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Appendix A – Public Engagement Program 

1. Purpose of the Public Engagement Program  

The purpose of the Public Engagement Program (PEP) was to support the initial stages of stakeholder 

and public consultation for an Environmental Assessment license application to Manitoba Conservation 

and Water Stewardship for the 500 kV AC transmission line. 

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

 Site Selection, particularly criteria for site selection and identification of preliminary transmission 

line routes and border crossing areas. 

 Environmental Assessment, particularly socio-economic considerations. 

Information collected through the Public Engagement Program included biophysical, socio-economic, and 

heritage data, and other.  

2. Goal and Objectives of PEP 

The goal of the PEP was to facilitate the exchange of information between members of the public 

(including First Nations and Métis people), and the site selection and environmental assessment teams 

regarding the installation of a proposed new transmission line.  

The objective of the PEP was to provide stakeholders and the general public with meaningful 

opportunities to receive information about, and provide input into the site selection and environmental 

assessment process. The PEP included:  

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

 Consulting with stakeholders and the general public, including First Nations and the MMF, in the 
initial stages of the environmental assessment process. 

 Providing input into Route Selection (route selection criteria, evaluation of alternative routes) and 
Environmental Assessment (Valued Components, socio-economic considerations, potential 
effects, mitigation measures) using information gathered from the PEP. 

2.1 PEP Components  

The PEP was developed in cooperation with Manitoba Hydro and the other project consultants. A 

Program outline is included in Appendix A.  

2.1.1 Principal Components of the PEP 

Data sources related to socio-economic, natural and built environment issues and concerns, physical 

constraints and potential mitigation strategies included: 

 Key Person Interviews (KPI), done in conjunction with the St. Vital Transmission Complex 

project. 

 Stakeholder Workshops (Workshops). 

 Stakeholder Meetings (Meetings). 

 Public Open House events (POH). 

 Email and telephone communications (Communications) with landowners and other interested 

parties. 
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 Media outreach and information venues, e.g. mail outs and project website. 

2.2 Communications Strategy/Protocol  

AECOM established a communications strategy/protocol with Manitoba Hydro staff and other project 

consultants, which allowed us to work in partnership with the overall project team. Key staff contacts in 

the AECOM office were: 

 Project Manager: Myron Paryniuk, M Sc., P. Eng./Don Hester, ML Arch., FCSLA, MCIP 

 Project Coordinator: Alison Weiss, P. Eng. /Stephen Biswanger, P. Eng. 

Key contacts at Manitoba Hydro were: 

 Project Managers: Maggie Tisdale, M.R.M and Patrick McGarry 

 Public Engagement Lead: Trevor Joyal, BES, E. Pt 

 Aboriginal Engagement Lead: Lindsay Thompson 

 Project Co-ordinator: David Block  

3. Relation to Route Selection Process 

Manitoba Hydro’s route selection process identified a number of Alternative Routes between Winnipeg 

and three Border Crossing Areas along the Manitoba-Minnesota boundary. Stakeholder and public input 

to the route selection process included the following: 

 KPI interviews obtained comments about specific features and considerations that would affect 

transmission line routing. 

 Public Open Houses included Map Stations, which permitted members of the public, particularly 

local landowners and leasers, to indicate specific issues and concerns, and constraints 

associated with alternative route segments. 

 Stakeholder Workshops allowed a limited number of stakeholders to identify and evaluate criteria 

for route selection, and see how they applied to the route selection process.  

 Stakeholder Meetings provided opportunities for various stakeholders, typically municipalities, for 

question and answer and information sessions with Manitoba Hydro staff. 

 A number of people emailed, telephoned or wrote to Manitoba Hydro and their consultants to 

provide a range of comments, some specific to alternative routes.  
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1  2   3  4  5  6  7 
Organization? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous?) 

What interests 
do you 
represent? 

Approximate-
ly how many 
people are 
directly 
employed by 
agriculture/ 
your industry 
in your local 
area? (round 
number or 
estimated 
percentage of 
population) 

How would you 
describe the 
current 
economic state 
of agriculture/ 
your industry in 
the local area? 

How do you 
see 
agriculture/ 
your industry 
changing in 
the future 
(locally)? 

What are 
some of the 
most 
significant 
economic 
events that 
have taken 
place in 
agriculture/ 
your industry 
in the recent 
past? 

Are there any 
government 
subsidies or 
incentives for 
your industry? 

Name:   State of growth    
   State of decline    
   No perceptible 

change 
   

    How will this 
affect the 
overall 
economy? 
 

How has this 
affected the 
overall 
economy? 
 

 

Location:       

       
       
  

 
 
 

   How has this 
affected the 
labour force in 
Manitoba? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Has the 
labour force 
changed over 
time in 
agriculture/ 
your 
industry? 
  

Are there more 
or less jobs 
available now 
compared to the 
past? 

Have types of 
agricultural/ 
related 
industry 
employment 
changed 
recently?  
 

Does 
agriculture/ 
your industry 
regularly seek 
employees 
from outside 
the province, or 
the local 
area? 

Is the 
agricultural 
sector/ your 
industry 
affected by 
power system 
reliability? 

Is agriculture/ 
your industry 
in need of 
more electric 
power? 

In your opinion, 
where should 
Transmission 
Line routes be 
located relative 
to existing 
property lines? 

YES MORE YES YES YES YES Section and 
Quarter-section 
boundaries  

NO 
 

LESS 
 

NO 
 

NO 
 

NO 
 

NO 
 

Other  

How? Please explain 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How?  How? Please explain 
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15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
In your 
opinion, If 
Transmission 
Lines are 
constructed 
in an 
agricultural 
area which 
land uses 
should be 
avoided or 
favoured? 

In your opinion, 
what land uses 
are best suited 
to Hydro 
Transmission 
Lines? 

In your 
opinion, do 
Hydro 
Transmission 
Lines have 
any effects on 
agricultural 
practices?  

In your opinion, 
will property 
values be 
affected due to 
the 
implementation 
of this 
transmission 
line? 

In your 
opinion, will 
the 
transmission 
towers and 
lines affect 
aerial spraying 
operations? 
 

In your 
opinion, will 
the 
transmission 
towers and 
lines affect  
pivot 
irrigation 
systems?  

In your opinion, 
will the 
transmission 
towers and 
lines affect  
GPS or other 
navigation 
tools? 

 Grain/Oilseed 
Farming  

YES YES YES YES YES 

Avoided: Market 
Gardening   

NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  

 Berry Farms  How? How? How? How? How? 
 Horticulture/Tre

e Nurseries  
     

Why? Pasture/ Grazing      
 Intensive Animal 

Operations 
(Hog, Cattle, 
Poultry) 

     

 Woodlots       
Favoured? Wetlands and 

Marsh Areas  
  Could 

placement 
minimize 
effects? 

Could 
placement 
minimize 
effects? 

 

 Parks and 
Recreation 
Areas  

     

Why? Transportation 
Corridors  

     

 Other      
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22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
In your 
opinion, will 
the 
transmission 
towers and 
lines affect 
your 
industry’s 
ability to 
conduct 
organic 
farming on or 
near the 
proposed 
ROW? 
 

Do you have any 
concerns from 
construction or 
operation and 
maintenance 
activities 
associated with 
a Transmission 
Line right-of-
way on 
agricultural/ 
your industry’s 
operating 
activities? 

Do you have 
any 
comments or 
further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add?  

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

  

YES YES  YES YES   
NO  NO   NO NO   
   Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

   

How? What are they?  YES    
   NO    
       
       
       
 Could they be 

mitigated? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

 



 
 
Manitoba Hydro 
St. Vital Transmission Complex 
ITEM 2: Public Engagement Program Consulting Services 
June 25, 2013 QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS – KEY PERSON INTERVIEWS  
 
Agricultural KPI Questions  

5 | P a g e  
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1  2   3  4  5  6  7 
Organization? 
 
 
 
 
 
(Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous?) 

What is the 
scale and 
geographic 
extent of your 
company within 
Manitoba? 
Canada? 
Internationally? 

How many 
people are 
directly 
employed by 
your 
organization? 

How would you 
describe your 
industry’s 
economic 
state? 

Do you see 
your industry 
changing in 
the future? 

What are 
some of the 
most 
significant 
economic 
events that 
have taken 
place in your 
industry in the 
recent past? 

Are there any 
government 
subsidies or 
incentives for 
your industry? 

Name: Manitoba?  State of growth YES  YES 
   State of decline NO  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NO 

Location:   No perceptible 
change 

How? How has this 
affected the 
overall 
economy? 
 

What are they? 

 Canada?      
  

 
 
 

     

 Internationally?    How has this 
affected the 
labour force in 
Manitoba? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
How has the 
labour force 
changed in 
your 
industry? 
  

Are there more 
or less jobs 
available now 
compared to the 
past? 

Generally, 
how have 
various types 
of 
employment 
changed over 
time in the 
local area?  
 

Does your 
business or 
industry 
regularly seek 
employees 
from outside 
the province, or 
the local 
area? 

What are your 
company’s (or 
industry’s) 
power 
requirements? 

Is your 
business or 
industry 
currently 
affected by 
the electric 
power 
system’s 
reliability? 

Is your industry 
in need of more 
electric power? 

 MORE  YES  YES YES 
 LESS  NO  NO NO 
 Why? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Outside 
Province 

 
 
 
 
 
 

How? Why? 
 
 
 
 

   Outside Local 
Area  

What energy 
sources are 
used?  

  

    Manitoba 
Hydro electric 
power? 

 Other power? 

   Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other?   



 
 
Manitoba Hydro 
St. Vital Transmission Complex 
ITEM 2: Public Engagement Program Consulting Services 
June 25, 2013 QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS – KEY PERSON INTERVIEWS  
 

Business and Industry KPI Questions  

3 | P a g e  
 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Are there any 
development 
initiatives (by 
others) –
recently 
approved or 
in the 
approval 
process - that 
may affect 
your business 
or industry? 

Is your business 
or industry 
planning any 
new 
developments 
that Manitoba 
Hydro should be 
aware of in 
planning for a 
new 
Transmission 
Line? 

Would there 
be any effects 
on your 
business, or 
operating 
activities, 
related to 
construction, 
or operation 
and 
maintenance 
activities 
associated 
with a new 
Transmission 
Line right-of-
way? 

In your opinion, 
will your 
property values 
be affected due 
to the 
construction of 
this 
Transmission 
Line? 

Where should 
Transmission 
Line routes be 
located 
relative to 
existing 
property 
lines? 

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add? 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

YES YES YES YES Section and 
Quarter-
section 
boundaries? 

YES YES 

NO  NO  NO  NO  Other?  NO  NO 
Type? 
 

 What would 
they be? 
 

Why? 
 

  Would you be 
interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

 
 
 
 
 

     YES 

 
 
 
 
 

     NO 

Where 
located? 
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22       
If we have 
any 
additional 
questions, is 
it possible to 
contact you 
again? 

      

YES       
NO       
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organization 
 

What facilities 
are operated by 
your 
organization? 

How many 
people are 
employed by 
your 
organization 
(provide 
breakdown by 
type if 
possible)? 

What types 
of programs 
are offered at 
facilities 
operated by 
your 
organization? 

What 
communities/
areas are 
serviced by 
your facilities? 

Are rates of 
enrolment on 
the rise, 
steady state, 
in decline?  

What are the 
demographics 
of your 
student 
bodies? 

Name:     RISING  
     STEADY  
  Is the 

employment 
long term/short 
term/ contract 

  DECLINING   

Location:       
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
What are 
typical 
employment 
rates after 
graduation? 

Do you have any 
programs linked 
with Manitoba 
Hydro (such as 
cooperative 
education)? 

Would a new 
Transmission 
Line impact the 
operations of 
your 
organization? 

Do you have 
any 
comments or 
further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add? 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

 

  YES  YES YES  
  NO  NO NO  
  How?  Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

  

   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 YES   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Facilities? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 NO   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Transportation?      
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Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1  2   3  4  5  6  7 
Organization 
 
 
 
 
(Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous?) 

What interests 
do you 
represent? 

How many 
people are 
directly 
employed by 
your 
organization? 

What 
environmental 
features are 
important to 
your 
organization 
(e.g. water 
quality, 
wetlands)? 

What type of 
initiatives does 
your 
organization 
undertake 
related to 
these 
features? 

Have past 
development 
projects 
affected 
environmental 
features 
important to 
your 
organization? 

How was your 
organization 
involved in past 
projects? 

Name?     YES  
     NO  
     How?  
      

 
 
 
 

 

  How many 
people 
volunteer at 
your 
organization? 

    

Location?       
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
How were 
impacts 
mitigated, if 
any? 
 

In your 
opinion, will a 
new 
Transmission 
Line affect 
environmental 
features 
important to 
your 
organization? 

What land uses 
are best suited 
to be in 
proximity to 
Hydro 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

In your opinion, 
will there be 
impacts related 
to transmission 
line 
construction on 
local 
watersheds and 
aquifers? 

Are there any 
vegetation 
types in the 
Study Area 
that are 
especially 
important 
(such as 
orchids, 
remnant tree 
stands, native 
prairie)? 

Are there any 
areas with 
important 
wildlife habitat 
(spawning, 
calving, 
breeding and 
nesting areas) 
in the Study 
Area? 

Are there any 
areas with large 
concentration 
or gatherings of 
wildlife in the 
Study Area? (e. 
g. A flush of 
migrating 
raptors through 
the area or 
large numbers 
of waterfowl 
feeding on 
grain fields?) 

 YES   YES YES YES 
 NO Grain/Oilseed 

Farming  
 NO NO NO 

 How? Market 
Gardening   

 What type? What type? Where located? 

  Berry Farms      
  Horticulture/Tre

e Nurseries  
    

  Pasture/ Grazing     
  Intensive Animal 

Operations 
(Hog, Cattle, 
Poultry) 

    

  Woodlots   Where 
located? 

Where 
located? 

 

  Wetlands and 
Marsh Areas  

    

  Parks and 
Recreation 
Areas  

    

  Transportation 
Corridors  
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15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Are there any 
important 
rivers, streams 
or wetlands in 
the Study Area 
that provide 
wildlife habitat 
or fishing 
opportunities? 

Where should 
Transmission 
Line routes be 
located relative 
to existing 
property lines? 

What are 
current 
stressors on 
important 
environmental 
features? 

Are there any 
important 
recreation 
areas or areas 
of ecotourism 
in the Study 
Area?  

Do you have 
concerns 
related to 
important 
recreation 
areas or areas 
of ecotourism 
and a new 
Transmission 
Line?  

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add? 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

YES Section and 
Quarter-
section 
boundaries? 

 YES YES  YES 

NO Other?   NO NO  NO 
Where 
located? 

 Are they 
increasing, 
decreasing or 
remaining 
relatively 
constant? 

Where located? What?  Would you be 
interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     YES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 What can be 
done to reduce 
these stressors? 

   NO 
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22       
If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

      

YES       
NO       
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organization 
(Health 
Authority, 
hospital etc.) 

What facilities 
are operated by 
your 
organization? 

How many 
people are 
employed by 
your 
organization 
(provide 
breakdown by 
type if 
possible)? 

What types of 
services are 
offered at the 
facilities 
operated by 
your 
organization? 

What 
communities/
areas are 
serviced by 
your facilities? 

How would 
you rate 
emergency 
response time 
in the 
communities/
areas 
serviced? 

Would you 
expect 
emergency 
services be 
impacted by 
the 
Transmission 
Line project?  

Name:     GOOD YES 
     FAIR NO  
Location:     POOR  
     UNSURE How? 
     Issues?  

       
       
       
       
       
     What changes 

have you 
noticed over 
time? 

 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      



 
 
Manitoba Hydro 
St. Vital Transmission Complex 
ITEM 2: Public Engagement Program Consulting Services 
June 25, 2013 QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS – KEY PERSON INTERVIEWS  
 

Health KPI Questions  

2 | P a g e  
 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
What 
services are 
unavailable 
at your 
facilities that 
patients 
need to 
travel 
elsewhere to 
obtain? 

What are the 
predominant 
health concerns 
in the area? 

Do you have 
any power 
reliability 
concerns? 

Have you heard 
of any health 
impacts from 
Transmission 
Lines? 

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add? 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

   YES  YES YES 
   NO   NO NO 
     Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

 

   What?  YES  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    NO  

 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organization 
 
 
 
(Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous?) 

How many 
people are 
directly 
employed by 
your 
organization? 

Do you see 
your 
organization 
changing in 
the future? 

What are some 
of the most 
significant 
economic 
events that 
have taken 
place in your 
organization in 
the recent 
past? 

How has the 
labour force 
changed in 
your 
organization? 
  

Are there 
more or less 
jobs available 
now compared 
to the past? 

Does your 
organization 
regularly seek 
employees 
from outside 
the province? 

Name:  YES   MORE YES 
  NO  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 LESS NO 

  How? How has this 
affected the 
overall 
economy? 

 Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

       
Location:       

   How has this 
affected the 
labour force in 
Manitoba? 

  Why? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
How would a 
new 
Transmission 
Line affect 
existing 
transport-
ation and 
utility 
corridors? 

In your opinion, 
If Transmission 
Lines are 
constructed in 
an agricultural 
area which land 
uses should be 
avoided or 
favoured? 

What land 
uses are best 
suited to be in 
proximity to 
Hydro 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

Do Hydro 
Transmission 
Lines have any 
effects on 
agricultural 
practices?  

In your 
opinion, will 
your property 
values be 
affected due 
to the 
construction 
of this 
Transmission 
Line? 

Where should 
Transmission 
Line routes be 
located 
relative to 
existing 
property 
lines? 

Are there 
concerns 
locally about 
the impact of 
construction 
on local 
watersheds 
and aquifers? 

Significantly   YES YES Section and 
Quarter-
section 
boundaries? 

YES 

Not much Avoided: Grain/Oilseed 
Farming  

NO  NO  Other?  NO  

Not at all  Market 
Gardening   

How? Why? 
 

 Why? 

Why?  Berry Farms      
 Why? Horticulture/T

ree Nurseries  
    

  Pasture/ 
Grazing 

    

  Intensive 
Animal 
Operations 
(Hog, Cattle, 
Poultry) 

Could effects 
be minimized 
or mitigated? 

   

 Favoured? Woodlots      
  Wetlands and 

Marsh Areas  
    

 Why? Parks and 
Recreation 
Areas  

How?    

  Transport-
ation 
Corridors  
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15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Has the 
community 
experienced 
any infra-
structure 
issues from 
past 
industrial 
construction 
projects, such 
as roads, 
sewer and 
water lines? 

What are 
community 
perceptions 
related to the 
aesthetics of 
existing utility 
infrastructure, 
such as 
telephone pole 
lines, 
transmission 
lines and wind 
farms? 

Has the 
community 
expressed any 
concerns 
about 
construction 
noise or dust 
issues for 
approved 
projects or 
projects in the 
process of 
being 
approved? 

Are new 
projects 
(lagoons, 
landfills, other) 
planned in the 
next few years 
that could 
potentially be 
impacted by 
the 
Transmission 
Line? 

Are there any 
development 
initiatives (by 
others) –
recently 
approved or in 
the approval 
process - that 
may affect 
your 
organization? 

Is your 
organization 
planning any 
new 
developments 
that Manitoba 
Hydro should 
be aware of in 
planning for a 
new 
Transmission 
Line? 

Would there 
be any effects 
on your 
business, or 
operating 
activities, 
related to 
construction, 
or operation 
and 
maintenance 
activities 
associated 
with a new 
Transmission 
Line right-of-
way? 

YES Major Concerns YES YES YES YES YES 
NO Some Concerns NO NO NO  NO  NO  
Projects?  Minimal 

Concerns 
UNSURE  Where? Type? 

 
 What would 

they be? 
 

 Unconcerned     
 
 
 
 

  

 Prefer buried 
lines 

Noise Types of 
Development? 

 
 
 
 
 

  

Where are 
they located? 

 Dust   Where 
located? 
 

  

  Other      
       
       
       
       
   Impacts?    
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22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
What safety 
measures 
should be put 
in place 
related to 
right-of-way 
access? 

Would you 
expect 
emergency 
services to be 
impacted by the 
Transmission 
Line project?  

Is your 
organization 
currently 
affected by 
the electric 
power 
system’s 
reliability? 

Has your 
organization 
undertaken any 
sustainable 
development 
initiatives? 

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add?   

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again?    

 YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 NO  NO NO NO NO  NO 
  How? Where?  Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

 

 How?    YES  
     NO  
   Initiative?    
       
   PowerSmart?    
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Municipality 
 
 
 
(Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous?) 

What are the 
(approximate) 
current 
municipal 
population, and 
the populations 
in your major 
Urban and Rural 
Centres? 

What are the 
major types of 
employment 
in your 
Municipality? 

What are the 
principal 
industries, and 
other 
employers in 
your 
Municipality? 

How would a 
new 
Transmission 
Line affect 
business in 
your 
Municipality? 

What positive 
or negative 
effects do you 
think a new 
Transmission 
Line would 
have on the 
Municipality, if 
any? 

What 
highways and 
rail lines run 
through your 
Municipality? 

Name: Overall 
Municipal 
Population?  

Agricultural  POSITIVE POSITIVE Major 
Highways: 

    NEGATIVE  NEGATIVE  
 Urban Centres?   DON’T KNOW DON’T KNOW  
    

 
 
 

EXPLAIN? EXPLAIN?  

Location:  Industrial Approximately 
how many 
people are 
employed by 
the principal 
employers in 
your 
Municipality? 

   

 Rural Centres?     Rail Lines? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

  Other What industry 
or other 
employer has 
the largest 
labour force? 

  Are there any 
major 
drainage 
ditches 
associated 
with this 
infrastructure? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
How would a 
new 
Transmission 
Line affect 
existing 
transport-
ation and 
utility 
corridors? 

In your opinion, 
If Transmission 
Lines are 
constructed in 
an agricultural 
area which land 
uses should be 
avoided or 
favoured? 

What land 
uses are best 
suited to be in 
proximity to 
Hydro 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

Do Hydro 
Transmission 
Lines have any 
effects on 
agricultural 
practices?  

Where should 
Transmission 
Line routes be 
located 
relative to 
existing 
property 
lines? 

What are 
community 
perceptions 
related to the 
aesthetics of 
existing utility 
infrastructure, 
such as 
telephone 
pole lines, 
transmission 
lines and wind 
farms? 

Has the 
community 
expressed any 
concerns 
about 
construction 
noise or dust 
issues for 
approved 
projects or 
projects in the 
process of 
being 
approved? 

Significantly   YES Section and 
Quarter-
section 
boundaries  

Major 
Concerns 

YES 

Not much Avoided: Grain/Oilseed 
Farming  

NO  Other  Some 
Concerns 

NO 

Not at all  Market 
Gardening   

How?  Minimal 
Concerns 

UNSURE  

Why?  Berry Farms    Unconcerned   
 Why? Horticulture/T

ree Nurseries  
  Prefer buried 

lines 
Noise 

  Pasture/ 
Grazing 

   Dust  

  Intensive 
Animal 
Operations 
(Hog, Cattle, 
Poultry) 

Could effects 
be minimized 
or mitigated? 

  Other  

 Favoured? Woodlots      
  Wetlands and 

Marsh Areas  
    

 Why? Parks and 
Recreation 
Areas  

How?    

  Transport-
ation 
Corridors  
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15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Has the 
community 
experienced 
any infra-
structure 
issues from 
past 
industrial 
construction 
projects, such 
as roads, 
sewer and 
water lines? 

Are there 
concerns locally 
about the 
impact of 
construction on 
local 
watersheds and 
aquifers? 

Are there 
parks or 
recreation 
areas in your 
Municipality, 
or areas used 
for extensive 
outdoor 
activities 
(snow-
mobiling, 
skiing, hiking, 
or camping)?  

Do you think 
that any phases 
of the 
Transmission 
Line project 
(construction, 
operation, 
monitoring or 
maintenance) 
will affect 
recreational 
activities in 
your 
Municipality?  

Are new 
residential, 
commercial or 
industrial 
developments 
planned in 
your 
Municipality 
that would be 
impacted by 
the proposed 
Transmission 
Line corridor? 

Are new 
municipal 
projects 
(lagoons, 
landfills, 
other) planned 
in the next few 
years that 
could 
potentially be 
impacted by 
the 
Transmission 
Line? 

Has your 
municipality 
undertaken 
any 
sustainable 
development 
initiatives? 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
NO NO  NO NO NO NO NO 
Projects?  Why? Activities? HOW? Where? Where? Where? 
       
       
       
       
    Types of 

Development? 
Types of 
Development? 

Initiative? 

       
       

 
 

Where are 
they located? 

 Locations? 
 

    

    Impacts? Impacts? PowerSmart? 
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22 23 24 25 26 25 26 
Would you 
anticipate 
community 
members 
accessing the 
Transmission 
Line right-of-
way? 

Are there any 
vegetation types 
in your 
Municipality 
that are 
especially 
important (such 
as orchids, 
remnant tree 
stands, native 
prairie)? 

Are there any 
areas with 
important 
wildlife 
habitat 
(spawning, 
calving, 
breeding and 
nesting 
areas)? 

Have you 
noticed any 
areas with large 
concentration 
or gatherings of 
wildlife in your 
area? (e.g. A 
flush of 
migrating 
raptors through 
the area or 
large numbers 
of waterfowl 
feeding on 
grain fields) 

Are there any 
rivers, streams 
or wetlands in 
your area that 
provide 
important 
wildlife habitat 
or fishing 
opportunities? 

Are there any 
flood-related 
issues in your 
Municipality 
that would 
impact 
transmission 
line 
development? 

Are there 
other hazards 
to be 
addressed in 
your 
Municipality, 
such as 
frequent 
wildfires?   

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
NO NO NO NO NO NO NO  
Why? What type? What type? Where located? Where 

located? 
How extensive 
are they? 

What are 
they? 

 
 
 

      

       
Snow-
mobiling?  

      

Hiking/skiing?       
Berry picking?        
Other?  Where located? Where 

located? 
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27 28 29 30 31 32 33 
What safety 
measures 
should be put 
in place 
related to 
right-of-way 
access? 

How would you 
describe the 
overall health 
and well-being 
of people in 
your 
Municipality? 

Would you 
expect 
emergency 
services to be 
impacted by 
the 
Transmission 
Line project?  

Are there any 
airports, 
including float 
plane landing 
areas in your 
Municipality? 

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add?  

Can a copy of 
the municipal 
development 
plan be 
provided? 
 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line Corridor? 

 GOOD YES YES YES  YES 
 FAIR NO  NO  NO   NO 
 POOR     Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

 UNSURE How?    YES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     NO 

       
 Issues?  Where located?    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

 What changes 
have you 
noticed over 
time? 
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34       
If we have 
any 
additional 
questions, is 
it possible to 
contact you 
again? 

      

YES       
NO       
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organization How many 

people are 
employed at your 
detachment 
(provide 
breakdown by 
type if possible)? 

When was 
your 
detachment 
established? 

What facilities 
are available at 
your 
detachment? 

What 
communities/
areas are 
served by your 
detachment? 

How would 
you rate 
emergency 
response time 
in the 
communities/
areas 
serviced? 

What are the 
most common 
calls received? 

Name:     GOOD  
     FAIR  
 Short Term/Long 

Term/Contract? 
Have there 
been any 
upgrades? 

  POOR  

Location:     UNSURE  
       

  Are there any 
plans for 
future 
upgrades? 

  Issues? Is 911 
available in 
the area? 

 Where are most 
employees 
coming from? 

    YES 

     What changes 
have you 
noticed over 
time? 

NO 

  Is there a 
need for 
upgrades? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Have you 
seen 
changes in 
the types of 
crimes being 
committed 
recently? 

Is the 
detachment 
involved in any 
programs or 
activities in the 
communities? 

Would you 
expect 
emergency 
services to be 
impacted by 
the 
Transmission 
Line project?  

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you would 
like to add? 

Would you be 
interested in 
learning more 
about how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

 

  YES  YES YES  
  NO   NO NO  
  How?  Would you be 

interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

  

    YES   
    NO   
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    

 

 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 
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In the context of southeastern Manitoba, east of the Red River (except for the RM of Morris and RM of Montcalm 
in southern Manitoba) and south of the Trans Canada Highway: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Name: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Do you wish 
to remain 
anonymous? 

We would like to 
ask some general 
questions about 
trapping in the 
area.   
 
Has the price of 
fur changed 
significantly in 
recent years? 

Have trapper 
demographics 
changed in 
recent years?  

Has the 
purpose of 
trapping 
changed in 
recent years? 

Have trapping 
methods 
changed? 

Have animal 
resources in 
the local area 
changed in 
recent years? 
(Population 
fluctuations, 
size, etc.) 

We would also 
like to know 
some specific 
things about 
the local 
industry. 
 
How has 
recent 
development 
in the local 
area affected 
trapping 
activities? 

 YES YES YES YES YES  
Location: NO NO NO NO NO  
 
 

How? How? How? How? How?  

How many 
years have 
you been 
trapping? 

      

 How do you 
anticipate the 
price of fur will 
change in the 
future? 

     

Where is 
your trapline 
located? 

      

 What factors 
affect the price 
of fur? 

     

       
 What species are 

your primarily 
focused? 

     

       
 Has this changed 

over time? 
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
What are 
the current 
stressors on 
species you 
trap? 

What seasons 
are most 
important to 
trappers? 

How do you 
access your 
trap line? 

Can you 
identify any 
important areas 
for trapping 
that Manitoba 
Hydro should 
be aware of 
(tree stands, 
outpost 
cottages, 
baiting 
locations)? 

Do you think 
that any 
phases of the 
Transmission 
Line project 
(construction, 
operation, 
monitoring or 
maintenance) 
will affect 
trapping 
activities?  

What positive 
or negative 
effects would 
a new 
Transmission 
Line have on 
trappers, if 
any? 

Would you 
anticipate that 
trappers might 
use the 
Transmission 
Line right-of-
way for access 
to their 
traplines? 

   YES YES POSITIVE YES 
   NO NO  NO 
Are they 
increasing, 
decreasing 
or remaining 
relatively 
constant? 

  Located where?  NEGATIVE  

    How?  Why? 
What can be 
done to 
reduce these 
stressors? 

    DON’T KNOW  

       
     EXPLAIN? What safety 

measures 
should be put 
in place 
related to 
transmission 
line right-of-
way access? 
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15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
What land 
uses are best 
suited to be 
in proximity 
to Hydro 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

Are there any 
particular 
vegetation types 
that should be 
protected (such 
as orchids, 
remnant tree 
stands, native 
prairie)? 

Are there any 
areas with 
important 
wildlife 
habitat that 
should be 
protected 
(spawning, 
calving, 
breeding and 
nesting 
areas)? 

Do you know of 
any areas with 
large 
concentrations 
or gatherings of 
wildlife? (e.g. A 
flush of 
migrating 
raptors through 
the area, or 
large numbers 
of waterfowl 
feeding on 
grain fields) 

Are there any 
rivers, streams 
or wetlands 
that provide 
important 
wildlife habitat 
or fishing 
opportunities? 

Do you know 
of any specific 
trappers we 
should be 
talking to 
related to this 
project? 

Do you have 
any comments 
or further 
information 
that you 
would like to 
add? 

Grain, 
Oilseed 
Farming  

YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Market 
Gardening   

NO NO NO NO NO NO 

Berry Farms  What type? What type? Where located? Where 
located? 

  

Horticulture/
Tree 
Nurseries  

    Who?  

Pasture/ 
Grazing 

      

Intensive 
Animal 
Operations 
(Hog, Cattle, 
Poultry) 

    Where 
located? 

 

Woodlots        
Wetlands 
and Marsh 
Areas  

Where located? Where 
located? 

    

Parks and 
Recreation 
Areas  

      

Transport 
Corridors  

      

 
 
 
 

      



 
 
Manitoba Hydro 
St. Vital Transmission Complex 
ITEM 2: Public Engagement Program Consulting Services 
June 25, 2013 QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS – KEY PERSON INTERVIEWS  
 
Trappers KPI Questions  
 

4 | P a g e  
 

22 23      
Would you 
be 
interested in 
learning 
more about 
how 
Manitoba 
Hydro is 
planning the 
new 
Transmission 
Line routes? 

If we have any 
additional 
questions, is it 
possible to 
contact you 
again? 

     

YES YES      
NO NO      
Would you 
be 
interested in 
attending a 
related 
Workshop in 
mid August 
(half day in 
length)? 

      

YES       
NO       
       
       
       
       
       
 

Do you give your consent to Manitoba Hydro to use the information provided in this interview for future 
project planning including the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project? 

 



 
 

   

Appendix B 
B1 – KPI Scripts 

B2 – Map from Dairy Farmers of 
Manitoba 

B3 – KPI Responses by Sector 

B4 – RCMP Letter 



!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

Roseau River

Kirkpatrick Swamp

St Malo Lake

Seine River Diversion

Danyliuk Slough

Red River Floodway

Lake Louise

Horseshoe Lake

Rivière La Salle
La Salle River

Lake Riviera

Red River

Assiniboine River
Winnipeg

Steinbach

St-Pierre-Jolys

Franklin

Taché

Hanover

Stuartburn

Morris

Springfie ld

Macdonald

De Salaberry

Ste .  Anne

Montcalm

Ritchot

La Broquerie

Rhineland

Reynolds

Piney

Rosser Rosser

Emerson

Morris

Niverville

Ste. Anne

Roseau River 2

Roseau Rapids 2A

:

Dairy Farmers of Manitoba - Dairy Farms and Hydro Alternate Routes

August 13, 20131 centimeter = 4,000 meters
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MB1057629

MB1057610

MB1057512

MB1051790

MB1049060

MB1040888

MB1040820

MB1040768

MB1040348

MB1040294

MB1040200

MB1040117

MB1040050

MB1040000

MB1039974

MB1039924

MB1039854

MB1039772

MB1039621

MB1039502

MB1039354

MB1039340

MB1039070

MB1039025

MB1038746

MB1038720

MB1038530

MB1038512

MB1038495

MB1038350

MB1038097

MB1038062

MB1037978

MB1025105

MB1013910

MB1012635

MB1011645

MB1011452

MB1011221

MB1010879

MB1010619

MB1009154

MB1005850

MB1003150

Seine River Diversion

Red River Floodway

La Salle River
Rivière La Salle

Red River

Winnipeg

Steinbach

Taché

Hanover

Ritchot

Springfie ld

De Salaberry

Ste .  Anne

Niverville

:
Dairy Farmers of Manitoba - Dairy Farms and Hydro Alternate Routes
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Summary of Key findings – Manitoba Hydro Key Person Interviews 

 

Overview 

These results exclude those respondents who stated that they did not wish their responses to be 
included in the findings for the Manitoba Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Line Project.  

In total 35 surveys have been completed with Key Persons, of which 32 stated they were happy for their 
responses to be included in both the summary for the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Line Project 
and also the St Vital Project. The breakdown by category is as follows: 

Category Number of Interviews 
Business and Industry 3 
Environment 8 
Municipal 5 
Trappers 1  
Education 7 
Agriculture 5 
Infrastructure 2 
Health 1 
Policing 0 
Total 32 
 

Key Findings 

 Agriculture 
o Respondents were split in in their opinion with respect to the agricultural industry in 

their area – two respondents felt that it was in a state of growth, two thought it was in a 
state of decline and one thought there was no perceptible change 

o Almost all respondents (four out of five) felt that the labour force had changed over 
time 

o Almost all respondents (four out of five) said that the agricultural sector is affected by 
power system reliability 

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

o All respondents said that they thought property values, irrigation systems, GPS and 
aerial spraying operations would be affected by the implementation of this transmission 
line 

o Concerns include loss of land, use of large machinery and stray voltage as well as 
affecting meat production standards. 



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

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

 
 Environment 

o Almost all respondents (7 out of 8) said that past developments had affected 
environmental features important to their organisation. Most respondents said that 
they thought this project would affect features important to their organisation.  

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

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

o Most respondents (6 out of 8) felt that the transportation corridor would be the best 
land use to be in proximity to the transmission line. 

o Existing Rights of Way or private lands were suggested as the best locations for the 
Transmission line. 

o All respondents wanted to learn more about the project. 
 Municipal 

o Four out of five municipal respondents thought that the new transmission line would 
positively affect business in the municipality 

o Positive aspects included increased growth and industry expansion as well as providing 
better service 

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

o Transportation corridors and pasture/grazing lands were considered the land uses best 
suited to siting the transmission line. 

o All respondents felt that hydro lines had an impact on agricultural practices 
o Only one respondent said that the community had expressed concerns about noise or 

dust while a further respondent said that they had heard concerns about infrastructure 
or water 

o Two respondents said that there were concerns in their community about the impact of 
construction on watersheds and aquifers 

o All respondents said that they thought there would be effects from the proposed 
transmission corridor on planned residential, commercial or industrial developments. 

o All respondents were interested in learning more about the project 
 Education 

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

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



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

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

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

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

o Both respondents felt that the transmission line would affect agricultural practices; 
o It was not felt that property values would be affected; 
o It was not expected that emergency services be affected by the Project. 

 Health 
o The one respondent we spoke to felt that there would be effects on emergency services 

from the Project from road closures which can affect response times. 
 Business and Industry 

o One of the three respondents we spoke to said that they thought the economy was in a 
state of decline while the other two respondents felt unable to comment; 

o Two respondents thought that there may be some effects on their businesses or 
operating activities from a new transmission line rights of way, this was related to utility 
and railway line crossings (situation of transmission lines away from railway lines); 

 Trappers 
o The one trapper we spoke to said that they felt that the project would affect trapping 

activities in a negative way due to disruption to wildlife and will detract fur bearers. 

Key Word analysis 

1. Aerial spraying – 6 mentions 
2. Agriculture – 6 mentions 
3. Air field/airstrip - 0 
4. Cemetery - 0 
5. Commercial – 3 mentions 
6. Development – 33 mentions 
7. Farmers/farming – 23 mentions 
8. Glider- 1 mention 
9. Growth – 11 mentions 
10. Highways – 8 mentions 
11. Habitat – 15 mentions 
12. Health – 5 mentions 
13. Housing – 1 mention 
14. Industry/ industrial – 17 mentions 
15. Lagoon – 2 mentions 
16. Landfill – 2 mentions 
17. Mitigation – 7 mentions 
18. Residential – 7 mentions 



19. Rail lines – 8 mentions 
20. Raptors  - 3 mentions 
21. Roads – 13 mentions 
22. Safety – 3 mentions 
23. Trail – 29 mentions 
24. Transmission line(s) – 22 mentions 
25. Trapping – 9 mentions 
26. Vegetation – 2 mentions 
27. Views – 0 
28. Wetland – 22 mentions 
29. Wildlife – 15 mentions 
30. Wildfowl- 0 
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TELEPHONE CONTACT SCRIPT FOR                No. ________ 
MMTP STAKEHOLDER FOLLOW-UP TELEPHONE CALLS     

AECOM   August     , 2013            Organization _________________________________________ 

 

Hi, my name is_____ with AECOM, and I am calling on behalf of Manitoba Hydro to follow up on 
an invitation that was emailed to you on Monday (August 12).  The letter was regarding your 
participation as a stakeholder in the public engagement process for a proposed new electric 
power transmission line in southeastern Manitoba, called the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission 
Project.   

Manitoba Hydro is currently collecting information from a variety of stakeholders to gauge their 
interest in the Project, and to understand how they would like to be involved in the engagement 
process.  

Would your organization be interested in just receiving Project information at important steps in 
the routing process, or would it benefit from being more involved in the process?  

1. I do not want to be involved in the public engagement process for this Project.    ____  
(Reason, if provided ____________________________________________________________)  

 [If they say “Just keep me informed,” go to questions 5 and 6, below.] 

Please let us know how you would like to be involved in the project. (You can certainly indicate 
more than one opportunity from those I will list.) 

2. Would you be interested in attending a Stakeholder Workshop, if they are held?    Y   N  
  

3. Would you be interested in attending a Public Information Centre?                   Y   N 
(If yes, we will send you an email invitation at a later date, with locations, dates, times.) 

 
4. Would your organization benefit from meeting with Manitoba Hydro representatives at various 

stages in the Project?         Y   N 
 

5. Would your organization be interested in participating in a Telephone Interview?   Y   N   
     

(If yes, what is your preferred date/time ___________________________________________      
Would you like us to follow up with an email reminder.       Y   N 
 
[Note if they refer to the St. Vital Transmission Complex interviews:        Y    N]  
 

6. Is email or hard copy preferable to provide your organization with information?        Email  
                   Hard Copy 

 
7. Will you seek information from the Manitoba Hydro website?       Y   N 

Please note that information on the Manitoba–Minnesota Transmission Project is also available 
on Manitoba Hydro’s project website www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp and we encourage all participants 
to go through new material as we progress through the Project.  Questions can be addressed to 
mmtp@hydro.mb.ca  or the Project telephone line at 1-877-343-1631.  
THANK YOU VERY MUCH! 
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Cusitar, Kristiina

From: Cusitar, Kristiina
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 9:59 AM
Subject: Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project Events

Good Morning,  
 
Thank you for completing a survey with our public engagement team regarding your preferences for 
involvement in the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project. Manitoba Hydro would like to inform you of 
two methods which you can participate and become informed of the Project.  You or a representative of your 
organization can attend both of these events if you wish and Manitoba Hydro encourages your participation 
throughout each of these engagement methods.   
 
Government Stakeholder Meeting 
 
To share project information and to gather feedback from interested government representatives, Manitoba 
Hydro will be holding a Government Stakeholder Meeting on November 18th 2013 at 820 Taylor Avenue 
from 2:00-4:30pm.  
 
At this meeting Manitoba Hydro will aim to accomplish the following; 
 

i. Introduce the Project including the alternative routes and potential border crossings 
ii. Share Project Timelines 

iii. Share information regarding the public engagement and environmental assessment processes 
iv. Outline the routing process and ways that groups can become involved in route determination  

 
Manitoba Hydro will begin with a presentation outlining the above and will then open the floor for a Q&A 
session. At the completion of this Manitoba Hydro will then welcome any interested member to stay and discuss 
concerns/opportunities with regards to routing with Manitoba Hydro representatives.  Manitoba Hydro will have 
a variety of maps on hand to document concerns noted.  
 
 
Stakeholder Workshop 
 
Project information will be shared at this venue but will include more hands on involvement from participants.  
 

i. Present project information 
ii. Determine route selection criteria that are most important to stakeholders 

iii. Identify a Preliminary Alternative Route and Preferred Border Crossing that meets the route selection 
criteria selected (working groups) 

iv. Determine local issues and concerns 
v. Discuss mitigation strategies 

 

These workshops will allow different stakeholder groups to work together to assist Manitoba Hydro in further 
refining routes currently presented. These workshops aim to have open dialogue and contributions from varying 
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perspectives in order to best understand the landscape. These will be held from 9:00am till 1:30pm on the 
following dates: 

 

November 13th - Winnipeg, Winakwa Community Centre, 980 Winakwa Rd. 

November 15th - Winnipeg, Norberry- Glenlee Community Centre, 26 Molgat Ave 

November 19th - Steinbach, Friedensfeld Community Centre, 32004 Rd, 35E 

 

Your attendance is most welcome and Manitoba Hydro asks that you please reply to this email if you or a 
representative from your organization would like to attend the stakeholder meeting or one of our workshops.  
 
If you or a representative from your organization is unable to attend these venues, please contact us directly and 
we can arrange to meet with your organization.  
 
Please review the Project’s website to understand the current alternative routes and border crossings under 
consideration (www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp). Manitoba Hydro will also be holding public Open House events in the 
upcoming weeks as described under the Public Engagement section of the Project’s website.  GIS Files and 
mapping can also be found in the document library. 
 
Manitoba Hydro looks forward to your involvement and thanks you for your interest in this Project.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Kristiina Cusitar, C.E.T. 
Environmental Technologist 
D 204.928.7475 
kristiina.cusitar@aecom.com 
 
AECOM  
99 Commerce Drive, Winnipeg, MB R3P 0Y7 
T 204.477.5381  F 204.284.2040 
www.aecom.com 
 
This email and supporting documentation is sent on behalf of Trevor Joyal of Manitoba Hydro. 
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Cusitar, Kristiina

From: Cusitar, Kristiina
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 9:59 AM
Subject: Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project Events

Good Morning,  
 
Thank you for completing a survey with our public engagement team regarding your preferences for 
involvement in the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project. Manitoba Hydro would like to inform you of 
two methods which you can participate and become informed of the Project.  You or a representative of your 
organization can attend both of these events if you wish and Manitoba Hydro encourages your participation 
throughout each of these engagement methods.   
 
Stakeholder Meeting 
 
To share project information and to gather feedback from interested stakeholder representatives, Manitoba 
Hydro will be holding a Stakeholder Meeting at 820 Taylor Avenue on the following dates: 
 

 November 18th 2013 from 9:00-11:30am, or  
 November 21st from 2:00-4:30pm.  

 
At this meeting Manitoba Hydro will aim to accomplish the following; 
 

i. Introduce the Project including the alternative routes and potential border crossings 
ii. Share Project Timelines 

iii. Share information regarding the public engagement and environmental assessment processes 
iv. Outline the routing process and ways that groups can become involved in route determination  

 
Manitoba Hydro will begin with a presentation outlining the above and will then open the floor for a Q&A 
session. At the completion of this Manitoba Hydro will then welcome any interested member to stay and discuss 
concerns/opportunities with regards to routing with Manitoba Hydro representatives.  Manitoba Hydro will have 
a variety of maps on hand to document concerns noted.  
 
 
Stakeholder Workshop 
 
Project information will be shared at this venue but will include more hands on involvement from participants.  
 

i. Present project information 
ii. Determine route selection criteria that are most important to stakeholders 

iii. Identify a Preliminary Alternative Route and Preferred Border Crossing that meets the route selection 
criteria selected (working groups) 

iv. Determine local issues and concerns 
v. Discuss mitigation strategies 

 
These workshops will allow different stakeholder groups to work together to assist Manitoba Hydro in further 
refining routes currently presented. These workshops aim to have open dialogue and contributions from varying 
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perspectives in order to best understand the landscape. These will be held from 9:00am till 1:30pm on the 
following dates: 

 

November 13th - Winnipeg, Winakwa Community Centre, 980 Winakwa Rd. 

November 15th - Winnipeg, Norberry- Glenlee Community Centre, 26 Molgat Ave 

November 19th - Steinbach, Friedensfeld Community Centre, 32004 Rd, 35E 

 

Your attendance is most welcome and Manitoba Hydro ask that you please reply to this email if you or a 
representative from your organization would like to attend the stakeholder meeting or one of our workshops.  
 
If council wishes to meet with us in council chambers as well as the options presented above, we will 
accommodate this request and ask that you reply to this email indicating that preference.   
 
Please review the Project’s website to understand the current alternative routes and border crossings under 
consideration (www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp). Manitoba Hydro will also be holding public Open House events in the 
upcoming weeks as described under the Public Engagement section of the Project’s website.  GIS Files and 
mapping can also be found in the document library. 
 
Manitoba Hydro looks forward to your involvement and thanks you for your interest in this Project.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Kristiina Cusitar, C.E.T. 
Environmental Technologist 
D 204.928.7475 
kristiina.cusitar@aecom.com 
 
AECOM  
99 Commerce Drive, Winnipeg, MB R3P 0Y7 
T 204.477.5381  F 204.284.2040 
www.aecom.com 
 
This email and supporting documentation is sent on behalf of Trevor Joyal of Manitoba Hydro. 
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Cusitar, Kristiina

From: Cusitar, Kristiina
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 9:59 AM
Subject: Manitoba Hydro: Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project Events

Good Morning,  
 
Thank you for completing a survey with our public engagement team regarding your preferences for 
involvement in the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project. Manitoba Hydro would like to inform you of 
two methods which you can participate and become informed of the Project.  You or a representative of your 
organization can attend both of these events if you wish and Manitoba Hydro encourages your participation 
throughout each of these engagement methods.   
 
Stakeholder Meeting 
 
To share project information and to gather feedback from interested stakeholder representatives, Manitoba 
Hydro will be holding a Stakeholder Meeting at 820 Taylor Avenue on the following dates: 
 

 November 18th 2013 from 9:00-11:30am, or  
 November 21st from 2:00-4:30pm.  

 
At this meeting Manitoba Hydro will aim to accomplish the following; 
 

i. Introduce the Project including the alternative routes and potential border crossings 
ii. Share Project Timelines 

iii. Share information regarding the public engagement and environmental assessment processes 
iv. Outline the routing process and ways that groups can become involved in route determination  

 
Manitoba Hydro will begin with a presentation outlining the above and will then open the floor for a Q&A 
session. At the completion of this Manitoba Hydro will then welcome any interested member to stay and discuss 
concerns/opportunities with regards to routing with Manitoba Hydro representatives.  Manitoba Hydro will have 
a variety of maps on hand to document concerns noted.  
 
 
Stakeholder Workshop 
 
Project information will be shared at this venue but will include more hands on involvement from participants.  
 

i. Present project information 
ii. Determine route selection criteria that are most important to stakeholders 

iii. Identify a Preliminary Alternative Route and Preferred Border Crossing that meets the route selection 
criteria selected (working groups) 

iv. Determine local issues and concerns 
v. Discuss mitigation strategies 
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These workshops will allow different stakeholder groups to work together to assist Manitoba Hydro in further 
refining routes currently presented. These workshops aim to have open dialogue and contributions from varying 
perspectives in order to best understand the landscape. These will be held from 9:00am till 1:30pm on the 
following dates: 

 

November 13th - Winnipeg, Winakwa Community Centre, 980 Winakwa Rd. 

November 15th - Winnipeg, Norberry- Glenlee Community Centre, 26 Molgat Ave 

November 19th - Steinbach, Friedensfeld Community Centre, 32004 Rd, 35E 

 

Your attendance is most welcome and Manitoba Hydro ask that you please reply to this email if you or a 
representative from your organization would like to attend the stakeholder meeting or one of our workshops.  
 
If you or a representative from your organization is unable to attend these venues, please contact us directly and 
we can arrange to meet with your organization.  
                                                                                                                                                                                    
        
Please review the Project’s website to understand the current alternative routes and border crossings under 
consideration (www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp). Manitoba Hydro will also be holding public Open House events in the 
upcoming weeks as described under the Public Engagement section of the Project’s website.  GIS Files and 
mapping can also be found in the document library. 
 
Manitoba Hydro looks forward to your involvement and thanks you for your interest in this Project.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Kristiina Cusitar, C.E.T. 
Environmental Technologist 
D 204.928.7475 
kristiina.cusitar@aecom.com 
 
AECOM  
99 Commerce Drive, Winnipeg, MB R3P 0Y7 
T 204.477.5381  F 204.284.2040 
www.aecom.com 
 
 
This email and supporting documentation is sent on behalf of Trevor Joyal of Manitoba Hydro. 
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Workshop Comment Sheet Responses

Nov 15-2013 Somewhat Appropriate
More detailed information especially regarding land 
ownership would be very useful.

- Dislike

Found that it was disorganized when we sat and 
looked at different proposed line sections. With 
the low attendance, it wasn't very productive use 
of everyone's time.

Nov 15-2013 Somewhat Appropriate
Would obviously have worked better with more participants. 
Population of south east MB not represented.

Lack of local knowledge of areas outside of RM. Liked -

Nov 15-2013 Very Appropriate
Took into account a lot of the criteria used to select a route 
and engaged participants.

Realized the complexity of planning such a facility. Liked

Facilitator did a very good job in leading the 
disucssion and engaging participants; important to 
get feedback from different stakeholders. Visuals 
were a bit hard to see at times (maybe too many 
people at one table & proximity of monitors).

Nov 19-2013 Very Appropriate -
People and their homes and the environment are far more important 
than economics. People-their wishes and concerns must be a priority.

Liked
Appreciated getting more information and the 
availability of exact numbers and information on 
which to make recommendations.

Nov 19-2013 Very Appropriate
Difficult to focus on criteria only. Needs to emphasized more 
at beginning that it is the focus of the workshop.

- Liked Good and small group discussions.

Nov 19-2013 Very Appropriate

Identifying important criteria & ranking was useful to help in 
route seletion but need better explanation of dots, ie. H, M, L 
might be better or Positive vs. Negative, ie. avoid Ag land, stay 
on Crown.

- Liked
Good mix of stakeholders. Good format, like the 
group facilitator, helpful to keeping discussion on 
track.

Nov 19-2013 Very Appropriate
I think it was a great opportunity to identify and discuss our 
concerns and help refine the selection criteria.

- Liked Great group discussion

Nov 19-2013 Very Appropriate - - Liked -

3. Please provide any comments you may have regarding the 
proposed MMTP.

4a. Overall what is your 
opinion of the 
Stakeholder 
Workshop?

4b. Why?Date
2a.  What do you think of the Workshop approach used 

to determine the Preliminary Alternative Routes and 
Preferred Border Crossing Locations?

2b. Comments

P:\60304444\400-Technical\403 Round 1 Workshops\TAB-2013-10-30-MMTP Work Shop Comment Sheet Summary-60304444.xlsx 1 of 2



Workshop Comment Sheet Responses

Nov 15-2013

Nov 15-2013

Nov 15-2013

Nov 19-2013

Nov 19-2013

Nov 19-2013

Nov 19-2013

Nov 19-2013

Date

Parallel existing 
transmissoin lines

Follow existing 
highways or 

roadways

Avoid agricultural 
lands

Follow undeveloped 
roadways

Follow existing 
drainage ditches

Separation from 
heritage/cultural 

sites

Avoid 
wetlands/marshes

Avoid 
forested/natural 

areas

Separation from 
residences and urban 

areas
Length of line Cost Other

- - - 4 3 - 2 1 5 - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

- 4 2 - - - 5 3 1 - - - -

2 3 - 4 5 - - - 1 - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

2 - 1 - - - - - 3 - 5 4
Proximity to livestock 

(TBD)

3 4 1 - - - - - 2 - - - -

1 2 3 - 5 - 4 - - - - - -

Other Comments

5. Siting Criteria - How would you and your organization prioritize the following site criteria for transmission lines? Please rank only your five most important (positive) site selection criteria from 1 (most important) to 5. Do not use the same ranking more than once.

P:\60304444\400-Technical\403 Round 1 Workshops\TAB-2013-10-30-MMTP Work Shop Comment Sheet Summary-60304444.xlsx 2 of 2
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RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: MMTP – AM Stakeholder Meeting Nov. 18 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Monday, November 18, 2013 

Time:  
Location: Manitoba Hydro 820 Taylor, Winnipeg 

In Attendance: 

MH - Trevor Joyal, Robin Gislason, Maggie Tisdale. Mark Clarke (Travel Manitoba), 
Bob Bodnaruk (RM of Springfield), Rob Kostihk (City of Winnipeg), Alanna Grey 
(Keystone Agricultual Producers), Ken Holme (K&E's Outfitting), Nevin Bachmeier 
(KAP), Cary Hamel (Nature Conservancy) 

Meeting 
Description 

MMTP – AM Stakeholder Meeting Nov. 18 --2013-11-18 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 Representative from RM of Springfield 
asked: What are the current long term 
rates the U.S. pays MH for power?   

MH representative answered that the price is 
not public as it is different for each contract. 

2 Representative from RM of Springfield 
asked: How does MH establish the 
weights for each criterion? 

MH representative answered that the 
process is conducted by the MH team and is 
informed by the public engagement process.  
The weighting is informed and used after the 
first round of public engagement.  A 
weighting exercise conducted with 
stakeholders was also used to inform the 
weighting process. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
3 Springfield Rep: Is there an industry 

standard that would determine the 
weightings? 

No because there are different issues and 
landscapes all across North America. MH is 
trying to be very transparent and clear on 
these weightings.  Bipole III led us to learn 
MH needs to be much more transparent and 
give explanation for these weightings.  The 
workshops and stakeholder meetings will 
assist in determining the weightings of each 
category. 

4 Representative from KC’s Outfitters: 
What are the preferred soil conditions for 
towers for the guyed towers? 

Engineers prefer bedrock but can build 
through any terrain except for wide open 
water.  Our engineers can build through 
marsh if necessary. 

5 KAP Representative: Is the project 
comment sheet is on the website? KAP 
would like to insert the comment sheet 
into their newsletter.  Would be a good 
opportunity to gain further insight from 
stakeholders unable to attend meetings 
and open houses 

yes on the website as well as all the maps 
with potential segment options. 

6 RM of Springfield: how does MH 
determine property values?   

our property department will have a 
discussion with each individual landowner.  
Based on market values and current sales in 
the area. Expropriation is a last resort, MH 
does not want to expropriate 

 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1   

2   

3   

 



Recorded By: Robin Gislason 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: Manitoba Aerial Applicators 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Monday, December 16th, 2013 

Time:  
Location: 820 Taylor, Manitoba Hydro 

In Attendance: 
Manitoba Hydro - Trevor Joyal, Robin Gislason, Manitoba Aerial Applicators - Mike 
Alarie 

Meeting 
Description 

Meeting with the Manitoba Aerial Applicators 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 If the route stayed east of segments 50 
and 51 this would be most preferable to 
the Manitoba Aerial Applicators. 

 

2 Preference to parallel the #1  

3 Segments 3 and 5 have a considerable 
amount of spraying that occurs.  There is 
a major drain in the area, and they would 
prefer the route stayed as close to the 
drain as possible.  Then segments 11 or 
13, 43, 44, 48, would be acceptable as a 
route. 

 

4 Preference to also parallel other existing 
lines, with enough space for the plane to 
go in between the lines.  Also preferred 
to parallel with whatever else is already 
existing on the landscape. 

 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
5 Preference to be very close to existing 

lines or a minimum of 2 miles apart from 
other existing lines. 

 

6 Segment 70 due to proximity to Bipole III 
is least preferred. 

 

7 Segment 47 – if we are routing in close 
proximity to an existing line it should be 
very close to it or at least 2 miles away. 

 

8 Preference is to follow the #1 highway 
the whole way east. 

 

9 Segment 48 would be preferred over 
segment 70. 

 

10 Every time a line changes direction 80 
acres is lost for aerial application.  This is 
a considerable economic impact to the 
applicators and the growers. Staircases 
are not preferable. 

 

11 Running a line the width of a river lot is 
very expensive and time consuming for 
the applicators. It would include many fly 
overs across narrow fields. 

 

12 There are a lot of airplanes and air travel 
to the west of segment 51.  Hard to avoid 
conflict in that area. 

 

13 120 feet would be an acceptable offset if 
the route is infield so as to not be boxed 
in between two lines. 

 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
14 Manitoba Aerial Applicators 

Representative would like to get in touch 
with the growers and have a discussion 
on the map to determine where would be 
the best route adjustment based on 
application and grower perspectives. 

 

15 Aerial applicators would prefer to avoid 
all river lots.  If you do it should be 
parallel with the river lot not across the 
river lot. If you go in the middle of a 
section it is easier to deal with. 

 

 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1   

2   

3   

 

Recorded By: Robin Gislason 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: Nature Conservancy stakeholder meeting 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Wednesday, December 11, 2013 

Time:  
Location: Winnipeg - Nature Conservancy Office 

In Attendance: 
Manitoba Hydro: Maggie Tisdale, Robin Gislason, and Mike Sweet (Stantec) 
Nature Conservancy: Kevin Teneycke, Carry Hammil, Julie Pelc, Tim Teetaert, 
Steven Gietz , Jeff Polokoff 

Meeting 
Description 

Nature Conservancy stakeholder meeting--2013-12-11 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 What type of criteria was used to 
determine the 3 border crossing areas? 

High level of known opportunities and 
constraints on the landscape as well as “No 
go” areas: 

• Incompatible land uses  

• Areas of special interest and 
protected areas both on the southern and 
northern sides of the border 

•  

2 Why was the 4th potential border 
crossing closer to highway 59 taken 
away? 

It was determined on both sides of the 
border that routing to these border crossings 
would encounter a large number of private 
landowners, prime agricultural land, and an 
increasing amount of rural-residential 
development, aerial applicators. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
3 Were the border crossings negotiated or 

did MN make the decisions? 
The border crossing areas were negotiated 
between Manitoba Hydro and Minnesota 
Power. 

4 Was there a consultation process on the 
selected border crossings? 

No, the 3 border crossings presented in 
round 1 were selected based on an 
evaluation of data. The 3 potential crossings 
were then presented to the public and the 
information gleaned from round 1 public 
engagement will aid in reducing the number 
of routes under consideration, refining these 
routes and selecting a border crossing. 

5 Why route in the middle of a section? 
(1/2 mile) 

Manitoba Hydro cannot butt-up as close to 
the side of a road with a 500kv line as we can 
with a 230kv line (also recommended by 
Clean Environment Commission that routing 
on 1/2 mile in agricultural areas has less 
impacts as  it is thought that in some 
instances it is easier for agricultural 
equipment to go around larger towers in the 
middle of a section as opposed to against a 
road or highway. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
6 How do you determine the criteria from 

one project to the other?  Does the 
criteria change from project to project? 

Manitoba Hydro re-examines the criteria for 
each project and modifies or adds to the 
criteria in regards to the specific project. 
Some criteria such as routing away from 
homes does not change from project to 
project; technical criteria would change – ie – 
230kv line vs. 500kv line – they have different 
needs in terms of size of ROW, size of towers, 
and mitigation.   The MMTP project has 
routing options that move into diverse 
forested and wetland areas and hence 
additional criteria to evaluate the relative 
difference between route alternatives is 
needed. 

7 When considering weighting criteria 
would the numeric value represent a 
range of native grasslands and the 
biodiversity included with that? 

This is why Manitoba Hydro is here to talk to 
you today.  Manitoba Hydro also met with 
Manitoba Protected Areas staff to have a 
similar conversation; to assist with 
determining weighting and value of each 
natural featuer and how to represent it.  
Built, natural, and technical perspectives all 
need to be input and used together to inform 
a balanced decision.   Manitoba Hydro hopes 
to finalize the criteria and values of all the 
criteria  by January in terms of the schedule 
and decision-making.  The next round will 
further refine and determine a preferred 
route. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
8 How can Manitoba Hydro move forward 

if you do not have the values and 
weightings in place for different species 
and biodiversities? 

Manitoba Hydros objective is to want to 
narrow down and refine the routing options 
in January. From here a border crossing will 
be determined removing numerous 
segments.  This evaluation fo route 
alternatives will include refinements offered 
through the public and stakeholder 
engagement processes.   MN Power is 
undertaking a similar process to determine 
narrow down and refine route alternatives 
on their side of the border. MN Power and 
Manitoba Hydro have agreed to negotiate 
and maintain communication on the border 
crossings so there are no surprises when we 
come to the table to determine a final border 
crossing. 

9 Is the criteria being used for MN Power 
and Manitoba Hydro the same?  The 
Nature Conservancy is interested in 
learning about MN Power’s process for 
weighting and valuing criteria when 
making choices. 

Some of the criteria would be the same, 
however, MN Power is not a Crown Utility, 
therefore they are not able to expropriate, 
making avoiding homes and private property 
very important.  They also have to avoid 
environmentally protected areas.  They try to 
avoid agricultural land.  They have different 
rules and regulations to follow, but have 
many of the same considerations as 
Manitoba Hydro. 

10 Are biodiversity values the same in MN as 
they would be in MB? Is it possible to 
share information on the values and 
weightings to have the same type of 
prioritization process? 

 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
11 The Nature Conservancy would also like 

to learn more about biodiversity values.  
How will Manitoba Hydro assess for 
biodiversity?  The Nature Conservancy 
would like a secondary discussion with 
Manitoba Hydro on how it’s measured. 

Manitoba Hydro would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss further and will 
maintain contact with the Nature 
Conservancy as this process unfolds to 
continue the dialogue reltaed to biodiversity 
value and assessment. 

12 How does mitigation influence the 
weighting and value system?   

Mitigation is considered throughout the 
entire routing and planning proces.  We start 
with broader value systems and get more 
detailed as the engagement process inputs 
get put into the model.   

13 Is there a weighting per section? Yes 
through two methods: 

1. Simple average weighting is done 
first; each criteria gets the same weighting 
input into the model 

2. A second process is also completed 
where we test which routes come out on top 
if we give each criteria a higher value?  

Ideally we want achieve routing with the 
simple average as this balances the 
perspectives of built, natural and technical 
(33/33/33). 

14 Do some of the design elements get 
impacted by natural criteria? 

This comes later in the project. But what 
happens at this stage is to formulate the 
criteria.  There is a consideration in 
determining the tower type as the towers 
planned for use on agricultural land are 
generally more expensive.  Whereas guyed 
towers are used on uncultivated land. Also 
each 5x5 square on the grid has a weighted 
value based on criteria given by stakeholder 
feedback and data. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
15 Manitoba Hydro should do a sensitivity 

analysis on the value of routing through 
natural land versus agricultural land. The 
value of public crown land vs. the cost to 
the agricultural producer would be 
beneficial. 

Manitoba Hydro will take this into 
consideration. 

 Does MN Power have a mirrored 
timeline? 

Yes MN Powers timeline is similar, draft EIS 
date is October 2014.  They will also have a 
longer construction phase as it is a much 
longer route than in MB. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
 MAP DISCUSSION: Nature Conservancy polygons are blue on the 

Manitoba Hydro map 

Nature Conservancy Map includes their tall 
grass prairie area (red boundary line);  which 
goes into the US as well. Biggest swath of tall 
grass prairie in the region and is quite intact 
in terms of natural areas, most connected 
areas of wildlife management areas, 
connecting to the US and the Whitemouth 
and Sandiland areas.  Not necessarily all 
prairie.  

(Blue boundary line) Whitemouth River 
Watershed – biggest peat expanse in 
southern MB.  Whitemouth River has a 
distinct fish, Carmine Shiner. The 
Whitemouth River is  considered a very 
important river for biodiversity.   

The Nature Conservancy areas are 
determined by what is most important to 
conserve with regards to biodiversity.  

The Nature Conservancy has mapped tall 
grass prairie in the area including quality and 
connectivity.  Large mammal movement is 
also a surrogate for determining biodiversity 
importance.   

  

Nature Conservancy will prepare a response 
back to Manitoba Hydro on what we’ve 
learned today.  Our concerns – avoid special 
areas identified by Nature Conservancy and 
talk more about potential opportunities to 
provide insight into natural area values. 
Nature Conservancy would like to be able to 
better answer questions from organizations 
like Manitoba Hydro.  We are of the opinion 
that there is much better data out there and 
we are interested in learning more.  Nature 
Conservancy would also like to carry on 



 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1   

2   

3   

 

Recorded By: Robin Gislason 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: IRMT Meeting 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Monday November 25, 2013 

Time:  
Location: Manitoba Conservation Office, Lac du Bonnet 

In Attendance: 
Morgan,  Greg Carlson, Mitch Walker, Mike Lloyd, Derek Kroeker, Dunuit, Diane 
Oertel, Cheryl Prosser, Sue Atkin 

Meeting 
Description 

IRMT Meeting 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
1 In Vita area there is a Elk herd (Sprague 

herd). There are current concerns about 
opening up access in the area. Area 
residents want to have a draw for Elk. 
There are currently about 100 animals in 
the area around segments 60, 63, 61 

Manitoba Hydro noted the concerns. 

2 There was discussion about how many 
corridors Manitoba Hydro would need as 
there is a preference for Manitoba Hydro 
to follow existing ROWs. There is concern 
about opening new corridor. Could 
Manitoba Hydro rehabilitate old 
corridors? 

Manitoba Hydro indicated that they follow 
existing infrastructure whenever possible. 

3 There is a potential crocus near 61  *Send out shapefiles 

 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1 Send out shapefiles. Lindsay Thompson 

 



Recorded By: Lindsay Thompson 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: MMTP - PM Stakeholder Meeting November 18, 2013 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Monday, November 18, 2013 

Time:  
Location: Manitoba Hydro, 820 Taylor, Winnipeg 

In Attendance: 

MH - Trevor Joyal, Maggie Tisdale, Robin Gislason. Phil Keenan (MCWS), G. Caillier 
(MCWS), A. Melnyk (MIT), K. Jacobs (MCWS), J. Kelly ((MCWS), M. Erb (MARFI), E. 
Roberge (MCWS), Myra Sitchon (Mb Tourism, Culture, Sport, and Historic 
Resources 

Meeting 
Description 

MMTP - PM Stakeholder Meeting November 18_ 2013--2013-11-18 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 MCWS representative: There are areas 
designated for future protection but are 
not designated right now.  It seems that 
this process does not consider these high 
quality habitat spaces.  The future wildlife 
habitat data set is available and should be 
involved in this process.  Is MH doing 
this? 

These routes have not been analyzed and 
have not yet gone through the model.  
Evaluation comes next.  The conversations 
regarding the high quality habitat are 
happening right now. The EPRI model takes 
this into consideration but is only one lense 
of measurement.  The other is information 
that cannot be put into statistical numbers.  
Habitat fragmentation also has not yet been 
addressed.   



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
2 MCWS representative: The high quality 

habitat modeling was not done for St. 
Vital/Letellier but should be done for this 
project.  It is important to ensure that this 
data is going to be incorporated even if 
the data is currently not available at this 
stage. MCWS rep wants to make sure this 
wasn’t missed. Also modeling for species 
at risk should be included. 

it can and will definitely come in a future 
stage. 

3 Manitoba Culture representative 
enquired as to how MH will address 
concerns around culturally and 
historically significant sites in the region. 

Right now MH is looking at culture and 
heritage sites that are known.  In the next 
stage if it is deemed necessary through public 
engagement that potential unidentified sites 
do occur, MH will go out and gather this 
information and include in the model. 

4 MAFRI representative – concern around 
applying manure and livestock 
operations.  How will a potential RoW 
with towers affect these operations? 

The tower placement on these types of land 
will provide enough room between towers 
for the machinery and equipment to move 
under the line and between the towers 
efficiently. The MH Property Department 
with work with individual landowners to 
determine the best tower placement on their 
land. 

5 MCWS – why would MH select a 
regulatory process with more hoops.  Ie – 
why not just the NEB process and not 
including the Provincial process? 

this is a MB project that directly affects the 
residents of Mb and therefore should go 
through this process to ensure the residents 
of the province are considered throughout 
the process. 

6 Myra Sitchon requested a shape file or 
google earth kml file of the proposed 
routes. Send to Myra Sitchon 
myra.sitchon@gov.mb.ca.  Much easier 
for her to then overlay on their data to 
see if there are any concerns. 

 



 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1   

2   

3   

 

Recorded By: Robin Gislason 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: Seine-Rat River Conservation District 
Date of 
Meeting: 

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 

Time:  
Location: SRRCD Office, La Broquerie, Manitoba 

In Attendance: 

MH – Robin Gislason and Pat McGarry, SRRCD - Cornie Goertzen - Chairman (Sub-
District 3/4), Jim Swidersky – Vice-Chairman (Sub-District 3/4), Ed Penner (Sub-
District 2), Gerry Maynard (Sub-District 5), Germain Roy (Sub-District 6), Earl Funk  
(Sub-District 7), Bob Brandt (Sub-District 8), Art Bergmann (Sub-District 9), Larry 
Bugera (Provincial Appointee), Jodi Goertzen (CD manager) 

Meeting 
Description 

Meeting with Seine/Rat River Conservation District 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 The RM of DeSalaberry representative 
requested information on closure of 
Manitoba Hydro district offices in 
southern Manitoba. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated he would follow up and provide the 
board further information. 

2 The RM of DeSalaberry representative 
asked for the Manitoba Hydro 
representative to please explain why 
Bipole III is going down the west side of 
the Province instead of the East? 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that the government of the day’s 
decision was to route down the west side of 
the Province to avoid the potential World 
Heritage Site on the east side of Lake 
Winnipeg.  It was also felt that there would 
be a down fall to export markets if the Bipole 
III was attached to a project going through 
the World Heritage site. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
3 The RM of DeSalaberry representative 

asked if the RM had ever received 
compensation for lines going through the 
RM? RMs should be compensated as the 
land value will decrease if there are 
transmission lines going through an RM 
making the tax base lower. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
explained that the RM’s only receive 
compensation if the line is on RM owned 
land.  There is only compensation for private 
land owners. 

4 The RM of Stuartburn representative 
requested a second meeting other than 
the previous open house as a particular 
land owner did not like the way the 
presentation occurred with storyboards. 
More discussion is preferred. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative noted 
the requested. 

5 The RM of Stuartburn representative 
asked when was the last time Manitoba 
Hydro spoke with the landowner who had 
issues with the open House and 
engagement strategies for MMTP? 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
explained that they will follow up with Reeve 
of Stuartburn. 

6 The RM of Stuartburn representative 
asked if there is a way for southern MB to 
tap into this line for emergency purposes 
or is it just for export purposes? 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that the proposed transmission line 
is for export only. The St. Vital Letellier Line 
will add additional reliability for the growing 
population and industrial purposes in 
southern Manitoba. 

7 The RM of Stuartburn representative 
indicated that there are many problems 
with the 66kv distribution lines around 
here. Reliability is extremely poor. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that the Manitoba-Minnesota 
Transmission Project is an international 
transmission line and totally separate from 
distribution lines.  The Manitoba Hydro 
representative will follow up with the 
distribution issues. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
8 The RM of Stuartburn representative 

explained that the community finds 
issues with realizing the direct benefit of 
these export transmission lines to their 
communities and families. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that the benefits come through 
revenue to Manitoba Hydro which is direct 
revenue to the Province of Manitoba. The 
Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project 
will also offset rate increases for Manitobans. 

9 The RM of Stuartburn representative 
explained that the RM of Stuartburn and 
Piney have the least amount of reliability 
in their lines.  Last winter the power was 
out for 8 days. They are upset that the 
domestic service is terrible but yet a new 
large transmission line is going right 
through these RMs yet their service and 
reliability is very poor. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that export sales offset rates and 
create revenue. It is recognized that there is 
aging infrastructure for domestic purposes 
that needs to be updated.  Manitoba Hydro is 
in the middle of a large upgrade to the 
system within the Province of Manitoba.   

10 The RM representatives asked if 
Minnesota Power has a preference for 
the border crossing? 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
explained that Minnesota Power will have a 
preference as does Manitoba Hydro. A 
process and negotiation is occurring right 
now to come to an agreement. 

11 The SRRCD representatives asked if 
Manitoba Hydro hires construction 
companies and consultants in the local 
area to support local business? 

The Manitoba Hydro will take this into 
consideration and will hire local companies 
and consultants whenever possible. 

12 The SRRCD representatives asked how 
does Manitoba Hydro respond to 
concerns regarding health and EMF 
concerns? 

The Manitoba Hydro representative 
indicated that Manitoba Hydro provides 
worldwide literature and literature from 
Health Canada and the World Health 
Organization on the health concerns. We 
encourage residents to do their own research 
as well to make their own decisions on the 
concerns.  International research on EMF 
indicates there are no known health effects 
from hydro-electric transmission lines. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
13 The SRRCD representative indicated their 

routing preference criteria:• Least 
amount of residences impacted• 
Preferable to route away from highways, 
railroads and valuable agricultural land 

The Manitoba Hydro representative noted 
the preferences. 

14 The SRRCD representative explained that 
the conservation district was created to 
maintain ecological areas in producer 
land. Therefore, the issues of the 
transmission lines being in agricultural 
areas are: 

• Bigger agricultural equipment makes it 
harder to get around the towers  

• As the producer moves around the 
tower, you never move soil away from 
the tower, but continually moves soil 
towards the tower. 

• Aerial spraying – crops that are 
vulnerable to insects need aerial spraying 
some years.   

The Manitoba Hydro representative noted 
the issues. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
15 

 
The SRRCD representative discussed 
routing preferences on the map provided 
for the meeting:• Preference is to route 
away from the #1 highway due to 
proximity to railroads and highways as 
well as agricultural land and residences.  
• Preference to route through the most 
northerly and easterly segments.   

• Fire road 13 as a segment is preferred 
which also runs fairly parallel to D602F.  
Runs north of the #1 all the way to 
segment 34.   

• Segment 60 is preferred due to easy 
accessibility for maintenance and would 
connect to fire road 13. This route would 
also avoid the tall grass prairie.   

• Segment 48 is not preferred.  

•Preferable to go east between highway 
15 and #1 highway. Once on the east side 
of #12 highway there is also not nearly as 
much agricultural land.  

• Segments 53-55 are not preferable as 
the area has way too much agriculture 
and too difficult to mitigate.  

• Segment 50 includes Paradise village 
which the SRRCD absolutely wants to 
avoid. 

• Preferred route would be segment 16 
then cut through Ross and St. Genevive  

The Manitoba Hydro representative noted 
the preferences. 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
• Firegaurd 31 is very close to segment 
18. This would be a preferred route as 
well.   

• Segment 50 goes right through the 
Giroux Bog (Balsam Willows Proposed 
Protected Area). SRRCD is interested in 
retaining water in this area. 

• SRRCD would like to see fireguard road 
13 from Marchand south to highway 12, 
could be extended to assist with water 
retention and would also be useful for a 
Hydro RoW as well. Can the SRRCD work 
together with Manitoba Hydro? This 
would be a beneficial project to both 
Manitoba Hydro and SRRCD. 

 

16 The RM representatives discussed routing 
preferences on the map provided for the 
meeting: 

• Would prefer the more easterly route 
which runs through Provincial Crown 
lands which puts it out of site.  

• East of Ross all the way down the #12 
highway.  Virtually all crown land and 
would also be accessible in terms of 
maintenance, etc. 

• The route should go through Crown 
forests. It was indicated there are enough 
bogs in the area that will ensure 
recreational users do not over run the 
area.  They will not be able to travel long 
distances as the bogs will ensure trails are 
not long. 

The Manitoba Hydro representative noted 
the preferences and indicated they would be 
happy to continue working with SRRCD on 
routing and informing the public on the 
project. 

 



 Action Title Date Completed 

1   

2   

3   

 

Recorded By: Robin Gislason 
  

    



RECORD OF MEETING  

    
Title: Meeting With Manitoba Trappers Association 
Date of 
Meeting: 

 

Time:  
Location: Lac du Bonnet - MB Trappers Association offices 
In Attendance: Stu Jansen, Trevor Barker, Pat McGarry 
Meeting 
Description 

 

 
 

Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
   

1 The Trappers Association  have no real 
issue or preference for route location or 
criteria.  

The Trappers Association responded that 
they have no allocation in open trapping 
areas. 

A Manitoba Hydro representative asked to 
provide information on potential issues if a 
route was in the eastern open trapping area. 

2 The Trappers Assocation explained that 
pine marten more important species for 
trappers. A ROW can increase predation 
by raptors for marten 

 

3 The Trappers assocation described how 
mowed and low grass ROW like on D602F 
can be barrier to small mamals crossing 
the ROW. Leaving a low shrub community 
on ROW is beneficial especially where 
natural small mammal trails cross the 
ROW. 

 



Item Description Manitoba Hydro Response 
4 The Trappers Association suggested 

creating an edge effect along ROW  by 
reducing straight line cutting to edge of 
ROW. 

 

5 The Trappers Association suggested 
creating an edge effect along ROW  by 
reducing straight line cutting to edge of 
ROW. 

 

6 The Trappers Assocation talked about 
access and how it can benefit trappers 

 

7 The Trappers Assocation did not 
recommend paralleling roads and leaving 
a buffer strip between road and ROW. 
ROW should be adjacent to road where it 
occurs. 

 

8 The Trappers Assocation provided 
suggestions for engaging local trappers in 
the MMTP engagement process: 

They recommended that Manitoba Hydro 
set-up information table at North 
American Fur Auction (NAFA) in early 
January. Leave newsletter and notice of a 
meeting/workshop for interested 
trappers to attend late in January 

 

 

 Action Title Date Completed 

1 Trevor Barker to contact NAFA group to discuss 
possibility of set-up. Also contact Roger? with similar 
idea for eastern region. 

Trevor Barker 

2 PM to follow-up with PEP team on execution and 
timing. 

Patrick McGarry 



3   

 

Recorded By: Pat McGarry 
  

    



 
 

   

Appendix D 
D1 – Open House Advertising 

D2 – Open House Storyboards 
and Route Selection 
Presentation 

D3 – Open House Handouts 
and Comment Sheet 

D4 – Open House Comment 
Sheet Responses 

D5 – Open House Mapping 
Exercise Results 

  



Piney 
November 21
Piney Community Center 
Highway 89

21 novembre
Centre communautaire de Piney
Route 89

Marchand
November 26 
Marchand Community Club 
Dobson Ave.

26 novembre
Club communautaire de Marchand
Avenue Dobson

Anola 
November 27
Anola Over 50 Club 
Wieser Crescent

27 novembre
Anola Over 50 Club
Promenade Wieser

Île-des-Chênes
November 28 
TransCanada Centre 
1 Rivard Street 

28 novembre 
Centre TransCanada
1, rue Rivard

Headingley 
November 12
Headingley Community Centre 
5353 Portage Avenue 

12 novembre 
Centre communautaire de Headingley
5353, avenue Portage

Winnipeg 
November 13
Winakwa Community Centre 
980 Winakwa Road

13 novembre 
Centre communautaire Winakwa
980, chemin Winakwa

Ste. Anne
November 14
Seine River Banquet Centre 
80A Arena Road

14 novembre
Salle de réception Rivière Seine
80A, chemin Arena

Steinbach 
November 19
Friedensfeld Community Centre 
32004 Road 35E 

19 novembre
Centre communautaire Friedensfeld
32004, chemin 35E

Vita
November 20
Vita Community Hall 
209 Main Street North

20 novembre 
Salle communautaire de Vita
209, rue Main Nord 

We want to hear from you.
Manitoba–Minnesota Transmission Project 

Nous voulons vous entendre. 
Projet de transmission Manitoba–Minnesota

Manitoba Hydro is proposing to construct 
a 500-kilovolt AC (alternating current) 
transmission line from Winnipeg to Minnesota 
to sell surplus power and to enhance the 
reliability of supply in Manitoba in times of 
drought or emergency.
 
You are invited to drop by an open house to 
gather project information and share your local 
knowledge in the review of alternative routes 
which will assist in the determination of a 
border crossing for the project.

Open houses will be held from 4:00 to 
8:00 p.m. Staff will be available to provide 
project information and answer questions. 
Refreshments will be served.

Manitoba Hydro propose de construire une 
ligne de transmission à courant alternatif 
de 500 kilovolts entre Winnipeg et le 
Minnesota pour vendre son surplus d’énergie 
et augmenter la fiabilité de l’alimentation au 
Manitoba pendant les périodes de sécheresse 
ou en cas d’urgence.

Nous vous invitons à participer à l’une ou 
l’autre des journées portes ouvertes pour 
recueillir des informations sur le projet. Vous 
pourrez communiquer vos connaissances 
locales lors de l’examen des tracés possibles  
et aider à l’établissement d’un point de passage 
frontalier pour le projet.

Des membres du personnel seront sur place 
pour fournir des renseignements sur le projet 
et répondre aux questions. Les journées  
portes ouvertes se dérouleront de 16 h à  
20 h. Des rafraîchissements seront servis.
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Routes majeures

 
 

Potential border crossing/
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Alternative Route Study Area/
Zone d’étude des tracés possibles

Defined Route 
(Southern Loop Transmission Corridor)/
Tracé établi
(Couloir de transmission – 
Contournement sud)

Converter station/
Poste de conversion

This map outlines the three border 
crossings under consideration and the 
geographic focus of the engagement 
and routing process.  
 
Alternative routes for the three border 
crossings will be presented at the open 
houses and posted on our website.  
 
For more information on the  
Manitoba–Minnesota Transmission 
Project and how you can become  
involved, please visit the project  
website at: www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp 
or contact a project team member at:  
Project info line: 1-877-343-1631;  
in Winnipeg: 204-360-7888
email: mmtp@hydro.mb.ca

La carte indique les trois points de 
passage frontaliers à l’étude ainsi 
que la zone géographique visée 
pour le processus de dialogue et 
d’établissement de tracé.

Les tracés possibles associés aux 
trois points de passage frontaliers 
seront présentés aux journées portes 
ouvertes et affichés sur notre site 
Web. 

Pour plus de renseignements sur  
le Projet de transmission Manitoba–
Minnesota et sur comment y 
participer, veuillez visiter le site Web 
du projet www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp ou 
communiquer avec un membre  
de l’équipe du projet.
Ligne d’information : 1 877 343-1631
À Winnipeg : 204 360-7888
Courriel : mmtp@hydro.mb.ca

Alternative route study area and border crossing options
Zone d’étude des tracés possibles et options de points de passage frontaliers



We want to hear from you.
Manitoba–Minnesota Transmission Project

Glenboro Station Expansion 

Manitoba Hydro is proposing to construct a 500-kilovolt transmission  
line from Winnipeg to Minnesota to sell surplus power and to enhance  
the reliability of supply in Manitoba in times of drought or emergency.
 
As part of the project, we will be modifying and upgrading our Dorsey, 
Riel and Glenboro stations in order to accommodate the line within the 
Manitoba Hydro system. Expansion of the Glenboro Station and the 
relocation of transmission line towers will be required.
 
You are invited to drop by the open house to gather project information 
and share your knowledge of your area. Your input will help Manitoba 
Hydro address concerns related to this portion of the project. Staff 
will be on hand to provide project information and answer questions. 
Refreshments will be served. 

Glenboro
Wednesday, December 4
4 to 8 p.m.
Glenboro Community Hall
900 Railway Ave.



Glenboro Station Expansion Project
For more information on the Manitoba –  
Minnesota Transmission Project and how you 
can become involved, please visit Manitoba  
Hydro’s  website or contact us at:

Website: www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp
Email: mmtp@hydro.mb.ca
Project info line (toll-free): 1-877-343-1631
In Winnipeg: 204-360-7888
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Glenboro Station Expansion Project
For more information on the Manitoba–  
Minnesota Transmission Project and how you 
can become involved, please visit Manitoba  
Hydro’s website or contact us at:

Website: www.hydro.mb.ca/mmtp
Email: mmtp@hydro.mb.ca
Project info line (toll-free): 1-877-343-1631
In Winnipeg: 204-360-7888

Station expansion and 
tower relocation area

Existing Glenboro Station

Legend

We want to hear from you.
Manitoba–Minnesota Transmission Project

Glenboro Station Expansion 

Manitoba Hydro is proposing to construct a 500-kilovolt transmission  
line from Winnipeg to Minnesota to sell surplus power and to enhance  
the reliability of supply in Manitoba in times of drought or emergency.
 
As part of the project, we will be modifying and upgrading our Dorsey, 
Riel, and Glenboro stations in order to accommodate the line within the 
Manitoba Hydro system. Expansion of the Glenboro Station and the 
relocation of transmission line towers will be required.
 
You are invited to drop by the open house to gather project information 
and share your knowledge of your area. Your input will help Manitoba 
Hydro address concerns related to this portion of the project. Staff 
will be on hand to provide project information and answer questions. 
Refreshments will be served. 

Glenboro
Thursday, December 12
4 to 8 p.m.
Glenboro Community Hall
900 Railway Ave.

December 4 event 
cancelled due to poor
road conditions.

New date
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Manitoba Hydro – Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Line Project  

Open House Summary Report 

Open house events were held in the month of November to advise the public on plans for this project 

and to gain insight on opinions and concerns that they may have.  

Table 1 below shows the number of comment forms received at each Public Open house event, and to 

date by mail or email. 

Table 1 – Open House Comment Sheets 

Date Number of comment sheets 

12 November, 2013 – Headingly  9 

13 November, 2013 - Winnipeg 8 

14 November, 2013 – Ste. Anne 18 

19 November, 2013 - Steinbach 18 

20 November, 2013 - Vita 19 

21 November, 2013 - Piney 11 

22 November, 2013  4 

25 November, 2013 1 

26 November, 2013 – Marchand  21 

28 November, 2013 – Ile des Chenes  18 

29 November, 2013 -  2 

03 December, 2013 1 

04 December, 2013 4 

05 December, 2013 1 

Total 135 

 

Respondents were asked how they heard about the Open House event that they attended. Figure 1 

below shows the breakdown.  

  



Figure 1 – How Respondents heard about the Open House 

 

Base=129 Totals equal more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer. 

Over half of respondents (56%) said that they received a letter about the Open Houses, while 19% heard 

via word of mouth and 14% read about it in a newspaper. 

An overwhelming majority of attendees said that they lived or worked near one of the Alternative 

Routes (82%), and when asked if they had any concerns about the Alternative Routes or Border Crossing 

areas over three quarters of respondents (78%) said that they did. 

Respondents were asked about their predominant concerns regarding the project. Figure 2 below shows 

the complete breakdown of responses. Almost three-quarters of respondents (74%) said that the 

location of the line was their main concern, while a similar proportion (72%) said that the proximity to 

residences was a concern. Two-thirds of respondents (67%) said that health and safety issues concerned 

them, and 59% said that they were worried about potential impacts on agricultural activities. 
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Figure 2 – Concerns Surrounding the Project 

 

Base= 123 – percentages equal more than 100% as respondents could give more than one answer 

Eighty six percent of respondents said that there were specific sites that Manitoba Hydro should be 

concerned about along or near one of the Alternative Routes or near a Border Crossing. Common 

responses included: 

 Marchand 

 Vita 

 Beekeepers in section 23-9-4E  

 Any residential areas 

 Prime agricultural areas 

 Areas with species at risk 

 Lagoons/swamp areas 

Several respondents said that they thought the route should be located as far east as possible. 

Ninety-three percent of respondents said that they had recommendations for Manitoba Hydro on 

minimizing/mitigating any potential effects from the project. Common responses included: 

 Keep line as far east as possible 

 Avoid farmland 
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 Avoid new homes being built in Marchand 

 Avoid populated areas 

 Consider using line 63 

 Restrict access to hydro corridors to avoid hunting, ATVs etc. 

 Keep the public informed of project developments 

Respondents were asked to rank various site factors for transmission lines on a scale of 1 to 5. 

“Separation from residences and urban areas” clearly ranked as the number one priority by the majority 

of respondents.  “Avoid agricultural lands’ was a somewhat distant second priority, followed closely by 

“Following existing transmission lines”.  Following existing transmission lines, roadway infrastructure 

and undeveloped roadways were the most frequent third or fourth ranked factors.  

Factor Number 
of #1 
Rankings 

Number 
of #2 
Rankings 

Number 
of #3 
Rankings 

Number 
of #4 
Rankings 

Number 
of #5 
Rankings 

Total 
Responses 

Follow existing 
transmission lines 

16 12 18 11 15 72 

Following existing 
highways or roadways 

3 9 13 12 10 47 

Avoid agricultural lands 26 22 10 6 11 75 

Follow undeveloped 
roadways 

7 6 17 13 7 50 

Follow existing draining 
ditches 

2 2 7 5 13 30 

Separation from 
heritage/cultural sites 

9 4 9 11 6 39 

Avoid wetlands/marshes 7 9 10 7 8 41 

Avoid forested/natural 
areas 

10 5 7 7 12 41 

Separation from 
residences and urban 
areas 

55 27 10 2 7 101 

Length of line 5 4 6 5 8 28 

Cost 7 6 8 7 13 42 

Other 5 3 0 0 4 12 

 

General Comments 

“Use the route that goes furthest east, (through bush) Staying away from populated areas is our greatest 

priority.”    

“The Eastern route appears to be the best option, less impact on farming operations, low population, and 

closer to the U.S. link-up and on non-productive land.” 



 “Agricultural land is our livelihood, not just a cosmetic piece of property! It is not only the land that the 

line is on that is affected.” 

“Agriculture should be protected and promoted. I do not agree with any infringement on any and all 

agriculture.” 

 “Scary!” 

“Taking any potential funds/land away from the Marchand area could greatly impact the future of this 

small town. The town is currently rebuilding after our only store burning down. The development on this 

land will help to build and enhance the way of life in our area, where using this land for hydro lines will 

bring the growth of our community to a screaming halt. We work hard on our land to be where we are. 

We have plans for our family to live here and continue to develop during our lifetime.” 

“I am concerned about the cost. That worries me. Are you really going to listen to our concerns?” 

“I am concerned about the increased access to hunters and 4x4's and ATV's onto newly established hydro 

lines.” 

“Proposed line would be too close for safe operation of flight training and local flying.” 

“By cutting across our land, not only will it hinder our farming operation, it will also allow the public to 

use this ROW with snowmobiles, ATV's, etc. Our land will then be invaded with trespassers and hunters. 

So, why not move it 1/2 mile and stay on crown land?” 

“It makes me angry to say the least although the proposed route would not be too close to my house. I 

would support anybody who is close. You would spoil a pristine clean area with a growing population 

and destroy property values for some. Put the lines out of sight in the forest area. The rabbits and deer 

and squirrels know to stay the hell away from these already. The trees will stay well back too. The cost is 

unimportant. Raise the rates for the US. It’s annoying they pay less than we do for our HYDRO!! Yet we 

would have to suffer!” 

 

Key Word Analysis 

Hunting – 5 mentions 

Wilderness – 2 mentions 

Aerial applicator/application (aerial spraying) – 3 mentions 

Aesthetics – 4 mentions 

Airstrips /air fields – (airport) – 2 mentions 

already decided – 0 mentions 



agricultural land- 15 mentions 

bio-security – 1 mention 

Bipole III/Bipole – 5 mentions 

Birds – 0 mentions (as free text) 

border crossing – 1 mention 

bush loss/loss of bush – 15 mentions 

cell phone/cell phone reception – 1 mention 

cheap power – 0 mentions 

clearing – 0 mentions 

compensation /compensation percentage – 1 mention 

dust – 1 mention (crop dusting) 

easterly route/stay east – 11 mentions 

economics – 2 mentions (as free text) 

EMF – 5 mentions 

Energy markets – 0 mentions 

export of power – 1 mention 

farm equipment operation – 0 mentions 

half-mile – 2 mentions 

heritage /heritage sites – 2 mentions 

Hydro rates- 0 mentions 

landing strips – 0 mentions 

livestock – 5 mentions 

lodge – 0 mentions 

magnetic fields - 2 mentions 

manure application/manure application equipment – 1 mention 



noise – 0 mentions (a large number of noise mentions were coded into the original document so it could 

be quantified) 

profit – 0 mentions 

property development – 0 mentions 

safety- 9 mentions (as free comment) 

shelterbelts- 0 mentions 

snowmobilers/Sno-Man/Sno-riders – 5 mentions 

spraying /aerial spraying – see above 

stream crossings – 0 mentions 

St. Vital – 0 mentions 

subdivision/ subdivision potential – 2 mentions 

transparency- 1 mention 

underground lines – 4 mentions 

vegetation management- 0 mentions 

view/ view-shed – 6 mentions 

well/contamination –0 mentions 

wetlands- 1 mention (as free comment) 

wildlife – 14 mentions (as free comment) 
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MMTP Mapping Station - Open House

Date SegmentID Concern Description Concern ConcernLevel

12-Nov-13 Emf lives next to existing lines family has cancer House Medium

13-Nov-13 42
Concerned about location of line along half mile and how it may impede farming.  Also pointed out about potential development on 
east portion of section along highway. House

13-Nov-13 Sightlines and emf ask about us sales House Medium

13-Nov-13 Emf House Low

13-Nov-13 47

Concerned about segment 47 splitting farm land on half mile. Concerned about BPIII to the west of her property. Concerned about 
emf. Compensation too low. Land value and farming operations. Aerial spraying and seeding concerns. Concerned demand may not 
be there for the power export. aesthetic concerns. Would prefer another alternate route option (segment 16) or that it parallel HWY 
12. Segment 16 is more marginal land (stony lands). House High

13-Nov-13 9 Under dot is cottage (approx). Concerned about opening up bush along segment #9 allowing more access to ATVs, hunters etc. House

13-Nov-13 Residence on property. Home faces east (route 43 would not be seen). ~ 1 1/4 miles House

13-Nov-13 2 Private landowner with home on the land. Aesthetic concerns, lower property value concerns, health concerns EMF. House

13-Nov-13
Homeowner - not immediately affected. Concerned because they moved there to be away from transmission lines. Concerned about 
future development. Concerned about aesthetics in the neighbourhood. Concerned about health effects. Devaluation of property. House

13-Nov-13 Outfitter allocation area 10km radius. Bear. Resource/Land Use

13-Nov-13 34 Outfitter allocation area. Bear, deer. 10km radius. Resource/Land Use

13-Nov-13 Some homes along this road.  Homeowner has no concerns about the projet. House Low

19-Nov-13 73 Only clear view is down the driveway. They are ugly. House

19-Nov-13 House

19-Nov-13 Home and barn. Concerned it will impact with other routes in the area such as bipolar three. GPS and aerial application House

19-Nov-13 47

East side is bare. Bipole is one mile west. Concerned about emf and other potential health concerns. Segment 47 is currently 97 
metres from the property line. Transmission line is on the half mile.  Concern the line is too close to the home. Concern with viewshed 
and property value. Line goes through ag land. MMTP seg 47 would sandwich these home owners between MMTP and bipolar 3 which 
would be approx 1 mile apart from each other. Feels the line should go through the least populated areas. Probably would be crown 
land. House High

19-Nov-13 72 Campground Lilac Resort. It's like a small town. Infrastructure Medium

19-Nov-13 55 Feeder barn and rotational cattle grazing NW 17-5-8-E Infrastructure

19-Nov-13 52 Looking west out livinging room. Treed in during summer not in winter. House

19-Nov-13 52/53

20-6-8nw. In proximity to residential development. Preference to avoid agriculture and residential develment (3/5/7 then east). Worst 
case scenario would be if crossed we should use alignment 53. He is the sole landowner on 52 and 53 that would be affected by this 
alignment. Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13 30 New development in this area - residential occurring right now House

19-Nov-13 58 See segment 56 concerns - HyLife farm Constraint

19-Nov-13 57 See segment 56 for concern. HyLife farms Constraint

19-Nov-13 73 Yard site. Facing west House

19-Nov-13 73 Already a small parcel. Triangle to start with. More obstructions. Resource/Land Use High

19-Nov-13 74
rather see routing go to east. Fewer people.  Concerned about EMF. Not satisfied that there is no effect from EMF. Concerned about 
possible route changes that could bring lines closer to their house. Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13 34 Cemetery Infrastructure

20-Nov-13 34 Proximity to home site ~700 m southeast of line. Emf and land value concerns. House High

20-Nov-13 20/9

Noted there may be some impacts from hunting including an increase in access as this area is not well accessed currently and that 
people will drive up the right of way. Does not believe wildlife would be affected greatly except a possible increase in some hunting 
even though its very used already. Noted trappers may have once runs with the eastern routes. Resource/Land Use Medium

20-Nov-13 63 Gardenton  flood way. Limits flooding and acts as a sponge during spring Constraint Low

20-Nov-13 Proximity to residence House High

20-Nov-13 4 acre lot proximity to home House High

20-Nov-13 62 Home in prox. House High

20-Nov-13 62 Church in close proximity and. Is active. Infrastructure High

20-Nov-13 62 Sw and se 17-1-8e1. Pasture usage for 70 had of cattle. Pasture and hay lAnd  throughout Resource/Land Use Medium

20-Nov-13 60 House

20-Nov-13 60 Shop Infrastructure

26-Nov-13 54
Homeowners. Do not want line in proximity due to nuisance, viewshed, health, cougars, lynx, bears, moose, deer. On both sides of 
line. House

26-Nov-13 54
Homeowners. Do not want line in proximity due to nuisance, viewshed, health, cougars, lynx, bears, moose, deer. On both sides of 
line. House

19-Nov-13 70 Landowner affected by MMTP seg 70 and BPIII. Not in favour of either options. NE 32 8 6 E AND NW 32 8 6 E House High

19-Nov-13 70 Opposed to proposed seg 70 and BPIII. SW 6 9 6 E House High

27-Nov-13 6 Did not receive notification. Consider advertising in the clipper (local paper). House

27-Nov-13 42
SW 25 10 6 E. concerned about addition of routes with existing D602F. Follow up on property ownership and hydro corridor width 
north of her property and neighbours property. House

27-Nov-13 Recently built house in this area after the image was taken. Location of the house is not exact. House High

27-Nov-13 6 Concerned about location of line. Already lives close (.20 miles) to D602F. House Medium

28-Nov-13 48

yard is approximately 900 yards from seg 48. Not happy MH is using his money to build on agricultural land. Would prefer to use land 
that has no other purpose. Ie- through Agassiz and sandilands. Or run along the railway line, prefers the furthest east route. Less 
homes as well when considering through the bush and the furthest east route. These towers are unsightly and no one will see them in 
the bush. Too much interference with agricultural practices and crop spraying. House

28-Nov-13

concerned regarding the preferred st vital letellier line. Currently approximately 1/4 to 1/8 of a mile from his yard. Aesthetics and 
property values are of concern. Has to think about a better solution. Concerned about all development and growth in southern 
manitoba. Hydro is just one pressure.  Could you have a more direct route straight down 200 is one example. Would be less expensive 
to choose a more direct. Concern for neighbour whose yard is very close to proposed route. Approx 35 meters. Could the route follow 
the railway tracks. House

C:\Users\cusitark\Desktop\TAB-2013-12-16-MMTP-CONSULT-OpenHouseData.xlsx



MMTP Mapping Station - Open House

Date SegmentID Concern Description Concern ConcernLevel

28-Nov-13 70

Livestock operations. Concerned with stray voltage. Noted they will have 10 structures which will cut up all of their management units. 
There would need to be an offset from the road which they are not happy about. Noted that options 4/5/6 then the bush makes more 
sense because it is out of productive lands and it is straight. Pivot irrigation potential. Resource/Land Use High

28-Nov-13 70

Health, aesthetic, property value major concerns. Not in favour of segment 70. Potential honey bee concerns with emf and bee death.  
Preferences to follow existing transmission lines at least including 3, 5, 6 avoid residences and minimize new impacts. Should not have 
impacts on existing residences. House High

28-Nov-13

Health, property values, aesthetics and farming concerns. Very opposed to segments 42, 41, 40 and 43. House is north of seg 42. 
Farming along 40, 41 and 43. Preference is to use existing right of way to minimize impacts on new land owners and reduce financial 
costs. Preference would also to follow highway 59. House High

28-Nov-13 40

Segment 1, 41, 40. Agricultural land is already being significantly impacted by the st vital line. Feels that as the st vital line is already 
affecting him it is not fair for the MMTP line to affect him as we'll. would like to to see the st vital line pushed closer to south side road 
and prairie grove east. Is it possible for the line to be put on the west side of prairie grove east road and also the southside road. 
Would prefer the line not to be there at all. Would also be less impact on his neighbour further south. Concerned with about future 
development potential around the row. Dissecting the quarter would hinder future development. Lot sizes would be very small to sell. 
Seg 40 would impact as it dissects his fields in the same quarter as st. Vital (nw32-9-4- e) there are actually three different land 
descriptions that are being affected by both lines. Seg 41 will impact his home quarter as well. Seg 41 land owner believes would be 
better placed on the east side of the municipal road allowance as it would impact less homeyards. Does not want either seg but if had 
to choose seg 41 would be preferable. Line should be built furthest north and furthest east option to avoid as many homes as 
possible. Seems like a more natural flow. Uses aerial spraying and feels the transmission lines would impact the spray methods. If the 
st vital line is closer to the road it will be easier for spray purposes. Also aerial seeding is affected. Concerns regarding health issues 
and also dealing with other development encroaching. Eric would like mh to email his comments to him for verification. Resource/Land Use High

28-Nov-13 70
Concern over proximity. Visual effect. Trees and aesthetics. Property value effects. Capability to subdivide. Zoned agriculture. Emf 
concern. Too dense of an area to put a t-line House

28-Nov-13 70 Proximity to house. View shed visual effect. Property value effects. Emf effects. House

28-Nov-13 70
Density of existing and proposed t-lines in the area. About 1.5 miles from segment 70. Suggest use of existing t-line corridors for 
routing House

28-Nov-13 Bee keeping site Sensitive Site

28-Nov-13 70

Concern due to closeness of the home. Noise from the line and possible health concerns. Concern with ascetics and wildlife. Worried 
about affect on property value. Concerned about hydro rates. Would like to see rates decreased due to export sales. No possible 
routes in their mind nimby. Logistically makes go further east. House High

28-Nov-13 70 Concerned about property values, health, safety, noise. Concerned line will affect wildlife specifically bees and birds. House High

28-Nov-13 70
Landowner not in favour of segment 70. Preference is to use Far East options as it avoids homes, agricultural lands. Health concerns as 
well. House

28-Nov-13 70 590m House Low

28-Nov-13 70
Segment 70 is splitting up land that is worked as a whole. 21 9 4 e  is being worked as a whole and residence here. Also working 22-9-
4e ag lands. There is existing hydro lines already in this area and letellier line too. Too many lines are in this area. House High

28-Nov-13 70 Density of t-line development in the area. House

10-Dec-13 16 Would like route adjustment to avoid potential protected area crossed by segment 16. Constraint High

10-Dec-13 16 Would like route adjustment to avoid proposed protected area. Suggested  paralleling the GWWD rail line north of the segment. Constraint High

10-Dec-13 17 Would like route adjustment to avoid proposed protected area. Constraint High

14-Nov-13
Placemark 1 Placemark 1 - Segment 42 will pass right by their residence. Segment 42 would also be splitting sw 32-9-5 they farm as a 
whole.  Routing on the half mile line is a much bigger disruption to farming operations. Segment 4 is preferred. It is Using and House

21-Nov-13 Residence Residence -  - House

12-Nov-13
Placemark 1 Placemark 1 - Homeowner asked if structures could be staggered to avoid visual impacts around home. Especially the 
view from his deck. - House

12-Nov-13
Placemark 2 Placemark 2 - Crop - soybeans 2014. Tower preferences - towers should line up and prefer one tower per section. Get 
back to him about tower spacing for south loop.  - Resource/Land Use

12-Nov-13  Landowner Dot 1 Landowner Dot 1 Headingley Oh Nov 12, 2013 -  - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13 RL-8-LO Dot 4 Ste Anne OH Nov  RL-8-LO Dot 4 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Possible expansion of lagoon south of Lorette. - Infrastructure

12-Nov-13 Greg Dot 2 Headingley OH Nov 1 Greg Dot 2 Headingley OH Nov 12, 2013 -  - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 9 Ste Anne OH No Landowner Dot 9 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Ditch along segment 46 between this quarter and 
colony land was developed by landowner and colony. Concerned about impacting ditch.  120 acres farmed 1/4 mile wide and 3/4 
miles in north south direction.  Th Infrastructure

14-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 1 Ste Anne OH Landowner Dot 1 Ste Anne OH Nov. 14, 2013 - Segment 48 is very close to his home. Would like hydro 
to consider other routes in the north and over to the east. Further away from homes and ag land. Wondering why there is a big space 
with no alternat House

14-Nov-13 Residence Treed In Residence Treed In - Main view southward. - House

14-Nov-13
New Residence New Residence - Would look at segment 71. 0.81 miles to the east. - Just built and built to avoid Bipole 3.  Sold to 
avoid. House

14-Nov-13 Landowner Dot 1 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Health concern is biggest issue. Preference is to not use segments 50 and 72. - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13 Owns A Quarter Owns A Quarter - Rents out land. Grain - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Dot 8 Ste Anne Oh Nov 14, 2013 Dot 8 Ste Anne Oh Nov 14, 2013 - Landowner stated that there was more residential development on 
his section than what google earth imagery provides. - House

14-Nov-13
Concern Noted Concern Noted -  - A landowner (neighbour) noted that this land renter may not be happy but he believes the owner 
will not be too concerned. Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 6 Ste A Landowner Dot 6 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - 350 m from segment 48. Route should go through wooded 
areas, not on prime farm land. Consider cost. Dufresne. - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 7 Ste  LandownerDot 7 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Segment 49 will be within 1/2 mile of residence. Lots of people live 
in this area. - Ne 5 9 7 e Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Drainage Ditch Drainage Ditch - Full mile n/s. drains east land. Would not be able to place the line right on half mile. Would need to 
offset segment 47 - Infrastructure

14-Nov-13
Agriculture 400 Acres.  Agriculture 400 Acres.  - No aerial spraying. Rents out as well. Current alignment on 47 will split management 
unit. - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13 Residence Residence - North facing. East side semi opened. Will be looking at Bipole. - House

14-Nov-13 Proximity To Bipole Proximity To Bipole - Not preferred. Will already be close to the residence.  - House

14-Nov-13

Airstrip Dot 2 Ste Anne Oh Nov Airstrip Dot 2 Ste Anne Oh Nov 14, 2013 - Airstrip location. Purchasing land further south to extend air 
strip south. Grass strip. Residence is here too. Other family members have also expressed concerns. Safety concerns. By opening bush 
will also op Infrastructure

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 5 Ste Anne OH N Landowner Dot 5 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Concerned about seg 72 passing by lilac resort. 
Landowner would prefer seg 70 and 71 if route had to go through his river lot. - House

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 8 Ste Landowner Dot 8 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Not in favour of segment 71. In favour of Far East options. Avoid 
ag lands and residential areas. Health concerns. Noise (humming) from lines. Highly subdivided area. Number one choice is eastern s Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 2 Ste Anne OH N Landowner Dot 2 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Does not like segments 73 and 71 land already 
fractured by rail (73). Excellent farm land already split. Segment 71 also crosses other property owned by same landowner. Segment 
50 is preferred. Segment 18 i Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Agricultural 90 Acres RL65 Agricultural 90 Acres RL65 - North south operation - No aerial application. Graze cattle at times and use 
temporary electric fencing. Need to know if this is a concern. Resource/Land Use
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MMTP Mapping Station - Open House

Date SegmentID Concern Description Concern ConcernLevel

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 5 Ste Anne LandownerDot 5 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Along old highway 12 future development may go north of 
the town for industrial and near highway 12. - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 6 Ste Anne Landowner Dot 6 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Residential development north of river potential future area. 
Only direction of future expansion - House

14-Nov-13 Management Unit Split Management Unit Split -  - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Residence Residence - Preference for 48 not be chosen based on viewshed issues - South facing. Open land. Moderate shelter belt. 
Would be able to see it. House

14-Nov-13 Landowner Dot 9 Ste Anne OH LandownerDot 9 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - LUD of richer, preference for most easterly route 9 - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13 Residence Residence - Residence - Residence. No concerns noted. House

14-Nov-13 Residence Residence - Home faces 12 but she is treed in on east and partially north. Will go very close. Segment 47 is least preferred. - House

14-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 3 Ste Anne Landowner Dot 3 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Landowner did not receive a letter or postcard. Very upset as 
one of the alternate segments runs directly through his property. He was notified by a neighbour. Very concerned about health 
effects. Conce Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 3 Ste Ann Landowner Dot 3 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Concerned about Segment 71 proximity to residence. Health 
concerns. Property value concerns. To the north, neighbour is considering subdivision. Seg 50 is preferred over 73 or 71. Segment 18 is 
first House

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 3 Ste Anne O Landowner Dot 3 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Proximity to any segment within 2 km due to EMF as per 
WHO information. - House

14-Nov-13
Residence RL42 Residence RL42 - East west drive way. Does not look north. Treed in substantially. Daughter also has a treed in home 
north of her property. - House

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 4 Ste Ann Landowner Dot 4 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - 80 acres owned here. All ag land. Leave it alone, stay out. 
Makes it too hard for farmers. Furthest east option is the best option. Seg 71 and 73 are not acceptable. Seg 50 is okay. - Resource/Land Use

14-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 7 Ste Anne OH Nov 14,  Dot 7 Ste Anne OH Nov 14, 2013 - Has r49r already on east side of property. Doesn't want seg 
50 across north side of his land. Expressed route preference for using 3, 5, 6 to get to most easterly route. - Resource/Land Use

13-Nov-13 Placemark 1 Placemark 1 -  - Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13
Preference -  Preference for running down road allowance. He likes that it would open more land and allow for more residential 
homes - Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13 Landowner Dot 2 Landowner Dot 2 Vita Oh Nov 20, 2013 - Vet clinic location. Lots of animals here. Potential health concern. - Infrastructure

20-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 3 Vita Landowner Dot 3 Vita Oh Nov 20, 2013 - Access point to dyke recreation area. Used year round for kayaking, 
skiing etc. communications concerns (will this affect cell service). Health concerns. Don't want to deter wildlife from the area. The Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13 Wolves/cougars/bears Wolves/cougars/bears - Plenty of wildlife in the area and they don't want more predators coming in.  - Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13

Residence In Proximity.  Residence In Proximity.  - Line crosses property to the north on segment 34. Home is off the north south road 
north of Sundown. In very close proximity. Hinderence to their occupation (worried about wildlife) also worried about EMF and health 
concern House

20-Nov-13
Would not prefer segment 62. There is a lot of farming. 60 or 34 would be preferable. The area around Sandilands is higher so it would 
be easier. See Boris' comment sheet.  - Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 6 Stein beach Landowner Dot 6 Stein beach Open House Nov 19, 2013 - Concerns with restrictions on land - towers. 
Land base is already limited. Seg 50, 51, 75 concerned with effects on ag operations. Land base is already limited. Preference is for Far 
East route Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 5 Steinbach O Landowner Dot 5 Steinbach Oh Nov 19, 2013 - Concerns with restrictions on land - towers. Land base is 
already limited. Seg 50, 51, 75 concerned with effects on ag operations. Land base is already limited. Preference is for Far East route 
to limit Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 1 Steinbach O Landowner Dot 1 Steinbach Oh Nov 19, 2013 - Home quarter, residence. Preference for 52 and 54 to 
minimize impacts on farming. 53 would have more impacts on neighbour's farm. - Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 4 Steinbach O Landowner Dot 4 Steinbach Open House Nov 19, 2013 - Concerns with restrictions on land - towers. 
Land base is already limited. Seg 50, 51, 75 concerned with effects on ag operations. Land base is already limited. Preference is for Far 
East route t Resource/Land Use

20-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 4 V Landowner Dot 4 Vita Oh Nov 20, 2013 - Segments 63 and 62 not preferred. Aesthetic concerns. Segment 60 is 
preferred. Less landowners affected, more direct. Landowner preference is to use Far East routes as it avoids productive ag lands Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13
Landowner Dot 2 Steinbach O Landowner Dot 2 Steinbach Oh Nov 19, 2013 -  - Ne-8-6-8e, not opposed to 54. He works land as a 
whole. Noel bremaud. Resource/Land Use

19-Nov-13

Landowner Dot 3 Steinbach Oh Landowner Dot 3 Steinbach Oh Nov 19, 2013 -  - Landowner 17-4-12e, farmland and corn here. Rely on 
aerial spraying. If can move segment 20-2 miles  to the east then not opposed (this proposed adjustment captured by Joey on gis). 
Daryl unger is land Resource/Land Use

21-Nov-13
All crown land in the area surrounding the property. Why not go on adjacent crown land. Large concern is public accessing the ROW 
via  his property. Building a home next year on the quarter section. Would prefer not to have on his p Resource/Land Use

12-Nov-13 Grass airstrip Constraint High

19-Nov-13 49
Future development. Subdivision. 3 kids and 9 grand kids in the area. Want to expand further. 4 family owned homes. 4 others being 
developed on other sections. 14 total residential on 5-9-7e1 inside.  East of 12 substantial development planned. Infrastructure High

19-Nov-13 20
Move seg 20 a mile and a half east to avoid agriculture areas with respect to spraying.  Farm land on the north part of segment. Would 
prefer seg 9. Alignment Medium

20-Nov-13 34 Wildlife plenty including cougars, bears and wolves. Does not want to encourage predators to follow the ROW Resource/Land Use High

20-Nov-13 6263
Noted many birds of prey in the area. Noted some lynx but a few bobcats. Has been seeing more bear than deer lately. Never seen a 
cougar in this area. Sensitive Site Low

20-Nov-13 62 Parralel with road instead of down middle of the field, the road just East.  Cuts through middle of field. Alignment

27-Nov-13 9 Proposes alignment  9 go 2 miles west to avoid private land. Alignment Medium

28-Nov-13 42/41

Grain lands. Aerially applications annually. Currently works around v95l and has issues with aerial and boom sprayer which is 125ft. 42 
will split the management unit. Main concern with noise. Arcing concerns. Follow 3/5/6 then go into the bush due to safety. 
Predominant hay in 3/5 would be preferred. Resource/Land Use High

28-Nov-13 The final Bipole 3 route. Alignment
10-Dec-13 6 Dec. 10. Would like alteration of this segment to minimize the linear distance through the proposed protected area. Constraint High

19-Nov-13 70 Dairy farm operation Infrastructure Medium

19-Nov-13 56

Segment # 55,56,57,58,61 HyLife company, Concerns. Line goes thru calving area in seg 56. Segment 58 and 56?are adjacent to hog 
barns. Line goes through manure application on 55 and 56. 55 would be easier if the line went there rather than 56. Concern is bio 
security issues during construction between neighbours and between their own farms. Contamination is serious. Numerous barns 
throughout the property. Calving area concern over 2000 head of cattle in the area. Dangerous for cattle and employees. Constraint
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OBJECT ID Date Segment ID Concern Description Concern ConcernLevel

13 18-Nov-13 Location of lodge. House High

63 18-Nov-13 6

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 1. Segments 6, 7, 16, 17 - Overlap with the Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. This site is targeted 
for protection by the PAI.  It is part of a large intact wetland complex that would connect to the existing Lewis Bog Ecological Reserve.  The area is predominantly wetland 
to wetland tree/shrub in composition.  It contains several rare or uncommon species including the rare golden-winged warbler, the mottled dusky wing, and several 
orchids such as ramâ€™s head ladyâ€™s-slipper, swamp pink (aka grass-pink), and dragonâ€™s mouth.   The protected area proposal targets 2 common enduring features 
which are only partially represented (partially protected and therefore require additional protection) and 2 enduring features which only occur in this location in the 
natural region.  The 2 single enduring features have no protection and are therefore significant to the PAI. The PAI does not support the proposed transmission route 
within Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. Segment 16 runs near an existing railway which is excluded from the proposed protected area.  If the transmission line could 
be move to parallel the railway the PAI may be able to accommodate an enlarged corridor. The PAI does not support segment 6, 7, or 17. Sensitive Site -

64 18-Nov-13 7

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 1. Segments 6, 7, 16, 17 - Overlap with the Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. This site is targeted 
for protection by the PAI.  It is part of a large intact wetland complex that would connect to the existing Lewis Bog Ecological Reserve.  The area is predominantly wetland 
to wetland tree/shrub in composition.  It contains several rare or uncommon species including the rare golden-winged warbler, the mottled dusky wing, and several 
orchids such as ramâ€™s head ladyâ€™s-slipper, swamp pink (aka grass-pink), and dragonâ€™s mouth.   The protected area proposal targets 2 common enduring features 
which are only partially represented (partially protected and therefore require additional protection) and 2 enduring features which only occur in this location in the 
natural region.  The 2 single enduring features have no protection and are therefore significant to the PAI. The PAI does not support the proposed transmission route 
within Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. Segment 16 runs near an existing railway which is excluded from the proposed protected area.  If the transmission line could 
be move to parallel the railway the PAI may be able to accommodate an enlarged corridor. The PAI does not support segment 6, 7, or 17. Sensitive Site -

65 18-Nov-13 16

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 1. Segments 6, 7, 16, 17 - Overlap with the Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. This site is targeted 
for protection by the PAI.  It is part of a large intact wetland complex that would connect to the existing Lewis Bog Ecological Reserve.  The area is predominantly wetland 
to wetland tree/shrub in composition.  It contains several rare or uncommon species including the rare golden-winged warbler, the mottled dusky wing, and several 
orchids such as ramâ€™s head ladyâ€™s-slipper, swamp pink (aka grass-pink), and dragonâ€™s mouth.   The protected area proposal targets 2 common enduring features 
which are only partially represented (partially protected and therefore require additional protection) and 2 enduring features which only occur in this location in the 
natural region.  The 2 single enduring features have no protection and are therefore significant to the PAI. The PAI does not support the proposed transmission route 
within Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. Segment 16 runs near an existing railway which is excluded from the proposed protected area.  If the transmission line could 
be move to parallel the railway the PAI may be able to accommodate an enlarged corridor. The PAI does not support segment 6, 7, or 17. Sensitive Site -

66 18-Nov-13 17

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 1. Segments 6, 7, 16, 17 - Overlap with the Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. This site is targeted 
for protection by the PAI.  It is part of a large intact wetland complex that would connect to the existing Lewis Bog Ecological Reserve.  The area is predominantly wetland 
to wetland tree/shrub in composition.  It contains several rare or uncommon species including the rare golden-winged warbler, the mottled dusky wing, and several 
orchids such as ramâ€™s head ladyâ€™s-slipper, swamp pink (aka grass-pink), and dragonâ€™s mouth.   The protected area proposal targets 2 common enduring features 
which are only partially represented (partially protected and therefore require additional protection) and 2 enduring features which only occur in this location in the 
natural region.  The 2 single enduring features have no protection and are therefore significant to the PAI. The PAI does not support the proposed transmission route 
within Nourse Bog Proposed Protected Area. Segment 16 runs near an existing railway which is excluded from the proposed protected area.  If the transmission line could 
be move to parallel the railway the PAI may be able to accommodate an enlarged corridor. The PAI does not support segment 6, 7, or 17. Sensitive Site -

67 18-Nov-13 20

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following addi onal comments and concerns.
2. Segment 20 â€“ Overlaps with Badger Proposed Protected Area.
This site is targeted for protection by the PAI.  The proposed protected area targets three enduring features one is rare and all three are only partially protected in the 
natural region.  The proposal contains both uplands and low wet areas.  The area contains many rare to uncommon plant species such as Houghtonâ€™s umbrella-sedge, 
false heather, and turtlehead.  The proposed transmission line, segment 20, runs through the centre of the proposed protected area and is therefore not supported by the 
PAI. Sensitive Site -

68 18-Nov-13 42

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following addi onal comments and concerns.
3. Segments 30, 42, 56, 59 â€“ is adjacent to Watson P. Davidson Wildlife Management Area (WMA)
This WMA protects a diversity of habitat.  It is important for breeding and migrating northern forest owls and many species of neo-tropical birds.  It is also home to the 
rare mo led dusky wing, and several rare plants including the large northern aster and round-leaved bog orchid.  
The WMA is part of the protected areas network and legally prohibits logging, mining, hydroelectric development, oil and gas development, and other activities that 
significantly and adversely affect habitat.  The PAI requests that the proposed transmission lines be kept at a minimum of one mile away from the WMA. Sensitive Site -

69 18-Nov-13 30

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 3. Segments 30, 42, 56, 59 â€“ is adjacent to Watson P. Davidson Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
This WMA protects a diversity of habitat.  It is important for breeding and migrating northern forest owls and many species of neo-tropical birds.  It is also home to the 
rare mottled dusky wing, and several rare plants including the large northern aster and round-leaved bog orchid.   The WMA is part of the protected areas network and 
legally prohibits logging, mining, hydroelectric development, oil and gas development, and other activities that significantly and adversely affect habitat.  The PAI requests 
that the proposed transmission lines be kept at a minimum of one mile away from the WMA. Sensitive Site -

70 18-Nov-13 56

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 3. Segments 30, 42, 56, 59 â€“ is adjacent to Watson P. Davidson Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
This WMA protects a diversity of habitat.  It is important for breeding and migrating northern forest owls and many species of neo-tropical birds.  It is also home to the 
rare mottled dusky wing, and several rare plants including the large northern aster and round-leaved bog orchid.   The WMA is part of the protected areas network and 
legally prohibits logging, mining, hydroelectric development, oil and gas development, and other activities that significantly and adversely affect habitat.  The PAI requests 
that the proposed transmission lines be kept at a minimum of one mile away from the WMA. Sensitive Site -

71 18-Nov-13 59

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following additional comments and concerns. 3. Segments 30, 42, 56, 59 â€“ is adjacent to Watson P. Davidson Wildlife Management Area (WMA) 
This WMA protects a diversity of habitat.  It is important for breeding and migrating northern forest owls and many species of neo-tropical birds.  It is also home to the 
rare mottled dusky wing, and several rare plants including the large northern aster and round-leaved bog orchid.   The WMA is part of the protected areas network and 
legally prohibits logging, mining, hydroelectric development, oil and gas development, and other activities that significantly and adversely affect habitat.  The PAI requests 
that the proposed transmission lines be kept at a minimum of one mile away from the WMA. Sensitive Site -

72 18-Nov-13 34

The Protected Areas Initiative (PAI) has reviewed the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission project as presented to Conservation and Water Stewardship (CWS) and other 
stakeholder on November 18th at the Government Stakeholder Meeting.  The PAI concurs with Parks and Protected Spaces comments regarding proposed ecological 
reserves and has the following addi onal comments and concerns.
4. Segment 34 â€“ Overlaps with a segment of the Caliento Bog Proposed Protected Area
This site is targeted for protection by the PAI.  The proposal captures an intact wetland complex including vegetation cover such as wetland meadows, tamarack, and black 
spruce muskeg.  Some uncommon plants occur in the proposal such as wild ginger.
Caliento Bog proposed protected area targets several enduring features.  Segment 34 of the transmission line crosses through the northeast part of the proposed 
protected area.  This segment of the proposal contains two enduring features which are both partially protected and therefore requires additional protection.  The 
enduring features are common within the natural region. The PAI does not support this segment of the proposed transmission line. Sensitive Site -

116 18-Nov-13 Comment Preference Comment Preference - Outfitting - rm of sturatburn or crown. Least impact on KC Outfitters. Minimal agriculture Resource/Land Use -

1 12-Nov-13 Grass airstrip Constraint High

2 18-Nov-13 Use of lands for outfitting locations. Noted 24 bait sites Resource/Land Use Medium

3 18-Nov-13 Wintering area for elk in the area. Wintering area closer to border. Sensitive Site Medium

4 18-Nov-13 30 Resource/Land Use Low
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Phone Call/Email Date and Time of Call or Initial Email Constraint/Constraint

Email 6/29/2013 6:01 Information request

Email 7/2/2013 15:45
Landowner indicated in 1979-80, a 500 kV line was ran through their quarter section North of Sprague - should they be 
concerned about this one?

Email 7/4/2013 16:30 Would like to be informed about the project. 

Email 7/19/2013 14:53 Individual was interested in the project and would like ot be part of the project. He provided his work history.

Email 8/2/2013 9:07 Manitoba Hydro provided the link to the Manitoba-Minnesota website.

Email 8/23/2013 12:00 Manitoba Hydro requesting preferences for engagement for the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project.

Email 10/3/2013 22:41
Regarding the surplus of electricity that can be sold to our neighbours down south. Why does electricity rates continually 
rise? Since there is a surplus, our rates should be substantually lower. 

Phone 10/4/2013 11:00

Lives on PTH59. Would prefer no agriculture interference as it is a hassle to work around. Wanted to know the type of towers 
to be used.  Wanted to know average span. Manitoba Hydro discussed the compensation policy for landowners. Landowner 
stated it sounded like we knew what we were doing.

Phone 10/4/2013 13:00 Wanted to know about the project and whether 4 lines were being considered.

Phone 10/15/2013 14:00
Caller wanted to discuss St. Vital Transmission Complex and noted Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project will also be 
traversing this area. Manitoba Hydro walked through EAB/CEC/NEB review for St. Vital and Manitoba-Minnesota.  

Email 10/6/2013 13:50 Information provided for a driver position for the Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project.

Email 10/11/2013 11:53 Concerned about the increase in cost for hydro customers in Manitoba.

Email 10/17/2013 12:56 Why don't you (Hydro) post hearing dates?

Email 10/20/2013 16:21
Concerned about overall hydro expansion. Stop northern dam development, stop biopole III and hold off expanding the 
infrastructure for US sales. 

Email 10/23/2013 6:53 Concerned about selling hydro power to the USA.

Phone 10/28/2013 9:00
Wanted to get the number for AECOM to fill in her questionnaire but misplaced the number. Manitoba Hydo indicated she 
could call me directly. 

10/29/2013 11:00
No concern

Phone 10/29/2013 12:00 Requested the location of the venue in Steinbach for the project.

Phone 10/30/2013 9:00 Wanted to discuss MMTP and whether the power sale was firm or interuptable.

Email 11/1/2013 10:00 Information provided to stakeholders regarding the dates and times for meetings and workshops; requesting attendance.

Email 11/1/2013 10:00
Information provided to government stakeholders regarding the dates and times for meetings and workshops; requesting 
attendance.

Email 11/1/2013 10:00 Information provided to stakeholders regarding the dates and times for meetings and workshops; requesting attendance.

Email 11/1/2013 12:11
Wanted to be informed at various phases of the Project; email provided information as to how the information will be shared, 
scheduling and where to find the information on the website.

Email 11/1/2013 12:11 Updated response to the public engagement survey for the Project.

Email 11/1/2013 15:11 Information follow-up.

Email 11/1/2013 15:16 Information provided; Project handout.

Email 11/4/2013 8:49

Concerned as to where the lines and towers wil be placed along Oak Grove Road.  There are many new homes have been 
built just north of that route.  Is this line a D.C. line or A.C. and at what voltage would these lines be running at. The route that 
runs along highway 15 then heads south to Vassar looks like the best because it is out of the flood area, less people, and the 
hydro station would be close to the state that is requesting the line. Concerned about property values. Manitoba Hydro 
noted landowners preference for the other routing adjustment based on landowners concerns regarding residential 
development. Manitoba Hydro also encouraged landowner and neighbours to attend one of the open houses (dates and 
locations attached in the email) and to share local knowledge, concerns and have questions answered with Manitoba Hydro 
staff. 

Phone 11/4/2013 11:00

Wanted information on the location of the line. Wanted information on wind energy and how Hydro works with the 
companies.  Manitoba Hydro provided him the Hydro website URL and walked him through where he can find information 
on wind.
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Phone Call/Email Date and Time of Call or Initial Email Constraint/Constraint

Phone 11/4/2013 15:00 No conerns

Email 11/4/2013 15:19 Manitoba Hydro provided information about the Project process along with the Project handout.

Email 11/4/2013 16:12
If it proceeds it should follow the route that goes straight east to the Ontario border then south. We don't 
need more farmland and family homes impacted.

Email 11/4/2013 18:48 Information request

Email 11/5/2013 8:32 Manitoba Hydro provided information about the Project process along with the Project handout.

Phone 11/5/2013 12:00 Information request

Email 11/5/2013 16:54 Information request/follow-up

Phone 11/6/2013 11:00 Wants to be added to the general notification.

Email 11/7/2013 9:55 Would like to know the route this project will follow. Will it be coming through western Ontario?

Email 11/7/2013 12:33 Concerned about yearly increase on their hydro bills over the next 20 years and selling cheap hydro to the US.

Email 11/8/2013 9:36

Concerned as to exactly where the line would run; requesting a map. Manitoba Hydro provided the landowner a snap shot of 
the areas near Zhoda from Google Earth where there are currently two alternatives.  Hydro also indicated that more detailed 
mapping will be available on the website in the near future and provided Vita Open House information.

Email 11/8/2013 9:36

The landowner would object to this line running so close to my house, as it stands now the line would be very close to my 
house and therefore cause the value of my home to drop drastically after installation. I just built a new home and will be 
forced to relocated if this line goes through my property.

Phone 11/8/2013 10:10
Wanted to know where the line was in relation to Woodridge. She noted she has lots of cancer in her family and does not like 
the project or transmission lines.

Phone 11/8/2013 11:00 Caller indicated her proximity to the line would be closest for the southern loop portion which follows the highway.

Email 11/8/2013 17:53 Concerned about selling hydro to the USA.

Email 11/12/2013 10:12 Email reminder about Project Open Houses.

Phone 11/12/2013 15:00 No conerns

Phone 11/13/2013 9:00
Wanted to inform us that the CTV and CBC were advertising the wrong community for the Open house to be held today 
(13th) 

Phone 11/13/2013 10:00 Wanted to inform us the media was giving out false information about the location of the Open House on the 13th. 

Email 11/13/2013 14:55 Requesting to attend an information session.

Phone 11/14/2013 14:00 Question about tower spacing on ROW

Phone 11/14/2013 17:00 Information request.

Phone 11/15/2013 16:00 Wanted to know where the southern loop was crossing the floodway as he owns land in the area.

Phone 11/15/2013 17:00
Landowner was upset she received the open house letter after the open house date.  Manitoba Hydro appologized but we 
are unsure of why some people got it on time and not others.

Email 11/18/2013 12:49
Manitoba Hydro provided information about the Project phases and provided information regarding the Glenboro open 
house.

Email 11/19/2013 7:11

We were not properly informed about this plan and did not receive notification until we returned to Manitoba from Calgary 
and after your meeting in Ile des Chene.  We oppose this plan as it would devalue our property.  We have spoken with our 
neighbour, who is also impacted and also very concerned. Requested a meeting. 

Phone 11/19/2013 11:30 Provided information regarding the stakeholder meeting.

Email 11/19/2013 16:46 Meeting request.

Email 11/20/2013 15:46 Provided information for consideration into routing.

Phone 11/20/2013 14:00 Information request.

Email 11/20/2013 15:46 Provided information for consideration into routing.

Email 11/20/2013 15:55 Information request.
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Phone Call/Email Date and Time of Call or Initial Email Constraint/Constraint

Phone 11/20/2013 17:00 Meeting request.

Email 11/21/2013 7:56 Information request.

Email 11/21/2013 7:56 Information request.

Phone 11/22/2013 10:00 Concerned with how close the line would be in relation to his home (280m). He believes it would devalue his home. 

Phone 11/22/2013 17:00
Cannot be near any magnetic interference. Can pass under but cannot be in proximity for any length of time due to an ICD 
which is sensitive to magnetic fields. He is really worried about how this could effect him and he says he would have to move.

Phone 11/22/2013 17:00
Wanted to know where the line is being located in relation to Whitemouth Lake Road. The route should avoid agriculture 
lands where possible.

Phone 11/25/2013 8:00 Wanted to meet to discuss the Project (southern Loop). 

Email 11/26/2013 7:45 Concerns about the lines coming close to their house. 

Email 11/26/2013 7:57 Concerns about the lines coming close to their house. 

Email 12/3/2013 11:11 Provided information regarding the Protective Areas Initiative and how it relates to the Project and proposed routes. 

Email 12/5/2013 11:08
Provided information regarding proposed routes and proximity to Provincial Parks, Ecological Reserves, and Proposed 
Ecological Reserves in Relation to the Project.  Map also provided.

Email 12/5/2013 11:08
Provided information regarding proposed routes and proximity to Provincial Parks, Ecological Reserves, and Proposed 
Ecological Reserves in Relation to the Project. Map also provided.
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