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1 Thur sday, January 19, 2017

2 Upon commencing at 9:00 a. m

3 THE CHAI RVAN:. Wl conme everyone to our
4  technical workshop on the routing nethod, and

5 thanks to Hydro for hosting it. | would ask, you
6 know, we always have to do this at the start of

7 t hese events, but | would ask you all to silence
8 your cell phones so that we don't interrupt the

9 present ati on.

10 The Conmm ssion had requested it, so
11 Hydro is doing this workshop at our request. |
12 t hi nk sone of you have been part of workshops

13 before. 1t's been maybe not regul ar events, but
14 fairly frequently the CEC will hold these when

15 there is an issue that requires further

16 expl anation for the average person, and that's

17 where | put nyself, trying to understand this

18 method. I, |ike probably some of you here, have
19 read the chapters that deal with this, and it
20 takes a fair bit of work to understand. So thanks
21 again to Hydro for leading us through it.
22 Now, what | wanted to stress here is
23 the workshop is technical, it is about the nethod
24  used by Hydro, it is about their nodel and the

25 techni ques used to get to route selection. It is
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1 not about the results or the details of what cane
2 out of it. There will be plenty of tine, of

3 course, to deal with that, and | know that's of a
4 ot of interest to people in this room There

5 wll be nmany opportunities to deal with that

6 through the information requests and, of course,
7 at the hearings thenselves. So | would ask, and
8 we are going to have to insist actually that we

9 reserve those kind of questions for the processes
10 that are set up to deal with them

11 This workshop is for us all to

12 understand, as well as we can, of course, the

13 nmet hod used by Hydro to reach the various

14  decisions that they made about routing.

15 There certainly can be questions, and
16 | just -- | should have asked this earlier, do you
17 want questions reserved for after portions of the

18 presentations?

19 MR. MATTHEWSON: We have two pl aces at
20  which we'll stop and take questions.
21 THE CHAIRVAN:  Ckay. So | think in

22 fairness, to get through it, it's probably,
23 because it is not easy to get through it, it's
24 probably better to let the presenters get through

25 it, and then at the tines that have been set aside




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 for questions, we will entertain questions.

2 Again, questions about the nethod, not about the

3 result.

4 Yes, Gl e?

5 M5. WHELAN ENNS: | would just like to
6 make sure that the slides are nunbered so it is

7 easier to keep track of where questions are --

8 t hank you, | got a head nod.

9 THE CHAI RVMAN: Ckay, thanks. So let's

10 get on with this. And before we actually get into

11 the presentation, I'mgoing to pass the mc around
12 so peopl e can introduce thenselves. 1'll start
13 here and we'll work our way around, and I'll pick

14 up the mc at the end. Al right. W'IIl start

15 with the Hydro staff then. This is all to help so
16 we can get an accurate record of the neeting.

17 MR. MATTHEWSON: My nane is Janes

18 Matt hewson, I'"'mw th the |icensing environnental
19 assessnment departnment and involved in the route --
20 part of the routing teamon this project.

21 MR. BLOCK: M nanme is Dave Bl ock,

22 also wth licensing environnental assessnent at

23 Mani t oba Hydro, and | was al so involved with

24 routing for this transm ssion project.

25 MS. WHELAN ENNS: W have a wind storm
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1 at the back of the room so it's hard to hear.

2 M5. S. JOHNSON:  Shannon Johnson.

3 Manager of |icensing and environnmental assessnent.
4 M5. MAYOR: Janet Mayor, Manitoba

5 Hydro | aw di vi si on.

6 MR. BEDFORD: Doug Bedford, Manitoba
7 Hydro | egal departnent.

8 MR. NEPI NAK:  Reg Nepi nak,

9 conmissioner with the CEC

10 MS. STREICH: Laurie Streich,

11  conmi ssioner with the CEC

12 MR. G LLIES: lan Gllies,

13 conmi ssioner with the CEC

14 M5. JOHNSON: Cat hy Johnson, secretary
15 to the CEC

16 MR. McARDLE: Steve MArdl e, working
17 on behal f of the CEC

18 MR SHANTZ: Phil Shantz, Arcadis, the
19 technical advisors to the Conmi ssion.
20 MR HARRIS: |I'mAl Harris, I'ma
21 consul tant working with Phil and Steve.
22 MR. WHELAN: Jared Whel an with Peguis
23 First Nation.
24 MR. VALDRON: Den Val dron for Peguis

25 First Nation, |egal counsel.
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1 MS. LANGHAN. Jasm ne Langhan of the
2 Mani t oba Metis Federati on.

3 M5. RIEL: Good norning, | am Marci
4 Rel, Manitoba Metis Federation.

5 MR. LAYE: |'m Evan Laye, Manitoba

6 Metis Federati on.

7 M5. PASTORA SALE: Good norni ng,

8 Joel l e Pastora Sale, |egal counsel for the

9 Consuner Associ ati on of Canada, Manitoba branch.
10 MS. WHELAN ENNS: Gail e Whel an Enns,

11 Mani t oba W | dl ands.

12 MR. WOODFORD: Dennis Wodford with
13 Gaile.
14 MR. MCLAREN: Chris MLaren working

15 for Dakota Plains First Nations.

16 MR, STOCKWELL: John Stockwel |,

17 wor ki ng for Dakota Plains First Nation.

18 MR. NEUFELD: Jam e Neufeld,

19 envi ronnmental advisor to Grand Chief Jerry

20 Dani el s.

21 MR. BEDFORD: Janes Beddone, |ega

22 counsel for the Southern Chiefs Association.

23 THE CHAI RVAN:  Thank you all. At this
24  point | guess we'll turn it over to Hydro.

25 MR. MATTHEWSON: Thank you. We'll|
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1 just get to M. Berrien. Are you on the phone?

2 MR. BERRIEN. Yes, sir, | am Bob

3 Berrien, I"'mthe routing consultant for the

4  Sout heast Coalition. And | would just ask that

5 the presenter have the m crophone, or whatever it
6 is that is picking up the voice, just alittle bit
7 closer. | can hear, but it's distorted,

8 especially wth sonme background noi se.

9 appreci ate your indulgence in having nme at the

10 conference. Thank you.

11 MR. MATTHEWSON: Okay. Just a couple

12 of -- okay, we are going to -- in front of you

13 there will be -- sorry, there's nore

14  introductions.

15 MS. FLETT: Good norning. M nane is

16 Roberta Flett. I'mwth Peguis First Nation.

17 M5. SOLDI ER:  Joanne Sol di er, Southern

18 Chi ef s Organi zati on.

19 MR, MATTHEWSON: Okay. So we're going
20 to be going through the transm ssion |line routing
21 process for the Manitoba-M nnesota Transni ssion

22 Proj ect.

23 M. Berrien, can you hear ne okay?

24 MR BERRIEN. Yes, that's nuch better,

25 t hank you for hel ping me out there.
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1 MR. MATTHEWSON: And you can -- we do
2 have a WebEx, so you can see the screen, but I'm
3 not sure if you --

4 MR. BERRIEN. Yeah, |'ve got that up
5 on ny conputer. Thank you very nuch

6 MR, MATTHEWSON: Okay. Gkay. So the
7 outline, we are going to discuss the process and
8 met hodol ogy overview, and we will go through

9 the -- describe the major steps in the

10 transm ssion line routing process and review the
11 nodel s used that gui de those decisions throughout
12 t hat process.

13 W have, for the agenda, there should
14 be an agenda in front of you, but we have five

15 parts that we will be covering; mnethodol ogy

16 overview, the planning, the feedback anal ysis,

17 eval uation and sel ection, and the review of the
18 outputs for rounds 1 through 3.

19 So just to give an overview of the

20 | andscape that we're in, and the project's

21 conponents, this is Wnnipeg, Manitoba in the top
22 | eft corner. W have the Dorsey converter

23 station, which is a conmponent of this project,

24  where the 500kV transm ssion line will start. And

25 we have the end point, the ultinmte end point of




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 the entire project, both the Manitoba-M nnesota

2 Transm ssion Project and the Great Northern

3 Transm ssion Project with M nnesota Power. The

4 end point is down here at the Iron Range Station
5 near Dul uth, M nnesota, so down in Northern

6 M nnesot a.

7 W al so have, as part of the project,
8 nodi fications at the Riel converter station.

9 There's a transformer bank that's being added to
10 that station to allow for increased system --

11 i ncreased system adjustnments. So as far as noving
12 | oad around, if there's a change in one of the

13 ot her lines that needs an outage, we can enhance
14 the electrical system by adding this transforner.
15 It gives our system planners or system operations
16 folks nore flexibility in managing the el ectrical
17 systemin Sout hern Mnitoba.

18 There's al so a phase shifter down in
19 G enboro station, down in the southwest portion of
20 t he province, just south of Sprucewoods Provinci al
21 Park. And that conponent has to do -- it is a
22 phase shifter, which is a very large transforner
23 that starts to, or adjusts or handles the extra
24 load that is potentially com ng back up through

25 the system So because Manitoba Hydro has
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1 mul ti ple points of injection of power into the

2 United States, when we inject power through one

3 transm ssion |line, because of the path of the flow
4 of electricity, it has the potential to flow back
5 up through other international power lines. And
6 at the G enboro station there is another

7 i nternational power |ine that goes to Harvey,

8 Nort h Dakota, and that phase shifter sinply is a
9 way to reduce that feedback of power flow ng back
10 into Manitoba.

11 So that's a very sinplistic

12 expl anation of what the phase shifter does.

13 There's a long technical engineering description
14 of it in the environmental assessnent.

15 Actually, I'"'mgoing to just go back.
16 So just to understand where we are trying to start
17 from Dorsey converter station, and we are trying
18 to get to the Iron Range station in Duluth,

19 M nnesota, so you can understand why the study

20 areas that we'll talk about in the future have to
21 concern ourselves with the southeastern part of
22 Mani t oba.

23 So scope; coverage during today's

24  workshop we are going to be delving deep into the

25 routi ng nmet hodol ogy and all of the nodels and
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1 workshops and st akehol der feedback and public

2 engagenent process that feeds into the routing,

3 transm ssion line routing process. W'll talk

4 about how the weightings and the criteria were

5 determ ned in each one of those different nodels
6 that we used during different steps, and then how
7 t he feedback through our public engagenent

8 process, our three rounds of public engagenent,

9 was incorporated into those nodels and into the
10 routi ng decisions and routes thensel ves.

11 Some of the topics that we're going to
12 cover much nore in depth, as Serge pointed out in
13 the hearing, is the results and reasons for the
14 decisions that were made as a result of the

15 nodel s, as well as the route conparisons why one
16 route was sel ected over another route, those type
17 of details, we'll go into great detail during the
18 heari ng.

19 So, the goal of transm ssion |ine
20 routing is determning the best, or the preferred
21 route for a high voltage transmission line. It's
22 a conplex iterative process designed to conbi ne
23 the nultiple perspectives and limt the overal
24  effect of the transm ssion |ine devel opnent on al

25 of the different environnents, whether it be the
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1 natural environment, or the built environment, the
2 engi neering environment. W'l talk alittle bit
3 about those environnents and perspectives as we Qo
4  through the presentation.

5 Whi | e the net hodol ogy can be very

6 conplex in the detail ed applications, the concepts
7 that kind of overarch and surround the routing

8 met hodol ogy are fairly straightforward. W are

9 trying to determne the route for a transm ssion
10 line, we're trying to limt that overall effect,
11 and we're trying to balance all of these multiple
12 perspectives and sonmetines conpeting interests on
13 where this transm ssion |line should be placed.

14 So the purpose of this nethodol ogy

15 that we've used on the Manitoba-M nnesota project
16 is to develop a transparent nodel that we use for
17 t he deci sion-maki ng process with the ultinmate goal
18 of reducing the effects of the transm ssion line
19 on people. That's kind of the ultimte goal and
20 that's what all these nodels are designed to do is
21 lead us toward finding a transm ssion |ine that
22 has the | east amount of effects.
23 So our approached routing is very
24 simlar to a |land use planning exercise. So at

25 its core, selecting a location of a transm ssion
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1 line is very simlar to a | and use pl anning

2 exercise that's driven by the need to neet an

3 energy requirenent. So we're trying to

4 incorporate the consideration of the environnent,
5 exi sting and future | and uses, opportunities and

6 constraints for transm ssion |ine devel opnent, and
7 the interests and concerns that influence the use
8 of the land that could be affected by the route.

9 So the key function of the transm ssion routing

10 met hodol ogy is to provide that structure process
11 for incorporating many, sonetines conpeting

12 perspectives of use of that [and, and the rel ated
13 potential effects, in order to frame, bal ance, and
14 bal ance a deci si on- maki ng process.

15 So our approach is, we're trying to be
16 very objective and trying to renove sonme of the

17 bi ases that get introduced froma variety of

18 different influences. Mself, as a route

19 designer, there are certain biases that | may

20 i nherently have that | may not be aware of. There
21 is biases that we receive fromour public feedback
22 engagenent process and our First Nations and Metis
23 engagenment process. Everybody has different

24 interests, so we needed a net hodol ogy and approach

25 that tries to nmake things objective and not be
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1 i nfl uenced by those biases.

2 Bal ance; again we are trying to

3 bal ance all of those different conpeting

4 interests, trying to be transparent. That's why
5 t hese nodel s that we have and how t hese wei ghts

6 are calculated and the criteria used, we've been
7 very open and public with all of our materials

8 during all of our rounds on engagenent on how the
9 route decisions are being made and where these

10 weights and criteria cone fromand what they are
11 trying to achieve.

12 W' ve done lots of -- expended |ots of
13 efforts trying to incorporate that |ocal, as well
14 as traditional know edge into the process.

15 Because nodels are just one thing, they are

16 ultimately nunbers and val ues of information, but
17 you really need the | ocal know edge of the people
18 that live in the area, traditional know edge

19 hol ders fromthe First Nations and Metis that nmay
20 have traditionally used and currently use the
21 area. So there's a lot of know edge that isn't
22 captured in nunbers and maps and graphs and t hat
23 sort of thing, inherently in data that we get when
24 we start a routing process, but that's what our

25 publi ¢ engagenment and our First Nations and Metis
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1 engagenment programis intended to do, is to gather
2 all of that information. And sone of the

3 met hodol ogi es that we will talk about here is how
4 that information gets fed into the route decision
5 process.

6 W're there to mtigate concerns,

7 wher ever possible we try to adjust our routes,

8 provide mtigated route segnents, do different

9 things to try to mtigate concerns. Transm ssion
10 line routing is Manitoba's Hydro's nunber one
11 met hod for mtigating its effects on the
12 environment, trying to avoid things that need to
13 be avoided and trying to bal ance the different
14 per specti ves.
15 Before we get into the litany of
16 envi ronment al protection neasures and ot her

17 nmeasures that are going on, noving the line off an

18 inmportant feature is one nethod that is easy to do
19 in the early rounds of transm ssion |ine routing.
20 So the net hodol ogy that Manitoba Hydro

21 nodi fi ed or enhanced was based on, it is called
22 the EPRI-GIC. So EPRI stands for the Electric
23 Power Research Institute, and GIC stands for the
24  Georgia Transm ssion Corporation. So this was a

25 nmet hodol ogy devel oped probably around 2005,
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1 believe, and with a whol e bunch of -- to neet a

2 need of transmi ssion line routing in the Southern
3 United States, and a whol e bunch of groups,

4 researchers and academ cs and the Ceorgia

5 Transm ssion fol ks cane up with and devel oped this
6 met hodol ogy.

7 So Manitoba Hydro investigated this

8 met hodol ogy starting -- probably in 2012 we

9 started looking intoit. And so we started with
10 the principles and the tools that that EPRI - GIC
11 nmet hodol ogy created, and calibrated it to suit our
12 | andscape of Manitoba, and context, and then

13 enhanced it for additional options for feedback.
14 So one of the things that the

15 EPRI - GTC, it has stakehol der feedback incorporated
16 intoit, but we felt that we needed nmuch nore

17 opportunities for stakehol der feedback into the

18 process. And | may use the term stakehol ders

19 often, and when | use that term | am i ncl udi ng
20 public, First Nations and Metis when | use that
21 termnology, if I don't say it all out. The tools
22 used in the nethodol ogy provide that structure and
23 transparent way to represent the trade-offs
24 bet ween the conpeting interests and | and uses,

25 along with the decisions nade in the transm ssion
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1 Iine process.

2 So | ooking at the funnel, each step in
3 this funnel is informed by criteria, weightings

4 and spatial information as we go through the

5 funnel. So we'll talk about these different

6 perspectives, also called considerations. There's
7 the conmmunity perspective, also we wll

8 i nt erchangeably use the termbuilt perspective;

9 t he natural environnent perspective, geographic

10 information, so this is all of the spacial

11 information that we need to utilize the nodels.

12 And then we have engi neering considerations that
13 are considered in the transm ssion line routing

14 process, about |ength and | ocation of angle towers
15 and proximty to other high voltage lines. So

16 there's a variety of different perspectives of

17 information going into this funnel.

18 The first step of the funnel is called
19 macro corridors. W're going to go in-depth on
20 all of these steps. As we go through the
21 presentation, we're just going to give you a high
22 | evel overview. The macro corridors allow us to
23 define route planning area, so that's their
24 intent, or study area as it's called in this

25 slide. Fromthere we start to have nore
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1 geographic i nformation brought into the analysis,
2 because we are slowy narrow ng, hence the funnel,
3 we are slowy narrowi ng our scope of where the

4 route ultimately ends up. So as we narrow and go
5 t hrough the funnel, the | evel of detail and

6 information that we gather ranps up, increases as
7 we go through this.

8 So as the alternative corridors, there
9 is extensive nore information that has gone on to
10 the | andscape. But each one of these different

11 macro corridors, alternative corridors, they start
12 to narrow the | andscape down into areas that route
13 pl anni ng can take place in. So that's what the

14 alternate routes are, the route planning side of
15 things is, we devel op these corridors, narrows

16 down | andscape, and we start to devel op routes

17 wi thin those corridors. And then public

18 engagenent and First Nations engagenent processes
19 begin, and we start to go through and gat her nore
20 information fromthe users of the |land and ot her
21 st akehol ders. And ultinmately com ng down to a
22 final preferred route, and then the right-of-way.
23 So due to the conplexity of the
24 Mani t oba- M nnesota Transmi ssion Project, we had to

25 select multiple different routes because we had
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1 mul tiple different border crossings to choose

2 from We went into the border crossing selection
3 process, which I will talk about further on, it

4 was -- we ultimately ended up with four different
5 border crossings which we could match up with

6 M nnesota power, with the GNTL, the Great Northern
7 Transm ssion Line. W had to go through this

8 funnel process nmultiple tines. W had to go

9 through it once to select individual routes to

10 each one of the border crossings so that we could
11 figure out which was the nost optinal border

12 crossing. And then once we had our border

13 crossing, then we would go through and revisit

14 different routes going to that border crossing,

15 and then we would go through the funnel again.

16 So we went through the funnel nultiple
17 times, and by going through it nmultiple tines,

18 whereas the EPRI net hodol ogy just goes through it
19 once, we allowed nuch nore stakehol der feedback
20 and nmuch nore opportunities for the stakehol der
21 f eedback during that process, because we went
22  through the funnel nmultiple tinmes.
23 Steps of each stage of routing: So
24  the EPRI nethodol ogy was where we started from and

25 we, Manitoba Hydro, kind of norphed it into this




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 type of graphic. So here we have a pl anning

2 stage, a feedback and anal ysis stage, a

3 conparative eval uation stage, and a sel ection.

4 So during the planning process, this
5 is where we start -- we have to cone up with our
6 start and end points. W start using the macro

7 corridors and the alternate corridors are al

8 i nvol ved in the whol e planning stage of the

9 project, as well as the route devel opnent. Then
10 once we have sone routes, we start going into our
11 first round, we call it round 1 of routes. W

12 went to the feedback and anal ysis stage and we

13 presented that through our public engagenent

14  program and our First Nations and Metis engagenent
15 program W started having nore field studies.
16 And as a result of all of those engagenent and

17 f eedback, we started to develop mtigated segnents
18 that are just alternate options for sonme of the
19 routings that Manitoba Hydro presented initially.
20 Then we woul d go through -- and then
21 we'd start to evaluate all of the routes that al
22 of those segnents conbine into, and we woul d

23 eval uate those and we woul d determ ne a

24 preference. So there are two nodels that help us

25 in that process for what our preference is, and
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1 then we sel ect sonething. Then we would go
2 through this -- that was kind of round 1 we would
3 do this, and round 2 we did it again, and round 3

4 we went through all of these sanme steps.

5 So what we'll wal k you through is
6 each -- in the upper left corner of all of the
7 slides noving forward here, you'll see what stage

8 we are at when we are tal king about each one of

9 the steps. So this -- there's a handout in front
10 of you, it looks like this one here, and it shows
11 the three stages here.

12 So we have the -- we have our

13 prelimnary planning that was started back in

14 February of 2012, where we had a need to identify
15 the need, the start and end points, our potential
16 border crossing points. W devel oped nmacro

17 corridors in the planning area to hel p us narrow
18 down a route planning area. So that was kind of

19 happening in our prelimnary planning stages, in
20 February 2012 kind of time period.

21 Then during each round the objective;
22 so round 1, the objective of round 1 was to

23 determ ne a border crossing for the transm ssion
24 line. So using the steps of nethodol ogy, we

25 presented alternate corridors. W presented
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1 alternate routes within those corridors that we

2 got through the feedback, you know, through the

3 comunity engagenents. Analysis of new data was
4 collected fromthe field. Studies, we did

5 extensive -- in addition to our public engagenent
6 program we did have field studies going on

7 | ooki ng at the natural environnment, as well as

8 built environnment. Devel oping; also was happeni ng
9 at that stage is the devel opnent of mtigated

10 segnents. We will go into nuch nore detail on al
11 of these different pieces. But this was kind of
12 an overvi ew of what happened in round 1. And what
13 we were ultimately trying to do was select a

14 preferred border crossing and a preferred

15 alternate route to one of those border crossings.
16 And once we had the preferred border
17 crossing sel ected, we canme back out to the public
18 in round 2 and we presented with nore information.
19 So as part of the planning, we did nore studies on
20 know ng what new devel opments have occurred,
21 because there is a tinme lag here, fromfall to
22 spring, new honmes are built, new businesses are
23 built, new areas cl eared for devel opnent. So we
24  were continuously going into the field to update

25 the informati on. These geospacial nodels rely on
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1 lots of data and we wanted to nake sure we had the
2 nost accurate data to put into the nodels.

3 Al ternated route devel opnents:

4 Alternate route devel opnent to the sel ected border
5 crossing is devel oped. So routes that we may not
6 have had in round 1, once we had a preferred

7 border crossing we introduced sonme new route

8 options and segnents for the public to consider

9 and gat her nore feedback on those options. Sone
10 of those options were driven by feedback fromthe
11 public on round 1, sonme of themwere driven by

12 engi neering studies and system pl anni ng studies

13 t hat happened at the same tine.

14 And then we used again the conparative
15 eval uation process in round 2, and our purpose

16 there was to define a preferred route for, or to a
17 preferred border crossing.

18 We woul d go back to -- back out to the
19 public in round 3, and the objective of round 3
200 was to find the final preferred route.
21 So initially we were |ooking at,
22 rather typically we would | ook at rather snal
23 mtigative changes to the preferred route based on
24  feedback that we received fromthe public. But in

25 round 3, which we will tal k about further on, we
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1 actually introduced quite a few other segnents

2 much | arger than typical for Mnitoba Hydro. W

3 typically ook at adjustnments within a mle or two
4 of the preferred route, but we introduced quite a
5 few other |arger segnents that were quite a bit

6 further away fromthe preferred route, because of
7 t he public feedback that we got and the First

8 Nations feedback that we were receiving all the

9 way along through the process. So we wanted to

10 make sure we were continuing to test and eval uate
11 route options that the public was asking us to

12 | ook at.

13 So start and ends points; so how we

14 came up with our start and end points, the system
15 pl anni ng report devel oped by Manitoba Hydro system
16 pl anni ng departnment determ nes the starting point
17 based on a transmssion facility study. So they
18 have to study the entire electrical systemwthin
19 Mani t oba and understand the inplications of
20 another major transm ssion |line on that system

21 And | ooki ng at the other 500kV lines that we have

22 in the system we have Bipole |I and Il that cone
23 into the Dorsey converter station. W have Bipole
24 1l and the Riel to Forbes, 500 AC transm ssion

25 line, that's the existing one, comng into Riel
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1 So we have two points of injection of power into

2 our grid from one from-- two of themfromthe

3 north with our Bipole I, Il and IIl, that's three
4 of them and then one fromthe south with our

5 M602F Iine, which is an inport/export |ine.

6 So with that process, it was decided

7 that it would be in the best interest to have

8 another 500 kV AC inport line to be geographically
9 separated fromthe one at Riel. So that's why it
10 was chosen that the term nation of point for it

11 would be in the Dorsey converter station.

12 So early in the planning process

13 Mani t oba Hydro and M nnesota Power both under st ood
14 the need to be congruent in their approach to

15 sel ecting a border crossing, even though the route
16 sel ection process on each side of the border would
17 be different. So whereas Manitoba Hydro uses an
18 enhanced EPRI - GTC net hodol ogy, M nnesota Power has
19 their own net hodol ogy that use. But we wanted to
20 make sure when we cone up with the border crossing
21 and how we conme up with the border crossing zones
22 for our discussion that we are congruent in that
23 appr oach.

24 W | ooked at the key constraints al ong

25 t he border and reviewed things like -- sone high
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1 | evel things |ike where the comunication towers

2 are, where are federally and provincially

3 protected | ands, where are established private and
4 public recreational areas, where species at risk

5 habitat | ocations are, where there's water bodies,
6 where there's identified areas of special interest
7 by the province, and high val ue wetl ands and

8 bi ol ogi cally di verse areas.

9 So that's how we came up with these
10 four border crossings, and there's nore detail in
11 the EIS that describes the full list of things

12 that we were |ooking at. So whether it was on the
13 Mani t oba side of the border or on the M nnesota

14 side of the border, that's what we ended up with
15 t hese approximtely ten kilonetre w de border

16 crossing zones as our start and end points for

17 both -- or sorry, as our end points for both

18 projects. So Mnnesota Power; is trying to get to
19 t hese border crossings and we are trying to get to
20 the border crossings, and trying to determ ne

21  which is the optinmum for each separate

22 transm ssion |ine.

23 So the route planning area: So the

24 route planning area, what we have on the screen

25 here, and this is -- there is EIS references on
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1 all of the pages here that reference different

2 sections of the EIS that you'll find these

3 graphics, or tables and maps. So the route

4 planning area is the area outlined in black, and

5 t he border crossing zones are the ones across the
6 bottom Wthin the route planning area and

7 outside of it, these are what are called the macro
8 corridors. So the macro corridors represent the

9 top 5 per cent of the nost suitable or optinal

10 pat hs between the start and end points. So we

11 have chosen a point near South Loop Ri el converter
12 station as our start point. And | guess | should
13 back up and explain the South Loop Corridor and

14 the Riel Vivian Corridor, just so you have a

15 cont ext .

16 From Dor sey converter station to Rie
17 converter station there is a designated Manitoba
18 Hydro utility corridor. |It's made up of owned and
19 eased |l and that was desi gned and acquired over the
20 past decades to acconmpdate multiple transm ssion
21 lines to connect the Dorsey converter station with
22 other stations along its path, such as the
23 LaVerendrye station and St. Vital station. So the
24 LaVerendrye station is over here, and St. Vital

25 station is just inside the Perinmeter, as well as
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1 Riel station. So it houses a couple of

2 transm ssion lines fromDorsey to LaVerendrye and
3 the LaVerendrye station to the Riel station, it's
4 currently unoccupi ed.

5 The plan is for it to be occupied by
6 the St. Vital transm ssion project, which is a

7 multiple, it's conplex, it contains rmultiple

8 transmssion lines. One of the transm ssion |lines
9 connects St. Vital to LaVerendrye station. And
10 the other conponents or planned infrastructure to
11 be in this corridor was a 500 kV AC transm ssion
12 l'ine.

13 So that is the South Loop corridor, so
14 that's where we kind of started our planning. W
15 were going to utilize that South Loop corridor to
16 circumavi gate from Dorsey converter station

17 around the Cty of Wnnipeg, and fromthat point
18 we would go look into a southeasterly direction
19 towards the Iron Range station in Mnnesota. So
20 that's the South Loop -- sorry, it goes like this.
21 It is a corridor approximately 300 netres wide, it
22 varies in width, but it's there to contain

23 mul tiple transm ssion |ines.

24 So our macro corridor starting point;

25 we started within that corridor near the Rie
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1 station and then we used the corridor process to
2 go to each one of the border crossings. W also
3 | ooked at the start point fromthe end of the R e
4 Vivian corridor. So there is also a transm ssion
5 corridor designed in 1978/ 79. Wen the original
6 500 line here was devel oped there was -- this

7 corridor is again several hundred netres wi de.

8 Bipole I'll makes use of it, or a portion of it.
9 It's designed to house multiple transm ssion |ines
10 init. So we |ooked at a potential start point at

11 the end of that corridor to | ook at options as far
12 east as we could, using their nethodol ogy.

13 So the outside limts of the macro

14 corridors, and I will get into how those corridors
15 are developed in the next few slides, but 'l

16 just show you first; the macro corridors devel oped
17 by the nodel are intended to give a starting place
18 for the routing teamto nmake infornmed decisions

19 with respect to the devel opnent of the route

20 pl anning area. So you can see this is the route
21 pl anning area and it does not follow the ful

22 extent of the macro corridors. So the colours

23 that we have here, they don't represent any

24 priority, they're just show ng you the different

25 corridors that were devel oped at each border
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1 Crossi ng.

2 And what this devel oped was over a

3 7,000 kilometre area, square area, planning area
4 enlarged, so we nmade it larger. So if you took

5 the outline and said, okay, the nobdel says just

6 start planning in here -- and | will get into the
7 paranmeters of the nodel in the next slides on why
8 it said that -- but Manitoba Hydro had to -- it's
9 just there to informus. And so we did a couple
10 of things that was different than the nodel. So
11 we didn't look at this area here. So this is the
12 area al ong highway 75, so we excluded that from
13 the macro, fromthe route planning area because of
14 its intensive urban/rural residential devel opnents
15 al ong that corridor, and there sinply was very

16 limted options to put a 500 kV transm ssion |ine
17 in that corridor because of the proximty of

18 bui | di ngs and hones all the way al ong t hat

19 hi ghway. The wind farmis down in the south here.
20 So that's where -- so we noved the
21 route planning area to the western edge of the
22 macro corridors. The northern one was delineated
23 by the Riel Vivian corridor in the northern edge
24  of the macro corridor. So the southern one, of

25 course, is delineated by the Provincial border,
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1 Canada/ U. S. border. And the eastern one was

2 expanded.

3 So typically people Iike to shrink

4 their planning areas, but we knew we had to expand
5 this planning area because of interests to be on

6 both sides of this existing 500. So this is the

7 existing 500 ACline. And during the initial

8 pl anni ng studies with our electrical engineers and
9 system pl anni ng, they requested a 10 kilonetre

10 separation between this new 500 kV |ine and any

11 exi sting 500 kV lines where possible. So if we

12 had just followed the edge of the macro corridors
13 here, that would not have provi ded any

14  opportunities for Manitoba Hydro to route on the
15 other side of the 500 line there. So we enhanced
16 this out 20 kilonmetres further than the macro

17 corridors were suggesting so that we could provide
18 routing opportunities further to the east of the
19 exi sting 500 line, into also a nore undevel oped
20 part of Manit oba.
21 Thi s boundary was delineated by or
22 gui ded by the Wiitenouth Lake. We didn't -- we
23 felt that was a pretty big barrier to com ng
24 across and getting on the outside of it. And the

25 border crossings, there was no point in com ng
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1 back around there. And this edge was del i neated
2 by sone of the deep wetl ands that exist in that
3 ar ea.

4 So from a geot echni cal perspective,
5 those are nuch nore challenging to construct in,
6 as well as the accessibility of those areas is

7 restricted froman all season perspective from
8 both a construction and an operation and

9 mai nt enance perspecti ve.

10 M5. JOHNSON: Apparently there's no

11 audi o on the web |ink.

12 M5. WHELAN ENNS: | need to nessage an
13 expert.
14 M5. JOHNSON: There's no wifi in here,

15 you are going to have to use your cell phone.

16 MR. MATTHEWSON: No, we don't have any
17 wifi set up in this room And yeah, the only way
18 totalk to M. Berrien is using --

19 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Are you using WebEXx
20 on that?

21 MR. MATTHEWSON: Yes, we're using

22 WebEx, but the audio is through a conference call
23 M5. WHELAN ENNS: You don't have a

24  conputer mc though, that he can hear through your

25 conmputer mc?
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1 MR. MATTHEWSON: He is hearing through
2 our conference. So he can hear us. Gaile, |

3 guess, is trying to talk to him

4 M5. WHELAN ENNS: | amtal king about a
5 different expert, so |l will use ny cell phone and
6 see if there is a connection.

7 MR BERRIEN: This is Bob Berrien

8 speaking, | can hear you quite clearly. The only
9 time there's any issue is when you're talking

10 about sonething specific and hitting it with a

11 | aser pointer, and it is not show ng up.
12 MR. MATTHEWSON: He can't see the
13 | aser pointer. GCkay, maybe |I'll go back to the

14  nouse.

15 MR BERRIEN. | don't want to

16 di sadvant age the audience there. It's only if you
17 have one specific point. Generally I'mfollow ng
18 quite nicely, but every once in a while you are

19 poi nting out something very specific, and that's
20 the only tinme using the cursor would be hel pful.

21 Thank you. You carry on.

22 MR, MATTHEWSON:  Okay.
23 So the route planning area, so we
24  tal ked about the extensive -- so the deep wetl ands

25 is really where we were constrained on the eastern
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1 side and the Witenouth Lake.

2 So macro corridors; so we saw what

3 they look like, nowl'Ill tell you how they get

4 built. So they nake use of regional |and cover,
5 spatial data. So it's very high level |and cover
6 data at this stage of our routing process. It

7 considers, and it is -- the macro corridors and
8 how t hey are devel oped is follow ng the EPR

9 met hodol ogy for macro corridors. W didn't

10 deviate fromtheir nethodology. W calibrated it
11 for the Manitoba Environnent. There are certain
12 things that don't exist in Southern United States
13 that exist in Manitoba here as far as |and cover.
14 So we considered all of the major

15 constraints and opportunities that exist on the

16 | andscape. We start to delineate things we call
17 areas of |east preference, which we'll get into a
18 little bit later in the alternate corridor

19 di scussi on about what all of those are. But

20 exanpl es of those are runways, towns, areas

21 protected by | egislation agai nst devel opnent,

22 those type of high level constraints that exist.
23 And then the corridors thenselves that you saw in
24  the graphic were those optimal paths that foll ow

25 one of three broad routing options.
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1 So in paralleling roads, paralleling

2 transmission lines across country. So paralleling
3 roads, when we | ook at the optinum paths, what the
4 nodel is trying to do is trying to | ook for routes
5 to put a transm ssion line that foll ow roads,

6 hi ghways, Provincial roads and hi ghways, as well

7 as secondary roads. So it's trying to look at it
8 and say, hey, nost people froma broad perspective
9 understand that transm ssion |ines paralleling

10 roads are probably a very good place to |ocate a
11 transm ssion line. Paralleling an existing

12 transm ssion line is another good opportunity.

13 Then the other option is the cross country. Cross
14 country is sinply trying to create the shortest

15 route fromthose start points, fromthe Riel

16 Vivian corridor and the South Loop to each one of
17 t hose border crossings. That's the shortest route
18 as the crow flies type of analysis, because

19 there's a lot of value in making a transm ssion

20 line as short as possible. Because obviously from
21 an environnental perspective, the | ess | andscape
22 we're on and potentially affected, the better; the
23 | ess nunber of people or proximty to residences,
24  the better; |lower the cost of the transm ssion

25 line, the better. So that's why we | ooked at
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1 these three options in devel oping the nmacro

2 corridors.

3 So these corridors are delineated by a
4 nodel. So we have to put a weight on to each one
5 of the different land features. So just going

6 fromthe top and just pointing sone out, you'l

7 see that -- and pointing out the differences in
8 the nodel -- is that in the cross country it's
9 | ooking at -- so this is a scale of 1 to 9, 1

10 bei ng nost suitable for a transm ssion line and 9
11 being the least suitable. So froma cross country
12 perspective, the rank was 6 for agriculture, so

13 that's kind of a little bit nore towards | east

14 suitable than nore suitable. Coniferous forests,
15 broadl eaf forests, those were in the 3. W're

16 getting to nore suitable for a transm ssion |ine.

17 Barren and unveget at ed grounds, you know, that was

18 1, nost suitable for a transmssion line. It's
19 bare ground, no vegetation on it. Uban -- shrub
20 | ands, tall shrubs -- so all of these categories

21 here are the different types of |land cover as

22 del i neated by the Manitoba Land Cover Data Centre,
23 that's where these categories cone from So

24  whereas Ceorgia transm ssion and EPRI process,

25 they had simlar |and cover, but not exactly the
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1 same, so we did have to calibrate the nodel to the
2 Mani toba | and cover. You can see, you know, if

3 there's bare rock, it's suitable for a

4 transm ssion |ine.

5 If there is a transm ssion corridor,

6 froma cross country perspective we gave it a 5,

7 as init's kind of mddle of the road. Then

8 exposed land is 9, so urban land, so a town or

9 city is a9, that's the least suitable for a

10 transmssion line. And then wetlands are 6 and

11 sixes froma cross country perspective. So the

12 road is very simlar.

13 Where things start to deviate for the
14 different perspectives is you'll notice that for a
15 naned road it is a 5 in the cross country, so it's
16 kind of a neutral on it when the nodel runs. And
17 when it is roads, when we are running the road

18 portion of the nodel, where the preference is for
19 roads, it gives it a 1. So the systemtries to
20 paral l el roads as nuch as it can. Then on the
21 cross country -- but for transm ssion |ines they
22 are given a 5, but now when we're saying parallel
23 transmission lines, it's given a 1. So the nodel
24 tries to parallel those transm ssion |ines.

25 So what essentially ends up is you end




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 up with these macro corridors, three different

2 sets of macro corridors to each one of the border
3 crossings, with all the different perspectives.

4 So when you lay themall on top of each other,

5 because we have to show themall at once, it forms
6 what's called a conposite macro corridor, which is
7 all of those things on top. So this is where you
8 see sonme of the holes in the corridors, trying to
9 avoid certain things, this is, Tom-- sorry, |'m
10 poi nting on the screen, on the screen instead of

11 the conputer, so give that back to M. Berrien

12 t here.
13 This is the TomLanb Wldlife
14 Managenment Area. It is legally protected agai nst

15 any devel opnents for transmission lines. So it is
16 a hole in the macro corridors. And you will see
17 here, this is the tall grass prairie reserve, and
18 other areas of special interest all the way al ong
19 here as far as other things on the | andscape, it
20 starts to kind of guide and nold. You'll see sone

21 of these little threads.

22 This is it follow ng the highway, this
23 is an exanple of if the corridor follows a highway
24 or existing road. You won't see -- there's very

25 few transmission lines in the study area, so the
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1 nodel didn't have an inherent follow ng of

2 transmssion lines. So it's kind of -- that's at
3 a high I evel how those nacro corridors were

4  devel oped.

5 So whil e conputational nodels generate
6 all of this data and these surfaces, once we take
7 that data and we lay it on to a surface to nake a
8 map of what those val ues nmean on to the | andscape,
9 it still has to be considered by professionals in
10 a process of route selection and information

11 pertaining to those features and | and uses and

12 perspectives that's nore difficult to quantify

13 geospatially that must be considered as well.

14 So we are going to talk a | ot about
15 nodel s, but don't get the inpression that these
16 nodel s drive the route decision processes. They
17 are one piece of information, that when conbi ned
18 wth a nultitude of professionals on a variety of
19 di sciplines, those two in conbination is what
20 makes deci sions on transm ssion |ine routing.
21 Alternate corridors; so the alternate
22 corridors, so those macro corridors, they were
23 just used to delineate that route planning area
24 and then they are done. W don't use them again

25 in any of the other processes, they're just there.




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 Their sole purpose is to delineate a route

2 pl anning area. So once we have that route

3 pl anni ng area, we started going in and doing a

4 much nore intensive survey, a w ndshield survey,

5 driving around, nmapping all of the homes, mappi ng
6 all of the buildings. Because up until the macro
7 stage, or up until the alternate corridor stage,

8 everything was relying on existing aerial

9 phot ography and exi sting | and cover information.
10 So now we have gone out, we've

11 coll ected much nore information from stakehol ders
12 and techni cal data know edge hol ders about

13 | andscapes that are on the |and, and we've started
14 to influence now where -- and starting to narrow
15 down sonme planning areas. And that's what the

16 alternate corridors process is. It's the map --
17 the suitability of areas within the route pl anning
18 area for locating a transmssion line. So it's
19 anot her | evel of information by which we're
20 starting to figure out where the nost suitable
21 land is to put a transmssion line. And we're
22 going to tal k about, or Dave will talk about the
23 alternate corridor nodel and how that infornms that
24  suitability, through the consideration of those

25 conpeting perspectives on |and use and how t hose
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1 pass fromA to B.

2 So these corridors that Dave is going
3 to tell you about how they are getting built, they
4 again take into account those areas of |east

5 preference, which were all these. There's black

6 areas and white areas that conbi ne together to

7 formthe areas of |east preference, and those are
8 bui | di ngs, those are airports, those are protected
9 areas, those are areas of other |egislation

10 protective, they're towns, they're multiple

11 di fferent conponents, and Dave will tal k about

12 what those are in the nodel

13 You can see we al so, when we devel oped
14 these alternate corridors, we did it fromtwo

15 starting |l ocations. One was at the end of the

16 South Loop corridor and the other was at the end
17 of the Riel Vivian corridor. And we ran those

18 alternate corridor nodels from-- we ran those

19 alternate corridors fromthose |ocations to the
20 subsequent border crossings. So they're called
21 Gar denton west, Gardenton east, Piney west and
22 Piney east. So here we ran the border crossing to
23 these three and then from-- sorry, actually,
24 yeah -- and then fromR el Vivian we ran it just

25 to the Piney east and Piney west to | ook at the
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1 opti mum corri dors.

2 So Dave is going to tell you alittle
3 bit nore about how these, what val ues create these
4 colours, create these surfaces. And again, the

5 colours don't nean anything, it's just to separate
6 the different perspectives and runs so the people
7 can see all of the different things. One isn't

8 nore natural environnment, being green or anything
9 like that. [It's just to illustrate uni gueness

10 anongst the different alternate corridor runs.

11 Sol will pass it over to Dave and

12 he's going to go into the nodel that devel ops

13 t hese surfaces, and then we'll nove in to actually
14 draw ng segnents and route planning within this.
15 So we are still building up here, we haven't even
16 drawn route segnents yet, this is all just still
17 collecting nore information to help us informthat

18 route planning process.

19 MR. BLOCK: Ckay. W're going to take
20 a break in about half an hour, | think we're going
21 to aimfor, so |l will hopefully maybe get through

22 this by then. So I'mgoing to go through
23 basically how we -- so when |I'mtal king about the
24 alternate corridor, that's this big handout that

25 we gave you guys, that's our alternate corridor
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1 nodel .

2 kay. So | think it was 2012, 2013,

3 we started this process. And so we decided to try

4 this process, we started wwth St. Vital, St. Vita

5 to Letellier was our first project that we used

6 this on. So we needed to develop this nodel. W

7 had, again, we had the CGeorgia nodel, but not very

8 applicable for what we do here.

9 So the nodel is designed to represent
10 the suitability of features on the | andscape for
11 routing a transmssion line. And with this nodel
12 and the other nodel 1'mgoing to talk about today,
13 it's always grouped into -- there's three
14  perspectives and then a fourth which we call the
15 si npl e aver age.

16 So the built perspective is kind of a
17 soci o-econom ¢ perspective that | ooks at

18 agriculture and urban devel opnment and proposed

19 devel opnents and industry, and that sort of thing.
20 The natural |ooks at wildlife, vegetation,

21 wetlands. Engineering |ooks at cost, system

22 reliability, design, construction and mai ntenance.
23 And then with each of the nodels -- so when we are
24 | ooking at say the built perspective, you consider

25 everything, but the built features are wei ghted
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1 nore heavily. Same with natural and engi neering,

2 the sinple average is strictly one-third each.

3 And | will gointo that inalittle nore detai
4 | ater.
5 So when we were | ooking to devel op

6 this nodel we were |ooking to develop it for

7 routing transm ssion lines in Southern Manitoba,
8 and we considered that kind of anywhere where

9 there was a potential for agriculture. So if

10 we're looking up north, nost of these features

11 wouldn't exist, so there is no use considering it.
12 So when we had the workshops and the people

13 i nvol ved, we enphasized that this was to cover

14  Sout hern Mani t oba.

15 Now, one of the main things with nost
16 of the nodels that we use is that it requires

17 data, we need to be able to put this into the @S
18 system and create maps. So when we were havi ng
19 t hese workshops and talking with the people

20 i nvol ved, we said, you know, there may be sone

21 good ideas for routing transm ssion lines, but if
22 there's no data to back that up, that's sonething
23 that we need to consider with the expert opinions
24 | ater on, but the nodels need geospatial data.

25 So we held what we call ed the Sout hern
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1 Mani t oba transm ssion routing suitability

2 Wor kshops. So we had groups for each perspective,
3 and each perspective was done on its own day. And
4 what we were | ooking for fromeach perspective is
5 what they would consider their areas of |east

6 preference. W were |ooking for factors. | wll
7 go into detail on what each of these terns neans

8 in a second, but we needed the factors and their

9 associ ated wei ghtings, features, which are kind of
10 the nuts and bolts within each factor, and their
11 suitability, so that's suitability for routing a
12 line. Then | will go into detail on how the --

13 how t hat was done.

14 So we used -- for suitability val ues
15 we used a Del phi process, which is basically

16 consensus building. You talk with the group and
17 you try to conme to consensus so that the people

18 under stand everyone el se's perspective. So you

19 try to get to agreenent on your perspective as
20 well as the others in the room
21 And the weightings for the factors was
22 done by an anal ytical hierarchy process. Wichis
23 you | ook at each factor and you conpare each
24 factor individually, so A versus B, Ais from1lto

25 9, either nore or less suitable -- or not
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1 sui tabl e, you should consider it nore highly for

2 routing a transmssion line. So we do each

3 conparison, and then the program spits out weights
4 based on your suitabilities.

5 So this is a list of the stakehol ders
6 that were at each of the sessions. So we had the
7 engi neering group, which was -- we had sone

8 representatives from Manitoba Infrastructure and

9 Transportation, we had sone Manitoba Hydro, we had
10 design, construction, we had system planning in

11 there as well as |ine maintenance and geot echni cal
12 engi neering. For the natural we had quite a | arge
13 group of people. W had Fisheries and Cceans, we
14 had nmenbers fromthe Provincial Governnent,

15 Wldlife, we had the Manitoba Lodge and Qutfitters
16  Association, sonme Manitoba Hydro people as well.
17 And then also we had a separate day

18 for the built perspective, which we had

19 agriculture representatives, Aboriginal and
20 Northern Affairs, sonme |ocal governnent planners
21 and their various groups to talk about the built
22 per specti ve.
23 So that was held over three days in
24  think 2013. And again, this is what we canme up

25 with.
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1 So the one that you have in front of

2 you is the original nodel that was devel oped for

3 Sout hern Manitoba. So go to the next slide here

4 because you probably can't read that. So when

5 you're |l ooking at the nodel there's what we call

6 sub nodels, so there's the engineering sub nodel

7 natural and built. So, again, those are treated

8 differently, depending on what perspective you are
9 | ooking at. Then in the bottomleft is your areas
10 of | east preference.

11 So the light green represents a

12 factor. The kind of light yell ow bel ow that are
13 the features within that factor. Then there is

14 the per cent, so that's the per cent, the per cent
15 weight of that factor, and that's within each sub
16 nmodel. So within engineering it |ooks like

17 there's five or six factors, those percentages

18 wll add up to 100 per cent.

19 And then these nunbers, the darker
20 yellow are the suitability values. So that refers
21 to the suitability for routing a transm ssion
22 line. And with the other nodel, 1 is preferred
23 and 9 is less preferred. And at this stage the
24 areas of |east preference are basically, they get

25 a zero, which nmeans that the nodel, when the nopde
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1 runs it won't route through an area of |east

2 pr ef erence.

3 So that's -- the nodel that you have

4 was the -- sorry, the nodel that you have is the

5 MMIP one it |ooks like. So the nodel was designed
6 for Southern Manitoba, and | think when we

7 originally didit, it was geared towards 115 or

8 230 kV transm ssion lines, or that was al so part

9 of the possibility. So when you | ook at sone of
10 these features, we have to calibrate the nodel to
11 suit the specific transmssion line. So in sone
12 cases, if you |l ook at sonething |ike rebuil ding,
13 one of the features is rebuilding a transm ssion
14 line. This was 500 kV, and we weren't -- it

15 wasn't possible to rebuild say the existing 500 kV
16 to be double circuit, or sonetinmes, you know, if
17 it's a 66 you can overbuild it to 115 or 230. But
18 in the case of a 500 kV that wasn't an option. So
19 in that case that's just renoved. There's no data
20 set. W just ignore it.
21 In some cases, if you | ook at
22 expandabl e wat er bodi es; so each factor needs to
23 have a 1 and it needs to have a 9. So if one of
24  those features is not an option, then we have to

25 give alor a9 Soin this case, expandable
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1 water bodies, this bottomone was the one that we
2 considered the | east preferable for a new

3 transmission line that didn't exist on the

4 | andscape. So the next highest gets the 9, and if
5 there's nunbers in between, they are evenly

6 redistributed.

7 The sane thing happens in Southern

8 Mani t oba. There's no slopes greater than 15 per

9 cent, so that entire factor didn't exist. So in
10 that case we take that weight and we

11 proportionally redistribute it through the rest of
12 that sub nodel

13 MR. BERRIEN. Can | just ask a

14 question? |It's Bob Berrien.

15 MR. BLOCK: Ckay.

16 MR. BERRIEN. How were the dark green
17 nunbers, the percentage attributed, for exanple,
18 under engineering in the case you have got up

19 there where it says 37.7 per cent, can you just
20 give nme a better explanation of where that nunber
21  comes fron®
22 MR. BLOCK: That cones fromthe
23 anal ytical hierarchy process. So what we did with
24  the people at the workshop, we gave them sheets,

25 and on the sheet it would say, when routing a
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1 transmission line is it nore inportant to consider

2 | inear structure or spannable water bodies? So,
3 if it's considerably nore inportant to consider
4 linear infrastructure, linear infrastructure gets,
5 or you mark a 9 on that sheet. |If they're equally

6 weighted, then you would give it a 5. And

7 everyone did that. And then we would agree on --
8 again, that's where the Del phi comes in where you
9 kind of agree on a nunber between 1 and 9, and

10 then you put those nunbers into the program and
11 the program spits out the percentages basically.
12 | think there's nore detail if you go
13 into the -- | can't renenber, | think we actually
14 have those in the EIS. If you go to the appendi x
15 on where the nodels were created, it actually has
16 the nunbers that were put in there, where we said
17 linear infrastructure, obviously that one was 37
18 per cent, so considering that against proximty to
19 wind farns, which is 5 per cent, obviously the

20 linear infrastructure got a 9 when you were

21 conparing it against proximty to future w nd

22 farms. So the nunbers are created by the program
23 MR. BERRIEN. Ckay. W'Ill leave it at
24 that for now. Thank you for the answer.

25 MR, BLOCK: Ckay.
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1 So if you look at the bottom |l eft of
2 the slide, here is this table here, and that

3 appendi x 5A descri bes how this whol e nodel was
4 created, so that information on how the

5 percentages were created is in there as well.

6 Okay. Are we wanting to break?
7 M5. S. JOHNSON: Okay. | think we
8 have got a natural break in this. | was going to

9 have us go to 10:30, but | think it's probably

10 going to make nore sense if we break right now

11 My apol ogi es, before we got started, | probably
12 shoul d have told you where the bathroons were and
13 all of the safety stuff. |If thereis afire

14 alarm we will all exit the doors over here and we
15 will go to the front of the Electrical Miseum

16 which is just over there to ny left. So if

17 there's a fire alarm that's where we head. As
18 far as the bathroons go, which you are probably
19 nore interested in, |adies bathroomis right here.
200 And if you go out to where the elevator bank is,
21 the nen's bathroomis right across the way.

22 | think what we wll do is we are going to take a
23 ten m nute break, and given the anmount of

24 information we need to get through, that's going

25 to be a hard break. So we are going to start back
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1 here, according to that clock, at 22 after.

2 MR. McARDLE: A question for you; when
3 do you want to ask questions about sonme of the

4 information that's being presented?

5 M5. JOHNSON: | think Janes is -- if

6 you | ook at the agenda which was sent out, there
7 is a question spot, and | think James is probably
8 going to go in about six slides and then we're

9 going to do sone questions. But the slides take
10 | ong enough that | don't think I want to wait. If
11 you have to go to the bathroom you have to go.

12 That's on the transcript too, isn't it?

13 (Recess taken)

14 MR. BLOCK: So the presentation that
15 we are providing here today will be distributed,
16 after the presentation. | think it's going

17 t hrough Cat hy.

18 M5. S. JOHNSON: No, | have the |ist.
19 MR. BLOCK: Ckay. So Shannon wil |

20 distribute the presentation electronically.

21 Ckay. So, Dave told you about the

22 nodels and I'"'mgoing to refer to themnow. And

23 now |I'm goi ng to show you what those nodels, what
24 all of these nunbers and weights translate into on

25 the ground, on a nap.
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1 So as noted, each factor in the

2 alternative, so each one of the yellow lines in

3 t he nodel here nust be represented by a geospati al
4 | ayer. There has to be GS, geographic

5 information that represents each one of these

6 things in the study area for it to be considered.
7 The | ayer gets broken into a grid

8 that's 5 netres by 5 netres. So when we | ook at

9 the surface, it's a whole bunch of 5 netre by 5
10 metre pixels or cells that cover this whole thing,
11 and based on their weight, determ nes their

12 colour. So the |ower weight ones are zero, going
13 towards the yellowin the mddle of the 5s, and
14 then anything that is red is low suitability from
15 t hat perspective at the top of the screen. The
16 black and the white within here are the areas of
17 | east preference, so those are the areas the nodel
18 does not consider routing a transm ssion |ine

19 t hrough or across at all.

20 So each surface, as David nentioned,
21 so the surface that 1'm showi ng you here right now
22 is the engineering surface. And so it is the

23 graphi cal representation of the values in the

24  first colum of the spreadsheet.

25 So when we | ook at things that are red
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1 on the screen here, we're |ooking at wetlands. So
2 geot echni cal considerations, you wll see wetl ands
3 are 9, alot of this area is wetlands. So that's
4 why it's red fromthe engi neering perspective.

5 You will see this yellow band, there's

6 kind of a yellow band that's right here and right

7 here, this is the reliability consideration, which

8 is covered under one of these things here --

9 exi sting transmi ssion lines greater than 500 kV
10 wthin the buffer. It's an 8.5, it's the second
11 one fromthe bottomon the first colum, it's
12 call ed greater than or equal to 300 kV
13 transmssion line within buffer, it's given an
14 8. 5.

15 Now, this is the Bipole Ill, so that's
16 the 500, that explains this yellow band here. And
17 in the mddle of this one is the 500 |ine that

18 goes -- the current international power |ine that
19 goes to Forbes, Mnnesota, fromRel. And it is
20 yellow. 1It's a 10 kilometre buffer.

21 THE CHAI RMAN:  Very snall question, |
22 just m ssed what you said. The first one, the

23 light green on the top left, what line is that?

24 MR. BLOCK: Bipole Ill is right in

25 here, yeah. Bipole Ill cones up fromthe north
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1 around, south of the city, up around, into the

2 Riel Vivian corridor and into Riel station. So

3 that's representing these two buffers. The

4 buffers were only applied if the Iines were

5 greater than 300 kV. And the only two that exist
6 are the Bipole Ill line, currently under

7 construction, and the transm ssion |line to Forbes.
8 MR. BERRIEN: Bob Berrien. A

9 guestion; | thought it was a 10 netre buffer

10 di stance? That yellow zone certainly appears to
11 be wi der than 10 netres on either side of the 500.
12 MR BLOCK: [It's 10 kil onetres.

13 MR BERRIEN. It's wider than 10

14 kilometres. That's only six mles. And that

15 yell ow band is certainly wider than six mles,

16 isn"t it?

17 MR BLOCK: No, it is 10 kilonetres on
18 each side.

19 MR. BERRIEN. Ckay. Thank you.
20 MR. BLOCK: Okay. It's probably not
21 to scale on this, but the original map is in
22 chapter 5-5. You can put a scale bar on there,
23 and you can check.
24 MR. BERRI EN. Thank you.

25 MR. BLOCK: So when we | ook at the
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1 engi neer perspective, we can see that green is

2 nore suitable froman engi neering perspective.

3 And as you nove towards, fromthe yellows to the
4 reds, it becones less suitable. And taking into
5 account these white areas and the bl ack areas,

6 there are areas of |east preference.

7 So this is the surface, this is what
8 the nodel |ooks like. Wen you lay it on the

9 ground knowi ng the existing |land cover and what's
10 on the | andscape, that's kind of where it | ooks.
11 So now when we | ook at the natural

12 perspective, so now |'musing the mddle col um,
13 so when we map the mddl e colum we can see a

14 little bit different representation of high

15 suitability versus low suitability fromthe

16 natural perspective. So fromthe natura

17 perspective, of course they would like to see --
18 that perspective likes to see devel opnent happen
19 where there is developnment. So that's why you
200 will see green in lots of agricultural Mnitoba,
21 where it's a highly devel oped | andscape. And then
22 as you get into the nore natural |andscape, it
23 turns into the yellows. And then the reds
24  represented here are wetlands, as well as areas of

25 special interest, which are areas designated by
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1 the province and they're around 7.8, so with them
2 you start to see nore of an orangy tinge. But you
3 can kind of see how the | andscape | ooks froma

4 nat ural perspective on suitability for

5 transm ssion routing. So froma natura

6 perspective they felt, you know, keep the

7 devel opnment where the devel opnent is as nuch as

8 you can, and stay away fromthe natural

9 envi ronnment as nmuch as possible, represented by
10 the darker reds.

11 So the reds here are -- the tall grass
12 prairie is the black existing protected area of

13 tall grass prairies, and this is future or other
14 | andhol di ngs that are of biol ogical inportance for
15 tall grass prairie. Sanme thing with down in here,
16 you can see this is starting to help illustrate
17 our border crossing delineations are these

18 spiritual areas of interest, these areas here that
19 were -- sone of themwere recently converted to
20 ecol ogical protected areas legally. And then

21 these other larger red splotches in the mddle

22 here are Caliento bog and the Sundown bog, again
23 hi gh val ue wetlands. Wen you | ook at the nodel
24  you can see wetlands have fairly high rankings in

25 the scores, and then also the weight in the green
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1 box. That's why you are seeing the reds

2 represented as nore orange. So that's kind of a

3 | andscape fromthe natural perspective.

4 So fromthe built perspective, again

5 this is the last colum on the chart here, and

6 it's starting to -- a little bit opposite of the

7 nat ural perspective, which is intuitive. You' ve

8 got a lot nore red where existing devel opnents

9 are, and you have a |l ot nore green into the nore
10 natural areas. But also when you | ook at these

11 surfaces, it's giving enphasis, and so that's what
12 Dave was tal ki ng about, about five tines enphasis
13 on to each one of these, but it's also considering
14 the other two at the sane tine. So it's not

15 just -- so that's why you will see sone of the

16 col ours which you think would be red froma built
17 perspective, they're nmore of an orangy col our

18 because the nodel is taking into account the

19 natural and the engi neering perspectives inits
20 analysis. So that's why things aren't as deeply
21 red as you think in the built environment, because
22 the engineering environment may have had it really
23 red, like as an exanple right here, these
24 wetlands. So fromthe built perspective, there is

25 no kind of category for wetlands, but fromthe
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1 engi neering perspective and the natural

2 perspective, they were red. They were very,

3 very -- or low suitability for a transm ssion |ine
4 routing. So that enphasis of those other two

5 perspectives still comes through slightly in each
6 per specti ve.

7 So | just want to go back, we want

8 to -- when we show you these surfaces, they're

9 considering five times nore weight on to each

10 perspective, but it's still considering the other
11 two in its nodeling of the |andscape and

12 suitability.

13 So when you | ook at the | ast one here,
14 it is called sinple average, so instead of five

15 ti mes enphasis on the built or natural, now we are
16 just equal. So it's 33 per cent, 33 per cent, 33
17 per cent, so sinple to natural, built and

18 engineering. And so when you take all of those

19 things equally -- so in theory this is what we

20 call the sinple average, it's balancing all of the
21 di fferent perspectives equally.

22 So this is what the | andscape starts
23 to l ook |ike, when you look at it through all of
24  the lenses equally, which froma |and use planning

25 exerci se, you know, those are sone goals as to try
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1 and bal ance things from everybody's perspective,
2 because there's all kinds of conpeting interests
3 on the | andscape.

4 So in this you still see that because

5 of the high inportance of the natural features and

6 the wetlands they're still -- they're still red,
7 they're still -- in areas of special interest,
8 they're still, they are in the orange and we still

9 have the slight tinge of yellow near the

10 reliability corridor. And then you have what used
11 to be very green froma natural perspective has
12 beconme a nmuch lighter green in the sinple average,
13 because it's considering the built perspective at
14 the sane tine. So you have a lot nore kind of

15 green surfaces, but not a really dark green like
16 you saw in those other slides. It is a lighter

17 green because it's balancing all of the conpeting
18 interests of the natural environnment versus the
19 built environnment.

20 So that's kind of where these

21 suitability surfaces and how they lay out on to
22 the | andscape fromthis nodel, and how the nodel,
23 the | andscape gets painted by this information

24  which was devel oped through those workshops with

25 the technical data holders, and the pairw se
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1 conpari son and the anal ytical hierarchy that

2 provi des the weighting to each of these things.

3 And it's by having all of those technical

4  stakeholders informng this.

5 So Mani toba Hydro was involved in the
6 workshops and was involved in the pairw se

7 conparison, but we had, as David illustrated, we
8 had people from in the natural respect, experts
9 from Ducks Unlimted and Nature Conservancy on

10 natural perspective. And the farners, Keystone
11 Agriculture Producers fromthe farm ng

12 perspective. All of these different key

13 st akehol ders canme up with these values. So these
14 are not Manitoba Hydro's understandi ng of the

15 suitability for the transm ssion |ine routing,

16 this is a stakehol der consensus buil ding that cane
17 up with these nunbers and these weights on what is
18 nore or |less suitable for running a transm ssion
19 l'ine.
20 Soit's with this infornmed know edge
21 that we start to develop the alternate corridors.
22 So, if those surfaces -- we run what's called a
23 optimal path analysis. And what it does is it
24 tries to find the best paths across those

25 surfaces. So each one of those square cells, the
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1 5 by 5 nmetre square cells that | tal ked about that
2 cover the | andscape that nake these col ours, they
3 give it a value 1 through 9. So when you try to

4 route a transmssion line that stays in the green,
5 it's adding up -- as it draws a route across those
6 greens, it adds those up. So those are worth a 1
7 or a2o0or a3 as it goes across. |If it tries to

8 go across red, all of a sudden it adds 9 to each

9 one of the red cells it goes through, or 8 and a
10 hal f or 8, whatever the ranking is.

11 So once you add up the val ues of al

12 those cells, when you run a route fromhere to

13 each one of these border crossings, you create the
14 alternate corridors. And there's hundreds of

15 t housands of ways to get through all these 5 netre
16 by 5 netre cells frompoint Ato point B.

17 So what the alternate corridor does is
18 it takes the top 3 per cent of those routes

19 generated. So the ones that have the | owest score
20 when it goes across all those pixels, going from
21 here down to here, or down to there, it's adding
22 up all of those pixels. And that's why you'll see
23 t hose white areas, because those are areas that
24 maybe have red in themor orange in them so when

25 we filtered themout, we only took the top 3 per
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1 cent of the best ways to get fromhere to here,

2 when connecting all of those 5 netre by 5 netre

3 pi xel s together, that's what the alternate

4 corridors are.

5 O course we have done that on each

6 one of the surfaces and that's why there's these
7 different colours. But as we do it five tines

8 enphasis on built, five tinmes enphasis on natural
9 we see where the top 3 per cent of ways to get

10 fromA to B are fromeach one of those

11 per specti ves.

12 But froma route planning perspective,
13 we want to consider everybody's perspective

14 equally. So we take all of those different

15 perspectives and we put themall on one nap, and
16 they cone out and they look like this, and it's
17 called a conposite. It's all of those different
18 top 3 per cent. So the top 3 per cent natural,

19 the top 3 per cent engineering, the top 3 per cent
20 built, and the top 3 per cent sinple average. And
21 we lay themall on there. And this is what guides
22  the devel opnent of routes. The routes are to
23 follow the spirit of the workshop and the
24  specifics of the workshop. The routes are to be

25 initiated and drawn, where possible, within the
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1 bounds of these col oured areas.

2 So we'll explain when we get to route
3 pl anni ng how that's not always technically

4 feasible to do that. But this is kind of where we
5 start. And we start to draw segnents which form
6 into routes. So it's the top 3 per cent of ways

7 to get fromthis point dowmn to each one of these

8 border crossings. And you'll see little threads.
9 This one was a thread followi ng a highway all the
10 way down to Gardenton. You'll see nuch nore

11 continuous areas, but typically these little

12 threads that you see around here is just -- that's
13 t he engineering or the built nodels com ng through
14 with paralleling those roads as the option. So

15 that's why you see these little threads.

16 And the holes are sonetinmes -- well,
17 the bl ack ones are the areas of |east preference.
18 The other holes here are just -- those were routes
19 that were, when you laid all of those surfaces on,
20 they were just probably a lot of red in those
21 areas. And | think if we | ook back, you can see,
22 when | toggle themback and forth here fromthe
23 si npl e average, where the red is conpared to where
24 the whites are.

25 So again, a lot of this is described
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1 in chapter, or this is map 5-10 in chapter 5,

2 along with the alternate corridor nodel in

3 appendi x 5-A goes into nore detail about this

4 nodel and how it was devel oped and answers the

5 guestions that M. Berrien was asking about the

6 anal ytical hierarchy process for determning the
7 wei ght s.

8 So what everybody has been waiting

9 for; questions.

10 MR. BERRIEN: This is Bob Berrien.

11 Can you go back to the suitability surface map for
12 engi neering, please?

13 MR BLOCK: Yes.

14 MR. BERRIEN: Thank you very nuch.

15 The question | have for youis, it seenms a little
16 unusual that engi neering would have such high

17 obj ections and show up as bright, bright red, and
18 yet there is a 500 kV line going right through it.
19 Can you just explain a little bit what the factors
20 were that engineering used to rate so negatively
21 the areas where that existing 500 |ine goes?
22 MR BLOCK: Well, the existing 500
23 line was routed probably 1970 -- it was built in
24 1979, 1980, so it probably would have routed

25 1977'ish. Wen that planning exercise was




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 undertaken, it would have been a totally different
2 exerci se than today. |'mnot exactly sure what

3 ot her factors influenced the route decision and

4 sel ection, but certainly maintenance of that. So
5 in today's world with today's engi neers and sone
6 of the concerns with -- the heightened concern of
7 reliability, where the reds start to conme into

8 play a lot is that separation, so that is driving
9 the reds, the separation fromthe existing 500.

10 So our planners had a strong desire to separate
11 the two international power |ines that had inport
12 capabilities as well as the Bipole Il 500 |ine.
13 Separation fromthose two was a system pl anni ng
14 reliability perspective that was wei ghted heavily
15 in the nodel. It was given an 8.5.

16 The other red areas are wetlands. And
17 certainly the routing decision nmade in 1975 to go
18 through those wetlands and those areas of speci al
19 interest, certainly the other thing that's driving
20 these areas of -- these areas of special interest
21 are rather recent delineations by the Province of
22 Mani t oba identifying the ecol ogical inportance of
23 those areas. So that didn't exist back in the
24 1970s and ' 80s.

25 MR. BERRIEN. Wuldn't it show up in
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1 the natural as opposed to engi neering?

2 MR. BLOCK: Yes, it shows up in both.
3 There is the red of these areas of speci al

4 interest in the natural. And the other, the deep
5 red there is really deep wetlands and peat | ands,
6 and the geotechnical considerations around that.

7 The existing 500 line has had in its history sone
8 challenges with accessibility and foundations and
9 t hose types of issues that were things that --

10 certainly where that current 500 line is,

11 accessibility is extrenely limted. |In the event
12 of the, and during the sunmer season and in the
13 event of any type of outage on that |ine, Manitoba
14 Hydro does have specialized crews or equipnent to
15 get into there for small repairs, but any type of
16 maj or event that would occur in those wetlands

17 today in the sumrertine, with an additional 500
18 line potentially adjacent to it or paralleling it,
19 certainly increases and causes great angst to our
20 I i ne mai ntenance departnent on being able to
21 restore that power in an efficient and effective
22 manner .
23 MR. BERRI EN. Thank you.
24 MR. BLOCK: | think Cathy is going to

25 bring around the m crophone. W're going to have
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1 t he conm ssioners ask some questions.

2 MR GQLLIES: H, it's lan Gllies
3 fromthe Cean Environnment Comm ssion. | just had
4 a question on the -- as you narrow down the

5 3 per cent best routes, the way | understand it is
6 every time a potential |ine goes through a pixel

7 you |l ook at a value from1l through 9 and add up

8 the values. So are the top 3 per cent the

9 guantitative total of all of the pixels that it's
10 run through?

11 MR BLOCK: Yes, sir.

12 MR. G LLIES: | think |I read sonmewhere
13 there's 720,000 potential --

14 MR. BLOCK: That's actually once we

15 have routes drawn. So that's not |ooking at these
16 top 3 per cent paths. This is once we have -- we
17 actually draw segnments of the routes within those
18 corridors, the conmbination of connecting all of

19 those different segnents together equals 700, 000
20 different possible conmbinations. Like, when we

21 are draw ng routes ourselves.

22 MR. G LLIES: So, followup question
23 then; the top 3 per cent is a quantitative nunber?
24 MR BLOCK:  Yep.

25 MR. Q@ LLI ES: |s there one route that




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 has the top nunmber and would -- maybe | don't need
2 to know which route that is, but is there one

3 route that has the highest nunber and then you go
4 down sort of on an ordinal ranking that wll tell
5 you the 3 per cent?

6 MR. BLOCK: Yes, there is one that we
7 call the least cost path, not cost as in dollars,
8 but as in the smallest sumof all of those val ues.
9 There is one that is the smallest sum yes. And |
10 don't know where that one is. W typically just
11 | ook at the top 3 per cent and |look at it as a

12 collective. These are sinply there to guide

13 because these corridors, and as | tal k about the
14 routing after the question period after lunch wll
15 explain howit is just a guide and there is so

16 much nmore things on the | andscape that need to be
17 taken into account. These conputational nodels

18 and geospaci al data you have, that's where you

19 start to see the limtations, and that's where you
20 need a human to actually draw segnents and routes
21 and take things into consideration on the conputer
22 can, so we do it for you
23 MR. G LLIES: So just one | ast
24 guestion, just so I'mvery confident in ny

25 understanding, the top 3 per cent really make up
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1 the four alternative corridors that are defi ned

2 t here?

3 MR, BLOCK: Yes.
4 MR G LLIES: kay.
5 MR. BLOCK: The top 3 per cent of each

6 per spective conbi ned together make up the

7 conposite.

8 MR. G LLIES: Yes, | understand.

9 MR. WHELAN: Good norning, this is
10 Jared Whelan for Peguis First Nation. Could you
11 go to the slide under the section for corridor
12 eval uati on nodel that lists the participants in

13 t he workshop? Yes. Thank you.

14 Where is the representation from
15 | ndi genous peopl es and organi zati ons?
16 MR. BLOCK: So, Manitoba Hydro, when

17 we were devel opi ng the workshop process and

18 determning invitations, one of the key criteria
19 that we were |looking at is the technical, |ooking
20 for technical know edge data hol ders, so know ng
21  which technical, which people on the | andscape had
22 techni cal know edge. And because this wasn't

23 connected to a single project, we were talking

24  about all of Southern Manitoba at the time, we

25 were looking for -- so we | ooked at Manitoba
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1 Aboriginal and Northern Affairs as a group that

2 could provide some information fromthe | ndi genous
3 perspective. And we felt that inviting individual
4 bands to a workshop wasn't feasible because of the
5 sheer nunber, when we are tal king about Sout hern

6 Mani t oba, the sheer nunber of folks that would be
7 interested. And the need to have technical data,
8 | i ke geospatial data at the ready for any future

9 routi ng processes was inportant and a key

10  consideration.

11 The First Nations and Metis input into
12 the process, while not directly in this workshop,
13 has been injected at every other stage of the

14  planning process. And we talk about that further
15 on once we get into the discussions on round one,
16 round two, round three, on how those traditional
17 know edge studies were informng the routing

18 process, how the workshops and di scussions with

19 | ndi genous communities were informng mtigative
20 segnents, and when we nove fromone round to the
21 next and the feedback.
22 MR WHELAN: Can we | ook at table 5-3,
23 the one with the engineering, natural, and built?
24 MR BLOCK: Yes.

25 MR. WHELAN: So this is again a
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1 guestion about Aboriginal traditional know edge or
2 | and use and occupancy. Were is the cultural

3 | and use on this table? | know you stated that

4 the concerns and issues and traditional know edge
5 of First Nations comrunities has been injected at
6 several other points, but there's nothing on there
7 about cultural use of the | andscape.

8 MR BLOCK: Just --

9 MR. WHELAN: | have spent all norning
10 | ooking at it. They is no cultural there. No.

11 Fromthe cultural perspective there isn't, at a

12 broad level. There is the cultural and historic
13 information in the workshop for the built. W had
14 Heritage and Resources Branch involved. So any

15 exi sting archeol ogi cal or cultural or heritage

16 sites are identified and stored in that data base.
17 Certainly informed the built perspective as far as
18 known | ocations of archeol ogical and historic

19 i nportance that are currently held by the Historic
20 Resour ces branch.

21 So those are given a 9 -- sorry,

22 designated historic sites are a 9, and actually

23 the archeol ogical sites and Indian reserves, as

24 well as TLE selections from I ndi genous comunities

25 were all considered areas of |east preference, in
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1 t he pink colum there on the box, as well as known
2 archeol ogical sites or religious and worship

3 sites, national historic sites, were all

4 consi dered areas of |east preference. That was

5 one portion. That was one way that we did

6 i ncorporate sone of the cultural use, was through
7 exi sting |l and use or selections, TLE selections.

8 MR. SHANTZ: Janes, on the suitability
9 surfaces, surface maps, there is white areas being
10 shown that seemto indicate cities.

11 MR. BLOCK: No, there is a graphica

12 error in the map. Both the white and the bl ack

13 are areas of |east preference.

14 MR. SHANTZ: That answers that, okay,
15 good.
16 MR. BLOCK: So there are cities and

17 towns and airports and a couple of other features
18 that are colour coded white.

19 MR. SHANTZ: Good. Second question
20 is, on table 53 under engineering there's a

21 reference to proximty to future wind farnms as a
22  consideration?

23 MR BLOCK: Yes.

24 MR. SHANTZ: My understanding of the

25 need for the undertaking is the export of power,
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1 and then for reliability purposes for Manitoba to
2 i nport power during drought or energency

3 conditions. Does this suggest there was other

4 alternatives considered for the line in ternms of

5 its location?

6 MR. BLOCK: No, it was sinply that

7 there are wind farnms, proposed wi nd farm

8 devel opments wthin the area, route planning area,
9 that we wanted to consider froma -- so being

10 greater than 10 kil onmetres away was a 9, being

11  within 500 to 10 kilonetres away was just -- if

12 that future wind farm-- there may be a point,

13 i nter-connection tie between that wind farm

14 potentially. But there was no intention to route
15 a 500 line next to a wwind farm because we knew
16 that a wnd farmwas being built, there was just a
17 bunch of proposals that had various things. So it
18 was also part of the nodel. In St. Vital, it was
19 a carry forward on the St. Vital project as well
20 because that transm ssion line was in close
21 proximty to those wind farns as well. And this
22 is where the nodel was originally built, and
23 because the wind farns existed within the study
24 area, we didn't renove that conponent fromthe

25 nodel. If there were no wind farns in the study
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1 area, then it would be zero, as David illustrated
2 bef ore.

3 MR. SHANTZ: Ckay. Just one ot her

4 question. And | don't knowif this is the right

5 time. M understanding is that at one point the

6 initial planning was that this was to be a 230 kV
7 line, and at sone point along the way the decision
8 was nmade to nove it to a 500 kV, but that routing
9 had already started. Was the timng, and did that
10 affect anything in ternms of route planning, or did
11 that pre-date all of the nodeling work?

12 M5. S. JOHNSON: In fairness, | don't
13 think that we have got the right people here to

14 give you the right detailed answer on that. So |
15 t hi nk probably the best way to manage that one, so
16 that we can answer it conprehensively, is to do it
17 as an IR, just to nmake sure we give the proper

18 answer on that one.

19 MR McARDLE: Janes, thanks for the
20 presentation. 1've got a few questions on the
21 routing process. |It's Steve MArdl e speaking.
22 wondered on a couple of things. | want to first
23 go back to one of the initial questions that was
24 asked around the routing and the 3 per cent, just

25 so | have a clear understanding on how that was
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1 done.

2 You had -- to devel op these macro

3 corridors, you' d used the line suitability index
4 fromthat point Ato point B for your routing

5 process. |In that process you used the | east cost
6 path, is that correct, to generate the |lines

7 t here?

8 MR BLOCK: Just to clarify, you had
9 mentioned the macro corridors. The macro

10 corridors weren't used in the routing process,

11 they were used to determ ne the route planning

12 area. So that nodel wasn't used, and that was the
13 top 5 per cent.

14 The top 3 per cent of the alternate
15 corridor nodel, which is the graphic here, the

16 conposite of all of themis what guided the

17 drawi ng of route segnments fromthe route planning
18 t eam

19 MR. McARDLE: So in that cal cul ation,
20 when you create the routes, you took 3 per cent of
21 that. 1Is it 3 per cent along the line itself, or
22 is the 3 per cent in the conposite corridor, is
23 the 3 per cent based on the suitability surface?
24  So you know how you can have a line routed through

25 the suitability index, and you can account for 3
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1 per cent fromthat line, is that what that's

2 representing, or is it all the different scenarios
3 that are run that are within 3 per cent?

4 MR. BLOCK: It's all the different

5 scenari os of when you run the |east cost path

6 analysis in the GS system that conmes up. And

7 when you graphically show all of those top 3

8 per cents, that's what's represented by the

9 conposite corridor here.

10 MR. McARDLE: |'ve got a few nore

11 guestions. | wonder if we could roll back to the

12 presentation around the nmacro corridor areas?

13 MR, BLOCK: COkay. Yes.
14 MR. MCARDLE: So |I'mparticularly
15 interested in ternms of, maybe you could further

16 explain or cover in terns of the changing in the
17 pl anni ng area? So one of the maps, | believe it's
18 map 5.2 or 5-2, shows an initial prelimnary

19 pl anni ng area, and then gradually that pl anning

20 area changed and it reduced sort of the western

21 side of the province. Can you maybe explain sone
22 t hi nki ng about how t hat change may have taken

23 pl ace?

24 MR. BLOCK: So just to be clear, |I'm

25 trying to remenber what map 5-2 | ooked |ike. So
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1 this was, so the map in the IS didn't have any
2 macro corridors onit. It had a planning area
3 t hat was nmuch wi der over here.

4 MR. McARDLE: Yes, it went down part
5 of the western side and then cut across towards

6 t he east.

7 MR. BLOCK: So that planning area was
8 just -- that was initially devel oped for the
9 pur poses of -- so way before the routing process

10 started and the EPRI nethodol ogy was bei ng used,
11 this was a planning area for use in identifying

12 t he border crossing constraints. So it identified
13 t he border crossing constraints in there. Also at
14 one tinme, you'll see -- so it's the black-out |ine
15 on there is where it was used. There was a

16 white-out line that also | ooked at areas of a

17 transm ssion |line that woul d perhaps cone from

18 Dorsey further south and then across. So when

19 there was a decision nmade -- and we can handl e

20 that through an IR on exactly the timng of the

21 deci si on, because |I'mnot exactly sure -- is when
22 t he decision was used to use the Southern Loop

23 transm ssion corridor as a way to get from Dorsey
24 to the east side of the Red River, and avoiding an

25 area of intensive agricultural devel opnent and
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1 rural residential developnent. So that is why,

2 the decision for the South Loop -- to utilize the
3 Sout h Loop happened after this. So that's why the
4 route planning area changed over to as you see it
5 inthis area, the macro corridors were run from

6 near the end of the Southern Loop transm ssion

7 corridor.

8 MR. McARDLE: Thanks, Janes. Anot her
9 guestion on that: WAs there any consideration,

10 you are routing down through the Southern Loop

11 portion, was there any consideration going through
12 the northern part to follow the existing corridor
13 down towards Riel? In your decision process were
14 you looking at that as a potential route to get

15 across to Riel?

16 MR. BLOCK: | think that one I'Il have
17 to defer to an IR That's a system pl anni ng

18 decision. So our system planning engineers are

19 t he best ones to answer that question.

20 MR. McARDLE: Sure. | did have a

21 coupl e of other questions on that.

22 In terns of going now towards those

23 macro corridors, | just want to make sure | have a
24 cl ear understanding on it in terns of how they

25 were created. So there is a table that
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1 referenced -- that you had showing up in terns of
2 the cross country, the transm ssion and the roads.
3 Could you go into a little bit nore detail in

4 ternms of how you created that macro corridor

5 process? M understanding is you took the

6 geospatial data that you had for the area and you
7 used a ranking process. Can you explain a little
8 bit nore? Was that a ranking process that

9 i nvol ved a nunber of individuals comng up with

10 that ranking? Was it using the Del phi process, or
11 was it just expert judgnment in terns of what those
12 significants were?

13 MR BLOCK: So the macro corridor --
14 so simlar to our explanation on the suitability
15 surfaces, that these nunbers get put into a5 by 5
16 nmetre grid, and then it is the top 5 per cent of
17 routes -- it's top 5 per cent of the routes that
18 go through and that formthe macro corridors. So
19 simlar in design in that we take -- we allocate
20 these nunbers to cells on a | andscape | evel map so
21 that we can run a | east cost path and create the
22 macro corridors. The values that were in here
23 were guided heavily by the EPRI-GIC net hodol ogy on
24 how t hose were devel oped, and we sinply, using

25 prof essi onal judgnent, recalibrated them Manitoba
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1 Hydro recalibrated themto the | andscape val ues

2 contained in the Manitoba |and cover

3 classification for Manitoba.

4 So it was informed by the EPR

5 met hodol ogy, and the stakehol ders and all the

6 groups that created that, but when it came to

7 customzing it and tailoring it to Manitoba Hydro,

8 Mani t oba Hydro and its other professionals were

9 i nvolved in kind of reconnecting themw th our

10 |l and cover.

11 MR. McARDLE: COkay. It did involve a
12 | east cost path analysis in order to generate

13 t hat ?

14 MR, BLOCK: Yes.

15 MR. McARDLE: Ckay. Great, thanks.

16 MR. BERRIEN. Can | ask a follow up
17 guestion?

18 MR BLOCK: CGo ahead.

19 MR. BERRIEN. Sorry, it junped out at

20 me as you were di scussing and answering the 3 per
21 cent question that was asked by one of the

22 Comm ssion nmenbers, |I'msorry, | forget who it

23 was. Am| correct that later in the process the
24 10 kil onetre separation fromthe existing 500

25 line, it was decided that it could be | ess and
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1 that wouldn't significantly degrade the

2 reliability conponent? Let's just ask that first,
3 was that in fact the case?

4 MR. BLOCK: Yes. So fromthe

5 initial -- fromat the initial start of the

6 project there was a 10 K separation reliability

7 buf fer requested by system planning. But as we

8 progressed through the project, other planning

9 studi es were devel oped or came to conpl etion which
10 al l owed that buffer to be adjusted.

11 MR. BERRIEN. The question |I've got

12 is, did you |loop back to then rerun the 3 per

13 cent, if you deleted or changed or anended the

14  separation distance for this particular elenent of
15 engineering reliability, and would that have nade,
16 you know, what we call opportunities for new or

17 different or nore higher rank potential corridors
18 that were basically excluded early on but never

19 got put back in? O did they get put back in,

20 guess is the question.

21 MR. BLOCK: (Ckay. So to answer your
22 guestion, when the reliability buffer was adjusted
23 as we gathered new information through w nd

24 studi es and ot her system planning studies, did we

25 go back to the alternate corridor and readjust and
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1 rerun then? No, we did not. Each one of these

2 corridors is a snapshot in tinme. So when we run

3 the macro corridor, it's that snapshot in tinme of
4 our process, and we don't go back and run the

5 macro corridors when we get new i nformation. Wen
6 we progress the ultimate corridor analysis, we've
7 run that, that's a snapshot in tine with the data
8 that we have, and then we nove forward. W're

9 al ways noving forward, we don't go back and rerun
10 any of the alternate nodels or the macro corridor
11 nodel s during the process.

12 So as the reliability constraint

13 around the buffer was adjusted, the route planning
14 teamintroduced new mtigative segnents throughout
15 rounds 1, 2 and 3 that start to test the

16 suitability of other routes that were in closer

17 proximty to the existing 500 lines. And so

18 that's howthe -- that's how, when we got a new
19 pi ece of information |like that was handled, it was
20 handl ed t hrough addi ng additional routes for
21 consi deration and eval uation using the alternate
22 route eval uation nodel, which we are going to talk
23 about after |unch.
24 MR. BERRIEN: Ckay. So based on what

25 you' re saying, we can reasonably concl ude that
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1 there may have been a nunber of nore suitable

2 routes, but they got lost in the process sinply

3 because it was a progressive iteration as opposed
4 to a |l ooping?

5 MR. BLOCK: Not necessarily.

6 Certainly the ones that the alternate corridor

7 suggested were | ost, but because Manitoba Hydro

8 was aware of the change, we introduced new routes

9 that even -- that fell outside of those corridors
10 that were in closer proximty to the existing

11 transm ssion |ines but outside of the alternate

12 route corridor nodel. So in theory, if the

13 corridor nodel was run again, perhaps sone of the
14 routes that we had devel oped woul d have fallen

15 within that corridor nodel. So that's why, when
16 get into the rooting exercise, I'll explain how we
17 were outside of the corridor nodel and some of the
18 rati onal e why we were outside, and going forward
19 how t he corridor nodel was there just to guide the
20 initial route devel opnent, and then we woul d

21 continually add new routes as we get new

22 information, which is continuous over the multi

23 year project that this took

24 MR. BERRIEN: Thank you very nuch.

25 MR. Rl EL: Marci Riel for the Manitoba
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1 Metis Federation. So Janes, |'mon table 5-3.
2 MR BLOCK: 5-3, is that --
3 MR. RIEL: The one that's all yellow

4 and pink on the bottomleft.

5 MR. BLOCK: Ckay.

6 MR RIEL: Right. So ny question is,
7 | note that the list on the bottomleft, areas of
8 | east preference, has a variety of areas,

9 i ncluding heritage sites, national parks, TLE and
10 I ndi an reserves, et cetera. | notice that the

11 Metis harvesting zone is not identified as an area
12 of | east preference.

13 MR, BLOCK: Correct.

14 MR. RIEL: Okay. So given the fact

15 that we tal ked earlier about the idea that

16 traditional |and use and know edge studies, |and
17 use and occupancy, et cetera, is not included in
18 the engineering, natural or built segnents, and

19 the Metis harvesting area is not included in the
20 area of |east preference, can you give nme a sense
21 of how Metis specific interests were calibrated in
22 t he nodel ?

23 MR. BLOCK: The Metis specific

24 interests were not calibrated in the alternate

25 corridor nodel specifically. They were
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1 incorporated in future -- in the iterative

2 feedback and anal ysis process as we entered into
3 rounds 1, 2 and 3. So you'll have to renenber

4 that the ultimate corridor nodel was still part of
5 our initial planning stages, and as we get into

6 and di scuss rounds 1, 2 and 3, that's where

7 f eedback from I ndi genous communities played a

8 major role in the route sel ection, decision

9 maki ng, and mitigative segnent creation.

10 M5. RIEL: | understand, and | take
11 your point. W wll deal with some of that |ater.
12 | guess what I'mtrying to understand, though, is

13 on that list of areas of |east preferences, you' ve
14 got things like golf courses, but you don't have
15 the Metis harvesting area.

16 MR. BLOCK: So areas -- we also don't
17 have ot her areas of traditional use by other

18 | ndi genous communities as well on that area, as
19 the areas of |east preference. | don't have a

20 crystal clear recollection of the Metis area of
21 harvest area, but it's nmy understanding it covers
22 a large portion of Manitoba.

23 M5. RIEL: | agree. | guess ny point
24 only being, and | think we've had this

25 conversation before, but it is a Provincially and
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1 Federal ly recogni zed area, and so certainly very
2 simlar to a nunber of areas that you |isted as

3 areas of |least preference. So | think on a go

4 forward basis, it would be helpful if we included
5 t hose areas as we go al ong.

6 MR BLOCK: | think we can take that

7 under consideration noving forward.

8 MR. RIEL: Thank you.

9 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Checking to make

10 sure this is on.

11 Sonme of us have been identifying

12 oursel ves by nane and sone haven't. It's Gaile
13 Whel an Enns from Manit oba W1 dl ands here, noting
14 that sone of the questions -- trying again. The
15 probl em was the conputer, my apologies to

16 everyone.

17 Real i zing that we are going to resune
18 this afternoon and that sonme of the questions wll
19 have content forwards to the afternoon, |I'mat the
20 very beginning of the slide set, | think I["'min
21 scope slide, and you nade a comrent about renoving
22 bi ases. GCkay, in terns of being able to have an
23 effective exercise in terns of identifying --
24 trying again -- so you made a conment about

25 removi ng biases in your route options, early stage
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1 and planning. And you actually referred to

2 removi ng biases that m ght be fromthe genera

3 public or pertain to the concerns of the general
4 public, the MW, or First Nations, in what you

5 said. So, this | presune neans that there's a | ot
6 of know edge that went into the final route

7 decision that is then not part of the exercise

8 wth the algorithmand the scoping information

9 we've had so far this norning; correct?

10 MR. BLOCK: Yep, that is correct.

11 There is substantial information that is -- where
12 t he feedback goes into the systemthat has not

13 been presented yet.

14 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Ckay, thank you.

15 MR. BLOCK: Sorry, we're going to be
16 tal king about, and when | said this is how

17 f eedback was incorporated in the decision, not

18 what the feedback was. | nean, we are not going
19 to be discussing sone public engagenent, and the
20 First Nation and I ndi genous public engagenent
21 program and the feedback they received fromthat
22 program It was how it was incorporated into the
23 deci si on maki ng process.
24 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: | quite understand.

25 | just wanted to establish what | thought | was
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1 heari ng.

2 W' ve al so heard fromyou then that

3 section 5, or appendices to section 5 in the EI'S
4 has a thorough description then of the nethodol ogy
5 and how t he workshops were used in terns of your 1
6 through 9, or 1 through zero ranking. Are we

7 under st andi ng that one correctly?

8 MR. BLOCK: Yes, it's appendix -- so
9 t he workshops | think are covered in appendi x 5-C
10 It's covered in the appendi x, there's chapter 5, |
11 bel i eve there i s numerous appendi xes, not just

12 chapter --

13 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Yes. You told us
14 that key stakehol ders came up with these val ues.
15 kay. So could we see the sane slide that we

16 | ooked at before, in terns of who was in those

17 wor kshops? Okay.

18 MR. BLOCK: These are the people that,
19 Dave may correct ne, these are the people that
20 attended, not who were invited?
21 MR, MATTHEWSON: Attended, right.
22 MR. BLOCK: There is a greater |ist of
23 who was invited, but these are the attendees.
24 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: COkay. You keep ne

25 fromgetting into that question. Gay. So not
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1 everything is readable from back here, but ny

2 working assunption is that there are no

3 envi ronnment al advocacy or technical organi zations
4 on the chart, on the slide?

5 MR. BLOCK:  Environnent al

6 organi zations? So Ducks Unlimted, Nature

7 Conservancy, the Bird Atlas, Seine, Red River

8 Conservation District, and there were other

9 non- gover nment organi zations that were invited.

10 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: Thank you. Cot
11  that.
12 The definition of non-governnment

13 organi zati on, outside of Crowns and government is
14 sonetinmes quite different. So that's part of why
15 | was asking that question. What | would like to
16 know i s whether or not you are aware that there's
17 two people in this roomtoday who were not part of
18 your wor kshops, who spent six years working with a
19 variety of entities and nmultiple governnent

20 agencies and industry establishing all of the

21 special interests, special interest areas in the
22 provi nce?

23 MR. BLOCK: One of the other key

24 consi derations was that the people, or the

25 organi zati ons here had to hold or be techni cal
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1 data hol ders, had to hold that data. So we think
2 a lot of the organizations here were the ones that
3 hol d those pieces of information, such as areas of
4 special interest or tall grass prairie

5 preservation areas.

6 M5. WHELAN ENNS: So |I'm going to take
7 that as a no to nmy question.

8 MR. BLOCK: Can you pl ease repeat the
9 guestion actually?

10 M5. WHELAN ENNS: M question is

11  whether or not you're aware that there's two

12 people in this room --

13 MR, BLOCK: |'m not aware.

14 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Thank you. So the
15 second part of the question is whether you, and |
16 think the answer nust be no al so, gave any

17 consideration as to whether there would be any

18 ot her environnental organizations, other than

19 those listed, that hold the data that you're

20 tal ki ng about ?

21 MR. BLOCK: W did an extensive review
22 of organi zations that potentially could house

23 data, and we did a canpai gn by which to reach out
24 to those organizations to see if they would share

25 any of their data. W can take it as an IR on
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1 exactly which conmunities we reached out to,

2 because there was quite a bit nore than what are
3 on the list, but | cannot name them off the top of
4 ny head, what they are.

5 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Thank you, | will

6 pass on the second part of ny question because |

7 think you' ve answered it.

8 And you made a reference, and |I'm

9 sorry, you were talking about -- |I'mnot sure

10 which question you were answering, but you nmade a
11 reference to graphical error on a map in the EIS.
12 So woul d you please tell us exactly which nmap and
13 where it is in the EI S?

14 MR BLOCK: Yes. |It's maps 5-5, 5-6,
15 5-7, 5-8 and 5-10 | guess. |It's underrepresenting
16 the areas of |east preference. So all of these
17 white areas are all areas of |east preference.

18 M5. WHELAN ENNS: So will you be

19 maki ng those naps avail able to the participants,
20 the corrected version?

21 MR BLOCK: Yes, it will be listed, we
22 are submtting it, soit will be in our errata

23 with the adjustnent.

24 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Ckay. | think that

25 t he remai ning question that | have probably
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1 pertains to this afternoon, but thank you, Steve,
2 for opening the door. Can you give us a general
3 answer then at this point how nuch proportionally
4 the final route actually deviates fromyour 3

5 per cent, or is that for this afternoon?

6 MR. BLOCK: We won't be presenting

7 that today, how much the final preferred route

8 deviates fromthe top 3 per cent of the alternate
9 corridors.
10 M5. WHELAN ENNS: WI | you be able to
11 show us where it deviates this afternoon, as we
12 wi |l have a conparative?
13 MR. BLOCK: No, | do not have a map
14 that shows the alternate corridors and the final

15 preferred route on the sane map search

16 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: Thank you.
17 MR. WHELAN: This is specific to the
18 alternate corridor eval uation nodel. It's a

19 mat hemati cal nodel put into a conmputer system

20 correct, general description?

21 MR. BLOCK: Sorry, just to clarify, do
22 you nean -- you called it the alternate corridor
23 eval uati on nodel, we do have anot her nodel call ed
24 that, and it's not this nodel, so | just want to

25 make sure. This is the alternate corridor, sorry,
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1 that's right. W have another one called the

2 alternate route evaluation corridor

3 MR. WHELAN: |'mtal ki ng about the one
4 we've seen already. So if sonmeone had the node

5 and the A S and the conputing power and the sane

6 data that you put into it, it is reproducible?

7 MR BLOCK: Yes.

8 MR. WHELAN: Thank you.

9 MR. McARDLE: Janes, |'ve got a few
10 followup questions on the nodel | wondered if we

11 can go through? The nanes for the nodels, the

12 alternative corridor evaluation nodel, if I'm

13 under standi ng you correctly it's a conposite of

14 these different perspectives in terns of the

15 engi neering, natural and built environnment, and it
16 i nvol ves using the suitability index or the

17 preference surface as created, and you use the

18 | east cost path to actually generate themto
19 evaluate -- to come up with these alternative
20 corridors. |Is that a correct understanding at a

21 hi gh | evel ?

22 MR, BLOCK: Yes.
23 MR. McARDLE: COkay. A couple of
24 guestions on that, I amwondering if you can

25 explain to me. The nodel is very subjective in
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1 the sense that you can per fate (ph) the nodel by
2 the way you change your criterias that are used,

3 and the weightings and the factors that you give
4 it. And that's the strength of the nodel, because
5 it allows you to | ook at scenario planning, ask

6 guestions and cone up with different route

7 perspectives. But it's also inperative in terns
8 of how you select sone of these paraneters. So

9 " mjust wondering in ternms of when selecting the
10 certain factors and criteria, the process you

11 menti oned was through the stakehol der engagenent
12 and they hel ped drive that process. |'m wondering
13 if you can explain a little bit nore about that?
14 Because one of the questions | have is, are there
15 any ones of these criterias that were presented
16 that were rejected, not included in any of these
17 builts? Did you run into any criteria that you
18 felt wasn't included, and then how did you decide
19 to do that? The other part of the questionis, if
20 you have too many criterias in here, you dilute
21 t he i mportance of those val ues, because the
22 anal ytical hierarchy process is a weighted
23 process, and so dependi ng on how you organi ze the
24 structure, the nunber you have influences the

25 weight on those. So was there thought around how
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1 many you have associated with that?

2 MR, MATTHEWSON: Hello. GCkay, | wll
3 have a go at trying to answer that, or the six or
4 eight pieces within that.

5 So, | think the first question |I got

6 was, did we reject certain features? So | can't

7 recall specifically but, again, one of the biggest
8 things is that you need data, so often they would
9 say, hey, this would be a great thing to consider
10 when you're routing a transmssion |ine, and we
11 would say we totally agree, but can you supply us
12 the data set that we can plunk into the machine
13 that spits out the data? |If they said no, we'd
14  say, okay, we'll take note of that and when we are
15 drawing routes or later on, we'll consider that.
16 But if there's no data along with it, we can't use
17 it at this stage. | would say that we were

18 probably nore inclusive than exclusive. And, you
19 know, there was a |ot of things on here where we
20 t hought, again, we may or may not be able to get
21 the data, this is maybe specific to a certain
22 area, but we'll include it because there is a
23 mechani smfor later saying this isn't rel evant
24 material, we'll just click that out and the nodel

25 still works. So, it's better -- we were probably
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1 nore inclusive in the fact that it was easier to

2 cut it out later than to just not have that as

3 part of the nodel. |If the data doesn't exist, we
4 cut it out. Oherwise | would suggest that we

5 kept all of the other ideas, as long as there was
6 data avail able or they were able to produce it at
7 a later date, we would have kept those features in
8 the nodel.

9 MR. McARDLE: Thank you, David. 1In

10 regards to follow up on that -- in regards to

11 follow up on that, so that's in ternms of the

12 process to decide, you know, which criteria or

13 factors are included init. Was there also

14 di scussi ons around how many factors to include

15 froma nodel i ng perspective? Because the art of
16 this process is a bal ance between how many you use
17 interms of the factors to run the nodel and what
18 you use to do the evaluation. |If you put too many
19 factors into the nodel, again, as | nentioned, it
20 dilutes the weightings of it. So there's no right
21 answer to it, you have to find that balance. So
22 was there a decision process around determ ning

23 t he nunber of factors that were included, or were
24  they driven just by the stakehol ders, the

25 significant input fromthe stakehol ders to include
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1 those in?

2 MR, MATTHEWSON: Okay. So when we

3 created this nodel we actually had the creators of
4 the EPRI -GIC process with us from Georgia, and

5 they were the ones guiding the process. This was,
6 at that stage they were running the process

7 because this was brand new to us. So they woul d
8 have gui ded that process, and there's no, |ike as
9 you said, there's no nmagic nunber. You can't say
10 5is good, 3 is bad and 7 is terrible. | think
11 the only thing I can say to that is we would, as
12 you said, you know, these are great, these are al
13 great, but each one you add waters down naybe the
14 nore inportant ones. So that woul d have been

15 sonet hing that was suggested to the participants,
16 but again we never said, okay, you're at 6, we've
17 got to stop here because that's the nmagi ¢ nunber.
18 Again, it was guided by the people who
19 created this and had used this hundreds of tines,
20 so we trusted that they would guide it in the way
21 it shoul d be done.
22 MR. McARDLE: Thanks, David. 1've got
23 a followup question in terns of the nodeling
24 again froma quality control perspective. Sorry,

25 before we get into the quality control
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1 perspective, as you are aware, when you do this

2 qguestionnaire for the analytical hierarchy

3 process, you ask the questionnaire to do the

4 pai rwi se conpari son between the values. You put

5 that together, every individual puts that together
6 in a table, and then you conpile that table in

7 terms of a matrix, and you do sone mathematics to
8 come up with the out-com ng weights that are

9 applied. But part of that process involves doing
10 a consistency ratio. D d you guys -- | didn't see
11 anywhere in the report, anything about the

12 consistency ratio to determne if there was any
13 bias in the sanpling. Did you guys --

14 MR. MATTHEWSON: That was there,

15 absolutely. I'mnot sure if we actually put the
16 nunber in there, but we always considered that.

17 That was definitely part of it.

18 MR. McARDLE: Do you know what that

19 val ue was for the consistency ratio?
20 MR. MATTHEWSON: There's a nunber that
21 is reconmended not to go over. So we were always
22 wi thin the reasonabl e bounds of the process based
23 on that nunber. | have no idea what they are.
24 MR. McARDLE: Typically best practice

25 is point 1, 10 per cent.
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1 MR MATTHEWSON: Point 1 -- | was

2 going to say 10 per cent, so we were always under
3 10 per cent.

4 MR. McARDLE: But you do have

5 reference that you have done that?

6 MR MATTHEWSON: That was done,

7 absol utely.

8 MR. BLOCK: And the pairw se

9 conparison was run nmultiple times to get that, to
10 get that consensus. So we actually -- people

11 filled in their sheets, did their analysis. They
12 did it once and then -- they did the pairw se

13 once, and if it didn't neet that 10 per cent, then
14  there was discussion around the table so that

15 everybody had a better understandi ng of the

16 di fferent perspectives again, because we would

17 have known where people were dramatically

18 different in their perspectives on ranking, and so
19 there was a discussion about that. So if it was
20 about the inportance of bird nest habitat, and the
21 ot her person on the natural environnment, who was
22 an aquatic biologist, just didn't understand why
23 it was so inportant, there was discussion around
24 that, so that everybody got a better understandi ng

25 of that, and then the pairw se would run again.
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1 In sone instances we ran twice or three tinmes to

2 get that. And just having di scussions anongst the
3 prof essionals -- because the professionals in the
4  workshops were of diverse backgrounds, even wthin
5 t he natural environnents.

6 MR. McARDLE: Janes, just a question

7 on that. What sort of stakehol der nunbers are we
8 tal ki ng about here? Are we tal king 10, 20, 50

9 peopl e that were involved in it on average?

10 MR. MATTHEWSON: Based on the |ist

11 there it would have been one -- | think it was one
12 person per that list there, so 10 to 15 | would

13 guess.

14 MR. McARDLE: | don't want to soak up
15 all of the time in questions, but | do have a

16 couple nore on the nodeling part, particularly on
17 a quality control perspective. Can you talk a

18 little bit about how you managed and how you dealt
19 with quality control? 1'Il give you a very
20 specific exanple. W are tal king about creating
21 land suitability index preference surfaces, and on
22 a 5 nmetre by 5 netre grid, based on taking the
23 vari ous mapping data, convert theminto discrete
24 surfaces, then doing the cunul ation of that val ue.

25 So you know t he whol e cal cul ated process. But on




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 a5 nmetre by 5 netre grill, you will have

2 artifacts in the data, because you will have sone
3 pi xel s that will be anomal ous. So |I'm wondering

4  about how did you deal with quality control in the
5 terms of land suitability index? Was there any

6 process in place to handle that?

7 MR. BLOCK: | think we'll have to take
8 that as an IR W do have -- |ike our consultant
9 had numerous steps in the quality control process,
10 but they're the best ones to give the exact

11 answers on the exact things they did to that

12 gquestion -- the best answers to that question. |
13 wouldn't do it justice. But there certainly were
14 multi steps in the QAQC process. They actually

15 ran all nodels in two separate environnents, two
16 separate people as quality control checks so that
17 there was no error by human data entry.

18 MR. McARDLE: On the nodeling part,

19 you nentioned about the various perspectives using
20 five times for the engineering, five tinmes for the
21 natural environment, five tines for the built
22 environment. The strength of this nodeling allows
23 for alot nore flexibility around that. [|I'm
24  wondering, was there any other scenarios that you

25 created in terns of this nodeling process, beyond
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1 just using -- | assune these five tinmes, are these
2 based on the EPRI recommendation or were these

3 deci sions that you made? And were there other

4 scenari os that you used for these perspectives in
5 terms of different weighting categories?

6 MR MATTHEWSON: So we didn't -- we

7 followed EPRI and the EPRI reconmendati on was five
8 tines, so I'mnot sure we went into enough detai

9 on that. So basically, as Janes was saying, for
10 the suitability surfaces, every pixel has a val ue
11 for each of the different |layers. So when you're
12 tal king about the built perspective, those pixels
13 are multiplied by 5 and the natural ones that are
14 in the sane place are just the value. So that's
15 how you get your weight. So the built is 5 tines
16 natural and then one-third each. And it was never
17 even suggested that we -- |ike are you suggesti ng
18 that we could go 6 tines, 10 tinmes, 20 tines?

19 MR. McARDLE: Ch yeah, with this
20 nodel i ng process you can apply different
21 perspectives and organize it in different ways to
22 expl ore how the route m ght change. 1It's not
23 rigid to necessarily follow this process exactly.
24 It's a nethodology. So it does give you that

25 flexibility to change it. So if you wanted to try
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1 it at 10 per cent and 20 per cent, you can run it

2 t hrough that way. And you can certainly do it

3 t hrough a conputer process to generate those

4 routes. So it does give you that flexibility.

5 Just one ot her question on sone of the
6 nodeling parts of it. Maybe I'm not understandi ng
7 it correctly inthe EIS. There is reference

8 towards running this 750,000 tinmes and then

9 narrowing it down to 6,000 tines, and then

10 gradual ly working it down. Can you expl ain where

11 that conmes into this? | wasn't quite clear on

12 where that process took place?

13 MR BLOCK: That cones into the

14 alternate route val uati on nopdel

15 MR. McARDLE:  Ckay.

16 MR, MATTHEWSON: That's this

17 afternoon, that will be covered.

18 MR. McARDLE: Ckay, great. | think

19 that's it for my questions. Thank you.

20 THE CHAIRVMAN: Do we have nore to do
21 bef ore we break?

22 | wonder if | can nmake a suggesti on;
23 we've two requests for questions here, so if we
24  can nake those short questions, and hopefully

25 fairly short answers, and then we'll get on to the
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1 next. W don't want to end up m ssing sone

2 section.

3 MR, MATTHEWSON: | amnot sure if you
4 heard that, but if you can keep it short, the

5 answer i s yes.

6 MR. BERRIEN: Ckay. | will keep it

7 very short. The question is sinply, as we tal ked
8 about earlier, this whole process, the nodel was
9 custom zed for Southern Manitoba. | was wondering
10 whether there was any consideration given to

11 altering the one-third, one-third, one-third

12 si npl e average process to nore particularly

13 enphasi ze the features of Southern Manitoba?

14 MR BLOCK: No, there was not.

15 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Gail e Wel an Enns,
16 again. Just a quick question about EPRI. And

17 that is, given that they ran various of these

18 processes and that there's a |ot of content here,
19 and questions about them wll Manitoba Hydro be
20 bringing EPRI experts to the hearings to answer
21 guestions?
22 MR BLOCK: So the consultants that
23 were used in devel oping MMIP have changed t he
24  organi zations that they work for, so we haven't

25 made any deci sions about their involvenent in this
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1 heari ng.

2 M5. PASTORA SALE: | just have a quick
3 guestion -- sorry, Joelle Pastora Sale from CAC

4 Manitoba. | was just wondering when you were

5 tal ki ng about how the criterias were identified or
6 rejected, you indicated that how you identified

7 the criterias were, if you were suggested any, you
8 based yourself on whether or not you could find

9 data. I'mwondering if you could explain how you
10 defined data?

11 MR BLOCK: Well, it had to be, so

12 data had to be geospatial, so it had to be

13 connected to places in Manitoba, it couldn't be

14 tabular data, it had to be spatial in nature. So
15 that's how we defined data, is it had to be

16 geospatial in nature, and it had to have conplete
17 coverage of the study area. So if it was to be

18 utilized, it had to have conpl ete coverage of the
19 study area.

20 Okay. Route planning. So now we're
21 actually drawing -- |'ve been using sone

22 term nol ogy, routes and segnents. So when we draw
23 initial planning of areas and it was highlighted
24 inround 1, those are segnents, so we draw

25 segnents. And so a segnent, as an exanple, is
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1 anyt hi ng between one junction and another. So

2 this would be a segnent fromhere to here, that

3 would be one segnment and it would get a nunber on
4 it. And there would be nunbers on the maps. And
5 a lot of our public engagenment feedback was we

6 don't |ike segnent 100 or 101, and we have

7 concerns with sonething on 95. So that's how t he
8 feedback was organi zed and broken up by segnents.
9 Because there are getting into things, hundreds of
10 t housands of ways to get from over here, nmaybe the
11 first segnment here from Dorsey, down to each one
12 of these crossings, when you think of there are
13 | ogi cal ways to do that and there are ill ogical

14 ways. So that's why you conme up with the 700, 000,
15 because that includes every possible way.

16 So that would include going like this,
17 and back, and then going |like this and then down,
18 and routing to the border crossing. So that's an
19 exanple of an illogical one, when you backtrack on
20 things. But when you cone up with a nunber |ike
21 700,000, it is looking at every possible way to
22 connect those segnents together, and then we
23 narrow t hi ngs down. W have steps by which we
24 narrow that 700,000 down to get rid of sonme of

25 these illogical routes.
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1 So the conposite corridors to al

2 three of the border crossings, and so now we're,

3 sorry, we're down to three border crossings. So
4 "1l explain a little bit there. So the route

5 pl anni ng area has shrunk from what was previously
6 over here down to -- the western side has shrunk
7 and noved into one border crossing.

8 So there was a border crossing over

9 here. It's called Gardenton west. It's

10 referenced in the EIS. There is an entire section
11 on Gardenton west and why that border crossing was
12 removed fromfuture consideration. It was a joint
13 deci si on between Manitoba Hydro and M nnesota

14 Power. And it involved information pertaining to
15 t he intensive devel opnent going on in this area,
16 both recreational devel opnent, rural residential
17 devel opnment, agricultural devel opnent; the

18 cunul ative effects on agricultural, high quality
19 or high value agricultural |and that had been
20 going on in the |andscape in the recent year, or
21 nonth, with the introduction of Bipole Ill on that
22 | andscape; as well as the introduction of the
23 St. Vital transm ssion conplex, which also ran
24 from St. Vital station, out here, down through

25 this area and over to the west around hi ghway 75,
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1 Letellier.

2 So those considerations were put into
3 play on just the overarching cunul ative effects on
4 agricultural being inposed through transm ssion

5 I ine devel opnment in the recent history.

6 M nnesota Power al so had siml ar

7 feedback on industry, high quality agricultural

8 land in that Gardenton west border crossing area,
9 as well as sonme of the chall enges they woul d have
10 to route around, | believe it was Red Lake, in

11 order to achieve, to connect up to that border

12 crossing. So it was a joint decision by Mnitoba
13 Hydro and M nnesota Power to renove that border

14 crossing fromany future consideration.

15 So with the resulting border crossing
16 elimnated, the route planning area was shifted to
17 follow alignnments of the rural municipality

18 boundary here, as well as to get on to the

19 western -- sorry, the eastern side of the Gty of
20 St ei nbach. And the intense -- you can see the
21 i ntense rural devel opment going on in here with

22 the many areas of route preference, so the route
23 pl anni ng area was contract ed.
24 Then route segnments, which are these

25 blue lines, were drawn. So with these are drawn,
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1 we developed alternative route segnents instead of
2 conplete alternative routes, because this provides
3 t he maxi mum nunber of routing possibilities that

4 are not constrained by preconcei ved bi ases.

5 So when a routing technician draws --
6 if we're routing an entire route and we are

7 starting fromhere, and we have bi ases about what
8 direction, how |long and how many turns and where
9 it should go, so instead of that process of

10 drawi ng conplete routes fromstart to finish, we
11 actually drew segnents within key bottl enecks, as
12 illustrated in the route planning corridor. W
13 started in these bottl eneck areas where we knew it
14 was going to be challenging to get through, okay,
15 we'll try and find routes through there, and then
16 we would spread out fromthere |ooking at ways to
17 connect those bottl enecks together.

18 And you will see sonme of these

19 bottl enecks, or sone of these route segnments do go
20 outside of the alternate corridor. So one of the
21 things that the alternate corridor nodel can't
22 take into consideration that the route planning
23 teamhas to is the -- it may have nmultiple routes,
24 or sorry, nultiple areas of |east preference |like

25 hones in this area here. Fromny recollection of
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1 this whole area, there was a |ot of hones. So to
2 get through this area with a transm ssion line

3 withas little turns and bends in it as possible
4 was very constrictive. It just wasn't feasible at
5 the tine.

6 But we did have a good route from here
7 down to the border crossing. So we |ooked for a
8 | ogi cal connector to other segnents that provided
9 opportunities that were as far away from

10 resi dences as possible. That is our primary

11 routing goal, is to be as renoved from persona

12 resi dences as possible. It's not always feasible
13 but it is a goal that we try to achi eve when

14 drawi ng the segnents initially.

15 What isn't illustrated on this map

16 here, we have the corridors and we have the

17 segnents, is the sheer intensity of the anount of
18 areas of |east preference and all of the other

19 considerations that go into the drawi ng of the
20 segnment s.
21 So the drawi ng of the segnents, we
22 tal ked about the alternate corridors and it has
23 this list of data that it |ooks at and draws the
24 top 3 per cent. Wll, there's |arge anmounts of

25 prof essi onal judgnment as well as other pieces of
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1 i nformati on and feedback that we nmay have received
2 since the stakehol der workshop was conduct ed,

3 because it was conducted a year or two before

4 routes were devel oped. So all of that

5 information, or things that were not considered or
6 included in this nodel but we felt were inportant
7 considerations in routing, were all turned on in
8 the geographic information system by which these
9 segnents were drawn.

10 So the route planners have the

11 intelligence of what the values are of the

12 st akehol ders and what is inportant based on their
13 ranki ngs and suitabilities, as well as how those
14 graphically are represented on the | andscape,

15 those values. As well as all of the other val ues
16 and experience that we've gained over the past 5
17 to 10 to sonetinmes 30 to 40 years of transm ssion
18 line routing experience, in consideration of

19 drawi ng these segnents.

20 So this is where some of the

21 prof essi onal experience starts to be conbined with
22 out puts of nodels, as well as sone of the

23 | ogi stical constraints of too many honmes in a row.
24 You know, a |ot of people build, you know, it's a

25 good idea to parallel a highway, but a |ot of
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1 peopl e build, in rural Mnitoba, build off the

2 hi ghway. There's a | ot of residences that back on
3 to the highway, their driveways go to the highway.
4 So it starts to be very constraining just trying

5 to follow all of the roads. So you have to | ook

6 at alternate possibilities.

7 So, as | discussed, you know, in the

8 geospatial information, all of the data that is

9 created for these layers, that is converted into
10 these surfaces, we |ooked at all of the individual
11 | ayers too in the GS, and what they have and our
12 proximty to them and we're trying to bal ance,

13 splitting the difference between being too close
14 to a hone on a segnent, or being too close to a

15 wetland, you know, where do we -- we kind of tried
16 to draw t hese segnents.

17 So with that, sone of the preferences
18 of Manitoba Hydro and bi ases of each design

19 engi neer started to enconpass into how cl ose
20 should we be to that attribute or that feature
21 versus that feature. So we draw segnments, we take
22 our best guess. Sonetinmes we are conprom Sing
23 bet ween two hones and we're trying to go in the
24 mddle instead of in between one or the other.

25 W introduce segnents for
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1 consideration by the public. Like these are the

2 segnents that go to round lone for public

3 feedback. We introduce segnents that start to

4 test sone of the biases that we may have about,

5 well, we think we should stay out of these farm

6 units because it |ooks |ike they may aerially

7 spray that area, and if we put a transnmission line
8 through the mddle of it, that could be rather

9 detrinmental to the managenent of those farm

10 managenent units froman aerial spray perspective.
11 W think that's what's happening. You know, we

12 know t he | andscape, we were looking at it, we've
13 driven it, we've seen what's going on, we know

14 about farm ng practices, but we still are doing

15 our best guess of what we think the public would
16 prefer, the public or First Nations and Metis,

17 whet her they would be, prefer us to be in this

18 location or further south, or closer to one

19 feature than another?
20 So we draw sone |ines on the map for
21 f eedback, because we aren't the experts on where
22 exactly these lines should go. W have sone ideas
23 on where they could go froma Mnitoba Hydro
24  perspective, inforned by the stakehol ders, but now

25 we are going to go and neet with the peopl e that
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1 actually live right there, the people that live

2 there, the Indigenous and Metis conmunities that
3 utilize that area. And now we are getting

4  feedback on sonme routes, these are sone ideas on
5 where we can put this, and we want feedback on

6 whether these are good ideas or there's other

7 ideas. W call those mtigative segnents, and

8 those get introduced in the process that we wll
9 talk about after lunch. Because we aren't the

10 experts on this. This is other people's

11 backyards. | do happen to have sonme know edge of
12 the area because |I'mfrom Manitoba and |'ve grown
13 up in this area, but I'mnot the expert.

14 So that's why we go and have a very
15 t hor ough public and First Nations and Metis

16 engagenent programto try and gather all that

17 | ocal and traditional know edge of use to help

18 informand nmake these routes and refinenments a | ot
19 nore reactive to the concerns that we are hearing
20 on the | andscape.
21 So | think that's a | ogical space for
22  our break.
23 M5. S. JOHNSON: Okay. We've got
24 lunch in the back. One thing I'mgoing to ask is,

25 given that we have got a transcriber here, there's
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1 probably going to be a desire or tenptation to

2 cone and ask sonme questions or clarification. But
3 in fairness to the process, and given that we are
4 transcribing this today, I'mgoing to ask that we
5 refrain fromthat, and certainly it can cone up

6 this afternoon. Are you good with that, Cathy?

7 M5. JOHNSON. COkay. Yes.
8 M5. S. JOHNSON: We will break for
9 lunch until -- what did the agenda say -- 12:45?

10 You know what, in fairness of getting everything
11 done today, |I'mgoing to ask everybody to be back
12 for 12:30, so that we can keep this noving, if

13 that works for everyone? Al right. Jared.

14 MR. WHELAN: Shannon and to Cathy, if
15 we leave questions to the very end, |like can we
16 have questions sonmewhere in the afternoon before
17 the end? Because | nean there's going to be

18 guestions about what we just saw, there's going to
19 be questions about feedback.

20 M5. S. JOHNSON: 1'll have a | ook at
21 the agenda with Cathy, and | think that anything
22 you don't ask today, you send as an IR So |

23 don't think, you know, in fairness to get

24  everything done and to get the information out,

25 we'll look at it, but | don't think -- this is to
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1 tal k about the nethodology. W would like to get
2 as nmuch of the information out as we can today.
3 But 1'Il have |ook at the agenda with Cathy and

4 see where we go. But right now we're on schedul e.

5 (Adj ourned at 12:00 p.m and
6 reconvened at 12:30 p.m)
7 MR. MATTHEWSON: Okay. | think we're

8 going to get started again. So this afternoon

9 we're going to nove through feedback anal ysis,

10 conparative evaluation, and then selection of the
11 preferred route and how we go about that.

12 So after we've drawn the routes that
13 Janmes tal ked about just before the break, we go
14 and put those all out there. And so for MVIP, we
15 had somewhere around four rounds of engagenent, or
16 three, and we're calling it three and a half,

17 sonething like that, and it was over three years.
18 And we had over 1500 participants, and we tal ked
19 to 13 First Nations.

20 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Speak up, please?
21 MR MATTHEWSON: So we tal ked to 13
22 First Nations, the MV, and four Aboriginal

23 organi zations as well. W had -- let's see -- we
24 had emails, tel ephone calls, we had of course our

25 emai | address and phone nunber on everything that
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1 we sent out. And we had open houses and the whol e
2 works. So we got a |lot of feedback on the routes
3 that we put out there.
4 So, as Janes said, the first step is
5 to provide the segnments. And when peopl e
6 commented, it was generally on a segnent basis, |
7 like this, | don't like this, here is why |I do or
8 don't like this. And we would take that feedback
9 and | ook at the segnents that they were talking
10 about and the comments and concerns. W got
11 feedback that was in reference to the criteria or
12 the weightings, sonetines it was segnent |ocation
13 or sonetimes it was routing decisions. And we
14 take all of that information, and we take a | ook
15 at our segnents that we had originally created,
16 and see how we can nodify those to maybe better
17 represent what's better options for routing on the
18 | andscape.
19 So, one of the big things we do is, we
20 call themmtigative segnents. So that can either
21 be based on general input, saying, you know,
22 generally routing near roads is better than
23 routing near, or avoid hones, and then we wl|
24  adjust our segnments, we'll take a | ook at our

25 segnents and see if we have enough segnents
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1 representing those concerns. And if we don't,

2 then we may either adjust segnments or just add new
3 segnent s.

4 So paralleling transm ssion |ines cane
5 across as a really good routing opportunity. If

6 we didn't have enough segnents in our original set
7 of routes, we would draw nore than that parall el

8 nore transm ssion lines, or roads, or avoiding

9 wetlands, or whatever the feedback is. W'IIl [ook
10 at that.

11 And the other thing we ook at is

12 direct recommendations. So if someone says, |

13 live here, this is ny land, | farmhere and this
14 segnent goes through ny |and, would you consi der
15 routing here, there or otherwise? So the first

16 thing we do with that is we nake sure that any

17 adj ust rent we nake doesn't increase the overal

18 potential effects of the project. W're not going
19 to nmove it fromone honme to the neighbour's hone
20 just because this guy cane out to the open house
21 and the neighbour didn't. So we're not going to
22 stick it in his backyard because he didn't show up
23 to the open house. |If there is a logical reason
24 to nove it, if it's within his property and he

25 says |1'd rather have it on this side or that side,




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 or | farmhere, so nove it here, or in the future
2 this is going here, | would like it over there.

3 As long as it's still within this person's

4 property, or it is not increasing the inpact on

5 sonmeone or sonething else, we will consider that.
6 So then we pass it through the routing
7 team So we send it to design and construction,
8 can we build this and would we build this, are

9 there any -- often, you know, the birds and the
10 bees don't talk to us, so we wll send it to our
11 natural team and say, you know, we want to nove
12 this here, are we increasing our inpact to a

13 species at risk or a certain habitat type that we
14 don't want to affect.

15 So we |l ook at all of the segnments that
16 are drawn by us, or by others, and if they're

17 reasonabl e routes, we can build them if they're
18 not increasing inpacts to other entities, then

19 we'll basically consider that at the next stage.
20 And this is probably the best way to have an
21 i npact on where that final route is going.
22 Because up until now we have gone from you know,
23 here's our route planning area, we got the
24 macro -- we're getting narrower and narrower, but

25 now we're actually drawing lines on a map and
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1 t hose are, you know, you can relate those to the

2 | andscape and where they're going. So this is a

3 good place to get, we felt, this is how we changed
4 EPRI too, they never had this built into their

5 process, they drew the lines, they narrowed it

6 down, they collected nore data, they picked a

7 route and that was it. W said we need nore

8 opportunities to get feedback. So this is where

9 we go out, we put the routes out there, we get

10 comments. We nmake changes. And then the viable
11 segnents that conme out of that go into what we

12 call the evaluation process. So those are the

13 eval uation routes.

14 | have got a few exanples here of sone
15 mtigative segnments. So this is Trans-Canada

16 H ghway, just east of Wnnipeg. The purple was --
17 | don't know which round this is, | can't

18 remenber, so the purple route was presented. And
19 there's a few honmes here, and they all | ook
20 northeast. And they cane out and said, hey, we're
21 | ooki ng northeast, we're going to see these
22 towers. You cross the Trans-Canada H ghway tw ce,
23 that's not always ideal. And because this was the
24 sanme property owners, they said why don't you go

25 on this side of our property instead, and then
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1 we're not |ooking out our picture wi ndow at the
2 tower, and you're avoiding two crossings of the

3 Trans- Canada, which froma technical perspective

4 is good. So we |ooked at that and said, hey,

5 that's a great idea, we will give it a try.

6 So in sonme cases we will keep both

7 segnents, | don't recall what we did specifically,

8 but we may keep both segments and run them both

9 t hrough the process, or we may get rid of this one
10 and try this one.

11 So this is, again, the purple was

12 presented. This is Quintro Road. There's a |ot
13 of devel opnent here. There's also a new

14 devel opment over here. So, you know, they said,
15 can you increase the separation from our houses?
16 So, we drew this route here, kind of splitting the
17 di fference between the people on Quintro Road and
18 t he new devel opnent that's to the east, nake it

19 equidistant. Again, we drewthis route here, it
20 beconmes a new segnent, it's sonmething you can

21 build and it doesn't increase the inpact to any

22 ot her vectors. So draw that route, it seens to

23 work, so then that one would nove on.

24 There's anot her exanple of purple is

25 what was presented to | andowners in the area, and
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1 we also talked to the nunicipality, and they

2 actually drew sonething simlar to these segnents.
3 And they said, you know, can you go over here? So
4 we adjusted themto sonething that we can build

5 and, again, it wouldn't increase inpacts to

6 sonething else. So we nodified their suggestion
7 and came up with these segnments. Again, we |ooked
8 at them passed them around and everyone said,

9 yeah, these are reasonabl e segnents, let's

10 consider them so they would nove on

11 The | ast exanple is -- so there was a
12 | andowner, | can't renenber exactly, there's two
13 gquarter sections here, privately held land, and it
14 was a First Nations traditional and cultural |and
15 use site. There was nedicinal plants on those

16 quarter sections. So | think it crossed right

17 through the mddle, so we didn't nove entirely off
18 of the property. Because, again, we didn't want
19 to transfer that to sonebody el se. But we,
20 working with the person, we figured out this is a
21 good place to do it. It mnimzes potenti al
22 inpacts to their property and what they use it
23 for, and it doesn't increase inpacts to anyone
24 el se. So again, draw the segnments, check with

25 vari ous people and nake sure it doesn't increase
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1 i npacts, and see if it's sonething that we can

2 build. So that noves on in the process.

3 So, I'mnot sure if you can see this

4 here, but this is -- the pink, pinkish red, is the
5 original set of routes that went out, and the bl ue
6 hatch is what we call the evaluation route. So in
7 many cases they're the same, a |lot of things

8 didn't change, nost of themdon't change. But in
9 sone cases, if you see there's two, three segnents
10 here, those were adjusted. There was a few

11 segnents added again paralleling, so this is

12 paralleling, this is a transmssion line. So the
13 bl ue routes are what nove on to the eval uation

14  process and what are evaluated in our workshop.

15 MR, BLOCK: | just want to add

16 sonething to that, Dave. Just connect this back
17 to where we had a few questions about, well, why
18 don't you go back to the top 3 per cent and check
19 that? W always -- as we noved through the

20 progress, it's the alternate corridors, it's a

21 step, it's a point intinme, it's done. If we were
22 using those alternate or the top 3 per cent as a
23 criteria, it's like, well, we won't allow any

24 mtigative segnents if they don't fall within our

25 top 3 percent of our routes. W can be -- you




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 know, showi ng where these are, there's quite a few
2 of themthat were proposed by the public that fel
3 out of the top 3, above and beyond the top 3 per

4 cent. But we included them because we don't go
5 back to those decisions and start to retest new

6 things. 1It's new decisions as we progress, as we
7 get new information. But we didn't want to

8 restrict.

9 Al so there was anot her question

10 previ ously about | ndigenous and Metis information
11 into the alternate route corridor nodel and how it
12 was limted in that nodel. 1t's an introduction.
13 So where we conducted all of those workshops and
14 traditional know edge studies were in the process
15 of being conducted, and field visits happened with
16 I ndi genous communities, and they drew mtigative
17 segnents, and they suggested generally in areas of
18 Crown land is sonething they prefer heavily over
19 private land. They value an intact habitat,

200 wildlife habitat and natural habitat. They

21 started to share with us a lot of their val ues,

22 and those values started to influence the design
23 of mtigative segnments, as well as started to be
24 i ncorporated into the eval uation process, both in

25 t he professional judgnent, in the professional
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1 judgnment side of the decision making process.

2 MR, MATTHEWSON: Okay. So after we've
3 recei ved the feedback, we | ooked at all of the

4 segnents, we decided on what our set of evaluation
5 segnents are, we nove into the conparative

6 evaluation. So there's two nore nodels that we

7 use to do that.

8 So the alternate route eval uation
9 nodel, which I will get to next, the goal of
10 that -- so this is where we tal k about, if you

11 | ook at this, there's 700 and whatever it is,

12 750, 000 ways to get fromA to B, and we need to

13 get to one at sone point. So the design of the

14 evaluation route, the alternate route eval uation
15 nodel is to pare that down. So, | nean, you can't
16 | ook at a set of data and say, wow, this route is
17 good, bad or otherwise. So this way it does a | ot
18 of the work for you. So we collect information on
19 all of those segnents, and it goes into the nodel,
20 and that gives us, again, it's one of the tools we
21 use to pare down the routes from 750,000 to one.
22 So actually, sorry, the first part is
23 to get a subset, so we aimfor 3 to 5 routes, the
24  best of 3 to 5 routes. And then those go into the

25 preference determ nation nodel, and that's a
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1 fairly sinplified nodel. Again, | will get into

2 the details of that in a mnute. That will help

3 us select a preferred route out of those best 5 or
4  whatever we conme down with

5 So this is the alternate route

6 evaluation nodel. And again, it's divided up into
7 t he perspectives, so you' ve built, natural and

8 engineering, and the percentages wthin each sub

9 nodel add up to 100 per cent again. And it's used
10 in the sane way where, if you' re tal king about the
11 built perspective, these are nultiplied by 5,

12 these are -- so they're still considered, but

13 they're just the straight val ues.

14 And so these were -- so this nodel is

15 created by the routing team So that's where,

16 again, the features cone from And the weights

17 are done in a simlar measure where, you know, we
18 |l ook for consensus on what we think is the nost

19 i nportant and cone up with weights again in a

20 simlar fashion that we did for the corridor

21 nodel .
22 So, | don't know if you can see this,
23 so data is collected and each -- for each route

24 there's a value for each of these features. So

25 t he nunmber of relocated residents on this route,
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1 on each of the 750,000 routes is determ ned for

2 each of these features. So there's a dataset that
3 has just the raw data, but because you're talking
4  about counts and acres and | ength, and things that
5 you can't easily conpare, the first step we do is
6 we normalize all of that data between zero and

7 one. So whatever the |owest, whatever the m ninmum
8 value for that feature is gets a zero. Watever

9 the maxi mum for that feature is gets a one. And
10 then data is normalized in between. So everything
11 now i s based on a score. So you've got your raw
12 data, you have got 14 relocated residents, and

13 your nornalized data is .43. You ve got 239 acres
14  of natural forest on that route, the normalized

15 score is -- it should not be zero -- but it mght
16 be zero because that's the route with the | east

17 amount of natural forest on it. For all the

18 features, with each of the nodels, we calculate

19 t hat .

20 So what that gives you is now you can
21 conpare scores, you can rank the routes. So you
22 can sum all of those values, and because they're
23 all conparabl e now, you can actually get a total
24  for each route, and then you can rank those routes

25 for each of the perspectives.
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1 So what we can look at is, so this is
2 the sum of the weighted scores. So this route AQK
3 has a score of .51 fromthe built perspective. So
4 now we can | ook at these visually, and it's a

5 better way -- so what we're trying to do here is

6 pick five routes out of 750,000. So what we can

7 do is rank themand say, let's look at the top

8 five or top ten routes from each perspective.

9 W'l stick themin a histogramand now you can

10 start to see sone trends. You can see red is

11 engi neering. So these are pretty poor from an

12 engi neering perspective, but pretty good froma

13 built perspective.

14 So what we will do is, fromthis, pick
15 three to five routes that have good scores from a
16 coupl e of perspectives. So, we |ook at

17 engi neering, natural synbol, let's pull one route
18 from each, dependi ng on again where these fal

19 out, pick three to five routes.
20 So those three to five routes go into
21 the preference determnation nodel. So this is
22 the nodel, so we've got the criteria, cost,
23 comunity, schedule, natural environnent, built
24  environment and systemreliability. So those

25 criteria, as well as the associ ated percent ages,




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 were decided by a senior managenent team at

2 Mani t oba Hydro.

3 So cost inthis, at this point is an

4 estimate of construction cost. It doesn't include
5 all of the extra stuff because it's nore based on
6 construction length, you know, would affect the

7 cost, as well as we | ook at angle towers and

8 clearing and there's a few features that go into

9 that, but it's not |like a total project cost at

10 this point. That was scored 40 per cent.

11 Community is input received fromthe
12 public and First Nation and Metis engagenent

13 processes.

14 Schedul e risks are things |ike

15 constructability. Again, we showed the wetl ands
16 in that one exanple. |If your route goes through
17 the mddle of a wetland, you're not going to be

18 able to build that in the sumer, it's going to be
19 inthe winter. So certain choices will lead us to
20 wnter construction, it could be sensitive habitat
21 areas where you' ve got timng w ndows, nesting
22 periods, that sort of thing, or licensing risks,
23 or anything |like that that could affect the route.
24 Nat ural environment is just the biophysical

25 environnent, that's the natural team to | ook at
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1 wldlife, habitat, wetlands. Built environnent

2 again is the sane, | ook at the soci o-economc

3 environnment. And systemreliability, that has to
4 do wth the, again as we said, the separation from
5 the 500 kV. So length is often a consideration.

6 The longer a route is, the nore potential that it
7 will be inpacted by a weather event. They | ooked
8 at the patterns. They have certain data on w nd

9 or ice or whatever, and certain routes wll

10 potentially have nore or |ess effect on the

11 overall systemreliability.

12 Okay. So, we've our evaluation routes
13 now, and |'ve got our two nodels. So, the next

14 step is to have an evaluation, route eval uation

15 workshop. And that involves kind of the extensive
16 project routing team So we have usually a

17 bi ophysi cal specialist, either from Manitoba

18 Hydro, or in this case it was Stantec, who is a

19 consul tant. Soci o-econom ¢ speci al i sts,
20 engineering staff, that will be the project
21 managers, somnmeone from desi gn and construction and
22 mai nt enance. And we al so have nenbers fromthe
23 engagenent staff, both public and First Nations
24  and Metis.

25 So each of those people are
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1 responsi ble in that workshop for their

2 perspective. So if you are the wildlife person,

3 you are speaking on behalf of wildlife. If you

4 are the public engagenent specialist, you are

5 there tal king on behal f of what you heard fromthe
6 publi c.

7 So, after we've headed down our

8 750, 000 routes to the top 5 or 3, those are given
9 to each of the groups, and their job is to rate
10 those -- to rank those routes from1l to 3, 1 being
11 preferred. And you have to score sonething a 1
12 you don't necessarily have to score sonething a 3.
13 So the routes -- the biophysical team
14 they wll have a breakout session, they wll go
15 and they will | ook at the biophysical environnent,
16 and they will rank the routes giving a score from
17 1 to 3. You can have all ones, if you want, if

18 they're all equally good or bad. | guess in that
19 case you can have a 1, 2 or 3. So that's done for
20 each of the -- that's done for each of the
21 criteria in the nodel. So cost is generally just
22 a calculation scaling factor again fromthe | east
23 expensive to the nost expensive, and it's scal ed
24 t hat way.

25 Systemreliability, the engineering
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1 group di scusses systemreliability and cost and

2 they give scores from1l to 3.

3 Agai n environnment, built, conmunity,

4 in their breakout groups they score each. And

5 then risk of schedule is usually discussed as a

6 group, because each conponent can potentially have
7 an effect on the schedul e of the project.

8 So those nunbers are plunked into the
9 nodel. The scores are nmultiplied by the weight
10 for that criteria. They are sumed and they are
11 ranked. So in this case route TC had the | owest

12 score. Now this isn't necessarily where we go,
13 great, route TCis perfect, let's go ahead. W

14 wll take a | ook at the other scores, and al so
15 just look at how close are they? If they're

16 close, we will take a closer |ook at why, what's
17 affecting these scores? And also does it seemto
18 meet what we're thinking and how t he workshop is
19 goi ng and what we've heard through the process?
20 And if everyone can agree that route TCis a

21 reasonabl e route, then that is now our preferred
22 route.

23 MR. BERRIEN. 1Is it okay to ask a

24 guestion before you nove on to the next section?

25 M5. S. JOHNSON: Actually, you know
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1 what, we are getting -- this sectionis -- we are
2 going to be done probably in about 40 m nutes,
3 hal f an hour. And then | think there's going to
4  be a bucket questions that are going to be com ng
5 forward. So at this point in tine, just so that
6 we can get all the way through to how we get to
7 the final route, | would rather if we waited,
8 because | think there's going to be lots of tine
9 and | think sone of the information brought
10 forward m ght bring on other questions, if that's
11 okay.
12 MR. BERRIEN. It's your show [|'lI
13 say it's okay if you say it's okay.
14 MR, MATTHEWSON: So, |I'mjust going to
15 add a little bit to Dave's section here. | just
16 want to talk about the alternate route eval uation
17 nodel .
18 So Dave tal ked about how this nodel
19 was dealt by the project team But another key
20 thing that happened is we took this nodel and we
21 validated it, and enhanced it, and changed it,
22 based on wor kshops, neetings, and feedback with
23 agenci es, organizations charged with the
24 managenent of the natural features, as well as the

25 public through workshops. W reviewed and




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 informed the definition of these criteria, as well
2 as the weightings. So they were devel oped by the
3 project team but then we went through our public
4  engagenent process, validated whether these

5 weightings were congruent with other experts and
6 ot her stakehol ders, public and First Nations and
7 Metis and ot her stakehol ders, whether these were
8 val ues that seened to align with their different
9 perspectives. And sonme of them were adjusted

10 based on that feedback.

11 The AREM nodel s and out puts, Dave

12 tal ked about this and how there was a ranking.

13 The AREM out puts, these nodels, they give us the
14 best built, the best natural, the best sinple

15 average and the best engineering routes. But

16 those aren't necessarily the routes that go into
17 and nove forward in preference determ nation al
18 of the tine.

19 So those routes, the statistics and
20 the AREM outputs are here for the participants in
21 t hat workshop, and I think there's 30 to 40 people
22 in that workshop with all different backgrounds
23 and experience fromthe project team that go
24  through the top built, the top natural. And then

25 they bring in, especially the conmunity and First
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1 Nat i ons engagenent fol ks, they bring in what

2 they've heard fromthe community, and the open

3 houses, and what they heard from di scussions with
4 the First Nations and Metis, they bring that into
5 t he di scussion here now. Because those things,

6 there's not a netric for that. But there is a

7 gauge based on the feedback that we received, and
8 that's why our whol e feedback process, why we

9 tried so many times and so thoroughly to get as
10 much feedback as we coul d, because that really

11 starts to influence route selection and which

12 routes start to nove forward to the preference

13 determ nation nodel

14 So they aren't always the top built
15 and the top natural, because there are other

16 factors, qualitative factors, that are introduced
17 in that workshop that help -- because sonetines
18 the nodel will build the best nunber one built

19 route, and the comunity fol ks or the built for
20 sector will say, well, that's not quite exactly
21 what we think is the best. And so then we start
22 | ooki ng at other options, and maybe we m ght take
23 forward the 50th ranked built route out of sone
24  statistics, but because we're adding all this

25 prof essi onal judgnment and know edge and
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1 information that's garnered through all the rounds
2 of engagenent, that's what's noving that route

3 forward into the preference determ nati on nodel

4 It isn't a bunch of nunbers.
5 This chart that David was expl ai ni ng,
6 it's just a way to organi ze and vi ew t hose

7 metrics.

8 In chapter 5 there are several other

9 steps that are taken to narrow down fromthe

10 750, 000 down to smaller anpbunts for consideration.
11 And so that's further described in there. W talk
12 about pairw se conparison of segnents and

13 reduction of the routes, any routes greater that
14 120 per cent of the shortest route |ength. Things

15 that start to narrow down that 150,000, they're

16 presented in nmuch nore detail in exanples in the
17 chapter.
18 So all those steps that Dave tal ked

19 about, that's going through the process once. So
20 we did that for each border crossing,

21 i ndependently of each other, and we sel ected the
22 preferred route to each border crossing. And then
23 anongst the best routes that were selected for the
24 border crossing, they were brought together to

25 come up with the best routes -- sorry, we selected
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1 the best route to each one of the border

2 crossings, and then we anal yzed the routes, the

3 best of those routes against each other to come up
4 with the border crossing selection, which was the
5 best border crossing. And so we ran through this
6 workshop and these rankings and these nodels

7 multiple tines. Once for each one of the border

8 crossings in round 1, after round 1's eval uati on.
9 And we woul d have ran it again after round 2, and
10 we ran it again after round 3 to cone up with our
11 final preferred route.

12 So that's -- we kind of laid it out

13 for you, but it happened nmany tines, and it

14 happened -- feedback on all of those routes kept
15 getting injected through each one of those rounds,
16 and rout es adj ust ed.

17 So to give an exanple, so this was the
18 alternatives presented in round 1 of both east and
19 west of the export lines, you can see there's

20 routes on both east and west of it, all within the
21 study area. These were presented to the public

22 for consideration. As they tal ked about the

23 mtigative segnents, you can see here now i s what
24  was all evaluated through those two nodels, are

25 all of these conbination of segnments. So we went
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1 fromthis, what Hydro presented to the public, to
2 this for evaluation, based on public feedback,

3 based on ot her changes, environnental studies that
4 Mani t oba Hydro had been conducting with its

5 consultants, as well as engineering studies and

6 changes. So you can see there has been sone

7 routes that have been introduced in closer

8 proximty to the 500 kV Iine, and other mtigative
9 segnents, exanples that Dave had given in the

10 presentation there.

11 And then round 1, and this is an

12 exanple, this is just showing the routes to the

13 one border crossing here. These are the three

14 routes and there is three separate routes. The

15 only difference between these two is a section

16 here. Those are the ones that went through to the
17 preference determ nation nodel. W would have

18 done that for each one of the border crossings,

19 and then conpared them across to choose the border
20 crossing that we had devel oped, that was
21 ultimately sel ected, the preferred border crossing
22 from Mani t oba Hydro's perspecti ve.
23 There was -- so then round 2, so we
24 had at that point -- sorry, going back to round 1

25 we had selected a preferred border crossing from
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1 Mani t oba Hydro's perspective, and then we had to
2 talk with our partner. So M nnesota Power, where
3 is your preferred border crossing? And they ended
4 up being different. So there was a neeting with
5 representatives from M nnesota Power and Manitoba
6 Hydro, and we both illustrated the different, or
7 how we cane up with our preferred routes, and with
8 t he val ues they had, and why the other routes

9 weren't preferred, or sorry, the other border

10 crossings, the other routes to those border

11 crossings weren't preferred. And there was a

12 di scussi on and negotiation on ultimtely what the
13 border crossing was.

14 So then Manitoba Hydro went out with
15 round 2, to determine -- and the objective of

16 round 2 was to determne a preferred route to the
17 preferred border crossing. So the output of the
18 negoti ati on was that this border crossing was

19 chosen as the preferred border crossing. So we
20 presented new al ternatives.
21 So you can see on the screen here we
22 have routes that have been added that weren't in
23 round 1, but they were -- we took the best route
24 of the round 1 negotiations, we incorporated the

25 mtigative segnments and feedback fromround 1
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1 about that, in around that route area. And we

2 i ncorporated other routes, like this one that went
3 nore into the Crown | and and | esser devel oped

4 areas than this route did. And we brought that

5 back into the process for continued feedback and
6 analysis fromthe public and our First Nations and
7 Meti s engagenent processes, as well as the

8 envi ronment al studi es and engi neering studi es that
9 were still ongoing. W continued to bring that

10 back in.

11 So then we, during that process in

12 round 2, it was public engagenent, we got nore

13 feedback and nore mitigative segnents, and that's
14  where all of this purple is. You can see there is
15 nore mtigative segnments up in here, and this is
16 where we introduced another one that went out in
17 here. That was one of the exanples that David

18 provi ded. W provided ot her exanples down in

19 here, some other route options here.
20 Also at this time the border crossing
21 with Mnnesota Power, because of new devel opnents
22 on the M nnesota Power side with respect to an
23 airport that is on the border, it is called the
24 Piney border, Piney airport. It literally is on

25 t he border of Manitoba and Canada, the runway goes
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1 right across the border. They had di scussions

2 with the border, and there was challenges with the
3 way their route came up into that border crossing
4 and its intersection with the approach angl es of

5 the runway. Manitoba Hydro didn't have that sane
6 chal | enge, because of the approach we were com ng
7 in. W weren't in the, | guess, the flight path

8 of incomng aircraft because of the angle of the

9 runway. But we agreed that that was a chall enge
10 for them That's sonething that was a show

11 stopper. They couldn't adjust their routing to

12 accommodate that.

13 So we | ooked at alternative options on
14 the other side of highway 12, | believe, to Piney
15 there. W |ooked at that, which was on the

16 opposite side, still within the sanme border

17 crossing zone, but we investigated alternative

18 options within there. And a |lot of these

19 alternatives were devel oped with the | andowner in
20 that area.
21 So the eval uation went through. W
22 sel ected Manitoba Hydro's preferred route through
23 a wor kshop, and everybody's -- the sumtotal of
24 all of the information gathered through all of the

25 publi c engagenment, First Nation and Metis
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1 engagenent processes, which included traditional

2 know edge studies, and workshops and field visits,
3 all of that was incorporated into that workshop

4 influencing the decision and the choice as this

5 being the preferred route, was selected for round
6 2.

7 So the start of round 3, we presented
8 the preferred route, got sone nore feedback. Once
9 everybody knew -- you tend to get nore, as you

10 narrow down your routes, you get a |lot nore people
11 interested in the project when they realize that
12 the project may be in very close proximty to

13 their land or on their land. Sonebody that may

14 not have been thinking about the project in round
15 1, starts to cone in and we get nore and nore

16 feedback. It gave us nore information and nore

17 mtigative segnments to further evaluate the choice
18 that Manitoba Hydro nmade in its preferred route.
19 So Mani toba Hydro brought nore
20 mtigative segnents to continually test that
21 choi ce that was nade of the preferred route and
22 see if it was ultimately the final preferred route
23 of the project. So we incorporated nore segnments
24 to the east back into the process again, because

25 t here was ongoi ng feedback about that area, down
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1 in here and al so sone mtigative segnents down in
2 there. And that was a result of an exanpl e that

3 Dave had given with feedback from a | andowner that
4 did lots of traditional nedicine gathering on

5 their property.

6 And so that's where we kind of noved,
7 eval uated, and then ultimately ended up sel ecting
8 a final preferred route devel oped for the project,
9 represents a culmnation of years of public

10 engagenent and data gathering and anal ysis and

11 mul ti pl e rounds of public and First Nations and
12 Meti s engagenent, route eval uation and

13 deci sion-meki ng. Finding a route that bal anced
14 mul tiple perspectives and points of view, and

15 limted the overall effect was the objective of

16 all of this work.

17 To do this Manitoba Hydro used this
18 met hodol ogy, as we described it to you today, to
19 do this in a transparent and conprehensive routing
20 process, based on this EPRI-GIC net hodol ogy t hat
21 had been used on hundreds of linear infrastructure
22 projects around the world. And it used criteria
23 based on nodels to evaluate and conpare all of
24 those alternatives and explicitly support the

25 deci si on- maki ng process. But again, the decisions
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1 weren't solely based on data fromnodels. It is a
2 ot of qualitative data collected through our

3 engagenent processes that had a very |arge wei ght
4 in the decision-nmaki ng process.

5 That is the last slide. So we are at
6 ten after 1:00. Do we want to take a little

7 bit -- a five mnute break there, and then start

8 t he questions?

9 (Recess taken)
10 MR. MATTHEWSON: Okay. | guess Cathy
11 will circulate, | think M. Berrienis first in

12 t he queue of questions.

13 MR. BERRI EN. Thank you very nuch.

14 First question |I've got is, when we were talking
15 about that process, we were taking data, and then
16 we tal ked about normalized. Can you give us a

17 very qui ck explanation of that?

18 MR. MATTHEWSON: The normalizing of
19 the data. |I'mjust going to wait for Dave to cone
20 back. He is the data guy.

21 MR BERRIEN. | will give you another
22 second questi on.

23 M5. S. JOHNSON: He's here.

24 MR. BERRI EN. Go ahead.

25 MR. BLOCK: It's basically scaling it,
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1 so if you have one -- so you have zero houses on

2 one route, and you have ten houses on anot her

3 route, you convert that to zero to one, so if

4 there is five houses on a route that gets a .5.

5 Like it's just scaling it evenly between zero and
6 1 so that you can conpare acres to nunber of

7 houses, to nunber of proposed devel opnents, to

8 | ength through agricultural cropland, because you
9 can't easily conpare those. So this is just a way

10 to scale it so you are conparing apples to appl es.

11 I's that close?
12 MR. BERRI EN. Yes, that hel ps.
13 The second quick question is, |

14 reviewed GIC, GIC actual original report paper

15 and there was not hing about a preference

16 determnation nodel in there. Can you tell ne

17 where that preference determ nati on nodel cones
18 fronf

19 MR. BLOCK: W just changed the nanes,
20 they also don't have areas of |east preference. |
21 don't know what the actual nane is, but it should
22 be there, just under a different name. | think
23 it's called expert judgnment, yeah. So their

24  expert judgnent nodel is the one we call

25 preference determ nation. W are finicky about
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1 | anguage.

2 MR. BERRIEN: Ckay. But | guess the
3 guestion is, fromny understanding the preference
4 determ nation nodel was done by Mnitoba Hydro

5 seni or executives as opposed to specialists in the
6 field, as you distinguished and di scussed them

7 MR. MATTHEWSON: No. The preference
8 determ nati on nodel, a conponent of that, it was
9 Mani t oba Hydro transm ssion business unit

10 executives that determ ned the weight of the

11 nodel. And it is the workshop of all of the

12 experts that determ ned the ranking of the routes
13 in the preference determ nation nodel. So it was
14 just the weights that were determ ned by the

15 executive, as well as the categories. And then it
16 was the experts that deci ded how the route ranked
17 anongst each other in each one of those

18 cat egori es.

19 MR. BERRIEN. Ckay. |1'Ill get you to
20 back up a couple of your slides to where that was
21 showi ng up?
22 The question that follows fromthat
23 is, when cost is 40 per cent, and that was
24  determned by this senior managenent, does that

25 mean that the experts only could work on 60
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1 per cent of the input? Just |ooking for the way
2 the math worked?

3 MR. BLOCK: So the way the math works
4 is when you give a score, you give a score of 1,

5 so route A gets a score of 1. Wen you' re adding
6 that up with the other criteria, it's actually .4.
7 And if comunity gets a 1, because it is 30

8 per cent, that gets a .3. So you add up your .4,
9 your .3, so the score you give it is multiplied by
10 the weight. And then those are sunmed to get your
11 total.

12 So if you look at slide 48, so route
13 TC is the cheapest route, so it gets a score of 1.
14  You multiply that by the weight, so the actual

15 wvalue is .4. So the total for route TCis 1.05,
16 so that's .3, plus .075, .075, .1, .1, .4. So the
17 score that you give it is multiplied by the weight
18 for that criteria.

19 MR. BERRI EN. Fol | owi ng t hrough on
20 that particular calculation you just highlighted,
21 .65 out of 1.05 conmes fromthe judgnent of the
22 expert, the bal ance, the cost conponent came from
23 the executive. Do | have the split correct?
24 MR MATTHEWSON: But the cost is

25 still, like the 40 per cent is determ ned by the
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1 executive, that's how nmuch wei ght they want to

2 give cost, wth 30 per cent to community. The

3 ranki ng of the weight is -- it is proportional to
4 the value of the shortest route.

5 The other things that are al so taken
6 into consideration after they've done the math on
7 the cost is other things that nay not be included
8 in the cost calculation that we have, because it

9 is atotal project -- sorry, it is a construction
10 cost nunber that is generated through the AREM

11 You'll notice in the Alternate Route Eval uation
12 Model there's a cost, and it gives a rank and a
13 value for that. But there are other things that,
14  once you are |ooking at individual routes, that

15 the engi neers start |ooking at nore detail ed

16 potential increases in costs, such as geotechni cal
17 consi derations, that may be nore on one route than
18 another. So it is also influenced by the experts,
19 being the engineers in the room [It's not just a
20 sinple -- well, it starts off as a sinple, as Dave
21 described it, taking the cheapest route and

22 proportionally adjusting it for the other routes,
23 but it's also checked against all of the other

24 concerns those engi neers may have about the

25 operations or nmintenance of that onwards.
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1 MR. BERRIEN. But still that goes into

2 that 40 per cent weight; isn't that correct?

3 MR. MATTHEWSON: Yes, that's correct.
4 MR. BERRIEN: Ckay. That's good for
5 me now. | don't want to nonopolize this. Thank

6 you very much.

7 MR. McARDLE: This is Steve MArdle.

8 Dave, | have got a few questions, if we could go
9 t hrough sone of the routing process.

10 | wondered if we could go back towards
11 the routing process, particularly around to the
12 narrowi ng of the routing process fromthe 750, 000
13 to the actual ten segnents. | wonder if you can
14 give a little bit nore of a background in ternms of
15 how t hat process worked? Because when | was

16 readi ng through the EIS, | noticed there was sone
17 nmet hodol ogy that was applied, and |I'mwondering if
18 you coul d give sone background around it. Like,
19 you used a shortest route and elim nated anything
20 above 120 per cent. Can you give ne sone
21 background on that?
22 MR. BLOCK: Yeah. So the first thing
23 t hat happened before the workshop was they took
24  the shortest route and | ooked at elimnating any

25 route that was | onger than 120 per cent of the
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1 shortest route. So, various reasons for that, but
2 the one thing I want to say about that is, so they
3 would do that, renove all of those routes and | ook
4 at what's left. And assuming that didn't get --

5 i ke, basically we've done that a few tines and

6 t hat never renoves any options. All that really

7 removes is, as Janmes said, you go here and around
8 and back and forth and up and down, we're not

9 going to build that. That's just the way the

10 systemworks, that's in the system but we want to
11 get rid of those easily because we are never going
12 to consider building those. So that's why we did
13 t hat ahead of the route. And again, none of the
14 segnents were | ost by doing that.

15 And we al so | ook at the ranks, and

16 none of the top 50 per cent of any of the

17 perspectives are lost. So at that point we're

18 fairly confortable we are not |osing anything by
19 doing that. So we did that there.
20 So sone of the other things we do in
21 t he workshop, usually one of the first things we
22 do is look at sone pairw se conparisons, you know,
23 two segnments that are parallel, naybe one goes up
24 a highway and the other one goes up the mle road,

25 we look at those. And if we can get ful
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1 consensus that one is definitely better than the
2 other, if we can get full agreenent, we wll pull
3 one segnment off. And again, the way it works, if
4 you pull one segnent off you will | ose thousands
5 of routes. So we will do that where there is kind
6 of obvious dichotom es.

7 Where these are parallel, they are a
8 mle apart, can we all agree? Again, if we do

9 this and one group says, no, we |like this segnent,
10 and the other three or four say we like this

11 segnent, we'll say, okay, we'll keep them both,

12 everything noves on. But if we can agree that one
13 is better than the other, we will pull one off, a
14 bunch of routes drop.

15 So, usually once we get down to there,
16 we're into the thousands to ten or 15,000 routes
17 at nost, and then that's when we nove to let's

18 | ook at the top 10 from each perspective, and

19 let's strategically pick a few routes from each of
20 t he categories.
21 MR. McARDLE: Sone of those routes,
22  when you were building, if I am understanding you
23 correctly, you had different start and end points,
24  or maybe the end points were the same, but there

25 were multiple start points, if | understand
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1 correctly, that there was points along the

2 southern route that you were starting fromto

3 generate these 750,000, or were they all starting

4 fromthe sane | ocation?

5 MR. MATTHEWSON: There woul d have been
6 the three border crossings, so the sane start

7 poi nt at the south |oop, but three border

8 crossings. So |I'mpredicting your next

9 guestion -- the 120 per cent was to each border

10 crossing. Because Gardenton is considered shorter
11 than Piney East, so the 120 percent was on the

12 shortest route to Piney East.

13 MR. McARDLE: For each one of those

14 border crossings, yes, that's what | thought.

15 MR MATTHEWSON:  Yes.
16 MR. McARDLE: Ckay. Just anot her
17 guestion in ternms of the -- okay, when it canme to

18 generating the segnents of the route, it requires,
19 as you tal ked about, a |lot of expert judgment in
20 that. And | understand that. But was the actual
21 shortest path that was generated fromthe nodel

22 runs fromR el to let's say that border crossing,
23 how was that used in the decision process? Wre
24 you using that as a guide to actually draw out the

25 segnents that you created to straighten out the
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1 line, or was it nore the fact that this shortest

2 path between Ri el and the border crossing, the

3 alternative nmacro corridor area, was used as the

4 gui dance for that? Do you understand what | nean?
5 MR. BLOCK: Yes. So the only thing

6 the | east cost path gets us is the corridors. W

7 don't then go back and find out what that |east

8 cost path route is and tweak it to make a route or

9 a segnent.

10 MR. McARDLE: Yeah. So, as you know,
11 you will get that path, a line going fromone --
12 MR. BLOCK: You can get one line from
13 Ato B

14 MR. McARDLE: That's right.

15 MR BLOCK: Based on the data that's
16 in there, that is the | east cost path route.

17 MR. McARDLE: And the question is, do

18 you use that, to generalize it, do you segnent off

19 t hat ?

20 MR BLOCK: No, we don't even

21 actually -- | would say we don't even know what it
22 iS.

23 MR. McARDLE:  Ckay.

24 MR. BLOCK: That goes into the G S

25 system they pop out the corridors. W use the
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1 corridors as our guide.

2 MR. McARDLE: Ckay. Geat. | just

3 wanted to ask that.

4 One of the things around this nodeling
5 process is the balance, as | tal ked about earlier,
6 bet ween running the nodel in ternms of the Del ph

7 process, the hierarchy process, and evaluating the
8 nodel. You have got your eval uati on nodel

9 process. What | wanted to ask a question about is
10 sone of the criteria you used or factors you used
11 to evaluate the nodel. You nentioned how there

12 was a workshop to discuss in terns of the

13 weightings of it, but in terns of how you

14 determne that certain values are in here, like

15 i ntactness and various factors, how did you cone
16 up with those decisions that got included, and how
17 di d you decide not to include others?

18 MR, MATTHEWSON:  Well, we certainly

19 started at the alternate corridor evaluation node
20 and what was inportant here. So you are going to
21 see that there are nines in this that end up in
22 here. So there was -- what got included was, we
23 started off with this, we |ooked -- we talked with
24  our discipline experts, so we tal ked with our

25 bi ol ogi sts, we talked with the public engagenent
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1 fol ks, we tal ked with the engi neers on what

2 paranmeters are going to help themaid in their

3 deci si on- maki ng process. So from-- and what
4 is -- so total project costs, so an engi neering
5 one, they wanted to know -- so when it conmes to

6 ranki ng, they gave 33 per cent of the rank to

7 total project costs, but also very close behind, a
8 29 is that index approximting the existing 500.

9 So they felt that cost and reliability were very
10 close in know ng what, when it cones to ranking

11 the lines fromtheir perspective.

12 So all of the groups were conducted,
13 so different perspectives were discussed with them
14 in another kind of neetings, that came up with

15 what they are and what they felt was the relative
16 i nportance of those things across. Engineering is
17 an easy one for a bunch of engineers to conme up

18 wth, what they think is nore inportant or |ess

19 i nportant than ot hers.

20 So, if we go into the natural, this

21  woul d have been informed by just the general

22 information in the stakehol der workshops. The

23 feedback that we got fromthe First Nations, the
24 Metis, and | ndi genous process, that they highly

25 val ued that intact wilderness, wildlife habitat
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1 that was on the | andscape. So that started to

2 pl ay sonme val ue when we started to pick these

3 nunbers. W wanted to increase the percentages to
4 represent sone of the concerns that we heard from
5 all of the various stakehol ders and First Nations

6 and Metis feedback.

7 And then the designated conservation

8 | ands, again, was another really high. Everybody

9 felt that if this place has been designated as a

10 very inportant conservation area, or designated --

11 but it still didn't prohibit transm ssion

12 devel opnment, but it was still highly valued, then
13 it got alot nore weight.

14 There was an equal concern anong

15 wetlands and stream crossi ngs.

16 The other thing that this eval uation
17 nodel was, it was based on the EPRI, and when they
18 devel oped the EPRI nodel, what categories they had
19 in their nodeling process too. And ours closely
20 aligned with what the EPRI process had devel oped,
21  which was a huge nulti-year process just to

22 devel op the nodel and what they felt were

23 different stakehol der concerns.

24 MR McARDLE: Janes, thanks. | was

25 nore thinking on, and you m ght have just answered
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1 t he question, not so nuch on the weightings, but
2 why certain factors weren't in there or not

3 i ncluded, such as, for instance, soils. How nuch
4 does the route go over soils, certain classes of
5 soils?

6 MR, MATTHEWSON: Actual ly that one was
7 i ntroduced by the public. That was one of the

8 feedbacks that we went -- | believe, we went with
9 agricultural land use, and then when we started
10 havi ng di scussions with farnmers and agricul tural
11 groups about our proximty and our ranking system
12 they said, well, we really want you to al so

13 eval uate the capability of land. It may not be
14 used currently for a high value agriculture, but
15 it has that capability. So they introduced that
16 whole land capability. So that was the result of
17 di rect stakehol der feedback on why that one got
18 added into the m x.

19 MR SHANTZ: This is Phil Shantz,
20 consultant to the Conmm ssion.
21 So, Janes, | wanted to follow up on
22 that specific question on those -- the criteria
23 that you just nentioned, the current agricultural
24 use and the land capability for agriculture. [I'm

25 not concerned about the weight here, but when you
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1 report on the route statistics, there are sone

2 route statistics that are really clear, |ike

3 proxi mty, nunmber of houses in the right of way,
4 or proximty calculation. But for those --

5 there's a certain nunber of criteria where a

6 nunmeric val ue cones out, but it's not clear

7 exactly what that numeric value represents. |'m
8 assumng it is sone sort of conputed val ue.

9 MR. MATTHEWSON:  Yeah. So | and

10 capability for agriculture, this is explained

11 in --

12 MR. BLOCK: There should be an

13 appendix with the definitions.

14 MR, SHANTZ: Ckay.

15 MR. MATTHEWSON: But it has, so | and
16 capability, basically there was different val ues

17 given to different soil classes.

18 MR. SHANTZ: Right.
19 MR. MATTHEWSON: So they got a
20 different -- so instead of just neasuring how many

21 cl ass 1A soils and how nany acres of that, we

22 | ooked at class 1A and 2, and ot her classes, and
23 they got a different portion of the weight. So it
24 was nore inportant to themfor us to be off class

25 1 soils, and less inportant to be on class 2, but
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1 when you start taking a proportion of each one,

2 you can't just add up the acres, that had to be

3 converted into a val ue.

4 MR. SHANTZ: Ckay. | guess one

5 guestion that goes | guess back to the very first
6 slide within this conponent of the presentation,
7 is that you' ve identified the corridors, and then
8 you started drawi ng possible routes or possible

9 route segnents. So did it largely becone a nanua
10 exercise at that point, or was | east cost path

11 used again at a later point? I|I'mtrying to

12 under stand how that --

13 MR. MATTHEWSON: No, the segnents were
14 all drawn through a manual process.

15 MR. McARDLE: Steve MArdle again

16 Janmes, | just wanted to go back to

17 that table again for a second on the route

18 statistics. |In that table you have there is

19 reference to the right-of-way. Are all of the
20 values listed in here cal cul ated based on the
21 ri ght-of -way?
22 MR, MATTHEWSON: Correct.
23 MR. McARDLE: Ckay. It's just that
24 sone of themyou don't list it, it's just not

25 i ncl uded, but we should assune that they are al
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1 right-of-way val ues that are being cal cul at ed

2 here. So, intactness is the amount that's in the
3 of right-of-way. Okay.

4 MR. BLOCK: Yes, length tines the

5 width of the -- | think it was an average w dth

6 based on tower type.

7 MR. McARDLE: COkay. Geat. Thank
8 you.
9 MR. NEPI NAK:  Reg, with the

10 Conmi ssi on.

11 A question was asked earlier about

12  Aboriginal content in this. And | see under |and

13 use on the right-hand side, biggest area there,

14 going down it says hunting, trapping. |I|s that

15 just non-aboriginal use of hunting and trapping or
16 is that Aboriginal use as well? | was just

17 sitting here gazing and | saw -- just sitting here
18 gazing and | saw this as questions were being

19  asked.

20 MR. MATTHEWSON: | think we will have

21 to take that one as an IR to know exactly what the
22 right answer is. | would have to dig into what

23 geospatial area we used for that, and | can't

24 remenber off the top of nmy head.

25 MS. WHELAN ENNS: Gail e Whel an Enns,
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1 Mani t oba Wl dl ands. Just a couple of quick

2 guesti ons.

3 You made a reference to a specific

4  change in segnent because a | andowner indicated to
5 you -- I'mgoing to start again, just in case.

6 So, you nmade a reference to an instance in change
7 in segnment where a private | andowner indicated to

8 you that there was Aboriginal or |ndigenous use of

9 his lands. | think you nentioned medi ci nal

10 pl ant s.

11 MR, MATTHEWBON:  Yes.

12 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Ckay. | would |ike

13 to know whether or not you waited for information
14 in this kind of regard, and that is |Indigenous or
15 Abori gi nal use, exercise of rights on private

16 | and, whet her you waited until you heard about it,
17 or whether there was anything in your criteria

18 early on? And | would also like to know whet her
19 or not you included in your criteria Aboriginal

20 traditional use of |ands, exercise of rights in
21 road all owances?

22 MR MATTHEWSON: Ckay. Weé didn't

23 directly assess Aboriginal treaty rights or use of
24 occupi ed or unoccupied or private |and or Crown

25 | and, or use of a road allowance, directly in the
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1 nodel ing of our criteria. Were that information,
2 if there was use of that, it canme through in sone
3 of the Aboriginal and First Nations and Metis

4 engagenent processes where we had di scussions with
5 those folks in the field, we had field tours, as

6 well as their traditional know edge reports that

7 woul d have illustrated that use. And it would

8 have been taken into account as part of the

9 qgqual itative decision-maki ng process that the

10 prof essi onal made in the workshop. So, it was not
11 nmeasured quantitatively.

12 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: Thank you. Am | on?
13 It is very hard to see. It's a trifocal problem
14  Thank you for everybody's patience.

15 The reason for the question, if | nay,
16 i s because there's a dramatic anount of | ndi genous
17 or Aboriginal use of both private | and and road

18 all owances in ternms of |and use and traditional

19 activities and exercise of rights. So thank you,

20 you waited until it canme in, | got that. | wanted
21 to --
22 MR. MATTHEWSON: Actually, just to add

23 to that, we didn't just wait for it to cone in.
24 Because we had been conducting routing and

25 transm ssion projects for the | ast few years
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1 | eading up to this one, we had an understandi ng of
2 sone of those concerns fromthe start, which

3 i nfluenced even the route segnent drawing, all the
4 way back to that, based on our previous

5 experi ences.

6 M5. VWHELAN ENNS: Thank you. | have
7 one remaining question and it's about the final

8 preferred route. And that is, which of your 5,

9 SU, SY, TC, UC, UM is closest to your final

10 rout e?

11 MR MATTHEWSON: | think it is -- |

12 don't know which one is closest to the final

13 preferred route off the top of ny head. It would
14 be witten in the Environnental |npact Statenent.
15 It would be in chapter 5. It would be contained
16 in there.

17 M5. WHELAN ENNS: | was | ooking for it
18 on your maps today, so that's why the question.

19 MR MATTHEWSON: |'m not sure. Dave,

20 what is the TC, and those ones that you chose

21 there --
22 MR. BLOCK: The ones that | chose here
23 were just at random | flipped through, saw this

24 table and plopped it in. That could have been

25 fromround 1.
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1 MR. MATTHEWSON: It was preference

2 determ nation to Gardenton

3 MR BLOCK: So, route TC was to

4 Gardenton, so it would have nothing to do with the

5 preferred route which goes to Piney Wst.

6 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Sanpl es only, got

7 It

8 MR BLOCK: Yes.

9 MR, STOCKWELL: John Stockwell from
10 Dakota Plains. | just needed sone clarification.

11 This afternoon's presentation was basically to do
12 with step 5 in the route planning? 1Is that

13 correct?

14 MR. MATTHEWSON: No, it was -- sorry,
15 | will go back to the first slide there. It was
16 in the afternoon we covered -- step 3, 4 and 5.

17 MR, STOCKWELL: Step 3, 4 and 5, okay.

18 Thank you.

19 Then | have a coupl e of other

20 questions. You nentioned that in the early

21 stages, | imagine that would be 1, 2 and 3, that
22  the stakehol der workshop, as far as Aboriginal

23 content was concerned, that all came from I NAC or
24  AANDC, the experts that you had in the stakehol der

25 workshops?
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1 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes, there was the

2 techni cal data hol ders there, yes.

3 MR. STOCKWELL: And previous to step

4 4, was there any First Nation representation in

5 t hose wor kshops, other than AANDC?

6 MR. MATTHEWSON: So the wor kshop only
7 happened as part of part 2 there in the slide. So
8 the First Nation and Metis engagenent process was
9 part 3 all the way through to part 5.

10 MR, STOCKWELL: But part 3 through?

11 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes. It would have
12 been initiated right at part 3. The public

13 engagenent and First Nations and Metis engagenent
14 was initiated at the exact sane tine.

15 MR, STOCKWELL: COkay. Where in this
16 process does conservation, Aboriginal consultation
17 conme into the process?

18 MR. MATTHEWSON: Consul tation does not
19 enter into the process.

20 MR STOCKWELL: It doesn't enter into
21 it at all?

22 MR, MATTHEWSON: No. Manitoba Hydro
23 has not del egated consultation.

24 MR, STOCKWELL: Ckay. So, none of the

25 information that's gathered in the parall el
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1 i nvestigations conmes into these discussions at
2 all?
3 MR. MATTHEWSON: Sorry, any of the

4  discussions between an I ndi genous comunity and

5 t he Crown?

6 MR STOCKWELL: Yes?

7 MR. MATTHEWSON: Correct, none of that
8 information is shared with Manitoba Hydro.

9 MR, STOCKWELL: Not at this point but
10 it is eventually?

11 MR MATTHEWSON: No, it is never

12  shared.

13 MR. STOCKWELL: Never, okay.

14 MR. MATTHEWSON:  So our information

15 that we receive is solely received from Manitoba
16 Hydro's First Nation and Metis engagenent program
17 MR, STOCKWELL: Ckay. And you

18 nentioned that there were 13 First Nations

19 i nvol ved?
20 MR, BLOCK: Yes.
21 MR. STOCKWELL: The slide that you

22 have, did that have the First Nations |isted?
23 MR MATTHEWSON: No, it did not. It's
24 in the chapter in the EI S

25 MR STOCKWELL: In the EIS?
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1 MR MATTHEWSON: It is in the EIS in
2 the public and First Nations engagenent chapter.

3 MR. STOCKWELL: Ckay. Thank you. |

4 think that's all.

5 MR BEDFORD: Janes Beddone, SCO |
6 just had a quick question. You nentioned, sort of
7 the foll owup here on the 13 First Nation

8 communities, as well as the four Aboriginal

9 organi zati ons and the ATK studies done. |'mjust
10 curious, out of the other 1500 people that you

11 engaged with, how many of them were individual

12 harvesters or rights users? Like | understand

13 that you just count on the First Nation

14 communities and the Aboriginal organizations to

15 determ ne information fromindividual rights

16 users, or in conjunction with those 1500 peopl e

17 were you hearing fromindividual rights users? |Is
18 that clear what |I'm asking?

19 MR MATTHEWSON: |If there was --
20 certainly through the engagenent programthere was
21 peopl e that self-identified as individual resource
22 harvesters. But we approached -- our First Nation
23 engagenent process is described in that chapter
24 about our approach to engaging with individuals

25 and col |l ectives, Indigenous, First Nations and
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1 | ndi genous groups.

2 MR. BEDDOVE: Wbuld you know roughly
3 how many of the 1500 woul d have sel f-identified?
4 MR. MATTHEWSON: No, | do not.

5 MR. BEDDOVE: Okay. There wasn't any
6 approach then to al so reach out concomtantly, not
7 only with the First Nations comrunities directly
8 or the organi zations thenselves, but with the

9 i ndi viduals as wel|?

10 MR. MATTHEWSON: Well, as part of the
11 engagenent process, we sent out thousands and

12 t housands of postcards and newsletters to

13 everybody in the study area, so they would have
14 been covered by that process.

15 MR. BEDDOVE: Thank you very nuch.

16 MR. WHELAN: Good afternoon. Jared

17 Whel an for Peguis First Nation.

18 | want to go back to, | guess the
19 alternate corridor evaluation nodeling. | think
20 I"mcorrect in saying that there was no data | ayer

21 for the entire study area of Aboriginal

22 traditional know edge? | think that's what you
23 guys sai d?

24 MR, MATTHEWSON: Correct.

25 MR. WHELAN: So ny question on that




Workshop Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission January 19, 2017

1 is, if you had a data |layer fromall First Nations
2 who identified nenbers who use Sout heastern

3 Mani t oba, would you have put it into the node

4 that early? |If you had the data -- you have been
5 clear that if you did not have the data | ayer that
6 covered the entire study area, you wouldn't use

7 it. But if you had a study area for every First

8 Nati on who says they use Sout heastern Ontari o,

9 wouldn't you have put it into the corridor segment
10 nodel i ng?

11 MR, MATTHEWSON: Woul d we have put it
12 in? W certainly would have considered it. |

13 don't know one way or the other whether we would
14 have done it for sure or not, but it certainly

15 woul d have been considered. An understanding of
16 that information, and | guess |I'm envisioning a
17 variety -- a geospatial layer of all of the

18 disparate traditional |and use areas. Wuld that
19 be correct?
20 MR. WHELAN: Yes. You don't have to
21 go into details, | just want to know if you had a
22 data layer, if you could have used it earlier on
23 in the nodeling process?
24 MR. MATTHEWSON: | think we could have

25 considered it, but --
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1 MR. WHELAN: So this is your chart,

2 alternate corridor evaluation, all your

3 engi neering, natural and built criteria? Wat

4  about the ones that didn't make it on to the list?
5 s there a description in the EI'S about the ones

6 that were dropped and never nmade it into this

7 evaluation? It's simlar to the question that the
8 contractors working for the CEC asked about, the

9 ones that may have been dropped off the alternate

10 route eval uati on.

11 MR. BLOCK: Yes, the sanme thing
12 applies. If there was a data |ayer that could be
13 provi ded, we included it in this nodel. So the

14 only thing that got dropped was soneone made a

15 recommendation to include a certain feature, and
16 either we weren't able to confidently determ ne we
17 could find that data, or they said they coul dn't
18 provide it, then that woul d have been dropped.

19 Qtherwi se that feature made it into the nodel.

20 MR. WHELAN: So, this is a question

21 about the route devel opnent nodeling. The

22 guestion is, the slide earlier, and several people
23 have referred to this slide in terns of the nunber
24 of I ndigenous conmmunities that were engaged with

25 by Manitoba Hydro. | did | ook at the appendi x
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1 that has those First Nations who conpl eted | and

2 use studies. | think it was seven comunities out
3 of the 13 that you engaged with. Again, all of

4 those First Nations had their own process with

5 Hydro. All of those First Nations submitted their
6 data and studies at various and different times to
7 Mani t oba Hydro. But was all of that data that was
8 provi ded to Hydro under those agreenents and those
9 studies in the route devel opment nodeling? And if
10 you received sonething after you ran the first 100
11 nodel s, and you got information from another First
12 Nation who was later in the process, then you

13 would rerun the nodels again with the additional
14  data?

15 MR MATTHEWSON: So, we didn't rerun
16 nodel s. So, once a nodel is run and a decision is
17 made, such as a border crossing, if information

18 cane later in the process, round 3, if there was a
19 chal I enge, then we may have consi dered goi ng back.
20 But it's very hard, once you are in the EPR
21 nmet hodol ogy, once there is a decision made at a
22 di screte point in tine, to go back and
23 re-introduce things, because obviously we have
24 progressed in our engagenent process and have new

25 routes and are presenting new information to the
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1 publi c.

2 MR. WHELAN: So the foll ow ng stage

3 after route devel opnent is feedback and anal ysi s?
4 MR, MATTHEWSON: Correct.

5 MR. VWHELAN: And what |I'm

6 under standing from your description this afternoon
7 is that when you were doing the feedback anal ysis
8 in the alternate, or mtigation routes, is that

9 the staff inside of Manitoba Hydro who were

10 working on the engagenent prograns with Metis

11 First Nations and public brought what they had

12 heard and recorded from| guess going to

13 comunities, or going to town halls, and neetings
14 and such, and they brought that into the roon?

15 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes, that is correct.
16 Unless at that time, in addition to that, if we
17 happen to have a draft TK study, then the results
18 of that draft study woul d have been incorporated
19 into the decision-naking process as well.
20 MR. WHELAN: Did Manitoba Hydro
21 consi der specifically nmeeting with each individual
22 First Nation they had engagenment agreenments wth
23 and showing themall of the various nodels, and
24  going through them instead of relying on the data

25 and what ever you had witten in notes from
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1 nmeet i ngs?

2 MR, MATTHEWSON: | think the people to
3 best answer that question are First Nation and

4 Metis engagenent people. And they currently

5 aren't here to answer that question, so we can

6 take that as an IR

7 MR. WHELAN: Ckay. Thank you.

8 M5. WHELAN ENNS: |I'mtold this is on,
9 sorry.

10 This is a Manitoba WI dl ands question

11 that is an assunption that | realize | have been
12 maki ng, particularly again in terns of the

13 criteria. So, |'ve been assum ng, particularly
14 | ooking at aquatics -- |I'munder natural, aquatics
15 and inportant features in the wildlife habitat

16 areas -- | have been assum ng any information that
17 you had, any data you had, any contributions in
18 terms of specific species and specific |ocations
19 for specific species, that that data is rolled in
20 and used under these criteria. Am| making an

21 accurate assunption?

22 MR. BLOCK: Do you have specific

23 criteria you want to discuss or is that just a

24  general --

25 M5. WHELAN ENNS: [|'m asking you
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1 whether | aminterpreting what |'ve heard today

2 and what's on your chart correctly, that when

3 | ook at aquatics, and you tal k about riparian,

4 flood plains or streanms that are fish bearing,

5 okay, or when I'mlooking at wildlife habitat and
6 there's specific reference to waterfow habitat or
7 ungul ate habitat, that in your data collection and
8 runni ng the nodels, that you incorporated any data
9 that you held then about the species that relate

10 to your criteria. Am1l correct?

11 MR. BLOCK: So, | think the question
12 is, I will take ungulate habitat, or we wll take,
13 since ny background is fish, so I'll answer the
14  fish.

15 So there was a study done by Dave

16 Mul I aney, it is Fisheries and Cceans Canada

17 information, and he classified the mgjority of

18 streans in Southern Manitoba as either fish

19 bearing, et cetera, et cetera. That was the data
20 set we used. If our fish biologist on the project
21 went and gat hered new i nformation, that woul dn't
22 have entered into this nodel, that would be

23 handl ed | ater when we're eval uating the routes.

24  That would cone into the professional judgnent,

25 when that person is sitting in the workshop they
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1 would say, | know that this data that you used

2 here says this, but I know this. So that's where
3 t hat woul d be i ncorpor at ed.

4 Same with ungul ate habitat, that's a
5 speci fic dataset that the Province provides and

6 that's what we used for this nodel. Again, if our
7 wildlife guy went out and col |l ected additional

8 information -- and that's why we do the narrow ng,
9 because at this scale we're talking the entire

10 area, we don't collect detailed information on the
11 entire area. By the tine we get to the detailed
12 information that you're tal king about, we're way
13 past this point. So |I think the answer in general
14 would be, no, we don't include site specific

15 information at this stage. This is general

16 provi nce-w de dat asets.

17 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Thank you. Your

18 answer is also what | was assum ng, that at this
19 stage the answer is no, but later on you are able
200 to include it. Right?
21 MR BLOCK: Later on it is
22 i ncorporated when -- we are potentially at the
23 route, so when we get to the AREM again we are
24 refining the datasets. W may have nore specific

25 datasets at that point, so then that would either
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1 go into that nodel and be used to generate those

2 nunbers, or at a mninmnumif it came after that,

3 they would bring that to the workshop. And that's
4 general ly what happened is the wildlife guy would
5 say, hey, | was standing on that corner and | know
6 this is great, whatever, it's not captured in the
7 dataset but | know it is there, | was standing

8 there, I don't want you routing here. So he would
9 argue that point. That's probably where that kind
10 of specific data would be used.

11 M5. WHELAN ENNS: Thank you.

12 MR. WHELAN: Manitoba Hydro is a

13 corporation, Manitoba Hydro is a Crown

14 corporation. W've just tal ked about the

15 coll ection of data by consultants, field

16 bi ol ogi sts, et cetera. |s Manitoba Hydro giving
17 Mani t oba Governnment back data to add to their

18 dat asets, say on ungul ates or habitat or fish

19 speci es or endangered species, et cetera?
20 MR, MATTHEWSON:  |'m not sure. It
21 doesn't fall in the scope of the routing
22 met hodol ogy. So | think you can ask that through
23 an | R process.
24 MR. WHELAN: Ckay. So you m ght have

25 the sane answer to this: |[|s Manitoba Hydro going
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1 to make their datasets public, that they used for
2 Sout heastern Manitoba for corridors and routing

3 and mtigation?

4 MR MATTHEWSON: We can't answer that
5 today. There is certainly data sharing agreenents
6 that are in place, that has to be considered.

7 MR McARDLE: It's Steve McArdle

8 again. Janes, | have a really quick question. |
9 just wasn't sure of the definition of this and

10 maybe you could explain. Wat's this index of

11 proximty to existing 500 kV |ines? Wat kind of
12 calculated value is that? Wat does that

13 represent?

14 MR MATTHEWSBON: It's a distance, so
15 there's a couple of variables that are in that --
16 it is described in the chapter -- so index of

17 proximty to existing 500 kV lines. So it is

18 sinply a nmeasurenent of how cl ose and for how | ong
19 a particular route is to an existing 500 kV |ine.
20 MR. MCARDLE: |Is it a category, like a
21 grouping? So if you're in 100 to 200 netres, it's
22 a scal ed value going further out? Like it's a
23 preference to be away fromthe 500kV Iine;
24 correct?

25 MR, MATTHEWSON: Yes, correct.
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1 THE CHAIRMAN: | think then we're

2 going to nove on to the next section; right?

3 M5. S. JOHNSON: We're done.

4 THE CHAIRMAN:  lan and | have

5 obvi ously been paying very close attention. W

6 agreed that you still had part 5 to do. Ckay.

7 Vell, then we probably do have tinme for a few nore
8 gquestions, if there are any. This is -- you're

9 done with your presentation?

10 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes, we are.
11 THE CHAI RMAN.  Ckay. Mbre questions?
12 MR. SHANTZ: Phil Shantz again, it

13 m ght save witing an IR

14 Al of the questions that Steve and
15 had with respect to the cal cul ated val ues, like he
16 just said the indexed proximty to the existing
17 val ues, and those other, intactness, seasonal

18 construction and nai ntenance restrictions,

19 couldn't find those in chapter 5. Are they in a
20 technical data report?

21 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes, | guess, sorry,
22 | guess the exact nethod by which we cal cul ated
23 themis probably not, or is not in the

24 envi ronment al assessment. But if you wanted to

25 give us an IR, we can give you a description and
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1 t he cal cul ati on on how they were cal cul ated. Like
2 accessibility has to do wth the proximty of the
3 route, proposed route to an existing road, and the
4 | andscape around and the wetlands, and there's a

5 bunch of factors taken into consideration to nodel
6 the surface by which the value is cal cul at ed.

7 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that it then?

8 Okay. Well, | guess | would like to start by

9 t hanki ng Manitoba Hydro. This was for ne, and |
10 think for all of us, very informative. And every
11 tine | look at this it's alittle clearer. Sone
12 maybe are all the way there, sone of us have a

13 little further to go, but it is getting clearer

14 each time we get a chance to ook at this and read
15 it. And, of course, having it explained is

16 certainly a great benefit to us. So thank you.

17 MR. STOCKWELL: Sorry, | had a couple
18 of brief questions. John Stockwell from Dakota

19 Pl ai ns.
20 | just want to go back to this one
21 here, in the zero, or the areas of |east
22 preference, at the very bottom you have religious
23 and worship site parcels. Does that include
24  Aboriginal cerenonial grounds?

25 MR, MATTHEWSON: If we knew of them at
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1 the tine.

2 MR, STOCKWELL: [If you knew of them at
3 the tine. And your source of that would be from
4 | NAC?

5 MR. MATTHEWSON: Well, the religious

6 worship site parcels cane froma variety of

7 sources, as well as a w ndshield survey where they
8 were driving around | ooking, okay, there's a

9 church, there is a nobsque, because there isn't a

10 real good --

11 MR STOCKWELL: There's the Sundance
12 ar ea.

13 MR MATTHEWSON: Yeah, Sundance area.
14 If we could visibly see it during w ndshield

15 survey, it was identified. |If it was identified,
16 if we knew of that information prior to the

17 corridor nodeling, then we would have incorporated
18 it. Yeah.

19 MR, STOCKWELL: At that tinme would you
20 be aware that Aboriginal groups were keeping

21 cerenoni al grounds and things |ike that secret

22 from | NAC?

23 MR MATTHEWSON: We know t hat that

24 information is highly protected and held close to

25 I ndi genous communities. So, yeah, we did not
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1 expect that any other dataset would have a full or
2 conpl ete source of that information

3 MR, STOCKWELL: COkay. So at that tinme
4 your only source was fromINAC, only source of

5 expertise in that area was from | NAC?

6 MR MATTHEWSON: Yes, at that tine, to
7 i ncorporate that.

8 MR. STOCKWELL: Thank you.

9 MR. MATTHEWSON: At that very broad

10 scale level -- and as we noved through the routing

11 and the engagenent process with First Nations, if
12 they identified those things, then instantly they
13 becanme an area of |east preference in any future
14 route devel opnent.

15 MR. STOCKWELL: Thank you. Were can
16 we get nore details on the actual make-up of the
17 wor kshops and the --

18 MR, MATTHEWSON: It is appendi x 5C,
19 Dave -- 5B, sorry, has the conplete neeting

20 m nut es.

21 MR, STOCKWELL: And | just had a

22 general question. The main process, or the main
23 goal for the establishnment of the matrix is to

24  renove personal bias; is that correct?

25 MR. MATTHEWSON: Yeah, it's to help
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1 reduce the biases and hel p guide the transm ssion
2 line route segnent designer to follow what a

3 vari ety of stakehol ders have expressed as an area
4 nore or less suitable for transm ssion |ine

5 devel opnent .

6 MR. STOCKWELL: Ckay. Thank you.

7 MR BERRIEN. Can | ask one nore

8 gquestion? It's Bob Berrien.

9 MR MATTHEWSON: Go ahead,

10 M. Berrien.

11 MR. BERRIEN. Thank you. | was

12 | ooking at the very |ast pages of chapter 5, which
13 is the route determ nation section, and there

14 appears to have been five final, and I wll call
15 them B series routes, BMX, BWZ, et cetera. The
16 question that | have got is, when | | ook at the
17 map that is depicted, map 521 | think it is, it's
18 hard to tell whether those are actually fully,

19 "1l call themindependent routes, or whether
20 there's a significant overlap, and then the
21 i ndi vidual route is defined by a sub segnent or
22 sonething like that that differs. |Is there sone
23 way to understand whether the route is conpletely
24  independent fromtop to bottom or whether there's

25 significant overl ap?
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1 MR. MATTHEWSON: Sorry, we don't have
2 that map in front of us, so | can't see exactly

3 what you're looking at, but there likely is

4 overlap. But we can provide sone -- we can take

5 that as an IR and give a cl earer understandi ng of
6 that.

7 MR. BERRIEN. Sure, sure. | just

8 t hought you were going to carry on a little

9 further into the route analysis section, chapter
10 5, but | can get that froman IR | don't want to
11 hol d you up.

12 MR. MATTHEWSON: The whol e anal ysi s

13 side thing, we'll be going into great detail in

14 t he hearing process.

15 M5. S. JOHNSON: It's Shannon Johnson.
16 Just as clarification, if we said we will take

17 that as an IR the expectation is you will send it
18 to us, not that we have witten it down and that
19 we'll answer it. So if we've said we'll take that
20 as an IR the expectation is that you will put it
21 forward in the round 1 of IRs. So | just wanted
22 to nmake sure that nobody thought we were providing
23 anything after this.

24 MR. BERRIEN: There was no question in

25 ny mnd about the process.
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1 M5. S. JOHNSON: No, no, no. | just
2 wanted to make sure everybody el se was good on it.
3 Thank you.

4 MR WHELAN: Good afternoon. Jared,
5 for Peguis again.

6 First of all, thank you to Manitoba

7 Hydro for hosting and putting on the technical

8 workshop, and Cathy for organizing it with you

9 guys. You have probably two or three days at the
10 begi nning of the hearing process to explain your
11 entire EA. |'mpresum ng, because it is a public
12 event, that you are also going to include sone

13 expl anation of the routing nethodol ogies. |Is that
14 correct?

15 M5. S. JOHNSON: I'mcertainly going
16 to chat with Cathy after this, but | think the

17 transcript of this is going to be available. So
18 the idea is to facilitate some of the

19 understanding for the groups here such that when
20 we do the presentation starting the hearing, we
21 probably will not repeat this. W mght at a
22 very, very high level go over it, but | think the
23 crux of what we will do will be nore of the why
24 and not the what. So this will not be repeated,

25 as to what you are seeing here, as part of the
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1 heari ng.

2 MR. BERRIEN. This is Bob again. Just
3 a quick question in terns of the hearing process,
4 to follow up on that other gentleman's question

5 Does Manitoba Hydro go through an actual

6 presentation, or is it just, I'll call it, formal,
7 here's our application, we are ready to answer

8 questions. Wich of those two formats do you use?
9 M5. S. JOHNSON: A bit of both.

10 Certainly the EISis put forward and we w ||

11 expect that nost of the participants will use that
12 for the IRs and understandi ng the application.

13 But in certain instances we will put forth sone
14 presentations to articulate sone areas in a bit

15 nore detail. But we certainly will not be

16 presenting the entire EIS as part of the hearing.
17 MR. BERRI EN. Thank you.

18 THE CHAI RMAN:  So once again, thank
19 you, Hydro, and thank you all for attending. W
20 have heard several references today to the IR
21 process, so | would urge you to begin getting
22 those information requests in, including the ones,
23 of course, that were raised today. So thanks al
24 for attending. | believe our next get together of

25 all of the participants will be in the next
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1 pre-hearing, which is likely sone tine late this
2 winter, early spring. Al right. Thank you all.

3 (Concl uded at 2:10 p.m)
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1 OFFI CI AL EXAM NER S CERTI FI CATE
2

3

4

5 |, CECELIA J. REID, a duly appointed Oficial

6 Exam ner in the Province of Manitoba, do hereby
7 certify the foregoing pages are a true and correct
8 transcript of my Stenotype notes, to the best of
9 ny skill and ability, as taken by me at the tine
10 and pl ace hereinbefore stated.
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15 Cecelia J. Reid
16 Oficial Exam ner, Q B.
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25




This document was created with Win2PDF available at http://www.win2pdf.com.
The unregistered version of Win2PDF is for evaluation or non-commercial use only.
This page will not be added after purchasing Win2PDF.



http://www.win2pdf.com

