Giguere – Councillor, Greenstone
Levina Collins – Councillor, Nipigon
Sari Liem – Planner, Socioeconomic Team, Dillon
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and schedule, and the
socio-economic impact assessment program currently being undertaken. Sari outlined the
purpose of the meeting, which is to receive information about local and regional economic
development, municipal initiatives and tourism activities, and to gain local perspective
regarding any potential effects that the Reference Route may have. This information
provides the Environment Team with an understanding of how the Project aligns with
local socio-economic conditions. Sari also noted that a number of reports have been
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reviewed and circulated this list to participants for feedback regarding any additional
documentation that should be included.
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. General Discussion regarding the Project
Iain inquired about the potential delay of the Terms of Reference approval as a result of
the provincial election. Michelle indicated that a delayed decision on the Terms of
Reference is expected, however, the length of delay is unknown. Iain noted that in his
experience, this could result in a 3 to 6 month hiatus.
The status of discussions between NextBridge and First Nation communities was
questioned, specifically regarding potential equity positions. Michelle noted that
NextBridge’s Aboriginal Relations Team is in conversation with First Nation and Métis
communities with interest in the Project and recognized that there were certain
communities that participated in the competitive bid process. These conversations are
ongoing.
Larry inquired about the location of Métis interest along the Reference Route. Michelle
recognized that Métis communities typically do not have Reserve lands in the way that
First Nation communities do, however, they do have land rights (e.g., traditional harvest
areas) and the Aboriginal Relations Team is consulting directly with Métis
representatives, including the Métis Nation of Ontario.
John asked whether the opportunity for public input was still open. Michelle responded
that the formal public comment period on the Terms of Reference ended on March 30,
however, input on the Project is encouraged at any time. The Ministry of Environment
(MOE) is currently reviewing the Terms of Reference document (i.e., the 12 week
review). These meetings are being held to understand the regional socio-economic
environment, including municipal, regulatory, tourism and industry interests.
John noted that, with regard to legal and practical implications of the Project, the mining
industry will want to understand general constraints and opportunities associated with the
Project and whether the Project will impact access to their claims. Michelle indicated that
NextBridge will be arranging meetings with industry representatives over the summer,
including mining claim holders, and is considering the idea of a broad stakeholder session
to kick-off these conversations. John indicated that this would be a good approach. It
was also noted that this will involve communication across NextBridge teams (e.g.,
Environment, Lands, and Stakeholder Relations).
Larry inquired about who will ultimately own the right-of-way (ROW). Michelle
indicated that NextBridge will own and operate the line and land tenure for the ROW is
expected to be obtained from private landowners and the Crown. It was recognized that
this would be a similar situation to that of the existing East-West Tie, which is owned and
operated by Hydro One.

NextBridge to
confirm whether
municipal taxation
applies to the ROW.

Potential for taxation of the ROW in areas within municipal boundaries was discussed.
Rod indicated that Hydro One provides “payment-in-lieu” of taxes to the municipality on
an annual basis. Similarly, it was suggested that the potential for payments-in-lieu to
municipalities that are just outside of the Project study area should be entertained by
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NextBridge.
Representatives from the Energy Task Force indicated that the provincial perspective on
energy generation/transmission in the region is that the expansion of the East-West Tie
can be built $400M cheaper than keeping the Thunder Bay Generation Station
operational.
Weather conditions
With respect to local weather conditions, participants indicated that NextBridge needs to
understand the potential implications that this could have when designing the line. It was
also noted that power outages are fairly typical in the northwest (e.g., the 115 kV line in
Schreiber went down for 16 days in 2009). Iain mentioned that a federal Transportation
Safety Report was prepared and released to address local weather conditions in an area
referred to as the “Wawa Triangle,” which tracked airplane accidents. It was also
questioned whether the EA will include a focused analysis of the intense weather
conditions experienced in the region. Michelle responded that the proposed transmission
line will be designed in accordance with appropriate technical standards (e.g., respecting
all NERC, NPCC and IESO reliability standards). Alternative designs will also be
addressed in the EA. The development of an additional line improves the current
condition and reliance solely on the existing East-West Tie in the event of extreme
weather activities in the area.
It was recognized that the intent is to generally parallel the existing Hydro One line;
consequently, any ice storm will hit both lines. Representatives from the Energy Task
Force indicated concern about the location and reliability of the anchor towers NextBridge
was proposing previously (every 5 km). The anchoring of towers was mentioned and it
was noted that guy wire on four corners of a tower may not be cheap.

NextBridge to
determine the need
to arrange a meeting
with the Energy
Task Force.

The opportunity for intervention requesting detailed research of regional weather
conditions was raised. Michelle indicated that comments on the Project have been sought
through the Terms of Reference stage and will continue to be sought throughout the EA.
The MOE is currently reviewing the Terms of Reference, and while that document did not
explicitly include a plan for detailed assessment of whether conditions, NextBridge is
required to respect Provincial reliability standards in designing the line. If there are
concerns regarding the design of the line in a specific area, perhaps there is benefit in
arranging a meeting between NextBridge and local experts, such as members of the
Energy Task Force to gain further local perspective.
Opportunity for Connection
Levina and Armand asked why Alternative Routes to Greenstone have not been
entertained. Michelle indicated that the Project is intended to generally parallel the
existing East-West Tie and that the Alternative Routes identified thus far are to avoid
federal lands (two First Nation Reserves and Pukaskwa National Park). It was noted that
there is concern about Greenstone not being included on the map.
It was noted that the North of Dryden Plan will include the Kama Bay connection as one
of the options to serve the Ring of Fire. This connection could be beneficial as it supports
long-term capacity, however, it is not currently being considered by the Ontario Power
Authority. It was also noted that Kama Bay is part of the Little Jack Fish proposal that
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would have a new connection to the north and west of Jellicoe.
Access
It was asked what percentage of towers will be brought in via road versus helicopter and
whether this affects mining claims, forests, and access. Michelle noted that the Reference
Route and Alternative Routes have been flown by various teams to better understand the
terrain, topography, access, etc. She also indicated that where access exists and
NextBridge is authorized to use it, ground transportation would be used. However, in
areas where there are no access roads or NextBridge is not authorized to use the roads, the
towers will likely be flown in. Due to the terrain in the region, a significant portion of the
line may need to be flown in. The Energy Task Force offered to meet with NextBridge to
discuss engineering, access, topography issues, etc.
4.2. Potential impact on local and regional business
Larry asked whether the Project includes upgrades to existing for Lakehead and Wawa
transformer stations. Michelle indicated that NextBridge is responsible for bringing the
line to the fence and Hydro One will be conducting the necessary upgrades to the
transformer stations. It was noted that there is a need for NextBridge and the Province to
understand impacts if industries intend to connect to the line (e.g., how is future
opportunity going to be built in?).
Greenstone is concerned that it is at the “end of the tail” and there is not enough attention
being paid to provide them an alternative supply. In the scenario that Premier Gold wants
to build two open pit mines in Greenstone, the highway needs to be moved and the 80
MW load cannot be accommodated. The concern was raised that energy allowance is
needed for the future; otherwise, this results in a significant constraint to future economic
development opportunities in the region. It was also noted that there are two idle
sawmills in Greenstone that no longer have capacity.
It was also noted that TransCanada’s proposal to convert the pipeline from natural gas to
crude oil requires a 10 MW pumping station every 80 km, which will also impact the
supply in the area.
4.3. Privatization of Transmission Assets

NextBridge to
provide additional
information
regarding
privatization,
transmitter
responsibilities, and
consumer cost rates
through future
consultation
activities.

There was discussion about privatization of power in Ontario and how this will impact the
roles and responsibilities of the OPA and other transmitters in the planning process. Some
questions included: Will NextBridge become a regional transmitter? Will they put it out
for bid? Who will win? After construction, who triggers it? When is a report required,
who will they get to do it?
Some participants noted concerns regarding this as the first “public/private transmission
asset” entity. Questions were also raised, in recognition that NextBridge would need to
respond as opposed to their consultants (e.g., How will NextBridge be charged? How do
the consumers determine who gets charged?).
4.4. Data availability
As noted above, Sari circulated the list of studies and reports obtained as part of the socio-4-
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economic impact assessment program thus far for participants to comment on. The only
report in addition to those listed that was mentioned was the Transport Canada safety
report regarding weather conditions in the “Wawa triangle.” The North of Dryden Plan
was also mentioned as a report that NextBridge/Dillon should review (as it relates to this
Project).
5. OTHER BUSINESS
It was confirmed that the Energy Task Force is supportive of the proposed expansion of
the East-West Tie. However, in the opinion of representatives in attendance, the existing
East-West Tie together with the new East-West Tie does not provide enough electrical
transmission capacity to meet the long-term needs of the northwest.
The additional cost of following the Alternative Route around Pukaskwa National Park
was noted and participants questioned the practicality of this approach.

Dillon to send Rod
Bosch requested
inset maps.

Rod noted interest in speaking to Aboriginal Relations Team regarding consultation.
Levina noted that Nipigon supports the Northwestern Ontario Municipal Association’s
position with respect to regional interests.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Line Project
NORTH SUPERIOR WORKFORCE PLANNING BOARD
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Wednesday, August 6, 2014

TIME:

12:30 – 1:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call 1-866-542-9023 – Access Code: 290 2966 (8730)

PRESENT:

Madge Richardson – Executive Director, NSWPB
Frank Pullia – Co-Chair, NSWPB
Jason Thompson – Business Representative, NSWPB
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Rey Shen – Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and schedule, and the
socio-economic impact assessment program currently being undertaken. Michelle asked
participants about the level of knowledge and exposure, if any, they had to the East-West
Tie Transmission Line Project to date. Madge confirmed that she had some
understanding. However, none attended the open house meetings in December.
Michelle explained that the TOR was drafted and submitted at the end of February 2014,
but because of the elections, the MOE’s decision has been delayed. In the meantime,
NextBridge has continued with meetings and consultations. Field crews have begun work
starting at Thunder Bay and going to Wawa along the reference route. The EA will be
drafted and submitted in January 2015. NextBridge will have another round of open
houses starting August 18th.
Michelle explained that the existing route travels through Pukaskwa National Park. The
result of conversations with Parks Canada to parallel the proposed line through the park is
that Parks Canada does not plan to entertain the line going through the Park. Moving
forward, the alternative route around Pukaskwa will be the reference route but both routes
will be evaluated for the purpose of the EA.
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Michelle inquired whether the North Superior Workforce Planning Board (NSWPB) was
made up of members. Madge explained that the NSWPB is funded by the Ministry of
Training and Colleges. The NSWPB is responsible for analyzing statistics, conducting
community consultations to evaluate trends, as well as undertake consultations with
various industries and businesses. Frank noted that they consult with major mining
businesses and have relevant reports on the website.
Frank asked where NSWPB’s name came up. Michelle noted that various agencies and
organizations had recommended consultation with the NSWPB. Specifically, Superior
North Community Futures Development Corporation in Terrace Bay and their affiliate in
Wawa.
Frank asked whether we have consulted with the Energy Task Force. Michelle noted that
we had not yet met with the task force.
Frank explained that the NSWPB works mainly on workforce development but
acknowledged that it is connected with other elements of socio-economic importance. He
noted that of particular interest is the impact of major construction work to the workforce,
mainly related to mining. The key factor is to provide sufficient capacity to realize mining
Michelle acknowledged that in meetings with other municipalities, the potential for
renewable projects in the region have been discussed, however, the main obstacle has
been the lack of energy capacity.
Frank inquired on the plan to supply sufficient capacity and how that is measured.
Michelle explained that the Ontario Power Authority has done all of the background
analysis and reporting to necessitate the existence of the project. Reports include the Long
Term Energy Plan, and various specific reports regarding the East West Tie corridor and
its justification.
Michelle further explained that the EA will look at potential impacts, but does not imply
that the project has been given approval for construction. The Leave to Construct is a
more technical document which will be evaluated based on technical criteria to determine
whether Ontario standards will be met and construction approval shall be granted. It is a
sequential process.
Frank asked what the greatest challenge has been for the whole project. Michelle
explained that there have been many challenges both expected and unforeseen. They
include the provincial election, land owner access (not unlike other transmission line
projects), challenging topography, etc. Michelle made reference to the Bruce to Milton
Transmission Project which was used as precedent to how the EA is approached.
However, because Hydro One had completed the Leave to Construct concurrently with
the EA, they had the right to expropriate. Whereas NextBridge faces challenges pertaining
to access on private lands. Michelle noted that it helps that a large portion of the route is
Crown land, but that some are private.
Jason asked whether the EA will allow for expropriation. Michelle confirmed that
expropriation will only be allowed after the Leave to Construct has been approved.
Frank noted that during an open house, private landowners have raised strong resistance
against the construction, specifically pertaining to the expropriation of land and not given
fair compensation.
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Michelle asked whether Frank was referring to Dorion. Frank confirmed that meeting
likely was in Dorion. Michelle explained that Dorion has presented a challenge because of
the existing amount of linear infrastructure and the unwillingness of some landowners to
allow more. However, negotiations are ongoing between the Lands Team and landowners
regarding fair compensation.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Regional economic development goals and initiatives
Madge expressed that studies on construction trades requirements projections and
methodologies included reference to this project. The aforementioned study is on the
website. Within the study, mention was made of the history of how tradesmen migrate to
work on projects, and identified 3 scenarios on how decision-makers can have an impact
and increase infrastructure development to allow tradesmen to move permanently.
Michelle mentioned that, for long term development, it may make sense to retain workers.
However, pertaining specifically to the East-West Tie Project, because construction
moves in segments along the line, it may not result in long term employment in a
particular community. However, it may induce infrastructure development to facilitate the
aforementioned permanent accommodations of tradesmen to a particular area.
Madge confirmed that infrastructure development is needed to facilitate other
development opportunities to participate in aside to the East-West Tie Project.
Jason mentioned a few ongoing projects in the region which included the potential
expansion of current wind farms in Dorion, the solar park in Red Rock, and the Lake
Helen saw mill and cogeneration plant.
4.2. Impact on local and regional economies
Jason asked whether the project will be utilizing local contractors. Michelle explained that
NextBridge has had conversations regarding this topic. NextBridge has initiated
discussion of procurement and has received the message that the region needs
opportunities arising from this project. However, no decision has yet been made and
conversations are ongoing.
Michelle asked whether the NSWPB circulates job opportunities or if in any way
facilitates its distribution. Madge explained that the NSWPB does not circulate job
opportunities. Instead, it is offered through Employment Ontario Service Providers.
However, Madge noted that they can help facilitate and connect any companies interested
in posting opportunities. Michelle mentioned that the Chamber of Commerce in Thunder
Bay had also offered to facilitate.
Michelle asked if there were any local construction associations. Madge confirmed that
none exists.
4.3. Impact on recreation/tourism
Madge mentioned that the RTO will be working with the planning boards within the
region looking at expectations in recreation and tourism and skill requirements and
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development for the workforce. She pointed out that RTO 13 would have information of
value. Various employment and training programs are working with rural communities
training the workforce within tourism and recreation. Madge offered to get the
information of community training programs.
4.4. Data collection supporting recreation, tourism, and industry impacts
__
5. OTHER BUSINESS
None.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge.
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
WEST LOON LAKE CAMPERS ASSOCIATION & EAST LOON LAKE CAMPERS ASSOCIATION
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Thursday, August 14, 2014

TIME:

1:00 – 2:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

– President, West Loon Lake Campers Association
– East Loon Lake Campers Association
Zoie Gerrard Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Rey Shen – Consultant, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle inquired on the level of familiarity with the Project. Zoie commented that she
was not too familiar with the Project. Jennifer confirmed that she had reviewed the draft
Terms of Reference (TOR) in the spring and recognized that it was to be submitted to a
government agency.
noted that he did not know a lot of information aside to the
existing Hydro One corridor. As such, he would be interested in the reference route and
timeframes associated with the Project.
Michelle provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment process and schedule, and the socioeconomic impact assessment program currently being undertaken. It was noted that it is
NextBridge’s intent to generally parallel the existing East-West Tie on the north side to
Marathon. It is anticipated that the project will be completed and the line will be inservice by mid-2018.
Michelle explained that the Terms of Reference (TOR) was submitted to the Ministry of
Environment at the end of February. Data collection has already begun for the EA
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process. Construction is expected to take 2 years lasting from 2016 to 2018. Field crews
have hit the ground and will continue work along the study corridor throughout the
summer. Due to subsequent shifts as a result of the provincial election, a response to the
submitted TOR has been delayed. However, NextBridge is moving forward with
consultations with a second round of open houses next week.
Michelle noted that the geotechnical drilling program is underway and that conversations
are ongoing with MNR regarding Crown land. In addition, consultation is being
undertaken with Parks Canada to parallel the existing Hydro One corridor through
Pukaskwa National Park, but Parks Canada have expressed that they would not entertain
the line going through the Park. NextBridge is doing due diligence to confirm the case.
As such, the currently proposed reference route will go around the Park and has been
made available on the NextBridge website.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Communication of Open House meetings

to send email
to members
communicating
upcoming open
houses

Regarding the presence of ads for the open houses, Zoie noted that she had not seen any.
indicated that he had seen the ads. A question was raised regarding the number of
people in attendance at the open houses. Typically, the results have been geography
dependent.
confirmed that an email had already been sent out to members,
communicating the open houses in Thunder Bay and Dorion.
s noted that he will
also send an email to members to communicate the upcoming open houses.
Zoie inquired on the structure of the open houses. Michelle explained that the open
houses begin at 4:00pm with brochures and questionnaires available as well as
representatives on hand to discuss the various panels around the room. Large scale maps
will also be present to mark/locate specific landmarks and features of interest. Sensitive
information will be coded, if applicable.
Regarding various decisions still undergoing evaluation, further consultation and data
collection will help to inform the Engineering and Environment teams moving forward.
A third round of open house meetings in October to clarify results of the assessments and
decisions regarding all applicable routes.
4.2. Proximity concerns of Project to Loon Lake
inquired whether consideration has been given to constructing the line South of
the highway at Loon Lake. It was noted that there was some room south of the highway
along the old CN Rail corridor that has been clear cut. Michelle explained that a high
level study had been done. The alternative route assessment being drafted identifies a
number of routes around specific communities, provincial parks, and reserves. The CN
Rail line was determined to be insufficiently wide to accommodate the entire ROW;
however, it is being included as an alternative route. The preliminary assessment is
looking at paralleling the line along the North side of Loon Lake beside the existing line.
inquired on the proximity of the line to Loon Lake. Michelle explained that the
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proposed route will twin the existing line to the North side and will parallel as closely as
possible to the existing ROW.
4.3. Impacts of construction access on use and enjoyment of the lake
inquired on when the timeframe of construction and how access will be managed.
NextBridge has not defined exact methods of access at this stage. However, attempt will
be made to use existing access roads whenever possible. Data and conditions are being
assessed by field and geotechnical crews. Where necessary, road user agreements will be
discussed. Fly-in method is also being considered where topography is challenging or
where no road access can be determined.
4.4. Potential effects of the Project (e.g. clearing and construction) on use and
enjoyment of the lake
Concern was raised regarding Trout lakes. MNR has provided Trout layer and field
crews have already been dispatched to conduct the aquatics program along with studies
of other species.

Dillon to get in
touch with
Engineering Team to
address EMF
concern

mentioned that both permanent and temporary residents reside on the lake; with
approximately 80% being seasonal from July to September. Concern was raised
regarding blasting from the wind turbine project. The roads were noted to be owned by
Shuniah. Concern was raised regarding the safety of children and young families using
the roads for recreation. Mention was also made of the impacts of clear-cutting in
disrupting wells 7-8 years ago. There were no specific messages to relay from residents.
Regarding the aforementioned blasting disturbance, impact was noted to be minor but
that consideration be made in regards to reasonable blasting practices.
The East Loon Lake Campers Association noted that a landowner had bought 250 acres
on the North side of East Loon Road to be a nature preserve and had built a cabin near
Hike Falls. It was noted that consideration be made of wildlife impacts including a pair
of bald eagles, bats, the Anderson Creek speckle trout and potential cougar presence
North of the lake. Recreational concerns noted include hiking, blueberry picking,
camping, etc. Importance was emphasized of the health and enjoyment of the lake being
a priority. Concern was raised regarding heavy vehicles on roads and reducing the posted
speed. Discussion was had regarding the electromagnetic impact of twinned transmission
lines. Health Canada has released EMF reports available on the subject. Michelle agreed
to get in touch with the Engineering team to address the EMF concern.
inquired on the timeline for the Leave to Construct document. Michelle explained
that the Leave to Construct will be submitted concurrently with the EA in January of
2015.
4.5. Recreational activities and residency (e.g. trails, canoe routes, timing of
activities, annual events, etc.)
Michelle inquired on the whereabouts of recreational activities and maps of trails, hiking
routes and biking routes.
noted that she can provide hand-drawn version of the
features. Nala Road was mentioned as the primary access road where many hiking and
biking trails begin.
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Michelle inquired on the exact date of sports weekend. Jennifer explained that it occurs
the August long weekend but that a calendar is available for other events on weekdays
and weekends.
agreed to provide the calendar of events to help avoid potential
road use conflicts.
Michelle inquired whether a Campers Association exists for Bass Lake. Due to the fairly
small residential population, it was noted that an official association likely does not exist.
4.6. Data availability
No new information sources were noted.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
noted that many people have the intension of retiring and living on the lake and
that the transmission line may be a visual disturbance. Michelle explained that a visual
assessment will be done as part of the EA to evaluate applicable conditions.
Regarding the design and footprint of the towers, a combination of tower designs will be
implemented depending on the geography present. Because the proposed line will also be
230kV, the height and width should be very similar to the existing corridor. The Right of
Way (ROW) is will 50-56m in width.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

August 20, 2014

TIME:

1:30 pm to 2:30 pm

LOCATION:

Nipigon Legion

PRESENT:

, Red Rock Pistol Club
Mario Buszynski, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To discuss concerns of the club with respect to the installation of a new 230 kV
Transmission line near their range.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

The Red Rock Pistol Club has 2 Ranges, located east of Nipigon accessed from a road on the north side of
Highway #17. They are located near and to the south of the existing 230 KV Hydro One line. They received a
notice of the study and also had a discussion with a representative of Canacre, on behalf of the Lands team at
NextBridge.
The ranges consist of berms and a back stop. They also have an overshoot area. There is forest between the
range and the existing 230 kV transmission line. They were concerned that NextBridge might be cutting the
trees down which could pose issues as these trees are a safety measure for any ricochets or wild bullets. They
also had a concern that if the trees were cut it could result in erosion of the sand which comprises the majority
of the soils found on the site.
It was explained to them that the proposed new facility would parallel the existing Hydro One 230 kV
transmission line on the north side which would alleviate their concerns.
There are 40 People in the club. Members from southern Ontario and Alberta can and do also shoot at their
club and they have reciprocal privileges at these other club’s ranges.
The club has been in operation for 20 years.
They have a concern with respect to spraying. Hydro One oversprayed the existing right-of-way previously
which killed a lot of vegetation and created a fire hazard. They don’t want aerial spraying of herbicides. They
also don’t want NextBridge to use their roads which are private.
They would also like a letter stating their property won’t be affected and there will be a tree buffer maintained
between the right-of-way and their facility.
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
CONFEDERATION COLLEGE EASTERN CAMPUS
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Friday, August 29, 2014

TIME:

9:00 – 10:00 a.m.

LOCATION:

Teleconference

PRESENT:

Daryl Skworchinski – Confederation College, Campus Director (Greenstone,
Northshore, and Wawa)
Sari Liem – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Rey Shen – Consultant, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves as well as their role on/involvement in the Project.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Sari provided an overview of the East-West Tie Transmission Project, including the
Terms of Reference, the Environmental Assessment (EA) process and schedule, and the
socio-economic impact assessment program currently being undertaken.
The Terms of Reference was submitted to the Ministry of Environment at the end of
February. Data collection has already begun for the EA process. Construction is expected
to take 2 years lasting from 2016 to 2018. Field crews have hit the ground and will
continue work along the study corridor throughout the summer. NextBridge is also
moving forward with consultations.
Sari explained that this meeting serves as a follow-up meeting resulting from an earlier
meeting that Dillon held with Don Bernosky and Jim Madder from Confederation
College in early May. Of particular interest are the Project’s economic benefits and
contributions towards developing the skills of the local population, and particularly of
aboriginal students. Dillon is holding consultations with various municipalities, agencies,
the public, colleges and universities to collect information on demographics. All
meetings will serve as part of the public consultation record. Aboriginal consultations are
led by a separate team from NextBridge.
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Daryl confirmed that he is quite familiar with the Project. He also noted that he is the
Chair of the Nawiinginokiima Forest Management Corp. (Ontario Crown Agency).
4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Skills development and potential capabilities of local labour force
Sari noted that other stakeholders have indicated a possible skill or labour shortage,
especially given that many First Nations have been undertaking their own energy
projects.
Daryl confirms that there will be labour competition, however, does not believe that it
will result in a labour shortage. Many First Nations have Impact Benefit Agreements
(IBA) with local Projects, and noted Barrick Gold. Also, Daryl noted that a large
percentage of the local population who are eligible to work do not want or need to work.
Daryl further noted that AV Terrace Bay had just purchased the mill in Terrace Bay and
that White River Forest Products are ramping up production and has a 250 person
workforce. Consequently, competition for local labour force will be high given the Forest
industry’s resurgence.
Sari discussed trends regarding regional demographics and workforce migration and
asked Darryl to comment on it in relation to the demographic trends in the study area.
Daryl explained that workers in the region are used to the geography and the need for
travel long distances for work. As a result, workers often live in one community and
work in another, depending on employment requirements. Darryl does not expect that
neither the proposed Project, nor its indirect economic spin-offs will result in an influx of
permanent workers and an increase in housing construction in the local communities. He
commented that the pay rate also affects labour competition, with many workers taking
higher wages from the natural resource sector to compensate for a longer commute.
Daryl explained that workers generally do not leave their home communities, and instead
choose to commute to work.
4.2. Relationship with regional economic development goals and initiatives
Sari mentioned that Jim Madder and Don Bernosky had alluded to recently completed
demographic studies of the region and that Daryl may have relevant reports that Dillon
can include as part of its EA. Daryl noted that he is unfamiliar with such
macroeconomic reports. He explained that demographic change is heavily based on
employment and that the region’s economy is driven by the natural resources industry.
For example, the mine closure in Marathon had resulted in 125 full-time job losses which
had, subsequently, led to sell-offs in housing. Thus, the demographics are always
changing. The most accurate data would likely be through the North Superior Workforce
Training Board, which conducts research through Lakehead University.
Daryl noted that the challenge is to find reliable macroeconomic data that reflects the real
situation. The best way is to talk to local stakeholders, as Dillon is currently undertaking,
to find out real data. Daryl cautions against only looking at Census data as it represents
trends that are typically out of date.
Sari noted that the 2013 community profile for some municipalities still use 2011 census
data.
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Daryl explained that much better demographic statistics can be found locally. Data is
kept by municipalities, not Confederation College.
4.3. Current and prospective training programs
Sari asked Darryl to discuss the satellite programs operating out of Wawa and Marathon.
She noted that part of the EA is to understand the capabilities of the local workforce.
Statistics Canada information is very limited. Other stakeholders, such as the Thunder
Bay Social Services Administration Board, have alluded to regional programs to help
skills development and employment.
Daryl explained that there are 8 other campuses with 20 full-time programs. Technology
based platforms allow instructors to be based elsewhere in real time and teach through
webinar format. The integrated plan, which has Contact North as the technology partner,
reduces cost and improves accessibility to predominantly business and health/social
service program which drives employment in smaller communities. Courses do not offer
a lot of practical components. For example, heavy duty mechanic is a need but not all
communities have the infrastructure to support the trade and thus causes trades-based
programs to be harder to deliver.
Sari noted that potential jobs for the East-West Tie Project would focus on construction
and land clearing operations. Operational needs would be similar to Hydro One.
However, the EA also considers indirect benefits and economic impacts.
Daryl agrees that indirect benefits are important with respect to the value chain. He also
noted that Confederation College provides contract training. For example, emphasis has
been placed on utilizing local labour from First Nations on nearby mining projects by
providing construction craft worker program, apprenticeship programs, as well as
concrete pouring, road building, and planning programs.
Sari inquired on the lead up time required for Confederation College to prepare the
programs, given the 18 month construction schedule. Daryl expressed that the training
programs require approximately 4 weeks given that the infrastructure and services
required are in place within the community.
Sari inquired on whether any interactions exist between Confederation College and the
regional social service administration boards. It was noted in previous consultations that
the boards often provide subsidies for skills development and wages. Sari asked whether
Confederation College is able to utilize such avenues in conjunction with its own
programs.
Daryl mentioned Northwest Employment Works, an Employment Ontario funded
agency, provides job placement and second career funding, especially certificate
programs. Confederation College works very closely with the social service agencies.
Sari expressed an example that for the bush clearing program, Algoma Social Services
Administration Board can provide accommodations and subsidize wages. Daryl confirms
that he is aware of a large number of such programs, especially for First Nations and
knows people in the communities to tap into the programs.
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4.4. Academic resources for Project Environmental Assessment
None.
4.5. Data availability
No new information sources were noted.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Daryl emphasized academic preparation as the first piece to the Project. Transferable
skills developed will be available for other projects. Programs recognize cultural
differences.
Sari informed Daryl that he will be part of mailing list.
Daryl will send Dillon the Memorandum of Understanding between the First Nations and
Noront on the Ring of Fire Project.
Sari confirmed that Dillon is interested in understanding best practice precedents, and
will bring them to the attention of NextBridge.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Sari Liem should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present and NextBridge
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
NORTH SHORE AND WEST SHORE FISHING CLUBS
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Wednesday, October 29, 2014

TIME:

9:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call

PRESENT:

– President, West Shore Fishing Club
– President, North Shore Fishing Club
– Member, North Shore Fishing Club
– Member, North Shore Fishing Club
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Ashley North – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567
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1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided background information as participants had not had much exposure to
the Project previously. She explained that Dillon is working on the Environmental
Assessment (EA) on behalf of NextBridge. The expansion of the existing East-West Tie
was identified by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) as the preferred option to meet
long-term energy demands in northwestern Ontario. In August 2013, the Project was
awarded to NextBridge based on two stipulations: (1) that it would generally parallel the
existing 230 kV line between Shuniah and Wawa Transformer Stations, and (2) it would
have an in-service date of the first half of 2018.
Since the Project was awarded, there have been modifications to these stipulations. In the
fall of 2013 NextBridge consulted with Parks Canada staff, who maintained that the
proposed new line would not be supported through the Park. As such, the Alternative
Route around Pukaskwa National Park identified in the bid submission has brought
forward into the EA study. The OPA has also provided a recommendation to the Ontario
Energy Board (OEB) that – based on demand – the in-service date could be moved back
to 2020. NextBridge is in the process of working with the OPA and OEB to determine the
details of the revised schedule and how this may impact the EA process.
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For the past several months, Dillon has been working on behalf of NextBridge to obtain
natural environment baseline data (e.g., field crews have been along the line all summer)
and socio-economic baseline data (e.g., meetings such as these). Public open house
meetings occurred in December 2013 and August 2014. Michelle explained that this
meeting contributes to the socio-economic data collection exercise and information
obtained from the users of the land is extremely valuable to the Project team.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Recreational Use in the Area
Both fishing clubs recreationally fish Hilma Lake and operate out of properties located on
the lake. Eric indicated that Hilma Lake is accessed by either float plane or walking; there
is no road access. Users walk from Blue Point Mine which is 5 km south of the Lake, up
Pearl Lake. Ashley marked up a kmz file illustrating the approximate route followed by
the fishing clubs to access Hilma Lake. There are lots of fish in the area which still
naturally reproduce, and the fishery is in great condition, largely because there is limited
access to the area. There is no fishing after September 1 and no ice fishing. In the winter,
club members use snowmobiles to access the camps to bring supplies. Michelle asked if
there were any other timing sensitivities, such as annual events. Both clubs agreed that
were there no other notable timing sensitivities.
Dillon to arrange a
meeting with

indicated that the North Shore Fishing Club was started in the 1930s and there are 16
members.
stated that the West Shore Fishing club currently has about 5 members.
also mentioned
(not available for the call, but a separate meeting
will be scheduled). Ashley stated that Dillon has been in touch with
and will be
meeting with him and
in the near future.
noted that Little Hilma Lake – which is crossed by the existing East-West Tie –
has a healthy self-sustaining population of Lake Trout. Participants indicated that this is
primarily a catch and release fishing area.
noted that Hilma Lake is a part of the
Brook Trout Triangle. He also mentioned that there are naturally reproducing speckled
trout here, and in Ontario there are only 27 small spring-fed lakes that have naturally
producing speckled trout.
In terms of trails or other recreational features in the area,
could not think of anything
other than existing, narrow walking trails that are maintained by the fishing club.
Michelle asked about the landscape in the area (e.g., cliffs, waterfalls, lookouts).
stated that between Pearl Lake and Little Hilma Lake there is a substantial height
difference and rugged hiking, which deters the general public from accessing Little Hilma
Lake.
4.2. East-West Tie Transmission Line Access
asked about access to the line during construction and whether roads would be
decommissioned when the project is finished. Michelle indicated that existing access
would be used to the greatest extent possible and helicopters will be used as necessary.
NextBridge is working on developing an access plan for construction.
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all emphasized that increased access to these remote fisheries is
the biggest concern in terms of potential impact to the lakes (Hilma and Little Hilma). As
such, limited new access is preferred (and access that is temporary in nature). They noted
that if people can easily access them, they may bring baitfish which would contaminate
the existing fishing stock.
noted that overfishing would also be a concern.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
asked if the line would be supported by poles or towers. Michelle indicated that
towers will be installed.
indicated that there is a rough path on the existing right-of-way, but it is only used
in the winter time by snowmobiles (fairly limited use). Lance also noted that it is too
rugged to be used by quads.
asked whether there is going to be pre-design work, such as soil testing, conducted
on site. Michelle stated that the geotechnical drilling program has commenced and
remaining areas will be done next year.
asked how the area will be accessed. Michelle stated that the approach would be
similar for the geotech program and construction; the use of existing access roads is
preferred, but where this is not feasible due to topography, private lands, etc., helicopters
will be used to transport equipment and crews.
recommended Wisk Air as a helicopter service provider.
emphasized that the biggest concern is what is left behind in terms of access trails
and roads.
6. SUMMARY
Michelle indicated that notes from this meeting will be prepared and circulated for review
by participants. She invited participants to continue to be engaged in the Project
consultation efforts (e.g., attend future public meetings) and thanked everyone for their
time.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
All present, NextBridge,

.
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East-West Tie Transmission Project
HILMA LAKE & DAMPHINO FISHING CLUBS
MEETING NOTES
DATE:

Tuesday, November 18, 2014

TIME:

3:30 p.m. – 4:30 p.m.

LOCATION:

Conference Call

PRESENT:

– President, Hilma Lake Fishing Club &
Treasurer, Damphino Fishing Club
– President, Damphino Fishing Club
Michelle McCarthy – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon
Ashley North – Planner, Environment Team, Dillon

PURPOSE:

To gather socio-economic information and identify opportunities and/or constraints related
to the proposed East-West Tie Project.

OUR FILE:

13-8567

Action

Item

1. SAFETY MOMENT
2. INTRODUCTIONS
Participants introduced themselves.
3. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Michelle provided background information as participants had not had much exposure to
the Project previously. She explained that Dillon is working on the Environmental
Assessment (EA) on behalf of NextBridge Infrastructure. The expansion of the existing
East-West Tie was identified by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) as the preferred
option to meet long-term energy demands in northwestern Ontario. In August 2013, the
Project was awarded to NextBridge based on two stipulations: (1) that it would generally
parallel the existing 230 kV line between Shuniah and Wawa Transformer Stations, and
(2) that it would have an in-service date of the first half of 2018.
Since the Project was awarded, there have been modifications to these stipulations. In the
fall of 2013 NextBridge consulted with Parks Canada staff, who maintained that the
proposed transmission line would not be supported through the Park. As such, the
Alternative Route around Pukaskwa National Park identified in the bid submission has
brought forward into the EA study. The OPA has also provided correspondence to the
Ontario Energy Board (OEB) recommending that – based on demand – the in-service date
could be moved back to 2020. NextBridge is in the process of working with the OPA and
OEB to determine the details of the revised schedule and how this may impact the EA
process.
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For the past several months, Dillon has been working on behalf of NextBridge to obtain
natural environment baseline data (e.g., field crews have been surveying along the line all
summer) and socio-economic baseline data (e.g., meetings such as these). Public open
house meetings occurred in December 2013 and August 2014. Michelle explained that
this meeting contributes to the socio-economic data collection exercise and information
obtained from the users of the land is extremely valuable to the Project team.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Meeting with North Shore and West Shore Fishing Clubs
Michelle summarized the key pieces of information that resulted from the October 29,
2014 meeting with representatives of the North Shore and West Shore Fishing Clubs
). The primary point of concern was about access.
Any roads or other access routes developed during construction or intended for use during
operation should not increase the access to Hilma Lake. The rugged landscape and
minimal accessibility limits the access of the general public. If access is proposed to be
improved, that could negatively affect the integrity of the lakes (e.g., potential
introduction of baitfish and/or overfishing).
4.2. History of the Area
explained that the area the four fishing clubs (Hilma Lake, Damphino, North Shore,
and West Shore) function in is a part of the Brook Trout Triangle. This is an area of
spring-fed lakes with Brook Trout and is one of only three similar areas in the Province.
explained his position that the existing East-West Tie was constructed, appropriate
consultation was not undertaken and consideration of this unique and sensitive
environment was lacking. As a result, the existing East-West Tie bisects a number of
lakes such as Little Hilma Lake, Mutt Lake, and Jeff Lake.
explained that within the past several years, the Fishing Clubs have engaged in
discussion with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) regarding
logging in the area. The forestry industry (together with MNRF) was interested in the
forestry potential in the area. The Fishing Clubs maintained that the area is
environmentally sensitive and unique and that it should be preserved. These conversations
have since died off and logging in the area has not moved forward.
explained that in addition to the natural environment there is a rich cultural history in
the area. The Damphino Fishing Club is around 100 years old. One of the access routes
that are currently maintained by the fishing clubs was originally cut for a fishing
expedition for the Prince of Wales (who ended up fishing at Lake Nipigon).
4.3. Potential Impacts to Recreational Use
Given this history, Jack expressed concern for paralleling the existing line. He explained
that the aesthetics of the area have been adversely impacted with existing linear
transmission facilities and the recent addition of access roads and windmills immediately
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north of the Brook Trout Triangle. Jack emphasized that unlike the existing East-West
Tie, the new line should be built with consideration to the history and natural
environment. From his perspective, this may mean deviating from the existing line and
constructing the line south of the existing line in this area.
stated that he understood the intent is to build the new line along the existing line due
to ease of access.
asked for clarification on where the new line would go in relation
to the existing line. Michelle explained that this is being evaluated through the EA, but the
general intent is to expand the right-of-way to the north by 56 m in this area.
asked
if there were any Alternative Routes being considered in this area and if there were any
reason why the existing line would not be paralleled. Michelle explained that there are no
Alternative Routes in this immediate area under consideration at this time. It was noted
that Alternative Routes are being evaluated in Dorion Township. Michelle explained that
some of the work underway includes viewshed analysis for key areas such as Loon Lake.
expressed concern over the competing interests of multiple stakeholders along the
line in this area. He noted that property owners along the Loon Lake, such as members of
the campers associations, could use political clout to influence the location of the line.
For the reasons mentioned above, the Damphino Fishing Club (which accesses Bisect
Lake) would not want the line to be pushed further north in the area of Loon Lake.
stated that he understood that there will be many “Not In My Back Yard” conflicts
along the line that NextBridge will be asked to consider. That being said, his primary
position is to ensure that the new line is as close to the existing line as possible in this area
to maintain the ecological integrity of this landscape, which is known to be sensitive.
stated that he thinks that this is a good opportunity to build the new line to the south
of the existing line – at least in the area where lakes have been bisected by the existing
East-West Tie.
emphasized that the Clubs maintain that the area is environmentally sensitive and
that the MNRF can support this. Michelle noted Dillon’s Natural Environment Team is
aware of the Brook Trout Triangle from prior meetings with MNRF. Paul noted that there
is also a lot of old growth forest here that has not been logged. Paul acknowledged that
the Clubs will need to approach this from protecting the environmentally sensitive Brook
Trout Triangle, which is their objective.
expressed scepticism over the EA/construction process and the end result of the
meeting and feedback given. He pointed to the example of the wind farm in Dorion
Township. Even with modern times and current processes and regulations, all of the
sudden there was clear-cutting, and roads and windmills built. He also noted that with
noise impacts, it is not desirable to fish there when it was once pristine wilderness.
With respect to the construction of the proposed East-West Tie, Michelle stated that some
lakes could be spanned. She also noted that NextBridge will be determining appropriate
mitigation measures through the EA process. As an example of NextBridge’s
environmental management/mitigation policies, Michelle explained that they have
committed to planting a tree for every tree that is removed through construction. Jack
pointed out that not all trees are equal in terms of value.
Jack expressed concern for the environmental impact of spraying for multiple
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transmission lines. He stated that this spray could flow into the lakes.

NextBridge to
follow-up with the
Fishing Clubs once
further Project
details are known.

Michelle suggested including the Fishing Clubs in conversations in the future to educate
them about the construction planning. It was noted that the Clubs do not want to be
involved once it is already planned – they want to be a part of the conversation.
stated for the record that the Damphino Fishing Club supports using the existing
corridor, adding 56 m north to the right-of-way. He is concerned about the political
influence of the Loon Lake campers associations and a potential objective to push the line
north. The Damphino Fishing Club is strongly opposed to that.
stated that for the Hilma Lake Fishing Club area it would take very little to correct
the original mistake.
stated that with the competing interests in the area, it will
become a “back-and-forth” as to where to place the line.
acknowledged that but still
feels that it would be a mistake to twin the line across the four lakes that have already
been bisected.
4.4. Access to Recreational Area
Michelle asked if any of the lakes of interest are accessible by anything other than float
plane or walking.
stated that there is a cart path which can be traversed using a truck
for a portion of their access to Bisect Lake. They travel north from Loon Lake and east
along Anderson and Wideman Lakes to Bisect Lake. (The trail was marked on a map for
later review by
.) He stated that the Damphino Fishing Club would be interested in
this trail remaining intact.
stated that it is very important to minimize access to these remote lakes. If access to
the transmission line is around Pearl Lake, Little Hilma Lake, Mutt Lake, or Jeff Lake,
this would be effectively making this area of pristine countryside wide open. It is a
desirable area and people would be very interested in being able to access it with ATVs.
5. OTHER BUSINESS
emphasized that the Fishing Clubs are very passionate about this area and they have
already lost a lot due to the existing linear transmission facilities. When accessing Hilma
Lake by canoe you paddle under the line. He thinks that it is reasonable to avoid the lakes
for the proposed transmission line. The Fishing Clubs have had to be quite vocal in the
past to maintain the natural environment. They feel that it is because of their efforts that
the Brook Trout Triangle is still intact.
6. SUMMARY
Michelle indicated that notes from this meeting will be prepared and circulated for review
by participants. She also noted that the fishing clubs could be contacted in the future
regarding construction if interested.
ERRORS AND/OR OMISSIONS
Michelle McCarthy should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
DISTRIBUTION
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All present, NextBridge, North Shore Fishing Club, & West Shore Fishing Club.
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Meeting Agenda & Minutes
NextBridge (NB) East-West Tie Transmission Project – Meeting with Clergue Sustainable Forest Licence
(SFL) Holder for Algoma Forest Management Unit (FMU)
Wednesday, May 10, 2017
11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. (EST)

Location:

Teleconference

Attendees:

Jason McLellan, Planning Forester Clergue Forest Management Inc.
Vince Strack, Clerque Forest Management Inc.
Rebecca Loosley, Land Lead NextBridge
Aziz Brott, Engineering and Construction Lead NextBridge
Haseeb Amirzada, Manager Planning and Permitting CanAcre (agent for NextBridge)
Regrets:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Agenda:

Introductions
Safety Moment
East-West Tie Project Update
Review of Project Footprint within Algoma FMU and implications to operations

Minutes
Agenda Item #

Notes

1

Clergue
J. McLellan, Planning Forester
V. Strack, Forestry Supervisor
NB
R. Loosley, Land & Right of Way Specialist, Land Lead for East-West Tie (EWT) project.
A. Brott, Engineer, Engineering and Construction Lead for East-West Tie (EWT) project
CanACRE
Land consultants - planning & permitting team for EWT project.

2

Safety Moment – Grass and Brush fire prevention

Project update
•

3

4

R. Loosley gave an overview of the project, along with an update on project
timelines, schedule, and current activities and provided overview of construction
schedule. Means and methods of construction including delineation of spreads,
starting points, etc. subject to selection of General Contractor for the Project.

Project Footprint within Algoma FMU and implications to operations
J. McLellan & V. Strack raised the following questions regarding the Project

1

Agenda Item #

Notes
•

5

Reviewed Land Tenure proposed for Project. R. Loosley advised that NextBridge
intends to obtain a Land Use Permit for construction purposes and once
appropriate legal survey had been completed, obtain an easement
• Sustainable Forest Licencee is responsible for managing and maintaining the Forest,
typically the Forest Resource Licencee is responsible for the movement of the
timber from site to mill. Clergue not in a position to collect cleared timber, but
could identify Forest Resource licence holders, including local mill, within the FMU
that could.
• What would be the conditions of the licence issued to NextBridge Contractor?
• NextBridge anticipates some form of overlapping licence agreement which would
include conditions regarding compliance with SFL management plan
• Overlap of Project to be compared to existing silviculture activities to identify areas
of concern. Silviculture is currently planned after allocations have been harvested
with a determination of method of reforestation to be completed.
• Roads proposed as temporary and permanent, would they be available for use by
Clergue. Use of roads will need to be coordinated and would be dependent upon
classification of roads to what extent they could be used by Clergue. Use of
permanent roads on Crown land will be accessible with the expectation a form of
Road Use agreement would be in place. Temporary roads could be left in place
subject to MNRF approval and release of road from NextBridge.
Follow up meetings to occur once General Contractor on board. Communication to
continue as project progresses. Joint meeting with Clergue, NextBridge and its Contractor,
and MNRF to be coordinated following selection of Contractor.

Action Items
Task

Person Responsible

Due Date

Status

Follow up meeting once General Contractor on board

R. Loosley

Q3 2017

Not yet
complete

2

Meeting Agenda & Minutes
NextBridge (NB) East-West Tie Transmission Project – Meeting with Nawiinginokiima Forest
Management Corporation (NFMC) Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) Holder for Big Pic and Pic River
Forest Management Unit 9FMU)
Wednesday, April 26, 201
11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. (EST)

Location:

Video/Teleconference

Attendees:

Carmelo Notarbartolo, General Manager NFMC
Rebecca Loosley, Land Lead NextBridge
Aziz Brott, Engineering and Construction Lead NextBridge
Haseeb Amirzada, Manager Planning and Permitting CanAcre (agent for NextBridge)
Regrets: Neil McDonald, NFMC
1.
2.
3.
4.

Agenda:

Introductions
Safety Moment
East-West Tie Project Update
Review of Project Footprint within Big Pic and Pic River FMU and implications to
operations

Minutes
Agenda Item #

Notes

1

NFMC
Carmelo Notarbartolo, General Manager NFMC
NB
R. Loosley, Land & Right of Way Specialist, Land Lead for East-West Tie (EWT) project.
A. Brott, Engineer, Engineering and Construction Lead for East-West Tie (EWT) project
CanACRE
Land consultants - planning & permitting team for EWT project.

2

Safe Dig Month

Project update
•

3

•

R. Loosley gave an overview of the project, along with an update on project
timelines, schedule, and current activities.
A. Brott provided overview of construction schedule. Anticipated to be over a
period of 26 months. Means and methods of construction including delineation of
spreads, starting points, etc. subject to selection of General Contractor for the
Project.

1

Agenda Item #

Notes
Project Footprint within Big Pic and Pic River FMU and implications to operations
•

•
•
•
4

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

5

C. Notarbartolo provided structure of NFMC. NFMC has First Nation representation
on Board of Directors. They are interested in participating in the bidding process
for the Project. Big Pic and Pic River are anticipated to be amalgamated into one
Forest Management Plan in 2019. Licence for White River FMU in the process of
being transferred to NFMC as well, anticipated to be complete summer 2017.
C. Notarbartolo indicated significant implications are not anticipated to current
operational plan, or 2019 operational plan.
C. Notarbartolo indicated silviculture activities are not occurring where EWT
footprint is proposed.
NFMC responsible for managing the Forest in accordance with its management
plan, and timber cleared from project will need to comply with the same.
C. Notarbartolo indicated that NFMC may want to keep the timber if the contractor
has no First Nation ownership or partnership with the contractor. Otherwise, they
won’t get involved and would let the First Nation contractor take the timber and
sell it to the mills themselves.
To be marketable softwood needs to be cut in 8’ lengths and left by a road (primary
or secondary) or it is not economical to sell to the pulp mills same season as cut
Hardwood is mostly birch and poplar and should be left near roads (primary or
secondary) for communities to pick up and use as firewood.
NFMC has local contractor that could assist with collecting wood
Discussed road networks within NFMC operational boundary
NFMC has primary and secondary roads mapped in management plan
Operational roads do not remain; access is decommissioned by blocking or
removing entrance to road.

Follow up meetings to occur once General Contractor on board. Communication to
continue as project progresses

Action Items
Task

Person Responsible

Due Date

Status

Follow up meeting once General Contractor on board

R. Loosley

Q3 2017

Not yet
complete
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