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1. Public Invoelvement Program

Overview

In 1997, the Red River Floodway came within inches of its limit during the “Flood of the
Century”. Despite the fact that the floodway saved Manitoba billions of dollars in
damage, residents rightfully demanded an increased level of flood protection.

As significant as the 1997 flood was — Manitoba’s largest recorded flood was actually
40% larger. The new floodway is being designed to protect Winnipeg from a repeat of
that 1826 flood.

The floodway is an important part of Manitoba’s economic infrastructure. It was built
between 1962 and 1968 at a cost of $63 million. Since then, the floodway has been
operated more than twenty times and saved Manitoba approximately $8 billion in flood
losses — not to mention the environmental damage that would have been created.

In the aftermath of the 1997 flood, the International Joint Commission (IJC) reviewed
flood protection measures and found that under flow conditions similar to those
experienced in 1997, the risk of failure of Winnipeg’s flood protection infrastructure
would be high. In its report, Living with the Red, the 1JC recommended that to ensure
public safety, the city, the province and the Canadian government focus immediate action
on designing and implementing measures to protect Winnipeg. In particular, the report
called for the highest flood protection that can be economically justified or at least
sufficient protection to deal with an event similar to an 1826 flood.

Subsequently, both levels of governments have held public consultations to determine the
causes and mitigation measures that need to be adopted to increase flood protection in the
area. In particular, the Manitoba Clean Environment Commission held public meetings to
examine this issue in early 2002,

The new, expanded floodway will protect Winnipeg from water levels higher than the
1826 flood and will provide more security for Manitoba’s social and economic
environment — estimated at approximately $75 million/year. Increasing the current
floodway’s capacity will save at least $5 billion in damage when the 1826 flood repeats
and protect an additional 400,000 residents and businesses.

Since 1997, the Governments of Canada and Manifoba have invested $130 million in
flood protection including $110 million for flood protection measures in rural Manitoba.,

Since 2003, Canada and Manitoba have announced an additional $240 million to begin
construction of a new Red River Floodway — more than one-third the total cost. The Red
River Floodway — which intersects both national railway lines and the Trans Canada
Highway — has been designated as a national infrastructure priority by Canada.

L2
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Manitoba has created the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) as an
independent crown agency to manage the construction project. MFEA owns the
floodway’s right of way - extending 50 km from just south of Winnipeg, through
Springfield and north to Lockport.

MFEA is responéible for the inlet control structure near St. Norbert, outlet control
structure north of Lockport, West Dike southwest of Winnipeg, various drainage
structures and all bridges crossing the channel.

Before construction of the new floodway can proceed, the project requires preparation of
an independent environmental impact assessment, a license under the provincial
Environmental Act and federal environmental authorization. MFEA applied to the
Government of Manitoba for an environmental license in the summer of 2003.

Under the provisions of the Canada-Manitoba Agreement on Environmental Assessment
Cooperation, Manitoba and Canada have agreed that both governments will participate in
a cooperative review of the proposed project, which will be led by Manitoba and address
both provincial and federal regulatory requirements.

Public consultation is a critical element of the environmental assessment process for the
proposed floodway expansion. There are four complimentary elements of this process.
They are:

> Independent Environmental Impact Assessment — This separate, independent
process is led by an environmental consulting team. It provides ongoing
opportunities for citizens to receive information on, and provide their views about
potential project effects, measures to mitigate those effects and other requirements
associated with the project’s environmental impact.

The first stage of this process started in January and was completed in mid-March.
It featured meetings with 12 local municipal governments, four multi-stakeholder
workshops and public open houses in Selkirk, Dugald, Ste. Agathe and Winnipeg,

The next stage of consultation under this review was recently completed. It
focused on the status of the Assessment, presented key project improvements and
initial findings relevant to the pending Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
The EIS will be submitted for public review this summer.

The format of the current stage of consultation is identical to the first round. A
specific web site has been established to help facilitate public input into this
process at www.floodwaveia.com.

> Manitoba Legislature — In March, Manitoba introduced the Red River Floodway
Act and the Floodway Authority Act.
A3
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The Floodway Authority Act outlines the roles and responsibilities of the

Manitoba Floodway Authority as an independent, publicly accountable provincial
agency that will manage the expansion and maintenance of the floodway on

behalf of Manitobans.

The Red River Floodw.:zy Act allows individuals, farms, businesses, non-profit
organizations and local authorities that suffer property damage and economic loss
from artificial spring flooding on the Red River to claim compensation.

Both pieces of legislation followed the normal legislative review process and -
were passed in June. ‘

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — MFEA has a mandate to consult
Manitobans regarding the various elements of the expansion project. In March,
MFEA announced an additional round of consultation to focus on some particular
project elements (Round Two). That process is detailed in this report.

MFEA will initiate a follow-up round of public consultation in September - after ..
the EIS is submitted and released this summer.

Clean Environment Commission - Once the EIS is reviewed and improved, it
will be resubmitted to Manitoba. The Clean Environment Commission will then
be able to begin additional public hearings.

Round Two Consultation

In March, MFEA announced plans for an extensive and inclusive public consultation
process regarding the proposed Red River Floodway Expansion project. The Round Two
consultation was completed in June. It focused on a number of key elements, including:

>

Round One Recap - During the first round of public consultation led by the
environmental assessment team, stakeholders raised a number of specific issues.
In Round Two, MFEA recapped those issues and provided current status reports.

Red River Floodway Act - The Act allows individuals, farms, businesses, non-
profit organizations and local authorities that suffer property damage and
economic loss from artificial spring flooding on the Red River to claim
compensation, In Round Two, MFEA presented a summary of the Act and
invited comments.

Water Levels - Each flood has an associated water level that peaks at different
locations along the Red River. The expanded floodway will feature double the
current water-flow capacity and protect many more residents from water Ievels
higher than 1997. In Round Two, MFEA demonstrated the floodway’s impact on
water levels at various locations along the river.

e
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> Floodway Authority Act - The Act outlines MFEA’s roles and responsibilities as
an independent, publicly accountable provincial agency that will manage the
expansion and maintenance of the floodway on behalf of Manitobans. MFEA
will become known as the Manitoba Floodway Authority. In Round Two, MFEA
presented a summary of the legislation and invited feedback.

> Floodway Operation — Specific operating rules govern the operation of the
floodway. They were last updated afier the 1997 flood. In Round Two, MFEA
described the operating rules and invited comments.

> Recreation & Economic Opportunities - As one of the largest capital projects in
Manitoba history, the expansion of the Red River Floodway will create a variety
of opportunities for municipalities, residents, community organizations and
businesses. MFEA invited residents and stakeholders to submit their ideas
through a formal call for expressions of interest.

> Mitigation - MFEA has a mandate to help mitigate effects of the project - as
required. One of the goals of the independent environmental impact assessment
process is to identify project effects and propose options for mitigation, In the
Round Two consultation, MFEA presented examples of these possible options.

> Next Steps — A report of Round Two findings will be released to the independent
environmental assessment team, the public, Manitoba and Canada. The report
will reflect the issues discussed, questions raised and identify next steps.

MFEA’s Round Two consultation included individual stakeholder meetings,
presentations to 12 local governments, ongoing dialogue with provincial and federal
officials and six public open houses.

MFEA has also introduced toll-free phone access for rural residents, established a web-
site, conducted public opinion research, distributed a newsletter and invited open house
attendees to complete a questionnaire.

MFEA will maintain an ongoing public involvement program at least to the end of the
project’s construction phase. This will include regular meetings with municipalities and
stakeholders, youth outreach, direct communication, advertising, ongoing toll-free phone
access for rural residents, access to project details through an expanded web site and
regular newsletters.
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2.0 Calendar of Events

Thursday,i'M'ay 20
Tuesday, May 4 -
Monday, May 3
Thursday, Aprll 29.

Wednesday, Aprll 28
Tuesday, Apnl 27
Tuesday, Aprll 27 -

Monday, Aprll 26
Wednesday, Apnl 21
Wednesday, Aprll f

Tuesday Aprll 20 '3 o

Tuesday, Aprll 20-

‘Tue day, Apl‘ll 20
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3. Summary of Conclusions

The following is a summary of the information presented and key conclusions associated
with the topics introduced by MFEA during the Round Two public process:

3.1 Red River Floodway Act

The Red River Floodway Act allows individuals, farms, businesses, non-profit
organizations and local authorities that suffer property damage and economic loss from
artificial spring flooding on the Red River to claim compensation.

The Act is in addition to other disaster relief programs and covers a much broader range
of damage and loss. The goal is to restore claimants to their pre-flood financial position.
It features no claim limit and no deductible. Assessments will be made on proof of loss
rather than proof of repair or replacement.

Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization (MEMO) will administer the program,
providing claimants with a single claim procedure and will strive to improve response
times in a crisis.

Flood protection rather than flood compensation will remain the primary goal in an
emergency.

The Act was generally recognized by stakeholders as an improvement over the status quo
and an important step forward. However, concerns were identified regarding provisions
that could be interpreted as restricting access to the Court. Citizens also identified a need
for more effective program administration and called for stronger appeal mechanisms.

In response, the Act has been amended to improve dispute resolution mechanisms and
allow residents with legal grounds for appeal the option of settling their dispute in the
courts. MFEA supports these improvements.

MFEA will encourage Manitoba to consult stakeholders in the drafting of new
regulations associated with Act and encourage MEMO to ensure program administration
is fair and efficient. :

Currently, there is one outstanding compensation claim in regard to Disaster Financial
Assistance arising from the 1997 flood. However, a small number of claimants from
south of the floodway inlet are pursuing additional compensation above the amount
allowable under the Disaster Financial Assistance Program. Manitoba has facilitated a
mediation process for these individuals and is addressing the issue outside the
environmental review process. MFEA supports this approach.,

o2
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3.2 Water Levels

Each flood has an associated water level that peaks at different locations along the Red
River. The expanded floodway will almost double the current water capacity and protect
residents from water levels higher than 1997. In Round Two, MFEA demonstrated the
floodway’s impact on water levels at various locations along the river.

The computation of natural water levels was reviewed after the 1997 flood. The results
were made public during the Round Two consultation process. The report concluded the
rating curve used to determine the natural water level needed to be adjusted.

Using the recomputed natural water levels, MFEA compared a variety of local water
levels with the current and expanded floodway. The results are as follows:

Emerson

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NOCHANGE

700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

Morris

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

Letellier S

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 vear flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

St. Pierre-Jolys

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 vear flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

St. Jean Baptiste

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

Rosenort

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

Aubigny

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

Brunkild

1997 flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE
- 700 year flood with expanded floodway - NO CHANGE

o3
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Avonlea Corner
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Ste. Agathe
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Niverville
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

St. Adolphe
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Floodway Inlet/Tuxnbull Drive
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Grande Pointe
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

St. Norbert (South Winnipeg)
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

South Perimeter
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Bishop Grandin
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

James Avenue
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

Chief Peguis
1997 flood with expanded floodway
700 year flood with expanded floodway

NO CHANGE
NO CHANGE

NO CHANGE
NO CHANGE

NO CHANGE
NO CHANGE

BENEFIT (1.1 ft)
NO CHANGE

BENEFIT (1.6 ft)
NO CHANGE

BENEFIT (1.9 fi)
NO CHANGE

BENEFIT (1 i)
BENEFIT (5.7 1)

BENEFIT (.8 ff)
BENEFIT (6.4 ft)

BENEFIT (4 1)
BENEFIT (6.1 i)

BENEFIT (.5 ft)
BENEFIT (4.3 ff)

BENEFIT (.3 ft)
BENEFIT (4 ft)

.4
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North Perimeter Bridge

1997 flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.2 f)

700 year flood with expanded floodway - BENEFIT (3.7 ft)

St. Andrews Church

1997 flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.5 fi)

700 year flood with expanded floodway - BENEFIT (.7 )

Floodway Outlet

1997 flood with expanded floodway - BENEFIT (1.4 ft)

700 year flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.6 ft)

Lower Fort Garry

1997 flood with expanded floodway - BENEFIT (.5 )

700 year flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.6 fi)

Selkirk Bridge .

1997 flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.9 fi)

700 year flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.3 )

PTH 4 Bridge A

1997 flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.5 1Y)

700 year flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.3 fi)

Breezy Point -

1997 flood with expanded floodway - MINIMAL CHANGE (.1 fi)
- 700 year flood with expanded floodway MINIMAL CHANGE (.1 ft)

Since 1997, rural communities — in particular south of Winnipeg -~ have accessed $110
million through the Canada/Manitoba Partnership Agreement on Red River Valley Flood
Protection. These communities will receive an increased or stable level of flood
protection as a result of the floodway expansion.

North of Winnipeg, in a stretch of the Red River, from Lockport to Breezy Point, peak
water levels may increase on average of 150 millimeters (6 inches) during large flood
events but will not cause any additional flooding. Residents in this area would continue
to be better protected during a 1 in 700 year flood because water levels will still be
considerably lower than without a floodway for protection.

Generally, residents welcomed the water level comparisons as it allowed them to witness
the increased level of flood protection that would result from the floodway expansion.
Some residents, however, did raise concems about the river’s ability to handle increased
water flow downstream. Another concern that was raised by some rural residents was the
perception that Winnipeg was receiving more flood protection “than the rest of us”.

.5
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MFEA will continue to work with residents to better demonstrate the project’s positive
impact in the face of significant future flood events and the river’s ability to handle
increased water flows north of the outlet control structure.

To the extent mitigation is not totally effective during a major flood, MFEA will ensure
compensation is provided to the small number of residents north of the floodway outlet
that may experience incremental damage as a result of the floodway expansion.

MFEA will encourage Canada and Manitoba to consider investments in rural flood
protection infrastructure — particularly north of Winnipeg,

33 Floodway Authority Act

The Act outlines the roles and responsibilities of the Manitoba Floodway Authority as an
independent, publicly accountable provincial agency that will manage the expansion,
design and maintenance of the floodway on behalf of Manitobans. The Authority also has
amandate to maximize relevant economic and recreation opportunities associated with
the project

The Authority owns the floodway’s right of way, inlet control structure near St. Norbert,
outlet control structure north of Lockport, West Dike southwest of Winnipeg, various
drainage structures and all bridges crossing the channel.

Residents expressed very few concerns about the Floodway Authority Act during the
Round Two public consultation. Municipal governments cautioned MFEA about the
impacts of land acquisition on their local tax base.

The Act was approved by the Manitoba Legislature in June.

MFEA will work with municipalities and existing land owners to minimize new land
requirements for the project. Initial estimates suggested MFEA would need to acquire
1000 additional acres of land to complete the channel widening, That estimate has been
reduced to a maximum of 500 acres. '

MFEA will work with Canada and Manitoba in the coming months to secure the
remainder of the project’s funding and ensure the rapid completion of the project.

MFEA will work to facilitate various other partnership opportunities with Canada and
Manitoba that may be associated with the project — including training, water stewardship,
innovation, economic development and recreation.

MFEA will work with existing lease holders to ensure any effects associated with
floodway expansion are minimized and mitigated. Springhill Ski Facility will not be
required to relocate or close its operation. Construction schedules will be sensitive to the
seasonal use of the facility.

N
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MFEA will work with agriculture producers regarding haying on the floodway during
construction. MFEA will consider using brome and native species to revegatate disposal
piles along the floodway channel.

- MFEA will consider initiating a process that can facilitate access to the excavated earth

from the floodway channel. It would be initiated and advertised closer to the start of
construction — expected next year

3.4 Floodway Operation

The basic principle of floodway operation is to protect the city of Winnipeg

without raising water levels south of the city above the natural level (state of nature).
Specific rules governing the spring operation of the floodway were reviewed and updated
after the 1997 flood. The three operating rules are:

> Normal 6peration — Maintains natural water levels at the inlet control structure
south of Winnipeg

> Large floods - Attempts to keep the James Avenue water level in Winnipeg at
245 ft. (1997 flood)

> Extreme floods - Caps the inlet’s water level at 778 ft. above sea level and creates
controlled flooding in Winnipeg

Floodway gates are operated in consultation with an Operation Advisory Board (OAB)

- and only when ice is moving at the inlet structure. The OAB consists of representatives
from Manitoba Conservation, the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration, the City of
Winnipeg, the Selkirk and District Planning Area, and the Rural Municipalities of
Ritchot, MacDonald and Morris. A horn is sounded prior to the first gate operation.

There is a distinction between spring and summer operation. The floodway has only
been operated twice in the summer (July 2002 & June 2004) in response to emergency
situations arising from the threat of exireme basement flooding in the City of Winnipeg.

Most residents were unaware of the floodway’s operating rules. Some rural residents
were skeptical of the need to operate the floodway in the summer to “protect walkways in
Winnipeg”.

Manitoba will continue to be responsible for the operation of the floodway. MFEA will
work closely with provincial officials and local residents to help ensure effective and
improved communication regarding future floodway operation.

MFEA will work closely with Manitoba to coordinate spring operation of the floodway
during the construction period — as required.

o A7
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Regardless of that review and to ensure rapid completion of the project, MFEA has asked
Manitoba not to operate the floodway in the summer during construction — except in the
event of an emergency.

MFEA also recommends that the license/approvals for summer operation be sought at a
later date. Summer operation will be addressed within the EIS as a planned future action.
MFEA. will ensure that fish and geotechnical studies are undertaken to better understand
the effects of summer operation.

3.5 Recreation Opportunities

In March, MFEA issued a call for expressions of interest to stakeholders and interested
Manitobans with ideas for economic and recreation opportunities that may be associated
with the project. The call was communicated via news release, direct mail, local
advertising, stakeholder meetings and other outreach activities.

Recreation opportunities include hiking, jogging & bike trails, tobogganing,
snowboarding & snowmobiling, horseback riding, hang gliding & dirt biking, tourism
promotion, Nordic & downhill skiing, cultural & historic initiatives and Aboriginal
business development.

MFEA was also assisted by Group’Action Saint-Norbert (GAS). In Febriary 2004, GAS
conducted a mail survey regarding relevant recreation opportunities. Close to 700
residents on both sides of the Red River between the Perimeter Highway on the north and
St. Adolphe responded.

Residents expressed general support for expanding recreation opportunities associated
with the project, but were keen to hear about more detailed proposals. Municipal
governments stated a desire to be consulted before any further plans were developed.

There was general agreement that initiatives which compete for water with the Red River
or require new project engineering costs should be rejected.

MFEA will adopt the following working principles to guide any recreation activities:

compatibility with the primary purpose of floodway expansion
minimal ongoing maintenance costs to taxpayers

stakeholder participation & community support

maximize benefits to rural & aboriginal communities
compliment existing Red River facilities & initiatives
environmental stewardship

VVVVVYY

MFEA will ensure municipal governments are consulted before any specific recreation
plans go forward. /8
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With regard to recreation opportunities, MFEA will:

o issue a full “Opportunity Report” on economic and recreation opportunities to
follow-up on the spring call for expressions of interest

e consider a multi-use, four-season greenway trail along the floodway which could
include elements of the Trans Canada Trail

e work to eliminate any disruption of Springhill Winter Park and current
comnyunity festivals that use the floodway

» consider designated snowmobile & cross-couniry ski trails

‘o establish an officer for recreation & economic development within MFEA

» creation of a Floodway Recreation Advisory Group to adopt MFEA guidelines,
coordinate next steps, consider increased access to winter recreation facilities and
legal issues associated with additional recreation opportunities

3.6 Economic Opportunities

The expansion of the floodway will have an economic benefit for the entire province —
not just the City of Winnipeg.

A repeat of an 1826 flood (the largest recorded flood in Manitoba history) today would
creaie untold environmental damage and a $5 billion loss to the Manitoba (and Canadian)
economy. The expanded floodway will have the capacity to handle a repeat of the 1826
flood to protect an additional 400,000 residents and businesses in and around Winnipeg.

One of the recurring themes of the Round Two consultation was the rural/urban divide in
the region. Rural residents felt all the project benefits were directed at Winnipeg and
“nothing was in it for them”.

Meanwhile, Winnipeg residents recognize the need for increased flood protection,
however appear somewhat complacent about the prospects of another major flood hitting
the region in the very near future. This is desplte the fact that 2004 was the first year the
floodway has ever been operated in both spring and summer.

MFEA is committed to ensuring the various slements of the floodway expansion project
are viewed through a rural lens. The vast majority of the public consultation process has
been focused on rural issues. To this end, MFEA will focus on the following rural
economic development priorities:

> Employment & Training — The construction of the new floodway will create
' thousands of indirect and direct jobs. Local hiring and training provisions in a
project labour agreement will ensure opportunities arc available to local
residents.
.19
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Groundwater Supply & Quality — MFEA recognizes the important
connection between access to groundwater and economic opportunity in rural
communities. MFEA will ensure there is no negative impact to local
groundwater supplies as a result of the expansion.

Drainage Systems — Like groundwater, MFEA recognizes the important
connection between access to local drainage systems and economic
opportunity in rural communities. MFEA will replace, repair and improve the
current drainage structures in the floodway and along the West Dike to
accommodate future growth and drainage requirements.

Highway Bridge Upgrades — Transportation infrastructure is a critical
element to economic opportunity in rural communities. MFEA will construct
new and improved bridges across the floodway to facilitate future traffic
demands and ensure bridge-stability during large flood events. MFEA plans
to design the Highway 15 Bridge in Springfield as a four-lane structure,

Recreation — MFEA will improve coordination and access to various
recreation opportunities associated with the floodway expansion.

Re-Use of Excavated Earth — Tens of million of cubic yards of earth will be
excavated to construct the new expanded floodway channel. MFEA will
consider reusing the earth for flood protection and public works projects that
could benefit rural residents,

Increased Flood Protection — Some communities south of Winnipeg will
acquire an increased level of flood security as a result of the floodway
expansion and the $110 million invested in rural flood proofing since 1997.

To manage the direct employment opportunities associated with the project, MFEA
announced plans in March to establish a single project labour agreement. Similar
agreements are common on many large infrastructure projects in Manitoba and Canada.
They have a record of helping deliver large projects on-time and on-budget.

MFEA’s objectives for a floodway labour agreement include:

VVVVVVY

orderly, efficient & effective completion of work
continuous work & labour peace for the life of the project
local hiring & comprehensive job training provisions
predictable labour & administrative costs
dispute resolution mechanisms & enhanced workplace safety
equal access to bids for union and non-union contractors
increased productivity
.../10
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In April, MFEA announced plans to engage stakeholders directly in this process. Mr.
Wally Fox-Decent was retained to facilitate discussions between labour, industry, -
Aboriginal, Metis and government representatives. These sessions included issues
associated with the construction tender process and employment training opportunities.

Mr. Fox-Decent released his report on these discussions in June. He recommended:

» establishment of a Master Floodway Agreement and sub-agreements on other
components including employment equity, labour management and training

> the expansion project be considered an “open shop” project where union
membership is not required to work on the project

> the expansion project be open to both union and non-union contractors

> there should be no attempt to organize or sign up non-union members working
on the project

Mr. Fox-Decent noted that unions would be negotiating on behalf of all workers — union
and non-union ~ and therefore would be required to be available to represent non-union
workers during disputes regarding working conditions.

In retumn for this service, Mr. Fox-Decent recommended union members would pay dues
to their union. Non-union members would contribute to a fund managed by MFEA from
which unions would be compensated for the services rendered. This arrangement is
consistent with longstanding labour management relations.

Mr. Fox-Decent said every worker who benefits from the services which have been
rendered on their behalf should participate in a fee payment for the service, whether they
are a non-union worker or a union worker.

Mr. Fox-Decent highlighted the need to identify wages and standard hours of work for
the project and a dispute resolution mechanism.-

* Manitoba and MFEA have accepted Mr. Fox-Decent’s recommendations. MFEA will
begin implementing the measures identified in the report in time for the 2005
construction season, '

MFEA will establish an Interim Owner’s Advisory Committee to ensure meaningful
industry participation and provide expertise and guidance. The Committee includes
representation from MFEA, Manitoba Heavy Construction Association, Winnipeg
Construction Association, Merit Contractors Association of Manitoba and Construction
Labour Relations Association.

MFEA will engage industry, labour, aboriginal, government agencies and other
stakeholders to maximize employment training partnerships associated with the project.
MFEA will invite Canada to consider the floodway as part of its national plan for
workplace skill development.

W11
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In addition to economic security, rural development, construction jobs, employment
training and recreation, MFEA will consider other opportunities associated with the
project, inctuding:

»
»
>
>

3.7

3-D virtual reality floodway to demonstrate the project’s benefits, assist the
engineering design and help prepare for flood emergencies

interpretive centre that features archives & multi-media presentations
document and archive the project’s development, public consultation and
construction phases for historic and educational purposes

beantify the floodway’s inlet and outlet control structures

Mitigation

While there are many positive benefits of the floodway expansion, there may be some
negative impacts associated with the project’s construction. MFEA has a mandate to
mitigate effects of the floodway expansion as required. One of the goals of the
independent environmental impact assessment process is to identify project effects.

During the Round Two consultation, MFEA presented examples of possible mitigation
measures associated with the floodway project, including: ‘

>

Effect - Deepening the floodway in a particular Jocation may impact on
local well water supply and quality. Possible mitigation is:

» widen the floodway instead of deepening it in that location

* lower the pump in the well

o drill anew well

Effect - Replacing bridges across the floodway may cause traffic
disruption. Possible mitigation is:

» stage construction projects

o use existing bridge until new bridge is complete

s consfruct temporary structure

Effect - Increased water flows throngh an expanded floodway outlet
structure may have the potential to increase river bank erosion. Possible
mitigation is:

¢ design outlet control structure in a way that reduces water speed

» strengthen riverbanks by using rip rap and other materials

e design flood channel in a way that helps reduce water speed

Residents wanted confirmation that MFEA had a responsibility to mitigate any project
impacts. Groundwater effects, erosion concerns, local water levels and drainage issues
were identified as top priorities by the public. Municipalities also identified land
acquisition and traffic disruption from bridge replacement as important concerns.

/12
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MFEA. will, wherever possible, work toward engineering solutions to these effects.
Specific mitigation measures will be identified prior to construction — initially as part of
the project’s EIS this summer,

MFEA will scale back initial plans to deepen the floodway by up to six feet. To protect
groundwater, MFEA will now deepen the floodway by no more than two feet — if at all.
MFEA’s ultimate goal is to ensure the expanded floodway is no deeper than the existing
structure.

MFEA will establish a groundwater reserve fund to mitigate any isolated ground water
effects that may arise.

MFEA will construct a new, wider outlet structure at the current location to incorporate
leading edge technology, reduce water velocities and dissipate waves re-entering the Red
River during major flood events.

MFEA will construct side walls in the outlet channel to prevent erosion.

MFEA will strengthen existing erosion control immediately opposite the current outlet
structure and extend “riprap” and/or other erosion conirol measures for an additional 1.2
km along the Red River north of the floodway outlet - to help mitigate any additional
erosion during floodway operation.

MFEA will initiate a series of upgrades to the current inlet control structure including
erosion control measures on the inlet embankment, floodgate reliability improvements,
increased fire protection and enhancements to the current operating system.

MFEA will initiate a schedule of improvements to current drainage capacity on the
floodway and associated channels within the floodway right of way.

MFEA will work with local agencies to limit traffic disruptions that may be associated
with the construction of a new floodway crossing at the PTH 44 Bridge existing location.

MFEA will work with railway operators regarding the phased construction of
the various railway bridges that cross the floodway channel.
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4. Frequently Asked Questions

Over the past seven months, the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) has
been listening to residents of the Red River Basin. We have asked for ideas and we have
invited questions. The following is a-summary of the most frequently asked questions
received by MFEA during the Round Two public consultation process.

How will this project affect me?

The expansion of the floodway will improve the quality of life for all Manitoba residents,
It will provide increased flood security, create thousands of direct and indirect jobs,
protect the environment and provide an opportunity for residents to help shape the firture
of their communities.

This project will likely affect you if:

you live or work close to the Red River or the floodway

you have a relative or friend who lives or works close to the river or floodway
you use the floodway for recreation purposes

you or someone you know works in the construction or engineering industry
you are trying to attract investment or establish a business in Manitoba

you are one of the tens-of-thousands of local residents and businesses not
currently protected from a repeat of the 1826 flood

your livelihood depends on one of the tens-of-thousands of local residents and
businesses not currently protected from a repeat of the 1826 flood

YV YVVVVYY

Why are we expanding the floodway?

The floodway is an important part of Manitoba’s economic infrastructure. It was built
between 1962 and 1968 at a cost of $63 million. Since that time, the floodway has been
operated more than twenty times and saved Manitobans approximately $8 billion in flood
losses —not to mention the environmental damage that would have been created.

In 1997, the Red River Floodway came close to inches of its limit during the “Flood of
the Century”. The floodway saved Manitoba billions of dollars in damage that year but
residents rightfully demanded an increased level of flood protection,

As large as the 1997 flood was, Manitoba’s largest recorded flood was recorded in 1826
It was 40% larger than 1997. A repeat of that 1826 flood today would cause $5 billion
damage to Manitoba’s economy. The new floodway will have the capacity to handle a
flood larger than 1826 and protect tens-of-thousands of local residents and businesses.

The new floodway will provide even more security for Manitoba’s social and economic
environment.

A2
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Will deepening the floodway have a negative impact on groundwater supply and
quality?

Initial plans to deepen the floodway channel by up to six feet have been scaled back
dramatically. MFEA will now deepen the floodway by no more than two feet — if at all.
MFEA’s nltimate goal is to ensure the expanded floodway is no deeper than the existing
structure. ' ' '

Our public consultation process demonstrated that local residents, municipalities and
agriculture producers were rightfully concerned about any negative impacts deepening
the channel may bave on their groundwater supplies.

MFEA’s decision to scale back plans to deepen the channel will secure local groundwater
supplies. As an additional measure, MFEA will establish a groundwater reserve fund to
mitigate any isolated ground water effects that may arise.

Is the City of Winnipeg contributing to the floodway project?

The City of Winnipeg will be expected to upgrade their flood protection infrastructure to
compliment this project. The specific measures required by Winnipeg have not been
fully identified through the engineering design process and as a result, detailed
discussions regarding Winnipeg’s municipal flood protection priorities will not be
formalized until later this year.

Will the Red River handle increased water flows and velocities near the floodway outlet
— north of Winnipeg?

Yes. A new, wider outlet structure will be constructed at the current location. It will
incorporate leading edge technology to reduce water velocities and dissipate waves re-
entering the Red River during major flood events. . Side walls will be constructed in the
outlet channel to prevent erosion.

On the west bank of the Red River immediately north of the floodway outlet existing
erosion control measures will be strengthen and extended by more than 1km north along
the Red River to mitigate any additional erosion during floodway operation.

What is the relationship between the floodway and the ice jams that occur north of
Winnipeg? '

Flooding caused by ice jams near Selkirk is an historic reality that pre-dates the
floodway. This year, many residents north in the Selkirk area were flooded because of
ice jamming. Unfortunately, this would have occuired regardless of the floodway
operation.

That said, in light of ongoing public concerns, MFEA has initiated an independent study
of the situation. The results will be available to the public before the end of summer.
3
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What are you doing fo protect the environment?

The principles of environmental stewardship and sustainable development are top
priorities for MFEA. Wherever possible we will work toward engineering solutions to
any environmental concerns. Before construction can proceed on the floodway
expansion, MFEA must meet various environmental requirements, inchiding;

» preparation of an Independent Environmental Impact Assessment
> a license under the provincial Environmental Act, and
> federal environmental authorization

Under the provisions of the Canada-Manitoba Agreement on Environmental Assessment
Cooperation, Manitoba and Canada have agreed that both governments will participate in
a cooperative review of the proposed project, which will be led by Manitoba and address
both provincial and federal regulatory requirements, This process will include Manitoba
Clean Environment Commission public hearings.

Public involvement is a critical element of the environmental assessment process for the
proposed floodway expansion. MFEA has initiated an independent environmental review
process. For more information, contact wwyy.floodwayeia.com.

How will floodway expansion protect the environment in the event of major flood?

In the event of an 1826 level flood, an expanded floodway will significantly protect the
environment. It is estimated that an 1826 flood would result in the overland flooding of
one third of Winnipeg, including basement flooding as a result of sewer backup.

In addition, an 1826 flood would result in damages to hospitals, police stations, fire
stations, water pumping stations, sewage treatment plants, Winnipeg’s central business
district and other industrial operations within the city limits. As a result, pollutants would
be discharged from all of these operations resulting in significant pollution and
environmental damage. Eventually, the pollutants would find their way into the Red
River and into Lake Winnipeg. An expanded floodway will ensure that Manitoba is
protected from this threat.

When do you plan to start construction and what are we going to do with all the earth?
Construction of the project is subject to the environmental licensing process, but expected
to begin in summer of 2005,

In March, MFEA invited Manitobans to give us their ideas about various opportunities
that may be associated with the floodway expansion project. We received a number of
proposals and suggestions regarding the future use of the earth we plan to excavate to
create the new floodway channel.

In light of this response, MFEA will consider initiating a separate process regarding
access to the excavated material closer to our planned construction date.
.14
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Have flood protection alternatives to the floodway expansion been considered — in
particular pumping stations along the Red River and water retention south of
Winnipeg?

Yes. The International Joint Commission studied a number of different options for flood
protection in the Red River Basin — including water retention south of Winnipeg and
flood pumping stations. We have also received a suggestion to extend the floodway all
the way to Lake Winnipeg.

After reviewing all the facts and the various options, the expansion of the current
floodway was chosen as the most cost-effective flood protection option by Canada and
Manitoba. A funding agreement has been negotiated to this effect.

What benefits can rural Manitobans expect from this project?
The economies of rural Manitoba and Winnipeg are interdependent. The fact is,
Manitoba’s rural economy will benefit from increased flood security for Winnipeg.

A repeat of an 1826 flood (the largest recorded flood in Manitoba history) today would
cause $5 billion damage to Manitoba’s economy. The expanded floodway will have the
capacity to handle a repeat of the 1826 flood and protect an additional 400,000 residents
in and around the City of Winnipeg.

Some rural communities will also benefit from increased levels of flood protection with a
repeat of the 1997 flood as a result of the floodway expansion - complementing more
than $110 million that has been invested by Canada and Manitoba in rural flood
protection measures since 1997,

MFEA is committed to ensuring the various elements of the floodway expansion project

are viewed through a rural lens. The vast majority of our public consultation process has
been focused on rural issues. In response to the input received, MFEA will focus on the

following rural priorities:

> Employment & Training — The construction of the new floodway will create
thousands of indirect and direct jobs. Local hiring and training provisions will
ensure opportunities are available to local residents.

> Groundwater Supply & Quality — MFEA recognizes the important
connection between access to groundwater and economic opportunity in rural
communities. MFEA has dramatically adjusted the project’s design to ensure
there is no negative impact to local groundwater supplies as a result of the
expansion. |

» Recreation Opportunities - MFEA will improve coordination and access to
various recreation opportunities associated with the floodway expansion.
A5
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» Drainage Systems — Like groundwater, MFEA recognizes the important
connection between access to local drainage systems and economic
opportunity in rural communities. MFEA will replace, repair and improve the
current drainage structures in the floodway and along the West Dike to
accommodate future growth and drainage requirements.

> Highway Bridge Upgrades — Transportation infrastructure is a critical
element to economic opportunity in rural communities. MFEA will construct
improved bridges across the floodway to facilitate future traffic demands and
ensure bridge-stability during large flood events. MFEA plans to design the
Highway 15 Bridge in the RM of Springfield as a four lane structure.

s Citizen Engagement — MFEA’s ongoing public consultation process will
provide rural residents with an opportunity to have their say about this project
and help shape the future of their communities for generations to come. The
contribution of rural residents to date has led to significant improvements in
the project’s design.

> Erosion — MFEA will invest to strengthen riverbanks north of the floodway
outlet structure and the inlet south of Winnipeg.

> Re-Use of Excavated Earth — Tens of million of cubic meters of earth will be
excavated to construct the new expanded floodway channel. MFEA will
consider reusing that earth for flood protection and public works projects that
could benefit rural residents.

> Compensation — Manitoba has introduced the Red River Floodway Act to
compensate rural residents who are artificially flooded during a major event.
This compensation plan provides stability and certainty for local residents
instead of uncertain legal pursuits and confusion after the fact.

> Increased Flood Protection - Many rural communities will recetve an
increased level of flood security as a result of the floodway expansion —
particularly in the event of a 1997 repeat. In addition, the current inlet and -
outlet control structures will be strengthened and modernized.

Will dredging the Red River north of Winnipeg have any positive impact on flood
protection?

No. While there may be good reasons to dredge portions of the Red River, however
flood protection is not one of them. Studies have shown that the cost of dredging would
provide no benefit to water levels north of the outlet during a flood event.

That said, in response to public’s interest, MFEA has raised the issue with the
Government of Canada (which is responsible for dredging) to inquire about any future
plans they may have related to dredging in the area.

...[6
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How high will the water be at my house with a repeat of the 1997 flood after the
Sfloodway is expanded?

The vast majority of residents of the Red River Basin will see lower water levels and
increased flood protection with a repeat of the 1997 flood. Water levels south of Ste.
Agathe will not be impacted by the floodway expansion.

In a stretch of the Red River, from Selkirk to Breezy Point, peak water levels would
increase slightly with a repeat of the 1997 flood but would not cause additional flooding.
These residents would, however, continue to be better protected for floods larger than
1997 because water levels would still be considerably lower than without a floodway for
protection. This is largely the resulted of the flood control works such as the Shellmouth
Dam and the Portage Diversion that store flows from the Assiniboine River and were
constructed as part of the original floodway during the 1960s.

MFEA will encourage Canada and Manitoba to consider investments in rural flood
protection north of Winnipeg.

How will the floodway expansion project increase recreation and economic
development opportunities associated with the floodway?

MFEA has a mandate to maximize recreation opportunities associated with the floodway
expansion project. In March, MFEA invited Manitobans to give us their ideas in this
regard. As a result of the input received from the public, MFEA will consider:

s development of a multi-use four season greenway trail along the floodway which
could include elements of the Trans Canada Trail '

¢ ensuring minimal disruption of Springhill Winter Park and current community
festivals that use the floodway

o designated snowmobile & cross-country ski trails

» establishment of an officer for recreation & economic development within MFEA

e creation of a local Floodway Recreation Working Group which will:

» adopt MFEA objectives & coordinate next steps
» consider increased access to winter recreation facilities
> consider legal issues associated with additional recreation opportunities

MFEA will produce a complete “Opportunity Report” which will summarize the various
ideas that MFEA received from local residents and stakeholder groups regarding
recreation and economic opportunities.

‘ This report will be distributed to the public, stakeholdérs, independent environmental
review team, Canada and Manitoba. MFEA will ensure municipal govemments are
consulted before any specific recreation plans go forward.

AT
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By raising the West Dike, do you plan to raise water levels south of Winnipeg during a
major flood event? _

No. The West Dike is being raised by up to 6.5 ft. to provide increased flood protection
in the event of wind or rain during a flood event. This safety zone is referred to as
“freeboard”. The West Dike is being extended approximately 20km west and north of
the existing dike. Water levels south of the City during a major flood event will be
maintained in accordance with the current operating rules of the floodway.

Will the Floodway Authority need to purchase land to complete the floodway
expansion?

MFEA’s goal is to minimize the need to acquire lands to complete the project. Initial
estimates suggested MFEA would need to acquire 1000 additional acres of land to
complete the channel widening. That has been reduced to a maximum of 500 acres.
MFEA will make efforts to reduce land requirements even further in the months ahead,

MFEA does expect to acquire additional lands in association with the expansion of the
West Dike south of Winnipeg. These will be finalized once the design of the structure is
developed further. MFEA will continue to work closely with municipal governments,
local residents and agricultural producers in this regard.

Is it true that people will be forced to join a union to work on the project and non-
union contractors will be excluded from the bidding on construction work?

No. Workers on the floodway project will not be forced to join a union. Furtherimore,
all union and non-union contractors will be eligible to bid for floodway work.

MFEA will establish a Master Floodway Agreement tb:

maximize local employment opportunities

provide cost certainty to taxpayers

ensure no strike/no lockout during construction
create effective employment training measures
establish local hiring provisions

ensure project is completed on-time and on-budget

VVVVVY

MFEA will establish an Interim Owner’s Advisory Committee to ensure meaningful
industry participation and provide expertise and guidance. The Committee will include
representation from MFEA, Manitoba Heavy Construction Association, Winnipeg
Construction Association, Merit Contractors Association of Manitoba and the
Construction Labour Relations Association,

I8

Appendix 3C Page 3C -26 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Is there a risk of increased erosion of the Red River and the floodway channel
associated with the floodway expansion project?

- Brosion is an issue that has been closely studied by the project’s envirommental team of
engineers. As a result of their work, the following conclusions have been reached
regarding erosion effects:

> Reduced erosion potential in the vicinity of the floodway inlet when the new
floodway is in operation

> No additional and possibly reduced erosion in floodway channel due to floodway
expansion when the new floodway is in operation

> No additional erosion in vicinity of floodway outlet due to floodway expansion

~ when the new floodway is in operation.

> No noticeable change in erosion or sediment in Red River from rainfall runoff due
to construction of the new floodway outlet channel and control structure

> Negligible erosion on slopes of the floodway channel and disposal piles when
expanded ﬂoodway is inactive

> No additional erosion due to Floodway Expansmn on banks of Red River beyond
Floodway outlet, including at Lower Fort Garry and Selkirk

> No discernable long term difference in sediment transport to Lake Winnipeg due

to floodway expansion

How will the project improve drainage in the floodway right of way?
In response to input received from municipal govemments and agricultural producers
during our public consultation process, MFEA will ensure current drainage capacity is
maintained or increased for all structures on the floodway and associated channels within
the floodway right of way. A schedule of improvements is as follows:

Replacement of Centreline/Prairie Grove drain drop structure
Replacement of North Bibeau drain drop structure

Improvements to Cooks Creek Diversion drop structure
Replacement of Springfield Road drain drop structures

Replacement of Skholny Drain drop structure

Replacement of Ashfield drain drop structure

Replacement of Kildare trunk- Transcona sewer outlet drop structure
Improvements to Country Villa Estates drain drop structure

VYVVVVYY

In addition to these initiatives, MFEA also plans to construct:

» anew gated culvert through the west dyke southwest of La Barriere Park
to improve drainage in the region to the La Salle River

> a new gated chamber on the Semne River overflow pipes to prevent
backwater flooding to Grande Pointe from the floodway

A9
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What is being planned for the bridges that cross the floodway?
The followmg floodway bridges will be replaced and improved as part of the ﬂoodway
expansion project:

St. Mary’s Road

PTH 59 S

PTH 59N

Trans Canada Highway
PTH 15

PTH 44

YVVVYY

'There will be minimal traffic disruptions on St. Mary’s Road, PTH 59 (south crossing),
Trans Canada Highway #1 (East), PTH 15 and PTH 59 (north crossing) during floodway
construction. MFEA plans to design PTH 15 Bridge as a four lane structure.

With regard to the PTH 44 Bridge, MFEA will work with local agencies to limit traffic
disruptions that may be associated with the construction of a new floodway crossing at
the existing location.

MFEA is currently working with railway operators regarding the phased construction of
the various railway bridges that cross the floodway channel.
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.0 Meeting Dates with Stakeholder Groups

Schedule of Dates with Stakeholder Groups

.Friday,' ‘Fe'b__ruars?'.27: B

Wednesday,r Ma:_:c-h 17 -

;fhurlsdéy,l,ﬂérCh" 25

Tuesday, March 30 -

Wednesday, April 14
Friday, April 16

\r:\i_!édnr-_isday',':: Ap ril 21
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6. Meetings with Municipalities

As part of MFEA’s public consultation process, meetings were arranged with various
municipalities across the proposed Floodway expansion region. A number of councils -
participated in the process. These councils were invited to listen to a presentation and

" engage in a question and answer session in a round-table format. Discussion took
place in specific reference to the Environmental Assessment process and the current
description of the Project with the intention of identifying specific issues of concern.
Presentations to each municipality followed much the same format; however, particular
emphasis was given to specific concerns that were identified in each municipality during
the Round 1 consultation process.

~ Meetings with Municipalities

Tiiesday, Apfil 6

?Trhuréday',__ApTil"g:".:' ,

Tuesday, April13

Tuesday, Apiil 13
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7. Open House Dates

Open houses were held in various regions that are affected by the Floodway Expansion.
The following table provides the dates when each open house was held along with the

location and attendance figures

The open houses are conducted as a part of the Round 2 public consultation process to
allow the general public the opporfunity to hear what the project is all about and have
their perspectives incorporated into the process. The open houses were in addition to
meetings with municipal officials and stakeholders in the area.

The session began with a review of the open house storyboards, included in this section.
MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer any questions that arose during this
informal viewing period. Partway through the evening, the facilitator introduced the

formal portion of the open house. A presentation was delivered by MFEA and followed

by an opportunity to ask questions.

Open House Schedule
Monday, May3 - OPEN HOUSE- North Winuipeg Attendance: 25
Thursday, Apdl 29 QPEN HOUSE- South Winnipeg Attendanee: 75
Monday, April 26 ) OPEN HOUSE- Morris Attendance: 45
Tuesday, April 20 ) OPEN HOUSE - East Selkirk Attendance: 170
Wednesday, April 21 OPEN HOUSE — 8t. Norbert Attendance: 115
Monday, April 19 OPEN HOUSE - Oakbank Attendance; 70
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8. Communication

Since January, MFEA has taken a proactive, transparent approach to communicating the
project’s progress. As opposed to presenting a complete, final project to the public,
MFEA made a decision to present the floodway expansion in its early design stage.

This has allowed meaningful public consultation and significant improvement to the
project. MFEA has taken a number of steps to communicate project clements, public
consultation opportunities and progress reports to the public.

In addition to the public involvement process already identified in this report, MFEA
distributed questionnaires at public meetings, conducted public opinion research about
the project and distributed a newsletter to more than 32,000 local households.

A direct mail effort has also been initiated which provides key stakeholders, elected
officials and local residents with regular updates on the project and invites feedback. -
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8.1 Media Relations

The following pages are a chronological summary of news releases, advertising and local
press clippings relevant to the various elements of the Red River Floodway Expansion.

MFEA also undertook a television advertising campaign in April to increase awareness of
the project and encourage Manitobans to participate in the ongoing consultation process.
Viewers were encouraged to contact our toll-free number and/or web site for information
about the various elements of the Red River Floodway Expansion.
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8.2 Polling, Questionnaires and Newsletters

Questionnaires were distributed at MFEA’s various town hall meetings. Participants
were invited to answer various questions about the project on six occasions:

April 19 — Oakbank Baptist Church

April 20 — East Selkirk Recreation Cenire

April 21 — St. Norbert, Howden Community Centre

April 26 - Morris, Southern Manitoba Convention Centre
April 29 — Winnipeg, St. Norbert Community Centre
May 3 — Winnipeg, Vince Leah Recreation Centre

VVVVYVYYVY

A copy of the questionnaire, results and samples are included in this section.

MFEA was also assisted by Group’ Action Saint-Norbert (GAS). In February 2004, GAS
conducted a mail survey of the residents regarding recreation opportunities associated
with the project. Close to 700 residents on both sides of the Red River between the
Perimeter Highway on the north and St. Adolphe on the south responded to the survey.
Results are included in this section.

MFEA initiated public opinion research in April to swrvey the feelings and awareness of
Manitobans about the project. A summary of the research is included in this section.
MFEA will undertake additional public opinion research as the project evolves.

Further to our commitment to rural Manitoba residents, MFEA distributed an information
brochure throughout the Red River Basin in April. The document was distributed to
more than 32,000 householders in southern Manitoba and regions of Winnipeg closer to
the floodway inlet and outlet structures. A detailed breakdown is as follows:

Winnipeg - South (R2N) 8,526 hhlds
Winnipeg - Birds Hill (R2E) 2,818 hhlds

Selkirk (R1A, R1B) 8,093 hhlds
St. Norbert (R3V) 2,674 hhlds

Dugald (ROE 0K0) 1,580 hhlds West St. Panl (R4A) 1,228 hhlds
Lorette (ROA 0Y0) 1,147 hhlds Oakbank (ROE 0Y0) 1,086 hhlds
St. Adolphe (R5A) 1,007 hhids Morris (ROG 1K0) 962 hhlds
Niverville (ROA 1E0) 849 hhlds East Selkirk (ROE 0MO) 805 hhlds
St. Pierre Jolys (ROA 1V0) 590 hhlds Peguis (ROC 310) 451 hhlds
Emerson (ROA. 01.0) 421 hhlds Sanford (ROG 270) 338 hhlds
St. Jean Baptiste (ROG 2B0) 314 hhlds Ste. Agathe (ROG 1Y0) 180 hhlds
Brunkild (ROG 0E0) 97 hhlds Rosseau River (ROA 1P0) 74 hhlds
Aubigny (ROG 0C0) 73 hhlds MacDonald (ROH 0S0) 70 hhlds

A second newsletter is planned for distribution this summer to highlight the results of the
public mvolvement program and improvements that have been made to the project.
MFEA will continue to distribute regular newsletter updates beyond the environmental

licensing process.
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8.3 Stakeholder Qutreach

Since January, MFEA has taken a very proactive approach to communicating the
project’s progress by sending regular information updates directly to stakeholders.

The data base features more than 500 entries and is growing on a weekly basis. It
includes MPs, MLAs, municipal officials, grassroots associations and local residents who
have attended public meetings or requested information through the web site and toll-free
phone line. MFEA will distribute regular updates to this growing key contact list at least
six times each year.

Since January, four separate information packages have been distributed. A fifth is being
planned for Tuly.

Copies of the information packages are included in this section. Individnal items have
also been forwarded to officials regarding dredging, employment training and ongoing
consultation. These are also included in this section — along with a selection of
responses.

MFEA hosted a number of meetings with relevant stakeholder organizations and invited
the general public to attend open houses & public meetings. A sumumary of those
discussions is included earlier in this report.

MFEA will continue to consult with Manitoba Aboriginal & Metis communities
regarding employment training, business development opportunities and various other
project elements, These discussions will also include relevant federal officials.
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10.

11.

MFEA Round Two Report: Summary of Next Steps

MFEA will initiate a follow-up round of public consultation in September - after
the EIS 1s submitted and released this summer.

MFEA will maintain an ongoing public involvement program at least to the end
of the project’s construction phase. This will include regular meetings with
municipalities and stakeholders, youth outreach, direct communication,
advertising, ongoing toll-free phone access for rural residents, access to project
details through an expanded web site and regular newsletters.

MFEA will work with municipalities and existing land owners to minimize new
land requirements for the project. Initial estimates suggested MFEA would need
to acquire 1000 additional acres of land to complete the channel widening. That
estimate has been reduced to a maximum of 500 acres.

MFEA will work with existing lease holders to ensure any effects associated with
floodway expansion are minimized and mitigated. Springhill Ski Facility will not
be required to relocate or close its operation. Construction schedules will be
sensitive to the seasonal use of the facility.

MFEA will work with agriculture producers regarding haying on the floodway
during construction and consider using brome and native species to revegatate
disposal piles along the floodway channel.

MFEA will consider initiating a process to facilitate access to the excavated earth
from the floodway channel. It would be initiated and advertised closer to the start
of construction — expected next year.

MFEA will work with Canada and Manitoba in the coming months to secure the
remainder of the funding and ensure the rapid completion of the project.

MFEA will work to facilitate various other partnership opportunities with Canada
and Manitoba that may be associated with the project — including training, water
stewardship, innovation, economic development, recreation initiatives.

MFEA will ensure the various project elements of the floodway expansion project
are viewed through a rural lens and maximize rural economic opportunities.

MFEA will suggest Manitoba consult stakeholders in the drafting of new
regulations associated with the Red River Floodway Act.

MFEA will, wherever possible, work toward engineering solutions to mitigate any
negative project impacts and identify specific mitigation measures prior to
construction — initially as part of the project’s EIS this summer.

A2

Appendix 3C

Page 3C -36 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

12. MFEA will dramatically scale back initial plans to deepen the floodway by up to
six feet. To protect groundwater, MFEA will now deepen the floodway by no
more than two feet —if at all. MFEA’s ultimate goal is to ensure the expanded
floodway is no deeper than the existing structure.

13.  MFEA will establish a groundwater reserve fund to mitigate any isolated ground
water effects that may arise.

14. MFEA will construct side walls and a new, wider outlet structure at the current
location to prevent erosion, incorporate leading-edge technology, reduce water
velocities and dissipate waves during major flood events.

15.  MFEA will strengthen existing erosion coatrol immediately opposite the current
outlet structure and extend “riprap” and/or other anti-erosion measures for an
additional 1.2 km along the Red River north of the floodway outlet.

16. MFEA will initiate a series of upgrades to the current inlet control siructure

‘ mcluding erosion control measures on the inlet embankment, floodgate reliability

improvements, increased fire protection and enhancements to the current
operating system.

17. MFEA will raise the West Dike by up to 6.5 ft. and extend it by close to 20kn
north and west to provide increased flood protection in the event of wind or rain
during a flood event and work closely with local residents to develop detailed
plans prior to construction.

18.  MFEA will construct a new gated culvert through the West Dike southwest of La
Barriere Park to improve drainage to the La Salle River and a new gated chamber
on the Seine River overflow pipes to prevent backwater flooding to Grande Pointe
from the floodway

19.  MFEA will initiate a schedule of improvements to current drainage capacity on
‘ the floodway and associated channels within the floodway right of way.

20.  MFEA will replace and improve all highway bridges crossing the floodway ahd
design PTH 15 Bridge as a four lane structure.

21.  MFEA will work with local agencies to limit traffic disruptions that may be
associated with the construction of a new floodway crossing at the PTH 44 Bridge
existing location.

22,  MFEA will work with railway operators regarding the phased construction of the
various railway bridges that cross the floodway channel.
A3
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23.
24.
25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

MFEA will work closely with Manitoba to coordinate spring operation of the
floodway during the construction period — as required - and help ensure effective
and improved communication regarding future floodway operation.

To ensure rapid completion of the project, MFEA will ask Manitoba not to
operate the floodway in the summer during the construction period — except in the
event of an emergency.

MFEA will recommend the license/approvals for summer operation be sought at a
later date. Summer operation will be addressed within the EIS as a planned future
action.

MFEA will ensure that fish and geotechnical studies are undertaken to better
understand the effects of swmmer operation.

MFEA will work with residents to better demonstrate the project’s positive
impact in the face of major flood events.

In response to concerns from local residents, MFEA will initiate an independent
study of the impact of the floodway on ice jams north of Winnipeg. The results
will be available to the public before the end of summer,

MFEA will adopt the following working principles to gnide any recreation
opportunities that may be associated with the project:

> compatibility with the primary purpose of floodway expansion

> minimal ongoing maintenance costs to taxpayers

> stakeholder participation & community support

> maximize benefits to rural & aboriginal communities

> compliment existing Red River facilities & initiatives

> environmental stewardship

MFEA will:

> issue a full “Opportunity Report” on economic and recreation
opportunities to follow-up on the spring call for expressions of interest

> consider a multi-use, four-season greenway trail along the floodway which
could include elements of the Trans Canada Trail

> work to eliminate any disruption of Springhill Winter Park and current
community festivals that use the floodway

> consider designated snowmobile & cross-country ski trails

> establish an officer for recreation & economic development within MFEA

> create a Floodway Recreation Advisory Group to adopt MFEA guidelines,
coordinate next steps, consider increased access to winter recreation and
legal issues associated with additional recreation opportunities
.../4
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

MFEA will ensure municipal govemments are consulted before any specific
recreation plans go forward.

MFEA will encourage Canada and Manitoba to consider investments in rural
flood protection infrastructure — particularly north of Winnipeg.

To the extent m1t1gat10n is not totally effective during a major flood, MFEA will
ensure compensation is prov1ded to the small number of residents north of the
floodway outlet that may experience incremental damage as a result of the
floodway expansion.

On behalf of residents north of Winnipeg, MFEA will ask the Government of
Canada (which is responsible for dredging) to clarify any plans for dredging the
Red River around Selkirk.

MFEA will contiriue to consult with Manitoba Aboriginal & Metis communities
regarding employment training and various other project elements. These
discussions will also include relevant federal officials.

MFEA will implement the recommendations of Mr. Fox-Decent’s report
regarding the establishment of a Master Floodway Agreement to govern labour

. opportunities directly associated with the project’s construction.

37.

38.

39.

As per the Master Floodway Agreement, MFEA will establish an Interim Owner’s
Advisory Committee to ensure meaningful industry participation and provide
expertise and guidance. The Committee will include representation from MFEA,
Manitoba Heavy Construction Association, Winnipeg Construction Association,
the Merit Contractors Assoc1at10n of Manitoba and Construction Labour
Relations Association.

MFEA will engage industry, labour, aboriginal, tframing and government agencies
to maximize employment training partnerships associated with the project.
MFEA will invite Canada to consider the floodway as part of its national plan for
workplace skill development.

MFEA will consider other opportunities associated with the project, including:

> 3-D virtual reality floodway to demonstrate the project’s benefits, assist
the engineering design and help prepare for flood emergencies

> interpretive centre that features flood archives & multi-media
presentations

> document and archive the project’s development, public consultation and
construction phases for historic and educational purposes

> beautify the floodway’s inlet and outlet control structures
A5

Appendix 3C

Page 3C -39 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

40,  MFEA will continue to distribute regular newsletters and progress reports beyond
the environmental licensing process and undertake additional public opinion
research as the project evolves.

41.  MFEA will distribute regular updates and progress reports via direct mail to
stakeholders and interested residents at least six times each year.

- 30 -
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APPENDIX 3C

Stakeholder Meetings
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Schedule of Dates with Stakeholder Groups

Friday, February 27
Wednesday, March 17

Th.ursday, March 25
Friday, March 26

Tués.'da'y, March 30

'Assocmtlon of

.‘H

Wednesday, April 14

. - e
Friday, April 16 - Keystone Agrlcultural Producer

Tuesday, April 20 768 Assoclatwn
wednesday, April 21 Grande Pointe Residents Assoc:a ion
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Stakeholder Group: Red River Basin Commission
Date of Presentation: February 27, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom
Attendees: Ernie Gilroy — MFEA CEO
MTFEA Executive Board

Harold Taylor, Executive Director, Red River Basin Comimission
Red River Basin Commission Executive members

Total attendance: Approximately 16
Key Discussion Points:

» MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

> Red River Basin Commission representatives asked MFEA officials the
following questions:

When do we expect to begin construction?

What is MFEA’s consultation schedule?

Will we need to purchase more land to complete the project?

Have we secured all the financing for the project?

e Do we plan to reach out to young Manitobans and schools to education
them about the project and water stewardship?

e Do we plan to document and archive the project’s development and
construction for archival and education purposes?

e How are we including the International Joint Commission in our ongoing
discussions?

s Do we have a good idea of what impact the project will have on water
levels along the river — in particular for rural communities?
Are we studying erosion effects?

e THow much deeper are we planning to make the channel? Are we

concerned about the impact on local groundwater supplies?

MFEA Response:
Construction of the project is subject to the environmental licensing process, but expected
to begin in summer of 2005.
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Prior to construction, MFEA is sponsoring an extensive public involvement program with
four complimentary elements:

> Independent Environmental Impact Assessment — This separate, independent
process is led by an environmental consulting team.
> Manitoba Legislature — Manitoba plans to introduce two pieces of legislation in

the spring related to compensation and the establishment of the Floodway
Authority. Both will be subject to the normal legislative review process.

> Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — MFEA has a mandate to consult
Manitobans regarding the various elements of the expansion project. This will
include youth outreach.

> ‘Clean Environment Commission - Once the EIS is reviewed and improved, it
will be resubmitted to Manitoba. The Clean Envirorment Commission will then
be able to begin additional public hearings.

MFEA stated their intent to invite the Red River Basin Commission — and its various
chapters — to participate in regular meetings to review the project’s progress.

MFEA stated their goal is to minimize the need to acquire lands to complete the project.
Initial estimates suggested MFEA would need to acquire 1000 additional acres of land to
complete the channel widening. We expect that to be reduced dramatically.

MFEA does expect to acquire additional lands in association with the expansion of the
West Dike south of Winnipeg. These will be finalized once the design of the structure is
developed further. MFEA will continue to work closely with municipal governments,
local residents and agricultural producers in this regard.

With regard to the remainder of the funding, MFEA has secured $240 million for the
floodway expansion - about one-third the total project costs. MFEA will work with
Canada and Manitoba in the coming year to secure the remainder of the funding and
ensure the rapid completion of the project.

MFEA will also consider steps to ensure their work is archived and captured for future
educational and public interest purposes. MFEA will also provide the IJ C with regular
project updates — as we arc with a variety of important stakeholders.

With regard to flood protection for rural communities, since 1997, rural communities — in
particular south of Winnipeg - have accessed $110 million through the Canada/Manitoba
Partnership Agreement on Red River Valley Flood Protection, We expect these
communities will receive an increased or stable level of flood protection as a result of the
floodway expansion.

During Round Two’s Open House series, MFEA plans to demonstrate the ﬂoodway’s
impact on water levels at various locations along the river using a recalculated natural
rating curve.
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MFEA confirmed erosion is an issue that is being been closely studied by the project’s
environmental team of engineers. We expect to present initial conclusions to this effect
before summer.

With regard to the protection of groundwater and deepening the channel, MFEA signaled
its intent to review initial plans to deepen the floodway channel by up to six feet. MFEA
recognized legitimate public concern about any negative impacts deepening the channel
may have on their groundwater supplies.
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Stakeholder Group: Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway

Date of Presentation: March 17, 2004

Attendees:

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom

Ernie Gilroy — MFEA CEO

MFEA Executive Board _

Jack Tohanson, Chairman, Coalition for Flood Protection North of
the Floodway

Coalition Board Members

Total attendance: Approximately 16

Key Discussion Points:

>

MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

The Coalition is made up of local residents, fisherman, tourist operators and
airport owners. The RM of St. Andrews and St. Clements have supplied

grants to them.

Coalition members asked a number of questions, including:

How much deeper are we planning to make the channel? Are we
concerned about the impact on local groundwater supplies?

Will MFEA mitigate any negative impacts resuiting from the project?
Why do all the benefits of the project flow to Winnipeg instead of rural
areas? What are we doing to increase flood protection north of Winnipeg?
Will the whole system of determining natural water levels be reexamined?
Will the new compensation plan be available to residents north of the
Floodway?

Why was the Floodway expansion chosen over other flood protection
options in southern Manitoba?

What kind of redundancies are we building into the systems — particularly
as it relates to the inlet control structure and west dike?

What are we doing to make sure agriculture run off does not spill into the
floodway?

What are we going to do about river bank erosion north of the floodway
outlet?

Do you plan to dredge any portions of the Red River?
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MFEA Response:

MFEA may scale back initial plans to deepen the floodway channel by up to six feet.
Announcements will be forthcoming regarding more specific improvements in this regard
in the coming weeks. MFEA recognized legitimate public concern about any negative
impacts deepening the channe] may have on their groundwater supplies.

MFEA confirmed that they do have a mandate to mitigate effects of the floodway
expansion as required — including north of the outlet structure. One of the goals of the
independent environmental impact assessment process is to identify project effects and
recommend mitigation solutions. Wherever possible, MFEA will work toward
engineering solutions to these effects.

During the Round Two consultation, MFEA plans to present some initial examples of
possible mitigation measures asseciated with the floodway project.

With regard to project benefits, MFEA suggested the expansion of the floodway will
have an economic benefit for the entire province — not just the City of Winnipeg.

A repeat of an 1826 flood (the largest recorded flood in Manitoba history) today would
create untold environmental damage and a $5 billion loss to the Manitoba (and Canadiar)
economy. The expanded floodway will have the capacity to handle a repeat of the 1826
flood by protecting hundreds of thousands of additional residents and businesses in and
around Winnipeg.

MFEA is sensitive to the concerns of rural residents and will ensure their views are taken
into account during the project design — particularly as it relates to groundwater,
drainage, compensation and highway bridge construction.

The expanded floodway will feature double the current water-flow capacity. Initial
indications suggest the river banks north of the outlet will be able to contain that
increased flow. MFEA indicated their intention to present floodway’s impact on water
levels at various locations along the river.

With regard to measuring the natural water level, Manitoba is reviewing the current
rating curve. We are hopeful the improved calculation will be available for the public
before the end of April.

The compensation package introduced by Manitoba will be available to all residents
affected by the spring operation of the floodway. Manitoba will continue to be
responsible for the floodway’s operation.

With regard to alternatives to floodway expansion, the International Joint Commission
studied a number of different options for flood protection in the Red River Basin —
including water retention south of Winnipeg and flood pumping stations. We have also
received a suggestion to extend the floodway all the way to Lake Winnipeg.
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After reviewing all the facts and the various options, the expansion of the current
floodway was chosen as the most cost-effective flood protection option by Canada and
Manitoba. A funding agreement has been negotiated to this effect.

MFEA confirmed the West Dike will be raised to provide increased flood protection in
the event of wind or rain during a flood event. Water levels south of the City during a
major flood event will be maintained in accordance with the current operating rules of the
floodway.

The inlet control structure is undergoing a full safety analysis. MFEA will make the
improvements required to ensure the inlet control structure is secure. It was noted that a
number of redundancies currently exist within the structure.

MFEA shares the Coalition’s concern about agricultural run off. This is the subject of
review by the independent environmenta) assessment team. MFEA plans to replace and
improve the current drainage structures along the floodway channel.

MFEA also confirmed a new, wider outlet structure will be constructed at the current
location. It will be designed reduce water velocities and dissipate waves re-cntering the
Red River during major flood events. More detailed design plans will be presented in the
coming months. MFEA will also consider plan to stabilize the riverbanks immediately
opposite the outlet control structures as part of our mitigation plan.

MFEA also confirmed that they have no plans to include dredging as part of the project.
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Stakeholder Group: Manitoba Chamber of Commerce

Date of Presentation: March 25, 2004
Manitoba Chamber of Commerce Boardroom

Attendees: Emie Gilroy — MFEA CEO
MTFEA Executive Board
Graham Starmer, President — Manitoba Chamber of Commerce
David Angus, President, Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce
John Pittman, Chairman, Manitoba Chamber of Commerce
Manitoba Chamber of Commerce support staff

Total attendance: Approximately 10
Key Discussion Points:

> MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consisient with the content of ajl Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

> Both Manitoba and Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce expressed general
support for the project and recognized the importance of the floodway to the
local economy. Both Chambers also agreed to assist MFEA by forwarding
the call for expressions of interest regarding recreation and economic
opportunities to their membership.

> They also asked the following questions:

» Why are we moving forward with a master labour agreement for the
project? .

e Have we examined the relevance of recent changes to Manitoba labour
laws to our plans project labour agreement?

» Do we plan to consult stakeholders before concluding any deals?

Will Manitobans be forced to join a union to work on the project?

o Have we assessed what the long term impact of establishing a floodway
master labour agreement would be on future Manitoba construction
projects?

e What is our schedule and budget? Do we have all the money for the
project? ‘

o How do plan to let out the construction tenders?

MFEA Response:

MFEA confirmed their plans to establish a single labour agreement to manage the direct
employment opportunities associated with the project. Similar agreements are common
on many large infrastructure projects in Manitoba and Canada. They have a record of
helping deliver large projects on-time and on-budget.
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MFEA confirmed the project labour agreement will not include the flood protection
works that may be undertaken by the City of Winnipeg as part of the project and
identified a number of the agreement’s objectives, including;

orderly, efficient & effective completion of work

continuous work & labour peace for the life of the project
local hiring & comprehensive job training provisions
predictable labour & administrative costs

dispute resolution mechanisms & enhanced workplace safety
equal access to bids for union and non-union contractors
increased productivity

VVVVVVY

MFEA confirmed that no final decisions had been made regarding the status of workers
on the site. MFEA announced plans to initiate a more formal consultation process in the
coming weeks to address a number of the outstanding issues the Chamber had identified.
MFEA invited the Chambers of Commerce to participate in that discussion - which
would include issues associated with tendering of construction contracts.

With regard to Manitoba labour laws, MFEA confirmed that they would be respected and
Manitoba government officials would be invited in to participate in the consultation
process with the Chamber, where these issues can be discussed and explored further.

MFEA said that they feel with an increased emphasis on employment training, there may
be many positive spin-offs from the floodway expansion for future construction projects
in the province.

MFEA confirmed they plan to begin construction in summer 2005 and planned to be
working with Manitoba and Canada in the coming months to secure the remainder of the
project’s funding. MFEA said they expect to remain within the $660 million budget -
pending any conditions that may be associated with the eventual environmental license.
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Stakeholder Group: Manitoba Business Council
Date of Presentation: March 26, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom
Attendees: Ernie Gilroy — MFEA CEO
MFEA Executive Board

Jim Carr — President and CEOQ, Business Council of Manitoba
Business Council of Manitoba (BCM) Executive members
Total attendance: Approximately 15

Key Discussion Points:

> MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

> Business Council executive members raised the following questions:
What assets will MFEA own?

Will any new bridge crossings be constructed as part of the project?
What is the detailed cost breakdown?

How many people will actually be working on the site?

Is the City of Winnipeg contributing to the project?

Have governments committed all the money?

Why do we need a labour agreement for the project?

MFEA Response:
MFEA detailed the various assets associated with the floodway and confirmed no new

crossings would be added to the floodway. MFEA’s plan is to replace and improve the
existing floodway bridges only. '

' MFEA said it was too soon to give exact numbers on budget items and employmnient
numbers as much of the pre-design work will not be complete for a few months. Once
the pre-design work is complete, we will be in better position to make some specific
announcements.

MFEA confirmed that the City of Winnipeg will be contributing to the project — however
a final list of flood protection priorities had not been determined. Discussions are
ongoing with the City. Discussions are also taking place between federal and provincial
officials regarding the balance of project funding. -

In response to questions about the need for a project labour agreement, a fact sheet was
distributed to meeting participants which identified MFEA’s principles and objectives in
this regard.

A -
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Stakeholder Group: Red River Valiey Group
Date of Presentation: March 30, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom
Attendees: Ernie Gilroy — MFEA CEO
MFEA Executive Board

Frank Woytowich — Chair, Red River Valley Group
Red River Valley Group Executive members
Total attendance: Approximately 15

Key Discussion Points:

» MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

» Red River Valley Group members raised the following questions:

e The recomputation of natural water levels is critical to the whole issue of
compensation. When will the new rating curve be released?

» Why have we not given more consideration to other flood protection
alternatives beside floodway expansion? Why aren’t pumping stations
being considered instead?

What are our plans to address backwater flooding in Winnipeg?

o Will the inlet control structure be able to withstand increased water flows?
What kind of studies are we doing to address possible erosion that may
occur as a result of the project — in particular around the outlet control
structure and along Red River Drive?

o  Will there be compensation for residents that will be flooded as result of
overland flooding caused by the west dike?

o How will residents and businesses living outside the Grande Point dike be
impacted by the floodway expansion?

e Will the inlet model being constructed by the University of Manitoba be
available for public viewing?

s  Will residents south of the floodway see increased water levels with a
repeat of the 1997 flood and an expanded floodway?

e (Can we lower the lip on the floodway inlet by 5fi?

MFEA Response:
MFEA agreed with Red River Valley Group’s conclusion that the recomputated water
Jevel was needed to properly assess the new compensation proposals from Manitoba.

)
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MFEA is encouraging Manitoba to release the water level report as soon as possible. Our
plan is to have this information available prior to the upcoming Open House series so we
can better demonstrate various local water levels along the river that will be associated
with the expanded floodway — including the Grande Pointe region.

With regard to alternatives to floodway expansion, the International Joint Commission
studied a number of different options for flood protection in the Red River Basin —
including water retention south of Winnipeg and flood pumping stations. We have also
received a suggestion to extend the floodway all the way to Lake Winnipeg.

After reviewing all the facts and the various options, the expansion of the current
floodway was chosen as the most cost-effective flood protection option by Canada and
Manitoba. A funding agreement has been negotiated to this effect.

Similarly, raising the lip of the inlet structure has also been examined. It was concluded
that this measure would be very costly with little benefit for flood protection.

On the issue of backwater flooding, the City of Winnipeg will be expected to upgrade
their flood protection infrastructure as part of this project. The specific measures
required by Winnipeg have not been fully identified through the engineering design
process and as a result, discussions of Winnipeg’s financial commitment will not be
formalized until later this year.

The inlet control structure south of Winnipeg is cutrently undergoing a complete
analysis. A full copy of that report will be available in the coming months. We expect
only minor improvements will be required. The University of Manitoba model of the
inlet structure will be available for public viewing.

Erosion is a key part of our ongoing engineering analysis. We are expecting that initial
conclusions will be available before summer. MFEA will mitigate any negative impacts
on erosion that will be created by the floodway expansion.

Specifically, with regard to downstream effects, a new, wider outlet structure will be
constructed at the current location. It will incorporate leading edge technology to reduce
water velocities and dissipate waves re-entering the Red River during major flood events.
Side walls will be constructed in the outlet channel and other erosion control measures
will be applied north of the outlet.

The West Dike will be raised to provide increased flood protection in the event of wind
or rain during a flood event. This safety zone is referred to as “freeboard”. Water levels
south of the City during a major flood event will be maintained in accordance with the
current operating rules of the floodway.
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Stakeholder Group: Association of Manitoba Municipalities

Date of Presentation: April 14, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom

Attendees: Ernie Gilroy - MFEA CEO
"MFEA Executive Board
Joe Masi, Executive Director, Association of Manitoba
Municipalities
Association of Manitoba Municipalities

Total attendance: Approximately 12
Key Discussion Points:

> MFEA presented the project descﬂption and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

> In particular, MFEA described their ongoing consultation as it related to local
municipal governments impacted by the project.

> AMM stakeholders asked the following questions:

¢ Do we expect to increase the size of the floodway’s right of way through
land purchases? If so, how much land do we expect to expropriate?

o Are we talking to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and do we plan
to mitigate any concems they may have?

e What do we plan to do with the current drainage structures on the
floodway?

o Do we plan to increase flood protection levels for all communities — or
just Winnipeg?

e Why are we establishing a project labour agreement?

e Will MFEA pay municipalities grants in licu of taxes?

¢ How much deeper are we planning to make the channel? Are we
concemed about the impact on local groundwater supplies?

MFEA Response:

MFEA’s goal is to minimize the need to acquire lands to complete the project. Initial
estimates suggested MFEA would need to acquire 1000 additional acres of land to
complete the channel widening. We expect that to be reduced dramatically.
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MFEA does expect to acquire additional lands in association with the expansion of the
West Dike south of Winnipeg. These will be finalized once the design of the structure is
developed further. MFEA will continue to work closely with municipal governments,
local residents and agricultural producers in this regard.

Under the Floodway Authority Act, no changes are expected to the current grants in lieu
of taxes in light of the fact the ownership of the floodway right-of-way will stay with the
provincial crown.

MFEA confirmed that they are working closely with DFO regarding fish habitat and
other issues. These discussions are ongoing and are expected to continue as the
environmental licensing process evolves,

MFEA plans to replace and improve all the current drainage structures on the floodway.
Tn addition to these initiatives, MFEA will consider making improvements to Seine River
Siphon as part of its overall drainage plan. No new drop structures are planned and a
schedule of improvements will be announced before summer.

With regard to flood protection for rural communities, since 1997, rural communities — in
particular south of Winnipeg - have accessed $110 million through the Canada/Manitoba
Partnership Agreement on Red River Valley Flood Protection. AMM has been an
important supporter of this agreement.

We expect these communities will receive an increased or stable level of flood protection
as a result of the floodway expansion. During Round Two’s Open House series, MFEA
plans to demonstrate the floodway’s impact on water levels at various locations along the
river using a recalculated natural rating curve.

To manage the direct employment opportunities associated with the project, MFEA
confirmed they plan to establish a single labour agreement. Similar agreements are
common on many large infrastructure projects in Manitoba and Canada. They have a
record of helping deliver large projects on-time and on-budget.

MFEA assured AMM that the process was in its very early stages and they intended to
engage all relevant stakeholders in the weeks ahead to develop an agreement that was fair
to all parties and maximized the significant employment and job training opportunities
presented by the floodway expansion.

With regard to the channel design, MFEA signaled its intent to scale back initial plans to
deepen the floodway channel by up to six feet. Announcements will be forthcoming
regarding more specific improvements in this regard in the coming weeks. MFEA
recognized legitimate public concern about any negative impacts deepening the channel
may have on their groundwater supplies.
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Stakeholder Group: Keystone Agricultural Producers
Date of Presentation: April 16, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom
Attendees: Ernie Gilroy - MFEA CEO
MFEA Executive Board

David Rolfe — Chair, Keystone Agricultural Producers
Keystone Agricultural Producers Executive members
Total attendance: Approximately 13

Key Discussion Points:

> MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
‘questions.

> Keystone Agricultural Producers raised the following questions:

e What will be the impact on local groundwater supplies?

e What do we plan to do with all the excavated earth? Will we need to
purchase new land for this?

e What is our plan to ensure that drainage infrastructure is not negatively
impacted?

e What do we plan to do about the current haying leases on the floodway?
What are our plans for haying once the expansion is complete?

e Will the operation rules be changed? Are there plans to conduct summer
operation of the floodway?

» How will we ensure agricultural producers have access to their land during
construction?

e What kind of recreation use is MFEA considering?

e What kind of downstream effects are expected with increased floodway
capacity?

MFEA Response:

MFEA recognizes the important connection between access to groundwater and
economic opportunity in rural communities. MFEA will scale back initial plans to
deepen the floodway by up to six feet and consider the creation of a mitigation fund to
address any localized unforeseen groundwater impacts.

With regard to access to the excavated earth, MFEA cautioned that construction of the
project is subject to the environmental licensing process and not expected to begin until
summer 2005. That said, MFEA will consider initiating a separate process regarding
access to the excavated material closer to our planned construction date.

A2
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MFEA’s goal is to minimize the need to acquire lands to complete the project. Initial
estimates suggested MFEA would need to acquire 1000 additional acres of land to
complete the channel widening. That has been reduced to a maximum of 500 acres.
MFEA will make efforts to reduce land requirements even further in the months ahead.

MFEA does expect to acquire additional lands in association with the expansion of the
West Dike south of Wirmipeg. These will be finalized once the design of the structure is
developed further. MFEA will continue to work closely with municipal governments,
local residents and agricultural producers.

MFEA recognized the important connection between access to local drainage systems
and economic opportunity in rural communities. MFEA plans to replace, repair and
improve the current drainage structures in the floodway and along the West Dike to
accommodate future growth.

MFEA will work with agriculture producers regarding haying on the floodway and access
during construction. MFEA is considering the use of brome and native species to
revegatate disposal piles along the floodway channel.

Manitoba will continue to be responsible for the operation of the floodway, MFEA will
work closely with provincial officials and Jocal residents to help ensure effective and
improved communication regarding future floodway operation.

MFEA will encourage Manitoba to release their review of summer operating rules for the
floodway and consult stakeholders accordingly. Regardless of that review and to ensure
rapid completion of the project, MFEA will ask Manitoba not to operate the floodway in
the summer during construction — except in the event of an emergency.

MFEA has invited Manitobans to submit ideas for economic and recreation opportunities
that may be associated with the project. Opportunities include hiking, jogging & bike
trails, tobogganing, snowboarding & snowmobiling, horseback riding, hang gliding,
Nordic and downhill skiing. Initiatives which compete for water with the Red River or
require new project engineering costs should be rejected.

MFEA will establish working principles to guide any future recreational use activities
and issue a full “Opportunity Report” to follow-up on the spring call for expressions of
interest and initiate further discussion.

With regard to downstream effects, a new, wider outlet structure will be constructed at
the current location. It will incorporate leading edge technology to reduce water
velocities and dissipate waves re-entering the Red River during major flood events. Side
walls will be constructed in the outlet channel to prevent erosion.

On the west bank of the Red River immediately north of the floodway outlet, up to 1km
of “riprap” and/or other erosion control measures will be applied to mitigate any
additional erosion during floodway operation.
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Stakeholder Gronp: 768 Association
Date of Presentation: April 20, 2004
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom
Attendees: Ernie Gilroy —- MFEA CEO
MFEA Executive Board

Rob Duerkson — Director, 768 Association
768 Association members
Total attendance: Approximately 10

Key Discussion Points:

» MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Two presentations — and invited
questions.

> 768 Association provided an overview of their mandate which was to
' represent the residents of the Turnbull Drive Dike area south of the Floodway.
They raised the following questions:
e Will we deepen the “borrow pit” south of the West Dike between Turmbull
Drive and Pembina Highway? '
e Ifso, can you use the excavated earth to raise the West Dyke to prevent
summer flooding?
e What is our plan for summer operation of the floodway?
Are we considering erosion impacts that may be associated with summer
floodway operation?
e What are our drainage plans for the West Dike?

MFEA Response:
MFEA has not completed the final design of the West Dike but will take the issues raised
by the 768 Association into consideration as plans evolve.

The West Dike is being raised to provide increased flood protection in the event of wind

or rain during a flood event. This safety zone is referred to as “freeboard”. Water levels

south of the City during a major flood event will be maintained in accordance with the
“current operating rules of the floodway.

It is expected these pre-designs will be complete prior to the submission of the
environmental impact statement this summer. MFEA will initiate an additional round of

public consultation in the fall.

nf2
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With regard to floodway operation, Manitoba will continue to be responsible for the
operation of the floodway. MFEA will work closely with provincial officials and local
residents to help ensure effective and improved communication regarding future
floodway operation.

MFEA will encourage Manitoba to release their review of summer operating rules for the
floodway and consult stakeholders accordingly. Regardless of that review and to ensure
rapid completion of the project, MFEA will ask Manitoba not to operate the floodway in
the summer during construction — except in the event of an emergency.

MFEA plans to replace, repair and improve the current drainage structures in the
floodway and along the West Dike to accommodate future growth. There are currently
no plans to add any new drainage structures but more detailed plans will be available
before June.

Combating erosion is also a top priority for MFEA. Erosjon impacts are being reviewed
by the independent environmental consultant. Initial findings are expected before the end
of June.
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Stakeholder Group: Grande Pointe Residents Association

Date of Presentation: April 21, 2004

Attendees:

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA)
Boardroom

Emie Gilroy — MFEA CEO

MFEA Executive Board

Grande Pointe Residents Association Directors and Individual
Members

Total attendance: Approximately 16

Key Discussion Points:

> MFEA presented the project description and highlighted key elements —
consistent with the content of all Round Tweo presentations — and invited
questions.
> In particular, MFEA described a variety of different, local flood scenarios that
may occur as a result of the expanded floodway.
> Grande Pointe residents asked the following questions:
How much deeper are we planning to make the channel? Are we
concerned about the impact on local groundwater supplies?
What will be the water level in Grande Pointe with a repeat of the 1997
flood?
Will the operating rules change?
‘What do we plan to do with the earth that is removed to expand the
channel?
What are our plans for the West Dike?
Is MFEA responsible for community ring dikes?
Will our project be impacted by the Devils Lake initiative in North
Dakota?
What impact will the project have on ice jams that occur in the river?
What js the impact of the “notches” that were carved into the floodway
following the 1997 flood? Will they remain?
Has there been any discussion about “buying out” residents of Turnbull
Drive?
What are our plans for the Seine River Siphon?
What plans are being considered regarding compensation of residents
displaced by flooding?
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MFEA Response:

MFEA signaled its intent to scale back initial plans to deepen the floodway channel by up
to six feet. Announcements will be forthcoming regarding more specific improvements
in this regard in the coming weeks. MFEA recognized legitimate public concern about
any negative impacts deepening the channel may have on their groundwater supplies.

With regard to water levels, Grande Pointe will see an increased level of flood protection.
Tnitjal indications suggest Grande Pointe’s water level would be close to 2 feet lower with
arepeat of the 1997 flood with an expanded floodway.

The floodway operating rules are not expected to change — however summer operation is
not expected during construction — unless there is an emergency. Manitoba will continue
to be responsible for the operation of the floodway and all community ring dikes.

MFEA will work closely with provincial officials and local residents to help ensure
effective and improved communication regarding future floodway operation.

Construction of the project is subject to the environmental licensilig process, but expected
to begin in summer of 2005. MFEA will consider initiating a separate process regarding
public access to the excavated earth closer to our planned construction date.

With regard to the West Dike, MFEA confirmed they plan to raise the dike to provide
increased flood protection in the event of wind or rain during a flood event. This safety
zone is referred to as “freeboard”. Water levels south of the City during a major flood
event will be maintained in accordance with the current operating rules of the floodway

Detailed designs for the new West Dike will be available before summer and residents
will be informed and consulted.

MFEA recognized flooding caused by ice jams near Selkirk is an historic reality that pre-
dates the floodway. That said, in light of ongoing public concerns, MFEA is giving the
situation more analysis.

MFEA will plans to replace and improve all the current drainage structures on the
floodway. In addition to these initiatives, MFEA will consider making improvements to
Seine River Siphon as part of its overall drainage plan.

With regard to compensation, MFEA confirmed Manitoba had introduced the Red
River Floodway Act which allows individuals, farms, businesses, non-profit
organizations and local authorities that suffer property damage and economic loss from
artificial spring flooding on the Red River to claim compensation.

MFEA will invite comments from the public about the Act and reporting suggestions to
Manitoba. MFEA also confirmed they are not considering “buying out” residents of
Twmbull Drive.
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MFEA also confirmed the “notches” south of Winnipeg will remain and the Devils Lake
project in North Dakota has no impact on water levels in Manitoba. The issue there
relates more to water quality.
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Other Ongoing Discussions

In addition to the stakeholder meetings noted previously in this section, MFEA also had
an opportunity to discuss the project with other key stakeholder groups.

Aboriginal & Metis

MFEA is committed to an inclusive consultation process with First Nation and Metis
communities in the region. Communities have been asked to identify whether they have
an interest — actual or perceived — in the project. This process will be accelerated in the
coming months as issues are identified.

Project Labour Agreement

To manage the direct employment opportunities associated with the project, MFEA
announced plans in March to establish a single labour agreement. Similar agreements are
common on many large infrastructure projects in Manitoba and Canada. They have a
record of helping deliver large projects on-time and on-budget.

In April, MFEA announced plans to engage stakeholders directly in this process. Mr.
Wally-Fox-Decent was retained to facilitate discussions between labour, industry,
Aboriginal, Metis and government representatives. These sessions included issues
associated with the construction tender process and employment training opportunities.

Invited participants in the April 12 meeting included:

Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce

Manitoba Chamber of Commerce

Winnipeg Construction Association

Manitoba Heavy Construction Association
Manitoba Federation of Labour

Manitoba Building & Construction Trades Council
Winnipeg Labour Council

Taking Charge — Women in Trades

Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs

Manshield Construction

Manitoba Department of Aboriginal Affairs
Manitoba Department of Education & Training

VVVVVVVVVVYVYY

Federal & Provincial Government

MFEA is consulting and updating relevant federal and provincial officials on an ongoing
basis. This process has been formalized in a number of ways including an Agreement
Oversight Committee and a special Cabinet Committee in the provincial government.
Federal officials are also participating in ongoing dialogue with officials from the federal
departments of Indian and Northern Affairs and Fisheries & Oceans.
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MFEA is also in regular communication with Manitoba Conservation and Water
Stewardship officials regarding ongoing maintenance, operation and state of the
floodway.

North Ritchot Action Committee

MFEA has attempted on a number of occasions to arrange a d1rect stakeholder meeting
with the North Ritchot Action Committec — without success. MFEA will continue to
pursue a direct meeting with the group.

However, various members of the Committee have actively participated in the Round
Two open houses and the independent environmental review process.

Presentations

MTFEA has been invited by a number of organizations to present the project details and
participate in a more informal question and answer session. Opportunities during the
round two consultation process included:

Consulting Engineers of Manitoba — March 3

Manitoba Heavy Construction Association — March 4

Manitoba Environmental Industries Association — March 11
Sturgeon Creek United Church Men’s Group — April 17

Floodway East Drainage Association — April 19

Governor General’s Study Group Conference — May 12

Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization — May 14

Canadian Public Works Association (Manitoba Chapter) — May 19
Chinese Delegation (Anhui Province) — May 21

Manitoba Hydro Civil Engineering Department — May 26

VVVVVVVVYVY
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APPENDIX 3C

Municipal Meetings
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6. Meetings with Municipalities

As part of MFEA’s public consultation process, meetings were arranged with various
municipalities across the proposed Floodway expansion region. A number of councils
participated in the process. These councils were invited to listen to a presentation and
engage in a question and answer session in a round-table format. Discussion took
place in specific reference to the Environmental Assessment process and the current
description of the Project with the intention of identifying specific issues of concern.
Presentations to each municipality followed much the same format; however, particular
emphasis was given to specific concerns that were identified in each municipality during
the Round 1 consultation process.

All attendees received a copy of the MFEA newsletter and the presentation that would
be given that day. As the participants arrived, they could review the storyboards for the
Project. Participants were engaged in the presentation by MFEA followed by a question
and answer session. The presentation outlined the background and current status of

- the proposed Floodway Expansion Project EIA and how public input has been
incorporated and will continue to be in the future. Members of MFEA described the 5
components of the proposed Project: Floodway Channel Expansion, Inlet Control
Structure, Outlet Control Structure, Channel ¢rossings, the West Dyke and answered
questions throughout the meeting.

The following documentation is included for each workshop:

» A copy of the invitation letter
« Presentation

+ Action ltems

s Follow-up

Meetings with Municipalities

Tuesday, April 6
Thursday, April 8
Tuesday, April 13
Tuesday, April 13
Tuesday, April 1.3
Wednesday, April 14
Tuesday, April 20
Tuesday, April 27
Wednesday, April 28
Tuesday, May 4
Thursday, May 20
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Manitoba %

Floodway Expansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB R3C 3H8

Phone: (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 948-2462

April 1, 2004

Mayor Robert Stefanink
Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba

RSA 1B9

Dear Mayor Stefaniuk,

I am writing in advance of next week’s presentation by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority to the Rural Municipality of Ritchot. We greatly appreciate the opportunity to meet
with you and Council to discuss improvements to the floodway.

The expansion of the floodway will increase flood protection in southern Manitoba and create
thousands of jobs. This important national project will protect the environment and give
residents an opportunity to help shape the future of their communities.

The current round of public consultation is very important to the pre-design work of the
floodway. The key elements of this second phase are:

round one follow-up ,
Floodway Authority Act & Red River Floodway Act
water levels

floodway operation

recreation & economic opportunities

mitigation

YVVVVY

Included with this package is a discussion sheet on these topics for your review in advance of our
presentation next week. Please feel free to distribute copies of this package to your colleagues.
MFEA staff will contact your administration in the coming days to finalize the format of our
presentation. Thank you for your time, consideration and continued input.

Yours truly,

Emie Gilroy, CEO
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

Attach.
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Discussion Points: Rural Municipality of Ritchot — April 6, 2004

The expansion of the Red River Floodway will increase flood protection for residents of
southern Manitoba and create thousands of jobs. This important national project will
protect the environment and give residents an opportunity to help shape the future of their
communities.

The current round of public consultation is the second of a series that will take place over
the coming year. It includes individual stakeholder meetings, presentations to local
government, ongoing dialogue with provincial and federal officials and public open
houses. The key elements of this round are:

Round One Recap

During the first round of public consultation, the environmental assessment team mect
with the Rural Municipality of Ritchot on February 3, 2004. MFEA representatives also
attended the meeting. Key issues identified by councilors at that time were:

» Could we use the materials excavated from the floodway to help construct
local dikes?

Would varying channel widths increase riverbank erosion?

Will there be an increased risk of flooding to residents south of Winnipeg with
the new floodway?

What will be the impact of the project on local floodway crossings?

Will there be improvements to current compensation regulations?

Is this project just about protecting residents of Winnipeg? What kind of
benefits will flow to this region?

Are improvements being planned for the inlet structure ~ in particular as it
relates to ice control?

What is the status of intervener funding for the Clean Environment
Commission review process?

v ¥V VVV VY

Water Levels

Each flood has an associated water level that peaks at different locations along the Red
River Basin. The expanded floodway will protect us from floods larger than the water
levels in 1997. The new channel will provide almost double the water capacity — from
the current 2,550 cubic meters of water per second to 4,000.

A review of natural water levels has been initiated. The results of that review will be
made public prior to the submission of the project’s environmental impact statement this
summer.

In the upcoming public consultation process, MFEA will compare a variety of water
levels to the current and expanded floodway.
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Floodway Authority Act

In March, Manitoba introduced the Floodway Authority Act. The legislation outlines the
roles and responsibilities of the Manitoba Floodway Authority as an independent,
publicly accountable provincial agency that will manage the expansion and maintenance
of the floodway on behalf of Manitobans. The Authority will:

> own the floodway’s physical assets
> manage the project’s design, construction and maintenance
> maximize economic and recreation opportunities

Copies of the proposed legislation are available at www.gov.mb.ca or 1-866-356-6355.

Red River Floodway Act

n March, Manitoba introduced the Red River Floodway Act. The new compensation
program allows individuals, farms, businesses, non-profit organizations and local
authorities who suffer property damage and economic loss from artificial spring flooding
on the Red River to claim compensation. The benefits are in addition to assistance
available under other disaster relief programs. The Act will:

> cover a much broader range of damage and loss, with the goal of restoring
claimants to their pre-flood financial position

> have no claim limit and no deductible

> be assessed on proof or loss rather than proof of repair or replacerent,

providing better response times

Flood protection rather than flood compensation will remain the primary goal in an
emergency. Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization will administer the program,
providing claimants with a single claim procedure and improved appeal procedures. The
legislation is available at www.gov.mb.ca or toll free at 1-866-356-6355.

Floodway Operation
Specific operating rules exist which govern the operation of the floodway. They were
last updated after the 1997 flood.

According to the terms and conditions of the Floodway Authority Act, the Province of
Manitoba will continue to be responsible for the operation of the floodway. MFEA will
work closely with provincial officials and local residents to help ensure effective and
improved communication.

Separate rules govern summer operation of the floodway. It has only been operated once
in the summer — in 2002. The Province of Manitoba is currently reviewing the current
summer operating rules. The results of that review will be available prior to the
completion of the project’s environmental impact assessment is complete.

Regardless of that review, and failing an emergency, the floodway will not operate in the
summer during the project’s 2005 — 2009 construction phase.
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Recreation & Economic Opportunities

As one of the largest capital projects in Manitoba history, the expansion of the Red River
Floodway will create a variety of opportunities for municipalities, residents, community
organizations and businesses.

" On March 18, MFEA issued a call for expressions of interest regarding economic and
recreation opportunities associated with the project. Possible opportunities are:

hiking, jogging and bike trails

research and innovation partnerships

youth employment and job training partnerships
tobogganing, snowboarding and snowmobiling
horseback riding, hang gliding and dirt biking

tourism promotion

Nordic and downhill skiing

cultural and historic initiatives

Aboriginal and Metis business development
Environmental technologies & sustainable development

VVVVVVVYVY

Initiatives that compete for water with the Red River or require new project engineering
costs will not be considered.

Submissions will be accepted until April 20, 2004. Information packages are available
toll-free at 1-866-356-6353. '

The project will also create thousands of direct jobs for Manitobans. To ensure labour -
- peace and cost certainty, MFEA has decided to establish a master labour agreement to
govern the project.

Managing one single labour agreement that guarantees labour peace for the life of the
project is a better deal for taxpayers than juggling dozens of varied labour agrecments
and the risk of labour uncertainty.

Master labour agreements are common on many large scale infrastructure projects in
Manitoba and Canada. Agreements are completed between an “owner” and a “labour
organization” prior to the start of the project.

Tn addition to labour peace, orderly, efficient and effective completion of work, MFEA
also hopes to establish local hiring and employment equity provisions, a comprehensive
employment training program and increased productivity measures as part of the master
labour agreement framework.

Union and non-union contractors will be eligible to bid on project work. No final
decisions have been made regarding the status of workers on the site. MFEA is
facilitating a consultation process with stakeholders to establish a framework for a master
labour agreement that will help meet these various objectives.
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Mitigation :

MFEA has a mandate to help mitigate effects of this project as required. One of the goals
of the current independent environmental impact assessment process is to identify project
effects. Following that, various mitigation measures can be proposed.

Wherever possible, MFEA will work toward engineering solutions to these effects.
Specific mitigation measures will be identified and submitted for public consultation
prior to the start of the project’s construction.

Examples of possible mitigation measures associated with the floodway project are:

» Effect - Deepening the floodway in a particular location may impact on local
well water supply and quality. Possible mitigation is:
» widen the floodway instead of deepening it in that location
o lower the pump in the well
e drill anew well
» Effect - Replacing bridges across the floodway may cause traffic disruption
Possible mitigation is: '
e stage construction projects
o use cxisting bridge until new bridge is complete
¢ construct temporary structure
> Effect - Increased water flows through an expanded floodway may have the
potential to increase river bank erosion. Possible mitigation is: '
e design control structure in a way that reduces water speed
o strengthen riverbanks by using rip rap and other materials
o design flood chanmel in a way that helps reduce water speed

Next Steps
The current round of public consultation being led by MFEA will conclude in early May.

A report of findings will be compiled and released to the Province of Manitoba,
Government of Canada and independent environmental assessment team. The report will
also be made available to the public.

The report will reflect the issues discussed, questions raised and answers provided. The
report will identify outstanding issues and next steps.

The next round of the environmental impact assessment process will take place from
mid-May to mid-June. This stage will represent our third round of public consultation.
Specific project impacts will begin to be identified. More specific solutions will be
discussed as the pre-design work on the project is finalized to reflect the public
consultation and engineering studies.

-30 -
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of Ritchot

Municipal Office — St. Adolphe, Manitoba
April 6, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of Ritchot Council
B. Stefaniuk — Reeve

L. Morin — Councillor

M. Leclaire — Councillor

R. Philippe — Counciltor

V. Rutherford — Councillor
Y. Sabourin - CAO

For Residents of St. Adolphe
D. Ford
F. Woyiowich

For Manitoba Fioodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil - Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator
R. Hay ~ Floodway Engineer

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

¢ Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.
Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

e Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

+ Address in detail key issues that include: water leveis, floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, and recreation and economic opportunities.

« Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of

meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority infroduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba
Fioodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information
on MFEA, the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

e The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended fo capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the mesting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Discussion Topics Identified in PIP Round 1

e Questions were raised regarding Floodway Crossing improvements, with specific questions
related to; whether a sidewalk can or will be added to the St.Mary’s crossing, what will be
done with the highway 59 crossing, and if the Waverley bridge at La Barriere Park can be
improved as part of the Floodway Expansion project.

Water Levels

« It was questioned if the St. Adolphe, Ste. Agathé and Grande Pointe community ring dykes
would be raised to provide adequate flood protection in response to the Water Surface
Profile South of Winnipeg for the 700 Year Flood. Similarly it was questioned if people
outside of the ring dykes would have increased flood protection.

Fioodway Operation

¢ Comments were made that additional information should be included in the presentations
such as; what sea level is at 24.5 feet James Avenue and what the design numbers are for
Flood Protection Levels.

e The question was raised whether the effects of Back Water from the north end of the
floodway were being discussed and considered.

« Cilarification was requested regarding the rule for gate operation in relation to ice on the Red
River.

Summer Operation
e Concern was expressed that the summer operation maximum upstream level of 760" puts
the area in a flood condition as much of the landowners yards and land will be flooded.
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e Concern was expressed that the elevated waters during summer operation will increase
river velocity and therefore erosion would increase south of the existing inlet control
structure,

e The question was raised whether the summer operation of holding the Red River at 8 feet
James Avenue in the city during major storm events, would provide much benefit, as they
understand that damages are due o overland flooding.

Compensation

e Concern was expressed that during the compensation process for the 1997 flood some
farmers were fransferred between several different case workers and that under the new
compensation this should not happen.

¢ The question was raised in regards to the compensation criteria of claimants having to show
compliance with applicable flood proofing criteria, would structures such as recreation
facilities that are built below set flood limits be covered under the compensation regulation.

Mitigation

e Concern was expressed in regards to the definition of mitigation in that the examples of
mitigation provided, such as staging projects, appeared more to be project management
activities as opposed to mitigation.

Other Issues

¢ The question was raised asking when construction was scheduled to begin.

e Concern was expressed as to whether there would be any cost to the Rural Municipality for
the printing of MFEA reports.

« A comment was made to the effect of why fund the $60 million Master Labour Agreement,
when not enough money is being allotted to cover upstream mitigation such as widening the
St. Mary’s area or enhancing the inlet structure.

¢ A comment was made in regards to ice control at the inlet structure and that the Portage
Diversion has a system for screening ice.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

¢ In response to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o Spoil material may be made available to the RM of Ritchot for ring dyke construction
or other suggested ideas and recreation uses as long as it does not delay the
floodway expansion schedule or cause additional cost.

o Compensation regulation will be improved as part of the Red River Floodway Act.

o Impacts to local floodway crossings will be positive and include improvements such
as changes in alignment, improvements in decking and potentially new crossings (59
South).

o There are no plans to improve the Floodway entrance sill (or lip) in particular as it
relates to ice control.

o Benefits that will flow into the region include better flood protection, job opportunities
through local hiring, possible recreation and economic opportunities and input into
community planning.

¢ In response to questions it was noted that the Waverley Sireet bridge over the LaSalle River
would not likely be improved under this project as the mandate is for crossings related to the
floodway expansion, however the RM was encouraged to express an interest in the bridge
improvement as part of a recreation proposal.
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+ In response to questions, it was noted that to date there are no plans to raise community
ring dykes at St. Adolphe, Ste. Agathé and Grande Pointe even though primary dykes in the
City of Winnipeg are being raised, as the primary objective is to protect the City of Winnipeg
and the city is expected to contribute financially to this project.

* In response to questions, it was noted that in the event of a 700 year flood there would be a -
back water effect at the floodway outlet that would back up water and raise water levels. At
the north end of Winnipeg water levels would be raised by approximately 18 inches and this
back up would be reduced upstream to 0 inches at the inlet.

s In response to questions, it was clarified that the rule for gate operation is once the river ice
is broken up and moving as opposed o waiting until the river is clear of ice.

¢ In response o questions regarding summer operations it was noted that summer operation
would not begin until the expansion is completed, except in emergency situations, so this
will allow time for further investigation of riverbanks. Additionally it was noted that the
summer operation level of 760" will cause artificial flooding and associated damages have
been investigated.

e In response to a guestion it was noted that the summer operation of holding the river at
James 8 feet in the city provides a substantial benefit by reducing basement flooding due to
sewer back-up during significant rain events.

* In response fo questions regarding compensation it was noted that facilities that have been
approved for construction in low-lying areas meet the applicable flood proofing criteria as
they have been approved and therefore any damage incurred in the event of artificiaf

- flooding would be compensated.

s In response to concerns regarding how claimants were handled during compensation
following the 1997 flood, it was noted that these concerns would be included in comments
forwarded to the province. -

« In response to a question it was noted that the RM's would not incur costs associated with
printing MFEA reports as these costs have been included as part of the MFEA budget.

¢ In response to comments regarding ice control measures at the Portage diversion it was
noted that the control measure used was a log boom and that it typically fails on an annual
basis.
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Manitoba

&5

Floodway Expansion Authority

Mayor Robert Stefaniuk

Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba R5A 1B9

Dear Mayof Stefaniuk,

Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB R3C 3HS
Phone: (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 948-2462

May 11,2004

Please find inclnded with this package a copy of the material presented by the Manitoba
Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) during our round two appearance before Council. A
detailed analysis of our round two consultation will be complete in the coming weeks.

In the meantime, please forward this item to your Council colleagues. If you bave any questions
or comments, please contact me at (204) 945-4900, 1-866-356-6355 or dhurford@gov.mb.ca.

On behalf of MFEA, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your ongoing advice
and input regarding the expansion of the Red River Floodway. We look forward to working with

you in the months and years ahead.

pravid Hurford, Directo
Community & Governpdent Relations
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PRESENTATION
TO THE
R.M. OF RITCHOT

April 6, 2004

OUTLINE

» Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
* Project Description

¢ Public Involvement Program

¢ Water Levels

¢ Floodway Operation

¢ Summer Operation

Renlioba Flovdway Expansion Authority |

Wanllnba Flopdwey Expanzlon Authorlty

OUTLINE

¢ Compensation

¢ Mitigation

* Recreation and Economic Opportunities
¢ Communication '

* Next Steps

MANITOBA FLOODWAY
EXPANSION AUTHORITY

Moniloba Fiuudwnz Expansion Authority |

Manllobs Floodway Exgumlnn Aulhority

FLOODWAY AUTHORITY ACT

¢ In March 2004, Manitoba intraduced the
Floodway Authority Act (see www.gov.mb.ca)

» An independent, publicly accountable provincial
agency

* The Authority will:
- Own the Floodway's physical assets

— Manage the expansion {design, construction) and
maintenance of the Floodway

— Maximize economic and recreation opportunities

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

| Munlioha Floadway Expanzlon Authetly - |

Manitoba Floodway Expanslon Autharlty
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FLOODWAY EXPANSION

» The following components are involved:
— Bridges and roads
— Floodway Channel
— Inlet Structure
— Qutlet Structure
— Utility Crossings
~Woest Dyke Extension
— Environmental Assessment/Licensing

| Manlioha Floodway Expanstan Authorily

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

# Bridge modifications; 6 highway and
6 railway
— Combination of replacement and retro-fit

Manlioba Floodway Expanslon Authorlty

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

* Channel Enlargement
— Combination of widening and deepening

ECHANNEL

-1000 -500 o &0 ~100a -1500

Y —
PROPOSED EXPANDED CHAMNEL--- T

Manllobs Floodwsy Expanalon Autharlty

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

* Inlet Control Structure Improvements
— Dam Safety Analysis
~ Erosion Proteciion
— Integrity and Security Upgrading

Manlioha Floadway Expansion Auihority

EXPANSION COMPONENTS
e Qutlet TR
Structure

Expansion

Manltoba Floodw:

| Maniioha Floodway Expansion Auihority

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

» Utility Crossings

— Overhead Hydro Lines, telecommunication
cables, gas and oil pipelines, watermains
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EXPANSION COMPONENTS

» West Dyke
— Raising and extending
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Manilohz Floodway Expanalan Autherity |

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
PROGRAM

Manlioba Floodw ay ExEnn: ion Authorlty

FIRST FOUR ROUNDS IN PIP

e Uy Jun

| T Auquel Topdumiar

Manllohs Flaodway Expansion Authority

FIRST ROUND PIP RE-CAP

¢ Environmental Assessment Team met with
“municipal councils, stakeholders and the
general public

& Authority reps attended as well
¢ Recorded the concerns and issues

» Consulted with our engineering
consultants and government

¢ Design modifications under review

| Manliobea Flmdw:z ﬂnmlnn Autharity

FIRST ROUND PIP RE-CAP

e Presentation to RM of Ritchot February 3,
2004
* Examples of discussion topics:

- 1s spoil material available for ring dyke
construction?

— Will compensation regulations be improved?

- What is impact on local Floodway crossings?

- Are there plans to improve the Inlet Structure,
in particular as it relates to ice control?

~What kind of benefits will flow to this region?

Manitoba Floodw sy Expansion Authorlly
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SECOND ROUND CONSULTATION

& April and early May

» Conducted by the Authority

* Key issues: operating rules, summer
operation, natural river level,
compensation, mitigation, recreation and
economic opportunities

* Presentations to municipal councils,
stakeholders and the general public

» On-going dialogue with provincial and.
federal officials

WATER LEVELS

Manilobn Flaadway Expenslon Autharity |

1 Manlicbe Flmdw-z Expansion Autharity

WATER LEVELS

s Each flood has an associated “natural”
water level

* Determination of what the “natural” water
level at the Inlet should be is fundamental
to Floodway operation

s "Natural” Is a point in ime when the City
of Winnipeg had no flood protection
infrastructure

IMantiaba Floodway Expanaion Autharity

WATER LEVELS

» A relationship between Red River flows in
downtown Winnipeg to water levels to the
Inlet was developed during design of the
existing Floodway

» Historical peak levels from 1826 and 1852
floods based on imprecise information

¢ A review of “natural” water levels is
almost complete

Mankoha Floodwzy Eglnﬂen Authority

WATER LEVELS

¢ In upcoming public open houses and other
meetings, MFEA will:
— Present the results of the “natural” water level
study
- Compare a variety of water levels for:
* The existing Floodway
» The expanded Floodway

| Maniioha Fleodway Expanalan Authorlty

LEBEND

1557 Fiood Evenl
Event

Flooded x
Area South [*
of

Winnipeg

Comparing |’
the 1997
Flood
Event with
the 700
Year Flood
Event =
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WATER LEVELS
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Manlloba Floodwray Expanslon Suthorlty

WATER LEVELS

Manliaba Floodway Expansicn Aulharlty

FLOODWAY OPERATION

| Manliobn Flandway Expanalon Autharity
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FLOODWAY OPERATION

e Specific operating rules exist which govern
the operation of the Floodway

¢ Basic principle; Protect Winnipeg without
raising levels south of Winnipeg above
“natural”

* There is a distinction between spring and
summer operation

* The Water Branch wili continue to operate
the Floodway (per Foodway Authority Act)

| Manliobe Fioodway Expansien Authority

1997 REVIEW

* 3 main rules
- normal operation
- large floods
— extreme floods
* Recommended re-
computation of natural
levels
¢ Technical studies
® Appoint Operation —rn
Advisory Board (Fed., '
Prov., and Municipal
officials)

A REVIEW QF THE RED RIVER
FLOODUWAY OPERATING RULES

FED RIVER FLOGDWAY GRERATION REVIEW
COMMITTRE

Manitoba Floodway Exzansian Aulhnrl!

CURRENT OPERATING RULES

* Initial gate operation — normally not
until ice is moving

» Final drop of gate - in consuitation with
City

* Horn Operation — before first gate
operation only

Maniloba Floodw sy Expanslon Authority

OPERATING RULES DEVELOPMENT

* First prepared in 1970 as part of original
Floodway praject

* Reviewed by CEC in 1980 after comments
following the 1979 flood

* Reviewed again after 1997 flood _
» Approved by Federal Government in 2000

* Provincial ownership of Operating Rules
signed in 2003

Manlicba Flmdw-! Expanzlan Authorlty

CURRENT OPERATING RULES

¢ Normal operation — maintain “natural”
levels at Inlet

+ Major flood operation ~ attempt to
keep leve! in Winnipeg at 24.5 feet James
Avenue {or two feet below the FPL=27.8")

¢ Extreme flood operation - river level at

Floodway Inlet must not exceed 778 feet
above sea lavel

] onitoba Flagdway Expension Authorlty

FLOOD CONTROL WORKS

, '
h} Shellmauth

Reservair

Winalpeg
Flopdway
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Diversion

Brumhlid “\g
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Mocrin*y g
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Manitaba Floodway Expanglon Authority
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" Diversion
channal
"

FLOODWAY OPERATION PRINCIPLE

FLOODWAY OPERATION FLOODWAY OPERATION
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SUMMER OPERATION

Manlioba Floodway Expansiam Authority

Maximum Summer Operation

Manltoba Floodway Esxparulon Authority

SUMMER OPERATION BENEFITS

» Reduced basement flooding in Winnipeg
- Reduced river levels leads to increased sewer
capacity
— Increased sewer capacity reduces basement
flooding during significant rain

Maniiebe Flsodw sy Exprnslon Authority

SUMMER OPERATION

» The Floodway gates have only been used
once for summer operation - July 2002

* There are proposed separate rules for
summer operation

* A preliminary study of benefits and costs
was completed in fall 2003

¢ No summer operation during Floodway
expansion

Menliohn Floodway Expaislon Authorlty

Normal Summer Conditions

tdanlitoba Flogdway Expanalan Aulhority

Flood Pump Station Operation

':"ll Yee :‘l:,
ror g A
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SUMMER OPERATION IMPACTS

* Water levels raised above “natural”
* Artificial flooding upstream ool

s Maximum level 760 feet above sea level | rdop o Area
s River within Its banks Mk .

| Menliobs Floodwey Fxpanalon Authorlly |

NO SUMMER OPERATION FLOODWAY OPERATION

* From 2004 to 2008
s Unless there is an emergency
¢ Provides time to study riverbanks

— Complex interaction between natural effects
and human-made influences

— Assess effects upstream and downsiream of
Inlet control structure

~ Instrumentation and monitoring

* Your comments are requested
* MFEA will be reperting to Manitoba

Manlioba Fbudwa! EuElnlinn Autharlty Maniloba Flnﬂﬂw_l.! EnEunslnn Authariy
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COMPENSATION

COMPENSATION

¢ Assistance to cope with flooding below the
"natural” water levels will continue to be
provided under the current terms and
conditions of the Disaster Financial
Assistance (DFA) Program

* DFA Programs are subject to approval for
each flood event

RED RIVER FLOODWAY ACT

¢ In March 2004, Manitoba introduced the
Red River Floodway Act

* Compensatlon for artificial flooding north
and south of Winnipeg

* Purpose is o financially restore claimants
to their former, pre-flood position

¢ Not retreactive — mediation on-going for
outstanding claims

| Muonkoba Floodway Expansion Authorily |

Mantichs Flondway Expanaion Authority

IMPROVED PROGRAM CRITERIA

¢ All persons who suffer artificial flood
damage or loss are proposed to be eligible

e Includes individuals, farms and
businesses, non-profit otganizations and
local authorities

s Covers much broader range of damage
and loss

* Includes financial loss due to inability to
work or carry on a business

Menhobs Floodwey Expanslon Autharlty

i Manltobz Flsadway Expansian Autherity

IMPROVED PROGRAM CRITERIA

» No claim limit and no deductible

& Assessed on proof of loss rather than
proof of repair

» Expectation that claimants would make all
reasonable efforts to avoid or mitigate
damage and loss

* Claimants have to show compliance with
applicable flood proofing criteria

| Manltohs Floodway Exporalon Autharlty

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

* Important that program is fairly
administered in a timely, cost-effective
manner

¢ Manitoba Emergency Measures
Organization to offer an integrated, one
stop claims procedure

 Existing Disaster Assistance Board could
review disputed daims using rules under
proposed legislation

| Manltoha Flopdway Expansion Authority
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COMPENSATION LEGISLATION

» Your comments are requested
¢ MFEA will be reporting to Manitoba

| Manllobe Floodway Expansion Authorlty

FLOODWAY AUTHORITY
MANDATE

* To help mitigate effects of this project as
required

* Current independent environmental
Impact assessment process is to identify
project effects

+ Mitigation measures will also be identified
prior to detailed design and construction

Manlizby Flucdﬁ-y aamlnn Authorlty

MITIGATION

| Munilabp Floodway Expanslon Authorlty

EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #2

» Effect: Replacing bridges across the
Floodway may cause traffic disruption

¢ Possible mitigation:

' —Stage construction projects & re-route traffic
— Use existing bridge until new bridge complete
— Construct temporary detours

EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #1

e Effect: Deepening the Floodway in a
particular location may impact on local
ground water supply and quality

¢ Possible mitigation:
~ Widen Floodway instead of deepening
— Lower the pump in the well
~ Drill a new well

Manliobz Floodway Expanslon Aulhority

EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #3

o Effect: Increased water flows through an
expanded Floodway channel outlet may
have potential to increase river bank
erosion '

» Possible mitigation:

— Design outlet structure to reduce water speed
— Strengthen riverbanks using riprap

— Design flood channel to reduce water speed
| Mnnitoha Floodway EIEInllnn Autharity |

| Manlicbn Floodway Expanslon Authority |
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RECREATION AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
OPPORTUNITIES

Manltobs Floodway Expanaion Authoity

The Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority Wants To Hear From You.
Enprasslons of interest [mited on Recreation awd

Foononiit Oppertunities asspefated with one of the
Larpast Infrastructurs Projects in Manitotia’s History,

ﬁx . Tha Maltzbn
= e, E;:‘ Flopdseay Sxgamisn

Autnority IMFER) hay

i b
b R Heen dhven The
. k. mandair in maximize
] opportunlat
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B - - partietarly
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racrestion.
Inneyation. and
saurish Inltiaies,

WE VWANT YOUR 1DEAS!

To got & <opy of a2 detalled Infattreation package, share o [deas ot find
oué srore abawt the Aoodway axpansion project, contact 1-666-356-6555,

Expressiont of Interest must be rubmitted hy Aptll 20, 3008

OPPORTUNITIES

* Floodway expansion is one of the largest
capital projects in Manitoba history

* Ii creates a variety of opportunities for
recreation and econornic development

* Opportunities for municipalities, residents,
community organizations and businesses

| Manliche Floodway Exponsion Authority |

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST

* Expressions of Interest Invited

— Purpose Is to maximize economic
opportunities associated with expansion

— Advertised March 18, 2004

— Submissions requested from any individual,
municipality, business or organization that has
an idea

- Deadlina for submissions is April 20, 2004

* Hiking, jogging and bike trails

* Youth employment & job training

* horseback riding, dirt biking

* Tourism promgction

= Nordic and downhill skiing

o Cultural and historic initiatives

¢ Aboriginal & Metis business development

| Munllobn Floodway Expanaion Aulhority

POSSIBLE OPPORTUNITIES

WHAT WERE NOT LOOKING FOR

# Initiatives that compete for water with the
Red River

¢ Projects that compromise the primary
objective of flood protection

¢ Projects that require incremental
engineering costs

! Manliobs Flnodwa! ExElm Lon Autharity
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ON-GOING COMMUNICATION

¢ The Authority isdgoing tg provide on-going
communication during the project

COMMUNICATION — Direct and ad mail

— Advertising and media relations

— Public opinion research

~ Questionnaires

~Toll free phone access 1-866-356-6355

- Web site

Manliohn Flaodway Expanslon Authority

| Manltoba Flmdwg Exponslon Authority

MAY AND JUNE

» Current round of public consultation will
NEXT STEPS cF)nc:.Iude lr? May ‘

» Findings will be reported to the Province
and Canada, the independent
environmental consultant and the public

Muanltoba Flaodway Expanafon Authorily

Hanitabe Floodwey Exparmlon Autharlty

MAY AND JUNE SUMMER
* Round 3 Public Consultation » Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
~ Review and comment on draft issues and submitted

impacts as well as proposed mitigative e Public review of EIS started

measures . Détailed design process initiated
* Pre-design completed

Manlicba Flaodway E!EIll.llﬂll Authotlty Mantioba Floodway Expanslon Authority
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FALL 2004 QUESTIONS ?

¢ Round 4 Public Consultation
—Review and comment on Environmental

Impact Statement
s EIS Referral to Clean Environment
Commission
Manitaba Flaodwey Expanalon Authority | Manltoba Flnndwﬂ Eannslan Aulharﬁz |
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 - Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
R.M. of West St. Paul
Municipal Office — Middlechurch, Manitoba
April 8, 2004

In Attendance

For the R.M. of West St. Paul Council
C. Dearman — Reeve

B. Henley — Councillor

G. Kraemer — Councillor

D. Garcea — Councillor

R. Michalishyn — Councillor

E. Armnold — CAO

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
D. McNeil —~ Vice-President — Hydraulics
D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
D. Brown

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

* Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

» Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

e Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

» Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, Floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic opportunities, dredging
and ice jamming.

¢ Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.
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Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and intention of the presentation and provided dates and locations for the
upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
delivered a verbal presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

e The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Publlc
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authorlty offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presenied in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Water Levels

¢ A question was asked how the Floodway expansion will affect the R.M. of West St. Paul.

e A question was raised about the magnitude of the increased backwater level at the North
Perimeter Bridge resulting from the expanded Floodway.

¢ A question was raised regarding what impact the increased backwater would have on the
local drains.

« A question was raised why the 700 year flood peak occurs later than a typical flood peak.

¢ A gquestion was raised regarding whether MFEA would upgrade the local drainage creeks if
impacted by the expanded Floodway.

Floodway Operation

* A question was raised regarding whether the Floodway will be operated in the summer
during construction of the expanded Floodway.

*+ A question was asked if the Floodway would remain operational dunng the spring
throughout construction.

Recreation
» A question was raised regarding the deadline for recreation submissions.

Other Issues

e A question was raised, if the funding for the project ceased, what would happen to the
construction of the expanded Floodway, would it proceed in phases?

» A question was raised whether MFEA will be preparing the contracts for construction and if
they will be tailored to union work. ‘

» A question was raised regarding what form of protection the local contractors will have
within the contracts.
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Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

Water Levels

]

In response to a question regarding how the Floodway expansion will affect the R.M. of

West St. Paul, it was noted that the expanded Floodway would result in increased

backwater levels on the Red River upstream of the Floodway Outlet.

In response to a question regarding the magnitude of increased backwater level at the North

Perimeter Bridge resulting from the expanded Floodway, MFEA stated that they did not

have the exact numbers and that they are currently being determined.

In response to a question regarding impacts on local drains from increased backwater, it

was noted that the local drains would be impacted only if the invert of the drain was below

the backwater level. MFEA stated that the flood peak in the Red River will occur much later

than the peak runoff from the local area and therefore the increased backwater should not

affect the local runoff.

In response to a question regarding why the 700 year flood peak occurs later than a typical

flood peak, it was noted that this occurs due to a number of reasons that could include:

- atypically large snowpack that would take longer to melt,

- the air temperatures rise faster in the later spring, which would resulf in a faster melt for
any portion of the snowpack remaining, and

- the late snowpack melt could coincide with a major rainfall event in the late spring.

In response to a question regarding whether MFEA would upgrade the local drainage creeks

if impacted by the expanded Floodway, MFEA stated that local drainage creeks would only

be upgraded if the design water levels were worse than for natural conditions.

Floodway Operation

In response to a question regarding whether the Floodway will be operated in the summer
during construction of the expanded Floodway, it was noted that the Floodway would not be
operated during the summer throughout consiruction.

In response to a question regarding if the Floodway would remain operational during the
spring throughout construction, it was noted that the Fioodway would remain operational
every spring throughout construction if required with no impedance to flow.

Recreation

In response to a question regarding the deadline for recreatlon submissions, it was noted
that the deadline is based on the timing required for the environmental impact assessment.

Other Issues

In response to a question regarding if the funding for the project ceased, what would happen
to the construction of the expanded Floodway, would it proceed in phases? MFEA stated
that while only $240 million has been committed to date, MFEA is proceeding with pre-
design and the environmental impact assessment for the entire project.

In response to a question regarding whether MFEA will be preparing the contracts for
construction and if they will be tailored fo union work, it was noted that there will be a master
labour agreement developed that will address all of the labour concerns, but it is expected
that the tenders will be open for union and non-union contractors.

In response to a question regarding what form of protection the local contractors will have
within the contracts, it was noted that contracis would follow standard iabour rules.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority - Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
City of Selkirk

Town Office — Selkirk, Manitoba
April 13, 2004

In Attendance

For City of Selkirk Council

D. Bell — Mayor

D. Swiderski — Deputy Mayor

D. Nicoi — Councillor

M. Cook — Councillor

R. Borsa ~ City Engineer / Acting CAO

J. Livingstone - Director of Finance and Legislation

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Resident of Selkirk
P. George

- For KGS Group
S. Moffaft

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

* Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved. 7

¢« Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

e Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic opportunities, dredging
and ice jamming.

e Outline the ongeing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process. ' :

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

e The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

« Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Gomments Made by the Council

Water Levels

» The question was raised if the predicted water levels for the 700 year flood event are taking
into consideration the lack of dredging.

» The question was raised if the Red River was constricted in any areas north of Selkirk, and if
this would affect water levels.

Floodway Operation

e |t was nofed that the public expressed concerns that the floodway gate was operated to
soon this year as the ice at Breszy Point was still solid such that huge chunks of ice resulted
when the ice did break up due to the rising water.

Compensation
» The question was raised as to who determines whether the flooding is considered below or
above the state of nature level.

Mitigation

s The question was raised as to whether mitigation has been budgeted for.

¢ Concemn was expressed that there was no mitigation of raising the City of Selkirk dykes
planned, when a report from Wardrop indicated that the dykes would require raising.

Ice Jams
+ It was suggested that the floodway authority provide a handout at the upcoming Public Open
House showing a record of when ice jams have occurred as there will be-a large number of
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people from the Breezy Point area in attendance and their main concern is they feel there
has been an increase in the occurrence of ice jams.

The question was raised why water when diverted through the floodway will not cause
additional impacts in relation fo ice jamming compared to when it flows naturally along the
Red River.

Other Issues

The question was asked whether the City of Winnipeg was receiving improvements to its
flood protection as part of the project other than the expansion of the floodway. Specific
reference was made to three pumping stations that the councillor thought were newly
installed.

Comments were made regarding promises that were made o the City of Selkirk as part of
the expansion work, however, elaboration as to what was promised and by whom would not
be provided.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

in response to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o With the expanded floodway there will be some increased water levels associated
with floods larger than the 1997 flood, however there will be benefits associated with
the expanded floodway for the 700 year flood event. Erosion in relation to the
expanded floodway is still being studied but they anticipate that there may be a small
increase in erosion opposite of the floodway outlet.

o It is anticipated that the expansion will not affect access to Selkirk’s drydock in
relation to deposition from siltation.

o In regards to increased potential for flood water fo enter the community via Whisky
Ditch, Acres is producing the inundation maps for the 700 year flood event.

o Raising combined sewer system outlets and adding pumping stations in Selkirk
would only happen in conjunction with the expansion project if it was determined that
the project would result in additional impacts.

o Summer operation of the floodway will not raise water levels in Selkirk, the water wull
simply reach the area sooner by being diverted through the floodway.

o Dredging is not being considered to deal with issues associated with silt build-up and
ice jams as there is no significant impact associated with increased flow from an
expanded floodway.

o Bank stabilization is planned for anywhere that is determined to have increased
erosion, and most likely wili be isolated to immediately opposite of the floodway
outlet.

o Impacts of the expansion pro;ect north of the floodway outlet are being investigated
as part of the EIS.

o The 3Selkirk and District Planning Board were invited to a stake holder meeting as
requested.

In response to a question regarding the effect of not dredging on water levels it was noted
that the area that wouid be dredged is relatively small compared to the overall area available
for the water and therefore would not make a significant difference in water levels. '
In response to questions regarding river constriction it was noted that yes the river is
narrower in some areas between lLockport and Selkirk however they are not constricted as
there is a steeper slope capable of carrying a greater volume of water.
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s Inresponse to a question regarding who determines whether fiooding is below or above the
state of nature it was noted that the Manitoba Water Branch is required to report the water
levels following the operation of the floodway gates.

» In response to a question regarding mitigation funds it was noted that mitigation has been
included in the floodway expansion budget and specifically for mitigation of groundwater.

+ In response to a concern regarding raising the City of Selkirk dykes it was noted that the
Wardrop report, which indicated dykes would need to be raised, used old information on
water levels. Once the new water level information is released Wardrop would need to revisit
their report and make the appropriate corrections and recommendations.

s In response to the question of whether Winnipeg is receiving additional flood protection it
was noted that Winnipeg has put in a submission of projects and asked for assistance,
however, nothing has been promised yet and there have been no formal discussions to
determine cost sharing. Additionally it was noted that the 3 pumping stations identified were
likely part of an on-going maintenance program run by Winnipeg and that these were not
funded by MFEA.

» In response to the comment made regarding promises made to Selkirk it was noted that if
an impact occurs as a result of the expansion project then compensation would be
appropriate so the floodway authority needs to know what promises have been made to
respond to these.

» Inresponse to questions regarding floodway impacts in relation to ice jamming it was noted
that operation of the floodway does not change the impact it simply results in the water
reaching the ice jam earlier. The greater amount of time it would take the water to reach the
ice jam by not being diverted through the floodway is not enough time for the ice jam to
break up or melt so the impacts would stili be the same. ‘

» In response to the concern regarding the timing of gate operation it was noted that the rule
for ice break-up prior to operation relates to ice break-up at the inlet structure and not for the
entire length of the Red River.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 - Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of Springfield
Municipal Office — Oakbank, Manitoba
April 13, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of Springfield Council
J.D. Holland — Reeve

W. Paulishyn — Councillor

D. Shaver — Councillor

R. Bodnaruk - Councillor

K. Lalonde — Councillor

B. Osiowy — Councillor

J. Nylen — Secretary/Treasurer

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil ~ Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation ‘
D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

e Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

s Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

o Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, and recreation and economic opportunities.

¢ Qutline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.
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Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and foliowing the presentation, discussion took place in which:

» The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

« Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Public Involvement Process

o Concern was expressed ihat the Public Open Houses are occurring without enough
advance notice to achieve full public involvement.

» A question was asked if the Environmental Consultant was no longer part of the PIP.

Discussion Topics Identified in PIP Round 1 _

» Concern was expressed regarding the loss of land to local residents due to the placement of
spoil material, they wanted to know if there had been changes to the original proposed spoil
pile locations.

e Concern was expressed regarding consideration of alternative options to the floodway

- expansion as council felt that the alternatives were considered only surficially.

¢ Concerns were expressed regarding drainage in the area as they feel it currently is not
working, evidenced by several properties remaining flooded for an extended period in the
spring and following summer storms. The council wishes to improve drainage in the area by
starting at the downstream end (floodway drop structures) and working back towards Cooks
Creek. However, before they can budget money for improvements they need to know what
is happening with the drop structures. Additionally they feel the current locations of the drop
structures do not work and they would like to direct MFEA were to locate the drop structures
as they know were the drainage patterns naturally exist.

« Concern was expressed that if and when Highway 15 is expanded to four lanes that it would
act as a blockage to drainage in the area.

Summer Operation
+ The question was raised if a landowner east of the floodway would be compensated if they
are flooded due to water backing up through drainage in association with summer operation.
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Compensation
» Concern was expressed regarding compensation for impacts to local water supply as they
feel it is not acceptable to be forced to move if they need a new potable water source.

Recreation and Economic Opportunities

* Concern was expressed that if recreation activities are increased in the area that there could
be a potential increase in trespassing on local resident’s properties. It was indicated that
local residents have no interest in increased recreation use.

e The question was raised if recreation activities are approved for the area will leases of land
for agricultural use of hay be revoked or is agriculture going to be considered an applicable
land use as the area is good land for hay.

Other Issues

e Concern was expressed that as MFEA now owns all the land in the vicinity of the floodway
that the RM of Springfield will no longer receive money from Spring Hill Winter Park.

¢ It was noted that MFEA (the proponent) was advised that the RM of Springfield would no
longer participate in the PIP until they receive the intervener funding applied for.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba FloodwajLIE_i(pansion Authority Representatives

» Inresponse to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o]

Since 1997 there have been two studies conducted assessing options other than the
floodway expansion. In the KGS Group study many of these options were very
quickly eliminated due to the relatively higher cost and lower benefits compared to
the floodway expansion option.

Earth removed during excavation will be put in spoil piles along the banks. The
design process is going through 3 iterations to determine the final design and since
the first design it has been determined that less earth will need to be spoiled and
there have been changes to the location and heights of spoil piles. The final design,
guantities of spoil and locations will be inciuded in the EIS.

UMA is looking at the potential to increase the capacity of the drop structures io
address local drainage issues associated with the project. It was indicated that the
drop structure locations are not likely to change, as the specific drainage routing is
not being reviewed. It was noted that the municipalities concerns have been
recorded and will be brought to the drainage engineers to review if the current
drainage system meets the current capacity needs of the drainage district and if they
will meet the future needs. It was noted that the floodway authority would reply to the
council indicating the results of what is determined, and who will be conducting the
different tasks.

The floodway authority is currently accepting expressions of ideas and have
developed a framework for recreation ideas that will be further developed, which
includes a business plan looking at what benefits there will be 1o the area and what
services would be required.

As part of the expansion the Highway 15 bridge will be raised and although there is
no final answer as yet, expanding the bridge to four lanes is still being considered.

If possible the existing floodway crossings would be used to provide traffic access
during the reconstruction of crossings.

The channel will be deepened up to six feet, however the depth will be determined
based on results of two ongoing studies looking at potential impacis to groundwater.
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o The floodway authority has been in contact with the CEC to determine the status of
Intervener Funding however the status has not yet been determined.

» In response to concemns regarding recreation opportunities it was noted that the floodway
authority has no preconceived ideas of what the land will be used for. An expression of
interest was advertised to see what ideas there might be regarding how to use the land. The
floodway authority will present the ideas for public discussion and if the municipalities do not
like the options presented this will be noted as part of the EIS.

* In response to concerns regarding flooding east of the floodway from water back-up during
summer operation it was noted that water levels in the floodway during summer operation
will be lower than the elevations of the drop structure and therefore will not cause any
drainage back-up. Additionally it was noted that the earliest summer operation is anticipated
to be in 2008, except in an emergency.

¢ Inresponse to the concern regarding short notice for the upcoming open house it was noted
that additional means of advertising were being taken that included the use of billboard
signs along major highways accessing the area.

» In response to the statement by council that they would no longer partake in the PIP until
awarded intervener funding it was noted that the floodway has no control in this matter as
the decision o award intervener funding is the responsibility of the CEC.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 - Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of Taché

Municipal Office — Lorette, Manitoba
April 13, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of Taché Council
W. Danylchuk — Reeve

J. Trudeau — Councillor

R. Koop — Councillor

C. Lapointe — Councillor

R. Perrier — Councillor

A. Rivard - Councilior

D. Polsset — CAO

J. Laramee — Assistant CAO

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson - Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

For Others

G. Teuichow — Reporter for The Carillon
D. Popher — EA fo Ron Lemieux MLA

B. Gallagher - RM of Springfield Resident
W. Heather — RM of Taché Resident

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

¢ Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

« Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

e Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.
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s Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, and recreation and economic opportunities.
» Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba
Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information
on MFEA, the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. David Hurford followed up the presentation by
providing the dates and locations for the upcoming Public Open Houses.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

+ The Council and residents asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about
the Public Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

+ Where appropriate, representatives of the Maniloba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council and residents.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Public Invelvement Process .

o Questions were raised regarding the availability of information and in particular how will the
municipality know if flooding is the result of an expanded floodway.

» Concern was expressed that the RM Council would like to see more public involvement:
beyond representation by the council, however, the PIP is poorly imed for public response
as many of the local residents are away over the summer.

» Concern was expressed that everything discussed during the PIP needs to be recorded so
that any discussions and promises are followed up.

Discussion Topics ldentified in PIP Round 1

e It was noted that wells had been adversely impacted during the original floodway
construction and so the question was raised if the floodway authority would cover the cost
for wells impacted during the floodway expansion. Additionally concern was expressed that
effects may not be immediately obvious as they may take upto 6 — 8 months to be noticed.

» The suggestion was made that the floodway authority send out an information circular to
municipality residents recommending to have the water levels and quality of their wells
tested. This would provide baseline information to assess any impacts from floodway
expansion,

Appendix 3C Page 3C -101 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Water Levels ‘

» The question was raised as to what the water level for the 700 year flood would be without
the existing floodway.

« Clarification was requested regarding state of nature as it was misunderstood that as soon
as the gates were elevated that water levels exceeded the state of nature.

Summer Operation
+ The question was raised if raw sewage was being pumped into the Red River during flood
events associated with major storms and combined sewers in the City of Winnipeg.

Compensation

» The question was raised to show compliance with applicable flood proofing criteria, would a
resident be required to construct a dyke around their house if the house had been
reconstructed following the 1997 flood at the 1997 flood level plus 2'.

Other Issues

e A comment was made to the effect that people in the municipality realize and understand
that the floodway expansion project focus is the protection of Winnipeg, however, the
municipality wants protection as well as they feel people outside of the floodway should not
be ignored.

« The question was asked if the Seine River and Centre Line Diversions will be combined,
with interest expressed as to what is happening with the Seine River drop structure. .

e The question was asked if the addition of a 5™ lane was being considered as part of the
improvements on the Trans Canada Highway.

« The question was raised if spoil material would be available to residents in the area if they
want it, in particular for people outside of the ring dyke to construct their own flood
protection.

« Interest was expressed in the progress of the Master Labour Agreement and the council
noted that most local labourers are not unionized and therefore forced unionization would
exclude labourers in this municipality.

Key Questions and Comments Made by Residents

Public Involvement Process

« Concern was expressed that the various municipalities have differing sets of concerns and
as a result at the open houses people often feel uncomfortable about speaking their opinion
if it is different from the general group in attendance. This concern was also voiced by the
council.

Discussion Topics Identified in PIP Round 1

e A Taché resident commented that following the original floodway construction his
groundwater wells dried up causing lots of cost and frustration and that it was two years
before the government drilled new wells as compensation. It was suggested that a
contingency plan be formed for special case scenarios, such as having 200 head of cattle,
so this type of delay does not occur following the floodway expansion.

Water Levels
» A Springfield resident noted that the Praitie Grove area was not eligible for flood protection
in 1997 as the area was above the flood water levels, however as the 700 year flood would
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cause flooding the question was asked if the area would receive money for additional flood
proofing as part of the floodway expansion.

e Concern was expressed by the Springfield resident that at a water levei of 765" or above,
water would equalize and back-up into the Seine River (photographs were provided).
Concern was also noted that the Prairie Grove area could flood as a result of this because
there are three culverts from the Prairie Grove area into the Seine River that have no gates.

Compensation

* The question was raised whether the compensation legislation as part of the Red River
Floodway Act needs Federal approval.

« A comment was made to the effect that under the new compensation legislation there is the
inability to sue.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

¢ In response to discussion fopics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that,

o There are no plans io establish a Seine River diversion drop structure as it is outside
of the project scope, however, the engineers are looking at how it could potentially
be accommodated in the future or combined with an expanded centre line diversion
drop structure and at what cost.

o Additional funds will not be made available for other local flood protection measures
not directly associated with the project, unless it can be proven that the expansion
project has a direct impact on these areas over and above what would occur with the
existing floodway.

o The project will have no significant impacts on Netley Marsh.

o The addition of further materials to spoil banks will remove some land from the
agricultural land base, however, the amount of impacied land anticipated in the
concept stage has been reduced.

o Impacts of the project on fish habitat are being determined and will be incorporated
along with appropriate mitigation measures in the EIS.

o Mitigation for groundwater impacts associated with the floodway expansion will first
include engineering measures such as deepening or relocating a well or as a last
resort compensation.

* In response to concerns regarding the timing of the PIP it was noted that the EIS is
scheduled for submission in August, 2004 and following release to the public there is a 60-
day period for public review and comment. Additionally it was noted that information
collected as part of the PIP is required by the federal authorities to be included in the EIS.

» Inresponse to concems and questions regarding impacts to groundwater wells it was noted
the original floodway construction was a large change to groundwater conditions, whereas
the floodway expansion is a relatively small change. Additionally there are two on-going
studies that include monitoring groundwater wells in the entire area and modelling
groundwater in the upper limestone and Birds Hill aquifers. It was noted that there are no
outstanding impacts today from the original construction and that effects will be monitored
during and after the expansion with any effects due o expansion mitigated by MFEA.

* In response to concerns regarding compensation it was noted that with the establishment of
MFEA as a crown corporation resolution of issues would be faster than previously occurred.
There is a budget for mitigation and issues will be investigated immediately. Additionally it
was hoted that if there is reasonable doubt as to whether an impact resulted due to
expansion, MFEA would likely err on the side of caution and mitigate the impact.
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* In response to concerns and questions regarding water levels it was noted that focus of
investigation is the difference between the existing and expanded floodway and not what
would occur without a floodway. Additionally it was noted that the 700 year flood event is so
large that water levels and flooding is the same with or without the expanded floodway.

e In response to concemns regarding flooding in relation to the Seine River drop structure it
was noted that MFEA will confirm the numbers provided in the Acres report and the potential
for flooding and respond to the council.

¢ In response to questions regarding flood protection south of the floodway it was noted that a
cost/benefit analysis is used to determine the appropriaie protection measures for the rare
big events.

e In response to a guestion it was noted that the new compensation legisiation does not
require federal approval.

¢ In response to questions regarding flood proofing criteria as part of the compensation
legislation it was clarified that if you are currently at or above the criteria of 1997 flood level
plus 2' then you are currently in compliance. However, efforts must be taken to protect
against flooding in order to be compensated in the event of artificial flooding.

+ [t was noted that the reports on State of Nature water levels would be released very soon
and that the information would be available at the Public Open Houses.

« In response to concerns it was noted that there are several Public Open Houses scheduled
for the various areas affected by the floodway expansion so that public can attend an Open
House where their concerns will be similarly reflected.

e In response to questions regarding public involvement it was noted that a newsletter
covering issues that have been addressed to date, is being mailed out to all rural residents
to create further public discussion.

» It was noted as part of the improvements to floodway crossings that the Trans Canada
Highway will likely have a 3" east bound lane added to accommodate acceleration and
deceleration of traffic.

e In response o a question spoil material may be made available for the RM of Taché for
fiood protection or other suggested ideas and recreation uses as long as it does not delay
the floodway expansion schedule or cause additional cost.

» In response to questions regarding the Master Labour Agreement it was noted that the
purpose of the agreement is as a management tool so that the work can be conducted more
efficiently under a single agreement as opposed to numerous different and separate
agreements. There have been and are many on-going meetings with all the stakeholders
involved with the objective to sort out issues around: union and non-union workers, the size
of work contracts and the opportunity to train a workforce.

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 104 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of Morris

Municipal Office — Morris, Manitoba
April 14, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of Morris Council
H. Martens — Reeve

L. Kornelson — Councillor
B. Fraese — Coungillor

R. Grooning — Councillor
S. Neuman — Councillor

E. Buhler - CAO

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to: ,

» Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.
Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

* Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

» Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, floodway operation,. summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, and recreation and economic opportunities.

e Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned, as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.
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Meeting Process

The council welcomed MFEA and provided introductions. David Hurford of the Manitoba
Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation, providing the context and the
intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations for the upcoming Public Open
Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project description and Public involvement
Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:
e The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public

Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.
« Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered

perspeactives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Project Description — West Dyke
» The question was raised if Morris would need to increase the height of the town dykes in

response to the proposed increases for the West Dyke. Additionally it was asked why there
needs to be 3 feet of freeboard along the dyke to protect Winnipeg when only 1 foot of
freeboard is required for the rural town dykes.

« Concern was expressed that the proposed re-crientation of the West Dyke has removed
several sections of land that would have otherwise been available to store flood waters and
that this will result in increased potential for flooding in Morris.

¢ The ques’caon was raised if the section of the West Dyke along highway 305 will need to be
increased in height by an additional 1.5 feet. It was commented that it would have been
better to have raised the height at one time instead of completing it in the two stages as this
area is still soft from the first construction.

s Concern was expressed that overland flooding impacts people within the area of the West
Dyke construction, as the water can not drain away. Additionally, there are differing opinions
from the two sides of the West Dyke regarding when the Manness and Domain drains

should be opened.

Public Involvement Program

s The council commended MFEA for their approach of keeping the public and municipalities
informed throughout the development of the project and obtaining public opinion compared
to the traditional approach of only providing information once the design was complete.

Water Levels
» The question was raised if the water level in the event of a 700 year flood would stay within

the river banks at Selkirk and not cause flooding.

« The question was raised as to how far south of the inlet structure would the benefits of an
expanded floodway compared to the existing floodway be realized. In other words would
there be any difference for Morris during a 700 year flood event due to the floodway

expansiorn.
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« The question was asked if the current dyke at Rosenort would still be sufficient to protect
against the 700 year flood event.

¢ The comment was made that the council is happy to know that the current flood protection
for Morris will protect the town from a 700 year flood event, so that the town does not need
{o be unnecessarily evacuated.

Floodway Operation

» The comment was made that the schematic drawings showing the floodway operation in
relation to the natural water level along with the description provided by Doug McNeil was
very effective to help clarify what is meant by natural water level.

Summer Operation

« Confirmation was requested that the floodway has only been operated once in the summer
time since the original construction.

+ A comment was made that if the floodway intake were lower water would natfurally flow into
the floodway and keep the water levels lower without the need for summer operation and
that this would resuit in less impact on the riverbanks due to fluctuating water levels.

Compensation

» Clarification was requested regarding compensation in that because flooding above the
state of nature doesn't extend upstream of Ste. Agathé, Morris would not receive
compensation.

» It was noted that the council has a map showing some small areas that were flooded during
the summer operation in 2002 and that there were approximately 10 market gardeners in
the area that were compensated as a resulit.

Recreation and Economic Opportunities

o Concemn was expressed that if recreation activities are increased in the area that there could
be a potential increase in trespassing on local resident’s properties. It was indicated that
local residents have no interest in increased recreation use.

« The question was raised if recreation activities are approved for the area will leases of land
for agricultural use of hay be revoked or is agriculture going to be considered an applicable
land use as the area is good land for hay.

Other Issues

« Following the 1997 flood the council had been promised a copy of the Lidar data showing
the extent of flooding in the whole valley, it was noted that they thought they had not
received this yet and requested a copy of this information.

e It was noted that the diversion project ARD 4, that was designed to alleviate extra water in
the area, had never been completed. The council felt that if it had been completed then it
would have removed sufficient water that Ste. Agathe would likely not have been as
impacted. It could be a potential benefit to the Avonlea Corner situation and the council has
requested that the diversion project be completed as part of the floodway expansion project.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

* Inresponse to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;
o The compensation program that has been developed as part of the Red River
Floodway Act, is for anyone that is fiooded due to artificial flooding.
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o Where it is deemed that the floodway expansion will have an impact on river bank
stability, MFEA will be responsible for providing erosion control, likely using riprap.

o Dredging will not be a part of the floodway expansion project as studies have shown
that dredging has an insignificant effect on flow rates and therefore has no relation to
the expansion.

o The expansion work should not slow down any local projects such as ring dyke
construction in the area as long as there are enough resources (equipment).

o There has been no formal discussions with the City of Winnipeg to date, regarding
their financial contribution to the project. Additionally the first $240 million of the
project has not included the City and any of the their projects.

o There is no mandate as part of the expansion project to improve bridges beyond
floodway crossings, however, all of the floodway crossings will be improved or
replaced to meet current standards.

o Some land may be removed from the RM's tax base as it is required for the West
Dyke improvements and floodway crossings, however, the amount of land required
has been reduced from what was originally proposed.

o MFEA responsibility for drainage ends at the floodway property boundary, however,
the drainage engineers are examining the future needs for drainage in the area east
of the floodway fo construct the drop structures to potentially accommodate
improvements made by the municipality.

o The design and operation of the floodway is such that it prevents most ice and debris
from getting into the floodway. Anything that does make its way into the floodway
typically flushes through and the bridges will be designed to consider some debris
loading, although they are not designed for ice loading.

» In response to a question it was confirmed that the water level in the event of a 700 year
flood would stay within the river banks at Selkirk.

« In response to questions regarding benefits of the expanded floodway it was noted that the
benefits will primarily be noticed for the inlet structure south to approximately Ste. Agathé.

« In response to a question regarding the Rosenort Dyke it was noted that there will still be
approximately 1.3' of freeboard above the water levels for a 700 year flood event.

» In response to questions and comments regarding the West Dyke it was noted that following
the 1997 flood it was determined that there was a high risk of overtopping due to wave and
wind actions. Based on a risk analysis the cost of damage to the City of Winnipeg required
that the amount of freeboard be increased. This increase is to protect against wind and
wave action and is not to allow an increase in upstream water levels, therefore, Morris will
not have to increase their dykes as the floodway expansion and West Dyke work will not
impact them. Additionally, the amount of land storage area for flood waters that will be lost
due to the re-orientation of the West Dyke, is insignificant compared to the area of the valley
being flooded and therefore, will have no effect on flooding. With the West Dyke extension a
plan is being constructed to deal with drain opening following the passing of the flood crest
in order to release water from the area and alleviate flooding from trapped water.

« In response to a comment it was agreed with that it would have been better to raise the
West Dyke in the highway 305 area at one time, however, the final numbers regarding how
much it needs to be raised have not been determined, and the public wanted to see
immediate action following the flood in 1997. Once the final numbers are in they will be
made available to the pubilic.

e In response to the comment regarding the diversion project ARD 4 it was noted that MFEA
would look into this further and reply to the council once information is available.

» In response to a comment regarding lowering the fioodway intake it was noted that the
glevation of the lip was specifically designed to prevent ice flows into the floodway and it
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would be too expensive to change anything about the floodway entrance. Further, summer
water level control involves using the gates only.

» In response to questions regarding compensation it was noted that Morris would likely not
be impacted even during a 700 year flood event, however if flooding occurs in the area and
water levels are above the state of nature then any impacts would be compensated.

« In response to the compliment regarding the process being followed by MFEA it was noted

" that this process also benefits MFEA as they are provided with good information by a better
informed public.

« It was noted that Rick Bowering of the Water Branch will be contacted to ensure that a copy
of the Lidar data showing the extent of the 1997 flood will be made available to the council.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of St. Clements
Municipal Office — East Selkirk, Manitoba
April 20, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of St. Clements Council
E. Gunning — Councillor

D. Fisette — Councillor

R. Cameron — Councilior

3, Strang — Councillor

R. Frey — Councillor

R. Poirier - CAO

A. Chiu — Financial Officer

For Residents of St. Clements
K. Pohl

P. Saltel

P. Chanas

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics
D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to: '

Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

« Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

« Address in detail key issues that include: water levels, floodway operation, summer
operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic opportunities, dredging
and ice jamming.

« Ontlina the nnaaina and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

« The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

s Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Discussion Topics Identified in PIP Round 1

¢ It was clarified that the council along with the RMs of East St. Paul and Springfield wanted to
see a permanent floodway crossing (i.e. a bridge) as opposed to the at surface crossing
existing at Dunning Road. It was noted that following the round 1 meeting an amendment to
the minutes was sent to MFEA indicating that the council wanted this permanent crossing as
there are residents on both sides of the floodway who need to be accessed equally by fire,
ambulance and police services.

+ The question was raised regarding what the current recommended depth of excavation is for
the expansion project.

e It was noted that regarding drainage the concern is water coming into the RM of St.
Clements from surrounding areas. Therefore, they hope to be able to increase the discharge
of spring run-off into the floodway to reduce the impacts of this additional water. Additionally,
they wanted to know if the RM continues to expand in the future would they have access o
drain water into the floodway from the west side similar to how East St. Paul drains into the
floodway.

e It was noted as part of the expression of interests for recreation ideas, the council had
submitted the idea to develop a section of trail from East St. Paul o St. Clements as part of
the Trans Canada Trail.

e |t was clarified that the council’s concern regarding the impact of the expansion project on
the sewage treatment for Lockport is that the treatment plant building is immediately
adjacent to the floodway. The concern is that the floodway expansion will impact the ability
to expand the treatment plant as the demand requires.
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Water Levels . _

« Concern was expressed that with the volume of water being discharged associated with the
steep river banks in the constricted area by Lower Fort Garry, that there would be increased
potential for erosion of the banks and fiooding.

e Concern was expressed that with the floodway water levels are higher as the water is
channelled and ail forced through to the outiet, whereas if the water were to flow through the
city it would have a chance to disperse.

lce Jams

e« The question was raised as to what will happen with increased water velocities from
channelling water through the floodway in association with ice jamming. Additionally, it was
asked if any investigations were occurring to deal with ice jamming in the area.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

« ' In response to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o The CEC is responsible for deciding who receives intervener funding and they have
not made any decisions to date. MFEA is also waiting for the CEC decision, as they
will be working closely with whoever is awarded intervener funding.

o Dunning crossing will likely remain open, however, it is unlikely that a new bridge will
be constructed to permanently replace the surface crossing as the addition of new
floodway crossings is beyond the mandate of the expansion project. The information
and request will be forwarded to the province to consider.

o To address possible impacts to local groundwater wells there are two on-going
studies that include monitoring groundwater wells and modelling impacts to
groundwater in the upper limestone (KGS Group) and Birds Hill (Wardrop) aquifers.

o If the RM of St. Clements has any ideas for improved drainage for their area these
should be submitted to MFEA and depending on the resuits of hydraulic investigation
MFEA will try fo accommodate these ideas. Similarly, MFEA is working with the RM
of Springfield to increase the drop structure capacities to meet current and potentially
future drainage néeds in that area.

o The maximum water levels downstream of the Outlet Structure will stay within the
banks of the Red River, the details of this will be shown in the presentation.

o MFEA is still determining how much if any land will need to be expropriated for
floodway use, and if any land is required the issue of municipal taxes will be
forwarded to the province.

o The deadline for expressions of interest was April 20", 2004 and the ideas presented
will be reviewed. Any of the ideas submitted, such as the Trans Canada Trail, will be
included in an opportunity report that will be incorporated into the EIS if they met the
criteria that were set out.

o Dredging was determined to have no significant impact on flows in the Red River as
the areas dredged are very small relative to the entire area available for flow.
Therefore, dredging is not considered a part of the expansion project and will not
occur.

o As long as the discharge from the Lockport Waste Water treatment facility is into the
Red River and not the floodway then the expansion project will have no impact on
plans to expand the treatment facility.

« In response to a question regarding excavation it was noted that the original recommended
depth had been &', however, to reduce potential impacts to groundwater the engineers are
looking at lessening the excavation depth, the final depths will be presented in the EIS.
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 In response to questions regarding water levels it was noted that the focus of the EIS is to
determine potential impacts of the expanded floodway compared to the existing floodway.
The resuits of investigations indicate that with an expanded floodway there will be very little
change in water levels north of the floodway during a 700 year flood event, and therefore
there is very little difference in impacts compared to the existing floodway.

 In response to questions regarding floodway impacts in relation to ice jamming it was noted
that operation of the floodway does not change the impacts it simply results in the water
reaching the ice jam slightly eariier. The greater amount of time it would take the water to
reach the ice jam by not being diverted through the floodway is not enough time for the ice
jam to break up or melt so the impacts wouid still be the same. Because operation of the
floodway has no relation to ice jamming, the control of ice jamming is beyond the MFEA
mandate for the floodway expansion.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of St. Andrews
Municipal Office — Clandeboye, Manitoba
April 27, 2004

| In Attendance

For RM of St. Andrews Council
D. Forfar — Reeve

S. Spicer — CAO

L. Wodchyc — Assistant CAO

R. Boch — Councillor

R. Ataman — Councillor

L. Hunt — Councillor

E. Keryluk — Councillor

K. Krasnesky — Councillor

W. Boch — Councillor

For Manitoba Floedway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil - Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Fioodway Expansion Project to: :

e Review background information on MFEA and their responsibiiities.

Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

e Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

« Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, natural river level, water
flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic
opportunities, groundwater, dredging and ice jamming.

o Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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L3

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Fioodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in defail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

« The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

« Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended fo capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Project Description — Expansion Components

e The question was raised if the proposal made two years earlier during the CEC meetings
would still be considered. It was noted that the proposal was to move the floodway outlet so
that the floodway enters the Red River at 15° as opposed to the current 30°. Concern was
expressed that with the increased capacity of the floodway it will be hard to redesign the
outlet to prevent erosion, as there are already two locations that are being severely eroded
with the existing floodway. It was felt that riprap would be required to prevent further erosion
of the riverbanks.

Public Involvement Program -

« Concern was expressed regarding the time of the public review for the EIS as it was noted
people will be on holidays during the summer period.

e The comment was made that the council is frusirated for two reasons. First they felt the
presentation was two long causing other meetings to be delayed. Secondly they felt that the
key issues they raise in round 1 of the PIP; dredging, ice jamming, compensation, impacts
to their aquifer and river bank stability, were all dismissed.

e Concern was expressed that the council had asked about two other issues; backwater
flooding, and groundwater contamination, during the round 1 PIP and that these were not
answered.

« The question was raised whether the presentation will be posted on the website or if it will
be sent to the municipalities.

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 115 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Groundwater

« The question was raised regarding how transferable the information found during
groundwater studies on the east side of the Red River would be to the aquifer on the west
side of the Red River. It was noted that they are concerned about impacts to groundwater
quality for their aquifer and that they would like $800,000 to conduct their own studies as the
results would likely differ from the studies conducted for MFEA. "

Dredging '

« Concern was expressed that during the presentation MFEA down plays the amount of area
dredged for their benefit. It was noted that the criticism is towards the scale used to present
the images and it was suggested that a more realistic representation be used.

e The comment was made that if MFEA were to help lobby the federal government to
reinstate the dredging program or if the authority were willing to pay the $1 million/year
budget for the dredging program that people in the area would be more likely to support the
floodway expansion project.

lce Jamming .

» The comment was made that this presentation will not convince the municipality that ice
jamming is not a floodway related issue.

s Concern was expressed regarding the inequality that ice jamming can not be permitied in
the floodway yet it is not the authorities concern if it occurs outside of the floodway.

Other Issues

« Clarification was requested regarding the different capacities of 60,000 cfs and 90,000 cfs
presented for the existing floodway.

« The question was raised regarding what the proposed size was for the original design
events, and confirmation was requested that there had been some discussion about moving
the outlet further north. ‘

e It was stated that the council consists of politicians and not engineers and therefore they are
taking a political approach. It was noted that during the initial CEC hearings the council was
in support of the expansion project as long as the issues were dealt with. However the
council is frustrated as the Premier stated that dredging will be done and ice jamming will be
dealt with yet nothing is happening. '

¢ The question was raised regarding how MFEA would obtain approval from DFO so quickly. -

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

« Inresponse to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o There will be no impact of widening and deepening the floodway channel on local
groundwater supply and quality on the west side of the Red River. Groundwater on
the west side flows east towards the river, whereas the effects from the floodway are
on the east side of the river.

o Water from the Birds Hill aquifer is interrupted by the existing floodway and the
expansion will not change this. Additionally, historically the water would have only
reached the Red River and not impacted the aquifer in the municipality.

o Dredging was determined to have no significant impact on flows in the Red River as
the areas dredged are very small relative to the entire area available for flow.
Therefore, dredging is not considered a part of the expansion project and will not
occur.
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o Riverbank erosion downstream from the outlet will be addressed through redesign of
the outlet structure and armouring the opposite bank as discussed below in further
detail. '

« In response to a question regarding the capacity of the existing floodway it was noted that
originally it was designed for 60,000 cfs. However, since the 1997 flood it has been
determined that it can handie up to 90,000 cfs although, at this flow there would be the
potential to cause failure of the 12 bridges crossing the floodway.

« in response to a question regarding the outlet structure it was noted that the proposal is-
widening as opposed to moving it, although no decisions have been finalized yet. In addition
to widening, the structure will be redesigned to slow the speed and dissipate the power of
water exiting the floodway so that the expansion project does not increase erosion to the
opposite bank. This is being tested at the University of Manitoba engineering department
using a 1:40 scale model of the expanded structure. If necessary riprap will also be used to
armour the opposite bank and prevent erosion.

« Inresponse to a concern regarding the public review period for the EIS it was noted that the
60 days was a minimum length of time for public review and that if more time was deemed
necessary the review period would be extended to allow adequate time for public response.

« In response to a question it was noted that the original proposed design was for the 1:500
and 1:1,000 year events, however, when the information was reviewed it was realized that
these events were actually the 1:700 and 1:1,200 year events.

 In response to comments regarding dredging it was noted that dredging is a separate issue
from the floodway expansion project, however, MFEA will forward to Manitoba the request
by the RM to help lobby the federal government to reinstate the dredging program.

« In response to comments regarding ice jamming it was noted that histotically ice jamming
occurred regularly in the area long before the floodway was constructed and since the
original construction ice jamming has occurred before, during and after the floodway gates
have been operated. Additionally it was noted that operation of the floodway does not
change the impacts of flooding in relation to ice jamming, it simply results in water reaching
the ice jam siightly earlier. The greater amount of time it would take water to reach the ice
jam by not being diverted through the floodway is not enough time for the ice jam to break
up or melt so the impacts would still be the same. Because operation of the floodway has no
significant impact on ice jamming, the control of ice jamming is beyond the MFEA mandate
for the floodway expansion.

» Inresponse to a concern it was noted that ice jamming can not be permitted in the floodway
as the bridges in the floodway were never designed to take the lateral loading associated
with ice jamming.

e It was noted that MFEA will be sending mailers out to the municipalities to clarify in betier
detail the key issues such as dredging, ice jamming and natural water levels so that the
public will have a better understanding of these issues.

« In response to frusirations expressed by the council, MFEA apologized for the meeting
taking longer than anticipated. It was noted that issues identified in round 1 PIP were not
casually dismissed. The issues of dredging and ice jamming have been studied and it has
been determined that the floodway expansion has no significant impact on them and
therefore, they are not the responsibility of MFEA. Regardless, MFEA recognizes these are
legitimate concerns and are willing to offer support for these issues in ways that they can.
The issues of compensation, groundwater impacts, riverbank stability, and backwater
flooding are still being studied and any impacts found related to the expansion work will be
mitigated. More information could not be presented at this time as the design has not been
finalized. As soon as the design is finalized the information will be included in the EIS and
available for public review.
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« In response to a question it was noted that the presentation would be posted on the MFEA
webpage as well as being sent to the municipality.

» In response to a question regarding approval from DFO it was noted that MFEA has been
working very closely with DFO from the very beginning of the project so that there would be
no delays in obtaining DFO approval.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 —- Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of East St. Paul
Municipal Office — Birds Hill, Manitoba
April 28, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of East St. Paul Council
P. Rebeck — Reeve

T. Hallett — Councillor

D. Gera - Councillor

L. Morris — Councillor

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Fioodway Expansion Project to:

» Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

e Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

s Provide an. outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

» Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, natural river level, water
flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic
opportunities, groundwater, dredging and ice jamming.

« Qutline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.
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Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority introduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which;

» The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.

» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the mesting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Project Description — Expansion Components

» Clarification was requested regarding the schematic sketch of the channel expansion as
they were under the impression that the channel would be widened instead of deepened in
the East St. Paul area.

» Concern was expressed regarding the expansion of the Highway 59 (north) bridge as the
space is very limited because of an adjacent property with a house close to the highway.

* A question was raised whether the proposed floodway crossing at Highway 59 (north) would
be able to accommodate a proposal by the highway department to have 6 lanes of trafiic
connecting Birds Hill with Garvin Road.

» Concern was expressed regarding acquisition of land in the municipality. It was noted that
approximately 15 years earlier the municipality with surrounding municipalities asked for a
grant in lieu of taxes that would be lost and they were turned down. Additionally they were
concerned that they have no real benefit from the floodway yet they will be potentially giving
up taxes and room for their municipality to grow if land acquisition is required. '

Public Involvement Program :
» A request was made for MFEA to hold an open house in the municipality to provide an
opportunity for the local residents to voice their concemns. ‘

Water Levels :

* A question was raised regarding how water will drain into the floodway with the increased
water levels of the expanded floodway. Concern was expressed that the drop structures
may back-up and prevent drainage.

Recreation and Economic Development Opportunities

» Itwas noted that some of the Trans-Canada Trail will be located on the floodway property.

» Concern was expressed regarding who would monitor the use of the floodway property for
conflicting interests such as hikers and the 4x4 trucks that currently use the gravel quarry
adjacent highway 59. .
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« Concern was expressed for public safety issues around the drop structures located in the
floodway as they are unprotected.

Groundwater

» [t was noted that groundwater issues are the biggest concern in the area.

¢ The question was raised if MFEA had discussed with the Province the possibility of
Winnipeg selling water to the municipalities if necessary due to groundwater quality impacts.

» The question was raised if the floodway had never been constructed would the sand and
gravel aquifer flow into the Red River.

¢ The question was raised regarding when the municipality would know if there wouid or
would not be any groundwater problems or concerns.

Dredging
* A comment was made that in the image showing the dredged area the bottom of the boat
should really be a lot closer to the river bottom to the point of dragging.

lce Jamming -
e The question was raised if water coming faster through the floodway in addition to the river
water would cause the ice to lift and break-up sooner.

Other Issues

» The question was raised regarding how the bridges would be knocked off their moorings if
the original design capacity of 90,000 cfs were reached in the existing floodway.

» The question was raised regarding what the small squares represented on the 1997 and
700 year flood maps shown during the presentation.

» The question was raised whether the outlet would have a structure to control the release of
water. Concern was expressed that the expanded capacity -of the floodway would result in
increased downstream erosion and erosion of the floodway channel.

* It was noted that there was a drop structure on the west side of the municipality and that
they could provide the plans for it if required.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

*  Inresponse to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o The impact of widening and deepening the floodway channel on local groundwater
supply and quality is still being studied and should be determined by June. The
amount of impact will depend on how much deepening as opposed to widening and
this will be determined based on the results of the ongoing groundwater studies.

o MFEA is required to mitigate any impacts that are a result of the floodway expansion.
Mitigation will use engineering solutions where possible and rely on compensation as
a last resort,

o The two on-going groundwater studies are investigating the potential for river water
to contaminate private groundwater wells.

o With the possible exception of St. Mary's Bridge the floodway crossings will retain
their present alignment and as such acquisition of land is unlikely, however, final
design is not complete yet. Temporary detours during the bridge work may require
leasing adjacent properties during the construction period.

o MFEA contacted the provincial government regarding grants-in-lieu of taxes to the
municipality and the legislation calls for no change in the current system of grants
and taxes.
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o Some land may be removed from the RM's tax base as it is required for the spoil
piles and floodway crossings however, the amount of land required has been
substantially reduced from the originally proposed 900 acres.

o The cost of replacing drains, drop structures and water lines that need to be replaced
as part of this project are included in the budget.

o Improvements are proposed to the compensation program such as no deductible, no
limits and proof of loss rather than proof of replacement, as long as the criteria have
been met.

e Inresponse to a request by the council it was noted that for the next round of public open
houses MFEA will try to schedule one for this municipality.

+ In response to a question it was noted that the channel expansion schematic is simply to
show examples of possible methods of deepening and or widening and where material will
be spoiled. It was noted that the engineers are looking at widening instead of deepening
where possible, however, the Highway 59 (north) area may pose some problems for
widening because of the existing bridge, the existing ski hill and the large number of hydro
lines.

* In response to a questions and concerns it was noted that the Highway 59 (north) bridge
would have acceleration and deceleration lanes added to it that would accommodate the
highway departments plan of having 6 lanes of traffic connecting to Garvin Road. With the
additional lanes the bridge will be a little larger, however, there has been no decisions made
yet regarding property acquisition.

* In response fo a question it was noted that the bridges were not built high enough to
accommodate the original design flow of 90,000 cfs. If this flow were reached in the
floodway there is the possibility that air would get trapped between the bridge deck and the
rising water levels causing the bridge to float off of it's moorings. In addition it was noted that
the bridges were not designed to withstand the force that would result from a flow of 90,000
cfs.

* In response to a question it was noted that the smallest squares on the 1997 and 700 year
flood maps represented a square mile (1 mile x 1 mile}.

* In response to a question regarding water in the pilot channel of the floodway it was noted
that the initial intent was for the pilot channel to have had a consistent grade so that no
water pooled. Over time there has been some scouring that has led to water pooling in the
pilot channel. During the channel expansion this will be corrected so no pooling occurs and
the pilot channel can completely dry out during dry weather so that it does not create fish
habitat.

+ In response {0 a question it was noted that the floodway outlet would not have a control
structure, however, it will be designed to dissipate the force of water entering the Red River
to reduce potential erosion of the opposite bank. '

» In response io a concemn it was noted that the floodway channel includes design measures
such as the slope and vegetation cover to slow down the water speed and prevent erosion
of the channel. _

+ In response to questions and concerns regarding recreation opportunities it was noted that
once the proposed ideas have been reviewed any plans to implement an idea will include
public safety issues to present day standards. It was also noted that as part of the
expansion people would be encouraged to use the floodway for recreation activities that are
approved however, the people currently using the property are trespassing.

» Inresponse to question and concerns regarding drainage it was noted that MFEA is working
with the Cook's Creek Conservation District and Floodway East Drainage Association to
look at the drainage needs in the area and whether the drop structures can be designed to
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meet current and possibly future needs. There is the potential that drainage could be
delayed in the area.

» In response to questions and concerns regarding groundwater it was noted that the sand
and gravel aquifer would have flowed into the Red River but this was interrupted by the
ofiginal floodway construction. Areas where the groundwater was breached were sealed
during the original construction and part of the expansion project may include sealing any
further breaches or breaches remaining from original construction. Final results indicating
whether there will be any lmpacts or not will be released as part of the EIS and during the
upcoming open houses. MFEA is unaware whether or not there have been any discussions
regarding Winnipeg selling water fo the municipalities.

« In response to a question it was noted that the water passing through the floodway only
reaches Selkirk approximately 6 hours earlier and that after 6 hours the water volume would
stabilize and therefore it does not cause the ice to break-up any sooner.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 ~ Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
Town of Niverville
Town Office — Niverville, Manitoba
May 4, 2004

In Attendance

For Town of Niverville Council
G. Daman — Mayor

G.J. Buys — CAO

M. Carruthers — Councillor

S. Neufeld — Councillor

J. Funk — Councillor

K. Stott — Counciilor

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil ~ Vice-President ~ Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President ~ Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

For Interest Groups in the Area
B. Heinrichs — AM 1250
G. Macdonald — Resident

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to: _

¢ Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

e Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

¢ Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.

e Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, natural river level, water
flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic
opportunities and groundwater.

e Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority infroduced the presentation,
providing the context and the intention of the presentation and provided the dates and locations
for the upcoming Public Open Houses. Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority delivered the presentation reviewing the background information on MFEA, the project
description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key issues and outlined the
next steps in the process.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

e The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed. :

o Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended to capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Project Description ~ Expansion Components

« The question was raised if the increased clearance for floodway crossings was to address
the concern for ice damage. Additionally it was asked if any of the existing crossings were
under water in 1997.

Water Levels :

« The comment was made that the 778’ level associated with the 700 year flood event was
the same level as the community’s south dyke so they would need to raise it. However, they
are not concerned as there is time to prepare for the flood and they have a large area of
land inside the existing dyke to use as a borrow pit for material to build up the dyke.

+ The question was raised if Grand Pointe and other areas would have the necessary room to
build up their dykes if required.

» The question was raised if there were water levels for Niverville with the existing and
expanded floodway. :

» The question was raised regarding what sections of Winnipeg would be flooded in the event
of a 700 year flood with the existing floodway.

» Concern was expressed that in 1997 Grand Pointe was flooded by the Seine River because
the siphon had a limited capacity to pass water through.

» The question was raised if the notches had been in the floodway during the 1997 flood,
would Grand Pointe still have flooded.

o The question was raised if there is any evidence that a 700 year flood event has ever
occurred in Southern Manitoba.

» The question was raised regarding what the 1997 water level would have been with no
floodway.

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 125 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Summer Operation ‘

¢« The question was raised whether the area around Niverville would be flooded during
summer operation as it was noted that in 2001 and 2002 the St. Adolphe coulee was
flooded in the area and some farmers lands were affected. Additionally it was noted that
based on the water levels this year of 760’ the maximum summer operation water level
would result in a fair amount of water in this area.

Compensation

» The question was raised whether the compensation only applies if summer flooding resulis
from operation of the floodway.

e The gquestion was raised with reference to the compensation in the summer of 2002 how
would people find out about the availability of compensation.

Other Issues

¢ The question was asked if any work is conducted to improve community dykes will it be
done equally for all communities as opposed to preferentially for one community over
another.

s Concern was expressed regarding what would happen to.the appraised values of properties
in areas that are susceptible to flooding. It was noted that house sales slowed down in the
Red River Valley following the 1997 flood, in particular for St. Agathe, however, this was not
a problem in Niverville.

e It was noted that the topic of the municipalities paying for 10% of the project was not
discussed and the question was raised regarding what Winnipeg would be paying.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

« In response to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o Niverville will not have access by highway 59 as it wasn’t raised significantly when
they twinned it, however, there will be road access on highway 311 and through
Lorette. :

o The freeboard on community dykes are not being raised to the same level as the

~ West Dyke as it is not cost effective to raise above the typical 2’ of freeboard.

o MFEA is required to report the water ievels with the existing floodway compared io
the expanded to assess the impacts of the project on communities in the Red River
Valley.

o There is not a big change in the water levels in the floodway, however the Seine
River siphon will need to be lowered for the channel modifications. Additionally the
inlet in Grand Pointe community will be evaluated.

o The level of water during the 700 year flood event for Niverville with the existing and
expanded floodway will be shown in the presentation and this will include the dyke
elevation above which water would flow over the dyke.

o The types of recreation opporiunities being considered were discussed further in the
presentation. -

o All of the floodway crossings will be replaced and raised so that all girders will be a
minimum of 1 foot above the water for a flow of 140,000 cfs.

o MFEA will not provide money to ensure that all communities have protection to the
700 year level, as it is not cost effective and not part of the authority's mandate.
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o There is no plan to lower the floodway inlet as this was investigated and was not cost
effective. Additionally the level of the sill was specifically designed in relation to
preventing ice from gelting into the floodway.

» In response to questions regarding the increased clearance on the floodway crossings it
was noted that this was done to reduce hydraulic capacity loses. By raising the bridge
girders out of the water, less channel excavation would be required. Additionally it was
noted that in 1997 the first 6 crossings were under water and that the side pressure and
uplitt on the structures could have caused a failure. All the decks needed replacing and the
structures strengthened therefore it was decided to replace all the crossings.

* In response to a comment it was noted that the Province would be responsible for raising
the community dyke as required in the event of a 700 year flood.

* In response to a question regarding flooding in Winnipeg it was noted that with the existing
floodway during a 700 year flood event approximately two thirds of Winnipeg would be
flooded. One third would be flooded by overland flooding and the second third would be
flooded from sewer back-up.

» In response to a question it was noted that Grand Pointe should have enough area to build

" up their community dyke if required. In St. Adolphe it would be hard and very costly due to
its proximity to the Red River and privaie property so it would only be done temporarily if
necessary. '

* Inresponse to a concern it was noted that in 1997 Grand Pointe was flooded due to the Red
River and not the Seine River. Beside the Seine River siphon there is a weir designed to
dump any water above the capacity of the siphon into the floodway so that there is no
flooding from the Seine River. In 1997 there was only the floodway inlet so the flooding near
Grand Pointe resulted from water getting trapped between highway 59 and the floodway
dykes and having to work back to the inlet. Since 1997 hydraulic studies have been
conducted and a series of notches have been cut into the floodway dykes to allow easier
flow of water into the floodway. If these notches had been there in 1997 the water level
would have been lower but the exact value hasn’t been calculated yet to be able to
determine if Grand Pointe would have flooded or not.

» In response to a question regarding summer operation it was noted that no fiooding would
occur in the Niverville area as a result of summer operation. The flooding that was observed
in 2001 and 2002 was due to those years being very wet leading fo an excess amount of
water everywhere,

» In response to a question regarding compensation it was noted that it does not cover
flooding from summer operation. The cost / benefit analysis for summer operation looked at
options that included compensation per event or buying out the land that will be affected or a
combination of both,

* In response to a question regarding community dykes it was noted that if they were to be
built up more it would be part of a provincial program not associated with the floodway
expansion, however, MFEA will forward the town’s concerns to the province.

+ Inresponse to a question regarding property values it was noted that areas in Winnipeg that
received a lot of media coverage as being threatened by flooding still manage to sell there
homes with no problems. ’ '

¢ In response to a question it was noted that there has been no evidence on record of a 700
year flood event occurring in Southern Manitoba. Based on tree ring analysis dating back fo
the late 1600’s and other records, the 1826 flood is the biggest on record-and is estimated to
be approximately a 300 year flood event.

+ In response o a question regarding the compensation in the summer of 2002 it was noted
that the land owners of the areas that were determined to be impacted as a result of the
floodway operation were dealt with.
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¢ In response to a question it was noted that MFEA is currently calculating what the water
levels would be for the 1997 flood and the 700 year flood event without the existing
floodway.

e In response to a comment and question it was noted that the total project will be $660
"million with $110 million of this covering work inside Winnipeg. The first $240 million that
MFEA has acquired does not cover any of the work for Winnipeg. There have been no
formal discussions with the city yet regarding their projects or cost sharing, although the
mayor has been in the news recently discussing these projects.

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 128 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Project ~ Round 3 Council Meetings - EIA
Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
City of Winnipeg
Emergency Operations Centre, Lower Level Council Building, 510 Main Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba
May 20, 2004

In Attendance

For City of Winnipeg Council
L. Thomas

J. Gerbasi

G. Steeves

P. De Smedt

J. Angus

For Public Works Staff
P. Regan, Acting Director
R. Fingas

For Water and Waste Staff

B. MacBride — Director

Mike Shkolny, Manager of Engineering
Dave Moerman, Design Coordinator

For Environmental Assessment Team
J. Osler — TetrES/InterGroup
B. McGurk — TetrES/InterGroup

For KGS
Dave MacMillian

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
J. Thomson ~ Vice-President — Transportation

D. McNeil — Vice-President - Hydraulics

R. Hay -~ Floodway Engineer

G. Piasta — Structural Engineer
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Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Environmental Assessment Team for the Floodway Expansion Project
to:

¢ Review status of EIA

¢ Present key developments in project description since last meeting

« Present initial EIA findings

¢ Obtain input on additional mitigation measures

« Describe next steps in EIA findings

The meeting is one of a series of sessions being held with Councils in the areas affected by the proposed
Floodway Expansion Project as part of Round 3 of the ETA PIP.

Meeting Process

The Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and Environmental Assessment Team made presentations
about: ‘

»  Water levels in Winnipeg

« Summer cperation

s Recreation and economic opportunities

+ Floodway operating rules

« FEffect on groundwater wells

s Effect on City agueduct and rail bridges

¢ Riverbank erosion

e Land Acquisition

s Costs

» Status of the floodway expansion EIA
Coples of the Environmental Assessment Team’s presentation, as well as more detailed information about
the initial EIA findings, were provided to those in attendance. An electronic version of the presentation
accompanies these notes.

Throughout and following the presentation, discussion took place in which:

« Council asked guestions, offered perspectives, and identified issues related to what had been
presented

+ Where appropriate, representatives of the Environmental Assessment Team and Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority offered perspectives on items raised by Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting and are intended to capture the key points that were raised
or presented. They are not presented in the sequence in which they were raised at the meeting, nor are
they a detailed or verbatim transcription of what was said.
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Questions, Key Perspectives and Issues Identified by Council

While it was originally expected that the flood protection projects in the city would cost $110 million,
including interest and escalation, the City of Winnipeg engineering staff and consultants have now
determined that the total cost of these projects will be $165 million, including 15.5% for interest and
escalation costs. Moreover, the engineers also identified an additional cost of $91 million for improving
the primary dykes to provide 0.6 meters of freeboard above the water level associated with the 700-year
flood backwater from the Floodway Outlet. The City of Winnipeg expects cost sharing between the three
levels of governments for the City of Winnipeg flood protection projects.

Council wanted to determine what City of Winnipeg improvements need to be done as a result of the
Floodway Expansion project, and what improvements were needed as result of deteriorating
infrastructure and general maintenance. Some Councillors were of the opinion that any City of Winnipeg
improvements that are needed as a result of expanding the floodway should be the financial
responsibility of the Project Proponent.

Instead of raising the bridges, is it possible to deepen the floodway channel instead?

Response — Originafly, the channel was to be deepened by up to 2 meters (6.5 feet); however,
widespread public concern about ongoing reductions in groundwater levels and quality due to floodway
expansion and further engineering study resulted in the project design being changed where the extent
of possible deepening is now up to a8 maximum of 2 feel, with the ultimate goal being no channel
deepening.

Some Councillors felt that the costs to raise bridges as a result of expanding the floodway should be the
financial responsibility of the Project Proponent.

Is Manitoba Hydro responsible for the cost of moving its utilities?

Response — The Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority will cover the costs to move any necessary
utilities. ‘

Is money avallable for intervenors to participate in the Environmental Assessment process?
Response — Intervenor funding is available for the project; however, funding has not been dispersed. A
meeting is being held on June 1%, 2004, to discuss this issue between the Maniltoba Clean Environment

Commission and the applicants for participant assistance.

People are not aware that intervenor funding Is available. Is there any advertising to inform the public
about possible funding?

Response — There is a formalized process to obtain intervenor funding, which Is publicized in the major
newspapers in Winnipeg.  Furthermore, Manitoba Conservation’s website contains information on
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applying to obtain intervenor funding for projects. for the Floodway project, this process occurred in the
fall 2003.

Action item: MFEA will provide Councillors with copies of its presentation.

Tf a flood occurred during construction of the project, Council would expect the Federal and/or Provincial
governments to cover the damages to the City of Winnipeg caused by such a flood.

Will the province pay for maintenance of recreational facilities in the floodway?

Response — A decision has not been made on who would be responsible for maintenance of any
recreational facilities developed in the floodway.

What Is the feeling in Springfield with respect to the Floodway Expansion project?

Response — In Springfield drainage and access are very large Issues for the municipality. Springfield is
requesting that drainage structures be improved.

What will the water levels be in Winnipeg with an expanded floodway?

Response — During major floods, water levels would be reduced by approximately 1 foot than with the
existing floodway. During extreme floods, river water levels would be lower by 6 feet than with the
existing floodway.

What would the water levels be in the city during a 1 in 700-year flood with the existing floodway?

Response — Water levels would be at least 6 feet above the primary dykes during a 1 in 700-year flood
with the existing floodway.

If a decision was made not to proceed with the Floodway Expansion project, would it be possible to have
temporary safeguards in place to protect the City from a 1 in 700-year flood?

Response — With a flood of this magnitude, the only way to protect the City with the existing floodway
would be to raise the primary dykes. However, the primary dykes could not be raised quickly enough to

protect the entire City against such a flood.

If the floodway was expanded, would it reduce the possibility of floodway water entering into the
aquifers?

Response — This issue js still being investigated through engineering studles.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Municipal Meeting

Meeting Highlights

Meeting With
RM of MacDonald
Municipal Office — Sanford, Manitoba
April 27, 2004

In Attendance

For RM of MacDonald Councll
R. Bums - Reeve

T. Raine — CAQO

D. Dobrowolski — Councillor

G. Lavallee — Councillor

B. Erb — Councillor

C. Bisson — Councillor

R. Kirouac — Councillor

G. Junkin — Councilior

R. Morse — Councillor

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil - Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator
R. Hay — Floodway Engineer

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

For Acres Manitoba
W. Gendelezich
P. Pantel

Purpose of Meeting

The meeting was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion PrOJect to:

* Review background information on MFEA and their responsibilities.

* Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the components involved.

» Provide an outline of the Public Involvement Process (PIP) with a review of and
responses to Round 1 and describe the current activities of Round 2.
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« Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, natural river level, water
flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic
opportunities and groundwater.

* Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The meeting is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held with municipal Councils in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. At least two additional rounds of
meetings with municipal councils are planned as information from the Environmental
Assessment becomes available.

Meeting Process

Prior to the meeting Rick Hay of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority was meeting with
the RM Council and some local residents to discuss the proposed work for the West Dyke and
options under consideration for the construction of a spillway. Concern was expressed by the
residents regarding increased snow build up in the winter adjacent the current West Dyke and
the potential for this to increase if the West Dyke is built up further. 1t was noted that the cost to
deal with the increased snow build up would have to be considered as part of the mitigation
work. David Hurford of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority apologized for the delay in
starting the meeting and introduced the presentation, providing the context and the intention of
the presentation and provided the dates and locations for the upcoming Public Open Houses.
Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority outlined the contents of the
PowerPoint presentation, however, the RM Council preferred to focus on specific concerns they
identified during round 1 of the PIP. Throughout and following the verbal presentation,
discussion took place in which: :
» The Council asked questions, offered perspectives and identified issues about the Public
Involvement Program and the key issues addressed.
» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority offered
perspectives on items raised by the Council.

The following are highlights of the meeting, intended o capture the key points, questions and
comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the sequence that they
were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of what was said.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Council

Project Description — Expansion Components

e The comment was made that the main concern for the municipality is the potential effects of
the West Dyke expansion and providing this information to the local land owners adjacent
the West Dyke who will be affected the most. The council requested a meeting to be held by
MFEA to present the pre-design plans for the West Dyke and spillway construction to the
landowners in the vicinity of the proposed work.

* The question was raised regarding what would happen to Sanford in the event that the
proposed spillway along the West Dyke were used during an emergency situation. It was
noted that the spillway should not be constructed in an area that would cause flooding
during it's emergency use to an area that otherwise would not be flooded.
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Water Levels

o Concern was expressed that if everyone knows that the small towns south of the floodway
inlet are going to be flooded than these towns may not grow as nobody will want to invest in
an area where they may potentially be flooded.

» The question was raised if all the hydraulic modelling that has been conducted has taken
into account all of the expanded community ring dykes and individual flood proofing sites.

Compensation

« |t was noted that Paul Anderson of the Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization would
be coming to meet with the municipality to discuss the compensation legislation in further
detail. :

« The question was raised regarding what the proposed compensation legislation was going
to be and if it will be done fairly. It was noted that when a farmer is flooded not only are their
crops lost but their margins are affected as well, thus concern was expressed that there will
be a large cost for the compensation program.

Other Issues ' :

« The question was raised if someone builds a new building in the area would they b
expected to build to a new flood proofing level or will it still be to the 1997 water level plus 2’
that was required following the 1997 flood. Additionally it was asked if this flood proofing
level was expected to change in the following years.

« The question was raised whether communities protected to the 1997 water level plus 2'
would be protected for the design 700 year flood event.

o The question was raised regarding how MFEA could justify to the smaller communities that
they will not be provided the funding required to increase their flood protection to the same
700 year flood event that Winnipeg will be protected against.

e The comment was made that the council realizes that Winnipeg needs greater flood
protection and they support that as long as everyone is treated fairly. It was noted that the
promised compensation is an improvement. -

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives

e Inresponse to discussion topics raised in Round 1 of the PIP, it was noted that;

o Dredging was determined to have no significant impact on flows in the Red River as
the areas dredged are very small relative to the entire area available for flow.
Therefore, dredging is not considered a part of the expansion project and will not
oceur. :

o The operating rules that will govern the floodway operation are those that were
accepted in 2000 following the suggested changes made in the 1997 review.

o The compensation program has been improved with the Provincial release of the
proposed compensation legislation, the information for this can be found on the
Province's website.

o Increased erosion south of the inlet as a result of the floodway expansion is not
expected to increase above what would occur with the existing floodway. There are
some concerns regarding potential increased erosion resulting from water
fluctuations associated with summer operation. This will be studied during the next
several years before potential summer operation would begin.

o Water levels will not increase as a result of raising the West Dyke as the maximum
design level is still 778" and this will not be exceeded. The work on the dyke is to
increase the amount of freeboard to protect against wind and wave action.
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o Funds will not be available for home owners to improve their flood protection to the
700 vear flood event as it is not part of the authority’s mandate. There is no change
to the water levels south of the inlet as a result of the expanded floodway during the
700 year flood event and it is not cost effective and in many cases, not practicable, {0
raise all the dykes to the 700 year flood event.

o The baseline of existing conditions for the EIS includes the recent improvements
made to community ring dykes following the 1997 flood and the existing floodway.

« In response to questions and concerns regarding compensation it was noted that a key
difference of the new compensation legislation is that money is provided on proof of loss
and not on proof of repair. It was noted that although compensation for a flooding event
would be costly, that these events are very infrequent so overall compensation is not a large
cost.

« in response to questions regarding the flood proofing level it was noted that following the
1997 flood the criteria was changed to the 1997 water ievel plus 2. It was noted that this
provides flood proofing up to the 100 year flood event which is the typical level for building
zoning across Canada and the U.S.. It would be impractical to require buildings to be
constructed above this level and therefore, unlikely that the flood proofing criteria of 1997
water level plus 2’ would be increased.

 Inresponse to a question it was noted that communities and individuals with flood protection
1o the 1997 water level plus 2 freeboard, would be protected to approximately the 150 year
flood event with the expanded floodway. Above this flood level, however, artificial flooding
would occur upstream and dykes between the Inlet and Ste. Agathe would need to be
raised. During a 700 year flood event the maximum water level of 778 at the inlet structure
will be reached with the water level approximately 6.5’ higher than it was in 1997.

» In response to a question regarding community ring dykes it was noted that to raise all the
community dykes to provide protection up to the 700 year flood event was impractical as the
cost was too high. Additionally, it was noted that the community ring dykes are ihe
responsibility of the Province and that they would likely be raised as required when a larger
flood event occurs.

« In response to concerns regarding the spillway it was noted that the elevation of Sanford
and the distance from the proposed spillway would prevent any flooding in Sanford in the
gvent that the spillway was used.

o In response to a request made by the council it was noted that a meeting would be
scheduled in approximately three weeks when design of the West Dyke is finalized. The
meeting will address issues of height changes fo the dyke and discuss the need for an
emergency response plan in the event of a flood greater than the design flood event.
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7. Open House Dates

Open houses were held in various regions that are affected by the Floodway
Expansion. The following table provides the dates when each open house was
held along with the location and attendance figures

The open houses are conducted as a part of the Round 2 public consultation
process to aliow the general public the opportunity to hear what the project is all
about and have their perspectives incorporated into the process. The open
houses were in addition to meetings with municipal officials and stakeholders in
the area.

The session began with a review of the open house storyboards, included in this
section. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer any questions that
arose during this informal viewing period. Partway through the evening, the
facilitator introduced the formal portion of the open house. A presentation was
delivered by MFEA and followed by an opportunity to ask questions.

Open House Schedule

Monday, May 3 OPEN HOUSE- North Winnipeg | Attendance: 25
Thursday, April 29 OPEN HOUSE- Scouth Winnipeg Attendance: 75
Monday, April 26 OPEN HOUSE- Morris Attendance: 45
Tuesday, April 20 OPEN HOUSE - East Selkirk Attendance: 170
Wednesday, April 21 OPEN HOUSE - St. Norbert Attendance: 115
Monday, April 19 ' OPEN HOUSE - Oakbank Attendance: 70
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Funding - S
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9 & $130 million has been spent .m.E.nm 1897 for the flood protection measures, this "

includes $100 miltion for rural communities. :

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 139

Appendix 3C



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project
p ENV)I/RONMpENTAL ASSESSJMENT AugUSt 2004

OUTLET STRUCTURE
PTH 44 BRIDGE
CEMR PINE FALLS BRIDGE

ASHFIELD ROAD DRAIN
DROP STRUCTURE (EAST)

SHKOLNY DRAIN
DROP STRUGTURE (EAST)

DUNNING ROAD
LOW LEVEL CROSSING

COUNTRY VILLA ESTATES
DRAIN (WEST)

PTH 59 NORTH BRIDGE

SPRINGFIELD ROAD DRAIN
DROP STRUCTURE (EAST}

CPR KEEWATIN BRIDGE

HYDRO TRANSMISSION LINES
KILDARE DRAIN {(WEST)
COOKS CREEK DIVERSION
DROP STRUCTURE [EAST)
CNR REDDITT BRIDGE

PTH 15 BRIDGE

NORTH BIBEAL DRAIN
DROP STRUCTURE (EAST}

HYDRO TRANSMISSION LINES

AQUEDUCT BRANCH |
GWWD RAIL BRIDGE

AQUEDUCT BRANCH It
HYDRO TRANSMISSION LINES
PRAIRIE CENTRELINE DRAIN
DROP STRUGTURE (EAST)
TRANS CANADA HIGHWAY
BRIDGE

CNR SPRAGUE BRIDGE
WINNIPEG CIL PIFELINES

HYDRO TRANSMISSION LINES

GRANDE POINTE

DROP STRUCTURE (EAST)

PTH 58 SOUTH BRIDGE DROP

STRUCTURE

SEINE RIVER SYPHON

GPR - EMERSON BRIDGE

) : D : EAST EMBANKMENT EAST GAP

RED RIVER FLOO! L i TN T LT T * EAST EMBANKMENT WEST GAP

NLET CONTROL § 3 LN o = e 5 ST. MARY'S ROAD BRIDGE
RN OQODWAY CHANNEL INLET

=
=
-
—
0=
&
&
L
=]
-
o
11
ﬂ
o
+ 4
B.

8 s 3 _.5
T e ———
km

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 140 Round 2 Consultation



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

‘(g13)jusiiale)s yorduy _Ssz_._E.?:m alp jo uorssiugns Gumoljo} - Jaguaidag B
(iuegnsuo) jeruawonAug) did aNnoy ‘m._..mbm

T . w:_..:.o;mE... )
- (uemnsuod EE»E:EE:W» did GNNOY GYIHL

.mﬁ_.uEa._Ewﬂuh pue jewuiacsd Y anbofelp BujoB-ug ' -

-oyand jesoush Ayl pue S19PIGYSNEIS 'S[ISUN0D |edioiunut 01 SuONEAsald *

“Ruony au) A pejonpuoyd ¢

ey Aies pue judy. «
(yI2) did GNNOY .Q.Emmmbu.v anNoo3s:

usuIanch pue mg,hﬂim;ou mz_um%mm:m 1NO yuas paynsuoy

*SENSSI PUE SWIFIUCD Y} PIPIOITY - *.

“jfem Se papuajie saaguesaidal Ajtomny *

. -anqnd jezouati auy.pue SIap|oYIHENS
“g)ounoD {EAIDILNUE LM 15U LWESE JUBUISSASSY JEjuatUuONALT ¢
- yorepy Auee pue Alenigad ‘frenuepysed sty °

ueynsuo) puawUoiALT) did anNnoy LSYid

uanefniy-

1035 pLE LRSS
paneRd o saliing-
sjenan JalEM-
uopesueduing-
uoneigdQ Aempoojd-

Sansst punod puooas Aay] *

Jtd eyl h.o.un.:zo... pUoSES w.?to&:«.hmawoai.msm:o sngog =

ISNOH NIdO0 SIHL 40 FS0dNd FHL

7 (did) WNDO0Ud INSWIATOAN! aF

ALIMOHLNY NOISNVdX3 AVYMAOO0Td VAOLlINVIN

d
c
W
C
0
4
<
@)
1
<
m
=
ifl
=
o
d
N
o
Q@
~
>
=

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 141

Appendix 3C



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY

1| LEGEND

Lo wintipé

= 700Year fAood Event — ExistingFloodway
| pilll 7o0Year Hood Eveni - Expandedtiondway

T

2
©
2
o
<
2.
=
o
O
]
w
&
L !
o
il
a
©
o)
-l
1N

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 142 Round 2 Consultation



. LJEMEPLL; 6) PGSR RN
S[0AR) O - mezn.&o ﬂaw S4RANRS oL hn%oom ‘g,

Round 2 Consultation

ulBLRE,,
o3 pascyeed sjasal Jajem - uofriadg aies feMpoot g

: auisnlpe seb yoes o) uel feyed
R uonesado ajeb 151 8i08q - uoleiadO UIoH *
I i%&uws_!ﬁﬁﬂzmﬁ S jueeau uo sjoays 10 Uageiapisus of
s : Ay 3y yua uoliEnsuos vy - s3e6 jo doip jewd

‘SINOTUS IB{UL 4O AIUITIA
i Buiaai 8 501 jiun 10u - uonelado a1e6 eIy

o} UojIa ABCU0 TpiM IR, : 4 1 mhmgmuoﬂ_n_ papuedxa Joy sbusus
OGSl Rt - MM S D BRE ¥ . : 2 il . ou) bmo auy yfinosyy ob of pomolje SMoy. |BucHIppe
- {848} B35 BAOQE 193] ] 4 PIBIXE J0U IS jeju]

>z -umzerado pool awsnxy

Page 3C - 143

el gl
SnumM mn:m><mmEmw “mmw m.vm.“m Baditiuiag
| utehal desy o EEm.wm. tonessdo pooy tolep

7 Edeie ok (0B
- c‘ m&umanw funeiedo. sas) Jejul
ﬁ.m.%m? e mE :omw,.man {ewuoN

ST eznqtmmo..hzmmmbo -

NOILVId3IdO AVYMAOOTd

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

NOILVH3dO AVMAOO

ALRMOHLNY NOISNVdX3 AYMAOO0T14d VEOLINVYIN

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

Appendix 3C




August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

Siead] 12a0 Y61 puR L) I5U3;

jug jo spoyied Bubinp A)aedss

Hour fEjuma

Co R - sjuans g
utel Juengubis Guinp Bugpool Juswsseq seonpal Ajoedes JoMmas pasedloll
Ajroeden JoMas PASERSNUL O SPEI] S[DA3LIOAL DIINPOIY-

Badipa ul Bupooy Juswaseq Pashpay ¢
SLEANTE NOLLYHIA0 MIWANS

. :Qm.:m...wxm Aempooty Bupnp uciesado HWWNS ON *

- egeiado daununs oy soyny alkaedas pasodbad ole daul T

Nauw Mg - uonesadoe ..m.EE.:.m 10} a3ue pasn uaeq Ajuo eaey sojeb Aempoo]d ay) *
e NOLLYHIA0 ﬂmEE:W

'NOLLYYEJO ¥3WNN

ALIRMOHLNY NOISNVdX3 AVMA0OT4 VAOLINVIAN

NOILVYIdO AVMAOOTA MINNNS

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 144

Appendix 3C



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

=
o
-
N
[+ 4
i
B
Q
o=
L
=
(=
o)
@)
=l
{1
&
W
=
=
-
0

_SDZ_._.ON> _uFOOU<<>< mX1>Zm_OZ >C.—.=O=_._.<

UMMER OPERATION IMPACTS

SUMMER OPERATION IMPACTS
» Water rm:m_m.,_.m_wmn mco:w “natural®

« Artificial floeding :mﬂ_,m..mﬁ.

. o Maximum level 760 feet above sea level.

NO SUMMER OPERATION
« From 2004 to 2008,

» Unless there is.an emergency requirement. ——

- o Provides time to study riverbanks.

-Complex interaction bstween natural effécis-and man-made infliences,
.. -Assess effects upstream and downstream of the Inlet Cantrsl Structure.
_-_:mﬁ_.:_sm:nmn_ca and monitoring.. :

Marimum foaded areg (Elav. TEOf|

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 145

Appendix 3C



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

aung _u:_.ﬁaam—E. {L00zh el pum (59611 Dulsixg Jo uosiedwod SIPISa (SEol

EERL I
'St

T AT POGT M

N

=

= 26 lEia

SPAST ISR IPITEALEHE _miugq RAALY nwm_.

ity LT - oraidiliod S SIGAS] I918M JEINIEY,, JO MAIAST ¥ P

e .aw_umaE
Eh | 3 UMONY Mo 2iE wﬁuoc 7581 pue gzeL Syl oLy mﬂm_am_ yead: _mucﬂw.m

‘UONBULIOI! BDO
resuopsiy Buisn Aempoory Bugsixa mﬁ jo-ufisop Buniip podojanap sem 1ul 3L
w m_m>2 IB)EM O mmaEE? LMOIIAMOR LY SMOJEISATH PaY Uaomlng diusuoge

ALI™MOHLNY NOISNVdX3 AVYMA0O0Td VAO.LINVIN

4
3
-
A
>
1
2
>
-]
m
X
1
m
<
m
1
N

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 146

Appendix 3C



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

August 2004

N
wd
w
>
i
e
[+ 4
i
-
g
S
<L
S
=]
o
O
wd
[/

MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY

Shkolny Drain
Road Drain
Norff Bibaat: Dizin 4

Ashiield Roay Drain~4
Prairic Grotrafinn Desin 4

Cotks Creck Diversion -

Exlsﬁng East Emhm{kmé'm Crest Leﬁe‘l

,Exlminuﬁlondway\\_ . ) “ w i

..
h !
i
1

I~ Pine Falls
{CEVIR)

Praitia Lave!

-
3
Elevation {f)

o
8

‘GPREmerson

nr
23

i - 5 |
Wdter surface profile through the Floodway {East Embankment} - Comparison of

" the 1997 Flood Event with the 700 year Flood Event.

Elavation (ft)

Expanded Flosdway

HIAS 34
£.CNR Sprague

t PTH 598

F

CPR Emerson

st uary's

FO
&

Outled § (mi}

B
o,

Water surface profile throngh the Floodway {West Embankment) - Gomparison

of the 1897 Flood Event with the 700 year Flood Event.

Appendix 3C

Page 3C - 147

Round 2 Consultation



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

o
il
=
4
=
=
9
o
=
[
-
e
()
7]
-l
i
>
il
-l
[+ 4
11
=
g
=

_<_>z_._.0w> _..._..OOU<<>< mx_ubzm_oz >C.—.Io_a_._.<

© WiSter Surfaca prohias Sauth of Winnipeg - compartson of the 1887 Foad Evert »

tha 708 year Flood Event

LETELWER T B ST pIERRE-JOLVS

' 6T, JEANBAPTISTE .

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 148

Appendix 3C



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

FHATOUY 15

(3ARia TINGNENY
IFINIAVMAOOH

(5

J . ' . o : : v Ez.ric.\
Pu— — Co oy
| i oy aa S . . .

B 943 peor ek 4ps pg
A (B PO LB U] IO WASURAWNG - BRCIRGE 10 1BTI0E S810 K BIEMNS anjaly
A Yopug Fawpuads b nmidizadyy i
o w =

H H
% it

g varp

[ — /\l\

-
Qoo pomind M0 4R Sl
\\l/-

" Lhpry W R A B ASE
134 pon L,

* OIJINNIM 40 HLNOS STIATT HaLY:

ALIMOHLNY NOISNVdAX3 AVMA0O0Td YEOLINVIN

=
>
]
m
o
1
m
<
m
1
n
»
o
(o=
-
L
=)
d
2
4
=
n -
m
Q)

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 149

Appendix 3C



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

o
L
&
<
=
S
=
&
wd
L
>
(|
e |
[+ 4
i
o
<X
S

_<_>z_._.0w> _u_-OOU<<>< mx_.u>zw_°z bc._._._o_ﬂ_._.<

>._.mm LEVELS IN WINNIPEG

Emﬁqmcnmnm nunl_mm in E:.._nmc - nm.:vulmﬁ. aftha nmw< m_uon_ Mcw.n wilh
the 00 yoar

JAMES AVENUE

PERIMETER . L Lo CHIEF PEGUIS

NORTH PERIMETER
BRIDGE.

©. ST, ANDREWS °
. GHURCH

Primary ling of defense and Gity of

~ Winnipeg flood protection requirenients

are not shown.

Preliminary design is ongoing.

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 150

Appendix 3C



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

S|W843 PG JEBA 002 U ek G2 sy yue
A3 PUOId 2661 St S0 LOSINdN0D - Bt [ULIN J HUON £aiud SIRLNG v._]uﬁﬁp

e e e e e e o e e e e ey
N T Y A S RO I S 10 SRRSO S

a3 01
. SM3YQNY 15

HSOTUGICEVI

g S Y S
L P
HbE s
deagancsn
1% MR 1
A

Rlvamesa

# % EEFE KRR

“

4

mum_n:zz_; 40 HLHON m._m_}.m_u_ m_m_hﬂg

ALRIOHLNY NOISNYdX3 ><>>QOO._H_ VAOLlINVIA

>
-
m
A
1
m
<
m
1
)
<
=)
A
-
=
o)
y
=
P4
2
d
m
@

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 151

Appendix 3C



"y’
10 wempsusop siskisua A1)o0mA

August 2004

peads Jojem eonpal o) jouueya pooy ubjsag-
desdi Bursn syuequsay usyyBusig-
paoads 131em sonpal 03 aanjanng wpng ubissg-

Round 2 Consultation

uoyeB a0 .

“UDISOIS UG JAAL SSESI OF _m_EHca aaey Aews JalIng [suueyn
fempoojd pspuedxa ue uBnoiy} smoj} Jsjem paseasaty 30943 ¢

&8 TJNVXI NOILWOILIN ONY S103d44F

.&:Smt bﬁomsmu pENTIEILES
ajajdwo afipug mau (mun s6pug Bunsixe asn-
alyesy anol-ad g syoofosd ac_uuabm.:ou mmﬂm- :

ExEmEE wnn_mmom .
.:o.ﬁ:._w.u 2031e4] aSREY ARl ama_uco_m aul ssolge mamu:n m:.umamm Hum&u ..

ZR TN VXZ NOILYOILIN UNY 103443

{1oM mon e fig-
f1eav ez ul dwnd ay semo-
fuyuadaap jo peaysul Kempoopy uapigy-

Page 3C - 152

. topefimue 9|qissog

-Ayfenb pue Afjddns 1a;
puniolB [gaop uo ﬁmmE, ?E :a_umuo_ ._m_np.:mn ey hﬁswa_&w .mﬁ Buuedseq emmw .

NOILVOILIN

: ! : e - rSiaye oelosd
&_Emﬁ 8 m_ mmmunE Ememmmmm wamaE. _EmmEmE.:mw uzmu:mnm_p:. E».::u.

um::r.ﬁ )2 ﬁﬂo.a SiUg 40 Bomta Emm_._s distiof =
FIVONYIN ALNOHINY AYMA0O' T

NOILVOILINL:

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

ALIHOHLNY NOISNYdX3 AYMA00TA VEOLINVIN

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

Appendix 3C




Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

) (Bupuny
.mmuz_u:;wm_u:n aummn‘_n: uﬂ:mEm_n_E_ mn ___?:o_um.mmu._:.Emtnoinﬂ.

Angenh 1s1em ug SEEYIEE
CIERE| »mum;uz:a._m uo mo:m:::_. )

- : pouad’ _E_uu:bm._cu
Easm:E.._u _...Em 2 E.E wm..EEaE aq __:ﬁ TR ._mﬁ__su::a..m_. .

- _"_m_ﬁ—m_.__ 594 Bupopuoin jo xhoimn basuag, .

NOLOAHISNGD wzambn 02__&0.2203

: g.ow 1awwuns Aq spepdngy -
. ButaBuc mm:.:.zw b

misjinbe .hmgu.os. 3 0} BONHABLONIBIY] (B0
feauz ) samihos) U0y Ieyem J[es-

_ Jaynbe iy spig-
IS RMPUNOIE . Jzginbe yaolpaq feuoiBay-

1o syoRdul SZIUIILY O §1 mnoﬁhm?m:au :o:muE:mo 8B U} 40 8UQ, © : N “ !

pajueLiem Se ‘ucnebnue apiaoid o) pajeubisap s| Buipuny
BUNBRCI JSje/punoIey

. . . hmtzum HD0, umn UGBTI IDAIY POy 55855y~

{uatuase|dal ) S . AgUodEEl [2As] JeTeM {{aM 1Lig) Buo] alenend-

o sdwnd samoj -Ba} pojunses se gliam B 2RIPAUDL 9 jo Bunamo| » . fis ; SPHSMRINSLOLE Mafjeseq puitey)-
1ajempuncib jsuebe posioud 03 saunseaw spnpw pinos nenebuw- B - B SHaM: m::SEoE MGN- .

umucw:m:_ aq few _mzcm__u AL} 0] 95019 S19AR) .__m_m.su::&w- ; P T E_u_s apsawier s ) Buyser y

: REERET - {OhZ) SmB1ASIuT I MG UaAUL aM Biatd-

- : . oE ' ﬁooaﬂ Lioyuaauy || jenoiay:- -
ofdnfButiadoap ._mccm;u AIQES 8L 1 ueund yoisuedxa poojg

kﬁhkqghé aa50408d . o suonefnseau JgEmpUnOSg

* SFIANLS HALYMANNO:

ALIHOHLNY NOISNVdX3 AVMAOOTd VEOLINVIN

_4

Q)
.
O
c
4
=
:
-
m
A
)
]
c
)
m
»n

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 153

Appendix 3C



August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

ealy Apnig-

INAIS IOUINGD
EE#__P AVIG0OTS

e

o “.. 40 ALID

D3dINNIM-

cpirriey } g

Sl 3unuonuLs
..H.So?ﬁood
u..w

==ty

ALIMOHLNY NOISNVYdX3 AVMA00Td VEOLINVIN

Round 2 Consultation

Page 3C - 154

Appendix 3C



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

eI
¥ "ON AVMHOIH

A00MHE §1TV3 J
INId HWD -

OBSERVED MAX. GROLUNDWATER 1EVEL
PRE CONSTRUCTION (1664-85)

700 YEAR FLOOD LEVEL
OBSERVED MAY, GROUNDWATER LEVEL
POST CONSTRUCTION (2000)

65 'ON AVMHETH
390/ HIHON

HINSI TUH S8 -

‘ann NOISSMSNVH.L-—] ;

AyouTRNNE—

SR NLLYATEY HdD

FOORE LUO0E HND —————»———l

BOOIME 81 ON AVAHDIH -

e ol e S S o o T 8
i

300 OMMD

3p0EE ) 'ON AVMHOH

oGl ENOYHIS BND:

HINOS 65 —_
“ON AWMHOH =————F

I
i
vt
T T
e

i,
X
T

o i S AT e B 0 e T

Y T e ATl A

'BoONE NOSYINE HdD

o
E
[+
Q
o
=
=
<
4
o
]
4
<
-
X
w
>
g
=
(=]
o
Q
e’
T
<
1]
(o]
E
4
g
=

e St
105000

o -
e s e o
o s i s o o
R e e e
o i e v o
AR S i g o e S B

ISONE OY SAHVIN LS

e
e )
o e e

/T IONVEING AYMOOOTS——)
TN L —

800

|

Stratigraphic Profils.

H ceooenc
| Ecevanion

PG UR)

i 280

|
zaa]

MELVMANNOCYD

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 155 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project
ENVyIRONI\FA)ENTAL ASSESSJMENT AUQUSt 2004

MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY
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MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY

Ice attached to the shore.

200 to 4,000 cfs

e cover lifts away from the banks
and starts to break up.

20,000 to°30 000 cfs

‘Fragmented ice jam forms and thickens
with contribution of ice from upstream
and hydraulic forces. . -

40,000 to 60,000 cfs

. Ige Jams Form

lce jam breaks and ice moves
downstream.

80,000 to 100,000 cfs
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August 2004

=XPANSION OF THE
RED RIVER
FLOODWAY

Oakbank
Public Meeting

April 19, 2004

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

OUTLINE

¢ Expansion Components

® Floodway Operation

¢ Natural River Levels Study

¢ Flows and Levels

e Compensation Legislation

¢ Summer Operation

e Recreation and Economic Opportunities
¢ Mitigation

e Next Steps

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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EXPANSION COMPONENTS

* Bridge modifications: 6 highway and
6 railway crossings
— Combination of replacement and retro-fit

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

¢ Channel Enlargement
— Combination of widening and deepening

— Increase flow capacity from 60,000 to 140,000 cubic

feet per second

 GHANNEL
i

-1000 © <500 b] 500 ~1000 -1500

EXISTING CHANNEL -----—--=-~~- ——1
PROPOSED EXPANDED CHANNEL--- T
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EXPANSION COMPONENTS

¢ Inlet Control Structure Improvements
— Dam Safety Analysis
~ Erosion Protection
~ Integrity and Security Upgrading

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

EXPANSION COMPONENTS

e QOutlet
Structure
Expansion

— Widen
Structure

~ Widen
Outlet
Channel

— Mitigate
velocities ' N

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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EXPANSION COMPONENTS

e Utility Crossings

~ Overhead Hydro Lines, telecommunication cables, gas
and oil pipelines, watermains, City agueducts, Seine

River syphon
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AND LICENSING PROCESS

' Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AND LICENSING PROCESS

¢ Public Involvement Process

¢ Identification of Issues

¢ Mitigation plans

® Submission of EIS — Summer 2004
e Public Hearings — Winter 2004/05

® License in 2005

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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FIRST FOUR ROUNDS IN PIP

January Fehruary March April May Juna July Auguat

Septemher

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

FLOODWAY OPERATION

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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FLOODWAY OPERATION

o Specific' operating rules exist Which govern
the operation of the Floodway

e Basic principle: Protect Winnipeg without
raising levels south of Winnipeg above
“natural”

e There is a distinction between spring and
summer operation

e The Water Branch will continue to operate
the Floodway (per Floodway Authority Act)

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

FLOOD CONTROL WORKS
. .
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OPERATING RULES DEVELOPMENT

* First prepared in 1970 as part of original
Floodway project

¢ Reviewed by CEC in 1980 after comments
following the 1979 flood

¢ Reviewed again after 1997 flood
e Approved by Federal Government in 2000

e Provincial ownership of Operating Rules
signed in 2003

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

1997 REVIEW

e 3 main rules

- normal Operation A REVIEW OF THE RED RIVER

FLOODWAY OPERATING RULES

~ large floods
~ extreme floods

® Recommended re-
computation of natural
levels

o AppOint Operation REDRNERLODWAYDERATIN REVIEW
Advisory Board (Fed., o
Prov., and Municipal e 2
officials)

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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CURRENT OPERATING RULES

l”

e Normal operation — maintain “natura
levels at Inlet

e Major flood operation — attempt to
keep level in Winnipeg at 24.5 feet James
Avenue (or two feet below the FPL=27.8")

o Extreme flood operation - river level at
Floodway Inlet must not exceed 778 feet
above sea level

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

CURRENT OPERATING RULES

e Initial gate operation — normally not
until ice is moving

¢ Final drop of gate — in consultation with
City

e Horn Operation — before first gate
operation only

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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FLOODWAY OPERATION PRINCIPLE
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FLOODWAY OPERATION
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FLOODWAY OPERATION

NATURAL RIVER
LEVELS STUDY

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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WATER LEVELS

e Each flood has an associated “natural”
water level

o Determination of what the “natural” water
level at the Inlet should be is fundamental
to Floodway operation

e “Natural” is a point in time when the City
of Winnipeg had no flood protection
infrastructure

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

WATER LEVELS

e A relationship between Red River flows in
downtown Winnipeg to water levels to the
Inlet was developed during design of the
existing Floodway (rating curve)

e Historical peak levels from 1826 and 1852
floods based on imprecise information

e A review of “natural” water levels is
complete

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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FLOWS AND LEVELS

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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SUMMER OPERATION

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

SUMMER OPERATION

¢ The Floodway gates have only been used
once for summer operation - July 2002

¢ There are proposed separate rules for
summer operation

¢ A preliminary study of benefits and costs
was completed in fall 2003

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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WManitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

SUMMER OPERATION BENEFITS

e Reduced basement flooding in Winnipeg
— Reduced river levels leads to increased sewer
capacity
— Increased sewer capacity reduces basement
flooding during significant rain

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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SUMMER OPERATION IMPACTS

¢ Water levels raised above “natural”

* Artificial flooding upstream

e Maximum level 760 feet above sea level
¢ River within its banks

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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& Normal Sum
Water Level

.,»,,; Flooded
22 Market

Flooded Area
Qp,q = 35,000 cfs
EL, . = 760 ft,
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NO SUMMER OPERATION

® From 2004 to 2008
® Unless there is an emergency

® Provides time to study riverbanks

— Complex interaction between natural effects
and human-made influences

— Assess effects upstream and downstream of
Inlet control structure

— Instrumentation and monitoring

Manitoba Fioodway Expansion Authority

COMPENSATION

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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COMPENSATION

® Assistance to cope with flooding below the

“natural” water levels will continue to be
provided under the current terms and
conditions of the Disaster Financial
Assistance (DFA) Program

¢ DFA Programs are subject to approval for
each flood event

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

RED RIVER FLOODWAY ACT

¢ In March 2004, Manitoba introduced the
Red River Floodway Act

e Compensation for artificial flooding north
and south of Winnipeg

* Purpose is to financially restore claimants
to their former, pre-flood position

¢ Not retroactive — mediation on-going for
outstanding claims

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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IMPROVED PROGRAM CRITERIA

* All persons who suffer artificial flood
damage or loss are proposed to be eligible

¢ Includes individuals, farms and
businesses, non-profit organizations and
local authorities

® Covers much broader range of damage
and loss

* Includes financial loss due to inability to

work or carry on a business

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

IMPROVED PROGRAM CRITERIA

® No claim limit and no deductible

® Assessed on proof of loss rather than
proof of repair

® Expectation that claimants would make all
reasonable efforts to avoid or mitigate
damage and loss

¢ Claimants have to show compliance with
applicable flood proofing criteria

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

e Important that program is fairly
administered in a timely, cost-effective
manner

* Manitoba Emergency Measures
Organization to offer an integrated, one
stop claims procedure

¢ Existing Disaster Assistance Board could
review disputed claims using rules under
proposed legislation

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

RECREATION AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
OPPORTUNITIES

" Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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OPPORTUNITIES

* Floodway expansion is one of the largest
capital projects in Manitoba history

® It creates a variety of opportunities for
recreation and economic development

¢ Opportunities for municipalities, residents,
community organizations and businesses

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

The Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority Wants To Hear From You.

Expressions of interest invited on Recreation and
Economic Opportunities associated with one of the
Largest lnfrastrutture Prn;ects in Manitoba's History.

The Manltoba
Floodway Expansion
Authority (MEEA) has
been established to
sversee the planning
and management of
the Red Rver
Flootway Expansian.
This project will
create economic
opportunitles and
. thousands of jobs. We
4 have been given the
‘ mmandate to maximize
; opportunities
associated with the
projact « particularly
as it velates to
necreation,
mnevation and
tourisim Inttlatives.

WE WANT YOIIR IDEAS!

To tiet a copy of a detailed mformation package, share your Ideas ot find
ont more about the floodvay expansion project, contatt 1-866-356-6355.

Expressions of Interest must be submitted by April 20, 2003

For information on the environmental assessment aspects of the project,
contact www.floodwayela.com
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POSSIBLE OPPORTUNITIES

¢ Hiking, jogging and bike trails

e Youth employment & job training

¢ horseback riding, dirt biking

¢ Tourism promotion

e Nordic and downhill skiing

e Cultural and historic initiatives

¢ Aboriginal & Metis business development

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

WHAT WE'RE NOT LOOKING FOR

e Initiatives that compete for water with the
Red River -

® Projects that compromise the primary
objective of flood protection

® Projects that require incremental
engineering costs

Manitoba Fioodway Expansion Authority
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MITIGATION

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

FLOODWAY AUTHORITY
MANDATE

¢ To help mitigate effects of this project as
required

» Current independent environmental
impact assessment process is to identify
project effects

e Mitigation measures will also be identified
prior to detailed design and construction

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #1

* Effect: Deepening the Floodway in a
particular location may impact on local
ground water supply and quallty

* Possible mitigation:

— Widen Floodway instead of deepening
— Lower the pump in the well
~ Drill a new well

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #2

® Effect: Replacing bridges across the
Floodway may cause traffic disruption

¢ Possible mitigation:
— Stage construction projects & re-route traffic
~ Use existing bridge until new bridge complete
— Construct temporary detours

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Example #3

e Effect: Increased water flows through an
expanded Floodway channel outlet may
have potential to increase river bank
erosion

® Possible mitigation:

— Design outlet structure to reduce water speed
— Strengthen riverbanks using riprap
— Design flood channel to reduce water speed

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

COMMUNICATION

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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ON-GOING COMMUNICATION

¢ The Authority is going to provide on-going
communication during the project
— Direct and ad mail
— Advertising and media relations
— Public opinion research
— Questionnaires
— Toll free phone access 1-866-356-6355
— Web site: www.floodwayauthority.mb.ca

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

NEXT STEPS

Manitoba Floodway Expansicn Authority
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NEXT STEPS

® Detailed design stage
— Packages
* Construction 2005 to 2008
— Sequencing
® Qutstanding Issues
— Industry capacity for construction
— Securing balance of funding
— City projects — primary dikes, etc.

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

QUESTIONS ?

® Your comments are requested
e MFEA will be reporting to Manitoba

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Open House

Open House Highlights

Vince Leah Recreation Centre - Winnipeg, Manitoba
May 3, 2004

{n Attendance

Facilitator
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
S. Topping :

For KGS Group
B. Smith

D. MacMillan

S. Moffatt

For Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
P. Anderson

For Interest Groups in the Area

W. Danylchuk — RM of Taché Reeve

D. Forfar— RM of St. Andrews Reeve

L. Hunt — RM of St. Andrews Councillor

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

o Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved.

« Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2 activities.
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» Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
study, summer operation, compensation, groundwater, mitigation and recreation and
economic opportunities.

¢ Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

- The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessicns being held in the rural municipalities in
the area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the rural municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and meetings are
planned as information from the Environmental Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 35 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA, KGS Group, Manitcba Water Stewardship Water
Branch and Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization that were in attendance to answer
questions. He reviewed the format of the evening stating that the informal viewing was to
- provide the public the opportunity to read the storyboards and acquire information on the
project. He described the formal portion to follow as having two purposes. The first purpose was
to allow MFEA to provide a presentation of information on the project and the second purpose
was to provide the public a chance to voice there concerns and get answers to any questions
they may have.

Jim Thomson of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or to ask any questions of MFEA or the consultants. It was
noted that these questions and concerns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

» The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
participants.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not attributed to any one individual.
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Key Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Project Description — Expansion Components
» The question was raised as to what the estimated date for construction start was and
-whether there would be any winter works conducted.
e The question was raised whether the channel expansion was going 1o be completed from
north to south or from south to north.

Water Levels

e A question was raised regarding how much lower the water levels will be in Winnipeg with
the expanded floodway. Clarification was requested why a preliminary study indicated
raising dykes in his area by up to 10°, yet in the presentation MFEA indicated that dykes only
need to be raised by 3 — 4. '

e Clarification was requested that with the expanded floodway the water level in Winnipeg
would only be approximately 6” lower in the event of another 1997 sized flood.

e A question was raised why water levels in the Selkirk area would be higher with the
expanded floodway during another 1997 sized flood yet they would be lower for a 700 year
flood event.

e A question was raised if there have been any studies conducted to determine what the
water levels and flooding would be in the region if there were no flood protection measures
in place. The suggestion was made that this would let people see what would happen
without the existing floodway.

» The question was raised if the Shellmouth dam helps reduce ﬂoodlng along the Assiniboine
River, why is upstream storage not done elsewhere such as the Seine River and Cooks
Creek Diversion to help reduce flooding.

» Concern was expressed that water levels are increased and all flooding is artificial because
increased drainage speeds up the rate of arrival

Summer Operation

e A question was raised whether water was going to be retained in the floodway over the
summer as was discussed following the 1997 flocd 1o reduce the amount. of vegetation in
the channel and lower the drag coefficient.

lce Jamming

s Concern was expressed regarding the distinction between artificial and natural flooding in
relation to ice jams. It was expressed that the ice jam that occurred this year causing the
flooding occurred within hours of the floodway operation and it was felt that this was not
natural.

s The comment was made that following 1997 there were suggestions of using a hovercraft or
drilling holes in the ice to help alleviate ice jamming issues, however, there have been no
scientific investigations to follow up on these suggestions.

Recreation and Economic Opportunities

» The question was raised whether both sides of the floodway will be used for recreation ideas
and if the bridges have been considered for access to this. The suggestion was made that,
conflicting users such as, motorized and non-motorized use could be separated by limiting
which side they can use.

» A comment was made that the use of indigenous materials for recreation opportunities
should be promoted.
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Other Issues

The question was raised whether the new Norwood Bridge would flood during a flood event
similar to the one in 1997.

The question was raised regarding how MFEA is intending on dealing with potential erosion
and sedimentation into the Red River and whether there has been a calculation made of
how much sedimentation would result during a large flood.

The question was raised whether it would be possible to determine the additional cost the
Master Labour Agreement has on the project by having contractors submit two bids for the
work with one based on the agreement and the second one based on no agreement. it was
expressed that by having alternative bids submitted the lowest cost could be ensured.
Concern was expressed that imposing deadlines in the master labour agreement regarding
when the project must be completed by may cause extra costs as the project may be
delayed by natural causes such as the weather. The request was made to let the
contractors have more input and control regarding when and how the work is to be done.
The question was raised whether there would be any dyke construction in the Sturgeon
Creek area to protect private property as they were nearly flooded during the 1997 flood.
The suggestion was made to run pipes from the floodway directly to Lake Winnipeg as this
would prevent flooding and would only cost $1 million per mile of pipe.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the RM of Taché and St. Andrews Councils

Project Description — Expansion Components

Concern was expressed that if the capacity was reduced on more than one of the major
transportation routes, highways 1, 15 or 59, at the same time then there would be a direct
impact to the economy within the RM of Taché. The recommendation was made that
construction on the major feeder routes be phased. Note the RM of Taché Reeve presented
this concern along with 5 other concems, summarized below, in a written letter presented to
MFEA.

Public Involvement Program

The question was raised whether the same information was presented at each of the open
houses. Concern was expressed that there was no information provided at this open house
regarding dredging and ice jamming.

Water Levels

Concern was expressed that the Prairie Grove area has the potential for major loss during a
flood event. This resulis from the rebuilt Seine River Drop structure that provides no back
flow protection on the Seine River Outlet in combination with the dykes at Grand Pointe. The
recommendation was made 1o review the engineering and analyze the impacts to residents
from Prairie Grove and west of the Town of Lorette.

The comment was made that the RM of St. Andrews when flooded will depend on the
difference between artificial and natural, so they questioned what is natural.

The question was raised as to what the flow would be in the Red River north of the outlet
without the floodway as he feels this will affect the definition of natural versus artificial
flooding.

Groundwater

Concern was expressed that sufficient safeguards need to be in place to protect the water
supply in the RM of Taché. It was noted that if the project proceeds there needs to be a
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process to mitigate any losses and provide immediate interim relief until long term solutions
are developed.

Ice Jamming

A question and concern was expressed regarding why an ice jam in the floodway is not
considered natural yet an ice jam north of the floodway is considered natural.

Concern was expressed that for the RM of St. Andrews ice jamming and dredging are very
important issues related to their well being and that nothing has been done yet promises
have been made to them by the Province.

A comment was made that contradictory to what MFEA presented ice jams occur in the area
at flows greater than 80,000 cfs.

Other Issues

Concern was expressed that future drainage works in the RM of Tache, such as the Seine
River Tributary Diversion project, require adequately designed and sized drop structures.
The floodway design needs to allow for adequate capacity to accommodate future drainage
needs of the communities east of the floodway.

Concern was expressed that as the Prairie Grove area is a widely dispersed community a
dyke system would not be practical and therefore, another engineered plan is required to
adequately mitigate the impact of the floodway expansion and future operation for the
Prairie Grove area.

Concern was expressed that the amount of Intervener funding available to assist individuals
or groups in presenting before the environmental review is significantly understated. It was
recommended that to ensure full and meaningful public consultation is available that the
amount of Intervener funding be reconsidered.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

In response to a concern regarding the different presentations it was noted that the
information in the presentation does not change however, the entire presentation is not
shown at each open house as it would be too long, reducing the time available for public
questions. Therefore, only the issues that are pertinent to the area are presented. MFEA is
not trying to hide information, as the entire presentation will be made available on the web
page.

In response to a question it was noted that as long as the environmental licensing process
follows the typical schedule then construction is planned to start in the summer of 2005.
Winter work will likely occur for activities that are not affected by winter conditions such as
bridge works and drop structures. Excavation of the channel in the winter would depend on
weather conditions and subject to the requirements in the environmental licence for re-
vegetation.

In response to a question regarding channe! excavation it was noted that there has been no
final decision made yet, however, the most recent discussion was to work from upstream to
downstream (south to north) as this would provide sediment control benefits.

In response to a question regarding water levels in the Selkirk area it was noted that with the
expanded floodway in the event of another 1997 sized flood there would be less upstream
storage of water. During a 700 year flood event with the expanded floodway less water
would flood through the city as more water can be diverted around and therefore, water
levels would be a maximum one foot higher downstream of the outlet structure with an
expanded floodway.
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* In response to a question it was noted that the mandate was to compare the floodway
expansion to the base case scenario of the existing floodway. However, MFEA has the data
and is calculating the water levels for the region without flood protection to show the effects
of flooding without the existing floodway. North of the floodway the flow in the Red River
without any flood protection would be approximately the same as with the floodway, as a
result of some water storage in flooded areas of the city but with the Assiniboine River
contribution,

¢ In response to a question regarding water levels it was noted that the benefit of the
expanded floodway is lower water levels during extreme floods. For example with the design
700 year flood event water levels would be approximately 9' lower and only require the
primary dykes to be increased in areas by 3 — 4'. Areas outside of the primary dyke would
still be at risk during major floods (1997 or larger) as the water levels would be controlled at
25.5" James Avenue. The areas that are not protected by the primary dykes would still need
1o sandbag for flood protection during a major flood event.

+ Inresponse to a question regarding upstream storage it was noted that to protect the city of
Winnipeg using upstream storage a very large area would be needed. To help clarify the
issue it was noted that the Shellmouth diversion reduced the flow along the Assiniboine river
by 6,000 cfs whereas the flow along the Red River during the 1997 flood was 163,000 cfs.

* In response to a comment it was noted that the smaller tributaries and diversion channels
closer 1o Winnipeg in Manitoba used to deliver water directly to the Red River before the
floodway was constructed so there has been no change. Additionally they typically peak
earlier than the Red River so they do not contribute to the flood levels.

+ In response to a question regarding summer operation it was noted that MFEA was not
looking at maintaining a wet floodway due to environmental issues such as effects on fish
and fish habitat. It was also noted that the existing vegetation may not be able to withstand
inundation during summer operation therefore research is being conducted to determine
what vegetation would be able to withstand these conditions.

¢ In response to a question regarding recreation opportunities it was noted that consideration
has been given to the idea of segregating conflicting use, however, no decisions have been
made as the proposals are still being reviewed. Once reviewed they will be summarized in
an opportunity report and released to the public for review and feedback.

* Inresponse to questions and concerns regarding ice jamming it was noted that an ice jam in
the floodway channel can be prevented by timing of gate operation, whereas, MFEA has no
control over ice jams occurring naturally on the Red River north of the floodway.
Additionally, it was noted that the attempts to prevent ice in the floodway is also because the
floodway crossings are not designed for the lateral loading.

» In response to a comment it was noted that no formal studies have been conducted in the

~area to look at drilling holes in ice to alleviate ice jamming issues. However, there has been
research into this topic and Manitoba Water Branch has done research into predicting ice
jams. The resuits of ice coring that was conducted in 1997 suggest that it was somewhat
effective as the ice chunks typically had holes along the edges and not at the centres
suggesting it broke between drilled holes. Unfortunately they have not had the necessary
conditions to test the method a second time. With regard to the hovercraft idea it was noted
that based on the availability and cost to obtain the necessary hovercraft it was not feasible
to bring it in for one test use and therefore the idea has not been followed up any further.

* In response to a question it was confirmed that the new Norwood Bridge did flood in the
1997 flood. The north end of the bridge dips below the legislated Flood Protection Level due
to clearance requirements with the CNR line. The bridge was designed to be inundated and
its affect on flood flows was modelled and determined to be within acceptable limits. The
handicapped access requires closure by sandbags during 1997 or larger flocds.
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» In response to questions regarding erosion and sedimentation it was noted that preliminary
calculations are being done to see how much sedimentation would result during a spring
flood event in conjunction with the channel expansion. An estimation of the increased
amount of sedimentation impacts to the Red River are being compared to the guidelines of
how much sedimentation can be increased by. Detailed erosion control measures will be
developed with the final design. Proposed measures include staging the construction over
and within the years so that undisturbed areas of vegetation remain to act as natural filters
and the use of constructed measures such as silt fences, sediment traps and check dams.

¢ In response to comments regarding alternative bids it was noted that if the Master Labour
Agreement is in place that this would be the basis for bids on the project. MFEA is not sure
how an alternative bid could be requested and noted that labour laws may exclude having
two alternative bids on the same project, however, MFEA will look further into this idea.

e In response to a comment regarding the Master Labour Agreement it was noted that MFEA
is working with Manitoba Heavy Construction and getting their input on details such as
preparation time and size of contracts.

« Inresponse to a question it was noted that there are no current plans for dyke construction
in the Sturgeon Creek area as the rail structure north of Saskatchewan Ave. is a constriction
point. Until this constriction is opened up there would not likely be any consideration for
further dyke construction. However, any private property at threat of being flooded has been
identified and would be sand bagged as required.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Open House

Open House Highlights

St. Norbert Community Centre — Winnipeg, Manitoba
April 29, 2004

In Attendance

Facilitator
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil - Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
R. Bowering

For KGS Group
S. Moffatt

For Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
P. Anderson
C. S8anderson

For Interest Groups in the Area

R. Stewart — North Ritchot Action Committee

G. DeSerrano — Breezy Point Cottage Owners Association
M. Brick — MLA for St. Norbert

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

+ Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved.

» Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2 activities.

¢ Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
study, water flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, groundwater
and recreation and economic opportunities.

¢ Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held in the municipalities in the
area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and meetings are
planned as information from the Environmental Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 80 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA, KGS Group, Manitoba Water Stewardship Branch
and Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization that were in attendance to answer questions.
He reviewed the format of the evening stating that the informal viewing was to provide the public
the opportunity to read the storyboards and acquire information on the project. He described the
formal portion to follow as having two purposes. The first purpose was to allow MFEA to provide
a presentation of information on the project and the second purpose was to provide the public a
chance to voice there concerns and get answers to any questions they may have.

Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or to ask any questions of MFEA or the consultants. It was
noted that these questions and concerns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

« The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

¢ Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
. participanis.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not attributed to any one individual.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Project Description — Expansion Components
+ The question was raised regarding how stable the flioodway gates are and what will the
increased water do, as it was noticed in 1997 that the gates were vibrating.
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Public Involvement Program

» |t was noted that following Round 1 of the PIP there was a summary of 225 questions on the
website, however, their question was not included. Therefore, the question was restated
asking if the floodway can be sealed where the groundwater was breached during original
construction, before any further operation of the floodway.

* The question was raised regarding how MFEA could make a media announcement for the
start of construction in 2005 when the provincial and environmental licensing has not been
acquired yet. it was noted that this has wortied a lot of people and it would have been better
to have stated it as a proposed start date.

Water Levels

e Concern was expressed by a resident that he is worried about the smaller floods such as
the 1979 and 1950 events as he has already constructed a dyke around his property,
however, he does not have adequate flood protection according to the Klohn Crippen
Report.

o Concern was expressed that for the next large flood event the dyke along the highway to
protect the Turnbull Rd. area would need to be re-constructed as it was removed following
1997 and that this is an expensive cost at approximately $50,000.

+ The question was raised whether there were any benefits of the expanded floodway during -
lower flood events or if all this expense was simply to protect against the 700 year flood
event.

e The question was raised if water is let out of Devil's Lake, North Dakota will this affect flood
levels.

e The guestion was raised regarding what the water level and flow would be for the Emerson
area during a 700 year flood event.

Floodway Operation

» The question was raised regarding why the floodway was operated this year when the water
levels did not reach 18’ James Avenue and under what authority was it operated.

+ The guestion was raised as to what was the state of nature water level this year south of
Winnipeg.

Compensation

¢ Concern was expressed regarding the people who administer the compensation programs
as in 1997 they were neither technically qualified or motivated to conduct their work. The
suggestion was made to ensure that only competent people are hired.

» The question was raised if the new compensation legislation would cover lost crops for a
market gardener in the St. Norbert area who has lost his crops 4 out of the last 10 years.

Recreation and Economic Opportunities
» The question was raised if any recreation ideas are proposed to be built in the St. Germaln
area will the public in the area be notified of the proposed development.

Other Issues

o Concern was expressed that as a taxpayer paying for this project it was felt that MFEA
should be looking at the lowest cost to complete this project and that trying to work out the
master labour agreement is causing increased costs to the project that are not justified.

» Concern was expressed that imposing deadlines on when the master labour agreement and
the project are to be completed by, may cause extra costs as the project may be delayed by
natural causes such as the weather.

Appendix 3C Page 3C -202 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

e A comment was made that he was not against unions, however, unionization was not
required in the master labour agreement to prevent labour stoppages, as he has never
known of a non-unionized worker going on strike.

» A question was raised as to where the information for the master labour agreement fact
sheet came from.

» Concern was expressed that the floodway expansion project was a waste of money as more
people will be affected by smaller floods cutting off road access to their communities as
there have been 7 such floods in the last 40 years.

» A comment was made by a resident just inside the floodway on Turnbull Drive, that they
applied for flood proofing through the provincial application but in the end they were turned
down as they were within the City's jurisdiction. When they applied through the city
application there was no money remaining in the program. Therefore they currently have no
flood protection.

e Concern was expressed regarding riverbank erosion downstream of the inlet to St. Norbert
Heritage Park as there is the presence of a cracks or faults along the bank. The question
was raised if there would be a plan for riverbank stabilization in the area.

e Concern was expressed regarding riverbank erosion near Red River Drive. Reference was
made to an article “City Robs Riverbanks” (Winnipeg Free Press, April 28, 2004) and how
erosion control occurs in Winnipeg, however, it is not considered a problem upstream of the
floodway. The question was raised why MFEA is not taking an active part in riverbank
erosion concerns and whether there would be more done in the area than just a study
conducted on riverbank stability.

e The question was raised regarding who was responsible for naming roads and bridges. It
was noted that his land was expropriated for Courchaine Road, yet his name was not
considered for the road.

s The question was raised if MFEA have a precise cost for the project yet and whether this
includes mitigation costs.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the North Ritchot Action Committee

Water Levels

o The question was raised regarding how claims that the expanded floodway will provide
benefits to upstream residents and provide protection up to the 250 year flood event, will be
realized when the floodway operation is to restore water levels to natural upstream of the
inlet.

e The question was raised if the rate of water level increase was considered in the
calculations for state of nature as it is not just the water level but also how fast the water
raises that is important during flooding events. Concern was expressed that if the water level
raises faster then there is less time to increase the amount of flood protection.

Floodway Operation :

+ The question was raised whether during Rule 1 operation, if the city was not at risk of
flooding, instead of restoring the state of nature water level could the upstream levels be left
jower to provide more benefits from the floodway to upstream residents

Summer Operation _

« Concern was expressed regarding the proposed maximum summer elevation of 760’ as in
the north Ritchot area this year with the water level at 760" several roads and residential
properties were under water. A request was made that several aspects of summer operation
be reconsidered. First, the compensation legislation should include flooding from summer
operation as artificial flooding. Second, the maximum water level of 760° should be
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reconsidered as it causes flooding in the area. Finally reconsider the cost / benefit analysis
as basement flooding in Winnipeg can be prevented using a sewer back-up valve and house
insurance will cover this.

Compensation
» The question was raised whether the proposed revision to the DFA program from proof of
repair to proof of loss, has been adopted yet.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Breezy Point Cottage Owners Association

lece Jamming
» The question was raised regarding what consideration will be taken to alleviate flooding and
ice jams north of Selkirk.

Water Levels
e Concern was expressed that areas south and north of the floodway are severely impacted
by high water levels and that equity should be shown to all Manitobans.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the MLA of St. Norbert

Recreation and Economic Opportunities

e A question was raised whether MFEA has a process to evaluate the recreation proposals
and to provide feedback to the community regarding these proposals. Additionally, it was
asked if there was going to be an opportunity for the public to provide feedback on the
suggested ideas and if the recreation opportunities would be the last step in the project.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

+ In response to a question it was noted the inlet structure and gates are sound as they have
had regular maintenance activities conducted since 1997 and as part of the project
engineers are conducting a Dam Safety Analysis to confirm this. Additionally it was noted
that the gates were originally designed to a maximum water level of 778" and that this
maximum is not being changed for the expansion.

o Inresponse to a comment it was noted that the announcement for a construction start date
of 2005 is a projection based on the normal and reasonable time frame for an environmental
assessment process.

¢ In response to questions regarding recreation opportunities it was noted that an expression
of interest was advertised starting on March 18" and that at the submission deadline of April
20™ MFEA had received over 40 submissions. A letter is being sent out to acknowledge
each submission and people will be interviewed further to elaborate on the ideas. The
proposals are being reviewed and any of the ideas that meet the criteria that were set out
will be summarized in an opportunity report that will be incorporated into the EIS for public
comment. Additionally, the proposals need to be reviewed with the engineers to ensure they
do not interfere with the objectives of the project. It was noted that none of the proposed
recreation ideas will likely proceed further until the licences are granted and construction
begins. Prior to any recreation activities being developed in an area MFEA is required to
inform the public in the area to provide them the opportunity to comment.
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* In response to comments regarding the Klohn Crippen report it was noted that smaller
floods such as the 1979 were not analyzed. The report described the development of the
Mike-11 model for larger floods and stated that for a 1997 sized flood event that the natural
water level would 2’ lower than what was originally thought.

e In response to a question it was noted that the flow for a 700 year flood event would be

" approximately250,000 cfs but to answer what the water level for Emerson would be MFEA
would have to look up the value.

+ Inresponse to comments it was noted that as large floods occur, greater than what occurred
in 1997, community dykes will need to be raised as required and individual houses would
need to sand bag.

» In response to a question it was noted that the purpose of the expanded floodway is to
provide increased flood protection for Winnipeg. There would be no real difference during
small flood events, however, in the event of a 700 year flood the expansion will result in
significantly lower water levels in Winnipeg, keeping them below the primary dykes. Benefits
would also be realized upstream towards Ste. Agathe because of the increased capacity. As
an example in the event of a flood the same as in 1997 the water level immediately
upstream of the inlet would be approximately 2’ lower.

» In response to questions regarding the Devil's Lake discharge in North Dakota it was noted
that the proposal to relieve water levels in that area would be using a pump with a 150 cfs
capacity which is much lower than typical summer flows in the Red River. Therefore, the
effect to water levels are not a concern. However, the province has concerns associated
with water quality and the impacts to [ocal flora and fauna.

» Inresponse to questions regarding floodway operation it was noted that the Water Branch is
responsible for operation under the Water Resource Administration Act. Clarification was
made that rule 1 states to operate the floodway for water levels up to 24.5° James Avenue
s0 as not to exceed natural water levels upstream. Therefore the operation of the floodway
this year was according to this rule. Additionally, it was noted that the natural water level this
year was approximately 761'.

« In response to a question regarding floodway operation rule 1 it was noted that there is a’
possibility to operate so upstream levels are less than the state of nature and that with the
expanded floodway there is an increased possibility of this. However, it was noted that this
may have potential impacts north of the floodway and therefore, a cost / benefit analysis
would need to be conducted to determine the best approach. Additionally, it was noted that
the Portage Diversion was built solely to protect Winnipeg, such that if it were used to
provide benefits south of Winnipeg there would need to be a change in the operating rules.

¢ In response to a concern it was noted following the 1997 flood the potential for and the
effects of large floods were realized. It was determined that it was not if, but when another
large event was going to occur and the decision was made to increase the flood protection
for Winnipeg. Additionally, it was noted that all of the community ring dykes and most
individuals are now protected to the 1997 water level plus 2’ after taking advantage of the
program to increase flood protection in the Red River Valiey following the 1997 flood.
However, building up the roads to provide access to communities during the flood events is
not cost effective.

» In response to a question regarding compensation it was noted that if the market gardener
had been flooded in 2002 then he would have been compensated already, however, he
would not have been compensated for any of the other years as they were natural water
levels.

¢ In response to a question regarding the DFA program it was noted that there have been no
changes made to the program yet. The province is still trying to get the federal government
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to change the program from proof of repair to proof of loss. However, for the new
compensation legislation it has been set up as proof of loss.

« In response to concerns it was noted that following the 1997 flood to deal with the number of
compensation claims 330 people were hired within a very short time period. As so many
people were hired in such a short time period not everyone was properly qualified for the
work. To prevent this from happening again during future large floods a plan is being
developed to pre-screen and train people so there is a pool of experienced workers that can
be drawn from as needed. Additionally it was noted that the core group of people are very
experienced after having gone through the process following the 1997 and more recent
flood events.

« In response to questions regarding ice jamming it was noted that there is no relationship
between ice jamming and the operation of the floodway. This has been concluded from
several studies and records showing that ice jamming has historically occurred in the area
prior to floodway construction and since construction ice jamming has occurred prior to,
during, and following floodway operation.

e In response to a question it was noted that it is unknown what was done to seal the
floodway from any breaches to the groundwater during the original construction, however,
during the expansion work if any breaches are encountered they will be properly sealed.

« In response to a concern it was noted that because the $11.4 million available funding for
flood protection assistance in Winnipeg was not enough, the funding was prioritized such
that only people who needed a dyke 4' or higher received assistance.

« In response to concerns regarding the Master Labour Agreement it was noted that a
collective labour agreement is the best way to prevent major work stoppages and to have a
training component as part of the expansion work. Although it is costing money to work out
the details of the labour agreement it is less than the estimated cost of $50 - $70 million per
year for delays in finishing the project.

« In response to questions and comments regarding erosion it was noted that the authorities
mandate is to mitigate impacts that result from the floodway expansion. Riverbank erosion is
a natural occurrence along rivers and the floodway expansion has no effect on erosion of
riverbanks upstream of the inlet or within Winnipeg. Typically riverbank stabilization is the
responsibility of the land owner. However, there has been some government funding for
riverbank stabilization within Winnipeg because the addition of dykes for flood proofing
measures affected the bank stability. Similarly, the bank stabilization that occurred around
the Provencher Bridge was part of the bridge construction work as the new bridge and
abutments affected the riverbank stability.

» In response to a question it was noted that the City is responsible for naming streets and
bridges within the City limits and the RM Council within their municipalities.

» In response to a question it was noted that as part of the EIS submission there will be an
estimated cost for the project at a pre-design level and that it will include mitigation costs. It
was noted that this cost would have a 15% contingency.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Open House

Open House Highlights

Morris Convention Centre — Morris, Manitoba
April 26, 2004

In Attendance

Facilitafor
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
S. Topping

For KGS Group
D. MacMillan
8. Moffatt

For Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
C. S8anderson
P. Anderson

For Interest Groups in the Area

B. Fraese — RM of Morris Council

V. Rutherford — RM of Ritchot Council
C. Bisson — RM of MacDonald Council
B. Nichols — RM of Franklin Council

M. Taillieu — MLA for Morris

J. Penner — MLA for Emerson

V. Toews — MP for Provencher

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

* Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved.

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 207 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

e Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2 activities.

» Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
study, water flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation and
recreation and economic opportunities.

+ Qutline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held in the rural municipalities in
the area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the rural municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and meetings are
planned as information from the Environmental Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 60 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA, KGS Group, Manitoba Water Stewardship Water
Branch and Manitcba Emergency Measures Organization that were in attendance to answer
guestions. He reviewed the format of the evening stating that the informal viewing was to
provide the public the opportunity to read the storyboards and acquire information on the
project. He described the formal portion to follow as having two purposes. The first purpose was
to allow MFEA to provide a presentation of information on the project and the second purpose
was to provide the public a chance to voice there concerns and get answers 1o any questions
they may have. '

Jim Thomson of the Manitoba Floocdway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or to ask any questions of MFEA or the consultants, It was
noted that these questions and concerns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

» The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

» Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
participants.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not aftributed to any one individual.
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Kevy Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Project Description — Expansion Components
e The question was raised regarding how raising the highway 305 section of the West Dyke
and extending the West Dyke will benefit residents south of the dyke.

Water Levels :
e Concern was expressed regarding economic impacts to the area as a result of flooding.

Summer Operation ‘
» Concern was expressed that as soon as the gates were operated in the summer of 2002
that water backed up and caused flooding in the Morris area.

Compensation

+ Concemn was expressed that the compensation received following the summer flooding in
2002 was inadequate. He was compensated for loss of crops as estimated by crop
insurance however, there was no compensation to cover the cost of having to remove debris
from the land or for any other associated losses. The question was raised regarding what
the new compensation will be in the event of flooding from summer operation.

Other Issues _

« Concern was expressed that the causeway along Highway 23 was never constructed as
was promised following the 1979 flood and this would have provided residents in the area
better protection against flooding.

» It was requested that MFEA let out contracts for the channel widening component so that
Manitoba contractors will be able to work on the project as opposed to the work going to a
large multi-national corporation. The concern is that if companies outside of Manitoba are
awarded the work then a large amount of money will leave the province.

+ Concern was expressed that master labour agreement is forcing unionization as 95% of
Manitoba contract labourers are non-union and that this will cause additional costs. It was
noted that unionization is not necessary to ensure that the work is completed on time
because there are already penalties in place if work is not completed as scheduled.

« The question was raised regarding who would be responsible for cleaning up the mess left
at the St. Jean bridge that resulted this year as nobody broke up the ice as usually occurs.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the RM Councils

Project Description — Expansion Components
o The question was raised regarding what information was available regarding the proposed
work on the West Dyke and if this work is going to create new drainage problems.

Public Involvement Process

¢ Concern was expressed that similar to the original floodway construction, the expansion
project is proceeding without allowing the residents of Ritchot enough time to discuss issues
and make any decisions. It was expressed that MFEA does not have the right to flood
Ritchot and destroy their water supply without first working out an agreement with Ritchot
residents.
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Summer Qperation

+ The comment was made that cropland should not be flooded for the sake of preventing the
riverwalk in Winnipeg from flooding during the summer.

e The question was raised whether any consideration has been given to upgrading the
pumpstation pumps in Winnipeg instead of operating the floodway during the summer.

Other Issues

» The suggestion was made that the expansion project be reduced so that money could be
used to research and develop upstream storage of water in the Emerson area. It was noted
that this would still provide the necessary flood protection for Winnipeg, while reducing the
extent of spring flooding.

e Concern was expressed that with the large amount of money the federal government is
contributing to this project, there will be limited amounts of other work in the area by the
federal government.

e Concern was expressed regarding people being able to get out of Rosenort during flooding.
It was suggested that the road from Rosenort be raised to the north until it connects with the
West Dyke.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the MLA of Morris and Emerson

Water Levels
¢ The comment was made that the impacts to upstream communities due to the floodway
expansion and improper inlet design needs to be considered.

Other Issues -

e The question was raised if the Marsh River bridge along highway 23 will have any
improvements as part of the expansion project as it provides access to Morris when highway
75 is flooded out.

« A comment was made in support of a public comment regarding the causeway along
highway 23 that was never constructed.

s Concern was expressed that the 1JC review of upstream water storage was incomplete and
therefore, the conclusions and recommendations were incomplete. Therefore, the question
was asked why Manitoba chose not fo conduct a study or gather information from the U.S.
regarding the use of upstream water storage. It was felt that in 1997 the water level at
Winnipeg could have been lowered by 1 to 1.5' by storing water upstream and that this
stored water could later be used for commercial development. It was suggested that money
for the floodway expansion could have been used for upstream storage by building
structures to store water on the Pembina and Roseau Rivers and all tributaries leading into
the Red River.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the MP of Provencher

Other Issues
» The comment was made that people need to be assured that the floodway expansion is to
protect against flooding and that it is not a political agenda.
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Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

» In response to questions regarding the West Dyke it was noted that it is still in the design
stage so0 no answers yet regarding where and by how much it will be raised. The extension
and raising of the dyke is to provide benefits to Winnipeg by having more freeboard to
protect against wind and wave action. MFEA is working with Manitoba Water Stewardship to
ensure that the design of the West Dyke does not impact local drainage and if possible to
improve drainage problems in the area.

» In response to concerns it was noted that areas north and south of the floodway would see
elevated water levels for certain floods with the existing floodway. With the expanded
floodway areas in Ritchot south of the inlet to approximately Ste. Agathe would see a benefit
of reduced water levels. Additionally, it was noted that for floods that require floodway
operation to increase water above the state of nature, the new improved compensation
legislation would apply.

e It was noted that following the 1997 flood the federal and provincial governments spent $110
million to increase community ring dykes south of Winnipeg fo the 1997 water level plus 2'
for flood protection. This was done even though it was not cost effective, as the cost benefit
analysis does not include intangible costs. To raise the community dykes to the necessary
level to provide protection against the 700 year flood event is impractical as the cost could
not be justified for such an infrequent event. In the event that a 700 year flood occurs
temporary flood proofing measures would be used along with compensation for any
damages that would occur.

 In response to a question regarding summer operation it was noted that the cost to upgrade
the pumpstations in Winnipeg was included in the cost-benefit analysis. The results
indicated that upgrading the pumps was more expensive and less effective compared to the
summer operation with compensation for unnatural flooding. It would be very costly to
upgrade the capacity as the existing pumpstations are in good condition because they have
been regularly maintained. It was also noted that the maximum elevation of 760’ for summer
operation would have no flooding effects as far south as Morris as the effects greatly reduce
south of Ste. Agathe.

« In response to questions and concerns regarding compensation it was noted that problems
were identified with the DFA program, which is only a damage assistance program and not
designed for full compensation. The proposed compensation program is not fully developed
yet and public input is being encouraged. The preliminary structure for the compensation is
full compensation for loss with no deductible, no limits and more importantly proof of loss as
opposed to proof of repair. However, landowners would still be expected fo carry crop
insurance and take all reasonable measures to flood proof there property.

» In response to a question it was noted that the mandate for the project does not include
structures such as the Marsh River bridge that are outside of the Floodway, however, the
request will be noted so that it is included in comments to Manitoba.

« In response to comments regarding the Marsh River bridge, Manitoba Water Stewardship
noted that the bridge is low and therefore inundated during larger floods, which cuts of
access to Morris. The positive aspect of raising the bridge is that it would provide access,
however, there are potential impacts to people downsiream that would need to be
investigated. Additionally, it was noted that with emergency access into a community, such
as highway 23, then people would not have to be evacuated from there homes, although
this would depend on the water level in relation to the structural integrity of the community
dyke.
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» Inresponse to a question it was noted that it is a municipal responsibility to break up ice at
the St. Jean bridge to avoid ice problems, however, the debris that was deposited this year
will be brought to the attention of the Highways Department.

e In response to comments regarding upstream storage it was noted that the IJC review
looked at the possibility of using upstream storage. It was determined that while this would
provide benefits for local small scale flooding it was not practical to provide protection for
larger flood events. The floodway is a more cost effective method to provide flood protection
benefits for Winnipeg than upstream storage.

« Inresponse to a comment it was noted that the floodway expansion was being designed for
the 700 year flood event as this was determined to have the highest benefit to cost ratio.

+ In response to comments it was noted that the objective is to have the work conducted by
Manitoba companies as much as possible. Due to trade agreements the work can not be
limited to only Manitoba companies, however, MFEA is trying to work with the Manitoba
contractors to work out details such as preparation time and size of contracts so that the
tenders will not exclude Manitoba contractors. MFEA has been contacted by large muliti-
national corporations in regards to conducting the work, however, there have been no
discussions yet. _

e In response to concerns regarding unionization it was noted that a collective labour
agreement is the best way to prevent major work stoppages and to have a training
component as part of the expansion work.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Open House

Open House Highlights

Recreation Centre — East Selkirk, Manitoba
April 20, 2004

in Attendance

Facilitator
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
R. Bowering

For KGS Group
B. Smith

D. MacMillan

R. Carson

S. Moffatt

For Acres Manitoba
G. Mohr

For Interest Groups in the Area

J. Jonasson — Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway
K. Pohl — Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway

S. McKay — Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway
J. Hagen — Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway

D. Chorney — Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway
8. Strang — RM of St. Clements Council

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Flocdway Expansion Project to:

¢ Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved. ‘
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o Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2 activities.

e Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
study, summer operation, compensation, mitigation, recreation and economic
opportunities, dredging and ice jamming.

e Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held in the rural municipalities in
the area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the rural municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and meetings are
planned as information from the Environmental Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 170 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA, KGS Group and Acres Manitoba that were in
attendance to answer questions. He reviewed the format of the evening stating that the informal
viewing was to provide the public the opportunity to read the storyboards and acquire

- information on the project. He described the formal portion to follow as having two purposes.
The first purpose was to allow MFEA to provide a presentation of information on the project and
the second purpose was to provide the public a chance to voice there concerns and get
answers to any questions they may have.

Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or to ask any questions of MFEA or the consultants. [t was
noted that these questions and concerns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

« The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

« Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
participants.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not attributed to any one individual.
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Key Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Public Involvement Process

e The question was raised asking why these meetings are being held as the response fo
many of the questions raised during Round 1 was “it is being looked at” and again during
Round 2 many of the questions can not yet be answered.

» Concern was expressed that there was insufficient notification regarding the Open House
and it was suggested that in the future radioc announcements and advertisements in the
Selkirk Journal could be used.

Project Description — Expansion Components
» The question was raised regarding what would happen with the spoil material and if it would
be possible to deliver spoil material to communities to be used for dyke construction.

Water Levels

o Concern was expressed that information has not been shown for the communities of Netley
Creek, Wavey and Muckles. It was noted that there are approximately 700 people living in
these communities and that water backs up in the area during spring flooding.

» The question was raised whether in the calculations of water levels and design for the
expansion if MFEA considered the increased amount of water that will be flowing from the
Devil's Lake discharge in North Dakota.

s The gquestion was raised whether the initial rush of water reaching Selkirk following the first
gate operation has an effect on water levels in the area.

« The comment was made that it is hard to believe that floodway operation does not increase
water levels north of the floodway and affect flooding. It was expressed that the floodway
authority should be forced by law not to flood adjacent areas for the protection of Winnipeg.

Operation

e Concern was expressed regarding the quality and availability of information regarding
floodway operation. It was noted that this year information provided indicated that the gates
were not being operated and that the area should not anticipate high water levels or
flooding. As a result no one was prepared when flooding did occur, as no sandbags were
available from the municipality on short notice. Additionally concern was expressed that with
the new compensation requiring that efforts are made to flood proof, in a event such as this
year where they were not prepared would this exclude them from compensation.

¢ Questions were raised if water would be retained in the floodway for recreation purposes
and with the expanded capacity when will the floodway cease to be used in the year.

Compensation

» Concern was expressed that the compensation only covers flooding and does not cover any
of the potential impacis to groundwater.

e Concern was expressed that people in the Netley Creek area would rather see flood control
into Libau Marsh rather then being compensated for damages that could have prevented.

» Concern was expressed that the compensation legislation is conveniently worded so that it
appears to be an improvement however the way it is set-up it will likely never apply.

Mitigation
e A question was raised regarding what would happen in the event that the groundwater
quality in a newly installed well were impacted during the expansion project.
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s A question was raised if the floodway channel could be lined in some way to prevent
leaching of groundwater into the floodway and reduce groundwater quality and quantity
issues. Additiohally, it was asked if the increased capacity could be achieved by just
widening and not deepening to reduce impacts to groundwater.

Dredging

» It was suggested that dredging north of Selkirk would provide better flood proofing in the
area as the Red River could carry a higher volume of water. Additicnally, the increased flow
attained would help break up the ice jamming.

lce Jamming

e The question was raised as to what would happen in the event that a higher water flow with
the force capable of breaking up an ice jam, were o exceed the bank height and spread out
causing it to loose force.

o Concern was expressed that the expanded floodway would cause flooding in assocnatlon
with ice jams. It was noted that if the floodway authority would not help people in the area
then there needs to be someone else who would be accountable. A suggestion was made
that an engineer could provide the community with the necessary information so that they
would be able to prevent flooding of their properties.

» Concern was expressed that as a result of ice jamming the flooding in 1996 was higher than
what occurred in 1997. Although the area floods due to ice jamming, most of the residents in
the area have been turned down for any flood proofing assistance as the area is not
considered a flood plain, therefore the ice jamming problem needs to be solved.

» The suggestion was made that a hovercraft could be used to break up the ice along the river
and at the mouth of the lake early in the season and help prevent potential ice jams.

e The question was raised asking what it would take to demonstrate to MFEA that there is a
correlation between ice jamming and floodway operation as they disagree with MFEA that
there is no relationship.

e The comment was made that there are numerous solutions that could be provided by local
residents to address the ice jamming problems. An example was sited where an engineer
was brought into the area to demonstrate an air injection system in which air is pumped into
the water causing the ice to break up. It was noted that during the demonstration this
method kept a marina clear of ice all winter.

Other [ssues

» Concern was expressed regarding whom was going to provide flood protection for north of
Winnipeg as $700 million is being spent to provide flood protection for Winnipeg and $100
million for south of Winnipeq.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Coalition for Flood Protection North of the
Floodway

Public Involvement Program

» Concern was expressed that information has not been provided in the presentation showing
locations where the original floodway construction breached the aquifer leading to issues of
groundwater quality and seepage of groundwater into the fioodway.

Water Levels
e Concern was expressed that notches that were added to the east dyke following the 1997
flood would increase the rate of water reaching Selkirk resulting in higher water levels.
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» The question was raised if the water levels shown during the presentation are assuming that
there is no ice in the river.

e The guestion was raised regarding what the difference was between artificial and natural
flooding, and more specifically if flooding north of the outlet during floodway use is
considered natural.

Summer Operation
-« A question was raised why 1993 was not considered summer operation of the floodway and
clarification on the number of times the floodway has been operated in the summer was
requested.

lce Jamming

» Concern was expressed regarding backwater flooding as a result of ice jamming in narrow
reaches of the Red River in the Lower Fort Garry area north of Selkirk. Doubt was
expressed regarding the claim by MFEA that larger water flows will break up ice jams.
Photographs taken in the area during the flood peak this year were provided to MFEA along
with a list of questions to be addressed.

* The statement made by MFEA during the presentation that the floodway gate operation has
no effect on ice jamming and the associated flooding was challenged.

Dredging

+ Concern was expressed that dredging is needed as noted by measurements taken during a
boat trip down the Red River to the Coulee area. During the trip measurements at a couple
of break points indicated that there was only 1 foot or less of clearance below the boat.

Other Issues

e Concern was expressed that residents north of the floodway are not treated equitably as .
Winnipeg is protected from flooding yet no money has been spent for flood protection north
of the floodway. Additionally, concern was expressed that many of the residents in the area
have been turned down for assistance from flood proofing programs as the area is not a
flood plain even though they are flooded regularly due to ice jams.

e The question was raised if MFEA could provide the Federal Environment Department
contact person or the person reviewing this environmental assessment process.

« To ensure that everyone was aware of it, a comment was made that in Ernie Gilroy's letter
of April 8, 2004 he stated that the floodway expansion will improve the life for all Manitobans
and will protect the environment.

e The question was raised as to what the 718’ level refers to in relation to a flood prone area
north of Lower Fort Garry as he has heard this number used.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the RM of St.Clements Council

Mitigation

e Concern was expressed that even if no deepening of the floodway occurs with the expanded
capacity during flooding events there will be enough hydraulic pressure from the flood water
to still cause contamination of groundwater.

Other Issues
s Concern was expressed that there is no plan being developed for flood protection measures
for residents downstream of the Floodway.
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Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

s In response to the concern regarding the PIP it was noted that although answers could not
be provided for all the questions as MFEA is still in the pre-design stage, these questions
will be answered in the upcoming EIS. Although not all questions could be answered the
process is very important as it provides an opportunity to receive public comments.
Additionally, if the meetings were not held and the first information provided to the public
was the EIS, then there would have been a public outcry regarding the lack of public
involvement. In response to the short notice for the upcoming open houses an apology was
provided, as there were some problems geiting the announcement out. It was also noted
that additional means of advertising were being taken that include the use of billboard signs
along major highways accessing the area.

+ In response to a question regarding information in the presentation it was noted that the
cross sections do show where the groundwater aquifer was breached during the original
floodway constructions. It was also noted that the groundwater seepage into the floodway
occurred into the Red River prior to the floodway construction and that any groundwater
impacts that resulted from the original floodway construction have been mitigated.

¢ In response to a question regarding spoil material it was noted that this question has been
raised at numerous meetings. Consideration is being given to making spoil material
available to municipalities and the public for dyke construction or other suggested ideas and
recreation uses as long as it does not delay the floodway expansion schedule or cause
additional costs. One possibility is to set up an area where spoil material will be stored for
public access.

+ In response to questions regarding groundwater impacts it was noted that there are two on-
going studies that include monitoring groundwater wells and modelling potential impacts of
different depths of excavation to groundwater in the upper limestone (KGS Group) and Birds
Hill (Wardrop) aquifers. These studies will provide baseline information for comparison
against results of monitoring that will occur during expansion to identify impacts to local
groundwater wells due to the floodway expansion and operation. To lessen impacts to
groundwater the maximum excavation depth is 6’ and they are trying to reduce this to no
deepening. If impacts due occur to groundwater quality then engineering solutions will be
used to mitigate the impacts. This would include deepening wells or drilling new wells.

¢ In response to comments regarding the floodway and its operation in relation to water levels
in Selkirk it was noted that use of the floodway results in approximately 20% of the water
flow arriving in Selkirk a few hours earlier however, it makes no difference to the overall total
flow volumes. The initial arrival of water through the floodway does not cause any
discernible change to water levels in Selkirk and within approximately 6 hours the water
level would stabilize to the overall total flow volume. Similarly the notches added to the east
dyke following 1997 allows water to enter the floodway more easily, lowering upstream
water levels, however, the flow at the outlet structure is at a stable volume that would not be
affected by these notches.

e In response to a question it was noted that the water levels shown in the presentation
represent the peak level for that flood event. At these levels the water capacities are higher
then when ice jamming can occur and therefore the water levels assume no ice in the river.

* In response to a question it was noted that the difference between artificial and natural
flooding is whether the water level exceeds or stays below the state of nature during
floodway operation. If flooding north of the floodway occurs during floodway operation and
the water levels exceed state of nature this would be considered artificial flooding. However,
if flooding was due to an ice jam then the flooding would be considered natural as the
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floodway operation has no significant effect on ice jamming. Additionally it was noted that if
flooding is considered natural there are still flood compensation programs for natural
flooding.

» In response to questions regarding the Devil's Lake discharge in North Dakota it was noted
that the proposal to relieve water levels in that area would be using a pump with a 150 cfs
capacity which is much lower than typical summer flows in the Red River. Therefore, the
effect to water levels are not a concern. However, the province has concerns associated
with water quality and the impacts to local flora and fauna.

« In response to questions regarding operation it was noted that no water will be retained in
the floodway for recreation use and the date at which the floodway is dry would depend on
the size of flood for any given year.

» In response to a question regarding summer operation it was noted that the floodway has
only been operated once in the summer in July 2002. In 1993 the gates were not operated,
rather the water observed in the floodway was a result of high water levels causing water to
naturally flow into the floodway.

» In response to a question regarding mitigation it was noted that if the floodway channel does
require deepening than an engineering solution such as clay lining will be considered to
reduce potential impacts to groundwater quality and quantity.

» In response to questions regarding ice jamming it was noted that there is no relationship
between ice jamming and the operation of the floodway. This has been concluded from
several studies and records showing that ice jamming has historically occurred in the area
prior to floodway construction and since construction ice jamming has occurred prior to,
during, and following floodway operation.

« In response to a question regarding flooding in relation to ice jamming it was noted that if the
water |levels exceeded the bank height during flooding than the edges of an ice jam would
be released from contact with the bank and it would spread out flowing freely.

» In response to comments regarding dredging it was noted that the amount of area that
would be dredged is insignificant relative to the total area provided by the Red River. As
such, the increased flow that could be attained would not have a significant effect on
flooding or ice jamming in the area.

» In response to a question it was noted that Larry Strachan, Director of Environmental
Approvals for Manitoba Conservation was the contact person for the environmental
assessment process. He is leading the team of provincial and federal members and would
be able to provide any further contact information.

+ In response to a question it was noted that the 718’ level likely refers to a building permit
level that takes into consideration the 100 year flood event. Typically building permits only
require building above the 100 year flood event level and not higher as the higher flood
events occur so infrequently and it would prevent building in a much larger area.
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Manitoba Floodwéy Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 —- Open House

Open House Highlights

Howden Community Centre £ St. Adolphe, Manitoba
April 21, 2

In Attendance

Facilitator
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
R. Bowering

For KGS Group
B. Smith

D. MacMillan

R. Carson

S. Moffatt

For Acres Manitoba
G. Mohr

For Interest Groups in the Area

M. Clifton — Ritchot Concerned Citizens Group
P. Clifton — Ritchot Concerned Citizens Group
B. Starr— Ritchot Concerned Citizens Group
F. Hnytka — North Ritchot Action Committee
B. Stefaniuk — RM of Ritchot Reeve

M. Taillieu — MLA for Morris

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

¢ Provide a su‘mmary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved.
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+ Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2 activities.

e Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
study, water flows and levels, summer operation, compensation, mitigation and
recreation and economic opportunities.

« Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.

The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held in the rural municipalities in
the area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the rural municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and mestings are
planned as information from the Environmental Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 150 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA, KGS Group, Manitoba Water Stewardship Branch
and Acres Manitoba that were in attendance to answer questions. He reviewed the format of the
evening stating that the informal viewing was to provide the public the opportunity to read the
storyboards and acquire information on the project. He described the formal portion to follow as
having two purposes. The first purpose was to allow MFEA to provide a presentation of
information on the project and the second purpose was to provide the public a chance to voice
there concerns and get answers to any questions they may have.

Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or fo ask any questions of MFEA or the consultants. It was
noted that these questions and concerns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

» The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

* Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
participants.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not attributed to any one individual.
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Key Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Project Description — Expansion Components

¢ The question was raised whether the spoil material from floodway excavation will be
available for the public to use and if it is how would they find out how to acquire the spoail
material. '

» The question was asked if anything was being done to improve St. Mary's Road to increase
it's height.

Water Levels

« Concern was expressed regarding the higher water levels in 1997 compared to 1979 when
the floods reportedly had the same flow. Additional concerns and questions were submitted
in a letter to MFEA (Doug McNeil) regarding the different water levels for a variety of
historical floods.

« Concern was expressed that since the original construction of the floodway water levels
have been higher and the areas south of the floodway flood each year. The opinion was
voiced that MFEA should buy out all the land in the area.

e Concern was expressed that the natural water levels are based on the flow from 1950,
however, at present date with the addition of constructed drainage water reaches the Red
River more efficiently and water levels raise a lot faster now during spring melt and following
rain events.

Floodway Operation

» Concern was expressed that in 1997 the floodway operation rules were not followed and -
now with the new compensation removing the right to sue, what is there to ensure that the
proposed new rules wiil be followed during a future flood event.

Summer Operation ' - ‘

« Concern was expressed that residents affected by summer operation were excluded from
the committee to assess the summer operation in 2002. The IJC indicated that any changes
to the floodway operating rules must include all members in the valley and the 1999
floodway operating rules indicated that summer operation would be too cumbersome,
regardiess, it was allowed in 2002 without consulting the local land owners.

Compensation
e Concern was expressed that the compensation rules are very vague.

Mitigation _

« The question was raised if the cost of upgrading community ring dykes was part of the
mitigation budget.

« The question was raised whether any consideration has been given to the effect on property
values south of the inlet as everyone is being told that communities south of the inlet will be
sacrificed 1o prevent flooding in Winnipeg.

Ice Jamming

» The question was raised if any steps were being taken, such as use of a hovercraft, to
address the ice jamming concerns downstream of the outlet. Concern was expressed
regarding what would happen to the area north of Selkirk with the larger flows as it was felt
that flood protection.is not equal for ail Manitobans.
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Other Issues

+ Concern was expressed regarding repeated damages to Red River Road from erosion and
the concern that it may be lost to erosion completely. It was noted a property that was
bought out in 1997 has been left exposed to erosion. The question was raised as to what
MFEA will do about this.

» The question was raised whether the Saline Water Intrusion Study being conducted by
Wardrop Engineering for the St.Germaine/Vermette area had any connection to the work for
the floodway expansion project and if any problems were anticipated. '

» The question was raised if upstream water retention was considered as an alternative to the
floodway expansion. It was suggested that water could be temporarily held in Pelican, Swan
and Rock Lakes for a period of 10 days or so to reduce flood water levels.

« Concern was expressed that the effects of gate operation in spring and summer on
vegetation needs to be considered.

e The suggestion was made that instead of expanding the floodway extend it ail the way up to
l.ake Winnipeg as this would prevent flooding in the areas south and north of Winnipeg.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Ritchot Concerned Citizens Group

Summer Operation

« Concern was expressed that it is outrageous to try and keep the river walk in Winnipeg from
being flooded at the cost of flooding properties south of Winnipeg.

« A comment was made that summer operation is simply sewage relief for Winnipeg and not
flood control measures.

Compensation

o The question was raised if the compensation criteria, requiring an owner to show proof of
compliance, will be clearly established and published before the floodway expansion has
begun. '

e Concern was expressed that the compensation legislation needs to be clearly defined so
there is no ambiguity when claims are made. Additionally, it was felt that flooding an area
and then making the landowner show proof that they were flooded before providing
compensation is insulting to the people in the area.

« Concern was expressed that the proposed compensation legislation is not acceptable. it
was indicated that a full agreement with all the details worked out needs to be developed
and that if the province is not capable of developing an acceptable agreement then the
federal government needs to take the responsibility.

» The suggestion was made that to prevent compensation problems a negotiating agreement
similar to the northern flood agreements should be created for southern Manitoba to offset
annual costs from flooding.

Other Issues

» Concern was expressed that it is hard to get information on the proposed regulations. 1t was
noted that there was very little respect for the province as a result of lies made over the last
seven years and because of constantly changing the baseline information. It was
commented that there needs to be a negotiated flood agreement with Ritchot residents or
they will not let the floodway authority flood the area. Additionally, it was noted that if they
did not like the process that they could sue.

s The comment was made that residents of Ritchot are physically, emotionally and financially
exhausted, yet it is the people in Winnipeg that have everything to gain and nothing to lose
from this plan for improved flood protection.
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» Concern was expressed regarding the inequalities as in 1962 the project cost $62 million
whereas the expansion project will cost $660 million to provide the city with protection up to
the 700 year flood event, while communities upstream will only be provided protection up to
the 250 year flood event. All southern Manitobans are paying for the project however, they
are not all receiving equal benefits.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the North Ritchot Action Committee

Public Involvement Process

e Concern was expressed that public comments are not being adequately considered.
Additionally, they feel that the public has not been involved enough, as mandated by the IJC
study, in making decisions as part of the process such as the floodway operation and
compensation legislation.

Water Levels

« Concern was expressed that residents upstream of the floodway will not see any benefits as
a result of the expanded floodway as they feel the operation of the gate, restoring water
levels upstream back to state of nature, only benefits the city.

Compensation
» The question was raised regarding what the extent of public participation was in determining
the criteria for the compensation regulation.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the RM of Ritchot Council

- Mitigation
« Concern was expressed that as water comes into the area from the east, south and west but
is controlled to the north that the area is affected and mitigation was never completed. It was
suggested that mitigation is needed in the area to meet IJC comments.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the MLA of Morris

Compensation

+ Concern was expressed that the compensation legislation sounds great on paper, however,
when it comes to implementing it there will be problems. It was felt that there is a lot of
interpretation as to what is natural compared to artificial flooding. The question was raised
as to why MFEA did not inform the public during the presentation that the compensation
legislation includes giving up their right to sue the government.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

» In response to a question regarding spoit material it was noted that this question has been
raised at numerous meetings. Consideration is being given to making spoil material
available to municipalities and the public for dyke construction or other suggested ideas and
recreation uses as long as it does not delay the floodway expansion schedule or cause
additional costs. One possibility is to set up an area where spoil material will be stored for
public access '

+ In response to concerns regarding the lack of public involvement it was noted that this is the
second round of 4 rounds of public meetings. Following the four rounds there will be
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additional public involvement through a 60-day review of the EIS followed by the CEC
hearings. Additionally, it was noted that comments made by public during the first round PIP
have been considered in the project, such as widening as opposed to deepening to lessen
groundwater impacts.

+ In response to a question it was noted that nothing is being done to improve St. Mary’s
Road as that is beyond the scope of the expansion project.

+ In response to questions and comments regarding different water levels for varying historical
flood events it was noted that MFEA did not have the answers at this time, however, they
would review the data provided and respond if they could. It was also noted that the intent of
the EIS is to look at what the effects of an expanded floodway would be relative to the base
case scenario of the existing floodway and not to the conditions prior to the original floodway
construction.

s In response to a concem it was clarified that the benefit of an expanded floodway is the
increased capacity. As an example in the event of a flood the same as in 1997 the water
level immediately upstream of the inlet would be reduced by approximately 2' and benefits
would be realized upstream towards Ste. Agathe.

» In response to a concern regarding floodway operation it was noted that in 1997 the
intention of the operating rule was met. The original rule was to keep water levels at 25.5'
James Avenue to provide at least 2’ of freeboard on the primary dykes. However, in 1997
the river surface profile was steeper than normal such that in the south end of Winnipeg
water levels reached the equivalent of 25.5’ James Avenue in St. Norbert. Therefore, it was
considered that the rule was followed and this change was adopted into the new floodway
operation rules following the 1997 review. .

» In response to a concern regarding summer operation it was noted that the final decision to
allow summer operation has not yet been made and that before it is made decisions need to
be made regarding compensation for flooding upstream.

» In response to questions and concerns regarding compensation legislation it was noted that
the regulation was introduced in March and that this stage of the PIP open houses is to
introduce the legislation and receive public response. The legislation will follow the
Provincial legislation process that includes public input and responses to assist in making
final decisions prior to the final reading.

» Inresponse to a question it was noted that upgrading community ring dykes was not part of
the floodway expansion plan, however, $110 million had been spent by the federal and
provincial governments since the 1997 flood for this purpose.

s In response to questions regarding ice jamming it was noted that there is no relationship
between ice jamming and the operation of the floodway. This has been concluded from
several studies and records showing that ice jamming has historically occurred in the area
prior to floodway construction and since construction ice jamming has occurred prior to,
during, and following floodway operation.

* In response to a question it was noted that Wardrop Engineering was conducting the
groundwater study for the City of Winnipeg, however, they were subsequently hired by
MFEA to conduct studies for the floodway expansion as they had already conducted work in
the area. The studies are not completed yet, however, movement of the salt water line is not
anticipated. _

e In response to a question it was noted that the extension of the floodway directly to Lake
Winnipeg was investigated as an alternative, however, due to the extremely high cost and
low benefits of this option it was rejected. Additionally, it was noted that the Red River
downstream of the floodway outlet has a capacity that can carry the 220,000 cfs design flow.
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — Public Involvement Program
Round 2 — Open House

Open House Highlights

Baptist Church — Oakbank, Manitoba
April 19, 2004

In Attendance

Facilitator
R. Sawchuk

For Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

D. McNeil — Vice-President — Hydraulics

J. Thomson — Vice-President — Transportation

D. Hurford — Community and Government Relations Coordinator

For Manitoba Water Stewardship, Water Branch
R. Bowering

For KGS Group
B. Smith

D. MacMillan

S. Moffatt

For Interest Groups in the Area

V. Johnson — Floodway East Drainage Association
J. Holland — RM of Springfield Reeve

C. Lapointe — RM of Taché Councillor

R. Schuler — MLA for Springfield

Purpose of Open House

The open house was requested by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) for the
Floodway Expansion Project to:

e Provide a summary of the project description, outlining the expansion components
involved. '

« Describe the environmental assessment process focusing on the Public Involvement
Process (PIP) with a description of the current Round 2activities.

» Address in detail key issues that include: floodway operation, the natural river levels
'study, summer operation, compensation, mitigation and recreation and economic
opportunities.

¢ Outline the ongoing and future communications and the next stages of the process.
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The open house is part of a series of Round 2 sessions being held in the rural municipalities in
the area affected by the proposed Floodway Expansion Project. In addition to the open house
series, meetings are being held with the elected officials from the rural municipalities and with
stakeholders in the area. At least two additional rounds of public open houses and meetings are
planned as information from the Environmental Impact Assessment becomes available.

Open House Process

The session started with individual review of the open house storyboards by the public, with
approximately 90 people in attendance. MFEA and their consultants were on hand to answer
any questions that arose during this viewing period. Halfway through the evening Richard
Sawchuk, independent facilitator for the evening, introduced the formal portion of the open
house.

Richard introduced the members of MFEA and KGS Group that were in attendance to answer
questions. He reviewed the format of the evening stating that the informal viewing was to
provide the public the opportunity to read the storyboards and acquire information on the
project. He described the formal portion to follow as having two purposes. The first purpose was
to allow MFEA to provide a presentation of information on the project and the second purpose
was fo provide the public a chance to voice there concerns and get answers to any questions
they may have.

Doug McNeil of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority delivered the presentation
reviewing the project description and Public Involvement Program, addressed in detail the key
issues and outlined the next steps in the process. Following the presentation the public were
invited to speak about their concerns or to ask any questions of MFEA or the consuitants. It was
noted that these questions and concermns would be recorded and the information included as
part of the EIS.

Throughout the question and answer period:

e The public and stakeholder representatives asked questions, offered perspectives and
identified issues about the proposed expansion project, the environmental assessment
process and the key issues addressed in Round 1 of the PIP.

e Where appropriate, representatives of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority and their
consultants provided clarification and offered perspectives on items raised by the
patticipants.

The following are highlights from the evening’s discussion, and are intended to capture the key
points, questions and comments that were raised or presented. They are not presented in the
sequence that they were raised at the meeting nor are they a detailed or verbatim description of
what was said. The input received during the workshop is presented by organization or general
public and not attributed to any one individual.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Public

Project Description — Expansion Components

¢ The question was raised whether the spoil material from the floodway expansion would be
used for twinning the perimeter highway west of the floodway.

e The comment was made that twinning highway 15 is the main priority in the RM of
Springfield. Following up on a previous meeting in Dugald at which a petition for twinning
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highway 15 was presented with 1,000 signatures, it was noted that they have added an
additional 500 names. An update on the how the potential twinning is progressing was
requested.

¢ The question was raised whether extending the floodway, possibly at a smaller scale,
directly into Lake Winnipeg was considered as an alternative to expanding the existing
floodway. .

+ The question was raised whether MFEA is close to deciding where and how much the
floodway will be deepened and or widened and if there wil! be notification to the public and
municipalities when the design is complete. The question was also raised if sections of the
floodway are deepened while other areas are widened, how would water flow effectively
through the floodway.

Water Levels

o The question was raised whether in the calculations of water levels and design for the
expansion if MFEA considered the increased amount of water that will be flowing
downstream from the Devil's Lake discharge in North Dakota.

Compensation

« The question was raised regarding who decides full compensation and why the new
legislation removes an individuals right to sue the government.

e The question was raised if the floodway expansion results in impacts to the groundwater
quality and this in turn affects the property value will compensation apply. Additionally it was
asked if the floodway is deepened and 10 to 15 years later there are impacts to the
groundwater will compensation apply.

Recreation and Economic Opportunities
e The question was raised if there have been any proposals submitted yet suggesting the
connection of the four major snowmobile trail systems in the area.

Ice Jamming

» Concern was expressed regarding ice jamming at the south end of Lake Winnipeg. It was
noted that the alternative of extending the floodway directly into Lake Winnipeg would
relieve some of the water volume on the river in the event of ice jamming.

Other Issues :

» The question was raised whether groundwater studies assessing the quality and level woul
be conducted prior to any of the floodway expansion work. It was noted by a resident that
there is a monitoring well on his property and he expected that it would be sampled as part
of the groundwater studies as he feels all monitoring wells should be inspected as opposed
to just a selection of wells.

« Disagreement was expressed regarding comments made by Ernie Gilroy. It was felt that the
floodway expansion will only dramatically improve the quality of life for Winnipegers and not
all Manitobans as people outside of the floodway are still flooded. Additionally it was felt that
jobs are not being created for Manitobans as companies outside of Manitoba can bid on the
work. It was expressed that only Manitobans should be allowed to work on the project.

The question was raised regarding when and if Intervener funding will be awarded.

¢ The question was raised as to what would make the expansion project a success. It is
known that the expansion project is for the protection of Winnipeg, however, for the project
to be considered a success in the Springfield area drainage problems need to be corrected,
there needs to be minimal impacts to groundwater quality and quantity and transportation
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concerns in the area need to be addressed. It was noted that there has been no actions yet
1o ensure success of the expansion project in this area.

» The question was raised if the floodway authority has taken over responsibility of the
floodway from the federal government.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Floodway East Drainage Association

Discussion Topics Identified in PIP Round 1

« Concern was expressed for residents and farmers along the east side of the floodway as it
effectively acts like a dyke preventing drainage from their properties. In the event of heavy
summer rains area residents are flooded, as the water does not effectively drain from the
properties to the existing drop structures. They would like to see co-operation between the
RM of Springfield, the Cooks Creek Conservation District and MFEA to conduct an
investigation to improve drainage in the area. They would like the investigation to look at the
quantity and capacity of existing drop structures as they would like one or two more drop
structures and be involved in the process of locating them in addition to lowering the existing
structures.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the RM of Springfield and Tache Councils

Mitigation _

+ The question was raised regarding how far away from the floodway will potential impacts to
ground water wells occur as a result of the expansion and will there be mitigation to deal
with the potential impacis.

Other Issues '

e Concern was expressed that the $100,000 allocated for Infervener funding is largely
insufficient to adequately review the work being conducted by MFEA that has cost $8
million.

« Concern was expressed that during the council meetings it was indicated that information
was still to be coming, such as the extent of flooding south-east of the floodway, however it
is felt that this information is stili not being provided and presented.

Key Questions and Comments Made by the Springfield MLA

Other Issues ‘

e The question was raised whether the studies have indicated yet how many groundwater
wells may potentially be impacted due to the floodway expansion. Additionally the question
was raised if there will be enough money to mitigate or compensate for all the potential
impacts.

Key Perspectives Provided by Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority Representatives
and Their Consultants

+ In response to a question it was noted that the floodway is owned and operated by the
province and that any changes to operating rules are the responsibility of the province as
opposed to the federal government.

+ In response to comments it was noted that following the 1997 flood the potential for and the
effects of the 1826 flood (1 in 300 year event) were realized. An event such as 1826 would
be 40% larger than 1997 and with the existing floodway water levels would be 10’ higher in
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Winnipeg. This would result in approximately a third of Winnipeg being flooded by overland
flooding and another third flooded due to sewer backup. This would essentially immobilize
Winnipeg and shut down the economic engine of Manitoba. Therefore, to protect the quality
of life for all Manitobans it was determined that a plan to deal with these larger floods was
necessary. Based on a cost/benefit analysis it was determined that flood protection up to the
700 year flood event was the best option.

* In response to comments it was noted that MFEA wants to see as many jobs given io
Manitobans as possible, however, because of inter-provincial and other trade agreements
they can not stipulate that only Manitoba companies can bid on the work. Additionally, if
work is awarded to companies outside of Manitoba it is expected that the majority of the
labourers will still be Manitobans and there will be a training component for labourers
associated with the expansion work.

* In response to questions and concerns regarding success of the expansion project for the
Springfield area, it was noted that the project mandate is for the protection of Winnipeg.
However, it was also noted that MFEA is going beyond the mandate as the drainage
engineers are looking into designing the drop structures to meet the future expanded needs
for the area. As part of the project there are on-going studies assessing and trying to
mitigate the potential impacts of the project on groundwater quality and quantity. Additionally
MFEA is looking at twinning highway 15 and the potential for more at grade crossings
through the floodway. It was noted however that the highways department has concerns
about at grade crossings due to the increase in intersections tied into the existing highways.
The answers haven't all been provided yet as the project is still in the pre-design stage and
all aspects of the project need to be considered when pulling the information together into a
cohesive package. The design will be complete along with all the answers and included in
the EIS, which will be made available to the public for their review and comment.

* In response to drainage concerns it was noted that UMA is looking at the potential to
increase the capacity of the drop structures to address local drainage issues associated with
the project. They are reviewing if the current drainage system meets the current capacity
needs of the drainage district and if they will meet the future needs. MFEA will meet again
with the Floodway East Drainage Association and Cooks Creek Conservation District as
soon as any information is provided by UMA. However, MFEA clarified that their
responsibility is only to the floodway limits for drainage system improvements and that the
drop structure locations are not likely to change.

* In response 1o questions regarding groundwater impacts it was noted that there are two on-
going studies that include monitoring a selection of groundwater wells and modelling
potential impacts of different depths of excavation to groundwater in the upper limestone
(KGS Group) and Birds Hill (Wardrop) aquifers. These studies will provide baseline
information for comparison to monitoring what will occur during expansion to identify impacts
to local groundwater wells due to the floodway expansion. Based on preliminary ground
water modelling, with the worsi case scenario of deepening 1.5 m there would be a
drawdown of approximately 1.5 m immediately adjacent the floodway. The drawdown of
ground water ievels is noticeable within the first couple of miles and lessens as you move
away from the floodway. Approximately 5 miles away (Lorette) the drawdown would be
within seasonal fluctuations and by 15 miles away (Anola) there is no noticeable drawdown.
There is no indication yet as to how many wells may potentially be impacted, however, there
is sufficient budget to mitigate any potential impacts that may occur.

* In response to questions regarding the twinning of highway 15 it was noted MFEA is still
designing a 4 lane bridge in anticipation of highway 15 being twinned. However, the twinning
project requires approval from the provincial and federal governments.
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+ In response to questions it was noted that the final design of the floodway expansion was
not complete yet but was anticipated to be complete by August at which time the information
will be available for public review in the EIS. Investigations are still on-going to determine
where the channel will be widened as opposed to deepened to minimize groundwater
impacts and results will likely indicate minimal deepening. It was noted that the final design
of the low flow channel when complete will be sloped so that water will not pond in the
floodway channel.

« In response to a question it was noted that the extension of the floodway directly to Lake
Winnipeg was investigated as an alternative, however due io the extremely high cost and
low benefits of this option it was rejected. Additionally, it was noted that the Red River
downstream of the floodway outlet naturally has a capacity that can carry the 220,000 cfs
design level with almost no flooding besides some back up into tributaries.

« In response to a question regarding the use of spoil material for twinning the perimeter
highway, it was noted that although there has been no formal discussion this could be
considered, however, there would be additional costs associated with hauling the extra
distance. There have been discussions about using spoil material for the interchange at
highway 589.

» In response to questions regarding the Devil's Lake discharge in North Dakota it was noted
that the proposal to relieve water levels in that area would be using a pump with a 150 cfs
capacity which is much lower than typical summer flows in the Red River. Therefore, the
effect to water levels are not a concern, however, the province has concems associated with
water quality and the impacts to local flora and fauna.

« In response to comments regarding compensation it was noted that compensation applies
only to artificial flooding during operation. If there were potential impacts to ground water
quality from the floodway expansion these would be dealt with through mitigation measures
during the design and construction stages. It was also noted that investigations of ground
water modelling have indicated that any impacts to ground water as a result of floodway
expansion should be able to be determined within the time frame of construction as opposed
to taking 10 to 15 years.

« In response to comments regarding compensation legislation it was noted that the process
allows the government to settle claims through compensation rather than going through the
court system. The compensation legislation provides that anyone receiving compensation
can not aiso sue the government.

+ In response to a question regarding recreation proposals it was noted that none of the
proposals will be looked at until the submission deadline of April 20™. Following the deadline
the proposals will be reviewed and any of the ideas that meet the criteria that were set out
will be included in an opportunity report that will be incorporated into the EIS for public
comment.

¢ In response to comments regarding ice jamming it was noted that the Selkirk area is prone
to ice jamming, that jams occurred prior to floodway construction and since construction ice
jams have occurred prior to, following and during gate operation. It has been determined
that the floodway and the proposed floodway expansion have no effect on ice jamming and
the resulting impacts.

« In response to comments and questions regarding Intervener funding it was noted that the
CEC is responsible for deciding who receives intervener funding and they have not made
any decisions to daie. MFEA is also waiting for the CEC decision, as they will be working
closely with whoever is awarded intervener funding.
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8. Communication

Since January, MFEA has taken a proactive, transparent approach to communicating the
project’s progress. As opposed to presenting a complete, final project to the public,
MFEA made a decision to present the floodway expansion in its early design stage.

This has allowed meaningful public consultation and significant improvement to the
project. MFEA has taken a number of steps to communicate project elements, public
consultation opportunities and progress reports fo the public.

In addition to the public involvement process already identified in this report, MFEA
distributed questionnaires at public meetings, conducted public opinion research about
the project and distributed a newsletter to more than 32,000 local households.

A direct mail effort has also been initiated which provides key stakeholders, elected
officials and local residents with regular updates on the project and invites feedback.
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8.1 Media Relations
The following pages are a chronological summary of news releases, advertising and local
press clippings relevant to the various elements of the Red River Floodway Expansion.

MFEA also undertook a television advertising campaign in April to increase awareness of
the project and encourage Manitobans to participate in the ongoing consultation process.
Viewers were encouraged to contact our toll-free number and/or web site for information
about the various elements of the Red River Floodway Expansion.
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help shige the future of their communi-
ties— paruculaﬂy 5 it relates to protect-
ing the environment. .

Canzda and Manitotia have agreed toa
co-gperative enviropmental review:
process to be led by the MAnitobs Clean
Envirpnmient Commission and consistent
with the Canadiag Enviroamental Asiess-
meni Act. . B

The flrst stage of the independent envi-
ropmental review process i5 being injtist- ,

. ed this month, It will build upor previnas

consultatinns and go far beyond the envi- |

" ronments) profection standardy used tp. .

cansiruct the original Aoodys yeay. More

-informadon’ Frobt tie process is avaﬂahle’" N

ar www.floxiwayeia.com,

The Lottom line iz the full expansion of
the foadway will dmmancnﬂy improvethe
Guality of life for Manitcbans hy helpmg o
meke resideats more secure, lmprovmg
the environment, providing economic
development opportunities and estyblish-
ing an interoational model for publit con-
sultauun end community invalvemeat’

. Ernig Gllroy ir chigf executing aﬁcﬁ's_ﬁum '
Muisoba Hoodoeg & Authosity
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Floodway

Gontinued from page 81

Chris Larenc, executive director of the
Manitoba Heavy Construction Associa-
tion, said his industry is non-unionized
and it will oppose any attempt to limit
the work to union shops.

Lorenc said he wasn't opposed to base-
line wages, but he didn’t think they were
necessary.

“They're worried one company might
steal workers from a non-union employ-
er, but 1.say, ‘Good for the worker if he
can get more money somewhere else.’ "

Lorenc said employers understand
they work in a competitive environment
and even non-unionized sectors pay top
wages in construction.

Any atterapt to limit work to unionized
shops would be “bad social, economic
and public policy," he said.

“This could be an explosive issue and
very divisive if it's not handled praper-
ly," Lorenc said.

He added it was dangerous for the
government to attempt to influence how
the market works, particularly when the
project is being funded by taxpayers.

The floodway expansion will increase
flood protection for Winnipeg and for
communities north and south of the city.
The project was developed following the
Flood of the Century in 1997, which dev-
astated communities in the Red River
Valley and nearly swamped Winnipeg.

2 dave.o’hrien@{reepress.mhb. ca

CITY

.u.u

Winmipeg free Press

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 2004

DISTRICT

Floodway work a hot issue

‘Our goal is labour peace,” says expansion authority

By David O'Brien

WHEN work on the Winnipeg floodway
expansion begins next year, thousands
of people will be employed for four
years on the $700-million project,

To ensure labour peace on what will
be one of the busiest workplaces in the
province, the Maniteba Floodway
Expansion Authority is curreatly nego-
fiating a master labour agreement with
unions and industry.

And that has raised several touchy
issues about market freedom, manda-
tory minimum wages and unionized

versus non-unionized labour.

“QOur goal is labour peace,” said Dave
Hurford, spokesman for the expansion
authority.

“We're on a tight schedule and we
don't want disruptiens caused by labour
uerest o unceriainty.”

Hurford said the authority is now
considering the labour terms that
should be established, including
whether the work should be limited to
unienized workers, or whether non-
unionized employers should be forced
to pay union-scale wages.

He said no decisions have been made,
but the issues are being discussed with

the Winnipeg Construction Association,
the Manitoba Heavy Construction Asso-
ciation and the Manitoba Building and
Construction Trades Council.

The authority will insist on mandato-
ry workplace safety standards and it is
also requiring that women and aborig-
inals be fairly represented on the work-
force,

Other than that, everything is up for
negotiation, providing it guarantees
labour peace and security, Hurford
said.

Continued
Please ses FLOODWAY B2

B1

CITY EDITOR:
Steva Pona 697-7292
city.desk@ireepress.mb.ca
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'WAENE GLOWAGK! / WINMIPEG FREE PRESS ARCHIVES

Thousands of people will work on
§700-million {loodway expansion.
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8.2 Polling, Questionnaires and Newsletters

Questionnaires were distributed at MFEA’s various town hall meetings. Participants
were invited to answer various questions about the project on six occasions:

April 19 — Oakbank Baptist Church

April 20 - East Selkirk Recreation Centre

April 21 — St. Norbert, Howden Community Centre

April 26 — Morris, Southern Manitoba Convention Centre
April 29 — Winnipeg, St. Norbert Community Centre
May 3 - Winnipeg, Vince Leah Recreation Centre

YVVVVYY

A copy of the questionnaire, results and samples are included in this section.

MFEA was also assisted by Group’ Action Saint-Norbert (GAS). In February 2004, GAS
conducted a mail survey of the residents regarding recreation opportunities associated
with the project. Close to 700 residents on both sides of the Red River between the
Perimeter Highway on the north and St. Adolphe on the south responded to the survey.
Results are included in this section.

MFEA initiated public opinion research in April to survey the feelings and awareness of
Manitobans about the project. A summary of the research is included in this section.
MFEA will undertake additional public opinion research as the project evolves.

Further to our commitment to rural Manitoba residents, MFEA distributed an information
brochure throughout the Red River Basin in April. The document was distributed to
more than 32,000 householders in southern Manitoba and regions of Winnipeg closer to
the floodway inlet and outlet structures. A detaiied breakdown is as follows:

Winnipeg - South (R2ZN) 8,526 hhlds
Winnipeg - Birds Hill (R2E) 2,818 hhlds

Selkirk (R1A, RIB) 8,093 hhlds
St. Norbert (R3V) 2,674 hhlds

Dugald (ROE 0K0) 1,580 hhlds West St. Paul (R4A) 1,228 hhlds
Lorette (ROA 0Y0) 1,147 hhlds QOakbank (ROE 0Y0) 1,086 hhlds
Ste. Adoklphe (R5A) 1,007 hhids Morris (ROG 1K0) 962 hhlds
Niverville (ROA 1EQ) 849 hhlds East Selkirk (ROE 0M0) 805 hhlds
St. Pierre Jolys (ROA 1V0) 590 hhids Peguis (ROC 3J0) 451 hhlds
Emerson (ROA 0LO) 421 hhlds Sanford (ROG 210) 338 hhlds
St. Jean Baptiste (ROG 2B0) 314 hhids Ste. Agathe (ROG 1Y0) 180 hhlds
Brunkild (ROG 0EO) 97 hhids Rosseau River (ROA 1P0) 74 hhlds
Aubigny (ROG 0C0) 73 hhlds MacDonald (ROH 0S0) 70 hhlds

A second newsletter is planned for distribution this summer to highlight the results of the
public involvement program and improvements that have been made to the project.
MFEA will continue to distribute regular newsletter updates beyond the environmental

licensing process.
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lienitoba Floodway Expansion Awtherity - Open fouse

What do you think is the best way for the Floodway Authority to notify
residents about public meetings?

e R e e e e B o D N ot e ok o ot o At o e M P e ek ot B e e B B e e M Py et B e e b e

At R Y P e M W i e W el e et S e e ekl e e o T P e A P e b N e B e S e ot R ok B e e o

What information would you like to see on the Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority’s Web-Site? :

et B i s T i e Mt P ko ol A e e S 1 B T ot et o e ot P et ol B e e
e A e M e M e o e e M R e o R o o e R s o By e e ed R o N e et B e A e

e i 8 T o D S e el S e ok o e LN ey e et B e e o T e e B A et N P e N P el R A A e e Al e M b

Was the format of this open house/public meeting helpful to you? If
not, what could we do to improve on in the future?

e i B b P D ey ot e et e o L B e e e e B B e e Bt B Ak e T e o e ot o e A o ek e B
et e ok ) kT ot S P D M e ety ek et R S e e B e e B e e A e bt e o A W
e e o e M P e M B N e R ot M O e e M B P e P e B e et N P e i e B e e e e ek o

T o o et D WOl P e ot B R S Y P A S Y o e o W e M P e A M P (e R e e B b e S e e e e

Is there a particular aspect of the project that you are interested in
that motivated you to come to this meeting?

M ol e N T e B e e A e ok O e et i el o P B e Bl e e e B o e S Pt P e Bk A
et ot o et ol T e N o e ot el e o ot e e S e A e e AN R W e M Ny o S W e o e Y e Bt

et et T b e ke S o B O e e S e e et B B P et B e ek e S R e B S e P e S e A T A o

Do you support the need to expand the current floodway to provide
increased flood protection in southern Manitoba? Yes or No

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 237 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Are there questions you have that were NOT addressed in the
presentation by the Authority? If yes, what are they?

e et B o et A Y S M e A P e o Y e kBN o ot o o B Y et ot et M et e e it kbt e o B P e

e P o o ok S P o o B e e e B P e et e R o el P et e et e P P b i P o et S o e ot D e e

Before attending this meeting were you very familiar, somewhat
familiar, not very familiar or not at all familiar with the floodway
expansion? (circle one)

What do you think is a reasonable period of public consultation for this
project?

Tt . et o B e o Bk e et M P e B B P et B P et N e P B e e B P e et R e 1 e S o Y et B

On a scale of 1-10 (ten being the best) how much of a priority do you
think should be given to the following things during the floodway
construction?

Make sure as many jobs as possible are filled by
Manitobans

Provide training for Manitobans who need it to qualify for
jobs on the project _

Include recreational opportunities like ski facilities, walking
and bike trails into the project during construction.

Get the job done at the lowest possible cost, even if that
means leaving out some training, economic development
and recreation opportunities.

Complete the project as fast as possible to make sure that
we are protected against future flooding

Maximize training opportunities for women, aboriginal &
Metis to gain skills in the construction industry

Make sure there are no strikes and labour uncertainty
during the construction of the project.

Make sure the project meets environmental protection
standards

Would you like to be added to the Authority’s mailing list? If yes,
please provide your name and mailing address.

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (204) 945-4900 & 1-866-356-6355
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Summary of Public Open House Questionnaire Resulis

» Approximately 23% of the 500+ public open house attendees completed a
questionnaire.

» Most residents heard about the public meetings through their local newspaper
(55%). Word of mouth and road side billboards were also sited as sources of
information.

» Residents suggested local newspaper advertising was the best way to inform
residents of future meetings. Radio and direct mail were other prominent
suggested communication methods.

» When asked what information residents would like to see on the MFEA web site,
most residents requested specific project details, regular progress reports and
examples of local water levels during various flood events. Just over 6% of
respondents said they had no access to the Internet.

> Most open house attendees found the open house sessions helpful to them in
understanding the project. They said they would like to see more information
about the proposed compensation legislation, labour agreement and the project’s
impact on local water levels.

»  When asked which particular aspect of the project was of the most interest to
them, groundwater and local water levels were identified at the top issues.
Recreation and compensation were also identified as top priorities.

» Most respondents (74%) fecl they are somewhat or very familiar with the
floodway expansion project. The vast majority of decided respondents (72%)
support the floodway expansion project.

> Most respondents (50%) said six months to one year is an appropriate period of
time for the public consultation process. 22% said the public consultation process
should take place indefinitely.

» When asked rate various project elements, respondents 1dent1ﬁed the following
objectives in order of priority:

. make sure the project meets environmental standards

. make sure as many jobs as possible are filled by Manitobans

. provide training for Manitobans who need it to qualify for jobs on the
project

. get the job done at the lowest possible cost

. make sure there are no strikes or labour disputes

. include recreation & ski facilities, walking & bike trails into the
project :

. maximize training opportunities for women, Aboriginal and Metis
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Manitoba Floodway
_Expansion Authority

More capacity. More opportunities. - APRIL 2004

Over the past year, they committed an additional $240
M €ss aq e fro m the c Eo million to begin the expansion — more than one-third

of the total project costs.

The floodway expansion will dramatically improve
the quality of life for Manitobans. It will make
residents more secure, protect the environment, create
jobs & economic growth as well as establish a model
for community involvement.

floodway has saved Manitobans more than

$8 billion in flood damage. During the 1997
Flood of the Century the capacity of the floodway
was pushed to its limits. To better protect southern
Manitoba residents, into the next century, we need

S ince its completion in 1968, the Red River

to expand the Red River Floodway. Since 1997, the We want our public consultation process to be
Canadian and Manitoba governments have invested inclusive, innovative and informative. You have an
$130 million in flood protection measures - $110 opportunity to help shape the future of your

million for rural residents in the Red River Basin. community for generations to come. Included in this

package you will find more information about the
project as well as our consultation plan. We have also
established a toll-free access line for rural residents
at 1-866-356-6355.

As chief executive officer of the Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority, I want to assure all Manitebans
that [ am committed to completing the floodway
project before the next big flood hits. We look forward
to working with you in the months and years ahead.

I

Ernie Gilroy
CEO

Manitoba Floedway
Expansion Authority

200-155 Carlton Street
b Winnipeg MB

B:. R3C 3H8

,204-945-4900

free: 1-866-356-6355
wi.floodwayauthority.mb.ca
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E MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY - April 2004

Environmental Impact Assessment

related to this project, the authority has

commissioned an independent, environmental
impact assessment of the project, consistent with
federal and provincial legislation requirements.
The assessment will be completed before the
construction on the expansion begins.

I n order to identify potential environmental effects

This independent process is intended to provide carly
opportunities for citizens to receive information

and provide their views about potential project
effects, measures to mitigate those effects and various
other requirements associated with the project.

Floodway Facts

Public involvement is a critical element of the
environmental assessment process. The first of three
rounds in this process began in January and was just
completed. A second round of more detailed discussions
will take place before summer, with the third round
commencing before the end of the year, More
information is available at www.floodwayeia.com.

Once the environmental impact assessment is
completed, it will be made available to the public
and reviewed by federal & provincial agencies.

The Manitoba Clean Environment Commission will
then conduct public hearings on the environmental
implications of the project.

« The new floodway will be able to handle
close to 50 per cent more water flow than the
existing floodway.

« More than 30 million cubic metres of earth
will be excavated to construct the new
floodway.

The current floodway was built at a cost

of $63 million between 1962 and 1968 and
has saved the province more than $8 billion
in flood losses.

In its 35 years of operation, the floodway
gates have been operated 19 times to control
water levels.

The floodway is 46-kilometres long,

The Trans Canada Highway and both
national railways cross the floodway.

.

+ Winnipeg’s water supply and many of
Manitoba Hydro’s transmission lines cross
the floodway.

* The largest flood in the recorded history of
Manitoba took place in 1826. It was 40 per
cent larger than the 1997 flood.

Since the 1997 flood, the Canadian and
Manitoba governments have invested in
$130 million in flood protection measures
- $110 million for rural residents in the
Red River Basin.

Communities that have benefited from this
fund include: Grande Pointe, Niverville,
St.-Pierre Jolys, Gretna, Rosenort, Aubigny,
Lowe Farm, Riverside, Emerson, Rosenfeld,
Ste. Agathe, Roseau River, Letellier, Morris,
St. Adolphe and Brunkild.

Over the past year the Canadian and
Manitoba governments committed an
additional $240 million — more than one
third of the cost — for the Floodway
Expansion project.
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E MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY = April 2004

Recreation and economic opportunities

Manitoba history, the expansion of the

Red River Floodway has the potential to
create recreation and economic opportunities for
municipalities, individuals, organizations and
businesses.

u s one of the largest capital projects in

On March 18, the authority issued a call for
expressions of interest to Manitobans to further
explore these opportunities. Submissions will be
accepted until April 20, 2004. Examples of
potential opportunities include:

i + hiking, jogging and bike trails

; » research and innovation partnerships

+ youth employment and job training initiatives
» tobogganing, snowboarding and snowmobiling
+ horseback riding, hang gliding and dirt biking
* tourism promotion

» Nordic and dewnhill skiing

+ cultural and historic initiatives

+ Aboriginal and Metis business development

+ environmental technologies & sustainable
development

Initiatives that compete for water with the Red River
or require new project engineering costs will not be
considered.

Employment and job training

of direct and spin-off jobs for Manitobans.
It will also present an opportunity to develop
significant training opportunities for Jocal residents.

The floodway expansion will create thousands

i To ensure labour peace during the life of the
project, the authority will establish a single labour
agreement to govern the project.

Managing one labour agreement that gnarantees
cost certainty is a good deal for taxpayers. The
alternative is juggling dozens of varied labour
agreements and the expensive risk of labour
uncertainty.

A Project labour agreements are commeon on many
large scale infrastructure projects in Manitoba and
Canada. They have a history of helping conclude
large, lengthy projects on time and on budget.

In addition to orderly, efficient and effective
completion of work, the authority also plans to
establish local hiring provisions, a comprehensive
employment training program, workplace safety
measures and increased productivity.

The authority is facilitating a consultation process
with stakeholders to examine:

+ the size of contracts to be let for floodway
construction

+ job training partnerships
« framework for project labour agreement

B S
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Mitigation

MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY - April 2004

To make the situation or effect be less severe or intense

possible. One of the goals of the current independent environmental impact assessment and our
ongoing consultation, is to identify potential effects and recommend specific mitigation measures.

The authority has a mandate to help mitigate effects of the Floodway Expansion project wherever

Wherever possible, the authority will work toward engineering solutions to these challenges.

Examples of potential affects and possible mitigation solutions could include:

Deepening the floodway in a particular location
may affect local well water quality
and supply.
Possible mitigation solutions:
- widen the floodway in that location instead
of deepening it
- lower the pump in the well
- drill a new well
Replacing bridges across the floodway may
cause traffic disruption.
Possible mitigation solutions:
- stage construction projects

- construct temporary detours
- use existing bridge until the new bridge is
complete

Increased water flows through an expanded
floodway channel outlet may have
the potential to increase riverbank erosion.

Possible mitigation solutions: |
- design outlet control structure in a way that
reduces water speed
- strengthen riverbanks by using rip rap or [
other materials
- design flood channel in a way that helps
reduce speed of water flows

PRE-DESIGN PROCESS

CHANNEL
800 | X
780 |
760 |
740 |
720 | IR
700 | i
680 : : I , . _
660
~1000 500 0 500 -1000 -1500
EXISTING CHANNEL —-~-n==-=---- —

PROPOSED EXPANDED CHANNEL---

* Channel Enlargement
- Combination of widening and deepening

The current floodway will be widened and deepened
at various locations. This will increase the floodway’s
current capacity by 40 per cent.

| —_

Water levels

E ach flood has an associated water level that

peaks at different locations along the Red
River Basin. The expanded floodway will:

* protect us from water levels even higher than
those in 1997

* provide almost double the water capacity
of the current channel, from 2,550 cubic metres
(90,000 cubic feet) of water per second to
4,000 cubic metres (140,000 cubic feet)
per second
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E MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY - April 2004

Floodway operating rules

ormally; the gates that divert water into the
floodway channel sit below the river bottom.
With spring melt and rain, the Red River rises
and the flood gates can then be raised slowly to
divert more water into the channel. There are
detailed operating rules for the way the gates are
raised and the floodway is put into action.
They were updated following the 1997 flood.

Summer operation

The provincial government will contimie to be
responsible for the operation of the floodway after
the expansion is complete.

The authority will work closely with the province
and provide public feedback on the current
operating rules.

the summer. In June, 2002 the decision was

made to raise the gates when the river
exceeded normal summer water levels and
significant rainstorms were predicted. This was
done to reduce a significant risk of major basement
flooding in the City of Winnipeg.

T he floodway has only been operated once in

The province is currently reviewing the summer
operating rules. The results of the review will be
available prior to the completion of the project's
environmental impact assessment. Regardless of
that review, and failing an emergency, the floodway
will not operate in the summer during the project’s
2005 - 2009 construction phase.

Improvements to the floodway inlet control structure are a key component to the floodway
expansion project,
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E MANITOBA FLOCDWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY ~ April 2004

Public consultation on the floodway expansion

assessment, the authority will also lead a
consultation process associated with the
floodway expansion. This process will consist of:

w hile sponsoring the environmental impact

- aseries of public open houses
- round table meetings with stakeholders
- presentations to municipal officials

For example, in April and May the authority will
travel to a dozen rural municipalities, towns and
cities to meet with the local municipal officials of
Richot, West St. Paul, Tache, Springfield, Morris,
St. Clements, St. Andrews, McDonald, East St. Paul,
Niverville, Selkirk and Winnipeg.

|

Floodway representatives listen to local residents at a recent public meeting.

The result of the consultations will be reported to the federal and provincial governments as well as the

independent environmental assessment team.

You are invited to attend the public open house series. We want your ideas to help shape the future of your community.
MANITOBA FLOODWAY EXPANSION AUTHORITY - OPEN HOUSE SERIES

Monday, April 19 Oakbanlk,
Baptist Church

Monday, April 26 ~ Morris, Southern Manitoba
Convention Centre

'i“uesday, April 20 East Selkirk,
Recreation Centre

Thursday, April 29 Winnipeg, St. Norbert
Community Centre

Wednesday, April 21 ' St. Norbert, Howden
Community Centre

Monday, May 3 Winnipeg, Vince Leah
Recreation Centre

These events will run from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at each location.

Red River Floodway Act

Flood protection rather than flood compensation is always the primary goal in an emergency.

concern for residents of the Red River Basin.

In March, 2004, the province introduced
The Red River Floodway Act to help us address this
issue. It allows those who suffer property damage
and/or economic loss from artificial spring flooding
on the Red River to claim compensation, including
individuals, farms, businesses, non-profit
organizations and local authorities. This compensation
is in addition to the assistance available under other
government flood protection and damage programs.

c ompensation for artificial flooding is 2 major

The compensation program will:

+ cover a much broader range of damage and loss,
with the goal of restoring claimants to their pre-
flood financial position

+ have no claim limit and no deductible

* be assessed on proof of loss rather than proof
of repair or replacement, providing better
response times

+ establish improved appeal procedures

Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
will administer the new compensation program,
providing claimants with a single claim procedure.

Once the floodway expansion is completed, the
need for artificial flooding should be minimal.

A copy of the proposed legislation is available at
www.floodwayauthority.mb.ca or call
1-866-356-6355 toll-free.
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APriI 19, 2004

Mr. Emie Gilroy, CEO

Winnipeg Floodway Expansion Authority
200 - 155 Carlton Street

Winnipeg, MB R3C 3H8

Dear Mr. Gilroy,

Rg: Summary of St.Norbert Residents’ Views on Recreational Initiatives related to Red River Floodway
e_xl_gansion

Group'Action Saint-Norbert (GAS) co-chairs Joanne Therrien and Bob Roehle, along with Normand
Gpusseau, Entreprises Riel met with you and Daryl Harvey on November 3th, 2003. At that meeting we
infjicated the intent of GAS to consult with the residents of the greater St. Norbert area to solicit their
vilaws on recreational/tourist initiatives for the Red River Floodway expansion.

In February 2004, with financial assistance and advice from Entreprises Riel, GAS conducted a
mail survey of the residents on both sides of the Red River between the Perimeter Highway on the north
and St. Adolphe on the south.

The bilingual survey was divided into four major sections:
« Non-motorized Activities;
+ Motorized Activities;
+ Interpretative Centre;
e Other Conveniences

Response Rate was 21%

Surveys were sent to 3289 households; 678 were returned giving a response rate of 21%. We have .
enclosed a hard copy of the survey and a detailed report of the survey findings. The survey questions
and report are also available electronically and set up for easy queries. '

In summarizing the highest percentage of top three survey responses for each category, we found
residents Strongly and Somewhat Supported (SS) or Strongly and Somewhat Opposed (SO) the
following:

Nen Motorized Activities

94.6% Walking Trails (S8)
93.8% Toboggan Hill {8S)
92.1% Cycling Paths (SS)
Motorized Activities

66.5% Fishing/Boating Pond (58)
66.0% Boat Ramp & Docks (88)
5?.5% ATV & Motorcross Trails (80)
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Interprefive Centre

82.5% A self-guided trail with a number of interpretative panels in the area of the
Floodway Gates and Floodway Channel outlet (S8)

B:f.a% A semi-enclosed structure with explanatory panels and
photographs ‘ ‘ {SS)

60.7% An enclosed building with displays and possible computer-simulated tours of the
workings of the Floodway {SS)

Other Conveniences

91.1% Public Washrooms (SS)

87.1% Parking Lot {SS)

86.7% Warming Hut : (SS)

A number of observations can be made:

1. The response rate for a mail in survey is very high, indicating a high level of interest among St.
Norbert residents in the planned expansion of the Red River Floodway. '

2 St. Norbert residents want to have a say in the development of recreational and/or

tourist initiatives related to the expansion of the Red-River Floodway.

St. Norbert residents show a strong preference for incorporating active recreational activities into

a renewed Floodway as opposed to environmentally intrusive ones which create pollution

(noise, air). ‘

4. There is clear indication that there is a high level of interest in a floodway interpretive center.
The form one would take is perhaps less clear but the community does embrace the concept of

some form of interpretation.

In conclusion, we offer you this information in hope that it may provide some direction to our next
meeting. Having said this, we will be in contact with you shortly to identify a date for a meeting to discuss
the next steps to be taken to move St.Norbert’s vision forward.

Group'Action Saint-Norbert is committed to working with you towards a world class signature project in
the St.Norbert area that showcases this unique structure and how a community has adapted and
embraced its existence. We look forward to our next meeting.

Yours truly, .

imm

Rbbert G. Roehle, Co-chair

(loapA® Therrien, Co-Présidente

104 rue St. Pierre ' 730 promenade Cloutier
St. Norbert, MB R3V 1J8 St- Norbert, MB R3V 1L8
Ph: 261-3795 / roehle@escape.ca Tél: 261-6875 / jthenr@mb.sympatico.ca
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January 23, 2004

Dear Resident of greater Saint Norbert,

Living in the St. Norbert area, you are familiar with the Floodway. But did you know that:

= a $660 million expansion of the Floodway will shortly be underway?

= the Floodway is 47 km. long and cost $65 million to build?

» 100 million cubic yards of earth were moved in the construction of the floodway -
more than for the Panama Canal?

_ » the Floodway was visible to the Apollo astronauts on the moon?

» the Courchaine Bridge at the floodway gates is part of the Trans-Canada Trail?

s people around the worid have heard about the Winnipeg floods of 1950 and 1997
and want to see the Floodway when they visit?

Group’Action Saint Norbert (GAS) has recenfly been advised by the Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority that a portion of the $660 million redevelopment funds has been
earmarked for recreational and tourism purposes. As the site of the main Floodway
structure and gates, St. Norbert is an ideal location for such initiatives. Hence, GAS is
conducting a survey of residents of the greater St. Norbert area (on both sides of the
Red River, south of the Perimeter Highway) to get their ideas on what kinds of
developments they would like to see in their community.

The enclosed survey lists a range of possibilities for four-season recreational use of the
Flocdway when it is not being used to divert water around the City of Winnipeg. This is
your chance to express your opinions on these, and any other ideas you may have.

Our window of opportunity is not very large as construction will begin later this year.
Other communities are also being asked to submit development proposals. So it's
important that you take 5 minutes to complete this survey and mail it back in the
enciosed postage-paid envelope by February $th. Your responses will be tabulated
and then forwarded to the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority, the body overseeing
the expansion project. A summary of all the responses will be published in the St
Norbert Community Centre newsletter, and posted in the St. Norbert Post Office. ‘

Your input is important to this process. The survey is provided in both French and
English. Please feel free to respond in the language of your choice.

Sincerely,
“Robert G. Reehle, Co-chair %ge Therrien, Co-chair —
Group'Action Saint-Norbert Group’Action Saint-Norbert

Group’Action Saint Norbert is a strategic alliance of the Angfophone and Francophone
communities whose goal is to promote the economic, social, cultural/historical and recreational

potential of St. Norbert.
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Recreational Use Of Red River
Floodway Lands - Results

Published: 4/11/2004

Group’ Action Saint Norbert Entreprises Riel . : ...
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Resulis
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas :

SURVEY OVERVIEW : 3
" DESCRIPTION ' 3
INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED TO RESPONDENTS = 3
RESPONDENT METRICS : 3
SURVEY RESULTS 3

SECTION - NON-MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES
1. Walking Trails

2. Cycling Paths

3. Cross-country Ski Trails

4. Horseback riding trails

5. Snowshoe Areas

6. "Ultimate" Frisbee Park

7. Off-leash dog park

8. Toboggan Hill

9. Picnic Area

10. Playground & play structures

11. Climbing structure

12. Dogsled staging areas .

13. Indoor water park :
SECTION - MOTORIZED ACTIVITIE

14. Fishing/boating pond

15. Boat ramp & docks

16. Snowmobile staging arca & trails

17. ATV & motocross frails

SECTION - INTERPRETIVE CENTRE :
18. a) An enclosed building with displays and possible computer-simulated tours of the workings
of the Floodway ' _

19. b) A semi-enclosed structure with explanatory panels and photographs.

20. ¢) A self-gnided trail with a number of interpretive panels in the area of the floodway gates
anf Floodway channel outlet.

SECTION - OTHER CONVENIENCES

21. Public Washrooms

22. Warming but

23. Clubhouse

24. Fish cleaning hut

25. Parking lot

SECTION - PLEASE INDICATE YOUR AGE GROUP IN THE APPROPRIATE BOX.

26. Your age

O -~ =I~I Gt hthrh b bbb

0o oo

S S0 OO0 WD

[y ]
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

Survey Overview

Description
This is a brief description of the survey objectives and respondents.

Instructions Provided To Respondents

Answer questions as they relate to you. For most answers, check the boxes most
applicable to you or fill in the blanks. -

Respondent Metrics

Households mailed: 3289
Respondents: 21% Response rate 678
Postal Code Areas: (R3V, R5A, R2M —routes SS529& 5524,

692,693,694,695,696)

Survey Results

The following is a tabular depiction of the responses to each survey question. Additional
comments provided by respondents were not included in the summary.
NOTE: report is ordered by most popular response to least popular response in
each category
30% of people hand wrote comments. Comments are available on request.
Percentages do not include a ‘no response’ category ie: 12 surveys had "no
- response” for question 1.- Walking Trails

CATEGORY SNAPSHOT OF RESULTS
Highest Percentage in each category who either
STRONGLY SUPPORTED / STRONGLY OPPOSED

NON-MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES

85.1% Strongly Support Walking Trails
77.3% Strongly Support - Cycling Paths
' MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES -
38.7% Strongly Opposed ATV & Motocross Activities
37.0% Strongly Support Boat Ramp and Dock
INTERPRETIVE CENTRE
51.6% Strongly Support A self-guided trail with a number of interpretive
panels in the area of the floodway gates and Floodway channel outlet.
32.0% Strongly Support - An enclosed building with displays and possible

computer-simulated tours of the workings of the Floodway

OTHER CONVENIENCES
73.5% Strongly Support Public Washrooms
62.7% Strongly Support Parking Lot
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
' St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

Section - NON-MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES

1. Strongly Support
2. Somewhat Support
3. No Opinion
5. Strongly Oppose
4. Somewhat Oppose

ettt 2 i AR i

77.3% 512 1. Strongly Support
14.8% 98 2. Somewhat Support
4.1% 27 3. No Opinion

2.4% 16 5. Strongly Oppose
1.4% 9 4. Somewhat Oppose

'63.9% 416 1. Strongly Support

20.3% 132 2. Somewhat Support
13.7% 89 3. No Opinion .
1.5% 10 5. Strongly Oppose
0.6% 4 4, Somewhat Oppose

Sl R 2

33.5% 216 1. Strongly Support
24.8% 160 3. No Opinion

24.5% 158 2. Somewhat Support
9.8% 63 4. Somewhat Oppose
7.3% 47 5. Strongly Oppose

44.8% 284 1. Strongly Support
25.6% - 162 3. No Opinion

24.9% 158 2. Somewhat Support
2.4% 15 4. Somewhat Oppose
2.4% 15 5. Strongly Oppose
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St. Norbert and SunoundinJg Areas

35.8% 220 3. No Opinion

22.3% 137 2. Somewhat Support
18.0% 111 1. Strongly Support
12.8% 79 5. Strongly Oppose
11.1% 68 4. Somewhat Oppose

TR

Rt s e i L Ay R I o £ R R L R
30.1% . 193 5. Strongly Oppose
26.0% 167 1. Strongly Support
16.2% 104 2. Somewhat Support
14.3% 92 4. Somewhat Oppose
13.4% 86 3. No Opinion

73.6% 482 1. Strongly Support
20.2% 132 2. Somewhat Support
3.8% 25 3. No Opinion

2.0% 13 ‘ 5. Strongly Oppose
0.5% 3 4. Somewhat Oppose

e xmé?'-‘x..,

. p=bred i R R PR R A e s e
68.5% 445 1. Strongly Suppo
20.3% 132 2. Somewhat Support
7.1% 46 3. No Opinion

3.1% 20 5. Strongly Oppose

1.1% 7 4. Somewhat Oppose

46.6% 297 1. Strongly Support
25.1% 160 2. Somewhat Support
14.4% 92 3. No Opinion

7.5% 48 5. Strongly Oppose
6.4% 41 . 4. Somewhat Oppose
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

32.1% - 200 1. Strongly Support

25.2% - 3. No Opinion
22.9% 2. Somewhat Support
11.2% 5. Strongly Oppose
8.7% 4. Somewhat Oppose
distaEiEe
208 3. No Oplmon
145 2. Somewhat Support
115 1. Strongly Support
91 5. Strongly Oppose
64 4. Somewhat Oppose -

328 - | | 1. Su*ongly Support

25.3% 5. Strongly Oppose
16.8% 3. No Opinion

14.2% 2. Somewhat Support
10.9% 4. Somewhat Oppose

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 256 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

Section - MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES

1. Strongly Support
2. Somewhat Support
5. Strongly Oppose
3. No Opinion

4. Somewhat Oppose

14.0%
13.6%
5.9%

1. Strongly Support

2. Somewhat Support
13.3% 5. Strongly Oppose
12.2% 3. No Opinion

4. Somewhat Oppose

'S Strongly Oppose
1. Strongly Support

20.9% 135 2. Somewhat Support
14.1% 91 4, Somewhat Oppose
12.8% 83 3. No Opinion .

5. S110ng1y Oppose
1. Sirongly Support

17.8% 115 4. Somewhat Oppose
15.2% 93 2. Somewhat Support

10.5% 68 3. No Opinion
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert aud Surrounding Areas

Section - INTERPRETIVE CENTRE

32.0% 203 1. Strongly Support

28.7% 182 . 2. Somewhat Support
14.3% 91 5. Strongly Oppose
13.5% 86 4. Somewhat Oppose
11.5% 73 3. No Opinion

%é:r 2

M.cv T At Ay

§ i
Ll A

39.4% 246 2. Somewhat Support

24.4% 152 1. Strongly Support
16.0% 100 3. No Opinion
11.4% 71 4. Somewhat Oppose
8.8% 55 5. Strongly Oppose

E!»cnn g ettt i e S e Rt ‘.;': £25 o e s Riori
51.6% 329 1 Strongly Support
30.9% 197 2. Somewhat Support
9.1% 58 3. No Opinion

4.4% 28 5. Strongly Oppose
3.9% 25 4. Somewhat Oppose
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

| Section - OTHER CONVENIENCES

1. Strongly Support
2. Somewhat Support
5. Strongly Oppose
3. No Opinion |
4. Somewhat Oppose

59.0% | 383‘. ” | 1. Sirongly Support

27.7% 180 2. Somewhat Support

6.0% 39 3. No Opinion

4.9% 32 5. Strongly Oppose
-2.3% 15 4. Somewhat Oppose

27.4% 3. No Opinion

24.0% 2. Somewhat Support
20.6% 1. Strongly Support
16.0% 5. Strongly Oppose
11.9% 4. Somewhat Oppose’

29.1% 182 3. No Opinion

23.3% 146 2. Somewhat Support
20.8% 130 5. Strongly Oppose
14.4% 90 1. Strongly Support
12.5% 78 4, Somewhat Oppose

62.7% 413 1. Strongly Support
24.4% 161 2. Somewhat Support
61% - 40 3. No Opinion

5.0% 33 5. Strongly Oppose

- 1.8% 12 4, Somewhat Oppose
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4/20/2004  Recreational Use of Red River Floodway Lands — Survey Results
St. Norbert and Surrounding Areas

Section - Please indicate your age group in the appropriate box.

36.5% 240 36-50

29.7% 195 51-65.

17.4% 114 19-35

16.0% 105 - 66 and over

0.5% 3 under 18
Appendix 3C
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St. Norbert’ Commumty Survey
. REGREATIONAL USE OF RED'RIVER FLOGDWAY L ANDS

Please circle the number that best corresbon‘ds to your suppc;rt for the ideas listéd.

1. NON-MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES

There are many possibilities for non-motorized activities along ‘the Floodway channel, including areas
designated for specific uses and others that may be muiti-use.

Strongly |  Somewhat No Somewhat  Strongly

support support opinion oppose oppose
Whalking trails 1, 2 3. .4 5
Cycling paths ) o 2 3 4 5
Cross-country ski trails 1 2 3 4 5
Horseback riding trails 1 2 3 4 5
Snowshoeing areas 1 2 3 4 5
“Ultimate” Frisbee park 1 2 3 4 5
Off-leash.dog park R P 2 e L3 4 5
“Toboggan hill 1 2 3 4 5
Plenic areg 1 2 3. 4 8
Playground & play structures 1 2 3 4 5
Climbing structure 1 2 3 4 5
Dogsled staging areas 1 2 3 4 5
Indoor water park 1 2 3 4 5

2. MOTORIZED ACTIVITIES

Interest has also been expressed in pmv]dmg opportunities for molorlzed activities along the Floodway.
Please indicate your level of support for each of the following:

Stronply. Somewhat No opinion  Somewhat Strongly.

support support oppose oppose
Fishing/boating pond 1 2 3 4 5
Boat ramp & docks B 2 3 4 5
Snowmoklle staging area & trails 1 2 3 4 5
ATV & motorcross trails 1 2 3 4 5

3. INTERPRETIVE GENTRE
It has bégn sudgested that 5A TRTErprETVE ceflrs sHALTE bE Bilt 7837 The slarng polnt of the Red River™
- Floodway, describing how it was constructed and explaining the operation of the floodway gates. Please
rate the following approaches

. Strangly  Somewhiat - .No Somewhat Strongly

. . suppart support opinion OppUsS8 .  oppose
a) An enclosed building with displays ., -
and possibly computer-simulated 1 2 3 4 5
tours of the workings of the Flocdway
b) A semi-enclosed structure with 1 2 3 4 &
explanatory panels and photographs.
c) A self-guided trall with a numberof - . 1 2 3 4 5
interpretive panels in the area of the ) .
floodway gates and Floodway
channel outlet

4. OTHER CONVENIENCES

Recraational facilities at the Floodway might benefit from the construction of additional permanent
structures. Please indicate your level of support for each of the following:

Strongly  Somewhat Noopinion  Somewhat Strongly

, support suppart oppose oppose
Public Washrooms. 1 2 3 4 5
Warming hut 1 2 ’ 3 4 5
Clubhelise 1 2 3 4 5
Fish cleaning hut 1 2 3 4. 5
Parking lot 1 2 3 4 5

5. Please Indicate your age group in the appropriate hox:
O under 18 0 19-35 0 36-50 0 51-85 3 66 and over
8. Additional suggestions:

(If more space is needed, please feel free to add qumrﬁents on a separate piece of paper.)
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Public Opinion Research — Summary of Findings

» In April, Communication Services Manitoba hired acumen research to conduct
600 surveys to measure Manitobans’ perceptions regarding the proposed Red
River Floodway expansion project.

» The margin of error for the results presented herein is +4.00%, 19 times out of 20.
One third of respondents have been a member of a community service
organization in the last year. One third also live in a household in which at least
one member belongs to a union

» Sixty percent of Manitobans are familiar with the Floodway expansion project
(14% very familiar; 47% somewhat familiar). Only 13% are not at all familiar
with the project.

> Awareness of the project has been largely through mainstream media such as the
television (61%) and the Winnipeg Free Press (37%). Other often-cited
information sources are the Winnipeg Sun, other newspapers, CJOB, other radio
stations, and word of mouth.

> Ensuring that as many jobs as possible are filled by Manitobans and that the
Floodway remains open in the spring during construction were rated as having the
highest priority. Providing training for Manitobans who need it and completing
the expansion as fast as possible are also seen as deserving of high priority

» Recreational opportunities were rated on how good an idea they are. Most
Manitobans see hiking, jogging, and biking trails and hills for winter sports as
very good ideas, with cross-country ski trails also highly rated. Responses were
much less so for the concept of all-terrain vehicle trails.

» Following standard safety rules, meeting environmental protection standards,
setting common standards for training, and ensuring the same wages are paid for
the same skills and experience are all rated extremely highly. Making sure there
are no strikes or lockouts is also seen as being very important.

> Hiring the contractors with the most experience and expertise even if from outside
Manitoba was rated as being the least important.

> Only about half of Manitobans are familiar with the negotiation of a labour
agreement for the Floodway expansion. A strong majority of Manitobans would
support such an agreement: 49% would strongly support it and 32% would
somewhat support it, compared with 14% who would oppose it (6% somewhat
and 8% strongly). |

» The most agreement was with the statement on the high importance of expanding
the floodway before another severe flood hits.
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AGREE / DISAGREE STATEMENTS

. Disagree  Agree
Agree or disagree... (1or2) (6or7) Mean

The most important thing is to make sure the Floodway exparision is dong before o 0
another severe flood hits. _ 5% 85%  5.82

Project labour agreements have been used successfully on major Hydro construc- 0% 55% 5.42
tion projects for decades, so it makes good sense to have one for this project. ° ° ’

Negotiating an agreement to prevent delays due to strikes or lockouts is the best 9% 53% 533
way to make sure Floodway expansion is completed on time, on budget. ° ’ ;

The Red River Floodway expansion will be our most significant contribution fo the 9% 50% 523
safety and security of future generations of Manitobans. ? ¢ :

Delaying the Floodway expansion project for even 1 year will add millions of 12% 50% 517
dollars to the cost of the project and Manitobans can't afford that. ° ’ :

The way weather patterns are changing around the world, severe flooding is . s
~becoming more likely all the time. 10% 40% 5.00

Note: Percentages are based on all 600 cases. Mean scores are the average of all valid responses (1-7). Ratings
were made based on a 7-point scale, where 1 indicates strongly disagree and 7 indicates strongly agree.
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8.3 Stakeholder Qutreach

Since January, MFEA has taken a very proactive approach to communicating the
project’s progress by sending regular information updates directly to stakeholders.

The data base features more than 500 entries and is growing on a weekly basis. It
inciudes MPs, MLAs, municipal officials, grassroots associations and local residents who
have attended public meetings or requested information through the web site and toli-free
phone line. MFEA will distribute regular updates to this growing key contact list at least
six times each year.

Since January, four separate information packages have been distributed. A fifth is being
planned for July.

Copies of the information packages are included in this section. Individual items have
also been forwarded to officials regarding dredging, employment training and ongoing
consultation. These are also included in this section — along with a selection of
responses.

MPFEA hosted a number of meetings with relevant stakeholder organizations and invited
the general public to attend open houses & public meetings. A summary of those
discussions is included earlier in this report.

MFEA will continue to consult with Manitoba Aboriginal & Metis communities
regarding employment training, business development opportunities and various other
project elements. These discussions will also include relevant federal officials.
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The following is the April 2004 mailout. Included in the mailout was MFEA's newéletter, which
can be located earlier in this appendix.
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Mr, Lloyd Thiessen

West-Can Human Resource Solutions
Box 10

Winkler, Manitoba R6W 4B3

Mr. Brian Kelly

Kelly Associates

788 Cloutier Drive

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3V 1A8

Mr, Harry Mardon

Mardon Communications
1006-21 Rosalyn Road
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3L 2S8

Ms. Pat Ward

North Trails Association
355 Main St.

Selkirk , Manitoba R1A 1T5

Mr. Bill Hicks

Sled Dog Racing Association
Box 1854

Beausejour, Manitoba ROE 0CO

Mz, Larry McIntosh

Peak of the Market

1200 King Edward Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H OR5

Ms. Judith Sawatsky
Network Travel

272 First Street

Winkler, Manitoba R6W 3N2

Ms. Lois MacDonald
Brandon River Bank Inc.
1-545 Conservation Dr.
Brandon , Manitoba R7A 718

Mr. Daymon Gillis

Russell Inn

Box 578

Russell , Manitoba ROJ 1W0

Mr. Rick Lambert

Sport Manitoba

200 Main Street, 4th Floor
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M?2
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Mr. Larry Leavens

Ducks Unlimited

Box 1160

Stonewall , Manitoba ROC 2Z0

Mr. Murray Clamen

Canadian Section Intemational Joint Commission

234 Laurier Ave. W,
22nd Floor
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 6K5

Ms. HM. Peggy Davies
Selkirk Chamber of Commerce
39 Louise Bay ,
Selkirk, Manitoba R1A 0C6

Mr. Joln Longbottom
Cededian Inc.

125 Garry Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3P2

Mz, Garth Mannes

Credit Unjon Central

215 Garry St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3E2

Mr. Gary McKinnon
Springhill Winter Park
Bird's Hill Park, Manitoba ROE 0HO

Mr. Jack Wilson

Manitoba Hydro

3rd Floor-1565 Wilson Place
Box 815 :
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 4H1

Mr, George Klassen

Winkler Consumers Co-op
Box 1120

Winkler, Manitoba R6W 4B2 .

Mr. Digvir Jayas

University of Manitoba

205 Administration Building
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

Mr. Ken Wilk

RBC Dominion Securities
800-One Lombard Place
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0Y2
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Mr. Cliff Greenfield

Pembina Valley Conservation Disirict
Box 659

Manitou, Manitoba R0OG 1G0

Mr. Ted Ross

Roseisle Creek Watershed Association
Box 17

Roseisle, Manitoba ROG 1V0

Mr. Wayne Helgason

Social Planning Council of Winnipeg
412 McDermot

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3A 0A9

Ms. Amanda Aziz

University of Manitoba Recycling and Environment

Group :
Box 42

University Centre

‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

Ms. Trish Sellers

Water Wisdom

737 Home St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3E 2C5

Mr. Randall McQuaker

Resource Conservation Manitoba
2-70 Albert St. ,
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1E7

Ms. Bev Sawchuk

Save Our Seine Environment Inc.
Box 83 ‘

208 Provencher Blvd,

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2H 3B4

Ms. Joan Moore

University of Manitoba, Faculty of Environment
70 Dysart Rd.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

Mr. Alan Diduck e
University of Winnipeg Environmental Studies
515 Portage Ave.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 2E9

Ms. Vicki Bums

Winnipeg Humane Society

5 Kent St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2L, 1X3
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Mr. Michael Goodyear Mr. Doug Thomasson

Churchill Northern Studies Centre Concerned Citizens of the R.M. of Piney
Box 610 Box 73

Churchill , Manitoba ROB 0EO ' Middlebro, Manitoba ROA 1B0

Ms. Gloria Desorcy Mr. Bruce Hildebrand

Consumers Association of Canada- Manitoba Chapter Consumers for Responsible Energy

218 Osborne St. South 952 Dorchester Ave.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3L 123 Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 0R9

Mr. Mark Myrowich

Mr. Glen K°r°1“?‘ International Erosion Control Association - Northern
Hog Watch Manitoba Plains Ch _
2-70 Albert St. ains ©bapter
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1E7 Unit 3-325 Parkdale Rd.
? . St. Andrews, Manitoba R1A 3N9
Mr. Dennis Cunningham =~ ' Mr. Peter Walker
International Institute of Sustainable Development Manitoba Federation of Labour
161 Portage Ave., Sixt Floor 503-275 Broadway Ave.
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0Y4 Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M6
Mr, Paul Clarke Ms. Peggy Bainard-Acheson-
Manitoba Wildlife Rehabilitation Organization - Native Orchid Conservation Inc.
Box 46 ‘ 1307-90B Plaza Drive

Glenlea, Manitoba ROG 050 ‘ Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5K8
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Mr. Verner Johnson

Floodway East Dainage Association
Box 562, RR#1

Dugald, Manitioba ROE 0KO

Mr. Robert Duerksen

768 Association Inc.

361 Turnbull Drive

Wimipeg, Manitoba R3V 1X1

Mr. Duncan Stokes

Snoman Inc.

2121 Henderson Hwy.
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2G 1P8

Mr. Don Sullivan
Boreal Forest Network

2-70 Albert St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1E7

Ms. Gaile Whelan-Enns
Canadian Nature Federation
412-63 Albert St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1G4

Mr. David Rolfe

Keystone Agricultural Producers
1 - 1313 Border Street
‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 0X4

Mr. Jack Jonasson

Coalition for Flood Protection North of the Floodway

Box 39
Group 360, RR #3
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2E7

Mr. Robert Mauthe

Bird's Hill Park

Box 183

RR #2

Dugald, Manitoba ROE 0K0

Mr. Ian Greaves

Campaign for Pesticide Reduction
2-70 Albert St. " ,
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1E7

Ms. Beth McKechnie

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
3B-70 Albert St.

Wimnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2H6
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Mr. Larry Buhr

Dillion Consulting Limited
2nd Floor, 895 Waverley Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5P4

Mr. Bill Perlmutter

Western Economic Diversification Canada
PO Box 777, Cargill Building

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 214

Mr. David Asper

CanWest Global Communications
3100 TD Centre

201 Portage Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 3L7

Mr, David Angus

Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce
100 - 259 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 2A8

Mr. Carl Kummen :
Institute of Transportation Engineers
821 Elgin Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3E 3R1

Mr. Darryl Bukoski
Manitoba Hyrdo

1140 Waverley Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2P4

Mr. Randy Raban

Manitoba Hydro

1100 Waverley Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 3X9

Mr. Jim Carr

Business Council of Manitoba
1201 - 191 Lombard Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0X1

Mr. Myron Semegen
Industrial Technology Centre
12 - 1329 Niakwa Road East
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2J 3T4

Dr. Robert Stewart

North Ricot Action Committee
Suite 261

35 - 2855 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2HS5
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M. Curwood Ateah

Landmark Planning and Design Inc.
201-6 Roslyn Road .
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3L 0G5

Mr. Dave MacMillan

KGS Group

3rd Floor, 865 Waverley Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5P4

Mr. Joe Masi

Association of Manitoba Municipalities
1910 Saskatchewan Avenue West
Winnipeg, Manitoba RIN 3B7

Mr. Mike McKemmnan

TetrES Consultants Ine.
603-386 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3R6

Ms, Diane Jones

Winnipeg Airports Authority Inc.
Administration Building

2000 Wellington Avenue
Wimnipeg, Manifoba R3H 1C2

Mr. Chris Macey

UMA Engineering Ltd.

1479 Buffalo Place

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 1L7

Mr. Glen Manning

Hilderman Thomas Frank Cram
500-115 Bannatyne Avenuec East
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0R3

Mr. Warren McCulloch

Earth Tech Canada

850 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 3M7

Mr. James Millican

Longboat Capital Group

3965 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3K 2H7

Mz, Paul Jordan

Forks North Portage Partnership
201 One Forks Market Road
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 419
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Mr. John Sinclair

St. Paul's College

University of Manitoba
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

M. Gil Shaw

Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corporation
100-1525 First Street S.

Brandon, Manitoba R7A 7Al

Mr. Morris Moroz

Market Gardeners

Box 168

St. Adolphe , Manitoba RSA 1A1

Mr. Jim Lewis

Lewis Communications Inc.
400-321 McDermot Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3A 0A3

Mr. Paul Anderson

Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
1525-405 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3L6

Mr. Mike Shkolny

City of Winnipeg Water and Waste Disposal
1500 Plessis

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 5G6

Mr. Chuck Sanderson

Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization
1510-405 Broadway

‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3L6

Mr. Albert Sumka

Market Gardenets

1353 Marchand Road
Howden, Manitoba R5A 1J6

Mr. Gord Lee

Nelson River Construction
101 Dawson Road

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2J 056

Mr, Larry Leavens

- Ducks Unlimijted Canada

Oak Hammock March Conservation Céntre
1 Mallard Bay at Hwy 220, PO Box 1160
Stonewall, Manitoba ROC 2Z0
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Mr. Barry McBride
Winnipeg Water and Waste
101-155 Pacific Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3E 3P1

Mr. Randy Winkler

CN Rail, Prairie Division

Engineering Administration Building
150 Pandora Avenue West, PO Box 2183
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3R3

Mr. Rob Sproule

The Kenna Group

608-1661 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3] 3T7

Mr. Jim Smithson R
Water Supply and Conservation Engineer

-Box 14

200 Saluteaux Crescent

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3J 3W3

Mr. Jim Smith

Acres Manitoba

6th Floor, 500 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3Y8

Mr. Eric Wolowich

Wardrop Engineering

400-386 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M8

Mzt. Brian Station

Earth Tech Canada

850 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 3M7

Mr. Ken Snelgrove

University of Manitoba, Water Resources
15 Gillson Street

Winmnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5V6

Mr. Todd Smith

Earth Tech Canada

850 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 3M7

Mr. Ken Skaftfeld

UMA Engineering Ltd.

1479 Buffalo Place
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 1L7
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Mr. Tony Kettler

PFRA Manitoba Region
200-303 Main Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3G7

Mr. Demetrios Kontzamarnis
KGS Group

3rd Floor, 865 Waverley Street
Winnipeg , Manitoba R3T 5P4

Mr. Robert Van Ginkel
Wardrop Engineering

400-386 Broadway

Wimipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M8

Mr, Doug Taniguchi

Earth Tech Canada

850 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 2M7

Mr. Frank Woytowich

Red River Valley Group

Box 62

3527 Pembina Drive
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3V 1L5

Mr. Don Kingerski

Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development

15-30 Fort Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4X5

Mr. Bob Kurylko

Wardrop Engineering

400-386 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M38

Mr, Albert Todosichuk

Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corporation
100-1525 First Street S.

Brandon, Manitoba R7A 7A1

Mr. Cal Moon

Manitoba Heavy Construction Association
1200 Lorne Avenue East

Portage 1a Prarie, Manitoba RIN 0H7

Mr. Chris Lorenc

Manitoba Heavy Construction Association
1236 Ellice Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3G 0E7
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Mr. Bruce Harding

Acres Manitoba

6th Floor, 500 Portage Avenue
Wimnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3Y8

Mr. Rick Haldane-Wilsone
Wardrop Engineering

400-386 Broadway

‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M28

Ms. Cheryl Heming
City of Winnipeg
5006 Roblin Blvd.
Winnipeg, Manitoba

Mr. Clark Hryhoruk

En-Tech Consulting Limited
6-854 Marion Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2J 0K4

Mr. Nelson Karpa

Winnipeg Property Assessment Department

457 Main Street
‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B5

Mr. Bob Halliday

R. Halliday and Associates

717 Sixth Avenue North
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K 258

Mr. Duane Griffin

City of Winnipeg Water and Waste
1500 Plessis

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2C 5G6

Mr. Brent Hormung

Wardrop Engineering

400-386 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M8

Mr. Eric Hutchison

Earth Tech Canada

850 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3IM 3M7

Mr. Rob Kenyon

KGS Group

3rd Floor, 865 Waverley Street
‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5P4
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Dr. James Blatz

Department of Civil Engineering, Univerity of
Manitoba

University of Manitoba

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 5V6

Mr. Paul Clifton

North Ritchot Action Committee
Group 5, Box 16, RR1

St. Norbert, Manitoba R3V 112

Mr. Michael Crockett

Winnipeg Airports Authority Inc.
Room 249, Administration Building
2000 Wellington Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 1C2

Mr. Ross Dewar

Acres Manitoba

6th Floor, 500 Portage
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 3Y8

Mr. Bill Girling

Manitoba Hydro

PO Box 815

820 Taylor Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2P4

Mr. Jack Braun
Ininew Project Management Ltd.
700-294 Portage Avenue

-~ Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0B9

Mr. Glen Cook

Manitoba Hydro

PO Box 815

820 Taylor Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2P4

Prof. Jay Douring, Ph. D.
Department of Civil Engineering
University of Manitoba
Winnipeg , Manitoba R3T 5V6

Mr. Bob Edgar
Winnipeg Airports Authority Inc.

" Room 249, Administation Building

2000 Wellington Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 1C2

Mr. Alex Gerrard
SNC-Lavalin

200-1600 Ness Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3J 3W7
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Mr. Joe Bova

Mansheild Construction
200-698 Corydon Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 0X9

Mr. Rob Hilliard

Manitoba Federation of Labour
101-275 Broadway Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M6

Mr. Jeff LeClerc
10-227 Ferndale Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2H 1V6

Dr. Emoke Szathmary
University of Manitoba

Room 202 _
Administration Building
Wiinipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

Ms. Joyce Bateman-Hancock

Western Economic Diversification Canada

PO Box 777, Cargill Building
712-240 Graham Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2L4

Ms. Margaret Braid

Red River College

C713 - 2055 Notre Dame Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 0J9

Mr. Sherman Kreiner

Crocus Investment Fund

5th floor, 221 Bannatyne Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 3P2

Mr. Graham Starmer

Manitoba Chambers of Commerce
227 Portage Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 2A6

Dr. Louis Visentin

Brandon University

270-18th Street

Clark Hall

Brandon, Manitoba R7A 6A9

Mr. Nick Barnes

MB Hyrdo

820 Taylor Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2P4
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Mr. Christian Sinclair

Tribal Councils Investment Group of Manitoba Ltd.
2190-360 Main Street

Winnipeg , Manitoba R3C 373

Ms. Rosemary Dzus

Manitoba Recreational Trails Association
1007 Century Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 0W4

Ms. Joanne Therrien
Group'Action St. Norbert

730 Cloutier Drive

St. Norbert, Manitoba R3V 118

M:s. Karen Carswell
Manitoba Hydro

PO Box 815

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 2P4

Mr. David Martin

Manitoba Building & Construction Trades Council
508-138 Portage Avenue :
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0Al

Mr. John Alho

University of Manitoba

408 Administration Building
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2

Mr. Robert Roehle
Group'Action St. Norbert

104 rue St. Pierre

St. Norbert, Manitoba R3V 1J8

Ms. Jacqueline Crone

Recreation Trails Consultant

6th floor - 213 Notre Dame Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1N3

Mr. Jeff Long

Manitoba Recreational Trails Association
1007 Cenfury Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 0W4

‘Ms. Ida Albo

Hotel Fort Garry
222 Broadway Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0R3
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Mr. Ward Christensen
Manitoba Naturalist Society
401-63 Albert Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1G4

Mr. Lome Colpitis

Fish Futures Inc.

200-1555 St. James Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 1B5

Ms. Merrell-Ann Phare

Centre for Indigenous Environmental Resource
3rd floor, 245 McDermot Avenue

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 036

Ms. Karin McSherry

Cross Country Ski Association of Manitoba
206-200 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Mr. Aflan McCleod

Tribal Council Investment Group
2190-360 Main Street
Commodity Exchange Tower
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 373

Mr. Mike Moore

Nature Conservancy of Canada
611 Corydon Avenue

Suite 200

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3L 0P3

Ms. Amne Lindsey

Manitoba Eco-Network

2nd floor, 70 Albert Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1E7

Mr. Ken Bentley

Manitoba Motorcross Association
816 Moncton Avenue

Wimnipeg, MANITOBA R2K 1Y5

Mr. Harold Taylor

Red River Basin Commission
410-283 Bannatyne Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 3B2

Rene Default

Festival du Voyager

768 Tache Avenue _
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2H 2C4
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Mr. Grant Rondeaun

Winnipeg Rock and Mineral Club
¢/o 23 Amundsen Bay

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3K 0V1

Mr. Karl Pohl
Box 103
Libaul, Manitoba ROE 0MO

Chief Norman Bone

Southern Chiefs Organization
200-286 Smith Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 1K4

Chief Tina Leveque
Brokenhead First Nation

General Delivery, Box 80
Brokenhead, Manitoba ROE 1W0

Ms. Denise Thomas

Manitoba Metis Federation - South East Region

PO Box 13
Grand Marais, Manitoba ROE 0T0

Mr. Jake Buhler

Cooks Creek Conservation District
530 Main Street

Box 100

Oakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0

Mzt. David Chartrand
Manitoba Metis Federation
3-150 Henry Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0J7

Chief Louis Stevenson
Peguis First Nation

PO Box 10

Peguis, Manitoba RGC 3J0

Chief Terry Nelson
Roseau River First Nation
PO Box 30

Ginew, Manitoba ROA 2R0

Mr. Ron Charirand

Manitoba Metis Federation - Winnipeg Region

412 McGregor Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2W 4X5
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Mr. Garry Swanson

Sport Fishing Manitoba Conservation
200 Salteaux Crescent

Box 20

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3] 3W3

Mr. Lorne Colpitts

Manitoba Habitat Heritage Corporation
200-1555 St. James Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3H 1B5

Mr. James Veitch

Manitoba Assiciation of Landscape Architects
131 Callum Crescent

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2G 2C7

Mr. Mike McKee

Manitoba Cycling Association
309-200 Main Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Ms. Sheryl Feller

Manitoba Horse Council
207-200 Main Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Mr. Stewart Duncan
Destination Wimnipeg

279 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 234

Jackie Friesen

Manitoba Historical Society
470-167 Lombard Avenue
Wimnipeg, Manitoba R3B 0T6

Mz. Sheldon Friesen

Manitoba Orienteering Association
200 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Ms. Diane Hinkel

Manitoba Freestyle Ski Association
200 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Mr. Ken Horn

Snowmobilers of Manitoba
2121 Henderson Hwy.
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2G 1P8
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Mr. Patrick Watson :
Seine-Rat River Conservation District
94 Principal Street

La Broquerie, Manitoba ROA OW0

Mr. Steve Hawchuck
Paddiewheel - River Rouge Tours
PO Box 3930 '
Postal Station B

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2W 5H9

Mr. Steve Smith

Redboine Boating Club

371 Brandon Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3L 0TS

M. Trevor Watson

Rond's Marine

1350 Dugald Road

Winnipeg, Manitoba R2J 0H2

Mr, Harry Finmigan

City of Winnipeg - Planning
65 Garry Street

3rd floor

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4K4

Ms. Lorna Hendrickson

Rivers West - Red River Coridor Association

201-One Forks Market Road
‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 419

Mr. Ray Duma

Winnipeg Police Harbour Patrol
PO Box 1680

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C Z27

Mr. Stu McKay

Cats on the Red

GD Station

Lockport, Manitoba R1A 3R9

M. Jason Bell

City of Winnipeg - Parks
2000 Portage Avenue

2nd floor

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3J 0K1

Ms. Ursula Stelman

City of Winnipeg - Parks and Recreation
395 Main Street

2nd floor

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 3N8
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M. Julian Nedohin-Macek
Manitoba Cycling Association
3(09-200 Main St.

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 4M2

Mr. David Danyluk

Save Our Seine Inc.

83 - 208 Provencher Blvd.
‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R2H 3B4
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Mayor R. Murray Rinn
Town of Carman

12-2nd Avenue SW

Box 160

Carman, Manitoba R0OG 0J0

Reeve Phil Rebeck

Rural Municipality of East St. Paul
3021 Bird's Hill Road

East St. Paul, Manitoba R2E 1A7

Councillor Tom Hallett

Rural Municipality of East St. Paul
3021 Bird's Hill Road

East St. Paul, Manitoba R2E 1A7

Councillor Mike Wasylyn

Rural Municipality of East St. Paul
3021 Bird's Hill Road

East. St Paul, Manitoba R2E 1A7

Reeve Rodney Burnis

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG2J0

Reeve Douglas W, Sisson
Rural Municipality of Dufferin
12 - 2nd Avenue SW

Box 100

Carman, Manitoba R0G 0JO

Councillor Lawrence Morris

- Rural Municipality of East St. Paul

3021 Bird's Hill Road
East St. Paul, Manitoba R2E 1A7

Councillor Dave Gera

Rural Municipality of East St. Paul
3021 Bird's Hill Road

REast St. Paul, Manitoba R2E 1A7

Mayor Elmer Penner

Town of Emerson

104 Church Street

Box 340 )
Emerson, Manitoba ROA 0LO

Councillor Doug Dobrowolski
Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100 '

Sanford, Manitoba R0G 2J0
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Councillor Gilles Lavallee

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG2J0

Councillor Roger Kirouac

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG 2J0

Councillor Cynthia Bisson

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG 2J0

Mayor John Wiens =
Town of Morden

100-195 Stephen Street
Morden, Manitoba R6M 1V3

Councillor Barry Fraese
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Councillor George Junkin

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG 2J0

Councillor Robert Morse

Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG 2J0

Councillor Brad Erb _
Rural Municipality of MacDonald
161 Mandan Drive

Box 100

Sanford, Manitoba ROG 2J0

~ Reeve Herm Martens

Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1XK0

Councillor Ralph Groening
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K 0
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Councillor Leo Kornelsen
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Councillor Denis Robert
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Mayor Barrie Stevenson
Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Motris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Councillor William Fulford
Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Coungillor Ruth Murray
Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28 :

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Councillor Seig Neumann
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba R0OG 1KO0

Councillor Lionel Wiens
Rural Municipality of Morris
207 Main Street

Box 518

Morris, Manitoba R0G 1K0

Councillor Jeanetie Bergstresser
Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Morris, Manitoba R0OG 1K0

~ Councillor Dale Hoffman

Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Morris, Manitoba R0G 1K0

Councillor Egon Grossman
Town of Moiris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0
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Councillor Cliff Peters
Town of Morris

233 Main Street North

Box 28

Morris, Manitoba ROG 1K0

Councillor John Funk

Town of Niverville

86 Main Street

Box 267

Niverville, Manitoba ROA 1EO

Councillor Steve Neufeld
Town of Niverville

86 Main Street

Box 267

Niverville, Manitoba ROA 1E0

Reeve George Henderson .
Rural Municipality of Pembina
315 Main Street

Box 189

Maniton, Manitoba ROG 1GO

Councillor Linda Morin

Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba RSA 1B9

Mayor Gordon Daman

Town of Niverville

86 Main Street

Box 267

Niverville, Manitoba ROA 1E0

Councillor Myrna Carruthers
Town of Niverville

86 Main Street

Box 267

Niverville, Manitoba ROA 1E0

Councillor Kevin Stott

Town of Niverville

86 Main Street

Box 267

Niverville, Manitoba ROA 1E0

- -Mayor Robert Stefaniuk

Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Strest
St. Adolphe, Manitoba R5A 1B9

Councillor Valerie Rutherford
Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba R5A 1B9
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Councillor Maurice LeClaire
Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba R5A 1B9

Mayor David Bell

City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenue

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A 0W6

Councillor Marlene Cook
City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenue

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A OW6

Councillor Chris Pawley -
City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenue

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A 0W6

Councillor Darlene Swiderski
City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenue

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A OW6

Councillor Raymond Philippe
Rural Municipality of Ritchot
352 Main Street

St. Adolphe, Manitoba R5A 1B9

Councillor John Buffie

City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenue

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A OW6

Councillor Duane Nicol

City of Selkirk

200 Eaton Avenne

Selkirk, Manitoba R1A OW6

- Councillor Pat Pruden

City of Selkirk
200 Eaton Avenue
Selkirk, Manitoba R1A OW6

Reeve John Holland

Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

Oakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0
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Councillor Robert Bodnaruk
Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

Oakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0

Councillor Karen Lalonde

Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

Qakbank, Manitoba ROE 110

Councillor Douglas Shaver

Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

QOakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0

Councillor Kurtiss Krasnesky . .

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Street

Box 130
Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC OP0

Councillor Wayne Boch

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Street -

Box 130

Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC 0P0

Councillor William Paulishyn
Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

Oakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0

Councillor Robert Osiowy

Rural Municipality of Springfield
628 Main Street

Box 219

Qakbank, Manitoba ROE 1J0

Reeve Don Forfar

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Street

Box 130

Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC OP0

Councillor Elmer Keryluk

* Rural Municipality of St. Andrews

500 Railway Street
Box 130
Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC 0P0

Councillor Ralph Boch

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Street

Box 130

Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC 0PO
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Councillor Robert Ataman

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Avenue

Box 130

Clandeboye, Manitoba ROC 0P0

Reeve Brnst Henrichsen
Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road

RR#1
East Selkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO

Councillor Rod Cameron

Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road

RR#1

East Selkirk, Manitoba ROE GMO

Councillor Laurie Hunt

Rural Municipality of St. Andrews
500 Railway Avenue

Box 130

Clandeboye, Manitoba ROCOPO

Councillor Thomas Piche

Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road

RR#1

. Bast Selkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO

Councillor Ray Frey

Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road

RR#1

East Selkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO

Councillor Steve Strang - Councillor Darlene Fisette
Rural Municipality of St. Clements Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road 1043 Kittson Road
RR#1 RR#1
East Selkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO East Selkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO
Councillor Ed Gunning
Rural Municipality of St. Clements %eeve Ted .D.ka. _

. _ ural Municipality of Stanley
1043 Kittson Road 100-379 S
RR#1 - tepl?en Street
Bast Sclkirk, Manitoba ROE 0MO Morden, Manitoba R6M 1V1
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Mayor Les Magnusson

City of Steinbach

225 Reimer Avenue

Box 1090

Steinbach, Manitoba ROA 2A0

Reeve Clifford Dearman

Rural Municipality of West St. Paul
3550 Main Street

West St. Paul, Manitoba R4A 5A3

Councillor Dan Garcea

Rural Municipality of West St. Paul
3550 Main Street

West St. Paul, Manitoba R4A 5A3

Councillor Ron Michalishyn

Rural Municipality of West St. Paul
3550 Main Street

West St. Paul, Manitoba R4A 5A3

Councillor John Angus

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Reeve William Danylchuk
Rural Municipality of Tache
450 Dawson Road

Box 100

Lorette, Manitoba ROA 0Y0

Councillor Gord Kraemer

Rural Municipality of West St. Paul
3550 Main Street

‘West St. Paul, Manitoba R4A 5A3

Councillor Bruce Henley
Rural Municipality of West St. Paul

" 3550 Main Street

West St. Paul, Manitoba R4A 5A3

Mayor Sam Katz - -
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Gord Steeves

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1BS
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Councillor Franco Magnifico
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Lillian Thomas
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Harry Lazarenko
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street -
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Mike Pagtakhan-
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Bill Clement

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Russ Wyatt

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Mark Lubosch
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Mike O'Shaughnessy
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Peter De Smedt
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Jag Eaddie

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9
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Councillor Harvey Smith

City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Jenny Gerbasi
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

‘Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Councillor Donald Benham
City of Winnipeg

510 Main Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3B 1B9

Mayor Neil Schmidt

City of Winkler

185 Main Street

Winkler, Manitoba R6W 1B4

Mayor Melvin Klassen Mayor John Braun

Town of Aliona Town of Gretna

111 Centre Avenue East 568 Hespeler Avenue

Box 1630 Box 280

Altona, Manitoba ROG 0B0 Gretna, Manitoba R0G 0VO0
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The Right Honourable Paul Martin, P.C., M.P.
Prime Minister of Canada

Langevin Building

80 Wellington Street

Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A2

The Honourable Ralph Goodale, P.C., M.P,
Minister of Finance

I'Esplanade Laurier, East Tower

21st floor, 140 O'Connor Street

Ottawa, Ontario KTA 0G5

The Honourable Stéphen Owen, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Public Works

Place du Portage, Phase III

18A1 - 11 Laurier Street

Gatineau, Quebec KIA 0S5

The Honourable Andy Scott, P.C., MLP.
Minister of State (Infrastructure)

House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A6

The Honourable Arme MacLellan, P.C., MLP.

The Honourable Lucienne Robillard, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Industry

CD Howe Building, East Tower

235 Queen Stireet

Ottawa, Ontario KIA OH5

The Honourable Pierre Pettigrew, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs

Privy Council Office

8th floor, 66 Slater Street

Ottawa, Ontaric K1A 0A3

The Honourable Tony Valeri, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Transport

Place de Ville, Tower C

29th floor, 330 Spatks Street

Ottawa, Ontario KIA ON5

The Honourable Geoff Regan, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Fisheries and Oceans
Centennial Tower

1570 - 200 Kent Street

Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0E6

The Honourable Albina Guarnieri, P.C., M.P.

Deputy Prime Minister Minister of State (Civil Preparedness)
House of Commons House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario K1A QA6 Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A6
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The Honourable Bill Graham, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Foreign Affairs

Lester B. Pearson Building, Tower A’
10TH floor, 125 Sussex Drive

Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0G2

The Honourable Reg Alcock, P.C.
MP, Winnipeg South

1609 Pembina Highway
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 3Y8

Mr. John Harvard

MP, Charleswood St. James - Assiniboia
Unit B, 3050 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3K 0Y1

Mr. Raymond Simard

MP, Saint Boniface

4 -213 St. Mary's Road
Winnipeg, Manitoba R2H 1I2

The Honourable David Anderson, P.C., M.P.
Minister of the Environment

Les Terrasses de la Chaaudiere, North Tower
28th floor, 10 Wellington Street

Gatinean, Quebec KIA OH3

The Honourable Rey Pagtakhan, P.C.
MP, Winnipeg North - St. Paul

664 Leila Avenue

Winnipeg

Manitoba, R2V 3N7

Ms. Anita Neville

MP, Winnipeg South Centre
Unit D, 729 Corydon Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3M 0W4

" The Honourable Sharon Carstairs

The Senate of Canada
Ottawa, Ontario KIA OA4

Senator Maria Chaput Senator Richard Kroft
The Senate of Canada The Senate of Canada
Ottawa, Ontario KIA OA4 Ottawa, Ontario KIA OA4
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The Honourable Steve Ashton
Minister of Water Stewardship
Room 314, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway _

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Stan Struthers
Minister of Conservation

Room 330, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Mzr. Greg Dewar

MLA, Selkirk

Room 234, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Ms. Kerri Irvin-Ross

MLA, Fort Garry

Room 234, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8

The Honourable Dave Chomiak
MLA, Kildonan

Room 303, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8

The Honourable Gary Doer
Premier of Manitoba

Room 204, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8

Mz, Jim Maloway

MLA, Elmwood

Room 234, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Greg Selinger
MLA, St. Boniface

Room 103, Manitoba Legislature
450 Bfroadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Tim Sale

MLA, Fort Rouge

Room 333, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8

The Honourable Ron Lemieux
MLA, La Verendrye

Room 203, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8&

Appendix 3C

Page 3C -297

Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

August 2004

The Honcurable Diane McGifford
MLA, Lord Roberts

Room 156, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Christine Melnick
MLA, Riel

Room 357, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Gord Mackintosh
MLA, St. Johns

Room 104, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

The Honourable Nancy Allan =~

MLA, St. Vital

Room 317, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway -

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Ms. Mavis Taillieu

MLA, Morris

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba RC3 0V8

The Honourable George Hickes
MLA, Point Douglas

Room 244, Mamitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Ms. Theresa Oswald

MLA, Seine River

Room 234, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8§

Ms. Marilyn Brick

MLA, St, Norbert

Room 234, Manitoba Legislature -
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba RC3 OV&

The Honourable Jon Gerrard

- MLA, River Heights

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway
Winnipeg, Manitoba RC3 OV8

Mr. Denis Rocan

MLA, Carman

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba RC3 0V8§
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Mr. Kevin Goertzen

MLA, Steinbach

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V&

Ms. Bonnie Mitchelson

MLA, River East

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C OV8

Mr. Peter Dyck

MLA, Pembina

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Mz. Pat Martin -

MP, Winnipeg Centre
House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario K1IA 0A6

Mr. Brian Pallister

MP, Portage - Lisgar
House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A6

MTr. Ron Schuler

MLA, Springfield

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Mzr. David Faurschou

MLA, Portage la Prairie

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0V8

Mr. Jack Penner

MLA, Emerson

Room 227, Manitoba Legislature
450 Broadway

Winnipeg, Manitoba RC3 OV8

Ms. Judy Wasylycia-Leis

~ MP, Winnipeg North Centre -

House of Commons
Ottawa
Ontario, KIA 0A6

Mr, Howard Hilstrom
MP, Selkirk - Interlake
House of Commons
Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A6
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Mr. Vie Toews .
MLA, Provencher Senator Janis | G. Johnson
House of Commons The Senate Of‘Canada

Ottawa, Ontario KIA OA6 Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0A4

Mr. Bill Blaikie

Sepator 2 .Splva.k MP, Winnipeg ~ Transcona

The Senate of Canada

Ottawa. Ontario KIA 0AG 4 - 1600 Regent Avenue West
’ Winnipeg, Manitoba R2C 3B5
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Manitoba %

Floodway Expansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB  R3C 3118

Phone: (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 948-2462

April 28, 2004

The Honourable Ralph Goodale, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Finance

L'Esplanade Laurier, East Tower

21st floor, 140 O'Connor Street

Ottawa, Ontario KIA 0G5

Dear Minister,

I am writing to update you on recent progress regarding the Red River Floodway expansion
project. Enclosed, and further to previous announcements, please find the following items:

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Autherity (MFEA) newsletter
project employment & training objectives
www.floodwayauthority.mb.ca

new natural water levels release

YV VY

Also, the deadline for expressions of interest regarding recreation and economic opportunities
passed on April 20. MFEA is reviewing close to 40 submissions and input received from our
toll-free access line. Results will be identified through an “Opportunity Report’” that will be
released in the coming weeks.

For your information, our public consultation process is ongoing. The current open house series
has been very well attended. Additional public meetings will be announced soon.

Please do not hesitate to forward these items to other interested parties. If you have any
questions or would like to participate in our public process, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (204) 945-4900 or egilroy{@gov.mb.ca.

Yours truly,

¢ FEmie Gilr/o,y;’CEO
Mariitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
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Manitoba %

Floodway Expansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
: Winnipeg, MB R3C 3H8
Phone: (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 948-2462

April 29, 2004

The Honourable Lucienne Robillard, P.C., M.P.
Minister of Industry

CD Howe Building, East Tower

235 Queen Street

Ottawa, Ontario KIA OHS

Dear Minister,

I am writing to update you on recent progress regarding the Red River Floodway expansion
project. Enclosed, and further to previous announcements, please find the following items:

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Autherity (MFEA) newsletter
project employment & training objectives
www.floodwavauthority.mb.ca

new natural water levels release

VVVY

Also, the deadline for expressions of interest regarding recreation and economic opportunities
passed on April 20. MFEA is reviewing close to 40 submissions and input received from our
toll-free access line. Results will be identified through an “Opportunity Report” that will be
released in the coming weeks.

For your information, our public consultation process is ongoing. The current open house series
has been very well attended. Additional public meetings will be announced soon.

Please do not hesitate to forward these items to other interested parties. If you have any
questions or would like to participate in our public process, please do not hesitate to contact me
at (204) 945-4900 or egilroy(@gov.mb.ca.

Yours truly,

ic Gilroy, CEO
Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

s
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A copy of the April 2004 newsletter that was present earlier was included in this mail out.
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Manitoba.

Floodway Expansion Authority ' Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB  R3C 3H8
Phone: (204) 945-4900

REle ase _ ) Fax: (204) 948-2462
April 1, 2004 '
For Immediate Release

FLOODWAY AUTHORITY ANNOUNCES MEETING TO DISCUSS THREE
KEY COMPONENTS OF EXPANSION PROJECT

Winnipeg, MB — The Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority (MFEA) today
announced plans to host a stakeholder meeting to help shape the framework of three key
components of the floodway expansion project. The meeting is part of MFEA’s ongoing
public consultation process announced last month.

The day-long stakeholder session will take place Monday, April 12™ at the Wintiipeg
Convention Centre. The meeting will be facilitated by Prof. Wally Fox-Decent and focus
on. three key framework elements:

» size of contracts to be let for floodway work
>  employment equity and job training
»  framework of project Iabour agreement

MTFEA CEO, Emie Gilroy said, “Our goal is to get the new floodway built before the
next big flood hits. To meet this objective we need to ensure labour peace for the life of
the project, cost certainty, appropriate project tenders and well-trained workers. We look
forward to consulting key stakeholders regarding a framework that achieves our
objectives on behalf of taxpayers.” ‘

An invitation list will be finalized in the coming days. Participants will be contacted
directly. The mesting will be a private session. Media opportunities will be arranged.

M. Gilroy concluded, “The floodway expansion will have a long lasting benefit for
Manitoba. It will provide increased security for residents, create thousands of local jobs,
protect the environment and give residents an opportunity to help shape the fiture of their

communities.”
-30-

Backgrounder: Fact Sheet — Project Labour Agreement
Contact: Emie Gilroy, CEO

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
" (204) 945-4900 or 1-866-356-6355
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Manitoba
Floodwa‘y,r

JBE:n(pansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB R3C 3H8
Phone; (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 948-2462

Release

April 29, 2004
For Immediate Release

FLOODWAY AUTHORITY UNVEILS NEW WEB-SITE TO
PROMOTE PUBLIC AWARENESS OF EXPANSION PROJECT

Winnipeg, Manitoba — Manitobans interested in the floodway expansion project have another
way to find out more about the historic project with the unveiling of the Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority’s (MFEA) permanent web-site.

“The web-site is an important component of our public education and awareness commitment,”
said Ernie Gilroy, CEO of MFEA. “The web-site’s launch coincides with our second round of
public consultations that began last week and continues info next week. It will be an important
tool to ensure Manitobans have access to current and detailed information about this important
national project.” ‘

The web-site address is www.floodwavauthority.mb.ca. Residents and interested Manitobans
are invited to access the site to obtain general information about:-

upcoming public meetings;

project descriptiorn

environmental assessment process;

newsletters & announcements;

MFEA mandate; and

links to government reports, articles and other background information

VVVVYYVYY

The web-site will be updated as required and will include detailed project designs, youth
outreach initiatives, photo gallery, charts, graphs and historic archives.

In addition to the new web-site, MFEA will continue with the second round of public
consultations. Public open houses have been scheduled from 5:00 — 9:00 pm for today and
Monday: : .

Thursday, April 29, Winnipeg, St. Norbert Community Centre, 3450 Pembina
Highway

Monday, May 3, Winnipeg, Vince Leah Recreation Centre, 1295 Salter
Street
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These meetings are designed to solicit input from the public and provide information about the
project. Some of the kcy components to be examined will include: compensation, water levels,
recreation & econormc opportunities, mitigation, floodway operating rules and summer
operatlon

“We are committed to an inclusive, innovative and informative public consultation process,” said
Gilroy. “We want to invite Manitobans to learn about and have their say on the project. This '
project will have a long lasting benefit and we invite Mamtobans to share their ideas to help

shape the future of their communities for generations to come.”

Over the last year, the Government of Canada and Province of Manitoba have announced $240
million to begin work on the Red River Floodway Expansion Project — more than one third the
total cost. Canada has recognized the project as a national priority.

Following 1997’s “Flood of the Century”, Canada and Manitoba invested $130 million in flood
protection measures - $110 million for rural residents of the Red River Basin.

-30-
Contact: Ronuk Modha,

Manitoba FloodW'ay Expansion Authority
(204) 945-4178, (204) 945-4900 or 1-866-356-6355
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SRelease ey,

News Media Services ' Telephone: {204) 945-3746

Rooem 23, Legiglalive Building Faosimile: (204) 945-3288
Winnipeg, Maniloha nmsenvices@leg.gov.mb.ca
R3C DV wanngov.mb.ca

April 21, 2004

FOX-DECENT TO CONTINUE TO FACILITATE TALKS ON FLOODWAY EXPANSION
PROJECT

Water Stewardship Minister Steve Ashton today confirmed that independent facilitator Wally Fox-
Decent will continue to facilitate talks between stakeholders regarding the Red River Floodway
expansion project.

“T am very pleased that Mr. Fox-Decent has agreed to continue to be involved in this process,” said
Ashton. “He is a well-respected individual who brings a wealth of experience to these discussions. The
Province of Manitoba is committed to ensuring that this project is delivered on time and on budget.”

Fox-Decent will convene meetings with stakeholders and make recommendations on the project labour
agreement. In particular, he is expected to make recommendations regarding union memberships and
union dues within a couple of weeks.

“We hope Mr. Fox-Decent is successful in reaching consensus between the parties,” said Ashton. “We
are committed to moving ahead on this pro_]ect once we receive these recommendations. We look
forward to the constructive input of all the parties.”

In addition to the project labour agreement, there are two other key issues—tendering, and education
and training—in the planning of this project that require further discussion and decisions to ensure that
the Red River Floodway prOJect is delivered effectively and efficiently, said Ashton. The Manitoba
Floodway Expansion Authority is currently developing a process to examine tendering, and education
and training components of the project and has asked Fox-Decent to facilitate the next meeting on these
issues.
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Manitoba

Floodway Expansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street

April 24, 2004

Winnipeg, MB R3C 3HS8
Phone: {204) 945-4900
Fax: (204} D48-2462

Fact Sheet: Project Labour Agreement

Fact: Project labour agreements are common on many large scale infrastructure projects
in Manitoba and Canada.

Faet: Project labour agreements apply to individual construction projects and only for the
" duration of the project. Examples of other successful agreements include: -

)S

VVVVVYYVY

>

Simplot Fertilizer Plant Construction and Expansion (1960s & 1990s) —
Brandon

Hudson Bay Mining Improvement Project (1990s) — Flin Flon

Tembec Paper Mill Expansion (1990s) - Pine Falls

Highway 407 Construction (1990s) — Ontario

Vancouver Island Highway Construction (1990s) — British Columbia
Co-Op Oil Refinery (1980s) — Regina

Wayerhauser Paper Mill (2000) — Prince Albert

Manitoba Hydro (close to a dozen projects since the 1960s) — Manitoba
Confederation Bridge (19908) — Prince Edward Island

Fact: Project labour agreements have a proven record of helping deliver large projects
on-time and on-budget. In addition to this goal, the Manitoba Floodway Expansion
Authority (MFEA)’s objectives in negotiating a single labour agreement are:

VVYVVVVYVYVY

v

“orderly, efficient and effective completion of work

labour peace for the life of the project

local hiring and equity provisions

comprehensive job training - in particular women, aboriginal and Metis youth
fair representation of employers and employees '

predictable labour and administrative costs

dispute resolution mechanisms

equal access to bids for union and non-union contractors

enhanced workplace safety

increased productivity

Fact: MFEA has initiated on-going direct stakeholder meetings over the coming months.
A day-long stakeholder session was held on April 12, 2004. The meeting gathered views
on the size of contracts to be let for floodway work, employment equity & job training
and framework of a project labour agreement. ‘

A2
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Fact: MFEA has asked Mr. Wally Fox-Decent to help facilitate ongoing discussions and
solutions further to the April 12 meeting,

Fact: The labour agreement will be a public document. In addition, MFEA will require
that regular progress reports on the performance of the agreement be made pubtic over
the course of the project. '

Fact: The labour agreement must be completed in time for the 2005 construction season
and provide for project completion by 2009. MFEA will negotiate the most cost
effective arrangement possible on behalf of taxpayers.

Fact: No final decisions have been made regarding the mix of union and non-union
workers that will eventually work on the construction site. This will be the subject of
ongoing discussion,

Fact: No final decisions have been made to let project work out in one large bid or a
series of smaller contracts. This will be the subject of ongoing discussion.

Fact: The project labour agreement is only contemplated to cover the work being done
by the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority — and does not include the flood
protection works to be undertaken by the City of Winnipeg as part of the project.

Fact: The terms of the labour agreement will be completed within the context of the
current legislative framework of Manitoba and Canada.

Fact: Over the last year, the Government of Canada and Province of Manitoba have
announced $240 million to begin work on the floodway expansion - more than one-third
the total project cost. Canada has recognized the project as a national priority.

Fact: Following the 1997 "flood of the century”, Canada and Manitoba invested $130
million in flood protection measures - $110 million for rural residents of the Red River
Valley.
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NewsFclease — Manicha$3

Mews Media Services Telephone: {204) 945.-3746
Room 29, Legislative Buikding Facsimile: £204) 945.3088
Winnipeg, Maniloba nmsenices@leg.gov.mb.ca
R3C 0VB wan.gov.mb.ca

April 23, 2004

GOVERNMENT RELEASES REPORT ON RED RIVER'S NATURAL LEVELS

Manitoba Water Stewardship has released a report that updates information to help guide effective
operations of the Red River Floodway.

The report, entitled “Re-Computation of Natural Water Levels at the Floodway Inlet”, was prepared in
response to recommendations from the Manitoba Water Commission (June 1998) and the Floodway
Operation Review Committee (December 1999). Both bodies recommended that procedures for
determining natural levels at the floodway inlet be re-computed.

The study was conducted by Acres Manitoba Limited, under the direction of a steering committee with
representation from the governments of Canada and Manitoba, the three rural municipalities south of
Winnipeg, the City of Winnipeg, the Town of Selkirk and the University of Manitoba.

The operating rules for the Red River Floodway require that, for all but very large floods, the gates be

operated so that levels south (upstream) of the control structure remain at or below the level that would
have occurred in the absence of flood control works—the state of nature.

-30~
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Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

WATER LEVELS
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Manitoba | %

Floodway Expansion Authority Room 200, 155 Carlton Street.
Winnipeg, MB  R3C 3HS

Phone: (204) 945-4900

Fax: (204) 548-2462

May 31, 2004
Councillor Steve Strang
Rural Municipality of St. Clements
1043 Kittson Road, RR#1
East Selkirk, Manitoba
ROE O0MO

Dear Councillor Strang,

I am writing further to the recent presentation made by the Manitoba Floodway
Expansion Authority (MFEA)’s environmental consulting team to St. Clements Council.

It is my understanding that during the presentation you expressed concerns regarding
some aspects of the floodway expansion project. You suggested we should “slow down”
our plans until you had a chance to get some independent expert advice. '

As was stated by MFEA officials at the time, we are still in the first half of our public
consultation process. I want to assure you that there will be ample opportunity for all
residents and local officials to independently examine MFEA’s plans in great detail. We
look forward to this process in the year ahead.

The Manitoba Clean Environment Commission is in the process of reviewing intervener
funding applications in advance of public hearings. Iunderstand St. Clements is
participating in this process and some progress is being made. Iam sure that you will
agree that this is a process we do not want to slow down. In fact some municipal officials
have asked us to speed this process up. '

Furthermore, I would like to take this opportunity to confirm that the engineers retained
by MFEA to study and design the project are conducting themselves in a manner
consistent with their professional standard of ethics. Regardless of the fact that we are
sponsoring their work, the findings that are bemg produced by this excellent team are
transparent and independent.

We have made a commitment to establishing a public consultation process that is
informative, innovative and inclusive. It is in this light that I would like to offer you full
access to the engineering team to discuss any concerns you or Council colleagues may
have about any elements of the project.

wof2
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Our engineering team has demonstrated a keen interest to discuss their work with the
public and have already done so at various occasions. In fact, they will be active
participants in the next round of public meetings in June.

Finally, allow me to take this opportunity to thank you for your ongoing interest in this
important national project. Input for residents, stakeholders and municipal officials has
already led to a number of improvements in the project design — particularly as it relates
to concerns about groundwater, bridge construction and erosion control.

T Jook forward to working with you and your Council colleagues to further this progress
in the months ahead.

Yours truly,

Chief Executive Officer

cc. Reeve Emnst Henrichsen, RM of St. Clements

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 321 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project August 2004

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

+# 1609 Pernbina Highway

645-D Centre Blocl
House of Commons St Winnipeg, MB
Ortawa, ON HOLSE OF COMMONS R3T 3Ys
K1A DA Tel: (204) 984-56787
Fax: (204) 984-56792

Tet: (613) 995-7517
Fax: (613) 943-1466

Reg Alcock

Member of Parliament
Winnipeg South

May 11, 2004 |

Emie Gilroy
Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, MB R3C 3H8

Dear Ernie,

Thank you for writing to Mr. Reg Alcock, Member of Parliament for Winnipeg
South.

I would like to acknowledge receipt of your letter with the update on recent
progress regarding the Red River Floodway expansion project on his behalf and to
extend Mr. Alcock’s appreciation for your correspondence. Your letter and report
will be forwarded to Mr. Alcock for his review.

Sincerely,

v

Susana Scoft
Special Assistant
Reg Alcock, MP.
Winnipeg South

Appendix 3C Page 3C - 322 Round 2 Consultation



Proposed Floodway Expansion Project

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

August 2004

Minister of the Environment

MAR 1 2 2004

Mr. Ernie Gilroy
Chief Executive Officer

Ministre de 'Environnement

Ottawa, Canada K1A QH3

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority

Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg MB R3C 3H8

Dear Mr. Gifroy:

Thank you for your letter of February 6, giving me an update on the
progress being made with respect fo the Winnipeg floodway expansion project.

| have shared this information with my deparimental officials, and
appreciate your taking the time to write and provide a status report on this

important project.

Yours sincerely,

ol hed s

David Anderson, P.C., M.P.

Eestagr Py oo et
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Ministre des

Minister of
Pé&ches et des Océans

Fisheries and Oceans

Ottawa, Canada K1A DEB

2%

27 2004

£

Mr. Ernie Gilroy

Chief Executive Officer

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
155 Carlton Street, Room 200
Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3C 3H8

Dear Mr. Gilroy:

Thank you for your letters and information packages of February 6, 2004, and
March 16, 2004, regarding the efforts of the Manitoba Floodway Expansion

Authority. | regret the delay in responding.

As you have indicated, under the provisions of the Canada-Manitoba Agreement on

" Environmental Assessment Cooperation (the Agreement), Manitoba and Canada

have agreed to undertake a joint environmental assessment of the Project.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has representation on both the joirit Project
Administration Team (PAT) and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) that has
been established under the Agreement. DFO will be participating through these

mechanisms.

We look forward to continued collaboration with officials of your agency, in addition
to other departments and stakeholders as this project progresses.

Thank you for bringing your concerns to the attention of this Department. If you
would like to discuss this issue further, please contact Beth Thomson, Impact

Assessment Biologist, Winnipeg District, at (204) 983-2380.

Yours truly,

.xﬁ%}’ | /m

4
Gegoff ]ﬁegan

]

Canadia
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Ministre d'Etat
{Infrastructure)

Minister of State
{Infrastructure)

Ofawa, Canada K1A DAB

MAY 0 3 2004

Mr. Ernie Gilroy

Chief Bxecutive Officer

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
Room 200, 155 Carlton Street

Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3C 3HS8

Dear Mr. Gilroy:

Thank you for your letter of March 16, 2004, and the enclosed progress report
regarding the Manitoba Floodway Authority’s efforts in expanding the Red River

Floodway.

I appreciate hearing about your ongoing work with the next phase of public
consultations, the recreational and economic opportunities that exist within the floodway
expansion and new legislation that has recently been introduced. The progress report has
been forwarded to Infrastructure Canada officials for their information and review.

As the Manitoba Floodway Expansion is an important national project that will
enhance flood protection for the City of Winnipeg, the Red River Valley, and their
inhabitants, I am looking forward to receiving additiona] reports, such as these, in the

future.

. Thank you again for writing and please accept my best wishes.

Yours sincerely,

The Honourable Andy Scott, P.C., M.P.
Minister of State (Infrastructure)

Rl

Canada
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L3
Minister of Health, gg‘i
_ Minister of intergovernmental Affairs  gs
and Minisier responsible for Official Languages ? X
R ai

Ministre de la Santé,
ministre des Affaires intergouvernementales
gt ministre responsable des langues officielies

Ottawa, Canada K1A OK8

MAR 18 2004

I

OB mmen g
Rt

RECEIVED

Mr. Ernie Gilroy, CEO

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
Room 200, 155 Carlton Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3C 3HB

Dear Mr. Gilroy:

Thank you for your letter of February 6, 2004, whfch
provided me with an informative update on the expansion of the Red River

floodway.

As you are aware, the Government of Canada has
recognized the importance of the Red River Floodway for the safety of the
people of Winnipeg and the surrounding areas. Last year, the
Goverhment of Canada declared the expansion of the Floodway as a
national priority project under the Canada Strategic Infrastructure Fund.
The people of Winnipeg, and indeed all Canadians, will benefit from the
added protection to the city that the joint federal-provincial investment of

$240 million will bring.

| note that the Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority -
continues to do excelient work on behalf of the people of the Red River
Valley, and [ wish you every success for your projects in 2004.

‘ Sincerely, :

Pierre S. Pettigrew

BvE

- Canada
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RECEIVED 4y 86 2

March 31, 2004

Dear Mr. Gilroy:

Thank you for your letter of February 6, 2004, in which you
provided an update of developments related to the expansion of the
Red River floodway. | appreciate receiving information from the Manitcba
Floodway Expansion Authority pertaining to environmental impact, project
overview and compensation.

As you are aware, considerable financial support is being
provided to this project by the Governments of both Manitoba and
Canada. | understand that there is close on-the-ground collaboration
between federal and provincial officials directing funding for the project,
and | ook forward to such collaboration continuing info the fufure.

The information you provided me is of interest to the
Honourable Andy Scott, responsible for the Canada Strategic
Infrastructure Fund. As such, a copy of our exchange of correspondence
will be forwarded to him for information. Given the importance of flobodway -
expansion as a risk management and prevention tool, the project is also
relevant to the responsibilities of the Honourable Anne McLellan,
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Public Safety and
Emergency Preparedness, and the Honourable Pierre Petligrew,
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs; accordingly, | have copied them
both on your letter and this response for their information.

Yours sincerely,
Mr. Emie Gilroy

e

Manitoba Floodway Expansion Authority
Room 200, 155 Carleton Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3C 3H8
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