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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations

The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd. (“Consultant”) for the benefit of the client
(“Client”) in accordance with the agreement between Consultant and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein
(the “Agreement”).

The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report (collectively, the “Information”):

® is subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the
qualifications contained in the Report (the “Limitations”);

e represents Consultant’'s professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the
preparation of similar reports;
may be based on information provided to Consultant which has not been independently verified;
has not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and its accuracy is limited to the time
period and circumstances in which it was collected, processed, made or issued;
must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context;
was prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; and
in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing
and on the assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over
time.

Consultant shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy and completeness of information that was provided to it and
has no obligation to update such information. Consultant accepts no responsibility for any events or circumstances
that may have occurred since the date on which the Report was prepared and, in the case of subsurface,
environmental or geotechnical conditions, is not responsible for any variability in such conditions, geographically or
over time.

Consultant agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above and that the Information
has been prepared for the specific purpose and use described in the Report and the Agreement, but Consultant
makes no other representations, or any guarantees or warranties whatsoever, whether express or implied, with
respect to the Report, the Information or any part thereof.

Without in any way limiting the generality of the foregoing, any estimates or opinions regarding probable construction
costs or construction schedule provided by Consultant represent Consultant’s professional judgement in light of its
experience and the knowledge and information available to it at the time of preparation. Since Consultant has no
control over market or economic conditions, prices for construction labour, equipment or materials or bidding
procedures, Consultant, its directors, officers and employees are not able to, nor do they, make any representations,
warranties or guarantees whatsoever, whether express or implied, with respect to such estimates or opinions, or their
variance from actual construction costs or schedules, and accept no responsibility for any loss or damage arising
therefrom or in any way related thereto. Persons relying on such estimates or opinions do so at their own risk.

Except (1) as agreed to in writing by Consultant and Client;, (2) as required by-law; or (3) to the extent used by
governmental reviewing agencies for the purpose of obtaining permits or approvals, the Report and the Information
may be used and relied upon only by Client.

Consultant accepts no responsibility, and denies any liability whatsoever, to parties other than Client who may obtain
access to the Report or the Information for any injury, loss or damage suffered by such parties arising from their use
of, reliance upon, or decisions or actions based on the Report or any of the Information (‘improper use of the
Report”), except to the extent those parties have obtained the prior written consent of Consultant to use and rely upon
the Report and the Information. Any injury, loss or damages arising from improper use of the Report shall be borne by
the party making such use.

This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report and any use of the Report
is subject to the terms hereof.

AECOM: 2012-01-06
© 2009-2012 AECOM Canada Ltd. All Rights Reserved.
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A:COM AECOM

99 Commerce Drive 204 477 5381 tel
Winnipeg, MB, Canada R3P 0Y7 204 284 2040 fax
WWW,2eCom.com

December 20, 2013

Ms Maggie Tisdale

Senior Environmental Specialist
Licensing and Environmental Assessment
Transmission, Manitoba Hydro

820 Taylor Ave R3M 3T1

Winnipeg, MB

Dear Ms Tisdale:

Project No: 60290259

Regarding: St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

The following report documents the two-round public engagement process for the St. Vital Transmission
Complex, including Key Person Interviews, Stakeholder Workshops and two rounds of Public Open
Houses, as well as meetings with rural municipalities, and email and telephone communications.

The intent of the Round 1 public engagement was to provide information pertinent to the route selection
and environmental assessment components of the project. Round 2 obtained information and
preferences from stakeholders and the public related to a Preferred Alternative Route developed on the
basis of Round 1 public engagement.

Sincerely,
AECOM Canada Ltd.

A . 9
BaNBH—— ~

—

Don Hester, FCSLA, MCIP
Senior Planner and Landscape Architect
Don.Hester@aecom.com

DH:ag
Encl.
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Executive Summary
A. Public Engagement Plan

AECOM worked closely with Manitoba Hydro Licensing & Environmental Assessment Department staff to
develop an approach to public engagement for the St. Vital Transmission Complex project, which would
complement stakeholder involvement in a new route selection process and provide suitable information
for the project Environmental Assessment Report.

The Public Engagement Program incorporated a range of engagement strategies including: Key Person
Interviews, stakeholder workshops, public open houses, e-mail and telephone communications to gain
general comments and concerns, as well as routing preferences from a broad cross-section of
stakeholders, local landowners and the general public. Newspaper advertising, newsletters, postcards
and the Manitoba Hydro website were also used to inform Manitobans about the project.

In total, approximately 189 people directly participated in Round 1 and approximately 170 in Round 2 of
the Public Engagement processes (including 148 Open House attendees). Many of the stakeholders
involved in interviews and workshops represented government departments, municipalities or broad
constituencies ranging from Keystone Agriculture Producers and Dairy Farmers of Manitoba to Trans
Canada Tralil.

B. Route Selection

Manitoba Hydro piloted a new process in defining the Preferred Route for the St. Vital Station to Letellier
Station transmission line, called the EPRI-GTC Methodology, which allowed for earlier stakeholder input
and incorporated engineering, built and natural environment considerations. The new process involved
stakeholders in identifying, weighting and scoring alternative corridor selection features and criteria,
leading to the identification of alternative corridors. This process assisted Manitoba Hydro in developing
Alternative Routes for the new transmission line.

C. Summary of Round 1 Comments and Concerns

The following table summarizes comments and concerns derived from the public engagement sources,
including Key Person Interviews, stakeholder workshops, public open houses, and email and telephone
communications with members of the public. Table ES.1 also provides an indication of how information
from stakeholders and members of the public was addressed in route selection and environmental
assessment.

Table ES.1: Comments and Concerns

Comment/Concern How Feedback Was Incorporated

Potential impacts to aerial application. Structure height in agricultural areas will be
minimized to the extent possible, consistent with
heights of distribution lines.

Air strip locations were identified, and avoided as
much as possible in final route selection.

Impacts to agricultural operations. Avoid infield placement where possible. Alignments
along road allowances are preferred. Guyed-wire

structures are not being considered for this project.
A tubular steel H-frame design, which has a smaller
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footprint than self-supporting or guyed structures,
will be utilized.

Impacts to use of GPS units.

Manitoba Hydro notes that GPS units function at a
very different frequency than AC transmission lines
and that there should be no interference with
satellite based GPS systems.

Potential effects on livestock, particularly dairy
cattle, e.g., tingle voltage.

Tingle voltage tends to occur with faulted
distribution lines as opposed to transmission lines.
Livestock operators are encouraged to contact
Manitoba Hydro if they notice tingle voltage
occurring so that the source can be identified.

Loss of high-quality farm land.

Route the line adjacent to road allowances to
minimize the land area used for the transmission
line and the related impact on farming activities.

Landowner compensation

Manitoba Hydro provides a one-time compensation
payment for transmission line easements (75 per
cent of market value), as well as one-time structure
payment related to loss of annual production.
Manitoba Hydro also compensates landowners for
any damages which may occur through the
construction and operation of the line.

Proximity to farmsteads and shelterbelts.

During routing, Manitoba Hydro avoids residences
and shelterbelts to the extent possible.

Many areas are flood prone.

The potential for flooding was taken into account
but does not hinder operation of the transmission
line.

Locate transmission lines within existing Hydro
transmission line corridors.

This is being done where feasible; a portion of the
line passing through Sage Creek is in an existing
Manitoba Hydro corridor as is the Southern Loop

Locate transmission line infrastructure adjacent to
linear infrastructure such as provincial and
municipal highways, roads and drains in order to
reduce land requirements.

Existing corridors and linear features were
identified as routing opportunities in the route
selection process and are being taken advantage
of where possible. Manitoba Hydro will consult with
Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation (MIT)
on future planning before developing alignments
near PTH 75, PTH 59 and PTH 52.

Minimize transmission line crossings of major
highways and rail lines, as well as stream
crossings. Concern that stream crossings could
impact riparian habitat.

Such crossings, which require higher and more
costly towers, were minimized.

Avoid rural residential developments, as well as
commercial and industrial development.

Locations of rural residential, commercial and
industrial development areas were identified and
are avoided where possible.

Avoid landfills and lagoons, and cemeteries.

Locations of landfills, lagoons and cemeteries were
noted. Structure placement will avoid these areas.

Transmission tower aesthetics.

Towers that will be placed adjacent to existing
towers, such as along the South Loop, will have
similar spacing and heights.

Potential impact on wildlife, including birds,
vegetation, riparian area, endangered species and

The environmental assessment process will identify
potential environmental sensitivities and will
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prescribe appropriate mitigation measures.

Concern that construction will disrupt fur-bearing
animals and affect trapping.

The environmental assessment process will identify
potential sensitivities related to fur-bearing animals
and will prescribe appropriate mitigation measures

such as madifications to construction scheduling.

Avoid heritage sites.

The environmental assessment process will identify
heritage resources, including archaeological sites,
which will be avoided.

Perceived health effects due to electric and
magnetic fields (EMF).

Information will continue to be provided in the
public engagement process and these concerns
will be addressed in the environmental assessment
process. Health Canada, the World Health
Organization and other international health entities
have noted that no scientific evidence suggests
that exposure to EMF will cause any negative
health effects on humans, vegetation and wild or
domestic animals.

Transmission line rights-of-way become areas for
growth of noxious weeds and potential bio-security
issues.

Manitoba Hydro will take necessary precautions as
part of construction of the project to minimize the
risk of invasive plants and diseases spreading.
Manitoba Hydro has a bio-security policy.

Noise, dust and disruption of traffic, particularly

related to emergency services, during construction.

Construction operations will minimize noise and
dust. Construction traffic routes and detours will be
identified and made available to local police, fire
and emergency services.

City, municipal and business and industry
stakeholders, in particular, noted beneficial effects
of a more secure power supply on their operations
and growth. Agricultural stakeholders also noted
that they are impacted by electrical power system
reliability.

The beneficial effect on power system reliability
and capacity is a fundamental reason for this
project.

D. Socio-economic Benefits and Costs

Key socio-economic benefits recognized by stakeholders were:

e greater power reliability and security

e increased growth potential particularly in the City of Winnipeg and rural municipalities

e opportunities for recreational trail co-location.

Costs included physical disruption and reduced property values:

e relocation of houses

e impacts on property values, including aesthetic concerns
e impacts on agricultural operations, including aerial spraying, manure spreading, livestock, bio-

security issues, and noxious weeds
e loss of farm lands
e impacts on industrial operations
e impacts on trapping activities
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E. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

Environmental impacts included:

e impacts on endangered species and habitat, including riparian and wetland habitats
o effects on fur bearers

e noise and dust

o effects on heritage sites

e health and safety concerns about EMF and tingle voltage

F. Public Engagement Program Best Practice

The Public Engagement Program in conjunction with the EPRI-GTC methodology provided multiple
opportunities for stakeholders and the public to be involved in the selection of a Preferred Route for the
St. Vital Station to Letellier Station transmission line.

AECOM emailed and telephoned over 110 individuals to confirm their involvement in Stakeholder
Workshops. Advertising for Public Open Houses included the Manitoba Hydro project website, landowner
letters and newsletters, post card mail outs and newspaper advertising.

G. Round 2 Preferred Route

The Preferred Route presented to stakeholders and public in Round 2 of the St. Vital Transmission
Complex Public Engagement Program was developed based in part on what was heard in the Round 1
Workshops and Public Open Houses. The Preferred Route deviates from the Alternative Corridors
identified in the EPRI-GTC Route Selection process to incorporate a new southern alignment, which
avoids more productive agricultural land and an aerial applicator landing strip, as recommended by two
teams at the Dominion City Stakeholder Workshop and by a number of Public Open House attendees.

H. Summary of Round 2 Issues and Concerns

Round 2 issues and concerns were generally consistent with those heard in Round 1 of the Public
Engagement Program.

Generally, despite some strongly expressed concerns by a number of local landowners and RM
Councillors, the southern section of the Preferred Route was more acceptable, overall, to stakeholder and
public participants in the Public Engagement Program than the southern Alternative Route Segments
presented in Round 1. Fewer landowners were affected by the new southern alignment, and there were
no impacts on the landing strip of an aerial applicator servicing most of the local area, identified in
Round 1.

In the northern section of the Preferred Route, a number of additional constraints were identified,
including a subdivision in the Grande Pointe area, an airstrip and a private landfill. There were also
significant concerns expressed by the RM of Ritchot about developing transmission line infrastructure
near their landfill and lagoon.

Residents of Sage Creek were significantly more involved in Round 2 of the Public Engagement Program
than they were in Round 1, and were particularly concerned about the addition of transmission lines in the
existing Manitoba Hydro Corridor through Sage Creek with regard to EMF, impacts on property values,
aesthetics and changing existing trails.
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Some general comments were received from participants related to tax revenue and wind turbines.
Significant constraints to be addressed in the final routing of the St. Vital Station to Letellier Station

transmission line, including the airstrip and landfill, would ideally be mitigated by avoidance. Other
concerns could be mitigated by design and compensation, including payments for easements.
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1 St. Vital Transmission Complex Public Engagement
Program

1.1 Project

The St. Vital Transmission Complex project involves design and construction of two transmission lines in
southern Manitoba

e The line from the St. Vital Station to the Letellier Station will be approximately 125 km in length
and is required to address contingency loading and low voltage concerns in south central
Manitoba due to load growth in the area. To accommodate the supply of power to a future 230 kV
station in Grunthal, the line will be routed via the Steinbach area. The line will also help to
maintain export levels under the increased loads in south central Manitoba.

e The line from the St. Vital Station to La Verendrye Station is required to improve performance
during normal operations and to provide the ability to withstand severe power outages in the
Winnipeg 230 kV network. The line will be routed via the existing right-of-way owned by Manitoba
Hydro.

1.2 Purpose, Goal and Objectives of Public Engagement Program
1.2.1  Purpose

The purpose of the Public Engagement Program (PEP) was to support an Environmental Assessment
License Application to Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship for the two 230 kV transmission
lines.

Information collected as a result of the PEP informed two principal aspects of the project:

e Site Selection led by Photo Science Inc. and Manitoba Hydro.
e Environmental Assessment led by Stantec Consultants and Manitoba Hydro.

Information collected through the Public Engagement Program included biophysical, socio-economic, and
heritage data, among others.

1.2.2  Goal and Obijectives of PEP

The goal of the PEP was to facilitate the exchange of information between members of the public
(including First Nations and Métis people) and the site selection and environmental assessment teams
regarding the installation of the two proposed transmission lines.

The objective of the PEP was to provide stakeholders and the general public with meaningful
opportunities to receive information about, and provide input into the site selection and environmental
assessment process. The PEP included:

1. Engaging with stakeholders and the general public, including First Nations and MMF, at various
stages of the route selection and environmental assessment processes.

2. Conducting Key Person Interviews to support the Environmental Assessment (particularly socio-
economic considerations).

3. Providing input into Route Selection (opportunities and constraints) and Environmental
Assessment (valued ecosystem components, socio-economic considerations, potential effects,
mitigation measures) using information gathered from the PEP.
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1.3 Public Engagement Program Components

The PEP was developed in cooperation with Manitoba Hydro and other project consultants. A Program
outline is included in Appendix A.

1.3.1  Principal Components of the PEP

Data sources related to socio-economic, natural and built environment issues and concerns, physical
constraints and potential mitigation strategies included:

e Key Person Interviews (KPI).

e Stakeholder Workshops (Workshops).

e Public Open House (POH) events.

¢ Email and telephone communications with landowners and other interested parties.
¢ Media outreach and information venues, e.g. mail outs and a project website.

1.4 Communications Strategy/Protocol

AECOM established a communications strategy/protocol with Manitoba Hydro staff and other project
consultants, which allowed us to work in partnership with the overall project team. Key staff contacts in
the AECOM office were:

e Project Manager: Don Hester, FCSLA, MCIP
¢ Project Coordinator: Alison Weiss, P. Eng./Stephen Biswanger, P. Eng.

Key contacts at Manitoba Hydro were:

e Project Manager: Maggie Tisdale, M.R.M

e Public Engagement Lead: Trevor Joyal, B. Env. Sc., EPt
e Aboriginal Engagement Lead: Lindsay Thompson

¢ Project Co-ordinator: David Block

1.5 Relation to Route Selection Process

Manitoba Hydro piloted a new Route Selection methodology as part of this project. The EPRI-GPC
(Electric Power Research Institute — Georgia Power Corporation) methodology has been used in over 200
projects in the USA. The methodology provides a transparent and defensible approach to power
transmission line route selection.

1.5.1 External and Internal Stakeholder Input

The EPRI-GPC route selection process also engaged stakeholders related to development of electric
power transmission lines. In the early, higher level stages of route selection, representatives from
Manitoba Hydro, government departments, environmental interest groups, recreational and agricultural
organizations, and trappers association were involved in a series of three workshops addressing
engineering, natural and built environment considerations for route selection in Southern Manitoba.

The external and internal stakeholders set the framework for defining Alternative Corridors within which
Alternative Routes could be identified.

A summary of the EPRI-GPC methodology is included in the Open House materials in Appendix D2.
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2 Key Person Interviews
21 Purpose

The purpose of the Key Person Interviews (KPI) conducted in Round 1 of the Public Engagement
Program was to obtain information from representatives from a wide range of organizations that could be
impacted by the development of the two new hydro transmission lines.

2.2 Methodology

2.2.1  Approach

Key Person Interviews provided one-on-one interview opportunities with key informants representing
public agencies, private sector organizations and NGOs, with knowledge of a wide variety of factors
related to power transmission line environmental impacts, both positive and negative. Interview questions
were tailored to specific sectors so that they would be relevant to the informants. The importance of the
KPI process was twofold, in that it introduced the project to a range of stakeholders, and obtained both
general and specific information related to route selection and environmental assessment at the outset of
the project.

2.2.2 lIdentification of Key Person Contacts

KPI contacts were identified by the consultants and Manitoba Hydro based on the project team members’
general knowledge of the Study Area and previous experience with groups involved in Manitoba Hydro
projects.

2.2.2.1 Sectors

A number of sectors were identified and separate interview scripts were developed for each. Sectors
included:

e Agricultural

e Business and Industry
e Education

e Environmental

e Health

e  Municipal

e Infrastructure

e Policing

e Trappers

Scripts for each sector are included in Appendix B1.
2.2.2.2 Organizations Contacted

Organizations contacted included the following:

e Government Departments and Agencies, including:
o Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation
o Manitoba Floodway Authority
o Manitoba Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives
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Manitoba Local Government

Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship (Forestry, Wildlife, Parks and Natural Areas
and Water Stewardship)

Manitoba Culture, Heritage and Tourism
Manitoba Historic Resources Branch

Land Value Appraisal Commission

Manitoba Health, Office of Disaster Management
Public Utilities Board

e Cities, Towns and Rural Municipalities in the Study Area (10)
e School Divisions (9)

e Providence College

e Conservation Districts (2)

e Keystone Agricultural Producers

¢ Manitoba Aerial Applicators Association

e Manitoba Pork Council

e Manitoba Beef Producers

e Manitoba Turkey Producers

e Manitoba Chicken Producers

o Dairy Farmers of Manitoba

e Manitoba Wildlife Federation

e Manitoba Naturalist Society (Nature Manitoba)

e Nature Conservancy of Canada, Manitoba Division
e 50by30

e Bipole Il Coalition

e Ducks Unlimited

e Sno-Man Inc.

e All-Terrain Vehicles Manitoba Inc.

e Trans Canada Trail Association

e Southern Regional Health Authority

e RCMP Detachments

¢ Railway

e Manitoba Trappers

e Emerson Milling

o O

O O O O O

Not all organizations agreed to interviews. Some organizations (such as Manitoba Local Government)
were not interviewed as part of the KPI process but did send representatives to Stakeholder Workshops.

The RCMP sent a general letter for all of the detachments that the project team had intended to contact
(included in Appendix B2).

2.2.2.3 Total KPI Interviews
By October 15, 2013, over 54 KPI contacts had been made: 19 specifically declined interviews and 35

surveys were completed. A further 15 contacts were deemed not responsive after three contact attempts.
A breakdown of representatives interviewed is provided in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1: KPI Interviews by Category

Category Number of
Interviews

Business and Industry

Environment

Municipal

Trappers

Education

Agriculture

Infrastructure

Health

Policing

Total

O INOI|N|FP[N]JO|W

(o8]
(3]

It should be noted that, additionally, a letter related to Policing concerns was received from the RCMP,
and representatives of a number of provincial departments declined to be interviewed.

2.2.3 Interview Questions

Most of the scripts (Appendix B1) had questions in common, although emphasis was different. Questions
addressed the following areas:

¢ Organization and interests represented

¢ Employment and economic development considerations, including the agricultural sector

e Power requirements

e Changes occurring in various economic sectors

o Preferred locations for power transmission lines, such as section or quarter section lines

e Land uses most suitable for location of power transmission lines, such as grain and oilseed
farms, market gardens, livestock operations

o Effects of power transmission lines on agricultural operations, including: machinery operation,
aerial spraying, irrigation and GPS navigation systems

o Effects of power transmission lines on property values

o Effects of power transmission lines on environmental components

e Future plans that would impact power line location

e Concerns about construction and maintenance activities

e Use of PowerSmart and other Manitoba Hydro programs

Interviewees were also asked if they would be interested in participating in a Stakeholder Workshop, and
were provided with Manitoba Hydro contact information should they have additional questions. They were
also asked if their responses could be applied to other Manitoba Hydro projects planned for southern
Manitoba.

2.24  Key Concerns

2.2.4.1 Questions by Sector

Interview scripts were tailored to specific sectors, for example specific questions related to various sectors
included:
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Agricultural KPI asked specifically about the overall impacts on agricultural operations, including
for example the effects of transmission lines on GPS or other navigational tools.

Business and Industry KPI asked about the effects of electric power system reliability on
operations.

Education KPI asked about student enrolment and any programs linked to Manitoba Hydro (co-
op).

Environmental KPI asked about what environmental features, such as water quality, wetlands,
wildlife habitat, were important to their organizations, as well as the impacts of power
transmission lines on such features.

Health KPI asked about facilities and services, impacts on emergency response times and
perceived health impacts of power transmission lines.

Municipal KPI asked about linear infrastructure, roads, rail and drainage ditches, and suitability
for construction of adjacent power transmission lines. These KPI also asked about future
residential, commercial and industrial development and municipal public works projects, and
airports. Other questions addressed transmission line ROW access and safety issues.

Policing KPI also addressed emergency response times as well as types of crime.

Trappers KPI asked specific questions related to positive and negative impacts on animal
populations and potential use of transmission line corridors by trappers.

Summary of KPl Responses

Socio-economic Responses

The following is a summary of KPI responses related to socio-economic issues

2311

23.1.2

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx

Agriculture

Respondents were split in their opinion with respect to the agricultural industry in their area — two
respondents felt that it was in a state of growth, two thought it was in a state of decline and one
thought there was no perceptible change.

Four out of five felt that the labour force had changed over time.

Four out of five said that the agricultural sector is affected by power system reliability.

All respondents said that transportation corridors was the land use best suited to Hydro
transmission lines and all respondents felt that hydro transmission lines have an effect on
agricultural practices.

All respondents said that they thought property values, irrigation systems, GPS and aerial
spraying operations would be negatively affected by the implementation of this transmission line.
Concerns include loss of land, use of large machinery and stray voltage as well as affecting meat
production standards.

All respondents said that they had concerns about operation or maintenance activities on their
operating activities.

All respondents were interested in learning more about the project and attending the workshop.

Business and Industry

One of the three respondents said they thought the economy was in a state of decline while the
other two respondents felt unable to comment. Two respondents thought that there may be some
effects on their business or operating activities from a new transmission line right-of-way. This
was related to utility and rail line crossings.
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Education

Three out of seven respondents said that a new Hydro transmission line would impact the
operations of their organisation.

Impacts included better resources and more reliable power and concerns over safe walking
passages for students.

Almost all respondents said that they would like to learn more about the project.

Environment

Eight of nine respondents said that past developments had affected environmental features
important to their organisation. Most respondents said that they thought this project would affect
features important to their organisation.

Most respondents felt that there are important areas to avoid, such as wildlife habitat, waterways
and vegetation.

Key concerns were changes to drainage patterns, changes to species habitat, climate change,
heritage areas and flooding.

Seven of nine felt that a transportation corridor would be the best land use to be in proximity to
the transmission line.

Existing rights-of-way or privately owned lands were suggested as the best locations for the
transmission line.

All respondents wanted to learn more about the project.

Government Infrastructure

All respondents (2) thought that there are more jobs available now compared to the past.

Both respondents thought that the new transmission line would affect existing transportation and
utility corridors in a significant way.

In building a new transmission line, it was felt by both respondents that agricultural lands
(particularly those with cows on them) should be avoided.

Both respondents felt that the transmission line would affect agricultural practices.

They did not feel that property values would be affected.

They did not expect that emergency services would be affected by the project.

Health

The one respondent we spoke to felt that there would be effects on emergency services from the
Project from road closures which could affect response times.

Municipal

All municipal respondents thought that the new transmission line would positively affect business
in the municipality.

Positive aspects included increased growth and industry expansion as well as introducing new
technologies and providing better service.

Generally, respondents did not think there would be any major impacts on existing transportation
and utility corridors.

Transportation corridors and pasture/grazing lands were considered to be the land uses best
suited to siting the transmission line.
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All respondents felt that electric power lines had an impact on agricultural practices.

Only one respondent said that the community had expressed concerns about noise or dust; while
only two respondents said that they had heard concerns about infrastructure or water.

Only one respondent said that they felt the project would affect recreational activities in their
community.

The biggest concern in the communities was an aging population.

All respondents were interested in learning more about the project.

Trappers

A representative of the Manitoba Trappers Association said that they felt that the project would
affect trapping activities in a negative way as the level of activity associated with construction
could affect the presence of fur bearers and their food sources.

KPI Route Selection Responses

Location Specific Data from KPI

A number of specific considerations were identified by the key informants (Appendix B3). Segments were
labelled following the naming convention included in the Workshop materials included in Appendix C2.
Specific considerations and their applicable segment identifiers (N-1, N-2, N-3 etc.) are included below:

Important streams and wetlands, wildlife and fish habitat: Red River Corridor/St. Adolphe PR 210
bridge (N-3), Brokenhead Swamp, Rat River (S-1, S-2, S-3), Joubert Creek (N-11, S-1, S-2),
Arnauld (S-7, S-8), Kirkpatrick Swamp (S-8), Roseau River (S-8),

Concentrations of geese: Dufrost (S-3, S-4, S-5) and Red River (S-7, S-8), Carlowrie (S-8,
overwintering habitat), Fort Whyte Centre (Southern Loop)

Tall grass prairie and other vegetation types: Pansy Township (S-4), Tolstoi Prairie (east of
project), Roseau River First Nation (S-8, S-9)

River bottom forest habitat: Red, Roseau and Rat Rivers

Trappers: St. Malo (S-4) and above areas

Flooding on local watercourses, including: Seine River (N-1, N-2), Manning Canal (N-2, N-4),
Youville Drain (N-2, N-3)

Flood prone lands: west of PTH 59

Flood resistant route required: PTH 75 often closed with flood events (S-7, S-9)

Residential areas potentially impacted by the transmission line: Sage Creek (N-1)

Recreation trails / ecotourism: lle des Chenes (N-2, N-3), St. Pierre Jolys (N-11), Crow Wing
Trail/ Trans Canada Trail (N-11, S-1, S-2), St. Malo (S-4), St. Jean Baptiste (S-7)

Recreation Areas: St. Malo (S-4), Birch Point, Moose Lake, Nature Conservancy Canada Lands
Lagoons and landfills: Brady Landfill potential expansion (Southern Loop), lle des Chenes
Lagoon expansion (N-3), Oak Bluff lagoon adjacent to corridor and future planned expansions
(Southern Loop)

Local farmers’ landing strips: lle des Chenes (N-3), St. Adolphe, St. Agathe (west of project
location???)

Glider landing strip: west of Starbuck (Southern Loop)

Population centres; development plans: Oak Bluff (Southern Loop)

Important wildlife habitat at Fort Whyte (Southern Loop)

Note: the numbering system developed by Manitoba Hydro and Photo Science to identify alternative route
segments is provided in Appendix F, referenced to the above segment numbering system.
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2.3.3 Additional KPI Information

e Representative of Dairy Farmers of Manitoba provided a map with exact locations of all dairy

farms near the proposed project. The map is included in Appendix B2.
Information provided regarding considerations for transmission lines and railways. See Appendix

B2.
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3 Stakeholder Workshops

3.1 Purpose

The purpose of the three Stakeholder Workshops was to engage representatives of a wide range of
organizations concerned with power transmission lines in group discussions related to route selection,
and related environmental assessment processes.

Participants were asked to identify their issues and concerns, constraints, opportunities and mitigation
strategies related to alternative routes identified. These comprised some 20 route segments for the St.
Vital Station to Letellier Station Transmission Line.

3.2 Workshop Methodology
3.2.1  Approach
Stakeholder Workshops provided opportunities for stakeholders representing organizations with different

interests:

o for learning more about the project

o for providing information, concerns and preferences regarding Alternative Routes

e for interacting and exchanging viewpoints with representatives of other organizations in the
process of evaluating Alternative Routes for the St. Vital Transmission Complex

A number of Workshop participants had earlier been involved in the EPRI-GTC Route Selection
Workshops to define Alternative Corridors and were able to see how their inputs had been used in the
development of Alternative Routes.

3.2.2 Identification of Stakeholder Participants
3.2.2.1 Contact List

The contact list for Stakeholder Workshops was based on two sources: the list of invitees to the
Alternative Corridor Workshops (EPRI methodology) and the KPI candidates.

Part of the intent of the Stakeholder Workshops was to provide feedback to stakeholders who had
previously been involved in the Alternative Corridor EPRI workshops.

3.2.2.2 Letters and Follow-up Telephone Contacts

AECOM prepared letters, which were sent electronically on behalf of Manitoba Hydro and then followed
up with direct telephone contacts to recruit Workshop participants. Typical invitation letters for KPI
participants and EPRI-GTC Alternative Corridor Siting Model Workshop participants are included in
Appendix C1.

3.2.3  Workshop Process
Stakeholder Workshops (3) were held in Dominion City (Dominion City Community Hall), Mitchell (Mitchell
and Area Seniors Centre) and Winnipeg (Winakwa Community Centre), each between 9:00 am and 2:00

pm, on August 20, 21 and 22, respectively. Workshops were intended to inform participants about the
project, and to obtain additional information and preferences related to Alternative Routes.

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx 10



AECOM Manitoba Hydro St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

3.2.3.1 Attendance

Attendance at Stakeholder Workshops included representatives of the following groups:

e Dominion City - 7 people, including representatives of Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation
(MIT), MAFRI, Manitoba Local Government (2), Division Scholaire Franco-Manitoban (DSFM)
and the RM of Franklin (2).

e Mitchell - 9 people including representatives of MIT (4), Keystone Agricultural Producers (District
4), Dairy Farmers of Manitoba, RM of Hanover, Trans Canada Trail, and Seine River Regional
Conservation District.

e Winnipeg - 13 people including representatives of Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship
(2), City of Winnipeg Planning Property and Development Department, RM of Ritchot (2), RM of
Springfield, University of Manitoba Department of Landscape Architecture, Manitoba Beef
Producers, Manitoba Metis Federation and Manitoba Aboriginal and Northern Affairs, as well as
representatives of Whelan-Enns Associates who observed the process.

3.2.3.2 Background Presentation

A background presentation was prepared (Appendix C2), which outlined the purpose of the St. Vital
Transmission Complex project, and described the Route Selection, Environmental Assessment and
Public Engagement processes.

3.2.3.3 Map Exercise with Workbook

Workshop participants then broke out into teams of 3 to 5 people and used both large Maps and
Workbooks to record information about their issues and concerns, and route preferences, considering
routes identified by Manitoba Hydro and the Site Selection Consultant. These Alternative Routes were
subdivided into 20 different Alternative Route segments, labelled N-1 to N-11 for the segments between
St. Vital Station and Grunthal, and S1 to S-9 for the segments between Grunthal and Letellier Station.
Figures showing the Alternative Route Segment labels are included in Appendix C2.

3.2.3.3.1 Issues and Concerns
The exercise provided opportunities for individual members of each team to identify their issues and

concerns related to each Alternative Route segment, or the route segments generally. A list of possible
issues and concerns was provided as a prompt, including:

Access to the Right-of-way Health and Safety Issues Impacts on Wetlands
Aesthetics of the Line Location of the Line Impacts on Wildlife/Wildfowl
Impact on Agricultural Activities Property Issues Other:

Construction of the Line Reclamation

Economic Considerations Protection of Vegetation

3.2.3.3.2 Physical Constraints

Each of the teams then worked to identify and rate physical constraints on construction of a power
transmission line in each of the segments. These included physical barriers, impediments, or sensitive
sites (such as habitat or dairy farms) along or near the alternative route segments. Teams were asked to
note the severity of constraints as High, Medium, or Low.
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3.2.3.3.3 Opportunities

Finally, teams were asked to work together to identify opportunities such as the following, relative to the
Alternative Routes:

o Parallel existing transmission infrastructure
e Follow existing roadways

e Follow existing rail lines

e Follow existing drainage ditches

e Follow mile (Section) lines

o Follow half-mile (Quarter-section) lines

¢ Avoid forest and natural areas

3.2.3.3.4 Mapping Preferred Routes
Following the Workbook exercise, each team recorded their “Preferred Route” on the large-scale Maps,
combining the Alternative Route Segments they considered to be most appropriate to connect St. Vital

Station and Letellier Station.

In some instances, teams decided to slightly adjust route segments, or develop their own route segments
and create new Alternative Routes.

3.2.3.3.5 Summaries
Finally, teams were asked to summarize their top three routing criteria and top three mitigation strategies.
3.2.3.4 Group Presentations and Dot-mocracy

Routing criteria and mitigation strategies, along with the Maps showing Preferred Routes were then
posted on surrounding walls where all teams could review them.

All participants were then provided with 6 blue (positive) and 6 red (negative) dots, which they could use
to highlight the route segments they liked or disliked on the large Maps, and 3 blue and 3 red dots which
they could use to indicate aspects of the criteria and mitigation strategies they liked or disliked.

3.24 Review of Results
3.24.1 General

Workshop results are summarized in Appendix C3, C4 and C5. They include the following:

1. Summaries of Workbook responses outlining constraints, concerns and benefits discussed for
each of the route segments (Appendix C3).

2. Summary of Worksheet information, including each team’s major routing criteria, rationale for
route selection and mitigation measures (Appendix C3).

3. Summary of Workshop Comment Sheets (Appendix C4).

3.2.4.2 \Workbooks and Worksheets

Table C3-1 summarizes all of the overarching criteria, rationale and mitigation measures along with dot-
mocracy scores for each.
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3.2.4.2.1 Criteria

The criteria used by individual Workshop teams to determine their preferred routes were sometimes at
odds with those of other teams. Within individual teams compromises were generally reached when
addressing particular route segments, but sometimes team members were not able to reach agreement
on a preferred route segment. The following criteria were identified by stakeholders as important in
transmission line siting. (Numbers in brackets indicate the number of favourable dot “votes” received by
specific criteria.)

e Provincial Trunk Highway rights-of-way preferred (although not highway medians)

o Parallel existing transmission infrastructure, roadways, rail lines/ Follow existing roadways/Parallel
PTH 59 as much as possible (4)

e  MIT rights-of-way are constrained by other utilities, so don’t use them

e Minimize highway crossings

¢ Follow mile lines(Section boundaries) but avoid half-mile(Quarter Section boundaries) (2)

e Straight routes and shorter towers are preferred/ More direct route is preferred (2)

e Avoid agricultural lands/ Minimize impacts on agriculture (2)

e Keep 100m buffer from watercourses

¢ Avoid native prairie and high impact native habitat/ Avoid forest and natural areas/ Avoid impacts
on wetlands (2)

3.2.4.2.2 Concerns

A number of general concerns were identified by Workshop participants and included the following:

e Tower placement and Hydro right-of-way width

e Agricultural land taken out of production

e Need for fair compensation for land, i.e. market value

e Use appraised versus assessed value for compensation (2)

e Adequate compensation

e Aerial application and manure application

e Impacts on local harvesting and hunting

e Harvesting sweet grass and sage

e Introduction of invasive species during maintenance operations
¢ Impacts on waterfowl

¢ Residences and flood planning, cost of relocation in flood zones

3.2.4.2.3 Rationale for Routing Preferences

Some Workshop teams chose to identify overarching criteria to help guide them in Preferred Route
selection. The following are some of the overarching criteria identified by Workshop participants.

1. General Routing Criteria
e  Straight routes preferred
¢ No half-mile allowance (edge of field)
2. Parallel Linear Infrastructure
e Use existing Provincial Road or Highway rights-of-way wherever possible/parallel
transportation corridors. Co-locate with existing infrastructure corridors to reduce the footprint
of the Hydro transmission corridor. (3)
e Maximize use of Government rights-of-way (1)
e Opportunities for beneficial co-location with trails (1)
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On the other hand, one team was concerned about paralleling Provincial Roads and Highways:

No paralleling of existing Provincial Roads and Highways, due to potential future requirements for
wider rights-of-way ( 1)

Agriculture

¢ Minimize impacts on agriculture/farming operations (2)

e Less agricultural and aerial applicator interference/ areas with aerial application and irrigation
to be avoided (2)

e Avoid livestock operations, producers, industry/avoid dairy farms (preferably by at least 1
mile) (2)

e Use of more marginal land /constructing the lines further east may have less impact on
agricultural operations (2)

Residential, Commercial and Industrial Land Uses

e Less homes and businesses affected/ avoid residential, commercial and industrial uses/
avoid urban and high density areas (2)

Natural Habitat

¢ Avoid native habitat, including natural areas, native prairie, forest and wetland: minimize
impacts on existing intact wildlife habitat and natural areas/avoid ecological and protected
areas (2)

e Minimize river crossings (1)

Other Routing Criteria

¢ Recognize exercise of treaty and aboriginal rights by minimizing project footprint (1)

e Proximity to DeSalaberry Wind Co-op (1)

3.2.4.2.4 Mitigation

Some of the proposed mitigation approaches were similar to the routing criteria identified. The following
are mitigation measures proposed by workshop participants.

Avoid residential development, and designated and zoned residential areas

Avoid dairy farm locations, use (Route Segment) N-11

Avoid east-west alignment of towers to protect wildfowl

Use bird diverters in specific areas, and provide clear space away from the transmission line
Follow Noxious Weeds Act for control of weeds; bio-security issues

Minimize transmission easement footprint on agricultural land

Reclamation with native species

Early inclusion of all stakeholders

Avoid Provincial Trunk Highway 75, use S-8

Complete functional design study of Provincial Trunk Highway 59 and 52 (to determine additional
right-of-way requirements)

Table C3-2 provides Workshop team comments by route segment, as well as the dot-mocracy score for
each segment.

Since each of the route selection segments must connect to others there are a limited number of
combinations of segments that would make up complete routes. The colours in the chart below indicate
clusters of Alternative Route Segments.
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Table 3.1: Team Route Selection Preferences

Route Code |Team Preferences (from Preferred
Route Selection Exercise)

N-1 6 teams out of 7
N-2 1 team out of 7

N-3 4 teams out of 7
N-4 2 teams out of 7
N-5 2 teams out of 7
N-6 1 team out of 7

N-7 2 teams out of 7
N-8 0 teams out of 7
N-9 2 teams out of 7
N-10 4 teams out of 7
N-11 5 teams out of 7
S-1 4 teams out of 7
S-2 4 teams out of 7
S-3 5 teams out of 7
S-4 6 teams out of 7
S-5 4 teams out of 7
S-6 0 teams out of 7
S-7 2 teams out of 7
S-8 1 teams out of 7
S-9 5 teams out of 7

Table 3.lindicates that some route segments were more preferred than others. Some, such as N-8 and
S-6, were not preferred by any of the Workshop Stakeholders.

3.2.4.3 Workshop Comment Sheets

Stakeholders attending the Workshops completed Comment Sheets. The 21 Comment Sheets returned
indicated that 48% of stakeholders represented Provincial departments, particularly MIT; 19%
represented the City of Winnipeg and Rural Municipalities, and 5% represented the MMF. The remaining
stakeholders represented a broad range of agricultural, recreational and environmental interests.

A majority of stakeholders thought the process was “Somewhat Appropriate” (62%); while 24% thought it
was “Very Appropriate”, and 5% “Appropriate”. Nine percent did not respond to the question. Ninety-five
percent of respondents said they liked the Workshops; 5% had no comment. One stakeholder said:
“There seemed to be a genuine desire to receive further input from various stakeholders.” Another noted:
“The workshop was fine. A broader section of people/reps would have been more useful; i.e. it is difficult
to make routing decisions without MCWS reps in the group.”

Comments on the Stakeholder Workshop methodology included the following:

e “The discussion, presentation and process were a good way to understand the routing and look at
any options that are practical.”
e “Great model, really appreciated the freedom to draw in new routes.”
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“Didn't place enough importance on the impacts on prime agricultural land and agricultural
operations (overall route consisted of only prime agricultural land).”

“The software itself seems fine but is only as useful as the data inputs. There are a variety of
items that if input, may have caused/created a completely different corridor to be generated.”

“If proposed line diverts outside the study corridor: maybe those affected were not contacted to
participate and are outside the process & maybe new data would be needed in that case since
field work would not have been done. Original data overlays (detail) is lost in the cumulative
approach — i.e. where are the Provincial Parks, etc.”

General Comments included:

“Within City of Winnipeg, (the transmission line is) not really an issue as the proposed line on the
existing (Sage Creek) ROW & easement and/or land purchased along South Loop plus Floodway
alignment (out of sight-out of mind).”

“Concerned with planning districts/municipal development plans & zoning criteria, re: Siting
Model”

“‘Need to find best method for contacting stakeholders in proposed route areas to ensure
meaningful dialogue and to readily ID problem areas.”

“It's important to receive input from stakeholders to create acceptance of proposed routes - | hope
these things will be seriously considered.”

“The project will impact the use of lands and resources of the MB Métis community. The MMF
looks forward to working with MB Hydro to minimizing the level of impact.”

“More info on tower footprints, height, right-of-way size should be given up front to better assess
potential impacts.”

“The new transmission complex is very much NEEDED!”

3.2.4.4 Debrief Notes

Following each Stakeholder Workshop the project team reviewed the overall concerns of participants and
any suggestions for improvement of the process. The following is a summary of the debriefing following
each workshop.

3.2.4.4.1 Dominion City, Manitoba

3.244.1.1 Overall Concerns

Agriculture is the biggest income generator in the local area

Agriculture land quality is very high so minimize loss of land for the transmission line

Lines should go further east into less productive agriculture land

Aerial application is a major concern for whole area, considering both where the applicator is
located relative to towers and lines, and aerial spraying of lands

Compensation for all types of farmers (hog, cattle, agriculture, etc.) is a very important
consideration

Manure application on land is a concern related to having towers on land

3.24.4.1.2 What could have been done to make this process easier?

Provide Workshop participants with a better general idea of what may be in place (i.e. type/size of
towers, line spacing, etc.)
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3.2.4.4.2 Mitchell, Manitoba

3.2442.1 Overall Concerns

Issues were mainly related to people and agriculture

Land application of manure was a concern for many of the stakeholders

Workshop participants expressed preference to cross Highways, rather than parallel them

Workshop participants expressed concerns regarding utilities in their rights-of-way

More input was needed concerning livestock particularly related to issues of tingle voltage / stray

voltage

e Concerns about dairy farms expressed. Workshop participants would recommend that the line
stay at least 1 mile away from farms. One team was not able to arrive at a consensus

¢ Workshop participants indicated that there would be a hydraulic study along Provincial Trunk
Highway 75 and future projects along Provincial Trunk Highway 52

e There were some misunderstandings: for example a misconception of stray voltage. It would be

good to have an expert explain stray voltage or other issues. If they could identify

misunderstandings at the table, teams would have an easier time reaching a consensus

3.24.4.2.2 What could have been done to make this process easier?

e The Workshop process went well; introduction was good, as was participation.

e The 1.5 hr. presentation was too long, Environmental slides should be reduced.

e Repetition in route selection section. Suggested taking out Property Acquisition notes.
3.2.4.4.3 Winnipeg

3.24.43.1 Overall Concerns

e Use an outline rather than shaded map for the corridor area otherwise it is difficult to see map
features.
One participant brought up issues on zoning and future developments.
One team did not want to go outside the shaded corridor area; resistance to commitment; issues
addressing mitigation.

¢ One participant indicated that an airfield had not been avoided. He wished to see the results from
the first two Workshops. In the south, one can see where the route is encroaching on natural
areas. He would like to see the results of the natural model. He was sceptical about the process.

e Using the flood plain as criteria for route selection.

3.3 Summary of Results
3.3.1  Overall Route Preferences
3.3.1.1 Description of Preferred Routes

Table 3.2 compares Preferred Routes developed by Workshop participants. Some teams proposed
alterations to the Alternative Routes, as shown in the following table.

Route segments used by the seven stakeholder teams included the following:
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Table 3.2: Comparison of Route Preferences from Workshops

Dominion Dominion Mitchell, | Mitchell, | Winnipeg, | Winnipeg, | Winnipeg,
City, Aug. | City, Aug. | Aug.21 | Aug.21 | Aug.?22 Aug. 22 Aug. 22
20 20 Blue Green Blue Green Purple
Yellow Green
N-1 X X X X No X X 6
decision
N-2 X No No 1
decision decision
N-3 X No X No X X 4
decision decision
N-4 X No X No 2
decision decision
N-5 X No X No 2
decision decision
N-6 No No X 1
decision decision
Proposed alteration to N-6 (N-6-1) X 1 follow drain 1/2 mile west of PTH 59, taking off south from N-3 about 1 mile west of its junction with N-6;
continue south to 1 mile north of PR 311 and turn east, lining up with N-6 west to east section
N-7 X X 2
Proposed alteration to N-7 (N-7-1) X 1 Continue about 1000 feet south of PTH 52 before turning west to rejoin N-7
N-8 0
N-9 X X 2
Proposed alteration to N-9 ( N-9-1) X 1 turn east at a point 1 mile south of PTH 52 and connect to N-10, using a small west-east part of N-8.
Proposed alteration to N-9 (N-9-2) X 1 turn east to join N-10 at a point 1 mile north of N-9 and N-11 connection.
N-10 X X X X 4
N-11 X X X X X 5
Proposed alteration to N-11 (N-11- X 1 turn west from N-11 alignment, 1/2 mile south of PR 205 and go 1 mile west before turning south along
5) the Trans Canada Trail. Follow the trail due south to S-1 then follow S-1 west.
Proposed alteration to N-11 (N-11- X turn west from N-11 alignment, 1/2 mile south of PR 205 and go 1 mile west before turning south along
6) the Trans Canada Trail. Follow the trail due south to S-2 then follow S-2 west.
S-1 X X X No X 4
decision
S-2 X) X No X X) 4 () Alternative
decision
S-3 X X X X X 5
Proposed alteration to S-3 (S3-4) X 1
Proposed alteration to S-3 (S3-5) X) 1 () Alternative
Proposed alteration to S-3 (S3-6) X 1 go due south of junction of Segments S-2 and S-3 following drain; turn west 1 mile north of PR 217 to
meet S-5.
S-4 X X X X X X 6
S-5 X X X X 4
S-6 0
S-7 X X 2
Proposed alteration to S-7 (S-7-1) X 1 Avoids aerial applicator continue westerly beyond the first bend in S-7 until about 3 miles east of St. Jean
Baptiste and then turn south to rejoin S-7.
Proposed alteration to S-7 (S-7-2) X 1 continue S-7 west of its first south turn after S-5 connection to a point 4 miles west of PR 200; then turn
south to join S-8 at a point 1.5 miles north of Roseau River IR.
S-8 X 1
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Yellow

Green

Proposed alteration to S-8 (S-8-5) | X 1 go 1 mile east of junction of segments S-4 and S-5; turn south along the east side of PR218 to PR 201;
go 1 mile west on PR 201 then 1 mile south. Then go west on an alignment located 1 mile south of PR
201, crossing the Red River and PTH 75 to 1 mile west of PTH 75 and 1 mile south of Letellier, then go
north to Letellier Station.

Proposed alteration to S-8 (S-8-6) X 1 continue south of S-8 on an alignment 1 mile east of the Roseau River IR to a point 1 mile south of PR
201, turn west and go to a point 1 mile south of Letellier, then turn north to Letellier Station

S-9 X X X X X 5

Note: X = Preference for route segment expressed by a team
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4 Public Open Houses — Round 1
41 Purpose

The purpose of Round 1 Public Open Houses was to inform the public about the project and to obtain
input on the Alternative Routes.

4.2 Methodology — Round 1
4.2.1  Approach

Round 1 Public Open Houses allowed the general public, local landowners and stakeholders to get
information about the St. Vital Transmission Complex project, and to provide feedback about issues and
concerns, preferred criteria and specific development constraints related particularly to the proposed
Alternative Routes for a new transmission line between St. Vital Station and Letellier Station.

4.2.2  Advertising and Notification — Round 1
4.2.2.1 Newspaper and Newsletter Advertising

Manitoba Hydro produced a four page newsletter describing the Proposed St. Vital Transmission
Complex (Appendix D1). The newsletter described the project need, and the Route Selection,
Environmental Assessment and Engagement Processes, and provided an overview of Alternative Routes
and the Southern Loop Transmission Corridor, along with a map. It also provided a project timeline and
contact information for questions or comments. The newsletter was available at all Public Open House
events and on the Manitoba Hydro Project Website.

A copy of the newspaper advertisement for the Public Open Houses is also included in Appendix D1.
Newspaper advertising was printed in the Winnipeg Free Press on August 17, 2013, and all local
newspapers, including:

e Canstar Weeklies (5 newspapers) August 7, 2013
¢ Manitoba Cooperator August 8, 2013
e Steinbach Carillon (Steinbach/Morris) August 8, 2013
¢ Altona Red River Valley Echo (Letellier/Morris) August 8, 2013
e Carman Valley Leader (Morris) August 8, 2013
¢ Headingly Headliner August 16, 2013
e Emerson Southeast Journal (Letellier/Morris) August 17, 2013

4.2.2.2 Postcards

Manitoba Hydro also produced brief postcards informing people of the locations and times for the Public
Open House events. The postcards were mailed to almost 7000 addresses. A copy of the postcard is
provided in Appendix D1. Postcards included a brief project description and map, as well as the locations
and times of Public Open House events.

4.2.2.3 Landowner Letters

Local landowners were notified by direct mail of upcoming Public Open House events. A total of 2,266
letters were sent out by Manitoba Hydro to potentially affected landowners; however, 24 letters were
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undeliverable and were returned to Manitoba Hydro. A copy of the landowner letter is provided in
Appendix D1. Letters included a brief project description; an invitation to one of four Public Open House
events, with locations and times, and email and telephone contact information for Manitoba Hydro.

4.2.3 Locations and Attendance

4.2.3.1 Venues and Times

Four Round 1 Public Open House events were held, with one each in Dominion City (Community Hall),
Mitchell (Mitchell and Area Seniors Centre), Winnipeg (Winakwa Community Centre) and Oak Bluff (Oak
Bluff Recreation Centre). Posted times for the Open Houses was 4:00 pm to 8:00 pm on August 20, 21,
22, and August 27, 2013, respectively.

4.2.3.2 Attendance

A total of 125 people attended the Round 1 Public Open Houses. Attendance at each of the four locations
was as follows:

e Dominion City 38 (33 signed in, 5 did not)
e Mitchell 43
¢  Winnipeg 33
e Oak Bluff 11

4.2.4  Open House Process — Round 1
4241 Stations

The Open House events were organized around a series of stations with presentation storyboards, large
maps and PowerPoint presentations, intended to provide information about the proposed project and to
obtain information and feedback about Alternative Routes.

4.2.4.1.1 Storyboards

Storyboards were prepared describing the overall project and the work completed by Manitoba Hydro and
their Consultants to date; these are found in Appendix D2.

e One set of storyboards provided an introduction to the St. Vital Transmission Complex, indicating
what was included and why it was needed.

e One set of storyboards described the Environmental Assessment process.

¢ One set of storyboards outlined the Route Selection approach, including key criteria.

e Alarge board was produced to show all major Manitoba Hydro projects.

4.2.4.1.2 Route Selection Presentation

Manitoba Hydro prepared a Route Selection presentation based on Photo Science materials. This
comprised a PowerPoint presentation and storyboards describing the EPRI-GTC methodology, which
uses GIS map information, stakeholder criteria and weightings, and expert judgement to determine
Alternative Corridors, and Alternative Routes for new power transmission lines. The presentation is
included with other Open House materials in Appendix D2.
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4.2.4.1.3 Google Earth Mapping Station

A Google Earth Mapping Station allowed Open House attendees to find their own or other properties and
see in more detail their locations relative to the proposed new transmission line.

4.2.4.1.4 Mapping Stations

Mapping stations provided a means to obtain detailed Route Selection comments from landowners and
other attendees. Manitoba Hydro representatives discussed issues and concerns, constraints and/or
suggested realignments with attendees who visited the Mapping Stations.

Facilitators used coloured dots to indicate on large map sheets the locations of specific constraints or
concerns. Dots were numbered and recorded in spreadsheets, along with geographic location, personal
contact information and notes about the constraint, issue or concern.

Many Open House attendees provided site specific information at the Mapping Stations. This is
summarized in Table D-4 and Appendix D3.

4.2.4.2 Handouts and Comment Sheets

Handouts at the Open Houses included the following material, which is included in Appendix D2:

e Manitoba Hydro St. Vital Transmission Complex Project Newsletter

e Detailed maps showing an Alternative Routes. Routes were divided into 20 Alternative Route
Segments in order to facilitate discussion of local considerations.

e EPRI-GTC Methodology

e Alternative Corridor Siting Model (spreadsheet with features and suitability values)

e Manitoba Hydro brochure on EMF (available on request)

e Manitoba Hydro brochure “The Hydro Province” about power generation and transmission in
Manitoba

Attendees were provided with Comment Sheets (Appendix D4) upon entry to the Open Houses: of the
125 attendees, 49 completed Comment Sheets and returned them to AECOM by October 15, 2013.

4.3 Round 1 Public Open Houses - Summary of Results
4.3.1  Analysis of Open House Comment Sheets — Round 1

Round 1 Open House Comment Sheets were analyzed using Survey Monkey. The report in Appendix D4
summarizes the 49 Comment Sheets returned to AECOM by October 15, 2013.

An additional spreadsheet, following the summary, provides more detailed responses.

4.3.2 Review of Results — Round 1

4.3.2.1 Survey Monkey Analysis of Comment Sheets

Twenty-two, 45% of respondents heard about the Open Houses by letter, and a further 29% said they

received a post card. Only one person learned of the Open Houses on the Manitoba Hydro website, while
9 heard by word of mouth.
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Letter 22

Postcard | 14

Newspaper | 11

Word of Mouth | 9

Other 5

Website :I 1
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Figure 4.1: Analysis of Comment Sheets

Thirty-six, 73% of respondents said they lived near an alternative route and 37 respondents said they had
concerns with the alternatives. Key concerns were as follows:

e Agricultural Concerns — “The west line (south of 52) runs through prime agriculture land and is
close to farms, seeding, spraying and air application are impacted.”
76% of respondents said they were concerned about the impact of the proposed new line on
agricultural activities.
e Tingle Voltage — “Tingle voltage is a huge concern.”
49% of respondents had health and safety issues.
e Locating the transmission line in an aerial applicator zone - “You're putting it in a flood zone and
aerial applicator zone.”
e Loss of land - 43% of respondents had property issues, while 43% had economic considerations.
¢ Visual impacts - 33% of respondents had concerns about the aesthetics of the line.
e Other concerns included:
o Construction of the line, 25%
o Access to the right-of-way, 20%
o Impacts on wetlands, 14%
o Protection of vegetation and reclamation considerations, 16 and 12%, respectively

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx 23



AECOM

Manitoba Hydro

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Impact on agricultural activities
Location of the line

Health & safety issues
Property issues

Economic considerations
Aesthetics of the line
Construction of the line
Access to the right-of-way
Protection of vegetation
Impact on wetlands
Reclamation considerations
Impact on wildlife/birds

Other

| 37

| 25

| 24

| 21

| 21

| 16

e
I
— s
7

~ 16
15
13

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Base=50 (respondents could give more than one answer)
Figure 4.2: Concerns about the Project
4.3.2.1.1 Siting Criteria from Comment Sheets
The top four transmission line siting preferences were as follows, based on greatest number of #1

rankings.

e Parallel to existing transmission infrastructure
¢ Follow existing roadways

Follow existing rail lines

Follow mile (Section) lines

24
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Ranking # Factor

Parallel to existing transmission infrastructure

Follow existing roadways

Follow existing rail lines

Follow mile (Section) lines

Avoid forest and natural areas, e.g. wildlife management areas

Follow half-mile (quarter section) lines

Follow existing drainage ditches

O |IN[o|O [~ |WIN |-

Follow undeveloped roadways

e (Overall ranking is based on greatest number of #1 rankings)

4.3.2.1.2 Key Word Analysis
Key word analysis highlighted the following concerns:

Key Word Search Number of
Occurrences

Notes

a. highway 11
mentions
b. health
avoid
production

o
O

dairy farm
tingle voltage
livestock
environment
spraying
view /view-shed
water concern /wet area
aerial applicator/spraying
agricultural
. property value
equipment 1
roads
airstrip
cemetery
EMF
habitat
hog barn
irrigation
land use

SErowSeTVOoS3ITATIS@T0Q
P ERBARANNMNNOWWD

[cNeoNoNoNeoNeNaly

(PTH 59 - 6 mentions, PTH 75 and PTH 23 - 2
each, and PR 201, 1 mention.)

(5 human health, 1 animal (cow) health)

(avoid future problems, avoid sensitive dairy
facilities, avoid residential homes, avoid
agricultural lands)

Note that the key word search included a number of terms that were not found in the Comment Sheet
analysis but were included due to issues and concerns that were raised by Open House attendees in their
discussions with members of the project team or identified in other public engagement processes.

4.3.2.1.3 Specific Sites

Specific sites that respondents wanted Manitoba Hydro to be aware of are summarized in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1: Location Specific Concerns in Comment Sheets

Open House Location Location Concern/Constraint Segment ID
Comment/Constraint
Relates to
received after Open House | Sage Creek Sage Creek walking trails, Put new towers right beside with same spacing as existing Sage Creek towers. N1
Mitchell SW19-6-5E Already have the Kleefeld lagoon on 1/4 next to use (north). We raise hay and graze cattle on our 1/4 N10
Oak Bluff SW19-5-5E Need to stay further from dairy barns (tingle voltage); proximity to boarding stable & guest barn - tingle voltage, loss of N10
production and animal welfare
Mitchell 1 mile south of PR205 (Hanover) Too close to the dairy operation and crosses tributary of Joubert Creek which comes within 10 m of dairy barn - tingle voltage | N11, S1, S2 along
is a huge concern Gnadenfeld Road
Mitchell Tourond Creek Discovery Centre Tourond Creek Discovery Centre N7
Mitchell NW2-7-4E Livestock N8, N9
received after Open House | SW 26-7-4E, 23-7-4E, NE 14-7-4E, SE 34-7-4E, SE 27-7-4E, SW + NW 1 -7-4E Mature shelterbelts of trees along mentioned locations, run along crown property whenever possible (e.g. Manning canal) N8, N9
Mitchell SE10-7-4E Livestock operation, residence & farming practices N9
Mitchell SE10-7-4E Residence N9
Dominion City SE16-5-4E It would go right in front of our home & property on Nault Road potentially S1, S2, or S3
Mitchell Along Hwy 59, 4 km south of St-Pierre-Jolys 7 homes along the west side of the proposed route along Hwy 59, who would be concerned with any transmission S1, S3

development in close proximity to our homes & families.

Dominion City Catellier Road between Hwy 23 and Paul's Road Obstruction (towers) on farmland S6
Dominion City SE15-3-2E1 and SE16-3-2E1 Going 3 miles on my land in centre of section; 860 acres affected going centre of section S8
Received after Open SE 34-7-4E, SE 27-7-4E, 23-7-4E, NE 14-7-4E, NW, SW 1-7-4E shelterbelts, homes, barns, aerial spraying on lands, wide machinery, weed control around towers, livestock concerns N8, N9
House
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Appendix D3 provides detailed information from the Open House mapping stations. Note that numbers
shown with each set of issues and concerns relate to the number of locations identified on the plans,
using numbered dots, not the number of people reporting.

Figure 4.3: Overall Comments by Route Segment, from Mapping Stations

Route Segment |Dot ID Dot ID Notes/Concerns
Indicated as |Issues and
Preferred Concerns
Segment
Residential cluster; dairy operations; land values; aesthetics;
archaeology (Winnipeg Ridge); agricultural operations
N-3 2 11 Preferred for straight lines; future subdivision plans; landfill expansion;
land value; agricultural operations
N-4 0 8 Agricultural operations; farmstead
N-5 0 5 Rural residential; land values; aesthetics
N-6 7 7 Preferred alignment; cemetery
N-7 11 9 Agricultural operations; livestock and manure management; Tourond
Discovery Centre
N-8 0 7 Agricultural operations; EMF; GPS; shelterbelt
N-9 9 17 Agricultural operations; livestock, lagoon, manure management,
N-10 10 6 Agricultural operations; livestock; Suncrest Colony lagoon; Kleefeld
lagoon
N-11 0 18 Dairy operations and boarding stable, tingle voltage; rural residential
cluster; aesthetics
S-1 0 10 Agricultural operations, airstrip location; livestock operation (hogs); rural
residential cluster; landfill
S-2 6 7 Agricultural operations, airstrip location; livestock operation (hogs);
farmstead
S-3 0 7 Agricultural operations; aesthetics; valuable land; farmstead
S-4 0 0
S-5 0 0
S-6 0 3 Agricultural operations; too close to Dufrost
S-7 3 5 Flooding and farmstead
S-8 0 16 Aerial applicator landing strip, safety concerns; agricultural operations
S-9 0 1
4.3.3.1 Summary of Issues and Concerns

Issues and concerns included:

There were 20 alterations to the Alternative Routes proposed at the mapping stations. Key
recommendations related to this were as follows:

Avoid houses/jog around house/use clear route

Move 1 mile/1 mile west/1/2 mile further away

Route with fewer farmsteads

o

@)
@)
@)

Avoid livestock
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Use straight route because turns waste land

Follow rail line

Go straight south to PR 201

Follow PTH 75 south

Follow PTH 59

Follow mile road

Follow Manning Canal

Avoid Provincial Drain (Arnott Drain)

Service Grunthal area off Richer area export line

Concerns about proximity to a residence of one or more of the Alternative Routes for the
transmission line (22 occurrences). Informants were often concerned about proximity of a
transmission line to single residences and groupings of three or more residences, and
subdivisions. One additional informant noted that there were subdivision plans in proximity to one
of the routes.

Views or aesthetic concerns were mentioned numerous times, including informants (7
occurrences) specifically concerned and a number of the people concerned with proximity to
residents, and one concerned about proximity to a riding stable.

Loss of shelterbelts and tree lines were related concerns noted (3 occurrences). One note
indicated that a 40 year old shelter belt would be affected by a transmission line route.

Concerns about proximity to livestock operations, including dairy (9 occurrences), cattle (1
occurrence), hogs (4 occurrences), and horse barns (2 occurrences) and pasture. One informant
noted that electric fences for cattle can be damaged by induced current, surges. Another had a
boarding stable and did not think customers would like the impact on views. Five notes indicated
that stray or tingle voltage was a concern related to dairy cattle.

The ability to live on “clean acres”, unencumbered by a transmission line was noted 13 times,
sometimes also in the context of land values.

Also noted were agricultural impacts of transmission lines: two informants suggested that the
transmission line should stay on more marginal land, particularly along the east edge of the
Corridor, east of PTH 59.

Manure management was also noted 3 times.

Aerial spraying or airstrip locations were a significant safety concern, noted 18 times. One
informant also noted that an airstrip was used as a landing area for hot air balloons. More than
one airstrip location was identified.

Human health concerns were less frequently mentioned, although EMF was noted 3 times and
“health concerns”, generally, were noted 4 times. One informant was concerned that stress/[EMF
would impact his son-in-law’s heart condition. Another worried about the cumulative effects of
EMF.

Loss of land value (sometimes for “valuable irrigated land” was noted 4 times.

Three people noted concerns about flooding. Another indicated that the line should be moved to
the north side of a road because the south side was wetter.

Informants thought transmission lines should be in straight lines (2 occurrences) and parallel road
rights-of-way (3 occurrences), or use highways (1 occurrence).

Two informants mentioned concerns related to transmission line impacts on GPS use.

Municipal infrastructure concerns included: proximity to landfills or potential landfill expansion (2
occurrences) — St. Pierre-De Salaberry, existing lagoons or proposed lagoon expansions (3),
including the Kleefeld Lagoon.

Two informants wanted the transmission line to stay along mile roads or did not like half-mile
alignments.

One indicated that his three Sections would be split by one of the Alternative Routes.

One informant was concerned about a humming noise.

O O O 0O O O O O ©O
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e Other concerns along proposed Alternative Routes included:
Cemetery

Coulee 100 feet deep

Seine River

Tourond Discovery Centre on PTH 52
Proximity to a Hutterite Colony
Across from an elevator

Existing lines under the right-of-way
Future subdivision

Why no wind turbines?

Tourism in DeSalaberry

O 0O 0O 0O O O O O O O

4.3.4  Open House Debrief Notes — Round 1
General observations by the Project Team were recorded after each of the Public Open House events.
4.3.4.1 Dominion City

General issues and concerns/comments heard during this Open House included:

Agriculture is the biggest income generator in the area

Agriculture impacts (are a major concern)

Keep out of productive agriculture lands

Question whether Hydro could bury lines in agriculture areas

Aerial application is a major concern for whole area

Hydro tower locations and landowner payments

Land values in the area are very high

Go further east, straight south (near PR 218), then across to Letellier to avoid the best land and
aerial applicator airstrip

e Need better explanation as to where proposed lines are going: such as, if using an existing
transmission line ROW

Is it possible to follow old/abandoned rail lines near Roseau?

What are the effects (of transmission lines) on GPS?

Visual issues

Some confusion about whether the project is connected with Bi-Pole Il

NIMBY

Open House held at a bad time of year (harvest time)

Why hold the Open House in Dominion City? It should have been in a venue closer along PTH
#59

What could have been done to improve the Open House:

Need lots of people in map area during Open House: add a third person to mapping station
Get standardized information for GIS section

e Direct some attendees from mapping area, once complete or when too busy, to the
environmental assessment area

e Be prepared with maps if there is no internet service

e Explain that this project is not connected to Bipole Ill: some attendees were confused

4.3.4.2 Mitchell

General issues and concerns/comments heard during this Open House included:

e Model understates agriculture
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What could have been done to improve the Open House:

Manitoba Hydro

Double application (aerial sprayers)
EMF effects on cattle/Impact on dairy
Half mile line is not preferred

Follow PTH #75

Road allowance use

Tower design and photo would be helpful
Compensation inadequate

Annual payments

Compensation (very important)

Why routes and process methodology
View-shed concerns

Subdivision potential: no compensation
Bipole Il a big mistake

Some liked the methodology and understood difficulty in routing

No one left too angry

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Workshops and Open Houses were not held at a good time as farmers are harvesting/Nov-Feb

better timing

4.3.4.3 Winnipeg

General issues and concerns/comments heard during this Open House included:

Did not hear any opposition during Open House

Many compensation questions
Concerns about property values

ATV representative recommended speaking with multiple stakeholders
A few EMF questions and stray voltage comments

A cemetery was flagged on Colony Land that had not been previously marked

There was interest in seeing pictures of the towers

Well-advertised

4.3.4.4 Oak Bluff

General issues and concerns/comments heard during this Open House included:

Worst time of year to have the Open Houses: harvest time
Question regarding whether VECs were used in the assessment
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5 Email and Telephone Communications, and Other
Meetings — Round 1
5.1 Summary of Round 1 Other Consultation

Table E-1 in Appendix El indicates that 10 emails and 20 telephone calls were received by
October 15, 2013.

Most telephone calls were requests for specific project/route information, although one caller expressed
strong opposition to the project. Another caller indicated that the timing did not respect farmers bringing in

the harvest.

5.2

521

Comments

General Comments/Queries

General comments are found in Appendix E1.

522

Location Specific Comments

A number of location concerns were related to the locations of airstrips close to Alternative Routes, or
farmers’ ability to continue aerial spraying. Some correspondents noted that Manitoba Hydro has put
transmission lines underground to mitigate this concern. A summary of the location specific comments is
included in the following Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Location Specific Data from Project Email and Phone Line

Date and Time | Constraint/Constraint Location Segment ID
of Call or Initial Comment/
Email Constraint
Relates to
Email 8/15/2013 15:09 | Airstrip On the NW corner of | S1
Sec 15-5-4-E1
Email 8/22/2013 10:59 | Houses/airstrip 7 houses along Hwy | S1
59 where potential
line running, airstrip
running  east-west
on east side of Hwy
59
Phone Call | 8/27/2013 13:00 | L shape grass runway. S1 is boxing the | 2-3 miles north of La | S1
north and west side of the landing strip. | Rochelle along 59
S2 is preferred.
Phone Call | Information from | Owns a distribution line on the southern | SE28-4-4E1 and | S4
call sent to side of his property and believes this | SW28-4-4E1  (runs
AECOM line will be unsafe to maneuver around. | east-west)
9/10/2013 9:19 Also aerial application (fungicide) will
not be possible as he will be boxed in.
Prefers the line further west, which runs
south of Dufrost.
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Data Date and Time | Constraint/Constraint Location Segment ID
Source of Call or Initial Comment/

Email Constraint
Relates to
Meeting 9/11/2013 Land purchased for future lagoon immediately to the | S7
north of S7 at
junction of S7 and
Hwy 75

Phone Call | 9/11/2013 9:00 Interfere with operations and limit ability | (SW & NW34-3- | S7
for aerially spraying as he would be | 3E1)
boxed in. S8 more preferred. Northern
portion of route biggest impact.

Email 8/9/2013 Time Runway 2.4 miles east of | S8
unknown (AM) Hwy 200 near S-8

5.2.3 RM Meeting — Round 1

RM of Montcalm
September 11, 2013

Manitoba Hydro made a presentation on the Project to the RM of Montcalm (see Appendix E2 for a
record of the meeting). Questions that arose during the meeting included questions about right of way
width, structure design and compensation. The RM of Montcalm also indicated that they had purchased
land south of St. Jean Baptiste between Highway 75 and the Red River for a future lagoon. They also
indicated that the last 5 miles of the proposed transmission line in this area was in a floodplain.
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6 Brief Summary of Round 1 Public Engagement

Round 1 of the Public Engagement Program for the St. Vital Transmission Complex was successful in
obtaining a variety of perspectives, which together informed identification of a Preferred Route for the new
transmission line between St. Vital Station and Letellier Station.

e Key informants in the KPI interview process identified a range of environmental and socio-
economic considerations related to the project, as well as general and specific constraints
impacting the transmission line location.

e Stakeholders attending Workshops identified their issues and concerns with Alternative Route
Segments, their criteria for route selection and their preferred routes. Stakeholders identified a
number of additional alternatives to the Alternative Route Segments presented in the Workshops,
which would better meet their teams’ criteria and avoid particular constraints. These informed the
Preferred Route identified by Manitoba Hydro following the Round 1 Public Engagement.

o Members of the public, local landowners and stakeholders who attended the Round 1 Public
Open House events identified their issues and concerns about the proposed transmission line,
and location-specific constraints related to different Alternative Route Segments. Many Open
House participants also suggested revisions to the Alternative Route Segment alignments to
address specific issues and concerns.

Issues and concerns identified in Round 1 Public Engagement are summarized in Table 6.1. The
Comments and Concerns come from KPI, Stakeholder Workshop and Public Open House sources.

Table 6.1: Comments and Concerns

Comment/Concern | How Feedback Was Incorporated

Potential impacts to aerial app”cation_ Structure helght in agricultural areas will be minimized to
the extent possible, consistent with heights of distribution
lines.

Air strip locations were identified, and avoided as much
as possible in final route selection.

Impacts to agricultural operations. Avoid infield placement where possible. Alignments
along road allowances are preferred. Guyed-wire
structures are not being considered for this project. A
tubular steel H-frame design, which has a smaller
footprint than self-supporting or guyed structures, will be
utilized.

Impacts to use of GPS units. Manitoba Hydro notes that GPS units function at a very
different frequency than AC transmission lines and that
there should be no interference with satellite based GPS

systems.
Potential effects on livestock, particularly dairy cattle, Tingle voltage tends to occur with faulted distribution
e.g., tingle voltage. lines as opposed to transmission lines. Livestock

operators are encouraged to contact Manitoba Hydro if
they notice tingle voltage occurring so that the source
can be identified.

Loss of high-quality farm land. Route the line adjacent to road allowances to minimize
the land area used for the transmission line and the

related impact on farming activities.

Landowner compensation Manitoba Hydro provides a one-time compensation
payment for transmission line easements (75 per cent of
market value), as well as one-time structure payment
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Comment/Concern | How Feedback Was Incorporated

related to loss of annual production. Manitoba Hydro also
compensates landowners for any damages which may
occur through the construction and operation of the line.

Proximity to farmsteads and shelterbelts.

During routing, Manitoba Hydro avoids residences and
shelterbelts to the extent possible.

Many areas are flood prone.

The potential for flooding was taken into account but
does not hinder operation of the transmission line.

Locate transmission lines within existing Hydro
transmission line corridors.

This is being done where feasible; a portion of the line
passing through Sage Creek is in an existing Manitoba
Hydro corridor as is the Southern Loop

Locate transmission line infrastructure adjacent to linear
infrastructure such as provincial and municipal highways,
roads and drains in order to reduce land requirements.

Existing corridors and linear features were identified as
routing opportunities in the route selection process and
are being taken advantage of where possible. Manitoba
Hydro will consult with Manitoba Infrastructure and
Transportation (MIT) on future planning before
developing alignments near PTH 75, PTH 59 and PTH
52.

Minimize transmission line crossings of major highways
and rail lines, as well as stream crossings. Concern that
stream crossings could impact riparian habitat.

Such crossings, which require higher and more costly
towers, were minimized.

Avoid rural residential developments, as well as
commercial and industrial development.

Locations of rural residential, commercial and industrial
development areas were identified and are avoided
where possible.

Avoid landfills and lagoons, and cemeteries.

Locations of landfills, lagoons and cemeteries were
noted. Structure placement will avoid these areas.

Transmission tower aesthetics.

Towers that will be placed adjacent to existing towers,
such as along the South Loop, will have similar spacing
and heights.

Potential impact on wildlife, including birds, vegetation,
riparian area, endangered species and wetlands

The environmental assessment process will identify
potential environmental sensitivities and will prescribe
appropriate mitigation measures.

Concern that construction will disrupt fur-bearing animals
and affect trapping.

The environmental assessment process will identify
potential sensitivities related to fur-bearing animals and
will prescribe appropriate mitigation measures such as
modifications to construction scheduling.

Avoid heritage sites.

The environmental assessment process will identify
heritage resources, including archaeological sites, which
will be avoided.

Perceived health effects due to electric and magnetic
fields (EMF).

Information will continue to be provided in the public
engagement process and these concerns will be
addressed in the environmental assessment process.
Health Canada, the World Health Organization and other
international health entities have noted that no scientific
evidence suggests that exposure to EMF will cause any
negative health effects on humans, vegetation and wild
or domestic animals.

Transmission line rights-of-way become areas for growth
of noxious weeds and potential bio-security issues.

Manitoba Hydro will take necessary precautions as part
of construction of the project to minimize the risk of
invasive plants and diseases spreading. Manitoba Hydro
has a bio-security policy.

Noise, dust and disruption of traffic, particularly related to
emergency services, during construction.

Construction operations will minimize noise and dust.
Construction traffic routes and detours will be identified
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Comment/Concern | How Feedback Was Incorporated

and made available to local police, fire and emergency

services.
City, municipal and business and industry stakeholders, The beneficial effect on power system reliability and
in particular, noted beneficial effects of a more secure capacity is a fundamental reason for this project.

power supply on their operations and growth. Agricultural
stakeholders also noted that they are impacted by
electrical power system reliability.
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7 Final Preferred Route Selection Process
Public Engagement inputs informed the Final Preferred Route Selection Process.
71 Preferred Route

Prior to the Round 2 Public Engagement, Manitoba Hydro and their Project Team Consultants worked
together to determine a Preferred Route that would be presented in the Round 2 Public Open Houses.
The Preferred Route was determined using raw statistics for a variety of build and natural environment,
and engineering features, as well as rough estimated costs to evaluate the most promising Alternative
Routes. Examples are numbers of residences needing to be relocated and areas of prime farmland
affected by the Alternative Routes.

Criteria for determining the Preferred Route were weighted as follows:

e Cost 40%
¢ Community 30% - this represented input from the Public Engagement Program
e Environmental 15%

e Schedule 10%
e Reliability 5%
7.2 Community Criteria

Both the north and south sections of the Preferred Route had strong scores related to Public
Engagement.

In order to obtain a cumulative ranking for each of the Alternate Routes that was identified as a finalist in
the process of identifying a Preferred Route, AECOM added all the scores for each Alternate Route
Segment comprising the route and then divided the sum by the number of segments with scores.
Segments in the routes that were proposed by Workshop participants and/or members of the public were
not scored as they had not been presented in a public forum for feedback.

The scores were considered for each complete route and were then considered in conjunction with input
received from the Manitoba Métis Federation to arrive at an overall ranking of the Alternative Routes. For
the southern portion of the project (between Grunthal and Letellier), the calculated scores were
considered; however, as some of the Alternate Routes included long segments proposed by Workshop
participants and/or members of the public (and no Community feedback was obtained on them), the
routes were scored considering the calculated scores and how well the routes conformed with route
selection criteria identified as important by the public and stakeholders.

7.2.1 Final Preferred Route Selection

Round 2 Public Open Houses presented a Preferred Route that incorporated an alternative alignment
identified through the Round 1 Workshops and Open Houses. This would be modified, based on
discussions with landowners and public, to become the Final Preferred Route, including adjustments to
the Preferred Route that was presented at the Open Houses.
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7.3 Determination of Community Criteria for Preferred Route Selection
7.3.1  Community Criteria

Public Engagement Program inputs to the “Community Criteria” used in determining a Final Preferred
Route for the new St. Vital Station to Letellier Station transmission line were quantified, using a 1 to 3
(best to worst) ranking system. Community rankings were one of the five different criteria used by
Manitoba Hydro in its Preference Determination decision-making process to identify a Preferred Route for
the new transmission line from St. Vital Station to Letellier Station.

7.3.2  Public Engagement Information Evaluation

Public Engagement inputs to the evaluation of each of the Alternate Route Segments blended information
related to issues and concerns/constraints and opportunities, and preferences, which were obtained from
Key Person Interview summaries, Stakeholder Workshop mapping exercises, Public Open House
comment sheets, Public Open House mapping stations, and meetings, emails and telephone calls.

7.3.2.1 Data Related to the Route Selection

Following a review of methodologies used in similar types of projects in Ontario and British Columbia,
AECOM decided to use only those concerns and/or preferences that were explicitly indicated as applying
to particular Alternative Route Segments, using all sources of stakeholder and public feedback. For each
Alternative Route Segment, including additional segments proposed by Public Engagement participants,
information was tabulated related to the following:

e Location, segment designation
e Issues and concerns, or constraints with number of participants and a High, Medium or Low
ranking

Table 7.3 shows the overall data summary for each of the Alternative Route Segments, complete with
relevant notes, including data sources.

7.3.2.2 Evaluation Approach

The following approach was used to address multiple variables in the Public Engagement data using a
common approach or scale. The approach emphasizes the following:

e Overall numbers of positive or negative responses received for each Alternative Route Segment
(preferences)

¢ Ranking scale, or the importance of the issues and concerns identified, sorting for larger and/or
more strategic concerns, with consideration of mitigation potential

7.3.2.3 Ranking Scale

The cumulative ranking was based on a scale of 1 to 3, from best to worst as summarized in Table 7.1.

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx 37



AECOM Manitoba Hydro St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Table 7.1: Ranking Scale
Rank Criteria

1 Positive Congruence
e Majority of stakeholder and public responses regarding the route segment were
positive, indicating a preference for the route
e Few concerns expressed, and only at a local (e.g. individual property) level
e Concerns are easily mitigated.

2 Mixed Perspectives
e Mixed perspectives about the route segment, with a number of concerns at the local
level, or

e Small number of concerns expressed that relate to large or medium scale issues
e Concerns identified can be mitigated without major difficulty or cost.

3 Multiple Concerns
e Majority of responses were concerns, with a large number of local or medium scale
issues expressed, or
¢ One or more major, strategic concerns were expressed
e Concerns identified are difficult to mitigate without substantial difficulty and cost.

7.3.2.4 Issues and Concerns, Constraints, and Mitigation Factors

Open House and Workshop participants had various ideas as to what constituted significant issues and
concerns, or constraints related to transmission line locations. Few participants explicitly ranked issues
and concerns as Low, Medium and High. Table 7.2 was developed to assist in ranking route issues and
concerns, or constraints by Alternative Route Segment based on stakeholder and public comments.

Table 7.2: Issues and Concerns, Constraints and Mitigation — Round 1

Level of Number | Issues and Concerns Mitigation
Concern
HIGH 1 Close proximity to a subdivision, or cluster of three or | Avoid/minimize alignments near residential
more residences development
Costly Maintain distance of 100m from such
relocation or development
avoidance is 2 Close proximity to livestock operations; tingle voltage | Avoid /minimize extent of alignments near
primary concerns dairy farms
mitigation Maintain distance of 100m from dairy
farms
3 Aerial applicator landing strip location Avoid aerial applicator landing strips by at
least one mile
4 Other constraints Avoid features

e Cemetery

e Coulee 100 feet deep

e Tourond Discovery Centre on PTH 52
e Hutterite Colony

First Nation Reserve and Land Claim areas Avoid

MEDIUM 1 Desire for “clean acres”, for agricultural operations; Minimize transmission lines in areas of
do not locate on half-mile lines, or split one farmer’s aerial application
lands; aerial spraying concerns Avoid transmission line alignments on
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Avoid if Quarter- section/half-mile lines
possible;
mitigation,
including 2 Close proximity to a residence; human health Avoid or relocate residence
relocation, is concerns / EMF; humming noise Minimize lengths of lines in proximity
less costly 3 Farmstead locations Avoid or relocate farmsteads
Minimize lengths of lines in proximity
4 Many corners (in route segments), more land Avoid right-angle turns in lines
impacted
5 Municipal infrastructure locations, including landfills Avoid landfills and lagoons
and lagoons
6 Flood zone concerns re: residential relocation Avoid need for residential relocations
7 Prime agricultural land taken out of production; loss Minimize footprint of transmission lines on
of land value agricultural land
8 Manure management considerations; Avoid areas with manure spreading
Manure application Minimize locations in manure
management areas
9 Impact on native plant species and habitat, including | Avoid ecological and protected areas
wetlands Minimize alignments in native grassland
areas
10 Maintain 100 m buffer from watercourses (Big drain/ Minimize water crossings
Seine River)
11 MIT rights-of-way may be constrained by roads and Avoid or minimize lines along PTH 75
utility expansion plans MIT to complete functional study of
PTH 59 and 52
Minimum paralleling of existing Provincial
Roads and Highways
12 Century farms and historic sites Avoid
LOW 1 Loss of shelterbelts and tree lines Minimize locations impacting shelterbelts
2 Impacts on waterfowl Use bird diverters in specific areas;
Avoid if provide more clearance to the line
possible Avoid east-west alignment of towers
3 Concerns about views and aesthetics Locate lines to minimize exposure
4 Transmission line alignment should be in a straight Parallel linear infrastructure alignments
line/ parallel rights-of-way Minimize turns
5 Concerns with highway crossings Minimize highway crossings
6 Noxious weeds/invasive species in transmission line Follow Noxious Weeds Act for control of
right-of-way; bio-security issues weeds
7 Don’t want to cross River Lots Minimize occurrences, or avoid
8 GPS impacts, affects farm practices Avoid if possible
Other Avoid if possible
e Located across from a grain elevator
e  Existing services in ROW
e  Future subdivision
e  Future landfill
o Potential municipal lagoon
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Mitigation potential was used as a consideration for sorting concerns with major, strategic significance
from others. Mitigation approaches included avoidance, relocation, or engineering and environmental
changes or interventions related to the line or environment. Compensation was also considered
mitigation.

7.3.2.5 Opportunities/Benefits

A final metric, used to offset local or medium level issues and concerns, was whether the route provided
benefits to the surrounding community, over and above improved capacity and reliability of electric power
supply. This was indicated by negative nhumbers shown in Table 7.3.

Benefits identified included:

¢ Potential bike path or trail (such as the Trans Canada Trail, Crow Wing Trail)

e Reduced footprint on agricultural land due to co-location with Municipal or Provincial Roads, or
Highways

e Proximity to wind turbines to pick up power

7.3.2.6 Ranking Alternative Route Segments

For some of the Alternative Route Segments there was a good correspondence between the different
data sources, providing either a strong positive or negative ranking; for others there was minimal
correspondence.

7.3.3  Proposed Realignments - Round 1

As indicated in Table 7.3, some of the realignments proposed in the Open Houses and Workshops were
considered by Manitoba Hydro as part of the route evaluation process. Segments of the routes that were
proposed by Workshop participants and/or members of the public were not scored as they had not been
presented in a public forum for feedback.

7.3.4  Cumulative Rankings

Table 7.3 provides a summary of rankings from various stakeholder and public engagement venues,
which were then given a cumulative ranking of 1, 2 or 3 (best to worst). Cumulative rankings were based
on consideration of both the numbers and levels of issues and concerns identified in various PEP

activities.

Thresholds were set as follows:

¢ High level concerns 2 or more concerns =3
e High and Medium level concerns 1+ 5 concerns =

e High and Low level concerns 1+ 10 concerns =3
e High and Medium level concerns 1 + 4 concerns =2
e High and Low level concerns 1+ 9 concerns =2
e High level concern 1 =2
¢ Medium level concerns 2 to 5 concerns 2
e Medium and Low level concerns 1+ 5 concerns =2
e Low level concerns 20 concerns =2
e Medium level concerns 1 =1
e Low level concerns 1to 19 =1
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Route
Segment

(Photo
Science ID)

Workshop
Dot Score
(+and -)

Workshop
Selection
(Out of 7
teams)

Workshop
Concern Level

Open House
Mapping -
Indicated as
Preferred

Manitoba Hydro

Table 7.3: Route Segment Rankings

Mapping

Concern

Level and

Number of Comments

Open House
Comment

Sheets, Number

of Comments

Open House
Concern Level
Comment Sheets

KPI Location
Specific Data
and Level of
Concern

Email and
Tele-phone/
Meetings
Number of
Comments

Email and
Telephone
Concern
Level

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Cumulative
Ranking
(1to 3)

Comments

N-1 +1 6 Low - waterfowl 0 Low — aesthetics (tower spacing) 1 Low — aesthetics Med - Seine 1 Fixed alignment
Q) River, flood
Low —
aesthetics
(Sage Creek)
Seine River,
flood
N-2 -12 1 High — rural 7 Total = 16 Med — 3 Use N-3
(77) residential & dairy High — hot air balloon landing Seine
Med — more turns Med — residences River/Manning
& clear for & health (EMF) & water crossing & Canal/Youville
agriculture & flood clear agriculture Drain, flood
Low — aesthetics Low —
ecotourism lle
des Chenes
N-3 -3 4 Low — highway 2 Total = 11 High — airstrip 2 Med. level concerns; many
(2) (71) crossings & future Med. — residence & health (EMF) off Leclare negative comments; preferred by
residential / landfill Low — straight line & future Road most (70%) Workshop teams
subdivision/ Med —
lagoon expansion Youville Drain,
land west of
PTH 59, flood
Low- lle des
Chenes Lagoon
expansion,
ecotourism - lle
des Chenes
N-4 +4 2 Low - waterfowl 0 Total = 8 Med — 2
(73) (74) Med — clear agriculture & farmstead Manning Canal,
(76) flood
N-4-1 1 ?
(75)
N-5 +1 2 Med — flood prone 0 Total =5 2 Proposed UG line;
(66) (69) High — residential cluster Use N-6 to N-9
Low — aesthetics
N-6 -1 1 High — residential 7 Total = 7 2
4) (72) Low — future Preferred alignment
residential
N-6-1 +1 Low — future ?
3) residential
N-7 -5 2 High — large 11 Total =9 1 High- Tourond 3 Discovery Centre;
(70) livestock operation High - Tourond Discovery Centre Discovery Centre Preferred by majority of teams

& Discovery Centre
& cemetery
Med — sensitive

Med — clear agriculture (manure
management)
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Route Workshop Workshop | Workshop Open House | Mapping Open House Open House KPI Location Email and Email and Cumulative Comments
Segment Dot Score Selection Concern Level Mapping - Concern Comment Concern Level Specific Data Tele-phone/ Telephone Ranking
(Photo (+and -) (Out of 7 Indicated as | Level and Sheets, Number | Comment Sheets | and Level of Meetings Concern (1to 3)
Science ID) teams) Preferred Number of Comments of Comments Concern Number of Level
Comments
wetland & MIT
ROW
N-7-1 -1 Go around landfill
N-8 -1 0 High — substantial 0 Total =7 3 High - livestock Less direct than N-7
(67) development & Med — clean acres & farmstead Low — shelterbelt
cemetery Low - shelterbelt
Med — clear acres
(not half mile) &
livestock & turns
Low — highway
crossing
N-8-1 1
N-9 0 2 High — livestock 9 Total = 17 5 High - livestock Effects on electric fences noted
(5) (6) Low — waterfowl High —livestock & Suncrest Colony Med - residence Values of the people farming are
Med — future Med —farmstead impacted
highway plans Low -shelterbelt
N-9-1 +2 High — livestock
N-9-2
(64)
N-9-3 +2
N-10 +3 4 High — livestock & 10 Total = 6 2 High — livestock Preferred by majority of teams
(65) (68) airstrip High — livestock (dairy) (tingle voltage)
Med — Med —lagoon & health concerns & Med — clear
lagoon clean acres agriculture
Low — river lots
N-11 +8 5 High — dairy farms | O Total = 18 1 High- livestock Med — habitat , Preferred by majority of teams BUT
(7) (55) (57) Med — Century High — livestock (hog and dairy) & (tingle voltage) fishing - major issues
farms residential cluster Joubert Creek
& habitat Med — health concerns & clean Low - eco-
Low — water acres tourism — Crow
crossings Low — water crossing Wing/Trans
Canada Tralil.
St. Pierre Jolys
N-11-1 +6 9
(9) (56)
N-11-2 6
N-11-4
®
N-11-6
(60)
S-1 -2 4 High — livestock & 0 Total = 10 3 High — residential Med — 3 High —
(10) (53) airstrip proximity High — livestock & airstrip cluster, livestock vegetation , residential
(58) Med — stream Med — landfill & clear agriculture (tingle voltage) habitat , fishing cluster (7
crossings & habitat - Rat River and houses) &
Joubert Creek airstrip by
Low - Eco- PTH 59

tourism — Crow
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Route Workshop Workshop | Workshop Open House | Mapping Open House Open House KPI Location Email and Email and Cumulative Comments
Segment Dot Score Selection Concern Level Mapping - Concern Comment Concern Level Specific Data Tele-phone/ Telephone Ranking
(Photo (+and -) (Out of 7 Indicated as | Level and Sheets, Number | Comment Sheets | and Level of Meetings Concern (1to 3)
Science ID) teams) Preferred Number of Comments of Comments Concern Number of Level
Comments
Wing/Trans
Canada Trail,
Rat River
S-1-1 -8 MIT preferred ?
S-2 +2 4 High — livestock 6 Total =7 3 High —, livestock Med — 3 Preferred by majority of teams
(59) (61) Med — stream High - livestock (tingle voltage) vegetation
(62) crossings & habitat Med — stream crossing & home Med - residence habitat , fishing
Low — highway - Rat River and
crossing Joubert Creek
Low - eco-
tourism — Crow
Wing/Trans,
Canada Trall,
Rat River
S-3 +3 5 Med —stream 0 Total =7 2 High — residential Med — 3 Preferred by all but one team
(46) (54) crossings Med — proximity to residential & cluster vegetation
clean acres habitat , fishing
- Rat River
Low —
ecotourism Rat
River &
waterfowl,
Dufrost
S-3-1 1 ?
(12) (40)
S-3-2
(13)
S-3-3 1 ?
(63)
S-3-6
11)
S-4 +3 6 Med - clean acres 0 0 St. Malo Area— | 1 Med — clear 1 Preferred by majority of teams
(48) (49) ecotourism & agriculture
vegetation &
habitat , sport
fishing
Low —
waterfowl,
Dufrost
S-5 -1 4 High - livestock & 0 0 Low — 3
(50) proximity to Dufrost waterfowl,
Dufrost
S-6 - 0 High -livestock Med | O Total = 3 1 Med - agriculture 2 No teams preferred this segment
(41) (47) — parallel PTH High — proximity to Dufrost
Med — clean acres

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx

43




AECOM

Manitoba Hydro

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Route Workshop Workshop | Workshop Open House | Mapping Open House Open House KPI Location Email and Email and Cumulative Comments
Segment Dot Score Selection Concern Level Mapping - Concern Comment Concern Level Specific Data Tele-phone/ Telephone Ranking
(Photo (+and -) (Out of 7 Indicated as | Level and Sheets, Number | Comment Sheets | and Level of Meetings Concern (1to 3)
Science ID) teams) Preferred Number of Comments of Comments Concern Number of Level
Comments
S-7 -6 2 High — aerial 3 Total -5 Med — 2 Med — clear 2 Airstrip glide path is major concern
(14) applicator Med — proximity to residence & flood vegetation and agriculture
(17) (33) Med — parallel PTH prone wildlife & Low — future
(34) (35) & river crossing waterfowl and lagoon
(42) raptors, Red
River & habitat,
sport fishing —
Marsh River &
flooding
Low -
ecotourism St.
Jean Baptiste ,
Arnaud
S-7-1 +1 ?
(16)
S-7-2
(15) (25)
32
S-8 0 1 High — aerial 0 Total = 16 1 Med - agriculture Med — 1 High — 3 Airstrip glide path is major concern
(24) (26) applicator High — aerial applicator vegetation and airstrip
(37) (44) Med — clean acres Med — clean acres & flood prone wildlife &
(51) & turns & river Low — use road allowance & south waterfowl and
crossing side wet raptors, Red
Low — river lots River &
vegetation,
habitat , fishing
- Rosseau
River and
Rosseau River
First Nation and
Carlowrie &
habitat &
fishing — Marsh
River
Low —
ecotourism,
Rosseau River,
Rosseau River
FN, Arnaud
S-8-1 +7 2 9
S-8-2 +4 2
19) (22)
(28) (30)
(36) (38)
(39)
S-8-3 3 ?
(43) (45)
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Route Workshop Workshop | Workshop Open House | Mapping Open House Open House KPI Location Email and Email and Cumulative Comments
Segment Dot Score Selection Concern Level Mapping - Concern Comment Concern Level Specific Data Tele-phone/ Telephone Ranking
(Photo (+and -) (Out of 7 Indicated as | Level and Sheets, Number | Comment Sheets | and Level of Meetings Concern (1to 3)
Science ID) teams) Preferred Number of Comments of Comments Concern Number of Level
Comments

S-8- 1 ?
(27) (29)
S-8-5
(23) (31)
(52)
S-9 -2 5 Med — clean acres 0 Total =1 Med — 1 Preferred by majority of teams
(18) (20) Med — clean acres / grain elevator vegetation, Red
(21) River /

vegetation

habitat , fishing

Rosseau River

FN & flooding

Low —

ecotourism,

Rosseau River

FN
S-10 NEW NR 1 Med - river crossing ?

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx

45




AECOM Manitoba Hydro St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

8 Environmental and Socio-economic Interests, and
Routing Preferences

8.1 Profiles of Participants

Participants in Key Person Interviews (35), Stakeholder Workshops (29) and Public Open Houses (125,
Round 1, and 148 Round 2) totalled 337 people, although some may have attended more than one
event/activity (e.g. KPl and Workshop, or Workshop and Open House). In addition, newspaper
advertising, newsletters and other advertising, as well as the Manitoba Hydro Website reached thousands
more people to inform them about the project. A further 55 communications (calls and emails) occurred
although many were from participants in one of more other stakeholder and public engagement
opportunities. Manitoba Hydro also met with six RM Councils, a Landowner and MAFRI representative.

8.2 Perceived General Effects of Transmission Complex Construction and Operation
8.2.1  Agricultural

The greatest number of concerns about the transmission line were related to agriculture. Many comments
included discussion of adverse effects of transmission towers and lines on agricultural operations,
including:

e Aerial spraying of crops

e Operating farm equipment around towers

e Manure spreading

e Loss of valuable land for production

¢ Impacts on livestock, particularly dairy cattle
e Impacts on GPS units used in farming

8.2.2 Built Environment

Key impacts on the built environment related to rural residential clusters, as opposed to individual houses
or farmsteads, although concerns were expressed regarding individual properties. Concerns included:

e Aesthetics of towers close to rural residential development

e Proximity to future residential development areas

o Difficult in flood prone areas to relocate residences due to the cost of building up land to flood
protection elevations

¢ Proximity to landfills and lagoons

e Proximity to cemeteries

e Maintain developed walkways and trails under transmission lines (concern about their removal in
construction of new lines)

8.2.3 Health — EMF
Health concerns were centred on potential EMF issues.

There was concern about tingle voltage impacts on farm animals, particularly dairy cattle. Also of concern
were horses and hogs.

One informant was concerned about EMF effects on their partner’s brain implant.
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8.2.4 Natural Environment

There was concern about the impact of the project on a range of environmental assets, including:

e Natural areas, such as native prairie and wetlands
e Riparian zones; suggested buffers of 100 m
e Birds, including notes about impacts on wildfowl staging
e Endangered species
e Shelterbelts
8.2.5  Heritage

Heritage issues were discussed but did not appear to be of significant concern. The Winnipeg Ridge was
noted as a potential archaeological zone, and heritage farms were mentioned.

8.2.6 Socio-economic

City, Municipal and Business and Industry stakeholders, in particular, noted the beneficial effects of a
more secure power supply on their operations, and growth.

The ability to pick up power from existing and proposed Wind Farms was viewed positively.

Concerns were expressed by individuals about compensation and reduction in property values as a result
of the transmission line.

8.3 Issues Related to Alternative Routes

8.3.1  Major Constraints for Alternative Routes

One of the most important routing considerations was related to aerial applicator’s landing strips, although
general concerns were expressed about aerial spraying in proximity to electric power infrastructure. Glide
paths for landing strips as well as the fields themselves were noted as very important constraints to
consider. Other significant route location concerns related to the presence of sewage lagoons,
campground, cemetery and landfills as well locations of residences, and commercial and industrial land
uses.

8.3.2  Preferred Alternative Route — Round 1

8.3.2.1 Workshops

The Workshops identified a Preferred Alternative Route

8.3.2.2 Open House, Email and Telephone Input

Implied preferences, based on the least constraints identified during open houses, email and telephone
conversations were identified.

8.3.3  Proposed Alterations to Alternative Routes — Round 1

A number of proposed alterations to the Alternative Routes were suggested by Workshop participants
and Open House attendees. Table 8.1 provides a summary of the 30 proposed adjustments selected in
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Workshop teams’ Preferred Routes, or suggested by Open House participants, and in emails and
telephone calls. The table also provides Manitoba Hydro’s comments indicating their consideration of the
proposed alterations.
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Segment ID-

Adjustment ID

Source

Open House

Manitoba Hydro

Table 8.1: Proposed Alterations to Alternative Routes

Adjustment Consideration

Follow existing transmission corridor

Manitoba Hydro Response

Diagonal routing will be a hindrance to aerial spraying, and
requires a jog back and extra angle tower at additional
expense.

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Outcome

Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation

N4-1 Open House Jog out around house To be considered
N4-2 Open House Follow Manning Canal longer east and take East route Diagonal routing will be a hindrance to aerial spraying, and Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation
requires a jog back and extra angle tower at additional
expense.
N6-1 Workshop Avoid major road crossings, avoid crossing PTH 59 and PR 210 junction To be considered
N7-1 Workshop Avoid landfill To avoid landfill, would be a final design adjustment, Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation
additional statistics not needed at this point.
N9-1 Workshop Avoid wetland and stream crossings Too close to Bipole Ill route and N9-2 accomplishes same Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation
end of connecting N9 to N10
N9-2 Workshop Avoid ecological areas, avoid multiple stream crossings To be considered
N11-1 Open House Avoid tributary, increases separation distance to dairy operation, avoids residences To be considered
N11-1 Open House Realignment supported by another Open House attendee To be considered
N11-1 Open House Realignment supported by another Open House attendee To be considered
N11-2 Open House Avoid hog barn location and area landowner is cropping To be considered
N-11-3 Open House Avoid houses and a dairy Travelling south from crossover of S2, no net benefit, crosses Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation
directly in front of too many homes
N11-4 Open House Preference to keep on east side of Plot 11, minimize impact on open field To be considered
N11-5 Workshop Avoid 2 dairy farms and tie into Trans Canada Trail To be considered
N11-6 Workshop Tie into Trans Canada Trail To be considered
S3-1 Open House Passing too close to, go down the 1/2 mile line on to next road allowance To be considered
S3-2 Open House Preferred realignment, avoid valuable land and aerial application To be considered
S3-3 Open House Alternative realignment, avoid valuable land and aerial application To be considered
S3-4 Workshop Minimize impacts on agriculture and maximize use of ROW/transportation corridors; straight routes preferred. Segment between S2 travelling south through La Rochelle Part of alteration noted not to be included in Alternative
Intent is to parallel road and drain and maintain straight alignment. area to N11-3 should be eliminated as it travels through a Route evaluation
more densely populated area with a large number of homes
S3-5 Workshop Intent is to avoid landing strip north of the Roseau River Reserve, as well as prime agricultural land. Cannot cross Federal Land (Roseau River First Nation) Not to be included in Alternative Route evaluation
S3-6 Workshop Better stream crossing point To be considered
S7-1 Workshop Intent is to avoid landing strip north of Roseau River Reserve. To be considered
S7-2 Workshop Avoid aerial applicator glide path. To be considered
S8-1 Open House No major roads, no homes, less jogs, straight away, access is better. Requires modification to travel west as far as the existing To be considered with noted adjustment
transmission line to Letellier, then parallel into station
S8-2 Open House Follow rail, no homes, dyke, clear. To be considered
S8-3 Open House Line crosses in front of residence, would prefer not straight, has railway trail, why not parallel railway ROW, To be considered
understands no one wants and shifting impacts to others
S8-3 Open House Realignment supported by another Open House attendee. Avoids homes and yards, a mile is good, also To be considered
avoids a provincial drain called Arnott Drain.
S8-4 Open House Crossing, area prone to flood, stick to mile roads, coulee is 100' deep, low point of valley, operates as a whole, To be considered
low part of valley.
S8-5 Workshop Avoid prime agricultural land and aerial applicator landing strip - glide path. Push alignment more into the To be considered
marginal lands.
S8-6 Workshop Note that south access to Letellier Station is feasible, avoid PTH 75 route. To be considered

Manitoba Hydro to review, no identifier for photo science, what is outcome?
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Figure 8.1: Preferred Route, October 2013
8.3.3.1 Example of Route Alteration

Based on the input received and summarized in Table 8.1, Manitoba Hydro evaluated potential route
alterations and alternatives where a feasible alternative was identifiable. As an example, a constraint was
identified for a segment near an airstrip just east of PTH 59 to Padoue Road and north of Nault Road, on
Section 16-5-4E, (air strip is shown as the faint cross lines on the upper left side of the Google Earth view
in Figure 8.1).

Table 8.2 and Figures 8.2-8.4 illustrate three alternatives considered by Manitoba Hydro in addressing
the airstrip concern. The table considers airstrip function, cost (corner structures) and number of acres of
agricultural land impacted by the transmission line.

Table 8.2: Example of Route Relocation

Kilometres

over

Agricultural Aerial Treatable Corner Useable

Land Acres Sec15-5-4E Structures Airstrip
Round 1 Preferred
Route Segment 3.658 Km 160 Acres 3 No
Alternate One 2.539 Km 320 Acres 3 Yes
Alternate Two 1.215 Km 640 Acres 3 Yes
Alternate Three 2.466 Km 640 Acres 1 Yes
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Figure 8.4: Alternative 3 — Mile Further East Relocation
Mitigation Measures and Management Strategies

Interests and Mitigation

Mitigation strategies proposed by KPI and Workshop participants, and Open House attendees typically
emphasized avoidance.

Key notes were as follows:

Minimize footprint on agricultural land through co-location with provincial and municipal rights-of-
way

Reclamation with native species

Use bird diverters in specific areas, establish clear space further from the line

Avoid east-west alignment of towers wherever possible

Avoid dairy farm locations

Early inclusion of all stakeholders, and open communication with Trails Association

Avoid residential development, and designated and zoned residential areas

Avoid PTHs, and complete functional studies of PTH 59 and 52

Follow Noxious Weeds Act for control of weeds.

Other approaches suggested included putting lines underground in areas where there would be
significant issues with views or aerial applicators.
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9 Public Open Houses — Round 2
9.1 Purpose

The Round 2 Public Open Houses were intended to provide the general public, landowners and
stakeholders with the opportunity to review the Preferred Route developed following Round 1 stakeholder
and public engagement.

9.2 Preferred Route

As noted earlier, the Preferred Route was developed through consideration of a number of variables
including Community, which emphasized inputs from the Public Engagement Program.

A number of adjustments, and completely new route segments were proposed in the Round 1 PEP. In the
south part of the route, in particular, these provided a new alignment for the Preferred Route, on an
alignment different from any of the Round 1 Alternative Route Segments, which avoided some significant
concerns related to an aerial applicator airstrip, agricultural operations and residences.

9.3 Methodology

The Round 2 Public Engagement Program included discussions with key parties, including landowners,
First Nations, the Manitoba Métis Federation, municipalities and other stakeholders, as well as interested
members of the public. The input and perspectives heard during Round 1 helped Manitoba Hydro
understand issues and concerns throughout south central Manitoba, and assisted Manitoba Hydro in
identifying a Final Preferred Route for the transmission line from the St. Vital Station to Letellier Station.

The Preferred Route presented in the Round 2 public engagement, incorporated a new alternative route
alignment south of Grunthal. Brought forward by local residents and stakeholder groups during Round 1,
this route minimized impacts on aerial application in the corridor area and utilized what was considered to
be more marginal land, as opposed to prime agricultural land.

Manitoba Hydro sought input on the Preferred Route in Round 2 of public engagement. Information
obtained from people attending the four Public Open Houses or emailing and telephoning Manitoba Hydro
during this round assisted in the identification of a Final Preferred Route balancing technical, biophysical,
financial, scheduling and socio-economic considerations.

9.3.1  Advertising
9.3.1.1 Newspaper and Newsletter Advertising

Manitoba Hydro produced a four page newsletter describing the Proposed St. Vital Transmission
Complex (Appendix D1), as well as the Preferred Route, Environmental Assessment Process, and
Engagement Process, and provided a description of the Preferred Route and the Southern Loop
Transmission Corridor. The newsletter was broadly distributed.

Newspaper advertising for Round 2 Public Open Houses was printed in the Winnipeg Free Press,
Saturday, October 26, 2013, two weekends before the events. A copy of the advertisement is included in
Appendix D5.

Other newspapers advertising Round 2 Public Open Houses included:
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e Canstar Weeklies (5 papers) October 23, 2013
e LalLiberte October 23, 2013
e Manitoba Co-operator October 24, 2013

e Steinbach Carillon News (Steinbach/Morris) October 24, 2013
¢ Altona Red River Valley Echo (Letellier/Morris) October 24, 2013

e Carman Valley Leader (Morris) October 24, 2013
e Headingly Headliner October 25, 2013
e Emerson Southeast Journal October 26, 2013

9.2.1.2 Postcards

Manitoba Hydro also produced postcards informing people of the Public Open House events. These were
sent to over 8360 addresses. A copy of the postcard is provided in Appendix D.

9.2.1.3 Landowner Letters

Local landowners were notified by direct mail of upcoming Public Open House events. A total of 93 letters
were sent out by Manitoba Hydro to potentially affected landowners; however, a number of letters were
undeliverable and were returned to Manitoba Hydro. A copy of the landowner letter is provided in
Appendix D5.

9.2.2  Comparison of How Respondents Received Notification for Rounds 1 and 2

Respondents, who returned completed Comment Sheets at or following the Round 2 Public Open House
events, indicated how they received notification of the events. The following compares Rounds 1 and 2.

Round 1 (total of 125 Open House attendees)

o Letter 22 respondents
e Postcard 14

o Newspaper 11

e Word of Mouth 9

e Other 5

Round 2 (total of 148 Open House attendees)

e Letter 19 respondents
o Newspaper 13
¢ Word of Mouth 13
e Postcard 4
e Other 4
(including direct mail, Sage Creek Residents” Association, RM of Ritchot Council and walking by)
e Website 4

Only 11 respondents in Phase 2 had previously attended a Public Open House for the St. Vital
Transmission Complex.

9.3.2 Locations — Round 2
9.3.2.1 Venues and Times

Round 2 Public Open Houses were held the week of November 4™ 2013. Venues were as follows:
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Dominion City Community Hall, 4:00pm to 8:00pm
Cabane au Sucre, St. Pierre Jolys, 4:00pm to 8:00pm,
Trans Canada Centre, lle des Chenes, 4:00pm to 8:00pm

e November7  Winakwa Community Centre (Main Hall) , 4:00pm to 8:00pm

9.3.3  Open House Process — Round 2
9.3.3.1 Storyboards/Stations

Similar to Round 1 Public Open Houses, Open House venues were organized in stations to present
information and to provide opportunities for different kinds of public feedback about the project.

9.3.3.2 Open House Comment Sheets

Comment Sheets for the Round 2 Public Open House events included questions related to the Preferred
Route. Comment Sheets for the Round 2 Open Houses are found in Appendix D7.

9.3.3.3 Landowner Information Centres

Landowner Information Centres (LICs) were set up within the Public Open House venues to address
specific issues and concerns of local landowners and others.

LIC provided map information and data forms, which allowed landowners to document specific concerns
and constraints.
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LIC Forms are found in Appendix D 9.
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The LICs were well attended and over 55 people provided detailed comments and locational information
related to the Preferred Route.

9.4 Summary of Open House Results — Round 2

Round 2 Open House Comment Sheets were analyzed using Survey Monkey. The report in Appendix D8
summarizes the 57 Comment Sheets returned to AECOM by December 12, 2013.

9.4.1  Survey Monkey Analysis of Comment Sheets
Of the 57 people who had submitted Comment Sheets by Dec. 12, 2013, nineteen said they had heard
about the Round 2 Public Open Houses by letter, and 13, each, by newspaper and word of mouth; 4

received a post card. And 4 learned about the Open Houses on the Manitoba Hydro website.

Only 11 respondents out of 53 (who answered the question) had previously attended a Manitoba Hydro
Open House event for this project.

Table 9.1: Open House Comment Forms Received

Date of Event Number of Comment Forms Completed

November 4, 2013 4
November 5, 2013 11
November 6, 2013 10

November 7, 2013 7
November 13, 2013 1
November 20, 2013 1
November 21, 2013 1
2
1
1

November 22, 2013
November 25, 2013
November 28, 2013

December 09,2013 14
December 10, 2013 3
December 11, 2013 1
Total 57

9.4.1.1 Alternative routes

e The majority of respondents lived near an Alternative Route; 48 out of 55 said this.

e Attendees were asked what they thought of the Preferred Route; 19 respondents out of 53 (who
answered the question) said that they either liked it or somewhat liked it, and 31 disliked or
somewhat disliked it.

Attendees were asked to elaborate on their reasons for their responses; a summary is presented in
Table 9.2.
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Table 9.2: Opinions on the Preferred Route

Like/Somewhat like Good consideration of land uses

Collaboration with wind farm projects in the area
Maintains the Right of Way

Avoids existing buildings and residential areas
Avoids floodplains

Fewer bends and turns

Somewhat dislike/Don’t like Loss of farmland

Too close to residences

Visual impacts

Effects on agricultural practices
Effects on land/property value

Too many hydro lines in the area
Not enough consultation on this route
EMF Dangers

When asked if they had any concerns regarding the Preferred Route, 37 respondents said that they did
while 16 said that they did not. All 28 respondents who said that they did not like the alternative route said
that they had concerns about it. Principal concerns included:

e Effects on health;

e Effects on livestock;

e Encroaching on personal property;

e Loss of farmland;

o Effects on agricultural practices (e.g. aerial spraying);
e Aesthetic impacts; and

o Effects on property values.

Twenty three respondents said that they thought there were specific sites along the proposed route of
which Manitoba Hydro should be aware. Common locations included individuals’ property, Sage Creek,
Seine River, agricultural lands and RM Ritchot Landfill.

Figure 9.1 — Opinions on the Preferred Route
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9.4.1.2 Project Effects

Twenty-four respondents said that they had recommendations for Manitoba Hydro on
minimizing/mitigating potential effects from the project. These included:

Keep trails open during construction;

Keep the line straight and high to avoid agricultural operations;
Provide financial compensation to landowners for inconvenience;
Use existing rights of way, keep it away from residences;

Go around Sage Creek;

Run cables underground; and

Try to avoid disturbing the soils.

9.4.1.3 Opinions on Methodology

Attendees were asked what they thought of the methodology adopted for determining the Alternative
Routes. Fourteen respondents said that it was very or somewhat appropriate while 22 respondents said
that they did not know.

Of the nine respondents who said that the methodology was not appropriate, common reasons included a
lack of consultation on the development of the proposed line, with one respondent calling the process
“‘undemocratic”.

9.4.1.4 Overall Comments

Finally, respondents were offered the opportunity to provide some general comments on the project.
Some of these responses are captured below.

“Very impressed with the information set-up...given a great deal of useful information. Thank
you.”

“I hope this will help with power black outs and surges.”

“Much thought has gone into planning.”

“Thank you for inviting public input!”

“Please use right of ways as much as possible without going into people’s fields. You seem to be
avoiding a lot of residences which is very appreciated.”

“Despite having gone to two meetings during round one, we were ignored and our concerns were
not met.”

“Make the line big enough for tapping in wind farms.”

“Landowner input will help direct the design of this project.”

“I have no problem with 1 or 2 hydro lines in the corridor ...but there are plans for 5 hydro lines in
the corridor going through the middle of my property. This does not seem fair because the
sacrifice | will have to make, in terms of decreased property values, the intangible cost of having
to look at them every day and the potential health risks associated with 5 lines instead of one or
two, is far greater than anyone else has to make.”

“We have beadutiful, relatively untouched land in the Red River waterway area. Why do we
continue to add these unsightly structures?”

“l am very concerned about EMF dangers, migratory bird strikes on lines and decrease property
values.”

“It seems like project wasn't presented to the community properly. [there will be] Negative effects
on landscape with so many lines.”
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“We feel very disappointed in the non-disclosure of both MB Hydro and Qualico as to the
possibility of this project and the ramifications to property owners.”

Key word analysis
EMF — 8 mentions
Houses(s) - 13 mentions
Home — 10 mentions
Property — 24 mentions (including 12 mentions of property value)
New subdivision - 1 mention
Lagoon — 0 mentions
Landfill — 5 mentions
Road — 6 mentions (5 in addresses)
Aerial applicator — 0 mentions
Aerial spraying — 4 mentions
Agricultural land — 1 mention
Airstrip — 2 mentions
Weeds/ managing weeds - 1 mention
Environmental - 3 mentions (2 as part of MidCanada Environmental
Services)
Hunting — 0 mentions
Impacts - 9 mentions
Alternative route — 3 mentions
Blind-sided — 0 mentions
Bury line - 2 mentions
Compensation payment(s) — 4 mentions
Concerned — 8 mentions
Expropriation — 0 mentions
Happy — 1 mention (in a negative context)
Underground lines — 6 mentions
Marginal land — 1 mention
Route adjustment /change — 1 mention

Location Specific Information from Comment Sheets

Table 9.3 summarizes location specific data received in Public Open House Comment Sheets.

Principal concerns relate to the following:

Proximity to residences and yard site, and EMF concerns
Impact on good farmland

Proximity to a hog barn

Proximity to an airstrip

Proximity to a private Class 1 landfill

Impact of multiple (5) power lines
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Table 9.3: Location Specific Information from Comment Sheets

Specific
Location of
Concern or
Constraint

Concerns/Constraints Regarding the
Preferred Route?

Notes on Specific Sites

St. Pierre Jolys | SE8-5-4E Passes right beside our yard site. Our yard! Our neighbour’s
yard at Hwy #59 & #26
St. Pierre Jolys NEO01-06-04E Right on it. Clarity with concerns to which side | Being careful not to create
of the road the line is actually on. new springs when setting
poles.
St. Pierre Jolys | SE8-5-4E It passes along residence, airstrip and good
farming land.
lle des Chenes Mid Canada Cuts right through my licensed Class 1 landfill. | MidCanada Environmental

Environmental
Services Ltd.
(RM of Ritchot
landfill)

My site goes 7 m below prairie to 7 m above
prairie. Plus the height of excavators and
triple-axle trucks with their boxes raised. There
is currently a 25 foot fence right in line with the
"Preferred Route."

Services Ltd./ Green for Life;
RM of Ritchot Landfill & soil
treatment facility.

lle des Chenes

Mile 22E
(SW35-7-4E)
and NW35-7-4E

Home-owner has a pacemaker and some
medical people indicate this line could affect
the pacemaker and is right next to our hog
barn. Hog barn and house ID on scanned
map.

Hog barn on NW35-7-4E

lle des Chenes

Home on Cyril
Place. SE-5-9-4

Located within 1/4 mile off the preferred route.
Also close proximity to the RM landfill and also
has water issues. Concerned with proximity to
house, visual, effect on land value and
previous experience with government saying
there will be no effect and EMF.

lle des Chenes

32-8-4E

It crosses directly through my land; west of lle
des Chenes

lle des Chenes

Prefontaine Rd.
E.

Line runs 34 m from their driveway

Winnipeg Own property Plans for 5 hydro lines in the corridor going
adjacent to it. through the middle of my property. Plan to live
Plan to live there in the future.
there in future
Roll # Too many Hydro lines in corridor from Sage
06000047100 Creek to Floodway. Decrease property value
between the and an eye sore. Health issues because of 4
Floodway and or 5 lines instead of 1? One or two lines are
South Perimeter [ OK, but 3 or 4 are too many. This property has
Highway future development potential that will be
diminished by additional Hydro lines in the
corridor.
9.4.3 Landowner Information Forms

Appendix D3 contains detailed information from the Open House Landowner Information Forms.

41 people attended Landowner Information Centres associated with the Round 2 Public Open Houses:

e Dominion City: 11
e St. Pierre Jolys: 20
e lle des Chenes: 10
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Questionnaire responses recorded on Landowner Information Forms were as follows.

90% of respondents (37) were owners of the properties in question; 7% (3) leased their land; one
was not recorded.

Land uses were predominantly Agriculture, 80% (33) and Pasture, 2% (1). Seven percent of
respondents (3) identified their land use as Residential; 5% (2) said “Other”, including one with a
runway and hanger, agricultural crops and a residence. Two were not recorded.

Soy, canola and wheat were typical crops. A few respondents were also growing corn, oats,
beans and/or alfalfa.

34% (14) of respondents had buildings on the properties in question, 63% did not, and one
person was not recorded.

Only 12% (5) of respondents did not use GPS in farming; one did not respond.

76% of respondents (31) said their crops were dependent on aerial application; 15% (6) said they
were not, and four people did not respond, including those with Residential land uses.

There were no Organically Certified operations identified.

24% of respondents (10) said they were operating livestock facilities on their properties, four
people did not respond.

39% of respondents (16) said there was a residence on the parcel of land in question. Location
information was recorded in sketches. Four people did not respond.

27% (11) had shelterbelts, trees, structures or retention ponds along the preferred right-of-way.
Five people did not respond.

41% (17) were spreading manure on their property; four people did not respond.

None of the respondents were using pivot irrigation; four people did not respond.

37% of respondents had other Manitoba Hydro infrastructure on their properties; five people did
not respond to the question.

27% of respondents (11) had buried lines on their property; four people did not respond.

32% of respondents (13) said there was a rail line, access road or airstrip adjacent to or on their
property; 8people did not respond.

Very few people responded to a question about whether they allowed hunting on their property,
and all that did were negative.

One identified a Century Farm.

Specific location information from the LIF is provided in Table 9.4.
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Table 9.4: Data from Landowner Information Forms — Round 2

Concern/Constraint

SW17-34E - Avoid (span) cropped land. If possible, place structures in the bush or at road intersection.
NW8-3-4E - Locate structure as close to the river as possible and as close to road allowance as possible. Avoid driveway at Quarter-section line.

NE6-3-4E — Since the line will be on NW5-3-4E, no concerns. Concerned about weeds. Regarding one-time compensation: annual compensation is better because
circumstances change (e.g. herbicides landowners are allowed to use, etc.).

Dominion City

NE 32-3-4 E, NW 32-3-4 E, SW 32-3-4 E

Minimize the number of structures on property.

Dominion City

NW9-2-2E

Place structures as close to road allowance as possible.

Dominion City NE 18-2-4 E, NW 18-2-4 E, NE 13-2-3 E, SE 13-2-3 E, SW | The proposed alignment is outside the (original) corridor: process violated, not enough notice was provided. Existing utilities (gas) already have an impact on agricultural
13-2-3E operations.
EMF - Concerned about working under lines, health risks.
Weed control is an annual activity.
Preference to place line on south side of south Section.
North/South portion: Need to place transmission line on the west side due to gas lines. Concerned about working around towers, safety.
Aerial Application: Relies on applicators to provide.
Prefer to have meetings with landowners present. Roads in area (PR 201, PR 200, PR 218) have restrictions in spring. PROPOSED REALIGNMENT NORTH OF ROAD 17E
& TIE BACK IN
Dominion City H\£/33122244§ NE 32-2-4 E Prefers route on north side of North Road. Preferred route avoids his home site but may impact land he farms and is considering purchasing.
Dominion Cit 2 . .
y NE 12-2-2E How strong are the poles: concerned about hitting one with sprayer.
Dominion City RL 120 and RL 121, NE 8-2-2E, SE17-2-3E Does not want project on property. Big issue with RL120/121. Will devalue property/generations. Will join CAEPLA.
Dominion Cit -3-
y NW8-3-4E Cabin developed - marked.
Dominion City 18-2-2E (W) Opposed to project location - route from the North; 1878 Century Farm. Underground is preferred. Sketch shows gas line location. MB Hydro owns 19-2-2E (W).
Dominion City NW8-2-3E, NE7-2-3E Aerial spraying. North side of road would be preferred. Approx. aerial spraying every 2 years. Sketch shows fibre-optics. Tower and compensation considerations.
Dominion City Owns land east of the Red River. Very opposed. Will go to expropriation.
St. Pierre Jolys NE 4-8-4 E No concerns about shelterbelt removal.
First concern is safety of runway! Doesn't want to move alignment. Doesn't want to anger neighbours.
Biggest issue is fair compensation for runway and hangar. They feel they are in a very difficult position. Hangar, residence and grass runway shown on a sketch.
St. Pierre Jolys SW 2-7-4 E, NW 2-7-4 E, NW 14-7-4E Unique situation: this landowner is affected by BPIII and proposed St. Vital route. Will affect landowner every year of operations (farming practices). Standard compensation is
not acceptable and in landowner's opinion, not appropriate.
St. Pierre Jolys SW 9-5 4 E, SW4-5-4 E, NW and SW 33-4-4E, NW and
SW16-4-4 E, SW 9-4-4E (some land owned, some land Concerned about all operations. Compensation would be provided to owner but leaser pays price of double application of fertilizer etc. on an annual basis.
leased)
St. Pierre Jolys NW 4-4-4E, NW 33 -3-4 E
As close as possible to road.
SW 1/4 30-5-58 Concerned about manure application (both Quarter-sections).
NE26-5-4E Avoid drainage ditch in field for structure placement.
RL-SS-RR and own east 1/2 of river lot
St. Pierre Jolys 28-4-4 E (shown on map) Avoid all drainage ditches and access. Roads for structure placement shown on map.
Aerial spraying not possible now due to existing Hydro line (E/W direction) and new line. Landowner uses aerial application every year. Hired workers using equipment -
concerns about safety.
Concerned about weeds and damages during maintenance.
Against the project.
St. Pierre Jolys NE and SE 26 -5-4E and 25-5- 4E (see map) and RL 55, Want structure on east side of road: one in the bluff, one near drain (marked on map) and one at edge of field near river crossing to minimize the number of structures. East
SW30-5-5E, home quarter side of creek crossing; place structures on north side - steep slope and erosion concerns on south side - captured proposed realignments for Hydro to consider (main objective
is to minimize poles). Rent RL-SS-RR and own east 1/2 of river lot. Livestock and residence on home 1/4 SW30-5-5E and cattle on NE26-5-4E.
St. Pierre Jolys NW23-6-4E, NW15-5-4E. (Noted on GPS pen)
St. Pierre Jolys SW 4-5-4E Discussed compensation. DeSalaberry Wind Energy Co-op - interested in benefits and potential limitations of project on wind developments.
St. Pierre Jolys NW 7-6-5E, SW 7-6-5E, NW23-6-4E Indicated alignment of line most likely west side of road
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Concern/Constraint

St. Pierre Jolys

SE 16-5-4 E

Very opposed, proximity to homes. Didn't want to see any towers.

St. Pierre Jolys

SW 24-5-4E; River Lot 55, 80 acres SW24-5-4E

Home located North of 205. Pastureland rented. Noted Crow Wing Trail runs along "bush" road - this houses a number of plaques marking heritage use. Noted area has long
Metis history.

St. Pierre Jolys

NE 1-6-4 E, north 80 acres

Land good enough for cropping. Most valuable agriculture land he operates due to higher elevation and good drainage. Has artesian well. Wanted to know whether hay could
be stored under transmission lines (limit to stacking)? Currently up to 20 feet. CLI Class? Driveway for access. Confirm alignment with road. Harrow - widest equipment; up to
70 feet wide or more. Artesian well - can we burry line/access to it? Southern area "nativish" prairie.

St. Pierre Jolys NE 27-7-4 E Value of land for potential buyers with installment of transmission line. Currently, property is being rented.
St. Pierre Jolys . . . . . . . .
Wanted info on why adjustments were made and why ones were preferred. CAEPLA discussion. MMTP. Agricultural community getting hit.
St. Pierre Jolys .
SE 28-4-4E Agricultural 3 years.
St. Pierre Jolys SE 16-5-4E Buy out discussed: not opposed to it. Does not like the project. Tower spotting. Over 100 year ownership.
St. Pierre Jolys
NW15-5-4E

St. Pierre Jolys

SE and SW 23-6-4E

Aerial spraying every year (fungicide). Owns N/S airstrip but rents it out (airplane mechanic). 320 acres small/intensive livestock, manure & straw hauling. Good land is being
used vs. marginal (S8). Cut north of Colony if anything. Wet land usually (Prairie Sky). Insurance and structures.

St. Pierre Jolys

SE 8-5-4E. NW 9-5-4E

NW09-5-4; artifacts found, "Crow Wing Trail" - arrowheads. Compensation. Route adjustment suggested. Informed about 75 m buyout. RM of DeSalaberry passed a resolution
opposing project regarding proximity to residences. Letter from the RM regarding Resolution No. 502-13.

St. Pierre Jolys

NE 12-6-4

Approx. 2 years (Aug) aerial. Allows some hunting by friends. Personal airstrip. Open field, property devalued, building potential

lles des Chenes

SE 16-8-4 E, SW 16-8-4 E, NE 9-8-4 E, SW 16-8-4 E,
owned, NE 4 -8-4 E is rented

Concerned about ability to farm Section as a whole (SW16 84E and SE16 84E) would be cut in half. Landowner uses aerial application and is concerned about ability to
continue to do so with this line. Manure application with umbilical hose: proposed transmission line would affect ability to do this effectively: missed spaces and over
application. Structure placement needs to avoid drains (all are registered with the province) to allow land to drain correctly. Land slopes to the west so these drains are critical
to these lands. Landowner would prefer the least amount of structures to minimize effects on farming practices. Potential house building site was planned for SW9-8-4E. There
are trees there now.

lles des Chenes

West side of Bernat Road or over to NW30-8-4E

Ashlane Estates: - this subdivision is approved by the RM, the Province and MB Hydro (supply). Infrastructure is in place now (road, sewer, water). Proposed alignment is
considered unacceptable. This is a $2.6 million development: what the landowner has had to invest setting up this subdivision. Put line on west side of Bernat Road or over to
NW30-8-4E. Or purchase from landowner.

lles des Chenes

NE 16-8-4 E, westerly half, NW 16, 16-8-4 E, SW 16-8-4 E,
NE 9-8-4E, SW 9-8-4 E, owned, some is joint with brother
NE 9-8-4E

Manure application with umbilical hose; over-application and under- application - drag hoses need to be readjusted. Ability to farm as a unit (row crop) now has line between
two lands. Not able to do aerial application. Power line splitting property affecting value. Land becomes less attractive and loses value. For structure placement, avoid drains
(shown on map) and access driveway (offset from 1/2 miles line) (NE9-8-4E). Landowner prefers to have wide spans of structures.

lles des Chenes

NW 4-8-4E, SE 4-8-4E, SW 3-8- 4E, NW 34-7-4E

Health concerns: implant for brain and gives impulses to brain.
Avoid all access points in tower placement.

Avoid highly valued shelterbelt near residence SE4-8-4E.
SE4-8-4E is also boxed in and aerial application is very difficult.

lles des Chenes

Interested in distance of ROW to house.
No farming on property, just residential lot.

lles des Chenes

SE 32-9-4-E

Concern on tree line. Preferred the original alternative to SW near the Seine River Diversion. Get back to them as to why the alterative.

lles des Chenes

NE4-8-4E

NE4-8-4E; airstrip to the E/W - totally opposed to having towers on property; owns multiple quarter sections of land.

lles des Chenes

21-8-4E, SE29-8-4E, NE29-8-4E, NW21-8-4E

Driveway onto NW21-8-4E - would like to ensure continued use and high clearance; 25 feet should suffice. On-field drains should be avoided including structures.

lles des Chenes

SW corner of SW15-5-4

NW15-5-4

Low spot SW corner of SW15-5-4E, would prefer a pole in the low spot. Map 11 - preferred route (attached map). NW15-5-4e - recreation airstrip (neighbour’s airstrip). If
towers are on his land he may (not sure) prefer to have the tower 40 m further onto his land for his machinery to go around.

lles des Chenes

NW14-5-4E,SW15-5-4E

Plan A get out. Plan B get to Bernat (W). Plan C if we have to span. Max. 7m above, truck 7m - if we can clear 14m.
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9.4.4  Public Open Houses Debrief Notes - Round 2

General observations of the Project Team were recorded after each Public Open House event.
9.4.4.1 Dominion City Community Hall

Number of Attendees: 33

Overall Trends in Open House Session

Overall flow of Open House was good

No issues with the material presented.( Nobody read the storyboards)
GIS station worked well; it was helpful in engaging large groups of people
I-pads worked well

Comment on underground lines.

There was a 50-50 split in attendance between people happy /or concerned with Final Preferred

Route

e The proposed southern route impacts significantly fewer homes than the northern routes

e At one of the Landowner Information Centres people were happy; at the other, less so.

« Dominion City area has a history of dealing with development impacts: gas lines, wind turbines,
Hydro

o Expropriation will keep coming up as an issue

o Potential reason for low attendance was that people didn’t want to show support

Overall Concerns/Comments Heard during Open House Session

Hydro cannot be trusted because the public was “blind-sided” by “new” proposed southern route
Callout that the process was “shifty”

Questions regarding compensation for towers that have been on a property since 1960’s
Landowners want transmission line along existing road allowances

Questions regarding who is responsible for managing weeds in and around towers

Two local landowners were very upset with the process. Talked about expropriation. By end of
conversation, they were almost accepting the proposed route, if one adjustment could be made
Landowners want underground lines

e Expropriation

Follow-Up Items

e “Run a larger proposed line SE to border to proposed crossing and tap off to Letellier. Run line
along US border ROW. Or build the proposed export line larger.”

e Question regarding who is responsible (Hydro or property owner) if the tower structures are hit on
a property.

e Add to land use forms: “Do you allow public to hunt on your property?” as a general comment on
back of Landowner Information Forms

9.3.4.2 St. Pierre Jolys, Cabane a Sucre
Number of Attendees: 47

Overall Trends during Open House Session

e Overall flow of open house was good(No one read the story boards)

e Not as much NIMBY as Dominion City Open House

e People questioning why the route does not follow Route Segment S-8, which is an area of
marginal land with swamps
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Suggestions that the transmission line be moved into areas that have more marginal lands
Only a few questions were raised regarding EMF

Overall, I-pads went well

There were a couple of very upset attendees

Overall Concerns/Comments during Open House Session

There was confusion on some maps as to what side of the road the lines will be routed

o Google Earth station allowed this to be checked

Tower spacing given out during Dominion City’'s Open House and part of today’s Open House
may have been wrong.

Some questions regarding compensation payment to either the renter or the owner were brought
up (costs of over application of seeds etc. when turning around structures)

One couple got very vocal and verbally abusive to the point of almost being asked to leave.
Another landowner is affected by both BPIIl and this proposed route; a unique situation. He
stressed that any sort of standard compensation is not acceptable.

Follow-Up Items

Question: Why wouldn’t compensation payment for the land easement be paid to the renter instead of the

owner?

9.3.4.3

Maggie to email correct tower spacing information to attendee

Question: Interested in the benefits and potential limitations of the project on wind development.
Question: indicated alignment of line most likely west side of road please confirm this.

Question: Can we store hay under the lines (limits to stacking)? The CLI class? Also confirm
alignment with road. For the artesian well on site — can we bury line/ access to it?

Manitoba Hydro to provide information on option to potentially relocate affected airstrip runway

o Runway in southern portion of NE 4-8-4E.

lle des Chenes, TransCanada Centre

Number of Attendees: 47

Debrief Notes

Overall Trends during Open House Session

Generally people were happy, even if transmission line was near their property
Two people were angry about the adjustment. Falk family not happy

Having two pens at the GIS station was helpful

Need background on compensation as people want concrete answers

Overall Concerns/Comments during Open House Session

A number of people did not receive information or see advertisements about the Open Houses-

for both Round 1 and Round 2

o Postcards were sent out, 144 letters, advertisements in local papers and Free Press

o For people that did not receive postcards/letters- get their addresses and Hydro can address
with Canada Post.

Very few people from tonight attended R1

One comment stating that they are getting away from aerial spraying, so that is not a concern for

them

Concerns regarding the new subdivision
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Follow-Up Items

e Manitoba Hydro to follow up with attendee regarding potential effects of line on his wife’s brain
implant (that controls electrical impulses to the brain)

e Manitoba Hydro to provide landowner with a compensation brochure, map of preferred route on
land), and Landowner Information Form. Landowner lives in Saskatchewan but owns land along
the north-south stretch heading into Letellier

e Check with mail list to make sure lle des Chenes wasn’t overlooked.

Manitoba Hydro to confirm postal code for Niverville as residences indicated they did not receive
letter/postcard.

e Manitoba Hydro to provide team with tower spacing and pictures of towers that are in Sage Creek
right of way.

e Question: Potential route adjustment to push route to west side of Bernat Road to increase
separation distance to “Ashlane Estates” subdivision.

e MB Hydro to follow up with as to why the alternative was selected near the Seine River Diversion
to the SW.

9.3.4.4 Winnipeg, Winakwa Community Centre
Number of Attendees: 21
Debrief Notes

Overall Trends during Open House Session

e Two people from Qualico attended

Two people attended from Sage Creek Homeowners Association
One person was very upset

Generally people were happy

Follow-Up Items

e AECOM to provide “method of notification” summary from comment sheets (Round 1 compared
to Round 2).
e Manitoba Hydro to follow up with attendee regarding right-of-way width along the floodway
between Highway 59 and the Red River.
o Brad lives Resident on 2 Mile Road and has some aesthetic concerns about the St. Vital
Transmission Complex and MMTP.

e Manitoba Hydro to follow up regarding the 50 endangered species that were identified in the
environmental assessment.

e Manitoba Hydro to prepare project sheet (FAQs) for Qualico/Sage Creek Residents’ Association.
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10 Summary of Other Consultation - Round 2

10.1 Email and Telephone Comments/Queries — Round 2
10.1.1 General Comments/Queries
Email and telephone comments are found in Appendix E1 - Round 2.

Concerns included the following:

¢ Do rural municipalities would tax revenue for the transmission line or grants in lieu.

o Manitoba Hydro noted that for an easement there would be no payments to a rural

municipality. If RM lands are crossed, or if lands are purchased there would be grants in lieu.
e Benefits and limitations related to wind turbine development:

o Owner informed Manitoba Hydro that airstrip on the NW 15-5-4-E1 might be obstructed by
steel structures and wires. Air strip is needed for emergency purposes and also as remote
operating location when the occasion arises.

o As far of the crop dusting of the fields, the inside corner of angled structures is out of the
guestion. Working parallel to the lines is an extra risk, but possible. Working “to and from the
lines” is also not feasible and usually refused.

o The owner also mentioned that there are alternate routes with less impact on agricultural
land, and the 30 year old air strip. Avoid these risky situations for the aerial applicators sake.

o Pinawa Game & Fish Association requested the dates for submission of the reports including
the dates and locations of the public review of each of the reports, and identified stages listed
in the distributed public information and published on the website.

e Sage Creek Development

o Manitoba Hydro provided Qualico with links to information on the proposed St. Vital
Transmission Project, noting that Hydro has owned this property since 1970 for the purpose
of future development. Since the early stages of the Sage Creek development the developers
have been aware that this was a Manitoba Hydro owned corridor, which could house future
development in the form of towers.

Manitoba Hydro and Qualico have an agreement, which allows Qualico to design and
implement landscaping that enhances the aesthetics and recreational use of the right of way.
Manitoba Hydro thanked Qualico for offering to hold a meeting/open house for the Sage
Creek Residents at the Qualico office in Sage Creek, and asked if they had any concerns
with the above statements, which were intended to be used in advertising materials and in
discussions at the Open House that evening. Qualico was also asked if they had any
guestions regarding the project in general.

Email Response from Qualico indicated that they thought everything Manitoba Hydro outlined
in email sounded reasonable. “We'll just deal with resident concerns as they come up.”
Qualico suggested “When it's convenient for Manitoba Hydro they should discuss the
possibly of hosting an Open House in Sage Creek.

10.1.2 Location Specific Comments

Location-specific concerns/constraints related to the following:

e airstrips close to the Preferred Route,
o farmers’ abilities to continue aerial spraying
e manure spreading
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e agricultural operations
e landfill and lagoon (lle des Chenes)
e Sage Creek Manitoba Hydro corridor

@)
@)

e proximity to residences

@)
@)
@)

aesthetics
property values
health impacts

Manitoba Hydro

residential locations and EMF
walking trail in the Hydro easement

e guy wires on angle structures

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

A summary of the location specific comments is included in Table 10.1from the 55 email and telephone
communications received by Manitoba Hydro in the period from September 29 to December 17, 2013.

Table 10.1: Location Specific Data from Project Email and Phone Line — Round 2

Data Source Date and Time | Concern/Constraint Email or Call Summary Location
of Call or
Initial Email
Email 10/23/2013 Ritchot landfill and the lle des Manitoba Hydro sent email to RM of lle des
Chenes lagoons. Ritchot indicating that a Preferred Chenes
Route has been selected and
providing website to find information.
Also indicated the dates of the 4
open houses. Response: RM
provided a copy of Resolution No.
2013-11-46 that was passed by
Council requesting that MH to revise
the alignment of the St. Vital
Transmission Line, to avoid the
Ritchot landfill and the lle des
Chenes lagoons.
Phone Call 10/29/2013 Manure spreading Farm North, lle
10:00 des Chenes
area
Email 10/30/2013 Houses Requesting additional information Green Ridge
11:55 about where the line will run near the | area
Green Ridge area specifically relative
to NE and NW quarters of 32-2-4 E1.
Email 10/30/2013 Houses Requesting information about Sage Sage Creek
12:36 Creek area area
Phone Call 10/31/2013 Airstrip Landowner sent an email regarding East of PTH
15:00 his airstrip along PTH 59. He offered | 59
two adjustments. Project team has
already been in discussion and will
present two options in that area for
consideration. He was not upset but
wants to work together to determine
a placement.
Email 10/31/2013 Location of Route Requesting clarification on what side | North to
13:56 of the road allowances the line south
passes where the lines run. between the
West side of
Section 5-3-
4 E1, and

the East side

RPT-St. Vital TC Final Technical Report-60290259-20131220.Docx

68




AECOM

Manitoba Hydro

St. Vital Transmission Complex
Summary of Public Engagement

Data Source Date and Time | Concern/Constraint Email or Call Summary Location
of Call or
Initial Email
of Section 6-
3-4 E1, and
where the
line travels
east to west
between the
South side of
Section 6-3-
4 E1, and
the North
side of
Section 31-
2-4 E1.
Phone Call 10/31/2013 House SVTC line will cross existing south Landowner
17:00 east of him at 380m. Would see it out | lives close to
of the front of his Discussed tower Preferred
structure and EMF Route
(180m)
property on
Southside
Dr., Grande
Pointe
Phone Call 10/31/2013 Realignment He is quite close to the line and Lives a mile
17:00 wants Hydro to do a deviation of the north of
route to move away from his Niverville
residence. and Stott
Road.
Phone Call 10/30/2013 Realignment of route Landowner is not happy about the RM
18:00 placement and thinks Manitoba boundary
Hydro should have gone on the RM between
boundary between Hanover and De Hanover and
Salaberry because it is all slough De Salaberry
grass.
Phone Call 11/1/2013 Alignment (PR 201) Wanted to know the venues for St. Location of
10:00 Vital Transmission Complex; will line in
come to Dominion City. Concerned relation to
about location of line in relation to PR | PR 201;
201; what side of the road would it be | from
on from Dominion up to St. Pierre Dominion up
Jolys. to St. Pierre
Jolys
Phone Call 11/1/2013 Aesthetics Has the Facebook page for Sage Sage Creek
12:00 Creek Residents Association.
Wanted information on the location of
the towers and span and alignment.
Indicated the towers will line up and
we will match span. Noted Manitoba
Hydro's ownership of the right of way.
Phone Call 11/5/2013 Walking Trails Wanted to know if the tower Sage Creek
11:00 placements will interfere with the
walking trails (Sage Creek Corridor).
Phone Call 11/6/2013 House and Future Homeowner is opposed to the project
10:00 Development Potential location; should not be located on the

1/2 mile behind his home. The
transmission line will devalue the
property and taxes are already going
up. Would like to see the route
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Email or Call Summary

Location

located on PTH 3 or 75 instead.
There are many parcels along this
line which have great potential for
subdivision but who would subdivide
with a transmission line behind them.
He owns 40 acres.
Email 11/8/2013 Location of the transmission Location of the transmission lines, Sage Creek
11:20 lines, aesthetics ; recreational in-line with one another or staggered,
trial in the corridor, and minimum | approx. location of the line, will the
distance from 230 kV line to a current recreational path in the Hydro
house Corridor remain, and what is the
minimum distance a 230 kV line has
to be from a residential property.
Phone Call 11/13/2013 Residence Happy not west of lle des Chenes. Linden, MB
10:00
Phone Call 11/14/2013 Agriculture Concerned about guy wires on Dufrost
7:00 angled structures
Phone Call 11/18/2013 Agriculture and Compensation Noted he had joined CAEPLA and On SW 26-7-
17:00 was concerned about compensation 4E1
for the impacts to his agricultural
operation.
Email 11/19/2013 Concerned with aesthetics, See Notes for questions and answers | Sage Creek
21:55 recreational trail and distance
from residential property.
Phone Call 11/20/2013 EMF Concerned that the transmission line
8:00 is too close to their home and that the
exposure will hurt their children. They
built in the country to avoid this type
of development - discussions at their
home.
Phone Call 11/20/2013 Airstrip ?? East of PTH
17:00 59
Phone Call 11/26/2013 Property Value She lives in Grande Pointe and Grande
11:00 believes the lines will devalue her Pointe
home.
Email 11/26/2013 Stray Voltage Happy it is not on his property and St. Vital
1:22 noted a concern about stray voltage. | transmission
line would be
1 1/2 mile
west of the
lands owns
and
operated at
30-6-5E1
Email 11/7/14:48 EMF, safety, land value and long- | Concerns including EMF, real and/or | Grande
term residential development perceived implications for safety, land | Pointe
value and long-term residential
development merit careful review and
consideration for the best possible
long-term decision about the location
of the Transmission Corridor.
Email 12/14/2013 Airstrip might be obstructed by We keep these air strips in mind for 30-year old
13:00 steel structures and wires, risky emergency purposes and also as air strip on
situations for aerial applicator remote operating location when the NW 15-5-4-
occasion arises. As far of the crop El
Impacts on agricultural land dusting of the fields on that Section,
the inside corner of these structures
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Data Source Date and Time | Concern/Constraint Email or Call Summary Location
of Call or

Initial Email

is out of the question. Working
parallel to the lines is an extra risk
but possible. “To and from” lines is
not feasible and usually refused.

10.2 RM and Landowner Meetings — Round 2

Additional RM and Landowner Meetings with the RM of Ritchot, RM of DeSalaberry, RM of Franklin, RM
of Montcalm, RM of Hanover, and one Landowner were held in Winnipeg between November 5 and 21,
2013.

Key issues identified in the meetings were as follows:

1. Preferred route runs directly through planned landfill and lagoon expansion by the RM of Ritchot.
e Suggested route adjustment down Bernat Road

2. RM of DeSalaberry has passed a resolution against the project. Agriculture and compensation
concerns.

3. RM of Franklin proposed a number of route adjustments to avoid agricultural land and a cabin.
Other concerns related to expropriation and compensation.

4. RM of Montcalm had concerns about the change to the southern section of the route, which was
not shown in Round 1 of public engagement. There was a strong suggestion that the line be
underground, and a suggestion that expropriation would be required versus easements and
compensation.

5. RM of Hanover had questions about local use of power from the line, and compensation for
damage to municipal roads.

e Manitoba Hydro noted that a Station was required to step down voltage and municipal roads
would be repaired.

6. Landowners at NW 26-7-4-E1 had concerns about the transmission line location, EMF, property
values, views and effects on cell phone, internet and cable services.

o Ifit can’t be moved they would like a slight realignment of the route to minimize impacts.

The following are records of the RM and Landowner question and answer sessions.
10.2.1 RM of Ritchot Council - Meeting Notes

November 5th, 