
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 16, 2009 
 

VIA FAX AND MAIL 
 
Steve Kearney 
Regional Director 
Manitoba Conservation 
Northeast Region 
59 Elizabeth Drive, Box 28 
Thompson, MB   R8N 1X4 
 
Dear Mr. Kearney: 
 
RE: Keeyask Hydropower Limited Partnership 
 
I am counsel for the Manitoba Métis Federation (MMF”) with respect to the Keeyask 
Hydropower Limited Partnership (the “Project”).  I am writing in response to your letter dated 
October 8, 2009, to Mr. Al Benoit, a Senior Policy Advisor at the MMF, on the Project. 
 
The MMF asserts it represents a rights-bearing Métis community consistent with R. v. 
Powley, [2003] 2 S.C.R 207, whose members live throughout, use and rely on a traditional 
territory in and around the proposed Project.  Members of this Métis community hunt, fish, 
trap, gather and pursue traditional pursuits connected to the land throughout the region 
surrounding the Project.  These Métis customs, practices and traditions are constitutionally-
protected rights in Canada’s Constitution.  The Project’s potential impacts on these rights 
trigger the Crown’s duty to consult and accommodate the rights-bearing Métis community, 
consistent with Haida Nation v. British Columbia [2004] 3 S.C.R. 511 and Taku River Tlingit 
First Nation v. British Columbia [2004] 3 S.C.R. 550.  
 
Within the MMF’s internal governance structure, the northeast region of the Manitoba Métis 
Community is called the Thompson Region.  For your information, a map outlining the 
MMF’s Thompson Region as well as the MMF’s other regions is available at the MMF’s 
website at www.mmf.mb.ca.  The MMF represents over 3,400 adult Métis individually and 
collectively in the Thompson Region, as the democratic self-government representative of the 
Métis people in Manitoba.  
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The Métis living in this region are the continuation of the historic rights-bearing Métis 
collective that lived, used and relied on the lands within the Thompson Region as well as the 
rest of what is now known as the province of Manitoba and the historic Northwest.  The 
locations and settlements where Métis historically lived in the region were connected to each 
other as well as other locations, settlements and Métis people throughout Manitoba and the 
historic Northwest through seasonal rounds, trade, mobility and kinship.  These realities 
fostered a regional cohesion between the Métis living in what is now known as northeastern 
Manitoba that continues today through ongoing cultural and social activities, harvesting, 
family connections and mobility.  Further, this regional collective was and remains an 
indivisible part of the Manitoba Métis Community, as represented by the MMF.   
 
Based on the rights claim outlined above, my client is of the position that your request for the 
MMF to identify discrete, individual “Métis communities” for the purposes of consultation is 
flawed because it fails to respect the history of the Métis in the Thompson Region, the current 
state of Métis rights law and the on-the-ground realities of the potentially affected rights-
bearing Métis community.  It is my client’s position that consultation must take place through 
the democratically elected representative government of the affected Métis people – the 
MMF.  More specifically, consultation must occur with the MMF and its governance 
structures at the local, regional and provincial levels, which have the jurisdiction and authority 
to deal with the collective interests of the potentially affected Métis community.  As such, we 
would request a consultation process be put into place between the MMF and the Crown on 
the Project, which respects the roles and jurisdictions of the MMF, its Locals and its Regions, 
consistent with Resolution #8 from the MMF Annual General Assembly.  For your 
convenience, I am attaching a copy of this resolution. 
 
My client would also note that the Manitoba Provincial Court’s decision in R. v. Goodon, 
[2009] M.J. No 3 (M.P.C.), rejected the Manitoba Crown’s narrow approach to the 
identification of the historic and contemporary rights-bearing Métis communities as discrete, 
physical settlements in Manitoba.  Instead, the court recognized a vibrant, regional rights-
bearing Métis community that is represented by the MMF, which encompasses southwestern 
Manitoba and extends into central and northern Manitoba, the United States and 
Saskatchewan.   
 
Since the Manitoba Government chose not to appeal this case, the MMF expects that the 
Manitoba Government and its Ministries will respect the direction of the Manitoba courts on 
Métis rights issues (i.e., Métis communities are regional in size and scope).  My client is of 
the opinion that similar to how Métis rights were established in the Goodon case, Métis rights 
could be established in the region in and around the Project, as an indivisible part of the 
Manitoba Métis Community.   
 
My client would stress that the underlying purpose of the Crown’s duty to consult is to avoid 
forcing Aboriginal groups as well as governments into time consuming and expensive 
litigation when there are credible Aboriginal rights claims and Crown actions are being taken 
that have the potential to negatively affect those rights.  My client is of the position that this 
situation is exactly what was contemplated by the Supreme Court of Canada in the Haida 
Nation and Taku River cases and requires pro-active consultation and accommodation with 
the potentially affected Métis community. 
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In support of this credible rights assertion, the MMF would bring to the Manitoba 
Government’s attention that the Government of Canada has commissioned historic research 
on this region, which evidences the historic presence of a Métis population throughout the 
region from the early 1800s.  Moreover, the MMF’s ongoing research and current Métis 
membership and registration work evidences the continuation of the historic Métis families 
who lived, moved and harvested throughout this region in the early 1800s, continuing to live 
in, move throughout and rely on this region today. In the MMF’s opinion, the Manitoba 
Government not only has constructive knowledge of credible Métis rights claims in this 
region – it has actual knowledge. 
 
Moreover, the traditional territory of the potentially affected rights-bearing Métis community 
is shared with First Nations located in the northeast portion of Manitoba.  As Manitoba Hydro 
has already implicitly recognized, through negotiating and reaching accommodation 
agreements with First Nations in the region, this Project will affect the rights, interests and 
way of life of the Aboriginal peoples who live near the Project and who rely on the lands in 
and around the Project for hunting, fishing, trapping, gathering and traditional pursuits.   
 
While the potentially affected rights-bearing First Nations in and around the Project appear to 
have been intimately involved in the development of the Project’s Environmental Assessment 
(“EA”) and some have even reached “adverse effects agreements” with the proponent, the 
potentially affected rights-bearing Métis community has been largely excluded to date.  More 
specifically, the rights-bearing Métis community that is potentially affected by the Project has 
not been meaningfully engaged in the development of the Project’s EA.  Further, the impact 
of the Project on Métis rights, interests, way of life and traditional uses in the region have not 
been considered or addressed in the EA or through other processes.  Therefore, my client is of 
the position that the EA, in its current form, is deficient because it fails to even consider the 
unique rights, interests and perspectives of the Métis community, as a distinct Aboriginal 
people whose rights are equal to those of First Nations in the region. 
 
You are likely aware that for years now, the MMF has used any forum available to it – 
political, media, regulatory processes, litigation – in order to bring its rights claims and 
interest to the Manitoba Government’s attention to no avail.  For example, these issues were 
raised in the regulatory hearings on the Wuskwatim Hydropower Project in 2005, but the 
Crown’s constructive knowledge of credible Métis rights claims in the Thompson region 
resulted in no changes in the Manitoba Government’s ongoing wilful blindness to consult 
with the Métis.   
 
More recently, in 2008, the MMF President wrote to the Manitoba Premier requesting that a 
process be put in place with a view to arrive at a Métis consultation framework for the 
province.  In July 2009, the MMF President wrote to the Minister for Manitoba Hydro 
expressing the MMF’s concerns about the lack of Métis engagement and consultation on the 
Keeyask Hydropower Project and other major works being proposed by Manitoba Hydro.  To 
date, neither of these letters or their requests have been responded to by anyone in the 
Manitoba Government.  For your ease of reference, I am attaching the MMF President’s 
recent letter to the Minister of Manitoba Hydro dated July 3, 2009. 
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In order to discuss the MMF concerns about the Project further, my client is requesting a face-
to-face meeting with Manitoba Conservation.  You should also be aware that on October 13, 
2009, I responded to an email from Elise Dagdick, Manitoba Conservation, Environmental 
Assessment and Licensing Branch, and requested a face-to-face meeting on the afternoon of 
October 21, 2009, to discuss my client’s concerns with respect to the Project’s EA and the 
Crown’s potential approval of the Project based on a deficient EA.  I have yet to receive a 
response to this meeting request.  However, my client would be more than willing to have a 
similar meeting with other officials from Manitoba Conservation on October 21, 2009 in 
Winnipeg.  At this meeting, we would like to outline the MMF’s rights assertions in more 
detail as well as discuss how effective and meaningful Crown consultation can take place with 
the potentially affected rights-bearing Métis community in relation to the Project.   
 
If such a meeting is possible, please contact Michelle Bahm, MMF’s Natural Resources 
Policy Analyst at (204) 586-8474 or mbahm@mmf.mb.ca in order to coordinate logistics.   If 
this proposed date, time and location is unworkable for you and your colleagues please 
contact Ms. Bahm so an alternative date and location can be identified. 
 
My client looks forward to hearing from Manitoba Conservation on these issues of important 
to the Métis community. 
 
Yours very truly, 

 

 
 

Jason Madden 
 
Enc.(2): MMF President Letter to Minister of Hydro dated July 3, 2009 
  MMF Annual General Assembly – Resolution #8 
 
c.c. David Chartrand, MMF President 

Anita Campbell, MMF Minister for Hydro 
Julyda Lagimodiere, MMF Vice President, Thompson Regin 
Al Benoit, MMF Senior Policy Advisor  
Michelle Bahm, MMF Natural Resources Policy Analyst 
Elise Dagdick, Manitoba Conservation, Environmental Assessment and Licensing 
Branch 

mailto:mbahm@mmf.mb.ca
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July 30, 2012 
 
 
          VIA EMAIL 
 
Wendy Botkin 
Canadian Environmental  
Assessment Agency - Prairie Region 
101 – 167 Lombard Avenue 
Winnipeg, MB, R3B 0T6 
 
Rob Matthews  
Manitoba Conservation 
Water Use Licensing Section 
Winnipeg, MB, R3J 2W3 
 
Dear Ms. Botkin and Mr. Matthews: 
 
Re: Keeyask Hydropower Project 
 
I am legal counsel for the Manitoba Métis Federation (“MMF”) with respect to the 
Keeyask Project (the “Project”).  
 
I am writing to follow up on the MMF’s meeting with Manitoba Conservation (“MC”) and 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (“CEAA”) held on June 11th, 2012.  At 
that meeting, the MMF tabled a document entitled “Manitoba Métis Federation Points for 
Crown Consultation.”  This document included a series of questions and requests to MC 
and CEAA with respect to the Project.  It is now over a month from our meeting and the 
MMF has received no response to these questions or requests.   
 
These questions and requests were further to MMF letters of concern sent to Mr. Matthews 
dated May 29th, 2012 as well as a letter to Ministers Chomniak and Mackintosh dated May 
30th, 2012.  Both of which remain unanswered. We would note that at our June 11th 
meeting, Manitoba’s legal counsel indicated that “Manitoba will provide a written 
response to that correspondence and it is not anticipated that it will take a long time to 
prepare the written reply,” yet the MMF has received no response to date.  



 
 
 
 
 

 
2. 

Despite the fact that the MMF’s significant concerns about the Project and its questions 
about Crown consultation remain unanswered, both MC and CEAA are pushing forward 
with a regulatory review process with unrealistic and unfair deadlines for the Métis 
community to meaningfully review and respond to the Project EIS.  Further, despite 
commitments made at the June 10th meeting that reasonable funding to support the MMF’s 
participation within the Crown consultation process would be provided, no funding 
commitments have been made to the MMF to date, aside from an inadequate amount from 
CEAA that does not enable the MMF to retain the necessary expertise to review the 
Project’s EIS.   
 
As conveyed at the June 10th meeting, it is the MMF’s perspective that the current process 
has been structured so Manitoba Hydro and its Keeyask Partners essentially benefit from a 
deliberate strategy of avoiding and delaying meaningful engagement with the impacted 
Métis community over the last several years.  Now, the coordinated regulatory reviews of 
both the provincial and federal governments are further enabling the proponent’s strategy 
of avoiding pro-active engagement with the MMF by setting unrealistic timeframes for the 
Métis community to respond to the EIS.  This creates an unfair and skewed process where 
the Métis community is left trying to play “catch up” to other aboriginal groups, while the 
overwhelming financial resources and capacity of the Manitoba Crown’s agent, Manitoba 
Hydro, have been used to push forward on a project, by solely engaging, consulting and 
negotiating with First Nations about the Project’s impacts.  It is the MMF’s position that 
having both Manitoba and Canada essentially sanction and facilitate the proponent’s 
exclusionary process towards the Métis is a breach of the Crown’s duty to consult and 
inconsistent with the honour of the Crown. 
 
Based on the above, the MMF is formally requesting an extension to the September 20th, 
2012 deadline for providing comments on the EIS.  Initially, the MMF thought that an 
extension to November 15th, 2012 would be sufficient.  However, given the fact that it is 
almost August 2012 and neither MC nor CEAA have provided adequate capacity for the 
MMF to participate in Crown consultation related to the Project, the MMF is unable to 
provide a firm date for when it is requesting an extension until.  Once adequate funding for 
Crown consultation and a review of the EIS is provided, and the MMF is able to formally 
retain the required expert or experts to review the EIS, the MMF would be able to commit 
to a firm extension deadline.  As previously indicated, if this extension request is refused, 
the MMF requests that written reasons be provided. 
 
In addition, while the MMF has not had an opportunity to fully review the EIS as of yet, it 
wants to bring a significant concern to the Crown’s immediate attention based on its 
preliminary scan of the Project’s EIS.  This concern relates to the apparent 
approach/strategy of the proponent to ignore and diminish the very existence of the rights-
bearing Métis community in the region by failing to acknowledge its unique history, 
identity and distinctiveness within the EIS, and attempting to relegate the distinct rights-
bearing Métis community under Northern Affairs communities, which are provincial 
government controlled, and non-aboriginal governance structures. 
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The First Nation centric narrative that permeate EIS, combined with the attempt to 
subsume the Métis under Northern Affairs communities, results in the Métis community 
and the impacts of the Project on Métis use, rights and way of life being deliberately 
ignored in the current EIS, rather than having the Métis be seen and treated as a distinct 
aboriginal group with constitutionally protected rights that will be impacted by the Project.  
This self-serving approach on the part of the proponent results in a deficient EIS with 
respect to understanding the Project’s impacts on the Métis community in the region.  As 
previously indicated, it is the MMF’s position that the Crown must remedy this situation 
prior to undertaking a review of the EIS or granting any further authorizations in relation to 
this Project.   
      
In particular, the historic narrative that is put forward by the proponent is misleading and 
one-sided.  With the support and substantial financial resources of the Manitoba Crown’s 
agent, the dominant aboriginal group – Indians – are attempting to expunge the existence 
of any other aboriginal people in the region.  This “narrative” is self-serving and ignores 
the facts of history.   For example, if there were only Indians in the area in the late 1800s 
and early 1900s, why was Métis scrip issued in the region?1

 

  This historic fact isn’t even 
acknowledged by the proponent.  Why has there been a consistent and identifiable Métis 
population in government records since the late 1800s to the present?  Why does the 
MMF’s current membership in the region ancestrally connect to identifiable “Halfbreed” 
ancestors in the region from the 1800s?  The answer is simple – there is another distinct, 
rights-bearing aboriginal group in this region – the Métis. 

Moreover, given the fact that the proponent recognizes that the Cree “were not part of a 
community defined strictly by place” and that they did not have communities defined by 
“rigid geographic boundaries,”2

 

 why is the Métis existence in the region not appreciated in 
the same way?  Instead, the proponent uses site-specific, government-created entities to 
define and subsume the Métis community.  In the same vein, why are recent Indian 
community constructions, such as newly established Bands, given respect and deference 
even though they were not historically recognized by governments; yet, the fact that 
governments have and continue to refuse to recognize Métis communities is relied upon to 
avoid meaningful engagement with Métis?  This double standard is unsustainable.  It flows 
from the vested interest of the proponent in ensuring a separate and distinct aboriginal 
people is not seen or acknowledged in the region.  However, this vested interest cannot 
trump the facts of history or Canada’s Constitution. 

As both levels of government have been aware of for generations, the MMF represents 
Métis citizens within this region through MMF Locals and Regions. The MMF’s 
governance structure is based on an objectively verifiable registry and democratic 
principles, which allow Métis to represent Métis at the local, regional and provincial 

                                                        
1 See attached map at Appendix A. 
2 Keeyask Generation Project, Socio-Economic Environment, Resource Use and Heritage Resource, Section 
2: Historical Context, June 2012, p. 2-3. 
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levels.  Conversely, Northern Affairs communities are essentially extensions of the 
Manitoba Government itself, and ultimately under the complete control the Manitoba 
Minister responsible.  These entities cannot represent a rights-bearing Métis community on 
rights related issues, or discharge the Crown’s duty owing to the Métis.  This would be 
tantamount to Manitoba consulting itself, rather than the actual rights-holder.  Further, 
these Northern Affairs communities cannot be used as a vehicle to engage the collective 
interests of the Métis community in the region.  That role lies within the sole jurisdiction of 
the MMF, as the democratically mandated representative of the Métis community. 
 
It has been and remains the MMF’s position that it is paternalistic, offensive and 
unconstitutional for Manitoba to attempt to prop up aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
individuals who may act as Mayors and/or Council members on Northern Affairs 
Communities, and who are beholden to the Manitoba Government for their very existence 
and mandate, to represent the collective interests of rights-bearing Métis communities.  
Northern Affairs Communities are creatures of the Manitoba Government.  They do not 
have the right to represent the distinct rights-bearing Métis community in the region, which 
requires engagement by Manitoba Hydro and consultation by the Crown in relation to the 
Project.  This is particularly the case when the Métis themselves have established their own 
democratic representative structures to fulfill these constitutional roles. 
 
However, this is exactly how Manitoba Hydro and its Keeyask Partners attempt to address 
Métis interests in the Project’s EIS.  Specifically, only “three distinctive groups” are 
identified in the study area: First Nations, Northern Affairs communities (which Métis 
communities are apparently represented by and/or under the jurisdiction of) and individual 
towns and cities.3  This approach to dealing with Métis is unsupportable in law and 
unacceptable in practice.  In effect, it perpetuates the “legal lacuna” recently recognized by 
the Supreme Court in Alberta v. Cunningham.4

[5] The Métis were originally the descendants of eighteenth-century unions 
between European men - explorers, fur traders and pioneers - and Indian women, 
mainly on the Canadian plains, which now form part of Manitoba, Saskatchewan 
and Alberta. Within a few generations the descendants of these unions developed 
a culture distinct from their European and Indian forebears. In early times, the 
Métis were mostly nomadic. Later, they established permanent settlements 
centered on hunting, trading and agriculture. The descendants of Francophone 
families developed their own Métis language derived from French. The 
descendants of Anglophone families spoke English. In modern times the two 
groups are known collectively as Métis. 

  It also completely ignores the Supreme 
Court’s explanation of the context and change s. 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982 was 
meant to achieve for the Métis:  

                                                        
3 Keeyask Generation Project, Socio-Economic Environment, Resource Use and Heritage Resource, Section 
2: Historical Context, June 2012, p. 2-3. 
4 [2011] 2 S.C.R. 670. 
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[6] Following the Royal Proclamation of 1763 (reproduced in R.S.C. 1985, 
App. II, No. 1), which organized the territories recently acquired by Great Britain 
and reserved certain lands for Indians, the Crown adopted a practice of making 
treaties with Indian bands. Thus, most Indians on the prairies are Treaty Indians. 
In exchange for surrendering their traditional lands to the Crown, they were 
granted reservations and other benefits, such as the right to hunt and trap on 
Crown land. Today, the welfare of Indians is dealt with under the Indian Act, 
R.S.C. 1985, c. I-5, which provides a variety of benefits to status Indians living on 
and off reserve. 

[7] The Crown did not apply to the Métis its policy of treating with the 
Indians and establishing reservations and other benefits in exchange for lands. In 
some regions, it adopted a scrip system that accorded allotments of land to 
individual Métis. However, Métis communities were not given a collective 
reservation or land base; they did not enjoy the protections of the Indian Act or 
any equivalent. Although widely recognized as a culturally distinct Aboriginal 
people living in culturally distinct communities, the law remained blind to the 
unique history of the Métis and their unique needs. 

[8] Governments slowly awoke to this legal lacuna.  

… 

[13]     The landscape shifted dramatically in 1982, with the passage of the 
Constitution Act, 1982. In the period leading up to the amendment of the 
Constitution, Indian, Inuit and Métis groups fought for constitutional recognition 
of their status and rights. Section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982 entrenched 
existing Aboriginal and treaty rights and recognized three Aboriginal groups - 
Indians, Inuit, and Métis. For the first time, the Métis were acknowledged as a 
distinct rights-holding group.  

… 

[70] … The history of the Métis is one of struggle for recognition of their 
unique identity as the mixed race descendants of Europeans and Indians. Caught 
between two larger identities and cultures, the Métis have struggled for more than 
two centuries for recognition of their own unique identity, culture and 
governance. The constitutional amendments of 1982 and, in their wake, the 
enactment of the MSA, signal that the time has finally come for recognition of the 
Métis as a unique and distinct people.  

… 

[75] Since their emergence as a distinct people on the Canadian prairies in the 
1700s, the Métis have claimed an identity based on non-Indianness. They have 
persistently distinguished themselves as a people from the other dominant 
Aboriginal group in their territory - Indians. The obverse side of the struggle of 
the Métis to preserve their distinct identity and culture is the fear that overlap and 
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confusion with the larger Indian cultures would put their identity and culture at 
risk. The right of the Métis to their own non-Indian culture is confirmed by the 
Constitution Act, 1982, s. 35. [emphasis added] 

With respect to this Project, instead of recognizing the “time has finally come” to 
recognize and respect the Métis as distinct, rights-bearing aboriginal group, the dominant 
aboriginal group in the region – Indians – with the support of the Manitoba Crown’s agent 
–Manitoba Hydro – have attempted to ignore and essentially silence the Metis community.  
Despite s. 35’s promise to the Métis and the state of aboriginal rights law, the Métis are 
once again left to struggle to have their own unique identity, culture and governance 
respected.  Ironically, the Keeyask Partners are now treating the Métis similar to how 
Manitoba Hydro historically treated them.  Akin to how First Nations would not accept 
Manitoba Hydro’s indifference to their rights, interests and way of life in this region, the 
Métis will not accept this indifference from the Keeyask Partners, which appears to be 
tacitly supported by the Crown. 

In order to avoid ongoing delays and avoidance of meaningfully Métis engagement and to 
address the deficiencies in the EIS, the MMF is requesting the intervention of Manitoba 
and Canada in the MMF’s engagement with Manitoba Hydro.  More specifically, the MMF 
is requesting a multi-party meeting with the Crown and proponent in attendance in order 
for the Crown to assess whether Manitoba Hydro and its Keeyask Partners have made 
“reasonable efforts” to engage the Métis community.  It is the MMF’s position that 
Manitoba Hydro’s attempts to “engage” the MMF to date have been disingenuous and 
nothing more than delay tactics to avoid meaningful Métis engagement. 

In preparation for this meeting, the MMF is attaching a workplan that was tabled with 
Manitoba Hydro in January 2011.  This workplan, which was based on a previously 
approved workplan that Manitoba Hydro funded with respect to Bipole III, was deemed an 
“unreasonable” request by Manitoba Hydro. More specifically, this workplan was deemed 
to be “too expensive”, despite the fact that Manitoba Hydro has spent close to $144 million 
on First Nations engagement in relation to the Project to date,5

Further, through a series of meetings held with Manitoba Hydro representatives since 
January 2011, the following reasons for refusing this engagement request were conveyed 
to MMF representatives: 

 and the fact that a similar 
amount was made available to the MMF for engagement related to the Wuskwatim 
hydropower project.   

 
• Manitoba Hydro has no direction from the Crown to engage Métis in the same way 

as it does with First Nations in the region; 
• Manitoba Hydro was contractually obligated to engage First Nations through the 

Northern Flood Agreement and it does not have a similar obligation to Métis;  

                                                        
5 This number was obtained from Manitoba Hydro’s response to access to information requests in relation to 
its generation and transmission projects.  A copy is attached to this letter. 
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• Manitoba Hydro is reluctant to fund MMF engagement at a significant level 
because of the positions Manitoba Hydro’s Keeyask First Nation partners have 
towards Métis and Métis right claims in the region; 

• Manitoba Hydro cannot provide the same level of engagement for this project as it 
did in Wuskwatim because “these are in different economic times” for Manitoba 
Hydro; and 

• Manitoba Hydro only has to “appear” like it is making reasonable efforts to engage 
the MMF (i.e., Manitoba Hydro does not need really need to achieve anything with 
the MMF to assess impacts if it can portray that the MMF has been difficult). 

 
The MMF is also attaching the workplan provided to it by Manitoba Hydro, which sets out 
the expectation that the MMF would produce, in a 12 week period, an Aboriginal 
Traditional Knowledge Study, a series of community meetings and a report on the Métis 
population in the region.  All of this was to be completed for $115,773.72.  This workplan 
is unrealistic and unreasonable based on market rates for this type of work.  The MMF 
believes it is an insincere offer given the delays in providing a response to the MMF’s 
workplan tabled in January 20122 as well as the unreasonable timelines for this scope of 
work to be completed.  Quite frankly, if this workplan is so reasonable, the MMF asks why 
First Nations were not able to complete this work for the same amount, instead of millions 
of dollars being spent on independent consultants and capacity for First Nations to 
participate in the EIS? 
 
Most importantly, Manitoba Hydro’s workplan does not allow the MMF to undertake an 
actual impact assessment of the Project based on the Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge 
gathered.  It does not allow the MMF to undertake a meaningful socio-economic study, 
and related socio-economic impact assessment.  It does not allow the MMF to prepare its 
own historical overview of the Métis in the region to counteract the one-sided historic 
account in the EIS.  All of these opportunities were provided to First Nations in the region, 
yet similar opportunities are denied to the distinct, rights-bearing Métis community in the 
region.   
 
The MMF believes the Keeyask Partners’ exclusionary approach towards the Métis results 
in a deficient EIS.  It also believes that this approach is discriminatory towards the Métis, 
and, if the Crown does not require the proponent to remedy the situation, it would 
constitute a breach of the Crown’s duty to consult and accommodate.  Moreover, the EIS 
itself already acknowledges this Project will have significant impacts on aboriginal rights, 
interests and way of life in the region, which have been mitigated and/or compensated 
through negotiated agreements and processes.  It defies logic that the Project will not have 
similar impacts on the distinct Métis community in the region, yet the proponent continues 
to refuse to meaningful engage the MMF in relation to these impacts.  It is the MMF’s 
position that the Crown cannot allow the proponent to continue to maintain this position.  
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The MMF wants to make it very clear that it recognizes that First Nations and Métis 
communities do not need to be treated the same (i.e., included as partners in the Project).  
However, a proponent cannot refuse to provide fair and comparable opportunities for a 
distinct aboriginal community to identify and assess impacts from a Project because of the 
biases it may have or its personal opinions with respect to Métis rights.  Since this appears 
to be happening with respect to this Project, the MMF is asking for the Crown’s pro-active 
intervention prior to any Crown authorizations being granted. 
 
Specifically, the MMF would like the Manitoba and Canada to attend a meeting with the 
MMF and the proponent to see if it considers these MMF requests as unreasonable, and 
whether the proponent’s “rationales” for its ongoing delays and refusal to support the 
MMF’s engagement requests are acceptable.  As well, by the time this multi-party meeting 
is convened, the MMF would expect that it would have a written response in relation to the 
abovementioned questions and requests.  It would hope that at this meeting clear direction 
would be provided to the proponent, based on an assessment of the Métis community’s 
rights assertions, on the level of engagement required.  Clearly, the MMF’s efforts to 
respectfully engage Manitoba Hydro - in good faith - on this Project over the last few years 
have produced no positive or productive results in relation to this Project.   
 
The MMF looks forward to the responses from Manitoba and Canada on these requests.  If 
you have any questions or require further clarification on issues outlined in this letter 
please contact me.  I am also copying Manitoba Hydro on this letter so it is aware of the 
MMF’s positions and requests. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 
 

Jason Madden 
 
Enclosures (3) 
 
c.c. David Chartrand, MMF President 
  Anita Campbell, MMF Minister for Hydro 

Julyda Lagimodiere, MMF Vice President, Thompson Region 
  George Desmarais, MMF Executive Director 
  Doug Bedford, Manitoba Hydro 
  Ryan Kustra, Manitoba Hydro 
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APPENDIX A 

MMF KEEYASK GENERATING STATION PROJECT WORKPLAN 

 

A. PURPOSE 
 

Manitoba Hydro wants to engage the Manitoba Métis Federation (“MMF”) in a constructive, 

meaningful and respectful way with respect to the development of the Keeyask Generating 

Station Project (the “Project”).   

 

In order to achieve this goal, Manitoba Hydro is interested in developing an ongoing relationship 

between the MMF and Manitoba Hydro with respect to the Project.   This will include Manitoba 

Hydro supporting the MMF’s participation and input in the development of the Environment 

Impact Assessment (“EIS”) for the Project.   

 

Specific activities will include the completion of a Métis Traditional Knowledge Study (the “TK 

Study”) in relation to the Project, participating in an ongoing collaborative process with respect 

to the EIS process1

 

 and a technical review of the Project’s EIS. 

Given these purposes, this Workplan will be in effect from the date of agreement to 

approximately December 31st, 2011.  

                                                 
1 This component will include discussions on: the development of the Project’s EIS, the identification of Metis 
interests and concerns in relation to the Project, the traditional uses by the Metis in the Project’s Study Area, the 
potential impacts on the  present use of the lands by Métis in the Project’s Study Area, economic opportunities for 
Metis people in relation to the Project, and, other mutually agreeable topics and activities that arise out of the MMF 
and Manitoba Hydro’s collaborative work.  
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B.  PERSPECTIVES OF THE PARTIES ON THE WORKPLAN  
 

The Project is located in a region where the MMF asserts that Metis rights and title exist. As 
such, the MMF asserts that the Crown has a constitutional duty to consult and accommodate the 
potentially affected rights-bearing Metis community, in relation to the Project.  

Manitoba Hydro and the MMF agree that the duty to consult and accommodate rests solely with 
the Crown, as represented by the Manitoba Government and/or the Government of Canada. The 
Parties also agree that any required consultation or accommodation of Metis rights, interests or 
way of life in relation to Project must be determined and/or undertaken by the appropriate Crown 
actor.  Manitoba Hydro asserts it has not been delegated responsibility to undertake procedural 
aspects of the Crown’s duty to consult and accommodate with respect to the Project. Based on 
this assertion, Manitoba Hydro is of the position that any determinations with respect to Metis 
consultation and accommodation pursuant to the Crown’s obligations are matters to be addressed 
between the Metis and the appropriate level of government.  

The MMF also asserts that it represents individual Metis rights-holders as well as the rights-
bearing Metis collective that is potentially affected by the Project. The MMF is participating in 
this Workplan based on its position that it is representing Metis citizens both individually and 
collectively, as the democratic and recognized representative body of the Manitoba Métis 
community.  

Manitoba Hydro’s position is that issues with respect to the representation of Metis in Manitoba 
generally and in relation to the Crown’s duty specifically are matters to be addressed between the 
MMF and the appropriate level of government. By supporting the MMF through this Workplan, 
Manitoba Hydro is taking no position with respect to Métis representation issues.  Manitoba 
Hydro is participating in this Workplan with the MMF based on its desire and interest to engage 
the MMF and its members in a constructive and collaborative manner on the Project.  Also, the 
use of specific terminology throughout this Workplan (i.e. Métis citizens), does not equate to 
Manitoba Hydro’s agreement with the contextual use of these words for the purposes of this 
Workplan.  Further, nothing in this Workplan precludes Manitoba Hydro from working with a 
variety of individuals, communities and organizations, as appropriate, on matters related to the 
Project.  

Both Parties agree that their agreement to this Workplan does not equate to acceptance of the 
other party’s position(s) outlined above or prejudice a position either Party may take in the future 
with respect to the abovementioned issues or the Project.  



MMF Keeyask Workplan  
Draft Version – January 24, 2011 

 

Page 3 of 14 

C. OBJECTIVES 
 

The objectives of this Workplan are to: 

• Establish and maintain an ongoing working relationship between the MMF and Manitoba 

Hydro with respect to the Project;  

• Support the MMF in engaging Métis  in relation to the Project in order to identify issues, 

concerns, and opportunities related to the Project; 

• Enable the MMF to gather and document Metis Traditional Knowledge within the 

Project’s Study Area for the Project’s EIS process;  

• Enable the MMF to provide information on the Métis within the Project’s Study Area in 

relation to demographics, workforce participation, etc. 

• Provide a collaborative process for MMF and Manitoba Hydro to work together to 

attempt to identify, share and address issues and concerns related to impacts and 

opportunities associated with the  Project; 

• Provide a forum through which the MMF and Manitoba Hydro can discuss progress of 

activities under the Workplan as well as any other issues arising with respect to the 

Project; 

• Create a process between the MMF and Manitoba Hydro in order to develop an ongoing, 

respectful and mutually beneficial relationship on the Project. 
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D. WORKPLAN COMPONENTS  
 

In order to achieve the abovementioned purposes and objectives, this Workplan includes the 

following components:   

 

1. establish a MMF-Manitoba Hydro Keeyask Coordinating Committee (the 

“Committee”) to engage and maintain a relationship between the MMF and 

Manitoba Hydro with respect to the Project and to assist in fulfilling the purpose of 

this Workplan;  

2. create a MMF Keeyask Working Group (the “Working Group”) to ensure Metis 

at the local and regional level are engaged in the ongoing work between the MMF 

and Manitoba Hydro with respect to the Project;  

3. develop and facilitate a MMF Community Engagement Process through the 

MMF’s governance structures at the local and regional levels in order to inform and 

engage Metis; 

4. conduct a Metis Traditional Knowledge Study for the Project (the “TK Study”) 

for the Project’s EIS process; 

5. provide Demographic and Socio-Economic Information on the Métis in the Study 

Area for the Project’s EIS; and 

6. coordination and reporting through hiring and/or retaining the required staff and 

consultants needed to support the execution of the Workplan.     
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E. WORKPLAN ACTIVITIES, ASSOCIATED COSTS & OUTCOMES 
 

1. MMF-Manitoba Hydro Bipole III Coordinating Committee 

A MMF-Manitoba Hydro Keeyask Coordinating Committee (the “Committee”) with 2-3 

appointed representatives from each party will be created. The Committee will meet 

approximately 2-3 times between February 2011 to December 2011), or, in greater frequency, if 

required, in order to address issues arising from this Workplan as well as to achieve the 

objectives and specific activities set out in this Workplan.   

The Committee will also serve as the forum for achieving the Purpose of this Workplan, 

discussing Project economic opportunities, any MMF comments and concerns on the EIS 

process, as well as the integration of the MMF’s work into the Project’s EIS. Through this 

Committee, the MMF and Manitoba Hydro will also discuss any issues that emerge through the 

EIS process, the TK Study and the MMF’s Community Engagement Process that are of interest 

and/or concern to the parties and will jointly consider what, if any, additional measures will be 

required to address these issues.  The Committee will establish its own procedures and protocols.  

Associated costs will include: travel and honorarium for MMF Committee representatives, travel 

and professional fees for legal advisors or consultants to attend Committee meetings, meeting 

room fee (if meeting held at MMF Home Office).   

Outcomes/Deliverables 

• Ongoing relationship between MMF and Manitoba Hydro with respect to the Project; 

• Ongoing monitoring and reporting on Workplan and Project developments; 

• Identification of issues arising from the EIS process, the TK Study and the MMF 

Community Engagement Process and discussion of measures, if any, required to address 

these issues; 

• Discussion and identification of economic opportunities for Métis arising from the 

Project. 
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2. MMF Keeyask Working Group 

A MMF Keeyask Working Group (the “Working Group”) will be established, which will include 

the MMF Portfolio Holder for Hydro, the elected MMF leadership from the Thompson Region 

and representatives from MMF Locals in the Thompson Region. The Working Group will be 

chaired by the MMF Minister of Hydro.  From time to time, the Working Group may invite 

additional Métis individuals with special knowledge and interests (i.e., commercial fishermen, 

trappers, traditional resource users, Elders, etc.)  to attend Working Group meetings in order to 

support the MMF’s work.   

The Working Group will assist in the carrying out of the Workplan, including, the development 

and implementation of the Community Engagement Process, the roll out and review of the 

findings of the TK Study, identification of Métis interests and concerns from the Métis 

Community Engagement Process, etc. 

The Working Group will meet every 2-3 months (approximately 2-3 meetings between January 

2011 to December 2011), or, in greater frequency, if required, in order to address issues arising 

from this Workplan as well as to achieve the objectives and specific activities set out in this 

Workplan.  The Working Group will establish its own procedures and protocols. 

Associated costs will include: travel (i.e., mileage, meals, hotel) and honorarium for MMF 

Working Group representatives,2

Outcomes/Deliverables: 

 travel and professional fees for legal advisors or consultants to 

attend Working Group meetings, meeting room fee (if meeting held at MMF Home Office), 

minute taking for meetings (if required).   

• Ongoing engagement and direction from local and regional MMF leadership as well as 

Elders and Traditional Resources Users on the Project; 

• Effective implementation of the Workplan through active local and regional engagement 

and participation. 
                                                 
2 Members of the Coordinating Committee or Working Group who are MMF staff will not be paid an honorarium. 
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3. Métis Community Engagement Process 

The MMF will develop and implement a Métis Community Engagement Process on the Project.  

This process will be developed in collaboration with the Working Group and will include: the 

development of communication tools on the Project (i.e., newsletters, website, mailouts, etc.), 

local and regional community meetings in locations affected by the Project (i.e., 2-3 local and/or 

regional meetings in the Project’s Study Area between February 2011 to December 2011), 

advertising for local and regional meetings, etc.  From time to time, Manitoba Hydro will be 

invited to attend these meetings in order to provide updates on the Project and hear comments 

and input from Métis participants.  As well, the MMF agrees to work with Manitoba Hydro in 

the development of the above noted communication tools in order to ensure accuracy and 

consistency in relation to the Project’s specifics.3

Associated costs will include: production and printing of communication tools, creation of 

Project specific webpage on MMF website, advertising for community meetings, meeting costs 

(i.e., hall rental, travel for presenters, mileage costs for attendees, meal, etc.) for local and 

regional meetings.

 

4

Outcomes/Deliverables: 

   

• Ongoing engagement of Metis  at the local and regional levels with respect to the Project 

and meeting the Workplan’s objectives and goals; 

• A Final Report on the Métis Community Engagement Process, which will include a full 

listing of all local and regional meetings, the number of attendees at all meetings, copies 

of the meeting presentations and a summary of “what was heard” at these meetings will 

be provided to Manitoba Hydro;  

                                                 
3 This does not mean that Manitoba Hydro will have editorial control over the communication tools the MMF 
develops for its citizens.  It only commits the parties will work together to ensure information circulated on the 
Project is accurate (i.e., description of the Project, timelines, Manitoba Hydro’s positions, etc.).    

4 No honourariums will be provided for attendance at community meetings. 
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• Copies of all Project related communication related tools and materials produced by the 

MMF will be provided to Manitoba Hydro.  

4. Métis Traditional Knowledge Study 

The Metis TK Study (the “Study”) will document traditional and contemporary uses of lands and 

waters, traditional knowledge about plants and animal species of interest focusing additional 

research on those species, and their traditional Metis uses in the Project’s Study Area.  The Study 

will be used by the MMF to identify potential negative and positive impacts on Metis land use 

and way of life from the Project.  The MMF will undertake GIS mapping as a part of the Study 

and will create maps that aggregate the Study’s findings.  Generally, this work would include: 

• Documenting the traditional and contemporary uses of the lands and waters in the 

Project’s Study Area by Metis people; 

• Collecting and documenting traditional knowledge about plants and animal species of 

interest in the Project’s Study Area, focusing additional research on those species, and 

their traditional Metis uses; and,  

• Identifying potential positive and negative effects by the Project on Metis land use and 

way of life including Metis spiritual, cultural, socio-economic, harvesting and other 

traditional and contemporary practices in the Project’s Study Area. 

In order to undertake this work the MMF will hire a lead consultant to manage and oversee the 

Study’s completion.  In order to identify interviewees a mail out will be sent to MMF members 

in order to identify Métis individuals who use or have interests in the Project’s Study Area.  

Based on the responses to this mail out, the MMF will undertake a total of approximately 30 TK 

interviews. 

In order to undertake these interviews, the lead consultant train an interview team who will 

conduct the interviews.  These interviewers will be supported and assisted in their work by MMF 

community liaisons who will be paid for their services based on a flat rate.  The MMF will also 

contract a GIS Specialist for the duration of this Workplan who will work with the lead 

consultant and assist with the interviews as well as be responsible for the creation of the digitized 

land use and occupancy maps (individual and aggregated) for the Study.   



MMF Keeyask Workplan  
Draft Version – January 24, 2011 

 

Page 9 of 14 

Each interview summary will include reference to the interviewee’s historic Métis ancestral 

connections to the Project’s Study Area.   

The MMF agrees that it will share ongoing results from the Study with Manitoba Hydro through 

the Committee.   

The MMF will provide a final report from this TK Study to Manitoba Hydro by the end of June 

2011 (the “Final TK Study Report”).  This Final Report will include aggregated Métis TK and 

land use and occupancy maps, interview summaries (with any sensitive data removed), the 

ancestral connection patterns to the Project’s Study Area, a report on the overall analysis of the 

maps by the MMF’s consultants and suggestions for future environmental monitoring work and 

requirements.   

After MMF provides a copy of the Study’s Final Report to Manitoba Hydro in August 2011, 

Manitoba Hydro is committed to providing the MMF the opportunity to review how the 

information that they have shared with Manitoba Hydro has been incorporated into the 

environmental impact statement for the Project.  

It is understood that this Final Report will be provided to Manitoba Hydro for use in the 

development of the Project’s EIS or other reports related to the environmental assessment and 

operating requirements of the Project. It is also understood that the MMF and Manitoba Hydro 

will continue to meet after the Final Report is provided in order to address any issues arising out 

of the Study. 

The MMF will also provide the Study’s results in a presentation to the Committee in September 

2011.  Also, the MMF will hold community feasts (costs for these meetings will be covered out 

of the Métis Community Engagement Process) in the Thompson Region to report on the Final 

Report’s findings in the Fall of 2011.  

As set out in Section D1 of the Workplan, through the Keeyask Coordinating Committee, the 

Parties will also discuss and consider how to address any issues of interest or concern to the 

MMF that emerge through the MMF’s work and the EIS development process. These discussions 

are included and provided for under this Workplan and budget.  Any additional work identified 
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through these discussions and beyond the scope of this Workplan would require mutual 

agreement and an amendment to this Workplan or a new Workplan.  

Outcomes/Deliverables: 

• A lead consultant, interview team, community liaisons and GIS Mapper will be hired by 

the MMF to undertake this work. 

• A series of completed interviews with Métis and digitized land use and occupancy maps 

based on these interviews;  

• Audio and video recordings of the interviews as well as completed interview summaries; 

• Aggregated maps documenting Métis land use and occupancy in the Project’s Study 

Area; 

• A Final Report from the Métis TK Study will be provided to Manitoba Hydro, which will 

include: 

o aggregated maps of the Métis TK gathered as well as the Métis land use and 

occupancy maps completed,  

o interview summaries (with any sensitive data removed),  

o a summary of the interviewee’s genealogies and a map outlining the ancestral 

connection patterns of the interviewees in the Project’s Study Area,  

o a report on the overall analysis of the maps by the MMF’s consultants based on 

discussions with Metis and the Working Group 

o suggestions for future environmental monitoring work and requirements. 

5. Demographic and Socio-Economic Information on the Métis   

Manitoba Hydro will support the MMF in undertaking a demographic and socio-economic 

profile of the Métis in the Project’s Study Area based on the recent Census, the MMF’s Registry 

and the MMF’s Métis-specific labour market participation data.  A report will be provided to 

Manitoba Hydro by the end of June 2011, which can be used in the Project’s EIS. 

Outcomes/Deliverables: 
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• A demographic and socio-economic profile of Métis in the Project’s Study Area will be 

commissioned by MMF and provided to Manitoba Hydro. 

6. Coordination and Reporting 

Manitoba Hydro will support the MMF hiring a full-time Project Coordinator who will act as a 

liaison between the MMF and Manitoba Hydro and will be responsible for the overseeing and 

managing the Workplan.  This full-time position will be from February 2011 to December 2011.   

 

In order to support the Workplan’s objectives and achieve its outcomes and deliverables, the 

MMF will retain legal advisors and consultants, as required.  Costs will include legal and/or 

professional fees as well as travel. 

Outcomes/Deliverables: 

• Ongoing coordination and support to the Committee, Working Group, Métis Community 

Engagement Process, Study, etc.  

• A key contact for Manitoba Hydro within the MMF with respect to the Project and the 

Workplan. 

• Effective oversight and reporting on the Workplan by the MMF. 

F. BUDGET 
A budget of up to $300,000 is estimated to undertake this Workplan.   

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION ASSOCIATED COSTS BUDGET 
AMOUNT  

Coordinating 
Committee  

2-3 meetings between 
February 2011 to 
December 2011 

Travel (i.e., mileage, meals, hotel) and 
honorarium for MMF Committee 
representatives, travel and professional 
fees for legal advisors or consultants to 
attend Committee meetings, meeting 
room fee (if meeting held at MMF 
Home Office).  Average Committee 
meeting costs @ $4,000.00 per meeting. 

$7,500.00 

Internal MMF 
Meetings and 
Working Group 

2-3 meetings between 
February 2011 to 
December 2011 

Travel (i.e., mileage, meals, hotel) and 
honorarium for Working Group 
representatives, travel and professional 

$7,500.00 
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Meeting fees for legal advisors or consultants to 
attend Working Group or internal MMF 
meetings, meeting room fee (if meeting 
held at MMF Home Office), minute 
taking for meetings (if required).  
Average Working Group meeting cost 
@ $5,000.00. 

Métis 
Community 
Engagement 
Process 

Activities and 
initiatives to inform, 
engage and consult 
Métis citizens on the 
Project, including, 2-3 
local and/or regional 
meetings in the 
Project’s Study Area 
between February 2011 
and December 2011 

Production and printing of 
communication tools, creation of 
Project specific webpage on MMF 
website, advertising for community 
meetings, meeting costs (i.e., hall rental, 
travel for presenters, mileage costs for 
attendees, meal provided) for local and 
regional meetings.5

$5,000.00 

  Approximate 
community meeting costs @ $2,500.00 
per meeting.  

Writing and editing of 
communication 
materials, facilitators 
for community 
meetings, hall rentals, 
etc. 

Legal and professional fees and meeting 
room costs. 

$5,000.00 

Métis Traditional 
Knowledge Study 

Identification of 
Interviewees 

Develop and mail out Screening Letter 
to MMF Harvesters Card Holders and 
MMF New Membership in order to 
identify potential interviewees that use 
Project’s Study Area 

$06

Lead Consultant 

 

Professional fees for qualified expert to 
oversee Study and write required 
reports.  This includes conducting 
TLUKS interviews (approx. 30), 
synthesizing results, preparing status 
reports, drafting, reviewing and 
finalizing Final Report, meeting with 
Committee and Working Group as 
required, ongoing project management 
support and communications as 
required.  Approximately 400 hours @ 
$125.00/hour 

$50,000.00 

Community Liaisons 
and Interviewee 
Honorariums 

Professional fees for Community 
Liaisons and flat rate honorariums for  
Interviewees 

$12,000.00 

Costs for Lead Travel costs include mileage, meals, $30,000.00 
                                                 
5 No honourariums will be provided for attendance at community meetings. 

6 This has been paid for through MMF Bipole III Workplan. 
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Consultant, 
Interviewers, 
Community Liaison, 
Interviewees, MMF 
Staff  

hotel, emergency cell phone for 
Interview Teams, supplies, etc. 

GIS Specialist Profession or salary fees for GIS 
Specialist to create base maps, assist in 
conducting interviewees, digitalize 
interview results, assist Lead Consultant 
in preparing and finalizing reports, etc.  
Approximately 350 hours @ 
$80.00/hour  

$28,000.00  

Printing Printing of maps, interview guides, etc. 
as well as copies of Final Report for 
Manitoba Hydro, MMF and Métis 
community. 

$8,000.00 

Analysis, Review and 
Writing of Reports 

Legal and professional fees for review 
and editing of report by other experts 
and legal counsel 

$15,000.00 

Coordination and 
Support for 
Workplan (Staff 
and Consultants) 

Keeyask Coordinator Salary (range $50,000 to $60,000 per 
annum) and benefits (16% MERC) for 
.5 FTE starting February 2011 to 
December 2011 

$33,000.00 

Demographic and 
Socio-Economic 
Profile of Métis 
in Study Area 

Consultant  Completion of Demographic and Socio-
Economic Profile of Métis in Study 
Area by Expert in Demographics and 
Statistics.  Approximately 15 days @ 
$1,500.00/day 

$20,000.00 

 Professional, Technical 
and Legal Support 

Ongoing professional, technical and 
legal support to the Keeyask Workplan 

$20,000.00 

 Travel for Professional, 
Technical and Legal 
Support 

Travel (as required) for professional, 
technical, legal and MMF staff support 
to the Keeyask Workplan 

$5,000.00 

 Office Rental and 
Storage 

Office rental space for staff and storage 
of maps and equipment for duration of 
work.  Approximately 11 months @ 
$750.00/month. 

$9,000.00 

  SUBTOTAL $255,000.00 
Administration Administrative Fee @ 

15% of Subtotal 
Financial management and reporting, 
bank charges, corporate services, audit, 
etc. 

$45,000.00 

  TOTAL $300,000.00 
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For reimbursement from Manitoba Hydro, all expenses incurred by the MMF pursuant to this 

work plan must be in accordance with the Contribution Agreement and Manitoba Hydro’s 

Aboriginal Relations Reimbursement Policy. 

The MMF is able to re-allocate 15% between each budget category listed above by providing 
written notice to Manitoba Hydro.  This does not apply to the Administration budget category, 
which cannot exceed 15% of the total Workplan’s funding.    

DOC#151038_4 



DRAFT 
 

Schedule A  
 

PROPOSAL WORKPLAN/BUDGET  
for  

Keeyask Generation Project MMF TLUK Project  
 

1. Description of activities  
 

Activity Description Suggested 
Duration1

Deliverable 
/ 

Milestones 
1. Study Planning; Reviewing and clarifying 
goals/deliverables of MMF TLUK Study 
Project; Identification of MMF members 
who use study area;  schedule interviews; 
advertise/notification of MMF TLUK study 

• Review Study plan/logistics meeting 
• Discuss with MH re any uncertainties 
• Review BP3 Contribution Agreement 

and notify BP3 interview participants 
information to be used for KGS study 

• Review the previous TLUK screening 
survey results 

• Identify 19 individuals who use the 
Keeyask Study Area  and who indicated 
a willingness to be interviewed; 

• Contact prospective interviewees to 
share information about purpose of 
MMF study, schedule date, time and 
location of MMF Resource Use  
interview 

Approx. 2 
weeks 
duration 
 

Clear understanding of 
study scope;  Contribution 
Agreement signed and 
returned to MH; Informed 
consent of BP3 
participants; List of 
potential interviewees; 
Interviews scheduled 

                                                
1 actual time that passes before the task is complete 



• Finalize Contribution Agreement 
2. Information Session (requires 
coordination with Keeyask Public 
Involvement Program Team) 

• Participate in Keeyask Project Overview 
and  inform MMF membership of Study 
purpose 

• Includes attending meeting and 
preparation of MMF material 

• NOTE: The MMF specific information session on the 
Keeyask Project can be offered in conjunction with the 
on-going Keeyask Public Involvement Program (PIP) 
Round Two  process.  MH offers to cover costs of room 
rental in appropriate location (likely Gillam or 
Thompson), refreshments and travel costs associated 
with MMF staff (Project Coordinator, External 
Contractor) attending. The PIP presentation would be 
the same as used for other FN communities, FN 
Leadership, Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal Organizations.  
An additional component re Project description would 
also be presented. Honouriums and travel costs for 
MMF member participation are not provided as to be 
consistent with other PIP presentations/open houses. 
MH willing to work with MMF to ensure PIP/Project 
Description  agenda reflects MMF needs 

 

1 day  
 
 

• PPT presentation (MH 
responsibility ~1.5-2 
hrs) providing MMF 
attendees with an 
overview of the Project 
and PIP round two  
information (MH 
responsibility ~1-1.5 
hrs) and opportunity 
for input 

• Opportunity for 
interested MMF 
members to become 
informed of MMF 
Keeyask  TLUK Project 
(MMF responsibility 
~2-4 hrs) 

3. Conduct Resource Use TLUK interviews • Review and revise TLUK Interview 
Guide to meet the specific 
needs/objectives for the  Keeyask EIS2

• Conduct 19

 
(includes specifically Metis Resource Use information 
demographic and socio-economic profile information 
and information re knowledge of important 
cultural/historic sites) 

3

 

 interviews (possible 
locations Gillam / Thompson)  

- Interview guide which 
satisfies the objectives 
for the Keeyask EIS;  

- Spatial and non-spatial 
data  

- Information related 
Metis use of area 
potentially impacted by 
the Keeyask Project. 

4. MMF Internal Update Meeting • Status meeting following Information 
sessions and KPI interviews  

2 days Internal MMF 
leadership/staff updated 

                                                
2 Study area maps will be provided re Resource Use local/regional areas and Socio-economic local, regional and northern areas 
3 NOTE: 11 MMF BP3 study interviews completed previously which have relevance and use for the Keeyask TLUK project 



on the MMF TLUKS 
progress/status. 

5. Synthesize TLUK Interview Results • Review KPI responses and map 
biography data (consistency between  
text/map, consistency between maps & 
coding info) 

• Synthesis of all spatial and non-spatial 
data from interviews. (Includes:  
• creating aggregate maps 
• summarizing non-spatial data  

Approx. 3 
weeks  
Note: this 
task can start 
prior to the 
conclusion of 
the previous 
tasks 

Amalgamated information  

6. Conduct Follow-up workshop (Gillam or 
Thompson) 

Individuals who participated in the Keeyask 
TLUK interviews invited to a workshop 
(Gillam or Thompson) to review and 
comment the aggregated results. Other 
tasks include: 
• development and review of presentation 

of aggregated study results  to interview 
participants 

• logistical planning for workshop 
including notification to potential 
participants by phone 

• recording of comments by Project Team 

1 week 
 
Following 
synthesis of 
KPI 
information 

Vetting and verification of 
information heard; 
additional information 
gathered as offered 
through review process 

7. Characterization of the MMF population 
and labour force 

• desktop characterization of the MMF 
population and labour force using MMF 
database information : 

o In the Keeyask Study Area 
o In the Churchill-Burntwood-

Nelson area 
o In northern Manitoba 

1-2 weeks Input to the overall MMF 
report 

8. Prepare draft report • Draft report describing the 
methodology and findings. Report to 
include:  

Approx. 3 
week 
duration 

Penultimate draft  



• aggregate maps 
9. Review, brief MMF and revise (if 
necessary) re draft report  

• Presentation of draft report to MMF 
and  

• Revise content  (if necessary) following 
meeting 

1 week  

10. Submit draft report to MH • Submit draft report (hardcopy & 
electronic) to MH along with associated 
GIS shape files 

1 week  

11. Prepare and submit final report to MH • Based on (possible) discussion and MH 
comments - revise, finalize and submit 
final report to MH 

1 week  

12. Update meeting (with MH if required) • A meeting with MH if deemed necessary 
by both parties  

• Not 
subject to 
any 
specific 
time of 
workplan 

 

13. Administration Costs (15%) 
• These costs, defined in a general sense, 

include financial management and 
reporting, bank charges, corporate 
services, audit, etc. ; general office costs 
(phone, computer technology costs (not 
capital purchases), rent, etc 

• This amount is a maximum and this line 
item cannot exceed 15% of the budget 

• Develop monthly financial invoices for 
submission monthly to MH 

o Any reimbursement amounts 
must be accompanied by the 
appropriate financial 
documentation; all 
reimbursement under this 
category must be as per the 
2012 MH Reimbursement Policy 

  

 



2. Budget estimate broken down by activity, as follows: 
Activity #1 – Study planning; Identification of and scheduling of MMF members for TKUK interview 
Name Suggested 

Effort4
Rate 

 Hours 
Total 

Project Coordinator 80 $355 $2,800   
Regional Office Coordinator 20 $206 $700   
External Contractor 16 $1257 $560   
Subtotal   $4,060  
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Advertising8     $1000  
      
Subtotal     $1,000 
Total     $5,060 
 
Activity #2 – Information Session 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 24 $35 $840 
Regional Office Coordinator 8 $20 $160 
External Contractor 12 $125 $1,500 
subtotal   $2,500 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Project Coordinator travel9       
External Contractor travel10       
Meeting Room11       

                                                
4 length of time a task will take 
5 Rate = $30 hourly salary + $5 benefits= $35 (=~$60K/yr) 
6 As per MMF 
7 Rate provided by MMF 
8 Ads for the North (Thompson Citizen & Nickel Belt) range ~$250-$300 plus GST/run date; NCI radio: $37 per spot 
9 Coordinated through PIP 
10 Coordinated through PIP 



Lunch/Refreshments12       
subtotal     $0 
Total     $2,500 
 
Activity #3 – Develop Interview Guide & Conduct13

Name 
 TLUK Interviews 

Suggested 
Effort Hours 

Rate Total 

External Contractor 4 $125 $500 
Project Coordinator 95 $35 $3,325 
External Contractor 9514 $125  $11,875 
Mapping Technician 95 $7515 $7,125  
Total   $22,825 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
External 
Contractor 

$110016x317 15= 
$3300 

18 x $14019 10 x $51.35  = 
$2100 20

 
= $513.50 $5,913.50 

Mapping 
Technician 

$3300 $2100 $513.50  
$5,913.50 

Project 
Coordinator 

$3300 $2100 $513.50  
$5,913.50 

Interview Room    $150/d x 
10 days = 
$1500 $1,500 

Honoraria    19 x $100= 
$1900 $1,900 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
11 Coordinated through PIP 
12 Coordinated through PIP 
13 Interview costs (i.e. paper, ink) incorporated in MMF Consultant billing Rate 
14 19 interviews @ 5/hrs/interview=95 hours  
15 Reasonable rate for technical function 
16 Return trip to Gillam (Calm Air) 
17 Provides for three separate trips  for interviews with knowledge holders 
18 allows for interviews to take place over 15 days 
19 As per MH Reimbursement Policy 
20 As per MH Reimbursement Policy total covers breakfast, lunch, dinner & incidentals 



subtotal     $21,140.50 
Total     $43,965.50 
 
 
 
 
Activity #4 – MMF Internal Update Meeting 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 8 $35 $280 
External Contractor 8 $125 $1,000 
Mapping technician 4 $75 $300 
subtotal   $1,580 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
n/a      
      
subtotal     0 
Total     $1,580 
 
Activity #5 – Synthesize Results from TLUK 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 25 $35.00 $875 
External Contractor 40 $125.00 $5,000 
Mapping Technician 24 $75.00 $1,800 
    
subtotal   $7,675 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
N/A      
      
subtotal     $0 
Total     $7,675 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Activity #6 – Follow-up Workshop (1 day; Gillam or Thompson) 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 24 $35 $840 
External Contractor 16 $125 $2,000 
Mapping Technician 12 $75 $900 
Facilitator 21 8  $125 $1,000 
Regional Office  Coordinator 8 $20 $160 
subtotal   $4,900 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Meeting room    $500 $500 
Refreshments/Lunch22    $750  $750 
Honoraria23     19 x $150= 

$2850 $2,850 
mileage 19 x $0.50/km 

x 100km= 
$950 

   
$1,500 

Airfare – Project Coordinator $1100    $1,100 
Airfare - External Contractor $1100    $1,100 
Airfare – Mapping Technician $1100    $1,100 
Airfare - Facilitator $1100    $1,100 
subtotal     $9,200 
Total     $14,100 
 
                                                
21 In order for MH to reimburse the person cannot be  a salaried MMF employee (as per Reimbursement Policy) 
22 If lunch provided participants cannot submit meal per diem 
23 Signed list of participants receiving honoraria required  



 
 
Activity #7 – Characterization of MMF population and labour force information 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 16 $35 $560 
External Contractor 24 $125 $3,000 
subtotal   $3,560 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
n/a      
      
subtotal     0 
Total     $3,560 
 
 
 
Activity #8 – Prepare Draft report 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

External Contractor 60 $125.00 $7,500 
Mapping Technician 20 $75.00 $1,500 
Project Coordinator 15 $35.00 525 
subtotal   $9,525 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Courier    $10 $10 
      
subtotal     $10 
Total     $9,535 
 
 
 
 
 



Activity # 9– Review, brief MMF and revise (if necessary) re draft report 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 32 $35 $1,120 
External Contractor 25 $125 $3,125 
Mapping Technician 15 $75 $1,125 
Special Advisor to MMF President 5 $0 $0 
MHLO 5 $0 $0 
Minister of Hydro 5 $0 $0 
subtotal   $5,370 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Courier charge    $25.00 $25 
Meeting room rental  $500.00   $500 
Refreshments    $100.00 $100 
Special Advisor to MMF 
President 

240km x 2 x 
$0.50/km= 
$240.00 

$140 $51.35  
$431.35 

Minister of Hydro $536.90 $140 x 2= 
$280.00 

$51.35x 2= 
$102.70 

 
$919.60 

subtotal     $1,975.95 
Total     $7,345.95 
 
Activity #10 – Submission of draft report to MH 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

MHLO 1 $0.00 $0 
    
subtotal   $0 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Courier    $10 $10 
      
subtotal     $10 
Total     $10 



 
Activity #11 – Prepare and submit final report to MH 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 12 $35 $420 
External Contractor 16 $125 $2,000 
Mapping Technician 12 $75 $900 
Special Advisor to MMF President 8 $0 $0 
MHLO 8 $0 $0 
subtotal   $3,320 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
Special Advisor to MMF President 240km x 2 

x 
$0.50/km= 
$240 

$140 $51.35  

$431.35 
Courier charges    $10 $10 
subtotal     $441.35 
Total     $3,761.35 
 
 
 
Activity #12 – Update meeting with MH (if required) 
Name Suggested 

Effort Hours 
Rate Total 

Project Coordinator 8 $35 $280 
External Consultant 8 $125 $1,000 
Mapping Technician 4 $75 $300 
subtotal   $1,580 
 
Disbursement Travel Accom Meals Misc Total 
n/a      
      
subtotal     $0 
Total     $1,580 



 
Activity #13 – Administration (15%) 
 Total 15% Total 
Activities 1-12 $100,672.60 15% $15,100.92 
    
    
subtotal   $15,100.92 
 
 
Total Project Budget: $115,773.72 
 
 



3. Graphic schedule of activities to show timing and relationships of activities including dependencies between activities. 
 

Task Week 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1) Study Planning, Identification of MMF members for KPI and 
schedule interviews 

                  

2) Participate in Keeyask Information Workshop (PIP rd 2) and 
inform MMF members of TLUK study and objectives 

                  

3) Develop/Revise interview guide & Conduct TLUK interviews                   
4) MMF internal update meeting                   
5) Synthesize TLUK Interview Results                   
6) Conduct Follow-up workshop (e.g. Gillam)                   
7) Characterization of MMF population and labour force                   
8) Prepare draft report                   
9) Review draft report with MMF and revise (if necessary)                   
10) Submit report to MH for comment                   
11) Revise, prepare and submit final report to MH                   
12) Update meeting (with MH as required)                   
13) Undertake Financial reporting and submission to MH                   

 
 Activity 

 Deliverable 

 Financial Accounting 

 
Note 1: This format is designed to ensure that cost estimates are carefully considered for the purposes of budget projections. During operation, 
reasonable variation in the distribution of approved funds is acceptable, subject to applicable approval processes.  
 
Note 2: Invoices associated with the approved workplan are to be formatted to show linkage with the activities such that reviewers will be able to 
quickly discern actual costs associated with each completed activity. With respect to travel costs, please include the following information: 
  
- Dates of travel 
- Location of meeting/event 
- Description of meeting/event 
- If shared travel, name/association of fellow traveller(s)   
 
Note 3: Estimated and Invoiced costs are to be consistent with the Manitoba Hydro Reimbursement Policy (attached). 
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