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Informationrequests are detailed in the following format:
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Reference IR#

Expert Dept. or
group

EIS Guideline
Reference

EIS Reference

Context and Rationale

The Proponent is Required to— Comments and potential
Information Requests

Topic or Valued Component (e.g. Project Overview; Environmental Assessment Methodology; Fish Habitat; etc.)

Information
Request (IR)
Round 1:
IR1-##

Nation or
department
Name

e.g. Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Reference the
section(s) of the EIS
Guidelines that
relate to your
comment, concern,
or information
request.

e.g. Part2, Section
7.1.5 Fishand Fish
Habitat

Reference the
section(s) of the EIS
that speak to your
comment, concern,
or information
request.

Identify what the EIS Guidelines requireand/or the link to the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (section 5 or section
19).

Briefly identify what the EIS presents and the information gap,
inconsistency, or challenge.

Explain why fillingthatinformation gapis necessaryto
understanding potential adverse effects to areas of federal
jurisdiction or impacts to rights.

Describethe information required. Focus on the essential
information, explanation, or justification required.




Information Requests Round 1, Package 2 (IR1-##):
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Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Part1l, Section 4.4

Appendix 4-2,
Maps 1 and2

tables, maps, and photographs, where appropriate, to clarify thetext inthe
Environmental ImpactStatement (EIS).

Some of the maps and figures provided in the EIS are missinglabels. For
instance, Manto Sipi Cree Nation (MSCN) noted that their community name
is missingfromMaps 1 and 2 of Appendix 4-2. All maps andfigures
providedin the EIS must be labelled correctly with all relevant features
clearlyindicated to ensure that the information presented is clear and
unambiguous.

Reference | Expert Dept.or | EIS Guideline EIS Reference Context and Rationale The Proponent is Required to— Comments and potential
IR# group Reference Information Requests
Editorial
IR1-17 Manto Sipi Cree [ EIS Chapter 1, EIS Guidelines The Environmental ImpactStatement Guidelines (EIS Guidelines) require a) Clarify whether the proposed ASR is anticipatedtobe 138
Nation —Project | Section 1.3 Part2, Section the proponent to describethe predicted changes to the environment and kilometres or 141 kilometres in length. Ifthe accuracyand
6 Technical EIS Chapter 6, 6.2,6.3,and 6.5 valued components (VCs) as a resultof the Project 6 — All-Season Road applicability of the assessments presented may be
Review Section 6.2, 6.3, Linking Manto Sipi Cree Nation, Bunibonibee Cree Nation, and God’s Lake compromised by this discrepancy, reviseall assessments
Comments 6.5,and 6.5.1.1.2 FirstNation (the Project) duringall Projectphases, and anyresidual effects presented inthe EIS to reflect the actual road length.
EIS Appendix D-1, to VCs following the implementation of mitigation measures. Predicted
Section 1.0 changes and residual effects areto be described interms of their b) Clarify whoseprofessionaljudgement was relied upon to
magnitude, geographic extent, timing, duration, frequency, reversibility, identify and assess potential Project effects. Discuss
and ecological and social context. The significanceofanyresidual effects underlyingassumptions and expertiseassociated with the
must also be characterized. professional judgement that was applied.
The EIS indicates thatthe Project alignmentconsists of a total 141
kilometres of all-season road (ASR) on a new right of way. However,
Appendix D-1 of the EIS describes the Projectlength as 138 kilometres.
The EIS also notes that the environmental effects of the Project were
identified from a review of environmental assessmentreports conducted
on other ASR projects east of Lake Winnipegand using professional
judgement. Itis unclear whose professional judgementis beingrelied upon
or the underlyingassumptions and expertisethis professionaljudgementis
based upon.
IR1-18 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to includecharts, diagrams, a) Review and revisethe maps and figures presented inthe EIS

to ensure that all relevantfeatures areclearlylabelled.
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Baseline

IR1-19 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to present baselineinformation a) Describehow Ml will ensurethat the baselinedata, effects
Federation — Part2, Section 6.1 | Section 3.5 insufficientdetail to enablethe identification of how the Project could assessments, and proposed mitigation measures presented
Project 6 affect VCs and ananalysis of those effects. inthe EIS are valid prior to construction of the Project, given
Technical that constructionis notexpected to begin until 2030 and
Review The EIS indicates that construction of the Projectis not anticipated to begin data may be outdated.

Comments until 2030. Several Indigenous groups have expressed concerns that
baselinedata collected in supportof the environmental assessmentforthe |[b) Describehow the effects assessmentand

Pimicikamak Project may become outdated by the time constructionis expected to mitigation/contingency measures will be updated to

Okimawin— begin. As such, itmay be necessary to conduct pre-construction surveys in consider species atriskthatmay be added to Schedule 1 of

Project 6 advanceof construction to verify that baselinedata arestill accurateand to SARA at the time of construction.

Technical ensure that mitigation measures arestill appropriate to adequately

Review mitigate potential effects to VCs. Itis alsounclear what c) Ifupdated data are available,including LCCdata, verify and

Comments mitigation/contingency measures will beimplemented to protect species at providea rationalethatthe dataincludedinthe EIS are still
riskthatmay be added to Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (SARA) by valid.fthe data presented inthe EIS is no longervalid,

Manto Sipi Cree 2030. provide updated data for the area of the Project, includinga

Nation — Project table describingthearea of each vegetation type and a

6 Technical MSCN also noted that they areconcerned with the minimal amountof field figure illustrating the land cover within the Project footprint,

Review data that were collected for all VCs and that desktop study data used may LAA, and RAA.

Comments be outdated and/or not applicableto the Project footprint, Local i If new data are provided, revise the description of
Assessment Area (LAA), or Regional AssessmentArea (RAA). For instance, baselinedata for vegetation and habitatand the
the EIS notes that land cover classification (LCC) data from 2000 was used assessmentof potential Project effects?, the
to supportthe description of baselinedata for the Botanical and Vegetation residual effects assessment,and the cumulative
Resource Survey (i.e. Appendix B-1) and that Boreal Avian Modelling used effects assessmentforall applicableVCs to include
LCC data from 2005. MSCN expressed concerns that these data may be this new information.
outdated.

Supplementary informationis required to understand how the proponent
will ensurethe accuracy of information presented in the EIS, verify
predictions with respect to potential effects to VCs, and ensure that
potential Project effects to VCs are appropriately mitigated.

IR1-20 Impact EIS Chapter 5, EIS Guidelines The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to providea summary of the a) ldentify and explain which aspects/sections of the EIS may
Assessment Table 5.8 Partl, Section 4.5 | engagement conducted with Indigenous groups,a summary of the issues need to be updated prior to the beginningof construction
Agency of raised,and the proponent’s responses. anddiscuss the potential implicationsto the conclusions
Canada presented inthe EIS.

Inresponse to concerns raised by Indigenous groups, the EIS indicates that i If these updates will be made to sections of the EIS
parts of the EIS may need to be updated prior to beginning construction. describing potential Project effects to VCs,

1 The “assessment of potential Project effects” refers to the assessment of potential Project effects prior to the implementation of mitigation measures.
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No further detail is provided regarding which aspects of the EIS may need
to be updated. Should updates be required, for instance, to the assessment
of potential Project effects orto proposed mitigation measures, the Impact
Assessment Agency of Canada (the Agency), would need to be made aware
of these changes to factor them intothe Environmental Assessment Report
and potential conditions.

Clarity on this topicis required to understand whether the information
presented inthe EIS reflects the most accurateand up to date data
availableto the proponent and to potentially supportthe characterization
of potential Project effects.

mitigation measures, residual effects, cumulative
effects, or follow-up and monitoring plan(s), clearly
describethe potential changes to the EIS and their
implications to the conclusions presented in the
EIS.

IR1-21

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part1, Section 4.4

EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.3.3

EIS Appendix A to
D

EIS Appendix B-2,
Map 2 and8ato
8c

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describedetailed studies,
includingallrelevantsupporting data and methodologies that were
conducted for the Project.

The EIS generally describes the methodologies employed during desktop
andfieldinvestigations for species atrisk, species ofimportanceto
Indigenous peoples, migratory birds, vegetation, and the aquatic
environment. Minimal detail is provided regarding the methods used, the
survey locations chosen, how representative literature or desktop data
were selected, or justification for why certain methodologies were chosen
over others.

Indigenous groups have raised concerns thatthe lack of detailed
information limits their ability to assess the appropriateness of the study
methodologies used. Indigenous groups have also expressed concerns
regarding the minimal amount of information provided regarding the
methodologies used to collectIndigenous traditional knowledge and
whether permission was obtained from Indigenous groups to present
certaininformationinthe EIS publicly (e.g. Appendix B-2, Map 8a to 8c).

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

the methodologies used in baselinestudies and to determine whether the
methods used were adequate to provide anaccuraterepresentation of the
baselineenvironment of the Projectfootprint, LAA, and RAA.

a)

b)

Providea detailed description of the methodologies
employed during desktop and field investigations to collect
baselinedata for species atrisk, species ofimportance to
Indigenous peoples, migratory birds, vegetation, and the
aquatic environment. This description mustaddress:

i how and why literaturecitedin the EIS to support
the description of baselinedata were chosen and
determined to be representative of current
conditions (e.g. when the data were collected,
where, for which species, etc.); and

ii.. why the methodologies used were chosen over
other alternatives thatmay have been as or more
effective. This description mayincludereference to
other studies conducted usingthe same
methodology.

Describein detail the methods used to collectIndigenous
traditional knowledge, the standards adhered to, and how
these data were used to inform the description of the
baseline environment of the Projectfootprint, LAA, and
RAA. Indicate whether permissionwas soughtand obtained
to present the information contained in Maps 8ato 8c
publicly.

Providea rationalefor why more field studies were not
conducted to collectbaselinedata forall VCs. For the
desktop data referenced inthe EIS that were collected in
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areas outside of the RAA, providea rationalefor how these
data may be applicabletothe area of the Project.

d) Ifadditional studies or additional data are deemed
necessaryinresponseto c), providethe results of these
studies and/or the additional data toinformthe
Environmental Assessment Report.

IR1-22 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe spatial a) Providea rationalefor why and how MI chosethe extent of

Nation —Project | Partl, Section 4.4 | Section 4.3.3 boundaries,includinglocalandregional study areas, of each VC to be used the each of the LAAs and RAAs for the Project.

6 Technical inassessingthepotential adverse effects of the project and provide a

Review rationalefor each boundary. b) Further address:

Comments i why the LAA for wildlife other than ungulates was
Itis unclear why or how the proponent chose the size of the LAA and RAA setata smaller radius than the LAA for moose and
for certain VCs, particularly wildlife. MSCN noted that other wildlife caribou and why the LAA for non-ungulate wildlife
species,suchas wolves and bears, can have very largehome ranges that species does not includethe reserve lands of
may not be captured by the LAA selected for non-ungulate wildlifespecies. MSCN, BCN, and GLFN; and
MSCN also noted that itis unclear why the LAA for wildlifespecies other ii.. why importantareas for current traditional use by
than ungulates does notincludethe reserve lands of MSCN, Bunibonibee MSCN and potentially other Indigenous groups
Cree Nation (BCN), and God’s Lake FirstNation (GLFN), or why the listedinPart2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines
Indigenous RAA does not capture some of the most frequently used areas were not includedinthe Indigenous RAA. If this
by MSCN for traditional activities, specifically areasto the eastand exclusionwas anoversight, revisethe extent of the
northeast of the current RAA. Indigenous RAA and reviseall effects assessments

presented inthe EIS that were based on this study
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of area.
the methodologies used in baselinestudies and to determine whether the
methods used were adequate to provide anaccuraterepresentation of the
baselineenvironment of the Projectfootprint, LAA, and RAA andto assess
potential effects to VC’'s and impacts to Indigenous groups.
IR1-23 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to identify baselineinformation a) Indicatewhether Manitoba Infrastructure (Ml)engaged with

Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical

Part1, Section
3.2.2

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.1.9

Section 6.1.4.1.6
and6.1.4.5

EIS Chapter 6,
Table6.11

EIS Appendix B-2,
Section 4.6.1

regarding species of fish, wildlife, birds, plants, or other natural resources
of importance for traditional use by Indigenous peoples. The EIS Guidelines
alsorequirethe proponentto reflect inthe EIS the knowledge acquired
through engagement with Indigenous groups.

With respect to the selection of VCs, the EIS indicates thata preliminary list
of VCs was presented at community meetings to verify their
appropriateness andtorevise the VC list, as needed, based on inputfrom
community members. Itis unclear whether all Indigenous communities

or made attempts to engage with all Indigenous groups
listedinPart2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines to identify
plantand wildlifespecies of importanceand to verify and/or
revisethe preliminary listof VCs identified by MI.

i Ifso, describehow Ml considered and
incorporated inputfrom these groups into the
description of baselineinformation, selection of
Project study areas, selection of VCs, and the
assessment of potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous
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Review EIS Appendix D-1, | listedinPart2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines were invited to participate peoples presented inthe EIS. Ifthis information
Comments Section 2.0 inthese meetings to verify the listof VCs. was not included and considered in the EIS, revise
all relevantsections of the EIS, including the
The EIS indicates that plantand wildlifespecies ofimportanceto selection of study areas and VCs, to includethis
Indigenous peoples were identified through traditional knowledge studies, information.
workshops,and community discussions with MSCN, BCN, and GLFN. Itis ii.. If not, describe how and when Ml plans to engage
unclear whether the proponent engaged with or made attempts to engage with each of the communities listedinPart2,
with all Indigenous groups listed in Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines to collectthe
other than BCN, MSCN, and GLFN, or whether species ofimportance and information described and how Ml will incorporate
traditional useareas of these groups were consideredin the EIS and the this informationinto the EIS. If MI does not planto
selection of study areas. MSCN also expressed concerns regarding the engage with these groups, providea clear rationale
methodology of the trapper program used to collectinformation for the for this decision.
Project, noting that no traplines held by MSCN were used to collectdata
and no explanation for this omissionis provided. b) Providea rationalefor why traplines of MSCN were not
includedinthe scopeof the trapper program. Clarify
Table 6.11 of the EIS presents a listof mammal species of importance that whether trappers from MSCN were interviewed and/or
were observed by GLFN, MSCN, and BCN. No informationis provided involvedin data collection related to the trapper program.
regardingthe exact or approximatelocations wherethese individuals were i If trappers from MSCN were interviewed and/or
observed. As some potential effects of the Project are dependent upon involvedin data collection related to trapper
wildlifespecies’ proximity to the Project, this informationis required to program, revisethe information and assessments
understand and assess potential Project effects to wildlifespecies of presented inthe EIS to reflect this.
importance to Indigenous peoples.
c) For the wildlifespecies listedinTable6.11, indicatethe
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s exact or approximatelocationin which Indigenous
characterization of potential Project effects to species ofimportance to community members observed these individuals.
Indigenous peoples for traditional purposes and how knowledge acquired
through engagement with Indigenous groups is reflected in the EIS.
IR1-24 Indigenous EIS Chapter 5, EIS Guidelines The EIS Guidelines listIndigenous groups with which the proponent is a) Providefigures showingthe extent of the asserted
Services Canada | Section 5.2.4and | Part2, Section 5.1 | expected to strivetowards developing a productiveand constructive traditional territory of each Indigenous group listedin Part 2,
— Project6 54.1.1 relationshipinorder to supportinformation gatheringand the effects Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines ina manner and ata spatial
Technical assessment. scalethatclearly shows the boundaries of each groups’
Review EIS Chapter 5, asserted traditional territory. Clearly describe engagement
Comments Appendix 5-12 The EIS indicates thatthe boundaries of the traditional territories of MSCN, activities thathavetaken placewith Indigenous groups to

God’s Lake First
Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting

with the Agency

Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.9.2
and6.1.9.3
Chapter 6, Figure
6-16

GLFN, and BCN areshown in Figure 6-16. Itis notapparent from Figure 6-
16 which areas constitutethe traditional territories of these groups.
Further, the asserted traditional territories of other Indigenous groups
listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines arenot describedinthe EIS
or presented ina figure.

validate MI’s understanding of the extent of each group’s
asserted traditional territory. If these engagement activities
have not taken place, describe how and when Ml will
conduct these activities.

10
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God’s Lake First
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

The EIS indicates thatthe communities of Norway House Cree Nation,
Pimicikamak Okimawin, Garden Hill First Nation, Red Sucker Lake First
Nation, St. Theresa PointFirstNation, and Wasagamack FirstNation arenot
expected to be adversely affected by the Projectas none of these
communities have reserve lands or Treaty Land Entitlements (TLEs) within
the Indigenous RAA and the Indigenous RAA is not within the Resource
Management Areas or Registered Trapline Districts (RTLs) of these
communities.

The Agency notes that the First Nations communities listed above have
Aboriginal and Treaty rights in areas outside of the boundaries of reserve
lands/TLEs and may practicetraditional use activities within the Project
footprint, LAA, and/or RAA. Additionally, RTLs may not be representative of
Indigenous groups’ asserted traditional territory. GLFN notes that RTL
boundaries were created by the Government of Manitoba for management
purposes, not by Indigenous communities themselves, and Indigenous
traditional territory and traditional useareas do not have prescribed
boundaries. Pimicikamak Okimawin indicated that their asserted traditional
territory extends into the Indigenous RAA and MSCN noted that the
conceptual boundaries of their ancestral landsaregreater thanthe
boundaries indicatedin the EIS. Further, GLFN noted that although there
may be limited activity onthe landincertainareas or atcertain times, the
landis consideredsacredanda lackof currenttraditional useofanarea or
resourceshould not be considered anindication that GLFN does not have
aninterest inthe land orresources inthat area.

The EIS indicates thatthe Government of Manitoba and the Manitoba
Metis Federation (MMF) signed a Métis Harvesting Agreement, which
designated a Métis Natural Resource Harvesting Zone; the Indigenous RAA
for the proposed Projectis located outside of this designated zone. The
MMF asserts thattheir members exercise their Aboriginal rights within the
Project footprint, LAA, and RAA. Further, the Métis Harvesting Agreement
sets out a process by whichresearch may be undertaken inareas of
Manitoba outside of the Métis Natural Resource HarvestingZone. Itis
unclear whether research has been undertaken or is inthe process of being
undertaken with respect to Métis current use of lands and resources for
traditional purposes, which mayinform the assessment of potential Project
effects to Métis peoples. Additionally, itis unclear whether the traditional

b)

c)

i If Ml has made reasonableefforts to engage with
Indigenous groups to collect this information but
these efforts have been unsuccessful, providea
record of all attempts to engage with Indigenous
groups on this topic.

Based on the extent of each Indigenous group’s asserted
traditional territory, the results of the engagement activities
referred to in a),and Ml’s understanding of the extent of
anticipated project effects, revisethe effects assessments
presented inthe EIS forall Indigenous groups whose
traditional territory differs fromwhat was originally
presented inthe EIS.

i If, after the effects assessments presented inthe
EIS are revised to includethe information referred
to ina), Ml does not anticipate effects to some or
all Indigenous communities listedin Part2,
Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines, verify this
conclusion with the Indigenous groups in
question. Ifthese Indigenous groups indicatethat
there will be projecteffects to their communities,
present the views and assessment(s) of effects of
these Indigenous groups in the EIS alongside Ml’s
assessment of effects.

ii. If adverse effects areidentified that were not
previously considered in the EIS, describe
proposed mitigation or accommodation measures
that will be implemented to address these effects.

Indicatewhether any data are availableorifresearch has
been oris plannedto be undertaken with respect to Métis
current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes
within or near the Projectfootprint, LAA, or RAA. If Ml isin
possession or has accesstothe results of anysuch
research/data (e.g. from the MMF) as itrelates to the
Project andits potential effects, this information must be
consideredinthe EIS.

11
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territories of other Indigenous groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS
Guidelines were considered in delineating the boundaries of the Indigenous
RAA.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples,
includingallIndigenous groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS
Guidelines.

See Annex | for related advice.

IR1-25 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describebaselineinformation |a) ShouldIndigenous groups listedinPart2, Section 5.1 of the
Federation — Part2, Section Section 6.1.9.2 and potential Project effects to the health and socioeconomic conditions of EIS Guidelines other than MSCN, BCN, and GLFN also usethe
Project 6 5.1,6.1.9, and and6.1.9.3 Indigenous peoples. Project footprint, LAA, or RAA for traditional purposes,
Technical 6.3.4 describethe baselinehealth and socioeconomic conditions
Review The EIS does not present baselineinformation onthe health and for these Indigenous groups.
Comments socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous groups listed in Part2, Section 5.1
of the EIS Guidelines other than MSCN, BCN, and GLFN. As noted above b) Describeengagement activities thathave taken placewith
Manto Sipi Cree (see IR1-24) Indigenous groups other than MSCN, BCN, and GLFN may use GLFN, BCN, and MSCN to verify the accuracy ofthe baseline
Nation — Project lands and resources within the Project footprint, LAA, and RAA for data presented on the health and socioeconomic conditions
6 Technical traditional purposes. As such, the Project may resultin adverse effects to of their communities. If these engagement activities have
Review the health and socioeconomic conditions of members of these not taken place, provide a rationalefor this or describe
Comments communities; baselinedata arerequired to understand the context and when and how these engagement activities will occur.
potential significance of these effects. The EIS also does not describe
whether engagement activities were conducted with MSCN, BCN, and GLFN
to verify the accuracy of the baselinedata presented with regardto the
health and socioeconomic conditions of their communities.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to the health and
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples.
Federal Lands
IR1-26 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 1, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany potential a) Describeall Projectcomponents or activities, maintenance
Assessment Part2, Section Section 1.2.2 environmental effects on federal lands as a resultof the Project. facilities,and wastedisposal/treatmentthat will belocated
Agency of 6.3.5 or occur on federal lands, specifically Indigenous reserve
Canada EIS Chapter 3, The EIS indicates thatno federal lands will beused for carrying out the

Section 3.2.4,
3.38,and3.4.1.7

Project. However, the EIS also describes how wastewater, domestic waste,
andsolid wastefrom work camps and construction sites will be
treated/disposed of at existing wastewater treatment plants and landfills
located on the BCN, MSCN, and GLFN reserves or treaty land entitlement

lands or treaty land entitlement areas.

i Should use of the existingon-reserve access road
on BCN'’s reserve be required, indicate whether
any upgrades to this road will berequired and who
will beresponsiblefor these upgrades.

12
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EIS Chapter 5,
Table 5.10

EIS Chapter 6,
Section
6.1.9.1.2.6

EIS Chapter 6,
Figure 6-18 to 6-
20

EIS Appendix D-1,
Section 3.7.3

areas,which are considered federal lands.The EIS also describes how
existing winter road maintenance yards located on the reserves of BCN,
MSCN, and GLFN may be repurposed for maintenance of the ASR. The
Agency notes that transportation of waste materials and storage/repair of
maintenance equipment associated with the Projecthave the potential to
resultinadverse effects to federal lands from, for example, combustion
emissions, dustand particulate matter generation, vibrations, noise,and
accidental spills from equipment or of waste materials. As such, Project
activities and components located on federal lands mayresultinadverse
environmental effects to VCs includingcaribou, a species federally listed as
“Threatened” under the Species at Risk Act (SARA) and observed migrating
through reserve lands by members of BCN and MSCN.

The EIS describes how the ASR will connectto anexistingon-reserve access
road at the BCN reserve boundary andthat constructionis anticipated to
begin at this boundary and extend eastward.Itis unclear whether use of
BCN’s on-reserve access road will berequired for construction and
operation of the Project. As no on-reserve community access roads
currently existon the MSCN and GLFN reserves to connect the Projectto
community road networks, itis unclear how Manitoba Infrastructure (Ml)
plans toaccess facilities located on these reserves.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to federal lands, species atrisk,and Indigenous
peoples.

b)

c)

d)

e)

For all Projectactivities and components to be located on
reserve lands and/or treaty land entitlement areas:

i describe potential environmental effects to VCs,
mitigation measures to address those effects, and
anyresidual adverse effects;

ii.. assess potential impacts to Aboriginal or Treaty
rights anticipated fromon-reserve Project
components/activities;and

iii.. confirmwith the applicableIndigenous
communities and Indigenous Services Canada (ISC):

e the compatibility of the Project
activity/component with community land use
plans,

e whether Indian Act permits under section
58(4) of the Indian Act or under the Indian
Mining Regulations, Indian Timber Harvesting
Regulations, or Indian Reserve Waste Disposal
Regulations arerequired, and

e requirements of all otherapplicable
legislation such as the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act, 1999.

Update the listof regulatory requirements and mitigation
commitments inthe EIS as needed.

If construction of an on-reserve community access roadis
required to support Projectactivities anditwill be
constructed by Ml, describe both the long-term
maintenance plan andthe potential effects to VCs. If Ml is
not the responsible party, identify the authorityandindicate
how MI will coordinate with that party and what
implications arefor the Project, should the on-reserve
community access road not proceed.

Present revised effects assessments,includingresidualand
cumulative effects assessments, for all VCs, including federal
lands,to includeall on-reserve Projectcomponents and
activities and any associated adverse effects.
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and
Environment
andClimate
Change
Canada—Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

God’s Lake First
Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting

with the Agency

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —August

Part2, Section
6.2.2,6.6.1, and
8.0

Section 6.3.1.1
and6.4.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.4,
6.5.4,and 6.5.6.1

surfacewater quality, any effects associated with potential accidental spills,
and the follow-up and monitoring program(s)that will beimplemented to
verify predictions and the effectiveness of mitigation measures.

The EIS indicates thatany effects due to spillsoccurringin surface water
would be limited to the Projectfootprint as they would be contained and
remediated. Itis unclear how Ml will ensurethat they will be
informed/made aware of all spillsthatoccur on the Project footprint
throughout the life of the Project to ensure that spillsarecontained and
remediated immediately, thereby preventing migration of spilled materials.

The EIS indicates thatthe Project may resultin adverse effects to surface
water qualityandfish fromexplosives, specifically related to the potential
release of nitrates into waterbodies/watercourses. The EIS does not
describe mitigation measures that will be implemented to address the
introduction of explosives into nearby waterbodies/watercourses.

Itis alsounclearwhether potential adverse effects to the health of
Indigenous peoples resulting from the potential introduction of nitrates
and nitrites into drinking water sources or to downstream receiving
waterbodies were considered inthe assessment of potential Project
effects. For instance, the addition of nitrates into lakes, ponds,and
wetlands canresultin eutrophicationand/orincreases intheseverity and

f)  Present arevised assessment of effects associated with
potential accidents and malfunctions,includingworstcase
scenarios, to consider Project components and activities on
federal lands.

g) Describeany areas of uncertainty, includingthoseidentified
by Indigenous groups, and proposed follow-up and
monitoringactivities thatwill occur with respect to Project
components and activities on federal lands.

Surface Water Quality
IR1-27 Health Canada EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes to a) Describehow Ml will monitor for spills of harmful

substances within the Project footprintduring all phases of
the Project, and the mitigation measures that will be
implemented, specificallyintheevent of a spillinornear
fish-bearing watercourses/waterbodies, tributaries to fish
bearing watercourses/waterbodies, and sensitiveterrestrial
habitats (e.g. calvinggrounds, nestingsites, gatheringareas,
etc.). Describethe following:

i How MI will beinformed of all spills and the
standardresponsetime for spill responsecrews.
Compare responsetime to typical migrationrates
for contaminants thatmay be accidentally spilled
from the Project; and

ii.. describethe potential effects to VCs from
unreported spillsandinstances whereresponse
time exceeds the migration rate of contaminants
to key receptors?. Revisethe assessments of
potential Project effects for all VCs, includingthe
residual and cumulative effects assessments, to
includeany potential effects identified. Ensure that
potential effects to God’s Lake and Semens Lake
are describedincluding connected wetlands and
watercourses.

2 Key receptors must include: fish and fish habitat; migratory birds and their habitat; species at risk and their habitat; human health receptors (e.g. traplines, residences, cabins, camps, First Nations reserve lands); drinking
water sources; wetlands and other waterbodies; species of importance to Indigenous peoples and their habitat; places where fish, wildlife, birds, plants, or othernatural resources are harvested by Indigenous peoples, including
places thatare preferred; and ecologically sensitive sites of VCs (e.g. spawning areas, nesting areas, calving grounds, hibe rnacula).
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22,2019 extent of algal blooms. Maintainingthe quality of water within lakes, b) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate the
Meeting with ponds, and wetlands used for drinking water and traditional purposes introduction of explosives into nearby
the Agency withinthe Project footprint, LAA, and RAA, including God’s Lake and waterbodies/watercourses and to mitigate adverse Project
Semens Lake, was noted as a priority for BCN and MSCN. effects to surfacewater quality,includingthe quality of
Bunibonibee drinking water sources and downstream receiving
Cree Nation — Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of waterbodies, should explosives or blastingresidues be
August 23,2019 potential Project effects to surfacewater qualityandrelated VCs. This introduced into waterbodies/watercourses.
Meeting with informationis alsorequired to determine whether further mitigation may
the Agency be requiredto address potential adverse effects to surfacewater quality. c) Describefollow-up and monitoring that will beconducted to
confirm predictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
andresponse measures, and monitor for any unanticipated
effects
IR1-28 EIS Guidelines EIS Appendix C-2, | The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describepredicted changesto |a) Describethe parameters that will be used to determine ifa
Part2, Section Section 4.2.2.4 the physical environmentand VCs as a resultof the Project, including retention pond will berequired and where release of
5.1,6.2,6.3, and and4.3.1 changes to: groundwater and surfacewater; riparian, wetland,and stormwater to vegetated areasisacceptable.Characterize
6.4 terrestrial environments; fish and fish habitat; migratory birds; species at the potential effects of the stormwater management
risk;and Indigenous peoples. The EIS Guidelines also require the proponent options on each VC and the relationship to Indigenous
to describepotential directand indirect Project effects to migratory birds, peoples and their rights. Identify locations where
including any effects related to the depositof harmful substances in waters stormwater management may be particularly sensitive.
that are frequented by migratory birds. The proponent is alsorequired to
describemitigation measures to address potential adverse effects. b) Withrespect to potential retention ponds/vegetated areas
where stormwater runoff may be directed to, describe:
The EIS indicates that stormwater runoff from impermeable surfaces, such i the area of vegetated regions that may be affected
as bridgedecks and approaches, can containa number of pollutants, by stormwater runoff and/or the area and
including suspended solids, hydrocarbons, metals, nutrients,and road salts. maximum storage volume of retention ponds;
The EIS alsodescribes thatduringand after rainfall events, stormwater ii.. where and how water will be discharged following
runoff into waterbodies/watercourses canresultin physicalimpacts, such settlingin vegetated areas/retention ponds;
as bankand channel erosion andincreased sedimentinputs. Potential iii.. how Ml will ensurethat the quality of water to be
adverse effects associated with stormwater runoff inputs from the Project discharged meets applicablefederal and provincial
into waterbodies/watercourses and terrestrial environments are not water quality guidelines;and
includedinthe residual effects assessments for surface water; iv. potential effects to VCs should the capacity to
groundwater; riparian, wetland, and terrestrial environments; fishand fish store water invegetated areas and/or retention
habitat; migratory birds;species atrisk;or Indigenous peoples. ponds be exceed (i.e. overflow events).
The EIS notes that culvertand bridge crossings will bedesigned to direct c) Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual

stormwater runoff into vegetated areas or small retention ponds to
decrease the velocity and volume of runoff, and to encourage settling of
sediments and contaminants prior to dischargeto nearby watercourses. No
informationis provided regarding the size and how the location of

effects, and cumulative effects for migratory birds, bird
species atrisk, bird species of importance to Indigenous
peoples, and Indigenous peoples to include potential effects
resulting from the potential deposit of harmful substances in
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retention ponds will be selected, where stormwater runoff will be directed
to, the relationship of these locations to VCs and important habitatareas,
andthe potential effects thereof. Itis alsounclear whatadverse

waters frequented by birds andinthe event that birds use
the stormwater retention areas as habitat.

environmental effects may resultfrom runoff storage inthese locations and |d) Describemitigation measures3that will be implemented to

how Ml will ensurethat discharge water meets water quality guidelines. address any adverseeffects identified above and follow-up
and monitoring that will beconducted to confirm

Supplementary informationis required to understand and assess potential predictions, assesstheeffectiveness of mitigation measures,

adverse effects of the Projectto VCs as a resultof stormwater runoff and and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

retention, and to determine whether further mitigation may be required.

IR1-29 Health Canada — | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes to a) Describethe area or region represented by the defined
Project 6 Part2, Section Section 6.2.4, surfacewater quality,includingany changes to turbidity. The proponent is mixing zone and provide quantitativeinformation,
Technical 6.2.2and6.3.4 6.3.4,and 6.5.4 alsorequiredto describehow changes to the environment caused by the estimates, and/or evidence to supportthe conclusionthat
Review Project may affect Indigenous peoples, drinking water quality, and the increased sediment inputs arenot expected to resultin
Comments current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes. contaminantconcentrations in surface water outside of

applicableregulations. Refer to Health Canada's Guidance

Manitoba Metis The EIS indicates thatfollowing the implementation of mitigation for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental
Federation — measures, increased sediment inputs from Projectactivities are not Assessment: Drinking and Recreational Water Quality
Project 6 expected to resultin sediment concentrations insurfacewater in (2016)*for additional information.
Technical exceedance of applicableregulationsandthatno adverse effects are
Review anticipated beyond the defined mixing zones. No quantitativeinformation [b) Ifthe defined mixingzone includes downstream
Comments or evidence is presented to support this conclusionanditis unclear what waterbodies and/or elevated sediment concentrations may

the defined mixingzone represents. As increased sediment concentrations resultfrom the Projectinareas used for drinking water or
Manto Sipi Cree may adversely affect surfaceand drinking water quality and other VCs. The used by other VCs, revisethe assessmentof potential
Nation — August MMF and MSCN expressed concerns that the EIS did not consider potential Project effects, residual effects, and cumulative effects for
22,2019 effects of increased sediment inputs to receiving waterbodies downstream all VCs to include potential effects related to increased
Meeting with of watercourse crossingsrequired for the Project. sediment inputs to receiving waterbodies/watercourses,
the Agency includinglakes, ponds, and wetlands downstream of

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of watercourse crossings required for the Project.

potential effects to VCs and to determine whether further mitigation

and/or follow-up and monitoring protocols may be required. c) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to

address any adverseeffects to receiving waterbodies
identified above and follow-up and monitoringthat will be
conducted to confirm predictions, assess the effectiveness
of mitigation measures, and monitor for any unanticipated
effects.

3 Ensure that all mitigation measures described are detailed, specific, achievable, measurable, and verifiable.
4 Health Canada.2016. Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Drinking and Recreational Water Quality . Accessed from https://aeic-iaac.gc.ca/050/documents/p80054/119377E.pdf.
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IR1-30 Health Canada—
Project 6
Technical
Review

Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
3.1,5.1,and 6.1.5

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.5.1.5,
6.3.4.5.3, and
6.3.9.3

EIS Appendix C-1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeseasonalsurface
water qualityandthe locationand useof any local and regional potable
water resources, includingany water sources used for drinkingand
recreational useby Indigenous peoples. The proponent is alsorequired to
describethe drinkingand industrial water requirements for the Project.

The EIS describes how drinking water for the communities of MSCN, BCN,
and GLFN is sourced from surface water within the RAA. No data are
provided regardingthe location of drinking water sources or the quality of
water at these sources. The EIS also does not describethe locationand
quality of drinking water sources for all other Indigenous communities
listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines. Without this information,
potential Project effects to drinking water of Indigenous peoples cannot be
assessed.

The EIS indicates that GLFN, MSCN, and BCN did not describeany other
seasonal, periodic, or temporary water sources, other than the main
drinking water sources for their communities. It is unclear whether
information regarding seasonal, periodic, or temporary water sources was
specifically requested. Given that GLFN has been under an ongoing “Do Not
Consume” advisorysince 2005, as noted in the EIS, GLFN members may use
local surface water sources other than their main drinking water supply.
Members of GLFN and other Indigenous communities may also usesurface
water sources other than the main supply for their reserves during
traditional land useactivities conducted away from reserve lands.

The EIS also notes that potablewater for construction camps will be
transported from existing sources in nearby Indigenous communities. No
details areprovided regarding the quantity of water that will berequired,
whether potable water sources within nearby Indigenous communities will
have the capacity to support construction camp needs, the potential effects
that this extra demand on potablewater will haveon the communities in
qguestion, or whether Indigenous groups have agreed to the use of their
community’s water supply for the Project.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
description of baselineinformation for Indigenous peoples and the

a)

b)

c)

d)

Describeandincludeina figure(s) the locations of identified
drinking water sources within the RAA for all Indigenous
groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines,
including both on-reserve and off-reserve drinking water
sources, if known. The locations of drinking water sources
should be overlain with the location of Project components
andactivities,andshouldincludecurrentand any planned
future drinking water sources.

Describethe current baseline water quality of the drinking
water sources identified in a). If water quality data has
already been presented for these waterbodies or
watercourses as partof the Aquatic Environment Report
(Appendix C-1), providereferences to these data for each
drinking water source.

Describeand analyze potential effects to Indigenous peoples
from water quality deterioration for receptors that may use
water withinthe Project footprintand downstream of the
Project for drinkingand recreational purposes, includingany
seasonal, periodic, or temporary water sources. Refer to
Health Canada’s Guidance for Evaluating Human Health
Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Drinking and
Recreational Water Quality (2016)°.

Withregard to potential use of potablewater supplies from
existingsources in nearby Indigenous communities for
construction camps and any other project activities,
describe:

i. the quantity of water that will berequired and how
this water will be transported to construction sites
or other areas within the Project footprintwhere it
may be required (e.g. water pipeline, trucks, etc.);

ii.. which Indigenous communities potable water will
be sourced from;

5 Health Canada.2016. Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Drinking and Recreational Water Quality . Accessed from https://aeic-iaac.gc.ca/050/documents/p80054/119377E.pdf.
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characterization of potential Project effects to the health of Indigenous
peoples due to potential effects to drinking water quality and quantity.

e)

f)

g)

iii.. whether potable water sources from these
Indigenous communities will havethe capacity to
supportconstruction camp needs;

iv. the potential effects of an increasein demand for
potable water supplies and the potential effects on
Indigenous communities if this increased demand
results ina water shortage;

V. proposed mitigation/accommodation measures to
address increased demands on water resources
and/or potential water shortages; and

vi. whether Indigenous groups were engaged with and
agreed to the use of their community’s water
supply for the Project.

Should the proposed method to transportwater from
nearby Indigenous communities to the Projectrequire
construction of new infrastructureon Indigenous reserve
lands (i.e. federal lands) or, for example, the use of trucks on
reserve to transportwater, includethis as a project
component/activity discussed in the responseto IR1-26,
questiona).

If Indigenous groups were engaged regardingthe use of
their community’s potable water supply for the Project,
summarize those engagement activities and their outcome.
If not, describe when these engagement activities will take
placeand potential contingency potable water sources if
potable water cannot be sourced from nearby Indigenous
communities.

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
includeany potential effects identifiedin c).

IR1-31

Environment
and Climate

Change Canada |6.2.2,8.1,and8.2 | and5.2.2.2 suspended solids (TSS), and to present a preliminary follow-up and turbidity relationships for each crossinglocation. Ifthe
— Project6 monitoring program for all phases of the Project. former, providea clear rationalefor how one Project-wide
Technical TSS-turbidity relationship would accurately capturethe site-

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section

EIS Appendix C-2,
Section 5.2.2.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes to
surfacewater quality, including any changes to turbidity and/or total

Clarify whether Ml plans to create one Project-wide TSS-
turbidity relationship or will be creating site-specific TSS-
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Review
Comments

The EIS indicates thatin-stream Project activities and activities conducted
near watercourses/waterbodies may increasethe potential for erosionand
sedimentation (i.e. an increaseinTSS). The EIS notes plans to use turbidity
measurements as a surrogate for TSS. ECCC notes that whilein situ
turbidity measurements can be a useful surrogate for TSS, TSS-turbidity
relationshipsaresite-specific. As such, in order to adequately characterize
the relationship, itis necessary to obtain sufficientsampling data specificto
the waterbody/watercourse and the sediment in question to establish the
unique relationship between TSS and turbidity. It is unclear whether the
proponent is proposingto create one Project-wide TSS-turbidity
relationship or will createsite-specific TSS-turbidity relationshipsfor each
crossinglocation.

As the TSS-turbidity relationship may changeover time, itis important to
periodically collectand analyze TSS samples inalaboratorytovalidateand,
if necessary, update the relationship. Itis unclear whether this periodic
validation will be conducted.

With respect to TSS/turbidity monitoring, the EIS indicates thatif
exceedances of the Manitoba Water Quality Standards, Objectives, and
Guidelines (MWQSOG) for the protection of aquatic lifeare detected,
correctiveactions will betaken. Itis unclear how often monitoring for TSS
will occur and what correctiveactions will betaken to mitigate any
exceedances of the MWQSOG for the protection of aquatic life. ECCC also
noted that interms of monitoring TSS concentrations, the TSS-turbidity
relationship approach proposed by Ml requires more frequent in situ
measurements of turbidity to estimate TSS concentrations. This
requirement must be considered when determining samplingfrequency for
monitoring of TSS concentrations.

The EIS also notes that dewatering of cofferdams canresultindischarges of
water with excessively high TSS or pH at locations such asculvert
placements or pier placements, respectively, due to contactwith concrete.
Any water pumped from cofferdams will be monitored to determine ifit
meets MWQSOG and if guidelines are exceeded, appropriatemitigation
measures will be implemented to treat the water before itre-enters the
watercourse. The EIS does not providedetails regarding the mitigation
measures to be implemented should exceedances of the MWQSOG be
detected, how often monitoringwill be conducted, or whether the

b)

d)

specific, uniquecharacteristics of each individual
waterbody/watercourse where crossings may berequired.

Indicate whether Ml plans to periodicallyvalidateand, if
necessary, update the TSS-turbidity relationship for each
crossinglocation by collectingand analyzing TSS samples in
alaboratory.

i If so, describe how often samples will becollected
to validatethe TSS-turbidity relationship.

ii. If not, describe how MI will ensurethat the TSS-
turbidity relationship(s) used to monitor sediment
inputs into waterbodies/watercourses is accurate
and representative of actual conditions.

Quantitativelyindicatethe frequency with which monitoring
for TSS and monitoring of cofferdam water for TSS and pH
will be conducted.

Describein detail the correctiveactions,including mitigation
and/or contingency measures, that will be implemented
should monitoring data indicatethat the MWQSOG for the
protection of aquatic lifehavebeen exceeded. Indicate
whether Ml will adhereto the Canadian Water Quality
Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life. If not, provide a
clear rationale why these guidelines will notbe complied
with.
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Canadian Water Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life will
alsobeadhered to.

Supplementary informationis required to assess theadequacy of the
proposed follow-up and monitoring plan with respect to potential effects
to surfacewater quality fromturbidityand pH and to determine whether
further mitigation or contingency measures may be required.

Atmospheric

Environment

IR1-32

Health Canada -
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.1.1,6.2.1, and
6.5

EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.3.2.1
and3.4.1.11

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.1.2,
6.2.1,6.2.1.1.1.1,
6.3.4.5.4,
6.4.1.1.1, and
6.5.9.5.4

EIS Chapter 8,
Section 8.4.2.2

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe baselineambientair
qualityinthe Project area and airshed likely to be affected and any changes
inair quality resulting fromthe Project, including sulfuroxides (SOx),
nitrous oxides (NOy), total suspended particulates, fine particulates smaller
than 2.5 microns (PMzs), respirable particulates less than 10 microns
(PM1o), and diesel particulates. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethe
proponent to describeany residual effects to the atmospheric environment
following the implementation of mitigation measures and providea
characterization of the significance of those effects in terms of their
magnitude, geographic extent, timing, duration, frequency, reversibility,
and ecological and social context.

The EIS indicates thatthe Project may resultinanincreasein particulates
and vehicle emissions (i.e. SOy, NOy, diesel particulates, and volatileorganic
compounds [VOCs]) during construction, operation,and maintenance but
does not describethe anticipated emissions rateorincreasein
concentration for each type of contaminantassociated with each Project
phase, with the exception of particulate matter emissions during
construction of the ASR. Additionally, assessmentof potential Project
effects on the atmospheric environment and other VCs from concrete
batching, blastingactivities,and emissions from generators at construction
camps is not demonstrated nor aremitigations provided.

With respect to predicted Project effects to air quality, emissions estimates
presented are based on a singleliteraturesource (Roberts et al.2010°)
whichis limited to emissions of PM1ipoand PM2s and does not include SOy,
NOy, CO, VOCs, or diesel particulates, as required by the EIS guidelines.

a)

b)

c)

Characterizethe types and quantity of atmospheric
contaminantemissions thatmay be associated with blasting,
concrete batching, generators, and the transportationand
handling of materials required for concrete production.
Describethe potential adverse effects that may be
associated with these contaminants and at the levels
described.

Describethe anticipated emissionsrateorincreasein
concentration of atmospheric contaminants associated with
activities and components duringall Project phases.
Anticipatedincreases in emissionsrates and/or contaminant
concentration must be provided for PM1g, PM2 5, SOy, NOy,
diesel particulates, VOCs,and any contaminants associated
with blasting, concrete batching, generators, and the
transportation and handling of materials required for
concrete production,in concentration values comparableto
guidelines” (i.e. pg/m3).

Providea rationaleto supportthe conclusion that
constructionrelated PM1igand PM; s emissions estimates
outlinedinthe study by Roberts et al.(2010) areapplicable
to the Project.
i Include consideration of how the location, timing,
and meteorological conditions compare between
the project and Roberts et al.(2010).

6 Roberts, P.T., S.B. Reid, D.D. Eisinger, D.L. Vaughn, E.K. Pollard, J.L. DeWinter, Y. Du, A.E. Ray, and S.G. Brown. 2010. Construction activity, emissions, and air quality impacts: real world observations from and Arizona road -
widening case study. Arizona Department of Transportation. Accessed from https://rosap.ntl.bts.gov/view/dot/20268.
7 Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards and Manitoba Ambient Air Quality Criteria
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Further, itis not clear whether the road widening project referenced in
Roberts et. al.(2010)included activities such as blastingatquarries and
borrow areas, temporary construction camps, bridge construction, or other
activities thatmay resultin particulate matter emissions. Itis alsounclear
where air emissions values were measured in this study, either inrelation
to the location of receptors or the source of emissions, and under which
meteorological conditions.

The EIS alsoindicates thatthe Project has the potential to increasedust
and other atmospheric emissions levels by 10 to 20 percent of baseline
conditions prior to the implementation of mitigation measures and by 10
percent or less following mitigation. However, the EIS does not provide
guantitative data regardingthe baselineair quality for the Project
footprint, LAA, or RAA with whichto compare projectemissions levels.
Comparing predicted emissions rates associated with the Project to the
Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards and the Manitoba Ambient Air
Quality Criteria is a more appropriate method for assessingthesignificance
of Project effects to air quality.

Withregard to particulate matter and NOy, the EIS indicates that, following
the implementation of mitigation measures, exceedance of the Manitoba
Ambient Air Quality Criteria and Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards is
not expected. As particulate matter and NOx are non-threshold air
contaminants, non-exceedance of air quality guidelines does not imply that
there are no health risks. Further mitigation may be warranted to reduce
levels of these contaminants as much as possible.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to the atmospheric environment, which may
adversely affect other VCs, such as species atrisk, migratory birds, federal
lands,and Indigenous peoples’ health and socioeconomic conditions. This
informationis alsorequired to determine whether further measures may
be required to mitigate adverse environmental effects.

d)

e)

g)

h)

ii.. Discuss theuncertainties and limitationsin using
data from this study as a surrogate for Project
emissions estimates for PM1pand PMzs.

Describethe relationship of Projectemissions sources to key
receptors, including the distance between the Project and
key receptors, the concentration of receptors at these
locations, etc.

Describe measures that will beimplemented to mitigate
contaminantemissions fromblasting, rock crushing,
concrete batching, generators, and the transportationand
handling of materials required for concrete production.

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, the
residual effects assessment, and the cumulative effects
assessmentfor the atmospheric environment and for all
other VCs to includeemissions fromblasting, concrete
batching, generators, and the transportation and handling of
materials required for concrete production.

Compare the predicted increasein atmospheric emissions
from Project components/activities duringall phases to the
most current Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards and
the Manitoba Ambient Air Quality Criteria. Include the
numerical thresholds defined in these regulations.

i Alternatively, provide quantitative baselinedata
for the ambient air qualityinthe Projectarea and
airshed likely to be affected by the Project,
identifyingand quantifyingemissions sources for
total suspended particulates, PM2s, PM1o, diesel
particulates, carbon monoxide (CO), SOx, NOy, and
VOCs.

Compare the anticipated emissionslevels of non-threshold
air contaminants, including particulate matter and NOy, to
levels associated with adverse health effects in humans and
wildlife. Describe measures that will beimplemented to
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further mitigate emissions of non-threshold air
contaminants to the greatest extent possible.

i) Describethe air quality monitoringand follow-up program
that will be implemented to monitor Project air emissions
and any exceedances of provincialand federal air quality

criteria.
i

Explain howthe follow-up and monitoring program
will accountfor the absence of quantitative
baselinedata for the current air quality conditions
inthe area of the Project,if this quantitative
baselinedatais notprovided inresponseto g).
Describe mitigation and contingency measures that
will beimplemented should exceedances of
provincialand federal air quality criteria be
detected.

IR1-33

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.2.1and6.3.5

EIS Chapter 3,
Section3.4.2.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.1,
6.3.4.5.4, and
6.3.5

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeanychanges to air
qualityand any potential environmental effects on federal lands resulting
from the Project.

The EIS indicates thatthere may be anincreasein particulate matter as a
result of the Project that may exceed the Manitoba Ambient Air Quality
Criteria and Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards. The EIS also states
thatanincreasein particulates inlocal Indigenous communities, including
BCN, MSCN, and GLFN, is not expected as the road does not enter federal
reserve lands, receptors are located at least250 metres from the reserve
boundaries,and prevailing winds in thearea of the Project blow from the
west and northwest, directingthe majority of dust away from communities.
While prevailingwinds may blow from the west and northwest, this does
not precludewinds from blowingin other directions, including towards
communities and other receptors. Further, humans, whilenotinthe
communities themselves, and wildlifereceptors may come within the
predicted range of particulate matter while on reserve lands.

The EIS indicates that chemical dustsuppressants may be used if required
and lists approved products. Should use of chemical dustsuppressants be
required, the EIS indicates thatthese chemicals will notbe applied within
100 metres of a stream crossingor beyond the road surface,and are not
expected to have negative effects on soils, surface water, vegetation,

a) Providea frequency range in which dust and particulates
may be transported towards the reserves of GLFN, BCN, and
MSCN and, when this occurs:

b) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for all VCs to include:

describethe maximum distancethat dustand
particulates may be transported based on wind
speed anddirection;and

characterizethe receptors that are or may be
present within the distancedescribeini),including
the location of receptors and the density of
receptors at each location.

any potential risks/effects associated with the use
of chemical dustsuppressants, particularlyif these
products were to migrate from the area of
application;and

potential effects associated with elevated
concentrations of dust and particulate matter on
federal lands, including to the receptors identified
ina).
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wildlife health, or human health. The EIS does not provide further detail c) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to
regardingthe specificrisks or potential effects to VCs associated with the address any potential adverse effects identifiedinb).

use of chemical dustsuppressants,should these products migrate from the

area of application or contaminatethe environment withinthe Project

footprint, LAA, or RAA.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

potential Project effects to the atmospheric environment and related

potential adverse effects to other VCs.

IR1-34 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the a) Providea clearrationaletosupport the conclusion that
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.3.4.5.4 environment caused by the Project may affect the health of Indigenous potential effects to Indigenous peoples’ health due to dust
Agency of 6.3.4 peoples, including potential effects related to changes inair quality. generated from the Project would not be significant,
Canada includingevidenceto support the assertion thatindividual

The EIS indicates that potential effects to Indigenous peoples’ health due to use of the Project footprintand adjacentareas by

dust generated from the Project would likely not be significantas use of the Indigenous peoples would be limitedin durationand

Project footprintand adjacentareas would be limitedin durationand plant conducted under conditions of minimal dispersion potential.

collection would typically be conducted only under favourable conditions i Describeengagement activities thathave taken

where dust dispersion would be minimal. No rationaleor evidenceis placewith Indigenous peoples who may use the

presented to supportthis conclusionanditis unclearwhether this Project footprintto confirmthe assertions above. If

assumption was confirmed with Indigenous peoples who may use the area. these engagement activities havenot taken place,
describewhen and how these activities will take

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s place.

characterization of potential Project effects to Indigenous health.

b) Shouldengagement with Indigenous groups indicatethat
use of the Project footprintand adjacentareas is notlimited
indurationand/or takes placein conditions favouringthe
generation of dust, describe potential effects to the health
of Indigenous peoples, proposed measures that will be
implemented to mitigate adverse effects.

c) Revisethe assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
includeany potential adverse effects identified in b).

Light, Noise and Sensory Disturbance

IR1-35 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changesin a) Describewhether anyProject activities duringall Project
Nation — Project | Part2, Section 6.2.1.4 and night-time lightlevels associated with the Projectduring construction, phases, will or may occur outside of daylighthours orin
6 Technical 6.2.1and6.4 6.4.1.4 operation, and maintenance, and to describe measures to mitigate any conditions thatmay require the use of lighting equipment or
Review potential adverse effects. equipment/vehicle headlights.

Comments
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The EIS describes that there will beno lightingassociated with
construction, maintenance, and operation of the ASR and therefore no
potential Project effects to baseline day-timeor night-time lightlevels.Itis
unclear whether construction and maintenance activities will occur only
duringthe day orifactivities willalso occur atnight, requiring the use of
mobilelighting or equipment headlights. Additionally the EIS must also
consider potential effects to night-time lights levels associated with
operation of the Project,a potential increaseinthe duration of use
annually (i.e.as opposed to onlyseasonal winter road use), and a potential
increasein the volume of traffic.

i If so, quantify the potential increasein ambient
lightlevels associated with the Projectat key
receptor locations.Providea rationalefor how
receptors were chosen andindicatethe distance of
the Project components or activities thatmay act
as lightsources toreceptors. Consideration must
be given to a potential increaseinthe duration of
use of the Project area by trafficannuallyanda
potential increasein traffic volume.

b) Revise the assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of effects, and cumulative effects for all VCs to include
potential Project effects to ambient lightlevels inthe Project footprint, potential adverse effects resulting from changes to the
LAA, and RAA, which may adversely affect VCs. current night-time lightlevels in the Projectfootprint, LAA,
and RAA at key receptor locations.

c) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate
adverse effects to VCs associated with potential Project
effects to night-time lightlevels during construction or
maintenance.

IR1-36 Health Canada — | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changesin a) Describenoiselevels associated with blastingduring Project
Project 6 Part2, Section Section 6.2.1.3 ambient daytime and night-time noiselevels atkey receptor points as a construction and operation and vehicular traffic during
Technical 6.2.1and6.4 resultof the Project duringall phases andto describe measures to mitigate operation associated with the ASR, indecibels.The noise
Review any potential adverseeffects. level estimate for vehicular traffic mustconsider a potential
Comments annual increasein both the duration of ASR use and volume

The EIS does not provide noiselevel estimates for blastingactivities and of traffic, as well as seasonality of potential effects related
vehicular traffic associated with Project construction and operation. The EIS to Projectnoise.

indicates that, based on the noiseassessmentconducted for the

environmental assessmentofthe Project4 — All-Season Road Connecting b) Describethe relationship of all key receptors to Project
Berens River to Poplar River First Nation (Project4), the effect of components and activities thatmay generate noiseduring
construction noiseon receptors is not expected to occur beyond 300 all Project phases, including the distance of key receptors
metres of construction activities and beyond 500 metres of blastsites. from the Project,the density of receptors at each location,
Although the nearest residenceto the Projectis located approximately 250 etc.

metres from construction activities, the EIS concludes that effects to

surrounding communities from the Project areconsidered to be negligible |c) Describewhichguidelines Projectnoiselevelsare

due to the distance of receptors and noiseattenuation provided by dense
forest. Project activities will extend at leastto the reserve boundaries of
BCN, MSCN, and GLFN, and potentially onto reserves (see IR1-26 above).

anticipated to remain compliantwith and the significance of
the 70 decibel threshold referenced throughout the
assessment of potential Project effects to ambient noise
levels.fboth provincialand federal guidelines exist, discuss
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Withregard to noiselevels, the EIS describes the attenuation of noisein
decibels (including denseforest) and frequently compares anticipated
Project noiselevels to a threshold of 70 decibels. The EIS indicates that
noiselevels areexpected to remain below guidelines.ltis unclear which
guidelines arebeing referenced or the significance of the 70 decibel
threshold.

Potential long-term noiseexposure (i.e. greater than one year) also has not
been adequately assessed and Health Canada recommends usingthe
change in percent highly annoyed (%HA) as anindicator of noise-induced
human health effects from exposure to long-term construction noise.
Further details onthe %HA method can be found in Health Canada’s
Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental
Assessment: Noise (2017)8.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to ambient daytime and night-time noiselevels,
which may affect VCs.

whether the Project will becompliantwith both or, if
compliancewith only one set of guidelines is discussed,
providea clear rationalefor why the other guidelines will
not be complied with.

d) Compare the noiseprofilefor each Project
activity/component to the distancerequired to attenuate
sound levels to below applicableguidelinethresholds, as
discussedinc),inrelationto the distancefrom each
receptor.

i Describethe amount of dense forest between
Project activities/components and key receptors
andasses if this amount is sufficient to attenuate
noiselevels to an appropriatelevel for key
receptors. Revise the conclusions presented with
respect to the anticipated magnitude of noise
effects to key receptors if enough dense forest to
appropriately attenuate elevated noiselevelsis not
present.

ii.. Where adverseeffects to noiselevels inthe Project
footprint, LAA, and/or RAA are likely, describe
measures that will beimplemented to further
mitigate potential effects and follow-upand
monitoring that will be conducted to confirm
predictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures and monitor for any unanticipated
effects.

e) Indicatewhether key receptors, includingtraditional land
users, could be exposed to construction noisefor a period
greater than one year.

i If so, complete a full %HA analysiswhichclearly
identifies the change in %HA with and without all
applicableadjustments, as per Health Canada’s
Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in
Environmental Assessment: Noise. A rationale must
be included to defend the use and the magnitude

8 Health Canada.2017. Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Noise. Accessed from https://www.ceaa.gc.ca/050/documents/p80054/119378E.pdf.
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of any applicableadjustment, or the absence of
adjustments.

ii. If not, refer to Health Canada’s guidanceon
mitigating short-term construction noise exposure,
which can be found inthe Guidance for Evaluating
Human Health Impacts in Environmental
Assessment: Noise. |dentify anyapplicable
mitigation measures inthis guidanceand describe
how, where, and when those measures will be
implemented.

f)  Revise the assessment of potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for ambient daytime and
night-time noiselevels atkey receptors andto VCs which
may be affected by changes innoiselevels,to includethe
results of the %HA analysis, the analysisabove with respect
to noiseattenuation by distanceand forests,and any further
mitigation measures that will be implemented.

IR1-37 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the a) Describepotential effects to the health of Indigenous
Assessment Part2, Section 5.1 | Section 6.3.4.5 environment caused by the Project may affect the health of Indigenous peoples from noiseand vibrations resulting from any Project
Agency of and6.3.4 peoples. activities and components occurring both on and off reserve
Canada lands.

The EIS indicates thatIndigenous peoples and people visitingthearea of i Describe measures that will beimplemented to
the Project would not be exposed to an increasein noisefrom construction mitigate any adverse effects identified.

activities as noiselevels would be less than 70 decibels, constructionand

maintenance activities would not occur within the boundaries of local b) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual

reserves, and the nearest residences within communities are located 250
metres away from the ASR alignment. The only exception would be if
individuals wereto travel outside of local communities and/or within
proximity to the ASR. As outlinedinIR1-26, certain Projectactivities may
occuron reserve lands. As such, Indigenous peoples may be exposed to
elevated noiseandvibration levels onreserve that may resultinadverse
health effects that were not considered in the EIS. The EIS also does not
describe potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples associated with
elevated noiseandvibration levels during Project operation that may result
inadverse health effects.

effects, and cumulative effects to Indigenous peoples to
includeany adverse effects and mitigation measures
identifiedina).
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Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to the health of Indigenous
peoples.

See Annex 1 for related advice.

Hydrogeology
IR1-38 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe groundwater flow a) Describethe interaction of groundwater and surface water
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.1.5.1.5, | patterns andrates, temporal changes in groundwater flow, groundwater resources inthe Projectfootprint, LAA, and RAA. Identify the
Agency of 6.1.5 6.1.5.2,6.2.4.2.1, | quality, groundwater-surfacewater interactions (i.e. locations of location of areas of groundwater dischargeandrecharge
Canada and6.5.4.2.1 groundwater dischargetosurfacewater and surfacewater recharge to andthe discharge/rechargerate(i.e. rate of flow) at these
groundwater), and maps outliningthe extent of aquifers, groundwater locations. Demonstrate consideration of temporal or
levels, potentiometric contours, flow directions, groundwater divides, and seasonal changes in groundwater flow.
areas ofrecharge and discharge.
b) For each location of groundwater dischargeor recharge,
The EIS indicates thatas surfacewater is abundantand the demand for describethe characteristics of the surface
groundwater inthe area of the Projectis low, there is littleinformation waterbody/watercourse in question and its relationship to
availableaboutthe distribution of aquifers, their yield, or water quality. key receptors and Indigenous peoples’ navigation routes
Therefore, no baselineinformation regarding groundwater resources in the that may be affected by changes insurfacewater quantity.
Project footprint, LAA, or RAA is provided. The Agency notes that although Withregard to fishand fish habitat,demonstrate a
surfacewater is abundantandis the primary source of drinking water for consideration of fish-bearing watercourses/waterbodies and
Indigenous communities in the area of the Project, surfacewater resources non-fish-bearing watercourses/waterbodies that may
may be fed by or otherwise interact with groundwater. An understanding interactwith fish-bearing waters.
of how and where these interactions occur and the characteristics of
groundwater reserves inthe area of the Projectis requiredto characterize |c) Providemaps, atanappropriatescale, showingthe extent of
potential Project effects to groundwater, surfacewater, and VCs aquifers, groundwater levels, potentiometric contours, flow
dependent on these resources. Forinstance, if the Project were to cut off directions, groundwater divides,and areas of recharge and
or reduce the flow rate of a groundwater seep that feeds a fish-bearing dischargeinthe Project footprint, LAA, and RAA.
watercourse, water levels inthat watercourse may recede, potentially
resultingin adverseeffects to fishand fish habitat. d) Describethe qualityand quantity of groundwater reserves in
the Project footprint, LAA, and RAA.
When describing potential Project effects to groundwater quantity, both
with and without mitigation measures, the EIS predicts a potential change |e) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
ingroundwater levels of less than 15 percent of seasonal variationas a effects, and cumulative effects for all VCs to includeany
resultof the Project. Without baselinedata on groundwater quantity and potential effects to surfacewater quality and quantity that
its interaction with surface water resources, itis not possibletoassess may resultshould the Projectadversely affect groundwater.
whether a 15 percent change in groundwater quantity would have
significantadverse effects or whether the mitigation measures proposed f) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate any

would be sufficientto address any adverse effects.

adverse effects identifiedine).
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Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of g) Includepotential groundwater-surface water interactions
baselinesurfacewater and groundwater reserves, surface-groundwater andany potential Project effects to surfacewater quality
interactions in the area of the Project, potential Project effects to surface and quantity as a result of effects to groundwater inthe
water and groundwater quality and quantity,and potential Project effects follow-up and monitoring plan(s) proposed for the Project.
to VCs that may be affected by changes to these resources.

Vegetation and Habitat

IR1-39 Manto Sipi Cree [ EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describepredicted changesto |a) Describepotential effects to vegetation communities due to:
Nation —Project | Part2, Section Section 6.2.5 the habitatof migratoryand non-migratory birds, species atrisk,and i dust deposition from projectactivities;

6 Technical 5.1,6.2.3,and 6.5 species of importanceto Indigenous peoples as a resultof the Project ii.. increased access to previously remote or

Review EIS Appendix B-1 duringall Project phases. The proponent is alsorequired to describeany inaccessibleareas;and

Comments residual effects to the habitatof VCs and the significance of those effects, iii.. flooding,includingthelocation of these vegetation

EIS Appendix B-2, | followingthe implementation of mitigation measures. communities relativeto the Project.

God’s Lake First Section 5.3.1

Nation — Project The EIS describes potential Project effects to vegetation, including plant b) Based on the effects describedina), identify potential

6 Technical species importantfor wildlife habitatand for traditional use by Indigenous effects to other VCs that may rely on these areas for habitat

Review peoples. The effects assessmentand assessment of the significance of or other uses.

Comments potential effects does not consider potential adverse effects to vegetation
from dust deposition,increased access toremote areas,orincreased c) Based on the effects describedina), identify potential
floodingas a resultof the Project. effects to Indigenous peoples that may utilizethe potentially

affected vegetation communities for traditional purposes.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of Ensure that potential effects to all Indigenous communities
potential Project effects, and the significance of those effects, to vegetation listedinPart2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines are
and habitat, which may supportVCs. considered.

d) Describemitigation measures to address potential effects
and follow-up and monitoringthat will be conducted to
confirmpredictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, and monitor for any unanticipated effects. Revise
the assessment of potential residual Project effects and
cumulative effects to consider the effects and mitigation
measures identified.

IR1-40 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 1, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe predicted changes |a) Revise the assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
Federation — Part2, Section Section 1.2.2 to the habitat of migratory and non-migratory birds, species atrisk,and effects, and cumulative effects for vegetation, wetlands, and
Project 6 6.2.3and6.5 species of importanceto Indigenous peoples as a resultof the Project other related VCs to consider that only vegetation and
Technical EIS Chapter 6, duringall Projectphases.The proponent is alsorequired to describeany wetlands inareas of temporary disturbance may recover
Review Section 6.2.5.1.2, | residual effects to the habitatof VCs and the significance of those effects following Project construction.

Comments 6.2.5.1.4, followingthe implementation of mitigation measures.
6.5.5.1.1, and
6.55.14
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Manto Sipi Cree The EIS concludes that the effects of vegetation clearingand wetland b) Demonstrate that potential effects to wetland function and
Nation — Projet EIS Appendix B-1, | disturbance/lossarereversibleover a longperiod as native vegetation connectivity due to the permanent loss and/or alteration of
6 Technical Section 4.3 would grow back. However, as there are no plans to decommission the ASR wetlands or portions of wetlands is considered in the EIS.
Review and other Project components, vegetation would only grow backand
Comments EIS Appendix B-2, | wetlands may only be restored inareas to be reclaimed following c) Describepotential Project effects to old growth forests, the
Section 5.3.1 constructionand not in areas where Project components are to be area of old growth forest that may be disturbed or removed,
permanent. This factor must be considered inthe assessment of the nature of the disturbance, and potential effects to
significance of potential residual Projecteffects. The proponent mustalso species that may utilize old growth forests.
describe potential effects to wetland function and connectivity resulting i Compare the area of old growth forest that may be
from the permanent loss of wetlands or portions of wetlands. disturbed or removed to the area of old growth
forest availablein the LAA and RAA.
The EIS also notes that three environmentally sensitivesites, each ii.. Describe mitigation measures for adverse effects
supportingold growth forest stands, were identified alongthe ASR to old growth forests.
alignment andindicates thatcertain species ofimportance to Indigenous iii.. Providean assessment of potential Project effects,
peoples, such as marten, utilize old growth forests as habitat. MSCN and residual effects, and cumulative effects for old
the MMF expressed concerns that potential Project effects to old growth growth forests species that may utilizethese areas.
forests are not described.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to vegetation communities and related VCs.

IR1-41 Pimicikamak EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describepredicted changesto |a) Describealternative measures that may be technicallyand
Okimawin— Part2, Section Appendix 3-6 the habitatof migratory and non-migratory birds, species atrisk,and economicallyfeasibleto manage culvert blockage from
Project 6 6.2.3and6.5 EIS Chapter 6, species of importanceto Indigenous peoples as a resultof the Project beaver activityand provideclear rationalefor the selected
Technical Section 6.2.5.1.2 duringall Projectphases.The proponent is alsorequired to describeany mitigation measures.

Review residual effects to the habitatof VCs and the significance of those effects
Comments following the implementation of mitigation measures. b) Providedetails regardinghow Ml plans toinvolvelocal
trappers inthe Nuisance Beaver Management Program,
The EIS describes MlI’s Nuisance Beaver Management Program, which what local trappers may assistwith,and whether Indigenous
includes measures for removal of nuisancebeavers and dams inthe event groups were engaged to determine their interest and
that beaver activity compromises culvertflow or fish passage, or otherwise capacity toaid Ml with this program.
threatens the safety or functionality of the Project. The proponent
indicates thatculvertcones will beused as a standard approachtomitigate |c) Describepotential Project effects to beaver-influenced

the blockage of culverts by beaver activity. If further problems are
observed related to beavers, the next step would be to trap the beavers
and remove dams. Pimicikamak Okimawin noted that pond levelers or
beaver deceivers may be potentiallyless expensiveand more effective
options for managingthe Project’s relationship with beavers, without the
need for removal of beavers, destruction of dams, or habitatalterationand
fragmentation. Itis unclear whether these options were considered as

wetlands and VCs that may utilizethese areas due to
nuisance beaver management employed for the Projectand
includethese effects inthe assessment of potential Project
effects, residual effects,and cumulative effects for wetlands
and other VCs.
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potential mitigation measures for nuisancebeavers.The EIS states that Ml |d) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate

will involvelocaltrappers in road maintenanceactivities within their adverse effects to wetlands resulting from the removal of

registered trap lineareas as partofthe Nuisance Beaver Management beaver dams, drainage of beaver ponds, and

Program. Itis unclear howand inwhat capacitylocal trappers would removal/relocation of nuisancebeavers and follow-up and

participateinthe Nuisance Beaver Management Program. monitoring that will be conducted including for any

unanticipated effects.

Itis unclear whether the proponent considered potential Project effects to

wetlands due to removal of beaver dams or removal of nuisancebeavers in

the EIS. Accordingto Pimicikamak Okimawin, beaver activity, including both

activeand abandoned dams, caninfluence existing wetland sites or create

beaver meadows (i.e. a successional wetland type following abandonment

of former ponds)that may be mistaken for fens. Beaver meadows, in

addition to shallowwater, swamp, and marsh wetlands created by beavers,

may act as importanthabitatfor many species of plants and wildlife.

Therefore, long-term efforts to remove beaver dams, drain beaver ponds,

and remove/relocate nuisancebeavers may adversely affect wetlands, and

plantand wildlifespecies thatmay use these areas for habitat.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

potential Project effects to vegetation communities and beavers, which are

a wildlifespecies ofimportanceto Indigenous peoples for traditional

purposes,and to assess whether mitigation measures proposed may be

adequate to address potential adverse effects.

Wildlife
IR1-42 Pimicikamak EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential adverse a) Indicatethe amount of habitatthat may be avoided by
Okimawin— Part2, Section 6.3 | Section 6.2.1.3, effects of the Project from sensory disturbanceand mortality to migratory moose, aquatic and terrestrial furbearers, migratoryand
Project 6 6.2.5.5.1.2 to birds, species atrisk,and species ofimportanceto Indigenous peoples. non-migratory birds,and species atriskas a resultof
Technical 6.2.5.5.1.6, sensorydisturbancefromthe Project duringall Project
Review 6.2.5.5.2.2, The EIS indicates that moose, aquatic and terrestrial furbearers, migratory phases.
Comments 6.2.5.5.2.3, and non-migratory birds,and species atrisk may be adversely affected by
6.3.2.1t0 6.3.2.4, | sensorydisturbanceandavoidanceof high quality habitatnearthe ASR b) Providequantitativedata regardingthe anticipated number

Manto Sipi Cree and6.3.3 right-of-way (ROW) during construction and operation. The proponent of individuals or proportion of moose, aquatic and terrestrial
Nation — Project considers the amount of habitat potentially affected to be small relativeto furbearers, migratory and non-migratory birds, and species
6 Technical EIS Appendix D-2, | habitatavailability. No data are provided regarding the amount of habitat atriskpopulationsthatmay be lostas a resultof direct and
Review Table 8 that may be potentially affected by sensory disturbanceand no numerical indirectmortality.
Comments comparisonis madeto the amount of habitatavailableinthe wildlife RAA

for each species. Without this information, conclusions with respectto the |c) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual

God'’s Lake First
Nation —Project

significanceofindirecthabitatloss dueto avoidancecannotbe verified.
Additionally, although the description of potential sources of sensory

effects, and cumulative effects for cariboutoincludefactors
inaddition to the calvingratein the Wildlife RAA, including
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6 Technical
Review
Comments

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

disturbanceincludes a consideration of a variety of Project activities, the
assessment of the significance of potential effects due to sensory
disturbanceto wildlifespecies only considers effects related to vehicleand
equipment noiseand only discusses potential habitatavoidance. The
Agency notes that sensorydisturbancecanresultfrom other Project
activities,such as blasting,and canresultin adverse effects to wildlife other
than habitatavoidance, such as reduced fitness due to stress or altered
behaviour.

With respect to the description of potential Project effects to caribouasa
resultof sensory disturbance, the EIS indicates thatas no Norway House
caribou calved within the Wildlife RAA, the effect of sensorydisturbance
anddisplacementis predicted to be low. A lack of calving within the RAA is
not anadequate rationalefor the predictionthat sensory disturbance
effects will below as sensory disturbancemayresultin habitatavoidance
or other potential effects outside of calving periods or toindividuals that
are not calving. Furthermore, accordingto the EIS, a number of Norway
House caribou were observed within the Wildlife LAA from March 1, 2016
to August 15, 2017. As such, whilerecorded instances of calving within the
Wildlife RAA may be low, this does not preclude the presence or use of the
Project footprint, LAA, or RAA by caribou.

The EIS alsodescribes howanincreasein huntingpressure, vehicular
collisions,and predation (i.e. onlyin the case of moose and caribou) may
resultinincreased mortality of moose, aquatic and terrestrial furbearers,
migratory and non-migratory birds,and species atrisk. No quantitative
data are presented regardingthe anticipated number of individuals of each
species or the proportion of each species’ populationthatmay be lostas a
resultof Project-related mortality. Pimicikamak Okimawin expressed
concerns regarding potential increases in wildlife mortality resulting from
potential illegal huntingandillegal dumpingof waste. As poachingand
illegal dumping mayincreasedue to increased access to the area facilitated
by the Project, this factor must be consideredin the assessmentof
potential Project effects to wildlife.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects and to verify conclusionswith respectto the
significance of effects to VCs as a resultof sensorydisturbanceand
mortality.

d)

the number of individuals observed, when caribouare
present inthe Projectfootprint, LAA, and RAA, and where
caribouarelikelyto be locatedinrelationto Project
components and activities.

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for moose, aquaticand
terrestrial furbearers, migratory and non-migratory birds,
andspecies atrisktoinclude:
i potential adverse effects of anincreasein hunting
pressure;

ii.. potential effects of sensory disturbancefrom
Project components/activities other than vehicle
and equipment noiseandvibrations;and

iii.. effects of sensory disturbanceother than habitat
displacement.
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IR1-43 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential adverse a) Describethe potential effects of all Projectcomponents and
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.2.5 effects of the Project to fishandfish habitat, migratory birds, species at activities duringall Project phases to the health of fish,
Agency of 6.3,6.4,and 6.5 risk,and species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples for traditional migratory birds, species atrisk,and species ofimportance to
Canada purposes.The proponent is alsorequired to describe measures to mitigate Indigenous peoples, andincludea description of the nature

any potential adverseeffects and any residual adverse effects following the of the effect, pathway of effect, and the severity of the

implementation of mitigation measures. effect.

The EIS does not discuss potential Project effects and pathways of effect to [b) Shouldthe potential existfor adverseProject effects to

the health of fish, migratory birds, species atrisk,and species of wildlife health to occur, describethe effect this may have on

importance to Indigenous peoples, which may in turn affect, for example, wildlife populations, fitness, reproductive capacity,

populationsizes, fitness,and reproductive capacity of local species. Should suitability for harvestby Indigenous peoples, and the

species of importanceto Indigenous peoples for traditional use be suitability ofindividuals for human consumption, if

adversely affected, this may have an adverse effect on the ability of harvested. Includea quantitative estimate of the anticipated

Indigenous peoples to practicetraditional useactivities. number of individuals or proportion of the populations of
fish, migratory birds, species atrisk,and species of

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of importance to Indigenous peoples that may be lostas a

potential Project effects to fishand fish habitat, species atrisk, migratory result of any adverse effects to health.

birds,and Indigenous peoples.

c) Based on the effects noted inb), describe potential effects
on the ability of Indigenous peoples to practicetraditional
use activities.

d) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate
adverse Project effects to wildlife health and follow-upand
monitoring that will be conducted to confirmpredictions,
assess theeffectiveness of mitigation measures, and
monitor for any unanticipated effects.

e) Providean assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for wildlife health.

IR1-44 Environment EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential adverse a) Describepotential effects of the Project to wildlifespecies’
andClimate Part2, Section Section 6.3.3.2 effects of the Project to species atriskand species ofimportance to movement.

Change Canada | 6.3,6.4,and 6.5 Indigenous peoples for traditional purposes. The proponent is also required

— Project6 to describe measures to mitigate any potential adverse effects and any b) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate any
Technical residual adverse effects following the implementation of mitigation adverse effects identified above and follow-up and

Review measures. monitoring that will be conducted to verify predictions,
Comments assess the effectiveness of mitigation measures, and

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) noted concerns that the
EIS does not describe potential effects to wildlifespecies’ movement as a

monitor for any unanticipated effects.
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God’s Lake First resultof the Project, particularly the bridges over God’s Lake and Magill c) Providea residual effects assessmentfor any adverse
Nation —June 5, Creek. Additionally, as Indigenous peoples may depend on the harvest of Project effects to wildlifespecies’ movement, followingthe
2019 Meeting certain wildlifespecies for traditional purposes, any changes to the implementation of mitigation measures. Ensure thatany
with the Agency movement patterns and/or distribution of wildlife species may have an residual Project effects to wildlifespecies’ movement
adverse effect on the ability of Indigenous peoples to practice traditional patterns are included in the cumulative effects assessment.
God’s Lake First use activities. Asimilar concern was also noted by GLFN, who indicated that
Nation — Project displacement/disturbancefromthe ASR may scareaway or attract wildlife
6 Technical to certainareas dueto curiosity, which may affect wildlife migration and
Review movement patterns.
Comments
Supplementary information on potential effects to wildlife movement is
Bunibonibee required to support the characterization of potential Project effects to
Cree Nation — species atriskand Indigenous peoples.
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency
IR1-45 Pimicikamak EIS Guidelines EIS Appendix D-2, | The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes a) Describethe measures that will beimplemented to mitigate
(see also Okimawin— Part2, Section Section 7.3.2 resulting from the Projectto resources used for traditional purposes by adverse effects to beavers resulting from sensory
IR1-41) Project 6 6.3.4and6.4 Indigenous peoples, including wildlife species identified as culturally disturbance, habitatloss,and mortality duringall Project
Technical important. The proponent is alsorequired to describe measures to mitigate phases and from all Project components and activities.
Review any potential adverseeffects. Describealternative measures that may be technicallyand
Comments economicallyfeasibleto manage culvert blockage from
The EIS indicates thatbeavers may be adversely affected by the Project due beaver activity.
to sensorydisturbance, habitatloss,and mortality.Itis unclear howthe i Revise the residual and cumulative effects
mitigation measures and activities proposedinthe EIS could be considered assessments for beavers to includethese
mitigation measures that may address adverse effects to beavers. In the mitigation measures.
assessmentof the significance of residual adverseeffects to beavers, the
EIS alsoindicates thatbeavers are a very adaptableand prolificspeciesand [b) Usingclearrationaleand/orevidence, justify the assertion
uses this as a rationalefor why residual effects may be minimal. No that beaver arean adaptableand prolificspecies.
rationaleorevidence is provided to support this conclusion.
c) Confirm whether activeuse of beaver lodges and dams

With respect to the management of nuisancebeavers (see IR1-41 for
additional context), concerns have been identified regarding the Project’s
relationship with beavers including the removal of beavers, destruction of
dams, or habitatalteration and fragmentation. It is unclear whether
management options,such as those described by Pimicikamak Okimawin,
were considered as potential mitigation measures for nuisance beavers.

identified duringaerial multi-species surveys was confirmed
through field studies on the ground and justify the baseline
estimates presented inthe EIS with respect to the size of
beaver populations inthe area of the Project. Revise the
assessment of potential Projecteffects, residual effects, and
cumulative effects for beaver to account for any potential
discrepancies in the population size of beavers.
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The EIS notes that aerial multi-species surveys were utilized to collect
baselineinformation onthe number of beaver lodges and dams inthe area
of the Project as a proxy for beaver abundance. Itis unclear whether Ml
conducted field studies on the ground to verify whether these features are
currentlyinuse by activebeaver colonies orifthey areabandoned relic
structures, which can persistfor many years. If activeuse of these
lodges/dams was not verified, the EIS may overestimate the size of the
beaver populationinthe Projectfootprint, LAA, and RAA, potentially
underestimating adverse Project effects to beaver abundance.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to beavers, whichare a wildlifespecies of
importance to Indigenous peoples for traditional purposes,andtoassess
whether mitigation measures proposed may be adequate to address
potential adverse effects.

IR1-46

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation — Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.4and8.0

EIS Appendix D-2,
Section 7.2.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany changes resulting
from the Projectto resources used for traditional purposes by Indigenous
peoples. The proponent is alsorequired to describethe proposed follow-up
and monitoring programto verify the accuracy of the effects assessment,
effectiveness of mitigation measures, andto describe proposed
contingency measures.

The EIS notes that moose densities within the LAA are low and that the
Projectis notexpected to resultinany measurableadverse effects to
moose populations. Uncertainties are noted regarding the degree of effects
within the LAA for moose, however no information orrationaleisincluded
to characterizethe uncertainty referenced.

The EIS also notes that potential Project effects to moose due to habitat
fragmentation are expected to be minor as moose will adaptto the
presence of the road, likely avoiding or movingacross theroad to avoid
vehicles. The EIS does not describe how effects to moose will be monitored
duringall Project phases to verify this prediction or the mitigation
measures that will beimplemented should monitoringindicatethateffects
to moose are more severe than anticipated.

Itis unclear whether analysis was conducted for baselineinformation for
moose presence and use of previously burned areas. This is importantfor
understandingthe current use of habitatby moose species and potential

a)

b)

c)

d)

Describethe uncertainty regardingthe degree of effects
withinthe LAA for moose, includingthenature of the
uncertainty and how this uncertainty may affect the
conclusions regarding potential Project effects to moose.

Describethe monitoringand follow-up plan(s) thatwill be
implemented to verify the prediction that moose will adapt
to the presence of the road and/or avoid the road to
prevent mortality/injury.

Should monitoring indicatethatmoose arenot adaptingto
or avoidingthe road as anticipated, describe contingency
measures that will beimplemented to mitigate adverse
effects to moose from vehiclecollisions and thethresholds
that would trigger the implementation of such measures.

Clarify whether an analysis was conducted with respect to

moose presence and use of previously burned areas within

the Project footprint, LAA, and RAA. If not, provide

information, such as data from field studies or literature,

regardingthe use of burned areas by moose.

i Update the assessment of potential Project effects,

residual effects, and cumulative effects for moose
to include potential effects as a resultof fires from
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effects to moose habitatshould wildfires resultfromProject components
andactivities or should wildfireoccurrenceand severityincreasein the
future with climatechange, resultingin cumulative effects with the Project.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to moose, a wildlifespecies identified as important
to Indigenous peoples for traditional purposes.

Include consideration of sensory disturbanceand increased harvesting
rates (IR1-42), wildlife health (IR1-43),and movement patterns (IR-28).

the Project and/or due to potential increasesin
wildfireoccurrenceand severity in the future with
climatechange.

IR1-47

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

God’s Lake First
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.4

EIS Chapter 5,
Table 5.8

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.4.5.4

EIS Appendix D-2,
Section 7.4.2

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes
resulting from the Projectto resources used for traditional purposes by
Indigenous peoples, including wildlife species identified as culturally
important.

The EIS describes that there may be adverseeffects to marten, should the
Project facilitateincreased access to previously remote or inaccessible
areas by non-local trappers, resultingin higher trappingpressureon
marten populations dueto the relativeease to trap and high pricefor the
pelts. Despite this, the EIS concludes that there is no evidence that martens
will be negatively affected to a measurableextent by the Project. No
rationaleis provided inthe EIS to support this conclusion. As this species is
important to Indigenous peoples for traditional useandincome, any
adverse effects to marten as a resultof the Project may adversely affect the
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples and their ability to
practicetraditionalland use.

MSCN and GLFN also expressed concerns regardingthe use of marten in
the EIS as the only species to represent all terrestrial furbearers. To support
the selection of marten as the representative terrestrial furbearer for the
Project, the EIS indicates thatmarten was selected as their habitatcan be
modelled to assess effects, their habitatis representative of the other VCs,
andthey area species ofimportance for commercial harvesting by
Indigenous peoples. However, there may be limitationsinthe assessment
approach as marten may not be representative of potential effects to all
furbearer species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples or furbearer species
atrisk.

a)

b)

Justify, with rationaleand evidence, the conclusion thatthe
Project will notresultinadverse effects to marten
populations dueto increased trapping pressure.

i Ifthe Projectwill resultin adverseeffects to
marten, describe mitigation measures to address
potential effects and revise the residual and
cumulative effects assessments for marten.

Should effects to marten from the Projectbe identifiedina),
describe potential effects to Indigenous peoples as a result
of these effects.

Describe potential limitations of using marten as the
representative terrestrial furbearer species for the
assessmentof potential Projecteffects to all furbearers,
includingspecies atriskand species ofimportanceto
Indigenous peoples. Demonstrate how Indigenous
traditional knowledge was considered in the selection of
marten as representative of all other terrestrial furbearers
that may potentially occurin the area of the Project.

i Alternatively, following engagement with
Indigenous groups listed in Part 2, Section 5.1 of
the EIS Guidelines to obtain their insightinto which
species may be considered representative of all
terrestrial furbearers, providean assessment of
potential Project effects, includingresidualand
cumulative effects, for each species identified and
any associated effects to other VCs.
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Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to species of importanceto Indigenous peoples for
traditional use.

d)

ii.. Describe mitigation measures that will be
implemented to address any adverse effects
identified above.

Describefollow-up and monitoring that will beconducted
to verify predictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

IR1-48

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.2.3
and6.3.2.6

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changes
resulting from the Projectto resources used for traditional purposes by
Indigenous peoples, including wildlife species identified as culturally
important.

The EIS indicates thatruffed grouse, a species noted by Indigenous peoples
as importantfor traditional use, may be adversely affected by the Project
due to increased hunting pressure. However, effects areexpected to be
limited due to potential improvements to habitatconditions near the
Project footprintand due to the cyclical nature of ruffed grouse
populations, resultingin varying hunting opportunities as populations
fluctuate through time. The Agency notes that fluctuations in population
sizemay not directly correlate with the rate of harvest of ruffed grouse
species. For instance,increased hunting pressure from the Project duringa
state of natural population decline may adversely affect the ability of local
Indigenous peoples to harvestthis resource; this must be considered in the
assessmentof potential Project effects.

The EIS also notes that the potential for migratory and non-migratory bird
mortality from vehicle collisions is higher when concentrations of birds are
present within one kilometre of roads and that ruffed grouse are frequently
killed by vehicles as they fly across roads. The proponent concludes that
mortality due to vehiclestrikes is notexpected to have any effect on local
populations despite noting that the Project may resultin animprovement
in habitatconditions for ruffed grouse near the footprint. Due to the fact
that a higher number of individuals may be preferentially attracted to the
ASR as aresultof habitatimprovements and the anticipatedincreasein
vehicular traffic dueto the Project, mortality rates of ruffed grouse may
increase.Additionally,improved habitatconditions near the ASR may not
be limited to ruffed grouse; there could be a higher risk for vehicle
collisionsfor other species as well (i.e. migratory birds, bird species atrisk,
and other bird species of importanceto Indigenous peoples).

b)

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for ruffed grouse to consider
the fact that the ASR may preferentially attractbird species
to the Projectfootprint, potentially resultingin higher
mortality rates. Revisions mustalso bemade to includethe
fact that cyclical population changes may not correlate to
hunting pressure.

i If other bird species (i.e. migratory birds, bird
species atrisk, other bird species of importanceto
Indigenous peoples, etc.) may experience similar
effects as abovedue to habitatimprovements near
the ASR, revisethe residual and cumulative effects
assessments for those species.

Describe measures that will beimplemented to mitigate
adverse effects to ruffed grouse and other bird species, as
appropriate, resultingfromincreased hunting access and
vehiclecollisions and thefollow-up and monitoring that will
be conducted to verify predictions, assess the effectiveness
of mitigation measures, and monitor for any unanticipated
effects.
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Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential effects to species of importance to Indigenous peoples for
traditional useand to assess whether further measures may be required to
mitigate adverse environmental effects.

IR1-49 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Appendix D-2, | The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describebaselineinformation [a) Clarify whether bald eagle nests were observed within the
Assessment Part2, Section Section 7.6 and for wildlife species ofimportanceto Indigenous peoples for traditional use Project footprint, LAA, and RAA and, if so, confirmwhether
Agency of 6.1.9and6.3.4 7.6.1 and any potential changes resulting from the Project to those species. the number of observations noted in the EIS for the 2015
Canada and 2016 surveys is accurate.

With respect to the presence of nests and young of bald eagles, a species of

cultural importancetolocal Indigenous peoples, within the Wildlife RAA, b) Ifthe presence of bald eagle nests and young within the
the EIS indicates thataerial surveys did notidentify any nesting sites near Project footprint, LAA, and RAA was not consideredin the
the Project footprint. However, the EIS also describes howaerial surveys assessment of potential Projecteffects, residual effects, and
conducted in 2015 resultedin seven bald eaglestick nest observations cumulative effects for bald eagle, revise these assessments
within the RAA and one withinthe Project footprint, and surveys conducted to includethe confirmed presence of bald eagle nests and,
in2016resulted inasingleincidental nestobservation.Itis unclear potentially, young.

whether the presence of nests and young within or near the Project

footprint was accounted for in the assessmentof potential Project effects

to baldeagle.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

potential Project effects to species of importanceto Indigenous peoples for

traditional useand to assess whether further measures may be required to

mitigate adverse environmental effects.

IR1-50 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential adverse a) Describethe distancebetween Projectcomponents and
Federation — Part2, Section 6.3 | Section 6.4.5, effects of the Project to fish and fish habitat, migratory birds, species at activities and any sensitiveareas for fish, migratory birds,
Project 6 6.4.6,6.4.7, 6.4.8, | risk,and species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples. species atrisk, species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples
Technical 6.5.5,and 6.5.8 for traditional use,and Indigenous peoples, and describe
Review The EIS describes mitigation measures to avoid clearing or conducting what these sites are or may be used for.

Comments Project activities near sensitiveareas of ungulates, furbearers, migratory
birds, species atrisk,and fish, or duringcritical lifecycle periods. Limited b) Providea consolidated tabledescribingthe criticallifecycle

God’s Lake First
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

informationis provided regarding the distance of sensitiveareas from
Project components and activities or a complete, consolidated description
of the criticallifecycle periods thatwill beavoided. Itis alsounclearhow
the proponent plans toavoid certain Projectactivities duringcritical
lifecycle periods. Forinstance, while construction activities could be
scheduled to avoid critical lifecycle periods,itis unclearhowthe proponent
plans toavoid or mitigate potential effects in these timing windows during
Project operation. Additionally, the EIS indicates thatno construction

periods for fish, migratory birds, species atrisk, species of
importance to Indigenous peoples for traditional use,and
Indigenous peoples, including for individual species, where
applicable, thatwill beavoided andindicatewhich species is
associated with each period. With respect to critical periods
for Indigenous peoples, this shall include important periods
such as huntingand trappingseasons and periods important
for ceremonies or cultural activities.
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activities will occur within 100 metres of an eagle’s nest, heron rookery, or
other sensitivewildlifearea withoutprior approval fromthe contract
administrator and MI. No criteria or decision makingfactors regarding
when and under what circumstances approvalto clear within this buffer
would be granted aredescribed.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe description of
mitigation measures to limitadverseeffects to fishandfish habitat,

i Engagement with Indigenous groups listed in Part
2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines must be
undertaken to identify critical periods for
Indigenous peoples and/or to verify any
information that MI may have collected with
respect to these critical periodsfromsecondary
sources.

migratory birds, species atrisk,and species ofimportance to Indigenous c) Describehow Ml plans to avoid critical periods, including
peoples, and to assess whether further mitigation measures may be critical periods for Indigenous peoples, during Project
required. operation.

d) Describethe criteria and/or decision makingfactors thatwill
be considered when determining whether clearingwill be
allowed within 100 metres of aneagle’s nest, heron rookery,
or other sensitivewildlifearea,and the approval criteria to
allow clearing within the buffer.

Species at Risk
IR1-51 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6 The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describebaselineinformation [a) Includea descriptionofbaselineinformation,anassessment
Nation —Project | Part2, Section and potential adverseeffects of the Project to species at risk,includinga of potential Project effects, a residual effects assessment,
6 Technical 6.1.4and6.3.3 characterization of potential residual effects. anda cumulative effects assessmentfor northern myotis
Review (Myotis septentrionalis), red knot (Calidris canutus), and
Comments Withregard to the selection of wildlifespecies toincludein the EIS, MSCN polar bear (Ursus maritimus). Describe measures that will be
noted that species observed by community members inthe area of the implemented to mitigate adverse effects identified and
Project include northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis) and red knot includethese species inthe description of follow-upand
(Calidris canutus rufa), which are listed as “Endangered” under Schedule 1 monitoring plans for the Project.
of SARA, and polar bear (Ursus maritimus), listed as “Special Concern” i Alternatively, providea clear rationalefor why a
under Schedule 1 of SARA. No baselinedata areprovided for these species description of baselineinformation and potential
andan assessment of potential Projecteffects to these speciesis not Project effects is notincluded for these species,
includedinthe EIS. includinga description of the views of Indigenous
groups on the matter.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
baselineinformation and potential Project effects to species atrisk.
IR1-52 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6 The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential directand a) Describethe arthropodspecies atriskthatmay occurinthe
Nation — Project | Part2, Section indirectadverse effects to species at riskresultingfromthe Projectand any Project footprintand LAA. For each species identified,
6 Technical 6.3.3and6.4 measures that will beimplemented to mitigate those effects. providebaselinedata on:
Review i their SARA status;
Comments The EIS does not provideinformation regardingarthropod species atrisk. ii.. residences, seasonal movements, movement

MSCN noted that yellow-banded bumblebee, which is listed as a species of

corridors, habitatrequirements, key habitatareas,
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“Special Concern” under Schedule 1 of SARA, has been observed inthe area
of the Project. As the Project will resultindisturbanceandloss of
vegetation (i.e. potential habitatand food sources for this species) and will
facilitateyear-round road access which mayresultin mortality due to
vehiclestrikes, this species may be adversely affected.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to species atrisk.

anyidentified critical habitat,and general life
history;and

iii.. any published studies that describethe regional
importance, abundance, and distribution of these
species atrisk,includingrecovery strategies or
plans.The existing data must be supplemented by
surveys, as appropriate, to providecurrent field
data.

IR1-53

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

God’s Lake First
Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting

with the Agency

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Section
6.5.8.2.2.1

EIS Appendix D-1

EIS Appendix D-2,
Table 22 and 23

EIS Appendix D-2,
Section 7.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential adverse
effects of the Project to species atrisk.

The EIS describes the amount of habitatfor the Pen Islands and Norway
House boreal woodland caribou herds that may be disturbed as a resultof
the Project compared to the amount of habitatcurrently disturbed by the
existing winter road. Although the EIS notes inthe residual effects
assessmentfor boreal woodland caribouthat habitatloss would result
from the Projectafter the implementation of mitigation measures, Table 22
of Appendix D-2 indicates thatthere would be a net habitatgainof4.23
squarekilometres (km?) inthe Pen Islands range. No rationaleis provided
to explainor supportthisinconsistency.Itis also unclear whether the
values presented in Tables 22 and 23 of Appendix D-2 represent the
entirety of the Project, including both permanent and temporary
disturbances, or justthe ASR.

With respect to the measures described to mitigate adverse Project effects
to caribouandtheir habitat, the EIS indicates thatpre-construction surveys
and telemetry data will beutilized to identify the presence of calvingareas.
Itis not clear whatmeasures will betaken to mitigate effects to caribou
habitatshould calvingareas befound. The EIS alsoindicates thata
mitigation measure for caribou will include providing “some protection” to
important habitatfeatures such as mineral licks, if discovered. Itis unclear
what “some protection” would entail or how this would protect important
habitatfeatures.

With respect to telemetry data andlocational mappingshowingcaribou
movements, the EIS states that this information has been withheld due to
the perceived sensitivity of the data and potential risk to the species should
this information be disclosed publicly. Maps and telemetry data would
assistECCCin assessing potential adverse effects of the Projectto caribou.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Providea rationalefor why habitatavailability would
increasefor Pen Islandscaribou following construction of
the Project and clarify thediscrepancy between the
information presented inTables 22 and 23 of Appendix D-2
andthe conclusions presented inthe residual effects
assessmentfor woodland caribou. ReviseTable22 or the
residual and cumulative effects assessments, as appropriate.

Clarify whether the data presented inTables 22 and 23 of
Appendix D-2 includes the area of caribou habitat
potentially disturbed by only the ASR or all permanent and
temporary Projectactivities and components.

i Ifvalues presented do not includeall permanent
and temporary Project components and activities,
revisethe area of habitatdisturbancepresented in
Tables 22 and 23 to accountfor this. Revise the
assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for caribou to
accountfor the total area of habitatdisturbance
from the Project.

Describethe mitigation measures that Ml will implement
should caribou calvingareas beidentified during pre-
construction surveys or using telemetry data and follow-up
and monitoring that will beconducted to confirm
predictions, assesstheeffectiveness of mitigation measures,
and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

Describethe mitigation measures that will be implemented
to protect important caribou habitatfeatures suchas
mineral licks.
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To ensure that this informationis protected and not released publicly, the

Agency recommends that this information be shared directly with ECCC, e) Providea summary of telemetry data and, if possible

who would treat the information as sensitive. Members of GLFN and without compromising species recovery,a map of caribou
Pimicikamak Okimawin havealso expressed aninterestinreviewing these use of the RAA. Includea seasonal breakdown of the data.
data to compare the proponent’s assessmentwith their own traditional Pleasediscuss confidentiality of the information with the
knowledge of caribou movement and distribution patterns. Agency before providing potentially sensitive data.

With regard to the herds of caribouincluded inthe EIS, the EIS only f)  Providea rationaletosupportthe exclusion ofthe Beverly,
considers potential effects to Norway House and Pen Islands caribou. As Qamanirjuaqg, Nelson-Hayes,and Island Lake caribou herds
noted by MSCN, individualsfromthe Beverly and Qamanirjuaq caribou from considerationin the EIS, considering that community
herds have been observed in the area of the Project. Additionally, MSCN members of MSCN have observed members from some of
expressed concerns that potential effects to the Nelson-Hayes, Island Lake, these herds inthe area of the Project.

and Barren Grounds caribou herds were not considered. A rationale must

be provided for why these caribou herds were not consideredin the EIS.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

potential Project effects to boreal woodland (listed as “Threatened” under

Schedule 1 of SARA) and eastern migratory caribou (listed as “Endangered”

by COSEWIC) and to assess thevalidity of conclusions with respect to

potential Project effects.

IR1-54 Pimicikamak EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential directand a) Revisethe assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
Okimawin— Part2, Section Section 6.3.3.2.2 indirectadverseeffects to species at riskresulting fromthe Project, effects, and cumulative effects for littlebrown bat to
Project 6 633 includingany changes to their habitat. include:

Technical i any adverse effects resulting from collisions with
Review The EIS indicates thatthere is the potential for a decrease in the population vehicles or construction/maintenance equipment;
Comments sizeand habitatavailability of little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus) due to and
Project-related clearingand sensory disturbance. Potential effects to little ii.. the potential introduction and spread of white-
brown bat as a resultof collisions with vehicles or nose syndrome duringall projectphases.
construction/maintenance equipment and potential spread of white-nose
syndrome are not described. As construction and operation of the Project b) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate any

would resultinincreased construction and public traffic, therisk of
introduction and spread of white-nosed syndrome to the area of the
Project may increase, especiallyif construction equipment and trafficare
sourced from areas where the diseaseis prevalent.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to species atrisk, includinglittle brown bat, which
islisted as “Endangered” under SARA.

adverse effects and follow-up and monitoring that will be
conducted.
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IR1-55 Pimicikamak EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential directand a) As baselinedata for wolverine inthe area of the Project
Okimawin— Part2, Section Appendix 4-1 indirectadverseeffects to species at riskfromthe Project and any were not collected, describethe limitations/uncertainties
Project 6 6.3.3and6.4 measures that will beimplemented to mitigate those effects. with respect to the conclusionsreached regarding potential
Technical EIS Chapter 6, Project effects to wolverine. This description mustinclude
Review Section The EIS notes that, while wolverine (Gulo gulo) is a species listed as “Special reference to studies related to the effects of similarroad
Comments 6.4.8.2.2.2 Concern” under Schedule 1 of SARA and was identified as importantto projects or other related projects to wolverine, if available.

Indigenous peoples, this species did notqualify as a VC due to the difficulty
Manto Sipi Cree in modelling and monitoring them. Despite this, the EIS describes potential |b) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to
Nation — Project Project effects to wolverineand outlines mitigation measures to address address adverse effects to wolverine den sites if found
6 Technical any adverse effects. No discussionis presented regardingthe limitations or duringconstruction, inaddition to notifying construction
Review uncertainties associated with the conclusions reached in the assessment of personnel of the location of den sites, and follow-up and
Comments potential Project effects, the residual effects assessment, or cumulative monitoring that will be conducted.

effects assessmentdue to the lack of baselinedata for wolverine.

Additionally,although no baselinedata areavailablefor wolverineinthe c) Revisethe residual and cumulative effects assessments for

area of the Project, it would be beneficial to reference studies assessingthe wolverine to consider the mitigation measures identified in

effects of other similar road projects on wolverineto supportthe b).

conclusions made.Similar concerns werealso expressed by MSCN and

Pimicikamak Okimawin.

With respect to mitigation measures to address potential adverse Project

effects to wolverine during Project construction, the EIS indicates that,

should natal and maternal den sites of wolverine be found, Ml will provide

construction staff with information regarding potential den sites; however,

details arerequired regarding what the proponent plans to do to mitigate

Project effects should den sites of wolverine be located.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of

potential Project effects to species atrisk.

IR1-56 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 1, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential directand a) Revisethe residual effects assessment for migratory birds
Nation —Project | Part2, Section Section 1.2.2 indirectadverse effects to migratory birds and species atriskresulting from andspecies at riskto accountfor the irreversibility of habitat
6 Technical 6.2.3,6.3.2, and the Project, includingany changes to their habitat. loss, alteration, and fragmentation resulting from
Review 6.3.3 EIS Chapter 6, permanent Project components, given that there are no
Comments Section 6.5.7.1 The EIS indicates thatadverse effects to migratory birds and species atrisk plans to decommission these components.

and6.5.8.2.1 may resultfrom the Projectthrough habitatloss,alteration, and

fragmentation. As it is anticipated that the ASR will remainin perpetuity, b) Define what constitutes primary and secondary habitatfor
EIS Appendix D-2, | decommissioning ofthe ASR must not be considered as a factorin each species of migratory bird and bird species atrisk.
Section 5.1.3.2 assessing potential residual Project effects associated with habitatloss.In

describingthe availability of habitatfor bird species, the EIS describes both [c) Indicatewhether the primaryandsecondary habitatdata

“primary” and “secondary” habitat. No definitions of what constitutes

used in the ALCES model andthe Boreal Avian Modelling
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primaryand secondary habitatfor each species is providedanditisalso
unclear what data sets (i.e. ALCES model and/or the Boreal Avian Modelling
studies) were used in characterizing primary and secondary habitatdata
and any potential uncertainties/limitations of the data. Additionally, the EIS
does not describewhether any critical habitatfor migratory bird species at

studies were the same. If not, highlightthe main differences
between these two data sets, as well as any potential
uncertainties/limitations with usingtwo different sets of
habitatdata.

risk exists within the Projectfootprint, LAA, or RAA, and no recovery d) Shouldcriticalhabitatforany migratory bird species atrisk
strategies are described. existwithin the Project footprint, LAA, or RAA, describethe
amount of habitatavailableand the amount of habitatthat
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of may be disturbed or lostas a resultof the Project.
potential Project effects to migratory birds and species atriskand to verify
the validity of conclusions with respect to potential residual effects. e) Shouldrecovery strategies existfor any migratory bird
species atriskthat may occur within the Project footprint,
LAA, or RAA, describethese strategies and how MI will
adhere to them.
Migratory Birds
IR1-57 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential directand a) Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.3.2.3 indirectadverse effects to migratory birds resultingfromthe Project. The effects, and cumulative effects for migratoryand non-
Agency of 6.2.3,6.3.2, and proponent is alsorequired to describe potential changes resulting from the migratory birds, including bird species atriskand species of
Canada 6.3.4 EIS Appendix D-2, | Projectto resources used for traditional purposes by Indigenous peoples, importance to Indigenous peoples, to:

Section 7.7.5 and
7.9.3

including wildlife species identified as culturally important.

The EIS indicates thatthe Project will provideincreased access to
previously remote areas duringthe springand summer staging periods and
may causeanincreaseinlocal hunting of migratory and non-migratory
birds. Given the amount of availablehabitat throughoutthe RAA and LAA,
the proponent anticipates adverseeffects to migratory and non-migratory
birds related to overharvest to be minor. The Agency notes that habitat
availability may not preclude effects of overhunting; even though there
may be a high amount of habitatavailable,if birds arebeing overhunted in
these areas there couldstill bean adverse effect to migratoryand non-
migratory bird populations, including bird species of importanceto
Indigenous peoples.

With respect to potential Project effects to migratoryand non-migratory
birds, the EIS concludes thatincreased access and harvesting opportunities
facilitated by the ASR will benefitlocal resourceusers. As potential benefits
to local resource users may not correlateto benefits to migratory and non-
migratory birds, this factor should notbe included in the assessment of
potential Project effects to migratory and non-migratory birds.

i reflect that the amount of available habitatin the
area of the Project may not correlate with
potential adverse effects to bird populations from
increased hunting pressure; and

ii.. remove consideration of potential benefits to local
resourceusers as aresultof increased access for
hunting from the assessment of effects to
migratory and non-migratory birds.
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Supplementary informationis required to supportand assessthe validity of
conclusionswith respectto potential Project effects to migratory birds, bird
species atrisk,and bird species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples for
traditional use.

Fish & Fish Habitat

IR1-58

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
14,5.1,6.3.1,
and6.4

EIS Chapter 1,
Section 1.4.1

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.1.6

The EIS Guidelines requirethat the proponent describeany federal power,
duty, or functionthat may be exercised that would permit the carryingout
inwhole or in part of the Projector associated activities;and any legislation
or other regulatory approvals thatareapplicableto the Projectat the
federal, provincial, regional,and municipallevels. Theproponent is also
required to identify any potential adverse effects to fish andfish habitat
and any mitigation measures that will be implemented to address any
potential adverse effects.

The EIS indicates that,should Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
determine that a Fisheries Act authorizationis required for the Project, Ml
will berequired to develop offsetting plans for DFO review prior to
commencing construction of watercourse crossings. The EIS does not
describeoptions or examples of offsetting measures that may be
considered or how and when Indigenous groups will beinvolved inthe
development of offsetting measures. It should also benoted that, in
addition to reviewing the offsetting plans, DFO will need to approve/agree
to these plans prior toissuance of an authorization under the Fisheries Act.
Additionally,on August 28, 2019, an Act to amend the Fisheries Act and
other acts in consequence came into force, replacingthe Fisheries Act
which came intoforcein 2012 (DFO 2019°). Whilethe EIS indicates thatan
authorization from DFO under the former Fisheries Act may be required for
the Project, no reference is made to potential requirements under the
Fisheries Act thatis currentlyinforce. It should be noted that amendments
inthe Fisheries Act currentlyinforce have implicationsfor projects
currently under review by DFO, includingtheProject, and should be
considered in developing offsets.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
federal regulatory requirements related to the Fisheries Act authorization

a)

b)

Describe options or examples of offsetting measures that
may be consideredinthe event that anauthorization under
the current Fisheries Act, and therefore offsetting plans,are
required.

Providea summary of any applicableregulatoryapprovals
and potential offsetting requirements with respect to the
current Fisheries Act.

9 Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO).2019. Introducing Canada’s modernized Fisheries Act. Accessed from https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/campaign-campagne/fisheries-act-loi-sur-les-peches/introduction-eng.html.
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for the Projectand potential adverse effects of the Projectto fishandfish
habitat. This informationis alsorequired to assess whether further
mitigation measures may be required.

See Annex | for related advice.

IR1-59

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.1,6.4, and 6.5

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.4.6.2
and6.6.1.2

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany potential adverse
effects to fishand fish habitatthat may resultfrom the Project, including
potential effects resulting from blasting. The proponent is alsorequired to
describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate any potential
adverse effects.

To mitigate potential adverseeffects to fishand fish habitatresultingfrom
blasting, the EIS indicates thatblasting planswill be developed prior to
blastingin areas thatcould affectfish habitat; these plans would comply
with blastingregulations. Details regarding the measures that will be
contained within these plans to mitigate potential adverse effects to fish
andfish habitatarenot providedinthe EIS. Itis alsounclear who would
develop these blastingplans, whatwould be includedinthese plans, how
compliancewith these plans would be enforced, which blasting regulations
would be complied with, and whether Indigenous groups have been or will
be engaged duringthe development of blastingplans.Itis alsounclear
whether these plans arethe same or separate from the Blasting
Management Planthat the EIS states will be developed by the construction
contractor(s). It should also benoted that plans arenot the same as
mitigation measures. Without the information outlined above, including
details of proposed mitigation measures that will be contained within
blasting plans, the effectiveness of these measures cannotbe assessed.

The EIS alsoindicates that, following the implementation of mitigation
measures, injury or death to fish from blasting may still occur, butthat
residual effects from blastingarenot expected to resultina measurable
reduction to fish populations. No quantitative estimates of the number of
fish or proportion of fish populations thatmay be injured or killed as a
resultof blastingactivities is provided and the EIS does not present
rationaleto support the conclusion thata measurablereduction will not
occur.

b)

c)

Clearly describethe measures that will beimplemented to
mitigate potential adverse effects to fishandfish habitat
from blasting, including fish death or injury, and follow-up
and monitoring that will beconducted to confirm
predictions, assess theeffectiveness of mitigation measures,
and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

Clarify whether the blasting plans referenced are the same
or separatefrom the Blasting Management Plan that will be
developed by the construction contractor(s). If the blasting
plans areseparatefrom the Blasting Management Plan:
i describewho would be responsiblefor developing
the blastingplans;

ii. if Ml will notbe responsiblefor the development
of blasting plans, describe whether these plans will
require approval by Ml; and

iii.. describethe regulations thatthe plans will comply
with and who will enforce them.

With respect to the Blasting Management Plan and/or the
blastingplans,ifseparatefrom the former:

i describethe information and mitigation measures
that will beincludedinthese plans orthat are
typicallyincluded; and

ii.. describe whether the development of these plans
will involve engagement with Indigenous groups.

Providea clear rationaleto support the conclusion that
blastingis notexpected to resultina measurablereduction
infish populations,including quantitative estimates of the
number of fish or proportion of fish populations that may
be injured or killed as a resultof blastingactivities.
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Supplementary informationis required regarding measures that will be
implemented to mitigate potential effects to fishandfish habitatfrom
blastingand toassess their adequacy.

IR1-60

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.1.6,6.3.1, and
6.3.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.41

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.3.1

EIS Appendix C-1,
Section 4.2.3 and
Appendix 5

The EIS Guidelines requirethat the proponent describefish habitatpresent
inthe Project study areas by homogeneous section, including thelength of
each sectionandany natural obstacles, such as falls or beaver dams, or
existing structures that may hinder the free passageof fishand provide
maps at a suitablescaleindicatingthe surfacearea of potential or
confirmed fish habitat. The proponentis alsorequired to describe potential
directand indirectadverse Project effects to fishand fish habitat,including
anyfishspecies atrisk. This description should include calculations of any
potential temporary or permanent habitatloss interms of surfacearea and
inrelation to watershed availability and significance.

The EIS does not includea description of the amount of fish habitat
currently present in the Project footprint, LAA, or RAA, includingthearea,
length of section,and width of section, or any natural obstacles or existing
structures that may limitfish passage. The EIS also does not include maps
indicatingthesurfacearea of potential or confirmed fish habitat. Without
this information, predictions with respect to the significance of potential
habitatloss oralteration dueto the Projectcannot be assessed.Itis also
unclear whether existingobstacles tofish passagewere consideredinthe
assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual effects, or cumulative
effects.

With respect to potential barriers to fish passage, Pimicikamak Okimawin
noted that, whilebeaver dams are generally viewed as a barrier to fish
passage, researchin other regions has indicated thatsome species of fish
may pass through or by beaver dams more frequently than previously
assumed (Lokteff et al.201310). Passage upstream may be seasonal during
high water periods but was found to be significantand downstream
passagethrough porous dams by young fishis often possible(Cuttinget al.
201811). Beaver ponds may also provide useful spawningandrearing
habitatfor some species of fishand may not always actas definitive
barriers.As described in IR1-41, this may also haveimplicationsin terms of

a)

b)

c)

d)

Describethe area of fish habitatcurrently present within the
Project footprint, LAA, and RAA, delineated by habitattype
for each species of fish potentially present, including lake
sturgeon and other aquatic species atrisk. Comparethe
amount of habitatcurrently availableto the amount of
habitatthat may be lost, altered, or disturbed by the
Project, including both permanent and temporary
components and activities, per fish species.

Providemaps ata suitablescaleindicatingthe surfacearea
of potential or confirmed fish habitat(e.g. spawning,
rearing, nursery, feeding, overwintering, migration routes,
etc.) overlain with the location of Project components and
activities.

Given that beaver ponds may provide useful spawningand
rearing habitatfor some species of fish, describe potential
effects to fishandfish habitat, including the availabilityand
quality of habitat, due to the removal of beaver dams,
drainage of beaver ponds, and removal/relocation of
nuisancebeavers through Ml’s Nuisance Beaver
Management Program.

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for fishand fish habitatto
include potential existing natural or anthropogenic obstacles
to fish passage, and potential effects related to Ml’s
Nuisance Beaver Management Program.

Providequantitative data regardingthe anticipated number
of individuals or proportion of lake sturgeon population(s)

10 | okteff, R.L., B.R. Roper, and J.M. Wheaton. 2013. Do beaver dams impede the movement of trout? Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 142:1114-1125.
11 Cutting K.A., J.M. Ferguson, M.L. Anderson, K. Cook, S.C. Davis,andR. Levine. 2018. Linking beaver dam affected flow dynamics to upstream passage of Arctic grayling. Ecology and Evolution, 8(24): 12905-12917.
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potential effects to fishandfish habitatresultingfrom MI’s Nuisance
Beaver Management Program.

The EIS alsoindicates thatthere is the potential for a decrease inthe
population of rare fish species, including lake sturgeon (Acipenser
fulvescens), from the Project due to blasting, reduced fish passage, habitat
alteration/loss, invasive species,and adverse effects to water quality. The
proponent does not anticipatethese adverse effects to be significant
following the implementation of mitigation measures.No data are provided
regardingthe amount of lakesturgeon habitatthat may be altered/lostand
no quantitativecomparisonis madeto the amount of habitatavailablein
the Project footprint, LAA, or RAA. Without this information, conclusions
with respect to the significance of habitatloss/alteration resulting fromthe
Project cannotbe verified. Additionally, no quantitativedata are presented
regardingthe anticipated number of individuals or the proportion of the
lakesturgeon population(s)inthe area that may be lostas a resultof
Project-related mortality.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe description of fish
andfish habitatcurrently present within the Project footprint, LAA, and
RAA, andto assess predictions with respectto potential Project effects to
fish habitat.

that may be lostor adversely affected as a result of the
Project.

IR1-61

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
5.1,6.3.1and 6.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.5,
6.3.1,6.4.5, 6.4.6,
6.5.5,and 6.5.6

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.41

The EIS Guidelines requirethat the proponent identify any potential
adverse effects to fishand fish habitat, including any potential temporary
or permanent habitatloss interms of surfacearea and inrelationto
watershed availability and significance. The proponent is also required to
identify any mitigation measures that will be implemented to address any
potential adverse effects.

The EIS notes that there will be residual effects to fish and fish habitatfrom
the permanent footprintof watercoursecrossingstructures, including
bridges and culverts. Temporary constructioninfrastructureand activities
within watercourses (e.g. cofferdam installation, excavation for culvert
installation, etc.) and other activities and infrastructure below the high
water markwill alsocreatein-streamandriparian disturbancefootprints.
This alteration/footprint, whiletemporary, may resultin serious harmto
fishandfish habitatandis notadequately characterized in the EIS. This
informationis alsorequired to assess potential Project effects to the
current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by Indigenous
peoples.

a)

b)

c)

Describethe location, footprint,and nature of all temporary
constructioninfrastructureand activities thatwill or may
occur near or within fish-bearing watercourses/waterbodies
and any non-fish bearing waterbodies/watercourses that
may contribute indirectly to fish habitat.
i Includethe locations of all temporary construction
infrastructureand activitiesin a figureor figure(s).

Clarify whether Table 6.41 presents total fish habitatloss
andalteration prior to or following the implementation of
mitigation measures. If the former, providea table
describing the amount of fish habitatthatis expected to be
lost/altered as a resultof the Project following the
implementation of mitigation measures.

Providea tablethat clearlyindicates the amount of habitat
that will be lost/altered as a result of temporary and
permanent Project components and activities, separately.
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Table 6.41 of the EIS describes the total habitatalterationandloss atthe d) Describepotential effects to Indigenous peoples, particularly
proposed watercourse crossings for the Project. Itis unclear whether this the current use of lands and resources for traditional

table presents total habitatloss/alteration prior to or following the purposes, as a resultof watercourse crossings, includingany
implementation of mitigation measures to limitthe amount of fish habitat permanent and temporary components and activities, and
disturbance,and whether the estimates provided inthis table includeonly resulting from any effects to fish and fish habitatwhich may
permanent Project components and activities or permanent and temporary be of importanceto Indigenous peoples.

components andactivities.

Supplementary informationis required to supportand assess the

characterization of the total construction footprint, potential adverse

effects to fishandfish habitat, and potential effects to Indigenous peoples.

Additionally, this informationis required to determine whether the

temporary construction activities or footprintof the Projectwould resultin

harm to fish and fish habitat,in which casea DFO Fisheries Act

authorization may be required, as well as mandatory offsetting.

IR1-62 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 1, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany potential adverse |a) Recalculatethe estimates of potential habitatloss and
Assessment Part2, Section Section 1.2.2 effects to fishandfish habitatas defined insubsection 2(1) of the Fisheries alteration presented in Table6.41 to be consistentwith the
Agency of 6.3.1 Act, including calculations of any potential temporary or permanent habitat description of the baselineamount of riparianandin-stream
Canada EIS Chapter 6, loss interms of surfaceareas andinrelationto watershed availabilityand habitatfor watercoursecrossings provided in Appendix C-1.

Section 6.3.1.6, significance. This includes potential effects on riparian areasthatcould
6.4,and 6.5.6.6 affect aquatic biological resources and productivity takingintoaccountany |[b) Providea rationaletosupportthe conclusionthat

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.41

EIS Appendix C-1
andC-2

anticipated modificationstofish habitat.

The EIS notes thatriprapinstalled toarmour culvertinlets and outlets will
create a positive effect by increasing habitatdiversity and productivityin
areas where riprap does not create a complete infill. The EIS does not
address the issuethat, whileriprap may be beneficial to certain fish species
by providingadditional habitat, notall species of fish havethe same habitat
requirements. As such, a benefit to one species from the installation of
riprap could equate to an adverseeffect to another species thatmay utilize
the habitatcurrently present but could no longer use itfollowingalteration.

The EIS describes the amount of in-streamand riparian fish habitatthat
may be lostor altered from crossingfootprints and road approaches for all
crossingsover watercourses/waterbodies that supportfish habitat(Table
6.41). Interms of riparian habitatlossfor each crossing, the EIS consistently
reports losses of 36 square metres (m?) for each crossing, notingthat
riparian habitatloss and alteration were calculated as the width of the

installation of riprap for culvertarmouring would create a
positive effect by increasingthediversity of fish habitatand
productivity. Include consideration of the fact that not all
fish species utilizethe samehabitats and that alterations
creatingone type of habitatmay have a detrimental effect
on another fish species thatmay have utilized the habitat
prior to disturbance.

i. Clearlylistand explain which fish species may
potentially benefit from the addition of riprap for
culvert armouringand which species may
experience adverse effects.

ii.. Describe post-construction monitoring and follow-
up activities thatwill beundertaken to confirm
predictions with respect to potential benefits and
adverse effects to fish from culvertarmouring.

iiii. Describe contingency measures that will be
implemented should monitoringindicatethat
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roadbed on each bankand the 60 metre cleared right of way on each bank,
respectively. However, the EIS also notes that riparian habitat width
conditions vary ateach Project crossing (Appendix C-1). For example, at

riprapis notresultingin positive habitat effects or
isresultingin unanticipated adverse effects.

watercourse crossing P6a-X002, the average surveyed riparianwidthatthe |c) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
crossingisbetween 30 and 35 metres on the right and left banks, effects, and cumulative effects for fish andfish habitatto:
respectively. This width was not considered inthe estimated riparianloss i includethe revised estimates for potential habitat
valuepresented for the watercourse crossingsinTable6.41. loss/alteration;
ii. includefish habitatloss/alteration dueto culvert

Whilethe EIS describes potential effects to fish habitatduring construction, armouring,including consideration thathabitat
itis unclear whether effects to fish habitat may resultduring maintenance alteration may have both positiveand negative
activities,andifsowhat those effects would be and their significance. Ml effects, depending on the species;
should discusswith DFO if permitting is required for proposed maintenance iii.. includefish habitatloss/alteration during Project
activities. Additionally, in the residual effects assessmentfor potential maintenance; and
Project effects to fish habitatduring construction, the EIS concludes that iv. accountfor the fact that fish habitatloss/alteration
the effect of habitatloss and alterationisreversibleover a long period. would not be reversiblegiven that there are no
However, as there are no plans to decommission the ASR and other plans to decommission the ASR and other
permanent Project components, itis unclear howthe proponent concluded permanent Project components.
that effects to fish habitatwould be reversible.

d) Describemeasures that will beimplemented to mitigate any
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of adverse effects identified in c) and follow-up and monitoring
potential Project effects to fishand fish habitatand to determine whether that will be conducted to confirmpredictions,assessthe
further mitigation may be required. effectiveness of mitigation measures, and monitor for any

unanticipated effects.

IR1-63 God’s Lake First | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethat the proponent describe potential a) Inthe absenceof detailed design, provide predictions of
Nation —June 5, | Part2, Section Section 6.3.1 geomorphological changes and their effects on hydrodynamic conditions potential alterations to flow regimes and geomorphology for
2019 Meeting 6.3.1and6.6.2 andfish habitat, as well as potential effects of modifications of hydrological all watercoursecrossings thatmay resultfrom the possible
with the Agency and hydrometric conditions onfish habitatand on fish species’ lifecycle bridge and culvert design choices available to MI.

activities. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethe proponent to describe how i Based on the results of this analysis, describe
Manitoba Metis local conditions and natural hazards, such as severeand/or extreme potential effects to fishandfish habitatas a result
Federation — weather conditions and external events, could adversely affect the Project of changes to flow regimes and geomorphology of
Project 6 and how thisinturn couldresultin effects to the environment. This must watercourses.
Technical includea discussion of longer-term effects of climatechange.
Review b) Describethe minimum setback distanceto be used for
Comments The EIS indicates that Project construction and operation could resultin bridge abutments atMagill Creek and God’s River. Assess

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation — Project
6 Technical

adverse effects to fishandfish habitatdue to altered flow regimes and
changes to the geomorphology of waterways, and includes general
descriptions of the baseline geomorphology of watercourses/waterbodies
where crossings may be required. The EIS is lacking an assessment of how
specific Project components, including culverts, bridges, and associated

the potential for adverse effects to fishand fish habitatdue
to potential constriction of flow, scouring, erosion, and
sedimentation effects that may occur from culverts, bridges,
and associated road fill and abutments.
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Review road fill and abutments, will alter local geomorphology and flow, and c) Assess the potential for periodic and/or climatechange-
Comments related effects to fish and fish habitat. Although the proponent commits to induced precipitation, snowmelt, or ice breakup to generate
conducting hydraulic and geotechnical investigations prior to construction significantfloodingoricejams. Describe howthis may act
to finalizecrossinglocations and determine site hydraulicsand foundation cumulatively with Project effects to geomorphology and
conditions atwatercoursecrossings, potential Project effects to natural flow regimes to imperil the road and watercourse crossing
channel processes based on the anticipated type and size of culverts should infrastructure, and describe design modifications thatmay
be described and assessed. be required to minimizethe likelihood oficescour,icejams,
or increased erosion potential.

Additionally, the EIS does not describethe potential for periodic and/or i Based on the results of this assessment, describe
climatechange-induced precipitation, snowmelt, or ice breakup to potential effects to fishandfish habitatand the
generate floodingoricejams, which may, incombination with Project ability of Indigenous peoples to practicetraditional
effects to geomorphology and flow regimes, actto imperil the roadand use activities as aresultoficescour,icejams,or
watercourse crossinginfrastructure, or may require design modifications to increased erosion potential.
minimizethe likelihood oficescour,icejams,orincreased erosion
potential. Site specific baselinedata, predictive modeling, and detailed d) For the watercourse crossinglocations described as
design for the bridge crossings at Gods River and Magill Creekare also important for fish habitat, describe measures that will be
absent from the EIS; this informationis required to assess potential Project implemented to mitigate potential adverseeffects to fish
effects at these specific crossinglocations, including potential effects to passage,including consideration of both siteand species
fishing, navigation,iceformation,andsiteerosion. specific factors.
Whilethe EIS describes potential mitigation measures to address adverse e) Describehow the effectiveness of mitigation measures will
effects to fishandfish habitatfrom potential blockage or reduction of fish be monitored duringconstruction,and how successful
passagefrom bridgeand culvertinstallation, these measures are not site or implementation of these mitigation measures will be
species specific. Further, no informationis provided regarding how the verified through monitoring programs during operation of
effectiveness of mitigation measures employed will be monitored during the Project.
construction and operation of the Project.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to the geomorphology of
waterbodies/watercourses where crossings may berequired, which may
adversely affect fishand fish habitatand the ability of Indigenous peoples
to practicetraditionaluseactivities. This informationis alsorequired to
determine whether site-specific mitigation measures may be required.

IR1-64 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to providea characterization of a) Providea full characterization of fish populations within the

Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Part2, Section 5.1
and6.1.6

Section3.4.1.5

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.6

fish populations on the basis of species and lifestageinformation,and a
description of the surveys carried outand the sourceof data available,
includingthelocation of sampling stations, catch methods, date of catches,
species, and catch-per-uniteffort. The proponent is alsorequiredto

Project footprint, Aquatic LAA, and Aquatic RAA, including
population abundance, distribution,and movement patterns
on the basis of species and lifestage.
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Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Appendix C-1

providea description of secondary productivity of aquatic resources in
terms of abundanceand distributionin potentially affected waterbodies.

The EIS describes the fish species confirmed to be present inthe Project
study areas through field sampling or potentially presentbased on
Indigenous knowledge and historical distribution data, and provides data
on the number of fish captured per crossing. Afull characterization of fish
populations, includingabundance, distribution,and movement patterns on
the basis of species and lifestageis not provided. Describing only the
number of fish captured at each crossingduringfield samplingis not
sufficientto characterize population abundance, distribution, and
movement patterns; other information, such as catch-per-uniteffort, is
needed to understand this.

Additionally, baselineaquaticspecies and habitatdatainthe EIS is limited
to sampling fromone season of one year. This level of effort may not have
been sufficientto determine the presence of species with low abundance
that may be sensitive or have specific protection requirements. Information
related to seasonal and year-to-year changes in aquatic ecosystems in the
area of the Projectis alsoimportantto support planningfor detailed
design, habitat offsetting, and site-specific mitigation measures.In the
absence of detailed and multi-season baselineinformation, mitigation
measures must be described to specificallyaddressuncertaintyinthe
predicted effects of the Project to fish and fish habitat.

With respect to the description of the methodology employed duringfish
community samplingand mussel sampling, minimal detail is provided
regarding collection methods, effort, or tabulation of results. Detail
regarding the sampling methodology employed at each collection site must
be described.

Withrespect to fish presence at stream crossings, the EIS indicates that
field surveys were conducted at21 of the stream crossinglocations
proposed for the Projectand that fish presence was not confirmed through
field samplingatthe remaining 32 streams crossed by the ASR as most do
not have supportingfish habitat. However, elsewhere in the EIS, the
proponent notes that 25 of the 53 watercourse crossings required for the
Project arefish-bearing.Itis unclear why the proponent chose not to
collectfield survey data for the remaining four stream crossings confirmed

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

Providea rationalefor why field survey data regarding the
presence of fish was not collected at four of the 25
proposed stream crossings confirmed to be fish-bearingand
providedata on the presence/absence of fish atthese four
stream crossings.

Describethe sampling methodology employed at each site
sampled duringfield surveys for fishand mussels, including:
i date(s) of collection;
ii.. type of survey gear used;
iii. effort; and
iv. results for each sitesurveyed.

Describe mitigation measures, such as changes to the timing
of Project activities and crossing structuredesign, that will
be implemented to address the uncertainty introduced by
relianceona singleseason of baselineinformation for fish
andfish habitat.

Describe follow-up and monitoring that will be conducted to
confirmpredictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

Describe contingency measures that will beimplemented
should monitoringindicatethatmeasures to mitigate
adverse Project effects to secondary productivity are
insufficientand/or should pre-construction monitoring
indicatethe presence of fishatcrossings previously
classified as non-fish-bearing. Describe the thresholds that
will beused to indicatethatcontingency measures may be
required, includinga detailed rationalefor the thresholds
chosen.
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to be fish-bearingand why they concluded that these streams do not
containsupportingfish habitat, given that fish presence has been
confirmed. As mitigation measures presented inthe EIS areto be applied
onlyto known fish-bearing waters and potentially fish-bearing waters, the
assumption of non-fish bearing status for 28 watercourses and numerous
wetlands within the Projectfootprint may resultin unanticipated residual
effects to fishand fish habitat.

The EIS also does not provide details on secondary productivity of aquatic
ecosystems within the Project footprint, LAA, and RAA, includingbaseline
data. Onthis subject, the EIS notes that the well-documented effects of
road projects on aquatic ecosystems and well established measures for
mitigation, make additionalsiteinvestigationsto measure secondary
productivity unnecessary and effects to secondary productivity fromthe
Project would be negligible. The Agency notes that whilethe general
effects of road projects may be well understood, the magnitude and
significance of effects of projects may differ greatly based on the location
of each projectand the unique characteristics of the aquatic environment
inthose locations. As such, contingency measures may be required should
monitoringindicatethat standard mitigation measures to avoid or prevent
effects to secondary productivity areinsufficient.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to fishand fish habitatand to assess theseverity
andsignificance of potential Project effects.

IR1-65

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.1.11

EIS Appendix C-1,
Section 4.2.6.1.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe current use of
landinthe Projectstudy areas, includinga description of recreational and
commercial fishingand anyfishing activities practiced by Indigenous
peoples.

The EIS notes that, of the 23 streams where culvertcrossings are proposed
andthat areconfirmed to be fish-bearing, seven streams were assessed as
not contributingto a Commercial, Recreational, or Aboriginal (CRA)fishery,
despite the fact that these crossingsites supportforagefish. The rationale
provided for this conclusionisthatthese sites provide poor overwintering
conditions andrestricted access to large-bodied fish. Although these seven
crossingsites may not possess suitable conditions to directly supportor
provideaccess to large-bodied fish that may contribute to a CRA fishery,
the forage fish species present may have the ability to migrate intoareas

b)

c)

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for CRA fisheries toinclude
potential adverse effects to fish-bearing streams previously
considered as not contributingto a CRA fishery.

Describehow Ml determined the extent of Aboriginal
fisheries thatmay be adversely affected by the Projectand

what information Ml used to determine their extent.

Describe which Indigenous groups Ml engaged with to

collectinformation to determine the extent of CRA fisheries.

i If Ml did not collectinformation fromall
Indigenous groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of
the EIS Guidelines, providea clear rationalefor
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that support large-bodied fishand may actas a food source, thereby
supportingthe productivity of CRA fisheries.Itis alsounclear how Ml
determined the extent of Aboriginal fisheries and whether information
from all Indigenous groups listed in Part 2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines
was considered in determining the extent of CRA fisheries and potential
Project effects.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe description of
baselineinformation for fish and fish habitatand the current use of lands
andresources for traditional purposes by Indigenous peoples. This
information will alsoaidin the review of the assessmentof potential
Project effects to fishand fish habitatand Indigenous peoples.

why certain groups were excluded or describe
when Ml plans to collectthis informationand how
this information will beincluded in the assessment
of potential effects to CRA fisheries presented in
the EIS.

IR1-66

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.4.1.2,
6.4.6.4,and
6.4.6.5

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany potential adverse
effects to fish andfish habitat, including any effects resulting from
geomorphological changes, modifications of hydrological and hydrometric
conditions, changes to water quality and sediment quality in surface water,
and any modifications in migration or local movements.

With respect to potential in-stream activities, the EIS notes that, inthe
event that construction within or near fish-bearing
waterbodies/watercourses is required under unfrozen conditions,
cofferdams or other diversions would beinstalled to separatethe
dewatered worksite from flowing water and fish salvagewould be
conducted in the isolated area. The EIS only describes potential effects to
fishandfish habitatas a resultof sediment re-suspension, channel and
bankerosion,and altered channel hydraulics. Potential adverse effects to
fishresultingfromfish salvageand fish habitatalteration/loss from
cofferdam construction, use, decommissioning, and potential breaching
events are not described. Further, the EIS does not address the potential
need for fish salvageatcrossings thatwere assessed as non-fish-bearingor
contingency measures that will beimplemented shouldfish beobserved in
these areas duringconstruction.

With respect to culvert maintenance, the EIS indicates thatany
maintenance activities would comply with DFQ’s restricted activity timing
windows unless accumulated material is preventingthe passage of water
and/or fish through the structure, at which point emergency debris
removal may be carried out at any time of year. The potential effects to fish

a) Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for fish and fish habitatto
include potential adverse effects from:

i the construction, use, and decommissioning of
cofferdams or other diversions thatmay be
required during construction or maintenance of
the Project, includinganytemporary habitat
alteration/loss and potential cofferdam
breaches/failures;

ii. fish salvage;and

iii.. emergency debris removal from culverts during
restricted activity periods.

b) Describethe proposed contingency planand contingency
measures that will beimplemented inthe event that fishare
observed at waterbody/watercourse crossinglocations
thought to be non-fish-bearing.
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andfish habitatfrom emergency debris removal within DFO’s restricted
activity timingwindow, shoulditbe required, are not described.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential Project effects to fishand fish habitatand to assess whether
further mitigation measures may be required.

Effects of the Environment on the Project

IR1-67 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describelocal conditionsand a) For each local condition, natural hazard, or event
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.6.2 natural hazards thatcould adversely affectthe Project and how this could considered, describe potential effects to VCs and describe
Agency of 6.6.2 resultin effects to the environment. specificand verifiable mitigation measures and contingency
Canada EIS Chapter 6, measures that will beimplemented to address any potential

Table 6.43 and The EIS identifies, in general terms, local conditionsand natural hazards adverse effects.
6.44 that could have adverse effects on the Projectand lists potential accidents
and malfunctions thatcould occur as a resultof effects of the environment |b) Describethe methodology used to derive the probability of
on the Project. The EIS does not includespecific details regarding potential occurrence and magnitude determinations includedin Table
environmental effects to VCs resulting from effects of the environment on 6.43, and provide a rationalefor the conclusions with
the Project and the mitigation measures listed arenot verifiable. respect to the probability and magnitude for each potential
accidentand malfunction that could result.
Additionally, norationaleis provided for how the proponent arrived at
conclusionswith respectto the probability and magnitude of potential c) Describethe methodology used to evaluate the potential
effects (Table6.43) or the evaluation of potential risk to the Project and risk to the Project of environmental
potential significance of residual effects on the Project (Table 6.44). conditions/hazards/events and potential residual effects on
the Project, as presented inTable 6.44. Providea rationale
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of for the conclusions presented with respect to the evaluation
potential effects of the environment on the Projectand anyresulting of potential risk to the Projectand residual effects of the
adverse effects to VCs. environment on the Project.

IR1-68 Impact EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describelocal conditionsand a) Describespecifically what“feasible methods” to breakup ice
Assessment Part2, Section Section 6.2.4.1.1 natural hazards thatcould adversely affectthe Project, including flooding jams would be implemented to minimize potential adverse
Agency of 6.6.2 and6.6.2.2 andice jams and consideration of the long-term effects of climatechange, effects to VCs.

Canada and how this could resultin effects to the environment. The proponent is

alsorequired to providedetails of planning, design,and construction b) Describeexamples of contingency measures that will be
Manto Sipi Cree strategies intended to minimize the potential effects of the environment on coordinated with Indigenous groups andlocal law
Nation — Project the Project. enforcement should flooding occur that may compromise
6 Technical the use or safety of the ASR.
Review The EIS notes that, shouldicejams resultina threat to the integrity of
Comments Project components due to floodingand scouring of banks, feasible c) Providea rationalefor why Ml choseto design bridges and

methods to break up ice jams would be considered and contingency
measures would be coordinated with Indigenous communities and local
law enforcement. Itis unclear what “feasible methods” and contingency

culverts to accommodate 1:50 year flood events, whether
potential effects of climatechange on flooding were
considered, and how this capacity will besufficientto
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measures would be implemented to minimize potential environmental
effects associated with floodingandicejams.

The EIS indicates thatbridges and culverts have been designed to
accommodate 1:50year flood events. No rationaleis provided for why this
design standard was chosen or whether culvertand bridge designs took
into accountthe potential effects of climatechange, such as potentially
worse and more frequent flooding events. MSCN also expressed concerns
regarding whether a design to accommodate 1:50 year flood events would
be sufficientto protect their community andtraditional resourceuseareas
from flooding.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential effects of the environment on the Projectand anyresulting
adverse effects to VCs, and to determine whether further mitigation or
contingency measures may be required to address any adverse effects.

minimizethe potential effects on MSCN’s and other local
Indigenous communities’ traditional resourceuseareas and
communities from floodingin areas where bridges and
culverts areto be constructed.

IR1-69

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.6.2

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.6.2.6

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describelocal conditionsand
natural hazards thatcould adversely affectthe Project, including
consideration of the long-term effects of climatechange, and how this
couldresultin effects to the environment. The proponent is alsorequired
to providedetails of planning, design, and construction strategies intended
to minimizethe potential effects of the environment on the Project.

Whilethe EIS indicates thatterrain mappinghas been conducted for the
area of the Project, no information regarding how permafrost conditions
andterrainstability, includingactivelayer thickness, will be assessed within
the ASR alignment prior to and during construction or how stability will be
monitored is provided.

The EIS also describes several road design features thatare anticipated to
minimize potential effects to permafrost, thereby limiting potential effects
of permafrost thaw to the Project. Should areas of permafrostthaw and
subsidefollowing construction, these would be addressed with road
maintenance. The EIS does not explain howthe road design features
proposed would act to limitpotential adverse effects of the Project to
permafrost, especially considering potential warming and permafrostthaw
associated with climate change. The EIS also does not provide details
regardingroad maintenance activities thatwould be used to address any
areas of permafrost thaw and subsidenceor the potential effects thereof.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Describethe geotechnical investigations thatwill be
conducted prior to and during construction with respect to
permafrost and provide information on Ml’s plans to
address uncertainties with respect to active layer thickness
andterrainstability to supportthe final design of Project
components.

Describethe follow-up and monitoring planthat will be
implemented at each Project phaseto assess thevalidity of
predictions with respect to the effect of permafrost on the
Project, the effect of the Projecton permafrost, the
effectiveness of mitigation measures, and whether further
mitigation or contingency measures may be required.

Provideadditional detail regarding howthe road design
features described would limit potential effects of the
Project to permafrost.

Describe potential adverse effects to VCs that may occur
should subsidenceor failure of the Project occur due to
permafrost thaw. Describethe maintenance activities that
would be required to address any damageto the Project and
anyassociated effects to VCs from these maintenance
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Additionally, potential adverse effects to VCs that could resultshould
permafrost thaw and subsidence occurarenot described.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential effects of the environment on the Project and potential effects to
VCs that may be adversely affected by road failurein the event of
permafrost thaw.

activities. Describe mitigation and/or contingency measures
that will be implemented to mitigate any adverse effects
identified.

Cumulative Effects

IR1-70

God’s Lake First
Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting
with the
Agency, Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments,
General
Baseline Study
2019 Report

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.6.3

EIS Chapter 1,
Section 1.2.3

EIS Chapter 2,
Section 2.1.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Section
6.1.11.3.8,
6.6.3.1.1,
6.6.3.1.2,
6.6.3.1.3, and
6.6.3.2

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.46

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to identify and assess the
Project’s potential cumulative effects to VCs. For each VC, the proponent is
required to assess thecumulative effects by comparingthe future scenario
with and without the Project.

The EIS describes several past, present, and future physicalactivities that
were included inthe cumulative effects assessment(CEA). The CEA did not
consider past, present, and future:

e recreational useandtourism(e.g. ATV use; camping; non-
Indigenous hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering; and lodges)
inthe Project footprint, LAA, and RAA;

e apotential increaseinthe volume and duration of recreational
use with increased access facilitated by the ASR;

e commercial forestry operations - although there arecurrently no
activecommercial forestry operations, the Hayes River and Boreal
Shield Forest Management Sections are within the RAA and may
become activeinthe future;

e potential mines or mineral/metal exploration projects other than
the diamond exploration claimowned by Altius Resources Inc.
referenced inthe EIS, includingthosenoted insubmissions from
MSCN and GLFN and described in the EIS; and

e induceddevelopments that may occuras a resultof construction
and operation of the Project, such as mines, exploration projects,
hydroelectric facilities, and transmission lines, including those
noted insubmissionsfrom MSCN and GLFN and describedinthe
EIS.

With respect to other potential road projects, the EIS indicates thatatthis
time the Province of Manitoba has no plans to proceed with Provincial
Road 373 to Wasagamack (Project2)and Anderson Junction to
Bunibonibee (Project5) that would link the proposed Project to the ASR

a)

b)

d)

Includeall past, present, and reasonably foreseeablefuture
physicalactivities,including consideration of those noted in
the context piece, inthe CEA for the Project and providea
description ofany associated cumulative effects.

Describe measures that will beimplemented to mitigate
adverse cumulative effects to VCs from the activities
describedinthe EIS and questiona) and follow-up and
monitoring that will be conducted to confirmpredictions,
assess the effectiveness of mitigation measures, and
monitor for any unanticipated effects. Should mitigation
measures exist that are outside of the care and control of
Ml, identify the potential adverse effect and the parties that
may have the authorityto act.

Revise the cumulative effects assessmentfor each VC,
includingtheconclusions made with respect to the
significance of potential cumulative effects and the
summary of the CEA for each VC presented inTable6.46, to
includethe physicalactivities identifiedina) and mitigation
measures identifiedin b).

Provideevidence or rationaleto supportthe conclusions
presented in Table 6.46 with respect to the anticipated
duration, magnitude, timing, extent, frequency, reversibility,
ecological and social context, significance, and likelihood of
potential adverse cumulative effects.

ProvideTable 6.47 or correct the reference to Table 6.47 in
the EIS.
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network in Manitoba.However, the EIS notes that MlI’s long-term objective
is to complete the regional transportation network and provide
communities in the area of the Project with year-round vehicular accessto
the provincialroad network. Based on this information, itwould seem that,
whilethere arecurrently no plans to proceed with Project2 and Project 5
inthe near future, construction of these projects may be anticipatedinthe
longer term. As such, the potential cumulative effects of these and other
potential future road projects must either be consideredinthe CEA or it
must be clearly described thatthe CEA is being undertaken in the absence
of those projects. It must be clear which project benefits scenariorequired
inIR1-89 (with or without Projects 2 and 5) is appliedinthe CEA and any
adverse effects associated with that scenario mustalsobeconsidered.

Table 6.46 of the EIS provides a summary of the CEA for each VC, including
a determination of the significance of anyresidual cumulative effects. The
EIS presents limited or no rationaleto supportthe conclusions presented
with respect to the duration, magnitude, timing, extent, frequency,
reversibility, ecological and social context, significance, or likelihood of
potential effects. The EIS alsoreferences a Table 6.47. However, there is no
table presentinthe EIS labelled as “Table6.47".

The EIS indicates thatthe Indigenous RAA was selected as the spatial
boundaryto assess VCs identified for the CEA. Itis unclear how use of the
Indigenous RAA would ensure that potential effects to all VCs are
adequately characterized. For instance, the Indigenous RAA may not be
sufficiently broad to capture potential downstream effects to water quality
andfishandfish habitat. Additionally, the delineation of the RAA may not
adequately capturethe effects to all potentiallyimpacted Indigenous
groups (see IR1-24). A rationaleis required to support the use of the
Indigenous RAA as the spatial boundary for the CEA.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential cumulative effects of the Project in combination with other
physicalactivitiesinthe regionto VCs. A complete characterization of all
potential physical activities thatcould contribute cumulatively to adverse
environmental effects is required to ensure that all potential adverse
effects have been identified and considered and to determine whether
further mitigation may be required.

—

)

Providea rationalefor the use of the Indigenous RAA as the

spatial boundary for the CEA and a description of how use of

the Indigenous RAA adequately captures potential
cumulative effects to all VCs and considered traditional use
areas and/or the asserted traditional territory of all
Indigenous groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS
Guidelines.

i Alternatively, revisethe spatial boundaries usedin
the CEA to ensure that potential cumulative effects
to all VCs areadequately characterized. Revise the
CEA for each VC to accountfor this change.
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IR1-71

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.6.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Section
6.6.3.3.2.1,
6.6.3.2.2, and
6.6.3.2.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.46

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to identify and assess the
Project’s potential cumulative effects to VCs.

The CEA forfishandfish habitatpresented inthe EIS onlyincludes potential
residual Project effects resulting from increased fishingaccess, and
therefore fishing pressure. However, as noted inthe EIS, potential residual
effects to fishandfish habitatmayalsoresultfrom spills of hazardous
materials and/or other deleterious substances. Further, whilethe
proponent anticipates residual Project effects to fish passageand habitat
connectivity to be minor, cumulative effects to fish passageand habitat
connectivity may resultin combination with other past, present, and future
physical activities. These potential effects must also be consideredinthe
CEA for fish and fish habitat.

Inthe CEA for migratory birds, the EIS only considers potential residual
Project effects resulting from habitatloss/alteration/fragmentation and
mortality. However, the EIS notes that residual effects to migratory birds
may alsoresultfromloss of nests due to vegetation clearing,andincreased
sensory disturbanceand displacement. These potential residual effects
must be consideredinthe CEA for migratory birds.

The EIS also does not describe potential adverse effects of past, present,
andreasonablyforeseeable future physical activities other than the Project
that may act cumulatively to causeadverseeffects to fishandfish habitat
and migratory birds, indicating thatother activities or projects thatcould
overlap with the proposed Projectdo not have the potential to resultin
cumulativeadverse effects that would require further mitigation. Other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future physical activities, such as
mining exploration and potential future development of mines, could result
inadverse effects to fishand fish habitatand migratory birds, including
habitatalteration/loss, sensory disturbance, and the potential release of
deleterious substances. These potential adverse effects must be described
to assessthe significance of potential cumulative effects to fishandfish
habitatand migratory birds.

With respect to potential cumulative effects to species atrisk,itis unclear
which potential residual Project effects were consideredinthe CEA as no
potential effects of the Project aresummarized. The CEA mustincludeall
potential residual adverse effects to all species atriskresulting fromthe

a)

b)

c)

d)

Summarize the residual effects to fish and fish habitat,
migratory birds, and species atrisk resulting fromthe
Project, followingthe implementation of mitigation
measures, even if effects are anticipated to be minor.
i With respect to species atrisk, ensurethatall
potential residual Projecteffects are considered for
each species individually.

Describe potential adverse effects of all past, present, and

reasonably-foreseeable future physical activities that may

act cumulatively with the Projectto resultinadverse effects

to fishand fish habitat, migratory birds, and species atrisk,

includingtheactivities listed in the EIS and those activities

referred to in IR1-70.

i. With respect to species atrisk, ensurethat

potential effects are described individually for each
species.

Describe mitigation measures that will be implemented to
address any cumulative effects identified in b) and follow-up
and monitoring that will beconducted to confirm
predictions, assess theeffectiveness of mitigation measures,
and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

Update the conclusions presented in the cumulative effects
assessmentfor fish and fish habitat, migratory birds, and
species atrisk, including the assessmentof the significance
of cumulative effects and the summary of effects presented
inTable 6.46, to consider the potential effects and
mitigation measures identifiedin b) and c).
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Project; a summary of the effects consideredinthis assessmentwouldaid
inensuringthat all relevant potential effects areconsidered.

The EIS does not describe potential adverse effects of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeablefuture physical activities other than the Projectthat
may act cumulativelyto causeadverse effects to species atrisk, indicating
that other activities or projects thatcould overlap with the proposed
Project do not have the potential to resultin cumulative adverse effects
that would require further mitigation. Other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future physical activities, such as mining exploration and
potential future development of mines, could resultin adverse effects to
species atrisk,including habitatalteration/loss, sensory disturbance, and
the potential release of deleterious substances. These potential adverse
effects must be described for each species atriskto assess thesignificance
of potential cumulative effects. As each species may be affected differently,
potential effects must be described for each species individually.

As described above (see IR1-70), connection of the Projectto the broader
provincial road network could resultininduced developments or increased
access toareas importantfor boreal woodland caribou habitat. As caribou
prefer undisturbed habitat, this could resultin adverse effects to caribou
populations and mustbe consideredinthe CEA.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential cumulative effects of the Project in combination with other past,
present, and future physical activities in theregion to fish and fish habitat,
migratory birds, and species atrisk,and to determine whether further
mitigation may be required.

IR1-72

Transport
Canada-—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.6.3

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.5.9.1.1
and6.6.3.2.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Table 6.46

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to identify and assess the
Project’s potential cumulative effects to VCs.

With respect to potential cumulative effects to Indigenous peoples, the EIS
describes potential benefits of the Projectbut does notinclude potential
adverse residual effects of the Projectinthe CEA. As noted inthe EIS,
adverse residual effects may includethe ability of Indigenous peoples to
practicetraditional hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering, leadingto a
potential reduction in food supply and culturally importantspecies;
reduced access to travel routes; reduced trappingincome; effects to
heritage resources;and effects to Indigenous health.

a)

Summarize the anticipated residual effects to Indigenous
peoples from the Project, followingthe implementation of
mitigation measures. Ensure that all potential residual
Project effects are considered, including potential effects to
the ability of Indigenous peoples to practicetraditional
hunting, fishing, trapping, and gathering; access to travel
routes; trappingincome; heritage resources; and
Indigenous health.

Describe potential adverse effects of all past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future physical activities that may
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Review
Comments

The EIS does not describe potential adverseeffects of past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future physical activities other than the Projectthat
may act cumulatively to causeadverse effects to Indigenous peoples,
indicating that other activities or projects that could overlap with the
proposed Projectdo not have the potential to resultin cumulativeadverse
effects that would requirefurther mitigation. Other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future physical activities, such as mining
exploration and potential future development of mines, could affect
Indigenous peoples, including navigation and the ability of Indigenous
peoples to practicetraditional useactivities. These potential adverse
effects must be described to assess thesignificance of potential cumulative
effects to Indigenous peoples.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
potential cumulative effects of the Project in combination with other
physicalactivitiesin the region to Indigenous peoples and to determine
whether further mitigation may be required.

c)

act cumulatively with the Projectto resultinadverse effects
to Indigenous peoples,includingtheactivities listed in the
EIS and those activities referred to in IR1-70.

Describe mitigation measures that will be implemented to
address any cumulative effects identified inb) and follow-
up and monitoring that will be conducted to confirm
predictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, and monitor for any unanticipated effects.

Update the conclusions presented in the cumulative effects
assessment for Indigenous peoples, including the
assessmentof the significance of cumulative effects and the
summary of effects presented inTable 6.46,to consider the
potential effects and mitigation measures identifiedin b)
andc).

Environmental Management Pl

ans and Environmental Protection Measures

IR1-73

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.4

EIS Chapter 8,
Section 8.2.1

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe Project’s
environmental protection planandits environmental management system,
through which the proponent will deliver this plan. The plan must provide
anoverall perspectiveon how potential adverse effects would be
minimized and managed over time. The EIS Guidelines also listIndigenous
groups that the proponent must considerinits effects assessmentwith
respect to the Projectand with which the proponent is expected to strive
towards developing a productiveand constructiverelationship based on
on-going dialogue.

The EIS indicates that Environmental Management Plans (EMPs) for
construction and operation of the Project will befinalized duringthe
detailed design and construction phase. Whilethese plans may not be
finalized atthe time of the submission of the EIS and/or IRresponses,an
example of a planfrom a Project of a similarnature(e.g. Project 1 or
Project 4) would be useful to understand what provisions would be
includedinthis plan.

Withregard to the development of the EMPs, the EIS indicates that Ml will
consider community inputfrom GLFN, BCN, and MSCN and that technical

a)

b)

c)

Ifavailable, providean example(s) of EMPs used for a
project of a similarnatureto the Project (e.g. Project 1 or
Project 4). Describe what aspects of the plan(s) would be
similar tothe EMPs developed for the Projectand what
Project-specific provisions may be added. Alternatively,
describemeasures and provisionsthatwill beincludedin
the EMPs for the Project.

Describe whether and, if so, how Ml plans to provide the
opportunity for all Indigenous groups listed in Part2, Section
5.1 of the EIS Guidelines to be involved inthe development
of EMPs.

Describe whether Indigenous groups will beinvited to
participateontechnical committees to planforandrespond
to the environmental management requirements of the
Project.
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committees will be established to planforand respondto Project
environmental management requirements. Itis unclear whether and how
MI will providethe opportunity for all Indigenous groups listed in Part 2,
Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines to be involved in the development of EMPs
and whether Indigenous groups will be invited to participateon technical
committees.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe Agency’s
understanding of the EMPs for the Projectand to determine if the
approach proposedinthese plans will beadequate to mitigate and manage
potential adverse effects to VCs.

IR1-74

Transport
Canada-—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 6.4

EIS Chapter 8,
Section 8.3.2

EIS Chapter 8,
Appendix 8-2,
Environmental
Protection
Procedures 2 and
3

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe Project’s
environmental protection planandits environmental management system
through which the proponent will deliver this plan. The plan must provide
anoverall perspective on how potential adverse effects would be
minimized and managed over time.

The EIS indicates that, in addition to the mitigation measures outlinedin
MI’s Environmental Protection Procedures (EPs) and Environmental
Protection Specifications, conditions will beincludedin each construction
contractthat will bespecific to the work being conducted. The EIS also
indicates thatEPs are reviewed and revised annually and thatmajor
changes or additions will beforwarded to local communities, Manitoba
Sustainable Development, and the Agency once finalized. As EPs are being
proposed inthe EIS as mitigation measures to address potential adverse
effects of the Project to VCs, itis importantfor the Agency to understand
how changes to EPs may affect the conclusions presented in the EIS with
respect to potential environmental effects, includingresidualand
cumulative effects, mitigation, monitoring, and follow-up, which will inform
the Environmental Assessment Report for the Project. Itis alsounclear how
Indigenous groups will beinvolved or will be provided the opportunity to
provideinputinto revisions to EPs, particularly EPs that may pertain to
potential effects to Indigenous groups.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe characterization of
the environmental protection planandits environmental management
system for the Project and to determine whether further mitigation
measures may be required.

a)

b)

Describethe conditions thatwill or may be includedin
construction contracts. If specific conditions have notbeen
developed at this time, provide examples of conditions that
will likely be or are typicallyincluded (e.g. conditions that
were included in EMPs for Project1 or Project4).

If revisions have been made to EPs from whatis currently
describedinthe EIS, provide updated EPs and/or highlight
areas where revisions have been made. Describe how any
changes to EPs may affect the conclusions presented in the
EIS with respect to potential environmental effects,
includingresidual and cumulative effects, mitigation,
monitoring, and follow-up.

i Describe how Indigenous groups were/will be
involvedin current and future revisions to EPs, as
they pertainto the Project.

ii. Describe whether, and if so how, annual updates
to EPs will be communicated to Indigenous groups
and the public.
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See Annex | for related advice.

Follow-up, Monitoring, and Reporting

IR1-75

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Project6
Technical
Review
Comments

Health Canada—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
5.1,8.1,and 8.2

EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.5

EIS Chapter 8,
Table 8.2

EIS Chapter 9

EIS Appendix C-2,
Section 5.2.3

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to present a preliminary follow-
up program and preliminary environmental monitoring program for all
phases of the Projectand lists aspects of these programs that must be
describedin the EIS.

Whilethe EIS describes the objectives of the follow-up and monitoring
programs for the Project, details are not provided regarding:

e what the follow-up and monitoring programs will consist of;

e where and when follow-up and monitoring programs will be
implemented;

e whichVCs and aspects of VCs the proponent plans to monitor to
verify predicted Projecteffects andto ensure proposed mitigation
measures are effective; or

e how effects to VCs will bemonitored, includinga description of
the parameters to be monitored and details of the monitoring
program.

The EIS indicates thatit is the proponent’s view that post-construction
monitoringis not required for the Project. Follow-up and monitoring must
occur duringall phases of the Project where there is uncertainty regarding
the predicted effects or the effectiveness of mitigation measures.
Conducting follow-up and monitoring programs only during construction
may not be sufficientas adverse Project effects may resultduring Project
operation and maintenance.

Table 8.2 of the EIS identifies, in a general sense, environmental

component monitoring programs that have been or will be developed and
associated plans, protection procedures, and protection specifications. No
Indigenous health components are consideredinTable8.2 and no noise, air
quality, or traditional land use monitoringis proposed, including baseline
monitoring or monitoring for potential Project effects. Certain
environmental components, such as air quality, mayinfluence Indigenous
health and the lack of baselinedata reduces certainty with respect to

a)

b)

c)

Describethe planned follow-up and monitoring program(s)
to be implemented duringall phases of the Project. Refer to
the EIS Guidelines for details regardingthe information that
must be provided in the description.

i Ensure that monitoring and follow-up plans are
described for all VCs, including Indigenous health,
noise, air quality, water quality, and Indigenous
traditional land use.

ii.. Ensure that follow-up and monitoring plans
demonstrate consideration of the factthat
construction of the Projectis not expected to begin
until 2030 (refer to IR1-35).

With respect to reporting of the results of the follow-up and
monitoring program(s), indicate whether results will be
shared with all Indigenous groups listedin Part2,Section 5.1
of the EIS Guidelines who may have an interestinthe
Project.

Describe opportunities that will be offered to Indigenous
communities to be involvedin the development, review, and
implementation of follow-up and monitoring plans (e.g.
Indigenous community based monitoring).

i If requests of this nature have already been
expressed to Ml by Indigenous groups, indicate
which groups have expressedinterest in being
involved infollow-up and monitoring and the
nature of their proposed involvement.
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Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

potential Project effects to health. Due to a lack of quantitative baseline
data, monitoring plans musthbe developed and described for potential
Project effects to Indigenous health, noise, air quality, water quality,and
Indigenous traditionalland usein order to verify predictions, monitor the
effectiveness of mitigation measures, and determine whether contingency
measures may be required.

The EIS notes that results from the follow-up and monitoring programs will
be provided as appropriateto community liaison and advisory committees,
stakeholders, local Indigenous communities (i.e. MSCN, BCN, GLFN, and
God’s Lake Narrows Northern Affairs Community), and federal and
provincialauthorities. Itis notclearifall Indigenous groups listedin Part2,
Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines who may have aninterest inthe Project
will be provided with the results of follow-up and monitoring programs.
Informationis also notprovided regarding opportunities that will be
offered to Indigenous groups to be involved in the development and
implementation of the follow-up and monitoring program(s). For instance,
MSCN has requested that Ml develop anIndigenous community-based
monitoring program for the Project, in collaboration with communities to
ensure that resources and areas ofimportance to Indigenous peoples are
protected.

Information on the proposed follow-up and monitoring program for the
Projectinall phasesisrequiredtoassess howthe proponent plans to verify
its predictions with respect to potential environmental effects of the
Project to VCs, cumulative effects, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, and determine whether the program(s) proposed may be
adequate.

Indigenous Traditional Knowledge and Land Use Pla

ns

IR1-76

God’s Lake First
Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting
with the
Agency,

Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1

EIS Chapter 1,
Section 1.4.4

EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.2.1

The EIS Guidelines listIndigenous groups thatthe proponent must consider
inits effects assessment with respect to the Project. Ten Indigenous
communities are listed in the EIS.

The EIS describes that the Government of Manitoba signed an agreement
with Wabanong Nakaygum Okimawin First Nations (WNO Accord), which
consists of 21 member nations including BCN, Garden Hill First Nation,
GLFN, MSCN, Norway House Cree Nation, Red Sucker Lake FirstNation, St.
Theresa Point FirstNation, Wasgamack First Nation,and the MMF. Under
the WNO Accord, individual member Nations are to develop Traditional

a)

Indicate whether any of the groups listedin Part2, Section
5.1 of the EIS Guidelines have, sincethe finalization of this
EIS, created orareinthe process of creating Traditional Area
Land Use Plans as they related to the WNO Accord.
i Describehow Ml has or will consider information
presented inthese Traditional Area Land Use Plans
as they relate to the Project.
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Manto Sipi Cree

Area Land Use Plans.GLFN and MSCN indicated that they have been

Nation —May working on land useplans,including for the area of the Project, and will

28,2019 providea copy to MI, once complete. The EIS does not describe how plans

Meeting with that are currentlyin development, or arefinalized prior to construction of

the Agency, the Project will beconsidered with respect to the Project and the EIS.

Project 6

Technical Supplemental informationis required to supportthe proponent’s

Review characterization of how views expressed and information provided by

Comments, Indigenous peoples has been and will beconsidered with respect to the

General Project.

Baseline Study

2019 Report

IR1-77 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to incorporateinto the EIS the a) Describehow Indigenous TK was used to inform the

Federation — Part1, Section Section 5.2.4.2 community and Indigenous traditional knowledge (TK) to whichithas information and assessments presented in the EIS, including

Project 6 4.2.2 access or thatis acquired through engagement with Indigenous groups, the selection of temporal and spatial boundaries.

Technical includingallgroups listed under Part2, Section 5.1 of that document, and

Review EIS Guidelines to integrate Indigenous TK into all aspects of the assessment of potential b) Clarify whether TK has been collected and incorporated into

Comments Part2, Section 5.1 Project effects. Agreement should be obtained from Indigenous groups the EIS from all Indigenous groups listed in Part 2, Section
regarding the use, management, and protection of their existing TK during 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines.

Pimicikamak and after the environmental assessment. i Ifso, describehow and where TK from all groups

Okimawin— was used to informthe informationand

Project 6 The EIS indicates that TK was collected from MSCN, GLFN, BCN, and God’s assessments presented in the EIS.

Technical Lake Northern Affairs Community. Concerns were expressed by MSCN ii.. If not, provide a rationalefor why this information

Review regarding how TK collected from their community was used to informthe was not collected from all groups and/or indicate

Comments selection of temporal and spatial boundaries used for the assessment of when this information will be collected from
potential Project effects, particularly thetemporal boundaries of the groups and incorporated into the EIS.

Manto Sipi Cree cumulative effects assessment. Concerns have also been expressed by the

Nation — Project MMF that to date Ml has not made attempts to gather traditional Métis c) Ifpresent, highlightareas where the conclusions presented

6 Technical
Review
Comments

knowledge with respect to the Project. Pimicikamak Okimawin indicated
that TK work with their community was completed by Ml for the Project
between July 2009 and June 2010. However, itis unclear whether andifso
how this information was considered in the EIS. Itis alsounclear whether
TK was collected or whether attempts were made to collect TK from other
Indigenous communities listed in Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines
and, ifso, how information collected from these groups was consideredin
the EIS.

MSCN also expressed concerns that TK knowledge may conflict with
scientific, engineering, or technical knowledge, and how any conflicting

inthe EIS drawn from scientific, engineering, and technical
knowledge are inconsistentwith the conclusionsdrawn
from traditional knowledgeand describe how each
perspective was considered and represented in the EIS,
includinginthe cumulative effects assessment.
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information may affect the conclusions presented in the EIS. The EIS does
not speakto areas where scientific, engineering, or technical knowledge
may conflictwith Indigenous traditional knowledge.

The EIS also does not describe whether agreement was obtained from
Indigenous communities regarding the use, management, and protection of
their existing TK information both duringand after the environmental
assessment.

Supplementary informationis required to understand how Indigenous TK
collectedinrelation to the Project has been incorporated into the EIS.

See Annex | for related advice.

Current Use

of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes by Indigenous Groups

IR1-78

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.3.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.4

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeandanalyzehow
changes to the environment caused by the Project may affect Indigenous
peoples, includingthecurrent use of lands and resources for traditional
purposes, Indigenous health and socioeconomic conditions,and physical
and cultural heritage. The EIS Guidelines also directthe proponent to
assess how changes to the environment caused by the Project may affect
the cultural valueorimportanceassociated with traditional uses or areas.

The EIS does not describe potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples’
abilitytoaccess preferred hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering, or cultural
sites, or travel routes, including portages. Access to lands and waters is
essential for the useof lands and resources for traditional purposes, access
to physicaland cultural heritagesites, maintenance of healthand socio-
economic conditions, and the exercise of Aboriginal or Treaty rights.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization and analysis of potential Project effects to Indigenous
peoples.

a)

b)

c)

Describe potential Project effects and proposed mitigation
measures to address any potential adverse Project effects to
Indigenous peoples’ ability to access preferred hunting,
fishing, trapping, gathering, and cultural sites,and travel
routes, for each Indigenous group listedin Part2, Section
5.1 of the EIS Guidelines, including:
i when, where, and the duration of changesin
access duringallProjectphases;and
ii.. how changes inaccess to preferred areas may
affect Indigenous peoples’ ability to practice
traditional useactivities and exercisetheir
Aboriginal or Treaty rights.

Describe measures that will beimplemented to mitigate any
potential adverse effects identified ina),and follow-up and
monitoring that will beconducted.

Revise the residual and cumulative effects assessments for
Indigenous peoples to include potential Project effects to
Indigenous peoples’ ability toaccess preferred hunting,
fishing, trapping, gathering, and cultural sites.
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IR1-79 Transport EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany changes or a) Describepotential Project effects and mitigation measures
Canada-— Part2, Section Section 6.3.4, alterations resulting fromthe Project to access to areas used for traditional to address any potential adverse Project effects to
Project 6 6.3.4 6.4.9.1.2, and purposes by Indigenous peoples, including changes to waterways that may navigation by Indigenous peoples on
Technical 6.4.9.2 affect navigation. watercourses/waterbodies for all phases, including
Review recognized portage routes. This mustincludea
Comments The EIS does not provideinformation regarding potential Project effects to characterization of the location, timing, and duration of

navigation on waterways by Indigenous peoples. Whilethe EIS indicates potential effects, and consider inputfrom all potentially
God’s Lake First that measures will beimplemented to mitigate any adverse Project effects affected Indigenous communities.
Nation —June 5, to navigation, specific details of these mitigation measures are not
2019 Meeting provided. As the Projectwill involveinstallation and operation of b) Demonstrate how Project andsite-specific factors were
with the Agency permanent and temporary watercourse crossings and related infrastructure considered when determining appropriatenavigation safety
inor near watercourses/waterbodies currently used by Indigenous peoples, andaccess mitigation measures through navigablewaters.
Bunibonibee navigation could beadversely effected, as noted by GLFN and BCN.
Cree Nation — c) Revisethe assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
August 23,2019 Transport Canada notes that, as bridges, culverts,and temporary water effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
Meeting with crossingsarenot minor works, specific detailsregarding proposed include potential effects to navigation.
the Agency mitigation measures are required to assess their potential effectiveness
andto ensure that Project and site specific factors were considered when d) Describefollow-upand monitoring that will be conducted
determining appropriatenavigation safety and access mitigation measures to confirmpredictions, assess the effectiveness of mitigation
through navigablewaters. GLFN also expressed concerns regarding measures, and monitor for any unanticipated effects with
potential Project effects to an approximately three kilometre long portage respect to Indigenous navigation.
located alongthe ASR alignment that is used by their community.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and
navigation,andto assess the anticipated effectiveness of proposed
mitigation measures.
See Annex | for related advice.

IR1-80 Bunibonibee EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential Project a) Providea clearrationalefor the conclusion thatIndigenous
Cree Nation — Part2, Section Section 6.3.4 and | effects to Indigenous peoples includingthe current use of lands and peoples will beableto easily adaptto Projecteffects that
August 23,2019 | 6.3.4and6.5 6.5.9 resources for traditional purposes and any residual effects following the may affect their ability to hunt, trap, fish, gather, and access
Meeting with implementation of mitigation measures. areas used for traditional, cultural,and recreational
the Agency purposes with some adjustments. Demonstrate how

God'’s Lake First
Nation —2017
Proponent-led

Withregard to potential residual effects to Indigenous peoples and the
anticipated significance of those effects, the EIS concludes that Indigenous
peoples will beableto easilyadaptto Projecteffects that may affect their
abilityto hunt, trap, fish, gather, and access areas used for traditional,
cultural,andrecreational purposes with someadjustments. Itis unclear

Indigenous TK was used to informthis conclusion, including
consideration of site preferences.
i Describe engagement activities thathave taken
placewith potentially affected Indigenous groups
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Community
Meeting

whether this conclusionandits underlyingassumptions were confirmed
with all potentially affected Indigenous groups. Viewing all traditional use
and cultural sites within the RAA as equallyimportantand easilyaccessible
without consideration of Indigenous peoples’site preference and ability
does not allowfor a full understanding of potential Project effects to
Indigenous peoples and their use of and connection with the landscape. For
instance, GLFN noted the importance of maintainingcommunity access to

to confirmthis conclusion, includinga description
of the outcome of these engagement activities.

ii.. Ifthese engagement activities havenot taken
place, provide a rationale for why not andindicate
when and how MI plans to engage with all
Indigenous groups on this topic.

areas currently used to harvest medicinal and other valued plantspecies, b) ShouldIndigenous groups not agree that they will beableto
andindicated that members of the community have differential abilities to easilyadaptto Project effects with some adjustments
locateand switch to alternativelocations for plantharvest. and/or should monitoringindicatethat groups arenot able
to locatesuitablealternativelocationsto practicetraditional
The EIS alsoindicates thatresidual effects to areas used for the harvest of use activities, describe mitigation and/or contingency
medicinal plants by Indigenous peoples areanticipated to be reversible measures that will beimplemented to address potential
over a longperiod as areas disturbed by the Projectare reclaimed. effects to Indigenous peoples.
However, asindicated elsewhere inthe EIS, there are currently no plans to i Revise the residual and cumulative effects
decommissionthe proposed ASR and other permanent Projectcomponents assessments with respect to Indigenous peoples,
that will be required for operation and maintenance of the Project. includingtheassessmentof the anticipated
significance of effects to Indigenous peoples, to
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s reflect the fact that Indigenous peoples may not be
characterization of potential residual Project effects, and the anticipated ableto adaptto residual Project effects.
significance of those effects, to Indigenous peoples.
c) Ifreclamation of both temporary and permanent Project
See Annex | for related advice. components was used for the residual effects assessment
for medicinal plantharvesting by Indigenous peoples, revise
the residual and cumulative effects assessments to reflect
the fact that areas disturbed by permanent Project
infrastructure, including the ASR and components required
for Projectoperation and maintenance, will not be
reclaimed.
Physical and Cultural Heritage
IR1-81 God’s Lake First | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to providebaselineinformation a) Describethe involvement of Indigenous communities inthe
Nation —June 5, | Part2, Section 5.1 | Section 3.3.5 for physicaland cultural heritage, includingany structure, site, or thing of HRIAs conducted for the Project to date andifand how Ml
2019 Meeting and6.1.9 archaeological, paleontological, historical, or architectural significance to intends to includeIndigenous peoples in future HRIAs and
with the EIS Chapter 5, Indigenous peoples. other physicaland cultural heritageresource monitoring for
Agency, Project Table5.8 the Project. Describe which communities were involved and
6 Technical With respect to potential Project effects to physical and cultural heritage, the extent of their involvement.
Review EIS Chapter 6, the EIS focusses onthe requirements of the Manitoba Heritage Resources
Comments Section 6.1.9.4, Act andindicates that Heritage Resource Impact Assessments (HRIA) were b) Providethe HRIA report prepared by AMEC Foster Wheeler

conducted for the Project and will be completed for potential quarrysites

Environment and Infrastructurefor the Projectthat is
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Manitoba Metis 6.4.9.4, and and borrow areas with high and moderate heritage potential. Itis unclear referenced inthe EIS. Discuss with the Agency prior to
Federation — 6.5.9.4 whether Indigenous communities were or will be involved inthe HRIAs submissionifthere are confidentiality concerns.
Project 6 already conducted for the Projector future HRIAs. The EIS also references
Technical information contained within an HRIA report prepared by AMEC Foster c) Describemonitoringthat will beconducted during
Review Wheeler Environment and Infrastructurefor the Project. The HRIA report construction of the Projectfor any unanticipated and/or
Comments referenced is notprovided inthe EIS. undocumented sites or resources with respect to physical
and cultural heritageresources/sites of importanceto
Manto Sipi Cree Itis unclear whether Indigenous monitors will beinvolved during Indigenous peoples and what actions will betaken, should
Nation — Project construction of the Projectto identify any undocumented physicaland resources be identified.
6 Technical cultural heritageresources/sites of importanceto Indigenous peoples. i Describe whether, and if so how, Indigenous
Review groups will be involvedin follow-up and
Comments The EIS indicates that effects to physical and cultural heritage of Indigenous monitoring, particularly with respectto monitoring
peoples should be reversiblewith a Heritage Resources Artifact Recovery for any undocumented physical and cultural
Program. The details of this program have not been provided, therefore the heritage resources or sites ofimportance.
adequacy of this program for protecting physicaland cultural heritage
resources of importanceto Indigenous peoples cannot be assessed. d) Describeindetail what the Heritage Resources Artifact
Concerns have also been expressed by Indigenous communities with Recovery Programwill consistof, includingany proposed
respect to the conclusion thateffects arereversible, as they feel that the mitigation measures, and providea clear rationalefor how
EIS underestimates the cultural significance of the Projectfootprint, LAA, this programwill reverse any potential effects to physical
and RAA. andcultural heritageresources of importanceto Indigenous
peoples.
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s i Describeifand how Indigenous groups listed in
characterization of potential Project effects to physicaland cultural Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines will be
heritage resources of importance to Indigenous peoples includingall engaged inthis program.
Indigenous groups listed in Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines.
See Annex | for related advice.
Communication with Indigenous Groups
IR1-82 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines listIndigenous groups thathavethe potential to be most [a) Withrespect to all potentially disruptive Projectactivities
Nation —Project | Part2, Section 5.1 | Section 3.4.1.3 affected by the Project and with whom the proponentis required to strive that may resultin adverseeffects to indigenous peoples,
6 Technical and6.3.4 towards developing a productiveand constructiverelationship based on describe:
Review EIS Chapter 6, on-going dialoguein order to supportinformation gathering and the effects i which Indigenous communities Ml and/or its
Comments Section 6.4.9.1 assessment. The proponent is alsorequired to describe potential adverse contractors will notify prior to carrying outthese

effects of the Project to Indigenous peoples, includingto the current use of
lands andresources for traditional purposes, health and socioeconomic
conditions,and any changes to the environment that may affect cultural
valueor importanceassociated with traditional uses or areas affected by
the project.

activities;

ii.. the mechanism by which Indigenous groups may
request to be notified of Project activities and how
Ml and/or its contractors will respond to these
requests;
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The EIS indicates thatIndigenous communities will be informed by the
construction contractor through local radio and/or posted material in the
community priorto quarryoperationinareas where Indigenous peoples
are likely to be present. No further details are provided regarding which
communities will be informed, how farinadvanceof these Project activities
communities will be notified, and how Ml will document areas where
Indigenous peoples are likely to be present. Additionally, Project
construction, operation,and maintenance will alsoinvolve other disruptive
activities thatcommunities may wish to be informed of. Itis unclear
whether Indigenous groups will be notified prior to conducting potentially
disruptive Projectactivities other than those associated with quarry
operation. As quarry operation and other potentially disruptive Project
activities may adversely affectIndigenous peoples, such as the current use
of lands and resources for traditional purposes, health and socioeconomic
conditions (e.g. sensory disturbance, hazards associated with explosives
and blasting, etc.), and cultural value of areas, further details regarding
MlI’s proposed communication plan with Indigenous groups are required to
assess theanticipated effectiveness of this mitigation measure.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of proposed measures to mitigate adverseeffects to

Indigenous peoples.

See Annex | for related advice.

iii.. how farinadvancelndigenous groups will be
notified of these activities,includinga clear
rationalefor how this will allow sufficienttime for
communities to factor these potential disruptions
into their plans for traditional useactivities;

iv. how Ml and/or its contractors will document and
be informed of areas where Indigenous peoples
are likelyto be present and/or currently practicing
traditional useactivities;

V. the mechanism by which Indigenous groups may
express concerns regarding the timing of
potentially disruptive Projectactivities and how Ml
and/or its contractors will respond to these
concerns;and

b) IfMI and/orits contractors do not plan to notify all groups
listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines, providea
clearrationalefor why.

Indigenous Health and Socioeconomic Conditions

IR1-83

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
5.1,6.1.9, and
6.3.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.9.2
and6.1.9.3

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describebaselineinformation
and potential Projecteffects to the health and socioeconomic conditions of
Indigenous peoples.

As noted inIR1-24 and IR1-25, Indigenous groups other than MSCN, BCN,
and GLFN may use lands and resources within the Project footprint, LAA,
and RAA for traditional purposes. As such, the Project may resultinadverse
effects to the health and socioeconomic conditions of members of these
communities.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to the health and
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples.

a) Based on the baselineinformation providedinIR1-25,
describefor each Indigenous group listed in Part 2, Section
5.1 of the EIS Guidelines:

i potential effects of the Project to Indigenous
health and socioeconomic conditions;

ii.. mitigation measures to address any adverse effects
identified;

iii.. potential residual Project effects to Indigenous
health and socioeconomic conditions;

iv. potential cumulative effects of the Project with
other potential past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future physical activities in the region;
and
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engagement activities thathavetaken placeor will
take placeto verify the accuracy of the baseline
data presented andthe appropriateness of the
accommodation/mitigation measures proposed.

IR1-84 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the a) Describeand present an assessmentof potential effects of
Nation —Project | Part2, Section Section 6.3.4 environment caused by the Project may affect the health and the Project to cultural experience and cultural values of
6 Technical 6.3.4 socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples and the current use of Indigenous peoples, including:
Review lands and resources for traditional purposes by Indigenous peoples. i a description of cultural experience/experiential
Comments values identified by each Indigenous group listedin
Although the EIS references the importance of culture and cultural values, Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines and
the EIS does not present an assessmentof potential Project effects to potential changes to the environment as a result of
Indigenous peoples’ cultural experienceon the landscape, including the Project that may interactwith these;
potential changes to spiritualand cultural connections with the affected ii.. a description of each Indigenous group’s views
environment and associated effects to use and well-being. As cultural regardingthe potential impacts of the Project to
connection to the land and cultural values arean important component of community well-beingand their cultural landscape
the current use of lands a resources for traditional purposes by Indigenous iii.. mitigation measures identified by Indigenous
peoples and Indigenous health and well-being, potential effects of the groups who may experience these effects, and any
Project to Indigenous cultureand cultural values mustbe assessed. MSCN commitment made to these mitigation measures;
alsoidentified concerns with this omission, including potential Project and
effects to the quality of useexperience and associated changes incultural iv. a clear explanation of the methodology for
practices; human health and community well-being; andindividualand integrating Indigenous knowledge into this
community identity resulting from changes to the environment, culture, assessment.
land use, andintergenerational transfer of knowledge.
b) Revisethe residual and cumulative effects assessments for
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s Indigenous peoples to include potential Project effects to
characterization of potential Project effects to the current use of lands and cultural experience/experiential values.
resources for traditional purposes and the health and socioeconomic
conditions of Indigenous peoples.
IR1-85 God’s Lake First | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the a) Describeandprovide aclearrationaleforall conclusions

Nation —June 5,
2019 Meeting
with the
Agency, Project
6 Technical
Review
Comment

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —

Part2, Section
6.3.4

Section 6.3.4.5

environment caused by the Project may affect the health and
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples.

Indigenous groups, including BCN, MSCN, GLFN, and Pimicikamak
Okimawin, have expressed concerns regarding the potential for the Project
to facilitateeasier accesstodrugs and alcohol into their communities. In
responseto this concern, the EIS indicates thatthese areissues for law
enforcement to address and no further informationis provided. While
mitigation measures to address these potential Project effects may be
outside of the careand control of the proponent, the EIS must describe

with respect to Project effects to the healthand
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples, including
all groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines,
as aresultof potential:

i

increased access todrugs andalcoholin
communities, facilitated by the Project;
increased criminal activity due to an influx of
outsideworkers and/or increased access to drugs
andalcohol;
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August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project

how changes to the environment caused by the Project may affect the
health and socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples, including the
potential for increased access to drugs and alcohol as a result of the
Project.

Based on pastexperiences from other similar ASR projects, MSCN also

iii.. negative interactions with workers from outside of
local Indigenous communities;

iv. increased prevalenceand spread of diseases from
outsideworkers; and
V. increased violenceagainstcommunity members,

particularly women.

6 Technical expressed concerns regardingthe following potential Project effects, which
Review have not been discussed in the EIS: b) Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
Comments e increased criminal activity; effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
e negative interactions with workers from outside of local includeany potential adverse effects identifiedin a).
Pimicikamak Indigenous communities;
Okimawin— e increasedprevalenceandspread of diseases fromoutside
Project 6 workers; and
Technical e increasedviolenceagainstcommunity members, particularly
Review women.
Comments
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to the health and
socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples.
See Annex | for related advice.

IR1-86 Manto Sipi Cree | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the a) Describepotential effects to community services, including
Nation — Project | Part2, Section 5.1 | Section 6.2.5.1.5 environment caused by the Project may affect the health and fireresponse and medical services, should the Projectresult
6 Technical and6.3.4 and6.3.5 socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples. inincreased wildfirefrequency for each potentially impacted
Review Indigenous group. This mustincludea description of
Comments The EIS indicates thatthe Project may increasethe risk of wildfires in the potential effects to Indigenous peoples’ ability toaccess

Project footprint, LAA, and RAA. The EIS does not describehow an these services and the capacity of these services to
increasedrisk of wildfires may affectIndigenous community services, such accommodate increased demands that may be associated
as fireresponseservices and medical services, includingtheability of with the Project.
Indigenous community members to access these services and the ability of
existing services to accommodate the increased risk of wildfireand b) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to
associated demands on resources. address any adverseeffects identifiedina) and follow-up
and monitoring that will beconducted to confirm

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s predictions, assesstheeffectiveness of mitigation measures,
characterization of potential Project effects to Indigenous healthand and monitor for any unanticipated effects.
socioeconomic conditions.

c) Revisethe residual and cumulative effects assessments for

Indigenous health and socioeconomic conditionstoinclude
effects to community services resulting from potential
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increased wildfireoccurrences thatmay be associated with
the Project.

IR1-87

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

God’s Lake First
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review, June
Meeting with
the Agency
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section 5.1
and6.3.4

EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.1.4.14

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.1.3,
6.2.5.1.1, and
6.3.4

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the
environment caused by the Project may affect the socioeconomic
conditions of Indigenous peoples, includingrecreational use, employment,
and potential Project benefits.

The EIS indicates thatrecreation areas identified by BCN, MSCN, and GLFN
are not anticipated to be adversely affected by the Project as the nearest
recreation areais located approximately 700 metres from the ASR. The EIS
alsoindicates thatpotential Project effects to certain VCs may extend into
the LAA, the radius of which extends between two kilometres and 20
kilometres from the ASR, depending on the VC. As such, the Project may
resultinadverse effects to recreation areas identified by BCN, MSCN, and
GLFN.

The EIS indicates thatIndigenous groups will benefit economically fromthe
Project as Ml will requirea percentage of construction tenders to be
supplied fromlocal content (e.g. equipment, services, employment),
including fromIndigenous communities should they be interested. No
details are provided regarding which communities Ml will offer contracts
to, which groups have requested contracts, the target percentage of the
Project workforce and/or construction tenders to be sourced from
Indigenous groups, or trainingthatwill be provided to increase
opportunities for Indigenous peoples’ employment. With regard to the
distribution of potential Project benefits, BCN expressed concerns that,
although the Project may provide employment and economic benefits to
some members of the community, benefits may not be realized by the
community as a whole, resultingin further internal economic division.

GLFN also expressed concerns that construction/operation of the Project
andincreased access mayleadto a demotion of the status of local
Indigenous groups from “remote” to “semi-remote”, with an accompanying
decrease in government funding for the community. As noted inthe EIS,
many Indigenous peoples livinginlocal communities in the area of the
Project rely on government funding as their primary source of income due

a)

b)

c)

d)

Compare the distanceof recreation areas directly with the
radius of anticipated effects of the Project, to reconcileor
describewhy recreation areas thatare approximately 700
metres away would not experience effects that could extend
asfaras 2to 20 kilometres from the Project footprint.

Should the potential existfor Projecteffects to overlap with
recreation areas identified by Indigenous groups, describe
potential effects to these areas.This mustincludea
consideration of potential effects to the physical
environment and potential effects to the practice of
recreational activities in theseareas.

Indicate which Indigenous communities Ml plans to offer
contracts to with regard to the provision of local equipment,
services,and employment. If this does notincludeall
Indigenous groups listed under Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS
Guidelines, providea rationaleas to why.

Indicatethe target percentage of the Project workforce
and/or construction tenders to be sourced from Indigenous
groups. Describeany training opportunities that may be
provided to Indigenous peoples to increase opportunities for
Indigenous peoples’ employment, including employment
related to construction and operation of the Project.

Clarifyifthe construction of the Project would lead to a

change from “remote” to “semi-remote” for anyIndigenous

community. Indicate whether construction/operation of the

Project may resultina reduction in government funding for

each of the Indigenous groups listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of

the EIS Guidelines.

i If so, describe by how much fundingcould

decrease for each community and describe
potential mitigation measures that will be
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to lowemployment rates. As such, the Project may resultinadverse socio-
economic effects shoulditresultin a fundingdecrease.

The EIS also states that operation of the Project will resultin overall long-
term positive effects on local trappingincome, as the ASR would increase
access tocertainareas for trappingactivities. Although easier access to
certain previously remote areas may be facilitated by the Project, this may
not necessarily correlateto increased trappingincome. As noted inthe EIS,
many species previously trapped forincome are no longer trapped or
trapped less frequently due to very low pelt prices.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential Project effects to the socioeconomic
conditions of Indigenous peoples.

implemented to compensate for this decreasein
fundingand mitigate for anyresultingadverse
socio-economic effects.

f) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
reflect that the Project:

i may resultin potential effects to recreation areas
andthe practiceof recreation activities;

ii.. may not benefit Indigenous communities as a
whole and/or may causeadverse effects by
exacerbatingeconomic disparity within
communities;

iii.. may not resultinincreased trappingincomeover
time; and

iv. may resultina decreasein government fundingto
Indigenous groups currently classified as “remote”.

g) Discuss howpeltprices areconsideredinthe conclusion that
there will be a positive effect on trappingincome resulting
from the Projectand the significance of this positive effect.

IR1-88

Health Canada—
Project 6
Technical
Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

EIS Guidelines
Part2, Section
6.3.4

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.1.1.1
and6.3.4.5.6

The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe how changes to the
environment caused by the Project may affect Indigenous peoples,
including Indigenous health and the current use of lands and resources for
traditional purposes,and anyresources used for traditional purposes. The
proponent is alsorequired to describeany changes to environmental
quality or perceived disturbance of the environment that could detract
from use of an area or lead to avoidanceof anarea.

With regard to potential Projecteffects to Indigenous health as a resultof
effects to country foods, the EIS only describes potential effects related to
chemical exposure pathways, effects to the quality of country foods, and
related effects to human receptors. MSCN expressed concernregardingthe
lack ofinformation provided regardingthe role of country foods in physical,
mental, and spiritual health of Indigenous peoples.

The EIS indicates thatthe quality of country foods and medicinal plantsis
not expected to be adversely affected by dust from the Projectiffoods are
thoroughly rinsed prior toingestion. Health Canada notes that this

a) Describepotential Project effects to the availability ofand
access to country foods of importancefor each Indigenous
group listedin Part2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines,
including consideration of:

i the role of country foods from a holistichealth
perspective that accounts for physical, mental,and
spiritual health ofindividuals and communities;

ii.. the role of country foods and the practices of
collection as a formof intergenerational
knowledge and cultural transmission;and

iii.. the role of country foods in Indigenous food
sovereignty as itrelates to health, wellbeing,
governance, andrights.

b) Describeandassess potential Project effects to Indigenous
health and the current use of lands and resources for
traditional purposesresulting from:
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conclusion does notconsider potential contaminants associated with dust.
Typical contaminants thatmay be released from vehicles burning fossil
fuels include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, metals, and potentially
harmful trace elements. Washing of foods does not necessarily protect
human health from contaminants and does not consider the accumulation
over time of contaminants insoil and subsequentuptake in planttissues as
a potential pathway of effects. Health Canada also notes that, although the
proponent plans to communicate the risk of dustsettling on country foods
to local Indigenous communities through the Indigenous and Public
Engagement Program, limiting recommendations to the rinsing of
harvested plants may not be adequately protective of human health.

The EIS also does not consider potential adverse effects of the Project on
the current use of lands and resources by Indigenous peoples due to
potential avoidanceof certainareas currently used for the harvest of

i the deposition of contaminants that may be
present in dustonto vegetation, includinga
description of the types of contaminants
potentially present and any potential adverse
effects to human health;

ii.. contaminants from road dust and vehicle
emissions accumulatingin soil, beingtaken up by
plants,and consumed by human receptors or
wildlifethatIndigenous peoples may subsequently
consume; and

iii.. potential avoidanceof certainareas currently used
for the harvestof country foods due to perceived
disturbanceof the environment or fear of
contamination of country foods.

country foods. Even ifresources aredeemed safefor consumption by M, c) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to
the use/harvest of country foods may be adversely affected or altered due address any potential Project effects identifiedin a) and b).
to perceived disturbance of the environment or fear of contamination of
country foods. This must be considered in the assessmentof potential d) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects, residual
Project effects to Indigenous peoples. effects, and cumulative effects for Indigenous peoples to
include potential effects identifiedin a) and b) and any
Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s mitigation measures proposed to address those effects.
characterization of potential Project effects to Indigenous health and the
current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by Indigenous For these assessments, refer to Health Canada’s Guidance
peoples. for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental
Assessment: Country Foods (2018)12. Health Canada is
availableto provideinput to communications to Indigenous
groups regarding potential health risks associated with the
consumption of contaminated country foods.
Potential Project Benefits to Indigenous Peoples
IR1-89 Indigenous EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 1, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe predicted a) Conducttwo separate analyses of the potential benefits of
Services Canada | Part2, Section 2.1 | Section 1.2.3 economic and social benefits of the Project, includingany potential benefits the Project to Indigenous communities, with and without
— Project6 to Indigenous peoples. connection to the provincial road network.
Technical EIS Chapter 2,
Review Section 2.1.3 The EIS indicates thatthe anticipated benefits of the proposed Project to b) Describethe predicted economic andsocial benefits of the
Comments BCN, MSCN, and GLFN will includea reduction of transportation costs for Project separately for each of the three Indigenous

goods and services and enhanced access to emergency, health, andsocial

communities to be connected by the Project, as the

12 Health Canada.2018. Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental Assessment: Country Foods. Accessed from www.publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2018/sc-hc/H129-54-5-2018-eng.pdf.
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Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.6.3.1.1

services. These benefits will beenhanced once Ml’s long-term objective to
complete the regional transportation network and provide communities

communities are unlikely to experience identical benefits.
Includeconsideration for the Projectto increasethe cost of

6 Technical with year-round vehicular accessto Manitoba’s provincial road networkis goods andservices in certain communities.

Review achieved. However, the EIS also notes that the Government of Manitoba

Comments currently has no plans to proceed with Project2 and Project5, which c) Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects, residual
comprisepartof the proposed regional transportation network that would effects, and cumulative effects to the healthand

Pimicikamak link the proposed Projectto the provincial road network. Several socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous peoples to consider

Okimawin— Indigenous groups have expressed concerns that without connection of the the potential for the cost of goods and services toincrease

Project 6 Project to the provincial road network, certain economic and social benefits in certain communities as a result of the Project.

Technical may not be realized or may not be as anticipatedin the EIS.

Review

Comments BCN alsoexpressed concerns that construction and operation of the Project
may not benefit their community as markedly as other local communities

God’s Lake First and may actto increasethe costs of goods and services in their community.

Nation — Project For instance, as the Project would facilitate easier access tothe BCN

6 Technical reserve by individuals from MSCN, GLFN, andthe surroundingarea, the

Review influx of people may resultinanincreased demand for fuel orfood, causing

Comments prices to increase.

Bunibonibee Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s

Cree Nation - characterization of potential Project benefits to Indigenous peoples.

August 23,2019

Meeting with

the Agency

Impacts to Aboriginal and Treaty Rights
IR1-90 Manitoba Metis | EIS Guidelines EIS Chapter 5 The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describethe following a) Describeeach Indigenous group’s views of their Aboriginal

Federation — Part2, Section 5.0 information for each Indigenous group identified in Part 2, Section 5.1 of or Treaty rights as they relate to the Project or potential

Project 6 that document: potential or established Aboriginal rights thatare Project effects, includingallgroups listed in Part 2, Section

Technical recognized and affirmed by section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines, and the conditions thatsupport

Review (section 35 rights); potential adverse impacts of each Project component each community’s exercise of their rights. This should

Comments and physical activity to section 35 rights; mitigation or accommodation includea description of how historic, existing,and approved
measures to address potential impacts to section 35 rights;and any activities have affected these conditions.

Manto Sipi Cree potential Project impacts to section 35 rights that have not been fully i Ifthese views are not availableto MI, describe

Nation — Project mitigated or accommodated. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethe proponent efforts to engage each Indigenous group on this

6 Technical to consider inputprovided by Indigenous groups regarding potential topic.

Review impacts to potential or established section 35 rights.

Comments b) Identify the pathways for potential impacts of the Project

The EIS does not describe each Indigenous group’s views regarding their
Aboriginal or Treaty rights and how each Indigenous group was engaged in

(positiveand negative) on the exercise of Aboriginal or
Treaty rights, accounting for the nature of rights,
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God’s Lake First
Nation —Project
6 Technical
Review
Comments

Bunibonibee
Cree Nation —
August 23,2019
Meeting with
the Agency

developing or applying the methodology for the assessmentof potential
impacts to rights. Additionally, theconclusions presented in the EIS
regarding potential impacts to rights do not consider each Indigenous
group identifiedin Part 2, Section 5.1 of the EIS Guidelines.

The EIS indicates thatan assessment of potential Project effects to land and
resource use upon which the exercise of Aboriginal or Treaty rights
depends is anappropriate proxy for potential impacts to rights. Therefore,
as effects of the Projecton lands and resources used for traditional
purposes are predicted to be not significant,impacts on potential or
established Aboriginal or Treaty rights are not expected. Indigenous groups
have indicated that they understand Aboriginal or Treaty rights to be more
than the right to the use of lands and resources for traditional purposes
and have expressed concerns regardingthe conclusions presented in the
EIS and the validity of this methodology for evaluating potential impacts to
Aboriginal or Treaty rights. Indigenous groups are of the view thatan
assessmentof impacts to Aboriginal or Treaty rights must include
consideration of experience, culture, governance, knowledge, and other
socio-cultural components. These factors are not considered in the EIS.

Indigenous groups, including MSCN, have alsorequested that the
proponent consider the development of a methodology for the assessment
of potential impacts to Aboriginal or Treaty rights similar to that co-
developed by the Government of Canada and Mikisew Cree FirstNation
andavailableonthe Agency’s website: https://ceaa-
acee.gc.ca/050/documents/p65505/122764E.pdf. Other guidanceincludes
the Agency’s following document: Interim Guidance: Assessment of
Potential Impacts on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

Supplementary informationis required to supportthe proponent’s
characterization of potential impacts of the Project to Aboriginal or Treaty
rights.

d)

regional/historic/cumulativeimpacts, community thresholds
(if known), cultural landscape, preferred expression of
rights, distribution of benefits/impactequity, and present
and future generations.

Define the criteria used for assessing the severity of impacts
to rights.The criteria may be different from the criteria used
to assessthe significance of environmental effects and may
vary between Indigenous groups.

Considering each of the pathways identified and the criteria
developed, provide analysis, discussion, and conclusions on
whether the Project will havea low, medium, or high level of
impacton the exercise of rights for each Indigenous group.

Describe proposed mitigation measures that will be
implemented that specifically address potential impacts to
rights and accommodation measures that have been
identified through engagement with Indigenous groups.
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Annex . Advice and Requests

The followingtable includes advice and requests that provide supporting information to IRs.

Advice and Requests

Relevant IR Expert Dept. or EIS EIS Reference Context and Rationale Advice or Requests

Group Guidelines
Reference

IR1-24 Manitoba Metis The MMF asserts thattheir members exercisetheir Aboriginal rights a) The MMF requests that Ml provide the opportunityand

request Federation — withinthe Project footprint, LAA, and RAA. As such,the MMF requests necessaryresources to carry out anindependent and
Project 6 Technical that Ml provide the opportunity and necessaryresources to carry outan comprehensive Manitoba Métis Traditional Knowledge,
Review Comments independent and comprehensive Manitoba Métis Traditional Knowledge, Land Use, and Occupancy Study for the Project footprint,

Land Use, and Occupancy Study to identify and verify the rights, claims, LAA, and RAA.

andinterests of the Manitoba Métis community that may be affected by

the Project. The MMF alsorequests that the results of this study be used b) The MMF requests that the results of this study be used to
to informthe description of baselineinformation, the assessment of informthe information and analysis contained within the
potential effects of the Project to the Manitoba Métis community, and EIS and that the use and understanding of this information
the development of mitigation and accommodation measures to address be verified with the MMF.

potential effects, and that MlI’s use and understanding of this information

be verified with the MMF prior to issuinginformation requestresponses.

IR1-37 advice | Health Canada— EIS EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describe potential changesin | a) Health Canada suggests followingthe recommendations in
Project 6 Technical | Guidelines Section 6.2.1.3 ambient daytime and night-time noiselevels atkey receptor points as a 1SO 1996-1:2003 for blastingifthedurationis anticipated
Review Comments Part2, resultof the Project duringall Project phases and to describe measures to to exceed one year. Alternately, the peak overpressure

Section 6.2.1 mitigate any potential adverse effects. from blasting can be limited to an unweighted decibel
and6.4 valueof 125-10log N, as per Health Canada’s Guidance for
The EIS indicates thatblasting will berequired for Project construction Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Environmental
and maintenance at quarries, borrowareas, and other locations.Blasting Assessment: Noise. Considerincorporatingthis
may resultin adverse effects to key human and wildlifereceptors as a requirement into the Environmental Protection Procedures
resultof noiseand vibrations. for noisecontrol, as outlined in the EIS.

IR1-58 advice | Fisheries and EIS EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany federal power, a) Inthe event that a Fisheries Act authorizationis required
Oceans Canada — Guidelines Section 6.3.1.6 duty, or function that may be exercised that would permit the carrying for the Project, DFO will work with the proponent through
Project 6 Technical | Part2, and6.5.6 out inwhole or in partof the Project or associated activities;and any the detailed design and regulatory review phaseto
Review Comments Section 1.4 legislation or other regulatory approvals thatareapplicableto the Project determine the amount of harmto fishandfish habitatand

at the federal, provincial, regional,and municipal levels.

The EIS indicates thatan authorization from DFO under the Fisheries Act
may be required for the Project and that, should a Fisheries Act
authorization be required, Ml will be required to develop offsetting plans
for DFO review prior to commencement of watercourse crossing

to negotiate the requirements of a fish habitat offsetting
plan.
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construction. The EIS also describes potential adverse effects to fishand
fish habitatthat may resultfrom the Project, but concludes that,
following the implementation of mitigation measures, residual effects are
not anticipated to be significant. DFO noted that the final decision
regarding the determination of residual effects and harmto fishandfish
habitatlies with DFO, once details regarding each watercoursecrossing
design and construction methodology are finalized.

IR1-58 advice | Fisheriesand EIS EIS Chapter 9, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to present a preliminaryfollow- | a) Additional requirements for follow-up and monitoring will
Oceans Canada — Guidelines Section 9.1 up program and preliminary environmental monitoring program for all be required by DFO as partof offsetting in the event that a
Project 6 Technical | Part2, phases of the Projectand lists aspects of these programs that must be Fisheries Act authorizationis required. These measures will
Review Comments Section 1.4, describedinthe EIS. The proponent is alsorequiredto describeany need to be developed andagreed to by DFO prior to the
8.1,and 8.2 legislation or other regulatory approvals thatareapplicableto the Project issuanceof a Fisheries Act authorization.
at the federal, provincial, regional,and municipallevels.
DFO acknowledges the proponent’s intention to implement follow-up and
monitoring programs to verify the accuracy of the environmental
assessmentandto determine the effectiveness of mitigation measures.
Whilea framework for follow-up and monitoring programs are described
inthe EIS, the specific details of these programs have not been provided.
IR1-74 advice | TransportCanada— EIS Chapter 8, Inthe description of EP2 and EP3, the EIS indicates thattank vehicles a) Update the reference in EP2 and EP3 to CSA Preliminary
Project 6 Technical Appendix 8-2, used to deliver fuel to and around worksites will meet the requirements Standard B620-98 to “CSA B620-14: Highway tanks and TC
Review Comments Environmental for the shipment of dangerous goods by road, as set out in “CSA portabletanks for the transportation of dangerous goods”.
Protection Preliminary Standard B620-98, Highway Tanks and Portable Tanks for the
Procedures 2 Transportation of Dangerous Goods”. The reference to CSA Preliminary b) The reference in EP3 from MSDS to SDS should be
and3 Standard B620-98 is no longer accurateand should be updated to “CSA updated.
B620-14: Highway tanks and TC portabletanks for the transportation of
dangerous goods”. Additionally,inthedescription of EP3, the EIS
references Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS). MSDS have been
renamed to Safety Data Sheets (SDS).
IR1-75advice | Pimicikamak As noted by Pimicikamak Okimawin and MSCN, Indigenous communities a) Pimicikamak Okimawinand MSCN request that MI provide
Okimawin—Project whose TK was collected by Ml understood that the data collected would them with a copy of the results of the TK and land use
6 Technical Review be shared with the community for future use. To date, the results of the studies conducted by Ml with their communities.
Comments TK studies conducted by MI with these communities have not been
shared with the respective communities to whom the TK applies. b) The Agency further recommends following-up with other

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project 6
Technical Review
Comments

Indigenous communities from whom TK information was
collected to inquire whether they are interested in
receiving a copy of the results of the TK studies conducted
with their communities.
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IR1-75advice | Environment and EIS EIS Chapter 9, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to present a preliminary follow- | a) ECCC recommends that decommissioningof the winter
Climate Change Guidelines Section 9.4 up program and preliminary environmental monitoring programfor all road be monitored for at leastfive years to ensure that
Canada—Project 6 Part2, phases of the Projectand lists aspects of these programs that must be vegetation and habitatare regenerating as planned, and
Technical Review Section 8.1 describedinthe EIS. that measures to limitincreased access facilitated by the
Comments and8.2 Project areeffective.

The EIS indicates thatdecommissioning of the winter road will be
monitored, but the duration of monitoring is notspecified.

IR1-79 advice | TransportCanada— | EIS EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describeany changes or a) TransportCanada’s Navigation Protection Program
Project 6 Technical | Guidelines Section 3.3.2 alterations resulting fromthe Project to recreational navigationand recommends the proponent re-assess all proposed water
Review Comments Part2, access toareas used for traditional purposes by Indigenous peoples, crossings usingthe Navigation Protection Program’s

Section 6.3.4 | EIS Chapter 5, including development of new roads, deactivation or reclamation of External Submission Site Project Review Tool
and6.3.5 Table5.8 access roads,and changes to waterways that may affect navigation. (http://wwwapps.tc.gc.ca/Prog/3/NWAR-RLEN-

The EIS indicates thatwhileall watercourses to be crossed by the Project
areidentified as “non-scheduled” under the federal Navigation Protection
Act, Ml will meet TransportCanada navigation clearancerequirements for
all bridges.

Transport Canada notes that the Canadian Navigable Waters Act (CNWA)
came into force on August 28, 2019. Under the CNWA, an owner who
proposes to construct, place, alter, rebuild, remove or decommissiona
major work that is on any navigablewater that may interfere with
navigation mustsubmitanapplication foranapproval tothe Minister of
Transportand depositinformation aboutthe work inlocations specified
by the Minister of Transport. In addition, the owner must publish a notice
about the major work to adviseinterested parties that information has
been posted for review. Any comments must be received within 30 days
(or as specified) after the publication of the notice to the Navigation
Protection Program. After the respective time period for the review, the
Minister of Transport would make a decision for approval.

The classes of works currently established inthe Major Works Order that
are likely to pose a substantial interferenceto navigationinclude:

e aquaculturesites;

e bridges;

e causeways;

e works —water control structures;and

o ferrycables.

E/en/Account/Login) to determine requirements under the
CNWA.
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An owner who proposes to construct, place, alter, rebuild, remove or
decommission a work, other than a major work ora minor work, inany
navigablewater, may submita voluntary applicationforanapprovalto
the Minister of Transportor depositinformation aboutthe work in
locations specified by the Minister of Transportand publish a noticeto
adviseinterested parties that information has been posted for review.
Any comments must be received within 30 days after the publication of
the notice to the owner. Ifthere is any written comments, the owner and
the commenter must attempt to resolvethe concerns within 45 days of
the end of the comment period. Ifthe concerns arenot resolved within
the respective time period, the commenter may, within 15 days after that
time period, request that the Minister of Transport make a decision
whether the owner has to submitanapplicationforanapprovalin
relation to the work.

IR1-80request | God’s Lake First Chapter 6, The EIS indicates thatimportant harvestingareas would be identifiedand | a) GLFN has requested the opportunity to salvageresources
Nation —June 5, Section 6.4.9 mapped priorto clearingfor the Project and that the ASR would be of valueto their community priorto and during Project
2019 Meeting with designed where possibleto avoid loss of these areas. Should avoidance of construction to limitthe amount of waste of these
the Agency these areas not be possible, GLFN has requested that their community resources.
have the opportunity to harvestanysalvageable materials priorto Project
construction to mitigate the waste of these resources. This includes b) The Agency further recommends that Ml engage with all
important plantspecies, timber, peat moss, and top soil. Indigenous groups that may utilize the Project footprintto
discusstheirinterestinsalvagingresources.
IR1-81 request | God’s Lake First EIS EIS Chapter 3, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to provide baselineinformation | a) MSCN, MMF, and GLFN, have requested that they be
Nation —June 5, Guidelines Section 3.3.5 for physicaland cultural heritage, includingany structure, site, or thing of notified of any physicaland cultural heritageresources or
2019 Meeting with | Part2, archaeological, paleontological, historical, or architectural significance to sites of importanceto Indigenous peoples that are found
the Agency, Project | Section 5.1 EIS Chapter 5, Indigenous peoples. and/or may be disturbed by the Project.
6 Technical Review | and6.1.9 Table5.8
Comments Indigenous groups, including MSCN, MMF, and GLFN, have requested that | b) MSCN, MMF, and GLFN, have requested that they be

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Project 6 Technical
Review Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project 6
Technical Review
Comments

EIS Chapter 6,
Section 6.1.9.4,
6.4.9.4, and
6.5.9.4

communities be notified should heritage resources of potential
significanceto their communities be discovered and that groups be given
the option to keep historical resources of significanceto their community
on reserve.

provided the optionto retainresources of importanceto
their community on reserve, should they wish.
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IR1-82 advice | Health Canada-— EIS EIS Chapter 6, The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to describehow changes to the | a) Frequent andtimely communications with local Indigenous
Project 6 Technical | Guidelines Section 6.3.4 environment caused by the Project could affect Indigenous peoples, communities on planned and unforeseen Project activities
Review Comments Part2, and6.4.1.3 includingthecurrent use of lands and resources for traditional purposes will beimportant to reduce health risks fromexposure to
Section 6.3.4 and Indigenous health. noiseand contaminants inair, water, and country foods.
The EIS indicates thatinformation will be posted inlocal Indigenous
communities to notify/update Indigenous peoples about the Project’s
construction scheduleand that any risks associated with dust on country
foods will be communicated to Indigenous communities through the
Indigenous Participation and Engagement Program.
IR1-85 request | Manto Sipi Cree Chapter 8, The EIS indicates thatIndigenous groups will benefit economically from a) MSCN requests that Ml require all of its employees and
Nation — Project 6 Appendix 8-3 the Project as Ml will requirea percentage of construction tenders to be contractors employed to constructand maintainthe
Technical Review supplied fromlocal content, including from Indigenous communities. To Project to attend Indigenous Awareness Training.
Comments supportemployment of local Indigenous peoples and promotion of a
culture of respect, MSCN has requested that all non-Indigenous staffand
contractors employed to constructand maintainthe Projectbe required
to attend Indigenous Awareness Training.
Advicerelated | TransportCanada— The EIS Guidelines requirethe proponent to outlineapplicablefederal a) Part8 of the Transportation of Dangerous Goods
to federal Project 6 Technical authorizations required for the Projectto proceed and provide Regulations has new reporting requirements for dangerous
regulatory Review Comments information relevantto the regulatoryrole of the federal government. goods that must be followed. The proponent is
requirements encouraged to contactTransportCanada and/or the
Transport Canada notes that the Province of Manitoba has adopted the Province of Manitoba for additional information on these
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations as per the following: reporting requirements.
The Dangerous Goods Handling and Transportation Act (C.C.S.M. c.D12),
Dangerous Goods Handling and Transportation Regulation, Adoption of
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, SOR/2001-286
1 Subject to the amendments set out inthe Schedule, the following parts
of the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, made under the
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992 (Canada),areadopted as
regulation under The Dangerous Goods Handling and Transportation Act:
(a) Parts 1 to 10; and (b) the Schedules.
Indigenous God’s Lake First EIS Chapter 1, The EIS indicates thatthe Project will befunded by the Province of a) Indigenous groups have requested that Ml consider
community Nation —June 5, Section 1.1.2 Manitoba; no federal fundingis currently anticipated. The EIS also seeking federal funding for the Projectto potentially
request to 2019 Meeting with describes thatconstruction of the Projectis anticipated to begin in 2030, expedite the start of construction.
consider the Agency, Project EIS Chapter 5, depending on the availability of government funding.

application for

6 Technical Review
Comments

Table 5.8
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federal
funding

Pimicikamak
Okimawin—Project
6 Technical Review
Comments

Manto Sipi Cree
Nation —Project 6
Technical Review
Comments

Bunibonibee Cree
Nation —August 23,
2019 Meeting with
the Agency

Several Indigenous groups haveexpressed interestin the Province of
Manitoba seeking federal funding to support construction of the Project
andto potentiallyfacilitateanearlier construction startdate.
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