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Table 1: Environment Canada and Climate Change — Ravi Patel — May 19, 2023

# Document, Section and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

1 | n/a

Hi Sarah,
Hope you are doing well.

I am the Environmental Assessment Officer in
ECCC-EPOD assigned this file. | am reaching out
to understand if there are any project crossovers
with First Nation communities or federal lands?
Please let us know if there are any SARA
implications as well.

Thank you,
Ravi Patel

n/a

Hi Ravi,

Thank you for your email. | can confirm that the project does not cross
any First Nation reserve land or federal land.

With regard to implications relating to the Species at Risk Act (SARA),
the wildlife species under ECCC’s mandate that we have identified in the
Project study area and are listed as endangered, threatened and
extirpated species in Schedule 1 of the Act are summarized in the
attached table. We have also included comments in relation to the
Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 where applicable. To see the
details in the Draft Environmental Assessment report, refer to Section
6.5 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, and Appendix 6.4-A Terrestrial Baseline
Report.

Kind regards,
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Table 2: Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Environmental Permissions Branch - Mahdi Zangeneh, Senior Noise Engineer — June 15, 2023

Document,
Section .

# Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response

and Page
Number

1 | n/a Description, Map and Figures: the project involves several components. n/a Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EA Report included a description of the
The introduction section of the report should include a description / listing of Project components and detailed figures of the Project including aerial imagery were
all the project components. These include but may not be limited to: provided in Appendix 3.0-B. Section 6.9.5.2 (Spatial Boundaries) lists the spatial
Lakehead Transformer Station (TS) in the Municipality of Shuniah; Hydro boundaries assessed in the noise assessment including the Project footprint that lists the
One Mackenzie Transmission Station; Dryden Transformer Station; two Project components considered for the noise and vibration assessment. Additional figures
transmission lines, etc. The locations of these project components should specific to Section 6.9 (Acoustic and Vibration Environment) were also included in
be clearly (not approximately) shown in figures (aerial photographs) c/w Appendix 6.9-A of the Draft EA report.
scale and legend.

2 |nla Ministry Documents: attached (Guideline and supporting documentation) n/a The MECP reviewed the Acoustic Environment workplan for the Project in November 2022,
are two Ministry documents guidelines for the assessment of high-voltage where the guidance documents and approach that would be considered for the noise
transmission lines projects. Please ensure that your noise report and assessment were outlined. The workplan approach for transmission line operations was
assessment take these two Ministry documents into consideration. that a qualitative assessment was to be carried out considering the Ontario Hydro Protocol.

The MECP confirmed they had no comments on this approach in November 2022.
Ministry documents:

A) Part C- NPC-360, (Protocol for Predicting Audible Noise from HV In addition, the MECP reviewed the draft and final Terms of Reference and did not identify
Transmission Lines), of the document entitled: Protocol for the these Ministry guidelines during that review. These two Ministry guidelines were also not
Measurement and Prediction of Audible Noise from HV raised on other recent northern Ontario transmission projects.

Transmission Lines (Final Draft)- Publication NPC-360 dated March
31, 2011 (Ver. 2); and A qualitative assessment of noise from the operations of the transmission line was carried

B) The example acoustic assessment report for high voltage out and documented in the Draft EA Report. It includes the commitment that the Project will
transmission lines entitled “Acoustic Assessment Report, ACME be designed and operated to meet the requirements of the Ontario Hydro Protocol, which
Power Generation, Proposed Green Valley High Voltage provides the same noise limit (55 dBA) as the MECP’s NPC-360. The outcome of this
Transmission Line, Main Road to Secondary Road Anytown, assessment would not be expected to change if NPC-360 were considered.

Ontario” dated April 6, 2011.
Based on the above and meeting with the MECP on July 20, 2023, the assessment
approach presented in the Final EA Report will continue to be consistent with the workplan
reviewed by MECP.

3 | n/a Points of Reception: list all points of reception on both sides of the n/a Based on discussion with the MECP on July 20, 2023, representative noise-sensitive
proposed two transmission lines. It should be noted that an assessment of points of reception (PORs) will be identified and listed in the noise section of the Final EA
predicted audible noise (i.e., operational audible noise) is not required for Report. Not all potential PORs currently identified in the noise section of the EA will be
transmission lines of 600 kV or less where a point of reception exceeds listed or shown.

200 m from the closest edge of the right of way (Part A of Ref. item 2A
above). The construction noise as noted in the report requires assessment. As per the discussion with the MECP on July 20th, the construction noise assessment
carried out in the noise section of the EA is sufficient.

4 | nla Vacant lots: noise sensitive vacant lots and approved (future) n/a Based on discussion with the MECP on July 20, 2023, vacant lots will be discussed in the
developments were not considered in the noise report. The noise and noise section of the Final EA Report. However, each vacant lot along the transmission line
vibration report should assess these points of reception. alignment will not be identified. It is expected that the existing representative PORs are

representative of any potential vacant lots.
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# Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
and Page
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5 | n/a Vibration: identify buildings / receptors that are in sensitive to vibration due | n/a Based on discussion with the MECP on July 20, 2023, representative vibration-sensitive
to construction blasting and piling. points of reception (PORs) have been identified and listed in the vibration section of the
Final EA Report. This is related primarily to the construction operations.
Per the discussion with the MECP, locations of probable construction blasting are not
currently known. Assumptions regarding the likely blast designs and known construction
equipment have been used to estimate stand-off distances where vibration monitoring will
be required.
6 | n/a Assessment: the noise and vibration impact assessments of all the project | n/a The noise and vibration assessment considered all the Project components which were
components referenced in item 1 above should be included in the report. described in detail in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EA Report. Please refer

The noise assessment should follow the guidance in item 2A and 2B above. to the response to Comment #1 for additional information.

The vibration assessment should follow the guidelines in Publication NPC-

119 for blasting and Publication NPC-207 for piling (impulse vibration). Based on discussion with the MECP on July 20, 2023, the vibration assessment continues
to consider the Project components presented in the EA according to the rationale that was
included in the EA. The Final EA Report has been updated to include additional information
on why these were appropriate.

7 | nla UTM coordinates of the transmission lines and PORs: considering the n/a Excel files with the UTM coordinates of the transmission line, all potential PORs and the
extensive length of the two transmission lines, which spans over 300 km, we representative PORs will be provided to the MECP.

request the provision of UTM coordinates for all selected points of reception

and vacant lots / transmission lines. To ensure efficient data management,

we ask for the coordinates to be provided in an Excel file format.
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Table 3: Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks - Technical Support Branch, Northern Branch— Scott Parker Surface Water Specialist — June 23, 2023

Document,
# Section and
Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

1 n/a

Mitigating Environmental Impacts

Most, if not all, operational impacts to surface water quantity
and quality may be mitigated by utilizing best management
practices (BMPs) during the construction phase of the Project
and by the inclusion of riparian vegetation buffer strips and
erosion control measures along streams that intersect the
RoW to attenuate runoff from the RoW, reduce sedimentation
and erosion and provide shade cover thereby reducing stream
temperature.

As the Waasigan Transmission Line project moves forward,
uncertainty can be reduced by making conservative
assumptions, planning implementation of effective mitigation
and monitoring measures and using available adaptive
management measures to address potential unforeseen
circumstances should they arise. Mitigation measures need to
be based on proven and recognized best management
practices, standard protocols for stream crossings, land
clearing and/or working near water with machinery that are
well understood and have been applied to transmission line
construction projects throughout northern Ontario.

The Draft EA indicates that an Environmental Protection Plan
(EPP) will be developed for the project that describes industry
standards, best management practices (BMPs) and site-
specific mitigation and protection that will be implemented
during construction. It is recommended that the EPP
summarizes mitigation measures and a strategy for their
effective implementation that includes contingency planning.
Inspection, monitoring, and follow-up should occur throughout
the Project duration to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation
measures and modify or enhance measures as necessary
through adaptive management. Due to the variability of water
crossings and ancillary areas, the proposed construction
mitigation measures presented in the EPP does not need to
be site specific except near waterbody crossings identified as
a potentially sensitive watercourse or area of concern.

Confirmatory field sampling/testing of bed and bank materials
near waterbody crossings of concern or in sensitive areas may
be required. The collection and sampling of stream water to
characterize background water quality for locations of concern
prior to commencing construction activities at the site may also

n/a

As outlined in the EA, surface water monitoring will be completed at waterbodies that
include greater sensitivity or implications to change, with a plan to identify the
specific monitoring locations during the permitting and design phases of the Projects
and to complete the monitoring for pre-, in-, and post-construction phases of the
work as required. The monitoring for the surface water discipline will be focused on
water quantity and quality alone and include the physical sampling and testing for
TSS (using turbidity as a real-time proxy/analog), as well as visual inspections to
confirm the presence or absence of oil or sheen. Contingency plans will be
developed in the event of an unexpected change to water quantity or quality (e.g.,
increase in turbidity in accordance with CCME standards). The identified monitoring
program was targeted at specific environmental indicators (surface water quantity
and quality) and expressions of change that have the greatest likelihood to be
influenced by Project activities.
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# Section and
Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

be required. In these cases, samples should be analyzed for
the following parameters:

e pH, conductivity, alkalinity, turbidity, total suspended solids,
total dissolved solids, cations, anions, total metals; and

® Field temperature and dissolved oxygen measurements.

2 n/a

Guidance for Road and Water Crossing Construction

The Project must be carried out in compliance with the best
management practices for road construction and operation
and will be constructed in accordance with the MNRF’s
Environmental Guidelines for Access Roads and Water
Crossings (1995), Crown Land Bridge Management
Guidelines (MNR 2008), Northern Land Use Guidelines —
Access: Roads and Trails (INAC 2010) and Fish-Stream
Crossing Guidebook (B.C. Ministry of Forests, Lands and
Natural Resource Operations, B.C. Ministry of Environment
and Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2012). It is recommended
that the Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
(CCME) Canadian Water Quality Guideline for the Protection
of Aquatic Life for suspended sediment and turbidity be
followed where bankside, in-stream and/or dewatering work is
required. In these locations, trigger/threshold values should be
established, and sampling should occur in potentially sensitive
receivers before, during and after such work is undertaken.

It is also recommended that the following Ontario Provincial
Standard Specifications be included to the requirements
related to road, bridge and ancillary area construction:

C) Ontario Provincial Standard Specification (OPSS 805)
— Construction Specifications for Temporary Erosion
and Sediment Control Measures

D) Ontario Provincial Standard Specification (OPSS 182)
— General specifications for Environmental Protection
for Construction in Waterbodies and on Waterbody
Banks

E) Ontario Provincial Standard Specification (OPSS 518)
— Construction Specifications for Control of Water from
Dewatering Operations

n/a

It is acknowledged that the identified guidance documents OPSS documents will be
relied on to inform the construction and maintenance of water body crossing
structures. Further to this and in the case of waterbodies targeted for in-water works,
water quantity and quality monitoring (e.g., monitoring of streamflows and/or water
levels, turbidity, etc.) will be completed during the pre-, in-, and post-construction
phases of the work as required. The turbidity monitoring will be aligned to CCME
standards, noting that contingency plans will be developed in the event of an
unexpected change to water quantity or quality conditions.

3 n/a

General Requirements for Development in Ontario

In addition to the requirements and BMPs listed above, the
following practices are general requirements for the
construction and operation of transmission line projects in
Ontario:

n/a

It is acknowledged that all water taking and discharge activities will be conducted in
accordance with the requirements of PTTW, EASR and/or ECA, and, as part of this,
be guided by appropriate mitigation and monitoring programs. Further to this and in
the case of waterbodies targeted for in-water works, water quantity and quality
monitoring (e.g., monitoring of streamflows and/or water levels, turbidity, etc.) will be
completed during the pre-, in-, and post-construction phases of the work as required.
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Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

F)

G)

H)

Any water taking (for road construction, water
crossings, foundation dewatering, etc.) must be carried
out in compliance with the conditions for registration on
the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry (EASR)
or a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) as applicable. If
dewatering for tower foundations is required,
excavation dewatering must not be discharged into any
surface water feature. The discharge should be located
down-gradient, into a low-lying vegetated area to
promote infiltration. Mitigation measures such as filter
fabric on inlet pump head and/or straw baleffilter fabric
device or equivalent should be utilized to minimize
sediment transport during excavation/construction
dewatering.

Similarly, any surface water diversion used to create
and maintain a dry work area to facilitate the
installation or improvement of water crossings should
consist of a closed system (pump), taking water from
above the proposed crossing, pumping the water
around the construction area and returning the water to
a nearby downstream point with no significant change
to water quantity or quality. This generally requires
temporary stream channel impoundment above the
proposed water crossing. The pump intake should be
screened to prevent sediment uptake. Erosion control
and energy dissipation measures must be
implemented at the proposed discharge location to
disperse flow over a broad area to minimize surface
scour of the streambed, sediment transport and
deposition in the downstream watercourse. Where
discharge water cannot meet CCME guidelines for
suspended solids and turbidity, additional treatment,
approved by the Ministry of Environment, Conservation
and Parks (MECP) may be necessary.

Consideration should be given far enough in advance
to allow enough time to prepare and submit
applications to the MECP for PTTWs and/or ECAs if
required. This is especially important where surface
water and hydrogeological technical studies are
required. Site-specific surveys of waterbodies requiring
crossings should be completed well in advance of
requiring such approvals. This will also help in the
identification of any sensitive waterbodies that may
require additional provisions respecting water crossing
construction and monitoring.

The turbidity monitoring will be aligned to CCME standards, noting that contingency
plans will be developed in the event of an unexpected change to water quality

conditions.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
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# Section and
Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

)

J)

K)

L)

Road construction will require the removal of
unsuitable subsoil, earthworks at waterbody crossings,
excavation and placement of bedding and/or backfill
materials for bridge foundations and culverts and fill to
construct road embankments and travel surfaces.
Excavated materials must not be stored or stockpiled
in areas near the surface water feature to minimize the
potential for sediment laden runoff. Similarly, the
stockpiling of required aggregates (sand, gravel, rock,
crushed rock) for the construction of the road bed,
temporary access roads and ancillary work areas, and
construction and the installation of water body
crossings must not be near surface water features for
the same reason.

Provisions for domestic sewage (septic)
waste/treatment from construction camps, laydown
areas and other associated ancillary construction areas
for the Project must be carried out in compliance with
an ECA (for each location) as required.

Spill management planning and mitigation must be
developed and implemented for the transportation,
storage and handling of hazardous materials during the
construction and operational phase of the Project.
Hazardous materials may include but are not limited to
fuels and batteries for vehicle and equipment
operation; oils, grease and liquid chemicals for vehicle
and equipment maintenance; and explosives for
blasting activities. Furthermore, the development of a
contingency plan is required to inform decision making
in the event mitigation measures are not effective.
Mitigation measures must remain in place until final
rehabilitation of temporary work areas is completed.
Similarly, mitigation measures are required at
construction and/or laydown sites and non-temporary
water crossings during the indefinite operational period
of the project or until they are remediated or reclaimed
to minimize the potential for off-site movement of
sediment-laden water and any contaminant toward any
surface water feature. Stormwater management during
the construction phase must also be designed to
effectively mitigate road-bed stormwater runoff.
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Table 4: Ontario Parks — Sarah Lyons, Planner - June 1 2023

Document,
# Section and Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number
1 App 2.0 b, Clarification is needed; the language is misleading. Paragraph 3 on n/a The language in Section 1 of Appendix 2.0-B has been changed to clarify that an access
Section 1 page 1 says the project is proposing to cross Quetico Provincial Park. road of the Project footprint crosses Quetico Provincial Park.
Should change to “project area” or “a section of the access road.”
2 App 2.0 b. Question- Campus Lake Management Direction is that the existing n/a Yes, an additional 46 m wide right-of-way (ROW) will be required adjacent to the existing
2.3 corridor may continue to be used, but does not mention that transmission line ROW.
expansion of corridor is permitted. Will the twinning of the line expand
the current footprint of transmission corridor?
3 App 2.0 b. Geographical error- reference to crossing QPP north of Win Lake is n/a The language in Section 3.2.1 of Appendix 2.0-B has been revised to state that the Project
3.2.1 geographically incorrect. The ROW runs adjacent to the park footprint for the preferred route runs adjacent to Quetico Provincial Park in one location
boundary north of Win Lake. north of Win Lake.
4 Section 7.1 Win Lake geographical error shows up again. n/a Hydro One has revised the geographical error noted by Ontario Parks at Win Lake and
Pg 159 and made the recommended changes to Section 7.1.9.1.1 (Changes to Protected Areas).
174 There appears to be no consideration of Viewscapes for backcountry Revised to note “The PI’OjGCt footprint crosses Quetico Provincial Park in one location north
canoeists on Pickerel Lake within Quetico Provincial Park, or where of Win Lake where the ROW runs adjacent to the park boundary.”
the proposed WTL crosses Turtle River White Otter Lake Provincial
Park with the current preferred route. Quetico is the province's second The distance of potential receptors was considered within the visual/aesthetic and acoustic
busiest wilderness canoeing destination and is an international and vibration spatial boundaries. For example, the LSA (1.5 km setback) for Section
canoeing destination. We requested previously that visual impacts on 6.9 (Acoustic Environment) was developed based on professional judgement and guidance
the wilderness canoeing experience in Quetico be considered. provided by AER Directive 038: Noise Control Directive (Directive 038) (AEUB 2007) for
noise assessments in Alberta (no similar guidelines for Ontario have been established).
Recommend clarification on whether aesthetics and Viewscapes were Additionally, the LSA for Section 7.4 (Aesthetics) was developed to capture the potential
considered in these areas and how a decision was made. local direct and indirect effects of the Project on the visual aesthetics criteria that may

extend beyond the Project footprint. The area is established to assess the potential effects
This comment also pertains to the consideration of the option to align of the Project from foreground (1 km from the ROW) viewing distances. Where visual

the TL with older linear infrastructure north of Eva Lake. details are most easily discernible by viewers.

Feedback during the Terms of Reference and EA stages were that the Project should
parallel existing linear developments to the extent practicable to limit adverse effects. This
includes the co-location of linear infrastructure to limit visual effects. Approximately 96% of
the Project parallels an existing transmission line, including all crossings of protected
areas. Section 7.4 (Visual Aesthetics) acknowledged that the Project will be visible at
certain points and mitigation was included to limit adverse effects to the extent possible.
The visibility mapping completed for the Project (Appendix 7.4-B) showed that the Project
will be visible to campers and recreational users within protected areas and parks to some
extent depending on distance to the Project. Hydro One has revised Section

7.4.7.3.1.3 (Visual Impact of the Project) to provide additional details on the visibility of the
Project within protected areas and the canoe route (Path of the Paddle Route) that may
have visibility of the project from Quetico Provincial Park in the Final EA. The views from
lakes and rivers within parks and protected areas would be similar to viewscape
simulations where transmission line infrastructure will be visible above the tree line, and at
some locations, ROW clearing may also be more visible. Further, Hydro One has added
additional mitigation measures in the Final EAin Section 7.4.7.3.2 (Mitigation Measures)

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
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# Section and Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number

related to the consideration of viewscapes for campers and recreational users within parks
and protected areas located within the ROW, Project footprint and LSA.

Hydro One has also revised the Final EA Section 7.1 (Land and Resource Use) to reflect
these changes.

Regarding the former 115-kilovolt transmission line corridor east of Atikokan (north of Eva
Lake) — the corridor was decommissioned approximately 30 years ago and has now
become revegetated with species including alder and birch. Utilization of this corridor
would reintroduce habitat fragmentation and impact wildlife and wildlife habitat.
Additionally, the land was released back to the Crown and Hydro One would need to
acquire new land rights along this corridor (including from private landowners). The former
corridor also crosses an active aggregate operation which could result in significant
business loss. Since engagement for the Project began in Spring 2019, the preference
based on feedback received has been to align the proposed Project with existing
infrastructure to reduce permanent effects on the natural and socio-economic environment
(i.e., visual, recreational impacts).

5 Consideration of the impacts on backcountry canoeing posed by the n/a Please refer to the response to Comment #4.
visual impacts of new transmission towers on the wilderness canoeing
experience seem to be lacking in the draft EA.

Visual impacts will be an issue on Pickerel Lake within Quetico
Provincial Park, where there is a sightline to the current preferred
route and also where the line crosses Turtle River-White Otter Lake
Provincial Park with the current preferred route. Quetico is the
province's second busiest wilderness canoeing destination and is an
international canoeing destination.

Recommend visual impacts on the wilderness canoeing experience in
Quetico be addressed and consideration be given to routing the WTL
adjacent to older linear infrastructure north of Eva Lake.

6 APP 2.0-B 2.1- | Clarification- Proponent states that “’...fly yards will not be located n/a Helicopter pads are areas required for safe landing and take-off where helicopter activities
2 within provincial parks and conservations reserves”. Fly yards are not are required (e.g., stringing). Fly yards are larger clearings where structures are assembled
well defined in section 3.3. What is the difference between a and flown to the structure locations to be erected using helicopter rather than assembling
helicopter pad and a fly yard? the structure at the end location and erected using cranes.

Additional fly yards were included in the final EA, outside of provincial parks and
conservation reserves, to facilitate helicopter construction operations based on the current
construction schedule and to better enable vegetation clearing outside of sensitive wildlife
timing windows, to the extent practicable.

Additional details will be added to Section 3.3.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
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7 6.4.6 Ecosystem loss and alteration values are reported at the scale of the | n/a The final EA will include additional clarification on ecosystem alteration and loss specific to
entire project footprint. protected areas. Quantification of this information is specific to provincial parks and
conservation reserves that overlap/intersect the Project ROW and Project footprint.
Recommend including enhanced detail on how negligible impacts to Additional analysis related to these areas was completed and summarized in a table and a
Parks and CRs were determined based on enhanced protections discussion about the analysis was also provided in Section 6.4.7.2.1 and Section 6.4.7.3.1.
afforded by the PPCRA and site-specific management direction.
Clarification should include quantifying the ecosystem alteration and Additionally, information specific to lands in parks and protected areas crossed by the
loss specific to the PP and CRs where the WTL is proposed to cross ROW was added to Section 7.1 of the EA. This includes the approximate forested area to
these areas to better understand the local impacts and effects. be cleared. Updates include Section 7.1.7.1.1 (Parks and Protected Areas Within the
Study Areas) and Section 7.1.9.1.1 (Changes to Protected Areas).
8 APP 2.0-B Campus Lake Resource Management Plan states “controlled access | n/a Approximately 96% of the Project parallels an existing transmission line, including all
3.2.3 (pg 13) is a fundamental principle in management of the area”. crossings of protected areas. By nature of following the existing transmission line corridor,
including existing access to that corridor, access to the Campus Lake Conservation
The draft EA indicates that new access roads within the CR are Reserve will not be materially different than current conditions due to the Project.
temporary but also states that existing roads will be improved and
maintained permanently. The current state of existing roads may be Existing access trails that are improved to facilitate construction activities will be
limiting access to the area but any improvements may increase decommissioned to a state that deters repeated use similar to its current state. This will
access to the area. include removal of watercourse crossing structures, reclamation of any improved road
grade, and installation of other erosion protection measures as appropriate (e.g., Cross
Recommend mitigation measures to impede access to the CR once drains, placement of large woody material for soil stabilization, etc.).
construction is complete.
9 New access road (proponent’s preferred option), R_2583, deviates n/a The existing trail referenced is narrow and passes through an existing structure making it
from the ROW and from existing cleared land, coming very close to unsuitable for construction traffic. There is no opportunity to widen the trail due to the
the west side of Campus Lake. This will involve additional land presence of exposed bedrock that would likely need blasting in the vicinity of existing
clearing, and it is unclear why the existing access road is not being structures. The proposed ROW is too steep to follow with an access road. Hydro One
utilized instead of this new section of road. This new section of access considered adjusting the existing access to traverse further east around the structure but
road would also create the opportunity for increased access. the presence of guy wires and the steep terrain negated that option.
Recommend exploring opportunities to utilize the existing access road The new access road (R_2583) follows an existing trail that will be reclaimed after
or implement mitigation measures where new access roads adjacent construction and was identified as the best option in this location to minimize overall
to parks/CRs are required. impacts.
10 Section Under Clean-up and Rehabilitation, the proponent states: “Unless n/a As described in Appendix 2.0-B, no helicopter pads are planned within provincial parks.
3.4.1.11 prompt revegetation is required for erosion control, most areas will be One helicopter pad is located within the Campus Lake Conservation Reserve. There were
left to naturally revegetate following grading and stabilizing activities. previously two helicopter pads in this area, but this was reduced to one based on feedback
3.4-25 However, rehabilitation will also include site-specific measures to from Ontario Parks.
promote the nature revegetation of disturbed areas, as appropriate.”
Hydro One will plant seedlings along new off-ROW access roads in conservation reserves
Temporary helicopter landing areas and access roads are proposed and provincial parks. This is limited to roads that require new clearing and new
within CRs and PPs. construction. Where existing roads and trails are used, these areas will be reclaimed to
their pre-existing condition to the extent practicable. In addition, Hydro One will plant
Recommend utilizing enhanced vegetation recovery methods to seedlings in the one temporary helicopter pad within the Campus Lake Conservation
return these areas to their natural condition through native tree Reserve following construction.
planting and native ground cover to help return the impacted sites to
their original state in a faster manner than natural seed-in. Species
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used should be a mix of native tree species and ground cover that is New, on-ROW trails will be reclaimed, and topsoil will be rolled back over the reclaimed
planted throughout impacted areas of the CR and PP (e.g., NOT road. Areas that are subject to erosion, and waterbody crossing locations that have been
clover, grasses, or fescue, a.k.a. MTO seed mix) to avoid the removed after construction will all be seeded with an approved forestry seed mix. The
introduction of non-native species and to ensure the site is returned to reclaimed on-ROW access road will naturally revegetate along with the remainder of the
a condition that reflects what was originally in place. right-of-way and will be managed to support vegetation that is compatible with the safe
operation of the transmission line.
11 Section The use of herbicides and pesticides on the WTL footprint is currently | n/a Please refer to the response to comment #10 for additional details on seeding in provincial
6.4.7.2.1 being considered. The importance of not applying this treatment in a parks and conservation reserves.
manner that will impact First Nations is referenced and states that
6.4 Pg 64/65 “herbicides may be used as an efficient measure for controlling Through engagement during the draft EA process, we heard feedback from Indigenous
noxious weeds within the ROW.” communities and stakeholders regarding concerns with the use of herbicides to remove
and manage vegetation on the Project. After extensive consideration of this feedback,
Applying chemical vegetation control is inconsistent with the park or herbicides will not be used during construction of the Project or for future maintenance of
CR values. Therefore, it is recommended that alternate methods of this transmission line, including within protected areas. The final EA has been updated to
vegetation control be employed in both provincial parks and reflect this.
conservation reserves during the construction, operation, and
maintenance phases. Mitigation measures were included in Section 6.4.7 (Potential Effects, Mitigation Measures,
and Net Effects) to limit the potential to introduce non-native invasive plant species into
Additionally, equipment cleaning protocols are suggested to be new areas.
implemented to mitigate the introduction/spread of invasive species
during construction/operations/maintenance phases.
Using faster methods of vegetation recovery than natural seed-in and
using only native species for this enhanced revegetation within PPs
and CRs.
12 6.6 Fish & Fish | The document states, “In sections where the Project crosses This sentence has been amended to the following: “In sections where the Project crosses
Habitat provincial parks, access roads will be located along existing roads, provincial parks and conservation reserves, access roads will be located along existing
within the proposed ROW or the adjacent existing transmission ROW | n/a roads, within the proposed ROW or the adjacent existing transmission ROW to the extent
6.6.7 Pg 81 to the extent reasonably possible.” Recommend also including this reasonably possible.”
wording for CRs.
13 APP 2.0-B Appendix 2.0-B is intended to demonstrate how the EA meets the n/a Log fills are prescribed only in wet areas where there are no defined channels and are
requirements of Section 21 of the PPCRA with respect to utility lines intended only to maintain natural drainage patterns. There will be no log fills installed in
in PPs/CRs. However, there are some deficiencies with respect to the any actual waterbody.
“mitigation of environmental effects.”
The culvert, likewise, is prescribed in an area where there is no discernible channel but
For example, several log fill crossings and one culvert crossing are where there may be surface flow at various times of the year. Culvert installation and
proposed within the PPs and CR. However, clear-span crossings are removal is deemed to be instream work and therefore cannot be conducted during
preferred as they maintain stream bed/substrate/habitat. restricted activity periods. If work cannot be scheduled to avoid instream work during the
restricted activity period, then a clear span structure will be installed.
Recommend consideration of/include information about crossing
types and enhanced mitigation measures that will apply in PPs and All crossings will be field surveyed and confirmed prior to construction. In the event that an
CRs. unidentified waterbody is encountered during project execution, it will be assessed and an
appropriate crossing method selected and submitted to the governing regulatory authority
for review and approval.
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14 APP 2.0-B Appendix 2.0-B is intended to demonstrate how the EA meets the n/a Additional fly yards were included in the final EA, outside of provincial parks and
requirements of Section 21 of the PPCRA with respect to utility lines conservation reserves, to facilitate helicopter construction operations based on the current
in PPs/CRs. However, there are some deficiencies with respect to the construction schedule and to better enable vegetation clearing outside of sensitive wildlife
“mitigation of environmental effects.” timing windows, to the extent practicable. However, increased helicopter use will not avoid
access road construction because ground crews for foundations will still require
For example, the need to confine/limit grubbing and stripping topsoil conventional (road) access to each tower site. Grubbing and topsoil stripping will be limited
to as minimal an area as possible (l.e., only on the tower sites). to temporary access and at tower locations and increased helicopter use will decrease the
amount of grubbing, stripping and grading at the tower sites. For work completed in the
Increased use of helicopters to build, operate, and maintain the line winter, the overall amount of grubbing and grading will be reduced for all activities.
would eliminate/reduce the need for new/upgraded access roads
and/or reduce the need for grubbing/stripping the topsoil within the
ROW.
In accordance with section 21 of the PPCRA, we recommend greater
consideration for the use of helicopters in the construction/
operation/maintenance of the WTL.
15 7.1 Land & Possible error on calculations for Quetico & TRWOLPP- areas n/a The final EA has been revised accordingly.
Resource Use | provided in LSA and RSA are identical for each park.
Table 7.1-4 Pg
19
16 Section 7.1 Edit: Should read “Ontario Parks: Planning and Management Policies | n/a The final EA has been revised accordingly. Updated to “Ontario Parks: Planning and
(1992)” rather than The Ontario Parks: Planning and Management Management Policies (1992)".
7.1.7.1.2 Pg 40 | Policies (1992)
17 7.1 Land & Recommend including details on potential project impacts to Aaron n/a Utility provisions considered for provincial parks and protected areas are outlined in Table
Resource Use | Provincial Park. Although not within the project footprint, park 7.1-6 (Provisions for Utility Infrastructure in Parks and Protected Areas in the Project
- Figure 7.1.2- | management direction should be considered, as external footprint).
4 Protected development can affect internal park values. E.g. aesthetics &
Areas in the viewscapes, acoustics (particularly during park operating seasons), Aaron Provincial Park is not located within the land and resource use LSA (Section
Study Areas etc. 7.1 [Land and Resource Use]), therefore, potential impacts to this park were not
- Table considered within this section. However, potential impacts related to visual impacts related
7.1.6 Pg 47 to Turtle River-White Otter Lake Provincial Park, Campus Lake Conservation Reserve,
Quetico Provincial Park, Aaron Lake Provincial Park, Kashabowie Provincial Park, the
White Otter Enhanced Management Area, and the Swamp River ANSI are assessed in
7.4 Aesthetics Section 7.4 (Aesthetics).
7.45.2.1 Pg 13 The LSA for the acoustic environment is a 1.5 km buffer on the Project footprint, including
access roads, and was developed based on professional judgement and guidance
provided by AER Directive 038: Noise Control Directive (Directive 038) (AEUB 2007) for
noise assessments in Alberta (no similar guidelines for Ontario have been established).
Aaron Provincial Park is located outside this area. Since noise and vibration attenuate with
distance, potential noise and vibration effects from the Project are expected to be the
highest in the LSA, and any measurable noise and vibration effects due to the Project are
predicted to be generally limited to the LSA.
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18 Section 7.1 Edit: Map legend should not read ‘Designated Camping Site” as these | n/a An updated figure is included in the final EA.
Figure 7.1.7-2 | sites are not designated. They are known and frequently utilized
camping sites. Suggested change would be to re-word to Camping
Site.
19 Section 7.1 Hydro One’s vegetation standard- Recommend including wording on | n/a Please refer to the response to comment #11.
7.1- how vegetation will be managed in provincial parks & CRs- E.g. no
169 Operations | application of chemicals within park or CR boundaries.
and
Maintenance
Stage
and
Table 7.1-35
Pg 184

20 Section 7.1 Edit: Duplication- To support ongoing park use, signs will be installed | n/a Comment acknowledged. The duplicate has been removed from the table.

Table 7.1-35 on the ROW.

Pg 182

21 Throughout In the Draft EA, the proponent uses a “conservative approach” that n/a Additional information related to potential effects and mitigation measures proposed in

identifies all possible locations for all types of infrastructure to choose provincial parks and conservation reserves has been added to the final EA as described in
locations that will be used later (possibly at the permitting stage). This the previous comment responses.
approach is not ideal and may be problematic, as we cannot
understand the project's actual effects at this stage. As the RSA/LSA The Project footprint included in the final EA is based on the most up to date information
did not include analysis of parks and CRs, this approach may prevent available and includes field verification. However, additional engineering design and further
both the proponent and reviewers from understanding in detail the field verification will be completed during the detailed design stage, which is typical for
sensitive areas that will require additional/special mitigation measures large and complex linear projects. As a result, the final EA includes a conservative
or the design/operation/construction changes. footprint. This can be seen in the access plan where multiple access road options have
The final EA should include specific project details about the locations been included. However, generally, only one access road to each structure is expected.
of infrastructure, construction methods, and mitigation measures
within PPs and CRs in order for MECP to conduct a thorough review
of site-specific impacts and for the EA to demonstrate that all the
conditions of Section 21 of the PPCRA are met.

22 WTL The proposed ROW for the WTL runs adjacent to and within 20m of n/a The access road in this area was adjusted to follow the proposed ROW and no longer
Interactive the northern Quetico Park boundary. This does not leave a lot of room crosses Quetico Provincial Park. The updated access road alignment is included in the
Project Map for error and increases the likelihood of illegal access. A new access final EA. The existing transmission line is currently located close to the border of Quetico

road is proposed near this location, and a small yet significant Provincial Park and the addition of the second ROW is not anticipated to significantly
incursion to within the park boundary occurs. change the level of access to the park.

The pull sites located east of this area are also identified as coming

within 11m of the park boundary.

Recommend amending the location of the proposed road and pull-

sites and realigning the WTL ROW north of the existing ROW to allow

for a greater buffer of the park’s northern boundary and, therefore less

chance of error/incursion.
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Table 5: Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks - Environmental Permissions Branch - Bryan Armstrong, Program Analyst - Conservation and Source Protection Branch — June 29, 2023

Document,
# Section and Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number
1 Section 6.3 Source Protection Requirements n/a The Lakehead Region Conservation Authority (LRCA) was contacted for a response

The Clean Water Act, 2006 (CWA) aims to protect existing
and future sources of drinking water. To achieve this,
several types of vulnerable areas are delineated around
surface water intakes and wellheads for every municipal
residential drinking water system that is located in a source
protection area. These vulnerable areas are known as a
Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAS), and surface water
Intake Protection Zones (IPZs). Other vulnerable areas
that can be delineated under the CWA for municipal
drinking water systems include Significant Groundwater
Recharge Areas (SGRASs) and Highly Vulnerable Aquifers
(HVAS). In addition, event-based modelling areas (EBAS)
and Issues Contributing Areas (ICAs) may also occur,
overlapping with one of the four above-named vulnerable
areas.

Projects that are subject to the Environmental Assessment
Act that fall under a Class EA, or one of the Regulations,
have the potential to impact sources of drinking water if
they occur in designated vulnerable areas or in the vicinity
of other at-risk drinking water systems (i.e. systems that
are not municipal residential systems), and source
protection plan policies could apply.

Specifically electrical transmission lines projects that result
from environmental assessments may include activities
that, if located in a vulnerable area, may be considered a
threat to sources of drinking water (i.e. have the potential
to adversely affect the quality or quantity of drinking water
sources) and could be subject to policies in a source
protection plan. Where an activity poses a risk to drinking
water, policies in the local source protection plan may
impact how or where that activity is undertaken. Policies
may prohibit certain activities, or they may require risk
management measures for these activities. Municipal
Official Plans, planning decisions and prescribed
instruments must conform with policies that address
significant risks to drinking water and must have regard for
policies that address moderate or low risks.

For further information on the characteristics and the
technical aspects associated with the drinking water
sources, we encourage the proponent to contact the

to this comment. Their reply, received on August 9, 2023, indicated that the
proposed Project did not cross any WHPA or IPZ and, as such, the LRCA had no
concerns with the Project relating to source water protection.
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Document,
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Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

source protection Watershed Manager Melissa Hughson at
1-807-344-5857 ext 223 for the Lakehead Region
Conservation Authority to seek further information
concerning the assessment reports, its technical appendix
and source protection plan policies (if any is appliable).

2 Section 6.3

Waasigan Transmission Line Project

In the Draft Environmental Assessment Report for the
Waasigan Transmission Line Project, the proponent has
discussed source water protection thoroughly as part of
Section 6.3 Ground Water and Section 6.3.5.2.1.2 Source
Water Protection and Well Supply.

The proponent has noted that the eastern part of the
project is located within the Lakehead Source Protection
Area (LSPA) and that parts of the project cross several
areas designated as significant groundwater recharge
areas (SGRAs) and Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVAS).
The proponent has mapped these areas in Appendix 6.3-C
of the report.

The proponent has also noted the potential project-
environment interactions in section 6.3.6 of the report to
assess impacts on the ground water during the
construction and maintenance aspects of the project. In
addition to this the proponent identified the potential effects
to groundwater quality from spills with proposed mitigation
measures, and the potential change effects to groundwater
guality and quantity from excavations and dewatering
activities with proposed mitigation measures.

It is suggested that the report make specific reference to
associated mitigation measures for activities that may alter
recharge (e.g. vegetation cleaning or road construction) in
SGRAs. The report currently does not specifically account
for the potential water quantity impacts in SGRASs.

n/a

Mitigation measures to address potential changes to groundwater levels and flows
from altered recharge rates due to vegetation clearing, and road and structure
construction are included in the Final EA and apply to the entire Project area,
including SGRA. An additional mitigation measure to avoid locating Project facilities
involving large areas of hardened surfaces, such as construction camps and
laydown yards, in designated SGRA to the extent practicable has also been added
to the Final EA to specifically address potential water quantity impacts to SGRA.
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Table 6: Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks — Northern Region — Guowang Qui, Ph.D, Air Quality Analyst — June 30, 2023

Document,
Section and Page Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Number

Section 6.7.3. It states that Suspended Particulate Matter SPM in n/a The footnote under Table 6.7-3 has been removed.

d) of Table 6.7-3 Ontario is defined as Suspended Particulate Matter (less
than 44 um diameter). It should be noted that the
ministry’s ambient air quality criteria (AAQC) list has
removed the <44 um for suspended particulate matter
(SPM) (https://www.ontario.ca/page/ontarios-ambient-air-
quality-criteria).

Section 6.7.3. The report indicates that ozone baseline data is used to n/a Ozone data was used to estimate the conversion of NOx to NO,. Further details
calculate the NO2 emissions from the Project. However, have been added to Section 6.7.7.1.
no information was provided in the report about how the
modelled NOx concentrations were converted to
NO2 concentrations.

Section 6.7.5. The report indicated that there are no major human-made | n/a There are no major human-made influences on air quality within the LSA, with the
influences on air quality within the LSA except for the exception of the Atikokan Generating Station. The Atikokan Generation Station is
Atikokan Generating Station. It is unclear how far the over 2.5 km away from the ROW and there were no sensitive receptors identified
Atikokan Generating Station is from the proposed in between the transmission line and the Atikokan Generating Station. This is
transmission line, and if the baseline air quality from the stated in Section 6.7.5.
station in Thunder Bay can provide a conservative
representation of existing air quality for the study area, The only sources that could potentially influence the Project include naturally
especially for receptors near the Atikokan Generating occurring sources and those from long range transport. The predominant west
Station. Emissions from the Atikokan Generating Station wind limits contributions are from southern Ontario and the Atikokan Generating
should be included to assess the cumulative impacts of Station; therefore, the Thunder Bay Station is considered most appropriate to
the project if the proposed transmission line is close to the characterize the air quality in this area. This station is located in a much more
generating station and there are sensitive receptors near urban environment than most of the Project and is therefore considered to
the transmission line. provide a conservative representation of existing/background air quality in the

study area.

Section 6.7.5: For the approximate distance and direction from the n/a Table 6.7-5 has been updated with revised distances

Monitoring Station project site, it is unclear how the distance between the

Information station and the project site was calculated. It seems the

Table 6.7-5 station in Thunder Bay is close to the project site near
Lakehead Transformer Station.

Section 6.7.5: Air For the background concentrations shown in Table 6.7-7, | n/a This data is NO,. Table 6.7-7 has been updated to avoid confusion

Quiality Background | it is unclear whether these concentrations are for NO2 or

Concentrations. NOXx. It should be noted that the Ontario Ambient Air
Quiality Criteria are for NO2, instead of NOx.

Table 6.7-7
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6 Section 6.7.7.1

It seems all emission rates are calculated using 24-hr
averaging based on the information from the report. This
method may underestimate air quality effects for
contaminants with 1-hr criteria, standards or guidelines as
construction activities will occur during the daytime, not
over a 24-hr period. For example, for SO2 and NO2, the
emission rates should be calculated using 1-hr averaging
to obtain more accurate/conservative modelling results for
a 1-hr averaging period

n/a

1-hour average emission rates for CO, NOx and SO2 have been added to Table
6.7-18 and were used for comparison to 1 hour or 8-hour project criteria

7 Section 6.7.7.1

It was assumed that, as a worst case, all activities could
occur within any 24 hours and an approximate 10 km
stretch along the ROW, and emission rates were
modelled as a series of volume sources located along a
10 km stretch of the transmission line to represent the
emission sources operating at once in the same volume
of air. The emissions will likely be diluted too much if
emissions from the construction activities spread over
10 km stretch as the stretch is usually less than 1 km for
each construction activity over 24-hr (for example land
clearing, access road construction, staking, geotechnical
investigations or foundation installation, etc.). MECP
previously raised a concern about using emissions spread
over 5 km stretch for other transmission line projects.
Please provide detailed data to support the assumption
that the use of emissions spread over 10 km stretch is
reasonable and conservative for this case.

n/a

As requested, the assessment has been revised to consider a smaller
construction area of 5km in distance with all activities potentially occurring
simultaneously. This still results in approximately 70 vehicles operating
exclusively within a 5 km stretch of construction, which is considered very
conservative and impractical. In reality, not all equipment would be operated
concurrently within the same area, it is likely to be more spread out with multiple
areas of the Project being constructed simultaneously and idling will be minimized
where practical. The assessment has been updated accordingly.

8 Section 6.7.7.1

A screening assessment was conducted to assess the
potential effects on local air quality from the Project. The
predicted concentrations at 100 m from Right-of-Way are
close to the applicable criteria, standards or guidelines for
some contaminants. It is assumed that the modelled
concentrations will be above the applicable criteria,
standards or guidelines for some sensitive receptors
within 100 m from Right-of-Way. It is recommended that
the maximum modelled concentrations be provided for
the sensitive receptor(s) closest to the Right-of-Way. And
more detailed mitigation measures should be included
and a management plan including complaints response
procedures should be developed before the construction
of the Project.

n/a

As requested, modelled concentrations at 50 m from the ROW were added to the
assessment, along with the corresponding number of potential receptors within
50 m. It should be noted, however, that the series of potential air sensitive
receptors were identified using Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
(MNRF) Land Information Ontario (LIO) datasets. The MNRF LIO spatial dataset
identifies existing structures that include, but are not limited to, dwellings,
garages, sheds and barns. These structures have been conservatively
considered as sensitive receptors, but it is anticipated that a number of these
structures may not qualify as sensitive receptors and would require further
verification. In addition, conservation reserves, conservation authority
administrative areas, First Nation reserve lands, provincial parks, Ontario trail
network segments and Ministry of Health service provider locations were also
identified using these datasets and included as potential sensitive receptors.

Hydro One or its contractor(s) will prepare and implement a Dust Control/Air
Quality Plan prior to construction, this will include a complaints response protocol.
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9 Section 6.8.3 There are some typos for Global Warming Potential n/a These values have been corrected in Section 6.8.3. It has been confirmed that
Pages 6.8-5 — 6.8-6 | (GWP). The GWP for CH4 should be 28, and the GWP the correct values were used in all calculations.
for NO2 should be 265. Please correct the typos and
verify the GWP values used in the calculation of GHG
emissions.
10 | Error in the note of | N20O is nitrous oxide instead of nitrogen dioxide. n/a The term ‘nitrogen dioxide’ has been corrected to ‘nitrous oxide’ for Tables 6.8-

Tables 6.8-9, 6.8-
10

9 and 6.8-10. It was confirmed that this error does not occur elsewhere in Section
6.8.
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Document, Section
# | and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

1 Executive
Summary
P.24/25 Conclusion

The document notes the following —

“The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative
is supported by the identification of the Project as a
priority project for the province.”

Hydro One should clarify in their Environmental
Assessment that while the project was referred to as a
priority in the 2013 Long Term Energy Plan, it is not
considered a priority project under Section 96.1 of the
Ontario Energy Board Act.

For clarity, there are two interpretations of having a
transmission project labelled as a priority. The Waasigan
Project (previously referred to as the Northwest Bulk
Project) was labelled a priority in the Ministry of Energy’s
2013 Long Term Energy Plan. This label was utilized to
provide Hydro One with certainty to move ahead with
development work on the project. However, in 2015, the
Ontario Energy Board Act was amended to establish
Section 96.1 which provides Cabinet the power to issue
an Order-In-Council (OIC) to designate a transmission
project as a priority project. For projects designed as
priority projects with the use of an OIC, the Ontario
Energy Board’s determination on project need is waived
when reviewing a Leave to Construct application.

n/a

Comment noted. This sentence has been updated in the Final EA as follows:
“The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative is supported by the
identification of the Project as a priority project for the province in the 2013 Long
Term Energy Plan.”

2 Introduction
p. 5/31
Project Overview

The document notes the following —

“In 2016, 2017 and 2022, the Ministry of Energy and
IESO reassessed the scope and schedule

of the Project and reconfirmed the need for the Project to
support growth and maintain reliable

electricity supply in northwestern Ontario. The Project
was identified as a priority project by the IESO based on
technical, economic, and other considerations.”

Hydro One should clarify in their Environmental
Assessment that while the project was referred to as a
priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long Term
Energy Plan, it is not considered a priority project under
Section 96.1 of the Ontario Energy Board Act.

n/a

Comment noted. The Final EA has been revised to clarify that while the Project
was referred to as a priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long Term Energy
Plan, it is not considered a priority project under Section 96.1 of the Ontario
Energy Board Act.
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Hydro One Response

As with the first comment, the Waasigan Project
(previously referred to as the Northwest Bulk Project) was
labelled a priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long
Term Energy Plan. This label was utilized to provide
Hydro One with certainty to move ahead with
development work on the project. However, in 2015, the
Ontario Energy Board Act was amended to establish
Section 96.1 which provides Cabinet the power to issue
an Order-In-Council (OIC) to designate a transmission
project as a priority project. For projects designed as
priority projects with the use of an OIC, the Ontario
Energy Board’s determination on project need is waived
when reviewing a Leave to Construct application.

3 Alternatives

p. 7/28
Advantages and
Disadvantages of
Alternatives to the
Project

The document notes the following —

“The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative
is supported by the identification of the Project as a
priority project for the province.”

Hydro One should clarify in their Environmental
Assessment that while the project was referred to as a
priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long Term
Energy Plan, it is not considered a priority project under
Section 96.1 of the Ontario Energy Board Act.

As with the first comment, the Waasigan Project
(previously referred to as the Northwest Bulk Project) was
labelled a priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long
Term Energy Plan. This label was utilized to provide
Hydro One with certainty to move ahead with
development work on the project. However, in 2015, the
Ontario Energy Board Act was amended to establish
Section 96.1 which provides Cabinet the power to issue
an Order-In-Council (OIC) to designate a transmission
project as a priority project. For projects designed as
priority projects with the use of an OIC, the Ontario
Energy Board’s determination on project need is waived
when reviewing a Leave to Construct application.

n/a

Comment noted. This sentence has been updated in the Final EA as follows:
“The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative is supported by the
identification of the Project as a priority project for the province in the 2013 Long

Term Energy Plan.”

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023



hyd oF 21

one

Document, Section

# | and Page Number Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
4 Conclusions The document notes the following — n/a Comment noted. This sentence has been updated in the Final EA as follows:
p.6/13 “The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative is supported by the
Advantages and “The selection of the Project as the preferred alternative identification of the Project as a priority project for the province in the 2013 Long
Disadvantages is supported by the identification of the Project as a Term Energy Plan.”

priority project for the province”

Hydro One should clarify in their Environmental
Assessment that while the project was referred to as a
priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long Term
Energy Plan, it is not considered a priority project under
Section 96.1 of the Ontario Energy Board Act.

As with the first comment, the Waasigan Project
(previously referred to as the Northwest Bulk Project) was
labelled a priority in the Ministry of Energy’s 2013 Long
Term Energy Plan. This label was utilized to provide
Hydro One with certainty to move ahead with
development work on the project. However, in 2015, the
Ontario Energy Board Act was amended to establish
Section 96.1 which provides Cabinet the power to issue
an Order-In-Council (OIC) to designate a transmission
project as a priority project. For projects designed as
priority projects with the use of an OIC, the Ontario
Energy Board’s determination on project need is waived
when reviewing a Leave to Construct application.

5 Section 7.7 First The document notes the following — n/a Comment noted. This paragraph has been updated in the Final EA as follows:
Nations Rights,
Interests and Use “In recognition of these rights, the Governments of “In recognition of these rights, the Governments of Canada and Ontario hold the
of Land and Canada and Ontario hold the duty to consult Indigenous duty to consult Indigenous communities about this Project. The Crown may
Resources communities about this Project. However, while the delegate to a proponent the procedural aspects of consultation, but the ultimate

Government of Ontario holds the fiduciary responsibility legal responsibility to meet the duty to consult lies with the Crown.”

p.8 for ensuring adequate and appropriate consultation and
7.7.1.2 accommodation.”

Section 35 Rights
The second sentence is only a fragment and requires
revision. Secondly, its clarity would be improved by the
removal of the term ‘fiduciary’. The Supreme Court of
Canada has stated that ‘...while the Crown’s fiduciary
obligations and its duty to consult and accommodate
share roots in the principle that the Crown’s honour is
engaged in its relationship with Aboriginal peoples, the
duty to consult is distinct from the fiduciary duty that is
owed in relation to particular cognizable Aboriginal
interests.'
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# | and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

As written, the sentence is unclear, and ENERGY would
recommend that Hydro One revise the sentence. For
example: 'The Crown may delegate to a proponent the
procedural aspects of consultation, but the ultimate legal
responsibility to meet the duty to consult lies with the
Crown'.

6 Section 7.8 Métis
Rights, Interests

and Use of Land

and Resources

p.8
7.8.1.2 Section
35 Rights

The document notes the following —

“In recognition of these rights, the Governments of
Canada and Ontario hold the duty to consult Indigenous
communities about this Project. However, while the
Government of Ontario holds the fiduciary responsibility
for ensuring adequate and appropriate consultation and
accommodation.”

The second sentence is only a fragment and requires
revision. Secondly, its clarity would be improved by the
removal of the term “fiduciary’. The Supreme Court of
Canada has stated that ...while the Crown’s fiduciary
obligations and its duty to consult and accommodate
share roots in the principle that the Crown’s honour is
engaged in its relationship with Aboriginal peoples, the
duty to consult is distinct from the fiduciary duty that is
owed in relation to particular cognizable Aboriginal
interests.'

As written, the sentence is unclear, and ENERGY would
recommend that Hydro One revise the sentence. For
example: 'The Crown may delegate to a proponent the
procedural aspects of consultation, but the ultimate legal
responsibility to meet the duty to consult lies with the
Crown'.

n/a

Comment noted. This paragraph has been updated in the Final EA as follows:
“In recognition of these rights, the Governments of Canada and Ontario hold the
duty to consult Indigenous communities about this Project. The Crown may
delegate to a proponent the procedural aspects of consultation, but the ultimate
legal responsibility to meet the duty to consult lies with the Crown.”
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Table 8: Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, Jim Antler, Policy Advisor —June 30, 2023

Document, Section
and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

Section 3.4.1.11 Draft EA - Approximately 30% of access roads and trails n/a Comment acknowledged.
Decommissioning of outside of the ROW will remain in place to provide access
Temporary for operation and maintenance activities. All others will be
Construction decommissioned and rehabilitated.
Infrastructure
Comment — Positive that most access roads and trails will
Page 3.4-24 be decommissioned and rehabilitated. For the roads/trails
that need to remain, it will be important to minimize any
potential impacts to remote tourism facilities/activities and
remote values of the area.
Section 5.6.5 Draft EA - Table 5.6-2 outlines definitions of significant net | n/a Throughout the EA process, Hydro One has been engaging with Indigenous
effects for each criteria. communities, government agencies, landowners, and relevant stakeholders to
Assess the identify concerns related to noise in order to address them in advance of

Significance of Net
Effects

For noise, vibration and visual landscape - net effect
would be considered significant if it is assessed as:

® high magnitude;
® Jong-term to permanent in duration; and
® occurring at any geographic extent.

For Recreation and commercial tourism — significant if
assessed as:

® high magnitude;
® medium to long-term in duration; and
® occurring at any geographic extent.

Comment — Understand the focus on longer-term, more
significant effects. However, short-term noise impacts (i.e.
blasting, heavy equipment) can also impact the enjoyment
of tourists and potentially lead to guest complaints, early
cancellations etc.

Section 7.1.9.8 outlines that noise concerns will be
addressed as they arise through a complaint resolution
mechanism by contacting Hydro One. While this is
appreciated, the key will be how quickly these can be
addressed.

From a visitor perspective, industrial noises can degrade
the wilderness experience, particularly in remote areas.
Given the short-term nature of vacations, timely
responses will be critical. This will be further complicated
by the fact that many remote facilities will not have

construction through the addition of mitigation or avoidance measures.

As stated in Table 6.9-23 of the noise section of the EA, Indigenous
communities, landowners, and relevant stakeholders along the Project will be
notified of the planned construction schedule prior to the start of construction
and prior to specific noisy activities, such as implosion operations (e.g., cable
splicing), in order to reduce potential effects. These measures aim at
identifying as many concerns as possible in advance of construction
recognizing the challenges related to communication and remoteness and how
that would impact individuals making their concerns known. In addition as part
of the complaint resolution mechanism established for construction, timelines
will be established to ensure any grievances received are resolved in a timely
manner.
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Document, Section
and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

phones, internet or other ways for guests to communicate
their concerns until the trip is over.

Section 6.6.7.6

Changes to Public
Access to Fish
Habitats -

Sub-section 6.6.7.6.1:
Potential Effects

Pages 6.6-112 and
113)

Draft EA - The improvement of existing access roads and
development of new access roads for the Project could
result in a negative effect on the abundance of fish
species, through increased access to waterbodies where
populations are present. Access to previously undisturbed
areas introduces opportunity for recreational fishing and
baitfish harvest in populations that have not previously
experienced such pressure.

Increase in commercial outfitters — As harvest pressure
may increase from local recreational fishers, guided
outfitters, who operate commercially and have benefited
from exclusive or limited access to certain areas (i.e.,
creating visitor experiences based on values of
remoteness and wilderness), are likely to see the
expansion of access to have a negative effect on their
activities.

Comment — appreciate the acknowledgement of potential
impacts to remote businesses. Use of the term “exclusive
access” is problematic and should be avoided going
forward. Remote operators do not have exclusive access
to Crown lands. It is the method of access to the area that
may be limited to the areas they utilize (i.e. no existing
roads or trails so access needs to be by air or water).

We recognize there are some in the tourism sector (i.e.
road-based businesses) that may benefit from increased
road/trail access to Crown lands. However, we encourage
Hydro One to maintain remoteness as much as possible,
especially where remote tourism operators are located.

n/a

Hydro One has committed to the use of existing access roads to the extent
possible to limit project disturbances on local businesses and removal of
temporary access infrastructure upon project completion (Section 6.6). Section
6.6.7.6 of the Final EA Report has been amended to remove the “exclusive
access” text.

Section 6.9.6

Description of the
Existing Environment

Sub-section 6.9.6.1;
Methods

Page 6.9-21

Draft EA - The potential PORs (points of reception) in the
Local Study Area for the acoustic and vibration
environment include sensitive land uses with human
activity, including dwellings, campsites or campgrounds,
sensitive institutional uses or sensitive commercial uses
(e.g., hotel or motel).

Comment — Please clarify if tourism lodges, camps and
outposts are considered “sensitive commercial uses.”

n/a

The locations of representative points of reception will be included in the noise
section of the EA. The land use of these representative points of reception will
be provided, however the information is limited to the level of detail available
through the MNRF LIO datasets (i.e., buildings identified but unknown
type/purpose). The representative points of reception are expected to
represent the worst-case noise-sensitive land uses including lodges, camps
and outposts.
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Document, Section
and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

In addition we did not find information on where the PORs
will be located or what type of location they are (i.e.
dwelling, tourism facility).

Section 7.1.7.4

Hunting, Trapping,
and Fishing

Sub-section 7.1.7.4.1:
Regulatory Context
and Regional
Overview

Pages 7.1-104 and
105

Draft EA — quotes a 2015 report talking about fishing as a
key economic driver for northwestern Ontario and that the
remote fishing experience is considered a ‘signature
experience’ for northern regions, offering many sport
fishing opportunities at drive-in, boat-in, and fly-in access
lodges or outposts.

Comment - how will the project maintain, or not degrade,
that existing remoteness?

n/a

Feedback received during the Terms of Reference and EA stages indicated
that there was preference for the Project to be co-located with existing linear
developments to the extent practicable to limit adverse effects, including those
on tourism and “remoteness”. Approximately 96% of the Project parallels an
existing transmission line, thereby minimizing the area of remote land that will
be affected by the Project.

In addition, Hydro One will minimize adverse effects to the existing remoteness
through a number of mitigation measures described throughout the EA
sections including committing to the use of existing access roads to the
greatest extent possible to limit project disturbances on the biophysical
environment, local businesses, tourism operators, and land users. This
includes the removal and/or reclamation of temporary access infrastructure
and access roads where practicable.

Section 7.1.7.5.2.2

Camping, Commercial
Tourism, and
Recreational
Infrastructure

Pages 7.1-144,
145 and 146

Draft EA — There are several paragraphs describing
Regional Tourism Organizations (RTOs) and visitor stats
for angling from 2019.

Page 7.1-146 then notes that “recent information
regarding visitors to RTO 13c was not available...” and,
instead, quotes a 2015 Tourism Northern Ontario report
on angling visitors.

Comment — 2020 is latest year data is available due to
time lag in receiving statistics from Stats Canada — our
Ministry utilizes their National and Visitor Travel Surveys
for visitation data. But travel fell substantially in 2020 due
to COVID.

Note that our regional/sub-regional data does not include
US visitation data. The quality of the data describing US
visits to Ontario is particularly low and as such the ministry
has not released US data at the sub-provincial level since
2014. However, US spending information is available.
Visitor statistics at the RTO level are available here -
https://www.ontario.ca/document/tourism-regions. Select the
region of interest and download the related regional
tourism profile.

The latest visitor data available for the RTO 13c subregion at the time of writing
was from 2019 and was sourced from the MTCS link below.
(https://www.ontario.ca/document/tourism-regions/region-13c-northwest-ontario).

Visitor data for RTO 13c from 2019 is likely a more accurate representative of
visitor activity in the region under normal conditions in comparison to the 2020-
2021 years as numbers during this time were likely much lower than average
due to various provincial, national, and international travel restrictions that were
implemented during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Hydro One acknowledges that regional/sub-regional data does not include
United States (US) visitation data and that the quality of data describing US
visits to Ontario is low as the ministry has not released US data at the sub-
provincial level since 2014. Hydro One will revise the reference to the

2015 Tourism Northern Ontario Report to include the most recent data
available from Statistics Canada regarding provincial, national, and
international spending information.
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and Page Number

Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

Section 7.1.9.6.1 Draft EA - as construction progresses along the line, n/a Feedback received during the Terms of Reference and EA stages indicated

outdoor tourism and recreational land users will gain that there was preference for the Project to be co-located with existing linear
Changes to the general public access to new access roads, which could developments to the extent practicable to limit adverse effects, including those
Quantity and Quality be used for a variety of activities (e.g. ATVing, hiking, on tourism and “remoteness”. Approximately 96% of the Project parallels an
of Lands Available for | fishing). This is predicted to increase net land availability existing transmission line, thereby minimizing the area of remote land that will
Recreation and and access for commercial tourism and recreational land be affected by the Project.
Commercial Tourism use in the LSA, opening new areas to tourism users or a
Activities broader range of individuals and groups. The access plan developed for the Project aims to minimize opening previously

inaccessible areas to users. New access roads are to be built as temporary

Page 7.1-175 Comment - Increased access can open opportunities but it and restored when no longer in use, except those required for ongoing

can also cause issues for the remote sector as noted operations and maintenance of the new transmission line.

above.

Page 7.1-177 does say the following — “Guided outfitters

and tourism establishment areas may lose uncompetitive

or select access to certain areas of the LSA or experience

a perceived decrease in the level of remoteness in areas

of existing use, due to increased access and use of other

outdoor tourism and recreational users.”

Given the potential decrease in remoteness and impacts

to outfitters, what is the mitigation or solution should

impacts occur?
Section 7.4.5.2 Draft EA - Management Guidelines for Forestry and n/a The Draft EA Report included mitigation measures aligned with Section

Results
Sub-section 7.4.5.2.1:
Regulatory and Policy
Setting

Page 7.4-13

Resource-Based Tourism (MNRF 2022c) were reviewed
as they describe a range of practices, tools, and
techniques for protecting resource-based tourism values,
which include visual aesthetics and scenic views. They
indicate that visual effects (e.g., harvest areas or logging
roads visible from resource-based tourism lakes or
waterbodies) are an issue of importance at the resource-
based tourism/forestry interface.

Comment — It is positive that Hydro One reviewed the
Guidelines but what was learned and/or utilized from that
review and how did it shape the management of
viewscapes for the project from a tourism perspective?

3.5 (Visual Aesthetics/Views) of the Management Guidelines for Forestry and
Resource-Based Tourism such as retaining vegetation and landforms to the
extent practicable to provide screening of activity and Project components.
Additional mitigation measures from this document have been added to the
land and resource use and visual aesthetics EA sections (Table 7.1-48 and
Table 7.4-12, respectively) such as adjusting locations of transmission
structures to reduce effects to visual quality, where practicable.
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Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

9 Section 10.6
Adaptive Management

Page 10.6-14

Draft EA - Table 10.6-1: Construction Monitoring Program
- notes that for land and resource use the objective is to
monitor complaints and use issue resolution through:

e Encouraging land and resources users to share any
issues and concerns with Hydro One and its contractor
during the construction stage.

Comment - Issue resolution should be available during the
planning phase. Waiting until construction means Hydro
One will be approved to do a variety of activities so any
complaints will only be dealt with via modifications of
already approved activities (which may not satisfy those
with concerns).

n/a

Issues and concerns identified during the planning phase would be received
through engagement during the EA which would be addressed by maodifying
the Project footprint, activities, mitigation measures and/or commitments
included in the EA. Those identified after EA approval would be addressed
through an adjustment to Project activities and/or mitigation, and would be
incorporated into the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) for construction.
Text in the EA will be adjusted as follows: “Hydro One will encourage land and
resources users to share any issues and concerns with Hydro One and its
contractor during the planning of the project (i.e., through the EA process or
post-EA engagement) and throughout the construction stage.”
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Table 9: Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry - Londa Mortson, Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Manager, Northwest Region — July 7, 2023

Document,
# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number
1 General - The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry District boundaries and | When referencing specific Districts, please ensure the correct | Hydro One has revised the applicable text

Administrative

names have changed. Thunder Bay District is now Thunder Bay-lgnace
District, Dryden and Fort Frances Districts have amalgamated to
become Dryden-Fort Frances-Atikokan District.

District name is used. i.e., Thunder Bay-Ignace District, and
Dryden-Fort Frances-Atikokan District.

MNRF will provide a map showing the new District
boundaries.

throughout the EA to reflect the updated MNRF
district names.

2 General -
Administrative

Clarification of technical terms used in the Draft EA will improve
readers understanding. A glossary or definitions section would be a
beneficial addition to this document.

Example — The EA should clearly define the structure of each water
crossing type, including the difference between a Clear Span and Clear
Span Causeway.

Please include a section for definitions of uncommonly used
terms in the Final EA.

Suggested terms: lodfill, clearspan, clearspan causeway,
culvert causeway, road access easement, borrow pit, fly yard
vs helipad.

Comment acknowledged, This will be included in
the Final EA Report as part of the glossary. The
definitions of the terms requested are also
provided below.

Lodfill: water crossing type used for small drainage
areas that allows water to move under/through the
crossing structure. Consists of logs being laid in
the lowest area covered by a layer of geotextile
and fill material.

Clearspan: a structure that spans the entire
watercourse without any instream work required.
Temporary bridge structures, steel rig mats or
other similar structures can be used to achieve a
clearspan across a watercourse.

Causeway: an anthropogenic section of raised
road across low or wet ground.

Road Access Easement: agreement reached with
land rights holder to use designated area for
construction access.

Borrow Pit: Source of material used typically for
access construction when suitable in situ materials
are not available.

Fly Yard: designated area used for assembly of
transmission line towers. Towers are flown in from
the fly yard to the designated tower locations when
using heli-erection techniques. Size of fly yards will
range in size typically from ~3 ha to 15 ha
depending on land availability and project need.
Helipad: designated area for safe landing and
takeoff of helicopters when performing stringing
activities. Typical dimensions are 60m x 60m.

3 General - MNRF will be reviewing the Final EA to ensure concerns brought Ontario has delegated the procedural aspects of consultation | Comment acknowledged
Indigenous forward by Métis Nation of Ontario and Indigenous Communities to HONI and MNRF will be reviewing the Consultation Record
regarding herbicide use, resource harvesting areas, and culturally and Final EA to ensure concerns brought forward have been
sensitive areas, have been addressed. addressed.
4 General - Project | There is limited information in the EA that details decommissioning, The EA should contain commitments that detail what Section 3.4.1.11 of the Final EA Report has been
Description rehabilitation, mitigation, or compliance. The document often indicates | standards and methodologies will be used to ensure updated to include additional information on

that components will be “decommissioned in accordance with

adequate decommissioning of temporary sites. The EA needs
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applicable regulatory requirements”. MNRF is not able to fully assess to include a more robust plan that outlines what standards reclamation for the Project based on the

whether our mandated interested are being addressed or net effects rehabilitation will follow. information below.

being appropriately considered. The MNRF is requesting an Environmental Protection Plan be
submitted with the Final EA This will allow the Ministry to Rough clean-up and interim reclamation activities
understand proposed mitigation measures, project impacts will take place throughout the construction of the
and ensure an appropriate compliance and monitoring plan Project. These activities will include, but not be

limited to, removing refuse, grading disturbed
areas, contouring disturbed slopes to a stable
profile, and re-establishing natural drainage
patterns. Final reclamation will be completed
outside of frozen conditions as soon as weather
and soil conditions permit. Reclamation efforts
within and near wetlands will be completed as
soon as reasonably possible to reduce the
potential impact and to take advantage of access.

Flagging, signage and other markings will be
removed upon construction completion. Likewise,
all waste, geotextile, silt fencing, filter fabric, wood
debris, and other Project waste will be removed
from Project Site and will be properly disposed.

A detailed Project Reclamation Plan will be
developed, based on reclamation requirements
established through the regulatory process,
including input from stakeholders, and regulators.
As a component of the Reclamation Plan, a post-
construction assessment process will be
established. The following general reclamation
measures, at minimum, will apply:

e Re-grade areas with rutting and erosion gullies.

e Re-contour disturbed areas to restore drainage
patterns and the approximate preconstruction
profile.

® Restoration measures, including cultivation or
otherwise, to alleviate soil compaction on areas
affected by construction, will be undertaken in
consultation with the landowner, as appropriate,
following the completion of construction and
removal of temporary construction access
where soil compaction issues are present.

e Replace topsoil evenly over all areas that have
been stripped. Postpone topsoil replacement
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# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number

during wet conditions or high winds to prevent
damage to soil structure or erosion of topsoil.

e Natural revegetation will be used as the
preferred method of reclamation. Seeding and
planting will be limited to erosion-prone areas
(e.g., steep slopes), or where required by
landowner commitments, or regulatory
authorization.

e Waterbody crossing locations that have been
removed after construction will be restored to
pre-construction drainage patterns and
seeded/planted with native vegetation (wetland
seed mix and shrub stock appropriate for the
site conditions and surrounding vegetation
community).

e Temporary watercourse crossing structures and
all materials will be removed upon project
completion in accordance with approvals from
MNRF, DFO and Conservation Authorities as
warranted. Banks may be recontoured, as
needed.

e Snowfill and ice bridge removals will comply
with DFQO’s Interim code of practice: temporary
stream crossings.

e All permit requirements and applicable
measures from DFO’s Measures to Avoid
Causing Harm to Fish and Fish Habitat
including Aquatic Species at Risk will be
followed.

e Disturbed areas will be stabilized and restored
to prevent erosion, Erosion and sediment
control measures will be kept in place until all
disturbed ground has been stabilized.

5 General - There appears to be several attachments missing in the appendix that Please ensure all applicable appendices and referenced Comment acknowledged.
Appendices are being referred to in the text information is included in the Final EA.
Example: (Attachment 6.5-B-7, in Appendix 6.5-B). Referenced in the
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Section 6.5-53

Example: page 10.4-7 “The list of environmental commitments for the
Project are summarized in Appendix 10.0-A. This list includes
commitments summarized in Appendix E of the ToR, as well as those
identified through the preparation of the Draft EA Report.” — Appendix
10.0 A did not include a list of commitments.
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6 General - Invasive | Invasive species The Draft EA does not specify how the dispersal of invasive Section 6.4 (Vegetation and Wetlands) of the Final
species species will be mitigated. EA Report includes multiple sections on assessing

For example, a pathway of spread for some species like the the potential effects and identification of
Spongy moth (i.e., gypsy moth, Lymantria dispar) is through appropriate mitigation measures for the

human facilitated movements on transports etc. introductiqn and spyead of no_xious and invasive
Section 3.3.6 in the project description (equipment/material plan species. Additional details have been added
laydown areas) indicates that most material will be on the proposed mitigation measures including the

transported by truck to sites along the ROW, but it is unclear | information below.
where the building materials will be sourced from.
All equipment and vehicles destined for the Project
will arrive in clean condition (i.e., free of soil and/or
plant material) and will adhere to the Clean
Equipment Protocol for Industry (Halloran, et al.,
2013). From there, biosecurity planning for the
Project follows with an assessment of the potential
pathogens, invasive species, and the areas of risk,
overlain by the Project footprint, the access plan,
and especially the access points from public
roadways.

Best practices will be employed to limit the
potential for spread of invasive weed species and
soil-borne pathogens throughout the Project, as
well as consideration of more intensive measures
on a site-specific basis, as needed. The contractor
will minimize the number of vehicles and
equipment travelling across lands within areas of
concern as much as reasonably possible. Al ROW
traffic will be restricted to a single, established
travel lane and only use approved access routes.

Transmission line materials are often specialized
and are only available from specific suppliers.
Many of the major materials (i.e., tower steel,
conductor, foundation materials) will be sourced
from manufacturers outside of North America.

Reference:

Halloran, J., Anderson, H., and Tassie, D. 2013.
Clean Equipment Protocol for Industry.
Peterborough Stewardship Council and
Ontario Invasive Plant Council.
Peterborough, ON.
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7 General - Former | Former Steep Rock Mine Site At this time, MNRF projects that the Steep Rock pit lake will Information provided has been noted. Hydro One
Steep Rock Mine decant into the greater environment at approximately 394- has evaluated the potential impacts of the
Site 395m above mean sea level (amsl) with an approximate date | anticipated future lake levels on the project. The
of 2070. area will continue to be monitored and any
Upon review of the mapping information, we have the flooding, iffwhen it materializes, and any warranted
following concerns. mitigation will be considered collectively with all of
e Tower 2A-025 construction elevation is 378.1m (assuming Hydro One’s system asselts.
amsl). This tower base will be approximately 16.9m below
the estimated final elevation of the Steep Rock pit lake.
e Tower 2A-026 construction elevation is 381.3m. This tower
base will be approximately 13.7m below the estimated final
elevation of the Steep Rock pit lake.
e Tower 2A-038 construction elevation is 386.3m. This tower
base will be approximately 8.7m below the estimated final
elevation of the Steep Rock pit lake.
Access Roads R_5013, 5012, 5014, 5059 are proposed to be
in an area that is closed under the Public Lands Act (PLA)
(please note that the road head is gated and signed) as the
area produces large amounts of Acid Rock Drainage (ARD)
and is contaminated with metals in soil and we do not want
the area to be further disturbed. Additional activity in this area
will increase ARD and will lead to contaminating undisturbed
areas.
8 Main Report Page | “Herbicides will be restricted within the waterbody buffer zone (30 m) MNRF recommends a 60m buffer from waterbodies, with Through engagement during the Draft EA process,
ES-7 unless the herbicide application is conducted by ground application ground spray application used within that 60 m distance. In Hydro One heard feedback from Indigenous
equipment or otherwise approved by the relevant regulatory agency.” the Final EA please include the minimum buffer distance from | communities and stakeholders regarding concerns
FMPs require a min of 60m for aerial tending and up to 120m for a water feature with ground application and suggested timing | with the use of herbicides to remove and manage
sensitive water features. restrictions. vegetation on the Project. After extensive
Additional text regarding this is also included on ES-11 in relation to fish consideration of this feedback, herbicides will not
and fish habitat. be used during construction of the Project or for
future maintenance of this transmission line. The
Final EA Report has been updated to reflect this
change.
9 Main Report Page | “A Vegetation Management Plan including measures to protect rare MNRF would like to see a Vegetation Management Plan Compatible vegetation includes vegetation
ES-8 Page ES-9 plants and rare vegetation communities will be developed and included in the Final EA to more fully describe proposed beneath and within the ROW that will grow to a
implemented.” mitigation measures and avoid potential permitting delays. height that will not interfere with the safe operation
“Suitable vegetation management procedures will be implemented to This should include considerations of compatible vs of transmission lines. This includes groundcover
avoid and minimize the introduction and spread of noxious and invasive | incompatible vegetation, if there is any intention to relocate vegetation and shrub species.
plants.” vegetation, and monitoring of management procedures after
completion. Additional information on vegetation management
“Vegetation removal activities will be avoided within wildlife restricted Please identify in the Final EA what mitigations will be has been included in the Final EA in Sections
activity periods, to the extent practicable.” implemented in situations where avoidance is not practicable. | 3.4.2.3, including information on compatible versus
Please elaborate on what is considered “compatible” non-compatible vegetation species. Currently,
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there is no intention to relocate vegetation, unless

“Compatible vegetation will be allowed to grow back in the ROW to identified by Indigenous communities. Monitoring

provide cover and reduce line of sight for predators.” of restoration will be included in the EPP which will
be available at least 90 days in advance of
construction.

Where avoidance of wildlife restricted activity
periods is not possible, Hydro One will obtain any
necessary permits and approvals (e.g., permits
under the Endangered Species Act) in order to
complete the work.

10 Main Report Page | “Construction of temporary (e.g., access roads) and permanent (e.g., The Final EA should identify the locations of access roads Approximately 113 ha of access roads extend into
ES-9 towers) structures will be limited in wetlands or within 30 m setback and tower locations that will be proposed to be constructed non-PSW wetlands and 356 ha occurs within the
from a wetland to the extent practicable.” within the 30m setback from a wetland. 30 m buffer, according to mapping data.

Approximately 30% of access roads and trails
outside of the ROW will remain in place to provide
access for operation and maintenance activities.
All others will be decommissioned and
rehabilitated using applicable and appropriate
methods and standards as discussed in the Final
EA Report.

Tower locations proposed in the EA are not within
PSWs; however, 109 towers are proposed to be
located within wetlands, according to mapping
data. One tower is proposed within 30 m of a
PSW, while 170 towers are proposed within 30 m
of a wetland.

The above information has been added to the
Final EA per MNRF’s comment. Mitigation
measures are included in Section

6.4.7.3 regarding work within wetlands.

11 Main Report Page | “Further, despite some increase in fragmentation, most ecosystems Please identify the mitigation planned for areas where Less than 1% of each of SAR and SOCC habitat

ES-9 that host plant SAR, plant SOCC and plant species of traditional use fragmentation is anticipated to help reduce the isolation of occurs within the Project footprint. Additionally,
are expected to remain abundant and well connected across the LSA. these features from each other, especially in relation to there will be less than 1% change to available
Therefore, with the implementation of avoidance and mitigation vegetation with limited reproductive mobility. habitat associated with Traditional Use plants.
measures, the net effects on vegetation and wetlands (i.e., upland, SAR, SOCC and Traditional Use plants occur
wetland and riparian ecosystems, SAR, SOCC and traditional plant throughout the RSA such that the Project is
species) are not expected to result in significant adverse effects.” unlikely to impact dispersal trends across the

landscape.

Recommended mitigation strategies within the EA,
and the future EPP will support natural
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regeneration of native species in areas with stable
ground to allow re-establishment of local,
compatible species within the ROW. Standard
mitigation strategies, including and not limited to,
arrival to site with clean machinery, will prevent
colonization of invasive species, further promoting
natural regeneration.

12 Executive
Summary Page 13

It is unclear in the Draft EA, what the potential is for road closures or
restricted access during construction. Note that authorizations to re-
establish road networks that are closed for resource management
purposes (such as Ann Bay Road, for example) will be required from
MNRF.

MNRF permits and authorizations are required for these items
and planning processes would need to be undertaken to
establish road closures and no hunting zones. Including more
detailed information in the EA about these potential
requirements will streamline the permitting and planning
process as it will address information/application
requirements and public and Indigenous consultation
requirements.

Unless otherwise directed by regulatory agencies,
Hydro One does not anticipate requiring closure of
any public roads during construction operations.
Traffic control may be required from time-to-time
which may cause short duration
interruptions/delays to road users.

13 Executive The EA specifies that a communications plan will be implemented that | Include in the Final EA, the timing of notification about Minimum 48-hour notification in advance of major
summary will set out standards regarding communications on project updates construction activities, and the mechanism of how these activities commencing will be provided to
Page 17 and community relations, such as providing advance notice of notifications will roll out (newspaper add, mail out, etc.) Indigenous Communities, directly affected
construction activities. While it is recognised that specific information on landowners, or as otherwise required by
certain communications may not be known at this time, information permits/approvals. Notification will typically be
such as how are in advance affected/interested parties will be notified completed via email or phone call. Signage will be
of construction activities should be included in the EA. The EA states a posted identifying active construction areas along
commitment to avoid or minimize adverse effects and disturbances to public roadways to better communicate hazards to
resource users (table 5.2-1; EA approach- page 17). local road users. Details of construction
activities/schedule are anticipated to be made
available via Hydro One’s project website;
however, this will be confirmed closer to
construction.
14 Executive It appears that the Rainy River District was omitted in the community As a large portion of this project occurs in the Rainy River The spatial boundaries for the population and
summary well being, infrastructure, and economy Assessment Results District, it is important to include this area in the assessment demographics LSA, quality of life LSA,
Page 18 discussion. For example, the population status in the Rainy River to create a wholesome EA that outlines what communities will | Transportation and Infrastructure LSA, and

district, where a large portion of this project occurs, is not discussed.
Tourism is also a major contributor to the local economy and employer
in this area and does not appear to be discussed in this section. The
town of Atikokan, and communities in unorganised areas, such as
Sapawe, are not discussed.

Furthermore, the effects to quality of life may be underestimated in the
EA and not be restricted to short term effects as suggested in the draft
EA, as permanent components will affect some stakeholders
permanently. Also noted that this sentence in the EA is not complete
and reads “Given the nature of the Project, the potential nuisance
effects to quality of life and effects to (no item specified?) are expected
to be short term in duration”.

be affected by the project. For transparency, it is also
important to acknowledge that the project will result in a long-
term occupation of the landscape and not all nuisance effects
experienced by stakeholders will be short term in nature.

community facilities LSA describes in Section
7.2 (Community Well-Being) were selected based
on the following rationale:

e Ability (and size) of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous communities within commuting
distance of the Project and construction
segments to accommodate temporary supply;

e Extent in which potential nuisance and public
safety effects are expected,;

e Extent in which effects to transportation and
energy infrastructure are expected; and

e Ability (and size) of Indigenous and non-
Indigenous communities from which the Project
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may source water, waste, or emergency
services for the Project (based on their service
capacity and proximity to the Project).

The spatial boundaries for the labour force and
local economy LSA and government finances LSA
described in Section 7.3 (Economy) were selected
based on the following rationale:

e The area from which the direct construction and
operation workforce could be drawn;

® The area from which materials, goods, and
services needed to construct and operate the
Project could be sourced (acknowledging that
specialized materials, goods, and services are
not likely to be readily available in the area);
and

e Indigenous communities affected by the Project
(i.e., communities potentially affected by
employment and procurement opportunities).

Communities considered within the EA included
the following:

® The District of Thunder Bay which considers
Indigenous communities and
unincorporated/unorganized rural settlement
areas and townships including:

e Thunder Bay Metropolitan Area (which
includes the Municipality of Oliver
Paipoonge, Municipality of Neebing, and the
townships of Shuniah, Conmee, O’Connor,
and Gillies);

e Townships such as Finmark, East Gorham
(which consists of the townships of Gorham,
Jacques, and Lappe), Kabaigon,
Kaministiqua, Kashabowie, Mabella, North
Mcintyre, Shabaqua, Shabaqua Corners,
Shebandowan, Sistonnes Corners,
Sunshine, Toimela, Uppsala; and

e [ndigenous communities including Fort
William First Nation, Ojibway Nation of
Saugeen, Lac des Mille Lacs First Nation,
and Métis Nation offices for MNO Region
1 (Northwestern Ontario Métis Community),
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MNO Region 2 (North Superior Métis
Community), and Red Sky Métis
Independent Nation.

e The District of Kenora which considers
Indigenous communities and
unincorporated/unorganized rural settlement
areas and townships including:

e City of Dryden;

e Townships such as Borpus Corners, Butler,
Dinorwic, Dyment, Greater Oxdrift (which
consists of the townships of Aubrey, Britton,
Brownbridge, Eton, Rugby, Van Horne,
Wainwright, and Zealand), Two Mile Corner,
and Wabigoon; and

® [ndigenous communities including Migisi
Sahgaigan (Eagle Lake First Nation), Lac
Seul First Nation, and Wabigoon Lake
Ojibway Nation.

e Communities within the District of Rainy River
limited to the Town of Atikokan and Indigenous
communities and unincorporated/unorganized
rural settlement areas including Sapawe,
Kawene, Couchiching First Nation, Seine River
First Nation, Mitaanjigamiing First Nation,
Nigigoonsiminikaaning First Nation, and Lac La
Croix First Nation.

It should be noted that the Project is not expected
to result in adverse impacts to Indigenous and
non-Indigenous communities within the District of
Rainy River outside of those considered within the
assessment as in Table 7.2-4 (Community Well-
Being Spatial Boundaries) and Table 7.3-

3 (Economy Spatial Boundaries). Communities not
listed above are likely to have limited or no service
capacity and the Project will not draw resources
from these settlement areas.

Based on the above rationale for the spatial
boundaries, the inclusion of the whole Rainy River
District in the Community Well-being and Economy
assessments was not deemed necessary.
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Standard transmission line routing principles were
used to define the most favorable Project footprint
that would have the least overall impacts from an
Indigenous culture, values and land Use, socio-
economic, natural environment, and technical and
cost perspective. This included following existing
infrastructure and utilizing existing access roads
(where practicable) to minimize vegetation
clearing, disturbances to land and resource users,
and avoid impacts to the environment. Hydro One
has prioritized the minimization of negative effects
of the Project on the environment for the entirety of
the Project and recognizes the importance of
maintaining ecological integrity, cultural values,
and recreation opportunities, particularly within
protected areas. This has led to the identification
of site-specific design changes and mitigation
measures to limit permanent adverse effects to
Indigenous communities and stakeholders
including the development of mutually beneficial
agreements (where appropriate) with affected
rights holders, stakeholders, tenure holders,
including guided outfitters and BMA/BHA licence
holders.

Hydro One has also corrected the text in the
executive summary from “Given the nature of the
Project, the potential nuisance effects to quality of
life and effects to (no item specified?) are
expected to be short term in duration.” To “Given
the nature of the Project, the potential nuisance
effects to quality of life and effects to community
well-being are expected to be short term in
duration.”

Additionally, Hydro One met with MNRF on August
18", 2023 to discuss comments on the draft EA
including Comment #14 (Table 9 — Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry - Londa Mortson,
Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Manager,
Northwest Region - July 7, 2023). MNRF
acknowledged the rationale provided above and
did not provide additional comments and/or
feedback.
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15 S. 0.0, p. ES- To extract aggregate under the Aggregate Resources Act, an Review the requirements for an aggregate application and The Final EA will be updated to identify that
3, ES-13, S. aggregate licence is required for private land and an Aggregate permit | ensure they are reflected in the text. Please refer to the cover | aggregate pit applications will follow the MNRF
1.1,p.3 is required to operate a pit or quarry on Crown land. If a new letter for links to requirements. process outlined at
permit/licence be required, an application must be submitted with https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-
S.7.1,p. 69 MNRF. resources#section-7.
Additional approvals may be required during the application process
p. 98, Table through various Iegislation{regulations, includ'ing Planning Act, Ontario
7297 Water Resources Act, Environmental Protection Act, Endangered
' Species Act.
16 Introduction Table | Table 1.7-a: Summary of Potential Provincial Permits, Approvals and MNRF recommends the following edits: The requested edits have been incorporated into
1.7-1 Authorizations the Final EA.

This table requires updating for conciseness and providing additional
text to accurately reflect the permits and approvals MNRF administers.
Examples: Additional text is required, stating that aggregate permits
are required to operate pits on quarries on Crown land and private land
in designated parts of the province

Public Lands Act (PLA), 1990

Clarifying that work permits are required for

e Construction and improvement of roads, trails, and water
crossings

Work planned in-water or on shoreland on both Crown and

private land Clarifying that occupational authority (e.g., land

use permit) is required for

e temporary construction camps, laydown areas, helipads,
etc. Clarifying that other authorizations PLA may be
required

e Travel permits for restricted roads
e Consents to deposit
e Letters of authorization

e Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU)
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA), 1997

Listing the potential authorizations that may be required to
support the project:

e Licence to Collection Fish for Scientific Purposes
¢ Wildlife Scientific Collector’s Permit
e Authorization to Destroy/Take/Possess Nests or Eggs

e Authorization to Interfere With/Destroy a Black Bear or
Furbearing Mammal Den, Beaver Dam

e Term Agent or Individual Authorization to trap nuisance
beaver
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® Notice of Possession to possess a dead animal
Crown Forest Sustainability Act (CFSA), 1994

Remove the duplication of Forest Resource Licenses
referenced in the table.

Aggregate Resources Act (ARA), 1990

Additional text to identify the permit require for pits and
quarries.

e Permit for the extraction of aggregate on Crown land

e Permit for the operation of pits and quarries on Crown land
and on private land in designated parts of the province.
Forest Fires Prevention Act (FFPA), 1990

Clarifying that tree clearing is regulated under the Crown
Forest Sustainability Act, while burning is regulated under the
Forest Fires Prevention Act.

Exclude the reference to a work permit issued under the
Forest Fires Prevention Act. Additionally, Public Lands Acts is
incorrectly labelled in this table as part of MECP’s mandate.
This should be corrected to reflect that the PLA is
administered by MNRF.

More information on which permits are required under which
Acts can be found by looking up the respective Acts in E-laws
and reviewing the applicable legislation and regulations.

17 Evaluation of Table 2.2-3: Criteria Categories and Criteria Going forward, please adjust as needed to reflect this change | Comment acknowledged. Barn swallow is listed as
Alternatives Please note that Barn Swallows are now listed as Special Concern on in Endangered Species Act Threatened under the SARA and was included as
Table 2.2-3 Ontario’s Species at Risk List. status. a SAR species.
Page 2.2-21
18 Evaluation of For clarity, the forms of land use occupational authority on Crown Land | Suggest to re-phrase to land use occupational authority when | Comment acknowledged. The text will be updated
alternatives that will be granted for components of the project (land use permits, for | referencing land tenure on Crown Land to avoid confusion. to “private land rights and occupational authority
the most part) do not grant right, title or interest in the land. The on Crown land” where appropriate.
document frequently refers to the “land rights” that will be
required/acquired as part of the project (for example on page 2.2-17).
19 Project “Removal of riparian vegetation will be limited to the extent necessary, | Please clarify what the intended ROW will be for clearing Section 3.3.5 has been updated to indicate a
Description and to the requirement of the access road or trail width only. Removal along waterways, as there are discrepancies between 10 m-wide ROW for equipment access to
3.35 of compatible vegetation at waterbody crossings along the transmission | sections of the main report as currently written. waterbody crossing structures.
Waterbody line alignment ROW will generally be limited to a 6 m-wide ROW for
Crossings equipment access to waterbody crossing structures (e.g., temporary
Page 3.3-11 bridges). Additional removal of incompatible vegetation may be

required for technical or safety reasons as appropriate.”
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Previously, the Executive Summary (ES-10) stated that “Clearing at
water crossings along the ROW will generally be limited to a 10 m wide
ROW for equipment access to water crossing structures (e.g.,
temporary bridges).”

20 Project The TOR indicates that Memorandums of Understandings (MOUs) may | Many of the roads identified for access are included in Forest | Approximately 30% of access roads and trails
Description be required (table 11-1 page 207) for road use and the EA states that management Plans and managed by SFL holders or other outside of the ROW will remain in place to provide
Waterbody approximately 30% of roads outside the ROW will be required to interested parties. The MNRF will require confirmation that access for operation and maintenance activities.
crossings (s. remain in place for operation and maintenance activities (project agreements have been made with other MOU holders to All others will be decommissioned and
3.3.5) description s. 3.4.1.11). ensure road use, maintenance and monitoring is consistent rehabilitated using applicable and appropriate
Executive All Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) engaged for access need to | with road agreements and forest management plans. methods and standards. At this stage in the
Summary consider current use and authorizations. Use of forestry roads need to | MNRF will require confirmation that agreements are in place | Project, it is unknown which access roads will be
S. 3.3.10 consider the authorization under the Forest Management Plan. If use, with SFL holders. MNRF recommends these discussions left in place to support operations and

potential upgrades, or permanency are anticipated to change, occur prior to the Final EA so that sites can be appropriately | maintenance of the transmission line. Engagement
amendments to the approved FMP may be required under the Crown selected for our review and approval. with Indigenous communities and appropriate
Forest Sustainability Act(1994). Similarly, amendments to existing stakeholders, including the MNRF, will occur prior
Road Use management strategies may be required for potential to determining which roads will not be removed
upgrades, use and permanency with Crown land road administered and any necessary permits/approvals will be
under the Public Lands Act (1990). obtained.

It is noted that the routine inspections of the ROW and access roads Agreements with SFL holders or other MOU

will occur on an annual basis that will monitor erosion in table 10.6.2. It holders will be established prior to construction

is also recognised that the EA acknowledges that in addition to MOUs activities commencing.

with the Crown, Agreements may be required between/among the For SFL holders, no road use will occur until after
various entities of road owners and custodians (e.g., groups with an overlapping licence agreement is signed and
existing MOUs, SFL holder, other stakeholders with road interests etc.). submitted to the MNRF. For other owned roads,
In MNRF'’s review of the Draft EA, site selection for temporary uses use will be covered in an MOU or road use

was not described. MNRF notes that some temporary laydown areas agreement and confirmed with the MNRF as
identified were recently planted/regenerated. MNRF encourages site required.

selection in previously disturbed locations vs undisturbed. Temporary use sites will likewise be covered

under agreements with SFL holders and other
stakeholders as required and permitted through
the MNRF. It is not possible to conclude these
agreements prior to the submission of the Final

EA.

21 Project The EA does not indicate if lighting used in the laydown areas will be Please describe the potential impacts of industrial lighting on | Electricity for lighting at laydown areas will form
Description considerate of reducing light pollution or how will they be powered terrestrial species in laydown areas or ancillary locations, and | part of the overall load of the construction camp /
Equipment/ (e.g., solar). Have the effects of lighting in these areas on terrestrial what measures will be taken to reduce those impacts. laydown area. Electricity will be supplied through
material Laydown | species been considered in the EA? grid connected power or generators as
areas (s. 3.3.6) appropriate. LED lighting will be used to focus light

downward and reduce wasted light.

The impact of Project lighting on wildlife was
assessed as a project interaction under sensory
disturbance. This interaction was considered for all
criteria in Section 6.5.7, 6.5.8 and 6.5.10
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22 Project description | The TOR indicates that worker camps are expected to be established To facilitate review of impacts and mitigation measures, the Revised construction camp locations are included
Construction along the transmission line in select locations along the preferred route. | MNRF will need to see camp site locations proposed on in the Final EA report based on additional field
Camps (s. The EA mapping product doesn’t show camp locations being along the | Crown land. reconnaissance completed and the suitability of
3.3.8) lines, and there do not appear to be proposed alternative camp the proposed sites. Eleven potential locations are
locations for each section of the line. If construction camps are to be located 30m from any included in the Final EA Report and only three
Temporary It is unclear what the occupancy of each campsite is. Further detail is waterbodies, it is anticipated that right of ways to water construction camps are expected to be required.
Construction needed regarding occupancy and projected length of use. sources will be required to facilitate water supply to the camp. | The remaining locations with either not be used or
Camps The EA specifies that water sources will be obtained from municipal The ROW requirements should be described in the could be used as laydown areas during
Page 3.3-12 sources where possible, or from groundwater wells. Due to the corresponding EPP (will waterlines be buried, or lain on top of | construction.
remoteness of a large portion of this line, it is not anticipated that the ground).
municipal sources will be easily utilized. Likewise with municipal At peak construction periods, the temporary
sewage disposal services. Please provide more information related to the establishment | construction camp is expected to house up to
“Camps will be located at least 30 m from any waterbodies and will be | of temporary construction camps, such as management of 350 people. Plans for wastewater management
located within previously disturbed areas, to the extent practicable.” overburden. include on-site treatment and disposal in a septic
bed. Application for the use of this septic bed will
be submitted to NWHU and MECP. The source of
water will either be a drilled well or sourced from
the nearest waterbody or stream. Municipal waste
will be disposed of either through a registered
carrier or using approved on-site incinerators.
Upon Project completion, the site will be reclaimed
in accordance with standards agreed upon by
Hydro One, their contractor, and applicable
regulatory agencies (e.g., MECP, and MNRF).
23 Project The Draft EA indicates that these camps will be established along the MNRF strongly recommends that alternative areas for camp Please refer to the response to Comment
Description transmission line (size approximately 400x400m and 30m from locations are considered and included in the Final EA. MNRF | #22 regarding alternative locations.
Temporary waterbodies). recommends sites located with Forest Management Plans
construction The camp located along highway 622, south of Clearwater West Lake and managed by SFLs should be agreed upon between Camp locations were planned in consideration of
camps (. does not fit into this criteria (21.3ha). It is located within a previously parties. The SFLs will have the most up to date information existing access, proximity to a power source and
3.3.8) harvested block, along highway 622. regarding road conditions, accessibility, and rehabilitation water, general site characteristics (e.g., level,
plans. favourable soil types, etc.), and proximity to the
Project ROW. All sites have been located within
previously disturbed sites (e.g., new or
regenerated cutblocks). Topsoil will be stored and
used as part of reclamation activities.
24 Project The Project Description text for Equipment/Material Laydown Areas The text suggests there is a plan for progressive restoration of | Previously disturbed sites will be reclaimed once
Description indicates that “the preference will be to use previously disturbed areas | undisturbed areas but refrains from clearly indication how they are no longer required; they will be returned
3.3.6 or the ROW for these areas where practicable.” In addition, “to previously disturbed areas will be treated when no longer in to a similar land capacity to that of the pre-
Equipment/ minimize adverse effects, Hydro One commits to progressively use. Please elaborate on how previously disturbed areas will | construction condition. While areas with minimal
Material Laydown | restoring areas to be used on a temporary basis during construction, be decommissioned and/or restored. disturbance (e.g., tension puller sites) will be left to
Areas such as laydown areas, pull sites, and helipads, located on previously naturally regenerate, large disturbed areas (i.e.,
Page 3.3- 11/12 | undisturbed lands.” The MNRF wishes to see any Crown land used for temporary | camps/laydowns) will be subject to decompaction
laydown areas returned to the productive land base (or as and recontouring as necessary and replanted with
previously planned for) as soon as possible, following appropriate tree species in accordance with
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For example, MNRF wishes to understand how a harvest area (i.e., a
forest cut block) may be decommissioned and/or restored when it is no
longer required as a laydown yard. Will the site be rehabilitated to
restore it to the productive land base through activities such as
overburden redistribution and tree planting?

MNR notes that some temporary laydown areas identified were recently
planted/regenerated. MNRF encourages site selection in previously
disturbed areas.

construction completion. Please elaborate on how this will be
achieved for undisturbed sites through progressive restoration
and for previously disturbed sites where the restoration
intentions are unclear.

Overlapping License Agreements with the SFL
holders as appropriate

Additional details regarding reclamation have been
added to Section 3.4.1.11 of the Final EA Report.

25 Project “Generally, vehicles will be fuelled at the camp; however, if fuelling of Please define what is considered a “temporary” versus Permanent waterbodies are defined as those
Description vehicles and other mobile equipment is required at the site then fuelling | “permanent” waterbody to better understand any potential having year-round standing or flowing water or
3.3.7 Fuelling will not be permitted within 30 m of a temporary waterbody and 100 m impacts to these features if a spill was to occur. watercourses having a defined channel.

Areas from a permanent waterbody unless a spill prevention plan is in place.” Temporary waterbodies include ephemeral draws

Page 3.3-12 whereby standing or flowing water are only
present during wet weather events or immediately
following spring snow thaw. Section 3.3.7 of the
Final EA Report has been updated accordingly.

26 Project “It is anticipated that potable water for construction camps will be Where construction camps are temporary in nature and the Plans for wastewater management include on-site
Description obtained from municipal sources, where available, or from groundwater | land will be returned to the Crown, MNRF is interested in how | treatment and disposal in a septic bed. An
3.3.8 wells.” the Project proceeds with sourcing water and disposing of application for the use of septic beds will be
Temporary sewage. Will any groundwater wells and/or septic field submitted to NWHU and MECP. The source of
Construction “Municipal sewage disposal services will be used where available and installations occur within the footprint of temporary water will either be a drilled well or sourced from
Camps where they are not, septic fields, on-site treatment and trucking off-site | constructions camps? the nearest waterbody or stream. Municipal waste
Page 3.3-14 are options for sewage disposal.” will be disposed of either through a registered

carrier or using approved on-site incinerators.
Ground water wells and septic field installations
are planned to occur within the footprint of
temporary construction camps.

Section 3.3.8 of the Final EA Report has been
updated accordingly.

27 Project “Trees of merchantable value will be felled, de-limbed, mulched, or MNRF wishes to see slash and debris depths reduced to no Residual logging debris and timber not reserved
Description piled at the edge of the ROW according to clearing contract greater than 0.3m, as deeper than this can result in loss of for landowner use may be mulched in place and
3.4.1.2 requirements. Hydro One will work with local communities and Forest productive land, especially in areas where activities are spread on the ROW or piled and burned
Vegetation Management Units to manage merchantable timber cleared by the temporary in nature. Describe how the debris will be disposed | contingent on the approval of a burn plan.
Removal, Project. of when mulching occurs. Designated tree species (if applicable) will be

Grubbing, and
Grading the ROW
Page 3.4-19
Page 3.4-19

Small trees and branches will be dispersed on the ROW or piled and
burned on-site in accordance with the Ontario Forest Fires Prevention
Act and Regulation 207/96 Outdoor Fires under this Act. Where slash
and debris are stockpiled in windrows, it will be a few metres from the
edge of the ROW and compacted to a height no greater than 0.5 m.
The windrows will be left open at all roads or access trails, along
property lines, and along wetlands and watercourses to provide access
for wildlife not capable of crossing the low vegetation pile. Felled trees
from clearing the ROW may be used to build corduroy access where

MNRF can provide a technical note for information on debris
best management practices if requested.

MNRF wishes to see regular breaks in the windrow all along
the ROW line to facilitate animal movement, in addition to the
areas already mentioned (property lines, wetlands and
watercourses). Movement of species across the line at
regular intervals is important for maintaining local biodiversity
and ensuring continues connectivity of smaller wildlife
populations.

disposed of in accordance with local or provincial
regulations.

If burning is the appropriate method of disposal,
care will be taken to ensure piles are pushed up
properly to promote adequate drying and to
minimize the inclusion of dirt. Any residual material
following burning will be buried or spread on the
ROW. Appropriate burning permits will be acquired
from the provincial and/or municipal regulatory
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required and for erosion control. The windrows will be allowed to
decompose naturally.”

agencies. Burning operations will adhere to the
Forest Fires Prevention Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. F.24.
Unless to be used to meet other environmental
objectives, chips are to be spread as soon as
reasonably possible and are not to exceed a
spread depth of 18 cm. Other slash and debris
resulting from mechanical clearing operations will
be spread to ensure depths do not exceed 0.3 m
or will be piled and burned. In areas that are hand
felled only, trees will be bucked and delimbed to lie
close to the ground.

Section 3.4.1.2 of the Final EA Report has been
updated accordingly.

28 Project
Description
3.4.1.11
Decommissioning
of Temporary
Construction
Infrastructure
Page 3.4- 24/25

Temporary Access Roads, Trails, and Bridges

“‘Approximately 30% of access roads and trails outside of the ROW will
remain in place to provide access for operation and maintenance
activities.”

“Upon removal of waterbody crossings, the waterbody banks will be
returned to a stable condition if necessary.”

MNREF is interested in what percentage of these access roads
and trails will be new construction. Please elaborate, if
possible, on what percentage of this 30% will be new and
what will be existing access and trails?

MNRF wishes to see waterbody banks returned to their
natural slope, while ensuring they are at a stable angle of
repose.

At this stage in the Project, it is unknown which
access roads will be left in place to support
operations and maintenance of the transmission
line. Engagement with Indigenous communities
and appropriate stakeholders, including the
MNRF, will occur prior to determining which roads
will not be removed and any necessary
permits/approvals will be obtained.

Removal of waterbody crossings as part of
reclamation activities will ensure that slopes are
recontoured and stabilized to maintain similar
hydrologic function and drainage as pre-
construction condition.

29 Project
Description
3.4.1.11
Decommissioning
of Temporary

Staging and Laydown Areas
“All in-ground infrastructure will be decommissioned in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements.”

Please include decommissioning for in-ground infrastructure
in the Decommissioning Plan.

In-ground infrastructure, other than fences and
waterbody crossings, are not anticipated in
laydown areas. Section 3.4.1.11 of the Final EA
has been updated accordingly.

Construction
Infrastructure
Page 3.4-25

30 Project “Unless prompt revegetation is required for erosion control, most areas | Please elaborate on how areas where aggregate has been Areas that have had aggregate placed will be
Description will be left to naturally revegetate following grading and stabilizing placed on the surface will be rehabilitated to ensure there is recontoured as necessary to return hydrology and
3.4.1.11 activities. However, rehabilitation will also include site-specific not delayed natural revegetation? Will topsoil and overburden | drainage to pre-construction conditions. The

Decommissioning
of Temporary
Construction
Infrastructure
Page 3.4-25

measures to promote the natural revegetation of disturbed areas, as
appropriate.”

be redistributed across these surfaces?

stored topsoil and organic material will be spread
over the surface. All sites will be left in a stable
and self-sustaining condition though areas that
may be prone to erosion will be seeded with a
suitable seed mix to ensure prompt revegetation.
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31 Section 3.0 — The EA does not contain a clear construction and post-construction | MNRF will review and approve a detailed construction and Section 10.0 of the Draft and Final EA include the
Project monitoring plan that allows MNRF to determine if our mandate, post-construction monitoring plan prior to permit any proposed monitoring framework for the Project.
Description S. legislative requirements and/or interests have been addressed. construction activities. The plan should address: This includes the monitoring proposed per
3.4.1.12 “Hydro Ope, with 'the_ir contractor, will prepare _and implement a post- e Type of monitoring that will be needed, i.e., which valued environm_ental_criteria. The proposed monitoring in

construction monitoring plan after the completion of the construction ecosystem components and associated indicators, or the EA WI|| be mcorpor_ated into an Er!vwonmental
activities.” socio-economic components of the environmental will be Monitoring and Reporting Plan that will be
A monitoring program is a key component of environmental monitored included as part of the EPP and will be provided to
assessment and is based on the findings of the EA. The EA must N . o the MNRF in advance of construction.
determine what monitoring will be needed and must present a * how prOJ(_ect effects and effectl\{eness of mitigation and
monitoring plan for those components. It is understood that monitoring reclamation measures be monitored and evaluated,
plans would be refined at permitting, however at a minimum the ¢ what indicators and methodology will be used?
detailed draft/conceptual plan should be in the EA. e how these relate to the indicators used and assessment of
impacts in the EA, etc.

The monitoring plan must also address all phases of the

project, i.e., construction, operation and maintenance and

decommissioning of temporary components.

To meet consultation and engagement requirements and

avoid permitting delays, this should be included in the Final

EA.

32 Project Liquid effluent and domestic solid waste are listed as anticipated during | Please elaborate on where these wastes originate and how Liquid effluent is not expected to be a waste
Description project retirement. they will be disposed of during this phase. product during retirement and has been removed
3.4.3.1 from Section 3.4.3.1. Oil waste products would be
Potential expected from the retirement of oil-filled electrical
Emissions, equipment, such as from reactors and breakers.
Discharges and
Waste Domestic solid waste such as soil, concrete, steel,
Page 3.5-31 plastic and wood would originate from the

decommissioning of buildings, foundations,
structures and civil works.

All waste would be disposed of in accordance with
laws and regulations at the time, such as through
appropriate recycling, reuse and landfill facilities.

33 Procurement It is noted that there are many instances where proposed aggregate The EA should consider existing sources of aggregates. Aggregate from existing pits is preferred over the
opportunities 3.6.3 | pits are adjacent to existing licenced pits, particularly along the highway development of new sources. New aggregate pit

622 corridor. Has the feasibility of sourcing aggregate, where locations were identified along the project corridor

applicable, from existing sources rather than from these proposed pit within reasonable distance from the proposed

locations been considered? It is noted that locally sourced aggregate is transmission route in order to ensure an adequate

not included in this section of the EA. supply of aggregate for the development of the
transmission line and access infrastructure. In
some cases, there are new aggregate pits
proposed in the vicinity of existing ones. However,
many of those existing sites are either inactive or
owned by the MTO.
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The MTO does not generally allow their pits to be
used for other projects. The aggregate from those
pits is typically reserved for new MTO road
construction projects and for road maintenance.
Where new pits are proposed in the general
vicinity of existing, active pits, the aggregate from
those existing pits will be the preferred source, up
to the required volume, if it is available.
In summary, additional aggregate pit locations for
potential development were included in the EA to
ensure that alternative sources would be available
if privately sourced aggregate could not be
procured.
34 Project Schedule | “Construction activities are expected to occur throughout the year with | Please clarify and include recommended timing windows for Additional details on the construction schedule
35 staging to avoid or minimize potential effects on environmentally various identified environmentally sensitive areas and wildlife | have been added to Section 3.5 of the Final EA
Page 3.6-31 sensitive areas or wildlife breeding cycles (e.g., breeding bird period, breeding cycles in the Final EA. report.
fisheries windows, etc.), where possible. Specific timing, sequencing,
and staging will be determined during the detailed planning phase.”
35 Section 3.0 — MNRF notes that upon review of the Access EA Mapping Information MNRF strongly recommends the Final EA access plan to be The “Existing Access Roads — Potential
Project and submitted Shapefiles many of the roads described as ‘Existing ground truthed through site visits and knowledge exchange Improvement” category of access roads includes

Description &
Mapping Products
& Section

6.5 Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitat &
Section 6.6 Fish
and Fish Habitat

Access — Potential Improvements” are not present on the landscape
and therefore new roads will have to be built. In some cases, these
roads have been long overgrown rendering them impassable.

In addition, trails that can only accommodate ATVs have been identified
as existing roads. These will require significant improvements.

The EA states in Section 3.0 page 3.3-9 “All access roads will be built
or upgraded to have an average 6 m wide driving surface and an
average 20 m vegetation clearing area.”

This Mitigation for the use of “Existing Roads” has been vetted into
many mitigation measures, leading to net effects assessments
throughout the EA. For example — mitigation measures on page 6.5-
99 will include “Limit the Project footprint to the extent possible by using
existing access roads.”

The potential impacts of roads (including increased access, timber
harvest, significant wildlife habitat destruction, etc.) have been
underestimated within the EA. As such, there is concern that currently
there is not sufficient information to fully understand the potential
impacts of this project.

In addition, there is insufficient information in the EA related to the
evaluation of impacts from recreational Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) use of
the existing HONI ROW where adjacent and proposed use in the new
corridor. Impacts to the natural environment (especially to water
courses and wetlands) associated with recreational ORV use of
transmission line corridors are not fully considered in the EA.

with SFL holders. The mitigation measures and potential
project impacts and net effects assessment need to be
updated to reflect actual disturbance of the landscape.
Please include an assessment of impacts associated with
ORVs in the Final EA.

locations where a previous linear disturbance was
visible either through aerial imagery or through
field reconnaissance. The condition of these
locations could vary from an overgrown trail to
existing roads where minimal improvements are
required. For the EA, these roads were generally
considered equal to new access roads in the
assessment. For example, the Project footprint
assessed as part of the vegetation assessment
included both improved existing roads and new
roads (Table 6.4-3). These roads were considered
equally in the vegetation assessment when
determining ecosite loss from the Project footprint.
As such, potential effects were not underestimated
in the EA. Additional details on ecosite loss
specific to access roads were included in the Final
EA.

Additional details were added to the Final EA
related to ORV use.

Additional ground truthing field reconnaissance
was completed in 2023 to verify and refine access
plans. These refinements are included in the Final
EA.
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SFL holders have been engaged to collaborate
and identify opportunities for joint access
strategies. Refinements to the access plan to
account for SFL existing and future road
development plans will be included in the Final EA
access requirements.

36 Section 6.6 Fish
and Fish Habitat

Statements seen within the EA, such as Section 6.6.8.5 Net changes
due to Public Access to Fish Habitats “potential changes due to
increased access and fishing pressure will largely continue to be
managed and monitored by MNRF and DFO, the government resource
agencies mandated to manage fisheries resources.”

Please clarify that access restrictions are not appropriate for
all roads (i.e., there is no PLA signage for the protection of
Natural Lake Trout Lakes) and would be very site specific.
This approach should not be a “key” consideration for
mitigation strategies applied in the EA to address increased
public access.

The Final EA Report has been updated as follows,
“Potential changes in angler pressure and fish
harvest will continue to be managed by MNRF and
DFO, the government resource agencies
mandated to manage fisheries resources (i.e., fish
management zones, fish restricted access
timing windows and fish catch allotments,
sport fish license, commercial/bait fish harvest
licence).”

No access restrictions were implemented as
potential mitigation measures within Section 6.6. It
should be noted that minimizing disturbance and
access restrictions on hunting and trapping areas
was considered a mitigation measure (i.e., to them
leave accessible for future use).

37 Project
Description
3.3.4 Access
Roads

Page 3.3-9/10

The preliminary access plan accounts for primary and alternate access
roads. It also outlines four categories of access roads, New Access
Road — Preferred, New Access Road — Alternate, Existing Access
Road — Potential Improvements, and Existing Access Road — No
Improvements.

“To minimize adverse effects, Hydro One commits to progressively
restoring temporary construction access roads located on previously
undisturbed lands as described in Section 3.4.1.11. To minimize future
potential access development impacts, some access roads may be left
permanently to support long-term inspection and maintenance activities
and for multiple use/integration with other existing industrial operations
(e.g., forestry operations within forest management areas).”

“Access roads will use in-situ and/or other locally sourced material
(e.g., gravel pits) where appropriate to create a stable surface for travel
(e.g., cleared wood, logs and swamp mats may be used as a base for
travel across wetlands, bogs, and/or low-lying areas).”

The Draft EA does not contain sufficient information to fully understand
the potential impact of the proposed wetland crossings, and how they
will be avoided managed or mitigated. The use of in-situ and locally

Please elaborate on how temporary access roads, especially
existing — potential improvement roads will be
rehabilitated/handled upon construction completion. Will
gravel and logs be left in place or is the intention to remove all
or some of the material? If this information is available in a
subsequent section, please provide a reference. Confirm that
merchantable timber will not be used in establishing road
access.

Prior to reclamation activities, a reclamation plan
will be developed and submitted to the MNRF. The
plan will consist of a map depicting the level of
reclamation for each segment of road and a
corresponding description of the reclamation
activities to be undertaken for each level of
reclamation.

Unless directed otherwise by the MNRF, new
access roads will be recontoured and stored
topsoil and organic material will be spread across
the disturbed road width. Natural drainage will be
restored. Existing access roads may be stabilized
and left in place depending on feedback from
appropriate stakeholders (e.g., MNRF, MTO,
municipalities and road users)..

In wetlands, gravel and corduroy (logs used to
support the subgrade) will be removed to the
extent practicable and/or as directed by the
MNREF. In upland areas, road prism materials will
be recontoured and covered with stored soil and
organic material. Organic material may include
brush, tree stems and logs to control erosion and
create microsites to facilitate regrowth and provide
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sourced material are of interest to the MNRF, including timber and habitat for small mammals. Tree stems may also
aggregate. be used to create barriers to travel and facilitate

local wildlife objectives depending on the feedback
from agencies and stakeholders. Section
3.4.1.1.11 of the Final EA Report has been
updated to reflect this information.

There are currently some requests in place from
SFL holders to keep some existing and new roads
in place where these correspond to the SFL
holder’s future plans.

It is the intention to utilize merchantable trees
where practicable across the Project. However,
there will likely be a need to use some
merchantable timber in the construction of the
roads. This is not expected to be widespread but
would be in areas where extra subgrade support
may be required (i.e., wet areas) and in areas
where extra fill may be required such is in rocky
areas. This reduces the amount of rock blasting
and aggregate required and therefore reduces the
overall environmental impact of the Project. Any
merchantable timber used in the subgrade will be
accounted for under a scaling agreement with the
MNRF. Section 3.4.1.2 of the Final EA Report has
been updated to reflect this information.

38 Project MNRF notes there is a potential for increased access to fish The EA should consider the impact of increased access to The number of fish sanctuaries has been included
Description sanctuaries on the landscape. fish sanctuaries as part of their net effects evaluation. within Section 6.6.5.2.1 as background information
3.3.4 Access and the effects and mitigation were considered
Roads under the potential for increased public access to
Page 3.3-9 fish habitats is reported on in detail in Section

6.6.7.6. Fish sanctuaries are regulated though the
fisheries management zones and Ontario fishing
regulations under which it is illegal to fish within
these systems and is the responsibility of the
angler to use the appropriate resources to
understand where and when they can legally fish.

39 Section 3.0 — Section 3.3.5 Water Crossings “Hydro One will incorporate the best Please clarify the intent of the sentence “If there is any Section 6.6.7.1.2.1 includes the following text with
Project management practices within the MNRF Environmental Guidelines for | circumstance under this cannot be met, DFO and MNRF will regards to channel realignment permitting
Description & Access Roads and Water Crossings (MNR 1990) MNRF and DFO be contacted to discuss any permits and approvals required”. | requirements: “Channel realignments/infilling will
Section protocol for the review and approval of forestry water crossings (MNRF | The MNRF guidance documents referenced are great be avoided through Project planning and design to
6.2 Surface Water | and DFO 2021), DFO’s Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat resources when planning access roads and crossings, the extent practicable. Channel
& Section 6.6 — (DFO 2022a) and applicable Codes of Practice (DFO 2022b), Forest however all the specified direction is specifically designed for | realignments/infilling will only be undertaken in
Fish and Fish Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site forest management operations. locations where specific conditions are met and/or
Habitat Scales (MNR 2010a), for access road construction and temporary The activities described within these guidance materials on or | where required for safety/security purposes. If

waterbody crossing during construction to the extent practicable If there | for Crown resources still require permitting through the MNRF
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is any circumstance under this cannot be met, DFO and MNRF will be
contacted to discuss any permits and approvals required.”

In addition, it should be more apparent in the EA that MNRF Permits
Water Crossings, but DFO grants Approval (All crossing types).
Example - Page 6.6-91 “If new waterbodies are identified, an Aquatics
Specialist will be engaged to determine the appropriate crossing
methods, proposed restricted activity timing window, and DFO will be
contacted regarding approvals or permits required.” - MNRF is
permitting / DFO approval

In addition, Mitigation Measures described in multiple sections.
Example — Section 6.2.7.11 Changes to Surface Water Quantity and
Surface Water Quality due to Changes in Channel Hydraulics at Water
Crossings. References channel realignments “Any minor channel
realignment at a water crossing will maintain the channel width, depths,
slopes and substrate;”. It should be referenced that a realignment
would avoid the use of a DFO code of practice and would require
approval by DFO, with the plan and mitigations requiring reviewed by
MNRF through permitting the water crossing.

prior to construction, regardless of whether the requirements
can be met or not (e.g., waterbody crossings, timber harvest,
access road development, land clearing, aggregate pit
development).

Additionally, please ensure that the permitting and approval
differences between MNRF and DFO are adequately
differentiated within the Final EA.

required, then DFO/MNRF permitting, and
consultation will be undertaken.”

The Final EA Report will be updated with
additional detail regarding MNRF and DFO
designation. All relevant permitting/approvals will
be secured for project works.

40 Project “The waterbody crossings will involve temporary bridges (i.e., clear Rig mats do not meet the Crown’s definition of a bridge; Hydro One recognizes that there are several
Description span bridges, rig mats), ice bridges/snow fills (for winter construction); | therefore, MNRF suggests more clearly articulating the layers of legislation for consideration within the
3.35 and may potentially include culverts. When installing waterbody differences in design standards and approval requirements EA. For the purposes of the Project Description, a
Waterbody crossings, ford crossings of waterbodies will be required for clearing between a clear-span bridge and the use of a rig mat. rig mat is considered to bridge small watercourses
Crossings and access building equipment. [...] As appropriate, some waterbody MNRF recommends an easy way to help accomplish this and was considered to facilitate a span that would
Page 3.3-10 crossings may use a very short-term rig mat to facilitate clearing and would be by describing rig mats as their own temporary avoid interference with watercourse beds and

access equipment, before being immediately replaced with a temporary
bridge.”

Crown Land Bridge Guidelines consider a structure a bridge when the
distance between the bearing points is 3m or greater. The project lists
rig mats as a bridge used to span distances less than 2m bank-full
width.

“Where new waterbody crossing structures are proposed, the primary
preferred structures to be used are clear-span bridges, ice
bridges/snow fills (for winter constructions), culverts, and rig mats.”

And finally, will rig mats be used in wetland crossing applications? The
Project Description specifies that “for clear-span bridges and rig mats, it
is expected that no new temporary or permanent fil would be placed
below the high-water mark” in waterbody crossing applications.
Subsequent text reaffirms this statement.

structure, rather than labelling them as a temporary bridge
option (e.g., “The waterbody crossings will involve temporary
bridges (i.e., clear span bridges), rig mats, [...]").

MNRF wishes to clarify if the preference on water crossing
structures will be in the order specified in the above text with
clear-span bridges being most preferred and rig mats the least
preferred option.

If rig mats are to be used in wetland crossing scenarios where
they might be at or below the high-water level, then MNRF
recommends the text be expanded to address that
discrepancy.

banks as defined by DFO’s code of Practice for
Clear Span bridges.

The revision requested has been applied
throughout the EA to classify rig mats separately
from clear span bridges. The preference of
crossing structures is noted.

The Final EA Report has been updated to clarify
that a rig mat crossing, though technically a clear
span, is not a bridge as classified by the MNRF
due to the definition in the Crown Land Bridge
Management Guidelines. To clarify, rig mats will
only be used for crossings where the span is no
greater than three metres.

Generally, bridges are preferred over rig mats as a
crossing method; however, there are specific
situations where rig mats serve better and have a
lower environmental impact. Such situations are
for smaller creek crossings where clearances are
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not an issue and there is no need to excavate and
install large abutments. Other situations might be
short duration crossings in the fall where the rig
mat will only be in place for a short period of time
before being replaced by a snowfill.

For wetlands, the issue for a short term, temporary
road is the soft banks. Rather than build bridges
which have a high profile and require heavier
abutments the goal is to have a lesser impact by
using a low-profile rig mat with swamp mats as
abutments. This disperses the load and requires
less road fill to ramp up on the approaches. There
is also less impact during reclamation as there is
less material to remove

41

Section 3.0 —
Project
Description &
Section 6.6 — Fish
and Fish Habitat

The EA does not provide sufficient detail regarding decommissioning
of temporary project infrastructure, new and upgraded roads, water
crossings, site reclamation, clean-up and proposed remediation that is
to occur post- construction.

Example: Page 6.6-100 “A Road Management Strategy will be
prepared and implemented for the Project within the EPP that describes
decommissioning of Roads and water crossings will be
decommissioned in a manner that protects fish habitat.” Further
information regarding the native cover crop species to be used to more
fully understand how the remediation of disturbed sites is to occur.

Delaying the rehabilitation plan until the design phase does not allow
MNRF to fully assess whether project impacts are being adequately
identified and mitigated and what residual effects may be expected.

In numerous instances, reclamation has been identified as “natural
regeneration”.

Example — Section 3.4.1.11 Decommissioning of Temporary
Construction Infrastructure “Areas with low risk of erosion will be left to
naturally revegetate following grading and stabilizing activities. Any
areas that demonstrate or pose high risk to erosion will require
additional mitigative measures, including soil stabilization and seeding
as appropriate.”

Example — Section 3.4.1.11 Clean-up and Rehabilitation “Unless
prompt revegetation is required for erosion control, most areas will be
left to naturally revegetate following grading and stabilizing activities.
However, rehabilitation will also include site-specific measures to
promote the natural revegetation of disturbed areas, as appropriate.”

A rehabilitation plan should be included in the Final EA. It
should include

Timing

Monitoring
Description of work
Type of seed used

Site specific plans for roads near sensitive features

Additional details on reclamation have been added
to Section 3.4.1.11 of the Final EA Report. Prior to
reclamation activities, a reclamation plan reflecting
the details presented in the Final EA Report will be
developed and submitted to the MNRF. The plan
will consist of mapping depicting the level of
reclamation and a corresponding description of the
reclamation activities to be undertaken for each
level of reclamation.
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In some instance natural regeneration may not be appropriate. The
focus should be to ensure the disturbed areas are returned to the
productive land base. In some instances, conifer species may be the
preferred option. Further discussion is needed and monitoring efforts
for successful regeneration to conifer (spruce / pine) should be
included in monitoring plans.

Example — Section 6.6.8.5 net Changes due to Public Access to Fish
Habitats “Renaturalization through natural recovery of temporary
access trails and riparian areas, camp/laydown areas, etc. and removal
of temporary crossings to limit accessibility by the public, post
construction.”

This could provide access for years (vehicle leading to UTV) after
project completion without a level of decommissioning/planting. This is
of particular concern when dealing with roads near sensitive features
(i.e., Lake Trout Lakes etc.).

42

Section 3.0 —
Project
Description &
Section 6.2 —
Surface Water &
Section 3.4

— Vegetation and
Wetlands
Project
Description
3.35
Waterbody
Crossings

Page 3.3- 11/12

The EA references in multiple sections that water crossings have been
sized to handle “peak flow”

Example: Section 3.3.5 Water Crossings “Culvert selection will consider
site- specific conditions such as the width of the waterbody crossing,
fish habitat characteristics, substrate type, and hydrologic
characteristics of the waterbody. Culverts will be sized to handle peak
flow and aligned parallel to the waterbody channel on a straight section
of uniform gradient.” Example — Section 6.2.7.11 Changes to Surface
Water Quantity and Surface Water Quality due to Changes in Channel
Hydraulics at Water Crossings “Designing the infrastructure at water
crossings to pass peak flows and maintain sufficient flow conveyance in
such a way that no discernible effects on stream hydraulics occur;”

The EA does not provide any detail regarding how water crossing type
is determined. What is the methodology/tools HONI is using to calculate
crossing size? It is unknown/unclear what standard is being
used/followed.

Reference — Section 3.4.1.11 Decommissioning of Temporary
Construction Infrastructure “Approximately 30% of access roads and
trails outside of the ROW will remain in place to provide access for
operation and maintenance activities.” Crossings need to be sized
appropriately for long term use.

MNRF requires additional information on the methodology for
selecting water crossing locations, calculating water crossing
sizes and the ability for those structures to withstand Q10,

Q25 and Q100 flows.

Please also clarify if temporary crossing materials will be
removed immediately following completion of construction

activities and elaborate on what “if needed” and “as
necessary” mean.

Culvert selection is based on a desktop and field
exercise and should not be adjusted in real time.
Culvert selection is primarily based on design flow
calculations that consider the expected rainfall in
the geographic area, the catchment basin area,
the slope and composition of the channel, etc.
Culvert design criteria dictate the function of the
culvert including the minimum and maximum water
levels in the culvert for fish passage, erosion
control and the proper hydraulic function of the
culvert.

Each culvert is selected based on hydrology
analysis, with the ultimate size of the culvert being
selected to ensure that the normal water level
rises no higher than half the diameter of the pipe,
and no higher than the top of the pipe at the
designed flood flow. All selections and installations
are done according to the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry and Fisheries and
Oceans Canada Protocol for the Review and
Approval of Forestry Water Crossings (MNRF and
DFO 2021).

Each waterbody crossing will be visited ahead of
construction to ensure that the crossing location is
conducive to a culvert install. If site-specific
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“Temporary crossing materials, if used, will be removed immediately features, such as a bedrock bottom, prevent the
following the completion of construction activities.” installation of a culvert then a different crossing

method will be chosen.

“Upon removal of the crossing materials, the waterbody banks will be
returned to their original profile if needed, and disturbed areas will be All installations will follow the sediment control
stabilized, as necessary, to prevent soil erosion. procedures to minimize any impacts to the stream
and surrounding environment. In-water work timing
windows for the local area will be followed for all
installations.

Culvert installation will be overseen by the
contractor’s qualified environmental personnel and
inspected both by Hydro One and the MNRF at
their discretion.

Disturbing waterbody banks is kept to a minimum
including during and after construction activities.
As such, recontouring of banks might not exactly
reflect the original profile, but rather ensure that
the site will have a similar hydrologic function as
its pre-construction condition thereby minimizing
the overall disruption to the crossing location.
Stabilization of the site, may require more or less
effort depending on the amount of disturbance and
site characteristics and will be completed as
necessary (e.g., a snow fill may require minimal
bank stabilization whereas culvert removal may
require recontouring, seeding, erosion control,
etc.).

The statement of “removal as needed” in Section
6.2.7.10 specifically refers to the removal of a
temporary crossing structure following the
completion of the relevant work. The Final EA
Report has been updated to clarify this distinction.

43 S.33,p. 16 It is unclear as to what is meant by an "existing inactive" status for the Please provide clarity in the text for the term “existing inactive” | Per the Ontario GeoHub system, these pits are
potential Aggregate Pits status for the potential Aggregate Pits. labelled "Surrendered”. Based on aerial imagery
and online information status, these pits were
labelled as ‘existing inactive’ since there may be
some material left in them that could facilitate
some construction activities, subject to field
verification.
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44 S.3.4,p. 24, An application for an aggregate site will be required to be developed in | Review the requirements for an aggregate application and The Final EA Report has been updated to identify
S.34,p.25&S accordance with the Aggregates Resources for Ontario Standards and | ensure they are reflected in the text. Please refer to the cover | that aggregate pit applications will follow the
6.2, p 60-61 regulations to operate a pit or quarry. The Aggregate Resources Site letter for links to the requirements. MNRF process outlined at

Plan standards requires a rehabilitation plan at the time of application https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-

as a part of the site plan. resources#section-7.
Rehabilitation plans will be included at the time of
application for all proposed aggregate sites.

45 Environmental Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems (Section 6.4) MNRF recommends marsh be added to the ecosystem Marshes were considered under the wetland
Assessment guantity indicator. Please apply to all applicable tables and category in the Draft EA Report. Table 6.4-2 of the
Approach 5.2 Indicators — Ecosystem quantity text (e.g., Table 5.2-1 and Table 6.4-2). Final EA Report has been updated to include
Table 5.2-1 “[...] change to area (ha) of vegetation communities in the Project ‘Marsh’ as one of the example wetlands
Page 5.2-10 footprint, by type as appropriate (e.g., bog, fen, swamp wetlands).” Measurement of Potential Effects considered.

Also applicable to: Descriptions are included for determining ecosystem

Table 6.4-2 The example list only lists 3 of the 4 wetland categories typically used availability and distribution. Availability is assumed to equate

Page 6.4-8 to describe wetlands at a broader level. Marsh wetlands have been to the ecosystem quantity indicator. Describe how will the
omitted. ecosystem condition indicator be measured?

46 Environmental Vegetation and Wetland — Plant Species (Section 6.4) — Criterion MNRF supports the list of criteria provided; however, MNRF The approved Amended TOR suggested criteria
Assessment notes that SAR and SOCC may be quite limited along the for the EA. Indigenous and agency review
Approach 5.2 Includes: Plant Species at Risk (SAR), Plant Species of Conservation Project footprint. Please provide rationale for why a small comments resulted in the addition of criteria but
Table 5.2-1 Concern (SOCC)(a), and Plants of Traditional Use. selection of more common species (perhaps species that are | there was no suggestion of common plant species.
Page 5.2-10 sensitive to disturbance) are not also included for It is suggested that rare plant species are more

consideration, given the ability to better infer Project impacts | threatened by human-made disturbance and thus

with a greater species abundance and distribution on which to | special consideration is made. The broader

infer net Project effects. ecosystem criteria would include the common
plant species within those ecosites and Section
6.4 of the Final EA Report has been updated to
clarify this..

47 Environmental Osprey nests are known to be longstanding features on the landscape | Please provide rationale for why Western Painted Turtle Snapping turtle was selected to represent potential
Assessment and can be impacted by increased human activity and disturbance. (Herpetofauna) and Osprey (Raptor) are not species impacts to other herpetofauna such as western
Approach 5.2 Western Painted Turtles have smaller home ranges; thus, there could considered under the current Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat painted turtle. It is often typical practice in EA to
Table 5.2-1 be an impact on this species if its habitat or migration routes are criteria list. use a species to represent other species in the
Page 5.2-10 overlapped by the Project footprint. same guild who use similar habitat. Similarly, bald

eagle is a criterion that is used as a surrogate for
osprey.

48 Environmental Land and Resource Use / Economy Please include a new criteria or expand an existing one to Hydro One has added an additional criterion to
Assessment reflect the impacts to the forest activities/industry, including Section 7.1 (Land and Resource Use) to take into
Approach 5.2 Forestry is an important value to the economy in the Northwest Region | area, access, and investment. consideration forestry resource use within the
Table 5.2-1 and is an important land and resource use that is not reflected in the Project study areas.

Page 5.2-15 net effects assessment criteria and indicators.

49 Environmental Environmental, Cultural or Social Component Please ensure consistent titles are being used from one table | The Final EA Report has been updated
Assessment to another for improved comprehension and readability (e.g., | accordingly.

Approach 5.6.5 Criteria titles differ slightly from Table 5.2-1 to Table 5.6-2 in relation to | Vegetation and Wetland — Plant Species (Section 6.4) versus
Table 5.6-2 Component Titles. Vegetation and Wetlands (Section 6.4) and Vegetation and
Page 5.6-29 Wetlands — Species at Risk (Section 6.4).
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50 Environmental Definitions of Significant Net Effects for Each Criterion Criteria Descriptions of magnitude, such as seen in the Vegetation Table 5.6-1 in the Final EA report provides a
Assessment and Wetlands component, are helpful in better understanding | definition and description for the significance
Approach 5.6.5 Are Definitions of Significance more fulsomely quantified or qualified in | the triggers for determining significance of an effect. factures used to characterize net effects. As
Table 5.6-2 Sections MNRF recommends adding in the additional text that is described in the table, magnitude is defined by
Page 5.6-29 6.0 and 7.0? For example, net effect would be considered significant if it | included in the following two rows to better expand the eac_h criteria_specific_ assessment and included in

is assessed as high magnitude for soil productivity and quality. How will | definition: their respective sections in Sections 6.0 and 7.0.
high magnitude be assigned in this case? Similar questions arise for
duration, geographic extend and management concern for many of the | “Loss of ecological effectiveness (i.e., function) occurs when a | The additional text recommended has been added
remaining definitions in the table. population can no longer perform its ecological role, such that | to Table 6.4-21 and Table 5.6-2.

it might trigger ecological changes that result in degraded or

simplified ecosystems. “

Similarly, Vegetation and Wetlands — Species at Risk, Wildlife

and Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat —

Species at Risk rows should be expanded to include the

following text provided in Vegetation and Wetlands:

“Ecologically effective communities are those that can support

the range of native species and ecological and evolutionary

processes normally provided by the ecosystem.”

51 Environmental Land and Resource Use (Section 7.1) MNRF recommends this component also consider a “forest Please refer to the response to Comment #48.
Assessment e Mining Resource Use resource use” criterion to address the potential effects on
Approach 5.6.5 Crown Forest resources, SFL holders and other forestry
Table 5.6-2 ® Aggregate Resources industry applications.

Page 5.6-30 e Hunting, Trapping and Fishing

e Recreation and Commercial Tourism In addition, the Definition of Significance states:

¢ Navigation “The significant effect would cause the capacity of a land and
resource use system to be exceeded on an ongoing and
consistent basis, with the land and resource use system (and
its users and operations, at the community level) being
unlikely to be able to respond in a timely manner.”
It is unclear how this definition applies to the described
components. Please elaborate on how you would define and
evaluate capacity and what types of responses and timelines
the Project would fall within scope of this assessment.

52 Environmental “Hydro One has committed to undertaking a biodiversity initiative MNRF recommends considering Ontario’s Biodiversity Hydro One will consider Ontario’s Biodiversity

Assessment
Approach 5.8
Page 5.8-35

specific to this project to offset habitat loss or transition (long-term
change) that may occur as a result of the Project.”

Strategy 2023-2030 when undertaking planning for their
biodiversity initiative. The document contains a wealth of
information including recommended targets and actions
towards improving biodiversity. It may be a useful tool for
discussion during engagement.

Strategy 2023-2030 when undertaking planning for
the biodiversity initiative.
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53 Section 6.2 — Section 6.2.7.8 Changes to Surface Water Quality from the Wash-off of | If some type of wooded material to mat those areas is Erosion will be controlled by using low-ground
Surface Water Organic Debris from Work Sites to Nearby Waterbodies, and/or required, MNRF recommends slash (brush matting) as a pressure equipment for clearing operations near
Increased Rates of Erosion in Disturbed and Exposed Areas with better alternative. waterbodies outside the 10 m buffer and retaining
Sediment Transport and Delivery to Adjacent Waterbodies “Small trees | In addition, please provide clarification on lockdown netting — | compatible vegetation to the extent practicable.
and branches will be burned or chipped on-site; the chips may be is this referring to coco matting (an acceptable product) or Trees within the 10 m buffer would be hand felled
spread over the ROW.” mesh netting/straw (an unacceptable product) as an erosion and removed if the risk of soil erosion is low.
control method? Most forms of mesh netting would not be Otherwise, trees will be limbed and topped in
Clarification should be added that no chips will be placed near supported/recommended erosion control due to the high risk | place and cut to lay low to the ground for added
watercourses as they are very susceptible to washing into the of wildlife getting caught/entangled in the mesh. Furthermore, | soil protection. Chips will not be placed near
watercourse. much more effective products for erosion control, such as rip | waterbodies for erosion control or any other
rap (rocks / cobble sized 3 stones) should be referenced in purpose.
In addition, “Controls may include seeding, surface roughening this section. Road construction will avoid long, sustained
(scarification), lockdown netting, straw bales, straw and/or wood fibre grades and steep grades down to watercourses;
logs, rock check dams, silt fences, sediment traps/basins, diversion there will be no through cutting, if possible, to
swa/es/dykes and collection dltchlng ” control runoff. Roads will be built with swales to
divert surface water onto stable ground thereby
Loose straw is inadequate erosion control method (especially with minimizing high volume or high-water velocity.
steep slopes and especially near water crossings). Much like wood Check dams may be used in ditches, and ditch
chips, straw is also very susceptible to washing into the watercourse. \évril)tjrzg]ay be periodically diverted onto stable
When cutting ditches and slopes, especially near
waterbodies, the soil will be cut to a stable angle.
Supplementary erosion control techniques could
include spreading slash, seeding, straw bales,
sediment traps and silt fencing.
54 Section 6.4 MNRF is seeking further information regarding the timeframe that will The timeframe between seeding and final clean up needs to Rough clean-up and interim reclamation activities
be used when seeding the upland ecosystems in relation to final clean | be further defined to develop appropriate mitigation will take place throughout the construction of the
p. 173 up. measures. Project. These activities will include, but not be
Mitigation measures in the Vegetation and Wetlands section, indicate The EA should consider providing further information in the limited to, removing refuse, grading disturbed
seeding as close as possible to final clean up. Renewal Plan on what stage final clean up will occur and the | areas, contouring disturbed slopes to a stable
Greater clarification will further explain potential effects to allow a state of the location after final clean up has been completed. | profile, and re-establishing natural drainage
complete review of the potential impacts and assist with developing the patterns.
required Environmental Protection Plans and Vegetation Management A post-construction assessment process will be
Plan established to enable ROW construction and
workspace turnover following completion of
construction. Final reclamation activities will be
completed outside of frozen conditions as soon as
weather and soil conditions permit. Reclamation
efforts will commence within and near wetlands as
soon as reasonably possible to reduce the
potential impact and to take advantage of access.
Re-vegetation efforts will be timed to take
advantage of favourable moisture and temperature
conditions.
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Mitigation measures will be outlined in the
Environmental Protection Plan to address items
such as re-grading, subsoil compaction, subsoil
and topsoil replacement, seeding and
revegetation, and temporary watercourse structure
removal as it pertains to final reclamation.
55 Vegetation and Information Sources Please clarify if Significant Wildlife Habitat was also The Natural Heritage Reference Manual was not
Wetlands 6.4.2 considered under the lens of natural heritage. In relation to considered as it is a municipal planning tool to
Page 6.4-4 “Some of these sources were also used to identify the locations of the information sources listed in this section, was the MNRF support the Provincial Policy Statement, which is
natural heritage features such as: Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide also considered in | not applicable to infrastructure development under
o Provincially significant wetlands (PSW) (MNRF 2022): and association with the Natural Heritage Reference Manual~ $ ggﬁx:gg:acl-)Ei’g.e-l\-/\r/]:SSL:gggl(i:r?gte \é\(l;:iolbl:];]eglj:ﬁ:ltat
e Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI; including candidate existing candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat
ANSIs).” features in the Project Study area.
56 Vegetation and Provincially Significant Wetlands are identified as a value, however, the | MNRF recommends including in the Final EA any potential Specific references were added to the Final EA
Wetlands 6.4.3 specific PSWs that are located within or adjacent to the Project are not | impacts on PSWSs within or adjacent to the Project Footprint Report.
Table 6.4-2 listed (e.g., McVicar’s Creek, Neebing River, Kivikoski, Little Falls, along with the applicable mitigation measures to be applied.
Basin A, Sawmill Bay, etc.)
57 Vegetation and SOCC Criteria Definition MNRF recommends the Project include SH in their Definitions for the noted S-ranks have been added
Wetlands 6.4.3 “provincially listed as rare (i.e., subnational rank of S1, S2 or | to the Final EA Report.
Page 6.4-6 S3)” definition.
SH refers to Possibly Extirpated — Known from only historical
records but still some hope of rediscovery. There is evidence
that the species or ecosystem may no longer be present in
the jurisdiction, but not enough to state this with certainty.
Examples of such evidence include (1) that a species has not
been documented in approximately 20-40 years in human-
dominated landscapes despite some searching and/or some
evidence of significant habitat loss or degradation; (2) that a
species or ecosystem has been searched for unsuccessfully,
but not thoroughly enough to presume that it is no longer
present in the jurisdiction.
58 Vegetation and Ecosystem Distribution Please elaborate on how “linear feature density (e.g., roads)” | Linear and non-linear infrastructure, including
Wetlands 6.4.3 was used to help inform changes in ecosystem distribution roads, utility lines, airports, and buildings, that are
Page 6.4-7 and connectivity. How did linear feature density inform a result of human alteration contributed to creation
changes and why were these features used? of a single ‘disturbance’ layer. This layer was used
to better understand areas within each of the
Project footprint, LSA and RSA that do not
contribute to the available ecosystem.
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59 Vegetation and Indicators Ecosystem availability, distribution and composition can also | Fire disturbances are only reported in the RSA. A
Wetlands be impacted by fire and flooding, MNRF recommends these reference to this has been added to Section
6.4.3 Page 6.4-6/7 natural hazards also be looked at under one or more of these | 6.4.5.2.1 of the Final EA Report.

lenses in case these scenarios are encountered on the
landscape.

60 Vegetation and Project Footprint Please provide the width of the proposed “widened ROW”. The ROW will be widened approximately 30 m.
Wetlands 6.4.4.2 This will assist MNRF with understanding the spatial impact. Section 3.3.3 has been updated accordingly.
Table 6.4-3 Page | “Widened ROW for the separation of circuits F25A and D26A for 1 km.”
6.4-9/10

61 Vegetation and Previous and Existing Disturbances Please confirm whether fire disturbance was considered as a | Please refer to the response to Comment #59.
Wetlands part of this exercise. MNRF recommends considering wildfire
6.4.5.1.1 disturbance when determining total disturbance area and
Page 6.4-15 percentage for the existing environment.

62 Vegetation and Ecosystem Mapping / Wetland Ecosystem Mapping PSWs undergo a scored wetland evaluation to be designated | The PSW spatial mapping was incorporated into
Wetlands as provincially significant. While PSWs may still be added into | the final wetland mapping used to assess impacts
6.4.5.1.2 Wetland ecosystem mapping should also take into consideration potential effects change calculations under the four wetland to wetland ecosystem criteria.

Page 6.4-16 Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWSs) in addition to the four general | types, MNRF requests they also be assessed and addressed
habitat types. separately for their own merit given their significance to the The effects assessment in the EA serves to
province. demonstrate that the Project will not result in
significant effects to wetlands. The 120 m buffer is
Development and site alteration should not be permitted a trigger for further assessment of effects to PSWs
within significant wetlands and their adjacent lands unless it and not a protective buffer width. PSW-specific
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts | assessment data has been incorporated into the
on the natural features or their ecological functions. MNRF Final EA Report.
recommends a 120 m buffer be applied to PSWs as adjacent
lands.

63 Vegetation and “[...] a 30 m buffer from the edge of waterbodies was considered for MNRF recommends use of a slope-dependent buffer model Conservative values were used to establish
Wetlands lakes and ponds. Riparian areas of watercourses were considered when determining the width of a riparian areas and when riparian habitat while considering guidance
6.4.5.1.2 within a 30 m buffer of the edges for streams of stream order 1, 2, 3, planning water crossing. For example, forest industry uses the | provided by the province (MNR, 2010b) and
Page 6.4-17 & and 4. For stream orders 5 and 6, riparian buffers of 80 m were applied | following guidelines: existing literature.

Section 6.6 — Fish | to account for the placement of the buffer from the centreline of the
and Fish Habitat watercourse.” Slope Slope Width of A slope-based approach is possible; however, not
(%) (degrees) | AOC reasonable for the scale of this Project. This
0-15 0-85 30m approach is very time consuming and given the
level of error to be factored into contour and DEM
>15-30 18.6-167 |50m data interpretation, may not provide additional
>30-45 [16.8—-24.2 | 70m value.
>45 >24.2 90 m
Reference:
This technique can be very useful in steep terrains, like MNR. 2010b. Forest Management Guide for
conditions the Project may encounter, by reducing the Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site
likelihood of bank instability, erosion, and sedimentation. Scales. Toronto: Queen’s Printer for Ontario.
In addition, please update the following. Page 6.6-96 “The 211pp
Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the
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Stand and Site Scales (MNRF 2010a recommends a riparian
buffer of at least 30 m from waterbodies. This is measured
from the edge of the vegetation communities capable of
providing an effective barrier to the movement of sediment
(MNR 2010a).”. The SSG provides direction following a slope
dependent AOC.

For the purposes of delineating the availability and
distribution of riparian ecosystems across the
study areas, the Vegetation and Wetland
assessment used a general approach which
related the width of the riparian ecosystem to the
size of the watercourse. This approach was meant
to facilitate the Vegetation assessment and not to
plan watercourse crossings, thus a general
approach was anticipated to satisfy the
assessment needs. No change was made to the
methods to delineate riparian ecosystems.

64 Vegetation and "(a) Total area/percentage of available upland habitat type. This does Please clarify if this area also includes forestry cut blocks as a | Additional text added to reference forestry cut
Wetlands not include anthropogenic/disturbed (e.g., commercial, residential, part of anthropogenic/disturbed areas. blocks has been added to Section 6.4 of the Final
6.4.5.2.1 unvegetated areas such as waterbodies) areas.” EA Report.

Table 6.4-4
Page 6.4-19

65 Vegetation and “The draft SWH Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 3W (MNRF 2017) was | Please clarify if the geographical difference was considered Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 3W was used as it
Wetlands used as the criteria to evaluate the habitat of vegetation SWH as part of | when compiling a list of Significant Wildlife Habitat. MNRF was the only criteria schedule available that
6.4.5.2.1 the baseline characterization.” recommends taking this into account and considering covered the study area for the Project. The
Page 6.4-27 additional SWH communities that may not be covered within Waasigan Transmission Line Field Work Plan —

Given the location of the Project, additional rare vegetation the SWH Ecoregional Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 3W. Terrestrial (Hydro One 2022) outlines the SWH
communities and specialized habitat may be available given the The SWH Technical Guide may be referenced when categories used in the assessment.
influence of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Forest type and more considering other communities that may be applicable to the
southern range inland from Lake Superior than Ecoregion 3W. Project area (e.g., yellow birch, red oak, bur oak, seeps and
springs, mast producing areas). There may also be habitat
types included within the Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 3W
that are not applicable to the Ecoregion(s) in which the
Project lies. MNRF recommends including rationale for the
inclusion of any SWH types addressed within the EA.
66 Vegetation and Please provide rationale for why the tables in this section do not report | MNRF recommends including these percentages and areas Tables within Section 6.4.8 provides hectare and

Wetlands 6.4

percentage and hectares for the Project footprint, in addition to the LSA
and RSA values.

for the Project footprint to improve understanding of direct
impacts to the environment along with being able to compare
to the larger local and regional distributions, availability, and
composition.

percentage loss of the ecosystem components as
it relates to the Project footprint with respect to
each of the LSA and RSA.

The ‘[LSA/RSA] Net Effect’ indicates the size (ha)
of loss, while the ‘[LSA/RSA] Percent Change’
identifies the associated percentage.

A footnote has been included with all these tables
in Section 6.4 to note that, “the net effects in the
LSA and RSA are a result of the Project footprint
(i.e., direct impact to upland ecosites).”
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67 Vegetation and Ecosystem Availability MNRF suggests considering restoration of riparian habitat Comment noted. Hydro One will consider this as
Wetlands within the RSA as one potential regional option or activity for part of the Project’s biodiversity initiative.
6.4.5.2.3 “Overall, 77.1% of habitat adjacent to watercourses and waterbodies in | the Project’s biodiversity initiative to boost the percentage to
Page 6.4-35 the LSA is naturally vegetated in the baseline characterization, which is | Within the recommended resource management criterion.

above the resource management criterion of 75.0% naturally vegetated
stream length recommended by Environment Canada (2013) to prevent
degradation of these ecosystems. Within the RSA, 71.0% of the area
adjacent to watercourses and waterbodies is naturally vegetated.”

68 Vegetation and “The habitat associated with special concern and provincially rare MNRF recommends subnational rank (Srank) species Additional text has been added to Section 6.4 of
Wetlands species with a subnational rank (Srank) of S1 to S3 are classified as classified as SWH consist of S1 to S3 and SH. the Final EA Report.
6.4.5.2.5 SWH.”

Page 6.4-39 MNRF recommends subnational rank plant communities also
be considered in this section if they are present within the
study areas.

In addition, please clarify what the percentage of diverse and
sensitive orchid

communities comprises the RSA. The hectares are included,
but the percentage is missing. Please note, this SWH is
unique to Ecoregion 3W and may not be considered
significant within the Ecoregions where the project is located.
Additional rationale for the inclusion of this SWH type is
recommended.

69 Vegetation and Riparian Ecosystems Please ensure this consideration is addressed in the Project’s | Standard offsets of 30 m and 80 m were used to
Wetlands Bogs are ombrotrophic, i.e., dependent on atmospheric moisture (rain evaluation of impacts to riparian ecosystems within wetland establish the limit of the riparian ecosystem. This
6.4.5.2.3 and snow rather than streams and springs) for its nutrients, and thus ecosites. method is meant to provide a general
Page 6.4- 33/36 may not be closely associated with riparian habitat. understanding of composition and quantity, as

required for the EA.

Riparian zones are described as regional wildlife
movement corridors (MNR 2010a), in which case
the proximity to a water feature is most applicable.
This includes upland and wetland ecosite types.
Although it is understood that bogs are
ombrotrophic, it remains possible they may also
serve as a wildlife movement corridor through the
LSA and RSA.

Per FRI data, Bog type does not occur within the
riparian ecosystem that extends into the Project
footprint.
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70 Vegetation and MNRF notes that not all subsections within the Vegetation and Wetland | MNRF recommends all subsections include a discussion of Resiliency relates to the capacity of an
Wetlands 6.4.5.2 | Section their result findings. ‘ecosystem’ to cope with disturbances.

6.4.5.2 provide conclusions at to whether the baseline characterization

is predicted to be within the resilience and adaptability limits of the Section 6.4.5.2.1 through Section 6.4.5.2.3,

criterion. relating to the three ecosystem types considered
by this EA (upland, wetland and riparian) include a
statement related to resiliency and adaptability
among the respective closing statement for the
section.

71 Vegetation and Project-Environment Interactions for Vegetation and Wetlands and Please elaborate on why there is no plausible interaction Table 6.4-13 of the Final EA Report has been
Wetlands 6.4.6 Plant Species during the Operation Phase with the introduction and spread updated to address this comment.

Table 6.4-13 Introduction and Spread of Noxious and Invasive Plant Species of noxious and invasive species, given there will be

Page 6.4-53 vegetation, infrastructure, and equipment maintenance efforts
in the foreseeable future.
MNRF recommends including rationale for why such activities
do not pose a risk of being vectors for introduction and
dispersal, given human activity and access were listed as
being a vector of dispersal in subsequent sections.

72 Vegetation and All Vegetation and Wetland Criteria Please elaborate on or reference where additional information | Mulch will be generated in areas that have minimal
Wetlands Reduced Soil Quantity and Quality / Mitigation Measures can be found regarding the decommissioning and reclamation | salvageable timber. In these locations, generated
6.4.7.1.1 process. Are these details also included within the mitigation mulch will be spread across the ROW to avoid
Page 6.4- 55/56 “Temporary access roads and waterbody crossings, temporary laydown | measures (Table 6.4-20)? accumulation of flammable material and comply

areas, staging areas and temporary construction camps will be with the Forest Fires Prevention Act. Mulch chips
decommissioned and reclaimed throughout and after completion of the | Please provide more information about how mulch may be will not exceed a depth of 18 cm. Generally, mulch
construction stage.” utilized. MNRF is interested in the depths of material depths in wetland areas are minimal since there is
proposed and what the composition of the material will be. insufficient fibre to generate large mulch depths.
“Erodible soils will be stabilized as soon as practicable by seeding, MNRF has available research and guidance chipper debris _ -
spreading mulch or installing erosion control blankets.” depths and considerations when mitigating forestry operations | In-situ mulch may also be used to help stabilize
that may be useful to consider within this EA. This can be soils prone to erosion in combination with other
provided upon request. Material depth affects vegetation erosion control measures.
uptake and the type of material used can impact its
effectiveness as an erosion prevention technique. Additional details have been added to Section
3.4.1.11 and 6.4.8.1.1 of the Final EA Report to
reflect the information above.

73 Vegetation and Upland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem Please provide percentages and acres for the Project In Table 6.4-14, the columns “LSA Change in Area
Wetlands Availability Footprint boundaries in addition to the LSA and RSA (ha)” and “ Change in Area (ha)” as well as the
6.4.7.2 to information, so that MNRF can more easily understand subsequent “% Changes” columns are based on
6.4.7.7 volume, distribution and composition of habitat change within | the Project footprint. A footnote has been added to

the footprint. the table in the Final EA Report to clarify.
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74 Vegetation and Upland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem MNREF is interested in the 13.2% (LSA) and 10.8% (RSA) loss | Meadow represents the majority of areas
Wetlands Availability of Meadow habitat, which is noticeably higher than in other previously cleared (for anthropogenic
6.4.7.2.1 general habitat types. MNRF recommend recognizing this development) and due to the new transmission
Table 6.4-14 loss and discussing the significance of this impact. line paralleling the existing transmission line for
Page 6.4-59 the majority of its length, the meadow habitat in

the ROW will be disturbed by the Project footprint.
A discussion has been added to Section
6.4.8.2.1 of the Final EA Report.

75 Vegetation and Upland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem MNRF would like to see an Herbicide/Pesticide Management | Through engagement during the draft EA process,
Wetlands Composition Plan framework and outline provided as part of the EA along Hydro One heard feedback from Indigenous
6.4.7.2.1 with a brief discussion of the current ongoing review and its communities and stakeholders regarding concerns
Page 6.4-64 “Herbicides may be used as an efficient measure for controlling noxious | SCope. with the use of herbicides to remove and manage

weeds within the ROW. Integrated pest management standards must vegetation on the Project. After extensive

be employed with any herbicide use.” consideration of this feedback, herbicides will not
be used during construction of the Project or for
future maintenance of this transmission line. The
Final EA Report has been updated to reflect this.

76 Vegetation and Upland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem Identification of SWH should consider the ecosystem as a Comment noted. Please refer to the response to
Wetlands Composition whole and not be restricted to criteria only associated with Comment #65.
6.4.7.2.1 one or more indicator species identified in this Project, given
Page 6.4-65 “Upland SWH is established based on specific criteria related to one or | the restricted nature of this list. Please elaborate on how

more indicator species.” SWH was determined for this project and how criteria reflect
the ecoregional location of the Project and the habitat
interactions representative of this area.
SWH Ecoregional Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 3W can be
used to guide the Project’s determination of SWH; however,
please note that not all features identified for Ecoregion 3W
may be applicable for the Project area and additional features
may exist in the area that are of significance that are not
present in Ecoregion 3W. In addition, the species or ecosite
lists may also differ for the Project area compared to
Ecoregion 3W characteristics. SWH identification should look
to the SWH Technical Guide as the primary guidance source.
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77 Vegetation and Upland Ecosystems / Dust and Air Emissions, and Subsequent MNRF would like to see an outline and framework for this plan | The Blasting and Communication Management
Wetlands Deposition / Potential Effects to determine how they address our mandated interest. Plan includes measures to address the following
6.4.7.2.2 items:
Page 6.4-66 Please provide information on the content and framework for the e Stakeholder notification
following plans mentioned in this section: :
® Storage, Transportation and Use
e Blasting and Communications Management Plan .
e Security
® Environmentally Sensitive Areas
® Waterbodies
These details have been added to Section
10.2.2 of the Final EA Report
78 Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Potential Effect/ | Project footprint Predicted Changes (acres & percentages) In Table 6.4.17, the columns “LSA Change in Area
Wetlands Ecosystem Availability are not listed in Table 6.4-17. Please include amount and (ha)” and “RSA Change in Area (ha)" as well as
6.4.7.3.1 percent changes for the Project footprint, in addition to the the subsequent “% Changes” columns are based
Page 6.4-71 “The Project footprint is not expected to disturb the least common and LSA and RSA values already provided. This will assist the on the Project footprint. A footnote has been
available general wetland habitat type in the study areas (i.e., Bog MNRF in more clearly gauging the impact of the Project on added to the table in the Final EA Report to clarify.
habitat).” natural heritage values.
79 Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Potential Effect/ | Please elaborate on the impact to non-compatible vegetation | Non-compatible vegetation will be removed from
Wetlands Ecosystem Composition communities (e.g., treed swamps). Will these areas be the ROW.
6.4.7.3.1 cleared? How will impacts be mitigated? Are there net effects
Page 6.4-71 “Wetland habitat in close proximity to construction activities and given the greatest loss within the LSA and RSA is posed to Tree wetland habitats (i.e., treed swamp and treed

permanent development features are predicted to provide lower quality
habitat for wildlife due to changes in the composition of vegetation
communities.”

this general wetland ecosite habitat type? This additional
information will assist the MNRF in more clearly gauging the
impact of the Project on natural heritage values.

fen) comprise 334 ha of the Project footprint. A
total of 98.1% and 99.4% of treed wetland
ecosites within the LSA and RSA, respectively, will
be preserved.

Vegetation management practices, such as
establishing a wire zone - border zone where
vegetation closer to the ROW edge is permitted to
grow taller and may include tree species, can be
used along the ROW to increase treed species
within the transmission line ROW. All metrics
contained within the EA do not account for a wire
zone — border zone, and therefore represents the
worst-case-scenario.

Mitigation measures are discussed within the EA
and will be further detailed in the EPP. Section
6.4.8.3.1 of the Final EA Report has been updated
to include discussion.
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80 Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Potential Effect/ | Please elaborate on how wetland connectivity will be restored | By removing the subgrade of the road and the
Wetlands Ecosystem Distribution with temporary access road reclamation. MNRF is interested | geotextile (as noted below in response to
6.4.7.3.1 in what techniques will be employed to construct and reclaim | Comment #81), the hydrological function would be
Page 6.4-72 “However, some wetland connectivity reduced by the Project may be such roads to achieve this goal to better gauge the feasibility | restored. Once this is complete, the wetland area

restored where mineral soil wetlands are located under temporary of the proposed actions. previously occupied by the road can begin to

access roads that will be reclaimed when no longer in use.” recover naturally. If corduroy will interfere with the
functioning of the wetland, then it will be removed
as well.

81 Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Mitigation Please ensure consistent commitments in relation to the When constructing roads in wetlands, the objective
Wetlands Measures removal or retainment of coarse woody debris between EA is to protect the natural root mat and strengthen
6.4.7.3.1 documents. the ground surface as necessary to support the
Page 6.4-73 “Compatible vegetation, coarse woody debris and plants, and other road. To achieve that objective, road construction

sensitive plants (e.g., SAR, SOCC, SWH communities) identified during | In addition, please elaborate on the methods and construction | in wetlands may involve the placement of

clearing activities will be retained where feasible as practicable and will | practices to be used for developing access roads into sites geotextile underneath the road subgrade. Where

be considered for further mitigation action as appropriate.” where wetland areas cannot be avoided. This will assist additional surface strengthening is required,

MNREF in its review of Project impacts to wetland features. corduroy will be laid beneath the geotextile.

The EA contains inconsistent messaging regarding the retainment of

coarse woody debris. MNRF supports retaining coarse woody debris Where surface and subsurface drainage could be

where safe to do so to facilitate wildlife movement and maintain impeded by the placement of the road then cross

microhabitats on the ROW. culverts or log fills will be used to facilitate cross
water flow and equalize water levels on both sides
of the access road. During reclamation, the
imported fill and geotextile will be removed from
the wetland. If deemed to be an impediment to
surface flow or wetland recovery, the corduroy will
be removed as well.
In some cases, access across wetlands may be
accomplished using swamp or access mats.
These will also be removed during reclamation

82 Vegetation and Wetland Ecosystems / Please elaborate on the potential spread of European Standard mitigation measures, as outlined in Table
Wetlands Introduction and Spread of Noxious and Invasive Plant Species / Common Reed (Phragmites) or Purple Loosestrife, which can | 6.4-20, states that machinery will undergo cleaning
6.4.7.3.3 Potential Effects both be found in many locations throughout Northwestern and inspection prior to arriving to site and prior to
Page 6.4-74 Ontario. While these species may not be in the current moving between sites, and designating areas for

existing environment, there is a strong possibility they could such cleaning/inspection activities.

be transported on site. MNRF recommends considering the The EPP will include an Invasive Species and

risk of introduction associated with these species, or any other | Biosecurity Management Plan, designed to control
common invasive species (e.g., rusty crayfish or spiny water spread of identified and other invasive species.
flea) well-known to the region and how such risk may be

mitigated.

Similarly, please consider invasive species known to the

region and their risk in relation to Riparian Ecosystems

(Section 6.4.7.4.3) and Plant Species at Risk (Section

6.4.7.5.3), Plants Species of Conservation Concern (Section
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6.4.7.6.3) and Plants of Traditional Use (Section 7.7.8.4 &
Section 7.8.8.4).

83 Vegetation and Predicted Changes to Upland Ecosystem Availability at the LSA and Please clarify if the conversion of the ROW to field meadow is | The Project footprint is comprised of four (4)

Wetlands 6.4 RSA Predicted Changes to Riparian Ecosystem Availability in the LSA | incorporated into these calculations (i.e., added into the net meadow ecosite types, as follows:

Table 6.4-14 and RSA effects hectares which is then subtracted from the baseline e B008 - 0.5 ha

Page 6.4-59 characterization). '

Table 6.4-18 The percent change calculations for the Meadow General Habitat Type ¢ B030-2.0ha

Page 6.4-76 are high for both Upland and Riparian Ecosites. ® B045-288.5 ha
® B094-1.2 ha
Table 6.4-4 includes a footnote which indicates
that the ROW conversion to meadow (B045) was
considered as part of the baseline characterization
that was carried through the EA. As observed
above, B045 and reclassified ROW comprises
98.7% of all meadow habitat within the Project
footprint.

84 Vegetation and Riparian Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem Please reference where the anthropogenic ecosite overlap Additional text has been added to the Final EA
Wetlands Distribution areas and percentages are coming from in this section and Report to better explain anthropogenic or
6.4.7.4.1 other applicable sections, so that the corresponding table can | ‘disturbed’ ecosites.

Page 6.4-77 “Riparian habitat within the Project footprint overlaps with 19 ha (<0.1% | be found.
in the LSA) of anthropogenic ecosites within the LSA. *

85 Vegetation and Riparian Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Ecosystem Impacts to wildlife inhabitants, moisture regimes, water quality | Retention of compatible vegetation will result in
Wetlands Composition and drainage patterns are discussed. Please elaborate on the | removal of trees from within the ROW that have
6.4.7.4.1 loss and alteration of the vegetation composition, especially the potential to affect the safe operation of the
Page 6.4-77 with the removal of non-compatible vegetation, and what that | transmission line.

means for riparian vegetation community.

While considering treed upland and wetland
ecosites that occur within the riparian ecosystem
of the Project:

e 81.1 ha of coniferous, deciduous, and mixed
forest

® 14.4 ha of treed fen and treed swamp wetland

While considering the available treed riparian
ecosystem within the LSA and RSA:

® 98.9% (7,092 ha less 81.1 ha) and 99.7%
(23,430 ha less 81.1 ha) of treed upland habitat
will remain in the LSA and RSA, respectively.

® 99.1% (1,598 ha less 14.4 ha) and 99.7%
(4,652 ha less 14.4 ha) of treed wetland habitat
will remain in the LSA and RSA, respectively.
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With respect to each of the LSA and RSA, more
than 98.9% of treed upland and wetland habitat
will be retained.

Vegetation management practices, such as
establishing a wire zone - border zone where
vegetation closer to the ROW edge is permitted to
grow taller and may include tree species, can be
used along the ROW to increase treed species
within the transmission line ROW. All metrics
contained within the EA do not account for a wire
zone — border zone, and therefore represents the
worst-case-scenario. It is expected additional
upland and wetland treed habitats can be

retained/restored.

86 Vegetation and Riparian Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or Alteration / Mitigation Please elaborate, if applicable, on how riparian ecosystem Mitigation measures applicable to upland and
Wetlands Measures mitigation measures might differ from the upland and wetland | wetland ecosystems will also be applicable to
6.4.7.4.1 ecosystems. MNRF recognizes that there may be great upland and wetland ecosites also occurring within
Page 6.4-77 similarities with mitigation measures applied in upland and the riparian ecosystem.

wetland sites, but are there actions that would be strictly
considered for riparian areas given their proximity to streams, | Mitigation measures have been developed to
rivers, lakes, and ponds? address potential impacts when working in or near
streams, rivers, lakes, and ponds. Please refer to
Section 6.6 - Fish and Fish habitat.

87 Vegetation and Plant SOCC / Plant Loss or Alteration / Habitat Quantity Please elaborate on the impact to the larger subnational Of the fourteen species containing an SRank of
Wetlands population for species listed as S1-S3 and SH. This is S1-S3 and SH within the RSA, only two species
6.4.7.6.1 important to understand the larger scale impact of the Project | are recorded within the Project footprint:

Page 6.4-83 on these population given the limited number of occurrences | Scabrous Black Sedge (31.0 ha)

or populations within the province.
® Vasey’s Rush (8.0 ha)

For example, in Ontario: . 0 0
S1 - Extremely rare (often 5 or fewer occurrences, or very few | Based on the above metrics, 97.8 % and 98.5% of

remaining hectares) S2 — Very rare (usually between 5 and available habitat for the SOCC will be retained in
20 occurrences, or few remaining hectares) S3 — Rare to the LSA and RSA, respectively.

uncommon (usually between 20 and 100 occurrences, but

with some extensive examp|es remaining) SOCC is defined in the baseline report (Appendlx

6.4-A) as any species listed under Schedule a of
In addition, MNRF recommends making a clearer distinction | SARA as Special Concern, any species

between SOCC and their associated SWH considerations, designated as THR, END, EXT by COSEWIC, and
and other SWH (i.e., regionally rare orchid species). Typically, | SPecies listed under the ESA as SC, and any
SOCC SWH consists strictly of an occurrence of a SOCC species the subnational rank of SH and S1-S3.

species (S1-S3, SH) or Special Concern Species at Risk. o _
Per SWH criterion 3W, rare vegetation
However, the majority of SWH cannot be categorized as communities constitute SWH in addition to habitat

SOCC. The differentiation of the two in the EA is a bit of provincially SC, and S1-S3 and SH ranked
species. SOCC criteria is more encompassing
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confusing, especially when total SOCC habitat loss than SWH SC and Rare plant species alone, with
incorporates non-SOCC species habitat into its calculations. the addition of species listed under SARA and
The impact of SOCC loss may be significant at a subnational | COSEWIC.
(provincial) scale, whereas the loss of a regionally rare A statement has been added to highlight that SH
species may be felt at a regional level but at a provincial scale | and S1-S3 ranked plants discussed as SOCC also
may be less significant. constitute SWH.
For example, in Habitat Distribution:
“The greatest area of habitat loss for SOCC within the LSA
consists of diverse and sensitive orchid community SWH
(262 ha; 2.0% loss of the LSA).”
Diverse and Sensitive Orchid Community SWH are defined as
large, rare, and specialized communities of sensitive orchid
species that are sensitive to disturbance. SOCC may occur in
these communities, however their presence is not the sole
trigger for this SWHs identification. The presence of >9 total
orchid species within a

88 Vegetation and Plant SOCC / Mitigation MNRF recommends species-specific approaches be Please refer to the response to Comment #87.
Wetlands 6.4.7.6 considered for avoidance and mitigation to minimize impacts
Page 6.4- 83/86 to these highly adapted and sensitive species. While maintaining over 97.8% of SOCC habitat

within each of the LSA and RSA, mitigation
measures will be applied to retain available
ecosystem within the Project footprint where
possible. Both SOCC species (i.e., Scabrous
Black Sedge and Vasey’s Rush) fit within the
definition of compatible vegetation and will be
retained where possible. In areas with disturbance
is unavoidable, restoration methods, including
natural regeneration, will encourage species and
native seedbanks to recolonize.

89 Vegetation and Plant SOCC / Plant Loss or Alteration / Survival and Reproduction Rare vegetation communities are adapted to specialized Please refer to the responses to Comments
Wetlands habitats, unlike most widespread species within an ecoregion. | #87 and #88, above. The SOCC comprise a small
6.4.7.6.1 “Project-related changes in survival and reproduction are likely well Given the sensitive and highly adapted nature of SOCC area of the Project and less than 2.2% change
Page 6.4- 83/84 within the resilience and adaptability limits for this criterion.” species, MNRF suggests the opposite may be true depending | when considering the LSA and RSA.

on the direct or indirect nature of the impact. Please elaborate

on the rationale behind the statement above, so that we can Further to natural restoration methods,

better understand the perspective being put forward. consideration is given to limit changes to the
landscape, particularly drainage. Management of
drainage paths to maintain wetlands outside of the
footprint from potential changes to catchment is
considered. Drainage paths will be
maintain/restored, where possible.
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90 Vegetation and Predicted Changes to Ecosystem Availability for Plant Species of MNRF suggests replicating Table 6.4-12 while updating it to Areas of both confirmed and suitable habitat types
Wetlands Traditional Use in the LSA and RSA include hectares and/or percentages in exchange for the have been added to Table 6.4-12 in the Final EA
6.4.7.7.1 “confirmed” and/or “suitable” categories being used to Report.

Table 6.4-19 It is challenging to follow and confirm the percentages and hectares calculate loss and alteration quantities. Total summaries

Page 6.4-87 provided without having Table 6.4-12 alongside. could be included in the same table for both rows and
columns. This would greatly enable MNRF to draw
connections between general habitat type and traditional plant
species much more easily and clearly, facilitating MNRF’s
review of their mandated interests.

91 Vegetation and Plants of Traditional Use / Project Effect / Habitat Distribution MNRF suggests this discussion also acknowledge the Through engagement during the draft EA process,
Wetlands possibility of these areas being managed for incompatible Hydro One heard feedback from Indigenous
6.4.7.7.1 “However, the greatest percent of habitat loss for plant species of vegetation through herbicide application, which may be in communities and stakeholders regarding concerns
Page 6.4-88 traditional use within the LSA consists of meadow (295 ha: 13.2% loss | contradiction with Traditional Use practices. with the use of herbicides to remove and manage

in the LSA). It is noted; however, that the Project footprint will be vegetation on the Project. After extensive

allowed to naturally recover with compatible species, resulting in consideration of this feedback, herbicides will not

creation of 2,867 ha of meadow habitat.” be used during construction of the Project or for
future maintenance of this transmission line. The
Final EA Report has been updated to reflect this.

92 Vegetation and Table 6.4-20 Potential Effects, Mitigation Measures, and Predicted Net | MNRF has two edits to the first row in the table on potential The Final EA Report has been updated
Wetlands 6.4- Effects. effects, mitigation measures and predicted net effects: accordingly.

92

1) Change the wording of “avoid burning slash piles
when a fire hazard is present” to “avoid burning slash
piles in peat-rich areas where residual fires could
smoulder after April 15

2) Change the wording of “Avoid locating slash burn piles
in peat-rich areas where residual forest could persist
after construction” to “Avoid creating slash burn piles
in peat-rich areas where residual fires could smoulder
after April 15"

93 Vegetation and Monitoring Will a Vegetation Management Plan be included within the EA | The EPP will include a Rare Plant Management

Wetlands 6.4.12
Page 6.4-173

“In the event that a sensitive feature is identified, appropriate vegetation
management procedures will be implemented.”

that outlines these described procedures and implementation
considerations? Inclusion of this material within the EA allows
MNRF to determine if the proposed procedures and
implementation guidance addresses our natural heritage
interests and legislated requirements.

MNRF will want to see plans or protocols be provided for
invasive species management, erosion and sediment control
management, and progressive reclamation.

Plan that addresses mitigation measures and a
contingency plan for rare plant species or
community discovered through the course of
construction, and can be provided to the MNRF in
advance of construction. Mitigation measures
included in Section 6.4 of the Final EA report will
be included in this plan, which will address:

® Avoidance Flagging
e Protection of known rare plant features
® Protection of undiscovered rare plant features
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The EPP will also include an Invasive Species and
Biosecurity Management Plan, Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan, and Final Reclamation
mitigation measures.

Additional details on the scope of these plans has
been added to Section 10.2.2 of the Final EA

Report.

94 Vegetation and Prediction Confidence in the Assessment MNRF encourages conversations with SFL holders, as well as | It is understood from a discussion with the MNRF
Wetlands 6.4.11 MNRF, regarding FRI classification. that the FRI is not designed to provide detailed
Page 6.4-171 “Wetlands in the study area were mapped as either bogs, fens, information on ecosite classification and it is a tool

marshes, or swamps. It is understood that mineral wetlands are for forestry. The Final EA Report has been
infrequently captured and classified as wetland through spatial analysis updated to acknowledge these limitations when
programs (e.g., digital surface mode) and, as such, existing data may using it for land cover mapping and ecosite
underestimate wetlands within the LSA and RSA. As it relates to classification.

observations made during baseline characterization field assessments,

only 53% of the ecosites visited aligned with the existing FRI mapping.

It is noted that FRI mapping was approximately 15 years old during the

field assessment, so, inevitably, the landscape has undergone some

alteration from development and natural processes; however, this value

seems to suggest a high level of error.”

95 Vegetation and Net Effects Characterization / Upland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss or | Please elaborate on how permanent access roads and towers | To clarify, “permanent” access roads are
Wetlands Alteration are assumed to be medium term and reversible, while referenced to differentiate them from temporary
6.4.8.1.1 compatible vegetation management is considered permanent. | access roads during construction. The use of
Page 6.4- 107/108 | “Construction of the Project is predicted to remove upland habitats and | Given the indefinite lifespan of the Project. It would seem that | “permanent” is not a reflection of the net effects

the direct and indirect effects of the changes are predicted to be permanent access roads and towers should be considered characterization definition of permanent which is
confined to the footprint and extend into the LSA, respectively. For the | permanent (long-term and irreversible) as well? Regular defined as “irreversible”. Access roads used during
purposes of this assessment, changes to all three indicators that extend | vegetation management efforts will be required to keep non- operation can be removed if they are no longer
into the operations and maintenance stage are assumed to be medium | compatible vegetation from encroaching on the ROW. required for ongoing operation and maintenance of
term/reversible for uplands disturbed by permanent access roads and the Project, or if the Project is retired and effects
towers. Effects to treed upland general habitat type in the corridor would be reversible. The net effects

ROW would also be permanent due to maintaining compatible characterization has been updated to indicate that
vegetation to meet safety requirements during operations.” the net effects for ecosystem loss or alteration are

medium term for temporary Project components
and long-term for Project components that will be
in place for the life of the Project (e.g., towers and
permanent access roads). These effects continue
to be considered reversible.

Towers are captured by the ROW. Direct impact to
vegetation from towers are generally related to
their footings and not the entire footprint of the
structure. Compatible vegetation will continue to
grow around and under the tower structures.
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96 Vegetation and Characterization of Predicted Net Effects to the Upland Ecosystem Please include predicted loss of Project footprint in addition to | Tables 6.4-23 through 6.4-27 are not meant to
Wetlands the LSA’s baseline characterization. This assists MNRF in assess the general habitat changes among the
6.4.8.1.1 reviewing and understanding the direct and indirect impacts to | respective ecosystem, but rather as a whole
Table 6.4-22 our mandated interests. ecosystem. The predicted loss for the ecosystem
Page 6.4-109 is identified in the ‘Magnitude’ column.
Please add Project footprint to the other characterization
tables as well (e.g., Table 6.4-23 to Table 6.4-26). Tables 6.4-14, 6.4-15, 6.4-16, 6.4-17, 6.4-18, and
6.4-19
identify the loss associated with the Project
footprint (Net Effect) and associated percent
change with respect to each of the LSA and RSA.
97 Vegetation and Net Effects Characterization / Wetland Ecosystems / Ecosystem Loss Please elaborate on how the negative effects to wetland Medium-term and reversibility are part of the
Wetlands or Alteration ecosystems are assumed to be medium term and reversible, | Duration/Reversibility net effects criteria.
6.4.8.2.1 when effects are predicted to be continuous and probable. Continuous and probable are part of the
Page 6.4-110 “For the Project footprint, negative effects to the availability and Frequency and Likelihood of Occurrence net
distribution of wetland ecosystems are predicted to be small, probable, effects criteria. Additional details on how these
continuous, and local in scale. Construction of the Project is predicted criteria are defined are provided in Table 5.6-1.
to remove 1.8% of wetland ecosystem within the LSA, confined to the
Project footprint. For the purposes of this assessment, changes to all Based upon these definitions, impacts are
three indicators that extend into the operations and maintenance stage considered medium-term, where, “the effect
are assumed to be medium term/reversible.” occurs during construction and/or operation and
maintenance, and persists after the activity is
complete, but is reversible”.
Impacts to wetlands will be limited to the period of
construction through to operation. At the end of
the Project and following decommissioning, the
impacts are predicted to be reversible given that
the area can recover to pre-disturbance condition.
While considering the above, the actual impacts
are predicted to be probable — the effect is likely to
occur and not certain (i.e., the effect will occur).
98 Vegetation and Please elaborate on how duration, reversibility and frequency Additional clarification will assist the MNRF in understanding Table 5.6-1 provides definitions for the net effects
Wetlands 6.4.8 characterizations are assigned. Additional rationale and explanation the thinking behind the characterizations and how they relate | characterization, which includes
are needed for MNRF to understand how these conclusions are being | to our natural heritage interests. duration/reversibility and frequency.
made, as predicted losses or alterations often are of a different impact
nature than the assigned characterization.
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99 Wildlife and MNRF is concerned with the lack of a fulsome species list in their MNRF recommends including the following list of amphibian Spring Peeper was selected as an indicator

Wildlife Habitat description of the confirmation criteria for Amphibian Breeding Habitat species known to occur in Ecoregion 4W to support the species for amphibian breeding habitat as they

Section 6.5 including the exclusion of indicator species, Spring Peeper. identification of “four or more of the listed frog or toad breed in a wide-range of aquatic habitats (i.e.,

p. 53 Salamanders also should be considered when determining Amphibian | species”, including: Eastern Newt, Spotted Salamander, Blue- | lakes, pods, streams, bogs, marshes, etc.);
Breeding Habitat, and the provided criteria in this section should be spotted Salamander, American Toad, Gray Treefrog, Boreal however, Spring Peeper also spend the majority of
updated to reflect their consideration as well. Chorus Frog, Wood Frog, Spring Peeper, Northern Leopard, their lifecycle more terrestrially. Therefore, the

Green Frog, Mink Frog, and Mudpuppy. habitat modelling for Spring Peeper captures a
Updating the EA to reflect the above considerations will allow | variety of aquatic habitat conditions which may
the EA to assess and mitigate the impacts to herpetofauna support additional amphibian species within the
more accurately. In addition, a fulsome list of species under LSA and RSA. This approach was specifically
the breeding habitat criteria will meet the Project requirements | taken to capture habitat impacts for all amphibian
to identify assess and manage potentially significant species which rely on aquatic habitats to
environmental risks and integrate environmental reproduce. Therefore, the addition of other
considerations into decisions. amphibian indicator species that is more common
and widespread is not necessary, as this will not
change the results of the effects assessment for
amphibians.
100 Wildlife and The Trumpeter Swan has been selected as the indicator species for An additional wetland species (e.g., Green-winged Teal, Ring- | Trumpeter Swan was selected as an indicator

Wildlife Habitat 6.5

Marsh birds in the draft EA assessment.

The Trumpeter Swan has recently begun to re-establish in the area and
is not a widespread species in the Project area. In addition, the
Trumpeter Swan has very habitat specific nesting (large nests) and
general habitat (large wetland to allow take off) requirements.

A wider-spread and more generalist wetland species, may provide a
more accurate assessment for a larger diversity of species and a wider
range of wetland habitat types to inform mitigation measures and the
net effect for this EA.

necked Duck, Hooded Merganser), that is common and a
generalist, should be considered and added to the Draft EA.
This additional species can be used to assess the impact to
larger range wetland species and habitats.

In addition, a clear explanation of how the trumpeter swan
assesses the widespread and overall impacts to wetland and
wetland species should be provided.

species for marsh birds as they thrive in high
quality habitats. Although these large swans
require long runways of at least 100 m for take-off,
they are known to use waterbodies of variable size
for nesting, including small features (Mitchell et al.
2020). Therefore, the habitat modelling for
Trumpeter Swan included all wetland ecosites
(other than treed swamps) and beaver ponds
within the LSA and RSA, plus a buffer around
those features of 100 to 1000 m (into adjacent
terrestrial and aquatic habitat, respectively); no
minimum size criteria was applied as a threshold
for suitable Trumpeter Swan habitat. This
approach was specifically taken to capture habitat
impacts for all marsh bird and wetland species.
Therefore, the addition of another wetland
indicator species that is more common and
widespread is not necessary, as this will not
change the results of the effects assessment for
marsh birds.
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101 Wildlife and A potential project interaction due to the attraction of wildlife to the The EA should consider additional impacts at the Operation Table 6.5-22 was updated to include effects from
Wildlife Habitat Project at the Operation and Maintenance stage is not indicated. In and Maintenance stage for wildlife attractants and increased wildlife attractant in the operations and
Section 6.5 addition, consider the impact of increased public access and wildlife public access at the retirement stage. Please ensure project- | maintenance phase and increase in public access
Table 6.5-20: interactions. The proposed changes will allow the EA to accurately environment interactions for wildlife consider all potential in the retirement phase.
Potential Project- | assess and therefore mitigate the impacts to wildlife and will meet the impacts at various stages to assess the net effects.
Environment ToR requirement to accurately identify, asses, and manage potentially
Interactions for significant environmental risks and integrate environmental
Wildlife considerations into decisions.
p. 86
102 Wildlife and Future MNRF permitting/approval requirements are not noted if an The EA should indicate that MNRF permitting is required Comment acknowledged. MNRF will be contacted
Wildlife Habitat individual encounters and wishes to possess a found dead wild animal. | (Notice of Possession) if an individual will possess a dead to discuss permitting requirements if an individual
Section 6.5 The proposed changes will make workers aware of MNRF permitting animal. will possess a dead animal.
requirements under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act if an Keep a dead wild animal | ontario.ca
individual was to encounter dead wildlife during the various stages of
the Project.
103 Wildlife and Future MNRF permitting/approval requirements regarding nuisance The EA should indicate that MNRF permitting is required for Where beaver removal is required, the head
Wildlife Habitat beavers have not been clarified in the EA. The MNRF has permitting the removal of the beavers themselves. This permit is in trapper for the impacted trapline will be contacted
Section 6.5 requirements regarding the removal of the beavers, in addition to addition to the beaver dam removal authorization. The permit | and/or the required MNRF permits will be acquired
p.128 beaver dams. required is the Term Agent Authorization, Individual as necessary. Section 6.6.7.1.2.2 notes that a
The proposed changes will ensure that the EA follows all licensing Authorization or for the EA to identify the need to have the permit is required for beaver dam removals.
& Fish and Fish under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act as per commitment #75 of | assistance of the head trapper to trap the nuisance beaver. Additional wording has been added to Section
Habitat Section the ToR. In the event of a dam blocking a culvert, MNRF approval will 6.5.7.6.4 of the Final EA Report about beaver
6.6 Additionally, MNRF noted an inconsistency regarding potential beaver be required before the beaver dam can be removed. A permit | removal and the utilization for head trappers on
p. 105 blockages in culverts. is required unless the individual is the head trapper for the traplines to assist with the work
An “Authorization to Interfere With/Destroy a Black Bear or Furbearing | trapline. This requirement should be reflected in any report
Mammal Den, Beaver Dam, Black Bear Den” as per the Fish and text regarding culvert maintenance.
Wildlife Conservation Act, 1997 is an important permit to be noted for
culvert maintenance to ensure all permits are obtained as per
commitment #75 of the ToR.
104 Section 6.5 — Mitigation Measures Bald Eagle page 6.5-143 “Managing tree clearing Please ensure tree clearing activities are consistent with the As described in Section 6.5.3 of the EA, bald
Wildlife and activities to the extent possible so that removal will occur outside of the | Stand and Site Guide and recognize the critical breeding eagle has been selected as a surrogate of all
Wildlife Habitat bald eagle nesting period (March 15 to August 15).” period of bald eagle and that impacts to other raptor species raptor species.
and their critical breeding periods are captured in the Final
This nesting period is not consistent with the Forest Management EA. Bald eagle mitigation measures in section
Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Guide (SSG). Example: Using “Bald Eagle” from the SSG: 6.5.7.9.1 have been updated to be consistent with
The geography for the project footprint recognizes “March 1 to August | 400m radius area of concern (AOC) around known active the SSG guidelines and wording has been
31" as the critical breeding period in the SSG primary eagle nests. Ranking assessment (pg., 192) in the updated to apply to all active raptor nests.
SSG (see below), to help assess the potential impact of Updated measures include avoidance of moderate
At what distance will tree clearing be managed? The EA does not activities on nesting birds. Ranking may be adjusted to meet to high impact operations (including vegetation
speak to any additional mitigations that will be put in place from HONI specific site conditions and a concurrent combination of clearing, helicopter flights, drilling, blasting, and
assessing potential impact at the site level. Can HONI provide operations may elevate the potential impact. implosion slicing) to the extent practicable within
additional information within this section describing how this will be Generally, no operations would be permitted within 200m of 400m of an active bald eagle (or other raptor) nest
evaluated and mitigated? the nest and any high and moderate ranked operations would | during the critical breeding period (March 1 to
August 31). If raptor nest removals are required, or

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023


https://www.ontario.ca/page/keep-dead-wild-animal

Crs 71
hyd o
one
Document,
# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number
be avoided within 201-400 m of the nest during the critical if works are required within the protective nest
breeding period (March 1 to August 31). buffers, Hydro One will engage with the MNRF to
In addition, the EA does not speak to other raptor species that | acquire all appropriate permits for this work.
maybe impacted by the project footprint. For example, Osprey
with a critical breeding period from April 15 to August 31. Bald Eagle nest locations (including a 400m
Below is an example of an Osprey nest that falls just outside buffer) have been mapped and included in the EA
of HONI's proposed ROW, however, the distance is close (Appendix 6.5-B). All other raptor nest locations
enough to consider mitigations related to low, medium, and have been mapped and included in the Baseline
high potential impact activities during the critical breeding Report (Appendix 6.4-A). The raptor nesting
period. Not addressing/planning for site specific mitigations locations and mitigation measures identified in the
could lead to abandonment of the nest during construction, EA will be carried forward to the EPP. Mapping will
maintenance, monitoring, and reclamation activities. be used to determine potential overlap of raptor
ey nests with moderate to high impact operations
(including vegetation clearing, helicopter flights,
drilling, blasting, and implosion slicing) so that
potential impacts to raptor nests can be avoided
during the critical breeding period (March 1 to
August 31).
105 Section 6.5 — Section 6.5.7.9.3 Electrocution and Collisions with the Transmission The Final EA should indicate that MNRF permitting is required | Updated wording in Section 6.5.7.9.3 and
Wildlife and Line under Mitigation Measures “Management of nests during the non- | for the removal of bald eagle nests, as a species that is not 6.5.7.9.6 to indicate an FWCA Authorization is

Wildlife Habitat

breeding season (such as moving nests to alternate structures, and
removing unoccupied nests), can minimize the risk of avian mortality
from electrocution (APLIC 2006).” More information is required on the
methods to “move nests to alternate structures”, and information on
MNRF permitting/approval requirements for destruction of bald eagle
nests needs to be included to ensure that the EA follows the
regulations under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act.

covered under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), it
is covered under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act
(FWCA). The Final EA should consider including additional
wording to indicate that authorization is also required for any
other bird species nest that is not covered under the MBCA.
These nests require MNRF authorization before destruction,
taking or possession of nests or its eggs.

This is an Authorization to Destroy/Take/Possess Nests or
Eggs (FW2013).

required to remove a bird nest not protected under
the MBCA and that MNRF consultation is required
to determine removal methods.
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106 Section 6.5 — “Aerial surveys conducted by the Ontario Government between Updated estimates for WMU-specific moose populations Section 6.5.5.2 had been updated with
Wildlife and 1975 and 2022 indicate moose populations in the Project study area relative to their WMU-specific population objective range 2023 estimates
Wildlife Habitat are declining...” (POR) can be viewed at the following webpage (Moose
Pg.29 population management | ontario.ca). Going into winter 2023,
all WMU-specific moose populations within the LSA/RSA (i.e.,
moose populations in CEZ C1) were below their POR. After
winter 2023 MAI surveys, moose within WMU 12A were
estimated to be at the lower limit of their POR, while the
moose population in WMU 12B remains below its POR.
107 Section 6.5 — The information referenced around moose pregnancy and twinning MNRF recommends augmenting this section with context Information provided by MNRF was incorporated
Wildlife and rates (i.e., Boer 1992 and Murray et al. 2012) although correctly refers | around the relative survivability of calf moose (in proximity to into the text in Section 6.5.5.2.
Wildlife Habitat to what those authors observed, differ what has been observed more the LSA/RSA) through to their first year would also add further
Pg.29 recently and in closer proximity to the LSA/ RSA. context to the EA report readers around the relative health of
the moose population associated with the LSA/RSA.
108 Section 6.5- The MNR references (i.e., MNR, 2013 a, b, c, d, e, f, g) to moose home | Please confirm accuracy of references within the document. Comment noted. These references have been
Wildlife and range sizes in WMUs 5,8, 9A, 12A and 12B do not appear to be checked
Wildlife Habitat correct.
Pg.29
109 Section 6.5 - White-tailed deer are indicated as the primary host of moose winter tick. | MNRF suggests decreasing the importance of white-tailed All existing factors that could be affecting wildlife
Wildlife and deer as a host for this tick species and thus the impact of deer | populations at existing conditions are discussed.
Wildlife Habitat populations on moose relative to deer being a host of moose | Recent and relevant literature to support these
Pg.30 winter tick. statements were used. Hydro One is not in a
position to decrease or increase the importance of
these statements without appropriate studies and
evidence.
110 Section 6.5 — The estimated abundance of white-tailed deer across the LSA/RSA has | MNRF suggests that the report not overstate the relative Please refer to the response to Comment #109.
Wildlife and been well below levels observed 10-15 years ago. import of white-tailed deer on the moose population in the
Wildlife Habitat LSA/RSA ‘existing environment’.
Pg.30
111 Fish and Fish Incomplete data/information on the timeframe for the restoration of Please further define the timeframe that will be used when Restoration must be completed in consideration of
Habitat Table 6.6- | disturbed areas. Mitigation measures in the Fish and Fish Habitat restoring disturbed areas as soon as reasonably possible. time of year, weather/ground conditions, and
23: section, indicate restoration of disturbed areas as soon as reasonably access relative to when construction of facilities in
Potential Effects, | possible. a given area are completed. Final reclamation is to
Mitigation be completed outside of frozen conditions as soon
Measures, and To allow MNRF to understand the potential impacts and net effects as weather and soil conditions permit.
Predicted Net assessment for Fish and Fish Habitat, more detailed is required to Reclamation efforts within and near wetlands are
Effects for Fish further define the timeframe indicated within the text. to commence as soon as reasonably possible to
and Fish Habitat, reduce the potential impact and to take advantage
p. 126 and Further clarification will explain potential effects to allow a complete of access. Timing of re-vegetation is to take
125. review of the potential impacts and assist with developing associated advantage of favourable moisture and temperature
environmental protection plans (Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) conditions.
Temporary watercourse crossing structures and all
materials will be removed upon project completion
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in accordance with approvals from MNRF, DFO
and Conservation Authorities as warranted.
Snowfill and ice bridge removals will comply with
DFO’s Interim code of practice: temporary stream
crossings. All permit requirements and applicable
measures from DFO’s Measures to Avoid Causing
Harm to Fish and Fish Habitat including Aquatic
Species at Risk will be followed. No construction
activities are to be completed below the high-water
mark to remove crossing structures.
No logs or woody debris are to be left within the
water body or on the banks or shoreline where
they can wash into the water body.

112 Fish and Fish Further clarification regarding vegetation buffer clearing up to 10m and | Please ensure practices adjacent to watercourses follow Removal of incompatible vegetation (i.e., trees)
Habitat — placement of material from watercourses will explain potential effects to | MNRF Environmental Guidelines for Access Roads and that may interfere with the safe operation of the
Table 6.6-23: allow a complete review of the potential impacts and assist with Water Crossings as indicated in the Draft EA. The EA could transmission line will be removed. Compatible
Potential Effects, developing associated plans (Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) consider defining where the potentially erodible material will vegetation (i.e., shrubs, trees unlikely to interfere
Mitigation The EA indicates mechanical harvesters and bulldozers will be used to | be placed in relation to the high-water mark. A clear with clearance requirements) will be retained
Measures, and remove vegetation for laydowns at the construction stage. Further description of the riparian buffer, and the are that will remain | within riparian areas and within 10 m of
Predicted Net clarification is required to confirm if the EA will use a different method of | vegetated, is required. watercourses.

Effects for Fish removal within a potential riparian zone.

and Fish Habitat, Natural revegetation will be used as the preferred

p. Additionally, there is inconsistency with the intended clearing buffer, as method of reclamation. Seeding and planting will

120. a 30m buffer is noted in a different section of the EA. be limited to erosion-prone areas (e.g., steep
slopes), or where required by landowner

Section 6.6 commitments, or regulatory authorization.

p. 109 Wetland work areas will be restored to pre-
construction drainage patterns and
seeded/planted with native vegetation (wetland
seed mix and shrub stock appropriate for the site
conditions and surrounding vegetation
community).

113 Fish and Fish Further information on erosion and sediment control measures The EA should explain how it will ensure that erosion and Disturbed areas will be stabilized and restored to
Habitat regarding bank stabilization and removal is required. sediment control measures (for example sediment fencing) prevent erosion. Site-specific designs and bank
Section 6.6 are removed from the Project area once the bank stabilizes. treatments will be implemented to address erosion

Further clarification will describe potential effects to allow a complete risks and will be available for review during

p. 96 review of the potential impacts and assist with developing associated In addition, the EA could consider providing additional detailed design.

plans (Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) as per commitment #30 of
the ToR.

information on what indicators will be used to define the bank
as stable.

Erosion and sediment control measures will be
kept in place until all work is completed and/or all
disturbed ground has been stabilized and/ or re-
vegetated as required. Biodegradable sediment
fencing will be used throughout the project.
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Erosion and sediment control measures and
procedures are included in the Final EA Report
and will be detailed in the EPP which can be
provided to MNRF.
114 Fish and Fish Incomplete information on the EA’s definition of “reinstated” waterbody | The EA should define what the word “reinstate” means inthe | Please refer to the responses to Comments
Habitat banks regarding the re vegetation of the Project area. context of revegetation of the site. There should be a clear #112 and #113.
Section 6.6 description of how the EA will “reinstate and stabilize banks of
waterbodies”. Temporary watercourse crossing structures and all
p. 93 materials will be removed upon project completion
in accordance with approvals from MNRF, DFO
and Conservation Authorities as warranted. Banks
may be recontoured, as needed.
Disturbed areas will be stabilized and restored to
prevent erosion, Erosion and sediment control
measures will be kept in place until all disturbed
ground has been stabilized.
115 Fish and Fish The EA does not currently state the MNRF will be identified if new During construction, if new waterbodies are encountered, MNRF will be notified of all new watercourses
Habitat waterbodies are identified. MNRF will need to be notified. identified requiring crossings.
Section 6.6
p. 91
116 Fish and Fish More information is required regarding the definition of temporary and Further clarification is required on what infrastructure is At this stage in the project, it is unknown which
Habitat permanent infrastructure. Including, what infrastructure will be considered temporary and permanent. In addition, the EA access roads will be left in place to support
Section 6.6 developed > 30 m from waterbodies. should indicate what infrastructure will be developed > 30 m operations and maintenance of the transmission
Further clarification will explain potential effects to allow a complete from waterbodies. line. Engagement with Indigenous communities
p. 91 review of the potential impacts and assist with developing the required and appropriate stakeholders, including the
Environmental Protection Plans. MNRF, will occur prior to determining which roads
will not be removed and any necessary
permits/approvals will be obtained.
117 S. 6.6, p. 94, An application for a new licence or permit will have to be developed in Remove the reference to “category” from the text and replace | The Final EA Report was updated to remove
p. 110, p. 120, accordance with the new application requirements. The text currently it with proper current terminology. reference to “Category 9”.
Table 6.6-23 references “categories” in which are past application requirements.
118 Section Water course field survey measurements and site characteristic (at all Provide rationale for type of water crossing selected. MNRF Prior to installation of a water crossing structure, a
6.6 — Fish and the crossing sites) are not currently available to inform the EA. Stream | understands that site specific information will be provided gualified professional will ground truth/field assess
Fish Habitat channel measurements and site characteristic are required to properly | during permitting. To avoid delays, post EA-approval, please | the stream characteristics to confirm the correct

design/determine the most appropriate structure (for each specific
water crossing) and are required for MNRF permitting. Potential
impacts from installing water crossing structures are highly dependent
on the type of crossing structure that will be installed., The EA should
acknowledge this requirement and the EPP should capture permit
requirements for water crossing within a SOP (i.e., details and

specify actions that will be used to identify type of crossing
needed. MNRF suggests a water crossing protocol to allow
for some flexibility while in the field.

Provide a definition of “log fill” in the EA. Please elaborate on
the considerations given for downstream effects during the
freshet. In addition, please explain how these will be

structure has been selected. Notification to MNRF
will be provided where any changes to proposed
crossing structures are required and/or when new
water crossings are identified.

Log fills will only be prescribed in wet areas where
there are no defined channels and are intended
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measurements required for review) to ensure a more streamlined
process.

There is concern that the use of culverts as temporary crossing
structures may not be appropriate to the extent proposed within the EA.
Installation and removal of a culvert (as temporary structure), results in
the disturbance of the stream channel (once when the culvert is
installed and then again when the culvert is removed). Thus,
necessitating much more rehabilitation, compared to the use of clear
span structures or winter water crossings. There is a high volume of
temporary culverts proposed in the overall footprint of the Project.

Culvert use will require more fisheries assessment work (including on-
site assessment of local fisheries values, substrate, stream beds and
banks), more restrictive work timing windows and additional
rehabilitation work in the permitting process compared to temporary
bridges.

In addition, no contingency or mitigation plan appears to be in place for
warm winters when ice bridges and snow fills are compromised. It
should be noted that small flowing streams are not suitable for ice
bridges or snow fills within the EA, as it is not feasible to maintain flow
over the bottom.

In addition, there are concerns about the lack of mitigation measures for
fording of watercourses during construction. The EA indicates that
fording is not planned as a primary method but states that it will occur
one time (there and back) for installation of the water crossing
structures and will occur for construction under approval from
regulatory agencies following DFO code of practice.

Structure type “Log fill/Snow fill”. It is unclear if this is an "option
between the two" or if logs will be used to support a snowpack
crossing. Please confirm. It should be noted that the use of logs in frost
free conditions within a watercourse is not a standard practice with
MNRF In addition, the use of logs (other then support on approaches)
with a snowpack crossing is not consistent with the DFO code of
practice or Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and Oceans
Canada Protocol for the Review and Approval of Forestry Water
Crossings (MNRF/DFO Water Crossing Protocol).

Page 6.6-91 “Log fill crossings will be used only in areas with no
defined channel, areas that are dry at the time of crossing and in
seepage areas where no fish habitat has been identified. They will be

decommissioned. This information is necessary to help
determine overall impacts of the project in relation to MNRF

mandates, legislative requirements and/or interests.

only to maintain natural drainage patterns. There
will be no log fills installed in any actual waterbody
or in any defined channel, whether it is wet or dry.
In effect, log fills will only be used where there is
clearly no impact to fish or fish habitat. Log fills will
be characterized by a layer of logs covered with
geotextile and fill material as required. Upon
decommissioning, the fill material will be pulled
back and the geotextile removed and disposed.
Logs will be removed and redistributed/disposed
as appropriate to ensure natural drainage is
maintained.

The anticipated maximum time frame for
temporary structures to be in place is
approximately <2 years.

Fording will be used to facilitate access to
locations where water crossing installments are
required. Fording will follow the mitigation
measures outlined within the DFO Code of
Practice and will include the following:

® No SAR are present at the crossing;

e Will be conducted in shallow watercourses with
stable beds, low sloping banks and approaches
in wet conditions and or under dry crossing
conditions;

® Does not include realignment of the
watercourse or construction activities,
infrastructure installments to ford;

e Mitigation measures identified in the EA to
protect fish and fish habitat are implemented;
and

e Notification will be submitted for locations
planned to be forded.

Log fill/snowfill crossings are presented as an
option of using either method to cross the
waterbody. Further refinements to the crossing
methods have been presented in the Final EA
Report.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023




&

o]
one

hydr

76

Document,
# Section and
Page Number

MNRF Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

used only during the appropriate timing windows, and under agency
permitted conditions.”

The EA does not have sufficient information on how these impacts are
going to be rehabilitated. The EA and the EPP must present more
information on reclamation and clean-up of temporary waterbody
crossing structures.

Statements such as - Section 3.3.5 Water Crossings “Temporary
crossing materials, if used, will be removed immediately following the
completion of construction activities.” Are vague. Additional discussion
about how restoration of disturbed banks is to occur for all crossing
types will also provide a more thorough understanding on how the
potential impacts are to be managed and mitigated.

Additional details on the post-construction
reclamation condition of water crossings will be
provided within the EPP and detailed within
permitting applications to applicable regulatory
agencies.

119 S.6.9,p.8,P.
18, p.34, Table
6.9-21, p. 37,
p. 46

For an application to operate a pit or quarry the Technical Reports and
Information Standards 2020 requires a Blast Design Report. Please
review the requirements for this report.

Please ensure these requirements are reflected in the EA as
a requirement for an aggregate application. Please refer to
the cover letter for links to information about requirements.
Once a licence or permit is issued the operation is confined to
the limits of the site. Please remove reference to "expected to
be more stationary" and replace it with "it will be stationary
within the permitted/licenced area” in page 37.

The Final EA Report has been updated to identify
that aggregate pit applications will follow the
MNRF process outlined at
https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-
resources#section-7.

120 Section 7.0

7.1.6-1-3

Bear Management Areas and labels do not appear to be on maps

MNRF recommends adding the bear management areas to
the map of hunting, trapping, and fishing in the regional study
area.

The figure has been updated in the Final EA
Report to include Bear Management Areas.

121 Section 7.0

The EA did not consider new or planned upgraded roads within Crown
Land Use Policy Atlas (CLUPA), Lake Trout Lakes Area of Concern.
CLUPA is higher level direction resulting from broad landscape level
crown land use planning exercises, vetted through extensive public
consultation. CLUPA management direction applies the following local
policies to the management of Natural Lake Trout Lakes (LTL) in the
Atikokan area.

e Lakes shall have a 120m Area of Concern (AOC)

e Timber Harvesting will not be permitted within 120 m

The intent of the AOC is to protect water quality on Lake Trout Lakes.
In the FMP planning process, road building for primary and branch
roads has been recognized to have a greater impact to water quality
through sediment disturbance and transport, therefore road
infrastructure is not permitted within 120m of these designated lakes
[does not permit higher impact activity (road construction), where a
lower impact activity (timber harvesting) is explicitly prohibited]. In
further support, the original wording in the DLUGS was “no cut”.

An example of the Atikokan area CLUPA LTL:

MNRF will not be permitting or authorizing any actions or
activities that are not consistent with Crown Land Use Policy
reports in CLUPA.

Additional information on Crown Land Use Palicy,
the CLUPA and policy areas that overlap with the
ROW and Project footprint have been added to
Section 7.1.7.2.2.6 (Crown Land Use Policy).

Additional information regarding Lake Trout Lakes
has also been added to the Final EA Report.
Hydro One met with MNRF on August 18, 2023, to
discuss Comment #121 and Comment #123. It
was noted that there are a number of designated
Lake Trout Lakes within the Project LSA and RSA.
Refinements to the Project footprint to avoid these
areas have the potential to require a longer ROW
and would lead to more habitat fragmentation as
the ROW would no longer parallel the existing
infrastructure. This option may not be favorable
from an overall environmental effects perspective.
Hydro One has minimized roads in the area(s)
overlapping designated Lake Trout Lakes. Hydro
One also acknowledges that a CLUPA
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https://www.lioapplications.Irc.gov.on.ca/services/CLUPA/xmIRea

der.asp x?xsl=web-

primary.xsl&type=primary&POLICY IDENT=G2569
Some examples of these designated lakes that have been identified to
add new or upgrade existing roads (please see comments 35 and 41 in
relation to concerns on existing roads) are:

e Little Eva Lake
e Cole Lake
e Nym Lake

e Forsherg Lake

e Crowrock Lake — Additional note: the road and line crossing location
within a Fish Sanctuary

e Sandford Lake

amendment may be required if Project
construction activities are required to take place
within the 120 m Area of Concern.

Section 6.6 (Fish and Fish Habitat) of the EA
provides additional information on lake trout. The
proposed species restricted activity timing window
is between September 1 to May 31. Lake Trout are
cold-water species and typically spawn during the
fall. Lake trout habitat typically consists of Large
boulder/ cobble substrates in various water depths
(often <40 m, observed as shallow as 0.3 m) and
is often associated with groundwater upwellings.
Approximately 92 waterbody crossings along the
ROW are estimated to support lake trout habitat,
while 71 waterbody crossings along access roads
are estimated to support lake trout habitat. Hydro
One will adhere to the restricted activity timing
period noted above for lake trout to the extent
practicable and the mitigation measures outlined in
Section 6.6.7.2.1 (Mitigation Measures) in order to
minimize adverse impacts to lake trout habitat.

122 Section 7.0

There are other CLUPA General Use Area policies within the project
footprint that are not referenced, including: G2624, G2699, for Crown
Land Disposition and Road Development and Maintenance.

All Crown Land Use Policies for the proposed route should be
listed and considered to determine the permitted uses within
the project footprint and the study area with regards to utility
development, and road development and maintenance.
MNRF will not be permitting or authorizing any actions or
activities that are not consistent with CLUPA/

For example., G2699 Shebandown Lake: Land and Resource
Management Activities. Crown Land Disposition may be a
permitted activity. MNR will not consider the future
development of Crown land through sale, lease, or other form
of land disposition.

Shoreline reserves may not be sold if there is a risk of impact
to the cold-water ecosystem. There are significant restrictions
on land disposition on designated lake trout lakes. See
specific direction in Crown land disposition policy PL 4.02.01,
Appendix A.

Please refer to the response to Comment #121.

123 7.0

7.1.7.4.4

Lake trout lakes are acknowledged within the project footprint, LSA,
RSA but there is no reference to policy PL 4.02.01 Crown Land
Disposition and Lake Trout Lakes.

The principle of this policy is that the Ministry will not dispose of vacant,
undeveloped Crown land, where the disposition of Crown land could
subsequently lead to impacts to habitat or lakeshore carrying capacity
for lake trout. The Ministry may, however, dispose of Crown land on

Please refer to policy PL 4.02.01 Crown Land Disposition and
Lake Trout Lakes to verify and consider impacts to lake trout
habitat or lakeshore carrying capacity in the Final EA. Lakes
designated for lake trout management can be found here:
Inland lakes designated for lake trout management |
Ontario.ca

Please refer to the response to Comment #121.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023


https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/services/CLUPA/xmlReader.aspx?xsl=web-primary.xsl&type=primary&POLICY_IDENT=G2569
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/services/CLUPA/xmlReader.aspx?xsl=web-primary.xsl&type=primary&POLICY_IDENT=G2569
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/services/CLUPA/xmlReader.aspx?xsl=web-primary.xsl&type=primary&POLICY_IDENT=G2569
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/services/CLUPA/xmlReader.aspx?xsl=web-primary.xsl&type=primary&POLICY_IDENT=G2569
https://www.ontario.ca/page/inland-lakes-designated-lake-trout-management
https://www.ontario.ca/page/inland-lakes-designated-lake-trout-management
https://www.ontario.ca/page/inland-lakes-designated-lake-trout-management

7,
7 78
hyd 1o
one
Document,
# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response

Page Number

lake trout lakes through consideration of other Land Management
policy directives in the following situations.

e Where there is adequate lakeshore development capacity on put-
grow- take lakes

® The disposition relates to an existing occupation of Crown land with
occupational authority (e.g., land use permit, lease, licence of
occupation) as referred to in Section A.3.2 of the appendix; or,

e The disposition is recognized as not having a significant impact
upon lake trout habitat (e.g., shore road allowances) as referred to in
Section

e A.3.2 of the Appendix.

124 7.1, Table 7.1- “Swamp River ANSI -No management planning document available Delineated on March 1, 1979, the Earth Science Inventory MNRF provided Hydro One with additional

5, page 49 (MMAH 2020: Ontario Parks, 2020)” Checklist recommends that “the Swamp River pillows must be | information to provide a description of the Swamp
MNRF has background information available regarding the significance | preserved to serve the scientific community and the public River ANSI and better understand the geographic
and value of the Swamp River ANSI (available upon request). alike.” extent of feature, as well as recommended

The Provincial Policy Statement (2020) states that protections.

development and site alteration shall not be permitted in

significant areas of natural and scientific interest unless it has | The Swamp River ANSI is a bedrock outcrop

been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on | consisting of a pillow lava structure located north

the natural features or their ecological function. MNRF of Highway 11, directly east of the Swamp River,

strongly recommends preservation of the feature for its 1 km west of the turn-off to Shebandowan. The

geological, scientific, and public importance. Allowance of Project is not expected to result in negative

Utility Infrastructure is discouraged, and avoidance is impacts to the bedrock outcrop within the Swamp

preferred. River ANSI as the Project ROW will not overlap
the identified bedrock outcrop. In addition, no
transmission structures, access roads or other
Project components (e.g., helicopter pads,
laydown areas) are proposed within the Swamp
River ANSI. In addition, no blasting is proposed in
this area.

125 7.1Section The text indicates that project construction activities may temporarily The Final EA should identify the location and proximity of trap | Hydro One has included details in Section
7.1.9.5.1. page reduce or restrict access to lands used for trapping. Please note that cabins to the ROW and access roads and acknowledge that 7.1.7.6.3 (Trapping Activities in the Study Areas)
7.1-172 there are multiple trap cabins that may be impacted by the proximity of | the use of some planned access roads may also impact some | to highlight the total number and area (ha) of
7.1Section both access roads and the ROW, acknowledging that trap cabin trapper’s abilities to access their trapline and/or utilize their trapline license areas; number of (and type) of
7.1.7.4.3 page locations may not have been provided to the proponent because of trap cabins. trapping licenses registered to tra_lpline_ _Iicense
7 1-121 privacy issues. Specifically, traplines IG50 and AT46. The Final EA should also acknowledge that the impact of areas; and number of structures identified by

construction on existing trapping lands will result in a
permanent alteration of the habitat currently present.
Traplines will be impacted during construction by the
permanent removal of forested lands from each trapline that
the ROW crosses, and that this removal of habitat will persist
through the operation and maintenance stages, as forested
lands are incompatible with the presence of the ROW. There
does not seem to be any indication in the text that there will

MNRF located within trapline license areas
overlapped by the Project footprint. Specific
information regarding exact proximity of traplines
and trap cabins to the Project footprint and ROW
have been excluded from the EA for privacy
purposes.
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be a permanent change to the area available for some The language in Section 7.1.10.2.7 (Net Changes
trappers in trapping specific furbearers who rely on mature to the Area and Access to Hunting, Trapping,
forested habitat, and therefore a possible impact to the Fishing, and Associated Activities) has been
productivity of the trapline, cumulative to the impacts of forest | updated to acknowledge the long-term effects to
harvesting where that has also impacted specific traplines. traps lines associated with the loss of mature

forested habitat utilized by furbearers. A long-term
net effect is defined as an effect that occurs during
construction and/or operation and maintenance,
and persists for the life of the Project, but is
reversible. If the Project were decommissioned at
some point in time, the ROW and operational
access roads would be allowed to regenerate and
the net effect to trap lines would be reversible.

126 7.1Section Reference is made to a Permits and Approvals Plan. Will this be Please confirm the intent of the Permits and Approvals Plan. Section 1.7 of the Final EA Report discusses
7.1.9.2.1 page provided in the final EA document? Is this regarding a Crown Land Use Policy amendment? regulatory approvals and authorizations potentially
7.1-165 required for the Project. A detailed Permits and

Approvals Plan outlining specific permits to
support construction of the new transmission line
will not be included in the Final EA Report but can
be provided to the MNRF. Updates to the existing
Hydro One Crown Land Use Permit will be
required to account for the new permanent
infrastructure and Hydro One will work with the
MNRF on these required updates.

127 7.1Section The text states that “there are a range of recreation and commercial Can the Final EA confirm that recreational and commercial Hydro One does not anticipate requiring closure of
7.1.9.6.1 page tourism features in the LSA which may provide users with alternative tourism will still be able to operate during construction any public roads during construction operations.
7.1-175 recreational services in the event that recreation and commercial Traffic control may be required from time-to-time
tourism features crossed by the project footprint are inaccessible” which may cause short duration
which implies that the impact is low with respect to recreation and interruptions/delays to road users; however, long-
tourism due to the options available to recreationalists. term access to public roads by local businesses,
tourism operators, and land users are not
anticipated.

Additionally, a minimum 48-hour notification in
advance of major activities commencing will be
provided to Indigenous Communities, directly
affected landowners, or as otherwise required by
permits/approvals. Notification will typically be
completed via email or phone call. Signage will be
posted identifying active construction areas along
public roadways to better communicate hazards to
local road users. Details of construction
activities/schedule will be made available via
Hydro One’s project website.
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Section 7.1.9.7.1 has been updated to the
following text to reflect that recreational and
commercial tourism will still be able to operate
during Project construction:

“There are a range of recreation and commercial
tourism features in the LSA, which may provide
users with alternative recreational services in the
event that recreation and commercial tourism
features crossed by the Project footprint are
temporarily inaccessible. Additional traffic
controls may be required from time-to-time,
causing short duration interruptions/delays to
road users; however, long-term access to
public roads by local businesses, tourism
operators, and land users are not anticipated.”

128 7.1Table 7.1- There is a duplication of the text in the bullet points in this section. Administrative recommendation. The duplicated text has been removed.
35 page 7.1-
182
129 Page 7.1-188 The text states that during the construction stage, routes will be Text should be added to clarify that any gates or fencing Hydro One has revised the mitigation measures
designed to avoid key access roads and new lanes required for outside of the ROW will have to be reviewed by MNRF as listed in Table 7.1-48 related to structures on
maintenance will be gated, fenced, ditched or bermed to prevent tenure will be required for structures on Crown land, and Crown Land and access restrictions. The following
recreational access during operation and maintenance stage. This placement of gates and access restrictions will have to be in text has been added where appropriate: "Gates or
requires tenure approval by MNRF for structures on Crown land and in | accordance with MNRF land use policies. fencing outside of the ROW will be reviewed by
accordance with Crown land use planning policies for the area. MNRF as tenure will be required for structures on
Crown land, and placement of gates and/or access
restrictions will be in accordance with MNRF land
use policies."
130 Page 7.1-190 The text states that mutually beneficial agreements that may be Please indicate where there will be proposed access Hydro One and their contractor do not anticipate

developed with affected tenure holders such as outfitters, trappers,
BMA and BHA holders, and access restrictions will be implemented.
MNRF will need to be involved in any discussion or agreement where
access restrictions are being proposed, as MNRF may need to provide
tenure for gates, and access restrictions will have to be in accordance
with MNRF land use policies.

restrictions developed with affected tenure holders. MNRF will
need to review the proposed access restrictions and whether
they follow MNRF land use planning policies.

requiring closure of any public roads during
construction. Traffic control may be required from
time-to-time which may cause short duration
interruptions/delays to road users; however, long-
term access to public roads by local businesses,
tourism operators, and land users are not
anticipated. Hydro One will engage with MNRF to
discuss where access restrictions are being
proposed with tenure holders.
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131 S.7.1,p. 1, An application for an aggregate licence or permit will require additional | Please ensure these requirements are reflected in the EA as | Hydro One has added the following text within
p.3 studies and public consultation outside of this EA. This is outlined in the | a requirement for an aggregate application. Refer to the cover | Section 7.1.7.5.1 (Regulatory Context and
Aggregate Resources Application Standards and regulation 244/97. letter for links to information on requirements. Overview).
S.7.2,p. 11,
p.13, Table 7.2-4, "Applications for an aggregate license or permit
p. 81 will follow the process outlined in the Aggregate
Resources Application Standards and Regulation
(O.Reg. 244/97). Additionally, the requirements for
aggregate applications are outlined within the
Aggregate Resources of Ontario: Technical
Reports and Information Standards (2020).”
132 S.7.1,p.101 Ontario Aggregate Resources Corporation should be "The Ontario Please replace with "The Ontario Aggregate Resources Hydro One has revised the suggested text to "The
Aggregate Resources Corporation" Cooperation" Ontario Aggregate Resources Cooperation.”
133 S. 7.1, p. 170- Some of the identified sites mentioned in this section have already MNR recommends engagement with aggregate stakeholders | Hydro One acknowledges that permitted or
171 been permitted or allocated to other users. MNRF encourages Hydro to | to determine if sites can be used and/or to determine the allocated uses may already be in place for some of
contact the licensees and permittees of existing sites to discuss how impacts/mitigation for sites that may be impacted by the line the sites identified within this section. Hydro One
they may be impacted. If discussions result in alterations to the site, the | location. continues to engage with the licensees and
licensee or permittee must apply to the ministry for a site plan permittees for existing aggregate pits regarding
amendment to accommodate the project footprint. use of these sites for the Project. The Project
footprint includes a conservative number and area
of proposed aggregate sites so that the final sites
can be selected following detailed design and
further engagement with the existing licensees
and permittees. Mitigation measures are included
in the Final EA to limit adverse effects on
aggregate resources.
134 S.7.1,p. 187- An application for a pit or quarry is required to be developed in Please correct the text to acknowledge that site will be Hydro One has added the following text within
188, Table 7.1- accordance with the Standards and regulation 244/97. The Aggregate rehabilitated as per the approved site plan for an aggregate Section 7.1.9.9 (Summary of Potential Effects,
35 Resources Site Plan Standards requires a rehabilitation plan at the site. Please refer to the cover letter for links to site plan Impacts, and Predicted Net Effects (Aggregate
time of application as part of the site plan. standards. Resources):
"Applications for pits or quarries will be developed
in accordance with the Aggregate Resources
Application Standards and Regulation (O.Reg.
244/97). A rehabilitation plan will be required at
the time of application as part of the pit or quarry
site plan.”
135 S. 7.1, p. 195, The ministry requires Hydro One to contact any aggregate licensees or | HONI will be required to work with MNRF to determine the Hydro One acknowledges the requirement and will
Table 7.1-37 permittees that will be impacted by the project footprint. operators of sites that are directly impacted and receive work with MNRF to determine the operators of

instructions on contacting them and addressing impacts.

sites that are directly impacted and receive
instructions on contacting them and addressing
impacts.
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136 S. 7.1, p. 198 This section requires a further explanation to how the conclusion of the | Provided further context on the determination of project Updates have been made to Section
199 project effects on aggregate resources being both negative and effects having both a negative and positive impact. 7.1.10.2.7 (Net Changes to the Area and Access
positive was determined. of Aggregate Resources). This section has been
updated to reflect a net negative impact on
aggregate resources upon further review.
137 S. 7.1, p. 190, Extraction of aggregate resources on private land in designated areas Please correct text that states in-situ materials will be As part of road construction, recontouring of the
Table 7.1-35 will require a licence and a permit on Crown land. Please file an extracted for road construction. The extraction may require existing topography is required to achieve a safe
application in accordance with the required Aggregate Resources of approvals under the Aggregate Resources Act. and serviceable horizontal and vertical alignment,
Ontario Application Standards and regulation 244/97. level the road base, create proper drainage and
ditches, create safe sight lines, ensure that inside
and outside ditch slopes are stable, and create
turnouts and landings. While completing these
activities, excess in-situ materials will be
generated. This material will be incorporated into
the road subgrade to reduce waste.
Aggregate required for the construction of the road
will be sourced from existing or approved pits
under the Aggregate Resources Act.
138 S.7.2,p. 78 An application for an aggregate site is required under the Aggregate Please ensure these requirements for an aggregate An overview of the regulatory context related to
Resources of Ontario: Technical Reports and Information Standards application are reflected in the EA. Refer to the cover letter for | mining and aggregate resources is discussed
too be followed. For Noise requirements please see 2.6. Noise links to information on requirements. within Section 7.1.7.3 (Mining and Aggregate
Assessment Report. Resources), within Section 7.1 (Land and

Resource Use).

Section 7.1 of the EA considers that aggregate
resources in the Province of Ontario are regulated
under the Aggregate Resources Act and that the
MNRF manages aggregate resources in
collaboration with The Ontario Aggregate
Resources Cooperation. Hydro One acknowledges
that aggregate extraction on Crown land requires
an Aggregate Permit, and aggregate extraction on
private land requires an Aggregate Licence if the
private land is within an Aggregate Designated
Area.

Applications for an aggregate license or permits
may require additional studies and consultation
outside of the EA process and are outlined in the
Aggregate Resources Application Standards and
Regulation (O.Reg. 244/97). Additionally, the
requirements for aggregate applications are
outlined within the Aggregate Resources of
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Ontario: Technical Reports and Information
Standards (2020).
139 S. 7.5, p. 5-6, An Archaeological assessment for aggregate applications must be Please ensure these requirements for an aggregate Comment noted. Please refer to the responses to
p. 12 Table within accordance Aggregate Resources of Ontario: Technical Reports | application are reflected in the EA. Please see the cover letter | Comments #44 and 138.
7.5-3 and Information Standards August 2020 - 2.3 Cultural Heritage Report. | for links to more information on technical reports and
information standards.
140 S. 7.6, p. 6-7, Built Heritage Assessments for aggregate sites must be within Review the requirements for an aggregate application and Comment noted. Please refer to the responses to
Table 7.6-3 accordance of the Aggregate Resources of Ontario: Technical Reports | ensure they are reflected in the text. Please refer to the cover | Comments #44 and 138.
and Information Standards and Regulation 244/97. This will be a letter for links to information on requirements.
requirement of studies for an application for a pit or quarry. Hydro One included several of the recommended
references from the Aggregate Resources of
Ontario: Technical Reports and Information
Standards August 2020 in the Cultural Heritage
Existing Conditions and Preliminary Heritage
Impact Assessment (Appendix 7.6-A). The
recommended references used in the text include
the: Planning Act, Provincial Policy Statement,
Ontario Heritage Act, Thunder Bay Official Plan,
and the Official Plan of the City of Dryden.
141 S.8.0,p.3,p. Impact evaluations and monitoring commitments must be in accordance | Relocating aggregate sites may compromise EA coverage for | The Final EA Report will be updated to identify that
18, Table 8.0-1 with the Aggregate Resources of Ontario: Technical Reports and the application. Please select primary aggregates sites for aggregate pit applications will follow the MNRF
Information Standards and regulation 244/97. This will be a requirement | aggregate extraction to ensure EA coverage. process outlined at
of studies for an application for a pit and quarry. Ensure that monitoring requirements in the EA meet the https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-
requirements of an aggregate application to ensure EA resourcest#section-7.
coverage.
Review the requirements for an aggregate application and
ensure they are reflected in the text. These can be found in
the cover letter.
142 N/A The EA refers to plans that have not been submitted to the Government | Please provide all plans required as a part of the final EA for Mitigation measures to be implemented for the
Review Team. MNRF review. This should include, the Vegetation Project are detailed in the Draft EA Report and
For example, the Environmental Protection Plan has been indicated as | Reclamation Plan, Vegetation Management Plan, Erosion and | Final EA Report for Government Review Team
a living document to be modified after the EA is approved. Sediment Control Plan, Post Construction Monitoring Plan, review and comment. The plans referred to by
The ability to review all required plans at the EA stage will allow Spill Prevention Emergency Response Plan, Environmental MNRF will include the mitigation and measures
complete review of the proposed EA to prevent delays and issues at Protection Plan, Timber Salvage Plan, Natural Environment identified in the Final EA Report and will be
the permitting stage and ensure that all potential mitigation measure and Landscape Management Plan, Soil Management Plan, developed after EA finalization. These plans are
have been reviewed and considered as per commitment #30 and Noise Management Plan and Dust Control/Air Quality Plan. described in Section 10.2.2. Further, these plans
#32 of the ToR. can be provided to agencies for review and input
at least 90 days in advance of construction. Hydro
One and their contractor will provide all necessary
information to support agency review of permit and
approval applications.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023



https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-resources#section-7
https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-resources#section-7

- 84
hyd 1o
one
Document,
# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number
143 Monitoring and The EA speaks to how the EPP will be a living document and The Final EA should include an Environmental Protection The EPP that can be provided to agencies for

commitments

Section 10.2 EPP

developed and updated as needed, but the EA has limited information
about what the EPPS will contain. It is not clear how the EPPs will
avoid or mitigate adverse effects of the project. In addition to this, the
EPPs do not appear to include the restoration of roads and laydown
areas and other temporary developments after construction. This is
linked to commitment numbers 19-25 of the TOR where there has been
a commitment made for restoration of all temporary construction

components/areas.

Plan that MNRF can review as part of the EA review as it
relates to mitigation of net effects of the project.

Deferring developing EPPs and incorporating the results and
recommendations of the EA to the permitting stages may
cause delays in permitting. While it is acknowledged that the
results of the EA should be incorporated, it is highly
recommended that these plans be developed to the greatest
extent possible and included in the Final EA in a single
location with the acknowledgement that they may be subject
to additions pending the results of the EA (i.e. topic headers,
specifying minimum requirements for each criteria such as
timing windows, encountering unmapped values, setbacks on
sensitive areas, erosion and sedimentation control measures
etc. as a conceptual example of what an EPP would look
like).

Currently, mitigation measures are discussed, in a general
manner, throughout the EA. This format makes it difficult for
MNREF to fully evaluate the mitigation measures. This would
provide MNRF with an opportunity to provide meaningful input
into these plans that may streamline the permitting stage.
Examples

® |tis unclear specifically how and at what point the
pathways of effect are broken by the proposed mitigation
measures.

e The section describing the EPP does not appear to commit
the proponent to implement mitigation measures described
in the EA. Furthermore, the EA mitigation uses ambiguous
wording “such as where feasible, when applicable or when
appropriate”

e The EA and the section describing the EPP lists numerous
Contingency Plans, Management Plans, and Construction
Execution Plans that are to subsequently be developed in
design phase and therefore not presented in the EA, which
is not suitable (at the very least, draft / conceptual plans or
template should be presented in the EA).

e [nsufficient information to fully understand how potential
impacts will be avoided, managed, or mitigated for
unmapped / unknown values discovered during the
construction and operation of the project or at the
permitting phase, as well as potential impacts to these
values. Lack of detailed direction and planning available in
the EPP for these unmapped values.

review and input at least 90 days in advance of
construction. Hydro One and their contractor will
provide all necessary information to support
agency review of permit and approval applications.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023



hydr

&

o]
one

85

Document,
Section and
Page Number

MNRF Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

The EPP would benefit with additional information being
summarized from the EA, such as summarizing EA
mitigations and information on timing windows and setbacks
to be used to protect wildlife, fisheries, and natural heritage
features. It is recognized that activity-specific environmental
mitigation measures and BMPs will be developed as part of
the EPP and will consider all stages of construction from
planning to post-construction in

addition, the EPP should provide anticipated standard

operating procedures (i.e., water crossings), approaches (i.e.,

wetland crossings) and additional survey and mitigation
protocols (i.e., Amphibian/Reptile pre-construction
Assessment).

144

Monitoring and
Commitments

Section 10.0 p.12

More information is required regarding the Fish and Fish Habitat
monitoring and Erosion and Sediment Control Measures section. The
timeline for the monitoring program to be discontinued is not clear, with
no definition of how

pre-construction conditions will be defined.

The proposed changes will allow the EA to mitigate the impacts to fish
and fish habitat and will meet the ToR requirement to accurately
identify, assess, and manage potentially significant environmental risks
and integrate environmental considerations into decisions.

Further clarification is required to define pre-construction
conditions, timelines and outline the steps on how the
monitoring program will be discontinued.

The Planning Phase of the Project includes
activities carried out prior to construction. This
includes regulatory approval, pre-construction
reconnaissance (i.e., constructability surveys),
environmental field surveys, preliminary
geotechnical investigations and structure and
ancillary workspace planning. Prior to any field-
based planning and construction activities, all
necessary permits, approvals and agreements will
be obtained.

The following mitigation measures specific to
watercourse crossings are included in the Final EA
Report and will be incorporated into the
construction plan:

e Access plan will limit watercourse crossings
and access through wetlands (e.g., PSWSs) to
the extent practicable.

® Optimize construction to develop winter access
in areas with extensive wetlands.

e Avoid access development and tower
placement within PSWs to the extent
practicable.

® Use existing watercourse crossing structures
where available and suitable for construction
access to the extent practicable.

e |dentify proposed and alternate crossing
methods and use the Ontario Flow Assessment
Tool (OFAT), where necessary, to select the
appropriate sizing and design for watercourse
crossing structures.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023



&1 86

o]
one

hydr

Document,
# Section and MNRF Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Page Number

® Incorporate sediment control measures prior to
construction activities or immediately after
disturbance on site-specific cases throughout
the Project to avoid introduction of sediment to
the environment, to stabilize drifting soils or
loss of topsaoil, as practicable. Sediment control
measures may include silt fences, filter bags,
straw bale fences, berms, ponds and gravel or
vegetative filters, check dams, erosion control
blankets, etc.

e Monitor sediment and erosion control features
in place to ensure they are functional and well
maintained. Sediment and erosion control
measures will be replaced, repaired and/or
supplemented as required.

e Sediment control methods should remain on-
site until all work is completed and/or the site
has been stabilized or re-vegetated as required.

145 Section Tree removal on crown land (and/or private where trees are reserved) If tree clearing is to occur on private land, please verify that Trees harvested on private land will be made
10.0 — will require MNRF approval. trees are not reserved to the Crown. available for use by the landowner. Where
Monitoring and landowners do not want timber for personal use,
Commitments material will be disposed of by chipping, burning,

or delivery to a manufacturing facility or otherwise
amenable receiver.

146 Section More information on harvest planning is required, such as specific MNRF strongly recommends a Harvest Plan, in consultation As part of the process to obtain an Overlapping
10.0 - Forest Management Unit product specifications, harvesting methods, with the SFL holder, be submitted with the Final EA for review | Licence Agreement with each SFL-holder, Hydro
Monitoring and slash management selection, plans to work with the Forest companies, | and approval, prior to any permitting. One and/or their contractor will be meeting with
Commitments harvest locations, layout, harvesting of SAR, Fire Plan, compliance, Some suggestions on what to include in the Harvest Plan are | each SFL holder to discuss, among other things:

Unidentified values, Area of Concern Prescriptions, and Conditions on | as follows:

) o _ _ ® Harvest and utilization plans for merchantable
Regular Operations 1) Anindividualized harvest plan for each Forest is and non-merchantable trees:

recommended due to the different product

specifications (full tree, cut-to-length (8ft, 9ft, 16ft), ¢ Disposal plans for non-marketable trees and

Biofibre, chipping), harvesting methods (processor,
feller-buncher, chipper, grinder etc.) and slash
management selection (grinding for biofibre, pile and
burn). All merchantable timber removed from the
project areas will be processed and delivered to meet
the specifications of each receiving mill on associated
Forests, regardless of quantity. These areas include
helicopter pads, construction camps, laydown area,
construction offices, and access roads, etc. See
examples of harvest plans for each Forest below.

non-merchantable portions of trees;

e Available markets, product specifications and
pricing for harvested timber;

e Wood supply commitments in accordance with
SFL conditions;

e Use and maintenance of forest access roads;

e Potential synergies, or conflicts, in timing of
operations with the SFL holder (e.g., road use
and maintenance, timber harvest, wood haul);

e Disruption of recently renewed/established
post-harvest areas; and
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Harvest Plan for the Wabigoon Forest:

1)

All merchantable timber will be cut-to-length or full tree
logging, depending on the species and mill
destination: 1. All unmerchantable, merchantable,
dead trees, conifer (Spruce, Pine, Fir) will be chipped
and sent to the Domtar mill in Dryden. 2. All
merchantable Poplar & Birch will go to Weyerhaeuser
in Kenora. 3. All Cedar must be sent to a local
sawmill.

® Rehabilitation and regeneration of disturbed
sites.

Meetings will also occur with non-SFL related

wood facilities to discuss opportunities for

harvested open market wood fibre, product

specifications and pricing.

A wood marketing plan for each forest
management unit will then be developed.

2) The following tree species and products can be left in
the slash piles and must be piled and burned or used Where operationallv practical. harvested
for biofibre before the harvesting contractor leaves the merchanrt)able timbgrr\)/vill be ’rocesse d and
site: Cedar (depending on current market conditions marketed. There are n merop s variables that
and quality), Larch, Red Maple, trees under 14cm in , ' ; u us val o
diameter for Poplar and Birch, branches, plugs left impact the operational practicality in the utilization
from cut to length harvest etc’ ' of merchantable timber, including:

3) An agreement will need to be in place with receiving ¢ Type of product and market demand.
aniIIs before applying to MNRF for a Forest Resource | e Distance to market.

icense. - . ,

4) The following harvest blocks can be harvested at the ® Timing / season of harvest/processing/hauling.
same time to reduce the Transmission Line ® Road accessibility and water crossing structure
harvesting. Also, most of these areas can be used as types (e.g., temporary winter vs. all-season).
new laydown, helipads, construction camp areas etc.: | o Topography / terrain operability for heavy
LK RA263, BLK BO183C, Block by Patent Road. | <ommeneimaand 1056 bUlding: harvesiing

) , } , : skidding, processing and hauling.
The SFL Holder may help to identify recent harvest - 9 p. J J
areas that are not regenerated. An example of thisis | ® Skidding distance.
the Balmoral Lake Area-Potential not to go through ® Volume of merchantable timber by species, as
regen area because of a fresh clear-cut adjacent to defined by the Ontario Scaling Manual.
this area. _ e Concentration of merchantable volume by
5) Extra area will need to be added to incorporate species.

chipping pad location. These areas will be identified on
the License request maps.

Harvesting Plan for the Boundary Waters Forest:

1)

All merchantable timber will be cut-to-length or full tree
logging, depending on the species and mill
destination: Resolute FP Canada Inc. Sapawe
Sawmill (16 ft Spruce, Pine, Fir,),Resolute FP Canada
Inc. Ignace Sawmill-(9 ft Spruce, Pine, Fir), BioPower
Pellets- Full tree Poplar and Birch, Norbord Oriented
Strand Board ( 8 ft Poplar and Birch), Manitou and
Nickle Lake Lumber Sawmill (16 ft Red Pine and
White Pine), All Cedar must be sent to local sawmill
and mulch bagging facility.

e Available roadside (distance) usable for
operations, and limitations on area for down
piling logs, processing, debris accumulation
and product merchandizing within the
transmission line footprint.

® Availability of trucking, including self-loaders.

e Available wood measurement options:
mass/central scale vs. bush scale; availability of
certified bush scalers; FRI volume estimate.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The following tree species and products can be left in
the slash piles and must be piled and burned or used
for Biofibre: Larch, Red Maple, dead trees, trees under
10 cm in diameter for Spruce, Pine Fir, trees under
14cm in diameter for Poplar and Birch, trees under
16cm in diameter for Red and White Pine in diameter,
branches, plugs left from cut to length harvest, etc.
An agreement will need to be in place with receiving
mills before applying to MNRF for a Forest Resource
License.

The following harvest blocks can be harvested at the
same time with the SFL Holder to reduce the
harvesting on the Transmission Line: 1607, 1601,
1602, 1605,

1510, 1511, 1512, 1518, 1509, 1388, 1397, 1342,
1346, 1345, 1334, 1333, 1308,

1314(cut), 1318(cut), 1326(cut), 1327(cut), 1328. Also,
most of these areas can be used as new laydown,
helipads, construction camp areas. There are 4 sites
that are newly harvested and will not be regenerated.
The SFL Holder can help to

identify recent harvest areas that are not regenerated.

Harvesting plan for the Dog Matawin

1)

2)

3)

The majority of conifer roundwood (spruce, jack pine,
balsam fir logs) is supplied to the Resolute Growth
Canada Inc. (RGC) sawmill in Thunder Bay for lumber
manufacture (full tree); the Resolute Forest Products
Canada Inc. (RFP) pulp mill; the Resolute FP Canada
Inc. operations in Atikokan (16ft) and Ignace (9ft).
Most of the Poplar and Birch is sent to Norbord Inc.
oriented strand board mill (8ft) and Garden Lake
Timber. All merchantable timber will be full tree
logging, biofibre or cut-to-length depending on the
species and mill destination.

The following harvest blocks are located on the Dog
Matawin Forest and can be harvested at the same
time with the SFL Holder to reduce the harvesting on
the Transmission Line: 1012, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1025,
376, 379, 399, 400, 402, and

Bedrock Branch Road Corridor. Also, most of these
areas can be used as new laydown, helipads,
construction camp areas. There are also harvest
blocks that may be suitable for a camp and are close
to water, however the blocks are not adjacent to the
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line: 1010, 1011, 1013, 1014, 1023, 1024, 445. The
SFL Holder can help to identify recent harvest areas
that are not regenerated.

Harvesting Plan for the Lakehead Forest

1)

2)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

7

The majority of conifer roundwood (spruce, jack pine,
balsam fir logs) is supplied to the Resolute Growth
Canada Inc. (RGC) sawmill in Thunder Bay for lumber
manufacture (full tree); the Resolute Forest Products
Canada Inc. (RFP) pulp mill; and the AV Terrace Bay
Inc. (AVTB) pulp mill. Most of the hardwood
roundwood (poplar and white birch logs) is supplied to
Resolute Forest Products Canada Inc. pulp mill in
Thunder Bay, Norbord Inc. - composite,
Weyerhaeuser Company Limited - composite, and
RTKWP2 Canada (Rentech) pellets. Wood products
from the hardwood hog fuel grinder flows to RFP pulp
mill and the AVTB pulp mill. Hardwood hog fuel birch
wood chips also flows to the RFP pulp mill and the
AVTB pulp mill.

The following harvest blocks are located on the
Lakehead Forest and can be harvested at the same
time with the SFL Holder to reduce the harvesting on
the Transmission Line: 3134, 3135, 3136. The SFL
Holder can help to identify recent harvest areas that
are not regenerated.

2.A notification of start-up will be sent to MNRF.

A start-up meeting will be held between Hydro One
Supervisor/Forester or an identified agent and
harvesting contractor to go over all approved
harvesting maps with the operator and to outline the
values that need to be protected during operations
All contractors will be trained in Environmental
Management Systems. All contractors working on the
Forest will need to be trained under each specific EMS
system for that Forest. Local contractors will already
be trained.

All approved harvest areas will be flagged in pink
ribbon. All values to be protected will be flagged.

All areas will be flagged by a reputable layout
contractor.

All slash will be removed for biofibre or piled and
engineered into a beehive. The pile will be mixed with
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both conifer and hardwood if available on site before
harvesting is complete and the contractor leaves the
site.

8) Include a section for Forest Compliance-When
harvesting and piling is complete an MNRF inspector
will be notified of completion and a compliance
inspection will be conducted. The harvest inspection
will follow the Forest Operation Inspection Program
and the following categories will be inspected:1. Have
all merchantable timber of any length been utilized, 2.
Has all wood chip fibre been utilized, 3. Has Crown
timber been scaled, 4. Have conditions applicable to
wood measurement and movement been followed, 5.
Is all slash piled, 6. Is an approved License on file, 7.
Is all garbage removed from the site, 8. Have
operations been within approved boundary, 9. Has
cutting proceeded with authority, 10. Have all values
been protected, 11. Have timing restrictions been met,
12., Has site disturbance occurred etc.

9) Include a section regarding the harvesting of a SAR
species -Black Ash: The contractor cannot profit from
a listed SAR, so it cannot be taken to a mill, do not cut
black ash unless necessary, leave as residual forest,
wildlife trees, part of AOCs etc., only cut black ash for
road ROW, aggregate pit location or other operational
challenge, avoid using black ash as corduroy.
However, if black ash is used as corduroy, appropriate
stumpage must be paid. Only use black ash removed
from the road ROW.

10) A Fire Plan will be submitted to MNRF Aviation Forest
Fires and Emergency Services Branch.

11) Add a section on Unidentified Values- If a value is
identified during operations and is not on the approved
harvesting map, operations will stop immediately and
an MNRF representative will be contacted to
determine protection measures.

12) Add the Area of Concern Prescriptions (AOC) (nest,
water, MEA, Forestry Plot, etc.) and Condition on
Regular Operations CROS(CRO-5 Rutting and
Compaction, CRO-6 Erosion, CRO-10A Hydrological
Impacts, CRO-10B Unmapped Hydrological Linkages,
CRO-15A-Wetlands, CRO-16 Woodland Pools, CRO-
17 & CRO-18 Dens, CRO-19-CRO-25 Nests, CRO-26-
Patent Land, CRO-34 Species at Risk, CRO-

35 Nuisance Beaver) to the Harvest Plan and for
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Environmental training for all forestry staff. The benefit
of hiring a local contractor is that they will be trained
under each FMP and will already know the Area of
Concern Prescription and Conditions on Regular
Operations.

13) Include in the Safety Plan to follow Forest Industry
protocols for forestry access roads. i.e., Use
appropriate haul channels for different forestry roads.

14) Any merchantable timber left on site will be scaled at
the cost of the Hydro One and submitted to the Crown
for Stumpage payment.

15) All harvesting operations will follow the Forest Scaling
Manual and Forest Management Plans.

16) All merchantable species will be subject to Ontario
Crown Timber Charges (i.e., Stumpage; Forestry
Futures Trust charge; and Forest Renewal Trust
charges).

Please ensure all harvest areas are included in the Final EA.
This includes the Laydown Areas, Construction Camps,

helipad etc.
147 Section More information on renewal planning is required. Reference is made MNRF strongly recommends a Renewal Plan, in consultation | Hydro One does not believe that a blanket
10.0 — to restoring laydown areas and reclaiming roads when they are no and agreement with the SFL holder, be submitted with the prescription is appropriate at the time of the EA
Monitoring and longer required, however it is not clear how restoration and reclaiming Final EA that includes information on renewal locations, especially for areas that are not part of the current
Commitments will occur. description of renewal areas, species to be planted, types of FMP. These are better left to be assessed at the
renewal, operations, compliance and monitoring. time of reclamation and the appropriate
Some suggestions on what to include in the Renewal Plan are | revegetation method and planting species will
as follows: depend on the condition of the site after

reclamation. Some areas will be better left to

1) All areas where merchantable timber is removed and | Naturally revegetate through seeding or suckering
are not associated with a block from the current FMP | Which can occur quite quickly following
will be planted with the same species removed. These | reclamation, especially for small areas.
areas include helicopter pads, construction camps,

laydown areas, construction offices, and Clearing required for the Project footprint is not a
decommissioned access roads, etc. forest management activity and should not be

2) All areas where merchantable timber is removed and | categorized as such. The goal of reclamation
are associated with a block from the current FMP will | should be to stabilize disturbed areas and return
be planted with species outlined in the Silviculture them to a functioning condition as soon as
Ground Rule from each associated FMP and possible following reclamation. This may or may
confirmed by the Forest Management Silviculture not coincide with the SFL holder’s harvesting plan
Forester from each Forest. These areas include for the FMA.
helicopter pads, construction camps, laydown areas,
construction offices, and decommissioned access While it is recognized that the desire may be to
roads, etc. ultimately return areas to a functioning climax

3) All areas within already harvested allocations where forest, treating every disturbed area as a cutblock

regeneration activities are not complete will be planted | may actually conflict with the goal of minimizing
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4)

5)

6)

7

8)

with species outlined in the Silviculture Ground Rule
from each associated FMP and confirmed by the
Forest Management Silviculture Forester from each
Forest. These areas include helicopter pads,
construction camps, laydown areas, construction
offices, and decommissioned access roads, etc. All
areas within already harvested allocations where
regeneration activities are complete will be planted
with the same species removed. These areas include
helicopter pads, construction camps, laydown areas,
construction offices, and decommissioned access
roads, etc.

All areas where regeneration investments have been
completed (site preparation, planting, vegetative
management) and are planned for removal will have to
be assessed with the SFL holder for compensation to
the Forest Renewal Trust Fund.

All areas will be assessed by MNRF for site
preparation requirements before planting. Site
preparation may include the following silviculture
activities: disc trenching, barrels and chains, and
vegetative management. Depending on the stage of
decommissioning for the project, all sites will be
assessed for the need for vegetative management
(Ground spray with backpacks or ground spray with
skidders and back blading etc.) before planting
occurs.

All Slash Piles will be piled and burned. The company
will submit a Low Complexity Burn Plan to the MNRF
for review and to receive a Burning Permit.

All planted areas will be assessed at year 2 or 3 for
additional silvicultural treatments, which may include
vegetative management such as: manual tending,
ground spray with backpacks, ground spray with
skidders etc. The assessment may include the
following: Aerial Imagery, Aerial Survey, Ground
survey (SFL and MNRF can provide a survey
methodology).

All planted areas will be assessed at year 5 or 8 to
ensure the plantation is Free To Grow (FTG) or free of
competition. The assessment may include the
following: Aerial Imagery, Aerial Survey, Ground
survey (SFL and MNRF can provide a survey
methodology). A completed Regeneration Assessment
(RAP-Regeneration Assessment Program) must be

the temporal environmental impact. For example,
a helicopter pad may re-seed and sucker quite
quickly following the cessation of operations.
However, if that area is planted and subjected to
stand treatments, the immediate objectives of
reconstitution may be impacted. Rather than
blanket prescriptions at the time of the EA, it is
recommended that each site be assessed by a
professional forester and/or qualified
environmental professional following disturbance
to determine the most appropriate revegetation
strategy.
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9)

completed by MNRF before the block can be declared
FTG or released to the Sustainable Forest License
holder of each Forest Management Unit.

All seeds and seedlings will be sourced from the
approved seed zones (ex. Boundary waters forest is
seed zone 12) and seed banks from each Forest
Management Unit. The SFL holder will provide the
appropriate seeds to the nursery and will add on
additional seedling inventory needed for the Waasigan
Transmission Line Project planting operation. The SFL
holder may incorporate the Transmission Line planting
into the yearly planting schedule for each Forest. This
will ensure a reputable planting company is
completing the planting operation and are trained
appropriately. If Hydro One hires their own planting
contractor, the MNRF and the SFL holder will supply a
list of specifications to include in the planting contract.
For example, here are a few specifications that may be
included in a planting contract: different spacing
requirements for each species (Jack Pine must be
planted 2m x 2m and Red Pine 2.5 m x 2.5m),
seedlings must be kept in a refrigerated unit, seedling
must be handled with care, seedlings are not be left
out in full sunlight and covered with a tarp at roadside
at all times, seedling plugs must be covered
completely in mineral soil, no planting in duff or
shallow soil or the seedling will dry out and die,
planters must be trained in appropriate micro site
selection for planting, planters must screen the duff
layer to expose the mineral soil before planting.

10) During the planting operation a supervisor will be

completing planting quality assessments at all times.

11) The Renewal Plan submission will be completed in

several stages as the project progresses:

e Stage 1- Areas mentioned above will be mapped
with species identified for planting and submitted
to MNRF for review.

e Stage 2- Planting Operational Plan will be
submitted to MNRF for review. This may include
contractor, schedule (each year), tree plant camp
locations, coordinating with SFL holder, etc.

e Stage 3- Assessment at year 2 or 3 results will be
mapped and submitted to MNRF for compliance
and assessment.
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e Stage 4- Final areas will be assessed and mapped
by the company at year 5 or 8 and sent to the
MNRF for final Regeneration Assessment.
148 Section 10.0- More information on slash management planning is required, such as MNRF strongly recommends a Slash Management Plan, in Any clearing plans will be finalized in consultation

Monitoring and
Commitments

types of slash management depending on the Forest Unit and location,
best management practices, compliance, and operations.

consultation with the SFL holder, to be submitted with the
Final EA. Some suggestions on what to include in the plan are
as follows:

Biofibre Harvest

Depending on which Forest the contractor is working on there
are three possible sources of biofibre; 1) slash from roadside
produced from processing timber, 2) harvesting of
unmerchantable trees, and/or 3) harvesting of unused
merchantable trees (not marketable).

Roadside Biofibre (Slash): Roadside biofibre processing will
be permitted in areas which have been approved for
harvesting and renewal. Roadside debris normally generated
from harvesting and processing trees can be processed as
biofibre from within 50 metres of the road centerline (including
winter roads). Where biofibre material is located beyond

50 metres of the road centerline, MNRF may approve its
retrieval from within the harvested area on a case-by-case
basis.

Harvesting Unmerchantable Trees: Standing unmerchantable
trees may be harvested and processed as biofibre when a
Forest Resource License is in place.

Harvesting of Unused Merchantable Trees: All merchantable
species processed for bioproduct will be subject to Ontario
Crown Timber Charges (i.e., Stumpage; Forestry Futures
Trust charge; and Forest Renewal Trust charges).
Merchantable trees that have no current market may be
harvested and processed for bioproduct when a Forest
Resource License is in place. Discussion with the local
MNREF District will occur prior to commencing processing
operations (i.e., grinding) to ensure that a stumpage rate is in
place for the processing of unused merchantable trees.
When these species must be harvested for road construction,
landings, etc., they may be used for biofibre.

Management of Roadside Logging Debris and Associated
Landing Area (Laydown areas, construction camps,
helipads etc.)
1) Debris management will continue to occur on areas
where there is little chance that the roadside debris

with the SFL holders who will advise on the forest
products that can be received by the mills. These
will be agreed and included in the overlapping
licence agreement that is a prerequisite to the
Crown Forest Licence that must be obtained prior
to the cutting of trees.

Wood and debris/fibre that has no destination will
be disposed of on site by burning, chipping or
mulching. There will be no significant amount of
slash remaining on the right-of-way for the reasons
stated by the MNRF (vegetation growth, fire
hazard, etc.) and also because it could interfere
with the maintenance of the transmission line and
the transmission line right-of-way. These will be
contractual requirements between Hydro One
and/or their contractor and with the SFL holders
through the overlapping licence agreement. A
slash management plan may be developed if
required by the SFL holder.

Final Environmental Assessment Report for the Waasigan Transmission Line
Appendix 4.0-A-1 Government Review Team Comment Responses
November 2023




&

o]
one

hydr

95

Document,
# Section and
Page Number

MNRF Comment

Request/Recommendation

Hydro One Response

(slash and chipper debris) will be used as a source of
forest biofibre, as described earlier. This does not
include downed woody debris that will be left on site
during harvest operations. The primary goals of
managing roadside logging debris are to:

a) Limit the loss of productive land.

b) Successfully and effectively regenerate any
productive land (in accordance with the
appropriate silvicultural ground rules).

c) Minimize the potential social considerations by
reducing visual impacts associated with logging
debris.

d) Manage associated fire risk.

In areas where the impacts of roadside logging debris are
minimal, and the objectives of successful regeneration can be
achieved, no additional debris management activities may be
required, based on the judgement of the Silvicultural Forester
for each Forest and MNRF.
A site-specific debris management prescription will be
developed for harvest areas, identifying whether the slash and
chipper debris will be used as forest biofibre, or managed as
logging debris.
Forest BioFibre is slash and chipper debris that will likely be
used as biofuel feedstock. This material may or may not be
piled or manipulated, depending on the site conditions and
planned type of recovery operations. Forest biofibre not
utilized within a three-year window will be re-evaluated, and a
decision will be made on whether the other goals of debris
management are being negatively affected. If this material no
longer considered usable as biofibre, it will be reclassified as
Logging Debris.
After roadside debris is processed as forest biofibre, the site
conditions will be evaluated and appropriate prescriptions will
be applied to minimize the loss of productive land, and to
successfully regenerate any productive land.
Logging Debris is slash and chipper piles that will not be used
as forest biofibre, due to market-related factors (as described
above). Logging Debris will be managed, normally within two-
years, using one or more of the best management practices
outlined below and complete renewal within three-years.
Chipper and Roundwood Debris Best Management
Practices:
Chipper Debris

a) Mechanical site preparation through chipper piles.
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f)
9)
h)

Mechanical rowing or aligning of chipper piles.
Redistributing chipper debris across the cutover,
including block roads. Minimize the area of thicker
(>20 cm) debris

Chipper debris that remains on the pad should be left
in piles not more than three metres high. Piles should
also be located away from the road or standing timber.
Use chipper debris as fill for tertiary road construction,
landscape material for aggregate site rehabilitation,
and road bank stabilization as appropriate.

Suitable chipping pads and landings will be selected
prior to the commencement of operations.

Productive land will be renewed using the most
applicable SGR.

Minimize the area of thicker (>20 cm) debris on
productive land through carry back, locating pads on
unproductive areas, or piling/spreading the debris in a
manner that reduces the pile footprint or makes it
more amenable to further planned treatments.
Remediate remaining debris by piling followed by
burning or spreading it thin enough (<20 cm) for
standard silvicultural treatments to be applied.

Roundwood Slash

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

Piling or pushing for burning upon the completion of
harvest operations unless otherwise prescribed in the
debris management prescription.

Piling of roundwood slash during the haul is
encouraged, and the use of a loader or excavator with
a thumb is preferred.

Roundwood piles should be kept free of soil, rocks,
and foreign materials.

Roundwood slash piles should be in a location
suitable for fall burning. Avoid piling or pushing
roundwood slash within 3 metres of regeneration,
standing timber and wet areas.

Roundwood slash piles will not be established within
3 metres of any known wetlands, permanent streams,
intermittent streams, ephemeral streams, springs,
seeps, and other areas of groundwater discharges.
Roundwood slash may be redistributed in the harvest
block if this will not impede the prescribed renewal
treatment for the block.
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g) Roundwood slash should not be placed on or near
chipper pads.

h) Use roundwood slash for brush mats, to prevent
rutting and compaction.

i) Incorporate slash into operational road sub-grades
during construction where possible.

i) Use slash to create access restrictions, consistent with
road use management strategies.

k) Mechanical site preparation through slash piles.

I) Mechanical rowing or aligning of slash piles.

m) Carry out prescribed burn plan.

n) Productive land will be renewed using the most
applicable SGR.

0) After roadside debris is processed, the site conditions
will be evaluated and appropriate silviculture treatment
prescription (SGRs) will be applied, normally within
three-years, to regenerate the area to minimize any
loss of productive land.

p) Add a section on Slash Management Compliance to
the plan. When Slash Management is complete an
MNRF inspector will be notified of completion and a
compliance inspection will be conducted. The
inspection will be completed before the contractor
leaves the site.

149

Section 10.0-
Monitoring and
Commitments

More information on compliance planning is required, such as forest
compliance objectives for minimizing compliance issues to ensure
legislative requirements are met during the project and descriptions of

the supporting strategies.

MNREF strongly recommends a Compliance Plan that includes
objectives, strategies, and actions for minimizing compliance
issues, in consultation with the SFL holder, to be submitted
with the Final EA. Some suggestions on what to include in the
plan are as follows:
Forest Compliance Objectives
The following outlines the objectives for minimizing
compliance issues, to ensure legislative requirements are met
and describes the supporting strategies.
A. Resource Protection Objectives
a) To ensure that the sustainability of the forest
resources is maintained, and all forest values are
protected during forest operations.
b) To assist the MNRF in the protection of the forest
against fire.

B. Communications Objective, Strategies and Action
a) To ensure that all Staff, Contractors, and Overlapping
Licensees are fully aware of the legislation, regulations

Please refer to the responses to Comments
#147 and 148 regarding working with SFL holders.
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and guidelines, environmental and operation
standards they are required to comply with.

C. Increasing Compliance with Legislation, Plans and Policies
Objective
a) To conduct all forest activities in a manner that meets
or exceeds the legal requirements in the province of
Ontario.

D. Continuous Improvement Objective
a) To track progress in forest compliance and take
actions to continually improve upon past performance.

Strategies and Actions

Some of the strategies and actions, described below, relate to
more than one objective.

Strategy 1: Ensure that Area of Concern planning is current,
communicated and successfully implemented.

Actions:

a) MNRF’s Land and Information Office (LIO) data will be
compared annually to the values on the Transmission
Line and incorporated accordingly.

b) SAR information will be updated annually, or as
required, and the appropriate AOC applied, or a new
AOC will be developed in conjunction with the MNRF.

c) AOC prescriptions will be communicated to all
Contractors and Overlapping Licensees before
operations commence.

d) Contractors and Overlapping Licensees will be trained
to identify/locate existing or previously unidentified
values to ensure AOC prescriptions are implemented
correctly.

e) AOC prescriptions will be located and marked in field
by trained staff or contractors.

f) Newly identified values, or existing values which have
changed, will be incorporated as they are identified.

Strategy 2: All new operations will receive thorough training to
ensure conformance with the approved harvesting areas on
the Transmission Line prior to beginning work on the line.
Actions:
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b)

c)

d)

Copies of this forest compliance plan will be
distributed to all Contractors and Overlapping
Licensees.

The Company and Overlapping Licensee Field
Representative(s) will promote environmental
awareness and compliance to environmental and
operating standards throughout operations.

The Company Field Representative coaches
operations staff in the interpretation and application of
environmental and operating standards.

For emergency washout repairs the MNRF, will be
contacted immediately to complete a culvert
calculation and provide review and approval.

Strategy 3: To conduct all forest activities in a manner that
meets or exceeds the legal requirements in the province of
Ontario.

To monitor all activities to measure adherence to the legal

requirements in the province of Ontario.

Actions:

a)

b)

f)

9)

OFRL agreements will contain clauses requiring
adherence to the CFSA and associated manuals,
regulations, and guidelines. It will also require
conformance with the approved Transmission Line
harvest area, including the requirement to self-monitor
and report directly to the MNRF, as well as notify The
Company representatives.

AOC prescription information will be shown on all
Transmission Line maps.

SAP imagery or other means will be used each year to
check cutover boundaries as to the tolerance due to
projection shift.

Forest Operations Information Reports (FOIP) will be
completed in the specified timelines required to ensure
timely monitoring of operations. These timelines vary
according to activity and compliance status.

The Company Field Representatives or OFRL
supervisors will coach front line supervisors in the
completion of FOIP reports.

The Company will review the compliance record
annually.

OFRL’s and Contractors will be monitored regularly.
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Strategy 4: Take all reasonable action to protect the forest
against fire
Actions:
a) Fully assist the MNRF in the protection and prevention
of forest fires.
b) Adhere to all applicable legislation regarding the
prevention of forest fires.

Strategy 5: Develop and/or maintain methods of open and
productive communication. Actions:

a) Use each Forest Environmental Management System
(EMS) as the basis for providing information and
instruction.

b) Continue Company and MNRF monthly operations
meetings.

c) Encourage joint inspection opportunities between
inspectors from the Company, Contractors,
Overlapping Licensees and MNRF staff.

Strategy 6: Track progress in forest compliance and take
actions to continually improve upon past performance.
Actions:

a) Monitor all operations regularly for compliance.

b) Analyze the root cause of all non-compliance incidents
identified in forest operations to ensure that similar
situations can be avoided.

¢) Fully investigate all non-compliance incidents by all
contractors and Overlapping Licensees to determine
causes and prescribe effective preventative measures.

Summarize, evaluate, and report in, the annual forest
compliance performance of contractors, overlapping licensees
and actions takes to identify and address issues.

150 Section More information on access planning is required, such as incorporating | MNRF strongly recommends updating the Access Plan. The Access planning is ongoing and the access plan
10.0 - the most up to date road and harvest information, Road Use following updates should be considered for including in the will continue to be updated up to Project execution
Monitoring and Management Strategies, road standards, compliance, and plan and will reduce the harvesting during the development of | in an effort to reduce the overall impact as much
Commitments decommissioning. the roads to access the Transmission Line: as possible by incorporating the most current

1) Review the most recent depletions, operational, information available and feedback received
primary and branch roads and renewal areas. The through ongoing engagement with Indigenous
following data can reduce the disturbance footprint: communities and stakeholders. In particular, Hydro
Recent Road building can be reviewed in Annual One and its contractor will continue collaborating
Reports (AR) Arcmap Layer Files- For example, with SFL holders throughout the permitting
depending on how old the imagery is, the AR’s can process.

help Hydro One to determine the most recent access,
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

harvest, and renewal areas for better selection of
laydown areas, helipads, and construction camps.
Here is a list of AR’s based on the age of the imagery-
2022, 2021, 2020, 2019, 2018, 2017.

Include updated branch road corridor construction
plans for the Windigoostigwan Lake Road and Potts
Road with the General Manager of the Boundary
Waters Forest. These roads were identified as part of
the access plan for the Transmission Line and will
need to be constructed to a Branch Road standard as
per the FMP (i.e., The road width for a Branch Road
Right of Way is 30m)

Some of the roads identified and classified as
"Potential Need for Improvements" should be
classified as "New Access” e.g., Crowrock and Camp
111 areas.

Add a section on Road Use Management Strategies.
As an example, the Ann Bay Road should be
decommissioned based on the Road Use
Management Strategy in the Boundary Waters Forest
Management Plan. Currently, the water crossings are
removed, and the road is decommissioned (ditched) to
prevent access. An access restriction was applied to
the protect the remoteness for the area (Crown Land
Use Policy Atlas (CLUPA), Lands for Life, Remote
Tourism Oultfitter, White Otter Provincial Park,
Enhanced Management Area). Also, 2000 trees were
planted where the portage meets the Ann Bay Road
for visual protection of the road. Ensure already
mapped Visual Aesthetics AOCs in the FMPs are left
in place to protect Remote Tourism. A pit is identified
near this portage area between White Otter and
Sandford. There is also a new cut block near the
aggregate pit.

Follow access and timing restrictions outlined in the
FMP to protect Remote Tourism near Mabel Lake. Or
request consent from the Tourism Oultfitter to access
the area.

Pit locations will need to be updated with MNRF and
SFL holder values. For example, most aggregate pits
are in MTO, forestry pits, FMP Aggregate Extraction
Areas or already permitted Cat-9’s. Also, a
construction camp is proposed in FMP aggregate
extraction areas 231. Permission will need to be
obtained from Forest Company to use these pits. Pits

While some synergies between the FMPs and the
Project access plan have been identified, not all
can be realized this early in the process. For
example, while certain activities are planned to
coincide with Boundary Waters development
plans, they have advised that they cannot state
with certainty which areas of their plan will be
accessed and cleared in either of the first two
years of the plan. That is due to the fact that
discretion to develop any particular area in the
two-year plan is left to the clearing contractor.
While all reasonable efforts will be made to align
efforts, some of these opportunities will only be
realized closer to execution of the Project.

The ultimate reclamation plans for each of the
roads will be confirmed through engagement
toward the end of Project execution prior to a
reclamation permit being issued by the MNRF.
Consultation with the SFL holders will be an
important part of this process.

Aggregate pit locations belonging to MTO were
identified in the early stages of the project;
however, MTO will not permit the removal of
aggregate from their pits. The location of some
other proposed pits overlap forestry pits and these
have all been supplied to the SFL holders as part
of the Project footprint. Some SFL holders have
indicated that they are reviewing these locations
against their own aggregate needs and will identify
any conflicting issues.
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7

8)

9)

will need to be rehabilitated before it can be closed
and used by Hydro One. Forest companies may not
need the AEA, so a conversation with the SFL holder
first before an application for a CAT 9 is submitted to
MNRF would expedite the process.
Some of the more recent blocks are getting ready to
be planted or seeded so its very important that Hydro
One contacts the company.
Add a Road Standards section with measurable
standards for the following categories: Road Width,
Right of Way Width, ditching, erosion control, signhage,
sub grade, grading, capping, blading and gravel
specifications, cobble specifications for compliance
purposes.
Add a section on Access Compliance to the plan.
When road building is complete an MNRF inspector
will be notified of completion and a compliance
inspection will be conducted. The access inspection
will follow the Forest Operation Inspection Program
and the following categories will be inspected:
a) Have AOC and values been protected,
b) Is the road with the approved location,
c) Isthe road properly drained,
d) Isthe road clearing in accordance with the CFSA
requirements,
e) Isthe Road Use Management Strategy in
accordance with the FMP,
f)  Has the operator followed water crossing details,
g) Are erosion protection measures in place at the
crossing,
h) Have applicable timing restrictions been met,
i) Are the road approaches stable and erosion
mitigated,
j) Isfish passage addressed,
k) Is traffic safety addressed,
[) Had debris been left in a water body or
watercourse,
m) Has the road use strategy been implemented.
n) Add a section on road decommissioning. This
section should indicate the roads and all
Transmission Line Area that will be
decommissioned. Also, the plans, timelines, and
compliance plan.
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151 Section “The following project components can be moved up to 50 m within the | MNRF requires clarification if the Limits of Work proposal The 50 m movement of these Project components
11.0 - terrestrial study area assessed as part of this EA...” would be 50 m from the centreline of the 46 m ROW or 50 m | is from the edge of each Project component listed
Conclusions from the edge of the 46 m ROW. and not the centerline. This has been clarified in
Section 10.3.1.2 of the Final EA Report.
S, 10.2.2/pg. 7
152 Proposed Limits of | In general, having a degree of operational flexibility during Contingency areas (i.e., limits of work) should be subject to The limits of work approach includes multiple
Work implementation of the project is beneficial, however the EA does not review and consultation during the EA. It is recommended that | steps and limitations that must be considered
Section 11.3.1.2 provide adequate information to fully assess the impacts of applying the | the components proposed to be moved up to 50 m from their | when deciding if it would apply. A generic 50 m
limits of work provisions. It is unclear in the EA which project original location as shown in the EA (ROW, temp pull sites, buffer on a map would not be reflective of the site-
components are proposed to be under the limits of work that could lead | access roads and water crossings), have a buffer shown specific considerations that will take place and
to location refinement within the terrestrial study area (i.e., the project around them that clearly depicts the limits of work to facilitate | could cause confusion. For example, the limits of
footprint plus a 1km buffer). Is this referring to all project components a transparent review of the potential location of the work includes limitations when Project
(i.e., camp locations, aggregate pit locations, etc.) that are not included | component. components are near bat hibernacula. Also,
in the provisions that allow for only a 50m location refinement from the changes on private land will be made through
location depicted in the EA (i.e., ROW and temporary pull sites, access negotiated agreements with private landowners
roads and water crossings)? prior to proceeding. As such, this was not added to
the Project mapping in the Final EA. Hydro One
The extent of work provisions should not replace proper planning during can provide this mapping to the MNRF if needed.
the EA. To the greatest extent possible, planning for the preferred
locations of major project components should occur during the EA
stage to prevent numerous changes to the project design come
construction phase.
153 Conclusions Incomplete list of stakeholders to be identified, particularly the MNRF- The Project should consult with all relevant parties to changes | Hydro One has completed comprehensive
Section 11.3 p.7 managed stakeholders, such as trapline, bear management, tourism, in the proposed Project, including MNRF managed engagement throughout the Terms of Reference
and baitfish operators regarding the potential proposed limits of work. stakeholders. and EA phase and no significant concerns related
This includes the potential movement of helicopter pads, laydown to MNRF managed stakeholders have been
areas, construction camps, etc. A clear description of who was consulted, when and for who, identified. Hydro One will continue to engage with
and any responses. A general description of concerns raised | MNRF managed stakeholders as appropriate
and how they were addressed, etc. A list of stakeholders who | throughout the EA and construction. For example,
were consulted should be presented (e.g., tourism operators, | Hydro One continues to engage with the Ontario
trapline #s, etc.). Fur Managers Assaciation to discuss the Project.
Additional text has been added to Section
11.3.1.3 of the Final EA Report to note that Hydro
One will notify other applicable stakeholders of
changes that occur on a land parcel where they
hold an interest (e.g., trapline holders).
154 S.11.3,p. 7 Aggregate licence and permit applications are required to be developed | Review the requirements for an aggregate application and The final EA will be updated to identify that

in accordance with the Standards and Regulation 244/97. The
application will require studies in which the location of the site will
prompt for different surveys and evaluations based on natural features
in the area. There will be additional requirements for consultation
outside of this EA.

ensure they are reflected in the text. Please refer to the cover
letter for links to information on requirements.

aggregate pit applications will follow the MNRF
process outlined at
https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-
resources#section-7.
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155 Appendix 3.0-B — | The transmission line routes through E2414a White Otter Enhanced Aggregate sites should be relocated outside of the EMA. Aggregate site 10 is located outside the EMA.
Project Footprint Management Area (EMA). Aggregate site 10 is located within the EMA. Aggregate site 17 is located within the EMA and
Aggregate sites may be a permitted use within the Enhanced Hydro One will engage with MNRF further on this
Management Area for the construction of forest access roads only. location. Alternative aggregate sites are included
in the Final EA Report and aggregate site 17 can
be removed through a commitment in the EA
approval if MNRF continues to have concerns.
156 Appendix Figures should be updated to recognize the land use designations (i.e. | MNRF recommends including land use designations on maps. | The White Otter Enhanced Management Area has
3.0-B White Otter Enhanced Management Area) within the LSA, RSA, and been added to the figures in Appendix 3.0-B.
Project Footprint | Project Footprint.
Figures
157 Appendix 3.0- B; Access Road illustrated include: Please provide details in the Access Plan (commitment Commitment 19 of the ToR requires that a

Data Reviewer
Access Roads

e Existing access roads — no improvements required
® Existing access road — potential improvements

® Access Road — Preferred

® Access Road — Alternate

MNRF understands that all access roads, new preferred and alternate
access roads, were included in the footprint to assess for project and
net effects as indicated in Section 3.3.4. Progressively restoring
temporary construction access roads, approximately 30% located
outside of the right-of-way (Section 3.4.1.11) is a beneficial
commitment to reduce the duration of project effects on applicable
project indicators.

It is uncertain what the degree of anticipated improvements will be
required for existing roads, and it is not indicated which new access
roads will be decommissioned and remediated progressively or after
construction.

With the absence of this access road specific information, it is difficult
to infer how these features were captured in the assessment of project
and net effects for applicable indicators.

In addition to supporting MNRF’s review of the Environment
Assessment for the Project, access road specific information will also
assist with future work permitting requirements and land use
authorizations.

Work permits may be required for improvement to existing Crown land
roads. MNRF understands that improvements will vary and be road
specific. Ontario Regulation 239/13 indicates that the following activities
are exempt:

#19 from Final Terms of Reference) relating to the location,
timing, size, upgrades, ownership, and decommissioning.

preliminary access plan be included in the EA
including identifying where changes to existing
access are planned and potential impacts (natural
environment/social/economic). Additional details
have been added to the Final EA Report regarding
access road and waterbody construction and
general reclamation. Overall, it is Hydro One’s
opinion that the access plan included in the Final
EA Report meets the requirements of commitment
19, is of sufficient detail for the EA and allows for
the identification or potential effects and
recommended mitigation measures.

Existing access requiring potential improvements
will be decommissioned to a similar pre-
construction state (i.e., crossings removed, cross
drains installed, etc.). Potential improvements
include brushing out shoulders of roads, patching
road surface to create a drivable surface, installing
watercourse crossings as appropriate, upgrading
approaches onto other roads, etc. All necessary
permits with MNRF and/or agreement with road
holders will be obtained prior to initiating
upgrades.
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1) Water crossing cleaning for the purpose of maintaining the flow
of water.
2) Grading of existing trails or roads.
3) Clearing of existing ditches.
4) Gravelling of existing trails or roads.
5) Clearing or brushing of existing road or trail surface.
6) Snow plowing.
7) Sanding or dust control.
8) Repair or replacement of posted signage. O. Reg. 239/13, s.
4 (2); O. Reg. 160/17, s. 3.
Further, trails, water crossings or roads authorized under a forest
management plan under the or constructed as part of a forest operation
do not apply to the Public Land Act. However, improvement to these
structures must abide by conditions and prohibitions as defined by the
Crown Forest Sustainability Act, 1994.

General Comments relating to Access Roads:

To reduce new linear disturbances across the landscape, utilizing
access via construction right-of-way or existing right-of-way is
encouraged and should be maximized to the extent feasible. New small
access roads from existing road to specific towers should be minimized
and used only when justifiable due to topography and water crossing
considerations.

Ex. Thunder Lake Road, Turgeon Road, Melgund Road 3, Raleigh
Cutoff Road, Little Raleigh Road

Utilizing proposed footprints for multiple activities should be
implemented to reduce disturbance (e.g. proposed Alternate Access
Road R_2066 to Tower ID 4-143 should utilize the proposed temporary
laydown area pull site rather than increasing linear disturbances via
new access).

MNRF recognizes that environmental variables, such as water courses,
bedrock, and topography, will be influential to access road planning.
Where new access roads are proposed, a rationale may be requested.

158 Online mapping It is noted that many of the roads described as “existing access road It is recommended that a stand-alone access plan is The impact of road development will be reduced
products - Road potential improvements” and “existing access road no improvements developed that accompanies/supplements/supports appendix | by keeping road widths and length to the minimum
access plan required” in the online mapper are in varying conditions and will require | 3.0-B that identifies road standards that will be followed (i.e. required, minimizing imported gravel, installing

varying degrees of upgrade. For example, the Ann Bay Road has standards for permanent and temporary can be described), proper drainage, and ensuring erosion is

access controls in place (ditch and berm). mitigation measures that will be employed (access controlled during construction. Aggregate or
restrictions, decommissioning), decommissioning strategies access matting will be used in work areas to

It is also noted that several access roads are shown to get to a single that will be employed, etc. as this will be required in certain support specific construction activities where

area. In some cases, the number of roads seems an excessive number | areas (|e within 120m of trout lakes in DRY-FF-ATK district, heavy equipment is utilized (e.g., crane pads for

of new access roads is required for construction of the project. It is within EMA and other sensitive areas that are identified in foundation excavation/drilling, concrete pouring,

unclear if existing roads are alternatives being shown, or if HONI applicable CLUPSs). While it is recognised that some site- structure erection, etc.).

intends to use these roads in addition to the roads that are being specific planning cannot be identified in the EA, overarching
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proposed to be constructed. Efforts to reduce the amount of proposed road construction standards and identifying areas where Sediment and erosion control methods, such as
access roads and trails should be made and documented. decommissioning will be required can be done in the EA. silt fencing, check dams, straw bales, etc., will be
used to prevent sediment from entering water
Aside from the location information and broad categorization available bodies, and will be utilized when necessary, during
on the online mapper, the proposed permanent and temporary access water crossing installations. Installation methods
roads, as well as water crossings have not been fully described, for sediment control measures will be outlined in in
planned, assessed, or mitigated in the EA. Considering the proposed an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan which will
limits of work that apply to road location refinement in the EA, it is be abided by during construction.
difficult for MNRF to constructively comment on road locations in the All new and upgraded all-season access roads will
draft EA. typically be built to the following standards:

® 6 m driving surface with widening up to 8 m on
corners, within a 20 m clearing;

e Roads less than 15% grade;

® Trails less than 18% grade (tracked equipment
access);

e Grade breaks less than 9%;
e Minimum 15 m radius on horizontal curves;

® Turnouts every 500 m and incorporated into
tower access approaches; and

e Ditches 0.3 mto 1 mwide and 0.25 mto 0.5 m
deep.

Winter access will be maintained for the Project
duration as required by construction or weather
conditions. The contractor will monitor weather
and schedule activities so that shutdown of
operations leaves adequate time to stabilize or
reclaim roads and break up snow fills / ice bridges
at the end of the winter season.

Reclamation requirements for the Project will

vary depending on the location (e.g., structure,
span, land location) and construction activity, as
well as specific requirements (e.g.,
agency/regulatory requirements, EA commitments,
landowner agreements, etc.). The Project
Reclamation Plan will identify location specific
reclamation requirements and provide a
mechanism for tracking deficiencies and signoff
following inspection and monitoring by Hydro One
and their contractor. Post-Construction worksite
clean-up and reclamation can begin once
construction is complete in an area (e.g., following
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completion of stringing and commissioning) and
includes the following tasks, as appropriate:

® Temporary structure dismantling and removal
(e.g., temporary approaches, crossing
structures, rider poles, etc.);

e Clean-up and removal of all construction
materials (including temporary culverts, mats,
geotextile materials, etc.), equipment, and
equipment cleaning stations (if applicable);

® Workspace and travel lane restoration, where
not required for future access, including tilling
or ripping of compacted soil as required, re-
contouring areas where necessary to restore
micro drainage patterns and applying erosion
control measures (e.g., mulching, check dams,
straw crimping) where required,;

e Seed mixes may be applied following
engagement with the appropriate Indigenous
communities, municipal representative and/or
landowners;

e Restoration of fences, gates, and other small
infrastructure;

® Repair of roads damaged by construction
activities to pre-construction condition;

e |nstallation or removal of temporary erosion
control measures and re-vegetation, where
required;

® Re-applying seed mixes as warranted and
conducting a noxious weed control program
during the growing season following the last
work completed on each property to control any
weeds resulting from construction activities;
and

e Other general reclamation measures as
outlined in the EPP.
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159 Mapping Products | Access roads are currently mapped as either existing or planned, and The Final Access Plan and associated mapping products, Approximately 30% of access roads and trails
and Main Report which roads require improvement. Additionally, the Draft EA suggests should include details on which roads will be used temporarily | outside of the ROW will remain in place to provide
“Other that some access roads (new or upgraded) or permanently, and should be included in the Final EA. access for operation and maintenance activities.
Environmental All others will be decommissioned and
Data Reviewer Example: Section 3.3.4 Access Roads “To minimize future potential rehabilitated using applicable and appropriate
Section 3.0 — access development impacts, some access roads may be left methods and standards. At this stage in the
Project permanently to support long-term inspection and maintenance activities Project, it is unknown which access roads will be
Description S and for multiple use/integration with other existing industrial operations left in place to support operations and
33.4&S. (e.g., forestry operations within forest management areas).” maintenance of the transmission line. Engagement
3.3.6” with Indigenous communities and appropriate
In addition to other infrastructure — Section 3.3.6 Equipment/Material stakeholders, including the MNRF, will occur prior
Laydown Areas “To minimize adverse effects, Hydro One commits to to determining which roads will not be removed
progressively restoring areas to be used on a temporary basis during and any necessary permits/approvals will be
construction, such as laydown areas, pull sites, and helipads, located obtained.
on previously undisturbed lands. Some of these areas may be required
on a permanent basis depending on the future operational needs
assessed after the route is determined.”
160 Appendix 6.3B Please ensure that the information for well surveys meets the Review the requirements for an aggregate application and The Final EA Report has been updated to identify

Appendix 6.3C
Appendix 6.4A
Appendix 6.5A
Appendix 6.6B &
6.6C

Appendix 6.4A

Figures 3, 5, 7,
12,13, 15-17,

19, 23, 24, 28,
29

Figures 3,5

Figures 3,5

S. 2.4, p. 63
64, p. 65

S.3.1,p. 80
S. 3.2, p. 102,
p. 125, p.149,
p. 203,

S.3.2-7-1 -

requirements for an aggregate’s application. The requirements are laid
in the Standards and Regulation 244/97. Any required Source Water
Protection information may be required as a part of an application for
an aggregate permit. Please ensure that information in this EA is
reflective of requirements for an application of an aggregate licence or
permit.

Please ensure that the information in the surveys meets the
requirements for an aggregate application for a pit or quarry. Please
ensure that information in this EA is reflective of requirements for an
application of an aggregate licence or permit.

Please ensure mitigation buffers outlined in this document are mirrored
in the application for an aggregate license or permit and meet the
application requirements laid out in the Standards and Regulation
244/97.

Ensure that timing windows stated in this EA are referenced in the
Natural Environment Reports for aggregate applications. Applications
under the ARA will be required to follow the Standards and Regulation
244/97.

ensure they are reflected in the text. Please refer to the cover
letter for information on requirements.

that aggregate pit applications will follow the
MNRF process outlined at
https://www.ontario.ca/page/aggregate-
resources#section-7.
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3.2-7-39

S.2,p. 5 p. 6,
p. 12,

Figures 3, 5, 7,
12, 13, 15-17,

19, 23, 24, 28,
29

p. 2, Table 6.6- C-
1A,

p. 1-2, Table 6.6-
C-2A

p. 1-3, Table 6.6-
C-2B

161 Mapping Products | WC-3322 is not a “Unmapped” is a known mapped watercourse in Please update WC-3322 to mapped and permanent This classification has been revised in the Final EA
“Other OHN, classification is permanent. classification. Report, in Appendix 6.6 B Table 1.

Environmental
Data Reviewer”

162 Mapping Products | Please be aware that where tenure is existing in the form of an LUP, MNRF recommends that access road planning is reviewed, Comment noted. All landowners and permit
“Other MNRF is unable to provide further tenure or approval on top of those and existing land tenure values are considered. If there are holders where there is proposed new access or
Environmental locations for access roads. As a result, planned access roads may any existing land tenure conflicts with proposed access road the proposed use of existing access will be
Data Reviewer” have to be relocated, as for example Preferred Access Road R- planning, please ensure that MNRF or the land tenure holder | contacted with the goal of negotiating an

1390 which, as currently mapped, crosses an existing land use permit is contacted. agreement for same.
for a commercial outpost camp.

163 Mapping Products | During review it was noted that there are multiple water crossing Please provide a protocol or methodology that will be used if In situations where unmapped streams are

identifiers with no mapped stream: an unmapped stream is encountered and identified prior to encountered and a water crossing is required, an
construction activities. appropriate crossing structure will be installed

based on the types of equipment crossing, the
overall width of the crossing, the season of use,
and the duration of the crossing. Crossing
structures will typically consist of snow fills,
culverts, or steel rig mats founded on wooden
access mats for suitable crossing locations which
have a span of 3 m or less. For crossings greater
than 3 m, a temporary ice bridge or clear span
bridge will be installed. A qualified professional will
assess each crossing location to ensure the
appropriate crossing structure is selected and
installed in accordance with all regulatory
requirements.
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164 Mapping Products | Locations exist (ex, Finlayson Lake) on mapped route with an existing Ground truthing of the proposed activities in the Access Plan | The existing crossing at Finlayson Lake is not
road and water crossing; however, the EA proposes installation of a is required to ensure no duplication of water crossing suitable for construction traffic. At the time of the
Proposed Route new water crossing along the same stream. installations and that ice crossings are feasible at identified desktop plan, an ice bridge was proposed
and Water locations. adjacent to it. However, subsequent field
Crossings Additionally, there are ice crossing locations identified, specifically a assessments have determined that an ice bridge is
proposed crossing below Finlayson Lake, where the feasibility of not feasible at this location. In the updated access
creating an ice road crossing would not be feasible. plan, this crossing will be removed. The structures
on the north side of the waterbody will be
accessed by roads coming from the north and
similarly, the structure south of the waterbody will
be accessed by roads coming in from the south.
These roads are already identified as “Alternate” in
the current plan. Field verification of the remaining
waterbody crossings will be completed in advance
of construction.
165 Mapping Products | Seeking further information regarding helicopter pads and mitigation Further information of the type of risk to watercourses/fish and | This has been addressed in the Final EA Report,
measures. fish habitat and how they will be mitigated is required to through updating the effects and mitigations
Proposed assess the potential impact of the helicopter pad locations. measures within the text as well as the mapping. A
Helicopter Pads Helicopter pads are currently mapped adjacent to watercourses and 30 m buffer has been added to all helicopter pads
waterbodies, with missing information on how the EA will mitigate that interact with waterbodies. The details have
environmental risks. been summarized in Appendix 6.6C, Table 1.
The proposed changes will allow the EA to mitigate the impacts to fish
and fish habitat and water quality and will meet the ToR requirement to
accurately identify, assess, and manage potentially significant
environmental risks and integrate environmental considerations into
decisions.
166 Mapping Products | The proposed access route on topographic maps, with elevation The proposed access route, with elevation mapped, should Additional ground truthing was completed to
shown, indicate that some of the access roads are planned to go be reviewed and ground-truthed to ensure that the proposed | support the access plan included in the Final EA
Proposed Route through waterbodies. access route will remain on land. The EA should consider Report and further work will be completed in
and Waterbodies The elevation (steep cliffs) indicate that the current proposed access adjusting the proposed route, as required, to account for advance of access finalization. The nature of the
road is not viable in some locations as mapped. To allow passage steep banks alongside waterbodies. limits of approach and alternative access identified
around the area an access road may need to be realigned, impacting are intended to facilitate changes to appropriately
known values. navigate around obstacles.
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167 Mapping Products | When selecting laydown areas, it is strongly advised to ensure that MNRF encourages engagement with resource users and Primary laydown areas will be located with camps

Laydown Areas

sites selected do not conflict with existing values that have been
provided by MNRF, as well as, existing land uses and resource
extraction activities, such as those that have been approved as part of
an existing FMP and existing licences and permits, etc.

stakeholders to ensure feasibility of areas selected for
laydown. It is noted that the Draft EA only identifies 4 laydown
areas. MNRF strongly recommends that the EA describes the
amount of required laydown areas and clarifies if laydown
area location is subject to the limits of work provisions.
Additionally, site selection criteria should be clearly outlined in
the EPP along rehabilitation standards and notification
requirement to potentially impacted stakeholders. This may
streamline permitting as currently the limits of work lack
details on site refinement procedures (i.e., incorporating
existing data).

which will use previously disturbed sites (i.e.,
previously cleared including in cutblocks) to the
extent reasonably possible in consideration of
proximity to the project. Camp/laydown locations
have been adjusted and will be included in the
Final EA Report. Further these sites have
applications for LUPs submitted with MNRF.
Rehabilitation standards will be included in the
EPP and natification to potentially impacted
stakeholders will be competed as necessary.
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Table 10: Lakehead Region Conservation Authority — Michelle Sixsmith, Development Regulations Officer — July 4, 2023
Document,
# Secltalggneand Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Number
1 n/a The project study is within the Municipality of n/a Comment acknowledged. Hydro One will engage LRCA regarding permit

Shuniah, which is a member municipality of the
Authority. As watershed advisors to our member
municipalities, the ability of structures to pass flood
flows and potential erosion/sedimentation and
impacts are components of our input.

There are various water crossings and wetlands
(i.e. North Star Creek, Savigny Creek, North
Current River and various Unevaluated Wetlands
etc.) as shown on the attached map, which may be
subject to the Authority's Development,
Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to
Shorelines and Watercourses Regulations, O. Reg.
180/06. In general, any development (i.e.
temporary or permanent water crossings) within or
adjacent to the shore-zone and/or watercourse or
wetland may require a permit under the Authority's
Regulations, within the Area of Jurisdiction of the
Lakehead Region Conservation Authority (LRCA).
Based on the information provided in the draft
Environmental Assessment Report, a portion of the
proposed development falls within the LRCA’s
Regulated Area and may require a permit from the
LRCA (per 2021 Memorandum of Understanding
between Conservation Ontario and Hydro One
Networks Inc). Once the proposed development is
finalized, please contact the LRCA to determine if a
permit is required from the LRCA.

requirements.
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Table 11: Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism, Joseph Harvey, Heritage Planner — July 10, 2023

Document,
Section and Page Comment Request/Recommendation Hydro One Response
Number
_ %ilétrglegegﬁ?ﬁéﬁg;g?f;gﬂgg: :;(;hgii)dcr)agllcal The term “culturgl heritage resourceg,” has been repla_ced with BHR or
Terminology heritage Ie;ndscapes (BHR/CHL). The Cultural CHL as appropriate throughout Section 7.6 (Built Heritage Resources
throughout Heritage Report only addresses .BHR/CHL n/a and Cultural Heritage Landscapes) and Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural
document ' Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary Heritage Impact

therefore, please replace the term ‘cultural
heritage resources’ with BHR/CHL as appropriate.

Assessment) of the Final EA Report.

2.0 (Provincial
Heritage Policies)

Original Text
Section title “Provincial Heritage Policies”

The title of this section should be revised to “Provincial
Legislative Framework”.

Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Heritage Impact Assessment) of the Final EA Report has been updated
with the proposed text.

p.9

2.3.1 Original Text We recommend the following revision: Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
) The Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) was Heritage Impact Assessment) of the Final EA Report has been updated

(Environmental legislated to ensure that Ontario’s environmentis | See underlined text edits below. with the proposed revised text.

Assessment Act protected, conserved, and wisely managed.

and Ontario Energy | Under the EAA, “environment” includes not only | The Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) was

Board Act) natural elements such as air, land, water and legislated to ensure that Ontario’s environment is

plant and animal life, but also the “social,
economic and cultural conditions that influence
the life of humans or a community”, and “any
building, structure, machine or other device or
thing made by humans”. To determine the
potential environmental effects of a new
development, the Environmental Assessment
(EA) process was created to standardize
decision-making.

protected, conserved, and wisely managed. Under the
EAA, “environment” includes not only natural elements
such as air, land, water and plant and animal life, but
also the “social, economic and cultural conditions that
influence the life of humans or a community”, and “any
building, structure, machine or other device or thing
made by humans”. Cultural heritage resources
including archaeological resources, built heritage
resources and cultural heritage landscapes are
included in the cultural component of the environment.
To determine the potential environmental effects of a
new development, the Environmental Assessment (EA)
process was created to standardize decision- making.

2.3.3 (Ontario
Heritage Act and
Ontario Regulation
9/06)

p. 11

Original Text

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) enables the
Province and municipalities to conserve significant
individual properties and areas. For provincially
owned, administered, or occupied heritage
properties, compliance with the MTCS S&Gs is
mandatory under Part Il of the OHA and holds the
same authority for ministries and prescribed public
bodies as a Management Board or Cabinet
directive. For municipalities, Part IV and Part V of
the OHA enables council to “designate” individual
properties (Part IV), or properties within a heritage
conservation district (HCD) (Part V), as being of
“cultural heritage value or interest” (CHVI).

The title of this section should be revised to “Ontario
Heritage Act and Standards and Guidelines for
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties”. Ideally
this subsection should be the first and before the EAA,
OEB Act and Planning Act.

We recommend revising this section to reflect the
current terminology, Hydro One’s responsibilities under
the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) and recent changes to
the Act that were made under the More Homes Built
Faster Act, which came into effect on January 1, 2023.
Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.1 should be merged.

For example, O. Reg. 9/06 has been amended so that
there are nine criteria for determining cultural heritage

Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Heritage Impact Assessment) of the Final EA Report has been updated
as follows:

e The title of this section was updated to “Ontario Heritage Act and
Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage
Properties”. The section was updated to be first before the
Environmental Assessment Act, Ontario Energy Board Act and
Planning Act.

® The section was updated to reflect current terminology and merge
Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.1.

e References to O. Reg. 9/06 section were updated to reflect current
information about O. Reg. 9/06.
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Hydro One Response

Evaluation for CHVI under the OHA (or
significance under PPS 2020) is guided by Ontario
Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06), which prescribes
the criteria for determining cultural heritage value
or interest. O. Reg. 9/06 has three categories of
absolute or non-ranked criteria, each with three
sub-criteria.

value or interest. A property must now meet two out of
the nine criteria to be of cultural heritage value or
interest.

This section should be replaced with the following:

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) provides the primary
statutory framework for the conservation of cultural
heritage resources (which includes their identification,
protection, and wise management) in Ontario). The
conservation of cultural heritage resources is also a
matter of provincial interest as reflected in provincial
legislation such as the Planning Act and the
Environmental Assessment Act, among others.

Under the OHA, all Ontario government ministries and
public bodies prescribed under Ontario Regulation
157/10, including Hydro One Inc., are required to follow
the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of
Provincial Heritage Properties (S&Gs), prepared under
section 25.2 of the Ontario Heritage Act, when making
any decisions affecting cultural heritage resources on
lands under their control.

Consistent with the OHA S&Gs, and with Hydro One’s
Identification and Evaluation (I&E) Process (as
approved by the Deputy Minister of MCM), HONI hires
gualified person(s) to undertake technical heritage
studies, e.g., to determine whether a property (or
properties) under its ownership or control has cultural
heritage value or interest based on the criteria under
Ontario Regulations 9/06 and 10/06.

[Please revise the information for Ontario Regulation
9/06.]

HONTI’s I&E Process has further information, should a
property meet Ontario Regulation 9/06 and/or

10/06 and be identified (not designated) as a provincial
heritage property. Please do not include reference to
the Ontario Heritage Toolkit as it is not relevant to
HONTI’s activities.

e Reference to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit was removed.
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3.1 (Cultural We recommend including a new section, based n/a A new section (Section 3.2) in Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural Heritage
Heritage Existing on table 3-1, which expands upon what, when Existing Conditions and Preliminary Heritage Impact Assessment) has
Conditions and how community input was undertaken as part been created based on Table 3-1 which expands upon what, when and
(CHEC)) of the research methodology for this Report. It how community input was undertaken as part of the research
should also outline the process used to determine methodology for this report.
Table 3-1 the outcomes of the community input exercise(s)
and describe the results. A more detailed The Cultural Heritage Report was distributed to potentially affected
p. 18 overview of community engagement can be Indigenous communities for review prior to finalizing.
attached as an appendix.
The public open houses occurred in Spring 2023 and included the
See also Hydro One’s I&E Process. results of the cultural heritage assessment from the EA.
Please confirm whether the draft Cultural Heritage
Report was sent to Indigenous communities with
a potential interest, and to heritage stakeholders,
such as the City Thunder Bay Heritage Advisory
Committee, for review and comment. Other
heritage stakeholders may have an interest in
reviewing this draft report and it is not clear if they
have been identified.
5.0 (Results) Original Text It is not clear how it was determined that these Following the Hydro One Cultural Heritage Identification and Evaluation
An additional three properties were found to have | properties are not of CHVI. The Ministry’s Criteria for Process, the study area was screened for built heritage resources and
p. 40 buildings or structures 40 years or more years old | Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and cultural heritage landscapes using the MCM Checklist. See Section
but were evaluated at a preliminary level not to Cultural Heritage Landscapes should be completed for | 3.1 for the list of tasks carried out to complete the checklist.
have potential CHVI. each of the three properties identified as being of
potential CHVI. The completed checklists, clear During the field review, potential heritage resources were identified by
photographs of the buildings and structures and a employing a high-level and cursory evaluation based on an
rationale should be included the report documentation. | understanding of the criteria identified in the MCM'’s Criteria for
Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage
The information included in Appendix B needs to be Landscapes and the criteria identified in Hydro One’s Cultural Heritage
expanded upon. Please see Hydro One’s I&E Process. | Identification and Evaluation Process. As a result of this review, one
See also comments 10 and 11 below. Federally recognized Cultural Heritage Landscape (the Dawson Trail)
was identified, and three properties were screened out.
Appendix B of the Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix 7.6-A) contains photographs
and rationales for the three properties that were found to have buildings
or structures 40 years or more: 621 McGogy Road, Dryden; 71 Kivilahti
Road, Thunder Bay; and 342 Silver Falls Road, Thunder Bay. The
rationale has been expanded upon to include that each property was
evaluated using a high-level evaluation against criteria from MCM and
Hydro One, and were screened out of the Cultural Heritage Existing
Conditions and Preliminary Heritage Impact Assessment.
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Appendix C of the Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix 7.6-A) contains the completed
MCM Checklist for the study area.
The use of the 40-year threshold is accepted as a preliminary screening
measure and does not imply that all structures constructed 40 years ago
are inherently of heritage value, nor does it exclude buildings
constructed within the past 40 years from retaining heritage value.
7 6.3 (Impact Original Text Please do not include reference to the Ontario Heritage | The reference to the Ontario Heritage Toolkit has been removed and the
Assessment) When determining the effects a development or Toolkit as it is not relevant to HONI’s activities. See reference to the MCM’s Information Bulletin 3 — Heritage Impact
site alteration may have on known or identified also comment 4 above. As Hydro One is a public body | Assessment for Provincial Heritage Properties has been added to
p. 44 built heritage resources or cultural heritage prescribed under Ontario Regulation 157/10, it should Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary
landscapes, the MTCS Heritage Resources in the | refer to the MCM'’s Information Bulletin 3 — Heritage Heritage Impact Assessment) of the Final EA Report.
Land Use Planning Process advises that the Impact Assessment for Provincial Heritage Properties —
following “negative impacts” be considered: ... attached. This section should be revised to align with
the advice on that Bulletin.
8 6.4 (Results and Original Text We recommend the following revision to table Column The proposed revisions have been made to Appendix 7.6-A (Cultural
Recommendations) | See table Column 5 (Recommendations) for all 5 (Recommendations): See underlined text edits below. | Heritage Existing Conditions and Preliminary Heritage Impact
Alternatives: Assessment) of the Final EA Report.
Table 6-1 A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report is recommended
p. 46 A Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report is for this Cultural Heritage Landscape to confirm its
' recommended for this Cultural Heritage cultural heritage value or interest as part of preliminary
Landscape. design and prior to the issuance of the notice of
completion.
If the cultural heritage landscape is found to be of
cultural heritage value or interest of provincial
significance (i.e., meets Ontario Reqgulation 10/06 and
therefore a potential provincial heritage property of
provincial significance) a Heritage Impact Assessment
will be undertaken before the issuance of the notice of
completion. MCM should be contacted to advise on
whether MCM Minister’'s Consent is required.
If the property only meets the criteria of Ontario
Regulation 9/06 then the HIA will be undertaken as
early as possible during detailed design and prior to
any ground disturbing activities. The HIA will follow
MCM’s Information Bulletin 3 and be sent for review
and comment to MCM, municipalities, Indigenous
communities, and other interested parties, as
appropriate.
9 7.6.7 (Alteration of | Original Text We recommend the following revisions to align with our | The proposed revisions have been made to Section 7.6.7 of the Final

a Cultural Heritage

Potential Effects:

suggested revisions to the Cultural Heritage Report

EA Report for “Potential Effects”.
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Resource from
Destruction or

Alteration — Built
Heritage
Resources)

p. 7.6-10

As discussed in Section 7.6.5.3, the results of the
CHEC/PIA (Appendix 7.6-A) indicated that one
landscape (CHL-1), the Dawson Trail, was
assessed to have known CHVI as a cultural
heritage landscape (Appendix 7.6-B). Dawson
Trail is recognized by the Historic Sites and
Monuments Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. H- 4) as a
National Historic Event (Parks Canada, n.d.). As
currently proposed, this trail could be crossed by
the Project footprint as shown on the figures in
Appendix 7.6-B.

Alteration of the resource during construction of
the Project could result in damage or destruction
to portions of the Dawson Trail, a federally
recognized cultural heritage landscape, resulting
in the loss of valuable contextual information, or
may result in the complete destruction of cultural
heritage resources. Potential effects on this
cultural heritage resource are most likely to occur
during Project construction, through blasting,
clearing, and grubbing of vegetation along the
46 m wide transmission line ROW, access roads,
and other construction areas. No known or
potential built heritage resources (e.g., buildings)
were identified in the LSA, therefore, construction
activities are not predicted to have potential to
impact built heritage resources.

(See table 1 comments above), with best practice and
current terminology:

See underlined text edits below.
Potential Effects

e Displacement of built heritage resources and/or
cultural heritage landscapes by removal and/or
demolition and/or disruption

e Effects on cultural heritage landscape features

e Disruption of resources by introduction of physical,
visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are not
in keeping with the character and setting of the
cultural heritage resource

Mitigation Measures

In terms of “Mitigation Measures”, the recommendations from the

Cultural Heritage Report have been inputted in the existing text (to carry

out a CHER for the Dawson Trail).

A CHER will be completed for the Dawson Trail in order to determine if

an HIA is necessary.

If an HIA is necessary, the HIA will assess the effects and impacts of the

Project on the Dawson Trail’s identified heritage attributes and will
provide detailed mitigation recommendations.
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Mitigation Measures:

Construction activities with the potential to cause
changes in the landscape may affect the cultural
heritage resource unless appropriate steps are
taken in advance to identify and mitigate impacts
to cultural heritage resources. Direct and indirect
negative effects can be avoided by identifying and
avoiding the Dawson Trail cultural heritage
resource prior to construction, and by increasing
the awareness of Project personnel about the
cultural heritage resource that crosses the Project
footprint.

[The mitigation measures should be replaced with the
recommendations of the Cultural Heritage Report —
Copy and paste do not summarize] Some examples of
typical mitigation measures include:

e |dentify, evaluate, and manage built heritage
resources and cultural heritage landscapes as per
the OHA S&Gs

® Avoidance, through alternative route selection

® Prevent built heritage resources from undergoing
demolition by neglect

e Carry out impact assessment and appropriate public
engagement, given removal and demolition of
cultural heritage resources is considered to be a last
resort

e Consider alternative alignment to retain and maintain
the visual settings and physical relationships of
heritage features

® Avoid and preserve BHR/CHL features in-situ and
consider adaptive reuse alternatives

® Relocate heritage building(s) or structures, and
consider adaptive reuse alternatives

e Document and salvage features from heritage
buildings and/or structures prior to demolition

e Decrease harmful environmental condition changes
such as vibration, altered water table etc.to cultural
heritage resources

e Utilize landscape planting plan to provide mitigation,
screening, and enhancement.

MCM may have additional advice pending the
submission of the revised Cultural Heritage Report.

10

7.6.7 (Alteration of
a Cultural Heritage
Resource from
Destruction or
Alteration — Built
Heritage
Resources)

Table 7.6-5

Original Text
Project Component or Activity
e Clearing and grubbing of vegetation along the

46-m-wide transmission line ROW, access
roads and other construction areas;

® Foundation and conductor installation; and

e Reclamation of decommissioned access roads,
temporary laydown areas, and temporary
construction camps.

We recommend the following revisions to align with
recommended revisions above (See comment 9).
See underlined text edits below.

Project Component or Activity

e Clearing and grubbing of vegetation along the 46-m-
wide transmission line ROW, access roads and
other construction areas;

e Foundation and conductor installation; and
® Reclamation of decommissioned access roads,

The proposed revisions for “Potential Effects” and “Net Effect” have

been made to Section 7.6.7 of the Final EA Report.

In terms of “recommendations”, the recommendations from the Cultural
Heritage Report have been inputted in existing text (to carry out a CHER

for the Dawson Trail).

A CHER will be completed for the Dawson Trail in order to determine if

an HIA is necessary.
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Potential Effects

e Alteration of a cultural heritage resource
through destruction or alteration
Recommendations

® A CHER will be conducted to evaluate the
cultural heritage landscape in the Project LSA.

e |f any potential resources are evaluated in the
CHER as being of CHVI, an HIA will be
completed and include mitigation measures.
The HIA may also recommend that an HCP be
undertaken to guide protection and
conservation of the specific cultural heritage
resource. The CHER, HIA, and/or HCP will be
submitted for MCM and Indigenous
communities for review and comment.

e |[f required, a compliance letter for the Project
under the OHA will be obtained from the MCM
prior to construction, and the mitigation
measures specified in the letter will be adhered
to.

® The Project footprint will be surveyed prior to
construction to limit activities to the designated
areas of the Project.

® Project personnel will be made aware when
working near known or potential cultural
heritage resources and avoid areas that are
flagged or fenced, and abide by restrictions on
infout privileges.

temporary laydown areas, and temporary
construction camps.
Potential Effects

. . .
’I‘Ite'atl'g“l ofa eu_ltunal I'el ||tag_e Landseape resouree
e Displacement of built heritage resources and/or

cultural heritage landscapes by removal and/or
demolition and/or disruption

e Effects on cultural heritage landscape features

e Disruption of resources by introduction of physical,
visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are not
in keeping with the character and setting of the
cultural heritage resource

Recommendations
[The recommendations should be replaced with the
recommendations of the CHEC/PIA - Copy and
paste do not summarize (See also Table
1 comments above)]

Net Effect
No net effect. [Please clarify why there would be no net
effect.]

If an HIA is necessary, the HIA will assess the impacts of the Project on
the Dawson Trail's identified heritage attributes and will provide detailed

mitigation recommendations.

Net Effect
® No net effect
11 10.6 (Adaptive Original Text Comment
Management — Criteria We recommend the following revisions to align with our | The archaeology text has been updated as proposed.

Monitoring and
Commitments)

Table 10.6-1
p. 10.6-15

- Archaeology Resources Objective
- To monitor effectiveness of mitigation measures
implemented to protect archaeological resources

Method

e Hydro One will monitor the Project footprint
during construction for incidental sensitive
features (e.g., water bodies, rare plants, rare
vegetation communities, wildlife species of
concern, archaeological resources) that have

revisions to Report sections 7.6 and 7.7 above.
See underlined text edits below.

Criteria
® Archaeological Resources Objective

® To monitor effectiveness of mitigation measures
implemented to conserve archaeological resources
[We recommend HONI expand on how this will be
achieved — will a monitoring plan be developed

For the proposed cultural heritage revision, the text has been updated

to:

e “Heritage attributes as they relate to the identified heritage resources
will be identified and evaluated under Ontario Regulation 9/06 in a
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER). Project effects to built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes resources will be
assessed mitigated by adhering to the recommendations of the
CHEC/PIA through the completion of this CHER and a Heritage

Impact Assessment (HIA) if necessary.
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not been previously identified in the Project
footprint.

Hydro One will employ the services of qualified
Environmental Inspector(s) and Indigenous
monitors to guide implementation, monitor and
report on the effectiveness of the construction
procedures, and mitigation measures for
minimizing potential impacts.

Monitoring programs may be required if
archaeological resources are identified during
the Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment and
mitigation measures by avoidance and
protection are undertaken.

based on the archaeological assessments? See also
comment 2 above]

Method

e The recommendations of the Stage 1 archaeological
assessment (AA) and any subsequent
recommended AA (e.d., Stage 3-4) will be followed.

® Should previously undocumented archaeological
resources be discovered, they may be a new
archaeological site and therefore subject to Section
48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. Hydro one or the
person discovering the archaeological resources
must cease alteration of the site immediately and
engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to c