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THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2017
UPON COVMENCI NG AT 9:30 A M

THE CHAI RVAN:  Wel |, wel cone everyone.
| wonder if | could ask you to take your seats?
W' re about to start.

kay. So wel conme to our CEC
i nformation session. W did have a request or a
suggestion fromthe Consuners Association that
they would like to present sonme information to us
in person at a nmeeting, so we accepted that as a

good way to hear what they had to say.

W will, and | assunme it wll cone at
the end, be open for -- it won't be us, but there
will be time for questions, of course. | would
like to stress these will be questions of

clarification and further information. There wll
be plenty of time throughout the process to nake
argunments supporting or not supporting this and
many ot her things that we hear in this process.
So it will be an information session. \Wether we
wi || have ot hers depends on, of course, whether
various participants want to go that route or not.
| would Iike to start. And the | ast
time | introduced people, of course, that didn't

end too well. So | think what | will do this tinme
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is | will go around the table. |'m Serge
Scrafield and 1'mchair of the C ean Environnment
Comm ssion and chair of the RCEA panel. | wll

| et Cathy introduce herself and the speaker, and
then 1'1l nove this way.

M5. JOHNSON: Cat hy Johnson, secretary
to the comm ssion.

M5. BLAKLEY: Dr. Jill Blakley, I wll
be speaking on behal f of nyself and ny co-aut hor,
Dr. Ayodel e d agunju, who | believe should be on
t he phone for nost of the neeting.

M5. LEWS: |I'mdennis Lewis, CEC
commi ssi oner and nenber of the RCEA panel.

MR. HARDEN: |'m Neil Harden, also a
commi ssi oner and a nenber of the RCEA panel.

MR. JOHNSON: Terry Johnson, nenber of
t he RCEA panel and conmi ssi oner.

MR, SOPUCK: Tim Sopuck, mnenber of the
Cl ean Environnment Comm ssion and nmenber of this
panel .

MR SMTH  Doug Smth, I'ma
contractor working as a witer for the C ean
Envi ronnment Commi ssion on this project.

MS. JOHNSON: Shannon Johnson,

Mani t oba Hydr o.
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M5. ZACHARIAS: Allison Zachari as,
Mani t oba Hydro.

V5. MATKOWBKI :  Shel | ey Mat kowski ,
Mani t oba Hydro.

MR. MCDONALD: Don MDonal d, Regi onal
Fi sheri es manager in Thonpson wi th Manitoba
Sust ai nabl e Devel oprent.

M5. STREICH: Lori Streich, Cean
Envi ronnent Conmi ssi on.

M5. MOGAN: Aurelie Mgan, O ean
Envi ronnent Conmi ssi on.

M5. GLLIES: lan Gllies, Cean
Envi ronnent Conmi ssi on.

M5. FI TZPATRICK: Patricia
Fitzpatrick, University of Wnnipeg.

M5. DESORCY: doria DeSorcy, | work
for the Manitoba branch of the Consuners
Associ ati on of Canada.

MR, WLLIAMS: Byron WIlians, Public
Interest Law Centre. W are assisting the
Consuners Associ ation, and not quite physically
present, but my coll eague Joelle Pastora Sala w ||
be joining us as well.

THE CHAIRVAN:  All right. It is Serge

Scrafield, chair, again. | believe we have one
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person on the phone. Are they there yet? | would
ask themto introduce thenselves if they are and
if they can hear ne.

MR. OLAGUNJU: |'m Ayodel e d agunj u,
"' m co-author with Dr. Bl akl ey.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Ckay. Thank you very
much.

The only other matter | wanted to
raise here is | wuld ask you all to clearly state
your nane before you speak, when you're asking
guestions or when you're part of the presentation.
That's also our -- also so that our recorder can
be sure to ascribe the remarks to the right
person. And | would ask you in the sane vein to
speak relatively slowy and clearly. | know when
you are giving presentations or answering
guestions, or sonetinmes even asking them
certainly I have the habit of speeding up as | go
along. So once in a while I may ask that you sl ow
dowmn. So that's all so we get a good recording.
Al'l of this, as everything that we do at the CEC
wi |l be recorded and publicly avail abl e.

Thank you. And I'Il turn it over
Byr on.

MR. WLLIAMS: Thank you, and good
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Page 7
norni ng everyone. | will be nercifully brief this

morning. We did want, on behalf of the Consuners
Associ ation of Canada, the Mnitoba branch, to
thank you for this opportunity. W see this
process and this hearing as a nutual |earning
opportunity, and it was in that spirit that we
offered to present Dr. Jill, Dr. Jill Bl akley.
And so we are very appreciative of that effort.
And | did want to al so acknow edge that this would
not have been possible w thout the funding support
t hrough partici pant funding, as well as our
col | eagues at the University of Wnni peg who were
generous -- Jill is speaking there tonmorrow -- and
t hat hel ped to cover some of the costs. And as
you will see when you see the witten report, this
is a very significant undertaking. And we were
the beneficiaries of a significant private
donation, w thout which this work could not have
been done. So we are appreciative of the CEC, the
University of Wnnipeg, our clients obviously, and
t he unnaned private donor.

And | will turn it over to Dr. Jill
and her colleague and I will let you go. | did
want to say, we certainly are hoping there will be

| ots of questions. W welconme Hydro and
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Conservation. | think Jill is quite -- if there
is a slide where you are not sure, | think you can
ask her then or ask her at the end as well. She

is used to voracious students, so | think she can
handl e the C ean Environnment Comm ssion as well .
So feel free anyone to ask questions if you
choose.

M5. BLAKLEY: Good norning everyone.
So ny nane is Dr. Jill Blakley, and |I'm associ ate
prof essor at the University of Saskatchewan. And
as | nentioned, |I'm speaking this norning on
behal f of a co-author as well, Dr. Ayodel e
A agunju, and he is a strategic analyst, recently
took up a post with Alberta Environment. So he is
on the phone. He co-authored the report and
presentation, and he has nade hinself avail abl e
|ater on for questions that may be related to part
3 People, and part 4 Physical Environnment. Those
were his areas of review

So | just want to present to you this
nor ni ng hi ghlights of our report, which is
entitled "Critical Review O the Regional
Cumul ative Effects Assessnent for Hydroelectric
Devel opnents on the Churchill, Burntwood and

Nel son River Systens."
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The total report will be conplete
within a couple of weeks, so there are a couple of
details that we are working out with the text of
the report, and it should be avail able very soon.

So, if you don't mind I wll just
begin wwth a little bit about nmy own background
and about Dr. O agunju's background. | began
working in the area of cunulative effects in about
2005.

It seens like there is a little bit of
feedback or something with this mc. Does that
seemto be better? kay.

So, | began working in the field of
cunul ative effects in about the mddle of 2005,
and at that tinme | was | ooking specifically at
regi onal and strategic approaches to cunul ative
effects, and how those things integrate and how
they can be acconplished. That research |ead into
t he devel oprment of gui dance for Canada, through
t he Canadi an Council of Mnisters of the
Environnent. So they published a gui dance about
princi pl es, nethodol ogy on regional cunul ative
envi ronnment al assessnment. And that work supported
Al berta Environnent's process at the tinme to

devel op their own regional planning approach based
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on cumul ative effects assessment. The work al so
infornmed a project that was bei ng done by

Fi sheri es and Cceans Canada, and over the years
was used by a nunber of other entities in Canada
that were interested in this type of assessnent.
| al so devel oped, not too |ong ago for the CCME,
definitions for cunul ative effects that they can
use Canada-wide. And that's on line, on their
website.

Now, that foundational work has
i nformed the Buil ding Common Ground Report, which
was issued in 2017 by the Mnister of Environment
and Climate Change. |In that report, in the
Bui I di ng Cormon Ground Report, there is a section
there on regional inpact assessnments, and it draws
directly fromthe CCME principles.

In terns of my | guess background or
experience with an electric utility conpany, in
the 2000s | spent six years consulting directly to
BC Hydro. | was docunenting a range of innovative
managenent practices. They were doing vegetation
mai nt enance in such a way to support wildlife
habit at managenment. And that was really
interesting work, and | still find it very

interesting, you know, working with hydroelectric.
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In terns of this file today, | was
i nvol ved in conducting reviews, cunulative effects
nmet hodol ogy reviews for the Bipole Il hearing,
t he Keeyask hearing and the Needs For and
Al ternatives To hearing.

Now, Dr. Odagunju has a simlar
academ ¢ background. His doctoral focused on
i ntegration of environmental assessnment planning
and policy making on a regional scale. And he
al so has sone experience with review ng CEA for
hydroel ectric. And of course, he publishes
regularly in this field, as do |

So the agenda this norning is, of
course, to provide sone context of the review and
the purpose of the review | will do a bit of an
overvi ew on Regi onal Cumul ative Effects
Assessnent, what it is and why it is inportant,
and talk to you a bit about our approach to doing
the review, and of course | will talk about
synt hesi s of our key findings and observati ons.

| ended up by tal king about sone next
steps. | understand that the Mnister and the
Cl ean Envi ronment Conmi ssion are | ooking for
advice for next steps in the process. So | do

touch on that.
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Al right. Wth regard to context and
purpose: So in the last 13 years there have been
t hree separate reconmendati ons for Regi onal
Cunul ative Effects Assessnent in Northern
Manit oba. The first one was in Septenber 2004,
that's when the O ean Environnent Conm ssion, as
part of the Wiskwati m heari ngs, reconmmended a
cooperative regional planning approach to assess
curmul ative effects of past, present and future
devel opments. And they noted particularly that
there was a potential for a strategic approach to
t hat wor k.

Later on in Novenber 2012, Gunn and
Noble -- so that's myself and Dr. Bram Noble -- in
review ng the cunul ative effects prepared for
Bipole I'll, we also recommended that the
government undertake a regional strategic
cunmul ative effects assessnent.

Shortly thereafter in 2013, the d ean
Envi ronnment Comm ssi on once agai n recomended,
with respect to their decision on the Bipole II1I,
that a regional cunulative effects assessnent for
all Manitoba Hydro projects and associ at ed
infrastructure in the Nelson R ver sub watershed

be undertaken. And of course we know t hat
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recommendati on was accepted and a terns of
reference was agreed to. And at that tine, in the
terms of reference, the scope of the regional

cunul ative effects assessnent was expanded beyond
just the Nel son sub watershed, but also would
include the Churchill, Burntwood in addition to
the Nel son River system There was all three.

However, the scope of the terns of
reference only allowed for a retrospective
anal ysis of cunul ative effects, which as well that
it would be stated in the terns of reference that
it would be retrospective only.

So our purpose then we took a | ook at
the RCEA report, and we did undertake what |
suppose we acadenics would call appreciative
inquiry. W really wanted to go in obviously with
an open mnd and | ook for the strengths of the
filing. In so doing, of course, we also noticed
some of the weaknesses, and so | do tal k about
both of those today.

The scope of our work does not include
assessing the scientific accuracy or disciplinary
appropriateness in presenting past and current
effects. There are many other experts that you

will hear fromon those subjects. W also do not
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assess the accuracy in presenting any comunity
perspectives or concerns. Again, there are other
experts that you will hear fromthat will talk on
t hose subj ects.

So | ooki ng now to what Regi onal
Cunul ative Effects Assessnent is from our
perspective: So, just starting with the
foundati onal concept of a cunulative effect, there
is a classic definition issued by Hedman and
others in 1999 as part of the Canadi an gui dance.
That guidance is really quite dated now, but it is
still widely used and it was relied upon in the
RCEA. In that guidance a cunul ative effect is
defined as a change to the environnent caused by
an action in conbination with other past, present
and future actions. Many definitions of
curul ative effects actually al so include reference
to the change i nduced by natural processes. So
previously I mentioned that we did sonme updated
definitions for the CCME around cunul ati ve
effects, and those updated definitions do refer to
nat ural processes being part of the change that
can contribute to the cumnul ative inpact or effect.

So really what is at the heart of

this, the idea of a cunul ative effect, is that
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there may be a high cost to what we perceive as a
small or increnental change. And how we get to
under st andi ng that high cost or the significance
of that smaller increnental change is by
understanding the context of the effect. That is
what is different about |ooking at a cumul ative
ef fect versus perhaps a direct or imedi ate inpact
or effect.

So, in other words, each individual
di sturbance or inpact, regardless of its perceived
magni tude, even if that's perceived as a small
magni tude, it can represent a very high margina
cost to the environnment or the society. That's
really what is at the heart of cunulative effects.

Now, naturally a regional scale of
analysis is quite inportant to capture cunul ative
effects, because oftentinmes those effects are
regi stered beyond the project footprint. So, for
exanple, this diagramis a little hard to deci pher
fromwhere you're sitting, | know that. \Wat it
is trying to show you there is that if we take the
exanple of let's just say building, you have a
rail road passing by a community, they are going to
be adding a new rail spur and unloading facility

associated with sone new pipeline within the
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proj ect boundary. Cbviously that construction, or
that project could result in inpacts that are felt
beyond the project -- boundary of the project
footprint. So, for exanple, there could be new
effects of noise reaching that community, possibly
dust, if there is a new road put in associ ated,
could be a variety of inpacts or effects that
obvi ously go beyond the project boundary. And so
we need the regional scale of analysis to be sure
that we're capturing the full inpact. But
Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent is
sonething different to that. It is not just a
proj ect based inpact assessnent with a bigger
physi cal boundary. It goes -- it's sonething
different to that.

So, Regional Cumul ative Effects
Assessnent is used to predict the total inpact of
all initiatives on the sustainability of a val ued
ecosystem conponent, so called, in the RCEA that
is referred to as a regional study conmponent. But
what we are trying to do is predict the total
i npact of as many activities as we can on the
sustainability of the regional study conponent.
And then we are | ooking at the contribution, or

t he significance of adding one nore project to
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that total. So you see how that is a different
concept. So, with all of these sort of bubbles
here -- if | had a pointer, but |I don't -- over to
the left, so whether these activities |ike road
bui |l di ng, forest clearing, could be ground

di sturbance, could be building a dam could be

fl ooding a reservoir, could be water table
drawdowns, we are | ooking at as nuch of that as
possi bl e, taking into account as nuch of that as
possible to get a picture of the total stress on a
regi onal study conponent. So it's the total
stress and the ability of the regional study
conponent to withstand any further stress. That's
i mportant, and hel ps us to understand the
significance of one nore project or one nore

di st urbance.

Now, ideally regional cunulative
effects assessnent would be strategic in nature,
whereas a project inpact assessnment is designed to
expl ore project alternatives. So, how can we
reroute the project? How can we redesign the
project? So project alternatives, strategic
envi ronment al assessnent | ooks at alternatives to
the project, or alternatives to the suite of

projects, which is referred -- in the inpact
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assessnment it is referred to as a program of
projects. So there is a difference there again.
So just to try to capture that once nore, project
i npact assessnent | ooks at project alternatives
whereas strategic inpact assessnent | ooks at
alternatives to the project or the suite of
projects, the program of projects.

So in strategic environnental
assessnment, the focus is on devel opi hg potenti al
future scenarios for devel opnent and nodeling or
predi cting the curul ative effects and consequences
t hat woul d be associated with each. So the idea
is to collectively establish a vision for the
region and select a preferred devel opnment scenario
that will get you closest to achieving that
vision. And it is that vision, those goals, those
obj ectives, that then woul d gui de subsequent
proj ect deci sions.

Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent
matters within the famly of environnental
assessnent frameworks, and Patricia and | know
that there is a wde famly of these kinds of
frameworks. It really is a unique avenue to
capture and debate the significance of past,

present and future inpacts to a region, because
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this cannot be achieved in any single project
assessnment. It can't, it is not designed to do
t hat .

I f you |l ook at the Building Common
Ground report, Canadi ans believe that Regi onal
Cunul ative Effects Assessnent may play a major
role in addressing curul ative inpacts on
I ndi genous and northern communities. This is
cited directly in the report.

Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent
matters to Manitoba: In our opinion this is an
unprecedented opportunity for |eadership and
col | aboration with regard to the fate of Northern
Manitoba, to collectively influence the future of
hydroel ectric and ot her devel opnents, and to
informall subsequent project assessnents and
deci si ons.

Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent
matters as well if we take a nonent to peek into
the future. So this slide, which is offered on
t he Manitoba Hydro website, depicts, you know,
pl ans for past -- for future Hydro devel opnent.

It al so shows past and present devel oprent.
MR, WLLIAMS: Jill, can | interrupt,

just for a second? | think this was one that was
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Page 20
added to everyone's package.

M5. BLAKLEY: | amsorry, this was the
one slide that | did add to your package that you
woul d have received this norning, handed out to
you, | hope. There are actually two slides with
changes. The first one is this map. Does
everybody have the map, or you can see it behind
me here?

So when we think about, you know, the
future, the future of the north and why Regi onal
Cumul ative Effects Assessnent is very inportant,
sone may say, well, 60 years have gone by, 60
years have past, it's way too late, what is the
poi nt of this now? But what about, you know, the
next 60 years? What about the next 100 years
after that? And when we | ook at, you know, this
slide which shows the plans for past, present and
future Hydro devel opnent, we see that at best we
are only hal fway down that path, not even hal f way
down that path when we | ook at planned hydro for
t he future.

If we focus just on the regional, or
the region of interest, so the northern portion,
what we have at present, you know, just | ooking at

this for four mnutes you will see at present we
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have six reservoirs. In the future we could have
11 reservoirs or nore. Wat |I'mtrying to say is
there woul d be 11 additional reservoirs, so that
woul d be a total of 17. So on the Burntwood

Ri ver, three nore are planned; on the Nel son
River, six nore are planned. There are five right
now, there would be six nore. The Upper

Churchill, there aren't any, if I'"'minterpreting
the map correctly. However, two woul d be added.
So that woul d be brand new devel opnent in an area
that hasn't been substantially altered by fl ooding
yet. So if we |look at that slide and we | ook at
the future, we realize in fact that Regi ona

Cunul ative Effects Assessnent is really incredibly
inmportant at this point, even though 50, 60 years
have gone by.

Al right. So our approach to
reviewing the work: Cenerally speaking, there are
four basic stages to any good cunul ative effects
assessnment, and those gui ded our review Those
four stages are scoping, so scoping of
partici pants, scoping of boundaries, scoping of
your regional study conponents, their indicators,
their netrics; there would be a retrospective

anal ysis phase to establish baseline conditions
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and establish cumul ative effects trends. There
woul d be a prospective analysis of potenti al

curmul ative effects of additional projects. And
then there woul d be a managenent phase, so
managenent neasures woul d be identified based upon
significance determ nation. O course, it would

i nclude attention to nonitoring and mtigation.

So those were the four stages that we
used that guided basically our analysis of the
RCEA filing. However, because the CEC previously
recommended a strategic approach in the Wiskwati m
hearing, because nyself and Bram Nobl e previously
recommended a strategic approach in the Bipole I
heari ng, and because the Consuners Associ ation of
Canada and the Manitoba Chapter is interested in
under st andi ng nore about the strategic approach,
and the Public Interest Law Centre is as well, we
did place that lens on the work. Essentially we
did a bit of a gap analysis to see how t he RCEA,
as it stands now, would conpare to a coupl e of
framewor ks that are out there to guide cunul ative
effects assessnent on a regional scale.

So we conpared with the CCME gui dance.
They have issued ten core principles for Regional

Strategi c Environnmental Assessnent and five
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Met hodol ogi cal Principles. So | will speak nore
about that later on. And we al so conpared the
work to a basic step-w se process that had been

i ssued for regional strategic environnental
assessnment. This process has three nmain phases, a
pre-assessnent, assessnent and a post assessnent
phase. As | said, though, I will probably comrent
on that later. For now!l really just want to
focus on those four core conmponents to the CEA
met hodol ogy, which is what we were ultimately
tasked to | ook at, because the terns of reference
did not call for a strategic approach.

Al right. Nowlet's |ook at sone of
our key findings and observations with respect to
each of those phases. The RCEA contai ned sone
good practices. It did fall short in a few other
areas. So as | said, I'"'mgoing to be commenti ng
on both of those. So first let's |ook at scoping.
So again scoping is about what is included in the
assessnent and what is not included in the
assessnment. Again, it's about scoping
partici pants, regional study conponents, spatial
boundari es, tenporal scale. The tenporal scale is
related to how far back we're going to | ook in our

retrospective analysis, and how far forward we are
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going to |l ook in our prospective anal ysis.

Now, with respect to scoping, the
spatial scope of analysis in the RCEA is adjusted
to suit each regional study conponent and it's
adjusted often and well. Typically a sub
regi onal, sometines |ocation specific approach is
actually adopted to assessing effects. And at
times the boundary of the anal ysis was extended
even further beyond the region of interest to
capture, for exanple, the extent of sonme mgratory
species and their use of habitat through different
seasons. So this was very good practice, and as |
said, we were really happy to see that.

However, scoping the Regional
Cumul ative Effects Assessnent as a retrospective
exercise rather than a strategic exercise, we fee
does represent a m ssed opportunity in |ight of
t he past recommendations. W noticed that
regi onal stakehol ders were not engaged in building
t he Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent,

i ncl udi ng the scopi ng phase, including
significance determ nation, et cetera, they were
not engaged in real tine. They were only engaged
indirectly through a review of historical

transcripts and reports. And | believe this
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possi bly has already |lead to sone issues.

W noted that wth section 3.5, in
part 11l People, that section is not yet conplete,
it is pending consultation with communities. So
we woul d have hoped and expected to see that
consultation with communities had been happeni ng
t hroughout the process, right fromthe start,
through to the mddle and through to the finish.

W note that the regional study
component list is fairly limted, with many
wildlife species affected by hydroel ectric
devel opment not included. Now, |et ne just
qualify that comment. W did feel that there was
very good and strong rational e behind each of the
regi onal study conponents that were included, and
the reasons for excluding certain conmponents was
al so very clear. There was rational e around what
was chosen to be focused on. But where our
concern nore so lies is that it is possible that
certain regional study conponents were not
captured that naybe shoul d have been captured, for
a couple of reasons. The first being that inpacts
are -- |like when you're |ooking at inpacts on a
regi onal scale, sonetines inpacts are likely to be

expressed sooner at other levels of the ecosystem
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organi zation than they are at the species |evel.
So sone regional study conponents possibly could
correspond with key ecosystem servi ces.

Now, ecosystemdiversity is assessed
in the Regional Cunul ative Effects Assessnent, but
the list of regional study conponents coul d
possi bly have been extended if we followed this
line of thinking. So, for exanple, biodiversity
underlies all ecosystem services and coul d
possi bly constitute a regional study conponent
itself within each ecosystem exam ned.

O her possibl e regional study
conmponents coul d include supporting ecosystem
services, such as nutrient cycling, soi
formation, primary production. Possibly
provi si oni ng ecosystem servi ces could be incl uded;
that m ght be something like intactness of the
food web, provision of freshwater, availability of
wood and fibre, et cetera. Regulating ecosystem
services could include climte regul ation, flood
regul ation, |I'mtalking about natural fl ood
regul ati on, disease regulation, water
purification. Some cultural ecosystem services
could include aesthetic values, spiritual val ues,

educati onal val ues, recreational services and
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values. So, |'mjust suggesting, or we're just
suggesting that the regional study conponent |i st
may or may not have captured all that is truly
inmportant in the north. And we really can't know
if that list is conplete or if it's appropriate
until it has been publicly and independently
vetted.

Al'l right. So noving on to the second
point on that slide. A significant portion of the
Bipole I'll transmssion line is omtted fromthe
region of interest. And | note that the route for
Bipole I'll has changed fromwhat it was as
proposed when | did a review on it. However, a
significant part, the southern portion of that
line is omtted fromthe region of interest.

Okay. So noving on to the next phase,
retrospective analysis. This is where the bul k of
the effort was made by Manitoba and Manitoba
Hydro, and | suppose it's therefore where the bul k
of our praise and our | guess critical
observations also lie. So retrospective analysis
is used to determ ne baseline conditions and how
devel opnent s have changed conditions over ting,
and whet her that change is significant to the

sustainability of regional study conmponents. It
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i nvol ves activities like threshold determ nation,
identifying acceptable limts, and ultimtely
trying to pick out associations and trends that
can be used to predict regional study conponent
responses to future devel opnents and curul ati ve
change. So we've identified six strengths of the
work -- seven, sorry, we weren't trying to find
one nore, but seven what we felt were general
weaknesses. So if you'll bear with me, | will go
t hrough those now.

So on the positive side the Regional
Cunul ative Effects Assessnent does address both
envi ronment al and soci o-economic effects. That's
great. The Regional Cunul ative Effects Assessnent
consistently reports changes and trends over tine
for regional study conponents exam ned, providing
both quantitative and qualitative descriptions.
It conpares pre and post devel opnent conditions
and it generally attenpts to assess the overal
heal th of selected regional study conponents
wi thin the regi onal ecosystemfor part V Water,
and for part VI Land.

The RCEA al so conpares
on-site/on-systemconditions with

of f-site/of f-system conditions, in many instances
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where they are available for part V Water and part
VI Land. So RCEA consistently provides a
hi gh-1evel overview of predom nant pat hways of
effects in the formof network diagrans that
illustrate drivers, pathways, and effects for each
regi onal study conponent, for physical
environment, |and and water.

The Regi onal Cunul ative Effects
Assessnent consistently al so uses indicators,
metrics and benchmarks to assess inpacts to part V
Water and part VI Land regional study components.
However, this is not evident in part II1l People or
part |V Physical Environnent.

The Regi onal Cunul ative Effects
Assessnent identifies driver and response
indicators to facilitate a clearer picture of the
overall health of each regional study conponent in
part IV Physical Environment, part V Water and
part VI Land. In our viewthis is a really useful
and in fact innovative practice. | haven't seen
this done before and I found it very hel pful
nysel f.

Now on | guess a bit of the downside
with respect to the retrospective anal ysis,

Keeyask is included in the scope of the RCEA, but
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it does have yet to be conpleted. The RCEA does
not do prospective analysis. So | guess we were
| eft scratching our heads a little bit about how
the future inpact of the Keeyask on the Nel son
Ri ver system and estuary coul d have been
adequately captured. If we're only doing a
retrospective analysis of existing information, |
don't see how the future effects could possibly be
captured in a retrospective analysis, yet it is
included within the scope. So a bit of a head
scratcher for us.

We al so noticed that al nost
excl usively the Regional Cunul ative Effects
Assessnment focuses on the direct additive effects
of hydroel ectric devel opnment on each RSC. A
synergi stic approach linking nultiple stressors to
each conponent is perhaps avoi ded, perhaps
over | ooked, but we were hoping to see a little bit
nore di scussi on about synergistic inpacts.

We al so noticed | guess you could say
a di screpancy or perhaps an inconsistency in the
approach taken to retrospective analysis in
conparing parts Ill and 1V, so people and physi cal
environment, to parts V and VI, water and | and.

Basically the focus in the former is on
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Page 31
i nformation provision rather than al so quantifying

and qualifying the magni tude of pathways of
conbi ned perturbations.

Now i n general, save for a few
i nstances, the use of environnental thresholds
that coul d hel p assess the significance of
hi storical inmpacts on RSCs is avoided in the RCEA,
reportedly mainly due to unavailability. And you
know, that very well is likely the case, they are
i kely unavailable in a |l ot of cases.

In part V Water and part VI Land, it
is the short tinme line of the RCEA that was often
cited as the reason that thresholds could not be
devel oped. So we don't have enough tinme. The
RCEA process is too short. Threshol ds cannot be
developed. In that tinme, therefore, we can't use
them Again, that likely is the case. But |
guess the point is, and the recomendation |ater
i s about perhaps taking the time or nmaking the
investnent to try to devel op sone of this stuff,
because it is so very, very inportant to
significance determ nation in the future.

Al'l right. Looking to the next page;
at tinmes in part VI Land, and this didn't happen

too often but it did happen often enough to note,
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the cunul ative inpact of hydro devel opnent on a
regi onal study conponent is qualified relative to
the inmpact attributable to other devel opnents and
deened proportionately less. In other words, the
i ncrenental inpacts of hydro devel opnent are sort
of mnimzed against the significance of other

di sturbances in the region. And it's just an area
that we did flag in both the Bipole Ill and the
Keeyask CEA reviews. So just to be careful that,
again, we really are |looking at total inpact. W
are not trying to say, well, our inpact is really
smal | conpared to this other |arger inpact,
therefore, it doesn't matter. That's not the
poi nt of Cunul ative Effects Assessnent. So we
just wanted to bring that up.

The RCEA does not attenpt to qualify
the total cunulative stress placed on any given
sub region, even though it's apparent that the
total stress on certain sub regions is nuch
greater than others. So, for exanple, area 2, the

Nel son River and estuary being the nbost stressed.

As | guess soneone reviewi ng the work, | think
that the material is there to provide -- even if
it's just a description -- a description of the

total stress for particular sub regions would be
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really good to have. | think it would be very
hel pful to the CEC and to the public.

The RCEA avoids the issue of
significance of regional inpacts. Scientific
benchmarks are definitely consistently used to
gauge the seriousness of noted cunul ative effects
to regional study conponents in part V Water and
part VI Land, but the societal significance of
currul ative effects throughout the RCEA is not
addressed. So, assigning significance to the
i npacts caused by hydro power devel opnment in
Northern Manitoba is not just a scientific
exercise. Okay. So it would be nice if we had
the thresholds, if we had, you know, scientific
ways to define the seriousness of inpacts. But
significance determnation is ultimtely a dynamc
process, it is a contextual process, it is a
political process, and it's ultimately a judgnment
call. Scientists will evaluate significance
differently fromone another and differently from
the public. And the public, different sectors of
the public will define significance differently
fromone another. So this is a collective
exerci se and one that is not approached in the

Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent at this
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The third stage of a typica
cumul ative effects assessnent would invol ve
prospective analysis. So | wll discuss that just
briefly before noving on to managenent, the final
stage, and then to our recommendati ons and next
steps. So prospective analysis is used with
potential responses in regional study conponents
to di sturbances in the future, including those
directly attributable to projects in question and
to other future projects and actions within the
regional environnents. Nowit's typically centred
on quantitative nodeling using a scenario based
approach. The focus is on how indicators and
metrics will change under different intensities or
types or m xes of devel opment versus perhaps
| evel s of environnmental protection. Now, where
the data are not available, you know, to do let's
say some quantitative nodeling, |essons fromthe
outcones of simlar devel opnents can be used,
expert judgnment can be used. There are a variety
of ways to explore possible future conditions.

Wl |, as we know, the RCEA does not
i nclude prospective analysis as per the terns of

reference, in spite of the fact that a major
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guestion regarding the future welfare of the

envi ronment of comunities in Northern Manitoba is
the potential for nore danms. So when |I'mtalking
about prospective analysis, there are a nunber of
ways that that could be approached. A prospective
anal ysis could be included in the RCEA, just as it
is now, and that m ght include sinply taking a

| ook at projected hydro devel opnents and trying to
predi ct how regi onal study conponents woul d
respond to Keeyask, to Conawapa, and ot her
projects if the nodeling would allow. So taking a
| ook at, you know, the trends, the conditions that
have devel oped, which is well articulated in the
retrospective portion, and projecting that into
the future, how w Il those change when we add
Keeyask, Conawapa, et cetera, et cetera? That

ki nd of prospective analysis, we think, definitely
shoul d be included in the Regional Cunul ative

Ef fects Assessnment. But if we are taking a
strategi c approach to all of this, which is
ultimately what the CEC fornerly recommended, what
we recomend, what | think would be nost
beneficial, if we take a strategic approach,
prospective analysis could be done in two

di fferent ways.
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Page 36
The first way would be to sinply |ook

within the energy portfolio, so devel oping
scenarios, different possible scenarios for energy
devel opment in Northern Manitoba. So different

m xes of energy, could be hydro, could it include
wi nd, could it include solar? These are sonme of
the other potentially viable options that were

tal ked about in the Needs For and Alternatives To
hearing. So you mght do a prospective anal ysis
in that sense. So we would strategically evaluate
di fferent scenarios of energy devel oprent.

Now you could take it to one |evel
further, also strategic, and this would be nore
akin to, alnost |ike a regional planning
initiative or effort where it is going to be a
mul ti-sector evaluation of all devel opnent in the
region of interest. So in that case you're
| ooki ng not just at hydro power, not just at
energy, but how does mning conme in to play, how
does forestry cone into play? And that would
broaden the prospective analysis to include other
partners at the table. So, of course, all of
those other nultiple sectors woul d have their own
representatives and their own voices, and of

course, through all of this affected comunities,
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nort herners, |ndi genous persons.

In a strategic prospective anal ysis,
whet her you use just a single sector or multiple
sectors, is predicated on a collective visioning
exercise, a collective evaluative exercise. It's
about collectively deciding on what is a preferred
scenari o or pathway for devel opnment, and then
foll owi ng through on that with the project
decisions that we nake in the future. So those
are sonme options around prospective anal ysis.

Now | ooki ng at the managenent phase of
Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent, this
phase, as | said before, is used to identify
appropriate mtigation and nonitoring actions
predi cated on significance determ nation, and
under st andi ng how nuch nore change an affected
regi onal study conponent or val ued ecosystem
conmponent can w thstand. Ckay.

Significance deternmination in a
regional setting could be done as a sustainability
test, rather than the classic way to determ ne
significance. W can talk nore about that |ater,
if you |like. But basically the point of this
phase is that in cases where a regional study

conponent is already known to be unhealthy, or
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regi onal conditions are already unsustai nable, the
managenent efforts should focus on rectifying or
restoring conditions and delivering net positive
contributions to regional sustainability.

Now t his next slide is your second
addition fromthis norning, so | wanted to clarify
or comment on this slide. So |I've altered the
wor di ng and we have provided you with a handout.
So our observation with respect to nmanagenent is
that the Regional Cunul ative Effects Assessnent
does provide a conprehensive overvi ew of
mtigation and conpensation initiatives in part
1l People. But, of course, it does not revisit
those strategies based on the results of a
prospective anal ysis or significance
determnation. That's really what we were trying
to get at, is that ultimately or ideally, once the
prospective analysis or significance determ nation
was nade, of course you would revisit your
managenment and mtigation plans to determ ne, you
know, are these the right activities, the best
activities to achieve our vision or our goals for
goi ng forward?

Al right. So noving on to

recommendations then. So | will just really read
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these to you. Nunber one: W recomend to
clearly state the intended purpose of the Regional
Cumul ative Effects Assessnent. Right nowit's not
clear if this is being done, to inform perhaps the
Provincial Energy Strategy, is it supposed to be
informng a watershed plan, is it supposed to be
inform ng a regi onal managenent plan, is it
supposed to be informng future project
assessnments, conditions for approval, is it
supposed to be informng a future strategic
exercise? It's not clear. So without a clear
statenent of the tactical purpose of the RCEA,
it's really hard to understand what is supposed to
be the influence of the work, what its value is
supposed to be and to whom

We recommend that the regional study
conponent |ist be publicly and i ndependently
vetted.

W recommend to include prospective
anal ysis to highlight potential cunulative effects
that woul d be induced in the Nelson River system
and estuary by Keeyask and Conawapa, at the
m nimum nore if possible.

We recommend to include all of the

Bipole I'll transmssion line in the region of
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i nterest.

We al so recomend to conduct further
anal ysis of the cunulative effects of transm ssion
line construction, clearing and vegetation
mai nt enance en nasse in the region of interest,
with a special focus on wldlife habitat and
riparian zone degradation locally. And we do
recogni ze that an intactness anal ysis was done,
but fromny own experience with transm ssion
rights-of-way, a single transm ssion right-of-way
that carries a 500 kV transm ssion line is enough
to act as a permanent barrier to crossing of many,
many species. And if it is not properly
mtigated, and by that | nmean through ongoi ng,
careful attention to vegetation maintenance, it
will act as a barrier permanently. So that really
is inmportant.

Nunmber 5: W recommend to facilitate
i ndependent scientific review of the use of
thresholds in the RCEA to determ ne whether their
near absence is justified. It very well could be.
|"mnot the person to say. But also we recomend
that the time and noney is invested in devel opi ng
scientific environnmental thresholds appropriate to

assist in future assessnents in Northern Mnitoba.
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Yes, that could take sone tine. W' ve got the
tinme.

We further recomend to attenpt to
describe synergistic effects in the region of
interest, as well as the total cumulative effects
on regional study conmponents on an area by area
basis, particularly for the Nelson River system
and estuary, and other highly stressed sub
regi ons.

W recommend with regard to |inkage
diagrams to illustrate drivers and pat hways --
drivers and pat hways of effects to provide a nore
explicit depiction of the other devel opnents taken
into account when possible. W realize that
oftentimes it is not possible, but when possible
nore detail would be hel pful

W recommend to inplenent stakehol der
engagenent to assist in scoping regional study
conponent s and determ ning inpact significance
particularly. And we recommend to reinstate the
public hearing on the Regional Cumul ative Effects
Assessnent as originally planned.

W recommend to include a conplete
list of past and current nonitoring and

remedi ation prograns and initiatives, which we
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have acknow edged is done. But the point of it
woul d be that we recomend further to
facilitate -- we use it to facilitate a gap
analysis. So it should be used to informthe
devel opnment of an all-inclusive, conprehensive
regi onal nonitoring programthat involves public,
i nvol ves industry, involves |ndigenous
partnerships as appropriate, and is based on a
clear articulation of action for achieving or
mai ntai ning the sustainability of each regiona
study conponent.

Nunber 10: Develop part 111 People
and part 1V Physical Environnment beyond an
i nformation provision approach, to al so include
retrospective and prospective anal ysis of change
trends and their significance.

Now, | ooking beyond the RCEA report
and toward strategic regional cunulative effects
assessnent in Northern Manitoba, we have three
recomendati ons. W do recommend that the
initiative be revisited as a strategi c exerci se,
that is objective | ead and does include eval uation
of alternative devel opnment scenarios, and woul d
result in a selection of a preferred alternative

that details the desired nature and pace of
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devel opnment in Northern Manitoba in the future.

We further recommend that the results
of a strategic regional curnulative effects
assessnent would informfuture hydroelectric
devel opnment project approvals -- informfuture
hydr oel ectric devel opnent project approvals in
Nort hern Manitoba, including for the Conawapa
Generating Station and associated infrastructure,
and rel ated regional policy and pl anni ng processes
such as the Gowi ng Qur Watersheds initiative or
the Provincial Cean Energy strategy.

Finally, we recomend to explore the
opportunity to possibly designate the RCEA region
of interest as an identifiable pilot project for
regi onal inpact assessnent in Canada, as descri bed
in the Building Commbn G ound report.

W recommend that, you know, if such a
thing were to cone to pass, that the Manitoba
Government could use that opportunity to undertake
a northern visioning project to help establish the
goal s and set the objectives of a strategic
Regi onal Cunul ative Effects Assessnent exerci se.
W strongly believe and we strongly suggest that
transform ng the RCEA fromnon strategic to

strategic is essential in order for it to reach
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its fullest potential in benefiting and
strengt heni ng Manitoba's environnent, econony and
peopl e.

So that brings our review of the RCEA
to a conclusion, but I do have a couple of slides
about next steps. If you wll just bear with ne,
"1l take you briefly through those.

So earlier | introduced the CCMVE s
core and net hodol ogi cal principles for regional
strategi c environnmental assessnent, which at its
heart is cunul ative effects assessment. And |
just wanted to -- | just wanted to highlight where
| feel the RCEA actually already neets these
criteria, and where work could be done for it to
neet these criteria.

So on the left there, when we | ook at
the ten core principles, the box should be
showi ng, the green box should show that in fact
al ready the RCEA is cumul ative effects focused and
it is nmulti-scaled.

Now, with respect to early
commencenent, you know, | wouldn't say it is
exactly early when we | ook backward, but when we
| ook forward it is sufficiently early. So that's

good. So we could say it's in advance of several
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nore decades of planned devel opnent.

Now, where we would need to do a bit
of work to adapt the RCEA is the bottom portion of
that list. So we would need to adapt it to becone
strategic or objective |ead, to becone futures
oriented, to becone multi-tiered, neaning that
there is a planned or deliberate downstream
i nfl uence on project decisions, possibly upstream
i nfluence on policy decisions. W need to adapt
it to becone nore participatory, nore
opportuni stic, nmeaning are there opportunities to
actually inprove our institutional relationships
here, to strategically inprove conmunicati on anong
key partners. So opportunistic, and also work to
become nore adaptive, neaning that it becones
flexible. So as new information is gained, then
we can adapt our plan as necessary.

Now, on the nethodol ogi cal principles
side, already the Regional Cumul ative Effects
Assessnent is |ooking at regionally appropriate
regi onal study conponents with, like |I said, the
caveat that perhaps nore need to be added. It
already is structured and systematic. And
actually to a good degree, it is already

integrated in the sense that it does bring many
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scientific perspectives to bear on the work. But
by integrated here, what the CCME i s recomendi ng
is that it be fully integrated with other regional
pl anni ng and policy-maki ng exerci ses, so that
these things are not discrete processes that don't
i nform one anot her, that they are sonehow |inked
and rnutual ly supportive.

It would need to be adapted to be
focused on alternatives, as | explained, and
perhaps interdisciplinary could becone a further
f ocus.

Now, the RCEA is very
mul ti-disciplinary al ready, neaning that, yes,
there are many disciplines that have contri buted
information. But interdisciplinary is about
bringing those different scientific disciplines
together to collectively communicate and try to
eval uate and assess inpacts and significance.

Finally |l ooking at -- there is the
box. Okay. | don't think I did that. | didn't
programit to do that. Let's see if | can get to
the end of the boxes here. OCkay. Al right.

So the final slide then, |ooking at
the step-w se process for regional strategic

envi ronnment al assessnent. Again, the RCEA al ready
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acconpl i shes sonme of this. So the regional
baseline definitely has been scoped and scoped
very well. There has been a lot of attention to
identifying past regional stressors and trends in
the region, and that's great. And that really is
a very strong foundation for nmoving forward. What
we woul d have to do to transformit into a
strategic exercise is, of course, we would have to
revisit the terns of reference. You need a
different terns of reference that nmake it into a
strategic or objective | ead exercise. And then
where you are going to see sone additional work is
t hrough that m ddl e and back section of the

f ramewor k.

Nunber 4 is all about defining and
identifying the strategic alternatives for the
region, so what are those different scenarios for
devel opnment in the future? And then assessing the
cumul ative effects of each of those scenarios and
conparing them conparing their attributes, which
of themgets us closest to our vision? So that's
how you get to your preferred devel opnent
scenari o; which one gives us the nost of what we
want and need?

And then, of course, you would revisit
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per haps your current renediation or mtigation
pl an, and devel op nmanagenment actions appropriate
to the strategic assessnent results, and in
foll owi ng through then with nonitoring, adaptive
managenent, inplenmenting the strategies, et
cetera, et cetera. Al of that information, of
course, would be fed back into the process which
beconmes sort of a living process, an iterative
process.

So those are our reconmendati ons
around next steps. And they provide maybe just a
little bit nore perspective beyond the
recommendati ons that are specific to the RCEA
report.

So that's the conclusion of the
presentation. Thank you very nuch.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Wel |, thank you very
much, Dr. Blakley. So we will turn it nowto
guestions, or maybe I will ask Byron first if the
CAC has anything to add?

MR WLLIAVS: W don't. |f there

is -- | may have a couple of questions, but |
want -- if there is enough tinme to ask them we
will ask them But if not, we will leave it to

others. W will just say that we appreciate the
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Page 49
opportunity. This will informthe advice of CAC

Mani t oba and al so the i ndependent advice of our
expert witnesses as well. Thank you.

THE CHAIRVAN:  All right. Thanks
Byron.

| wonder then if | could turn to
guestions and conments fromthe various
participants at the table, and then | will turn to
the panel at the end of that. So certainly any
guestions or coments, we're open for that.

Al right. 1'Il turn to the panel and
we'll still come back to the other participants at
the end if this sparks any further interest. Any
menber of the panel have a question? M. Sopuck.

MR, SOPUCK: Tim Sopuck, panel nenber.
In one of your statenents concerning the
retrospective analysis, I'll just read it:

"Al nost exclusively the RCEA focuses

on the direct additive effects of

hydr oel ectric devel opnent on each

envi ronnment al conponent. A

synergi stic approach linking multiple

stressors to each conponent is

avoi ded. "

Did you note any difference in sort of
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t he anal yti cal approach between the RCEA, what
anongst the panel we call binders, and the --
they're al nost four feet high -- and conparing the
bi nders against the integrated summary report, did
you notice any difference in say the willingness
to get into the area of synergistic inpacts?

MS. BLAKLEY: Well, | would say that
ny approach as a scientist was to focus on the
bi nders and not so nuch the integrated sumary
report, because in ny experience, you know, ny
| engt hy experience with these things, | know that
the integrated summary report is a docunent
prepared for a public comunication. And for ne
the translation of what appears in the binders to
what appears in the report is not going to be
quite the sane thing. |It's obviously not the sane
| evel of detail. And to be quite honest, | | ooked
at the integrated summary report, but | didn't
want that to cloud nmy interpretation of what's
presented in the binder, and really for that exact
reason, because | woul d expect that there is a
difference in conmmunicating in the integrated
sumary report versus the binders. So |'m not
sure if you notice a difference, but |

del i berately avoi ded that because | didn't want to
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be distracted by such a difference, if there was
one. | wanted to focus on the scientific
evi dence.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Ms. Lew s.

M5. LEWS: dennis Lews, panel
menber. | have a question about taking a
prospective approach in cumul ative effects
assessnment. How do you factor in natural forces
such as fire, and further fromthat, how would you
address climte change?

MS. BLAKLEY: So how you woul d address
t hose natural changes or sonething like climte
change is going to depend entirely on the nodeling
exerci se that you undertake and the abilities or
capabilities of the nodel that you use, and al so
woul d depend upon the kinds of data that are
avai l abl e to popul ate those nodels. So | wouldn't
say -- like for each instance, it wll be
different how that's approached. And the choice
of nodels, the selection of data, all of that
woul d be decided at the tine by the scientific
t eam who best understands that issue.

THE CHAI RMAN. M. Sopuck.

MR. SOPUCK: I n your slide where you

define cunul ati ve effects, there's a statenent at
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the bottom and it says:

"The high cost of increnental

decisions is at the heart of

cumul ative effects.”

When | read that, just as an
i ndependent statenent, it strikes ne as being kind
of presunptive, it kind of assumes that, you know,
if you're going to |l ook at increnental affects,
automatically there will be a high cost
associated. Anyway, |I'mjust trying to understand
t hat statenent.

M5. BLAKLEY: | guess to qualify the
statenent, or to be nore clear, it's that there
could be a high cost to an increnental action.

And that is what is at the heart of Cunulative

Ef fects Assessnent, is to find out, is it a high
cost or not? It may not be, it may not be, but
that's the point to try to find out if it is or if
it's not.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Any ot her questions
fromthe panel ?

| do have one nyself, at severa
points in the presentation you referred to the
terms of reference for the study. And of course,

the terms of reference imt the work considerably
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when conpared to what -- and obviously | respect,
and | think I can speak for the panel, saying that
we respect your know edge and under st andi ng of
what a classical -- and classical may be the w ong
word -- given that it's an energing science may be
too strong, but it is an energing nethod for
tackling environnmental inpacts on a regional scale
and cunul atively. So you're saying this is, if
you're doing it thoroughly and if you're doing it
globally, at least within the region, this is how
it should be done. So accepting that, that you
obviously have a | ot of experience in this area,
you then refer back to the terns of reference a
nunber of tinmes, which | think you qualify as
bei ng sonething | ess than that, and focus very
much on the retrospective. So | |ike the way you
broke it out because it does allow us to have a

| ook at even how they match up on the
retrospective evaluation. But is that a fair
assessnment to say that sone -- sone parts of what
you point out is a thorough nodel for doing

regi onal cumul ative inpact assessnment, sone parts
of that were not in the terns of reference? It
doesn't nean they shouldn't be done, it doesn't

precl ude us from maki ng recommendati ons in those
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areas for the future, but would that be a fair
concl usi on based on your know edge and based and
what you' ve seen?

MS. BLAKLEY: Yes, it would. The
terms of reference specifically call for only a
retrospective analysis. And when you | ook at the,
i ke you said, sort of the classic approach to
Cunul ative Effects Assessnent, whether or not it
is done in a strategic manner, the classic
approach to cunul ative effects assessnent woul d be
to call for a prospective analysis going forward,
so looking into the future. But because the terns
of reference only say -- only allow for a
retrospective analysis, therefore there is no
prospective analysis, so that piece is m ssed.
And so | don't know, |I'mnot sure, |ike | guess
when | saw the terns of reference | was confused,
to be honest, because | thought, well, why would
there be no all owance for a prospective anal ysis,
and further, why would there be no strategic
approach when t hose had been the forner
recomendations? So | don't know, | wasn't privy
to that information.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Yeah, and | thought you

outlined that quite well actually here, here were
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t he reconmendati ons, and you went back even
further to Wiskwatim and then you said, and here
are the terns of reference. So right away there
is an obvious difference there.

And then secondly, you outlined |
think quite well, the differences between what
woul d be a thorough regi onal cumul ative inpact
assessnent and the retrospective portion of that.
So perhaps it's a definitional issue -- it's not a
good use of that word but -- in that what we have
here is the retrospective, and that's hel pful to
us, you evaluated even that, but we have perhaps
the retrospective portion with its strengths and
weaknesses of an inpact -- of what you would cal
a full regional inpact analysis. Wuld that be a
fair way to summarize it or is that too
sinplistic?

M5. BLAKLEY: No, that's not too
sinplistic and that's exactly right. | think,
yes, you have a good solid foundation, a good
solid attenpt at a retrospective anal ysis, given
its relative strengths and weaknesses, and that's
great. And then | would recommend to nove forward
with that into the prospective anal ysis phase, and

| would further recomend the strategic approach
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whi ch introduces all kinds of scenarios for
devel opment and col | aborative deci si on- maki ng and
vi si oni ng about the future.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Ckay, thanks for those
answers. Are there other questions or comrents?
Yes, Neil.

MR. HARDEN: Neil Harden. | was just
wondering if you could comment on how wel |l you
feel that the study integrates the soci o-economc
i npacts fromsay hydro devel opnent with the
overlying soci o-econom c inpacts of say the
decline of the fur industry, the rise of the
i nternet and nodern basically social trends? Do
you feel that's good or bad or -- what kind of job
do you feel it does?

M5. BLAKLEY: So ny partner in this
project, Dr. O agunju, was responsible for the
primary assessnent of part |11 People, which is
primarily the section that would apply to your
question. | wll maybe make a comment and then
turn it over to him | can hear that he is
avai | abl e on the phone still, which is good. But
in general | do -- ny inpressions of the work was
that less attention is given to social and

cultural inpacts than perhaps is warranted.
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think the work is fairly tentative in that area.
It does establish sonme of the -- like the attenpts
over time for renediation, et cetera. Again, it
is also a historical perspective. But for now
that part of the RCEA was not crafted in
partnership or consultation wth affected
comunities, or taking into account, as you said,
nodern trends, nodern concerns. Even, you know,
concerns today are quite different possibly than
concerns five years ago, ten years ago. And
that's why it is very inportant that it is done in
col l aboration, in consultation, to allow the
peopl e to speak for thensel ves about what's
affecting them

Sol will turn it over to
Dr. 4 agunj u.

MR. OLAGUNJU:. Yeah, thank you,
Dr. Blakley. | will review just sone of what
Dr. Blakley has said with regards to the People
section of the report; quite a | ot of useful
information that can really help us to predict
into what m ght be the future inpacts of hydro
devel opnment and all the devel opnment in the region
of interest.

And again, just to reiterate what she
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said, she said it is just about m ssing the
opportunity to actually update all of the good
information and try to project into the future.
The contenporary issues are not addressed. Most
of the section focused rather on the historical
context that create hydro devel opnent, sonme of the
soci al issues that are taken is around econony
transformati on and health and wel |l ness of the
peopl e, which are useful data trends and all of
that, but we need to actually take a bit of
reflection on that. And they are interested
presently, and that does need the people, the
af fect ed people and the stakeholders in the region
to cone back to the table and kind of speak on
those issues. And | think the current authors
kind of m ssed an opportunity to reflect on these
i ssues and to nove the conversation beyond the
hi storical data provided. And the information, as
it appears, really provides a | ot of good
background to do that. And it is just to bring
back the people and have those conversation with
themand try to predict into the future

THE CHAI RVAN:  Thank you very nuch
both of you, for those responses. More questions,

or comments? M. Johnson.
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MR, JOHNSON. Yes, thank you for your
report, Dr. Blakley. M question is underneath
the area of scoping, and you say that the RCEA s
list is fairly limted with many wildlife species
af fected not being included. Can you give us sone
sense of what they are?

MS. BLAKLEY: Well, you know, in
reading Part V Water and Part VI Land, you know,
certain species were dropped fromthe list that,
you know, | guess were justified in being dropped.
For exanpl e, when you |ook at let's say fur
bearers, you know, aquatic fur bearers was |limted
just to | ook at beaver. And the | ook at beaver
was just in tw of the sub regions, and the data
were extrapol ated fromthose two sub regions to
the entire region of interest. So for ne, you
know, aquatic fur bearers, | nean, obviously
there's nore than just beavers. O if you | ook at
terrestrial fur bearers, certain fur bearers are
nore sensitive than others to disturbances. So,
for exanple, although they may be rare and
secretive, let's say wolverine, so why was that
not consi dered? There are so nmany possible
species that could be included. And | know that

good practice scoping is not about throw ng
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Page 60
everything in but the kitchen sink, that's not the

point. But, you know, the point is to say, are we
sure that with this fairly limted list that there
isn't anything nore, froma public view point,
froma scientific viewpoint, independently that
should be on that list? Because, you know, the
possibilities are endl ess.

What about anphi bi ans? There are no
regi onal study conmponents that have to do with
anphi bians. That nmay or may not be inportant.

But how do we know if we haven't publicly and
i ndependently vetted that list?

MR. JOHNSON:. Thank you.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Serge Scrafield again
Any nore questions? M. Lew s.

M5. LEWS: dennis Lewws. | have a
guestion about view ng the Regional Cunul ative
Ef fects Assessnent through a strategic lens. Just
to clarify, that doesn't elimnate the need for a
project by project cunmul ative effects assessnent,
so the regional assessnment woul d be an upper tier
assessnent ?

MS. BLAKLEY: That is exactly right.
Hopeful ly, what the results of a regional

strategi c assessnent would do is set the context
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to make subsequent project by project decisions.

And at tinmes it can actually streamine the
proj ect inpact assessment process. You know, for
exanple, now that all of this work has been done
to collect baseline information and establish
trends for the region, that should make it so nuch
si npl er when you have the next project decision to
make. In certain countries, in certain states,
for exanple, Wstern Australia, they have -- it is
witten right into their legislation that if a
proponent elects to do a regional cunulative
effects assessnent, then they are going to
receive -- like their project applications will be
expedited if they can show that they adhere to
conditions set at the regional level. So it is a
way for proponents to streamine their project
applications. So, you know, that's an exanpl e of
how formally you have a tiering relationship, but
informally works as well. So this is the vision
for the region, this is what we want to
acconplish, and that then sets guidelines for
subsequent proj ects.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Addi ti onal questions
fromthe panel? M. Sopuck.

MR. SOPUCK: Thank you. Ti m Sopuck.
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| just want to read from your nanagenent section
one of the comments.

"ldentify appropriate mtigation and

nmoni toring actions for RCEA subject to

cumul ative effects.”

| just want to focus on the mtigation
part of it. And maybe it is unfair, | just m ght
ask you to speculate a bit here. One of the
things that | still have trouble with here is,
when it conmes to mtigation activities there is a
separate process that's been ongoing in Manitoba,
the Northern Fl ood Agreenent process, under which
comunities and the proponent, Manitoba Hydro,
have devel oped a | arge suite of projects, and
consi derabl e sum of noney has been spent. And |
appreci ate that dollars does not necessarily
equate to effectiveness. But know ng that process
is there and knowing it is an adversarial process,
which is well discussed in the report, what do we
do about that? Wat do we do about this
mtigation side of things, knowi ng that there is
this whol e other process that's been set up and
has been dealing with mtigative aspects of
devel opnment s?

MS. BLAKLEY: Well, if | understand
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your question correctly, you know what, no one is
suggesti ng what soever to, you know, throw all of
that out, or that those aren't extrenely val uabl e
and val ued interventions and processes. So if
that's the inpression that you' re getting, that's
definitely not the inpression we're trying to
give. But what do you do with all of that?
Hopefully you keep it and you build on it. The
difference being is that after you undert ake,
let's say a strategic cunmul ative effects
assessnment, you mght look at all of that a little
bit differently. It mght show you sone
opportunities for coordination. It mght show you
sonme opportunities to do things a little different
or better. And it definitely would hopefully

i nvol ve the people affected, it would involve them
comng to the table to have | guess as mnuch

i nfl uence as possi bl e on how those things occur
and are rolled out. So it's about enpowernent and
capacity building. Again, it's not a conment on
how much of that has al ready been done. |
certainly appreciate there is a vast anount of
energy and time and resources that have gone into
that, and that's all great. |It's about checking

to be sure, are we doing the right things to
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ensure the sustainability of the conponents of the
envi ronment and the econony and culture that we
want to preserve? Are we doing the right, | mean,
the nost -- the right things and as nuch as we can
do to protect that? And we won't know that unti
we take that big picture |ook.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Thanks again for that
response. Are there other comments or questions
fromthe panel? Seeing no hands up there, are
there other comments or questions? M. WIIians.

MR, WLLIAMS: Byron Wlliams. | have
just a couple of questions. |1'mgoing off of very
faded nenories, but | think perhaps in the 1990s,
a former Provincial Governnment undertook a
northern visioning exercise. | think it flowed
out of the Natural Resources Institute, perhaps
M. Henl ey.

In any event, how would strategic
regional cumul ative effects assessnent fit in with
some sort of northern visioning exercise? How
does that interaction take place?

M5. BLAKLEY: Well, it would depend if
there is an existing vision for the north or for
the region of interest already. Like perhaps the

government has done that work. And if they had
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and if that were on file, then probably you woul d,
in the regional strategic cunul ative effects
assessnment exercise, you would | ook at that and
once again validate that is the vision for the
north. And then fromthat vision you m ght
articulate specific objectives that you want to
achieve, so these are the things that in reality,
in a practical sense we want to achieve for this
region that would reflect the vision, as it may
be. And fromestablishing the vision and the
obj ectives, those would be your guide posts as to
whet her or not one scenario is preferred over
anot her. So when you do your scenario eval uation
and you | ook at the cumul ative inpacts of each and
the different options and opportunities they
of fer, what you would use to nake that judgnment in
part is howwell it fits with the vision and the
obj ectives. Does that answer your question?

MR. WLLIAVS: The second one is a
guestion you've heard both from M. Pastora Sal a
and nyself in the past. W see sone tension, if
we | ook at the Keeyask Environnmental Assessnent,
bet ween the western scientific approach, which
focuses on what we call in those cases VECs,

versus | ndi genous or Cree worl dviews, for exanple,
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whi ch perhaps are arguably nore focused and --
excuse me, holistic. | wonder if you can address
that tension or how that m ght be -- we m ght
bring together those perspectives or at |east give
appropriate space for themin a RCEA?

M5. BLAKLEY: Sure. So the concept of
a val ued ecosystem conponent is alnbst as old as
i npact assessnent itself. And it involves
identifying what we feel are the nost inportant
pi eces of the environnent to assess and protect,
with the understanding that if we assess and
protect those little individual pieces of the
ecosystem that it will have a trickle down effect
and the whol e ecosystemw || be thereby protected.
And so it cones from |ike an analytica
reductioni st approach to science, which was very
comon t hroughout time until the advent or age of
ecosystem sci ence and understanding. So it's
still very common today to take that reductionist
approach to understandi ng and eval uating i npacts
to environnent.

But in a regional cunulative effects
assessnment there is a great opportunity to | ook at
regi onal study conponents or val ued ecosystem

conponents in a different way that is nuch nore in
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line with Indigenous world perspective. And
that's because we are | ooking for regional study
conponents, for lack of a better term that are
actually I guess indicative of the health of an
entire region, or an ecosystem et cetera. So
yes, you mght still identify individual species
on those lists, but there is roomfor and there is
opportunity for regional study conponents that
actually are relationships, they' re representative
of an inportant relationship.

So that's what | was tal king about
earlier, maybe a regional study conponent is, in
fact, food web intactness. That's a set of
rel ationships that you are concerned about, you're
trying to protect. And how you woul d nmeasure that
i s obviously through your selection of indicators,
which nmay be rolled up into an index. So you
m ght have a suite of indicators rolled up
together into an index that would neasure let's
say food web intactness. Another exanple m ght be
a regional study conponent could be, let's say
natural flood regulation. Well, if that's of
i nportance to us, that we protect that
rel ati onship or process regionally, then we would

desi gn our assessnment to be able to neasure that.
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And again, it wouldn't be about one particul ar
species of plant or animal, it would probably be a
fleet or a host of relationships or individual
conponents rolled up together that would give us a
measure of ability to performnatural fl ood
regul ati on.

So that's where, you know, that kind
of thinking is fairly advanced in inpact
assessnment, and |'m not suggesting it's easy to do
or that we necessarily know all of the answers as
to what indicators or nmetrics are appropriate.

But the point is there is an opportunity there
that would allow -- it is nore conpatible with
| ndi genous wor | dvi ews.

MR. WLLIAVS: Could I have one nore
gquestion, M. Chair? Just -- Jill, you have got
experience across Canada in best practice and
certainly international in terns of the
literature. And recognizing flowing fromthe
terns of reference there is sonme future steps that
coul d be contenpl at ed, whether on prospective
based or strategic, are there best practices in
both of those context? W are |ooking around for
anal ogous or good practices for Hydro to | ook to.

Are there, in the Canadi an experience, sone that

Page 68




RCEA/CAC Presentation September 14, 2017

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

you m ght refer us to?

M5. BLAKLEY: Can you just reword the
guestion? The first part, so you are asking are
t here exanpl es?

MR. WLLIAMS: In ternms of |ooking
for -- so you have delineated prospective.

M5. BLAKLEY: Ckay. Right. Right.

MR. WLLIAMS: And then noving beyond
that to strategic, and then in the context of
prospective as well as strategic, if there's good
Canadi an practice that you can refer us to?

M5. BLAKLEY: Ckay. Yes, | could. |
woul d probably prefer to do that at a subsequent
date than to try to sort of spin those off the top
of ny head. Because each approach is highly
i ndi vi dual and depends on what you're | ooking for
in ternms of, specifically in ternms of guidance.
Because in Canada, |ike the practice has been
ongoi ng now for | woul d guesstimate about 15 solid
years. | think there are sone exanples that are
20 years old. So it's a relatively new area, but
there are some wel | -established cases that do
illustrate possibilities or ways that prospective
anal ysis can be approached. They adopt different

types of nodels, different ways of eval uating

Page 69




RCEA/CAC Presentation September 14, 2017

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 70
scenari os, et cetera, et cetera. So, YEeSs, t here

are, but I would probably prefer to explain all of
that at a |ater date.

MR. WLLIAMS: Your |awyer would
probably advise that too. Probably a better
answer than the question.

THE CHAI RMAN:  Thank you both for
that. More questions, conments?

Ckay. Well, then it's ny turnto
thank you for your presentation. It was very
informative. And I'msure it will be helpful to
us. And thanks to the CAC for nmaking this
available to the CEC. Al right. And | would
like to thank the rest of you for attending, and
t he panel nenbers, of course, for all of their
questions. And | think, unless Cathy has any
procedural issues to discuss, that will be it.

Not hi ng today. GCkay. Thanks again
all of you, and we'll see you at our next session
or in sone other venue. Thank you.

(Concl uded at 11:15 a.m)
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|, CECELIA J. REID, a duly appointed Oficial

Exam ner in the Province of Manitoba, do hereby
certify the foregoing pages are a true and correct
transcript of my Stenotype notes as taken by ne to
the best of ny skill and ability at the time and

pl ace herei nbefore stated.

Cecelia J. Reid
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