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General Correspondence

Attachments:

Environmental Assessment Information
March-18-11 1:36 PM
'Brett Smith'; 'Caitlin Scott'; 'Carl Jorgensen'; 'Colin Hoag'; 'David Pickles'; 'Ellen Cramm';
'Gerry Webber'; 'Helen Kwan'; 'Jean-Pierre Ouellette'; 'Jennifer Lillie Paetz'; 'Jennifer
Telford'; 'Katherine Kirzati'; 'Kees Pols'; 'Lianne Kentish'; 'Mei Ling Chen'; 'Michel
Morrissette '; 'Narren Santos'; 'Paul Marleau'; 'Paul Norris'; 'Rob Dobos'; 'Simon
Spooner'; 'Stephanie Davis'; 'Transport Canada'
Ed Laratta; mholmes@xeneca.com; Tami Sugarman; Philippa McPhee
Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the
Frederick House River - Project Description Document Notice
Xeneca Project Description Cover Let Generic March 2011.pdf

Importance:

High

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Good afternoon:
On behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. we are pleased to provide you with the attached letter of
introduction and directions to accessing and downloading the project description document for the proposed
Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. waterpower development at Wanatango Falls Project site located on the
Frederick House River in northeastern Ontario. Xeneca has been awarded a Feed-in Tariff (FIT) contract for
this site by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA).
You are included on our email list as you have been identified as the one-window contact for your organization
and are listed as such on the Contact List for the project. We ask that you distribute this information to
colleagues within your organization that should be involved in the planning process. If the main contact for
your organization is someone other than you please inform us at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca as soon as possible so
that our staff can update the contact list accordingly.
We have elected to distribute this document in electronic format for environmental reasons. You may access
our FTP site by completing the following instructions:

You will need to use Internet Explorer rather than Mozilla Firefox, Username and Password are
case sensitive.
Aboriginal communities located nearby will also be receiving this notice directly from Xeneca’s First Nation and
Aboriginal Relations Liaison, Mr. Dean Assinewe.
A hard paper copy and/or CD Rom copy of the project description document will be issued shortly to federal
agencies and Aboriginal communities.
Other Parties: If you require a paper and/or CD Rom copy in addition to this electronic copy please notify us
at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca otherwise we
will assume that this electronic version is adequate.
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We are pursuing an Ontario Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects planning process for this
site. A federal screening may also be triggered at the site.
The project description is intended to provide an overview of the project components, general information on
the project setting and relevant background information on the project. This Project Description is also
designed to assist the proponent in ensuring that all aspects of the project are accounted for in enough detail to
allow the public, Aboriginal communities and government agencies to provide meaningful comment
throughout the Class EA process. The information will allow you to identify your environmental assessment
and regulatory requirements associated with the project. It will also allow a federal authority to determine if
there is potential for the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) to be triggered by the project
proposal and whether the agency will be a Responsible Authority (RA) under CEA Act or whether it is able to
provide technical expertise as an expert advisor (FA).
It is our intention to schedule a proponent-agency EA coordination meeting as soon as possible. We hope that
this project description document will assist you in preparing for this meeting, the purpose of which is to discuss
the following items in the context of the project’s proposed schedule;
•
•
•
•

applicable policies and procedures administered by each agency (list of statutes and regulations) and list
of required approvals for the project;
a comprehensive list of values and issues of concern/benefit identified with the site and the project
(natural, socio-cultural, economic);
data and information collection procedures; and,
a consultation and engagement plan.

We trust this submission is adequate for these purposes. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions
or clarifications.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc.,
Tami Sugarman and Philippa McPhee, EA Project Managers
OEL-HydroSys Inc.
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March 2011
Dear Government Agency or Municipal Official:
Welcome to the start-up activities on development of the Class Environmental Assessment for
Waterpower Projects (Class EA) for the proposed Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed GS
project in your jurisdiction. This first step of the EA process is intended to establish the initial
conceptual design, start a dialogue on regulatory approval requirements and initiate public
consultation and Aboriginal engagement in the Class EA process. To this purpose, Xeneca and its
consultants from OEL-HydroSys Inc. are pleased to present you with the Project Description for
this proposed project.
This Project Description is provided to assist the proponent in ensuring that all aspects of the
project are accounted for in enough detail to allow the public, Aboriginal communities and
government agencies to provide meaningful comment throughout the Class EA process. This
document attempts to delineate the ’footprint” of the project within the environmental context
of the study area and initially identify features of the environment that may be affected (directly
and indirectly) by the proposed project. Xeneca acknowledges that additional potential effects
may be identified throughout subsequent phases of the Class EA process as input is received from
all stakeholders.
In the early stages of this engagement process, a proponent-led EA coordination meeting will be
undertaken with key government agencies and interested Aboriginal communities to coordinate
an integrated planning process and to identify environmental concerns and diverse regulatory
and management planning requirements that may be associated with the proposed project. This
document is intended to assist you in preparing for this engagement process. A detailed list of
the federal and provincial regulatory agencies, municipalities, and Aboriginal communities which
are receiving a copy of this document directly is included within the document. We will be
contacting this distribution group shortly to inquire as to their availability for participation in a
Class EA Coordination meeting for this proposed small waterpower development project.
The general public and other groups are also invited to review this document. The document will
be provided to these parties through postings on the Xeneca website or, upon request, by direct
mail.
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If you have any questions or comments in relation to the Class EA for Waterpower Projects
planning process or environmental impact assessment related matters, please do not hesitate to
contact the OEL-HydroSys Inc. Environmental Assessment Manager, Ms. Tami Sugarman at
(613) 839-1453 ext. 229 and tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca or Xeneca’s Manager of Environmental
Studies and Assessment, Edmond Laratta, at (416) 590-9362 ext. 106 and elaratta@xeneca.com .
For questions or comments in relation to all other aspects of the development proposal please
contact Xeneca’s President, Mr. Patrick Gillette at pgillette@xeneca.com or Xeneca’s First Nation
and Aboriginal Relations Liaison, Mr. Dean Assinewe at dassinewe@xeneca.ca.
Respectfully submitted,

Patrick Gillette
President
Xeneca Power Development Inc.

Ref: Xeneca Project Description Cover Let Nov 2010.doc
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From: Environmental Assessment Information
Sent: March-22-11 10:02 AM
To: 'Brett Smith'; 'Carl Jorgensen'; 'Ellen Cramm'; 'Helen Kwan'; 'Jennifer Telford'; 'Kees Pols'; 'Lianne Kentish'; 'Rob
Dobos'; 'Stephanie Davis'; 'Transport Canada'
Cc: Tami Sugarman; 'bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca'; Ed Laratta
Subject: Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program, 2010 and call for Technical Reviewers

Good morning,
In support of the proposed Wanatango (Frederick House River) Waterpower Project being developed by
Xeneca Power Development Inc. we are pleased to provide you with the baseline surface water quality
investigation report. This report documents the results of the surface water monitoring program undertaken
through the 2010 field season at the project sites.
The proponent is also planning to release additional supporting documentation according to the following
schedule:
Hydrology Review – week of March 21st
Operating Plan – week of March 21st
Existing Conditions report – available
Archaeological Stage 1 Summary Report – week of March 28th or earlier
Could you please advise which reports you would be interested in receiving along with the number of copies
and in what format (FTP, CD-ROM, hard copy) and any other persons that should be receiving these reports at
this time.
An EA Coordination meeting, will be scheduled soon for these projects. At other EA coordination meetings
hosted by Xeneca it was determined that a technical review committee comprised of qualified persons from
regulatory review bodies should be formed. If you or an associate is interested in participating as a technical
reviewer for this project, please provide the contact(s) name and contact information. We will soon begin to
schedule the technical committee meetings. Two focused technical meetings are planned for early spring; the
first is tentatively being scheduled for mid-April to discuss the Hydrology Review and Operating Plan. A
meeting to discuss surface water quality and habitat assessment requirements is also required. This second
meeting may be held concurrent to the first meeting or, if necessary as a separate discussion. Please indicate
which meeting you or someone from your organization would be interested in participating in.
Regards,
1

Pilar
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Environmental Assessment Information
June-30-11 1:32 PM
'Chris Chenier'; 'Dan McDonell'; 'Denis Clement'; 'Ellen Cramm'; 'Jennifer Telford'; 'Lianne
Kentish'; 'Sandra Dosser'
Tami Sugarman; 'shodsoll@xeneca.com'; Vanesa Enskaitis; mholmes@xeneca.com
Wanatango Falls Public Consultation Plan
Wanatango Falls Public Consultation Plan_Final_June 28.pdf

Good afternoon,
Please find attached for your review and consideration a copy of the Wanatango Falls Public Consultation Plan
authored by Xeneca
Power Development. The Public Consultation Plan summarises the objectives and strategies developed to meet
the consultation requirements of the Class Environmental Assessment for both the proposed Wanatango Falls
waterpower development on the Frederick House River.

Regards,
Pilar DePedro
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Muriel Kim
June-13-12 1:40 PM
'Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca'; 'stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca';
'lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca'; 'EACoordination_ON@inac-ainc.gc.ca'; 'kitty.ma@hc-sc.gc.ca';
'sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca'; 'Caitlin.Scott@NRCan.gc.ca'; 'narren.santos@ontario.ca';
'ellen.cramm@ontario.ca'; 'tina.webb@ontario.ca'; 'lianne.kentish@ontario.ca';
'jennifer.telford@ontario.ca'; 'gerry.webber@ontario.ca'; 'Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca';
'jennifer.lillie-paetz@ontario.ca'; 'helen.l.kwan@ontario.ca'; 'brett.smith@ontario.ca';
'David.Pickles@ontario.ca'; 'pnorris@owa.ca'; 'choag@owa.ca';
'paul.marleau@ontario.ca'; 'morrissm@iroquoisfalls.com';
'jp.ouellette@town.cochrane.on.ca'
Tami Sugarman; 'venskaitis@xeneca.com'
Notice of a Public Information Centre – Xeneca’s proposed Frederickhouse River
waterpower development
Wanatango Falls PIC Ad - June 26_rev2.pdf; Wanatango Falls PIC Ad - June 26_rev2French.pdf

Good afternoon,
This is to notify you that Xeneca will be hosting a public information centre (PIC) for its proposed waterpower
development on the Frederickhouse River (Wanatango Falls project) in Cochrane on June 26, 2012. The PIC
will be held at the Tim Horton Event Centre from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
The advertisement for the PIC will be printed in both English and French in the Cochrane Times Post on June 14
and 21 and in the Iroquois Falls Entreprise on June 14 and 21. Copies of the advertisements are enclosed.

Members of the project team will be on hand for the event to provide information on the project and to
answer questions from the attendees.
Should you require additional information about the PIC, please contact:
Vanesa Enskaitis
Stakeholder Relations & Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200
North York, ON M2N 6P4
T: 416-590-3078
F: 416-590-9955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Grace Yu <GYu@xeneca.com>
August-08-12 11:40 AM
Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca; Chenier, Chris (MNR); Greenaway, Christine (MNR);
brian.turnbull@ontario.ca; Webb, Tina (ENE); rod.sein@ontario.ca; Smith, Connie
Brett Woodman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed Laratta; Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper; Nava
Pokharel; Tami Sugarman
Additional Review Documents for the Upcoming Wanatango Agency Meeting
R91084 Wanatango Falls Proposed Operating Plan v6sm.pdf

Hello everyone,
With respect to the upcoming agency meeting for Wanatango Project, two additional documents are provided in this
email for your review.
Please find attached the draft Operating Plan for Wanatango.
The 2011 Environmental Baseline Report (including 2010 content) was uploaded to our FTP site in Folder “Wanatango”.
Some other documents which were uploaded some time ago are still available in Folder “Engineering Documents ‐ June
2012”.
The email below introduces the purpose and content of each document.
Please follow the instructions below to download the documents from our FTP site.

Please feel free to forward this email to other attendees who are not on this list.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com
From: Grace Yu
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 2:16 PM
To: 'Bill.Guthrie@Ontario.ca'; 'Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca'; 'Bob.L.Robinson@Ontario.ca'; 'Shaun.Walker@Ontario.ca';
'Nicole.Woolnough@Ontario.ca'; 'Samson, Joanna (MNR)'
Cc: 'Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca'; 'Dosser, Sandra (MNR)'; Ed Laratta; Nava Pokharel; Uwe Roeper; Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Xeneca Updated Engineering Documents for 11 High Priority Projects

Hello Everyone,
Below is a very brief summary statement for each document provided to you on our FTP site. This is provided to help
you understand the purposes and contents of the documents.
The following five categories of documents were uploaded:
1

1. Proposed Operating Flows and Levels Charts – available for all sites except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.
•

In 2011, MNR staff asked Xeneca to provide some graphical illustrations about how the plants would be
operated. ORTECH produced a letter report for each project with graphs for each month showing daily and
hourly flows and levels. This info is intended to help better describe facility operation. The info will be
incorporated into the Operations Plan reports.

•

Big Eddy and Kapuskasing Lake Outlet will be Run of River. The lower two sites on Kapuskasing River will have
the flows released from Lapinigam.

2. Hec‐Ras Steady State Reports ‐ available for all projects on the ftp site.
•

1‐D HEC‐RAS Steady‐State Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca had additional
bathymetry and modeling work done over the past 12 months. The 1‐D HEC‐RAS reports provide reference
values on flow velocities, wetted perimeter and water depth at various flows and various locations up and
downstream of the projects. The info is to be used as reference info to answer questions about effects at
locations of interest. The reports are not intended for general reading. Note, the headpond extents have NOT
changed (as they did between 2010 and 2011 when Xeneca switched from contour lines to hydraulic modeling
to calculate headpond extent). Most of the changes related to more downstream info being added to the
models.

3. Hec‐Ras Unsteady State Reports‐ all available except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.
•

Unsteady State Hydraulic Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca commissioned
modeling studies to assess the amount of downstream river level fluctuation that would occur under various
operating scenarios. The operating scenarios used where taken from the “Proposed Operating Flows and Level
Charts” referenced in (b) above. The reports generally show that the level fluctuations attenuate / decrease
with distance downstream. They also provide some indication of the magnitude of the expected fluctuations.
The fluctuations shown are intended to inform the biological effects assessment. The fluctuations are not
intended to be the proposed compliance limits. Compliance limits will be set in the Operations Plan reports
after negotiation with MNR.

•

Big Eddy will be Run of River, so a model analysis of downstream flows and levels is not required.

4. Downstream Features Maps ‐ available for all sites, except Big Eddy which is RoR, and 3 upper sites at
Kapuskasing.
•

Downstream Features Maps: Xeneca has commissioned a series of maps for each site showing the features that
exist downstream. The maps are intended to inform the discussion on downstream ZOI. The maps will be used
in the effects and mitigation analysis. The maps can also be used in combination with the 1‐D HEC‐RAS and the
Unsteady State model data to evaluate specific locations of interest downstream. The maps will become part of
the ER when released.

5. Hec‐Ras Modeling Files. These are the input files used to run the Steady State and Unsteady State Hec‐Ras
models. These files are provided in case you need to run and test the models.
We would also like to give you heads up about other important documents:
1. Existing Conditions Reports: Additional reports on existing conditions data has been posted, representing 2011
field work. These reports should be read in combination with the 2010 baseline reports to provide a more
2

complete existing conditions baseline. It should be noted that some 2012 field work was requested by some
districts. This work is still in preparation and will be posted as soon as it is available.
2. Operations Plan reports: MNR staff have requested that Xeneca produce updated Operations Plan reports
(updated as second draft from the ones release in 2011). These reports, generated by ORTECH, are being
posted over the coming weeks. These second draft reports will include an appendix with the “Proposed
Operating Flows and Level Charts” that were previously release as letter reports. The values for downstream
environmental flows and for compensatory flows have been updated for every project (higher than last year).
The flows are consistent with the charts in the Appendix. Xeneca has added a table for “Additional Operating
Constraints” to capture various compliance commitments that arise from negotiation with MNR. Xeneca has
also added an Appendix for “Special Spawning Operation Restrictions” to be negotiated with MNR. The second
draft is intended for discussion and negotiation with MNR before it goes out with the ER.
3. Environmental Report (ER): Xeneca is getting ready to release ER reports for the first tier of “priority projects”
over the coming weeks and months. The reports will be released “for agency review only” before public release.
They will incorporate all of the above reports and reference info (probably as appendices and/or supporting
documents). Xeneca is planning to meet with district staff before and after the ER reports go out. Agency
review copies of the Marter and Wabageshik ERs are scheduled to be issued very soon in first week of
August. Other will follow early September up to October.
Hope this information helps.
Best regards,
Grace

___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL
information. If you have received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any
unauthorized disclosure, use or retention is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors,
omissions, corruption or virus in contents or attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the
addressee. Revised documents must not be represented as Xeneca work product, without express, written
permission of a Xeneca Director.
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Major Agency Comments and Xeneca’s Responses for Wanatango Draft ER

1.

Agency Comments
Operating Plan

Xeneca’s Responses
Xeneca is cognizant that the use of the terminology “run-of-river” and “modified run-of-river” can be confusing. Various definitions are used globally. We
have made every effort to be clear with stakeholders on the proposed operation. To this end, typical daily operating graphs have been presented on
display boards at PICs for each month of the year. The operating plan elaborates in great detail on the proposed operation. The EA contains an entire
section on clarifying the proposed operation. We strongly feel that the consultation requirements under the EA have been met. We believe that changing
the terminology 3 years into the consultation process would be confusing to stakeholders. Also, the same terminology has been used across all 18
Xeneca sites and many of our stakeholders have become accustomed to the existing terminology.

Status

Xeneca is aware of MNR’s outstanding concerns on flows and levels. We have requested meetings with MNR and MOE to arrive at consensus on
appropriate flows for fish passage, minimum flow, ramping and other operations related parameters. Indeed, meetings have occurred in parallel to the
draft EA review process and we look forward to working with MNR to finalize these values. As we have indicated previously, we would like to arrive at
values that are defensible for both parties and directly tied to environmental mitigation efforts without unduly impairing the ability to create socio-economic
benefit by producing more power during the day and less at night, consisting with electricity system needs in Ontario. The ramping rate can be increased
from 20 min to 60 min.
Xeneca would like MNR to recognize that we have been very pro-active in working with MNR on a fish passage solution after our studies showed that
Lake Sturgeon travel upstream of the dam site. Xeneca is committed to working with MNR and MOE to find mitigation solutions around flows and levels
that allow the socio-economic value of this natural resource to be utilized without undue impact on the environment.
Daily operation can be adapted if problems such as ice build-uparise. For example, fluctuations can be constrained to 0.3 meters by operating 3 times
during the day, rather than once. Thus letting the headpond refill in between operating cycles. This type of operation is not highly desirable for the
equipment, but certainly a feasible way of addressing concerns when they arise.
The OP will be updated incorporating resolution of issues from meetings with MNR.
2.

Minimum flows

Xeneca’s commitment to environmental and compensatory (by-pass) flows applies only if the flow is available from the upstream (OPG operated
Fredericklake House Dam). If the inflow to the headpond of the Wanatango Falls is less than environmental or compensatory flows, the generating station
will not be operated and water flow enters to headpond will be released from the bypass channel.
The QEA values are roughly based on the minimum flow that is released from Frederick House Dam. The dam releases the minimum flows for extended
periods (up to several weeks). Xeneca would release all daily volume within every day. Hence Xeneca would only rely on the minimum flow for several
hours (not weeks) and ensure that the total daily volume commitment is met at all times. Hydraulic studies show that the downstream river sections
consist of relatively deep (>1.5 meter) channels with extensive slow sections. Due to this feature, the provision of minimum flow for part of the day will not
lead to dewatering of the downstream channel. However, flow and level fluctuations will result. These fluctuations have been simulated in a predictive
model. Xeneca understands that MNR is concerned about the selection of an appropriate QEA and would like to discuss this matter. We look forward to
finalizing this discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.

3.

DS Zone of Influence

Extensive discussions have been going on with MNR and MOE as to how to define the end of the downstream ZOI. Similar to an effluent discharge by a
municipality, daily operation effects attenuate gradually with distance. To this end, Xeneca has presented extensive hydraulic modeling studies. These
demonstrate that at 24 km, the daily fluctuation will be not more than +/- 10 centimeters (+/- 4 inches). Given the river depth, this amount of fluctuation is
not expected to be significant. We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.
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We know that the water levels on this river change erratically by 1 meter when the FHLD is operated. We also know from the hydraulic modeling that
Neeland’s experiences lower water levels for extended periods than those that would occur as a result of daily operation. To this end we are highly
confident that we will not cause significant adverse effect with a daily fluctuation of +/- 0.1 meter compared to existing conditions.
Xeneca appreciates the importance of Neeland’s and would like to discuss this matter with the agencies to find consensus.
4.

Public consultation

Through public meetings, mailed correspondence, e-mails, newspaper advertising, dedicated website presence, telephone calls, one-on-one meetings,
group meetings and presentations to Chamberlain Township council and local business interests, Xeneca has undertaken a robust and thorough public
consultation program. Since 2010, Xeneca has conducted two Public Information Centres (PICs) (August 23, 2011 and June 27, 2012) that were broadly
advertised through the region through in the Cochrane Times Post and the Iroquois Falls Enterprise.
At each of the public meetings and in presentations to individuals and groups, the project parameters (i.e. design, footprint in the Zone of Influence)
operating plans and social/economic impacts have been shown. Xeneca provided project information which showed the most significant impact possible.
It is expected that impacts will be less than what has been presented and, as such, has conveyed the “worst case scenario” to all stakeholders.
Public and Aboriginal consultations clearly outlined the Zone of Influence both in terms of existing conditions and conditions that will existing under
operation plans as proposed by Xeneca. Xeneca, acknowledges that, through consultation with MOE and other agencies, the ZOI may change, and, if the
extent of ZOI is greater than what has been proposed to the public and aboriginal communities and effects are substantively increased, another public
meeting will be held.
Changes to the existing river system have also been presented to the public by Xeneca. Using state of the art, LiDAR surveys, detailed bathymetry,
hydraulic studies and mapping that shows all of the natural and man-made features within the Zone of Influence, a very comprehensive understanding of
the river system and it dynamics are understood at a level better than at any time in the past. This information has been provided to all stakeholders.
Potential effects have been identified and management strategies put in place. For example, concerns over erosion and siltation have led to realignment
of the tailrace and efforts to minimize water level fluctuations. Operating plans have been modified to ensure optimal conditions for fish spawning in the
spring freshet. Working with other stakeholders such as Ontario Power Generation (OPG), Xeneca has entered into a data sharing agreement which
better informs stakeholders on river dynamics under varying flow conditions.
Xeneca has also committed to post construction monitoring to ensure modeling is accurate and the operational effects meet or exceed ER conditions and
commitments.Xeneca has also informed the public of the Water Management Planning (WMP) process and has met directly with the Abitibi WMP
Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The post construction monitoring plan will be included in the final ER.
Our studies are complete and our effects and mitigation plans are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as part of a long-term
monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced based on the outcome of the new studies. These are not
intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and inform a possible lessening of operating restrictions going forward.

5.

Aboriginal consultation

As outlined in the waterpower Class EA, Xeneca has met and/or exceeded the consultation requirements, providing identified Aboriginal Communities
with project information, notices and updates. The OWA Class EA does not require MOUs or other agreement to be in place. The MOUs are for B2B
discussions which are not required to be in the ER. Consultation logs are provided in the Aboriginal Consultation section of the Class EA.
Xeneca’s consultation with First Nation and Métis Councils is ongoing. Xeneca engagement with the numerous communities is varied depending on the
community’s acceptance and availability to work with Xeneca. Xeneca’s efforts have been successful with respect to meeting with all communities and
councils on the development of a process to move consultation forward although there remain some challenges among the communities in terms of the
issue of jurisdiction over this project.
Xeneca has taken the approach that the Wanatango Falls project falls within a range of interest in an Aboriginal community or council’s administrative and
socio-economic state of affairs. Xeneca recognizes and appreciates the capacity challenges for communities to deal with all manners of priorities and
pressures of governance and has learned much about trying to develop a relationship with Aboriginal communities. Xeneca has provided all available
information and invited communities to participate in archaeological stage two field work surveys and is in the process of consulting on follow up Stage 3
work. Xeneca is in fact, working proactively with one First Nation community (Wahgoshig First Nation) to fund a traditional land use study and to address
2

site specific concerns that have been raised.
Xeneca has also invited communities to participate at public information centers and further invited communities to meet with in their community and host
the Xeneca team to present information and generate meaningful dialogue about the project.
We also take the view that while there are efforts to reach accommodation through MOUs, the need for an economic arrangement is for B2Bs and not
required for the purposes of the Waterpower Class EA. We have also not heard any specific allegations of violation of Treaty Rights or other Aboriginal
rights from a particular First Nation.
We will insert and re-write the Aboriginal Engagement section of the Environmental Report to provide a more fulsome understanding of the procedural and
substantive aspects of consultation. Xeneca takes the position that it has advanced all of the technical information to the Aboriginal communities for a
review. We also take the position that no specific concerns have been raised in respect of the proposed project that cannot already be addressed.
6.

Fish passage

Xeneca has initiated meetings to design fish passage at this site with the appropriate agency staff. The conceptual design details and corresponding flow
requirements will be established through this series of meetings. The outcome will be finalized and included in the Final EA. As well, an updated
Operating Plan will be completed incorporating the agreed flow requirements for passage.

7.

Water quality and fish tissue
monitoring

To provide Xeneca’s perspective on the Water Quality requirementswe reviewed the 3 draft EA comment letters that were received from MOE recently
(i.e. Marter, Wabageshik, Wanatango). In each letter, the water quality aspect is deemed to be inadequate and it is concluded that the EA does not meet
the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. For example, the excerpt from the latest letter (Wanatango, draft EA comment letter dated
November 28, 2012) states:
“Water Quality: In addition to the work conducted in 2010, water quality was also provided from one location on one sampling date in 2012 (April 16) for a
standard suite of parameters. This is insufficient both spatially and temporally to establish current conditions within and near the zone of influence.
Sampling occurred at only three stations on two separate dates in the calendar year of 2010. No 2011 data was presented.” “The ER submitted for
Wanatango Falls GS does not effectively report on meeting the key principles of the Class EA process:…”
These comments and conclusions are not respectful of the extensive amount of time and money spent on this issue, and moreover erodes respect among
our stakeholder base, suggesting to them that we do not adequately manage environmental concerns. Xeneca has made every reasonable effort to
address the water quality data collection issue and to work co-operatively with MOE water quality specialists to develop a mutually acceptable monitoring
plan.
In 2010, Xeneca hired a highly qualified water quality consulting firm to carry out field sampling. The sampling was conducted under MOE guidance that
existed at that time. To this end we felt confident that we had met the requirements under the Waterpower Class EA at that time as a result of working so
closely with MOE water quality specialists who actually had developed the guidance document. These MOE staff members were pleased with our work
and support for implementing recommendations under the Guidance document. Indeed, our efforts to apply MOE document were much more forthcoming
than other industry members. It came as a total surprise to us that MOE EA Branch has opposing views on this issue to the MOE Water Quality Branch.
During the winter 2010/2011 and hence half way through the EA process, MOE circulated draft guidelines related to the Permit To Take Water (PTTW)
process that included 3 major new draft guideline requirements – water quality, hydraulic modeling and hydrology. The draft guideline clearly stated that
the PTTW cannot be applied for until the Waterpower Class EA process has been completed. As the guidelines are “draft” and related to a post-EA
permitting requirement, they do not form a requirement under the Waterpower Class EA. However, Xeneca took the following steps in anticipation of
future requirements:
1) Xeneca commissioned hydraulic modeling studies as per the draft guideline.
2) Xeneca commissioned a revision to the already completed hydrology studies to meet the new format requirements.
3) Xeneca instructed its water quality consultant to work out a monitoring program with MOE that was consistent with the draft guideline.
The outcome of step (3) was a long term monitoring plan and commitment that was agreed to with MOE staff in meetings that occurred in 2011. The plan
and commitment has been incorporated into every draft EA document under preparation (including Marter, Wabageshik and Wanatango). In addition,
Xeneca initiated the first round of sampling with the newly agreed to plan so that the required data would be available at the time Xeneca applies for the
PTTW. To the extent that the new data is available, we have included it in the draft EA for information purposes.
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Please note that at this time, the new PTTW guidelines remain as “draft”. Xeneca has made every reasonable effort to incorporate the new draft
requirements. The data is not required to assess environmental effects in the EA and as such it should not be held up as a deficiency under the Class EA.
Until promulgated, the 2010 water quality sampling should suffice to meet the regulatory requirements of the Waterpower Class EA for establishing
baseline conditions. Any further data should be viewed as supplemental information to inform future PTTW requirements. To our knowledge, this effort
significantly exceeds what has been required from other waterpower proponents in recent years.
Post construction monitoring plan for water quality and fish tissue mercury will be included in the final ER as per the MOE guideline (2012).
8.

Cumulative Impacts

Xeneca has met with OPG on number of occasions and exchanged project information and data. Xeneca has also done internal evaluations of recent
operation of the Frederickhouse Lake Dam. The regulated flow from Frederickhouse Lake Dam does not negatively impact the energy generation of
Wanatango Falls project, as the total volume of water from the river system will be released downstream. Only difference with the recent water
management plan is the water release from the dam has been shifted to difference time (months) of the year which does not affected the total
energy/revenue of the project.
The Island Falls GS, the nearest GS downstream of the proposed Wanatango Falls project is at more than 100 km. Even when Wanatango Falls is
operated in peaking mode, the total volume of water into the headpond will be equally to the water volume out of the headpond in any given day.
Therefore, Wanatango Falls operations will not have any effects on downstream three GS located in Abitibi River.

9.

Erosion and Sedimentation

Xeneca has been aware of comments made by MNR at previous meetings and we have carried out a field study that we will present as part of the final
EA. We will share the document with MNR as soon as it is available. A monitoring recommendation has been made by a professional geomorphologist
and Xeneca will be adopting the proposed monitoring into the final EA.

10.

Detailed field assessments of
road and transmission
corridors

The roads will be included in the Class EA with a complete effects and mitigation review.
The lines will be covered in the MNR Stewardship EA to be issued later in 2013 and, as always, lines information will be included in the current Class EA
for transparency purposes.
Roads have been assessed for the EA and in most cases the roads are short extensions of existing trails. These have been presented to the public and
studied for SAR issues in collaboration with MNR. All roads construction involves in field verification of routing before construction. The transmission lines
are less than 115 KV and are not required in an OWA Class EA. Nevertheless, in the spirit of openness and transparency, we have always provided
information on these lines at all our PICs and in our EAs.
Transmission lines below 115kV are not part of the OWA Class EA process.
•

To provide the most complete information possible Xeneca has, through its consultation process and public meetings communicated to all
stakeholders all available information regarding transmission lines and the work done to date regarding the process used to select routes.

•

Xeneca has:
1) used MNR reference documents to aid in determining ecologically sensitive areas and avoid them,
2) used aircraft reconnaissance to aid in the terrestrial assessment, including wetland assessments,
3) undertaken SAR presence assessment to ascertain if SAR are present, or work in accordance with SAR legal requirements for Plans
and Specs.

Please note that the most conservative assessments were used to present to all stakeholders and as such there will be no gaps in information on
ecological or socio economic impacts.
Archeological work will be done once the lines are finalized upon incorporation of SAR considerations into the development of the preferred routes.
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Xeneca is very proud of the extensive work undertaken to develop the preferred routes in association with MNR; this technical work rivals that done for
major power lines done by Hydro One.







11.

Xeneca has hired KBM and Dowling Inc. to conduct a natural heritage assessment (including wetland assessment) of proposed road and
line corridors. The approach has been vetted through MNR and tweaked as necessary to satisfy MNR’s requirements. The approach
involves both a coarse-filter analysis of proposed routes by MNR district staff to help identify district-specific values; and a fine-filter
analysis that begins with a GIS-based exercise centered on wildlife habitat components that makes use of high resolution aerial imagery.
The assessments will be completed with field work in those areas identified to be of high potential for wildlife habitat.
SAR assessments will be carried out simultaneously with the natural heritage assessments. Xeneca will maintain close contact with district
SAR biologist throughout the process.
Throughout the course of planning for this project, Xeneca has considered many different options for both roads and transmission lines.
These options have been refined over time e.g. to avoid impacts to known values, reduce environmental impact, minimize landscape
footprint and fragmentation, reduce total length, dovetail with/make use of existing road corridors.
MNR has agreed to help conduct district-level “coarse” assessments of values, which would include any district-specific values that may
not have appeared in prior analyses (through NRVIS, LIO, etc.). This should help to ensure concerns related to potential impacts to
existing Crown land and resource users are identified. KBM will use this information to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are
planned (and documented in the EA Report) to avoid potential impacts.

Archaeological Stage 3 study
Stage 3 field investigations will be conducted in 2013 late spring and report will be included in final ER as requested by MOE letter on Feb 12, 2013.
Regarding archaeology study for downstream, it is not standard practice for archaeology and is usually not included in archaeological studies. Our
consultants did look briefly at downstream and the banks are predominately very steep and rocky so it is a low potential area. The only flat areas (an
informal camping area on the east side and west side boat launching area at the bridge have been intensively disturbed and a casual walkover did not
produce any evidence of artifacts. This was not put in the report as it would not normally be considered a project impact area for archaeological purposes.
In additional, the fluctuations due to the facility operations would be within the natural river bank fluctuations range, therefore, no adverse impacts on
archaeology perspective are expected and no studies are necessary.

12.

Water Management Planning

We confirm that it is Xeneca’s intent to come to a consensus with MNR on flows and levels as suggested. We would also like to make you aware that
Xeneca has taken numerous steps during the EA process to engage with stakeholder regarding the operating plan and water management planning.
Xeneca has made a presentation to the Abitibi WMP Standing Advisory Committee. Posters on WMP and operation were presented at the PIC. WMP has
been mentioned in PIC notices. The WMP process is clearly discussed in the EA and the operating plan documentation. We are further prepared to
conduct additional PICs for WMP after the EA is completed and as may be specifically directed by MNR.

13.

Monitoring/MitigationStudies
And Post-Construction
Monitoring

Any reference to on-going future work in the ER are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as
RoR might be reduced based on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and
inform a possible lesseningof operating restrictions going forward.
Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide
for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in post operational periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans
be verified after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline assessment or incomplete EA.
An updated post-construction monitoring plan is supplied in the final EA. Any long term monitoring issues will be identified and monitoring program put in
place to verify that effects/mitigation measures are effective. Details are given in the final section of the EA.
The Resolution column outlines the rational for whether or not the proposed mitigation measures and/or existing mitigating conditions are deemed
5

sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a given environmental component to result in a measureable net residual effect. The presentation and rational for
the impact assessment statements presented in Tables 6 and 7 will be reviewed and revised where necessary to provide additional clarity for reviewers.
14.

Land owners consents

Impacts to upstream and downstream land owners / resource users have been identified and consultation efforts completed as directed by the OWA
Waterpower Class EA. The stakeholder notification efforts for this project have been extensive. We would be pleased to review the notification efforts
made with MOE if required. Stakeholders have been clearly made aware of proposed flow and level changes that will result due to the project. For
downstream stakeholders, detailed flow and level charts were presented at the Public Information Centers to specifically raise awareness. The EA
documentation contains a clear discussion on proposed flow and level changes, with detailed support documentation related to the proposed operation
and the results of predictive models that show the magnitude and extent of flow and level changes downstream.
Xeneca will provide further notification to downstream riparian landowners to Neelands’ rapids prior to the issuance of the final ER. There are no
requirements of consent for downstream landowners pursuant to the Waterpower Class EA.
It is understood that land owner agreements are required for permits and approval for those lands inundated upstream; the consent from land owners will
be included in our permits and approvals applications.
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XENECA’S RESPONSE TO MOE COMMENTS ON WANATANGO DRAFT ER

(Letter Dated November 28, 2012)
1. Xeneca’s Response to MOE Letter
Re: Agency Review of the Draft Environmental Report for WanatangoFalls Hydroelectric Generating Station Project Frederick House River
Dear Ms. Enskaitis:
Thank you for providing the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) Northern Regional Office with a Draft Environmental Report (ER) for Xeneca Power Development Inc.'s (Xeneca) proposed Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric
Generating Station on the Frederick House River (Project). We have reviewed the submission sent via email on October 12, 2012, with hard copies received on October 15, 2012. The Project is being planned under the
requirements of the Ontario Waterpower Association's Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects (April 2012) (Class EA).
The ER proposes a 4.67 megawatt (MW) waterpower facility at the site known as 'Wanatango Falls" approximately 26 kilometres (km) northwest of Iroquois Falls, 22 km south of Cochrane on the Frederick House River in
Mann Township. The proposed site is 10 km downstream from the Frederick House Lake Control Dam site operated by Ontario Power Generation (OPG).
Key components of the proposed new facility include:
• Two concrete control dams (80 m and 60 m) topped with Obermeyer gates;
• A 320 m long embankment dyke between the 2 control dams;
• An open conveyance channels leading to the intake;
• A fishway running along the downstream side of the embankment dyke;
• Powerhouse (400 m2) with a total nameplate rating of 4.67 MW and a tailrace (400 m2) which extends 30 m downstream of the powerhouse;
• a 36.8 km 27.6 kV connection line to the provincial electrical power supply grid;
• Two Dam options: High dam option - 8.64km upstream inundation area;
- Low dam option 0.5km upstream inundation;
• Downstream impacts up to 24 km downstream - to the crest of Neeland's Rapids;
• Gross head operation of 7.5 m (low dam) to a possible 9 m (high dam) – riparian landowner agreements would be required for additional 1.5 m;
• Two 1000 m2 construction laydown areas;
• Up to 5000 m2 for stockpile areas.
Xeneca’s response:
High dam inundation is 8.6km, rounded by 8.57km, the limit of inundation area, instead of 8.64.
The proposed generating station will be operated as run of river with modified peaking when river flow is above the proposed minimum environmental flow and below the maximum turbine flows. During peaking periods,
turbine will be running typically from 11:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on business days only. The turbine will be shut down during off peak periods, and river flow will be stopped typically 16 hours on business days to 48 hours
during weekends. Minimum flows as proposed will be released in the bypass reach and in the reach below tailrace for the protection of the aquatic environment.
The riverine habitat upstream of the dam will be permanently altered and will become lake-like (lacustrine). Downstream flows will also be altered from the present conditions. The modeling predicts that the downstream
effects could extend for approximately 24km. We have provided comments below and in attachments. Below you will find comments on the Class EA Process and Technical Issues related to the project. In the attachments
you will find specific comments on how the ER met mandatory components of the OWA Class EA (Attachment A - Table 3) and comments on specific sections of the main ER report (Attachment B - Table 4).
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CLASS EA PROCESS
As we stated in our previous comments on November 22, 2011, there are a number of environmental assessment principles which are key to successful planning under the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) for
waterpower projects, which include: 1) consulting with potentially affected and other interested persons; 2) considering all aspects of the environment; 3) systematically evaluating net environmental effects; and, 4) providing
clear, complete documentation.
One of our main process concerns is that the Zone of Influence (ZOI) has not been agreed upon. The ZOI dictates what the study area is for all of the values that need to be consulted on, considered, evaluated and
documented in order to meet the principles of the EA process. The following outlines each of these key principles and provides MOE's Northern Region's commentary.
1) Consulting with potentially affected and other interested persons:
Consultation with interested persons is a cornerstone of the environmental assessment process and is a legal requirement of the EAA. One of the benefits of an approved Class EA is that it provides certainty for
proponents, affected stakeholders, and the public with respect to the consultation process and how to participate in the process. In order to meet the requirements of the EAA, a proponent must successfully follow the
planning process in the approved class environmental assessment.
Affected stakeholders and aboriginal communities have expectations that they will have access to sufficient project detail to determine impacts to them from the project. Proponents cannot relyonly on agencies to identify
issues to be studied and assessed. Although Xeneca will meet the minimum mandatory contact requirements in the Class EA, there appear to be outstanding concerns with the Project and therefore it should have been
subject to additional consultation opportunities.
The information at the two Public Information Centres (PICs), held on March 24, 2011 and June 26, 2012, was from the 2010 and 2011 field seasons. The public would not have had access tothe 2012 data, nor would they
know what was studied where. There appear to be areas of the expanded ZOI that were not studied for certain values. For example, there is a table on the PICpresentation panels which shows what was studied and when.
It does not also clarify that the ZOI or study area changed between those two years and that the Fish Community Surveys andSturgeon Surveys only studied smaller reaches in 2010.
For future PICs we recommend that presentation panels be dated, particularly when there is more than one PIC held.The ER states that there are 2 potential dam height options (low and high) which each havevarying
upstream inundation areas. The upstream inundation area for the low dam is 0.5 kmand the high dam is 8.6 km, however, it is not clear that all of that 8.6 km has been studied forall features. Additional opportunities for
public, agency and Aboriginal input should be providedwhen Xeneca has chosen a dam height option and completed the 2012 field data and resultingchanges to the Project effects, are available.
We have concerns with the approach used by Xeneca to provide commitments in the ER ratherthan completing the EA process as outlined in the Class EA. We have further concerns sincethe Notice of Completion period
offers interested persons and parties an opportunity to submit aPart II Order request (PlIO request), something which will not be available to them ifconsultation occurs outside of this time period.
Xeneca’s response:
Through public meetings, mailed correspondence, e-mails, newspaper advertising, dedicated website presence, telephone calls, one-on-one meetings, group meetings and presentations to Chamberlain Township council
and local business interests, Xeneca has undertaken a robust and thorough public consultation program. Since 2010, Xeneca has conducted two Public Information Centres (PICs) (August 23, 2011 and June 27, 2012) that
were broadly advertised through the region through in the Cochrane Times Post and the Iroquois Falls Enterprise.
At each of the public meetings and in presentations to individuals and groups, the project parameters (i.e. design, footprint in the Zone of Influence) operating plans and social/economic impacts have been shown. Xeneca
provided project information which showed the most significant impact possible. It is expected that impacts will be less than what has been presented and, as such, has conveyed the “worst case scenario” to all
stakeholders.
Public and Aboriginal consultations clearly outlined the Zone of Influence both in terms of existing conditions and conditions that will existing under operation plans as proposed by Xeneca. Xeneca acknowledges that,
through consultation with MOE and other agencies, the ZOI may change, and, if the extent of ZOI is greater than what has been proposed to the public and aboriginal communities and effects are substantively increased,
another public meeting will be held.
Changes to the existing river system have also been presented to the public by Xeneca. Using state of the art, LiDAR surveys, detailed bathymetry, hydraulic studies and mapping that shows all of the natural and manmade features within the Zone of Influence, a very comprehensive understanding of the river system and it dynamics are understood at a level better than at any time in the past. This information has been provided to all
stakeholders.
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Potential effects have been identified and management strategies put in place. For example, concerns over erosion and siltation have led to realignment of the tailrace and efforts to minimize water level fluctuations.
Operating plans have been modified to ensure optimal conditions for fish spawning in the spring freshet. Working with other stakeholders such as Ontario Power Generation (OPG) Xeneca has entered into a data sharing
agreement which better informs stakeholders on river dynamics under varying flow conditions.
Xeneca has also committed to post construction monitoring to ensure modeling is accurate and the operational effects meet or exceed ER conditions and commitments.
Xeneca has also informed the public of the Water Management Planning (WMP) process and has met directly with the Abitibi WMP Stakeholder Advisory Committee.
Subsequent to the release of the Draft ER, the results of an agency coordination meeting are not provided in this version. This information will be included the final ER submitted with Notice of Completion.
Our studies are complete and our effects and mitigation plans are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as
RoR might be reduced based on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and inform a possible lessoning of operating restrictions going forward.
A post construction monitoring plan will be included in the final ER.
Aboriginal Consultation:
Our September 20, 2012 letter to you outlines our expectation for fulfilling consultation for theClass EA process.We note that at least one Aboriginal group has expressed concerns in regards to theconsultation approach
that Xeneca has taken for the Wanatango Falls waterpower project. Wealso note that there are several references in Appendix E that state there are severaloutstanding issues with regards to Memorandums of
Understanding (MOU) between Aboriginalgroups and Xeneca. There is no documentation in the ER indicating that there has beenresolution to the above mentioned issues.
Project documentation of the consultation that was undertaken with Aboriginal groups showsthat consultation is not complete, and therefore we believe that consultation requirements forthe Class EA have not been fulfilled.
You will also not be able to rely on this consultation effortfor any subsequent MOE approvals (Le., certificates of approval and permits to take water) untilit is complete.
Xeneca’s response:
As outlined in the waterpower Class EA, Xeneca has met and/or exceeded the consultation requirements, providing identified Aboriginal Communities with project information, notices and updates. The OWA Class EA
does not require MOUs or other agreement to be in place. The MOUs are for B2B discussions which are not required to be in the ER. Consultation logs are provided in the Aboriginal Consultation section of the Class EA.
Xeneca’s consultation with First Nation and Métis Councils is ongoing. Xeneca engagement with the numerous communities is varied depending on the community’s acceptance and availability to work with Xeneca.
Xeneca’s efforts have been successful with respect to meeting with all communities and councils on the development of a process to move consultation forward although there remain some challenges among the
communities in terms of the issue of jurisdiction over this project.
Xeneca has taken the approach that the Wanatango Falls project falls within a range of interest in an Aboriginal community or council’s administrative and socio-economic state of affairs. Xeneca recognizes and
appreciates the capacity challenges for communities to deal with all manners of priorities and pressures of governance and has learned much about trying to develop a relationship with Aboriginal communities. Xeneca has
provided all available information and invited communities to participate in archaeological stage two field work surveys and is in the process of consulting on follow up Stage 3 work. Xeneca is in fact, working proactively
with one First Nation community (Wahgoshig First Nation) to fund a traditional land use study and to address site specific concerns that have been raised.
Xeneca has also invited communities to participate at public information centers and further invited communities to meet with in their community and host the Xeneca team to present information and generate meaningful
dialogue about the project.
We also take the view that while there are efforts to reach accommodation through MOUs, the need for an economic arrangement of B2Bs is not required for the purposes of the Waterpower Class EA. We have also not
heard any specific allegations of violation of Treaty Rights or other Aboriginal rights from a particular First Nation.

2) Considering all aspects of the environment:
ER supporting documents must contain enough information to demonstrate the potentialimpacts of the Project and identify mitigation measures, to a level that allows the public,Aboriginal communities and agencies to
understand the anticipated impacts.This approach ensures that stakeholders are engaged in a meaningful way that ensures that theproponent takes into account the potential impacts and benefits of the project and which in
turninforms interested parties about the effects of the project on their interests.
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There are instances in the ER that still refer to future field work and consultation which is to takeplace. All of the data collection and assessment needs to be completed and documented in theER when the Notice of
Completion is issued. Similarly, all areas where there were data gapsshould have been researched, studied, evaluated and reported in the ER. This would ensurethat there is sufficient information available to demonstrate
the potential impacts of the Projectand identify mitigation measures, to a level that allows the public, Aboriginal communities andagencies to understand the anticipated impacts.
Examples of outstanding potential effects where studies have been started or are committed butare not yet complete:
Xeneca’s response:
Our effects and mitigation tables are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced based
on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and inform a possible lessening of operating restrictions going forward.
A post construction monitoring plan will be included in the final ER.
Inundation - see Zone of Influence section below.
Aboriginal Community Considerations - the identification of effects matrix shows there areseveral unknowns with respect to Aboriginal community considerations. This may be in part dueto the fact that there has been a lack
of meaningful consultation with the Aboriginal communitiesprior to the submission on the ER. These are effects that should have been assessed prior tothe ER being finalized and could have been known/mitigated if
consultation had been completedearlier in the EA process.
Xeneca’s response:
We will insert and re-write the Aboriginal Engagement section of the Environmental Report to provide a more fulsome understanding of the procedural and substantive aspects of consultation. Xeneca takes the position that
it has advanced all of the technical information to the Aboriginal communities for a review. We also take the position that no specific concerns have been raised in respect of the proposed project that cannot already be
addressed.
Archaeological Study - A draft Stage 2 archaeological assessment report was submitted withthe report that recommended that a Stage 3 report be prepared. It is our understanding,following discussions with the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture and Sport that Stage 3archaeological assessments include both a site-specific assessment which determines theextent of the features and the need for mitigation, and recommendations on
appropriatemitigation measures.
As it is not until a Stage 3 archaeological assessment that the extent of identified archaeologicalsites is identified and any necessary mitigation measures are recommended, Stage 3archaeological assessments (where
recommended by a Stage 2 assessment) must therefore becompleted during the Class EA process. This will ensure that the proponent is able to includeidentified mitigation measures and as assessment of any net effects
in the ER.The results of the Stage III study should be available to the public, agencies and Aboriginalgroups when the ER is released with the Notice of Complete so that they can determine if thereare impacts to their
interests.
Xeneca’s response:
We are working proactively with Wahgoshig First Nation to address concerns related to cultural heritage values. Xeneca is funding a process of a traditional land use study and site specific investigations through an
archaeological consultant selected by Wahgoshig.
Stage 3 field investigations will be conducted in 2013 late spring and report will be included in final ER as requested by MOE letter on Feb 12, 2013.

3) Systematically evaluating net environmental effects:
Section 4.3.1 of the Class EA outlines an approach to assessing effects. Generally, the level ofdetail presented in Class EA project documentation should be sufficient to fulfil the requirementsof the approved Class EA and
to assure interested parties that the proposed undertaking istechnically feasible and achieves environmental protection.
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Without having completed all studies, proper consultation cannot take place, the impacts to theenvironment cannot be known and/or confirmed, mitigation cannot be proposed and net effectscannot be described.Since the
ZOI has not been fully studied (as there are two dam options and a study areareaching either 0.5 km or 8.6 km upstream) and all data has not yet been collected, theidentification of all effects cannot be complete and
therefore any evaluation of net environmentaleffects is premature. From the documentation presented, all effects have not been identified,assessed and consulted on.
Xeneca’s response:
Our effects and mitigation tables are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced based
on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and inform a possible lessoning of operating restrictions going forward.
Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in post operational
periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans be verified after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline assessment or incomplete EA. A
post construction monitoring plan will be included in the final ER.

4) Providing clear, complete documentation:
Section 4.4.4.1 of the Class EA provides a list of required elements to be included in the ERdocument. We have included an attached Table 3 which outlines those required elements andMOE's evaluation of the
assessment completed and the documentation submitted.
TECHNICAL ISSUES
Zone of Influence
The Class EA defines the ZOIas the "immediate area beyond the site directly affected by theproject'.It is our view that the total ZOI for the purposes of the Class EA process is comprised of anyarea which is subject to
potential impacts if the project is developed and operated as planned.The total ZOIincludes the upstream and downstream hydrological boundaries determined bymodelling, as well as areas outside of the hydrological
boundary that could be impacted byfactors such as water quality, thermal and sediment regime changes, and barriers to fishpassage. It would also include all areas on land that would be impacted due to such things asthe
project component footprints, roads, laydown and stockpiling areas.While hydraulic modelling can be useful to inform and to perhaps illustrate potential effectsunder varying scenarios, it still comes with some degree of
uncertainty. With respect tomitigation, modelling is but one piece to be considered within a more comprehensive decisionprocess which should also include some field data related to the features of concern.
Modellingshould not be the sole determinant for all assessment and mitigation options.If the anticipatedZOIchanges as a result of new information from the public, Aboriginal oragency input or as you further define the
project through field collection or assessment, it isimportant that the Project Definition and Project Assessment phases be revisited accordingly toensure that you are still able to meet your obligations under the Class EA.
The field work to date that is included in the submitted ER includes the ZOIwhich extends 8.2km upstream of Wanatango Falls. The ZOIis now proposed to extend 8.6 km upstream with anarea of inundation of either 7.8 ha
(low dam option) or 64.8 ha (high dam option) and is currentlybeing studied but the current ER does not include all of this information. It is possible that thereare significant effects that will be discovered in the remaining
2012 field studies that are notincluded in the ER and will not have been presented to the public, to agencies and to Aboriginalcommunities. This information should be in the ER issued at the Notice of Completion stage.
Xeneca’s response:
Extensive discussions have been going on with MNR and MOE as to how to define the end of the downstream ZOI. Similar to an effluent discharge by a municipality, daily operation effects attenuate gradually with distance.
To this end, Xeneca has presented extensive hydraulic modeling studies. These demonstrate that at 24 km, the daily fluctuation will be not more than +/- 10 centimeters (+/- 4 inches). Given the river depth, this amount of
fluctuation is not expected to be significant. We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.
We know that the water levels on this river change erratically by 1 meter when the FHLD is operated. We also know from the hydraulic modeling that Neeland’s experiences lower water levels for extended periods than
those that would occur as a result of daily operation. To this end we are highly confident that we will not cause significant adverse effect with a daily fluctuation of +/- 0.1 meter compared to existing conditions.
Xeneca appreciates the importance of Neeland’s and would like to discuss this matter with the agencies to find consensus.
8.2 km is a typo of 8.6 in NRSI report.
Hydrology
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Long-term daily flow records (1939-1994) had previously been reviewed by MOE and werefound to be correct but provide old information for the Frederick House River. This review hasalso found that the provided material
failed to represent the current conditions. While evaluatingthe last 10 years of data, changes in the flows, including frequency of flows have been noted.
Minimum flows
To facilitate minimum flow discussion, a few selected statistics of recent hydrology (1999-2009)of the Frederick House River at Wanatango Falls is provided in Table 2. These statistics werederived by MOE using OPG and
prorated flow data fromthe Missinaibi River. In this analysisthe definitions of the seasons remained unchanged as used by Xeneca in Table 1.
Based on a comparison of Table 1 and Table 2, it seems the changes to minimum flowsexperienced in the river (from Wanatango Falls to the Abitibi River) will be minimal because ofXeneca's proposed operations. For
example, under current conditions, 80% exceedance flow(flow often considered as environmental base flow) in spring is 1.67 m 3/s whereas Xeneca iscommitting to provide 2.0 m3/s in the bypass channel and to operate the
facility as run-of-theriver. It is thought that when the environmental flows can't be reached due to OPG operations,the facility will provide whatever flow is available in the bypass channel, although this is notexpressly stated
aside from "environmental flow values related primarily to intermittentoperation". Further clarification could provide further insight as to what would occur during lowflow situations due to OPG operations. As well, the
response to different drought conditions(level) as declared by the province could also be further clarified.
During the summer under current conditions, 80% exceedance flow at Wanatango Falls is 0.18m 3/s, whereas Xeneca is committing to provide 2.0 m3/s below the tailrace and 1.0 m3/s in thebypass channel. During the fall
period, under current condition 80% exceedance flow atWanatango Falls is 0.16 m 3/s and Xeneca is committing to provide 2.0 m3/s below the tailraceand 1.0 m3/s in the bypass channel. It should be noted that leakage flow
is thought to be on theorder of 2 m3/s based on conditions, but has yet to be considered during the results discussedabove due to lack of availability of data.
In addition to all three seasons described above, during the winter, under current conditions,80% exceedance flow at Wanatango Falls is 24.60 m3/s while Xeneca is committing to provide5.0 m3/s below the tailrace and 1.0
m3/s in the bypass channel. It seems that under Xeneca'soperation, winter flows would be much less than the existing condition, but in reality it is unlikelyto occur. OPG data shows that during winter, flows were released in
greater amount to run threedownstream peaking facilities and also to lower the reservoir levels to be replenished by springfreshet. On the other hand, Xeneca should not have that much storage capacity to capture allwinter
flows released by OPG. Therefore, additional flows at Wanatango Falls will be spilledfrom Xeneca's facility resulting in a greater amount of flow in the river than that proposed byXeneca.
Overall, it appears that the river condition will be similar to the present time. However, meetingthese minimum flow commitments at some times of the year will be challenging for Xeneca ifOPG does not release any flows
from Frederick House Lake Dam. OPG is operating FrederickHouse Lake Dam according to the Abitibi River approved Water Management Plan, where OPGdoes not have any obligations to release any amount ofminimum
flow. This is a limitation of theexisting WMP. Recent years data analysis further revealed OPG is not releasing any flowsbelow Frederick House Lake Dam for 26% of the time. In the year 2010 OPG stopped
flowconsecutively nine months starting from April to first week of December.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca’s commitment to environmental and compensatory (by-pass) flows applies only if the flow is available from the
upstream (OPG operated Fredericklake House Dam). If the inflow to the headpond of the Wanatango Falls is less than
environmental or compensatory flows, the generating station will not be operated and water flow enters to headpond will
be released from the bypass channel.

HEC-RAS Hydraulic Modelling
Hydraulic modelling was used to determine the area of inundation as well as predict hydraulicsdownstream.
Steady flow modelling
Hydraulic modelling was used to determine the area of inundation upstream. It has beenproposed that it extends
potentially 8.6km upstream or 0.5km depending on head pondelevation. Leakage flow at the Frederick House Lake dam
(FHLD) has been observed and couldpotentially be on the order of 2m3/s depending on conditions (Figure 1).
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In order to better use LlDAR observations, flow should be observed as the regulated flows arenot conducive to modelling at low flow conditions. Additional bathymetry and calibration showsclear improvement in the model
results, having greatly reduced the 68cm error seen in theprevious version. The results suggest that depending on configuration, a fast water featureupstream will be inundated and that the regulation upstream may have
the potential to causenegative effects, due to the effects of fluctuating water level. However, it may also bring benefitsto aquatic communities by permanently inundating what is currently a dry condition.
Unsteady modelling
Unsteady flow modelling was used to evaluate the extent of potential hydraulic effectsdownstream. It is expected that the area influenced by the project could extend to the AbitibiRiver. If further refinement is warranted,
downstream modelling could be used to show the zoneof influence extending a shorter distance, however, the model as presented fails to characterizecurrent conditions as well as proposed changes to those conditions. In
the model's currentstate, it predicts a fluctuation of 30cm at 23km downstream (just upstream of Neelands Rapids)based on the operations provided using historic monthly average flow. The currentimplementation could be
further improved by incorporating current conditions reflective of recentdata (due to extended periods of low flows in recent years).
River transects used in the model were not truly representative of the shapes of the river bed.The shapes of the river bed below water surface were assumed in key sections. Almost all theriver transects on the downstream
reach generated using FRI DSM (MNR's Forest ResourcesInventory, Digital Surface Model) data which were not satisfactory to serve the purpose of themodeling. Without additional water surface elevation or collection of
additional bathymetry atappropriate locations in the downstream reach, the extent of the ZOI cannot yet be fullyevaluated and or confirmed.
In addition, the current conditions have not been captured in modelling efforts. A possiblemethod to capture current conditions would be to derive hourly flow data from the water levelrecorded above Wanatango Falls
(already collected), incorporating leakage flow (which hasalready been measured) which could then be use as input into the model. Ideally hourly flow data would be used as input into the model demonstrating current
conditions using actual flowdata and typical fluctuations currently seen on the river. Natural flow from 2% of the watershedwhich is unregulated (such as a pro-ration from a nearby Water Survey Canada Gauge) couldalso
be incorporated as a uniform lateral inflow. The results could then be used to characterizecurrent conditions at a desired location (such as at Neelands rapids), using the hydrologicregime summary tables. The proposed
operating scenarios could then be modified to accountfor current conditions which could then be evaluated (as opposed to an historic monthly averageflow) to demonstrate the differences between current operations and
proposed operations. Thecomparison of these results could then be used to evaluate changes to the hydrologic regime ofthe river.The results of the model, with updated bathymetry and hydrology could provide valuable
insight into the zone of influence downstream if further refinement is required. However, given theeffects seen by the operations by OPG, downstream modelling may not be required if norefinement is sought.
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Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca has similar discuss with MOE hydrologists on all of its sites. For HEC RAS unsteady modelling, there is very little difference in model results using DSM information or detailed bathymetry survey information, as the
main purpose this exercise to evaluate the attenuation effects of project operation and evaluate associated water level and flow fluctuations. Xeneca has recently completed a comparison study using DSM and detailed
bathymetry survey information in Marter Twp project in Blanche River and the results show there is very little difference or increase in accuracy with the use of detailed bathymetry survey information in case of unsteady
model. In facts the model using DSM information gives the conservative results of level and flow fluctuations.
Water Resources
The Frederick House River originates at the outflow from Nighthawk Lake located about 9kmupstream of Frederick House Lake and flows north into the Abitibi River. The river is a managedwaterway and falls under the
Abitibi River Water Management Plan. A control structure islocated approximately 10km upstream of the proposed site at High Falls at the outflow ofFrederick House Lake and is used to provide storage and flow for
hydroelectric facilitiesdownstream on the Abitibi River, namely the Island Falls, Abitibi Canyon and Otter Rapidsgenerating stations. The Frederick House River experiences highly variable flows as a result ofthe current
operations and experiences seasonal fluctuations in water levels between 2-3 m.The river is highly turbid due to its flow path through Ontario's Clay Belt region. Other waterresources within the project area include several
marshes located within 120m of the site aswell as a number of small1st or 2nd order tributaries. The Frederick House River supports adiverse ecosystem that relies on good water quality and quantity.
The following general comments address water quality issues related to the Wanatango Falls(WF) Draft Environmental Report.
1. Erosion and sedimentation - Erosion and sedimentation will occur due to dam creation,from rising and falling water levels and from increases and decreases in flow. Sedimentationoccurring during construction can be
minimized by BMP's however only through a soundmonitoring program can these disturbances be detected and addressed. After construction,sedimentation effects which will occur within the impoundment and possibly
downstream inthe variable flow reach are often unavoidable and un-mitigatable. For example, due to thepeaking nature of the facility, scouring could result in considerable sediment transportdownstream. The proposed
controlled ramping may minimize the impacts expected due tothe peaking nature of the facility.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca has recently completed a detailed geomorphologic study of the project area which will be included in the final ER. This report evaluates and addresses most of the concerns of the Erosion and sedimentation issue
of the Wanatango Falls project.
2. Mercury Methylation - background fish tissue concentration data from the 2011 samplingprogram was provided for walleye. The mean mercury concentration was found to be 0.29 Hg/g (sd0.10) which is below the 0.5
Hg/g PWQO. The fish sampled ranged in size from 31to 65 cm total length (mean 41.5 cm sd 95 cm). The 2012 data will be included in the finaldraft. Monitoring will continue in order to assess post inundation
concentrations. TheHutchinson document recommends that post construction monitoring occur in years three,six and nine. Since there is no remediation other than issuing consumption advisories ifconcentrations are found
to exceed 0.5 IJg/g, ongoing monitoring may be required fordecades before concentrations return to background levels.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca are committed to monitoring fish contaminant levels in Years 3,6 and 9 after construction. Monitoring will be discontinued after that time if fish tissue shows no significant increase in Hg levels or if any postconstruction increase has returned to baseline levels. Xeneca will review fish contaminant data at Year 9 and discuss any requirements for additional monitoring at that time, based on the observed results.
3. Benthic Community- A fairly rigorous benthic community assessment has been completedat various locations along the Frederick House River. EPT were the dominant taxa (74%)above Wanatango Falls in the
proposed area of inundation. EPT also dominated the reach(78%) 1.5 and 1.95 km downstream of the OPG operated Frederick House Lake dam. Thebenthic community will change to a more lacustrine community as the
habitat changes fromlotic to lentic. In the variable flow reach upstream of Zeverleys rapids, EPT and chironomidsrepresented 45% and 40% of the sample collected, respectively. This is indicative of habitatdifferences. It is
highly likely that the benthic community will be altered in the variable flowreach due to the daily fluctuations in flow that will occur under peaking conditions. Mitigativemeasures are not possible due to the change in habitat
conditions.
Xeneca’s response:
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It is believed that the species density and diversity will change as a result of peaking operations however; the community in the variable flow reach will continue to be dominated by chironomids. Based on the literature this
group tends to be more tolerant of degraded water quality and habitat conditions. EPT richness will like decrease as a result of peaking operations in both the upstream and downstream zones of influence. Benthic
communities my re-establish during periods when the facility operates as run of the river however; density and diversity will be lost during peaking events. The environmental flows will allow for benthic communities to
persist in habitats downstream but it is agreed that the change in species density and diversity will be unavoidable. This will be made clear in the assessment of impacts in the downstream variable flow reach.
4. Water Quality In addition to the work conducted in 2010, water quality was also providedfrom one location on one sampling date in 2012 (April 16) for a standard suite ofparameters. This is insufficient both spatially and
temporally to establish current conditionswithin and near the zone of influence. Sampling occurred at only three stations on twoseparate dates in the calendar year of 2010. No 2011 data was presented. The most severe
impacts, namely fish habitat destruction and loss, resulting from floodingand altered flow, will be dealt with through DFO authorizations under the Fisheries Act. Inaddition the dam poses a barrier to fish movement that will
require fish accommodations forfish passage. Once the facility becomes operational, most impacts to the water resourcesare permanent.
Xeneca’s response:
To provide Xeneca’s perspective on the Water Quality requirementswe reviewed the 3 draft EA comment letters that were received from MOE recently (i.e. Marter, Wabageshik, Wanatango). In each letter, the water quality
aspect is deemed to be inadequate and it is concluded that the EA does not meet the requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. For example, the excerpt from the latest letter (Wanatango, draft EA comment letter
dated November 28, 2012) states:
“Water Quality: In addition to the work conducted in 2010, water quality was also provided from one location on one sampling date in 2012 (April 16) for a standard suite of parameters. This is insufficient both spatially and
temporally to establish current conditions within and near the zone of influence. Sampling occurred at only three stations on two separate dates in the calendar year of 2010. No 2011 data was presented.” “The ER
submitted for Wanatango Falls GS does not effectively report on meeting the key principles of the Class EA process:…”
These comments and conclusions are not respectful of the extensive amount of time and money spent on this issue, and moreover erodes respect among our stakeholder base, suggesting to them that we do not
adequately manage environmental concerns. Xeneca has made every reasonable effort to address the water quality data collection issue and to work co-operatively with MOE water quality specialists to develop a mutually
acceptable monitoring plan.
In 2010, Xeneca hired a highly qualified water quality consulting firm to carry out field sampling. The sampling was conducted under MOE guidance that existed at that time. To this end we felt confident that we had met the
requirements under the Waterpower Class EA at that time as a result of working so closely with MOE water quality specialists who actually had developed the guidance document. These MOE staff members were pleased
with our work and support for implementing recommendations under the Guidance document. Indeed, our efforts to apply MOE document were much more forthcoming than other industry members. It came as a total
surprise to us that MOE EA Branch has opposing views on this issue to the MOE Water Quality Branch.
During the winter 2010/2011 and hence half way through the EA process, MOE circulated draft guidelines related to the Permit To Take Water (PTTW) process that included 3 major new draft guideline requirements –
water quality, hydraulic modeling and hydrology. The draft guideline clearly stated that the PTTW cannot be applied for until the Waterpower Class EA process has been completed. As the guidelines are “draft” and related
to a post-EA permitting requirement, they do not form a requirement under the Waterpower Class EA. However, Xeneca took the following steps in anticipation of future requirements:
1) Xeneca commissioned hydraulic modeling studies as per the draft guideline.
2) Xeneca commissioned a revision to the already completed hydrology studies to meet the new format requirements.
3) Xeneca instructed its water quality consultant to work out a monitoring program with MOE that was consistent with the draft guideline.
The outcome of step (3) was a long term monitoring plan and commitment that was agreed to with MOE staff in meetings that occurred in 2011. The plan and commitment has been incorporated into every draft EA
document under preparation (including Marter, Wabageshik and Wanatango). In addition, Xeneca initiated the first round of sampling with the newly agreed to plan so that the required data would be available at the time
Xeneca applies for the PTTW. To the extent that the new data is available, we have included it in the draft EA for information purposes.
Please note that at this time, the new PTTW guidelines remain as “draft”. Xeneca has made every reasonable effort to incorporate the new draft requirements. The data is not required to assess environmental effects in the
EA and as such it should not be held up as a deficiency under the Class EA. Until promulgated, the 2010 water quality sampling should suffice to meet the regulatory requirements of the Waterpower Class EA for
establishing baseline conditions. Any further data should be viewed as supplemental information to inform future PTTW requirements. To our knowledge, this effort significantly exceeds what has been required from other
waterpower proponents in recent years.
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Post construction monitoring plan for water quality and fish tissue mercury will be included in the final ER as per the MOE guideline (2012).

Economic/Socio-economic Effects:
There was no project specific financial data or analysis submitted to evaluate the economicimpacts to tourism and the local economy. A quantitative financial analysis should be developedin order to evaluate the effects of
the Project on the local economy and should be presented inthe ER.There are several recreational sites, cottages and camps upstream and downstream of theproposed site which may be affected by the fluctuation in water
levels. The ER identifies thatXeneca has not completed negotiations with these owners and that this will occur post EAstage. These effects should be presented in the ER in order to inform Aboriginal groups,agencies and
the public on their interests in the project so that if there are interests that areaffected and they are not satisfied with the mitigation proposed, they have a PIIO opportunityavailable to them.
Xeneca’s response:
Additional data regarding impacts to tourism and other economic factors is being prepared for the final ER. It should be noted that no significant negative impact on tourism is expected as a result of the project, except as it
relates to restricted site access during construction. Post-project, site access will be improved thereby enhancing potential recreational use of the site area. Extensive effort is also made to minimize or avoid impact on fish
stocks, such as including a fish way in the engineering design. As to the local economy, we will improve the discussion on this topic before issuing the final EA. We hope that this addresses the MOE comment.
Impacts to upstream and downstream land owners/ resource users have been identified and consultation efforts completed as directed by the OWA Waterpower Class EA. The stakeholder notification efforts for this project
have been extensive. We would be pleased to review the notification efforts made with MOE if required. Stakeholders have been clearly made aware of proposed flow and level changes that will result due to the project. For
downstream stakeholders, detailed flow and level charts were presented at the Public Information Centers to specifically raise awareness. The EA documentation contains a clear discussion on proposed flow and level
changes, with detailed support documentation related to the proposed operation and the results of predictive models that show the magnitude and extent of flow and level changes downstream.
Xeneca is concerned about MOE’s use of the phrase “negotiations with downstream land owners have not yet been completed.” The Class EA involves consultation but not negotiation. Xeneca has made extensive efforts
to discuss, answer and address any stakeholder concerns raised in the consultation process. We hope that our response to stakeholder questions and issues raised has helped to resolve any outstanding issues, so as to
minimize the risk of a PIIO. The use of the word negotiation implies that a form of agreement must be reached prior to EA submission. We cannot find any reference to this requirement in the OWA Waterpower Class EA.
This requirement would fundamentally change the means in which the EA process proceeds in Ontario. It would, in effect, give downstream landowners a veto to any and all projects occurring upstream. There is no
regulatory or legal basis for such veto rights. A legal veto right does exist where a project proposes to inundate private land as part of the upstream headpond creation, but even there, it is not part of the EA. A project
cannot legally proceed without acquiring inundation rights from such upstream land owners.
We have recently noted similar comments from MNR staff on draft EA submissions. MNR staff are using the word “consent” in connection with downstream land owners. We believe this approach to be completely
inconsistent with water rights law in Ontario, and even more inconsistent with the EA process. We request that MNR and MOE clarify what legal or regulatory requirement is being invoked or referred to.
Cumulative Impacts:
Xeneca has not completed discussions and consultation with OPG, the owner of the FrederickHouse Lake Dam 10km upstream of the proposed Wanatango Falls GS. The ER suggests thatthe cumulative impacts and
proposed mitigation will be addressed in the post-EA stages oncethese discussions are completed.
The OPG control dam on the Frederick House River controls the majority of the flows on theriver. Consultation with OPG should have taken place regarding the possible changes to theoperations of the Frederick House
Lake Control Dam in order to determine project feasibility.Records of consultation and results should be presented in the ER.There are also 3 existing generating stations located downstream: Island Falls GS, AbitibiCanyon
GS and Other Rapids GS. Frederick House Lake Dam is used to provide storage andflow for these hydroelectric facilities downstream on the Abitibi River. Wanatango Falls GS willbe placed between the control structure
and the existing generation stations. Any impacts orabsence of impacts to these other stations should be confirmed through the ER.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca has met with OPG on number of occasions and exchanged project information and data. Xeneca has also done internal evaluations of recent operation of the Frederickhouse Lake Dam. The regulated flow from
Frederickhouse Lake Dam does not negatively impact the energy generation of Wanatango Falls project, as the total volume of water from the river system will be released downstream. Only difference with the recent water
management plan is the water release from the dam has been shifted to difference time (months) of the year which does not affected the total energy/revenue of the project.
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The island Falls GS, the nearest GS downstream of the proposed Wanatango Falls project is at more than 100 km. Even when Wanatango Falls is operated in peaking mode, the total volume of water into the headpond
will be equally to the water volume out of the headpond in any given day. Therefore, Wanatango Falls operations will not have any effects on downstream three GS located in Abitibi River.

Waste:
In the meetings prior to the issuance of the previous Notice of Completion and ER and ourprevious comments in November 2011, MOE notified Xeneca that the local licensed site wasnot able to receive waste from this site.
A licensed site with capacity and a willingness on thepart of the operator to accept the waste should be identified in the ER when it is released to thepublic. This would include hauled sewage waste from any proposed
construction or operations.
Xeneca’s response:
The site will be registered and any required disposal of materials will be in accordance with Reg 347.
Operational issues such as waste disposal is planned to be addressed when approval is reached and a contractor is selected for the work. Regulatory requirements and location of acceptable waste site is part of the
contract between Xeneca and the general contractor. Waste disposal from Hydro Power plants is usually minimal and clean in nature with primary sources from equipment crating and packaging and some scrap materials
including some copper wire, scrap sheet steel, steel pipe cut offs and wooden hording for concrete form work and temporary bracing etc. These will be collected and made available for recycling.
Permitting for the Project:
A Permit to Take Water (PTTW) and Industrial Sewage Works Certificate of Approval may berequired for this project. There are numerous items in Appendix B with unknown effects and/orrequiring further study. In the April
28th and 29th, 2012 technical meetings, it was therecommendation of the MOE that in order to meet the intent of the EA process, that theseunknowns be resolved prior to the submission of the ER which would then be the
basis forpermitting and approvals.
Xeneca’s response:
A permitting list will be included in the final ER.

Conclusions:
Xeneca is responsible for ensuring that the Project meets any applicable policies, procedures orguidance material and that all applicable federal and provincial legislation including obligationsunder the Class EA are
adhered to.The ER submitted for the Wanatango Falls GS does not effectively report on meeting the keyprinciples of the Class EA process: consultation with potentially affected and other interestedpersons; consideration
of all aspects of the environment; systematic evaluation of netenvironmental effects; and, provision of clear, complete documentation.Commitments in the Environmental Report to complete data collection and assessment
ofeffects post EA do not meet the intent of the Environmental Assessment Act, nor therequirements of the OWA Class EA. This is not inconsistent with the findings previouslycommunicated by the Ministry on March 2,
2012, regarding ''The Chute' project documentationas a result of the ministry's review of the Part II Order Requests.MOE staff are available to meet with you to discuss these outstanding concerns.
This concludes our comments at this time. If you have any further questions or needclarification regarding the above issues, please contact Paula Allen by email atpaula.allen@ontario.ca or phone at 705-564-3273.
Sincerely,
John Taylor
Director, Northern Region
c So langeDesautels, EAAB MOE
Adam Sanzo, EAAB, MOE
Paula Allen, APEP Supervisor, Northern Region, MOE
Christine Greenaway, Renewable Energy Coordinator, MNR Northeast Region
Jennifer Telford, District Planner, MNR Cochrane District
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2. Xeneca’s Response to MOE Letter Table 3 - Mandatory Requirements for the Environmental Report

Xeneca’s Responses

Issues and Concerns
*Specify issue in request

Agency
comments

* specify response- either from EA report, separate consultation material, etc.

4.4.1. Environmental Report In accordance with Section 4.4.1 of the Waterpower Class EA, the ER must contain:
1.

Background information
description, purpose)

The Executive Summary and Section 3 provide a description of
the proposed undertaking andincludes information on:
o Design and rationale
o Generating station components,
o Ancillary works
(project o Construction strategy
o Operation strategy

-Acknowledged.

Section 1.2 - provides a brief statement on the purpose of the
undertaking "construction of a4.67MW hydroelectric generating
station ... to meet government and energy regulatory goalsand
objective to generate sustainable and hydroelectric power”
2.

Map of project location and study
area

Page 2 - Figure 1 provides a map of the project location. The -To be provided in final ER.
study area is not shown on thismap but is provided in Annex III.
The study area should correspond with the identified zone
ofinfluence for all features.
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3.

Downstream study is not standard practice for archaeology and is usually not included in archaeological
studies. Our consultants did look briefly at downstream and the banks are predominately very steep
and rocky so it is a low potential area. The only flat areas ( a informal camping area on the east side and
west side boat launching area at the bridge have been intensively disturbed and a casual walkover did
not produce any evidence of artifacts. This was not put in the report as it would not normally be considered a
project impact area for archaeological purposes. In additional, the fluctuations due to the facility operations
would be within the natural river bank fluctuations range, therefore, no adverse impacts on archaeology
The ER explains that literature reviews, field investigations and perspective are expected and no studies are necessary.
aerial photography wereutilized. Section 2 provides a
description of the existing environment within the study area, Any reference to on-going future work in the ER are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program
with totalarea of inundation to be 7.8 ha or 64.8 ha (depending where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced based on the outcome of the new
on dam option).Considered a broaddefinition of the studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and inform a
Description of the study area and
environment including natural, socio-economic, and cultural possible lessoning of operating restrictions going forward.
the existing environmental context
environment.
Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and
In the Foreword, Xeneca states that environmental studies/field mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in post
investigations are continuingfor 2012, and to some extent operational periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans be verified
beyond. Other sections also refer to completing studies beyond after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline assessment or
2012, outside of the Class EA process. In order to meet the incomplete EA.
Annex III describes the study area for the Natural Environment;
the Stage 2 ArchaeologicalReport describes an 8.6 km stretch
of upstream area of inundation but nothing with respect tothe
downstream area of variable flow; It is unclear whether the
entire proposed Zone ofInfluence was completely studied.

requirements of the Class EA,studies should be undertaken for An updated post-construction monitoring plan is supplied in the final EA. Any long term monitoring issues will
the entire study area (zone of influence) in order forinterested be identified and monitoring program put in place to verify that effects/mitigation measures are effective.
parties to review the work that has been completed and Details are given in the final section of the EA.
provide comments on the potable effects and proposed
mitigation.
4.

Our effects and mitigation tables are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as part
of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced
based on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they
are meant to support and inform a possible lessoning of operating restrictions going forward.

A completed potential effects
identificationmatrix

Contained in Tables 6 and 7 of the ER and in Appendix B.
These tables represent effects assessed to date. There are
instances in the tables and in thetext where it is indicated that
further studies will be completed at a later time to assess
effectsand proposed mitigation. The determination of whether
there are residual effects is premature.

Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and
mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in post
operational periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans be verified
after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline assessment or
incomplete EA.
An updated post-construction monitoring plan is supplied in the final EA. Any long term monitoring issues will
be identified and monitoring program put in place to verify that effects/mitigation measures are effective.
Details are given in the final section of the EA.
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5.

A description of potential effects

6.

Section 5.1 (page 92-125) provides a list of the identified
potential effects.Also, in Table 6, there are several examples
where the mitigation measures, resolution andresidual effects
cannot be determined because additional studies must be See response above.
completed.Based on the information in the table, it does not
appear that the effects and the mitigationmeasures or the
residual effects have been assessed to the appropriate level in
the ER.

The results of the analysis,
Table 6 lists the identified issues
evaluation,
andassessment
management strategies for each issue.
conducted
for
the
subject
See above notes.
effects,concerns or issues

and

summarizes

See response above.
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7.

Through public meetings, mailed correspondence, e-mails, newspaper advertising, dedicated website
presence, telephone calls, one-on-one meetings, group meetings and presentations to Chamberlain
Township council and local business interests, Xeneca has undertaken a robust and thorough public
consultation program. Since 2010, Xeneca has conducted two Public Information Centres (PICs) (August 23,
2011 and June 27, 2012) that were broadly advertised through the region through in the Northern Daily
Times.

Information on public and agency
consultationincluding:
- a description of the public and
agencyconsultation program and
consultationactivities/events
- a list of agencies contacted,
summary of howthey have been or
have
been
attempted
to
beaddressed

At each of the Public meetings and in presentations to individuals and groups, the project parameters (i.e.
design, footprint in the Zone of Influence) Operating plans and social/economic impacts have been shown.
Section 4 - provides a summary of the stakeholder, agency and Xeneca provided project information which showed the most significant impact possible. It is expected that
Aboriginal community
impacts will be less than what has been presented and, as such, has conveyed the “worst case scenario” to
consultation that occurred:
all stakeholders.
• As stated in Section 4.4, public consultation included public
information sessions,public interest group meetings, where Public and Aboriginal consultations clearly outlined the Zone of Influence both in terms of existing conditions
requested, and correspondence, newspapernotices and and conditions that will existing under operation plans as proposed by Xeneca. Xeneca, acknowledges that,
advertisements, and a project web site. Appendix D provides a through consultation with MOE and other agencies, the ZOI may change, and, if the extent of ZOI is greater
than what has been proposed to the public and aboriginal communities and effects are substantively
record ofthe consultation activities that took place.
• Government agency consultation included direct and/or increased, another Public meeting will be held.
teleconference meetings,circulation of notices and project
Changes to the existing river system have also been presented to the public by Xeneca. Using state of the
description. Section 4.3 provides a summary of theconsultation
art, LiDAR surveys, detailed bathymetry, hydraulic studies and mapping that shows all of the natural and
events with specific federal, provincial and municipal
man-made features within the Zone of Influence, a very comprehensive understanding of the river system
stakeholders.
and it dynamics are understood at a level better than at any time in the past. This information has been
Appendix C provides a record of the consultation that took
provided to all stakeholders.
place.Based on the information in the ER, including tables 6
and 7, and Appendices there are stilloutstanding issues for Potential effects have been identified and management strategies put in place. For example, concerns over
government agencies. This suggests that the proponent has erosion and siltation have led to realignment of the tailrace and efforts to minimize water level fluctuations.
notcompleted the requirements in the Class EA for Public and Operating plans have been modified to ensure optimal conditions for fish spawning in the spring freshet.
Agency Consultation as these havenot been addressed in the Working with other stakeholders such as Ontario Power Generation (OPG), Xeneca has entered into a data
ER and there is no final report on the outcomes of the Public
sharing agreement which better informs stakeholders on river dynamics under varying flow conditions.
Consultation Plan.
All public consultation documentation should be available for Xeneca has also committed to post construction monitoring to ensure modeling is accurate and the
review by interested parties andshould be available on operational effects meet or exceed ER conditions and commitments.
Xeneca's website to meet the open and transparent nature of
the EAprocess.
It should also be noted that a second PIC was requested by
the community of Iroquois Falls,however, Xeneca only held
PICs in Cochrane.

Xeneca has also informed the public of the Water Management Planning (WMP) process and has met
directly with the Abitibi WMP Stakeholder Advisory Committee.
Subsequent to the release of the Draft ER, results of a third Public Information Centre (PIC) had not been
included, nor were the results of an agency coordination meeting provided in this version. This information
along the summaries of agency consultation and consensus on core issues will be included the final ER
submitted with Notice of Completion. Final version of the Class EA will be posted on the Xeneca website.
Regarding requests from Iroquois Falls to host a PIC, the vast majority of project interest has stemmed from
the Cochrane area and, within the guidance of the OWA Waterpower Class EA, it was determined to hold
the PIC in the area from which the greatest number of interest parties could attend. However, we have
complied with request to send a hard copy of the submitted Wanatango Falls ER to Iroquois Falls Town Hall
so that the community may review it with greater ease.
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8.

Information
on
Aboriginal
community & publicand agency
consultation, including:
- a description of the public and
agencyconsultation program and
consultation activities/events a list
of agencies/communities contacted
- a summary of public and agency
concerns orissues
- how concerns or issues have
been or haveattempted to be
addressed

9.
Changes to the original proposal, if
any,resulting
from
the
environmental
evaluationand/or
consultation
and
engagement
processes
10.
Description of the net effect(s)
(after mitigation),if any, including an
identification of thesignificance of
the net effect(s)
11.

Plannedavoidance/prevention/mitig
ation
and/orother
impact
management
measures
for
anypotential negative effects

As stated in Section 4.5, Aboriginal community consultation
incommunity
meetings
and
agreement
negotiations,
correspondence.
There are no conclusions reached in the ER which would
indicate that Aboriginal Consultationis complete. The Final
Aboriginal Consultation Plan (ACP) was provided to the 8
potentiallyaffected Aboriginal Communities on September 6,
2011 but only five are detailed in the ER.The log provided in
Appendix E suggests that Aboriginal comments on this project
have not yetbeen incorporated into the ER.There is not enough
information presented in the ER for MOE to make a
determination of whether adequate consultation has taken
place. We note that there may be Aboriginal correspondence
information that has been withheld from the review period and
must be requested from Xeneca.

Xeneca notes that there needs to be a better executive summary of its consultation efforts made with
Aboriginal communities. In particular, we will rewrite the ER to demonstrate that sufficient information has
been provided to the Aboriginal Communities to understand project impacts. It will also demonstrate
processes that have been undertaken by Xeneca to provide support to Aboriginal Communities to
understand and appreciate the scope of proposed impacts. In cases where Aboriginal Communities have
engaged Xeneca and provided a list of concerns or comments, Xeneca will outline and summarize those
concerns. It will then show what efforts Xeneca has taken to address those concerns, including any
proposed mitigation or compensation that it proposed to address the concerns, and the resolution with the
Aboriginal Community, if any. To that end, draft versions of the ER attaching all of the background study
reports have recently been provided to the Aboriginal communities. Xeneca has also offered these
communities an opportunity to engage Xeneca staff, consultants and/or their own technical advisers to assist
in digesting this information. Xeneca has also offered Aboriginal Communities the opportunity to conduct
engagement with their community in a forum to be determined by them, if desired.
With respect to the Aboriginal communities who received the ACP, only the Conseil de la Premiere Nation
Abitibiwinni (Pikogan First Nation) did not receive ACP. Pikogan First Nation is a federally listed community
and Xeneca is pursuing a dialogue to determine if there is territorial interest in the project.

The differences between the proposal as presented at the
March 24, 2011 and June 26, 2012PICs and the final proposal
as presented in the ER documentation should be clearly
detailed inthe ER. Early documentation reveals that the 8.6 km was presented at the last PIC. 8.2 was a typo in NRSI report.
proposed high dam option had an originalupstream inundation
reach of 8.2 km; however, the ER states that the reach is now
8.6 km. Itis not clear in the documentation that this larger area
was presented, with study results, to the public.
Section 6 briefly describes the methodology (including criteria
for assessing significance of theimpacts)
Table 7 summarizes the assessment of the residual effects
(including positive impacts). Table7 includes assumptions from See response to 3,4,5,6
Table 6, which is discussed above as not being complete as
datacollection is still required for some environmental
components.
Table 6 includes a summary of recommended mitigation.As
discussed above, the planned avoidance/prevention/mitigation
for negative effects are notcomplete as Table 6 identifies See above
issues for which data is still required to evaluate the
potentialmeasures to be taken. This is not complete in the ER.
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12.

The discussion of advantages and disadvantages is
intermittent throughout Sections 5 and 6as well as on Table 7.
There is also a section on "Potential Project Effects" in the
Executive Summary which outlinesthe Negative and Positive
impacts. Some advantages are described in the Executive
Summaryincluding:
• Displacement for the need for fossil fuel or nuclear electricity
• Providing positive benefits to power grid
• Provides positive financial benefits to local and provincial
governments
• Job opportunities in the surrounding townships (mentioned in Acknowledged, the impact assessment presented in the ER will be reviewed and revised for final as
A review of overall advantages and
necessary based on further discussions with regulators through the draft review. Additionally, the criteria for
5.1.10 and in theconclusion section as well)
disadvantages of the project,
ranking residual effects and assessing their significance will be further explained to aid the reader in the
including adiscussion of any
There was a categorization of some impacts as 'not significant' interpretation of the impact assessment.
benefits
that
might
even though they wereassessed as high value, continuous in
offsetdisadvantages
nature, irreversible, likely and in a relatively pristinearea. This
merits additional justification in the text.

13.

A summary of planned construction
and post construction monitoring
programs, as required, including
mechanisms
for
their
implementation and reporting

Negative or disadvantages include:
• The creation of a head pond 8.6 km upstream
• Fluctuations in water levels upstream
• Navigation will be reduced/changed (section 5)
• Reduction is natural aesthetics at the site location
There was no detailed discussion on the balancing of benefits
that may offset the negative impacts and therefore the ER is
not complete
Section 8 provides a description of construction and operation
monitoring.
This section is brief and does not discuss the mechanisms for
implementation. It does howeverprovide a statement that a
regular Project Implementation Plan will be provided to
agencies toupdate the project status, implementation of
commitments and results from effects andmitigation programs
(effects and mitigation should have been provided as a
requirement ofsection 4.4.1 of the Class EA and not in a
separate report outside of the commenting period).There is no
indication to whom, when and how the proponent proposes to
provide thesereports.
Section 10 also provides a list of commitments made by
Xeneca as the project proceeds whichincludes the Project
Implementation Plan.

It is clear that the PIP provides an update as the project proceeds on activities and implementation of
commitments and mitigation programs. It does not in any way suggest that effects programs under Section
4.4.1 of the Class EA are to be established after the EA and it is unclear why this suggestion is being made.

The EA indicates these regular reports will be provided to agencies and an abbreviated version for the
public. The format will be determined by participants in the project update meetings. Xeneca intends to
communicate with agencies during implementation of the project. I would think this commitment would be
well received.
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14.

15.

16.

Provided in Annexes to the ER.However, based on MOE
Technical reports supporting the review, there are outstanding reports to support thisER. See See response 3 – 6 above.
findings, as appropriate
below - Technical Issues for the required information to be
supported by reports.
Page 3 - Figure 2 provides the Project Development Schedule
Anticipated timelines for project
implementation
Page 48 – Table 2 provides a Project Component Construction
Schedule
A listing of any other known Section 9 lists the other known required approvals and permits required approvals and permits
for the project

-

-

-
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3. Xeneca’s Response to MOE Letter Table 4–Technical Comments

Issues and Concerns
*Specify issue in request

Xeneca’s Response

Responsibility

* specify response- either from EA report, separate consultation material, etc.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.

At each of the PICs and in presentations to individuals and groups, the project parameters (i.e. design,
footprint in the Zone of Influence) Operating plans and social/economic impacts have been shown.
Xeneca provided project information which showed the most significant impact possible. It is expected
that impacts will be less than what has been presented and, as such, has conveyed the “worst case
scenario” to all stakeholders.
Page vi
First paragraph under the bulleted list
"An environmental assessment is
meant to enhance the project as it is
presently conceptualized through site
specific investigations in consultation
with regulatory bodies, interested
parties, First Nation and Aboriginal
communities
and
the
general
public.The EA presents a conceptual
project design to
inform on the general scope of the
project both interms of potential
impacts to the environment and
anticipated socio-economic benefits
of the project. A final project design is
required in support of securing
regulatory permits and approvals.”

Public and Aboriginal consultations clearly outlined the Zone of Influence both in terms of existing
conditions and conditions that will existing under operation plans as proposed by Xeneca. Xeneca,
acknowledges that, through consultation with MOE and other agencies, the ZOI may change, and, if the
extent of ZOI is greater than what has been proposed to the public and aboriginal communities and
effects are substantively increased, another Public meeting will be held.
Changes to the existing river system have also been presented to the public by Xeneca. Using state of
the art, LiDAR surveys, detailed bathymetry, hydraulic studies and mapping that shows all of the natural
While some detail design will take place at the permits and
and man-made features within the Zone of Influence, a very comprehensive understanding of the river
approvals stage, the OWA Class EA requires an assessment
system and it dynamics are understood at a level better than at any time in the past. This information
of all impacts and requires that enough information be
has been provided to all stakeholders.
presented so that the public, agencies and Aboriginal
communities can understand the impactsthat the project will Potential effects have been identified and management strategies put in place. For example, concerns
have on their interests.
over erosion and siltation have led to realignment of the tailrace and efforts to minimize water level
fluctuations. Operating plans have been modified to ensure optimal conditions for fish spawning in the
spring freshet. Working with other stakeholders such as Ontario Power Generation (OPG) Xeneca has
entered into a data sharing agreement which better informs stakeholders on river dynamics under
varying flow conditions.
Xeneca has also committed to post construction monitoring to ensure modeling is accurate and the
operational effects meet or exceed ER conditions and commitments.
Xeneca has also informed the public of the Water Management Planning (WMP) process and has met
directly with the Abitibi WMP Stakeholder Advisory Committee.
The conclusion is that public and aboriginal stakeholders have been provided with enough information
to understand the impacts the project will have on their respective interests.

2.

Page vi
"Archaeological Sites, BuiltHeritage The Stage I study already determined that there was potential.
and CulturalHeritage Resources"
The Stage II study found resources and recommended a Stage We are working proactively with Wahgoshig First Nation to address concerns related to cultural heritage
3 Assessment.We note that this assessment should be values. Xeneca is funding a process of a traditional land use study and site specific investigations
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This section states: "The Stage 2 completed prior to the ER being issued since the ER will have through an archaeological consultant selected by Wahgoshig.
Archaeological Assessment identified to detail impacts to any resources found and mitigation will
Stage 3 field investigations will be conducted in 2013 late spring and report will be included in final ER
three pre-contact archaeological need to be proposed.
as requested by MOE letter on Feb 12, 2013.
sites; given that these sites were
offurther archaeological value, it was
recommended that the project area
be subject to a Stage 3 Assessment.
3.

4.

Executive Summary
p. vii
Project Description
Page xix
Last paragraph on page

First Paragraph suggests that the low dam option is the
currentpreferred option when the main report says that the high Noted. The text should be correctly revised to say that the high dam option is the preferred option. Text
will be corrected in final ER.
dam option is preferred. (see section 3.2 on p. 41)
The local economy evaluation will be included in the final ER.

The Resolution column outlines the rational for whether or not the proposed mitigation measures and/or
existing mitigating conditions are deemed sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a given environmental
"The proponent believes the project Not all studies have been completed, nor has an evaluation on
component to result in a measureable net residual effect. The presentation and rational for the impact
provides net positive environmental thelocal economy been completed therefore there is no way
assessment statements presented in Tables 6 and 7 will be reviewed and revised where necessary to
and socio-economic impacts in the todetermine if the net effects of the project will be positive.
provide additional clarity for reviewers.
reason and the province."

INTRODUCTION
5.

6.

Page 2
Figure 1 - Site Location
Map

This figure should include key features that are referenced in
thereport, such as Neeland's Rapids, Sankey Rapids, To updated the location map with these features.
Zeverley'sLanding, particularly because they are used to
describe certainfeatures like Lake Sturgeon Ranges

1.4.1 Legal Framework
Page 5
First paragraph under the
It may be helpful for readers to know that although a federal
Will be updated.
bulleted list
screening is not required, approvals from individual federal
Second paragraph under
agenciesmay still be required.There should also be a The access road will be included in the final ER.
the bulleted list
statement that although the power lines arenot subject, access
" ..a federal screening is no long
roads are.
required."

7.

1.4.5 Agency and Public
Consultation and
Aboriginal Communities
Engagement
Page 9
EXISTING CONDITIONS
8.

The third bullet (or a new fourth bullet) should list the Acknowledged: the list will be amended to include Conseil de la Premiere Nation Abitibiwinni (Pikogan
First Nation)
communities that were added.

There should have been mapping produced to show items New mapping will be in the final EA.
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such asthe project site, the study area (by year), the two
existing generatingstations on the River, known natural values.
9.

2.1 Location and Land
Ownership in Project Area
Page 10

The first paragraph should state that private lands may be The road from the powerhouse to the municipal road will not go through private lands. The new access
roads are all on Crown land.
affectedby access roads as well.

2.7 Hydrogeology
p.12

Water well records should have been checked for all of the Water Well records will be re-checked once the overall ZOI has been discussed and confirmed with
Zone ofInfluence and geotechnical holes should have been regulators prior to the issuance of the final report. Upon the delineation of the ZOI, well records for that
area will be provided and included in the final ER.
drilled prior to the completion of the Report

10.

11.

Reference to Draft MOE Guidance documents. In the last
sentence of the second full paragraph it states that
anassumption will be confirmed or refuted subsequent to
thecompletion of the 2012 studies. This should be completed
prior toissuing the ER for review.
The results of 2012 water quality studies will be included in the final ER document. These results
should confirm or refute the stated assumptions.
The end of the last paragraph on p. 14 makes reference to a
reportthat should be available for the release of the ER.
There is also a reference in this section to a December 2012
yearendwater quality report, which should be available to The fall results will be included in the final ER.
support the ERwhen it is released for review.

2.8 River Hydrology
2.8.2 Surface Water
Quality
p. 14

12.

Methyl Mercury
p. 15

13.
The end of the second paragraph acknowledges that the
downstream ZOI has not been determined. This should be
confirmed to ensure that all areas that needed to be studied
have received study prior to the release of the ER, In the third
paragraph, it is not clear that studies were completed for
all areas - 2 km rather than the estimated 8.6 km.

2.9 Ecology
2.9.1 Scoping of Natural
Heritage Investigations
p.16

14.

15.

The table suggests that studies were not completed on the
entire estimated ZOI. For example, Fish Community Surveys
Table 1: Summary of Ecological Field
show as being completed in 2010 when the 2011 was much
Studies
smaller than current estimates show.
Page 17
It would be more helpful to show a map of the study areas for
each year and what features were studied in each year.
Second paragraph: 'Within 120 m of the proposed development
activities and resulting inundation area ..."
2.9.2 Terrestrial Habitat and Species
Page 17

NRSI completed field surveys for the entire 8.6km inundation area.
NRSI also completed reconnaissance field surveys to the crest of Sankey Rapids (32km) downstream
of the proposed Wanatango GS. This included terrestrial and aquatic habitat characterization and
species observations.
NRSI will clarify the study area in this section of the report.
Results from the RIN netting surveys as well as by-catch from spawning surveys have been included in
the fish community results. Specific fish community sampling was only completed in 2010. NRSI has
updated the report to include 2009 MNR RIN data to provide better characterization of the downstream
fish community. (See section 3.2.2.)

The potentially impacted vegetation communities within the downstream variable flow reach (eg.
Table 1 shows that the vegetation communities were only Wetlands) were also assessed during reconnaissance field surveys in 2012 for 32 km downstream of
studied in 2010 in a smaller inundation area - the entire 2011 the proposed Wanatango GS. This information has been included in the report. Specific vegetation
community surveys were only completed in 2010 but included the full headpond area to 8.6 km.
should be assessed for vegetation communities.
Any inconsistencies between the Table and the text should be
clarified prior to the ER being released for review.

16.

2.10

Built

Heritage

Resources, The Stage 3 study should be completed prior to releasing the Stage 3 field investigations will be conducted in 2013 late spring and report will be included in final ER
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17.

Cultural Heritage Landscapes and ER for review as the Stage 2 recommended a Stage 3, which as requested by MOE letter on Feb 12, 2013.
Archaeological Sites
is where mitigation will be proposed. This will be required in
order to meet the requirements of the EA and the OWA Class
2.10.1 Archaeological Sites
EA.
Page 25
Impacts to upstream and downstream land owners / resource users have been identified and
consultation efforts completed as directed by the OWA Waterpower Class EA. The stakeholder
notification efforts for this project have been extensive. We would be pleased to review the notification
efforts made with MOE if required. Stakeholders have been clearly made aware of proposed flow and
level changes that will result due to the project. For downstream stakeholders, detailed flow and level
charts were presented at the Public Information Centers to specifically raise awareness. The EA
documentation contains a clear discussion on proposed flow and level changes, with detailed support
Agreements with impacted landowners should be completed documentation related to the proposed operation and the results of predictive models that show the
2.11 Current Land and Water Use
prior to the ER being released for review as this is the magnitude and extent of flow and level changes downstream.
2.11.1 Land Use and the Policies
opportunity for someone who is affected to assess the impacts
Page 25
of the project on them and request a Part II Order if they are Xeneca will provide further notification to downstream riparian landowners to Neelands’ rapids prior to
the issuance of the final ER. There are no requirements of consent for downstream landowners
not satisfied.
pursuant to the Waterpower Class EA.
It is understood that land owner agreements are required for permits and approval for those lands
inundated upstream; the consent from land owners will be included in our permits and approvals
applications.

18.

Preliminary review of the permanent bridge structure which spans the Frederick House River roughly
"This bridge may require upgrades .... Discussions with the 500m north of the proposed dam site was completed in 2011.
MNR are required/ ongoing regarding responsibility for this
The bridge spans 40m (131.2 ft) and has a width of 3.35m (11ft.). The current condition of the bridge
bridge."
decking was good and the bridge is rated to a maximum weight capacity of 35 tons. Prior to
Similarly agreements with road owners need to be finished construction final determination of what equipment and materials are needed to be transported across
negotiation process prior to the ER being completed. If any this bridge during construction period, Xeneca would complete a more detailed engineering assessment
required upgrades are necessary there may be impacts that of the bridge and determine if a replacement would be necessary for installation.

2.11 .2 Access
Page 26

would need to be assessed and addressed.
19.
2.11.5 Forestry
Page 29

20.

2.11.7
Trapping
Harvesting
p. 31

and

Consultation with the SFL holder has occurred and will be included in the Final ER.

The last two paragraphs of this section suggest that
discussions between Xeneca and the SFL holder have not Xeneca will have discussions with SFL holder regarding possible impacts to the SFL.
been completed. These discussions should be completed prior
to releasing the ER for review so that the impacts to the SFL
are known and they have their PIIO opportunity available to
them if they are not satisfied with the results.
Baitfish There doesn't appear any documentation that direct
consultation has occurred with the trappers and harvesters in Consutation has occurred and will be reflected in the final ER.
this area.
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21.

22.

While section 1.4.5 refers to eight communities, there are only
2.11.10 Aboriginal Land and Water
five listed here also with a reference to four communities.
Use
There should be more explanation provided as to why all eight
p. 33
were not listed.
"To date no environmental information specific to lands and
water has been provided by individual Aboriginal community
members."
2.11.10 Aboriginal Land and Water
Use
Environmental information should have been provided to
Page 35
Aboriginal Communities during the consultation process along
Spiritual, Ceremonial, Cultural and
with identification of potential impacts to their rights and
Burial Grounds
interests. It is our understanding that there are several
Fourth paragraph
agreements between Xeneca and Aboriginal communities that
have not yet been finalized. The agreements with Aboriginal
groups should be finalized prior to the ER.

23.
2.12.1 Employment &
Economic Setting
page 36
24.

There are several addition communities that were added by the Federal Regulating Agencies and these
will be revised to include this list.

This has been rectified and a CD with the draft ER along with all of the background materials has been
forwarded to the consultation communities. This will be reflected in the summary table on the
procedural aspects of consultation.

A wholesome and thorough review of social/ economic impacts will be included in the final ER.
The employment and economic condition review seemed Clarification from MOE is required as the comments would indicate that potentially positive socio
cursory considering that Xeneca is using economic reasons to economic benefits are not relevant to the EA and that only negative impacts are to be included. If so,
help justify the project.
what is the rationale for excluding positive effects?
Preliminary review of the permanent bridge structure which spans the Frederick House River roughly
500m north of the proposed dam site was completed in 2011.

2.12 Social and Economic
2.12.3 Infrastructure
p.38

Zeverley's Bridge upgrades may have impacts that would need The bridge spans 40m (131.2 ft) and has a width of 3.35m (11ft.). The current condition of the bridge
decking was good and the bridge is rated to a maximum weight capacity of 35 tons. Prior to
to be assessed as part of the projects.
construction final determination of what equipment and materials are needed to be transported across
Consultation with the SFL holder should be complete prior to this bridge during construction period, Xeneca would complete a more detailed engineering assessment
of the bridge and determine if a replacement would be necessary for installation.
the ER being released for review.
Discussions with SFL are ongoing. These can't be completed without details from Plans and Specs. and
permitting.

Zeverley’s Bridge upgrades may have impacts that would need
to be assessed as part of the projects. Consultation with the
SFL holder should be complete prior to the ER being released See response above re Zeverley’s Bridge.
2.12.14 Water Supply
for review. The discussions with OPG are important to
Page 38
determine operating plans which then informs ZOI and
therefore impacts.
It is possible for water supplies to be impacted beyond the 1
km, this need to be addressed in the ER.
3. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT
25.

26.

Page 39
Third Paragraph

"The proponent necessarily reserves the right to variances
between the conceptual design presented herein and the final Text addressing the addendum process as per the OWA Class EA will be included in the final ER.
detailed engineering design, provided that such variances do
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not materially and negatively impact the environment beyond
the scope of the impacts described herein."
The third paragraph should reference and be consistent with
the addendum provisions in the OW A Class EA.
It would be helpful for readers to have information about how
far downstream the other dams are. This statement is
confusing as this is not the standard in Section 8.8 of the OW A
Class EA which details how proponents are to consider the
significance of changes to projects after completing the Class
EA process.

27.

3.2 Design Options and
Rationale
Page 41

28.
3.3.4 Powerhouse
Page 27
29.
3.4 Ancillary Works
3.4.1 Power Line and Access Roads
Page 43
30.
3.5.1 Clearing and
Grubbing
p.49
Second Paragraph

Any changes that are determined to be significant need to be
incorporated into the file via an addendum. Some of the
possible variances listed may not represent insignificant
changes (footprint size, location of spillway)
"At this time the high dam option is the preferred for
engineering and power production reasons, however the
development of this alternative is dependent on the outcome of
agreements currently being negotiated between Xeneca and
upstream riparian landowners."
The study area was based on the high dam option with an 8.6km inundation area.
The area of inundation for the high dam option has not yet
been fully studied and therefore cannot be selected as an
option until appropriate studies are completed and impacts are
understood and landowner agreements are finalized.
We would suggest that the negotiations with OPG would also
need to be successful.
"A cofferdam will be required to make initial excavations of the
powerhouse, draft tube and flow transition features .. "
Acknowledged.
Cofferdams may require Permits to Take Water for dewatering.
It is not clear from this section how much new access road
would be necessary and how much of existing roads will be
upgraded. It is also not clear that assessments are complete
for the access roads and that discussion with road owners are
complete.
"Merchantable timber will be segregated for removal by the
sustainable forest license holder within the area to be
inundated, along new access road corridors and along the
connection line route."

The most recent Lines and Roads Report will have updated numbers for new access road and upgrade
to existing. In addition, they will contain results of any further assessments on the proposed roads. The
final updated report will be appended to the final ER submission.

The clearing of any merchantable timber on Crown land will be discussed with the SFL during the
permitting phase and the SFL holder will be given first right to all merchantable wood. Alternately,
Xeneca will arrange for the harvest and marketing of all merchantable and marketable wood.

There is no evidence in the ER documentation that
consultation the SFL holder is complete and that they have
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agreed to this approach and with timing acceptable to them.
31.

3.5.2 Aggregate Borrow
and Laydown Areas
Page 50

32.
3.5.4 Dewatering
Page 51
33.

3.5.6 Concrete Production
Page 51

34.

3.5.8 Management of
Waste Materials during
Construction
Page 51

35.

Will be included in final ER.

It will be provided in permit stage.

An on-site batch plant will not be required for the site as there are concrete production capabilities in
Iroquois Falls and/or Cochrane. Aggregate required for construction will be sourced from existing
licenced aggregate pits and will be transported to the site by truck.

This plant may impact such specific elements as terrestrial The Construction management plan will be revised accordingly.
habitat and archaeological sites. The proposed location should
be mapped and the area assessed prior to the completion of
the Class EA.
The site will be registered and any required disposal of materials will be in accordance with Reg 347.
Operational issues such as waste disposal is planned to be addressed when approval is reached and a
contractor is selected for the work. Regulatory requirements and location of acceptable waste site is
The ER has not identified a disposal location with confirmation
part of the contract between Xeneca and the general contractor. Waste disposal from Hydro Power
from the operator that there is capacity and that there is
plants is usually minimal and clean in nature with primary sources from equipment crating and
willingness to accept the waste.
packaging and some scrap materials including some copper wire, scrap sheet steel, steel pipe cut offs
and wooden hording for concrete form work and temporary bracing. etc. These will be collected and
made available for recycling.
"The operations strategy may be refined subsequent to
regulatory review and comment, and once the project enters
the final design stage."

3.6 Operating Strategy
Page 53

36.

The areas proposed for lay down areas, stockpile and other
areas would need to be assessed as part of the appropriate
studies (i.e. terrestrial. Archaeological) as they could be subject
to impacts.
Without an indication of the volumes of water involved in
dewatering and other project details being finalized, we cannot
comment on the appropriateness of the Category of Permit
proposed
"A concrete batch plant, whose location is dependent on the
final location of the borrow pit, will be required for the
production of concrete for the construction of the facil:'·· "

3.6.5 Compliance
Considerations
Page 64

Part of the Class EA process is to study potential effects so
that impacts are known by the completion of the process.
Completed studies are required to develop operations
strategies and impacts and mitigation should have been
discussed in the ER.
Any changes to the project from what is presented in the ER
will need to be assessed through the addendum provisions of
the OWA Class EA to determine their Significance and whether
a formal Addendum would need to be issued.
There is a description of users and potential
stakeholders in this section as well as a statement:
"The operating plan for Wanatango Falls should not result in
any adverse effects on identified downstream stakeholders."

Any material changes to the EA will be dealt with in an Addendum.

Consultation with downstream property owners has been properly advertised and promoted according
to the OWA Class EA. Ample opportunity has been provided to provide understanding of the project and
its impacts. Ample opportunity for landowner response has been provided. As requested a map
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denoting location of downstream stakeholders will be provided in the ER.
A map showing where all of these users and potential
stakeholder would have been helpful to the reviewers as would
an assessment of how they would be impacted or how it was
determined that they would not be impacted.
The approach of addressing outstanding issues through the
Abitibi WMP does not provide a comparable opportunity as the
PlIO opportunity if a stakeholder's issue is not dealt with in a
satisfactory manner.
FEDERAL, PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL AGENCY AND STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATIONS
37.

4.1 Consultation
Guidelines
Page 65
Second paragraph

The legislation and other Class EA processes require
consultation and engagement, as does the OW A Class EA.
"The records of public, government and aboriginal
community consultation undertaken in the planning
of this development proposal are provided in
Appendices C, D and E, respectively."

38.

Page 66
Paragraph under bulleted
list

39.

4.2.4 Meetings
Page 67

40.

"To meet this objective and to effectively engage with agencies
and stakeholders, the Waterpower Class EA builds on the
public notification requirements mandated under the EAA, and
other EA processes (i.e. MNR-RSFD Class EA) which
recommend that consultation and engagement planning be Consultation has been completed as per the guidance of the OWA Waterpower Class EA
incorporated as an integral component of the PLANNING
PROCESS

4.3 Government and
Agency Consultation
Page 68
Third paragraph

Noted. References will be corrected in the final ER
The Appendices are as follows:
C-Agency
D - Public
E - Aboriginal
These references should be corrected in this section and all
subsequent sections.
"Meetings were held with identified Aboriginal communities as
part of the business to business Aboriginal consultation
initiative."
We will amend the text to clarify.
The business to business requirement is part of site release by
MNR and is not a requirement of the class EA process. The
requirement of the Class EA process is to consult with
Aboriginal communities.
"The table also identifies whether and howresolution of the
Any reference to on-going future work in the ER are intended as part of a long-term monitoring program
identified issue has been or may beaddressed, and which
where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be reduced based on the outcome of the
issues remain unresolved.
new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being considered; they are meant to support and
Future efforts proposed towards the resolution ofthese issues
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are outlined in Section 5 of this report."
By the time an ER is issued for review, all issues should have
received all of the efforts to resolve them. The Class EA does
not require that they be resolved, just that the consultation and
effort be completed.

inform a possible lessoning of operating restrictions going forward.
Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and
mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in
post operational periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans
be verified after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline
assessment or incomplete EA.
An updated post-construction monitoring plan is supplied in the final EA. Any long term monitoring
issues will be identified and monitoring program put in place to verify that effects/mitigation measures
are effective. Details are given in the final section of the EA.

41.

4.3.1 Federal and
4.3.2 Provincial

42.

43.

4.3.2 Provincial
Ministry of the
Environment
Page 78
4.3.2
Provincial
Ministry
Environment Page 78

44.
4.4 Public Consultation
Page 80
Second paragraph

45.

4.4 PublicConsultation
Page 82

In cases where there were agency concerns outstanding, the
report states that Xeneca is committed to ongoing consultation
throughout permitting and approvals or to identify commitments
in the ER to have studies completed after the review period.
This approach does not meet the principles of EA planning See above.
which require consultation, assessment of impacts and
mitigation measures. To complete this work outside of the
Class EA process means that there may be no opportunity for
agencies or interested parties to request a PIIO if their
concerns are not ultimately addressed.
''The downstream zone of influence has been confirmed to be Downstream of Zone of Influence of the project is Crest of Neeland’s Rapids. Xeneca, MNR and MOE is
at the crest of Neeland's Rapids.
working on “downstream zone of influence “ at the moment. Downstream ZOI issue will be closed
before submission of the final ER.
IS THIS TRUE?
This section should include a statement about a Stage 3
of
assessment being recommended and what MTCS' role will be Stage 3 will be included in final ER.
once it is completed.
"Landowners in proximity to the proposed project
site issued were contacted .... "
Acknowledged and this will be included in the final ER
The distance should be specified and all landowners near the
zone of influence for any component of the project should have
been contacted. This should be clear in this section.
"In September 13, 2011 email, the president of the
Nighthawk Lake Cottagers Association requested
project information, specifically regarding any
Studies completed provide the required data to ascertain that Nighthawk Lake is outside the Zone of
potential impacts of the undertaking on Nighthawk
influence.
Lake. Xeneca confirmed that Nighthawk Lake is
outside the boundaries of the zone of influence."
We note that not all studies have been completed to assess
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the extent of effects that will be caused by the construction and
operation of the Wanatango Falls GS.
"The representative stated that OPG does not intend to provide
minimum flows to support the Wanatango Falls GS facility.

46.
4.4.1 Industry
Page 84
First paragraph

47.

4.5 Aboriginal
Engagement
Page 84
First paragraph

48.

4.5 Aboriginal
Engagement
Page 84
Second Paragraph

49.

4.5 Aboriginal
Engagement
page 86
First paragraph

50.

4.5 Aboriginal
Engagement
Page 86
Second paragraph

This has an influence on the viability of the project and whether Mike / Nava need to weigh in on this question …
the economic benefits outweigh the environmental impacts.
This needs to be considered when assessing mitigation and
residual impacts.
"Aboriginal communities hold a unique position in Canada, and
have a legally protected right to participate in the development
and review of resource management strategies or plans in
areas they assert to be traditional territories, including Crown
lands where treaties apply.”
This will be amended and clarified.
It is not clear what is meant by this statement. There is no
restriction on Aboriginal communities' right to participate in
projects on private land and there are no areas in Ontario
where treaties do not apply.
'While it is understood that consultation with Aboriginal
communities is the responsibility of government and that
consultation is deemed to be a government to government
mandate, ... "
While the Crown has the ultimate responsibility for the Duty to
Consult, we can and have delegated the procedural aspects of
consultation in this proponent-led process to Xeneca.
Additional details can be found in our letter of September 20,
2012 to Xeneca and to our previous response letter on this file
in November 2011.
An invitation to a PIC may not be viewed as a sufficient
consultation opportunity by Aboriginal communities. A separate
community meeting(s) is often necessary.
A business to business relationship is not a requirement of the
Class EA. Financial benefits may however be used to mitigate
impacts.
There is reference to :Identified" and "Local" communities but
these terms are not explained. If Xeneca is relying on these
terms for specific reasons in the Class EA process, it should be
stated.
"Discussion with Wabun Tribal Council is ongoing
and progressing towards signing a Memorandum of
Understanding. N

This is noted and will be reflected in a summary table that the procedural aspects of consultation have
been met by Xeneca.

In addition to invitation to the PICs, Xeneca has also invited communities to consider hosting a specific
Aboriginal Community Open House to raise awareness and elicit concerns from the communities.

The requirement of accommodation is not required as part of the Waterpower Class EA process, but we
are working towards an accommodation agreement.
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The Memorandums of Understanding are key agreements that
should have been in place prior to the completion of the ER to
indicate successful consultation with the First Nation
communities with interests in the projects
51.
There is a number of Aboriginal communities listed in the first
Matachewan First Nation
paragraph that were not consulted on this project (but may This will be revised.
Page 88
have been involved on other projects
52. Metis Nation of Ontario
There is a reference to setting up regional meetings but no
We are in the process of setting up a regional meeting as it relates to the local Métis chapters in the
Page 91
information about the details of when these meetings took new year on January 23, 2013 in Timmins, ON. This will be reflected in the final document.
Last paragraph
place.
EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL PROJECT EFFECTS
53.

This section assumes that there is an agreed upon zone of As MNR and MOE are aware, discussions on this topic have been occurring in parallel to the draft EA
5.1 Identified Potential effects Page influence for the project that could be studied and assessed. review process and Xeneca is confident that a consensus resolution will be arrived at.
92
The agencies have not yet agreed on the proposed zone of
influence.

54.
Table 6 - Identified Issues
and Management
Strategies
pages 93 - 111
55.

5.1.1 Inundation
Page 113-114

There are only a few instances where a possible residual
negative effect is acknowledged in this Table. For example for
surface water impacts related to methyl mercury, the result is
listed as "No impact anticipated". While it may be difficult to
predict when this type of impact may occur, it is difficult to
accept a "No impact anticipated" without an assessment and is
truly unknown until monitoring is conducted.
"The downstream extent of the variable flow reach
has changed from what was initially determined. In
the absence of hydraulic model information, it was
initially determined in 2010 that the variable flow
reach was 400 m. In 2011, the expected variable
flow reach was revised to extend approximately 2.0
km downstream of the proposed Wanatango Falls
GS site. In spring 2012 Hec-RAS model results determined
that the variable flow reach would extend to at least the crest of
Neeland's Rapids, APPROXIMATELY24 km downstream.

Acknowledged – we will be revising the impact assessment based on current available data and
information in the final ER.

NRSI completed reconnaissance field surveys in 2012 for 32km downstream to the crest of Sankey
Rapids. This involved the characterization of both terrestrial and aquatic habitat and visual species
observations. This information has been included in the natural environment characterization report and
impact assessment.

Depending on what year a particular feature was studied, the
studies may be missing between 22 to 23.5 km of study area.
"The river is not used for commercial navigation but
is used for recreational purposes"

56.
5.1.5 Navigation Page 118

57.

There should be evidence presented in the ER documentation
regarding usage.
"Direct economic activity to build a waterpower
5.1.9 Economic and Employment
Given that procurement of goods and services will not be fully procured until the permitting stage it
project in Ontario is approximately $5 million per
Effects
would appear to be outside the scope of the Waterpower Class EA to provide the information
megawatt (approximately $36.5 million in the cast of
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this project). Generally, about half of this amount is
spent locally, in procuring construction labour &
materials, consulting and legal services, trucking
and other services such as accommodation, food
and fuel."

58.
5.1.13 Trapping
Page 122
Second Paragraph
59.

60.
61.

5.1.16 Waste
Management
P 124
Site Aesthetics Page 124
5.1.18
Page 124

62.

5.1.19 Archaeological
Sites
Page 124-125

requested. The figures provided do give stakeholders enough information to assess impact and effect.

This is a general estimate based on the average project.
Project specific economic impacts should have been prepared
and presented. This will avoid overstating benefits. For
example, if Xeneca is using economies of scale to hire
consultants and lawyers centrally for all of their projects, local
professionals will not be used.
"However, Xeneca may compensate licensed
trapline operators if their revenue is negatively affected during
Acknowledged. Xeneca will compensate trapline operators if demonstrated losses due to plant
the construction of the project."
construction and/or operation are provided.
This commitment does not include impacts to trappers during
the operation of the project and is a "may", not a "will".
This section does not identify an approved site that is capable See responses in letter regarding waste management.
and willing to accept wastes from the site.
This section does not address the aesthetic value of the Falls No comments have been received on this aspect.
and the loss of them due to the project
This section does not address the potential negative impacts to
hunting, fishing and cultural sites that could occur due to the No public comments have been received on this aspect.
project.
"The Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment identified
three pre-contact archaeological sites; given that
these sites were of further achaeological value, it
was recommended that the project area be subject
to a Stage 3 Assessment, and if required, Stage 4, prior to any Stage 3 investigation is underway. This is not required information for ER.
construction activities."

We understand that the Stage 3 report is where mitigation
measures will be proposed and therefore should be completed
prior to the completion of the ER.
RESIDUAL ADVERSE EFFECTS AND SIGNIFICANCE
63.
The completion of this table is premature until data collection
Table 7 Residual Environmental and assessment is complete for all potential effects.
Effects and Significance
The only feature where "Significant" was chosen is for
archaeological sites.

Our effects and mitigation tables are complete; any reference to on-going future work are intended as
part of a long-term monitoring program where, for example, periods when we operate as RoR might be
reduced based on the outcome of the new studies. These are not intrinsic baseline studies being
considered; they are meant to support and inform a possible lessoning of operating restrictions going
forward.
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Verification Studies will be done in the future. The baseline studies have been done. The effects and
mitigation tables are complete. Most EAs do provide for Effects Verification and Mitigation Reviews in
post operational periods e.g. DFO always requires that the performance of habitat compensation plans
be verified after early operation phase but in no sense does this constitute an incomplete baseline
assessment or incomplete EA.
64.

Additional data regarding impacts to tourism and other economic factors is being prepared for the final
ER. It should be noted that no significant negative impact on tourism is expected due to the project,
except as it relates to restricted site access during construction. Post-project, site access will be
improved thereby enhancing potential recreational use of the site area. Extensive effort is also made to
minimize or avoid impact on fish stocks, such as including a fish way in the engineering design. As to
the local economy, we will improve the discussion on this topic before issuing the final EA. We hope
that this addresses the MOE comment.
Impacts to upstream and downstream land owners/ resource users have been identified and
consultation efforts completed as directed by the OWA Waterpower Class EA. The stakeholder
notification efforts for this project have been extensive. We would be pleased to review the notification
efforts made with MOE if required. Stakeholders have been clearly made aware of proposed flow and
level changes that will result due to the project. For downstream stakeholders, detailed flow and level
charts were presented at the Public Information Centers to specifically raise awareness. The EA
documentation contains a clear discussion on proposed flow and level changes, with detailed support
documentation related to the proposed operation and the results of predictive models that show the
This section only gives information on the additional facilities in magnitude and extent of flow and level changes downstream.
Identification of Other Projects and the area but does not show how any assessment of the
Xeneca is concerned about MOE’s use of the phrase “negotiations with downstream land owners have
Activities Page 136
cumulative effects or the results of any negotiations or
not yet been completed.” The Class EA involves consultation but not negotiation. Xeneca has made
agreements with the other users in the area.
extensive efforts to discuss, answer and address any stakeholder concerns raised in the consultation
process. We hope that our response to stakeholder questions and issues raise has helped to resolve
any outstanding issues, so as to minimize the risk of a PIIO. The use of the word negotiation implies
that a form of agreement must be reached prior to EA submission. We cannot find any reference to this
requirement in the OWA Waterpower Class EA. This requirement would fundamentally change the
means in which the EA process proceeds in Ontario. It would, in effect, give downstream landowners a
veto to any and all projects occurring upstream. There is no regulatory or legal basis for such veto
rights. A legal veto right does exist where a project proposes to inundate private land as part of the
upstream headpond creation, but even there, it is not part of the EA. A project cannot legally proceed
without acquiring inundation rights from such upstream land owners.
We have recently noted similar comments from MNR staff on draft EA submissions. MNR staff are
using the word “consent” in connection with downstream land owners. We believe this approach to be
completely inconsistent with water rights law in Ontario, and even more inconsistent with the EA
process. We request that MNR and MOE clarify what legal or regulatory requirement is being invoked or
referred to.

65.

General
Page 143

"Should the project result in economic impacts to commercial There are no known economic impacts to commercial interests. Should an unforeseen impact occur
interests, the proponent will enter into discussions on then Xeneca will offer discussion on mitigation/compensation
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Second last bullet

mitigation/compensation."
When the ER is released, economic impacts should already be
known.

66.

Facility Ope
Page 143
Third Bullet

67.
Facility Operations
Page 144
Fourth Bullet on the
68.

"If fluctuations in water levels in the headpond result
in negative impacts to fish spawning, beaver lodges
and shoreline vegetation, Xeneca will make
adjustments to the operating plan of the facility in
order to mitigate these impacts "

These will be included in the monitoring plan.

It was not clear in the documentation what the trigger for this
would be. The monitoring plan should include all of these
features and be reported to an agency.
When drought is declared by the Province, the facility will go
into run-of-river operation."
The both statements are true.
Xeneca should clarify that the facility will also go into run-ofriver operations when minimum ecological flow needs to be
achieved.
Xeneca’s overall approach to stakeholder consultation will be discussed at regulator/proponent
meetings prior to the release the final ER. The final ER will reflect the results of this meeting. Practically
speaking consultation will still occur following the issuance of the Notice of Completion. However it is
All three of these bullets describe principles of the EAA and agreed that stakeholder should be presented with enough information about the project in order to be
Class EA process that need to be met prior to issuing a Notice able to identify potential issues/concerns with the project or its operations so that resolutions can be
of Completion with the ER.
reached through the EA process.
All three bullets

Consultation
Page 144

69.

Work Progress Updates
Page 145
Fourth Bullet

"The completion of the Stage 3 (and if required,
Stage 4) assessment, and concurrence by the
Ministry will be obtained prior start of construction or
issue of any regulatory construction approvals

Stage 3 work is underway. It is not required for the ER.

If the Stage 2 report recommended a Stage 3, it needs to be
done within the Class EA process in order to meet the
requirements to assess, mitigate and consult on impacts to
archaeological resources.

CONCLUSIONS
70.

Page 146
Second paragraph under
bulleted list

"Aboriginal and First Nation engagement was
undertaken with each community's leadership as
part of the business-to-business Aboriginal
consultation initiative by the proponent

This will be amended in the final document.
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71.

Page 147
Third full paragraph

A business-to-business relationship is not a requirement of the
EA process. Consultation on impacts is a requirement.
Table 7 identified Archeological Resources as having Text and impact assessment will be reviewed upon better understanding of ZOI and potential impacts to
significant negative impacts. This issue should be addressed in identified resources and updated in final report.
this section.
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XENECA’S RESPONSE TO MNR COMMENTS ON WANATANGO DRAFT ER
(Letter Dated November 14, 2012)
1.

Xeneca’s Response to MNR Letter

Subject: Wanatango Falls Draft Environmental Report Review and Comments.
Thank you for providing the Cochrane District, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) the opportunity to review and provide
comments on the Draft Environmental Report (ER) that was issued on October 15, 2012 for the Frederick House River - Proposed
Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station Project.
In accordance with the Ontario Waterpower Class Environmental Assessment (EA), there are opportunities to integrate the regulatory
and legislative requirements of various permits and approvals required from the MNR through the EA process. The Class EA is the
primary process to identify potential impacts of the project and propose adequate mitigation where appropriate, and to provide the
public and Aboriginal communities detailed information of the project and associated net environmental impacts.
To assist Xeneca Power Development Inc. (Xeneca) with its EA MNR staff completed a technical review of the draft ER based on
MNR's mandated areas of responsibility. This included a review of information provided regarding the existing environment,
assessment of potential impacts, and proposed impact management measures, as they relate to MNR's legislation, policies and
guidelines. Through our review we have considered additional information and procedural requirements for MNR's permits and
approvals.
Both district and regional MNR staff have reviewed the Draft ER. Enclosed with this letter you will find an itemized list of comments
that pertain to specific sections of the Draft ER document. Once Xeneca has had an opportunity to review the attached comment
submission, MNR staff welcome further dialogue to address outstanding concerns and develop a plan for moving forward in the EA
process and the subsequent permitting and approvals process associated with the Wanatango Falls project.
Our key concerns are as follows:
1

Riparian Interests
Riparian and non-riparian owners of property adjacent to water bodies require consideration when a proposed work will impact their
property in any of the following ways:
1. increased flooding;
2. reduced or increased water levels;
3. impacts on ecological integrity;
4. reduced ability to drain;
5. erosion and slumping in normal sediment supply;
6. reduction or increase in normal sediment supply;
7. loss of flow through diversion, withdrawals or increased evaporation;
8. fluctuating water levels;
9. loss of tree cover due to inundation.
Applicants who are applying for approval under the LRIA need to take into account the effect that the proposed work will have on the
rights or riparian owners and must make every effort to protect the interests of land owners who will be impacted by the proposed
works.
MNR will not be in a position to issues permits and approvals for the implementation of this project until agreements are in place for
all landowners that are negatively impacted (e.g. flooded) by the operation of this facility. These agreements are required prior to
issuing any approvals under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA). In situations where the impact of a proposed work is
expected to be minimal, applications may be approved under the LRIA if the applicant obtains the consent of the affected property
owner(s).
In light of the uncertainty of successfully acquiring agreements with all negatively impacted landowners we strongly suggest you
provide adequate details on the impacts and operations of the low dam option if they are not already specifically identified and
referenced in the ER text.
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Xeneca’s Response:
Impacts to upstream and downstream land owners/ resource users have been identified and consultation efforts completed as directed
by the OWA Waterpower Class EA. The stakeholder notification efforts for this project have been extensive. We would be pleased to
review the notification efforts made with MOE if required. Stakeholders have been clearly made aware of proposed flow and level
changes that will result due to the project. For downstream stakeholders, detailed flow and level charts were presented at the Public
Information Centers to specifically raise awareness. The EA documentation contains a clear discussion on proposed flow and level
changes, with detailed support documentation related to the proposed operation and the results of predictive models that show the
magnitude and extent of flow and level changes downstream.
Xeneca is concerned about MOE’s use of the phrase “negotiations with downstream land owners have not yet been completed.” The
Class EA involves consultation but not negotiation. Xeneca has made extensive efforts to discuss, answer and address any stakeholder
concerns raised in the consultation process. We hope that our response to stakeholder questions and issues raised has helped to resolve
any outstanding issues, so as to minimize the risk of a PIIO. The use of the word negotiation implies that a form of agreement must be
reached prior to EA submission. We cannot find any reference to this requirement in the OWA Waterpower Class EA. This
requirement would fundamentally change the means in which the EA process proceeds in Ontario. It would, in effect, give
downstream landowners a veto to any and all projects occurring upstream. There is no regulatory or legal basis for such veto rights. A
legal veto right does exist where a project proposes to inundate private land as part of the upstream headpond creation, but even there,
it is not part of the EA. A project cannot legally proceed without acquiring inundation rights from such upstream land owners.
We have recently noted similar comments from MNR staff on draft EA submissions. MNR staff is using the word “consent” in
connection with downstream land owners. We believe this approach to be completely inconsistent with water rights law in Ontario,
and even more inconsistent with the EA process. We request that MNR and MOE clarify what legal or regulatory requirement is being
invoked or referred to.
It is understood that land owner agreements are required for permits and approvals; the consent from land owners will be included in
our permits and approvals applications.
Proposed Operating Plan
MNR still has concerns with regard to the flow data used to influence the proposed operating plan for the Wanatango Falls project.
This is a relatively complicated operating plan which in our view is a reflection of the significant operational challenges a facility
3

faces at this location in an effort to be viable. Our other major concerns with the proposed operational plan focus on unclear
terminology, the adequacy of proposed flows and levels and a questionable proposed ramping rate.
Contained in our review comments are a number of suggested changes to the operational terminology we believe would facilitate a
better understanding of operations. We recommend that these be either adopted outright or explored further and then accurately
documented in the ER text. Other key changes strongly recommended in the draft operating plan within the ER, to ensure that the
operating plan is in line with the purposes of the LRIA and other applicable legislation, involve the revision of the spring and summer
hydrological or operational seasons, the re-examination of the head pond operating range and alternatives, the assessment and
inclusion of flows required for the safe and successful provision of fish passage, the revision of Qea and Qcomp flows in response to
passage and other review comments, and the determination of acceptable downstream daily water level fluctuation limits.
Ramping rates, as outlined in the draft ER, appear to only apply to turbine operating flows (Q tmin-Qtmax). The report discusses turbine
ramp time and indicates that by increasing the flow gradually downstream impacts can be reduced. However, the only ramp rate time
mentioned in the ER is 20 minutes. MNR is concerned this ramp rate time would result in an increase in flow far greater than anything
currently observed on regulated rivers in Northeast Ontario.
With this in mind we believe further discussions on the operating plan are required and we look forward to continuing to work with
you towards consensus on an operating plan that is in line with the LRIA and other applicable legislation. We recommend that this
operating plan then form the basis of any future consultation initiatives.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca is cognizant that the use of the terminology “run-of-river” and “modified run-of-river” can be confusing. Various definitions
are used globally. We have made every effort to be clear with stakeholders on the proposed operation. To this end, typical daily
operating graphs have been presented on display boards at PICs for each month of the year. The operating plan elaborates in great
detail on the proposed operation. The EA contains an entire section on clarifying the proposed operation. We strongly feel that the
consultation requirements under the EA have been met. We believe that changing the terminology 3 years into the consultation
process would be confusing to stakeholders. Also, the same terminology has been used across all 18 Xeneca sites and many of our
stakeholders have become accustomed to the existing terminology.
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Xeneca is aware of MNR’s outstanding concerns on flows and levels. We have requested meetings with MNR and MOE to arrive at
consensus on appropriate flows for fish passage, minimum flow, ramping and other operations related parameters. Indeed, meetings
have occurred in parallel to the draft EA review process and we look forward to working with MNR to finalize these values. As we
have indicated previously, we would like to arrive at values that are defensible for both parties and directly tied to environmental
mitigation efforts without unduly impairing the ability to create socio-economic benefit by producing more power during the day and
less at night, consisting with electricity system needs in Ontario.
Xeneca would like MNR to recognize that we have been very pro-active in working with MNR on a fish passage solution after our
studies showed that Lake Sturgeon travel upstream of the dam site. Xeneca is committed to working with MNR and MOE to find
mitigation solutions around flows and levels that allow the socio-economic value of this natural resource to be utilized without undue
impact on the environment.

Zone of Influence (ZOI)
Consensus on the ZOI had not been reached at the time of this draft ER review. Xeneca has defined the downstream ZOI as a point 24
km downstream, the crest of Neelands Rapids, where daily water fluctuation due to operation will not exceed a magnitude of +/- 10
cm of the daily average. It remains unclear to the MNR whether the effect of the proposed dam operations will be detectable beyond
this point, and if there are any impacts associated with operation-induced water level fluctuations beyond this point.
Xeneca’s response:
Extensive discussion has been going on with MNR and MOE as to how to define the end of the downstream ZOI. Similar to an
effluent discharge by a municipality, daily operation effects attenuate gradually with distance. To this end, Xeneca has presented
extensive hydraulic modeling studies. These demonstrate that at 24 km, the daily fluctuation will be not more than +/- 10 centimeters
(+/- 4 inches). Given the river depth, this amount of fluctuation is not expected to be significant. We look forward to finalizing this
discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.
Assessment of Potential Impacts
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MNR is concerned that information and analysis is incomplete or missing from the assessment of Identified Issues and Management
Strategies matrix (Table 6). In many cases, MNR is unclear as to the rationale used for statements made in the resolution/result section
of Table 6. MNR feels several potential impacts are not represented in Table 6 and therefore have not been mitigated for or assessed
for significance. For example environmental effects such as downstream erosion, impacts to benthic invertebrate communities, fish
growth and survival or changes to the food web have not been assessed. Also, social effects such as the potential long term disruption
to use of boat launches or docks downstream and the aesthetic impact of the loss of Wanatango Falls are absent from any impact
assessment for the project.
As a result of not including several potential impacts in Table 6 they have not been evaluated in the Residual Environmental Effects
and Significance matrix (Table 7). MNR is also uncertain as to the rationale used to determine the significance of effects in Table 7. In
the absence of the justification for the determination of significance MNR cannot assess whether an impact has a significant residual
effect or not.
Xeneca’s response:
The Resolution column outlines the rational for whether or not the proposed mitigation measures and/or existing mitigating conditions
are deemed sufficient to reduce potential impacts to a given environmental component to result in a measureable net residual effect.
The presentation and rational for the impact assessment statements presented in Tables 6 and 7 will be reviewed and revised where
necessary to provide additional clarity for reviewers.
Fish Connectivity and Passage
Field work conducted to date unequivocally demonstrated that at least 4 species of fish (sturgeon, walleye, sauger and goldeye) move
through the proposed site. Other species may also exhibit similar movements but this has not been observed to date. The exact reason
or purpose for this movement is not known. However, it is clear this connection between upstream and downstream habitats allows
fish within the populations to undertake or complete some part of their life history or biology. To create a barrier where none now
exists would have some effects on the fish populations. Potential negative effects would include exclusion from critical habitat,
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genetic isolation, extirpation and habitat fragmentation. In addition the period for fish movements through the site is not well defined
in time. Passage event data suggests fish may move through the site at any time flows are suitable.
With this in mind we advocate the provision of safe and successful fish passage at the proposed Wanatango Falls site and that fishway
conditions suitable for this passage will likely need to be provided at all times. Xeneca has proposed a nature-like fishway to be
included in the design of the Wanatango Falls Generating Station. However, no details on the design of the fishway, flows that will be
allocated to it or how it will be operated are proposed. As such MNR cannot determine if this mitigation is appropriate to address fish
passage issues at this site.
The provision of successful and safe fish passage is a difficult and costly undertaking. It may ultimately require flows above the
minimum flows already proposed and thus may have significant implications with respect to proposed operations at lower flows. As
such MNR believes passage details need to be developed much further in this document and agreement reached in advance of the
permitting and location approval.
Xeneca’s response:
Xeneca has initiated meetings to design fish passage at this site with the appropriate agency staff. The conceptual design details and
corresponding flow requirements will be established through this series of meetings. The outcome will be finalized and included in
the Final EA. As well, an updated Operating Plan will be completed incorporating the agreed flow requirements for passage.
Aboriginal Consultation
As per section 7.1 of the Class EA guide, Aboriginal consultation for related regulatory processes should be coordinated and
harmonized. The ER should demonstrate that clear, concise information about the Project has been communicated to the appropriate
Aboriginal communities; that opportunities have been provided for a meaningful, two way exchange of information; and that all
feedback and information received through the Consultation process has been thoroughly reviewed, considered and, where
appropriate, incorporated into the project.
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Based on the information contained in the ER, the MNR is unable to determine whether or not the Crown's duty to consult with
Aboriginal communities has been met. Xeneca is encouraged to:
• Demonstrate that all mandatory aspects of Aboriginal consultation in the EA guide have been met.
• Revise and clarify the community contact logs to reflect any recent contacts.
• Demonstrate that the identified communities have received the appropriate information on the project and its impacts.
• Show that the communities have an understanding of the project and its impacts.
• Document that the issues and concerns of the Aboriginal communities have been identified, particularly in regards to possible
adverse impacts on Aboriginal and treaty rights.
• Demonstrate whether such impacts exist and how these issues and concerns were considered by Xeneca in the project.
• Provide the follow up communications to the communities which explain Xeneca's response to their concerns.
The MNR will not be in a position to issue any approvals or permits until sufficient information has been provided to enable a
determination as to whether the Crown's duty to consult has been met.
Xeneca’s response:
As outlined in the waterpower Class EA, Xeneca has met and/or exceeded the consultation requirements, providing identified
Aboriginal Communities with project information, notices and updates. The OWA Class EA does not require MOUs or other
agreement to be in place. Consultation logs are provided in the Aboriginal Consultation section of the Class EA.
Xeneca’s consultation with First Nation and Métis Councils is ongoing. Xeneca engagement with the numerous communities is
varied depending on the community’s acceptance and availability to work with Xeneca. Xeneca’s efforts have been successful with
respect to meeting with all communities and councils on the development of a process to move consultation forward although there
remain some challenges among the communities in terms of the issue of jurisdiction over this project.
Xeneca has taken the approach that the Wanatango Falls project falls within a range of interest in an Aboriginal community or
council’s administrative and socio-economic state of affairs. Xeneca recognizes and appreciates the capacity challenges for
communities to deal with all manners of priorities and pressures of governance and has learned much about trying to develop a
relationship with Aboriginal communities. Xeneca has provided all available information and invited communities to participate in
archaeological stage two field work surveys and is in the process of consulting on follow up Stage 3 work. Xeneca is in fact, working
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proactively with one First Nation community (Wahgoshig First Nation) to fund a traditional land use study and to address site specific
concerns that have been raised.
Xeneca has also invited communities to participate at public information centers and further invited communities to meet with in their
community and host the Xeneca team to present information and generate meaningful dialogue about the project.
We also take the view that while there are efforts to reach accommodation through MOUs, the need for an economic arrangement is
not required for the purposes of the Waterpower Class EA. We have also not heard any specific allegations of violation of Treaty
Rights or other Aboriginal rights from a particular First Nation.
We will insert and re-write the Aboriginal Engagement section of the Environmental Report to provide a more fulsome understanding
of the procedural and substantive aspects of consultation. Xeneca takes the position that it has advanced all of the technical
information to the Aboriginal communities for a review. We also take the position that no specific concerns have been raised in
respect of the proposed project that cannot already be addressed.

Water Management Planning
To meet the intent of water management planning through the EA, it is expected that the public and Aboriginal communities will be
provided with sufficient opportunity to participate in the planning for the operations of the facility. Fundamental to this consultation
opportunity is the provision of a detailed view of the current conditions at the site, how the facility may change those conditions, how
the company will address any negative impacts, what post-construction monitoring will be associated with the site, and finally what
the operating plan and associated flows and levels will be. Final water management plan objectives and operating constraints should
be informed, in part, through agency, public and Aboriginal consultation and the identification of existing uses and values within the
anticipated ZOI.
MNR recognizes that at the time of this draft ER efforts are ongoing to come to a consensus on an operating plan and flows and levels
that are in line with the purposes of the LRIA and other applicable legislation. For efficient consultation through the EA process we
recommend that Xeneca come to a consensus with agencies on an operating strategy that is feasible with respect to associated
legislation prior to the next stage of public consultation. As plans change, additional consultation may be required to meet the intent of
water management planning.
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Xeneca’s response:
With respect to Water Management Planning which has been added into MNR’s EA requirements post Notice of Commencement, we
confirm that it is Xeneca’s intent to come to a consensus with MNR on flows and levels as suggested. We would also like to make you
aware that Xeneca has taken numerous steps during the EA process to engage with stakeholder regarding the operating plan and water
management planning. Xeneca has already consulted with the Public broadly through its two Public Information Centres including one
held June 26, 2012 at which the Water Management Planning process and Xeneca’s role within the WMP process was noted and
described in detail along with the Public Opportunity to participate. Further to the PICs, Xeneca met with the Abitibi Water
Management Advisory committee October 24, 2012 as well as individual stakeholders, groups, businesses and the Town of Cochrane
to inform them of Xeneca’s planned development. The WMP process is clearly discussed in the EA and the operating plan
documentation. We are further prepared to conduct additional PICs for WMP after the EA is completed and as may be specifically
directed by MNR.
Environmental Characterization and Monitoring
An accurate and meaningful environmental characterization serves to describe conditions as they exist in the absence of the proposed
development. This allows First Nations, stakeholders and regulatory agency reviewers to identify and contextualize what is there now
and thus what could be at risk from project related activities. The environmental characterization provided in this draft holds a number
of significantly weak areas. Two important examples include the characterization of resident fish populations and certain critical
habitats both downstream and upstream. Since meaningful reference points are a necessary requisite for MNR to fulfil its aquatic
values protection and fisheries management obligations under the LRIA we encourage you to pay additional attention to
environmental characterization in the ER. Should deficiencies remain in the final document you may be required to fill the outstanding
info gaps at, or prior, to the permitting and approval stage which could result in delays to the project. Effective post construction
monitoring also requires the accurate and meaningful environmental characterization of preconstruction conditions. Without accurate
and meaningful reference points we do not have the essential comparative basis for impact assessment, mitigation evaluation or
aquatic management purposes.
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The monitoring summary provided in the draft ER is not consistent with the other supporting documents and thus not comprehensive.
Missing from the summary are some direct commitments to monitor elements that are not included as well as specific predictions and
assertions with respect to impacts and proposed mitigation that should have monitoring plans developed for them.
A post construction monitoring plan should address uncertainties associated with the determination of net effects and the effectiveness
of the dam operating plan and other strategies to mitigate predicted effects. In general, a post construction monitoring plan should
incorporate clearly stated monitoring objectives, and identify performance indicators and measurement endpoints, data collection
methods and protocols, monitoring frequency and reporting requirements.
The reporting requirements should use the following framework to guide the monitoring plan:
• What was the ecological condition (status) before construction?
• What is the potential degree of alteration in key ecosystem components posed by the planned development?
• What is the potential impact to the ecological condition?
• What measures are predicted to mitigate the impact and maintain or restore the ecological condition?
• What is the effectiveness of the mitigation strategies?
• What is the effect of resulting tradeoffs?
Xeneca’s response:
NRSI has updated the characterization of the downstream fish community to include the MNR’s 2009 RIN data. NRSI improved the
characterization of the fish community to include all species captured and their preferred habitats. More meaningful analysis such as a
population estimate for Lake Sturgeon in the upstream and downstream reaches of the Frederickhouse River was completed using
MNR and NRSI mark-recapture data.
NRSI believes that critical spawning habitats in the Frederickhouse River have been thoroughly characterized and assessed for
impacts post construction. NRSI improved the characterization and impact assessment for tributary habitats that provide nursery and
forage opportunities for all fish. NRSI has addressed wetlands and vegetated margins both upstream and downstream and has provided
a more detailed analysis in these sections as they relate to fish habitat.
NRSI is working to provide more detailed habitat compensation and monitoring plans in the final EA.
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Conclusion
While I am encouraged that discussions are still ongoing with respect to many of the above noted areas of concern and remain hopeful
that solutions will be found for each, the draft ER as presented does not adequately consider MNR's mandate or meet the requirements
of our permitting and approvals process. As such, I encourage Xeneca to address these comments prior to releasing the final ER to the
public and Aboriginal communities. I would also encourage Xeneca to identify how and where they have addressed our comments in
the final ER. This will help the MNR to achieve a 30 day turn around on the review on the final ER.
Should Xeneca complete the proponent led EA process without addressing these comments, additional information and associated
review will be required prior to the consideration of permits and approvals. This may result in project delays.
Please find enclosed a list of detailed comments on the draft ER. MNR staff look forward to further dialogue with Xeneca around
these comments and concerns towards successful completion of the EA process and the subsequent permitting and approvals for this
project. If you require any further clarification please contact Jennifer Telford, District Planner at (705) 272-7130 or
jennifer.telford@ontario.ca.
Yours sincerely,
Martha Heidenheim District Manager
Hearst and Cochrane District - OMNR
attachment
cc: Ginette Brindle
Christine Greenaway
Laurie Brownlee
Connie Smith
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2. Xeneca’s Response to MNR Table
CID

Comments

The ER states: Four First Nations (FN) communities were contacted and consulted by
the MNR during the planning process that lead to the release of this waterpower site.
1987
NOTE: this site has not received Applicant of Record status and therefore the site has
not been released. Please clarify this statement.
1989

Community Identification Chart: You have omitted Flying Post FN please included
them.

Location

Xeneca’s Response

(Binder/Page/Section/Line(or
Paragraph)

Agency
Comments

Acknowledged, this statement will be corrected
Report/33/2.11.10/1

Report/85/4.5/2

Acknowledged, Flying Post First Nation to be added

The ER states: Four First Nations (FN) communities were contacted and consulted by
Acknowledged, the statement will be corrected as to include the communities listed.
the MNR during the planning process that lead to the release of this water power site.
These communities include Flying Post Matachewan Mattagami and Wahgoshig First
Nations. This statement is incorrect and should read as follows: On July 7th 2009 the
1986
Report/33/2.11.10/2
OMNR provided notification to the Aboriginal Communities of a potential water power
development. Notification was sent to Matachewan FN Flying Post FN Mattagami FN
Wahgoshig FN Metis' Nation of Ontario Northern Lights Metis' Council and Wabun
Tribal Council.

2003

Under Aesthetic image the view of Wanatango Falls needs to be added. The loss of the
falls is permanent and irreversible and therefore should be considered significant.

Xeneca recognizes the aesthetic value of the falls, and, while the number of site visits to view
this natural feature cannot be confirmed it is assumed some people do visit the area for the
Report/133/Table 7/8 view. Xeneca proposes mitigation that includes a fishway that could potentially attract visitors.
Xeneca is also willing to discuss development of amenities such as boat launches, picnic/ rest
areas and interpretive signage that may also attract visitors to the area.

We would note that, under existing conditions, the vastly greater flow fluctuations created by
OPG’s Frederickhouse Dam would have significantly more impact on boating and docks and
launching facilities than what has been proposed by Xeneca. Given the conditions created by
Boating - no mention of potential impacts in downstream ZOI to boat launches or docks
2004
Report/107/Table 6/3
as a result of variable flows from the Wanatango Falls GS.
OPG have been present for several decades, it is reasonable to assert boating and boating
infrastructure on the system have been built to accommodate significantly greater fluctuations
and, as such, should not be affected by Xeneca’s proposed operation of Wanatango GS.
2002 Erosion and Sedimentation - Likelihood of effect box left blank.
Report references the possibility of ice build up at the intake being an issue. Is there a
2001 potential for ice build up on the control dam (Obermeyer gate)? Would this impact the
passage of minimum flows?

Report/132/Table 7/2

This box will be completed. Xeneca conducted additional work on this topic and will share the
results with MNR prior to issuing the final report.

Report/127/5.4.2/1

Ice up events are rare but can occur. They should not be considered a “normal” operating
event. None-the-less, ice build-up can occur at intake. In the event of an ice build-up in the
intake area, water would flow over the dam at one of the two proposed Obermeyer gate
structures. These issues are typically resolved with MNR during the detailed design review
process as outlined under LRIA.

Under community character enjoyment of property or local amenities the aesthetic value
2000 of Wanatango Falls alone and the loss of the falls should be included as an effect of the Report/109/Table 6/5 Regarding public use and aesthetic value, extensive public consultation has occurred on this
project.
project, making stakeholders aware of the scope and footprint of the project. To this end, the
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intent of the environmental assessment process has been addressed. Xeneca would be pleased
to discuss with MNR if this addresses the comment raised.
Xeneca recognizes the aesthetic value of the falls, and, while the number of site visits to view
this natural feature cannot be confirmed it is assumed some people do visit the area for the
view. Xeneca proposes mitigation that includes a fishway that could potentially attract visitors.
Xeneca is also willing to discuss development of amenities such as boat launches, picnic/ rest
areas and interpretive signage that may also attract visitors to the area.

Report states there will be temporary routing of ATV's during construction. Will this be
1999 on existing trails or will a new trail be necessary for routing of ATV's. New trails built Report/119/5.1.6/3
for the project need to be included in the EA.

Xeneca would use existing trails wherever possible to access the site. Consultation with
applicable trail riding associations and local trail users has occurred through public
consultation and will continue throughout the development process. During construction, there
may be periods when trails are closed for safety reasons and advance notice would need to
occur. Appropriate warning signs would be posted at trail entrances and at points where
construction activity is taking place. Consultation regulatory agencies including MNR as well
as requisite permitting and approvals would occur if any trail widening or trail creation is to
occur.

H2O Power LP (owner of Island Falls GS) needs to be included as an Industry contact. If
1998 H2O Power has not been contacted yet and consulted about potential effects on Island
Report/84/4.4.1/3
Falls GS. Xeneca should do so as soon as possible.

Ron Medina of H20 Power was among those attending the October 24, 2012 meeting of the
Abitibi WMP Advisory Committee and was provided with a full project overview and
operating plan. Xeneca has followed up with H2O in January 2013 offering the opportunity
for any further consultation required.

Paragraph states access to trails 'should' be restored upon completion of construction. It
1996 is the understanding of the public and the MNR that trail access 'will' be restored. Please Report/47/3.4.1/4
change wording accordingly.

Acknowledged

1995 Reference to the Kapuskasing sites is not necessary in this report.

Acknowledged

Report states no known issues regarding snowmobiling or trail use have been identified
in regard to the Wanatango project. The company should note the OFSC loop trail
1994 (L103) uses the roads in the area of the project in the winter as a snowmobile trail.
Plowing the roads in winter could lead to the loss of the loop trail or to multiple vehicle
types using sections of the roads.

Report/45/3.4.1/1

Xeneca’s projects will be operated remotely from a 24/7 site monitoring station. As a result
only intermittent site access is required during the winter season to conduct routine
maintenance checks and only in the case of an unplanned equipment breakdown, would large
vehicles be required to access the site. All routing maintenance would be done in the summer
period as flows are lowest at this time and planned outages easy to accommodate.
Report/27/2.11.4/7

Executive Summary States: Xeneca has voluntarily committed to support the Crown's
Executive
1993 consultation responsibilities. Note: The Crown has a constitutional duty to consult when
Summary/12/0/2
contemplating actions which could negatively affect Aboriginal rights. This duty cannot

Xeneca can therefore ensure that any winter access plowing requirements can be done so at a
level commensurate with a balance between small four wheel drive truck traffic and
snowmobile needs. (ie: Partially raised plough snow clearing levels above asphalt and/or
gravel levels) OR Plowing half the trail to allow both vehicular use during construction of the
project.
Acknowledged. The new statement will read: Xeneca has committed to support the
procedural aspects of consultation as directed by the Crown through the Class Environmental
Assessment for Water Power Projects.
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be transferred. However it is legally acceptable and directed in the Waterpower EA for
the Crown to delegate to a proponent procedural aspect of such consultation. this is a
requirement for the company not a voluntary choice. See Section 7.3 of the Class
Environmental Assessment for Water Power Projects. Please correct statement.
1992 Include Polar Bear Riders Snowmobile Club in list of stakeholders.

2005

Boating - The potential residual impacts on boat launches and docks in the downstream
ZOI should be included.

Report/7/1.4.5/3

Acknowledged.

Acknowledged. We would note that, under existing conditions, the vastly greater flow
fluctuations created by OPG’s Frederickhouse Dam would have significantly more impact on
boating and docks and launching facilities than what has been proposed by Xeneca. Given the
Report/133/Table 7/3 conditions created by OPG have been present for several decades, it is reasonable to assert
boating and boating infrastructure on the system have been built to accommodate significantly
greater fluctuations and, as such, should not be affected by Xeneca’s proposed operation of
Wantango GS.

1991 A sentence is repeated in the last paragraph on this page.

Report/13/2.8.2/6

Corrected

1990 There is a word missing in the last sentence of the second paragraph on this page.

Report/1/1.1/2

Corrected

Report states the operating plan should not result in adverse effects on identified
downstream stakeholders. Can the company verify this with evidence? Have all
downstream stakeholders been identified and consulted with? The fluctuations of water
1997
Report/64/3.6.5/4
that may result from peak generation between the hours of 11am and 7pm and overnight
water storage could have effects in the downstream ZOI and landowners may be
impacted.

Extensive stakeholder consultation has occurred over the past 3 years regarding this project,
including downstream stakeholders. Extensive engineering studies have been carried out to
accurately reflect the impact on daily operation on water levels and flows downstream. It
should be noted that the daily water level fluctuations will be within the same range as those
water level fluctuations that occur under existing conditions. Depending on OPG dam
operation, flows can be as low as 2 m3/s or as high as 10 m3/s. The main impact of daily
operation by Wanatango is that water levels would be lower at night and higher during the
day, but in the same range as the current range of monthly flows and levels. The information
on downstream ZOI and daily changes in water levels has been clearly presented at the public
information centers (PICs) held for the project. The information is also very well documented
in the EA. All this information is available to the public under the EA process.
We would note that, under existing conditions, the vastly greater flow fluctuations created by
OPG’s Frederickhouse Dam would have significantly more impact on boating and docks and
launching facilities than what has been proposed by Xeneca. Given the conditions created by
OPG have been present for several decades, it is reasonable to assert boating and boating
infrastructure on the system have been built to accommodate significantly greater fluctuations
and, as such, should not be affected by Xeneca’s proposed operation of Wanatango GS.

Benefits to Aboriginal communities including employment opportunities are being
2006 discussed as outlined in the Aboriginal Consultation Plan. Have you completed benefits Report/12/0/11
agreements with any of the Aboriginal Communities?
2007

Log States: April 30 2010: Xeneca would like to discuss B2B on our sites. We are
waiting for MNR to issue notification of affected FN Communities. This is not correct.

Consultation Log
WTC/1/0/1

Benefit agreement are currently being negotiated with member communities of Wabun Tribal
Council (Matachewan, Mattagami, Flying Post), Wahgoshig and Taykwa Tagamou Nation.
Acknowledged, this statement will reflect the July 2009 date of related to notification of
Aboriginal communities
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Xeneca was informed in July 2009 by OMNR as to which aboriginal communities to
contact.
Refers to the 'Fire Preparedness Plan'. We would like to see this Document to review it
2008 or if it is not yet made we would like to add input for proper procedures. (Cochrane
FMH)

A Fire Preparedness Plan will be prepared during the Plans and Specs or permitting process,
Report/126/Table 6/4 with MNR input.

The Aboriginal Consultation Report format committed to in the Aboriginal Consultation
Aboriginal
Plan (section 2.11) has not been met. MNR will need to see proper documentation in
2013
Consultation
order to assess whether sufficient efforts have been made by Xeneca to support issuance
Plan/13/2.11.10/0
of permits and approvals.

2015

FRI DSM data should be used with caution in some stretches of river due to the
uncertainty associated with the product.

In the implementation the error associated with lack of bathymetry associated with
remote techniques (such as using Google maps) as well as lack of observed levels
2014
downstream could provide a high uncertainty as discussed by the consultants within the
report.

2//A107/0

The limitations of FRI DSM data is understood and the comment noted. FRI DSM represents
the most accurate topographic data available for large stretches of Ontario. The data is superior
in accuracy than the NTS topographic and OBM data and has been chosen for that reason.
Especially along water courses, where the FRI data is not subject to tree interference, the data
provides the best available terrain elevation information. We have compared to FRI results to
NTS and OBM and are satisfied that this information is useful.

2//A107/0

Xeneca has carried out extensive downstream hydraulic studies including bathymetry and flow
measurement sections at key locations used to calibrate the both, the steady state and unsteady
state hydraulic models. We strongly feel that the hydraulic modeling carried out does a
reasonable job of predicting the range of flow and level fluctuations that could occur as a
result of daily operation. Further, Xeneca has committed to carry out verification
measurements during operation which should address any remaining concerns about the
accuracy of the predictive models.

In the Water Level Fluctuation Analysis by Canada Projects Limited there is a
conclusion that 'the fluctuation in water levels due to proposed plant peaking operations
will result in conditions similar to the natural 7-day average water level fluctuation.
2023 Proposed fluctuations are well within estimate average monthly variation.' I'm not sure Annex I
how much value a 7-day average is going to provide considering that flows may range
from 0 cms to over 100 cms from one day to the next due to releases from the
Frederickhouse Lake Dam.
ER States: To date no environmental information specific to lands and water has been
provided by individual Aboriginal community members. Has Xeneca asked individual
2033
members to provide environmental information specific to lands and water and if so
please show where and what the response was.

Xeneca has developed a consultation report format that will provide both detailed information
about the consultation efforts and a summary table that provides supporting evidence to issue
permits and approvals

Report/35/2.11.10/14

It would appear that this river system has adapted to very large changes in flows over short
periods. The fish studies show a good diversity of species and recreational angling seems to be
prevalent on the river despite the man-made flow patterns on the river. The additional daily
flow variability will be well within the range of the large period flow changes induced by the
operation of the Frederick House Dam upstream. Also, all inflowing water will be released
every day (but varied within the day). It is not clear how this would be a concern to the river
system. However, Xeneca would be pleased to discuss efforts that can be made to further
mitigate the daily fluctuations.
Xeneca has offered to host information sessions in host communities. The only community to
have accepted this offer has been Wahgoshig FN.

The report states: A stage 3 Assessment was recommended. The stage 3 should be done
as part of the EA not after it is complete so that mitigation measures can be designed and
2032
Report/25/2.10.1/12 Stage 3 field investigations will be conducted in 2013 late spring and report will be included in
reviewed if necessary. OMNR will expect Xeneca to provide the Stage 3 report before
final ER as requested by MOE letter on Feb 12, 2013.
reviewing LRIA applications.
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The Draft ER contains copies of contact letters e-mail telephone calls and face to face
meetings with some of the Aboriginal Communities. However little information is
provided on issues of concern identified by Aboriginal communities or how these issues Aboriginal
2031 have been addressed. Because of the limited documentation provided the OMNR is not Consultation
able to properly assess the adequacy of the consultation that has occurred to date. The
Plan/0/0/0
OMNR will need to see proper documentation to support that sufficient efforts have
been made by Xeneca to support issuance of permits and approvals.

Xeneca continues its efforts with First Nation and Métis Communities and will document the
progress of identifying issues and concerns and how they are being managed or mitigated on a
community by community basis. Xeneca is committing to provide the necessary
documentation and continue with progress updates to the OMNR.

The generic desktop approach to assessing bank erosion must be followed up with some
2029 field reconnaissance. Likely there are some susceptible areas that need to be documented Report///0
now and then monitored once the proposed site is in operation.

Xeneca has been aware of comments made by MNR at previous meetings and we have carried
out a field study that we will present as part of the final EA. We will share the document with
MNR as soon as it is available. A monitoring recommendation has been made by a
professional geomorphologist and Xeneca will be adopting the proposed monitoring into the
final EA.

Visual monitoring of erosion upstream of the dam in years 1 3 and 5 is good. The
erosion potential due to intermittent operation needs to be similarly evaluated as constant
2028
Report/115/5.1.2/5
peaking can cause bank incision and collapse and has been observed elsewhere below
dams in Northeastern Ontario.

Xeneca is prepared to extend the bank erosion monitoring to downstream. We ask that MNR
clarify which dam in Northeastern Ontario it is referring to as we would like to review the
study information on that project.

It is stated that the downstream Zone of Influence will extend 24 kilometres downstream
2027 to the crest of Neelands Rapids. I have visited Neelands Rapids and believe the
Report/General
downstream Zone of Influence will extend further downstream.

Extensive discussion has been going on with MNR and MOE as to how to define the end of
the downstream ZOI. Similar to an effluent discharge by a municipality, daily operation
effects attenuate gradually with distance. To this end, Xeneca has presented extensive
hydraulic modeling studies. These demonstrate that at 24 km, the daily fluctuation will be not
more than +/- 10 centimeters (+/- 4 inches). Given the river depth, this amount of fluctuation is
not expected to be significant. We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the
earliest possible convenience.

The report discusses Turbine Ramp Time and indicates that 'by increasing the flow
gradually downstream impacts can be reduced.' Also 'by decreasing flows gradually
downstream impacts can be reduced.' However the proposed ramping rate is 20 minutes //Operating
2026
which will result in up and down ramping rates of 93 to 102 cubic metres per second per Parameters/0
hour which is in some cases an order of magnitude greater than what is observed on
regulated rivers in Northeast Ontario of similar drainage basin area.

2017

Please provide a justification for the environmental flows (Qea) that are provided
throughout the EA report.

Report/General

Xeneca is prepared to increase the ramp time. To this end we might suggest extending the
ramp 3 fold to 60 minutes. We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the
earliest possible convenience.

The QEA values are roughly based on the minimum flow that is released from Frederick House
Dam. The dam releases the minimum flows for extended periods (up to several weeks).
Xeneca would release all daily volume within every day. Hence Xeneca would only rely on
the minimum flow for several hours (not weeks) and ensure that the total daily volume
commitment is met at all times. Hydraulic studies show that the downstream river sections
consist of relatively deep (>1.5 meter) channels with extensive slow sections. Due to this
feature, the provision of minimum flow for part of the day will not lead to dewatering of the
downstream channel. However, flow and level fluctuations will result. These fluctuations have
been simulated in a predictive model. Xeneca understands that MNR is concerned about the
selection of an appropriate QEA and has engaged with Xeneca to develop a final value for this
parameter. Several meetings have been help on this and a final meeting is planned in April.
We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.
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In the Water Level Fluctuation Analysis by Canada Projects Limited it states that during
//Water Level Fluc.
2024 long term average flow the headpond will extend 8.6 km upstream but during a 100 year
Analysis/0
event the headpond will extend 0.2km upstream? Is this correct?

The extent of 0.2 km is indeed correct, according to the hydraulic modeling report that
supports the flood calculations. The limited extent is a result of the use of Obermeyer flood
gates during flood operation and the limited inundation depth of the project. It should be noted
that much of the proposed headpond inundation occurs within the channel. From 0.8 km to 8.4
km upstream, the new inundation is 1 meter above long term average flow level. This
operating level is less than the natural flood level and hence disappears under flood conditions.

A high stream flow event of the 1:100 year flood is calculated to be 467 cms. Is this
equivalent to the flow expected if the Frederickhouse Lake Dam fails? Can the proposed
2016 Wanatango Dam withstand the failure of the Frederickhouse Lake Dam or the highest
General
flow it can pass? What flow might need to be considered? A 1:10000 year event? This
looks to be a value of 950 cms.

The decision on the inflow design flood (IDF) is typically finalized as part of detailed
engineering design during the Plans & Specs review under LRIA. We proposed to defer this
discussion until then. However, Xeneca has proposed a conceptual design that provides
flexibility in the IDF number. To this end, we have proposed two overflow spillways which
allow significant flexibility in the final spillway width selection. Further, we have proposed to
equip both spillways with Obermeyer gates which can be lowered to further increase flood
passage capacity during a large flood event. In preparation for the Plans & Spec discussions,
Xeneca has submitted a document with the proposed IDF value for discussion. However, we
believe this discussion should occur outside of the EA approval.

The 'run-of-river with modified peaking' is going to be operated with modified peaking:
i) 84% of the time in summer ii) 83% of the time in fall and iii) 78% of the time in
2018 winter. So run-of-river will only occur 16% 17% and 22% of the time respectively for
General
each of these seasons. It would be more appropriate to call these sites 'peaking with
some run-of-river'.

Xeneca is cognizant that the use of the terminology “run-of-river” and “modified run-of-river”
can be confusing. Various definitions are used globally. We have made every effort to be clear
with stakeholders on the proposed operation. To this end, typical daily operating graphs have
been presented on display boards at PICs for each month of the year. The operating plan
elaborates in great detail on the proposed operation. The EA contains an entire section on
clarifying the proposed operation. We strongly feel that the consultation requirements under
the EA have been met. We believe that changing the terminology 3 years into the consultation
process would be confusing to stakeholders. Also, the same terminology has been used across
all 18 Xeneca sites and many of our stakeholders have become accustomed to the existing
terminology.
Please note that the Xeneca has committed to very stringent flow commitments, including the
commitment to pass the total daily volume within every 24 hour period. Operation is restricted
to “within the day”. Some jurisdictions (eg. World Bank) recognize this type of operation as
“run-of-river”. Xeneca follows the definition of the OWA which is more restrictive. For this
reason, we use the term “modified run-of-river” and explain in great detail what we mean by
this terminology.

Every year the Frederickhouse Lake Dam is closed usually for a few consecutive
months. Leakage flow in the east channel at the proposed site was measured to be
2019 around 1.65 cms during the summer of 2011. Just to confirm: this flow would be entirely General
passed and a higher leakage flow (say 3-4 cms) would provide the proposed Qea and the
remainder would be stored for 21 or 22 hours and peaked for 2 or 3 hours daily?

Yes, that is correct. Where the natural inflow exceeds the minimum environmental flow
(QEA) the portion of flow that exceeds the QEA would be stored until sufficient water has
been accumulated to operate the plant. At that time, the plant would run until the water has
been used to generate electricity. Wherever possible, the plant would run during the day when
electricity use is high and the greatest socio-economic benefit is derived.
It should be noted that the total volume of water passed down the river every day will equal
18

the natural inflow. The modification of flow only occurs “within” the day. Under this daily
operation, the river flow and level does not drop to the same extent as it would under
prolonged minimum flow. In this regard, the daily operation is very different than prolonged
reservoir storage at Frederick House Lake Dam with respect to impact on flows, levels and
ecological effects.

In one section of the general report it states 'In order to minimize potential erosion
2020 effects the maximum daily fluctuation and the rate of change of erosion of upstream
water levels will be limited.' Can this be further explained; this statement is vague.

General

Xeneca will try to clarify the text in the final EA. The maximum amount of water level change
in the headpond due to facility operation is limited to 1 meter. In comparison, Fredrick House
Lake is varied by several meters as part of storage operations. The river itself changes levels
by approximately 1.5 meters due to natural seasonal changes in flows and levels and due to
upstream dam operations. In this context, the proposed headpond fluctuation of 1 meter was
deemed as a reasonable operating range that is not inconsistent with the kind of changes that
occur under existing conditions.
Much of the extent of the 8.4 km headpond is within the existing channel. The channel walls
are well developed within the proposed operating range. Only in the 0.8 km section close to
the dam will the headpond inundation flood previously terrestrial area.

2021

Daily average flows are not appropriate measures of time investigation for a 'run-of-river
General
with modified peaking' facility.

In the Site Operating Strategy: There is often mention of 'natural flows' but this is clearly
not the case at all at this proposed site. All flows are influenced by the operation of the
2022
Report/54/3.6.1/
Frederickhouse River Dam. Perhaps this should be reworded to reference flows received
from the dam upstream.

Please see response to item 2018.
The term will be revised to “existing condition flows” in the final EA.

The report states that the 'turbines do not operate very efficiently below roughly 65% of
/Operating
2025 their maximum capacity'. Therefore the optimal flows are > 32.5 cms? How often is this
Parameters/
expected to occur and I would assume this factors heavily into your operating regime?

The operating plan proposes to limit the maximum operating rate of the turbine during days of
intermittent operation. Intermittent operation occurs often as detailed in the operating plan. To
limit the change in flow rate from minimum flow at night to QTL during the day, a value for
QTL has been proposed that is less than the maximum possible turbine flow rate. Xeneca
would be pleased to discuss this parameter and see if we can reasonably constrain the value
further to further reduce the daily fluctuation in flows and levels.

The ER states: Aboriginal Communities hold a unique position in Canada and have a
legally protected right to participate in the development and review of resource
management strategies or plans in areas they assert to be traditional territories including
2040
Report/84/4.5/20
Crown lands outside areas where treaties apply. Please demonstrate how Aboriginal
Communities have participated in the development and review of resource management
strategies or plans for the Wanatango Falls Project.

Xeneca has provided all Aboriginal communities with the environmental and archaeological
study reports. In the case of the archaeological study work Xeneca invited communities to
participate in the Stage II field program to provide input and to build community capacity.
Xeneca has offered assistance to the communities to obtain a third party review of the reports
to provide their input and feedback about the studies and reports. Currently this process is
underway with certain communities and expected to be implemented among all the
participants.

Aboriginal Engagement section has several references that are specific to the MNR Site
Release Policy. MNR feels Site Release and consultation under the Waterpower Class
2035
Report/84/4.5/0
EA are being confused. Please remove references that only apply to MNR's Site Release
process.

This will be amended.
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The Ecological Context for Fish Habitat in this table is listed as previously impacted.
2036 This is in reference to construction activities (cofferdam). This area has never been
impacted by such activities therefore the context should be relatively pristine.
2037

Report//Table 7/4

The operational regime of the Frederick House Lake Dam is considered to have had
significant effects on fish and fish habitat.

There is no explanation or documented support for the decision making process as to the
Report//Table 7/0
significance of the residual effects presented in Table 7.

The discussion and rational supporting Impact assessment and the assessment of significance
will be updated for final ER.

Please clarify Wabun Tribal Council's role with regards to the Wanatango Falls Hydro
Development Project.

Aboriginal
Consultation
Plan/0/0/0

At the time of the final Environmental Report please send the affected Aboriginal
2039 Communities and Hard Copy and a CD of the report. This is a large file and will likely
prove to be difficult to down load.

Report/0/0/0

2038

Acknowledged, Xeneca will send hard copies and CD of the report to the communities.

MNR Site Release is referenced in this section by differentiating between Identified and
Local Aboriginal Communities and by discussing Business to Business relationships.
Report/vi2034 Site Release and the process under the Waterpower Class EA are separate. Including
vii/Executive
references to Identified and Local Aboriginal communities in the Environmental Report Summary/1
may be confusing to the public and should be removed.

Impacts to tributaries wetlands and associated vegetation have not been fully addressed
2042 as impacts from inundation and operational water level fluctuations have not been
explored.

Cannot comment on impact of roads and transmission corridors at this point as
information is still being collected and final route not selected. Cannot determine
2041
significance of impact for entire corridors as some new access construction has been
identified as required however have not been assessed.

Wabun Tribal Council has been designated to lead the economic negotiations for its member
communities (Matachewan, Mattagami and Flying Post First Nation). Wabun has asserted
that it will not engage on behalf of its member communities on the environmental or cultural
aspects until an economic accommodation has been arrived at. This is proving to be a difficult
circumstance for Xeneca and meeting the requirements of the consultation process. The level
of detail (environmental and engineering specifications) needed to define the project are not
yet accurately projected for a financial model for Wabun to evaluate. Xeneca is proceeding on
the best available information and continues to refine the economic model and meet with
Wabun.

Report/General

While Xeneca acknowledges that it must consult with both identified and local aboriginal
communities under the Waterpower Class EA process, the inclusion of identified and local
communities is important, particularly to those communities that assert jurisdiction and
accommodation in addition to consultation.
Water levels have been studied. The project will operate as ROR during spawning so water
level fluctuations will be maintained to natural levels.
Section 6.2.2.1 of the draft EA report addresses the impacts to wetlands and riparian areas
within the inundation area.
NRSI has characterized and addressed impacts to all fish communities that use tributary
habitat for spawning, nursery, foraging and refuge. This was completed for both upstream and
downstream tributaries.

Annex VI/General

Please provide literature citation support for the statement that this project will result in a
net positive cumulative effect. Rationale: Like the FHLD this project will generate
periods of no flow and abrupt increases to high flows. The main difference between the
Report./xiv/Cum.
2059 two facilities would be the shift from seasonal flow changes to those made on a daily
Eff./0
basis. By no means does this project emulate a move towards or otherwise produce
natural flow patterns. With headpond storage the facility will either be operating below
or above natural/current flows and the rest of the time you are committed to RoR mode (

The roads will be included in the Class EA with a complete effects and mitigation review.
The lines will be covered in the MNR Stewardship EA to be issued later in 2013 and, as
always, lines information will be included in the current Class EA for transparency purposes.

Xeneca concurs that the proposed modification of ROR flows will result in further alteration
to the existing flow conditions beyond those induced by FHLD. However, we believe the
additional modification is moderate for the following reasons:
-

Each day, the total volume of water passing under existing conditions will pass
downstream.
20

i.e. during low and very high flows). The assertion that the wetted width will be
maintained must be taken in context with the change from a lotic to lentic system,
changes in the benthos, risks of erosion and sedimentation, a net loss in habitat and
species richness through loss of fast water etc. Thus the overall cumulative
environmental effect of this dam is arguably not positive but negative to neutral at best.
Providing literature in support of your assertion of an overall net positive cumulative
effect will help to demonstrate its validity.

-

-

Daily modification of flow resulting from shifting part of the flow from night to day is
not sufficient to cause lentic conditions (as demonstrated by hydraulic modeling).
Thermal, sediment and nutrient conditions are changed due to daily operation.
There is no evidence that benthic conditions would change given the limited impact on
river conditions and the apparent adaptation to large flow variation that already exists
in the river.
The degree of flow alteration affects a limited stretch of river (ie. the DS ZOI), while
FHLD affects the much larger distances and operating timeframes.

None-the-less, we concur that editing of this section of the report is required before release of
the final EA
Please change wording of last sentence. Rationale: The last sentence of this paragraph
conflicts with last sentence in the Spillway Flow Allocation section. How can you say
2066 you will ensure ecological flow requirements will be met when they have not be
evaluated against min flow recommendations supported by ecological science and you
just got through stating at very low flows you can't always provide them?

Report./57/3.6.1
Variable Flow
Reach/0

Report/57/3.6.1
Remove the second sentence in the 2nd paragraph or provide science evidence to support
2065
Spillway Flow
it. Rationale: This is a big assumption and probably erroneous.
Allocation/0
2064

Please provide the numeric upper and lower flow values associated with each flow i.e.
high moderate low and very low flows.

Report/56-57/3.6.1
Spillway Flow
Allocation/0

Please identify explicitly all of the physical pathways for passed water. Be consistent
throughout all documents. Rationale: Any descriptions of water passage i.e. Qea Qcomp
high flows etc needs to account for the powerhouse two obermeyer gates a Qcomp
Report /54 2063 provider and a fishway now. Both drawing 12-141 and the OP make no mention of V57/3.6.1/0
notch spillway or the bottom draw pipe cited on pg 57 of the ER. This is likely confusing
to the reader. More importantly such inconsistency greatly increases the likelihood for
oversights and misunderstandings.

Text will be revised based on the results of minimum flow discussions with agencies before
the release of the final ER.

Agreed, the river has likely to have experienced and will continue to experience significant
disturbance as a result of the operations of the Frederickhouse Lake Dam. We will attempt to
clarify the text.
We will attempt to clarify the text. The proposed values are stated in the operations plan
(supporting doc). We intentionally left out the values to allow for further agency negotiation.
We would be pleased to insert them when we have consensus on the values.
We will clarify the text.

Please change mode term 'modified RoR' to 'peaking' for clarity and transparency. Or
Please see comment to 2018. We do not plan to change terminology 3 years into the EA
provide definitions from accepted sources e.g. Min. of Energy, OWA. Be consistent
process. Extensive effort has been made to ensure that stakeholders understand the operating
throughout all documents. Rationale: Unsure of where 'modified RoR' as used in this ER
regime as proposed as outlined in the answer to 2018.
came from. In my view use of the 'Modified RoR' nomenclature is much less
informative. It would be more accurate to state this facility is 'RoR/Peaking' despite the
pg 55 explanation that peaking involves storage manipulations on a larger scale. In
addition multiple terms for same operational aspect i.e. 'intermittent' and 'modified' is
2062 redundant and confusing to some and arguably misleading. The most fundamental need Report/53-56/3.6.1/0
wrt identifying operational modes is contrasting the flow manipulations in each mode,
the rest follows. Using 'modified RoR' does not inform/clarify/contextualize to the same
degree the use of the term 'peaking' does. I think it would be much more effective to
describe the two operational modes of this facility as 'RoR' and 'Peaking' because clearly
that is what in essence is happening operationally even though at a small scale. For an
excellent example of how this is a good fit see Table 3 pg 55 and substitute the unhelpful
'modified' with the much more accurate 'peaking'. Moreover at several points within the
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ER and other documents you refer to proposed operations as 'peaking operations'. This
directly conflicts with your 'modified RoR' definition and confuses the reader.
Please refine the VEC summaries for each species. What do we actually know about the
predevelopment populations within the study area? Where are the info gaps on them?
Rationale: This section is very general and makes less helpful statements like 'potential
spawning areas' and 'walleye may also be the most economically valuable fish in
Canadian inland waters'. This doesn't do a lot to expand our local insight into each VEC
species. After 3 years of fieldwork we should have some 'knowns'. Typically this should
2060 include basic population descriptions – age distribution, growth distribution, critical
Report/21/2.9.5/0
habitat locations or extents relative abundance and human use/harvest within the study
areas. However this is not to say the use of the literature is not helpful or desirable. I
acknowledge the need for and strongly support the use of literature citations where there
are 'unknowns'. For example the exact location(s) where sturgeon spawn is currently
unknown but locations suitable as per the literature criteria for sturgeon spawning can
still be identified.

Please provide literature and report citations where appropriate. Rationale: This practice
2057 gives necessary support for your statements assessments assumptions conclusions and
Report/0/0/0
decisions.

2056

Line numbers should be provided in all documents. Rationale: Facilitates concise
referencing for everyone.

Report/Op. Plan,
Env. Char./0/0/0

NRSI will update the VEC fish summaries so that they can be updated in the ER accordingly.
This requires some more detailed analysis of the VEC fish data we currently have available
(NRSI and MNR data). NRSI has updated the report to include 2009 MNR RIN data to
provide better characterization of the downstream fish community.
NRSI has updated the characterization of Lake Sturgeon to include population estimates for
upstream and downstream using MNR and NRSI mark-recapture data.
A more detailed review of the current habitat available in the Frederickhouse River has been
completed and species habitat preferences are outlined in the report. We have related location
of capture during fish sampling surveys back to habitat preferences and habitat availability in
the river.
Wherever possible, supporting documentation is referenced in the main report (reference
section provided at the end of the main document) or to supporting documentation in
Annex/Appendices. It should be noted that many of the statements made in the ER are
summaries of what is stated in the supporting documents and sub-consultants reports or are
based on the professional judgements of the various subject matter experts on the project team.
Given the nature of the reporting process this is not possible in a reasonable timeframe.

Please provide equal information wrt to the low dam option impacts benefits and
operations. Rationale: There is no certainty all patent land agreements will be successful.
No low dam option operational details/effects etc are provided. It is inconceivable to me
that both options would be viable and equivalent in all respects except headpond extent. Report/viii/Op.
2055
If the low dam is not viable it should be removed from the document. If it is not
Strat./0
equivalent in all respects then more information on it should be provided. The high dam
option is estimated to produce 19180 MWh annually. What would the low dam option
produce?

With respect to the purposes of the EA process, it is important to provide both options. The
EA process deals with the consultation of the public. Xeneca does not control the outcome of
land negotiations; hence, both options are possible at this time. Clearly, the best socioeconomic use of this natural resource would be to build the higher dam option which provides
more economic value and more power to the Ontario electricity grid over the next century. We
will attempt to clarify this in the text.

Please correct all inconsistencies in the text between these different documents. Some
are very significant. Rationale: These inconsistencies markedly and unnecessarily
increase the difficulty in understanding what is being proposed and the potential impacts.
Examples include ( THIS LIST IS NOT COMPREHENSIVE )... -Commitment to a
spring season end date of June 30th. ER OP and EC. -The commencement of 'no
Report/Op. Plan,
2054
intermittent' operations at 4C. ER OP and EC. -Winter Qea shown as 2cms instead of
Env. Char./0/0/0
5cms. 1st draft response comments OP and ER. -Turbine ramping rate. ER and OP. Irrelevant/incorrect passages on searun trout project and implanted sauger were
requested to be removed yet they remain. 1st draft response comments and ER. Monitoring. ER and EC.

We appreciate the comments and will attempt to remove the inconsistencies between the EA
text and the supporting documents.

2069

Please expand on how the proposed flows take into account regulated flows. Rationale:
Provides greater clarity and context.

Report/58/3.6.1
Downstream

We will attempt to clarify the text.
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Reach/0
Please identify as explicitly as possible the sources for aggregates and soil materials.
Rationale: To identify potential effects we need to know how much and where required
2061 material is coming from. The text in this section is the same as in the 1st draft.
Report/50/3.5.2/0
Inexplicably the Xeneca response to 1st draft MNR question #50 i.e. from existing Cat 9
pits wasn't incorporated into the 2nd draft ER text.
I think there's too much emphasis on compensation in the absence of a sound
understanding of existing critical habitats. Rationale: Without a sound understanding of
critical habitats compensation success is questionable and certainly not assured. Bear in
mind the commitments to provide compensatory habitat must go beyond simply
providing 'opportunities' for fish. Compensatory habitat must be successful in the full
2082
replacement of both function and productivity. Our current understanding of existing
habitat function and productivity is very limited. We know little more than where a few
species spawn. Thus I do not believe you will be able to design and provide adequate
and successful compensatory habitat for all critical habitats with existing site
information.

Report/0/Table 6/0

Xeneca has identified the availability of aggregate from commercial sources in the area.
The amount and source of the aggregate required will be determined in Plans and Specs.

Post-construction monitoring of habitat compensation measures will be required in order to
ensure that habitat is successful and functioning effectively. This has been stated in the
Natural Environment Characterization Report. For example see pages 144, 150 and Table 29.
This should be carried into the ESR.
Habitat Compensation Plan will be included in the final ER.

Please note environmental and compensatory flows have yet to be agreed upon/accepted
by MNR. Rationale: It is true environmental and compensatory flows have been
Report/58/3.6.1
discussed and it is acknowledged the FHLD upstream is indeed a factor to be considered.
2068
Downstream
However there were/are some outstanding questions on the historical flow data used
Reach/0
pulsing or peaking effects flow fluctuation mitigation and fish passage. Thus these
proposed flows have yet to be fully and formally accepted by MNR.

Xeneca welcomes further discussion and would like to seek consensus with agencies on flows
and levels.

Please expand on fish passage. Much more detail is required. Rationale: Drawing 12-141
shows a fishway channel resembling a straight trough (roughly 240m long x 16m wide
and rising 7.5 or 9m slope = 3.7%). How exactly will it be nature-like? Moreover you
need to seriously consider and elaborate on the flow requirements necessary for the safe Report/58/3.6.1
2067 and successful passage of fish (i.e. walleye, sauger, goldeye, sturgeon) in both
Downstream
directions. You will need to establish and account for both appropriate attraction and
Reach/0
passage flows across a protracted time frame and concurrent operations. This is
conceivably an insurmountable obstacle for the project and thus shouldn't be delayed
until permitting and approvals.

Xeneca has initiated further meetings and discussion with agencies on fish passage.

There is significant active erosion at one location that didn't get picked up by the erosion
risk assessment. A second location of active erosion is present just outside of their
Report /0/Table 6
2086 assessment area. This generates uncertainty in a risk assessment without ground truthing. Erosion and
It also emphasizes the need for adequate monitoring and consideration of flow
Sedimentation/0
fluctuations.

We appreciate this comment and have followed up with a field study. We have commissioned
a professional geomorphologic firm (Parish Geomorphologic) to further assess this matter. We
will share the results with agencies in the near future when the report is available. This report
will be included in the final ER.

2085 Please clarify exactly what constitutes a minor habitat adjustment.

Report/0/Table 6
Fish Injury/0

2083 Correct the Table 6 omissions accordingly and expand other relevant sections. Rationale: Report/0/Table 6/0

This comment is with respect to fish stranding (Section 6.2.5.2). The term “minor” has been
removed as some adjustments may need to be more significant. NRSI will need to include a
better description of habitat adjustments that can be incorporated to alleviate fish stranding.
This would involve a literature search to gain better understand and insight.
See pp. 139, 140, 149, 150, 158, 159, 160 and 161 for benthic impacts.
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There are no references to potential impacts to the benthic invertebrate community, fish
growth, fish survival, fish abundance or populations, fish community shifts, food web,
new conditions that favour release of diseases or invasive species, changes in harvest
levels. These are very important effects relevant to fisheries management and the
development of an effective post construction monitoring plan. Also provide insight into
if/how the proposed project will change sediment transport in the river and the
probability for ice jams e.g. downstream at the narrow dog leg.

The majority of the impacts mentioned in this comment would be best addressed based on
literature.
With the current baseline data we can complete a more in depth analysis of fish populations
and biomass and can estimate relative abundance and density, however, impacts to fish
growth, survival and population shifts would be based on current literature.
Changes to the food web and the creation of conditions that favour the release of diseases or
invasive species would need to be addressed based on literature.
We would be pleased to discuss this matter further with agency staff. As MNR is aware,
Xeneca has carried out extensive work on this topic and would like to share the results and
reach common understanding of the issues at hand.

Please provide more explanatory information on the proposed downstream fluctuation
limit. How is the daily average actually calculated? How would the fluctuation actually
be monitored? How is this helpful when the depth at Neeland's during low flows is not
known. Also please provide variants of this. Rationale: The relationship between
operational parameters as proposed and this proposed compliance limit are not clear to
2081
Report/0/0/0
me from the text. It is also not clear to me from the text how this fluctuation limit would
be implemented. Therefore I am unable to determine if this proposed mitigation would
be effective in mitigating downstream flow fluctuations and their effects. What would a
shorter downstream distance for the proposed + 10cm compliance range i.e. Black's
Bridge do to operational parameters and power production?

It is known that the water levels on this river change erratically by 1 meter when the FHLD is
operated. We also know that this river flows at very low minimum flows for extended periods
of time. In this context, we believe that a daily fluctuation of +/- 0.1 meter is not
environmentally significant.
With respect to Neeland’s we know that the water depth is significantly more than the
proposed daily fluctuation. We also know from the hydraulic modeling that Neeland’s
experiences lower water levels for extended periods than those that would occur as a result of
daily operation. To this end we are highly confident that we will not cause significant adverse
effect compared to existing conditions.
Xeneca appreciates the importance of Neeland’s and would like to discuss this matter with the
agencies to find consensus.

Please clarify any operational issues associated with Obermeyer gates in winter.
Rationale: It is my understanding an obermeyer gate currently in use within the NER has Report and Op.
2080
had some ice and build up issues that required remedial action. This generates a concern Plan/0/0/0
that they may have chronic problems delivering winter flows.

Please clarify whether a 1m headpond operating range is likely to result in ice cover
2079 issues. Rationale: It is my understanding some operators prefer winter headpond
fluctuations of less than 1m in order to avoid issues with ice cover in the headpond.

Report and Op.
Plan/0/0/0

We would welcome further discussion with MNR on this matter. We note that the minimum
flow would largely pass through the fish way. Most operational flows would pass through the
turbine. Hence, the Obermeyer is only the tertiary pathway for most flows.
We know of many Obermeyer systems that function perfectly in cold climates. Please provide
more details of the one that you are referring to in NER. Perhaps there is a unique
circumstance involved. Perhaps there are some “lessons learned” that can be applied here.
Alternatively, one of the spillways can be designed as a fixed spillway.
Ice formation can vary dramatically with weather conditions. Operators often learn over time
what conditions lead to problems. Once understood, the operations can be adapted to allow a
solid ice cover to form and maintained during the winter. Possible options include the
restriction of daily operation until a solid ice cover has formed, or limiting the operating range
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to avoid ongoing re-braking.
Please provide headpond operating range alternatives or variants. Rationale: A 1m
headpond operating range could be problematic. Narrower headpond operating ranges
(e.g. 0.75m 0.5m 0.3m) may be more acceptable. NB: Recently we had a local facility
trial 1m variations in headpond levels and it was contentious. Complaints were made and
in the end the trial was dropped. In contrast another local RoR facility successfully
2078 operates within a 30cm headpond range. Also it is my understanding some operators
Report/0/0/0
preferred winter headpond fluctuations of less than 1m in order to avoid issues with ice
cover in the headpond. More importantly the magnitude of potential erosion impacts and
the ecological significance of impacts to riparian vegetation submergent vegetation
tributaries and wetlands remain unclear to me. A narrower headpond range would likely
reduce the extent and magnitude of such impacts both upstream and downstream.

Please see comment 2079.
Daily operation can be adapted if problems arise. For example, fluctuations can be constrained
to 0.3 meters by operating 3 times during the day, rather than once. Thus letting the headpond
refill in between operating cycles. This type of operation is not highly desirable for the
equipment, but certainly a feasible way of addressing concerns when they arise.

The turbine ramp time of 20 minutes is unacceptable. Please adjust the rate and support
Xeneca is prepared to lengthen the turbine ramp time and welcomes discussion with MNR on
with literature. Or provide rationale with ramping rate examples from the literature that
this topic. We suggest increasing it to 60 minutes.
support 20 minutes as a suitable RR. Rationale: A change in downstream flow from 2 to
2076 32.5cms over 20 minutes is problematic. In other facilities ramping rates are markedly
Report/62/Table 4/0
longer (e.g. hrs). At this site appropriate ramping rates are needed given fish can be
present at any time during suitable flows as they forage, spawn or simply move through
it. Moreover this ramping rate could result in unacceptably high invert drift rates.
Please change Summer Fall and Winter Qcomp to 1.7 cms. Be consistent across all
documents. Rationale: 1.65 cms was the actual measured flow in the bypass channel
2075
when the FHLD was closed and as such was the min flow to be used in the absence of
further refinements/discussions.

We will clarify the text.
Report/62/Table 4/0

Please change 'No Int. Op.' in the spring Qea field to ‘RoR’. Rationale: It is my
understanding that under the 'No Int. Ops.' Operations resulting in the pulsing of water
under 'modified RoR' can occur during the spring period under moderate or low flows
above QTmin. This flow variation adds uncertainty to the protection of critical spawning Report and Op.
2074
incubation hatching and drift. Furthermore it conflicts with statements made elsewhere. Plan/62/Table 4/0
Table 6 and text in the EC specifically state facility will be operated as run of river
during the spring season not modified RoR. There should be no level or flow
manipulations during the spring period.

Please note that the special flow restrictions for spawning (Table 6) supersede the Table 4
values. Table 6 refers to special spawning restrictions in the Appendix that refer to ROR. We
would be pleased to review this text with MNR to ensure that it reflects the consensus on this
topic.

Please correct the winter Qea flow from 2 to 5cms. Be consistent throughout all
We will clarify the text.
documents. Rationale: 5cms was the winter Qea in the 1st draft OP and ER. As stated in
2073
Report/62/Table 4/0
the last ER review this value could/should be increased slightly to 7cms given the winter
Q80 is 17 cms.
Please add QTL to this table. Also add in where peaking (int. ops.) will occur.
Rationale: Adding QTL provides greater clarity and context wrt upper operating range
2072
while at reduced capacity. Adding 'peaking' clarifies where storage and flow
manipulations will take place

We will attempt to clarify the text. As noted elsewhere herein, Xeneca has concerns on
Report and Op.
Plan/61 and 6/Table changing terminology at this time.
3 and Figure 1/0

Please change spring season end date from June 1st to June 30th. Be consistent
throughout all documents. Rationale: This has been requested several times to date but
2071
no action has been taken. The change is required to adequately protect staging,
spawning, incubation, hatching and larval drift of all spring spawning species in the

Please note that the request to change operating restrictions on spawning was fully
incorporated in the Op plan (second version as distributed with the EA). As we outlined, there
Report/61/Table 3/0
would be little value in changing the seasons, as this would require extensive changes without
changing the EA commitment or mitigation in any way. We would like to discuss if MNR
25

absence of a temp/fish development based time frame for this period. This period is also
not correctly reflected in the OP.

truly requires this change or if the intent was met with the changes already made.

We will attempt to clarify the text. The best way to be consistent is to have only one table with
Please provide the numeric flow values associated with each mode flow range identified
2077
Report/62/Table 5/0 values. This was done in the OP report. When we reach consensus on flows and levels with
in the table. Be consistent throughout all documents.
MNR we will make the necessary changes.
Clarify the role of DFO in review and approval of in water work. Rationale: In water
Report/0/Table 6
work and any work that risks creating a HADD needs to be discussed with DFO. MNR
2084
Surface Water can not authorize a HADD. In water work timing restrictions are known and are adhered
Inwater Works/0
to unless proponent provides very compelling rationale.
Please provide the numeric flow values associated with each flow or flow range
2070 mentioned in text. Be consistent throughout all documents. Rationale: Provides greater
clarity and context.

This section of the table is focused on impacts to surface water quality/quantity. Impacts to
fish and fish habitat are dealt with in the appropriate sections of the table, as is the
involvement of DFO in these discussions.

We will attempt to clarify the text. The best way to be consistent is to have only one table with
Report/59/3.6.3 Op.
values. This was done in the OP report. When we reach consensus on flows and levels with
Para. For Water
MNR we will make the necessary changes.
Control Structures/0
The report has been updated to clarify the source of the data and the rational for treating the
population as continuous for the entire river.

Please identify population source of data used e.g. upstream downstream or both.
Rationale: I'm not sure what fish the reported size statistics apply to i.e. pooled upstream Env. Char.
2113 and downstream fish. When performing analyses suggest you strive to
Report./84/Sec 3.2.6
compile/treat/identify as either upstream downstream or Frederickhouse River
Table 20/0
populations. Not as 'at Wanatango Falls' etc which is functionally less meaningful.

Fish were sampled from both upstream and downstream (2 downstream, 9 upstream). Data has
been pooled to represent the entire Frederickhouse River Walleye and Sauger populations. The
report has been updated to reflect the entire Frederickhouse River population rather than at
Wanatango Falls specifically. Since fish can pass at the dam location NRSI believes that the
results from upstream and downstream can be presented together because they essentially
represent the same population.
There are 20 (3 upstream and 17 downstream) additional samples that were collected in 2012
that have been analyzed and included into the data set. There are also 34 Goldeye samples
awaiting analysis.
Noted.

The exact diet of sturgeon here is unknown. So to say the increase in depth and slower
water velocities of a headpond will likely result in better foraging is questionable. Please
Env. Char.
provide literature support for improvement of sturgeon foraging in headponds. The
2120
Report./138/Sec
bigger question is what these changes in conjunction with changes in sedimentation will
6.2.2.2 /0
do to the existing benthic community and its productivity. Please be more cautious in
your conclusions.

This conclusion is based on results from the Lake Sturgeon HSI model. The conclusion is
based on known adult Sturgeon habitat and foraging preferences and not specifically on the
Frederickhouse River population. The report has been updated to describe clearly how the
conclusions were drawn.

Please explain in more detail the assumptions in this approach. Clarify how it can be
meaningfully used to detect/describe population changes with confidence. Please
provide literature support preferably recent for this approach or rework from a different Env. Char.
2112 direction. Rationale: I'll confess I only vaguely recall aspects of the length frequency
Report./82/Sec
approach from Robson and Chapman. I know it was an early method to estimate
3.2.6/0
mortality used in the absence of direct age data. However I think the size groups used in
it need to have some rough basis/link to an age. At any rate based on the problems

The final EA will include updated conclusions based on extended data bases:
- 20 additional samples from 2012 were aged and included in the analysis to provide a
larger sample size to work with.
- NRSI removed the length frequency analysis and added a Length Weight Regression.

It could be beneficial to further distinguish juvenile from adult Lake Sturgeon foraging
behaviour and habitat preferences and determine the impacts to the different age classes based
on further research into literature.
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associated with small sample size and length at age variation I'm very unsure the results
are useful in accurately characterizing the upstream population. Due to size at age
variation (see the downstream data provided to you) albeit confounded in part by error in
the age estimate itself you need to be extremely cautious in the interpretation. I don't
think you can confidently make important conclusions on mean age of the population
growth year class strength or recruitment success. Even if I am incorrect in my
recollections and conclusions; the better methods employed now involve utilizing age
data directly. It would not be the approach I would use or support for making
comparisons over time and space. NB: A length-weight regression is an acceptable
approach for a simple evaluation of body condition and the collected data can be used
for this. Note that you conclude the upstream population is comparatively young this
contrasts with the 7.5yr mean age for walleye downstream. It's possible but why would
this be and what are if any the impact ramifications of this?
Please revise text accordingly to accurately reflect the data used, assumptions made and
the potential weaknesses of this approach. Also use caution when drawing conclusions
and choose text that does not state things in absolutes. Maps showing the areas in
question and the HEC RAS transects with sample measurement sizes would be helpful.
Rationale: I commend NRSI staff for attempting this at my request. However it is a
highly improvised ad hoc effort induced by habitat data gaps and the lack of a designed
approach to quantify habitat changes resultant from the proposed development. We
cannot be confident in the validity and accuracy of this approach at this point. Thus I
think interpreting the results as absolutes and making statements like 'habitat will remain
excellent' for example is premature. This is in many respects undiscovered and unproven
country. As you probably know there are several points of possible trouble...e.g.
Env. Char. Report.
approach uses comparatively few direct habitat measurements (thus limited in time and
2119
/133 -138/Sec 6.2.2.2
space), requires a significant amount of unvalidated extrapolation and relies heavily on
Tables 25, 26, 27/0
modelled values (Hendry pers.comm.) and may have been used at a scale where
prediction inaccuracy is high (Haxton et al 2008). Haxton, Findlay and Threader (2008)
demonstrated that although the Threader model does have some predictive capabilities
there is still a high degree of uncertainty with this model when used at the site scale.
They found interpolation model accuracy was poor for all variables except depth. The
fact that upstream foraging habitat is classed as excellent under the HSI yet our
preliminary population estimate suggests a small summer population supports this.
Further examination and discussion are required before we can determine whether or not
this is a meaningful approach. Any conclusions drawn from this atypical effort should be
viewed as tentative and will need to be validated through follow up monitoring. Haxton
et al. 2008. NAJFM 28:1373-1383

Changes to the wording of text have been made to clarify how conclusions were drawn.
NRSI has identified and reported the specific transect numbers used to calculate changes in
wetted width, depth and velocity wherever applicable. It may be that MNR did not correlate
Xeneca’s HEC RAS mapping with NRSI’s habitat mapping. This will be clarified in the final
EA. Aquatic Habitat maps have been provided in Appendix III of the Natural Environment
Characterization Report. All riffle habitats discussed have been identified by polygons.

I believe you have enough information in hand to generate more recent sturgeon biomass
and density estimates for both downstream and upstream. In an effort to provide
2118
adequate characterization please generate and report them. We now know Zeverly's is
not a barrier so please revise this statement in the text.

Env. Char.
Report./119/Sec
5.3.4 Lake
Sturgeon/0

Report has been revised to state that Zeverly’s is not a barrier.
Sturgeon population estimates have been included in the fish community characterization and
were calculated using MNR and NRSI mark-recaptured data.
Data collected to date suggests sturgeon passage may be occurring.

Env. Char.
Report./118/Sec

Noted
This has been updated to reflect current data on YOY Sturgeon. Referenced a pers. comm with

2117

Suggest you revise statements in this paragraph. YOY sturgeon have been captured in
the Moose River Basin. In addition there have been anecdotal and unconfirmed reports
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of bait harvesters catching YOY sturgeon in tributaries of the Frederickhouse River. It is 5.3.4 - Lake
fair to say the utilization of habitat by YOY sturgeon on this and other rivers is not well Sturgeon/0
understood. I won't comment on past studies but we found juveniles abundant at
Neeland's. In my experience mean age clearly decreases as you move downstream.

Chris Chenier (email correspondence).

Env. Char.
NRSI has added sample location identifiers that are represented by each group in the title of
Please add in site identifier codes to the Figure tiles. Rationale: Makes for easier location
Report./85-93/Sec
the figures.
2116 association. For example Figure 17. Average....Rapids. (ASB-XXX ASB-YYY ASB3.2.7 Benthic Invert.
ZZZ).
Comm./0
I recognize the importance riffle areas have wrt invert biodiversity and production. On
the other hand the most prevalent channel features are pools and runs. Both sturgeon and
walleye spend considerable amounts of time in the pools and runs and in the case of
2114
sturgeon presumably foraging. Thus I think it likely would have been helpful to sample
these areas and the tributaries in an effort to better understand their relative contributions
to fish production.

The overall plan is to assume sturgeon is present and modify flows to ROR during spawning
to enable mitigation. Minimum flow requirements have been discussed with MNR for
maintaining downstream fish habitat.

Env. Char.
Report./85-93/Sec
3.2.7 Benthic Invert.
Comm./0
See also, 2124.

Please denote the relative location in section titles. Be consistent in their use. Rationale:
Some sections already employ this but it doesn't seem to be consistently adhered to e.g.
Env. Char.
2121 6.2.3 UPSTREAM Operational Effects. For example 6.2.1.2 FOOTPRINT Aquatic
Report./0/0/0
Impacts 6.2.2.2 UPSTREAM Aquatic Impacts or alternatively 6.2.2.2 INUNDATION
AREA Aquatic Impacts etc.

This will be clarified in the final EA.

2131 Please correct the bibliography. It's missing some cited references.

Env. Char.
Report./0/0/0

There were no dragonfly or damselfly nymphs collected is this a sampling bias or a real
2115 absence? In Fiset (1998) on the Abitibi River below Otter Rapids they were
comparatively rare in the samples but present.

Env. Char.
Acknowledged
Report./85-93/Sec
3.2.7 Benthic Invert.
Comm./0

Please elaborate more on what specific invertebrate groups are likely to change and how.
Rationale: Invertebrates are fundamental to our understanding of aquatic ecosystem
productivity and health. They are important. This section is moving in the right direction
2122 when compared to the first draft but it needs to be expanded greatly. The literature holds
much information that could be used to provide greater insight into the biological,
ecological and distributional changes we might expect to see in invertebrates subjected
to hydro development operations.
Please elaborate on effects the anticipated changes in water conditions benthos forage
base etc will have on the fish community specific fish species or feeding guilds. Provide
literature support for your conclusions. Rationale: There is little description of changes
in upstream fish populations. Is everything expected to remain virtually the same wrt
growth, survival, diversity etc? Which fish species will be more vulnerable to the benthic
2123 community changes you describe above and what aspects of their biology and life
history are most likely to be affected? This is relevant to potential impacts to fisheries
e.g. changes in growth etc. That will be considered in preparation for LRIA permitting
and approvals. Currently this section relies heavily on 'a shift to Chironomids and that
certain fish may choose to use other habitats for foraging as the quality of their food
source declines'. Since the headpond will cover as much as 88% of the upstream reach

Env. Char.
Report./0/Sec 6.2.2.2
Upstream Aquatic
Effects/0

The reference list has been updated.

Noted and will do.
NRSI will provide more literature references to better support conclusions with respect to
changes expected to occur within the benthic invertebrate community.

Noted and will do.
The report can be updated to include impacts to the fish community as a result of the shift in
benthic invertebrate community. This would require further research into the foraging habitat
Env. Char.
and behaviour of all species currently present. NRSI will identify habitat that will remain postReport./0/Sec 6.2.2.2
construction for fish foraging in the headpond.
Upstream Aquatic
Effects/0

28

where else can they go? Knowing more about run and tributary production and the
changes it could undergo might shed light on this.
Please expand on the value of shallow vegetated (emergent and submergent) areas as
nursery habitat. Rationale: Areas of shallow submergent vegetation are comparatively
rare along the entire study area. They are more than just pike spawning areas, typically
they are also high value areas for YOY fish and invertebrates. Nursery habitat is a
Env. Char.
2124 critical habitat in much need of more attention in this document. In concurrence with the Report./147, 148/Sec
text here I believe a 1m fluctuation as proposed may have significant negative impacts
6.2.3.2/0
on these potential critical habitats. Perhaps a table showing the pre and post operation
change under several operating ranges 1m .75m .5m etc would help in exploring impacts
and mitigation?

NRSI has addressed the impacts to nursery and forage habitat in areas of emergent and
submergent aquatic vegetation based on the 1m water level fluctuation upstream. We have
looked at species habitat requirements and life histories to better understand which species will
be impacted and whether or not the impacts will be significant. There is also the potential for
the creation of more nursery and forage habitat in the headpond for some species. NRSI has
looked at impacts to VEC fish and to subsequent forage and baitfish species.
These impacts have also been included for downstream shallow vegetated areas.
- If fluctuation in headpond is changed, the impacts can be addressed accordingly.

Please elaborate on potential impacts to inverts and use the literature more extensively to
support your conclusions. Rationale: While the substrate may not change we know
variation in flows affects invert drift levels. This can result in as much as 14% of the
Env. Char.
standing invert biomass being lost per month. NB: This might explain in part why the
2125
Report./149, 150/Sec
downstream area has lower abundances and taxa richness. As currently proposed there is
6.2.4.2/0
pulsing of water for a significant portion of the year including Sept with a RR of 20
minutes. Thus I think there could very well be changes in the invert community of the
immediate downstream area of the dam not adequately reflected in the current draft.

This comment is referring to section 6.2.4.2 which is a discussion of impacts in the bypass
channel. It is clearly stated that there is very little change to the flow regime in the bypass
channel based on HEC RAS values pre and post construction. This would result in very little
impact to the benthic community. This section is also being provided with constant flow, and
the bypass is not supposed to experience pulsing.
NRSI will include more literature to support the conclusions made with respect to benthic
invertebrate community.
The ramping rate would be increased to 60min.

2126 Please provide the areas of each wetland.

Env. Char.
Report./151, 152/Sec Wetlands found downstream of the proposed dam can be viewed in Appendix 3: Aquatic Key
6.2.5.1 Terrestrial
Habitat Maps.
Impacts/0
Areas of downstream wetlands have been provided in the report in Section 6.2.5.1

Please revise impact to Wetland 2. Also text should reflect the overall impact to riparian
wetlands and their significant reduction. Rationale: You shouldn't factor in ephemeral
2127 things like beaver dams when considering permanent operational effects. If the
dam/beaver are not present the wetland will be affected. NB: 3 of 4 Downstream
wetlands will be markedly affected.

Env. Char.
Report./152/Sec
6.2.5.1 Terrestrial
Impacts/0

Please significantly revise this section. It should cover nursery habitat (NH) for all
species and or groups of species with similar NH requirements e.g. Catostomids as
possible. Nursery habitat is not strictly limited to tributaries. This section is very
important yet provides inadequate detail to derive sound conclusions from. Rationale: In
my view knowledge of nursery habitat is a significant info gap. Thus we can only
speculate on impacts to these critical habitats and whether population persistence is at
risk. What are the fish species that use the tributaries as confirmed nursery habitat? What
is the support for the unquantified contention that flushing YOY fish out of cover and
2128
into the main channel daily and on a permanent basis will have a low impact? Where is
the support that they can/will adapt behaviourally? One of the inherent functions of
nursery habitat is to provide stable and suitable conditions promoting growth and
survival during a more vulnerable stage in development. In its simplest terms nursery
habitat entails facilitating predator avoidance and minimizing unnecessary energy
expenditures that detract from physiological development. Daily flushing violates both
of these. Flushing YOY out of cover could very well result in lower growth and survival
rates over the long term. The sustainability of these rates we can at present only guess at.

Wetland 2 is a result of the presence of two beaver dams. If the beaver dams were no longer
present, the wetland would no longer exist.
NRSI would like clarification from MNR with respect to how this should then be addressed.
NRSI has revised text to address the overall impact to riparian wetlands.
Noted and will do.
NRSI has addressed impacts to nursery habitat both upstream and downstream for all species
present.

Env. Char.
Report./156/Sec
6.2.5.2 Nursery
habitat/0
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Suggest in addition to the table use graphic figure showing eating caution thresholds in
relation to mercury levels in each fish as per MNR figure provided to you. Provide 95%
This section has been updated to include a graphic figure of eating thresholds in relation to the
Env. Char.
2111 CI for the mean Hg concentration. Rationale: Provides fast and reader friendly visual
mercury in each fish.
Report./81/table 19/0
representation of sample relative to eating cautions. Can be accomplished using TL vs.
Hg.
2130

I think the slightly lower taxa richness and the larger proportion of Chironimids is a
reflection of the small number of samples.

Env. Char.
Report./161/Sec
6.2.5.2/0

Please change 'not significant' to 'significant' or provide rationale. Rationale: Similar to
the previous comments how are water level fluctuations that negatively/permanently
affect the hydrology and vegetation in 4 out of 6 riparian wetlands reversible and not
significant? The Table 6 statement that much more of this habitat is available locally is
Report/0/Table 7 not quite accurate. Riparian wetlands connected to this river within the study area are
2100
Creation of
rare. Other types of wetlands may be more common locally. Table 6 also states that it's
Headpond/0
only a small area affected...but it doesn't account for their potential as fish spawning and
nursery habitat which is currently poorly understood. If they are significant wrt the
fisheries the loss of these habitats would conflict with the maintenance of aquatic habitat
diversity objective in our Fisheries Management Objectives for this river.
Please expand the brief monitoring section. Include more detail on schedules effort
levels and possible methods evaluative criteria and reporting. Rationale: Monitoring
should account for commitments, validations of impact/effect predictions and
assumptions, mitigation effectiveness, info gaps among other elements I'm sure. Ensure
the ER and EC are consistent wrt monitoring. In my view additional characterization
work needs to be completed. In the absence of this, proposed post construction
monitoring may not be able to meet some of the objectives listed here. An adequate
characterization is required for comprehensive impact assessment and the development Env. Char.
2132 of effective post construction monitoring. Together these are necessary for sound
Report./178/Sec 6.4
fisheries management decision making in fulfilment of our LRIA obligations. Thus in
Table 29/0
my opinion MNR must be satisfied in the preconstruction characterization prior to LRIA
permitting and approval. It is also my view that much more post construction monitoring
details need to be provided in this document. In order to ensure adequate post
construction monitoring is in place prior to construction and that permitting and
approvals are not delayed it is my view a comprehensive monitoring framework should
be prepared as early as possible in the planning process. MNR must be comfortable with
the proposed monitoring plan prior to permitting and approval.
Please generate a section or summary on outstanding information gaps as per the OWA
EA. Rationale: Neither document has a summary of outstanding information gaps. Such Report and Env.
2133
a summary would be very helpful in responding to environmental characterization
Char. Report/0/0/0
deficiencies and developing the monitoring plan.
It is known that peaking operations keep fish more active thereby increasing their
energetic demands overall. The increased activity is mainly the result of fish seeking
Env. Char.
2129 appropriate refuges or having to conduct certain activities i.e. foraging under the variable
Report./0/0/0
flows or otherwise stressful conditions. Please expand on this effect in the text. Currently
it is only hinted at on pgs 159 160 of Sec 6.2.5.2. -Scruton et al 2003 Riv. Res. And

Noted.

Section 6.2.2.1 addresses the impacts to wetlands and riparian areas within the inundation
area.
The impacts associated with fluctuations in the headpond as they relate to fish habitat in
vegetated margins and wetlands have been addressed by NRSI in section 6.2.3.2.
This section has been updated to include impacts associated with fish nursery habitat.
This section has also been expanded to include other species that use submergent and
emergent vegetation as spawning, nursery and foraging habitat.
Table 7 in the ER will be updated accordingly.

NRSI has made suggestions for future monitoring but is more than happy to discuss with
MNR what they feel is required to fulfill their fisheries management objectives and to
establish concrete plans that included levels of effort and specific methods.
Post construction monitoring plan will be included in the final ER.

Noted and will do

The report currently addresses impacts to benthic invertebrate communities as a result of
peaking. This section can be expanded to include similar discussions with regards to fish.
Impacts associated with increased activity during peaking can be addressed based on literature.
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Appl. 19 :577-587 -Cunjak 1996 CJFAS 53(1) :267-282
It is the goal of the EA to identify potential negative effects and propose measures to avoid,
prevent or mitigate those effects to an acceptable level (i.e. not significant). The assessment of
environmental effects presented in the ER considers a worst case scenario with respect to
project impacts and will be revisited and revised prior to the issuance of the final ER based on
the comments of reviewers. That said, as the high dam option is both the preferred alternative
of the proponent and would result in higher inundation, larger construction footprints, larger
Please expand this section to include comparable details pertaining to the low head dam
operational effects, etc. it is considered as the worst case scenario for the purposes of the
option. Also please provide comparable details on other operational aspects e.g.
Report/116/Sec 5.1.3
2097
impact assessment. In the case that the lower dam option must be selected, construction and
narrower headpond operating ranges longer ramping rates. Rationale: As per preceding - Aquatic Habitat/0
operational effects will logically be less impactful than the already assessed high dam option
comments.
and would therefore also be acceptable. A cost/benefit-type analysis of all proposed
alternatives is not required in the ER.
The ramping rate would be increased to 60 min.
Please see answers to 2079 and 2076 on this topic.
As per Item 2081 please provide other variants or options for the headpond operating
range. The implications of a 1m headpond level fluctuation on ice formation also needs
Noted. Please see answers to 2079 and 2076 on this topic.
to be described in much greater detail Rationale: A 1m headpond operating range may
be problematic. A smaller range may be more effective at reducing erosion riparian and
Report/0/Table 6
wetland vegetation impacts maintaining spawning function/productivity riffle
2087
Water Levels and
biodiversity and ice issues. As mentioned previously on one other project operators
Flows - Headpond/0
preferred headpond fluctuations of less than 1m in order to avoid issues with ice cover in
the headpond. Limitations to the rates of change in headpond levels are not quantified so
it is difficult to ascertain their effectiveness. The proposed 20min ramping rate
downstream is unacceptably fast.

Where relevant please identify and provide details on how/where/when levels flows and
water temps will be measured. Rationale: No details on this are provided yet references
2088
Report/0/0/0
to temperature operational triggers and compliance fluctuation ranges among other items
are made for various locations along the river.

We will provide additional detail. It is noted that changes in river temperature are not expected
because the depth of the headpond is not sufficient to result in temperature stratification and
because the total flow volume is passed down the river every day. The only temperature factor
is the additional surface area created by the headpond. This additional surface area is
insignificant in relation the existing open water area upstream of the project area. As such,
there is no basis for expecting higher temperatures.
Consequently, the purpose of the temperature monitoring will be to confirm and validate the
assessment that no change is expected. The amount of data required to establish this
verification is limited.
Xeneca will outline a scope for temperature monitoring.

Please expand on how the daily water level fluctuation +10cm from the daily average
would be determined and implemented. How exactly and from what data would the daily
2089 average be calculated? Also if possible provide examples of this approach that are being
employed elsewhere. Please provide other variants for this mitigation as per Item 2081.
Rationale: It is not clear to me from the ER text how the 10cm variation from a daily

Report/0/Table 6
Water levels and
Flows Downstream/0

Xeneca is proposing to ongoing monitor water levels upstream of Neeland’s during operation.
We have further committed to confirm the hydraulic model predictions. This will be done by
conducting an operating test with and without daily operation. This test will verify how
accurate the hydraulic model predictions are with respect to daily fluctuation. Ongoing
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average actually works and thus whether it would result in the adequate protection of the
aquatic habitat. Also what are the implications if any to the proposed operational modes
and critical flow values? Or in other words do the values already identified as proposed
flows levels and rates change at all with the proposed + 10cm daily average limit at
24km?

Please reword resolution/result sections to more accurately reflect the reality of
aesthetics impacts. Rationale: Some aesthetic impacts associated with construction and
2090 facility operation will not be short in duration they will be permanent. For example the
site currently used by campers at Wanatango proper would be under metres of water and
not the picturesque cascade it is now.

Please provide equal information wrt to the low dam option impacts and benefits etc.
Rationale: As per earlier comments on patent land agreements. The benefits of the low
2091
head dam vs. the costs/impacts must be properly described for evaluation by the public
and RAs.

compliance monitoring will then be carried out to ensure that the range of daily fluctuation is
within the range agreed to (i.e. +/- 0.1 meters). We believe this approach to be reasonable and
highly defensible.

Report/0/Table 6
Comm. Char. and
Aesth. Image of
Surr. Area. and Sec
5.1.17/0

ER/0/Sec 5.1.1
Inundation/0

Please clarify the first sentence on page 113. Rationale: The sentence that states 'the
2012 HEC-RAS results determined that the variable flow reach or DZOI would extend
to at least the crest of Neeland's Rapids' is confusing and possibly not accurate. It was
my understanding the HEC-RAS model did not determine this. More accurately it was
the modeller’s decision to end the zone at this point due to questionable or absent input
Report/113/Sec 5.1.1
2092 data quality for further downstream and his subsequent lack of confidence in the output.
and Sec 5.1.2/0
The actual DZOI or variable flow reach very likely goes beyond the crest of Neeland's
and this should be reflected in the text. The use of the phrase 'extend to at least' may be
too ambiguous. It is also my understanding that until we fully understand the proposed
10cm downstream fluctuation limit and its effects we have yet to formally accept this as
the limit of the DZOI.

Xeneca recognizes the aesthetic value of the falls, and, while the number of site visits to view
this natural feature cannot be confirmed. It is assumed some people do visit the area for the
view. Xeneca proposes mitigation that includes a fishway that could potentially attract visitors.
Xeneca is also willing to discuss development of amenities such as boat launches, picnic/ rest
areas and interpretive signage that may also attract visitors to the area. Xeneca is prepared to
conduct a user survey pre construction to determine the nature of recreational uses in the
project area and to accept input on means and ways to protect, enhance or add new
recreational attributes.
It is the goal of the EA to identify potential negative effects and propose measures to avoid,
prevent or mitigate those effects to an acceptable level (i.e. not significant). The assessment of
environmental effects presented in the ER considers a worst case scenario with respect to
project impacts and will be revisited and revised prior to the issuance of the final ER based on
the comments of reviewers. That said, as the high dam option is both the preferred alternative
of the proponent and would result in higher inundation, larger construction footprints, larger
operational effects, etc. it is considered as the worst case scenario for the purposes of the
impact assessment. In the case that the lower dam option must be selected, construction and
operational effects will logically be less impactful than the already assessed high dam option
and would therefore also be acceptable. A cost/benefit-type analysis of all proposed
alternatives is not required in the ER.

We concur that this text requires clarification. The end of the DS ZOI was “chosen” as the end
point of the DS ZOI. In part this decision was based on agency comments in 2011 that
identified Neeland’s as an area of special interest to the agencies. At this location, Xeneca
commits to not exceed a compliance limit at any time. However, Xeneca has done HEC-RAS
modeling to confirm that it can meet the proposed compliance limit at that point.
The hydraulic model clearly shows that the effect of daily operation attenuates as we move
further and further downstream. This effect results from an ever increasing volume of river
water absorbing the daily variations. Hence it can be said with some certainty that the amount
of flow variability will continue to decrease (and certainly not increase) as we move beyond
the end point of the DS ZOI. With this in mind, we believe we can jointly arrive at a
compliance value at the end of the DS ZOI that is deemed acceptable and defensible.
We know that the Frederick House River has significant average depth and experiences
significant fluctuations in flows and levels under existing conditions. In this context, a daily
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fluctuation of +/-0.1 meter would appear to be a reasonable compliance number. Especially if
it is understood that this value will continue to attenuate with distance and eventually
disappear in the background fluctuations.
Xeneca has presented a study (CPL 2012) that shows the range of fluctuations that occur under
existing conditions. The study provides further context on existing fluctuation ranges. Xeneca
has proposed to use this study as a defensible rationale for the proposed compliance limit of
+/- 0.1 meters) at the end point.
Xeneca would like to review the information presented with agency staff and see if consensus
can be found on the acceptable level of daily fluctuation for the end point of the DS ZOI and
beyond, whereas further study is not deemed required beyond that point
Please elaborate on how proposed operations actually result in less variable water levels
and how they can potentially improve the aquatic habitat. Provide literature support.
We will ask our engineering consultants to review this item with the EA team and ensure that
Rationale: We need to better understand the functional differences i.e. effects between
Report/114/Sec 5.1.2 the text properly reflects the facts. It appears that there are errors in this section.
2093
the existing variation ( relatively infrequent flow manipulations that can be large in
Flow Effects/0
magnitude ) and the proposed variation ( periods of same variation under RoR but now
with periods of daily fluctuations small to moderate in magnitude ).
Please quantify the anticipated changes to the fastwater features identified at the end of
this section. Also please characterize any impairment of function or change in
2094
productivity. Rationale: To simply say ' impacts are not as significant' is not enough
insight for readers to independently gauge the significance.

Please see Section 6.2.2.2, Table 27 of the NRSI report. NRSI had already quantified these
Report/115/Sec 5.1.2 fast water features pre and post construction based on the HEC-RAS model and characterized
Flow Effects/0
any impairment to them. The two features in question are at the upper limits of inundation and
will continue to function in a similar manner to pre construction conditions.

The QEA values are roughly based on the minimum flow that is released from Frederick House
Dam. The dam releases the minimum flows for extended periods (up to several weeks).
Xeneca would release all daily volume within every day. Hence Xeneca would only rely on
Please reword to be accurate. Be consistent across all documents. Rationale: Qea
the minimum flow for several hours (not weeks) and ensure that the total daily volume
statements conflict. ER states Qea are based on flows when FHLD is closed...this is
commitment is met at all times. Hydraulic studies show that the downstream river sections
more accurate than text in OP. In the OP it is described as 'the minimum flow required to Operational
2102 protect the environment'. This statement is highly questionable since no science based
Plan/5/Modified Run consist of relatively deep (>1.5 meter) channels with extensive slow sections. Due to this
analysis has been conducted/provided to support it as such. Thus it should be
of River ( RoR )/0
feature, the provision of minimum flow for part of the day will not lead to dewatering of the
acknowledged that it may or may not be adequate to protect the aquatic environment
downstream channel. However, flow and level fluctuations will result. These fluctuations have
over the long term.
been simulated in a predictive model. Xeneca understands that MNR is concerned about the
selection of an appropriate QEA and would like to discuss this matter. We look forward to
finalizing this discussion with MNR at the earliest possible convenience.
Was the existing sediment transport regime evaluated and characterized? How will this
2096 change with the creation of a headpond and what environmental impacts will these
changes generate?

Xeneca conducted additional work on this topic and will share the results with MNR prior to
Report/115/Sec 5.1.2
issuing the final report.
Erosion/0

Unless I missed it there is virtually no downstream fish population characterization. This
needs to be rectified. Why no use or analyses of MNR 2009 RIN data for downstream
Env. Char.
2110 reach? The data was shared with this intent. This document is to inform a broad audience
Report./0/0/0
not just MNR. Within the downstream reach you have the ability to generate basic
descriptive statistics for several species CPUEs serviceable age distributions growth

NRSI did not complete RIN sampling downstream of the dam location. A summary of all fish
captured both upstream and downstream has been included in section 3.2.2. NRSI has
updated the report to include MNR 2009 RIN data into the analysis.
Basic descriptive statistics for all species caught during RIN sampling have been calculated
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regressions and contaminants relationships etc.

and included in the report using NRSI and MNR RIN data.

Please change 'not significant' to 'significant' or provide rationale. Rationale: I'm at a loss
to understand how it can be stated that while there is a high probability for fish injury or
Report/0/Table 7
mortality to occur and we currently have no idea of the nature or magnitudes for either
2098
Fish Injury and
that it is 'not significant'. Unaddressed rates of facility induced mortality could be
Mortality/0
problematic from a population persistence point of view over the long term. Moreover
the rectification of the issue may be very costly or even impossible.

The discussion and rational supporting impact assessment and the assessment of significance
will be updated for final ER.

Please change 'not significant' to 'significant' or provide rationale. Rationale: Similar to
the previous comment how is the creation of a headpond that affects roughly 88% of the Report/0/Table 7 2099 upstream reach reversible and not significant? The statement of reversibility here
Creation of
conflicts with another statement made on pg 147 of the EC...which maintains correctly Headpond/0
that inundation is permanent and irreversible.

Reversibility is incorrectly listed as reversible, should be irreversible.

Acknowledged. Impact assessment will be revised based on discussions with regulators as part
of the draft review.
Xeneca concurs that the proposed modification of ROR flows will result in further alteration
Please reword this section or provide much more literature support for the position that
to the existing flow conditions beyond those induced by FHLD. However, we believe the
this facility will result in a net positive effect over the current situation. Rationale:
additional modification is moderate for the following reasons:
Similar to #2092 I fail to see how this project will result in positive effects wrt flows and
levels. While it is true the FLHD does generate periods of nearly no flow with abrupt
- Each day, the total volume of water passing under existing conditions will pass
changes in flow so would this facility. The positive effect of keeping the upstream
downstream.
channel wetted must be viewed in context with changes associated in the transformation
Report/137/Sec 7.2
Daily modification of flow resulting from shifting part of the flow from night to day is
from a lotic to lentic system...apples to oranges in terms of many aquatic values. Small
2101
Flow and Inundation
areas will indeed be wetter than under the current flow regime but they will also change
not sufficient to cause lentic conditions (as demonstrated by hydraulic modeling).
Effects/0
in some profound ways. Moreover compensation and its effectiveness is still outstanding
- Thermal, sediment and nutrient conditions are changed due to daily operation.
with replacement success highly uncertain. And finally the provision of minimum
- There is no evidence that benthic conditions would change given the limited impact on
ecological flows is based on the presumption that these flows will be passed or leaked
river conditions and the apparent adaptation to large flow variation that already exists
from the FHLD...no new water is being created by this facility. Thus in my view you
in the river.
have not adequately and clearly demonstrated that the proposed daily fluctuations in
- The degree of flow alteration affects a limited stretch of river (ie. the DS ZOI), while
flows and levels will have a net positive effect over existing less frequent manipulations.
FHLD affects the much larger distances and operating timeframes.
None-the-less, we concur that editing of this section of the report is required before release of
the final EA.
Please expand on this list. Rationale: Water level fluctuations can also cause effects on
benthos e.g. desiccation and freezing and ice issues other than scouring e.g.
jamming/flooding? Daily water fluctuations also may have negative effects on fish
2103
independent of spawning e.g. Low flows attracting fish close to tail race during night;
then subjecting them to quickly and markedly increased flows increasing activity levels
as they are forced to move into suitable refugia under daily changing flows.

Operational
Plan/7/Sec 3.2/0

Hydraulic modeling was carried out to better understand the changes to wetted perimeter as it
relates to desiccation. The model results clearly show the change to wetted perimeter is
limited. Existing conditions show that flows fluctuate widely in this system and that the
proposed daily operation is not greater than the range of fluctuation that occurs due to
operation of FHLD.
With respect to fish impacts from flow changes, these are recognized in the EA. To this end,
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Xeneca has proposed to mitigate this impact by limiting the range of flow variation from night
to day. The typical operating scenario graphs presented in the supporting docs (Op Plan) speak
to this topic.
It should be noted that periods of special concern (eg. Spawning), Xeneca has proposed to
restrict operations. As well, no operation is planned under certain flow conditions (extreme
high and low). Much of the time, the facility will vary flow from day to night but in a very
limited manner (as shown in the operating scenario graphs) that is not likely to impact fish
attraction or refuge. Only under intermittent operation are there significant changes in flows
that could impact fish attraction and refuge.
Xeneca believes it has done a good job of considering these issues in the operating plan.
However, we would welcome further discussion to seek consensus on possible mitigation
options.

2104

Please correct the tables and any associated flow calculations to reflect the June 30th
spring period end date.

Operational
Plan/12/Tables 1,
2,3/0

Please correct Winter Qea to 5 cms. Correct Summer Fall Winter Qcomp to 1.7 cms.
Operational
Change 'no int. op' to 'Run of River'. Be consistent throughout all documents. Rationale:
2105
Plan/22/Sec 7.2
Further discussion and agreement on min flows headpond operating range downstream
Table 5/0
variation compliance range and ramping rates are probably required.

Please note that the request to change operating restrictions on spawning was fully
incorporated in the Op plan (second version as distributed with the EA). As we outlined, there
would be little value in changing the seasons, as this would require extensive changes without
changing the EA commitment or mitigation in any way. We would like to discuss if MNR
truly requires this change or if the intent was met with the changes already made.
We will update the documentation after consensus on flows and levels has been reached with
the agencies.

Please provide the rationale for 4C, for “whichever comes first”.
Please change commencement of spring spawning period to 4C or April 16th whichever
comes first. Rationale: This will better address the uncertainty around the potential for
Xeneca is committed to make all reasonable efforts to mitigate potential environmental effects.
Operational
2106 disturbance to fish staging prior to spawning moreover also addresses the variation and
Plan/0/Appendix 2/0 However, water resources are extremely valuable to the Province and an important natural
uncertainty of temperature spawning temperatures in this river. The intention for further
resource for electricity production. We want to ensure that the water that is provided for
refinement is acknowledged.
environmental mitigation does indeed serve that end.
We would like to discuss the absolute need for this request. Walleye eggs are laid at flows
much greater than 64 cms. Hence we question why they would be impacted by such flows
from operation. Further, the range of flows proposed for this function is well within the range
of flows that occur at this time of year.

Please change operations in Appendix 2 to RoR only. Rationale: Our understanding of
spawning productivity in relation to flows on this river is very poor. Variable flows up to
Operational
2107 64 cms or those associated with 'modified RoR' may not correspond with successful
Plan/0/Appendix 2/0
spawning or sustainable survival rates in eggs and larvae. Moreover text elsewhere
Xeneca is committed to make all reasonable efforts to mitigate potential environmental effects.
reflects 'true RoR' mode during spring period.
However, water resources are extremely valuable to the Province and an important natural
resource for electricity production. We want to ensure that the water that is provided for
environmental mitigation does indeed serve that end.
Please remove reference to 20cm water fluctuation limit. Rationale: Given we don't
2108 know where they spawn how can we gauge the effectiveness of this. In addition if RoR
only during the spring period no flow manipulations or pulsing to occur from this

Operational
We would like to discuss the issue with MNR. Based on the collection of comments, MNR is
Plan/0/Appendix 2 - trying to avoid any and all daily operation of the proposed project. We would like to have
Sturgeon/0
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facility. Also loses relevance downstream at Neeland's if 10cm downstream fluctuation
limit accepted.

discussion with MNR on what is a reasonable compromise.
Xeneca is committed to make all reasonable efforts to mitigate potential environmental effects.
However, water resources are extremely valuable to the Province and an important natural
resource for electricity production. We want to ensure that the water that is provided for
environmental mitigation does indeed serve that end.

Please recalculate CPUE in fish/net*hrs and add 95% CI to the CPUE table. Rationale:
2109
Consistent with other local RIN reporting.

Env. Char.
CPUE has been recalculated and a 95% CI has been included.
Report./68/Tables 13
and 14/0

Was the erosion modelling ground truthed? If so please describe it. If not describe how
will you detect changes in erosion at the 1yr point attributable to your operations?
Report/115/Sec
2095 Rationale: There is already active erosion at two points on the river. The desktop
5.1.2/0
modelling did not appear to identify these areas as high risk. One is upstream of the site
the other downstream and just outside of the erosion modelling extent.

We appreciate this comment and have followed up with a field study. We have commissioned
a professional geomorphologic firm (Parish Geomorphologic) to further assess this matter. We
will share the results with agencies in the near future when the report is available

Env. Char.
Report./144/Sec
6.2.2.2 /0

The habitat below FHLD was visually observed and characterized. The conclusion that it
represents excellent habitat for Sturgeon spawning is based on applying the known
characteristics of the habitat to the Lake Sturgeon HSI model. The report has been updated to
clearly state this.

2052 Need to be consistent with the word power line and transmission line.

Report /General

Given the number of consultants working on the project and the timeframes over which
reports have been produced perfect consistency is likely not possible. A clarifying statement
will be added to clarify that all references to transmission/connection/power lines refer to the
same element of project infrastructure.

2051 Need to add the word system. It is the Abitibi River System Water Management Plan.

Report /63/3.6.5/6

Acknowledged

2134

How were you able to classify the habitat just below FHLD as excellent for sturgeon
spawning but were not able to conduct spawning assessments?

Need to consult with potential affected and interested persons and provide record of
This is acknowledged will be required by permits and approvals and may delay some of those
consultations and agreements prior to any permitting and approvals. E.g. need to consult Report/General/Appe processes under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act.
2050
with affected private land owners, mining claim holders, MNR for use of Zeverly's
ndix D/
bridge, snowmobile clubs for use of roads.
2049

Need to provide us with a signed consent to the disposition of surface rights form
pursuant to Section 51 of the Mining Act from mining claim holders.

General

There is not enough information in the proposed project description to identify the
potential environmental effects of proposed roads trails water crossings new / upgrades
signs canoe route boat launches parking fencing gates barriers dock clearing for a
2046
Report/39/3/
boat/barge area warning devices picnic shelters construction camp. Also need to identify
location of all proposed work. Prior to permitting we will require further EA coverage
and First Nation consultation.
2053

Under Regulatory Approvals and Permits add Scientific Collection Permit to Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act

Report/141/9/

The project will have a negative impact on the aesthetic value of the falls the people that
2047 camp along the road near the Zeverly's bridge the user of the site for hunting and fishing Report/Table 6/
camping picnics tourism and recreational use for viewing the falls. Explain how the

This is not required prior to completion of the EA but will be required under LRIA
The potential effects of the roads are covered by KBM and Dowling in their recent work in
this area. The pd was prepared at the onset of the project in 2010. The latest information is in
the EA not in the PD.

Acknowledged, thank you.
Xeneca recognizes the aesthetic value of the falls, and, while the number of site visits to view
this natural feature cannot be confirmed. It is assumed some people do visit the area for the
view. Xeneca proposes mitigation that includes a fishway that could potentially attract visitors.
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negative impacts will be mitigated.

Xeneca is also willing to discuss development of amenities such as boat launches, picnic/ rest
areas and interpretive signage that may also attract visitors to the area. Xeneca is prepared to
conduct a user survey pre construction to determine the nature of recreational uses in the
project area and to accept input on means and ways to protect, enhance or add new
recreational attributes.

As stated in the Construction Details comments I encourage the proponent to
Xeneca has identified the availability of aggregate from commercial sources in the area.
contemplate its aggregate need so that the level EA requirements can be decided. If the
source of material is to come from the local industry then this will lower the need for
The amount and source of the aggregate required will be determined in Plans and Specs
permitting a source. If the proponent wishes to have its own source of material then
2045 permitting will be required and we must ensure adequate EA coverage is achieved. The Report /32/50/3.5.2/0
current information in the ER does not give MNR coverage to issue an aggregate permit.
It is missing a great deal of environmental location and impact assessment needs. I
would like to make the proponent aware that the permitting process can average six
months or longer depending on the issues.
Throughout this section it speaks to the need of the use of aggregate materials. In other
sections of the document and this Draft ER it looks like it hasn't been decided whether or
not the aggregate material will be excavated or contracted out to authorized sites. In this
part of the binder although not expressly stated speaks to large quantities of aggregate
2044
material need. Please note the application and approval process can take up to 6 months
to complete and sometimes a few years if issues arise. I recommend that the proponent
contemplates its aggregates consumption and decides if it will use the permitting route or
commercial.

See above.
Annex IIC
Construction
Management
Plan/0/0/0

Permitting requirement will be added to list of permits and approvals
In reading the list of permits and approvals the Aggregate Resources Act was not listed.
Please note to operate a pit or quarry other then private property an aggregate permit is
2043
required. In viewing the mapping in Appendix A I cannot locate where the 'authorized
aggregate sites' are. Please submit a better location map.

Appendix A
Waterway
Designation & Site
Desc/0/0/0

KBM can prepare a more detailed map as required. Input may be required from MNR
Aggregate Tech.

'Xeneca suggests that the Operating Plan be accepted based on the Class EA process.
Additional issues raised by the Ministry of Natural Resources and stakeholders identified
in the Abitibi River System WMP will be addressed as part of a comprehensive review
2135 related to regulatory approvals that will be required subsequent to the EA but prior to
Report/64/3.6.5/5
construction.' The intent of this section is unclear. Who is Xeneca suggesting should
accept the operating plan based on the EA process and acceptance for what purpose?
What future comprehensive reviews are being referred to? Please clarify.

The text will be clarified.
The OP is provided as part of the EA documentation. The word “accepted’ is removed.

There is mention of a fishway but there are no details on where it will be located how it
2136 will be operated i.e. will the minimum flow be passed down the fishway or will it be
separate flow.

Xeneca has initiated further meetings and discussion with agencies on fish passage.
Report/General

2137 How will the minimum flow be handled – low level orifice, gate, over weir etc.

Report/ General

It is acknowledged that the waters are turbid due to the fine suspended clay particles but
2138 there is no discussion or details on the possibility of sediment build up upstream of the Report/ General
dam during non-operational low water periods and how it will be dealt with.

Minimum flow will be passed through the fish way. Any excess will be passed over the weir.
We appreciate this comment and have followed up with a field study. We have commissioned
a professional geomorphologic firm (Parish Geomorphologic) to further assess this matter. We
will share the results with agencies in the near future when the report is available.
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We note that dispersed clay is retained in suspension for extended periods (longer than daily
operation). Hence the headpond will not retain significant amounts of dispersed clay.
The hydraulic modeling studies show that that flow hydraulics during floods (with Obermeyer
down) are such that most silt material will be transported over the weir with only limited
potential for accumulation in the 0.2 km section immediately upstream of the facility.
A headpond extent map was prepared by our consultant. We will see where/how it can be
incorporated in the EA.

2139

The head pond is anticipated to fluctuate 1 metre daily but there is no indication on the
aerial extent this will equate to.

Report/ General

It should be noted that only the first 0.8 km of the headpond is outside the river channel. The
reach from 0.8 km to 8.4 km is contained within the existing channel, as shown on figure 4 in
the Operating Plan. As shown in the HEC-RAS report, the lines for the existing channel
extent, the LTAF pre-project, LTAF-post project and the 1 meter drawdown line essentially lie
on top of each other except at the most detailed map resolution.
We would be please to show the information to MNR on a GIS system where it can best be
visualized that there is very little change in aerial extent due to daily operation.

There needs to more discussion on dealing with the flows or lack thereof from Frederick
House dam and impacts and operational constraints this may cause on Wanatango
operations. There should be clear indications on how long the facility is likely to operate
on a daily basis throughout the year based on the historical record of normal or typical
2140
Report/ General
operations and flows from Frederick House dam. If the flows from Frederick House dam
during low water periods are from leakage then there is a real concern as leakage can be
stopped or repaired at any time and this will have a significant impact on operations and
viability of the Wanatango dam. This aspect should be discussed in detail.

We would welcome this discussion.

The head pond is anticipated to be within 450 m of the Frederick House tailrace. There
needs to be discussion and documentation that the head pond of Wanatango will not
2141
Report/ General
impact upstream property owned by others for all flows up to and including to the Inflow
Design Flood (IDF).

This will either be the case or consent will be required from the landowners.

There should be discussion of potential from icing including frazil ice and ice dam
formations due in part to the sporadic operations throughout the day and night. There
2142
may be other concerns with regards to icing but without knowing the details on where
and how the base flow will be dealt with I cannot comment as of yet.

2144

Please note that the MNR also considers cumulative effects as part of its review and
decision making process for permits and approvals.

Frazil ice is an operations concern for waterpower facilities, but we are not aware of a
situation where frazil ice has caused significant environmental impact. Indeed we cannot
envision how this would occur. We would welcome further details of this concern.
Report/ General

Report/135/7.1/1

With respect to ice dam formation, such conditions can occur naturally, especially during
spring freshet, and as part of operation. However, during normal winter operation, ice would
remain in the headpond upstream of the dam. We would welcome further discussion of this
concern and ways in which we can address it.
Acknowledged
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2143 Please change name of Island Falls dam operator from Bow River to H2O Power LP.

Report/136/7.1/2

WMP cont. Xeneca has included a draft operating plan and proposed water management
plan in its draft ER submission. This is recommended to help meet the intent of water
management planning through the EA. As described above and in the detailed comments
efforts are ongoing between Xeneca and the MNR to come to a consensus on a dam
operating strategy that is in line with the purposes of the LRIA and other applicable
2155 legislation. It can be expected that the operating plan as proposed will be modified upon Report & Annex 1
further discussion with agencies. For efficient consultation through the EA we
recommend that Xeneca first come to a consensus with agencies on options for an
operating strategy that are feasible with respect to the associated legislation then
communicate these options in your next stage of external consultation. As plans change
additional consultation may be required to meet the intent of WMPing.

Acknowledged
We confirm that it is Xeneca’s intent to come to a consensus with MNR on flows and levels as
suggested. We would also like to make you aware that Xeneca has taken numerous steps
during the EA process to engage with stakeholder regarding the operating plan and water
management planning. Xeneca has made a presentation to the Abitibi WMP Standing
Advisory Committee. Posters on WMP and operation were presented at the PIC. WMP has
been mentioned in PIC notices. The WMP process is clearly discussed in the EA and the
operating plan documentation. We are further prepared to conduct additional PICs for WMP
after the EA is completed and as may be specifically directed by MNR.
Xeneca would welcome discussion with agencies that would lead to consensus on flows,
levels and the WMP.

WMP. To meet the intent of water management planning through the EA it is expected
that the public and Aboriginal communities will be provided with sufficient opportunity
to participate in the planning for the operations of the facility. Full transparency should
be provided on the boundary and existing conditions within the anticipated ZOI the
degree to which the system is proposed to be altered (specifics on flows and levels
management) any identified potential effects proposed impact management strategies
and associated post-construction monitoring. This will enable potentially affected
2154
Report & Annex 1
individuals to recognize and communicate concerns throughout the planning process.
Early in the process interested parties should have the opportunity to identify existing
values and uses within the anticipated zone of influence. Final water management plan
objectives should be informed in part through agency public and Aboriginal
consultation. It is expected that all public and Aboriginal input will be documented as
well as how the input was addressed and incorporated into the final proposed option(s)
to support the LRIA decision making process.

The public and aboriginal communities have been duly informed of the WMP process through
Public meetings, correspondence, web site presence and in meetings and presentations,
including those made the to the Abitibi Water Management Planning Advisory Committee on
Oct 24, 2012. Similarly, there has been full transparency on existing conditions and
boundaries of the ZOI. Xeneca acknowledges that continued public consultation and
opportunity to identify existing values and uses.

As described above and in the detailed comments efforts are ongoing between Xeneca
and the MNR to come to a consensus on a dam operating strategy that is in line with the
purposes of the LRIA and other applicable legislation. I suggest we have a meeting with
2153
Report & Annex 1
NER REC engineers and compliance officer to review and finalize terminology and
format used for presenting operations in draft WMP for all sites. Detailed technical
review on terminology and format is not complete.

Please see response to 2155.

Xeneca has defined the downstream ZOI as a point 24 km downstream the crest of
Neelands Rapids where daily water fluctuation due to operation will not exceed a
magnitude of +/- 10 cm of the daily average. It remains unclear to the MNR whether the
effect of the proposed dam operations will be detectable beyond this point and if there
are any impacts associated with operation-induced water level fluctuations beyond this
2152 point. // As described in a letter from MNR’s response to Xeneca’s proposed approach to Report/General
the downstream ZOI (dated June 19 2012) the ZOI extends to where the alterations in
physical chemical and biological processes are not discernable from variability in the
reference state (e.g. natural or pre-existing variability). The total ZOI includes the
upstream and downstream boundaries of hydrologic influence as well as areas outside of
the hydrologic boundary that could be impacted by changes to the thermal water quality

Extensive discussion has been going on with MNR and MOE as to how to define the end of
the downstream ZOI. Similar to an effluent discharge by a municipality, daily operation
effects attenuate gradually with distance. To this end, Xeneca has presented extensive
hydraulic modeling studies. These demonstrate that at 24 km, the daily fluctuation will be not
more than +/- 10 centimeters (+/- 4 inches). Given the river depth, this amount of fluctuation is
not expected to be significant. We look forward to finalizing this discussion with MNR at the
earliest possible convenience.
It is known that the water levels on this river change erratically by 1 meter when the FDLD is
operated. We also know that this river flows at very low minimum flows for extended periods
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and sediment regimes and biological impacts such as barriers to fish migration. // MNR
looks forward to continuing these discussions to come to consensus on ZOI with Xeneca
and other agencies. MNR has udnertaken technical review of recent water level
fluctuation assessment report to assist with this.

of time. In this context, we believe that a daily fluctuation of +/- 0.1 meter is not
environmentally significant.
With respect to Neeland’s we know that the water depth is significantly more than the
proposed daily fluctuation. We also know from the hydraulic modeling that Neeland’s
experiences lower water levels for extended periods than those that would occur as a result of
daily operation. To this end we are highly confident that we will not cause significant adverse
effect compared to existing conditions.
Xeneca appreciates the importance of Neeland’s and would like to discuss this matter with the
agencies to find consensus.

Through various sections of the ER and supporting documentation Xeneca identified the
need to prepare a water management plan in accordance with Section 23.1 of the LRIA.
This comment is provided for general awareness. Recent amendments to the LRIA may
result in changes to the way that LRIA approvals are sequenced and coordinated in the
future. The MNR is currently contemplating new policy to support planning for the
Annex 1 and ER
2151
operations and maintenance of dams and to design a process that is better suited for new general
facilities. Xeneca may choose to acknowledge this somewhere in the ER and DOP. In
the interim it is expected that proponents can meet the intent of water management
planning through the preparation of their ER and MNR’s subsequent review and
approval of the project under the LRIA.

Please see response to 2155.

Section 3.6.5 states that 'Xeneca suggests that the Operating Plan be accepted based on
the Class EA process. We offer the following comments: In addition to the LRIA PLA
and ESA feasible options for an operation strategy will need to consider the Ontario
Water Resources Act (MOE) Fisheries Act (DFO) Navigable Waters Protection Act
(TC) and any other applicable legisation. Efforts are ongoing between Xeneca MNR and
associated agencies to come to consensus on a dam operation strategy that is in
2150 accordance with all applicable legislation. To meet the intent of water management
Report/64/3.6.5/
planning through the EA it is expected that the public and Aboriginal communities will
be provided with sufficient opportunity to participate in the planning for the operations
of the facility. For efficient consultation through the EA we recommend that Xeneca first
come to a consensus with agencies on options for an operating strategy that are feasible
with respect to the associated legislation then communicate these options in your next
stage of external consultation. As plans change additional consultation may be required.

Comments acknowledged. Xeneca will continue efforts to arrive at consensus with MNR or
core issues including elements of the Operating Plan. Similarly, consultation with aboriginal
groups will be ongoing, but it must be noted that, for the purposes of the EA, Xeneca has met
the requirements of the OWA Waterpower Class EA. Outreach to Aboriginal communities has
been extensive and project information and effects have been clearly presented. The
opportunity for comments and input into the projects has been provided.

Transmission lines. Please note that because transmission lines are shown and discussed
throughout ER and supporting documentation some comments received from agency
reviewers and/or the public may be framed in the context or assumption that
transmission lines are part of the project being assessed. The clarification on page 43
2149 does help reviewers to understand purpose of including lines while not assessing them
Report/46/3.4.1/
but it might not be caught by everyone including the public. We suggest you consult
with the MOE about the best approach to including project components in PICs and ERs
that are not being assessed through the waterpower EA process. Please note that any
comments from the public on the transmission lines received through this ER should be

Consultation with MOE has occurred and Xeneca will include more robust notification that
reference to transmission lines for informational only and that further information will be
made available to the public as well as opportunity for input during permitting and approvals.

Please clarify if MNR will retro-actively apply the regulatory changes to Xeneca.
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made available to the MNR when transmission-related permits and approvals are applied
for. This will help inform the screening and categorization of the transmission project.
The concern is that the public may think they have communicated concerns with
transmission line through the waterpower EA process and not bring concerns forward
again should consultation be triggered under MNR's process. // The purpose of the
public notice in MNR's alternate decision-making framework is to inform the public and
local stakeholders that MNR is considering a disposition that may have an
environmental effect. Information currently being provided to the public through PICs
and waterpower ERs on proposed transmission corridor boundaries is being provided in
advance of Xeneca collecting the information required to complete an effects
assessment. For projects that screen out to having moderate to high net environmental
effects MNR will likely determine that additional consultation is required to support the
decision-making process despite what information on proposed boundaries has already
been provided through waterpower ER.
The same degree of information and assessment was provided for road access as was
provided for transmission corridors. It is MNR’s understanding that access roads are
2148 considered part of the waterpower project and therefore should be fully scoped into
waterpower ER including assessment. Either way assessment will be required prior to
issuance of any MNR permits or approvals for road access

Agreed.
Report/Table 6 &
Annex VI

It is correct that under current legislation the proposed transmission lines do not have to
be screened through MNR's Class EA for RSFD projects. However the trigger for
change was an amendment to Reg. 334 under the EA Act not Reg 116. Suggest replacing
the last sentence to 'However subsequent clarity on regulatory amendments resulted in
the MNR’s Class EA for RSFD Projects not applying to the proposed transmission lines.
Amendments were made to Ontario Regulation 334 under the EA Act (s 15.0.1) that
exempt any undertakings by or on behalf of the Crown that are being carried out only for
2147 the purposes of implementing a renewable energy project. Waterpower projects continue Report/5/1.4.1/0
to be subject to the requirements of the EA Act under Ontario Regulation 116/01 with
the OWA Class EA for Waterpower Projects as a primary planning process; however the
proposed transmission lines fall into Category A under Reg. 116 and therefore do not
have any EA Act requirements. As the Ministry responsible for managing most Crown
resources through disposition approval and permits under a number of statutes MNR has
indicated that it still requires information to support decisions related to the dispositions
approvals or permits required for transmission line projects.'
Post-construction Monitoring (continued). In general a post construction monitoring plan
should incorporate clearly stated monitoring objectives identification of performance
indicators and measurement endpoints data collection methods and protocols monitoring
frequency and reporting requirements. The reporting requirements should use the
following framework to guide the monitoring plan: o What was the ecological condition
2146 (status) before construction? o What is the potential degree of alteration in key
Report/7/1.4.4/0
ecosystem components posed by the planned development? o What is the potential
impact to the ecological condition? o What measures are predicted to mitigate the impact
and maintain or restore the ecological condition? o What is the effectiveness of the
mitigation strategies? o What is the effect of resulting tradeoffs? // (Comment also
applies to page 139 section 8.2 and is related to previous comment)

Acknowledged.

Reporting framework for post construction monitoring is noted.
Please see response to comment 2132.
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Post-construction Monitoring. Paragraph 2 in Section 1.4.4 mentions that
recommendations for ongoing monitoring to confirm the short-term or long-term effects
are included within the ER and that environmental monitoring will be subject to
regulatory approval at the permitting stage in advance of construction. Section 8.1 and
8.2 provides some additional information but overall does not adequately address MNR's
expectations monitoring as associated with MNR's mandate and permit and approval
requirements. Comments on topic-specific monitoring needs are provided throughout
this submission from MNR based on MNR's review in accordance with its mandate. A
2145
Report/7/1.4.4/0
post construction monitoring plan should address uncertainties associated with the
determination of net effects and the effectiveness of the dam operating plan and other
strategies to mitigate predicted effects. Post-construction monitoring for these purposes
will become requirements of various permits and approvals issued by MNR (e.g.
approval of the plan for operations as per S23.1 of LRIA). We suggest that they should
be included in ER for review and comment by the public and Aboriginal communities.
Monitoring programs are discussed in section 4.5.3 of the OWA Class EA for
Waterpower Projects. Comment also applies to page 139 section 8.2.

Xeneca is preparing a consolidated monitoring plan which documents the various construction
and operational monitoring plans proposed for the facility. Conceptual monitoring plans will
be provided as part of the EA with the understanding that they will be updated and revised
through permitting and approvals and into construction and operation.

Second paragraph states that 'The proponent is required to determine the flows required
to maintain aquatic ecosystem integrity in the project's zone of influence'. This is true
but is not restricted to aquatic ecosystem. When contemplating decisions under the LRIA
the MNR will consider how the proposed location design and operations of the dam will
impact our ability to meet all purposes of the LRIA as well as considering other
applicable legislation such as the ESA and PLA. The purposes of the LRIA are to
provide for: a. the management protection preservation and use of the waters of the lakes
2158 and rivers of Ontario and the land under them; b. the protection and equitable exercise of Report/13/2.8.1/4
public rights in or over the waters of the lakes and rivers of Ontario; c. the protection of
the interests of riparian owners; d. the management perpetuation and use of the fish
wildlife and other natural resources dependent on the lakes and rivers; e. the protection
of the natural amenities of the lakes and rivers and their shores and banks; and f. the
protection of persons and of property by ensuring that dams are suitably located
constructed operated and maintained and are of an appropriate nature with regard to the
purposes of clauses (a) to (e).

Acknowledged. Text will be revised to reflect all considerations related to the determination of
flows.

Section 9 Table 8 should reference MNR's Site Release Policy and the need for
Applicant of Record status. MNR notes that Xeneca has not completed the site release
process for this site and does not have Applicant of Record Status. As previously
communicated MNR is committed to participating in the proponent-led EA while
2156 Xeneca concurrently works through the site release process. We encourage proponents Report/140/9/0
to complete site release in advance of conducting their EA. MNR is reviewing the draft
ER with respect to MNR's mandates and to clarify expectations for MNR's permit and
approval process. It is expected that proponents will have Applicant of Record status
before MNR issues any approvals or permits required to support the waterpower project.

It is acknowledged that this is MNR’s preference but is not required as part of the Waterpower
Class EA process

If there is a chance any authorizations will be required under the Fish and Wildlife
2157 Conservation Act (FWCA) for effectiveness monitoring or other purposes suggest noting Report/141/9/0
it as a possibility here.

Acknowledged. The requirement for any authorizations under the Act will be reviewed and
noted if appropriate.
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Subject:

FW: Wanatango - Updated OP

From: Stephanie Hodsoll [mailto:SHodsoll@xeneca.com]
Sent: March-05-14 11:44 AM
To: Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Brownlee, Laurie (ENE); Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Cc: Mohammed Hansa; Watson, Ernest; Lynn Moreau; Nava Pokharel
Subject: Wanatango - Updated OP

Hi everyone,
As an action item from the April 17 2013 meeting, Xeneca was to provide an updated Operating Plan to MNR & MOE
prior to the release of the final ER.
Ernie, I included DFO here as well as an FYI.
Please see attached.
Thanks,
Steph

Stephanie Hodsoll
Stakeholder Relations Manager | Xeneca Power Development | 5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4 |
Tel: (416) 590-3077
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

PROJECT SUMMARY

Xeneca Power Development Inc. is proposing to construct and operate a hydroelectric generating station on the
Frederick House River, located in Mann Township, 26 km northwest of Iroquois Falls and 22 km south of
Cochrane. The site is approximately 10 km downstream of the existing Frederick House Lake Control Dam and
approximately 600 m upstream of Zeverly’s Road.
The proposed facility will have a generating capacity of 4.67 MW and will operate based on the natural run-ofwater upstream of the facility, with some daily flow modifications. Water would be directed from the Frederick
House River through a 110 m open approach channel on the west shore of the river to the powerhouse and
tailrace. Two 50 m long embankment dams will flank the 14 m x 14 m powerhouse. The headwork structure
would involve the construction of a 35 m long fill embankment, 40 m long control dam, 215 m long overflow dam
and a 35 m long concrete spill way.
The proposed project would capture a surveyed gross head of either 7.5 m or 9.0 m, and would result in the
flooding of approximately 7.8 ha or 64.8 ha of riparian lands, respectively, up to 0.5 km or 8.2 km upstream of
the spillway dam, respectively. The final proposed surveyed gross head and the area of inundation will depend
on Xeneca’s negotiations with potentially affected private land owners upstream of the development site.
The proposed project would connect to the electrical grid via a new 42 km, 27.6 kV feeder connection to the
Hoyle Transformer Station. The power line would be supported by wooden poles along its entire length. The
required right-of-way for the power line corridor would extend from 10-30 m, depending on site characteristics.
One pad mount transformer would be required adjacent to the powerhouse.
Access to the proposed site would require a combination of road upgrades and construction of new roads.
Construction of a new approximately 870 m road on the west side of the river would be required to access the
powerhouse. A new 170 m long road located on the east side of the river would be required to access the dam.

1.2.

FEDERAL REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA), administered by Transport Canada (TC), prohibits the
construction or placement of any “works” in navigable waters without first obtaining approval. The proposed
dam and related infrastructure may cause a significant interference to navigation and therefore requires an
approval under section 5(1)(2) of the NWPA.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) is responsible for the administration of the habitat provisions of the
Fisheries Act. This act prohibits the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat (Section 35), the
destruction of fish by means other than fishing (Section 32), and requires sufficient flow of water over and below
an obstruction for the safety of fish (Section 22). The dam itself will result in the destruction of fish habitat and,
without properly installed measures, obstruction of safe upstream and downstream fish migration. Dam
operation may also result in the alteration of flows and therefore has the potential to impact spawning, nursery
and rearing fish habitats both upstream and downstream. As such, an authorization(s) under subsection 35(2)
of the Fisheries Act will be required. Furthermore, the possible use of explosives and other construction-related
impacts, as well as the ability of fish to enter turbines during operation, can potentially destroy fish by means
other than fishing and therefore an authorization(s) under Section 32 of the Fisheries Act may be required.
Regarding the alteration of flows, it is a requirement of the Fisheries Act subsection 22(1) that sufficient flow of
water be provided over the dam spillway or crest, with connecting sluices into the river below, to permit the safe
and unimpeded descent of fish. It is also a requirement under subsection 22(3) that water be permitted to
escape to the river-bed below the dam for the safety of fish and the flooding of spawning grounds to such depth
as necessary for the safety of ova deposited thereon. In addition, Section 20 addresses obstructions and
requires, where necessary, that a fish-pass be provided and maintained by the owner of the obstruction, to
permit the free passage of fish through it.
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1.3.

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) applies when federal authorities contemplate certain
actions or decisions in relation to a project that would enable the project to proceed in whole or in part. An
environmental assessment (EA) pursuant to CEAA may be required when a federal authority:
a.
b.
c.
d.

is the proponent of a project;
provides financial assistance to the proponent;
sells, leases or otherwise disposes of federal lands; or
issues a permit, license or any other approval as prescribed in the Law List Regulation

The aforementioned regulatory approvals required under the NWPA and Fisheries Act are Law List Regulation
triggers under CEAA. As such, TC and DFO have confirmed that they will require a screening-level EA be
completed for the project.
The federal review team (FRT) for the Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station project is as follows:
Responsible Authorities (RAs)
Federal authorities requiring an EA of the project
- Transport Canada
- Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Expert Federal Authorities (FAs)
Federal authorities in possession of specialist or expert information that may assist in the EA
- Environment Canada
- Health Canada
- Natural Resources Canada
Federal Environmental Assessment Coordinator (FEAC)
Responsible for coordinating review activities of RAs and FAs in accordance with Section 12 of CEAA
- Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency)
Contact information for the FRT is provided in Appendix A.
Based on the authority provided in subsection 17(1) of CEAA, the RAs for the Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric
Generating Station project are delegating the responsibility of preparing the EA screening report, including
technical studies required to support the report, to Xeneca Power Development Inc. and/or their qualified
consultant(s). In order to complete the CEAA process, the EA screening report must be submitted for review
and approval by the RAs. The screening report must contain enough information to be clear and
understandable as a stand-alone document and which will constitute the basis for the RAs decision under
section 20 of CEAA.
The proponent is requested to submit the screening report and all supporting technical studies to the Agency in
its capacity as FEAC. The Agency will distribute the screening report and supporting documentation to the FRT
for review and comment. Based on content received, the RAs may request revisions to the screening report.
Once the screening report is complete to the satisfaction of the RAs, the RAs will use the information contained
in the screening report to make a determination on the significance of environmental effects.

1.4.

FEDERAL/PROVINCIAL COORDINATION

The Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station proposal is also subject to an environmental screening
process in accordance with the Ontario Waterpower Association Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA)
for Waterpower Projects. As such, in accordance with the Canada-Ontario Agreement on Environmental
Assessment Coordination (November 2004), the proponent should aim towards preparing a single EA screening
report that meets both federal and provincial EA requirements.
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The proponent should ensure that they understand the differences between the provincial and federal
EA processes, and should ensure that all CEAA requirements are fulfilled prior to releasing the
screening report for final review as part of the provincial EA process. Should the proponent decide to
proceed to the Notice of Completion stage of the provincial EA process prior to satisfying CEAA requirements, it
could result in significant delays to the EA process. Questions regarding the coordination of the federal and
provincial processes should be directed to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency.

2.0

SCOPE OF ASSESSMENT

When an EA is triggered under CEAA, RAs are required to establish the scope of project and scope of factors to
be taken into consideration pursuant to sections 15 and 16 of CEAA. Scoping establishes the boundaries of an
EA and focuses the assessment on relevant issues and concerns.
The RAs have prepared this Scoping Document to provide direction to the proponent on the issues that
must be addressed in the screening report. Please note, however, that the information contained in this
document does not limit the RAs from requesting additional information or details as they see fit.
The FRT understands that the proposed project description, as described in Section 1.1 above, may be
refined following the results of additional field investigations and consultations by Xeneca. Updated
project description information must be provided to the FRT by Xeneca as it becomes available and
prior to the RAs making a s.20 CEAA determination. Changes to the project description could result in
changes to the scope of assessment required by the RAs and changes to the guidance provided in this
document. In order to prevent unnecessary delays, it is imperative that Xeneca advise the FRT of any
changes to the project description as soon as possible.

2.1.

SCOPE OF PROJECT

In accordance with section 15(1) of CEAA, the scope of project for the Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric
Generating Station project has been identified as: all physical works and activities associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed hydroelectric generating facility, including the headwork structure (fill
embankments, control dam, overflow dam and spillway), intake channel, powerhouse and tailrace, associated
storage sites, working areas, platforms, new transmission line and associated structures, new access roads,
upgrades to existing access roads and any other works or undertakings directly associated with the
hydroelectric project, including those that are temporary.
The RAs have not included “decommissioning” of the new Wanatango Falls development as part of the scope of
the project since the proponent has not proposed any decommissioning works for the new development. It is
anticipated that the structure will have an approximate life span of 50 to 100 years and, as such, details
regarding decommissioning works are not available at this time. If and when decommissioning is required, such
works will be subject to an EA as per regulations current to that time.
The screening report must provide a complete description of all proposed project components, and the
associated physical works and activities, with an approximate schedule (timing, frequency, duration). The report
must also clearly state who is responsible for the ownership, construction and operation of each work or activity.
The level of detail should be appropriate to the scale and complexity of the project and to the sensitivity of its
location. Reference maps and/or site plans should be attached to indicate the project location and/or its key
features.

2.2.

SCOPE OF FACTORS

CEAA defines “environment” as the components of the Earth, including:
a) land, water and air, including all layers of the atmosphere;
b) all organic and inorganic matter and living organisms; and
c) the interacting natural systems that include components referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b).
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In respect of a project, pursuant to CEAA "environmental effect" means:
a) any change that the project may cause in the environment, including any change it may cause to a
listed wildlife species, its critical habitat or the residences of individuals of that species, as those terms
are defined in subsection 2(1) of the Species at Risk Act,
b) any effect of any such change referred to in paragraph (a) on
i. human health and socio-economic conditions,
ii. physical and cultural heritage,
iii. the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by aboriginal persons, or
iv. any structure, site or thing that is of historical, archaeological, paleontological or architectural
significance, or
c) any change to the project that may be caused by the environment.

Section 16 (1) of CEAA requires the following factors be considered in a screening-level EA:
a) the environmental effects of the project, including the environmental effects of malfunctions or accidents
that may occur in connection with the project and any cumulative environmental effects that are likely to
result from the project in combination with other projects or activities that have been or will be carried
out;
b) the significance of the effects referred to in paragraph (a);
c) comments from the public that are received in accordance with the Act and the regulations;
d) measures that are technically and economically feasible and that would mitigate any significant adverse
environmental effects of the project; and
e) any other matter relevant to the screening that the responsible authority may require be considered.
In accordance with section 16(3) of CEAA, sections 2.2.1 – 2.2.10 of this Scoping Document outline the scope
of factors that will be taken into consideration pursuant to CEAA section 16(1) requirements. Consistent with
the overall scoping guidance provided in this document, the RAs may revise the scope of factors and/or identify
additional factors as the EA progresses.

2.2.1. Spatial and Temporal Boundaries
The spatial boundaries of the EA are the geographical area within which an environmental component is likely to
be affected by the project during construction and/or the operational phases (i.e. zone of influence), and for
each component where a measurable effect is predicted for the cumulative effects assessment. The temporal
boundaries of the EA are the timeframe over which an environmental component could be impacted by the
project.

2.2.2. Environmental Components
Potential interactions between project components and environmental components must be identified and
considered as part of the screening. The scope of factors to be considered in the assessment should include,
but may not necessarily be limited to, potential effects (including cumulative effects) on the following
environmental components:
-

surface geology and soils
surface water quality and quantity
ground water quality and quantity
air quality and climate change
fish and fish habitat
vegetation and wetlands
wildlife and wildlife habitat – including migratory birds
species at risk – including those species listed under the Species at Risk Act

In keeping with the definition of “environmental effect” as defined by CEAA, the scope of factors to be
considered should also include the effect of any change that the project may cause in the environment on:
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-

human health and socio-economic conditions, including effects to navigation
physical and cultural heritage
the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by Aboriginal persons
any structure site or thing that is of historical, archaeological, paleontological or architectural
significance

Appendix B provides additional information regarding environmental components and how they should be
addressed for this project.
For each environmental component that has the potential to interact with the project, a description of the existing
conditions must be provided in the screening report. Consideration should be given to details that are relevant for
each environmental component. The level of detail should be appropriate to the scale and complexity of the
project and to the sensitivity of its location.

2.2.3. Environmental Effects
The definition of environmental effect according to CEAA is provided in section 2.2 above, and a listing of
“Environmental Components to be Assessed” is included in Appendix B. The environmental components
considered in the CEAA screening should include, but not be limited to, those identified in Appendix B. For
each environmental component indentified as having the potential to interact with project components, the
screening report must analyze and describe the likely and potential environmental effects, including cumulative
effects and the effects of accidents and malfunctions.
Likely and potential environmental effects should be considered and described using the following criteria in
order to facilitate significance determinations: magnitude, geographic extent, duration, frequency of occurrence,
permanence or reversibility of the effects, and ecological context. Effects must be identified for all project
phases that were identified in the scope of project.

2.2.4. Accidents and Malfunctions
The screening report should identify any accidents and malfunctions that may occur in connection with the
project. This should include the assessment of potential environmental effects associated with accidental spills
(e.g. fuel, oils, hydraulic fluids, etc.), debris clogging or icing up of flow control gates or outlet structures, dam
failure, etc., as well as other accidents and malfunctions that could be expected to occur, such as power failures
and pump failures. Emphasis should be placed on accidents and malfunctions that are reasonably plausible.
The effects of accidents and malfunctions on each environmental component should be considered as well as
the contribution to cumulative effects.

2.2.5. Cumulative Effects
The screening must consider the net (residual) environmental effects associated with the project in combination
with the environmental effects of other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects or activities, to
determine the potential for cumulative environmental effects. “Reasonably foreseeable” activities are defined as
projects that have already been proposed, approved, or that are advancing through the regulatory approvals
process.
Cumulative effects are to be considered for those projects and activities that have residual effects that have the
potential to overlap in time and space with the environmental effects of the proposed project (construction and
operation phases). Cumulative environmental effects considered must be related to a direct environmental
effect of the project, but the direct effect need not be significant on its own. In conducting the analysis,
consideration should be given the length of time over which the environmental effects of the project will occur,
not just the period of time during which the project will be constructed.

2.2.6. Effects of the Environment on the Project
The screening should assess the environmental effects of geological, climatic and other natural phenomena on
the project, including effects associated with:
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-

extreme drought, flooding, or rainfall, including that associated with climate change, and any associated
geophysical effects (e.g. increase erosion potential, changes to bank stability in reservoir areas,
abnormally elevated/depressed groundwater levels, etc.); and,
other extreme events (e.g. ice storms, river ice formation and jamming, forest fires, tornados or
earthquakes, etc.).

The proponent must demonstrate that the project design is sufficiently robust to accommodate any expected
changes in extreme flows, precipitation and temperature without potential failure. Emphasis should be on
environmental conditions that are reasonably plausible, but should not be limited to events that occur on a
regular basis.

2.2.7. Mitigation Measures
For each potential adverse environmental effect, including cumulative effects, technically and economically
feasible mitigation measures must be identified. The screening report should identify any residual effects that
will persist after the implementation of mitigation measures, and those effects must be carried forward to the
cumulative environmental effects assessment (CEA). Any measurable net (residual) likely adverse
environmental effect that potentially affects a valued ecosystem component, or valued socio-economic
component must be carried forward to the CEA. The screening report should also identify compensation
measures to offset the loss of fish habitat and its monitoring program. Where mitigation cannot be fully
described until the detailed design stage, the principles and criteria upon which such mitigation will be
developed should be provided. The screening report must clearly state who is responsible for implementing
each mitigation measure proposed.

2.2.8. Significance of Effects
CEAA requires that RAs determine whether the project is likely to cause significant adverse environmental
effects, including cumulative effects. In other words, only environmental effects that are both likely and adverse
must be considered in determining significance. The conclusions that are reached in this regard must be
systematically documented.
While the final determination of significance rests with RAs, the information provided by the proponent in the
screening report will be used to help make this decision. Conclusions on significance must be clearly supported
by and traceable from the description of the existing environment, the description of project activities, the
potential interactions (environmental effects) and the predicted effectiveness of the mitigation measures to be
applied.
The prediction of significance should be based on such factors as: magnitude, geographic extent, duration,
permanence/reversibility, and ecological context. When drawing conclusions about the significance of impacts,
reference should be made to applicable federal or provincial guidelines.

2.2.9. Public Comments
The screening report must clearly describe any public and aboriginal consultation that was completed related to
the proposed project. Concerns raised with respect to the proposal, including any impacts to current and
traditional activities being practiced by any aboriginal peoples near the project site, must be identified. Actions
taken by the proponent to address concerns raised must be discussed in detail.
Should it be determined at any stage during the screening that additional public participation is required that has
not been adequately addressed through the public consultation periods conducted by the proponent, the RAs
may initiate a formal public participation process according to section 18(3) of CEAA.

2.2.10. Monitoring and Follow-up
Pursuant to section 38(1) of CEAA, consideration must be given to the need for a follow-up program. The
purpose of a follow-up program is to confirm predictions made during the assessment and to ensure the
effectiveness of mitigation measures considered. The RAs will not be in a position to consider the need for a
follow-up program until it has examined the proponent’s draft screening report. In the event that an adaptive
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management approach is proposed as a component of mitigation to address unresolved concerns, the need for
implementing a follow up program should also be identified by the proponent in consultation with the RAs.
Nevertheless, the requirement for a follow-up program will be determined as the screening proceeds.
Regardless of the requirement to complete a follow-up program pursuant to section 38(1) of CEAA, the
screening should address the need for a monitoring program to ensure compliance with identified mitigation
measures. In order to ensure effective implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the screening
report, plans and procedures proposed for quality control and assurance should be described, including
technical specifications for mitigation works, inspection activities during construction and operation; and,
procedures for resolving issues and addressing unforeseen effects that may arise during construction or
operation. These plans and procedures should also include, but not be limited to, environmental protection
plans, emergency/contingency plans, construction environmental specifications, construction special provisions,
operational maintenance plans, etc.
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APPENDIX A – FEDERAL REVIEW TEAM CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency

Contact Information

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency

Stephanie Davis, Environmental Assessment Analyst
M: 55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907
Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
P: 416.954.7334
E: stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca

Transport Canada

Lisa McDonald, Environmental Officer
th
M: 4900 Yonge Street, 4 Floor (PHE)
North York, ON M2N 6A5
P: 416.952.0475
E: lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca

Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Carl Jorgensen, Habitat Biologist
M: 1500 Paris Street, Unit 11
Sudbury, ON P3E 3B8
P: 705.522.8524
E: carl.jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Environment Canada

Sheryl Lusk, Environmental Assessment Officer
M: 4905 Dufferin Street
Toronto, ON M3H 5T4
P: 416.739.5962
E: sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca

Health Canada

Kitty Ma, Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator
M: 180 Queen Street West, 10th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3L7
P: 416.954.2206
E: kitty.ma@hc-sc.gc.ca

Natural Resources Canada

Caitlin Scott, Junior Policy Analyst
rd
M: 580 Booth Street, 3 Floor, Room A9-2
Ottawa, ON K1A 0E4
P: 613.995.7609
E: caitlin.scott@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca
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APPENDIX B - ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENTS TO BE ASSESSED
Surface Geology and Soils
The screening report should describe surface geology and soils in the study area, and should identify any
impacts the project may have on the following factors:
-

contaminated sites
terrain and topography (e.g. excavation and fill requirements, excess/waste rock/soil transportation and
disposal, proposed temporary and permanent disposal sites, site restoration, etc.)
soil quality, including contaminated sites and spills
sedimentation, soil erosion, shoreline or riverbank erosion processes
hazard lands or unstable lands subject to erosion
soil types and potential for acid rock drainage (ARD) and metal leaching (ML)

If and where the project will involve the confinement, removal or remediation of contaminated soils or sediments,
information on the containment, disposal or treatment method, including the potential environmental effects and
risks associated with the method, should be provided.

Surface Water Quality and Quantity
The screening report should identify the name, location and characteristics of any water bodies in the project
area, and should describe the potential impact of the project on these watercourses, including impacts
associated with:
-

-

potable water uses
recreational water uses
1
head pond creation and subsequent flooding of both river and lake environments
predicted changes to normal/extreme water levels, flows and movement
predicted changes to the normal/extreme thermal/ice regime
installation, modification or removal of watercourse crossing structures
2
3
accidental spills, erosion and sedimentation, concreting works and repairs , locally generated
contaminants entering waterbodies (for example fugitive dust, engine emissions, smoke, ash), etc.
siting and management of temporary and permanent waste rock/soil disposal areas and management of
excess materials from excavations
acid rock drainage (ARD) from exposed and/or excavated bedrock (identified as having a net acid
generating potential), including specific management/disposal options of any materials having a
potential for ARD
4
methyl mercury generated in created head pond reservoirs

The analysis should describe potential effects on the water quality and quantity of receiving water bodies during
both the construction and operation phases. The screening report should also indicate whether any of these
watercourses are navigable, and whether approval under the Navigable Waters Protection Act is required.

1

2

3
4

A head pond would be created by raising water levels upstream of the proposed dam, possibly flooding shorelines and increasing the normal depth of
the river, potentially impacting existing aquatic and shoreline ecosystems. Any existing near shore wetlands and adjacent terrestrial habitat affected
by water level changes are potentially impacted.
Best practices pertinent to concreting near or in waterbodies should be adopted. When setting water quality targets, please refer to an applicable
standards set by Ontario’s Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQOs) and the CCME’s Canadian Water Quality Objectives regarding TSS,
turbidity and pH.
Operation and maintenance phase only
Methyl mercury formation depends on a number of factors, but is primarily related to the change in headpond water level and volume, amount of
organic material present on/in flooded soils, oxygen levels and temperature. The proponent should fully characterize mercury levels in sediments, the
water column (low level analysis), and fish tissue; and, evaluate potential changes in mercury levels due to the project and proposed mitigation and
monitoring.
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Hydrogeology, Ground Water Quality and Quantity
The screening report should provide a description of groundwater resources in the study area (including the
depth of the water table), and should indicate whether the groundwater is a source of potable water. The report
should identify potential impacts of the project during construction and operation phases on groundwater quality
and quantity, including impacts associated with:
-

potable water uses
accidental spills and other project effluents
acid rock drainage and methyl mercury formation
changes to normal/extreme groundwater levels, flux and movement
changes to normal infiltration/recharge and seepage/upwelling zones
fluctuating water levels on groundwater elevation and resultant impacts on surrounding areas, including
any potential for contaminant migration

Air Quality and Climate
The screening report should provide a description of air quality in the vicinity of the project, and should indicate
the potential impact of the project on air quality. The discussion of potential effects should address the local and
regional impacts associated with the construction and operation phases, such as:
-

emissions of toxic substances including engine exhaust emissions
dust and smoke emissions
greenhouse gas emissions
contributions to formation of local and regional smog, fog, thermal effects, icing and micro climate

The assessment of air quality effects should consider potential adverse impacts on sensitive local receptors.

Fish and Fish Habitat
In conjunction with the section on surface water, the screening report should indicate the presence of fish and
fish habitat in the study area, and should identify any impacts the project may have, including impacts
associated with:
-

-

aquatic species at risk listed under the federal Species at Risk Act (SARA)
changes in surface water, groundwater and surface geology and soils (see above components) that
could result in effects to fish and/or fish habitat (including uptake of mercury in fish and effects on
humans consuming these resources)
barriers to safe upstream and downstream fish passage
fish injury or mortality associated with blasting, impingement, entrainment, etc.

When drawing conclusion about the significance of impacts, consideration should be given to DFO’s Policy for
the Management of Fish Habitat (1986).

Vegetation and Wetlands
The screening report should provide a description of vegetation communities and wetlands in the study area,
including any designations of importance (e.g. Environmentally Significant Areas, Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest, Provincial or locally significant wetlands, etc.). The screening report should identify any impacts the
project may have on vegetation and wetlands during construction and operation phases, including impacts
associated with:
-

removal of vegetation
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-

noxious weed and vegetation control (e.g. chemical spray, mechanical)
infilling, flooding, or de-watering of vegetation/wetland communities
changes to wetland ecosystem and function, including changes to hydrology and hydrogeology due to
head pond creation and modifications to surface drainage patterns
effects on soils, terrestrial vegetation and wetlands due to disposal of waste rock/soils (and viability of
site rehabilitation), including any effects of acid rock drainage
plant species at risk listed under SARA

The ecological functions of any vegetation and wetland communities and wetland hydrology potentially impacted
by the project should be described, and potential impacts on those functions should be noted. The screening
report should indicate whether the project is located within an area where wetland loss has reached critical
levels.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat (including Migratory Birds)
In conjunction with the section on vegetation and wetlands, the screening report should provide a description of
wildlife species and their habitat that are present in the study area at any time during their life cycle, including
species that may only use the study area on a seasonal basis. In particular, the proponent should consider
potential impacts of the project on migratory birds. The screening report should identify any impacts the project
may have on wildlife communities or their habitats during construction and operation phases, including:
-

species diversity, abundance and movement
terrestrial species at risk listed under SARA (including those species observed in the zone of influence
of the project and those species with habitats ranging into the project area)
wildlife habitat abundance, availability, diversity and function (e.g. corridors, breeding, staging and
foraging areas), including seasonal uses and specialized habitats used by species at risk

Species at Risk
In conjunction with the sections on vegetation, wildlife and fish, the screening report should indicate any
federally and/or provincially listed species at risk that are known to or may be expected to use the site or
adjacent lands due to the presence of suitable habitat. This includes those species listed under the Species at
Risk Act (SARA). At a minimum, the Natural Heritage Information Centre database maintained by the Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources in Peterborough should be consulted for known occurrences of species at risk.
Environment Canada - Canadian Wildlife Service should also be consulted to determine if occurrences or
5
ranges of any endangered, threatened, and special concern species overlap with the project’s zone of
influence.
If there is potential for species at risk to occur at a project site (i.e. previous known occurrence, species range
overlap and/or known habitat preference exists), a qualified biologist should conduct a thorough biological
inventory of all areas of natural habitat that may be affected by the project and have the potential to support
species at risk. The screening report should indicate whether the project activities may have an adverse effect
on any species at risk, and also include a substantiated professional opinion on the likelihood of the occurrence
of such effects. A strategy should be developed to protect any identified species at risk, with a primary focus on
avoidance.
When a federal EA is carried out on a project that may affect a listed species or its critical habitat, SARA
requires that adverse environmental effects be identified, mitigation measures be taken to avoid or lessen
adverse effects, and environmental effects monitoring be conducted.

5

A useful source of information is the Natural Heritage Information Centre database maintained by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources in
Peterborough which should be consulted for known occurrences of species at risk. The species currently listed under SARA can be found at the
following web sites: http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/default_e.cfm and http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/species/default_e.cfm
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Environmental Changes Resulting in Effects on Other Environmental Components
The screening report should identify and address any effects of any change that the project may cause in the
environment on:
6
- Human health and socio-economic conditions – including impacts to navigation, noise and vibrations,
drinking water quality and quantity, country foods (including those harvested by hunting, trapping,
fishing, gathering or small-scale farming), air quality, recreation, cottaging and tourism, game and
fishery resources, electric and magnetic fields emitted by transmission lines, property flooding/flood risk
to residential structures physical and cultural heritage
- the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by Aboriginal persons, including
traditional food, water (potable and recreational) and medicines
- any structure site or thing that is of historical, archaeological, paleontological or architectural
significance

6

For more information on how to assess noise and vibrations, drinking water quality, country foods, air quality and electric and magnetic fields emitted
by transmission lines, please refer to Health Canada’s Useful Information for Environmental Assessment. This document can be obtained from:
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/pubs/eval/environ_assess-eval/index-eng.php
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Thanks Carl.
Grace, can you make sure Don and Ed follow‐up as required.
Patrick
Sent wirelessly from my BlackBerry device on the Bell network.
Envoyé sans fil par mon terminal mobile BlackBerry sur le réseau de Bell.
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: "Jorgensen, Carl A" <Carl.Jorgensen@dfo‐mpo.gc.ca>
Date: Fri, 04 Nov 2011 17:41:29
To: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]<Stephanie.Davis@ceaa‐acee.gc.ca>
Cc: Donato, Angela<Angela.Donato@NRCan‐RNCan.gc.ca>; <pgillette@xeneca.com>; Lisa
McDonald<lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca>; KittyMa<kitty.ma@hc‐sc.gc.ca>; Karen Fortin<kfortin@oel‐hydrosys.ca>; Tami
Sugarman<tsugarman@oel‐hydrosys.ca>; Kai Markvorsen<kmarkvorsen@oel‐hydrosys.ca>; Ed
Laratta<elaratta@xeneca.com>; Environmental Assessment Information<eainfo@oel‐hydrosys.ca>
Subject: RE: Wanatango ER comments
Thanks Stephanie.
I have noted that within Transport Canada's (TC) comments one of the shared concerns is addressed namely the
representation in the Notice announcing the completion of this current report, as being sufficient for the purposes of
CEAA as well, where this is not the case.
Within the Federal Scoping document of June 28, 2011 the following appears in reference to those items needing to be
addressed with respect to fish / fish habitat in the context of the Fisheries Act:
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) is responsible for the administration of the habitat provisions of the Fisheries Act.
This act prohibits the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat (Section 35), the destruction of fish by
means other than fishing (Section 32), and requires sufficient flow of water over and below an obstruction for the safety
of fish (Section 22). The dam itself will result in the destruction of fish habitat and, without properly installed measures,
obstruction of safe upstream and downstream fish migration. Dam operation may also result in the alteration of flows
and therefore has the potential to impact spawning, nursery and rearing fish habitats both upstream and downstream.
As such, an authorization(s) under subsection 35(2) of the Fisheries Act will be required. Furthermore, the possible use
of explosives and other construction‐related impacts, as well as the ability of fish to enter turbines during operation, can
potentially destroy fish by means other than fishing and therefore an authorization(s) under Section 32 of the Fisheries
Act may be required. Regarding the alteration of flows, it is a requirement of the Fisheries Act subsection 22(1) that
sufficient flow of water be provided over the dam spillway or crest, with connecting sluices into the river below, to
permit the safe and unimpeded descent of fish. It is also a requirement under subsection 22(3) that water be permitted
to escape to the river‐bed below the dam for the safety of fish and the flooding of spawning grounds to such depth as
necessary for the safety of ova deposited thereon. In addition, Section 20 addresses obstructions and requires, where
necessary, that a fish‐pass be provided and maintained by the owner of the obstruction, to permit the free passage of
fish through it.

In general, these items have not been adequately addressed in the current document. As you have mentioned, I will be
providing the company with my detailed comments at a later date.
Regards,
Carl Jorgensen
705‐522‐8524
Fish Habitat Team Leader
Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
Northern Ontario District
District du nord de l'Ontario
2

Ontario ‐ Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l'Arctique

________________________________
From: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA] [mailto:Stephanie.Davis@ceaa‐acee.gc.ca]
Sent: November 4, 2011 4:46 PM
To: pgillette@xeneca.com
Cc: Donato, Angela; Jorgensen, Carl A; Lisa McDonald; KittyMa; Karen Fortin; Tami Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed
Laratta; Environmental Assessment Information
Subject: Wanatango ER comments

Patrick,
Please find attached the federal comments on the provincial Environmental Report for the Wanatango Falls
Hydroelectric Generating Station Project.
This email includes comments by all federal departments with the exception of Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO). Carl Jorgensen will be sending DFO comments directly to Xeneca shortly.
Kind Regards,
Stephanie
<<2011‐11‐03 Transport Canada Comments ‐ Draft Screening Report ‐ Wanatango Falls ‐ Xeneca.pdf>> <<EC's
preliminary comments on the October 2011 Environmental Report for Wanatango Falls>>

Stephanie Davis, BEng, LEED AP
Project Manager | Gestionnaire de projets
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency | Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale
Ontario Region | Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 | 55, avenue St‐Clair Est, pièce 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
stephanie.davis@ceaa‐acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa‐acee.gc.ca <http://www.ceaa‐acee.gc.ca>
Telephone l Téléphone 416‐954‐7334
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416‐952‐1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG ‐ www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.920 / Virus Database: 271.1.1/3997 ‐ Release Date: 11/04/11 14:34:00
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada

From: Karen Fortin
Sent: June-30-11 12:57 PM
To: Pilar DePedro
Subject: FW: Xeneca - Wanatango Scoping doc

Karen Fortin - OEL-HydroSys Carp - (613) 839-1453 ext. 261
From: Jorgensen, Carl A [mailto:Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]
Cc: Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; Karen Fortin; McDonald, Lisa; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]; Kitty Ma;
pgillette@xeneca.com
Subject: RE: Xeneca - Wanatango Scoping doc
Thanks Stephanie.
I did have time to review Section 1.2 of the scoping document and I believe it covers those areas of our regulatory
(Fisheries Act) review at this time.
We have received additional information, and anticipate additional details, on this project which may or may not further
refine our regulatory role moving forwards.
I will be posting the Notice of Commencement (NOC) on the CEAA Registry the latter half of next week or early the
following week.
As on previous postings, I will provide the direct link to this distrubtion list.
Have a great Canada Day weekend.
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique
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From: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA] [mailto:Stephanie.Davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca]
Sent: June 29, 2011 1:21 PM
To: pgillette@xeneca.com
Cc: Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; McDonald, Lisa; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario];
Kitty Ma
Subject: Xeneca - Wanatango Scoping doc

Patrick,
Please find attached the scoping document for the federal screening of the proposed Wanatango hydroelectric generating
station. This document establishes the scope of project and scope of factors to be taken into consideration pursuant to
sections 15 and 16 of Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. It has been prepared to provide direction to Xeneca on
federal EA requirements.
The document has been reviewed and approved by all Federal Authorities with the exception of Department of Fisheries
and Oceans (DFO) who, due to competing priorities, have not yet completed their review. They have agreed to the
release of the document under the proviso that if they have comments at a later date they can be incorporated. If this
happens, we will issue you a revised document.
Similar to the other Xeneca scoping documents, this document has been written to provide some flexibility for uncertainty
in the project description. The document indicates that updated project description information must be provided as it
becomes available (prior to the Responsible Authorities making a CEAA determination), and that project changes could
result in changes to the scope and guidance provided in this document.
Kind Regards,
Stephanie
<<2011-06-28 SCOPING DOCUMENT FOR WANATANGO FALLS HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING STATION,
FREDERICK HOUSE RIVER NEATS 28912.pdf>>
Stephanie Davis, BEng, CEnv, LEED AP
Project Manager | Gestionnaire de projets
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency | Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale
Ontario Region | Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 | 55, avenue St-Clair Est, pièce 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Telephone l Téléphone 416-954-7334
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416-952-1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada
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Fisheries and Oceans
Canada

Pêches et Océans
Canada

Ontario – Great Lakes Area
Sudbury District Office

Secteur de l’Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Bureau de district de Sudbury

Unit 11, 1500 Paris St.
Sudbury, Ontario
P3E 3B8

Numéro 11, 1500 rue Paris
Sudbury (Ontario)
P3E 3B8

Your file Votre réference

Our file Notre réference

10-HCAA-CA4-02503

July 20, 2011

Patrick Gillette
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
520 - 5160 Yonge Street
Toronto, Ontario
M2N 6L9
Dear Mr. Gillette:
Subject: Authorization required under the Fisheries Act -- Start of
environmental assessment under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has concluded that your proposal received
on March 24, 2011 concerning the proposed construction of a hydroelectric
generating station at Wanatango Falls on the Frederick House River will require
one or more Fisheries Act Authorizations. To expedite future correspondence or
inquiries, please refer to your referral title and file numbers when you contact us.
DFO File No.: 10-HCAA-CA4-02503
Title:
Waterpower Generating Station, Frederick House River,
Mann Township
Your proposal has been reviewed to determine whether it is likely to result in
impacts to fish and fish habitat which are prohibited by the habitat protection
provisions of the Fisheries Act or those prohibitions of the Species at Risk Act that
apply to aquatic species.*
Our review consisted of:
•

Project Description, Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station,
received March 24, 2011.

•

Correspondence with Chris Chenier, Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR), including Notes on Data Requirements for Wanatango
Falls, April 18, 2011.

•

EA Coordination Meeting, April 20, 2011,

•

Xeneca Power Development Inc. Meeting on 18 FIT Contract Projects,
held in Sudbury, Ontario, on April 28 - 29, 2011.

*Those sections most relevant to the review of development proposals include 20, 22, 32 and 35 of
the Fisheries Act and sections 32, 33 and 58 of the Species at Risk Act. For more information
please visit www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca.

•

Proposed Operating Flows and Levels, Wanatango Falls Hydro Project,
received May 4, 2011.

We understand that you propose to:
•

Construct two dams on the Frederick House River.

•

Construct and operate a hydroelectric generating station at Wanatango
Falls on the Frederick House River.

Based on the above information DFO has concluded that your proposal is likely to
result in impacts to fish and fish habitat.
Of particular concern is the potential for your proposal to result in:
•

The harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat,
(HADD) which is prohibited under Section 35 of the Fisheries Act.

•

The obstruction of safe fish passage. Section 20 (1) of Fisheries Act
states: Every obstruction across or in any stream where the Minister
determines it to be necessary for the public interest that a fish-pass
should exist shall be provided by the owner or occupier with a durable
and efficient fish-way or canal around the obstruction, which shall be
maintained in a good and effective condition by the owner or occupier,
in such place and of such form and capacity as will in the opinion of
the Minister satisfactorily permit the free passage of fish through it.

•

The obstruction of downstream passage. Section 22(1) of the
Fisheries Act states: At every obstruction, where the Minister
determines it to be necessary, the owner or occupier thereof shall,
when required by the Minister, provide a sufficient flow of water over
the spill-way or crest, with connecting sluices into the river below, to
permit the safe and unimpeded descent of fish.

•

Affects to downstream flows through operating with daily flow
modifications. Section 22(3) of the Fisheries Act states: The owner or
occupier of any obstruction shall permit the escape into the river-bed
below the obstruction of such quantity of water, at all times, as will, in
the opinion of the Minister, be sufficient for the safety of fish and for
the flooding of the spawning grounds to such depth as will, in the
opinion of the Minister, be necessary for the safety of the ova
deposited thereon.

•

The mortality of fish. Section 32 of the Fisheries Act states: No
person shall destroy fish by any means other than fishing except as
authorized by the Minister or under regulations made by the Governor
in Council under this Act. Further to this, Section 30 (1) of the
Fisheries Act states: Every water intake, ditch, channel or canal in
Canada constructed or adapted for conducting water from any
Canadian fisheries waters for irrigating, manufacturing, power
generation, domestic or other purposes shall, if the Minister deems it

necessary in the public interest, be provided at its entrance or intake
with a fish guard or a screen, covering or netting so fixed as to prevent
the passage of fish from any Canadian fisheries waters into the water
intake, ditch, channel or canal.
In order to be in compliance with Sections 32 and 35 of the Fisheries Act you
must obtain an authorization(s) from DFO. In most cases the issuance of
Fisheries Act authorizations is conditional on developing habitat compensation
and monitoring plans to ensure there will be no net loss in the productive capacity
of fish habitat.
With respect to the remaining habitat provisions (Section 20, 22, 30) of the
Fisheries Act listed above, these can oftentimes be addressed by relocating or
redesigning elements of a proposal and/or implementing effective mitigation
measures which will reduce impacts to fish and fish habitat.
Before a Fisheries Act authorization can be issued, DFO must ensure that an
environmental assessment is conducted which meets the requirements of the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. This process may involve circulating
your proposal to other relevant federal departments and making information about
your proposal available to the public through the Canadian Environmental
Registry (CEAR).
•

For more information about the CEAR please visit www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca

In order for us to continue processing your request, please:
•

Complete and return the attached application form.

•

Provide further information/clarification on the following items:
o Updated Project Description and Operating Plan describing revised
details of facility operation and its effects on upstream and
downstream fish habitat.
o Results of investigations undertaken in concert with the MNR with
respect to existing fish community, fish habitat and fish passage.
o Presence of aquatic species at risk (all levels of designation).
o Fish mortality (construction and operational) and proposed
mitigation.
o Compensation plans to offset the harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction of fish habitat.
o Aboriginal consultation plan.

Please be advised that any impacts to fish and fish habitat which result from
proceeding with your proposal without first obtaining a Fisheries Act
authorization could lead to corrective action such as enforcement.

If you have any questions, please contact me at carl.jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca, at
(705) 522-8524, or via fax at (705) 522-6421.
Sincerely,
Original signed by

Carl Jorgensen
Fish Habitat Biologist
A/Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario
Attachments:
- Application for Fisheries Act Authorization
- Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) Registry s. 55
- Important Note: CEAA Registry Requirements – Release of Documents.
- CEAA Registry Exclusion Form
Copy:
Transport Canada - Lisa McDonald
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency – Stephanie Davis
Natural Resources Canada – Caitlin Scott
Environment Canada – Sheryl Lusk
Health Canada – Kitty Ma
OEL-Hydrosys – Tami Sugarman
MNR – Chris Chenier
MOE – Paula Allen

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jorgensen, Carl A <Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>
November-04-11 5:41 PM
Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]
Donato, Angela; pgillette@xeneca.com; Lisa McDonald; KittyMa; Karen Fortin; Tami
Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed Laratta; Environmental Assessment Information
RE: Wanatango ER comments

Thanks Stephanie.
I have noted that within Transport Canada's (TC) comments one of the shared concerns is addressed namely the
representation in the Notice announcing the completion of this current report, as being sufficient for the purposes of
CEAA as well, where this is not the case.
Within the Federal Scoping document of June 28, 2011 the following appears in reference to those items needing to be
addressed with respect to fish / fish habitat in the context of the Fisheries Act:
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) is responsible for the administration of the habitat provisions of the Fisheries Act. This act
prohibits the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat (Section 35), the destruction of fish by means other than
fishing (Section 32), and requires sufficient flow of water over and below an obstruction for the safety of fish (Section 22). The dam
itself will result in the destruction of fish habitat and, without properly installed measures, obstruction of safe upstream and
downstream fish migration. Dam operation may also result in the alteration of flows and therefore has the potential to impact
spawning, nursery and rearing fish habitats both upstream and downstream. As such, an authorization(s) under subsection 35(2) of the
Fisheries Act will be required. Furthermore, the possible use of explosives and other construction-related impacts, as well as the
ability of fish to enter turbines during operation, can potentially destroy fish by means other than fishing and therefore an
authorization(s) under Section 32 of the Fisheries Act may be required. Regarding the alteration of flows, it is a requirement of the
Fisheries Act subsection 22(1) that sufficient flow of water be provided over the dam spillway or crest, with connecting sluices into
the river below, to permit the safe and unimpeded descent of fish. It is also a requirement under subsection 22(3) that water be
permitted to escape to the river-bed below the dam for the safety of fish and the flooding of spawning grounds to such depth as
necessary for the safety of ova deposited thereon. In addition, Section 20 addresses obstructions and requires, where necessary, that a
fish-pass be provided and maintained by the owner of the obstruction, to permit the free passage of fish through it.
In general, these items have not been adequately addressed in the current document. As you have mentioned, I will be
providing the company with my detailed comments at a later date.
Regards,
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA] [mailto:Stephanie.Davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca]
Sent: November 4, 2011 4:46 PM
To: pgillette@xeneca.com
Cc: Donato, Angela; Jorgensen, Carl A; Lisa McDonald; KittyMa; Karen Fortin; Tami Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed
Laratta; Environmental Assessment Information
Subject: Wanatango ER comments

Patrick,
1

Please find attached the federal comments on the provincial Environmental Report for the Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric
Generating Station Project.
This email includes comments by all federal departments with the exception of Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO). Carl Jorgensen will be sending DFO comments directly to Xeneca shortly.
Kind Regards,
Stephanie
<<2011-11-03 Transport Canada Comments - Draft Screening Report - Wanatango Falls - Xeneca.pdf>> <<EC's
preliminary comments on the October 2011 Environmental Report for Wanatango Falls>>

Stephanie Davis, BEng, LEED AP
Project Manager | Gestionnaire de projets
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency | Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale
Ontario Region | Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 | 55, avenue St-Clair Est, pièce 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Telephone l Téléphone 416-954-7334
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416-952-1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jorgensen, Carl A <Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>
June-13-12 3:32 PM
Muriel Kim; stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca; lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca;
EACoordination_ON@inac-ainc.gc.ca; kitty.ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca;
Caitlin.Scott@NRCan.gc.ca; narren.santos@ontario.ca; ellen.cramm@ontario.ca;
tina.webb@ontario.ca; lianne.kentish@ontario.ca; jennifer.telford@ontario.ca;
gerry.webber@ontario.ca; Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca; jennifer.lillie-paetz@ontario.ca;
helen.l.kwan@ontario.ca; brett.smith@ontario.ca; David.Pickles@ontario.ca;
pnorris@owa.ca; choag@owa.ca; paul.marleau@ontario.ca;
morrissm@iroquoisfalls.com; jp.ouellette@town.cochrane.on.ca
Tami Sugarman; venskaitis@xeneca.com; Smith, Connie; Chenier, Chris (MNR);
Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
RE: Notice of a Public Information Centre - Xeneca's proposed Frederickhouse River
waterpower development

All,
Please note that Connie Smith will be taking on DFO's review of this proposal as of next Monday, June 18.
Please add her name to, and remove mine from, this distribution list. FYI, the DFO file number is SU‐10‐2503.
Sincerely,
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Muriel Kim [mailto:mkim@wesa.ca]
Sent: June 13, 2012 1:40 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A; stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca; lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca; EACoordination_ON@inac-ainc.gc.ca;
kitty.ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca; Caitlin.Scott@NRCan.gc.ca; narren.santos@ontario.ca;
ellen.cramm@ontario.ca; tina.webb@ontario.ca; lianne.kentish@ontario.ca; jennifer.telford@ontario.ca;
gerry.webber@ontario.ca; Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca; jennifer.lillie-paetz@ontario.ca; helen.l.kwan@ontario.ca;
brett.smith@ontario.ca; David.Pickles@ontario.ca; pnorris@owa.ca; choag@owa.ca; paul.marleau@ontario.ca;
morrissm@iroquoisfalls.com; jp.ouellette@town.cochrane.on.ca
Cc: Tami Sugarman; venskaitis@xeneca.com
Subject: Notice of a Public Information Centre - Xeneca's proposed Frederickhouse River waterpower development

Good afternoon,
This is to notify you that Xeneca will be hosting a public information centre (PIC) for its proposed waterpower
development on the Frederickhouse River (Wanatango Falls project) in Cochrane on June 26, 2012. The PIC
will be held at the Tim Horton Event Centre from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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The advertisement for the PIC will be printed in both English and French in the Cochrane Times Post on June 14
and 21 and in the Iroquois Falls Entreprise on June 14 and 21. Copies of the advertisements are enclosed.
Members of the project team will be on hand for the event to provide information on the project and to
answer questions from the attendees.
Should you require additional information about the PIC, please contact:
Vanesa Enskaitis
Stakeholder Relations & Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200
North York, ON M2N 6P4
T: 416-590-3078
F: 416-590-9955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com

Muriel Kim, M.Sc. – Environmental Scientist
OEL-HydroSys Inc. – 3108 Carp Road - P.O. Box 430, Carp, Ontario, Canada K0A 1L0
(T) (613) 839-3053 x261

(C) (613) 294-3886

mkim@wesa.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca

(F) (613) 839-5376

OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jorgensen, Carl A <Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>
June-15-12 5:30 PM
Grace Yu
Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Humera Khan; Ed Laratta; Uwe
Roeper; Smith, Connie; Chenier, Chris (MNR)
RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River
SU-10-2503 Wanatango Notification.pdf; Wanatango DFO issues.pdf

Grace,
Please see attached.
Fisheries Act issues identified in the Federal Scoping document provided nearly a year ago and again in my
letter provided last July remain unchanged.
Some of the field work undertaken by your consultants and MNR has supported the default position of the
provision of fish passage in support of the Fishery Management Objectives of MNR.
FYI, Connie Smith of our office will be taking over the assessment of this proposal for DFO. Today is my last
day with the department.
Sincerely,
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: June 5, 2012 2:47 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A
Cc: Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Humera Khan; Ed Laratta; Uwe Roeper
Subject: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Dear Carl,
Xeneca is drawing close to completion of its Waterpower Class Environmental Assessment for Wanatango Project on
the Frederick House River.
Through Ministry of Natural Resources’ Site Information Packages (SIPs) provided as part of its site release process and
via Federal/Provincial agency coordination meetings, the attached list of issues and observations has been identified.
To follow up on these topics we would like arrange a meeting to discuss:
 the issues that have been raised,
 the work undertaken to answer questions
 and the action taken to address identified impacts.
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The document is in draft form and prepared for near-future discussion which may be undertaken via video conference,
teleconference or, if required, in person.
Kindly review the list with appropriate staff and identify any other topics that should be added. We would like to
schedule meetings for discussion at the earliest possible juncture. Please provide your available dates in June to
Humera Khan (HKhan@xeneca.com; 416-590-3075). She will arrange the meeting date and time.
We look forward to your input and working with your office.
Very best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge St.
Suite 1200
North York
M2N 6P4
416-590-9362
416-590-9955 (fax)
647-588-9707 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me by
return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.
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From: Smith, Connie [mailto:Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: July-03-12 4:02 PM
To: Grace Yu
Cc: Eggers, Kelly
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River
Hi Grace,
Sorry that I am just getting back to you on this. Kelly Eggers will be back later in the week so she may have some
additions. Also, I am not familiar with the site so some off my comments may have already been discussed.
I noticed the issue list didn't include fish passage. If the site has not been confirmed as a barrier to fish passage for the
known species in the Blanche, then fish passage needs for the facility would need to be investigated and confirmed. In
addition, a clear delineation of fish habitat with emphasis on critical habitat such as spawning shoals, etc. would be
needed. This mapping would be required to aid in in-stream flow needs discussions for the site. Critical timing and
amounts of flow will need to be determined to maintain the productive capacity of the fisheries in this stretch of the river.
So, in summary, if not already discussed, additional issues could include:
- determining existing fish passage at the site
- determining future fish passage needs
- detailed habitat mapping with a focus on critical habitat locations and types
- in-stream flow needs: timing and amounts
Thanks,
Connie Smith
Fish Habitat Biologist/ BIologiste de l'habitat du poisson
Central & Arctic Region / Région du Centre et de l’Arctique
Fisheries and Oceans Canada / Pêches et Océans Canada
Government of Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
705-522-0290
Fax/télécopieur: 705-522-6421
1500 Paris St., Unit 11/ 1500, rue Paris, Numéro 11
Sudbury, ON P3E 3B8
Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: 2012–June-15 12:28 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A
Cc: Smith, Connie
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Thanks Carl and Connie.
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The issues list for Marter is attached here for Connie.
The issues lists are in draft. Your comments and additions are welcome. We will update them prior to the meetings as
agenda.
Thanks and regards,
Grace

___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

From: Jorgensen, Carl A [mailto:Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2012 12:06 PM
To: Grace Yu
Cc: Smith, Connie
Subject: FW: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Grace,
I will reply for Wabagishik.
Connie will do the same for Marter.
Cheers,
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: June 13, 2012 4:36 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Sorry Carl.
I just recalled that you did not have the issues lists as well. I sent Wabageshik and Marter two projects to her. The email
including the lists is attached.
The lists are drafted roughly to start the discussion. They will be updated according to the comments we received from
you and other agencies.
Thanks and regards,
Grace
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___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

From: Jorgensen, Carl A [mailto:Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2012 4:15 PM
To: Grace Yu
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

could you please supply the issues list as it stands?

Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: June 13, 2012 4:05 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Thanks Carl.
Yes, I sent the same request for Wabageshik to Kelly Eggers. That would be great if you can provide comments on that
one.
Thanks a lot, and look forward to receiving your comments.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

From: Jorgensen, Carl A [mailto:Carl.Jorgensen@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2012 4:01 PM
To: Grace Yu
Subject: RE: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Grace,
Did you send a similar request about the Wabagishik proposal to Kelly Eggers?
She is away until July 5th. I am somewhat familiar with the project and issues; perhaps I can provide
comment.
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I am going on leave starting next Monday, so please provide ASAP.
Cheers,
Carl Jorgensen

705-522-8524

Fish Habitat Team Leader
Northern Ontario District
Ontario - Great Lakes Area
Central and Arctic Region

Chef d'équipe, Gestion de l'habitat
District du nord de l'Ontario
Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Région du Centre et de l’Arctique

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: June 5, 2012 2:47 PM
To: Jorgensen, Carl A
Cc: Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Humera Khan; Ed Laratta; Uwe Roeper
Subject: Issues List for Wanatango Project on the Frederick House River

Dear Carl,
Xeneca is drawing close to completion of its Waterpower Class Environmental Assessment for Wanatango Project on
the Frederick House River.
Through Ministry of Natural Resources’ Site Information Packages (SIPs) provided as part of its site release process and
via Federal/Provincial agency coordination meetings, the attached list of issues and observations has been identified.
To follow up on these topics we would like arrange a meeting to discuss:
 the issues that have been raised,
 the work undertaken to answer questions
 and the action taken to address identified impacts.
The document is in draft form and prepared for near‐future discussion which may be undertaken via video conference,
teleconference or, if required, in person.
Kindly review the list with appropriate staff and identify any other topics that should be added. We would like to
schedule meetings for discussion at the earliest possible juncture. Please provide your available dates in June to
Humera Khan (HKhan@xeneca.com; 416‐590‐3075). She will arrange the meeting date and time.
We look forward to your input and working with your office.
Very best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge St.
Suite 1200
North York
M2N 6P4
4

416‐590‐9362
416‐590‐9955 (fax)
647‐588‐9707 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me by
return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.
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From: Smith, Connie [mailto:Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: September-17-12 12:32 PM
To: Muriel Kim
Subject: RE: Proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project - Upcoming distribution of the DRAFT Environmental Report
Hi Muriel,
Could I get one hard copy and one CD?
Thanks,
Connie Smith
Fish Habitat Biologist/ BIologiste de l'habitat du poisson
Central & Arctic Region / Région du Centre et de l’Arctique
Fisheries and Oceans Canada / Pêches et Océans Canada
Government of Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
705-522-0290
Fax/télécopieur: 705-522-6421
1500 Paris St., Unit 11/ 1500, rue Paris, Numéro 11
Sudbury, ON P3E 3B8
Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

From: Muriel Kim [mailto:mkim@wesa.ca]
Sent: 2012–September-06 3:35 PM
To: Smith, Connie; EACoordination_ON@inac-ainc.gc.ca; kitty.ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca;
tina.webb@ontario.ca; lianne.kentish@ontario.ca; jennifer.telford@ontario.ca; chris.chenier@ontario.ca;
tim.mutter@ontario.ca; gerry.webber@ontario.ca; Katherine.Kirzati@ontario.ca; jennifer.lillie-paetz@ontario.ca;
brett.smith@ontario.ca; helen.l.kwan@ontario.ca; David.Pickles@ontario.ca; paul.marleau@ontario.ca
Cc: Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen
Subject: Proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project - Upcoming distribution of the DRAFT Environmental Report

Good afternoon,
We will soon be distributing the DRAFT Environmental Report (ER) for the proposed Xeneca Power
Development Inc. waterpower development on the Frederick House River (Wanatango Falls).
The proposed undertaking is subject to the Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects as a new
project on a managed waterway. While there is no formal requirement for a draft ER in the Class EA for
Waterpower Projects, this document will be circulated to key parties in order to facilitate an efficient regulatory
review of the final document.
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We would like to verify whether you wish to receive a copy of the draft ER for review, and whether there are
additional individuals within your organization whom you believe should also receive a copy of the
report. Also, please indicate how many copies and in what form you would like to receive the report (hard
copy, CD-ROM, or downloadable from an FTP site). Due to the very large size of the report, CD-ROMs and/or
the FTP site are encouraged, but hard copies will be distributed should you require them.
Best regards,
Muriel Kim
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

Muriel Kim M.Sc.
Environmental Scientist
(T) (613) 839-3053 x261 (C) (613) 294-3886 mkim@wesa.ca

www.wesa.ca

NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephanie Hodsoll <SHodsoll@xeneca.com>
April-15-13 11:59 AM
Karen Fortin; Muriel Kim
FW: Hydro projects - New DFO contact

FYI
Stephanie Hodsoll
Stakeholder Relations
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200
North York, ON M2N 6P4
(416) 590‐3077
From: Mark Holmes
Sent: Monday, April 08, 2013 3:15 PM
To: Rudolph, Rich; Uwe Roeper; dave.burden@DFO-MPO.GC.CA
Cc: Hoggarth, Thomas; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Kristi Beatty
Subject: RE: Hydro projects - New DFO contact

Rich:
First, congratulations on the new job, and hope it will be a rewarding experience…
We at Xeneca and our consultants place a very high value on the experience and professionalism you have brought to
our projects, particularly in the area of fish passage. In that regard, we are hoping that you might be willing to maintain
a presence in upcoming regulatory agency meetings on two of our projects that, with respect to fish passage, appear to
have come to a standstill.
As you are likely aware, the two year OWA waterpower Class EA has been much more challenging, time consuming and
costly to complete than expected and is now approaching 36 months in duration. Because DFO’s input on fish passage
and habitat compensation is considered integral to the EA process, the absence of a permanent agency representative is
of deep concern.
As case in point, in a meeting with OMNR on April 4, OMNR staff asserted that no decisions on fish passage,
compensatory flows or other elements of the project could be made without DFO at the table.
With all due respect to Mr. Hoggarth, we note he is not considered a permanent replacement on our files and this
implies more delays may occur should staffing arrangements change again in the near future. Given that we are fairly
close to reaching consensus on fish passage and related elements with regard to projects on both the Frederickhouse
River and Petawawa River, your continued presence on the file should not extend much more than a month or so.
I have copied your Regional Director, David Burden, in regard to this matter and look forward to your timely (and
hopefully positive) response.
If you have questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at any of the numbers listed in the signature
line below.
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Very best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge St.
Suite 1200
North York
M2N 6P4
416‐590‐9362
416‐590‐9955 (fax)
647‐588‐9707 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me by
return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.

From: Rudolph, Rich [mailto:Rich.Rudolph@dfo-mpo.gc.ca]
Sent: Monday, April 08, 2013 2:42 PM
To: Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper
Cc: Hoggarth, Thomas
Subject: Hydro projects - New DFO contact

Hello gentlemen,
Just to let you know I have accepted a new job and will no longer be working on this project. The new contact will be
Tom Hoggarth thomas.hoggarth@dfo-mpo.gc.ca until the new Fisheries Protection Program has been fully staffed and
someone can be assigned to your files on a more permanent basis.

I enjoyed working with you and hopefully they keep me tied into the regional action and we'll meet again.

Rich Rudolph
Environmental Assessment Analyst
Eastern Ontario District / District du nord de l'Ontario
Ontario-Great Lakes Area / Secteur de l'Ontario et des Grands Lacs
Central & Arctic Region / Région du Centre et de l’Arctique
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada / Pêches et Océans Canada
Government of Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
613 925-2865 ext 117
Fax/télécopieur: 613 925-2245
401 King St. W./401 rue King Ouest,
P.O. Box 1000/Boite postale 1000,
Prescott, ON, K0E 1T0
rich.rudolph@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
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Ministry of Natural Resources

ij I’ita rIo

Ministry of
Natural Resources

Ministère des
Richesses naturefles

Natural Resource Management Division
Lands and Waters Branch
P.O. Bos 7000. 300 Water Street
Peterborough, ON K9J 8M5
Telephone (705(755.1240
Fax; (7051 755-1206

Division de a gestion des richesses natureiles
Direction des terres at eaux
( P 7000 300, rue Water
Peterborough (Ontario) K9J 8M5
Telephone (7051755-1240
Télócopie 1705) 755-1206

July 18, 2007
2124716 Ontario Inc.
100 Bowood Ave
Toronto. ON M4N 1Y5
Attention: Patrick Gillette
RE:

Non-Competitive Application for Waterpower
(File # WSR-2007D3)

Dear Mr GHiette,
This letter acknowledges receipt of your Non-Competitive Site Release Application for
Waterpower for the Wanatango Falls, Twp Mann site (#4MD02), on the Frederickhouse River
Your application has been forwarded to the Cochrane District Office, where staff will review
your application and then contact you to advise you of the next steps in the site release
process,
Please ncie uldi MNR’s acceptance 01 your dppiication does no[ consUtute an apliruval or
commitment to approve your project. As part of this process, you will also be responsible for
fulfilling all relevant environmental assessment obligations, and obtaining all necessary permits.
approvals and licenses from MNR and other government agencies,
If you have any questions regarding this application, please contact Marty Blake at 705-2727137.
Regards,

7

...

..

Kevin R. Hosler
Program Coordinator, Renewable Energy Section
cc.

MNR District Manager, Cochrane, ON (Attention’ Marty Blake)
Renewable Energy Coordinator, Northeast Region (Attention: Sandra Dosser)
Environment Canada Ontario Region, Canada Centre for Inland Waters, 867
Lakeshore Road, Burlington, ON, L7R 4A6 (Attention: Rob Dobos)
—

Ontario--Great Lakes Area, Fisheries and Oceans Canada,
28 Waubeek Street, Parry Sound, ON P2A 1 B9 (Attention: Dan Thompson)
Ministry of the Environment, Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch
Floor 12A. 2 St. Clair Avenue West, Toronto, ON, M4V 1L5 (Attention’ Marie Legrow)
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eneca

5160 Yonge St., Suite 520. Toronto, ON M2N 6I9
tel 415590’9362 ta 4J6.59O9955 www.xeneca.com

Power Development Inc

September 24, 2009

To whom it may concern:

Patrick Gillette has authorized Xeneca Power Development Inc. (“Xeneca”) to act on the Applicant’s
behalf on matters concerning Waterpower Site Applications in the Province of Ontario. Applicants are:
‘-

-

r
‘

“

r
“

r

2066102 Ontario Inc.
2089282 Ontario Inc.
2098292 Ontario Inc.
2118966 Ontario Inc.
2118969 Ontario Inc.
2124716 Ontario Inc.
2124750 Ontario Inc.
2127613 Ontario Inc.
6774008 Canada Inc.
6774024 Canada Inc.

2089281 Ontario Inc.
2089284 Ontario inc.
2118964 Ontario Inc.
2118968 Ontario Inc.
2118970 Ontario Inc.
2124726 Ontario Inc.
2127580 Ontario Inc.
2127621 Ontario Inc.
6774016 Canada Inc.
6774032 Canada Inc.

Sites currently under consideration by the Crown are:
‘

‘

.i’

r
,-

‘p
-

‘-

F

.—

22.4 km from Mouth
3.2 km from Mouth (Roaring Rapids) (WSR-2007-43)
Above Ball Lake (WSR-2007-06)
Ahmic Lake Dam & Kneof II Rapids
At Mouth, Jocko River
Canyon Lake
Derby Island Rapids (WSR-200T42)
Ivanhoe Lake Dam (DSR-08-05)
Ivanhoe River 1st falls
Ivanhoe River 3rd FaIls
Ivanhoe River The Chute (WSR-2007’60)
Lac Des Milie Lac Dam
Larder Lake & Raven Fails (DSR-09-6)
Mackenzie Lake A
Mackenzie Lake B
McGraw Falls
Purgatory Chute
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‘

v
—

,

ø

Quibell: Lot 2 Con IV & Lot 6 Con V (WSR200742)
Roaring II
Shabaqua Corners (WSR2O07-S4)
Sowden Lake at Talking Falls
Trent Severn Waterway Dam 1
Windy Lake Dam
Wanatango falls (WSR-2007-03)
Whitefish Falls (Frood Lake)
Wabigoon Falls (WSR2007-05)

For clarity, Xeneca is authorized to take whatever actions it deems reasonable unless this letter is
withdrawn by the Applicant in writing.
Yours very truly,

Patrick Gillette
President
2066102 Ontario Inc.
2089281 Ontario lnc,
2089282 Ontario Inc.
2089284 Ontario Inc.
2098292 Ontario Inc.
2118964 Ontario Inc.
2118966 Ontario Inc.
2118968 Ontario Inc.
2118969 Ontario Inc.
2118970 Ontario Inc.
2124716 Ontario Inc.
2124726 Ontano Inc
2124750 Ontario Inc.
2127580 Ontario Inc.
2127613 Ontario Inc.
2127621 Ontario Inc.
6774008 Canada Inc.
6774016 Canada Inc.
6774024 Canada Inc.
6774032 Canada Inc.

Patrick W. Gillette
President & COO
Xener.a Power Development Inc.

(

Page2otZ

neca

:‘‘r DeveLopment Inc.

S 6O Yonge St. Suite 520, Toronto. ON M2N 6L9

w? 41659f9362 fa 4J6-5909955 www.xeneca.com

ianuary 22, 2010

Mr. Marty Blake
District Manager
Ministry of Natural Resources
Cochrane District
2 Third Avenue
Box 730
Cochrane, ON
P01 1CO

Dear Mr. Blake,

RE: Waterpower submissions to the Ontario Power Authority’s Feed In Tariff program.

We would like to make you aware of the Waterpower on Crown Land Acknowledgement Letter, issued
by the Minister of Natural Resources, Donna Cansfield, concerning an MNR site in your district:
-

4MD02 (as per applicant 2124716 Ontario Inc. and Xeneca LP)

As per the direction outlined in the attached letter from Minister Cansfield, 2124716 Ontario Inc. (ie.,
the Applicant> along with Xeneca LP (ie., the Applicant Team) have submitted the above MNR site to the
Ontario Power Authority’s (“OPA”) Feed In Tariff (“FIT”) Launch program.
Xeneca Power Development Inc., on behalf of the Applicant, will initiate the task of scopirig the
environmental issues in preparation for field studies in the spring of 2010 in compliance with the
Ministry of Environment’s Renewable Energy Approval process (i.e., Waterpower Class EA). Field studies
will commence only if the OPA issues a FIT contract. If not already done so, we request that your staff
issue Site Description Packages for each site listed above and provide whatever assistance possible in
order to complete this scoping task.
Attached are Letters of Authorization from the Applicants for Xeneca to act on their behalf.
We will follow-up with your office once the statuses of the FIT submissions are known.
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Please direct any question as it relates to the OPAs issuance of FIT contracts for all projects to myself,
Vanesa Enskaitis. I have provided my contact information below.
Thank you for your kind consideration of these matters.
Yours very truly,

Vanesa Enskaitis
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge Street
Suite 520
North York, ON
M2N 6L9
T: 4165909362 X 104
F: 4165909955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com
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February 3, 2010

Mr. Marty B’ake
District Manager
Ministry of Natural Resources
Cochrane District
2 Third Avenue
Box 730
Cochrane, ON
POL 1CO

Re: Waterpower Project Status
Dear Mr. Blake,
With respect to MNR’s renewable energy site release process, we have been notified by a third party
requesting the current status of our projects. listed below is the MNR site in your District for which an
application to the OPA’s FIT launch program has been submitted:
-

4MD02

Please confirm the current status of each project, based on the foflowing stages:
1. Application Fee Processed
2. MNR Provides Site Description Package
3. MNR and Applicant Scoping Meeting
4. Waterpower Application Declaration Form submitted
S. Aboriginal Community Engagement undertaken
6. a) District Manager Decision to proceed
b) District Manager Decision to delay
c) District Manager Decision to cancel
7. Public Notification underta ken
8. Applicant of Record awarded
P-i
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Thank you for your prompt response to this enquiry. We look forward to hearing back from you
Yours truly,

Vanesa Enskaitis
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
T: 416S90-9362 X 104
F 416590-9955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com

2

Ministry of Natural Resources
Cochrane Distrpct

Ministére des Richesses naturelles
District do Cochrane

2-4 Highway 11 South
730
P0.

2-4 route ii sud
CP 730

Cochrane ON POL 1CO

Cochrane ON POL lCD

Telephone
Facsimile
Toll Free

705-272-7137
705-272-7183
1-800.667-1940

Telephone
Télecopiour
Sans frais

C)rit ric

705-272-7137
705-272-7183
1-800-667-1940

February 17, 2010

RECFVED
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Vanesa Enskaitis
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5160 Yonge St., Suite 520
Toronto ON M2N 6L9
Dear Ms. Enskaitis:

Subject: Waterpower Project Status Site 4MD02 (Wanatancio Falls)
Thank you for your letter of February 3, 2010, regarding the project status of
waterpower site 4MD02 (Wanatango Falls).
We can confirm that the current status of this project based on the stages you listed in
your letter to be Stage 1: Application Fee Processed.
Our next step is to prepare and provide the Site Description Package.
If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact
Jennifer Telford at 705-272-7130.
Yours sincerely.

N
Martin D, Blal
District Manager
Cochrane District
p.c.
/cc

-

OMNR

Jennifer Telford

—

Resource Planner

—

OMNR Cochrane District
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tel 416-590-9362

February 25, 2010

Martin Blake
Cochrane District MNR
2 Third Avenue, Box 730
Cochrane, ON, POL lCD

Dear Mr. Blake,
Thank you for the clarification of Site Status as well as your efforts on the Applicant’s behalf; it’s very
much appreciated.
Currently Habitat Biologists are engaged to organize field work for the 2010 Spring Freshet. If an
Ontario Power Authority (“OPA”) FIT contract is issued, collection of field data will commence so as to:
-

Prepare for the eventual progression to a Class EA.
Identify any issues of concern that might bring the Project’s viability into question.

Your office will be contacted by the consultants at HATCH with letters of authorization to begin this
process; please contact Xeneca Power Development Inc. with any questions that may arise.
Applicant will complete all necessary tasks required by the MNR, but in order to meet OPA deadlines we
believe this field work should be organized and completed in 2010.
Our hope is that your office will discuss the Scope of Work for field studies with the consultants as well
as provide:
-

-

Input into Scope of Work so they are as complete as possible.
Any documentation that is available on the Site.

The consultants should have draft Scopes of Work prepared when they contact your office, Once these
studies are complete, we will be happy to share the results with your office or other agency, as required.
Once we have greater clarity in terms of the OPA FIT site selections process, we should try to meet or
organize a teleconference to discuss how we move forward. Overall, we anticipate this should occur
sometime in the Spring of 2010, once the results of the OPA FIT process are announced.
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Thank you for your kind consideration of these matters and we look forward to working with your
District. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions.
Yours very truly.

Patrick Gillette
President, COO
cc.

Jim Beal
Mark Holmes
Vanesa Enskaitis
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From: Robert J. Steele [mailto:steele@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: April-12-10 11:48 AM
To: 'Chenier, Chris (MNR)'
Cc: 'Telford, Jennifer (MNR)'; Tami Sugarman; 'Ed Laratta'
Subject: RE: Frederick House River (Wanatango Falls) - Map, Collection Application - Walleye

From: Chenier, Chris (MNR) [mailto:chris.chenier@ontario.ca]
Sent: April 12, 2010 11:19 AM
To: steele@nrsi.on.ca
Cc: Telford, Jennifer (MNR)
Subject: FW: Frederick House River (Wanatango Falls) - Map, Collection Application - Walleye
Thanks Chris. I have responded to your comments in red below.
Rob:
A couple of quick off the top of my head points....Don’t need two permits. I’ll proceed with one permit for all species and
all methods. However, we are rushing and this is worrisome....We can discuss any of this further at your convenience.










Please note all tributaries must be part of this spring spawning effort.agreed You didn’t identify this in the app.and
other spawning etc. I will add them in to the waterbodies...
I would advocate also sampling at seemingly substandard locations. agreedThis will better define their relative
contributions and may be of larger significance wrt any compensation discussions.
In the development of a spring program descriptive document ( I presume this will follow at some point ) you must
describe the gear, effort and locations in more detail. Duly noted
You don’t list larval drift nets in your collection methods. The collection of larval fish is important if you ask me. It
not only helps to identify spawning areas but also can help to quantify spawning success and relative
contributions of areas during the study period conditions. It will be added in to the gear...Thanks, We do intend
to use them but forgot to include them
At the end of this effort I think we want to have a fairly good picture of all/most spring spawners ( not just walleye
and sturgeon despite them being VECs ).... Wrt other species egg mats and larval drift nets will definitely help in
this, trapnetting might also if you can do it close enough to a site. The large mesh sturgeon gill nets will not help
much...in my experience we’ve only caught the odd, big redhorse. All species will be written into the
permit...Duly noted
Please note my expectations wrt sampling effort. Effort must be meaningful and repeatable. Although I
acknowledge angling is an accepted method. It must be well described. There will be conditions on this...eg
single, barbless hooks, artificial bait if fishing for tagging-live release specimens.agreed
For me the preferred method for capturing sturgeon in high flows/velocities is by trotline. I would guess that you
could be hard pressed to catch sturgeon using gill nets between Wanatango and Zeverleys if levels and flows
increase.agreed that lines are the way to go for initial efforts
1

Questions/Requests:
 By leadline do you mean trotline? I believe that we are talking about the same thing, namely a heavy fishing line
with baited hooks attached at intervals using snoods.
 Will there be tagging in this spring work? There probably should be...fish passage will be an issue. You cite you’ll
be looking for larval walleye, but not sturgeon?will also look for larval sturgeon. What type of tagging do you
mean?
 Does 10 km upstream cover the entire anticipated area of inundation? The last we saw flooding was going up
beyond this ( eg 11km ). 10km downstream is good... had asked for 5km previously. It is my understanding the
RoR facility will have re-established channel flows and the highest erosion risk downstream is well within this 5km
distance. NB: Will be within our 2010 summer sturgeon study area. No new mapping is avaialbe. Please extend
to encompass 15 km.
 Will you be collecting any inputs for any relevant HSIs?do not anticipate collecting HSI data as we do not expect
to be modelling fish habitat response to flow change.
 Would you be willing to take clear vent pictures of any sturgeon of confirmed ( through observation of expelled
gametes ) sex and link these photos to the individual sturgeon’s data? Would you also be willing to note skin
colour ( black and tan, tan, grey ) and lateral scute/denticle sharpness ( dull or sharp )and link to individual
sturgeon? These would be of help to me.absoltuley, I will pass this on to my crews.

Regards,
Chris
705-272-7154
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Box 430, 3108 Carp Road, Carp, Ontario Canada K0A 1L0
Telephone: (613) 839-1453
Fax: (613) 839-5376

Jennifer Telford, Resource Planner
Ministry of Natural Resources
2 Third Ave, P.O. Box 730
Cochrane, Ontario, P0L 1C0
Re:

Early Notification of Proposed Waterpower Project – Fredrickhouse River
Xeneca Power Development Inc.

Dear Ms. Telford:
This letter is to advise you that the proponent, Xeneca Power Development Inc. (Xeneca), has
plans for the development of a new hydroelectric generating station on the Fredrickhouse River
at Wanatango Falls (please see attached mapping). The development will be following the OWA
Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects and is currently in the project
description and coordination phase of the planning process.
We realize that this project is in its’ early stages, however, Xeneca has been awarded a Feed-inTariff contract for proposed site on the Fredrickhouse River and so would like to move ahead
promptly with the project. We intend to begin a series of spring assessments as soon as possible
in order to address season-sensitive potential natural environment issues associated with this
project. To that end we would like to take this opportunity to request the following from your
office;
1. Background natural heritage information you may be able to provide on the project
area(s).
The details of the information we require are attached to this letter.
As Xeneca moves forward, we look forward to meeting with you as soon as possible to plan this
project in an environmentally responsible and efficient manner. Please do not hesitate to contact
the undersigned if you have any questions.
Yours Truly,

Tami J. Sugarman
Approvals Coordinator
OEL-HydroSys Inc.

Small Hydro Consulting Engineers

Memo
Project No. 1016
To:

Jennifer Telford, Cochrane District MNR

From: Rob Steele, Natural Resource Solutions Inc.
Date: April 20, 2010
Re: Background Information

Natural Resource Solutions Inc. has been retained by Xeneca Power to conduct biological
surveys in preparation for proposed hydroelectric development at Wanatango Falls on the
Frederickhouse River.

An air photo is attached, depicting the boundaries of the study area for the project. We would like
obtain information for that area plus an additional 1 km surrounding the study site.
We would like to request any information on the natural resources in the study area, such as the
following:
• Fisheries assessments,
• Fish collection records and rare species,
• Drain classifications,
• Wetland evaluations,
• Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest
• Provincially Significant Wetlands
• Environmentally Sensitive Areas
• VTE species, significant wildlife habitats (i.e. raptor nesting, colonial species nests, deer
yards and feeding areas)
• Any species lists relating to animals and vegetation
• Vegetation mapping, floristic inventories.

Natural Resource Solutions Inc. is currently in the field and would be pleased to meet with you to
pick up any material and discuss this project. Please call if you have any questions or comments.

From: Telford, Jennifer (MNR) [mailto:jennifer.telford@ontario.ca]
Sent: April-28-10 3:54 PM
To: Mary Anne Seabrook; Patrick Gillette
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis; Kai Markvorsen; Clement, Denis (MNR); Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Site Information Package Digital copy
Thanks Mary Anne,
The district is preparing to send another letter to the FN’s in the hopes of meeting with them and I just wanted to know if
you’ve had contact with them to help with the wording of my letter. I will let you know when we send the next round of
letters out and what the outcome is. We hope to be able to meet with the identified FN’s sooner rather than later but that
will all depend on the scheduling of the FN’s.

Jennifer Telford
District Planner
Ministry of Natural Resources, Cochrane District
Phone (705) 272-7130
Fax (705)272-7183

jennifer.telford@ontario.ca

From: Mary Anne Seabrook [mailto:mseabrook@kbm.on.ca]
Sent: April 28, 2010 3:55 PM
To: Telford, Jennifer (MNR); 'Patrick Gillette'
Cc: 'Vanesa Enskaitis'; 'Kai Markvorsen'; Clement, Denis (MNR); 'Mark Holmes'
Subject: RE: Site Information Package Digital copy

Good day everyone. On my end, I have not been in touch with any of the affected First Nations. I have only received a
draft copy of a letter under the DM back in July 2009. Had this letter gone out?
If so, what was the FN response? It is my understanding that the MNR was to make the initial consultation
contact. Then we would follow suit.
Mark, please advise if you had any initial contacts that I was not aware of… thanks

Mary Anne Seabrook
Coordinator, Aboriginal Communications
office ‐ 807‐345‐5445 ‐ ext 250
home ‐ 807‐767‐9591
1

From: Telford, Jennifer (MNR) [mailto:jennifer.telford@ontario.ca]
Sent: April 28, 2010 9:38 AM
To: Patrick Gillette
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis; mseabrook@kbm.on.ca; Kai Markvorsen; Clement, Denis (MNR)
Subject: Site Information Package Digital copy
Hi Patrick,
By now you should have received the Site Information Package for Wanatango Falls. Our bio embedded documents in
the package so as promised in the cover letter here is a digital copy of the package. I have not included the map but can
if you wish. Our GIS tech is off until next week but I can provide a PDF copy of the map upon her return. I’ve cc’ed OEL
Hydrosys as the embedded documents may be of use to them as they prepare for the EA.
I was also wondering if you have been in contact with any of the First Nations. I don’t need any specifics but a summary
of who has been contacted and how they have received the project would be helpful.
Thanks,

Jennifer Telford
District Planner
Ministry of Natural Resources, Cochrane District
Phone (705) 272-7130
Fax (705)272-7183

jennifer.telford@ontario.ca

3 Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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5150 Yonge St. Suite 520, Toronto. ON M2N 6L
t. 416-590-9362 fax 416-590-9955 www.xenca.nom

July 6, 2010
Marty Blake
District Manager
Cochrane MNR
3Third Ave. Box 730
Cochrane, ON POL 1CO

Dear Mr. Blake:
RE: Options to process sites awarded FIT Contracts
As outlined in previous correspondence, Xeneca Power Development Inc. has been awarded a Feed In
Tariff (“FIT”) Contract within your District:
,r

Wanatango Falls

—

MNR Site ft 4MD02

Xeneca is also preparing Phase I of the Class Environmental Assessment for Woterpower Projects (“Class
EAR’) and will need to commence with Phase II as early as possible in order to meet the Ontario Power
Authority’s (“OPA”) deadline for project commissioning. These steps are being taken to alleviate time
pressures on both Xeneca and the regulatory agencies.
At this juncture, Xeneca has 57 months to bring the projects within your District to commercial
operation. Given that 24 months is required for construction, this leaves just 33 months to complete all
Class EA tasks, issue the Location Approval from the District, and then complete the following:

.r

Design review and approval
Tenure (Interim Waterpower Lease Agreement>
All other permits and approvals

The District will play a crucial role in all of these stages. Xeneca recognizes that the 130 FIT contracts on
Crown lands, as well as the remaining 60 in Economic Connection Test (ECT) status, will pose a challenge
for MNR and for your District in regard to resources and time.

Page 1 of 3

Xeneca believes the following solutions will help to alleviate some of the challenges for your District
created by the FIT program timeline:
..

—

‘

Xeneca participation in programs that sponsor or support students! interns working at your
District Offices.
Where possible, Xeneca would like to complete tasks that require prolonged review such as
design or operation plans.
Combining Class EA activities with other aligned objectives.

An alternative is to bypass the Site Review process and receive Conditional Applicant of Record status
under the condition that a FIT Contract is issued. This would allow Xeneca to proceed into the Class EA
process with a series of MNR defined tasks to be completed prior to submission for Location Approval.
As you are aware, Location Approval is the point at which the MNR, under the Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act, recognizes the project and begins the process of approving design and issuing
approvals, permits and tenure. Given that Applicant of Record has very little meaning in the overall
development process, and, given the time and resource challenges faced by all parties, the Conditional
Applicant of Record may be a preferred option.
The District would still need to provide Xeneca with the names of the First Nation Communities eligible
to discuss benefits in relation to the projects. First Nation benefit discussions would be a condition of
the “Applicant of Record” status, or a milestone to be completed prior to the Location Approval.
Until the Class EA is completed, the actual design and operation of the waterpower plant is uncertain.
This means the economic viability of the project is essentially unknown as mitigation of environmental
or other issues could lead to the cancellation of the project and the subsequent request to withdraw the
site. Potential effects on riparian landowners, parks or other land in proximity to the project will be
clearly identified as well as the viability of the project.
We feel you will agree that environmental concerns and technical issues that have been, or will be,
raised by your staff are best addressed during the Class EA where the perspectives of additional
regulatory agencies, First Nations, and stakeholders are also addressed. Solutions raised prematurely
during the Site Release process may be challenged in order to address the concerns raised by other
parties.
With respect to the MNR’s First Nations component of the Site Release process, please be advised that
Xeneca is committed to developing Business Relationships with those Communities identified as
affected and/or eligible for benefits. This commitment has been made in the attached letter as well as
publicly (see attached from the Globe and Mail’s Report on Business).
Page 2 of 3

However, Xeneca is concerned that the provincial and federal processes are not aligned. Confusion still
remains over the designation of the affected First Nations Communities and how program eligibility may
be applied. Combining consultation (MNR and Applicant) with Business Relationship discussions is a
natural fit, and this will provide the 1

-

2 year window we believe necessary to reach agreement with

the First Nation Communities.
An advantage to both parties will be the ability to focus on the Class EA process while Site Release and
other issues are addressed in parallel with no risk to the District Office in achieving alignment with
overarching MNR policy. All decisions are deferred, at the applicant’s risk, to the Location Approval.
in summarY, we believe our recommendations will minimize duplication of the process, thereby allowing
critical MNR resources to be focused on the important work of assuring all environmental, social and
economic issues are addressed.
It may be noteworthy that one MNR District is moving ahead with this option, and we respectfully
request you and your district colleagues consider similar action.
Thank you for your kind consideration and please call with any questions.
Yours very truly.

Patrick W. 3illette
President & COO
Xeneca Power Development lnc.
5160 Yonge Street
North York, ON
M2N 6L9
Tel: 416S90-9362
Fax: 416-590-9955
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July 6, 2010
Marty Blake
District Manager
Cochrane MNR
3Third Ave. Box 730
Cochrane, ON POL 1CO

Dear Mr. Blake:
RE: Options to process sites awarded FIT Contracts
As outlined in previous correspondence, Xeneca Power Development Inc. has been awarded a Feed In
Tariff (“FIT”) Contract within your District:
,r

Wanatango Falls

—

MNR Site ft 4MD02

Xeneca is also preparing Phase I of the Class Environmental Assessment for Woterpower Projects (“Class
EAR’) and will need to commence with Phase II as early as possible in order to meet the Ontario Power
Authority’s (“OPA”) deadline for project commissioning. These steps are being taken to alleviate time
pressures on both Xeneca and the regulatory agencies.
At this juncture, Xeneca has 57 months to bring the projects within your District to commercial
operation. Given that 24 months is required for construction, this leaves just 33 months to complete all
Class EA tasks, issue the Location Approval from the District, and then complete the following:

.r

Design review and approval
Tenure (Interim Waterpower Lease Agreement>
All other permits and approvals

The District will play a crucial role in all of these stages. Xeneca recognizes that the 130 FIT contracts on
Crown lands, as well as the remaining 60 in Economic Connection Test (ECT) status, will pose a challenge
for MNR and for your District in regard to resources and time.
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Xeneca believes the following solutions will help to alleviate some of the challenges for your District
created by the FIT program timeline:
..

—

‘

Xeneca participation in programs that sponsor or support students! interns working at your
District Offices.
Where possible, Xeneca would like to complete tasks that require prolonged review such as
design or operation plans.
Combining Class EA activities with other aligned objectives.

An alternative is to bypass the Site Review process and receive Conditional Applicant of Record status
under the condition that a FIT Contract is issued. This would allow Xeneca to proceed into the Class EA
process with a series of MNR defined tasks to be completed prior to submission for Location Approval.
As you are aware, Location Approval is the point at which the MNR, under the Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act, recognizes the project and begins the process of approving design and issuing
approvals, permits and tenure. Given that Applicant of Record has very little meaning in the overall
development process, and, given the time and resource challenges faced by all parties, the Conditional
Applicant of Record may be a preferred option.
The District would still need to provide Xeneca with the names of the First Nation Communities eligible
to discuss benefits in relation to the projects. First Nation benefit discussions would be a condition of
the “Applicant of Record” status, or a milestone to be completed prior to the Location Approval.
Until the Class EA is completed, the actual design and operation of the waterpower plant is uncertain.
This means the economic viability of the project is essentially unknown as mitigation of environmental
or other issues could lead to the cancellation of the project and the subsequent request to withdraw the
site. Potential effects on riparian landowners, parks or other land in proximity to the project will be
clearly identified as well as the viability of the project.
We feel you will agree that environmental concerns and technical issues that have been, or will be,
raised by your staff are best addressed during the Class EA where the perspectives of additional
regulatory agencies, First Nations, and stakeholders are also addressed. Solutions raised prematurely
during the Site Release process may be challenged in order to address the concerns raised by other
parties.
With respect to the MNR’s First Nations component of the Site Release process, please be advised that
Xeneca is committed to developing Business Relationships with those Communities identified as
affected and/or eligible for benefits. This commitment has been made in the attached letter as well as
publicly (see attached from the Globe and Mail’s Report on Business).
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However, Xeneca is concerned that the provincial and federal processes are not aligned. Confusion still
remains over the designation of the affected First Nations Communities and how program eligibility may
be applied. Combining consultation (MNR and Applicant) with Business Relationship discussions is a
natural fit, and this will provide the 1

-

2 year window we believe necessary to reach agreement with

the First Nation Communities.
An advantage to both parties will be the ability to focus on the Class EA process while Site Release and
other issues are addressed in parallel with no risk to the District Office in achieving alignment with
overarching MNR policy. All decisions are deferred, at the applicant’s risk, to the Location Approval.
in summarY, we believe our recommendations will minimize duplication of the process, thereby allowing
critical MNR resources to be focused on the important work of assuring all environmental, social and
economic issues are addressed.
It may be noteworthy that one MNR District is moving ahead with this option, and we respectfully
request you and your district colleagues consider similar action.
Thank you for your kind consideration and please call with any questions.
Yours very truly.

Patrick W. 3illette
President & COO
Xeneca Power Development lnc.
5160 Yonge Street
North York, ON
M2N 6L9
Tel: 416S90-9362
Fax: 416-590-9955
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July 13, 2010
Mr. Marty Blake
District Manager
Cochrane District MNR
2 Third Avenue, Box 730
Cochrane, ON POL 1CO
Dear Mr. Blake:
RE: Notice of Commencement for Waterpower Class Environmental Assessment
As outlined in previous correspondence, Xeneca Power Development Inc. has been awarded Feed In
Tariff (“FIT”) Contracts for the following projects within your District:
Wanatango Falls

—

MNR site # 4MD02

Xeneca has completed Phase I of the Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects (“Class
EA”) and will flow issue public Notices of Commencement (N0C) under the Waterpower Class EA for the
above projects in your area. A draft copy of the NoC was sent to your office on June 20, 2010 (a final
version of the N0C is attached to this letter). These steps are being taken in order to comply with
timeline performance constraints demanded by the Ontario Power Authorit’y (“OPA”) for execution of
FIT contracts. Further, to this end, we would like to engage with you in a process of sharing information,
for your consideration and input, on the development of the project as it becomes available during the
Class EA. We will prepare project progress updates and information packages for you on a regular basis.
In addition, we will need to have regular fac&to-face or teleconference progress meetings.
At this juncture, Xeneca has less than 57 months to successfully complete the EA and post-EA approval
process, plan and potentially execute construction activities and arrange ordering and potential
installation of equipment for each project in your District. Given that 24 months is required for
construction and commissioning, this leaves just 33 months to complete all Class EA tasks, issue the
Location Approval from the District, and then also complete the following:
Design review and approval
Tenure (Interim Waterpower Lease Agreement)
All other post-EA permits and approvals

Page lot 2

The District will play a crucial role in all of these stages. Xeneca recognizes that the 130 FIT contracts on
Crown lands, as well as the remaining 60 in Economic Connection Test (ECT) status, will pose a challenge
for MNR and for your District iii terms of resources and time. We understand the pressure you are
working under and we suggest that regular information sharing and meetings will be beneficial during
the next several years of hard work for all of us on implementing these FIT contracts.
As the Class EA process unfolds, the expected design and operation of the waterpower plant will be
more clearly understood as will the economic viability of the project. We feel that environmental
concerns and technical issues that have been, or will be, raised by your staff are best addressed during
the Class EA, as information becomes available and as we gain perspectives on our projects from other
regulatory agencies, First Nations, and all stakeholders.
Further, if you have not already done so, we kindly request that you expedite issuance of the names of
the First Nation Communities eligible to discuss benefits in relation to these projects in your District.
First Nation benefit discussions are an important element of the development process and a milestone
that needs immediate attention for it to be completed prior to Location Approval. Xeneca is committed
to developing Business Relationships with the Communities you identify as affected and/or eligible for
benefits.
Thank you for your kind consideration and please contact us if you have any questions.

(S....,,

Yours truly,

Patrick W. Gillette
President & COO
Xeneca Power Development Inc
5160 Yonge Street
North York, On
M2N 6L9
Tel: 416-590-9362
Fax: 416590-9955

cc.

Mark Holmes, Arnold Chan, Edmond Laratta

Page 2 of 2

Waterpower Applicant Declaration Form

For the Waterpower development opportunity at:
WANATANGO FALLS. TWP. MANN (Site Name)
#4MD02. Frederickhouse
River (Site ID# and River),
known as Application Number WSR 2007-003,
as per the map provided by District staff prior to the site information meeting.
IIwe as the Applicant, acknowledge the following:
GENERAL TERMS
a)

that I/we have read and understand the Site Information Package and any other
information provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) during the site
information meeting or through the MNR Renewable Energy Extranet website (including
the template of the Applicant of Record letter).

b)

I/we agree to read, understand and comply with all applicable policies, procedures,
legislative requirements, guidelines and tenure documents.

c)

I/we will be required to make submissions to MNR as required for permits, approvals,
environmental assessment review (Waterpower Class EA) or any ot er procedural or
legislative requirement.

d)

I/we will be responsible for acquiring all permits and approvals as re~uired under
applicable provincial, federal and/or municipal legislation and any oirler policies or
guidelines.

e)

I/we are expected to enter into a Crown Lease Agreement and a Waterpower Lease
Agreement in substantially the same form as those provided on the MNR Renewable
Energy Extranet website.

f)

I/we have 180 days to pursue a "business to business relationship" with the "Identified
Aboriginal Communities" as identified in the Site Information Package. I/we will provide a
report back to MNR in this regard within 180 days of submitting this form. (Note: the
business to business provisions of this section are not applicable for'pirect Site Release,
MNR Water Control Structures or sites in which there are no Identified Aboriginal
Communities ).

g)

I/we agree to complete public notification as outlined by the MNR. Any submissions in
response to the advertisement must be retained by the Applicant and addressed as part
of the public consultation requirements during' the environmental assessment.

h)

Neither party will have the right to make claims against the other with respect to this site
release process or other subsequent processes.

i)

No legal relationship has been created between MNR and Applicant.

j)

If this proposal is from a corporation, I/we acknowledge that proposal must be signed by
an officer of the corporation, indicating the signing officer's official capacity and stating

I

that the signing officer is authorized to sign and submit the proposal on the corporation's
behalf.
APPLICANT COSTS
k)

that any required proposals will be prepared at the sole cost and expense of the
Applicant. The Applicant will bear all costs and expenses in connection with the
proposal, including, without limitation, any expert advice required. The MNR shall not be
liable to pay any Applicant costs under any circumstances. In particular, the MNR will not
reimburse the Applicant in any manner whatsoever in the event of rejection of any or all
proposals. The Applicant irrevocably and unconditionally waives any claims against the
MNR relating to the Applicant's costs.

CONFIDENTIALITY
I)

PROVISIONS

Any document or communication to the MNR becomes Crown property and is subject to
the provisions of the Freedom of Information and the Protection of Privacy Act (the Act)
R.S.O. 1990, c.F.31 as amended and may be released under that Act.

m) I/we will clearly indicate in a separate confidentiality statement, in a form provided by
me/us, any confidential information for which confidentiality is to be maintained by MNR
and its technical advisors. Those documents considered confidential should be stamped
specifically as 'Proprietary and Confidential'.
This confidentiality would include any
documents or materials which identify a trade secret or provide communications and
alliances, commercial or technical information, which are being supplied in confidence,
and where disclosure could be harmful to the Applicant's competitive position, or result in
undue loss or gain to any person or organization.
n)

Any information provided to MNR by the Applicant through this site release process that
is not identified in m) as 'Proprietary and Confidential' may be disclosed.

RESERVED RIGHTS OF THE MNR
0)

Contact information will be provided to the Identified Aboriginal Communities in order to
establish a business to business relationship (Note: the business to business provisions
of this section are not applicable for Direct Site Release, MNR Wate Control Structures
or sites in which there are no Identified Aboriginal Communities).

p)

MNR may verify with the Applicant, or with a third party any information set out in any
proposal.

q)

MNR may reject any, all, or portions of the proposal received for being incomplete or for
failure to meet any criteria set forth by the District.

r)

MNR may reject any or all proposals in its absolute discretion

s)

MNR may reject any Applicant whose proposal contains material misrepresentations
any other materially inaccurate or misleading information

t)

I/We hereby consent to the public release of the company name (or i~diVidual's name if
the application is not from a corporation), contact name and phone number. The
company (or individual's) name and phone number will appear on the MNR Renewable
Energy Extranet website.

or

u)

these reserved rights are in addition to any other express rights or any other rights which
may be implied in the circumstances and the MNR shall not be liable for any expenses,
costs, losses or any direct or indirect damages incurred or suffered by any Applicant or
any third party resulting from the MNR exercising any of its express or implied rights
under this waterpower site release process.

DECLARATION
This Applicant Declaration Form is beinq submitted within 30 days of the site information
meeting w . h took place on JtL- / '/ I)' ,20 JQ.

~~f_._
Signature of Applicant Representative

a».
Name of Witness

Name and Title of Applicant
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FIT CONTRACTS
Wanatango Falls - FIT Contract # F-000643-WAT-130-301 – MNR Site #4MD02

Proposed Wanatango Falls Waterpower Development Site – Project Overview
Xeneca Power Development Inc. (Xeneca) has received 19 FIT contracts from OPA which represent a
potential waterpower development of 72.5 MW of clean renewable power for the Province of Ontario.
One FIT contract has been received for a potential development on the Frederick House River. The proposed
Wanatango Falls Generating Station is located on the Frederick House River, west of the Town of Iroquois
Falls in Mann Township (see key map).

Project Overview
The proposed waterpower generating station will generate clean, green, renewable energy at an installed
capacity of about 4.67 MW. The structure’s components will include a water control structure attached to
the powerhouse with an open channel. A new road and upgrade of existing roads will be required to access
the site. A transmission line connecting at Hoyle DS will be installed in order to connect the station to the
provincial power grid.

The project is subject to the provisions of the Ontario Waterpower Association’s “Class Environmental
Assessment (Class EA) for Waterpower Projects“(2008). Pursuant to the Class EA, these projects are
considered to be associated with an unmanaged waterway. The Class EA process requires Xeneca Power
Development Inc. to undertake an evaluation of the proposed waterpower projects to determine potential
effects to the environment (positive and negative) during construction and operation and prepare an
Environmental Report. The project may also require review and approval under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act and post-EA approvals are also needed from Regulatory Agencies.
To date, Xeneca has prepared detailed topographic mapping for the Frederick House River at the proposed
site and initiated a variety of environmental field studies to collect existing baseline data on the aquatic and
terrestrial features in the area. Preliminary site development concepts of the proposed generating stations are
in preparation and will be refined following the collection of additional environmental and engineering field
data this summer.
The following provides a summary of the key aspects of each of the proposed waterpower generating stations
based on the planning and conceptual design work completed to date. This information is subject to update
pending the results of further on-site data collection, environmental reviews, and preliminary design.

Site Name:

Wanatango Falls

Location: Lat/Long
Watercourse
Identification:
Proposed Generating
Station Facilities:

Lat: N 48°51'29.78" / Long W 81° 4'7.53"
Existing rapids/falls on the Frederick House River ±10 km downstream of existing
OPG Frederick House Lake Control Dam, ±600 m upstream of Zeverly’s Road
Concrete spillway dam, Multi-bay stop Log control dam and overflow spillway dam
Intake channel and Powerhouse
Transformer station
±450 m new access road to existing local road
8.5 km 27.6 kV Transmission Line from 48.85912, -81.06958 to 48.5371, 81.0855
Head pond inundation extending along the Frederick House River ±8.5 km
upstream of the proposed dam (1:100-yr flood levels to be determined)
Inundated lands are Crown land and Private land.
No major river tributaries affected by inundation.
Run-of-River
Fish species, habitat and migration
Terrestrial vegetation and habitat
Riparian rights (Crown Land and Private Land)
First Nations/Aboriginal traditional land/resource use
Recreational use and navigation
Environment Assessment and Approvals: 2010 – 2011
Detailed Design: 2011 – 2012
Construction: 2013 – 2014
In-service Date: 2015

Proposed Transmission
Facilities:
Anticipated Zone of
Influence:
Operating Regime:
Potential Environmental
Considerations:

Proposed Project
Phasing:

Meeting Minutes
ESA Agency Meeting for Xeneca Projects - MNR Cochrane
District

Re:

Date/Time: September 24, 2010 at 9:00am -12:00pm
Location:

Conference Call

Dial-In Attendees:
Chris Chenier
Jennifer Telford
Sandra Dosser
Don Chubbuck
Ed Laratta
Brett Woodman
Dan Gibson
Tami Sugarman
Philippa McPhee

– MNR
– MNR
– MNR
– Xeneca Power
– Xeneca Power
– Natural Resource Solutions Inc
– Natural Resource Solutions Inc
– OEL - HydroSys
– OEL - HydroSys

Meeting Minutes
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the known and potential ESA occurrences
and intersections with the proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower facility on the
Frederick House River within MNR Cochrane District.
Introductions
•

Each attendee introduced themselves followed by a brief discussion on the state of
the Environmental Assessment Process currently underway. Tami Sugarman noted
that a Project Description will be distributed in October and an initial EA Public
Information Meeting will subsequently be scheduled for late October/November
2010.

•

The project critical path timeline was also discussed in adherence with the Feed in
Tariff (FIT) Contract. A June 2011 date for completion of the Class EA is critical for
adherence to the schedule. Furthermore, a fall 2011 date for ESA permits to
construct is also critical for adherence to the schedule.

Head Office:
225 Labrador Drive, Waterloo, Ontario, N2K 4M8
Tel: (519) 725-2227
Fax: (519) 725-2575
Sault Ste. Marie: 111 Elgin Street, Unit 201, Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario, P6A 6L6
Tel: (705) 253-0620
Fax: (705) 253-0670
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•

Ed Laratta indicated that despite the contract schedule being aggressive, Xeneca is
committed to providing information (i.e. site plans and concept drawings) as soon as
possible throughout the process.

ESA Discussions
•

Known Species at Risk (SAR) occurrences were discussed and it was determined
that through background review (NHIC and Diversity Explorer), field collections
conducted in 2010 and MNR SAR mapping, no confirmed SAR are known to be
present in the study area. For this reason, no ESA permit to construct or agreement
to operate is currently required for the project.

•

Despite this point however, Lake Sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) were discussed
as a species of Special Concern (COSSARO) and a Valued Ecosystem Component
(VEC) on the project.

•

Below Zeverley’s and Wanatango Falls it is estimated that a population of 117 Lake
Sturgeon (± 33) currently resides between Highway 11 and Zeverley’s Rapids. To
date, 90 individuals have been either pit tagged or radio tagged for monitoring by the
MNR.

•

It was indicated that Zeverley’s Rapids (the rapids/falls located downstream of the
base of Wanatango Falls) is believed to be the limit of upstream migration for Lake
Sturgeon but no studies have been conducted to confirm this. As noted by Chris
Chenier (MNR), upstream migration over the falls has been observed by Sauger
(Sander Canadensis) through telemetry studies, indicating some upstream migration
over Zeverley’s and Wanatango Falls does occur.

•

MNR indicated that another field season, conducted by the project team, is expected
to take place in 2011. Partly because of the relative anomalous year that occurred in
2010. Furthermore, as a primary VEC on the project, the potential for a Lake
Sturgeon telemetry study was discussed which would involved tagging Lake
Sturgeon to track their migration within the Frederick House River and answer
questions of migration, spawning habitat and summer and winter refuge habitat etc.
Currently, five Lake Sturgeon have been tagged using radio telemetry tags and are
tracked manual on an interim basis however, no base stations have been set up to
track the fish year round.

•

Dan Gibson discussed the possibility for the project team partnering with the MNR to
support and provide greater capacity for tracking these fish (i.e. more tags and base
stations).

•

Tami Sugarman asked, due to the aggressive schedule of the EA, would it be
acceptable to the MNR if the project team made commitments in the EA document
(Baseline Conditions Report – Technical Addendum) to conduct additional studies in
the 2011 field season as part of a monitoring plan and strategy to collect data that
may be required in the regulatory approvals phase of project development.
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•

Among other items discussed was the importance of understanding the base of
Wanatango Falls as it relates to the use of habitat, the contribution from upstream
fish communities to downstream, as well as growth rates of the fish community in the
head pond (growth rates, absolute growth etc.). It was concluded through discussion
that a larval fish drift survey (spring 2011) would be beneficial in determining the
head pond’s contribution to the downstream reaches of the Frederick House River.

Open Discussions
•

Dan Gibson noted that a full fish collection report will be delivered to the MNR before
the end of 2010 (as per the scientific collectors permit) for MNR records and review.

•

Chris Chenier noted that the baseline conditions report for the project is required as
soon as possible in order for the MNR to make appropriate comments on the level of
effort and data collected from an EA perspective. Furthermore, Chris also mentioned
that he would like to see benthic invertebrate and larval fish drift data included as
part of the baseline conditions study (Potentially added to the field programs for
summer 2011). This data will add to the agencies confidence in the project teams
understanding of the baseline conditions within the study area and on the Frederick
House River.

•

MNR also raised several important questions to the group. These included whether
fish (Lake Sturgeon and other species) were able to migrate upstream over
Wanatango Falls, and, what risk does the project pose to fur bearing animals (i.e.
beavers and otters). It is expected that these would be common questions raised at
any Public Information Center.

•

The MNR re-iterated that a holistic view of the fish community and its ecology (in
addition to detailed information on the VEC’s identified), is required in order to
properly predict, evaluate and mitigate the potential impacts of the project. This
would include the potential for multiple species ascending Wanatango Falls for
passage.

•

Transmission line corridors were discussed as they relate to local plants and birds.
The required field surveys for confirming habitat and species presence/absence is
tentatively scheduled for the spring and summer of 2011 and will be outlined in the
technical addendum to the baseline conditions report in the form of commitments to
monitoring that will be undertaken before the regulatory approvals will be given.
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Telford, Jennifer (MNR) [mailto:jennifer.telford@ontario.ca]
Sent: March‐16‐11 2:31 PM
To: Rob Steele
Cc: Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman
Subject: RE: Existing Conditions Report ‐ Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project
Hi Rob,
It's taken me a bit to review all of the draft existing conditions report. I'd like to ask if you could remove the specifics of
the bald eagle nest location in section 7.2.1 on page 35 of the report. It has been MNR's practice to keep nest locations
private to prevent any disturbance to the breeding pair. Also, we do not have this particular nest in our NRVIS data and
was wondering if GPS coordinates were taken during the survey? We'd like to add it to our data.
Thanks,
Jennifer
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Rob Steele [mailto:rsteele@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: February 16, 2011 1:54 PM
To: Telford, Jennifer (MNR)
Cc: Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman
Subject: Existing Conditions Report ‐ Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project
Jennifer,
I am pleased to provide you with the DRAFT Existing Conditions reports for the Wanatango Falls Hydro project.
To download the report (pdf includes appendices), simply follow the instructions to access our FTP site which are found
below.
I plan on calling you to ensure your receipt of this email and also to make sure that you were able to download this
successfully.

Rob
Please enter in the user name and password below

1

http://basswood.nrsi.on.ca:8080/index.php or this one if the first does not work
http://basswood.nrsi.on.ca/epiware/index.php

Click on the 'Library' tab and you should see the "Cochrane District"
folder on the left‐hand side. Click this folder to see its contents appear to the right. You can download the files by right
clicking and selecting download.
Please contact me if you have any problems accessing this information

2

From: Brett Woodman [mailto:bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: May-11-11 11:44 AM
To: NPokharel@xeneca.com
Cc: 'Chenier, Chris (MNR)'; 'Ed Laratta'; 'Robert Steele'
Subject: FW: IMPORTANT
Importance: High

Hi Nava,
I am hoping that you can shed some light on the questions bleow relating to the Wanatango Falls OP that are being
raised by Chris Chenier, Area Biologist, Cochrane District MNR.
Please either respond to me or to Chris directly and copy me. Thanks,
Brett

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail or its attachment(s)
From: Chenier, Chris (MNR) [mailto:chris.chenier@ontario.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Brett Woodman
Cc: dgreen@nrsi.on.ca
Subject: IMPORTANT
Importance: High
Gents:
As you know relating biological/ecological conditions to flows both existing ( natural ) and operational have been limited
where this project is concerned. This is problematic since it is a necessary element. I’m reading the operational plan, but
haven’t finished it yet, and some questions have come up. Can you please shed light on the following....

1

1. How did you arrive at the 2km downstream zone of influence? At some point groundtruthing will likely be required
eg wetted perimeter downstream at different flows. Unless you have other ideas.
2. Where will water be drawn; top, mid, bottom....maybe I missed it. You predicted little/no temperature impacts on
the downstream reaches. Will you be collecting temp data to compare with?
3. My understanding is a natural flow time series has been generated for this site. Can you forward this to me
ASAP? I would like to compare this with any proposed operating regimes.
4. What is the anticipated range of operational monthly baseflows ( minimum ) at this site?
Thanks.
Regards,
Chris

2

From: Nava Pokharel [mailto:NPokharel@xeneca.com]
Sent: June-24-11 11:38 AM
To: Brett Woodman
Cc: Robert Steele; Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman
Subject: FW: Wanatango Qea and Qcomp

Brett,
This is the email exchange we had with Chris Chenier. Sorry, forgot to cc you on the original communication.

Thanks,
Nava

From: Ed Laratta
Sent: June 22, 2011 12:09 PM
To: Nava Pokharel; 'Chenier, Chris (MNR)'
Cc: Uwe Roeper; 'Pyrce, Rich (MNR)'; 'Dosser, Sandra (MNR)'; Ed Laratta
Subject: RE: Wanatango Qea and Qcomp

Chris,
As discussed at our June 15 meeting, we intend to use the work that you and Rich would do at the site to inform the
finalization of these flow objectives.
The information on water levels will be very useful in this upcoming discussion.
Regards,
Ed.
___________________________________________________________________________________
Edmond Laratta | Manager, Environmental Programs and Approvals| Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5160 Yonge Street, Suite 520, Toronto, ON, M2N 6L9
Tel: 416 590 9362 Ext 106 Cell: 416 856 3253| Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: elaratta@xeneca.com

This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL information. If you have
received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any unauthorized disclosure, use or retention
is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors, omissions, corruption or virus in contents or
1

attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the addressee. Revised documents must not be represented as
Xeneca work product, without express, written permission of a Xeneca Director.

From: Nava Pokharel
Sent: June 22, 2011 11:48 AM
To: Chenier, Chris (MNR); Ed Laratta
Cc: Uwe Roeper; Pyrce, Rich (MNR); Dosser, Sandra (MNR)
Subject: RE: Wanatango Qea and Qcomp

Hi Chris,
Thank you for your email. Uwe and I reviewed the Qea and Qcomp flows you suggested. We think Qcomp numbers you
suggested are little higher than even the flows in the present conditions for many months in a year. As we discussed in
Timmins last time the flows in the bypass channel is less than 1/3 of 2 CMS when there is no flow release from the
Frederick House Dam. As you and Rich mentioned in the Timmins meeting that you would like do some flow
measurement on the right bypass river reach and verify the flow when there is flow release from the Frederick House
Dam.
From the flow measurement we did last year, we are fairly confidence that the flow in the bypass reach in present
conditions is less than 1.0 CMS when there is no flow release from the Frederick House Dam. Table 2 below is the
updated Qea and Qcomp we would like include the operation plan and EA. Please let us know if you have comments or
suggestions on the flows we have proposed on the Table 2.

Table 1: Flows in the draft Operation Plan

Qea
Qcomp

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Winter

No. Intermittent
Operation
1

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

Table 2: Updated Flows after discussion with MNR

Qea
Qcomp

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Winter

No. Intermittent
Operation
2

2

2

5

1

1

1

Best Regards,
Nava

2

From: Chenier, Chris (MNR) [mailto:chris.chenier@ontario.ca]
Sent: June 16, 2011 9:44 AM
To: Ed Laratta
Cc: Nava Pokharel; Uwe Roeper; Pyrce, Rich (MNR); Dosser, Sandra (MNR)
Subject:
Ed/Nava/Uwe:
Yesterday’s discussion was very productive in my view. Thanks for coming to us.
Forgive me for not catching this sooner I was thinking about this on my way home...as I understand our discussion Uwe
will be looking into the possibility of moving the Qcomp and Qea to 2 cms as per the first table below. This in principle is
great; would keep the bypass wet and maintain the same downstream low flows currently there when OPG is not passing
water. If I have misunderstood please feel free to correct me and we can discuss further ( Rich or Sandra as well ).

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Winter

Qea

15

2

2

2

Qcomp

2

2

2

2

Would it be possible for Uwe to look at the provision of a Winter Qea of 7 cms instead of 2cms? I’ve looked this over and
believe there is adequate water to do so generally speaking.

Spring

Summer

Autumn

Winter

Qea

15

2

2

7

Qcomp

2

2

2

2

This would move you close to the natural monthly 75% exceedances ( for winter ) and better ensure protection for
downstream benthos and overwintering areas. Overall if this could be adopted in my view we’d be doing pretty good wrt
providing adequate minimum flows under a difficult situation.
Thanks again for your efforts.
Regards,
Chris

3

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brett Woodman <bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca>
May-08-12 12:57 PM
Chris Chenier
Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; 'Jorgensen, Carl A'; Robert Steele
Wanatango update

Hi Chris,
After being updated by our field staff, I have recommended to Xeneca that we end the walleye spawning work early at
Wanatango Falls, both below High Falls Dam and at Wanatango Falls. The crews are dealing with high flows (67‐ 73cms)
which makes the surveys very challenging. As a result of depth, velocity and turbidity, the flows have prevented the
crews from mapping the spawning habitats. I have recommended and Xeneca has agreed, that we will send staff back
to do sturgeon spawning surveys, walleye larval drift surveys and complete the habitat mapping and assessment at that
time. Ed requested that I notify you of this change in plans. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Regards,
Brett

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Grace Yu <GYu@xeneca.com>
August-08-12 11:40 AM
Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca; Chenier, Chris (MNR); Greenaway, Christine (MNR);
brian.turnbull@ontario.ca; Webb, Tina (ENE); rod.sein@ontario.ca; Smith, Connie
Brett Woodman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed Laratta; Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper; Nava
Pokharel; Tami Sugarman
Additional Review Documents for the Upcoming Wanatango Agency Meeting
R91084 Wanatango Falls Proposed Operating Plan v6sm.pdf

Hello everyone,
With respect to the upcoming agency meeting for Wanatango Project, two additional documents are provided in this
email for your review.
Please find attached the draft Operating Plan for Wanatango.
The 2011 Environmental Baseline Report (including 2010 content) was uploaded to our FTP site in Folder “Wanatango”.
Some other documents which were uploaded some time ago are still available in Folder “Engineering Documents ‐ June
2012”.
The email below introduces the purpose and content of each document.
Please follow the instructions below to download the documents from our FTP site.

Please feel free to forward this email to other attendees who are not on this list.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com
From: Grace Yu
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 2:16 PM
To: 'Bill.Guthrie@Ontario.ca'; 'Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca'; 'Bob.L.Robinson@Ontario.ca'; 'Shaun.Walker@Ontario.ca';
'Nicole.Woolnough@Ontario.ca'; 'Samson, Joanna (MNR)'
Cc: 'Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca'; 'Dosser, Sandra (MNR)'; Ed Laratta; Nava Pokharel; Uwe Roeper; Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Xeneca Updated Engineering Documents for 11 High Priority Projects

Hello Everyone,
Below is a very brief summary statement for each document provided to you on our FTP site. This is provided to help
you understand the purposes and contents of the documents.
The following five categories of documents were uploaded:
1

1. Proposed Operating Flows and Levels Charts – available for all sites except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.


In 2011, MNR staff asked Xeneca to provide some graphical illustrations about how the plants would be
operated. ORTECH produced a letter report for each project with graphs for each month showing daily and
hourly flows and levels. This info is intended to help better describe facility operation. The info will be
incorporated into the Operations Plan reports.



Big Eddy and Kapuskasing Lake Outlet will be Run of River. The lower two sites on Kapuskasing River will have
the flows released from Lapinigam.

2. Hec‐Ras Steady State Reports ‐ available for all projects on the ftp site.


1‐D HEC‐RAS Steady‐State Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca had additional
bathymetry and modeling work done over the past 12 months. The 1‐D HEC‐RAS reports provide reference
values on flow velocities, wetted perimeter and water depth at various flows and various locations up and
downstream of the projects. The info is to be used as reference info to answer questions about effects at
locations of interest. The reports are not intended for general reading. Note, the headpond extents have NOT
changed (as they did between 2010 and 2011 when Xeneca switched from contour lines to hydraulic modeling
to calculate headpond extent). Most of the changes related to more downstream info being added to the
models.

3. Hec‐Ras Unsteady State Reports‐ all available except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.


Unsteady State Hydraulic Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca commissioned
modeling studies to assess the amount of downstream river level fluctuation that would occur under various
operating scenarios. The operating scenarios used where taken from the “Proposed Operating Flows and Level
Charts” referenced in (b) above. The reports generally show that the level fluctuations attenuate / decrease
with distance downstream. They also provide some indication of the magnitude of the expected fluctuations.
The fluctuations shown are intended to inform the biological effects assessment. The fluctuations are not
intended to be the proposed compliance limits. Compliance limits will be set in the Operations Plan reports
after negotiation with MNR.



Big Eddy will be Run of River, so a model analysis of downstream flows and levels is not required.

4. Downstream Features Maps ‐ available for all sites, except Big Eddy which is RoR, and 3 upper sites at
Kapuskasing.


Downstream Features Maps: Xeneca has commissioned a series of maps for each site showing the features that
exist downstream. The maps are intended to inform the discussion on downstream ZOI. The maps will be used
in the effects and mitigation analysis. The maps can also be used in combination with the 1‐D HEC‐RAS and the
Unsteady State model data to evaluate specific locations of interest downstream. The maps will become part of
the ER when released.

5. Hec‐Ras Modeling Files. These are the input files used to run the Steady State and Unsteady State Hec‐Ras
models. These files are provided in case you need to run and test the models.
We would also like to give you heads up about other important documents:
1. Existing Conditions Reports: Additional reports on existing conditions data has been posted, representing 2011
field work. These reports should be read in combination with the 2010 baseline reports to provide a more
2

complete existing conditions baseline. It should be noted that some 2012 field work was requested by some
districts. This work is still in preparation and will be posted as soon as it is available.
2. Operations Plan reports: MNR staff have requested that Xeneca produce updated Operations Plan reports
(updated as second draft from the ones release in 2011). These reports, generated by ORTECH, are being
posted over the coming weeks. These second draft reports will include an appendix with the “Proposed
Operating Flows and Level Charts” that were previously release as letter reports. The values for downstream
environmental flows and for compensatory flows have been updated for every project (higher than last year).
The flows are consistent with the charts in the Appendix. Xeneca has added a table for “Additional Operating
Constraints” to capture various compliance commitments that arise from negotiation with MNR. Xeneca has
also added an Appendix for “Special Spawning Operation Restrictions” to be negotiated with MNR. The second
draft is intended for discussion and negotiation with MNR before it goes out with the ER.
3. Environmental Report (ER): Xeneca is getting ready to release ER reports for the first tier of “priority projects”
over the coming weeks and months. The reports will be released “for agency review only” before public release.
They will incorporate all of the above reports and reference info (probably as appendices and/or supporting
documents). Xeneca is planning to meet with district staff before and after the ER reports go out. Agency
review copies of the Marter and Wabageshik ERs are scheduled to be issued very soon in first week of
August. Other will follow early September up to October.
Hope this information helps.
Best regards,
Grace

___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL
information. If you have received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any
unauthorized disclosure, use or retention is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors,
omissions, corruption or virus in contents or attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the
addressee. Revised documents must not be represented as Xeneca work product, without express, written
permission of a Xeneca Director.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Uwe Roeper <URoeper@ortech.ca>
August-14-12 10:04 AM
Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Mark Holmes; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Tami Sugarman; Robinson, Bob L. (MNR)
RE: Xeneca & WMP process

Christine:
Yes, it is my understanding that the Op Plans will be part of the ER docs posted for public review (after agency
discussions).
We would like some guidance from MNR as to the WMP SAC involvement. Xeneca would be pleased to present to the
SACs or circulate the Op Plans to them. I believe the 2012 priority projects affect the following WMP / SACs.
‐ Mattagami WMP (Kap. R. and Ivanhoe R. projects).
‐ Spannish/Vermillion WMP (Wabageshik)
‐ Abitibi WMP (Wanatango)
Any suggestions that you have on how to best engage with these WMP / SACs would be appreciated.
Uwe.
From: Greenaway, Christine (MNR) [mailto:Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca]
Sent: August 14, 2012 8:27 AM
To: Uwe Roeper
Cc: Mark Holmes; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Tami Sugarman; Robinson, Bob L. (MNR)
Subject: RE: Xeneca & WMP process
Thanks Uwe,
I will look into this and get back to you. It the ops plan part of the draft ER that will be shown to the public?
Regards,
Christine Greenaway
A/ Renewable Energy Coordinator
Northeast Region
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Hwy 101 East
South Porcupine, ON P0N 1H0
Phone: (705) 235-1185
Fax: (705) 235-1246
Email: Christine.Greenaway@Ontario.ca

From: Uwe Roeper [mailto:URoeper@ortech.ca]
Sent: August 10, 2012 11:15 AM
To: Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Cc: Mark Holmes; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Tami Sugarman; Robinson, Bob L. (MNR)
Subject: Xeneca & WMP process

Hi Christine:

1

At the Sudbury meeting about Wabageshik, we had a discussion about the regulatory reference to Water Management
Plans (WMPs) that should be made in various places.
As we outlined at the meeting, since MNR raised this issue last year, we have taken an number of steps to follow up on
this. These steps include:
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

We reviewed which of our projects will affect existing or proposed WMPs.
We included posters on WMP in our PICs.
We contacted potentially impacted water users downstream.
We added WMP to the title of the Op Plans.
We included text in the Op Plans discussing the link to the WMP process.
In the case of the Mattagami, we also met with the WMP SAC.

You indicated that you would like to review the text in the Op Plans on WMP. FYI, attached is the Op Plan for
Wabageshik (text references in the others is very similar and we can provide others upon request). It would be good if
you could look at the Op Plan text and see if it appropriately references the WMP process, or if you have some
suggestions for making it even clearer. Or perhaps you have some other suggestions about steps we can take to make
sure that the WMP process is adequately addressed. We look forward to your comments.
Best regards,
Uwe.

Uwe Roeper, M.Sc., P.Eng.
CEO
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge St, Suite 1200
North York, M2N 6P4
Ontario, Canada
D. 416.590.3060
C. 647.929.1162
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greenaway, Christine (MNR) <Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca>
September-26-12 8:29 AM
Mark Holmes; Kai Markvorsen; bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca
RE: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

Thanks Mark. I would like to provide comments before finalizing. It will be soon after October 2 when comments on
Marter ER are in. Sorry for the delay.
Christine Greenaway
A/ Renewable Energy Coordinator
Northeast Region
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Hwy 101 East
South Porcupine, ON P0N 1H0
Phone: (705) 235-1185
Fax: (705) 235-1246
Email: Christine.Greenaway@Ontario.ca

From: Mark Holmes [mailto:mholmes@xeneca.com]
Sent: September 25, 2012 10:33 PM
To: Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Subject: FW: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

Christine:
Here’s the minutes that were circulated back on Sept. 13. I don’t think they were ever finalized.
Mark

From: Kai Markvorsen [mailto:kmarkvorsen@wesa.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, September 25, 2012 6:26 PM
To: Mark Holmes
Cc: Tami Sugarman
Subject: Fw: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

Here you go.
From: Brett Woodman [mailto:bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 12:03 PM
To: christine.greenaway@ontario.ca <christine.greenaway@ontario.ca>; Chris Chenier <chris.chenier@ontario.ca>;
denis.clement@ontario.ca <denis.clement@ontario.ca>; jennifer.telford@ontario.ca <jennifer.telford@ontario.ca>;
Tina.Webb@ontario.ca <Tina.Webb@ontario.ca>; brian.turnbull@ontario.ca <brian.turnbull@ontario.ca>;
Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca <Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>; Uwe Roeper <uroeper@xeneca.com>; 'Mark Holmes'
<mholmes@xeneca.com>; Kai Markvorsen; afavaro@nrsi.on.ca <afavaro@nrsi.on.ca>
Cc: Ed Laratta <elaratta@xeneca.com>; Tami Sugarman; Robert Steele <rsteele@nrsi.on.ca>
Subject: RE: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

And here is the attachement…
Brett
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From: Brett Woodman [mailto:bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:45 AM
To: christine.greenaway@ontario.ca; Chris Chenier (chris.chenier@ontario.ca); denis.clement@ontario.ca;
'jennifer.telford@ontario.ca'; 'Tina.Webb@ontario.ca'; 'brian.turnbull@ontario.ca'; 'Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca'; Uwe
Roeper (uroeper@xeneca.com); 'Mark Holmes'; Kai Markvorsen (kmarkvorsen@oel-hydrosys.ca); Ashley Favaro
<afavaro@nrsi.on.ca>
Cc: Ed Laratta (elaratta@xeneca.com); Tami Sugarman (tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca); Robert Steele
(rsteele@nrsi.on.ca)
Subject: RE: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

Hi all,
I am re‐sending the draft meeting minutes that I sent out on August 28. We experienced some issues with emails when
we upgraded our server recently, so I wanted to ensure that these had been received by all. I would like to finalize by
next week, so please send any comments or edits asap.
Thank‐you kindly,
Brett

From: Brett Woodman [mailto:bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 9:41 PM
To: christine.greenaway@ontario.ca; Chris Chenier (chris.chenier@ontario.ca); denis.clement@ontario.ca;
'jennifer.telford@ontario.ca'; 'Tina.Webb@ontario.ca'; 'brian.turnbull@ontario.ca'; 'Connie.Smith@dfo-mpo.gc.ca'; Uwe
Roeper (uroeper@xeneca.com); 'Mark Holmes'; Kai Markvorsen (kmarkvorsen@oel-hydrosys.ca); Ashley Favaro
<afavaro@nrsi.on.ca>
Cc: Ed Laratta (elaratta@xeneca.com); Tami Sugarman (tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca); Robert Steele
(rsteele@nrsi.on.ca)
Subject: Wanatango August 21 agency meeting minutes

Hi all,
Attached is a draft of the meeting minutes from our August 21st meeting in Timmins. Please review and provide with
any corrections by the end of next week. At that time I will revise as warranted and issue as final.
2

Could somebody please provide me with Rich and Leanne’s email so that I can include them in this distribution list?
Thank‐you,
Brett
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Greenaway, Christine (MNR) <Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca>
October-18-12 7:46 AM
Nava Pokharel
Chenier, Chris (MNR); Connie Smith; Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Clement, Denis (MNR);
Dave Green; afavaro@nrsi.on.ca; Uwe Roeper; Mark Holmes; Ed Laratta; Tami
Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen; Brett Woodman; Pyrce, Rich (MNR); Turnbull, Brian (MNR);
Khan, Mohammad Sajjad(ENE); Mark Holmes; Dosser, Sandra (MNR)
RE: Wanatango Project - Downstream ZOI - Natural water level fluctuations
Assessment

Thanks Nava,
I will circulate for review within an MNR and MOE technical team including Cochrane District and we will follow-up with
you with any questions and comments.
Do I understand correctly that this report is intended to provide Xeneca’s rationale for the anticipated extent of the
downstream hydrological ZOI, i.e., demonstrate where the signal of the proposed operations will no longer be discernable
from the natural or pre-existing conditions?
Thanks,
Christine Greenaway
A/ Renewable Energy Coordinator
Northeast Region
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Hwy 101 East
South Porcupine, ON P0N 1H0
Phone: (705) 235-1185
Fax: (705) 235-1246
Email: Christine.Greenaway@Ontario.ca

From: Nava Pokharel [mailto:NPokharel@xeneca.com]
Sent: October 12, 2012 4:03 PM
To: Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Cc: Chenier, Chris (MNR); Connie Smith; Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Clement, Denis (MNR); Dave Green;
afavaro@nrsi.on.ca; Uwe Roeper; Mark Holmes; Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; Kai Markvorsen; Brett Woodman; Pyrce,
Rich (MNR); Turnbull, Brian (MNR); Khan, Mohammad Sajjad(ENE); Mark Holmes
Subject: Wanatango Project - Downstream ZOI - Natural water level fluctuations Assessment

Hi Christine,
As discussed in the recent Agencies meetings, we have completed natural water level fluctuations assessment of
Frederickhouse River for the Wanatago Falls project. I have attached the report with this email. We will also prepare
similar documents for other projects and provide you near future.
If you have any questions on this please let me know.

Best Regards,
Nava Pokharel
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Nava Pokharel (M.Sc., P.Eng.) | Senior Project Manager | Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, M2N 6P4, ON, Canada
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Direct: 416 590 3076 | Main: 416 590 9362 Ext 3076 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Cell: 416 524 0323 |

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL information. If you have
received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any unauthorized disclosure, use or retention
is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors, omissions, corruption or virus in contents or
attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the addressee. Revised documents must not be represented as
Xeneca work product, without express, written permission of a Xeneca Director.”
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ciara DeJong <CDeJong@ortech.ca>
February-22-13 11:24 AM
Kai Markvorsen; Grace Yu; Stephanie Hodsoll
To add to Agency Consultation - Wanatango
Wanatango_Fish Passage Criteria_draft.doc; Wanatango_Fish_Passage_Events.xls;
TU_Calculators.xls

From: Brett Woodman [mailto:bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: February-22-13 11:17 AM
To: rslopek@canprojects.com
Cc: 'Nava Pokharel'; Ciara DeJong
Subject: FW:

Richard,
As requested here is the email from Chris Chenier and the attached information regarding passage events.
Brett

From: Chenier, Chris (MNR) [mailto:chris.chenier@ontario.ca]
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 8:52 AM
To: 'Brett Woodman'
Cc: 'Dave Green'; Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Greenaway, Christine (MNR); 'Rudolph, Rich'; 'Beach, Derrick';
'scott.finucan@ontario.ca'
Subject:

Hi Brett/Dave:
As per our last meeting. The first attachment describes the fish passage criteria for Wanatango
and the second the actual passage events to date.
The third spreadsheet attached, are my thoughts on the determination of the spring period
using walleye and sturgeon as the species for accumulating thermal units. The top tables are
basically crude thermal unit calculators. If you enter water temps for the different days in the
table on the top right you will see the other tables populated automatically. The key threshold
values and other considerations are described in the first box below the tables, and values I
picked out from the literature are in the lowest box.
1

NB: The % egg development calculator function as per Jones 2003, if I recall correctly, isn’t
working quite right...at least I think it should jibe better with the accumulated TUs. I left it in for
now because I thought the idea was logical and interesting and that it could likely be
calibrated/tweaked by better brains than mine, possibly with on site data. Anyway it’s not
critical and doesn’t affect the main function.
The source papers can be provided upon request.
If there are questions, problems or issues with any of this please let me know. We can discuss it
further at your convenience.
Thanks.
Sincerely,
Chris
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Fishway Design Parameters Table: Frederickhouse River – Wanatango (DRAFT Dec 19, 2012)

Species1

Lake Sturgeon

Walleye

Sauger

Shorthead
Redhorse

Goldeye

Age
Class

Larva
Juv
Adult
YOY
Juv
Adult
YOY
Juv
Adult
YOY
Juv
Adult
Y0Y
Juv
Adult

Range of Creek Flow2
High
Low
( m3/s )
( m3/s )

180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180
180

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Maximum
Water
Velocity3
(m/s)

N/A
1.0
1.1
N/A
0.55
0.75
N/A
0.55
0.75
N/A
0.55
0.75
N/A
0.55
0.75

Minimum
Water
Depth4
(cm)

25
30
50
25
30
50
25
30
50
25
30
50
25
30
50

Minimum
Attraction
Flow ( %)
For
Upstream
Passage5

Minimum
Attraction
Flow ( %) For
Downstream
Passage5

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Success Criteria for Upstream Migration
Time Period for
%
%
Passage6
Attraction7 Passage8

N/A
All Year
All Year
N/A
April – July 15th
April – July 15th
N/A
April – July 15th
April – July 15th
N/A
All Year
All Year
N/A
All Year
All Year

N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70

N/A
>90
>90
N/A
>90
>90
N/A
>90
>90
N/A
>90
>90
N/A
>90
>90

Success Criteria for Downstream Migration
Time Period for %
%
%
Passage9
Attraction
Passage
Max.
Annual
Mortality10

All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All
All

Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year
Year

N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70
N/A
70
70

– drift

– drift

– drift

– drift

– drift

>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90
>90

<10
<1
<1
<10
<5
<5
<10
<5
<5
<10
<5
<5
<10
<5
<5

Objectives:
 Safe and successful passage for any fish attempting it.
 The maintenance of habitat connectivity between upstream and downstream reaches.
Rationale for Passage Requirement:
The 9.4km river segment upstream of the proposed facility represents approximately 27% of the entire reach sturgeon are currently known to use ( 35km ). The upstream reach represents approx. 10 to 25%
of the entire reach walleye are known to use ( NB: 1 fish was caught approx. 55km from its initial capture point – on the Buskegau River ). There are 9 fastwater features within this reach; 3 of which are
contained within the upstream reach. In the southern portion of this river they represent 50% of the available fastwater features.
At present we do not know where sturgeon spawn in this river. Moreover, benthic production and fish forage base dynamics are poorly understood. We also have a poor understanding of larval drift and
nursery habitat.
We know from telemetry and T-bar tag returns that 4 species can pass through the proposed site now. We don’t know why they go. For some species passage could be driven by reproduction, for others it
could be prey availability.
With these uncertainties in mind coupled with the knowledge that fish do pass through this site, we consider the provision of safe and successful passage necessary. If the habitat is fragmented and
connectivity lost the persistence of the fish species within this river, or individudal reaches, is put at significant risk.
Principles:
 Passage flows will take flow allocation priority over power generation flow needs at all times.
 The provision of safe and successful passage will utilize an adaptive approach.
 Efforts to provide safe and successful passage, as defined in the table above, will continue until all criteria targets are met.

Table Considerations and Explanations:
1- Passage has been confirmed for all indicator species except shorthead redhorse. If safe and successful passage is provided for these species then it is reasoned other species in the fish community will also
be able to pass through the site. The provision of safe and successful fish passage is necessary at this site to maintain existing fish populations. This in turn contributes to meeting our ecological, angling,
biodiversity and habitat diversity management objectives.
2- The range of river flows, as reported by upstream OPG gauge, within which we expect passage to be provided. NB: A flow suitable for successful and safe passage must still be passed through the fishway
when reported flows are <2cms.
3- Maximum water velocity along swimming path of fish. The subcarangiform swimming performance curves from, “Katopodis and Gervais. 1991. Ichthyomechanics” were used as a guide.
Prolonged swimming to be the physical exertion context
60m swimming distance ( 45m between proposed pools ) is the value used in swimming performance curves
Sturgeon TL range ( 52.8 to 164cm ) Mean TL = 110cm………………… Juvenile = 50cm, Adult = 100cm TL
Goldeye TL range ( 18 to 46cm ) Mean TL =36cm……………………….……Juvenile = 20cm, Adult = 35cm TL
Walleye TL range ( 20 to 69cm ) Mean TL= 35cm………………………….…Juvenile = 20cm, Adult = 35cm TL
Sauger TL range ( 22 to 41cm ) Mean TL = 35cm …………………………. Juvenile = 20cm, Adult = 35cm TL
Redhorse TL range ( 34 to 47cm ) Mean TL =40cm ………………………….Juvenile = 20cm, Adult = 35cm TL
NB: Since the passage provision periods for each species overlap, the functional maximum water velocity that can occur in the fishway is 0.75m/s.
4- Water depth based on physical and behavioral limitations of fish to move through the fishway.
5- Upstream attraction flows provided for passage must be a minimum of 10% of the total instantaneous outflow from the dam. Downstream attraction flows provided for passage must be a minimum of 5% of
the total instantaneous outflow to the dam.
6- Upstream attraction success is defined as 70% of fish known to have ascended as far as the tailrace being able to get through to the fishway.
7- Upstream passage success is defined as greater than 90% of fish that have been attracted being able to successfully access the available habitat upstream of the dam.
8- Months are inclusive unless otherwise stated. The passage window is based on best available information. In the absence of information a conservative approach has been taken ie. April –December.
9- The passage window is based on the best available information. In the absence of information a conservative approach has been taken ie. All Year. In 2012 several implanted sturgeon had not entered the
overwintering pool by November. In winter 2011/2012 implanted walleye did not appear to aggregate and at least one downstream passage event likely occurred between Nov 2011 and April 2012.
10- Annual downstream passage mortality rates for adults and juvenile sturgeon must not exceed 1%, for all other species downstream passage mortality must not exceed 5%; larval mortality must not exceed
10%.

Percentage of Attraction flow calculation based on the present operation plan

Table 1: Wanatango ‐ Fishway Attraction Flow Table

Month

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Max Flow

Inflow

Fishway

Bypass

North Spillway

Turbine

Downstream

(m3/s)

(m3/s)

(m3/s)

(m3/s)

(m3/s)

(m3/s)

% Attraction Flow at
Tailrace
(%)

Day

37.3

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

37.3

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

43.0

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

43.0

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

42.1

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

42.1

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

14.2

2

2

0

32.5

34.5

6%

Night

14.2

2

2

0

0.0

2

100%

Day

39.4

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

38.4

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

25.7

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

25.7

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

14.7

2

2

0

32.5

34.5

6%

Night

14.7

2

2

0

0.0

2

100%

Day

9.6

2

2

0

32.5

34.5

6%

Night

9.6

2

2

0

0.0

2

100%

Day

12.1

2

2

0

32.5

34.5

6%

Night

12.1

2

2

0

0.0

2

100%

Day

22.5

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

22.5

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

25.8

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

25.8

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Day

29.1

2

2

0

50

52

4%

Night

29.1

2

2

0

15

17

12%

Note: Inflows are mean monthly values ( Flow data used 1939 to 1954)
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Wanatango Bypass Reach
River Sta
242
242
242
242
242
242
242

Q Total
(m3/s)
1
2
5
10
20
50
100

Water Surface El.
(m)
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.03
259.11

Channel Bottom El.
(m)
255.61
255.61
255.61
255.61
255.61
255.61
255.61

Depth
(m)
2.68
2.68
2.69
2.69
2.69
2.70
2.76

Average Velocity Flow Area Top Width
(m2)
(m/s)
(m)
0.01
145.31
54.12
0.02
145.31
54.12
0.04
145.32
54.12
0.08
145.36
54.13
0.16
145.54
54.15
0.41
146.81
54.31
0.79
151.46
54.87

Wetted Perimeter
(m)
56.59
56.59
56.59
56.60
56.62
56.81
57.46

231
231
231
231
231
231
231

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.02
259.10

255.21
255.21
255.21
255.21
255.21
255.21
255.21

2.34
2.34
2.34
2.34
2.34
2.36
2.41

0.01
0.02
0.05
0.10
0.19
0.47
0.92

124.88
124.88
124.90
124.93
125.09
126.17
130.20

53.34
53.34
53.35
53.35
53.37
53.53
54.11

55.17
55.17
55.17
55.17
55.20
55.38
56.04

226
226
226
226
226
226
226

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00
259.00

254.69
254.69
254.69
254.69
254.69
254.69
254.69

2.78
2.78
2.78
2.78
2.78
2.78
2.78

0.02
0.04
0.09
0.18
0.35
0.88
1.77

100.51
100.51
100.51
100.51
100.51
100.51
100.51

36.10
36.10
36.10
36.10
36.10
36.10
36.10

39.31
39.31
39.31
39.31
39.31
39.31
39.31

219
219
219
219
219
219
219

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

255.17
255.26
255.41
255.56
255.90
256.61
257.40

255.00
255.00
255.00
255.00
255.00
255.00
255.00

0.13
0.17
0.25
0.34
0.61
1.17
1.73

1.13
1.30
1.59
1.85
1.82
1.99
2.29

0.88
1.54
3.14
5.40
10.99
25.10
43.66

6.78
8.89
12.41
15.73
18.00
21.46
25.28

6.79
8.92
12.45
15.80
18.17
21.98
26.25

215
215
215
215
215
215
215

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

255.12
255.21
255.39
255.61
255.93
256.63
257.41

254.48
254.48
254.48
254.48
254.48
254.48
254.48

0.35
0.40
0.50
0.63
0.85
1.33
1.86

0.30
0.48
0.79
1.08
1.39
1.82
2.22

3.31
4.18
6.30
9.29
14.36
27.45
45.01

9.38
10.46
12.68
14.77
16.80
20.67
24.20

9.57
10.67
12.92
15.07
17.24
21.41
25.31

202
202
202
202
202
202
202

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

255.06
255.12
255.24
255.40
255.64
256.17
256.87

254.88
254.88
254.88
254.88
254.88
254.88
254.88

0.09
0.14
0.26
0.41
0.62
1.06
0.97

0.96
1.20
1.61
2.00
2.48
3.24
3.75

1.04
1.66
3.10
4.99
8.06
15.44
31.37

11.40
11.54
11.86
12.27
13.00
14.61
32.33

11.45
11.63
12.03
12.55
13.43
15.37
33.39

192
192
192
192
192
192
192

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

254.53
254.56
254.63
254.72
254.87
255.15
255.46

254.39
254.39
254.39
254.39
254.39
254.39
254.39

0.05
0.08
0.14
0.22
0.33
0.49
0.75

1.72
2.18
2.85
3.39
4.00
5.04
6.01

0.58
0.92
1.75
2.95
5.00
9.91
16.63

10.88
11.28
12.18
13.27
14.95
20.15
22.24

10.89
11.30
12.21
13.32
15.03
20.30
22.48

185
185
185
185
185
185
185

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

254.20
254.28
254.45
254.65
254.40
254.72
255.08

254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00

0.18
0.25
0.39
0.53
0.35
0.58
0.80

0.45
0.61
0.89
1.16
4.07
5.13
6.10

2.21
3.28
5.63
8.63
4.91
9.74
16.40

12.35
13.04
14.43
16.14
14.06
16.79
20.57

12.40
13.11
14.54
16.30
14.15
16.96
20.80

180
180
180
180
180
180
180

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

254.19
254.28
254.46
254.66
254.95
255.52
256.16

254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00
254.00

0.18
0.26
0.40
0.56
0.79
1.20
1.41

0.34
0.46
0.66
0.86
1.11
1.55
1.98

2.94
4.37
7.55
11.62
17.95
32.19
51.06

16.15
17.09
19.02
20.58
22.78
26.79
36.15

16.19
17.15
19.11
20.73
23.01
27.24
36.95

154
154

1
2

254.08
254.13

253.94
253.94

0.09
0.14

0.97
1.20

1.03
1.67

11.10
11.58

11.12
11.61

154
154
154
154
154

5
10
20
50
100

254.26
254.41
254.64
255.10
255.63

253.94
253.94
253.94
253.94
253.94

0.25
0.37
0.53
0.84
1.20

1.58
1.93
2.29
2.89
3.43

3.17
5.19
8.72
17.30
29.19

12.63
13.93
16.53
20.66
24.42

12.70
14.03
16.70
20.97
25.00

147
147
147
147
147
147
147

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

253.51
253.55
253.63
253.74
253.92
254.33
254.90

253.42
253.42
253.42
253.42
253.42
253.42
253.42

0.05
0.08
0.15
0.24
0.38
0.72
1.11

2.21
2.63
3.15
3.54
3.95
4.50
4.81

0.45
0.76
1.59
2.82
5.06
11.12
20.79

9.54
9.87
10.71
11.77
13.32
15.49
18.67

9.55
9.89
10.74
11.83
13.41
15.78
19.22

142
142
142
142
142
142
142

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

253.20
253.14
253.23
253.36
253.56
254.04
254.68

253.00
253.00
253.00
253.00
253.00
253.00
253.00

0.18
0.13
0.21
0.30
0.44
0.80
1.28

0.70
2.10
2.99
3.64
4.19
4.78
5.04

1.43
0.95
1.67
2.75
4.77
10.45
19.83

7.84
7.28
8.12
9.22
10.72
13.11
15.44

7.90
7.32
8.19
9.31
10.87
13.46
16.20

133
133
133
133
133
133
133

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

253.10
253.16
253.30
253.47
253.63
253.98
254.47

252.89
252.89
252.89
252.89
252.89
252.89
252.89

0.11
0.16
0.28
0.41
0.52
0.79
1.19

1.04
1.27
1.68
2.06
2.93
4.24
5.12

0.96
1.58
2.98
4.86
6.83
11.80
19.53

9.14
9.64
10.60
11.75
13.03
14.97
16.45

9.18
9.70
10.71
11.92
13.24
15.31
17.13

127
127
127
127
127
127
127

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.61
252.68
252.82
252.98
253.20
253.66
254.22

252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50

0.09
0.14
0.22
0.32
0.49
0.85
1.23

2.33
2.61
2.95
3.27
3.68
4.59
5.34

0.43
0.77
1.70
3.06
5.43
10.88
18.71

4.60
5.59
7.60
9.51
11.10
12.86
15.17

4.61
5.62
7.64
9.58
11.28
13.27
15.85

123
123
123
123
123
123
123

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.75
252.83
252.98
252.96
253.15
253.53
254.05

252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50

0.20
0.26
0.37
0.35
0.49
0.77
1.23

0.59
0.82
1.26
2.72
3.43
4.64
5.48

1.69
2.43
3.96
3.68
5.82
10.77
18.23

8.45
9.31
10.83
10.58
11.85
13.94
14.78

8.49
9.37
10.92
10.66
12.01
14.27
15.66

99
99
99
99
99
99
99

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.58
252.63
252.74
252.88
253.09
253.45
253.73

252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50
252.50

0.08
0.13
0.23
0.35
0.53
0.82
1.01

0.90
1.13
1.50
1.86
2.29
3.34
4.92

1.11
1.77
3.32
5.37
8.74
14.98
20.34

13.43
13.77
14.50
15.35
16.59
18.36
20.21

13.46
13.82
14.58
15.48
16.80
18.71
20.66

88
88
88
88
88
88
88

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.10
252.17
252.30
252.43
252.61
252.98
253.35

251.88
251.88
251.88
251.88
251.88
251.88
251.88

0.11
0.14
0.21
0.28
0.40
0.68
1.00

1.80
2.02
2.38
2.73
3.22
3.99
5.13

0.55
0.99
2.10
3.66
6.22
12.53
19.50

5.15
6.87
10.01
13.14
15.43
18.34
19.56

5.16
6.89
10.05
13.19
15.52
18.52
19.96

71
71
71
71
71
71
71

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.07
251.99
252.16
252.52
252.94

251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50

0.34
0.35
0.38
0.32
0.45
0.73
1.09

0.22
0.42
0.95
2.40
3.10
4.11
5.15

4.58
4.77
5.26
4.17
6.46
12.17
19.42

13.47
13.56
13.80
13.11
14.39
16.77
17.76

13.55
13.64
13.89
13.18
14.50
17.00
18.30

68
68
68
68
68
68
68

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.08
252.14
252.02
252.39
252.79

251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50

0.43
0.44
0.48
0.52
0.43
0.71
1.03

0.16
0.31
0.71
1.26
3.24
4.25
5.29

6.17
6.39
7.02
7.95
6.17
11.78
18.91

14.40
14.50
14.76
15.15
14.40
16.67
18.28

14.51
14.61
14.89
15.30
14.51
16.88
18.71

61
61
61
61
61
61
61

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.08
252.13
252.13
252.50
252.82

251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50
251.50

0.45
0.46
0.49
0.54
0.54
0.83
1.06

0.14
0.28
0.64
1.16
2.32
3.35
4.77

6.92
7.15
7.76
8.60
8.63
14.91
20.98

15.46
15.53
15.72
15.99
16.00
17.97
19.77

15.58
15.66
15.87
16.15
16.16
18.28
20.19

57
57
57
57
57
57
57

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.08
252.13
252.04
252.42
252.75

251.36
251.36
251.36
251.36
251.36
251.36
251.36

0.49
0.50
0.54
0.58
0.51
0.79
1.03

0.13
0.25
0.58
1.05
2.46
3.43
4.76

7.81
8.05
8.68
9.54
8.14
14.58
20.99

15.86
15.96
16.22
16.58
15.99
18.39
20.44

15.99
16.10
16.37
16.75
16.14
18.64
20.80

55
55
55
55
55
55
55

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.08
252.14
251.77
252.20
252.58

251.20
251.20
251.20
251.20
251.20
251.20
251.20

0.64
0.65
0.68
0.72
0.44
0.76
0.99

0.10
0.19
0.46
0.84
3.21
3.89
4.99

10.05
10.29
10.96
11.94
6.22
12.86
20.03

15.63
15.74
16.06
16.51
14.06
16.92
20.30

15.89
16.01
16.33
16.80
14.24
17.22
20.69

50
50
50
50
50
50
50

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.08
252.15
252.12
251.83
252.16

250.97
250.97
250.97
250.97
250.97
250.97
250.97

0.71
0.72
0.75
0.80
0.77
0.61
0.80

0.07
0.13
0.30
0.55
1.15
4.41
5.47

15.30
15.63
16.61
18.14
17.36
11.34
18.29

21.59
21.74
22.15
22.78
22.46
18.74
22.84

21.87
22.02
22.44
23.08
22.76
18.97
23.14

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.09
252.16
252.13
251.67
251.96

251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00

0.77
0.78
0.80
0.85
0.84
0.50
0.72

0.05
0.10
0.24
0.44
0.91
4.55
5.65

19.22
19.62
20.78
22.62
22.02
10.99
17.69

25.11
25.27
25.82
26.47
26.26
21.90
24.50

25.38
25.54
26.09
26.76
26.54
22.07
24.75

44
44
44
44
44
44
44

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.09
252.16
252.14
251.53
251.77

251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00

0.85
0.86
0.90
0.96
0.94
0.46
0.65

0.04
0.08
0.19
0.35
0.71
4.39
5.65

24.77
25.24
26.59
28.74
28.26
11.39
17.70

29.29
29.38
29.63
30.02
29.94
24.82
27.21

29.51
29.60
29.87
30.29
30.20
24.91
27.36

37
37
37
37
37
37
37

1
2
5
10
20
50
100

252.02
252.04
252.09
252.16
252.15
252.08
251.69

251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00
251.00

0.93
0.95
0.99
1.05
1.04
0.98
0.64

0.03
0.06
0.15
0.29
0.58
1.55
5.03

30.63
31.15
32.68
35.08
34.64
32.31
19.88

32.80
32.87
33.09
33.42
33.36
33.03
31.23

33.14
33.22
33.46
33.84
33.77
33.40
31.43

Fish Passage hydraulic analysis
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Wanatango Fishway Flow Summary
Fishway Sta

Water Surface El.

Channel Bottom El

Depth

Average Velocity

(m)

Q Total
(m3/s)

Top Width

(m/s)

Flow Area
(m2)

(m)

(m)

(m)

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.68
259.00
259.24
259.63
260.36
260.94
261.44

257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.21
21.00
31.83
41.93
51.65

9.54
10.81
11.78
13.30
16.24
18.56
20.55

1.65
1.65
1.65
1.65
1.65
1.65
1.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.68
259.00
259.24
259.63
260.36
260.94
261.44

257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05
257.05

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.21
21.00
31.83
41.93
51.65

9.54
10.81
11.78
13.30
16.24
18.56
20.55

3.65
3.65
3.65
3.65
3.65
3.65
3.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.51
258.77
258.95
259.24
259.97
260.55
261.04

258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05

0.46
0.72
0.90
1.19
1.92
2.50
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.31
2.63
2.66
2.67
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.30
1.90
3.75
5.61
7.48

1.46
1.72
1.90
2.19
2.92
3.50
3.99

3.80
3.80
3.80
3.80
3.80
3.80
3.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.48
258.71
258.89
259.24
259.97
260.54
261.04

258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05
258.05

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.19
1.92
2.49
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.64
2.67
2.68
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.90
3.75
5.61
7.47

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.19
2.92
3.49
3.99

5.33
5.33
5.33
5.33
5.33
5.33
5.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.54
258.86
259.10
259.48
260.21
260.79
261.29

257.29
257.29
257.29
257.29
257.29
257.29
257.29

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.19
2.92
3.50
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.20
25.86
35.05
44.00

8.02
9.28
10.25
11.77
14.69
17.01
19.00

6.34
6.34
6.34
6.34
6.34
6.34
6.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.54
258.86
259.10
259.48
260.21
260.79
261.29

257.24
257.24
257.24
257.24
257.24
257.24
257.24

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.24
2.97
3.55
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.38
0.42
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.79
26.60
35.91
44.96

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.97
14.89
17.21
19.20

6.99
6.99
6.99
6.99
6.99
6.99
6.99

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.54
258.86
259.10
259.48
260.21
260.79
261.29

256.91
256.91
256.91
256.91
256.91
256.91
256.91

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.30
3.88
4.38

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.24
13.47
16.20
20.98
31.76
41.84
51.55

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.22
18.54
20.53

8.65
8.65
8.65
8.65

1
2
3
5

258.54
258.86
259.10
259.48

256.91
256.91
256.91
256.91

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24

10.24
13.47
16.20
20.98

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30

(m)

8.65
8.65
8.65

10
15
20

260.21
260.79
261.29

256.91
256.91
256.91

3.30
3.88
4.38

0.31
0.36
0.39

31.75
41.84
51.54

16.22
18.54
20.53

10.65
10.65
10.65
10.65
10.65
10.65
10.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.37
258.63
258.81
259.08
259.81
260.40
260.90

257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91

0.46
0.72
0.90
1.17
1.90
2.49
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.31
2.70
2.69
2.69
2.69

0.56
0.97
1.30
1.85
3.72
5.58
7.44

1.46
1.72
1.90
2.17
2.90
3.49
3.99

10.80
10.80
10.80
10.80
10.80
10.80
10.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.34
258.57
258.75
259.08
259.81
260.40
260.89

257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91
257.91

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.17
1.90
2.49
2.98

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.71
2.69
2.69
2.69

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.84
3.72
5.57
7.44

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.17
2.90
3.49
3.98

12.33
12.33
12.33
12.33
12.33
12.33
12.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.39
258.71
258.95
259.33
260.07
260.65
261.14

257.14
257.14
257.14
257.14
257.14
257.14
257.14

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.20
25.90
35.11
44.07

8.02
9.28
10.25
11.77
14.70
17.03
19.01

13.34
13.34
13.34
13.34
13.34
13.34
13.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.39
258.71
258.95
259.33
260.07
260.65
261.14

257.09
257.09
257.09
257.09
257.09
257.09
257.09

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.24
2.98
3.56
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.38
0.42
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.80
26.64
35.97
45.03

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.97
14.90
17.23
19.22

13.97
13.97
13.97
13.97
13.97
13.97
13.97

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.39
258.71
258.95
259.33
260.07
260.65
261.15

256.77
256.77
256.77
256.77
256.77
256.77
256.77

1.62
1.94
2.18
2.56
3.30
3.88
4.38

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.32
0.36
0.39

10.15
13.37
16.09
20.85
31.64
41.72
51.42

9.50
10.77
11.73
13.26
16.19
18.51
20.50

18.15
18.15
18.15
18.15
18.15
18.15
18.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.39
258.71
258.95
259.33
260.07
260.65
261.15

256.76
256.76
256.76
256.76
256.76
256.76
256.76

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
20.98
31.80
41.90
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.23
18.55
20.54

20.15
20.15
20.15
20.15
20.15
20.15
20.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.22
258.48
258.65
258.93
259.67
260.25
260.75

257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76

0.46
0.72
0.89
1.17
1.91
2.49
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.33
2.69
2.67
2.68
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.29
1.86
3.74
5.60
7.46

1.46
1.72
1.89
2.17
2.91
3.49
3.99

20.30
20.30
20.30
20.30
20.30

1
2
3
5
10

258.19
258.42
258.60
258.93
259.67

257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76
257.76

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.17
1.91

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.70
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.85
3.73

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.17
2.91

20.30
20.30

15
20

260.25
260.75

257.76
257.76

2.49
2.99

2.68
2.68

5.60
7.46

3.49
3.99

21.83
21.83
21.83
21.83
21.83
21.83
21.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.24
258.56
258.80
259.18
259.92
260.50
261.00

257.00
257.00
257.00
257.00
257.00
257.00
257.00

1.24
1.56
1.80
2.18
2.92
3.50
4.00

0.15
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.83
9.56
11.90
16.10
25.81
35.02
43.96

7.98
9.24
10.21
11.74
14.68
17.00
18.99

22.84
22.84
22.84
22.84
22.84
22.84
22.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.24
258.56
258.80
259.19
259.92
260.50
261.00

256.95
256.95
256.95
256.95
256.95
256.95
256.95

1.29
1.61
1.85
2.24
2.97
3.55
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.38
0.42
0.45

7.23
10.03
12.42
16.70
26.55
35.88
44.92

8.18
9.44
10.41
11.94
14.88
17.21
19.19

23.50
23.50
23.50
23.50
23.50
23.50
23.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.24
258.56
258.80
259.19
259.92
260.50
261.00

256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.00
31.87
41.99
51.71

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.25
18.57
20.56

25.15
25.15
25.15
25.15
25.15
25.15
25.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.24
258.56
258.80
259.19
259.92
260.50
261.00

256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61
256.61

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.00
31.87
41.99
51.71

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.25
18.57
20.56

27.15
27.15
27.15
27.15
27.15
27.15
27.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.07
258.33
258.50
258.80
259.53
260.11
260.61

257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61

0.46
0.72
0.89
1.19
1.92
2.50
3.00

1.78
2.06
2.33
2.62
2.65
2.66
2.67

0.56
0.97
1.29
1.90
3.77
5.64
7.49

1.46
1.72
1.89
2.19
2.92
3.50
4.00

27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30
27.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.04
258.27
258.45
258.80
259.53
260.11
260.61

257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61
257.61

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.19
1.92
2.50
3.00

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.64
2.66
2.66
2.67

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.90
3.77
5.63
7.49

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.19
2.92
3.50
4.00

28.83
28.83
28.83
28.83
28.83
28.83
28.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.10
258.42
258.66
259.04
259.78
260.36
260.85

256.85
256.85
256.85
256.85
256.85
256.85
256.85

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.20
25.91
35.13
44.06

8.02
9.28
10.25
11.77
14.71
17.03
19.01

29.84
29.84
29.84
29.84
29.84
29.84

1
2
3
5
10
15

258.10
258.42
258.66
259.04
259.78
260.36

256.80
256.80
256.80
256.80
256.80
256.80

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.24
2.98
3.56

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.38
0.42

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.80
26.65
35.99

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.97
14.91
17.23

29.84

20

260.85

256.80

4.05

0.44

45.02

19.21

30.50
30.50
30.50
30.50
30.50
30.50
30.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.10
258.42
258.66
259.04
259.78
260.36
260.86

256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
20.98
31.81
41.93
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.23
18.56
20.54

32.15
32.15
32.15
32.15
32.15
32.15
32.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

258.10
258.42
258.66
259.04
259.78
260.36
260.86

256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47
256.47

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
20.98
31.81
41.93
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.23
18.56
20.54

34.15
34.15
34.15
34.15
34.15
34.15
34.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.93
258.19
258.36
258.64
259.38
259.97
260.46

257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47

0.46
0.72
0.89
1.17
1.91
2.50
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.33
2.69
2.67
2.67
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.29
1.86
3.74
5.61
7.46

1.46
1.72
1.89
2.17
2.91
3.50
3.99

34.30
34.30
34.30
34.30
34.30
34.30
34.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.90
258.13
258.31
258.64
259.38
259.96
260.46

257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47
257.47

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.17
1.91
2.49
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.70
2.67
2.68
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.85
3.74
5.61
7.46

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.17
2.91
3.49
3.99

35.83
35.83
35.83
35.83
35.83
35.83
35.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.96
258.27
258.51
258.89
259.63
260.21
260.71

256.71
256.71
256.71
256.71
256.71
256.71
256.71

1.25
1.56
1.80
2.18
2.92
3.50
4.00

0.15
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.86
9.56
11.91
16.10
25.83
35.05
43.96

7.99
9.25
10.21
11.74
14.68
17.01
18.99

36.84
36.84
36.84
36.84
36.84
36.84
36.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.96
258.27
258.51
258.90
259.63
260.21
260.71

256.65
256.65
256.65
256.65
256.65
256.65
256.65

1.31
1.62
1.86
2.25
2.98
3.56
4.06

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.42
0.44

7.35
10.12
12.53
16.81
26.72
36.08
45.11

8.23
9.49
10.45
11.98
14.93
17.25
19.23

37.50
37.50
37.50
37.50
37.50
37.50
37.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.96
258.27
258.51
258.90
259.63
260.21
260.71

256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32

1.64
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.29
13.48
16.21
21.00
31.89
42.03
51.71

9.56
10.81
11.78
13.30
16.25
18.58
20.56

39.15
39.15
39.15
39.15
39.15
39.15
39.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.96
258.27
258.51
258.90
259.63
260.21
260.71

256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32
256.32

1.64
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.29
13.48
16.21
21.00
31.89
42.02
51.71

9.56
10.81
11.78
13.30
16.25
18.58
20.56

41.15
41.15
41.15
41.15
41.15
41.15
41.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.80
258.04
258.22
258.51
259.25
259.83
260.32

257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32

0.48
0.72
0.90
1.19
1.93
2.51
3.00

1.66
2.06
2.31
2.63
2.65
2.66
2.67

0.60
0.97
1.30
1.90
3.78
5.65
7.49

1.48
1.72
1.90
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.75
257.98
258.16
258.51
259.24
259.83
260.32

257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32
257.32

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.19
1.92
2.51
3.00

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.64
2.65
2.66
2.67

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.90
3.78
5.64
7.49

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.19
2.92
3.51
4.00

42.83
42.83
42.83
42.83
42.83
42.83
42.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.81
258.13
258.37
258.75
259.49
260.07
260.56

256.56
256.56
256.56
256.56
256.56
256.56
256.56

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.39
0.43
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.20
25.94
35.18
44.07

8.02
9.28
10.25
11.77
14.71
17.04
19.01

43.84
43.84
43.84
43.84
43.84
43.84
43.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.81
258.13
258.37
258.75
259.49
260.07
260.56

256.51
256.51
256.51
256.51
256.51
256.51
256.51

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.24
2.98
3.56
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.42
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.80
26.68
36.04
45.03

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.97
14.92
17.24
19.22

44.50
44.50
44.50
44.50
44.50
44.50
44.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.81
258.13
258.37
258.75
259.49
260.07
260.57

256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.24
13.47
16.20
20.98
31.85
41.97
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.24
18.57
20.54

46.15
46.15
46.15
46.15
46.15
46.15
46.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.81
258.13
258.37
258.75
259.49
260.07
260.57

256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18
256.18

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.31
3.89
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.24
13.47
16.20
20.98
31.84
41.97
51.61

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.24
18.57
20.54

48.15
48.15
48.15
48.15
48.15
48.15
48.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.64
257.90
258.08
258.35
259.10
259.68
260.17

257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18

0.46
0.72
0.90
1.17
1.92
2.50
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.31
2.69
2.66
2.67
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.30
1.86
3.76
5.63
7.46

1.46
1.72
1.90
2.17
2.92
3.50
3.99

48.30
48.30
48.30
48.30
48.30
48.30
48.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.61
257.84
258.02
258.35
259.10
259.68
260.17

257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18
257.18

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.17
1.92
2.50
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.70
2.66
2.67
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.85
3.76
5.62
7.46

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.17
2.92
3.50
3.99

49.83
49.83
49.83
49.83
49.83
49.83
49.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.67
257.98
258.22
258.61
259.34
259.93
260.42

256.41
256.41
256.41
256.41
256.41
256.41
256.41

1.26
1.57
1.81
2.20
2.93
3.52
4.01

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.38
0.43
0.45

6.94
9.65
12.01
16.22
26.02
35.28
44.15

8.03
9.29
10.25
11.78
14.74
17.07
19.03

50.84
50.84
50.84
50.84
50.84
50.84
50.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.67
257.98
258.22
258.61
259.34
259.93
260.42

256.36
256.36
256.36
256.36
256.36
256.36
256.36

1.31
1.62
1.86
2.25
2.98
3.57
4.06

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.42
0.44

7.35
10.12
12.53
16.82
26.77
36.14
45.11

8.23
9.49
10.45
11.98
14.94
17.27
19.23

51.50
51.50
51.50
51.50
51.50
51.50
51.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.67
257.98
258.22
258.61
259.35
259.93
260.42

256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03

1.64
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.29
13.48
16.21
21.01
31.94
42.09
51.71

9.55
10.81
11.78
13.31
16.26
18.59
20.56

55.65
55.65
55.65
55.65
55.65
55.65
55.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.67
257.98
258.22
258.61
259.35
259.93
260.42

256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03
256.03

1.64
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.29
13.48
16.21
21.00
31.94
42.08
51.71

9.55
10.81
11.77
13.30
16.26
18.59
20.56

57.65
57.65
57.65
57.65
57.65
57.65
57.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.51
257.75
257.93
258.22
258.96
259.54
260.03

257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03

0.48
0.72
0.90
1.19
1.93
2.51
3.00

1.66
2.06
2.31
2.62
2.63
2.65
2.67

0.60
0.97
1.30
1.91
3.80
5.67
7.50

1.48
1.72
1.90
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

57.80
57.80
57.80
57.80
57.80
57.80
57.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.46
257.69
257.87
258.22
258.96
259.54
260.03

257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03
257.03

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.19
1.93
2.51
3.00

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.63
2.63
2.65
2.67

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.90
3.80
5.67
7.49

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

59.33
59.33
59.33
59.33
59.33
59.33
59.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.53
257.84
258.08
258.46
259.20
259.78
260.27

256.27
256.27
256.27
256.27
256.27
256.27
256.27

1.26
1.57
1.81
2.19
2.93
3.51
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.38
0.43
0.45

6.94
9.65
12.01
16.20
26.01
35.25
44.06

8.03
9.28
10.25
11.77
14.73
17.06
19.01

60.34
60.34
60.34
60.34
60.34
60.34
60.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.53
257.84
258.08
258.46
259.20
259.78
260.27

256.22
256.22
256.22
256.22
256.22
256.22
256.22

1.31
1.62
1.86
2.24
2.98
3.56
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.42
0.44

7.35
10.12
12.53
16.80
26.76
36.11
45.03

8.23
9.49
10.45
11.97
14.93
17.26
19.21

61.00

1

257.53

255.89

1.64

0.10

10.29

9.56

61.00
61.00
61.00
61.00
61.00
61.00

2
3
5
10
15
20

257.84
258.08
258.46
259.21
259.79
260.28

255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89

1.95
2.19
2.57
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

13.48
16.21
20.98
31.93
42.05
51.62

10.81
11.78
13.30
16.26
18.59
20.54

62.65
62.65
62.65
62.65
62.65
62.65
62.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.53
257.84
258.08
258.46
259.21
259.79
260.28

255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89
255.89

1.64
1.95
2.19
2.57
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.29
13.48
16.21
20.98
31.93
42.05
51.62

9.56
10.81
11.78
13.30
16.26
18.59
20.54

64.65
64.65
64.65
64.65
64.65
64.65
64.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.37
257.61
257.79
258.07
258.82
259.40
259.88

256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89

0.48
0.72
0.90
1.18
1.93
2.51
2.99

1.66
2.06
2.31
2.68
2.63
2.65
2.68

0.60
0.97
1.30
1.87
3.80
5.66
7.46

1.48
1.72
1.90
2.18
2.93
3.51
3.99

64.80
64.80
64.80
64.80
64.80
64.80
64.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.32
257.55
257.73
258.06
258.82
259.40
259.88

256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89
256.89

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.17
1.93
2.51
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.69
2.64
2.65
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.86
3.79
5.65
7.46

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.17
2.93
3.51
3.99

66.33
66.33
66.33
66.33
66.33
66.33
66.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.37
257.69
257.93
258.32
259.06
259.64
260.13

256.12
256.12
256.12
256.12
256.12
256.12
256.12

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.20
2.94
3.52
4.01

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.38
0.42
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.23
26.14
35.38
44.15

8.02
9.28
10.25
11.78
14.77
17.09
19.03

67.34
67.34
67.34
67.34
67.34
67.34
67.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.37
257.69
257.93
258.32
259.06
259.64
260.13

256.07
256.07
256.07
256.07
256.07
256.07
256.07

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.25
2.99
3.57
4.06

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.41
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.82
26.89
36.24
45.11

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.98
14.97
17.29
19.23

68.00
68.00
68.00
68.00
68.00
68.00
68.00

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.37
257.69
257.93
258.32
259.06
259.64
260.13

255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.01
32.07
42.20
51.71

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.30
18.62
20.56

69.65
69.65
69.65
69.65
69.65
69.65
69.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.37
257.69
257.93
258.32
259.06
259.64
260.13

255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74
255.74

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.32
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.01
32.07
42.19
51.71

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.30
18.62
20.56

71.65
71.65

1
2

257.20
257.46

256.74
256.74

0.46
0.72

1.78
2.06

0.56
0.97

1.46
1.72

71.65
71.65
71.65
71.65
71.65

3
5
10
15
20

257.63
257.94
258.69
259.26
259.74

256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74

0.89
1.20
1.95
2.52
3.00

2.33
2.61
2.59
2.63
2.67

1.29
1.92
3.86
5.71
7.49

1.89
2.20
2.95
3.52
4.00

71.80
71.80
71.80
71.80
71.80
71.80
71.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.17
257.40
257.58
257.93
258.69
259.26
259.74

256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74
256.74

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.19
1.95
2.52
3.00

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.62
2.59
2.63
2.67

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.91
3.86
5.70
7.49

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.19
2.95
3.52
4.00

73.33
73.33
73.33
73.33
73.33
73.33
73.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.23
257.55
257.79
258.18
258.93
259.50
259.98

255.98
255.98
255.98
255.98
255.98
255.98
255.98

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.20
2.95
3.52
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.31
0.38
0.42
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.01
16.23
26.19
35.38
44.07

8.02
9.29
10.25
11.78
14.78
17.09
19.01

74.34
74.34
74.34
74.34
74.34
74.34
74.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.23
257.55
257.79
258.18
258.93
259.50
259.98

255.93
255.93
255.93
255.93
255.93
255.93
255.93

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.25
3.00
3.57
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.30
0.37
0.41
0.44

7.32
10.12
12.53
16.83
26.94
36.25
45.03

8.22
9.49
10.45
11.98
14.98
17.29
19.21

75.00
75.00
75.00
75.00
75.00
75.00
75.00

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.23
257.55
257.79
258.18
258.93
259.50
259.99

255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.33
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.01
32.12
42.20
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.31
18.62
20.54

76.65
76.65
76.65
76.65
76.65
76.65
76.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.23
257.55
257.79
258.18
258.93
259.50
259.99

255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.58
3.33
3.90
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.36
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.20
21.01
32.12
42.20
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.31
16.31
18.62
20.54

78.65
78.65
78.65
78.65
78.65
78.65
78.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.06
257.32
257.49
257.80
258.56
259.12
259.59

256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60

0.46
0.72
0.89
1.20
1.96
2.52
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.33
2.61
2.58
2.63
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.29
1.91
3.88
5.71
7.46

1.46
1.72
1.89
2.20
2.96
3.52
3.99

78.80
78.80
78.80
78.80
78.80
78.80
78.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.03
257.26
257.44
257.80
258.56
259.12
259.59

256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60
256.60

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.20
1.96
2.52
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.62
2.58
2.63
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.18
1.91
3.88
5.71
7.46

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.20
2.96
3.52
3.99

80.33
80.33
80.33

1
2
3

257.08
257.40
257.64

255.83
255.83
255.83

1.25
1.57
1.81

0.14
0.21
0.25

6.91
9.65
12.01

8.02
9.28
10.25

80.33
80.33
80.33
80.33

5
10
15
20

258.04
258.79
259.36
259.84

255.83
255.83
255.83
255.83

2.21
2.96
3.53
4.01

0.31
0.38
0.42
0.45

16.35
26.42
35.56
44.15

11.83
14.84
17.13
19.03

81.34
81.34
81.34
81.34
81.34
81.34
81.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.08
257.40
257.64
258.04
258.79
259.36
259.84

255.78
255.78
255.78
255.78
255.78
255.78
255.78

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.26
3.01
3.58
4.06

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.29
0.37
0.41
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.53
16.95
27.17
36.43
45.11

8.22
9.49
10.45
12.03
15.04
17.33
19.23

82.00
82.00
82.00
82.00
82.00
82.00
82.00

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.08
257.40
257.64
258.04
258.79
259.36
259.84

255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.59
3.34
3.91
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.35
0.39

10.24
13.47
16.20
21.15
32.37
42.39
51.71

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.35
16.37
18.66
20.56

83.65
83.65
83.65
83.65
83.65
83.65
83.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

257.08
257.40
257.64
258.04
258.79
259.36
259.84

255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45
255.45

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.59
3.34
3.91
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.31
0.35
0.39

10.24
13.47
16.20
21.15
32.37
42.39
51.70

9.54
10.81
11.77
13.35
16.37
18.66
20.56

85.65
85.65
85.65
85.65
85.65
85.65
85.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.91
257.17
257.35
257.70
258.44
258.99
259.45

256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45

0.46
0.72
0.90
1.25
1.99
2.54
3.00

1.78
2.06
2.31
2.45
2.51
2.60
2.67

0.56
0.97
1.30
2.04
3.98
5.78
7.50

1.46
1.72
1.90
2.25
2.99
3.54
4.00

85.80
85.80
85.80
85.80
85.80
85.80
85.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.88
257.11
257.29
257.70
258.44
258.99
259.45

256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45
256.45

0.43
0.66
0.84
1.25
1.99
2.54
3.00

1.90
2.29
2.53
2.46
2.51
2.60
2.67

0.53
0.87
1.18
2.03
3.98
5.78
7.49

1.43
1.66
1.84
2.25
2.99
3.54
4.00

87.33
87.33
87.33
87.33
87.33
87.33
87.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.94
257.26
257.50
257.91
258.66
259.23
259.69

255.69
255.69
255.69
255.69
255.69
255.69
255.69

1.25
1.57
1.81
2.22
2.97
3.54
4.00

0.14
0.21
0.25
0.30
0.38
0.42
0.45

6.91
9.65
12.02
16.55
26.59
35.62
44.07

8.02
9.29
10.25
11.89
14.89
17.15
19.01

88.34
88.34
88.34
88.34
88.34
88.34
88.34

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.94
257.26
257.50
257.91
258.66
259.23
259.69

255.64
255.64
255.64
255.64
255.64
255.64
255.64

1.30
1.62
1.86
2.27
3.02
3.59
4.05

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.29
0.37
0.41
0.44

7.31
10.12
12.54
17.15
27.34
36.49
45.03

8.22
9.49
10.45
12.09
15.09
17.35
19.22

89.00
89.00
89.00
89.00

1
2
3
5

256.94
257.26
257.50
257.91

255.31
255.31
255.31
255.31

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.60

0.10
0.15
0.18
0.23

10.25
13.48
16.22
21.37

9.54
10.81
11.78
13.42

89.00
89.00
89.00

10
15
20

258.66
259.23
259.70

255.31
255.31
255.31

3.35
3.92
4.39

0.31
0.35
0.39

32.56
42.46
51.62

16.42
18.67
20.54

93.15
93.15
93.15
93.15
93.15
93.15
93.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.94
257.26
257.50
257.91
258.66
259.23
259.70

255.31
255.31
255.31
255.31
255.31
255.31
255.31

1.63
1.95
2.19
2.60
3.35
3.92
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.23
0.31
0.35
0.39

10.25
13.48
16.22
21.37
32.56
42.46
51.62

9.54
10.81
11.78
13.41
16.42
18.67
20.54

95.15
95.15
95.15
95.15
95.15
95.15
95.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.77
257.03
257.21
257.62
258.33
258.86
259.30

256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31

0.46
0.72
0.90
1.31
2.02
2.55
2.99

1.78
2.06
2.30
2.32
2.47
2.59
2.68

0.56
0.97
1.31
2.16
4.05
5.80
7.46

1.46
1.72
1.90
2.31
3.02
3.55
3.99

95.30
95.30
95.30
95.30
95.30
95.30
95.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.74
256.97
257.21
257.61
258.33
258.86
259.30

256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31
256.31

0.43
0.66
0.90
1.30
2.02
2.55
2.99

1.90
2.29
2.30
2.32
2.47
2.59
2.68

0.53
0.87
1.30
2.15
4.05
5.80
7.46

1.43
1.66
1.90
2.30
3.02
3.55
3.99

96.83
96.83
96.83
96.83
96.83
96.83
96.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.81
257.14
257.40
257.80
258.54
259.09
259.55

255.54
255.54
255.54
255.54
255.54
255.54
255.54

1.27
1.60
1.86
2.26
3.00
3.55
4.01

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.29
0.37
0.42
0.45

7.03
9.91
12.45
17.02
26.98
35.88
44.15

8.07
9.39
10.42
12.05
15.00
17.20
19.03

97.84
97.84
97.84
97.84
97.84
97.84
97.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.81
257.14
257.40
257.80
258.54
259.09
259.55

255.49
255.49
255.49
255.49
255.49
255.49
255.49

1.32
1.65
1.91
2.31
3.05
3.60
4.06

0.14
0.20
0.24
0.29
0.37
0.42
0.46

7.26
10.11
12.61
17.09
26.80
35.44
43.45

8.01
9.26
10.24
11.79
14.58
16.68
18.42

98.50
98.50
98.50
98.50
98.50
98.50
98.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.81
257.14
257.40
257.80
258.54
259.09
259.55

255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16

1.65
1.98
2.24
2.64
3.38
3.93
4.39

0.10
0.15
0.19
0.24
0.33
0.38
0.42

9.84
12.99
15.71
20.51
30.70
39.63
47.83

8.94
10.13
11.05
12.52
15.17
17.16
18.80

100.15
100.15
100.15
100.15
100.15
100.15
100.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.81
257.14
257.40
257.80
258.54
259.09
259.55

255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16
255.16

1.65
1.98
2.24
2.64
3.38
3.93
4.39

0.10
0.16
0.20
0.25
0.34
0.39
0.44

9.57
12.60
15.21
19.80
29.55
38.07
45.89

8.61
9.73
10.60
11.99
14.49
16.37
17.92

102.15
102.15
102.15
102.15
102.15

1
2
3
5
10

256.60
256.83
257.02
257.32
257.87

256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16

0.44
0.67
0.86
1.16
1.71

1.94
2.35
2.60
2.96
3.46

0.51
0.85
1.15
1.69
2.89

1.35
1.54
1.69
1.93
2.37

102.15
102.15

15
20

258.30
258.65

256.16
256.16

2.14
2.49

3.79
4.04

3.96
4.96

2.71
2.99

102.30
102.30
102.30
102.30
102.30
102.30
102.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.55
256.75
256.89
257.14
257.57
257.90
258.17

256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16
256.16

0.39
0.59
0.73
0.98
1.41
1.74
2.01

2.15
2.64
3.00
3.45
4.17
4.62
4.98

0.46
0.76
1.00
1.45
2.40
3.25
4.02

1.39
1.59
1.73
1.98
2.41
2.74
3.01

103.83
103.83
103.83
103.83
103.83
103.83
103.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.59
256.85
257.05
257.35
257.89
258.28
258.60

255.40
255.40
255.40
255.40
255.40
255.40
255.40

1.19
1.45
1.65
1.95
2.49
2.88
3.20

0.18
0.27
0.34
0.45
0.62
0.74
0.84

5.53
7.29
8.74
11.20
16.13
20.26
23.95

6.32
7.06
7.61
8.47
9.97
11.07
11.96

104.84
104.84
104.84
104.84
104.84
104.84
104.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.59
256.85
257.05
257.35
257.89
258.28
258.60

255.35
255.35
255.35
255.35
255.35
255.35
255.35

1.24
1.50
1.70
2.00
2.54
2.93
3.25

0.18
0.27
0.34
0.45
0.63
0.75
0.85

5.70
7.42
8.84
11.22
15.98
19.94
23.47

6.22
6.90
7.41
8.21
9.60
10.62
11.45

105.50
105.50
105.50
105.50
105.50
105.50
105.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.59
256.85
257.05
257.35
257.89
258.28
258.60

255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01

1.58
1.84
2.04
2.34
2.88
3.27
3.59

0.13
0.21
0.27
0.37
0.54
0.66
0.76

7.72
9.59
11.11
13.63
18.60
22.68
26.29

6.79
7.42
7.89
8.63
9.91
10.86
11.63

107.15
107.15
107.15
107.15
107.15
107.15
107.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.59
256.85
257.05
257.35
257.89
258.28
258.60

255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01
255.01

1.58
1.84
2.04
2.34
2.88
3.27
3.59

0.13
0.22
0.28
0.38
0.56
0.70
0.80

7.47
9.25
10.69
13.08
17.76
21.58
24.95

6.47
7.05
7.49
8.16
9.33
10.20
10.90

109.15
109.15
109.15
109.15
109.15
109.15
109.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.41
256.61
256.76
256.99
257.42
257.73
257.98

256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01

0.40
0.60
0.75
0.98
1.41
1.72
1.97

1.77
2.08
2.28
2.56
2.96
3.22
3.41

0.57
0.96
1.31
1.95
3.38
4.66
5.86

1.81
2.20
2.50
2.97
3.81
4.43
4.94

109.30
109.30
109.30
109.30
109.30
109.30
109.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.38
256.55
256.68
256.89
257.25
257.52
257.73

256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01
256.01

0.37
0.54
0.67
0.88
1.24
1.51
1.72

1.92
2.31
2.56
2.91
3.42
3.75
4.01

0.52
0.87
1.17
1.72
2.92
4.00
4.99

1.81
2.19
2.48
2.93
3.72
4.31
4.79

110.83
110.83
110.83
110.83
110.83
110.83

1
2
3
5
10
15

256.40
256.63
256.79
257.05
257.49
257.82

255.25
255.25
255.25
255.25
255.25
255.25

1.15
1.38
1.54
1.80
2.24
2.57

0.20
0.31
0.40
0.54
0.78
0.96

5.03
6.40
7.49
9.29
12.78
15.59

5.76
6.30
6.70
7.32
8.39
9.16

110.83

20

258.08

255.25

2.83

1.11

18.06

9.78

111.84
111.84
111.84
111.84
111.84
111.84
111.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.40
256.63
256.79
257.05
257.50
257.82
258.08

255.20
255.20
255.20
255.20
255.20
255.20
255.20

1.20
1.43
1.59
1.85
2.30
2.62
2.88

0.18
0.29
0.37
0.50
0.73
0.89
1.03

5.47
6.92
8.09
10.01
13.75
16.78
19.43

6.12
6.71
7.15
7.81
8.97
9.81
10.49

112.50
112.50
112.50
112.50
112.50
112.50
112.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.40
256.63
256.80
257.05
257.50
257.83
258.09

254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87

1.53
1.76
1.93
2.18
2.63
2.96
3.22

0.13
0.21
0.27
0.38
0.57
0.71
0.83

7.86
9.60
10.98
13.24
17.61
21.14
24.23

7.28
7.92
8.39
9.12
10.37
11.29
12.03

114.15
114.15
114.15
114.15
114.15
114.15
114.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.40
256.63
256.80
257.06
257.50
257.83
258.10

254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87
254.87

1.53
1.76
1.93
2.19
2.63
2.96
3.23

0.12
0.20
0.26
0.36
0.55
0.68
0.79

8.10
9.91
11.35
13.72
18.31
22.03
25.28

7.59
8.27
8.78
9.55
10.90
11.88
12.68

116.15
116.15
116.15
116.15
116.15
116.15
116.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.25
256.42
256.55
256.75
257.10
257.37
257.58

255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87

0.38
0.55
0.68
0.88
1.23
1.50
1.71

1.65
1.93
2.11
2.35
2.72
2.95
3.12

0.61
1.04
1.42
2.13
3.67
5.09
6.40

2.21
2.76
3.18
3.82
4.95
5.80
6.48

116.30
116.30
116.30
116.30
116.30
116.30
116.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.22
256.38
256.49
256.67
256.99
257.23
257.42

255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87
255.87

0.35
0.51
0.62
0.80
1.12
1.36
1.55

1.79
2.13
2.35
2.64
3.06
3.35
3.56

0.56
0.94
1.28
1.89
3.27
4.48
5.62

2.19
2.72
3.11
3.72
4.82
5.61
6.26

117.83
117.83
117.83
117.83
117.83
117.83
117.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.21
256.42
256.57
256.80
257.19
257.48
257.71

255.11
255.11
255.11
255.11
255.11
255.11
255.11

1.10
1.31
1.46
1.69
2.08
2.37
2.60

0.18
0.29
0.37
0.49
0.71
0.87
1.00

5.50
7.00
8.20
10.18
14.03
17.17
19.93

6.97
7.71
8.25
9.07
10.49
11.52
12.35

118.84
118.84
118.84
118.84
118.84
118.84
118.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.21
256.42
256.57
256.80
257.19
257.48
257.71

255.05
255.05
255.05
255.05
255.05
255.05
255.05

1.16
1.37
1.52
1.75
2.14
2.43
2.66

0.16
0.26
0.34
0.45
0.66
0.81
0.93

6.06
7.66
8.94
11.04
15.15
18.50
21.44

7.42
8.20
8.77
9.64
11.14
12.23
13.11

119.50
119.50
119.50
119.50
119.50
119.50
119.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.21
256.42
256.57
256.80
257.20
257.49
257.72

254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72

1.49
1.70
1.85
2.08
2.48
2.77
3.00

0.11
0.18
0.24
0.34
0.51
0.63
0.74

8.95
10.87
12.40
14.90
19.72
23.62
27.03

8.98
9.80
10.40
11.32
12.91
14.07
15.01

121.15
121.15
121.15
121.15
121.15
121.15
121.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.21
256.42
256.57
256.80
257.20
257.49
257.72

254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72
254.72

1.49
1.70
1.85
2.08
2.48
2.77
3.00

0.11
0.18
0.24
0.33
0.49
0.61
0.72

9.17
11.16
12.74
15.33
20.34
24.40
27.95

9.27
10.14
10.77
11.74
13.41
14.63
15.61

123.15
123.15
123.15
123.15
123.15
123.15
123.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.08
256.23
256.35
256.53
256.84
257.07
257.26

255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72

0.36
0.51
0.63
0.81
1.12
1.35
1.54

1.55
1.83
2.00
2.22
2.56
2.78
2.95

0.64
1.09
1.50
2.25
3.91
5.39
6.78

2.58
3.26
3.77
4.56
5.95
6.96
7.79

123.30
123.30
123.30
123.30
123.30
123.30
123.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.07
256.20
256.31
256.47
256.76
256.97
257.14

255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72
255.72

0.35
0.48
0.59
0.75
1.04
1.25
1.42

1.56
1.98
2.17
2.44
2.84
3.10
3.30

0.64
1.01
1.38
2.05
3.52
4.84
6.07

2.63
3.21
3.70
4.45
5.77
6.75
7.54

125.00
125.00
125.00
125.00
125.00
125.00
125.00

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.05
256.23
256.37
256.58
256.94
257.20
257.41

254.95
254.95
254.95
254.95
254.95
254.95
254.95

1.10
1.28
1.42
1.63
1.99
2.25
2.46

0.16
0.26
0.33
0.44
0.65
0.79
0.91

6.17
7.81
9.11
11.27
15.48
18.92
21.94

8.26
9.16
9.82
10.82
12.55
13.81
14.82

125.84
125.84
125.84
125.84
125.84
125.84
125.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.05
256.23
256.37
256.58
256.94
257.20
257.42

254.91
254.91
254.91
254.91
254.91
254.91
254.91

1.14
1.32
1.46
1.67
2.03
2.29
2.51

0.15
0.24
0.31
0.42
0.61
0.75
0.86

6.63
8.35
9.73
11.99
16.42
20.03
23.20

8.68
9.62
10.31
11.35
13.16
14.47
15.52

126.50
126.50
126.50
126.50
126.50
126.50
126.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.05
256.24
256.37
256.58
256.95
257.21
257.42

254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58

1.47
1.66
1.79
2.00
2.37
2.63
2.84

0.10
0.17
0.22
0.30
0.46
0.58
0.68

9.99
12.09
13.74
16.45
21.68
25.89
29.58

10.63
11.61
12.33
13.42
15.31
16.68
17.79

128.15
128.15
128.15
128.15
128.15
128.15
128.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

256.05
256.24
256.37
256.58
256.95
257.21
257.43

254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58
254.58

1.47
1.66
1.79
2.00
2.37
2.63
2.85

0.10
0.16
0.21
0.30
0.45
0.56
0.66

10.21
12.36
14.07
16.85
22.24
26.59
30.40

10.92
11.94
12.69
13.82
15.79
17.21
18.37

130.15
130.15
130.15
130.15
130.15
130.15
130.15

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.92
256.06
256.17
256.34
256.62
256.83
257.00

255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58

0.34
0.48
0.59
0.76
1.04
1.25
1.42

1.49
1.75
1.91
2.12
2.44
2.65
2.81

0.67
1.14
1.57
2.36
4.09
5.65
7.11

2.92
3.71
4.31
5.24
6.84
8.02
8.98

130.30
130.30
130.30
130.30
130.30
130.30
130.30

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.92
256.04
256.14
256.29
256.55
256.75
256.91

255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58
255.58

0.34
0.46
0.56
0.71
0.97
1.17
1.33

1.50
1.88
2.07
2.32
2.69
2.93
3.09

0.67
1.06
1.45
2.16
3.72
5.12
6.48

2.96
3.65
4.22
5.10
6.65
7.77
8.73

131.83
131.83
131.83
131.83
131.83
131.83
131.83

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.87
256.05
256.18
256.37
256.71
256.95
257.14

254.81
254.81
254.81
254.81
254.81
254.81
254.81

1.06
1.24
1.37
1.56
1.90
2.14
2.33

0.15
0.24
0.31
0.42
0.61
0.75
0.86

6.58
8.31
9.70
11.99
16.47
20.12
23.34

9.38
10.43
11.20
12.37
14.37
15.83
17.00

132.84
132.84
132.84
132.84
132.84
132.84
132.84

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.87
256.05
256.18
256.37
256.71
256.95
257.15

254.76
254.76
254.76
254.76
254.76
254.76
254.76

1.11
1.29
1.42
1.61
1.95
2.19
2.39

0.14
0.22
0.29
0.39
0.57
0.70
0.81

7.18
9.01
10.48
12.89
17.59
21.43
24.82

9.90
10.99
11.79
12.99
15.07
16.58
17.80

133.50
133.50
133.50
133.50
133.50
133.50
133.50

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.87
256.05
256.18
256.37
256.71
256.96
257.16

254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43

1.44
1.62
1.75
1.94
2.28
2.53
2.73

0.09
0.15
0.20
0.28
0.43
0.54
0.63

11.01
13.25
15.03
17.93
23.51
28.01
31.95

12.24
13.36
14.19
15.44
17.61
19.17
20.44

137.65
137.65
137.65
137.65
137.65
137.65
137.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.87
256.05
256.18
256.37
256.71
256.96
257.16

254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43
254.43

1.44
1.62
1.75
1.94
2.28
2.53
2.73

0.09
0.15
0.20
0.27
0.42
0.52
0.61

11.21
13.51
15.34
18.31
24.03
28.65
32.69

12.53
13.69
14.54
15.83
18.06
19.68
20.99

139.65
139.65
139.65
139.65
139.65
139.65
139.65

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.76
255.90
255.99
256.14
256.41
256.61
256.76

255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43

0.33
0.47
0.56
0.71
0.98
1.18
1.33

1.44
1.64
1.83
2.05
2.35
2.55
2.71

0.70
1.22
1.64
2.44
4.25
5.89
7.39

3.23
4.19
4.82
5.85
7.67
9.00
10.07

139.80
139.80
139.80
139.80
139.80
139.80
139.80

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.75
255.89
255.96
256.10
256.36
256.54
256.69

255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43
255.43

0.32
0.46
0.53
0.67
0.93
1.11
1.26

1.45
1.68
1.98
2.22
2.54
2.77
2.94

0.69
1.19
1.52
2.25
3.93
5.41
6.79

3.26
4.20
4.71
5.70
7.48
8.76
9.80

141.33
141.33
141.33
141.33
141.33
141.33
141.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.71
255.88
256.00
256.18
256.50
256.72
256.91

254.67
254.67
254.67
254.67
254.67
254.67
254.67

1.04
1.21
1.33
1.51
1.83
2.05
2.24

0.14
0.22
0.29
0.39
0.57
0.70
0.81

7.07
8.90
10.37
12.78
17.50
21.37
24.76

10.52
11.71
12.58
13.90
16.16
17.80
19.12

142.34

1

255.72

254.62

1.10

0.13

7.72

11.10

142.34
142.34
142.34
142.34
142.34
142.34

2
3
5
10
15
20

255.88
256.00
256.18
256.50
256.73
256.91

254.62
254.62
254.62
254.62
254.62
254.62

1.26
1.38
1.56
1.88
2.11
2.29

0.21
0.27
0.36
0.54
0.66
0.76

9.65
11.20
13.74
18.69
22.74
26.30

12.32
13.22
14.57
16.90
18.59
19.95

141.99
141.99
141.99
141.99
141.99
141.99
141.99

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.72
255.88
256.00
256.19
256.50
256.73
256.92

254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29

1.43
1.59
1.71
1.90
2.21
2.44
2.63

0.08
0.14
0.18
0.26
0.40
0.50
0.59

11.99
14.39
16.28
19.35
25.24
30.01
34.16

13.83
15.09
16.01
17.41
19.82
21.57
22.98

143.64
143.64
143.64
143.64
143.64
143.64
143.64

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.72
255.88
256.00
256.19
256.50
256.73
256.92

254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29
254.29

1.43
1.59
1.71
1.90
2.21
2.44
2.63

0.08
0.14
0.18
0.25
0.39
0.49
0.57

12.20
14.64
16.57
19.71
25.73
30.61
34.85

14.12
15.41
16.35
17.79
20.26
22.06
23.51

145.64
145.64
145.64
145.64
145.64
145.64
145.64

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.61
255.74
255.83
255.97
256.22
256.40
256.55

255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29

0.32
0.45
0.54
0.68
0.93
1.11
1.26

1.40
1.62
1.78
1.98
2.26
2.47
2.62

0.72
1.24
1.68
2.52
4.42
6.06
7.65

3.53
4.56
5.28
6.43
8.47
9.90
11.11

145.79
145.79
145.79
145.79
145.79
145.79
145.79

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.60
255.73
255.80
255.93
256.18
256.35
256.49

255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29
255.29

0.31
0.44
0.51
0.64
0.89
1.06
1.20

1.41
1.63
1.92
2.14
2.44
2.66
2.83

0.71
1.22
1.57
2.33
4.10
5.63
7.06

3.55
4.59
5.17
6.27
8.26
9.66
10.81

147.32
147.32
147.32
147.32
147.32
147.32
147.32

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.60
255.60
255.60
255.59
254.93
255.05
255.15

254.52
254.52
254.52
254.52
254.52
254.52
254.52

1.08
1.08
1.08
1.07
0.41
0.53
0.63

0.12
0.25
0.37
0.62
5.23
5.42
5.57

8.14
8.13
8.11
8.04
1.91
2.77
3.59

12.07
12.06
12.05
12.00
6.41
7.45
8.33

148.33
148.33
148.33
148.33
148.33
148.33
148.33

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.60
255.60
255.60
255.59
254.89
255.01
255.11

254.47
254.47
254.47
254.47
254.47
254.47
254.47

1.13
1.13
1.13
1.12
0.42
0.54
0.64

0.11
0.23
0.34
0.57
5.01
5.27
5.46

8.88
8.87
8.85
8.80
2.00
2.84
3.66

12.72
12.71
12.70
12.66
6.58
7.61
8.48

148.99
148.99
148.99
148.99
148.99
148.99
148.99

1
2
3
5
10
15
20

255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
255.60
254.74

254.14
254.14
254.14
254.14
254.14
254.14
254.14

1.46
1.46
1.46
1.46
1.46
1.46
0.60

0.07
0.15
0.22
0.36
0.73
1.09
5.94

13.76
13.76
13.76
13.76
13.76
13.76
3.36

15.85
15.85
15.85
15.85
15.85
15.85
8.26

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kai Markvorsen
April-17-13 1:11 PM
Caitlin Kenny
FW: Downstream Zone of Influence - Wanatango
DZOI_Proposal-wanatango-16apr13.pdf

Kai Markvorsen - Environmental Consultant - (613) 839-1453 x248
From: Vanesa Enskaitis [mailto:VEnskaitis@xeneca.com]
Sent: April-16-13 5:29 PM
To: Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper; Nava Pokharel; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Mohammad T Hansa; Kai Markvorsen; Ciara
DeJong; bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca; Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Brownlee, Laurie (ENE); Thomas.Hoggarth@dfo-mpo.gc.ca;
Greenaway, Christine (MNR); Allen, Paula (ENE); Heidenheim, Martha (MNR); Chenier, Chris (MNR); Pyrce, Rich (MNR);
Clarke, Larry (MNR)
Subject: Downstream Zone of Influence - Wanatango
April 16, 2013
The Downstream Zone of Influence (DZoI) is on the agenda for tomorrows Wanatango Falls meeting and the attached
memo provides discussion points that Xeneca will raise during the meeting.
The memo is also intended as a document that agencies can refer to after the meeting.
And again, the call in numbers:

Vanesa Enskaitis
Stakeholder Relations
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge Street
Suite 1200
North York, ON M2N 6P4
p - 416-590-9362 X 3078
f - 416-590-9955
e - venskaitis@xeneca.com
w - www.xeneca.com
This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL information. If you have received this electronic mail
in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any unauthorized disclosure, use or retention is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability
for any errors, omissions, corruption or virus in contents or attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the addressee. Revised documents
must not be represented as Xeneca work product, without express, written permission of a Xeneca Director.
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5255 Yonge St., Suitte 1200, North
h York, ON M2N
N 6P4
16‐590‐9362 fax
f 416‐590‐99
955 www.xeneeca.com
tel 41
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April 16, 2013
o Natural Ressources (MNR
R)
Ministry of
MNR Coch
hrane Districtt
2‐4 Hwy 11
1 S
PO Box 73
30
Cochrane, ON, P0L1C0
0
Attention: Jennifer Telford, Resourcce Planner

Re: DZOI – Wanatango
o Project
Dear Jenn
nifer:
Xeneca would
w
like to propose
p
a path forward to resolve the outstanding
o
comments abo
out the endpoint
of the Dow
wnstream Zone of Influence (DZOI) for the Wanatan
ngo project. The
T absence of
o hourly dataa and
the heavilly regulated flow
f
condition
n on the Fred
derickhouse River
R
makes itt difficult to calculate the daily
d
variabilityy in the existin
ng condition in the manneer proposed by
b MNR NE Reegion. Howevver, Xeneca
believes that we alread
dy have a sub
bstantial amount of inform
mation for thiss project thatt informs the
discussion
n on DZOI and
d why Neelan
nds Rapids is the
t appropriaate end of thee DZOI.
Existing Condition:
C
The flow on
o the Frederrickhouse Rivver is highly reegulated by th
he Frederickh
house Lake Daam (FHLD),
located 9 km upstream
m of the propo
osed Wanatango project. The
T flow regu
ulation dictattes the flow
conditions from FHLD to
t the confluence with thee Abitibi River over 100 km
m downstream
m. Figure 1 sh
hows
an excerp
pt of the hydrographic reco
ord (red line) illustrating th
he significant variability off flow releaseed
from FHLD
D throughoutt the year. The excerpt sho
ows extended
d periods (weeeks) where no flow is released,
followed by extended periods wherre moderate to
t high flow is released. Th
he corresponding water leevels
s for the saame period vaary by approxximately 2 meeters.
changes (blue line) reccorded at the Wanatango site

Figure 1: Hydrograph Excerpt

Hydrologic flow statistics as provided by OPG for FHLD for the period 1994 to 2011 are summarized in
the attached Table 1. The data shows that flows of near 0.0 m3/s are released 27% of the time in a
typical operating year under existing conditions (i.e. approx. 100 days per year). As illustrated by the
data summary in Figure 2 below, these low flow conditions occur primarily from the end of March to the
end of September. Accordingly, the Q80 flow value for this data at the outlet of FHLD is 0.0 m3/s.
With seepage and tributary flow, this 0.0 m3/s flow at FHLD results in a Q80 flow rate of approximately
2 m3/s at the proposed Wanatango dam site (~9 km downstream) and an estimated 4 m3/s at Neelands
Rapids (another ~24 km downstream of Wanatango). In light of the extent and persistence of these low
flows, 4 m3/s at Neelands Rapids (2 m3/s at Wanatango) defines the baseflow under existing conditions.

Figure 2: Low Flow ‐ Existing Conditon

Proposed Low Flow Operation:
Table 2 below provides a simplified summary of the proposed operation modes and the resulting flow
conditions at Neelands Rapids. The potential for low flow impacts at Neelands Rapids only exists under
two operating modes, “intermittent” and “off”.
The “off” mode does not require a DZOI discussion since no impact from plant operation occurs and
flows are released as run‐of‐river during this operating mode. The “off” mode occurs only when existing
inflow conditions dictate it. No change in existing conditions with respect to flow frequency, volume or
DZOI occur as a result of this operating mode.
During the “intermittent” operating mode, the facility runs at limited capacity during the day and
releases a flow of 2 m3/s during the night (through the proposed fishway). This operating mode has been
studied in some detail, including a recently updated hydraulic analysis memo (CPL, letter, April 2, 2013).
The analysis shows that flows at Neelands Rapids do not drop below 5‐6 m3/s, and thus remain greater
than the Q80 baseflow criteria (4 m3/s) at all times.

Projected Flows (m3/s)

Table 2: Operation

Proposed Site
Plant Operation
Spill Flow (Spawn / ROR)
Continuous Op
Intermittent Op
Plant Off (ROR)

Time
(%of)
14%
42%
17%
27%

OPG
50+
15‐50
0‐15
0

Day
50+
25‐50
15‐20
2

Night
50+
15‐30
2
2

Neeland Rapids
Day
52+
30‐45
13‐16
4

Night
52+
20‐30
5‐6
4

Note: Time % is approx. Based on 1994‐2011 OPG data. Low flow incl. 2m3/s seepage btw. FHLD and Wanatango.
3
Intermittent flow at Neelands based on QTL=20 m /s, consistent with +/‐10cm level compliance limit.

Fish Stranding:
MNR has questioned if the “intermittent” operation mode could cause fish stranding at Neelands
Rapids. It is known that Neelands Rapids has broad flat sections that contain shallow rock pools that are
exposed during low flows and might result in fish stranding when flows recede.
Here some perspectives on this matter:











If fish stranding occurs, it would be occurring several times per year under existing conditions,
whenever flow drops to 4 m3/s. However, stakeholder consultation over the past 3 years has
included no anecdotal information on fish stranding. Similarly, the Site Information Package by
MNR does not list fish stranding as a known concern at Neelands Rapids. As such, the extent of
fish stranding under existing conditions is likely very limited. Where fish stranding does occur
under existing conditions, it is likely fatal due to long delay (days or weeks) before higher flow
returns.
The likelihood of fish stranding due rapid level changes is low. Hydraulic studies show that flow
drops slowly at Neelands Rapids during intermittent operation (CPL, October 12, 2012) thereby
reducing the likelihood of stranding fish.
The likelihood of fish stranding due to large level changes is low. Xeneca has committed to a +/‐
10 centimeter change in levels at Neelands Rapids during intermittent operation, thereby
reducing the potential for stranding. Level changes associated with the existing condition exceed
1 meter (albeit less frequent).
The likelihood of fish stranding due to extreme low flows is limited. The minimum flow at
Neelands Rapids associated with intermittent operation (5‐6 m3/s) is not as low the baseflow
under existing conditions (4 m3/s).
The likelihood of fish mortality from intermittent operation is low. Normal flow is returned
within 24 hours, thereby allowing stranded fish to escape.
The frequency of conditions that could lead to fish stranding is low. Intermittent operation only
occurs 17% of the time.

In light of the above information, the potential for fish stranding at Neelands Rapids and beyond due to
intermittent operation at the proposed Wanatango site is very low. Further, Xeneca commits to monitor
Neelands Rapids for all intermittent operation events during the first year of operation. If, contrary to
expectations, significant fish mortalities occur, Xeneca will adjust the intermittent operation to either
mitigate the mortalities or halt intermittent operation entirely.

Spawning:
Xeneca has committed to run‐of‐river operation during spawning. No further analysis related to DZOI
and spawning at Neelands Rapids is required.

Ongoing Flow Fluctuations:
MNR has questioned if the ongoing fluctuations in flows and levels could impact shorelines or other
habitat functioning. Xeneca retained Canadian Projects Limited to prepare a report on the natural
fluctuations on the Frederickhouse River (CPL, 12 October, 2012). Shown below is Figure 3 from the
report.

As Figure 3 illustrates, fluctuations of 23 centimeters or more occur with regular frequency on the
Frederickhouse River. Larger fluctuations (45 – 188 cm) occur with some frequency on the river. Xeneca
has committed not to exceed +/‐10 cm (i.e. 20 cm total) at Neelands Rapids and hence at the end of the
DZOI. Xeneca feels this is reasonable for the following reasons:




Hydraulic models show that Xeneca can meet a +/‐10 cm compliance commitment at Neelands
Rapids with the proposed operations restrictions.
The CPL study (Figure 3) shows that 23 cm of fluctuation is not inconsistent with existing
conditions.
Hydraulic models prove that flow and level fluctuations attenuate with distance from the
proposed project. Hence, fluctuations beyond Neelands Rapids will be less then +/‐10 cm.

Conclusion:
As noted in the introduction to this letter, the absence of hourly data and the heavily regulated flow
condition on the Frederickhouse River make it difficult to calculate the daily variability in the existing
condition in the manner proposed by MNR NE Region. We strongly believe that the work done to‐date
and outlined above provides a solid basis for rationalizing Neelands Rapids as the end of the DZOI. Until
recently, the Q80 baseflow criteria were the only regulatory guidance provided for downstream flow
maintenance. The work presented not only shows that the proposed operation meets the Q80
requirement but goes far beyond in demonstrating that no adverse environmental effect will occur
beyond Neelands Rapids and that no further study is required downstream of Neelands Rapids.
We trust that MNR will find this information sufficient on the topic of DZOI.
Yours truly,

Uwe Roeper, M.Sc., P.Eng.
CEO

Table 1: Flow Duration Information (FHLD: 1994 to 2011)

Percent
Exceedance

Jan 1 ‐
March 31

April 1 ‐
June 30

July 1st ‐
Nov 30th

Dec 1 ‐
Dec 31

Annual

Percentile

0.01

80

374

227

122

371

99.99

0.1

80

360

175

121

274

99.9

1

75

180

90

96

108

99

2

71

136

67

92

86

98

3

68

108

61

80

77

97

4

64

98

58

73

72

96

5

61

87

54

68

68

95

6

59

83

50

62

64

94

7

58

80

47

57

61

93

8

57

78

45

54

58

92

9

57

74

43

54

56

91

10

56

72

42

51

54

90

11

55

70

40

49

53

89

12

54

68

39

48

52

88

13

54

67

38

46

51

87

14

53

65

36

46

50

86

15

53

62

35

45

49

85

16

53

58

33

45

48

84

17

52

53

32

43

47

83

18

52

49

32

42

46

82

19

51

47

31

41

45

81

20

51

45

30

41

44

80

21

51

43

29

40

44

79

22

50

41

28

40

43

78

23

50

38

27

40

42

77

24

50

36

26

40

41

76

25

49

35

26

40

40

75

26

49

33

25

40

40

74

27

49

32

24

39

39

73

28

48

31

22

39

39

72

29

48

29

21

39

38

71

30

48

28

20

39

38

70

31

47

26

19

39

37

69

32

47

25

18

39

36

68

33

46

24

18

39

36

67

34

46

23

17

38

35

66

35

46

22

16

38

34

65

36

46

21

16

38

33

64

37

45

20

15

38

32

63

38

45

19

14

38

31

62

39

45

17

13

38

30

61

40

45

16

12

38

29

60

41

44

15

10

37

28

59

42

44

14

8

36

28

58

43

44

13

7

36

27

57

44

43

11

6

35

26

56

45

43

9

5

34

25

55

46

43

8

4

34

24

54

47

42

8

3

33

23

53

48

42

8

3

33

22

52

49

42

5

2

33

21

51

50

42

3

2

32

20

50

51

41

3

2

32

19

49

52

41

2

2

31

18

48

53

41

1

2

30

17

47

54

40

1

1

30

16

46

55

40

1

1

30

16

45

56

40

1

1

29

15

44

57

39

0

1

29

14

43

58

39

0

1

29

13

42

59

39

0

1

28

12

41

60

39

0

1

28

10

40

61

38

0

1

28

9

39

62

38

0

1

28

8

38

63

38

0

0

28

6

37

64

38

0

0

27

4

36

65

37

0

0

27

3

35

66

37

0

0

27

2

34

67

37

0

0

26

2

33

68

36

0

0

26

2

32

69

36

0

0

25

1

31

70

35

0

0

25

1

30

71

35

0

0

24

1

29

72

34

0

0

24

1

28

73

34

0

0

23

0

27

74

33

0

0

23

0

26

75

33

0

0

23

0

25

76

32

0

0

23

0

24

77

31

0

0

23

0

23

78

30

0

0

23

0

22

79

29

0

0

23

0

21

80

27

0

0

22

0

20

81

26

0

0

22

0

19

82

24

0

0

21

0

18

83

23

0

0

21

0

17

84

23

0

0

20

0

16

85

22

0

0

18

0

15

86

21

0

0

17

0

14

87

20

0

0

16

0

13

88

19

0

0

16

0

12

89

17

0

0

16

0

11

90

16

0

0

16

0

10

91

15

0

0

15

0

9

92

14

0

0

15

0

8

93

13

0

0

14

0

7

94

11

0

0

14

0

6

95

10

0

0

13

0

5

96

10

0

0

12

0

4

97

8

0

0

8

0

3

98

7

0

0

0

0

2

99

0

0

0

0

0

1

99.9

0

0

0

0

0

0.1

99.99

0

0

0

0

0

0.01

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kai Markvorsen
April-17-13 1:10 PM
Caitlin Kenny
FW: Wanatango Falls - Exisitng and Porposed Conditions Fishpassge Evaluations
Wanatango Falls Existing and Porposed Fish Passage Evalutation.pdf

Kai Markvorsen - Environmental Consultant - (613) 839-1453 x248
From: Nava Pokharel [mailto:NPokharel@xeneca.com]
Sent: April-16-13 4:57 PM
To: Vanesa Enskaitis; Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Mohammed Hansa; Kai Markvorsen; Ciara
DeJong; bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca; Telford, Jennifer (MNR); Brownlee, Laurie (ENE); Thomas.Hoggarth@dfo-mpo.gc.ca;
Greenaway, Christine (MNR); Allen, Paula (ENE)
Cc: Heidenheim, Martha (MNR); Chenier, Chris (MNR); Pyrce, Rich (MNR); Clarke, Larry (MNR)
Subject: Wanatango Falls - Exisitng and Porposed Conditions Fishpassge Evaluations

Hello Everyone,
As discussed on the last call, we have evaluated four different flow conditions and fish passage of Wanatango Falls
project. I have attached a summary table with this email and a brief description of four flow conditions is included
below;
1. Total River Flow ( 0‐ 2 cms)
When the Frederickhouse lake dam is completely closed, flow at Wanatango Falls is estimated to be around 1.5 to 2
cms. In the existing conditions, there is no fish passage occurring when flow in the river is less than 2cms. There are
couple of rock ledges in the bypass reach which become fish barrier when the flow in the river is less than 2 cms. With
minor modifications on these rock ledges, bypass reach can be made fish passable for these low flow conditions. Flow
analysis from 1994 to 2011 shows flow in Wanatnago falls is less than 2 cms about 27% of the time.
2. Total River Flow ( 2 – 15 cms)
Total flow in the river is 2 to 15 cms range about 17% of the time. As discussed above, due to rock ledges bypass reach
is impassable in low flow conditions. When total flow in the river is 15 cms, flow in bypass reach is estimated to be
about 6.5 cms. With modification of bypass rock ledges, fish passage condition can be improved at least in low flow
conditions.
3. Total River Flow ( 15 – 50 cms)
Total flow in the river is 2 to 15 cms range about 42 % of the time. When the total flow in the river is 50 cms, flow in the
bypass reach is estimated to be about 21 cms. HEC RAS modeling result shows 20 cms flow in bypass reach, average
flow velocity in some sections of the reach can be as high as 4 m/s, which is a very high velocity for any species of fish in
terms of sustained velocity. This might explains why there are very limited fish passage occurrences in wanatango falls.
In other words fish passage in bypass reach may be occurring only when flow is in this reach more than 2 cms and less
than 20 cms.
1

4. Total River Flow > 50 cms
Total flow in the river is greater than 50 cms about 14 % of the rime. As discussed above, HEC RAS model results show
there is no fish passage occurring when the flow in the river is more than 50 cms or in bypass reach more than 20 cms.
Fish passage in this flow scenario can be significantly improved with adjustment of flows in bypass reach spillway and
the north channel spillway.
Regards,
Nava Pokharel
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Table 1: Fish Passage Evaluation of Wanatango Falls (Existing and Proposed Conditions)
Total Flow

Existing Conditions

Proposed Conditions

Attraction Flow

% Time

0 ‐ 2 cms

No Passage

Passage (Bypass channel ledges modified)

100%

27%

2‐ 15 cms

Limited Passage ( flow dependent)

‐ Passage (Bypass channel ledges modified)
‐ Fish passage improved
‐ Intermittent operation to 20 cms

> 10%

17%

> 10 % (Night)
> 5% (Day)

42%

Limited Passage (Bypass reach is impassable
when flow is too high)

Limited Passage

15‐ 50 cms

Limited Passage (Bypass reach is impassable
when flow is too high)

Limited Passage
Bypass flow (2+ excess flow)

> 50 cms

~ 10%
Total

Notes:
1. Proposed flow in fish passage is 2 cms
3. HEC RAS modelling result shows avergae velocity in some sections of the bypass reach can be more than 4 (m/s) for flow 20 (m3/s) or more.
2. Hydrology analysis is based on flow at Frederickhouse Lake dam ( 1994 ‐ 2011)

14%
100%

Table 1: Fish Passage Evaluation of Wanatango Falls (Existing and Proposed Conditions)
Total Flow

Existing Conditions

Proposed Conditions

Attraction Flow

% Time

0 ‐ 2 cms

No Passage

Passage (Bypass channel ledges modified)

100%

27%

2‐ 15 cms

Limited Passage ( flow dependent)

‐ Passage (Bypass channel ledges modified)
‐ Fish passage improved
‐ Intermittent operation to 20 cms

> 10%

17%

> 10 % (Night)
> 5% (Day)

42%

Limited Passage (Bypass reach is impassable
when flow is too high)

Limited Passage

15‐ 50 cms

Limited Passage (Bypass reach is impassable
when flow is too high)

Limited Passage
Bypass flow (2+ excess flow)

> 50 cms

~ 10%
Total

Notes:
1. Proposed flow in fish passage is 2 cms
3. HEC RAS modelling result shows avergae velocity in some sections of the bypass reach can be more than 4 (m/s) for flow 20 (m3/s) or more.
2. Hydrology analysis is based on flow at Frederickhouse Lake dam ( 1994 ‐ 2011)

14%
100%

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Wanatango - DZOI
Wanatango 2000 to 2010 OPG Dataset Preliminary Graphs.docx; DZOI_Proposal_v1.pdf

From: Uwe Roeper
Sent: April-18-13 9:52 AM
To: Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis; 'Scott Manser'; Mark Holmes; Jennifer.Telford@ontario.ca; Brownlee, Laurie (ENE)
Subject: Wanatango - DZOI

Dear Christine:
In follow up to the action item at yesterday’s meeting about Wanatango DZOI, I am following up with this email.
In preparation for the meeting, Xeneca presented letter proposal outlining a “path forward” to resolve the impasse on
DZOI (see attached PDF file). The letter states that the methodology proposed by MNR NE Region (Metcalfe method)
cannot be applied, and presents an alternate path forward. You indicated that you would still like to see the MNR NE
Region analysis for comparison.
The results of the Metcalfe method is presented in the e-mail and DOCX file below (from Scott Manser at ORTECH).
Please note that for July / August, the analysis shows an average daily flow variability of approximately Zero and a
maximum flow fluctuation of about 0.8 m3/s. If you compare this value to the 2009 hydrograph for example (DOCX file),
you note the large flow fluctuations (0 to 100+ m3/s daily change) that occur during these months under existing
conditions. In our “path forward” letter, you will see data showing that water levels change by almost 2.0 meters when
these large flow changes occur.
In light of the 100 m3/s change in flows that occurs on this system under existing conditions, Xeneca strongly feels that
a compliance limit of 0.8 m3/s at Neelands Rapids is unreasonable. This value would be 100 times smaller than what
happens under existing conditions. Further, our hydraulic studies show that this is not achievable within the equipment
operating range of the facility.
You indicated that daily flow variations are a different matter than less frequent changes in levels. To this end, please
note the proposed operation that our consultant has put on the hydrograph (dotted green lines in DOCX file). The green
lines indicated the hi and lo values for the proposed daily operation (if operation had occurred in 2009). Please note the
following:
-

Daily operation only occurs part of the year
Intermittent operation (plant off at night and biggest impact on levels) occurs only a small part of the time (see
December markings on 2009 hydrograph)
Operation occurs within a narrow range of daily flow variability
Xeneca has proposed a +/- 0.1 meter level compliance limit at Neelands Rapids (compare to 2.0 meters under
existing conditions)
Xeneca has shown hydraulic models confirming that the proposed compliance limit is technically achievable.

We trust that this additional information will be helpful. Given that the regulatory process has been at an impasse over
the DZOI issue for many months now, and given that there is a lack of clear policy at this time, we strongly urge that
MNR give due consideration to our DZOI Proposal as filed.
Best regards,
Uwe.
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From: Scott Manser [mailto:SManser@ortech.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 3:56 PM
To: Nava Pokharel; Uwe Roeper
Subject: Wanatango Preliminary Graphs

Nava / Uwe;
I have run through some data for Wanatango using the recent hydrology dataset (which I believe originates from OPG)
for the years 2000 – 2010. The year 2009 appears to look closes to an average year over this time period. I have used
the “Table 7” approach to arrive at the upper and lower operating ranges based upon this dataset. The second series
“attempts” to present the Metcalf analysis on flow variability (using daily flow instead of hourly flow). The final table
provides a view of what the month of August looks like after the dataset was adjusted so SAAS 3.0 would operate (zero,
or close to zero flow days were changed to a value of 2 cms).

Regards;
Scott Manser, P.Eng
Senior Project Manager
ORTECH Environmental
Tel: 519-966-8798
Fax: 519-966-8014
email: smanser@ortech.ca
THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review,
retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message
in error, please notify me by return e-mail and delete this message from your system. ORTECH Consulting Inc.
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August 1st starts around day 240 – to get SAAS 3.0 to run we changed the zero flow days to a minimum value of 2 cms. The result is almost no flow
variability during August - Dataset might be invalid (ie: water logger error versus a true zero flow day??)

Day
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
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247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
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2000
4.9
4.4
4.9
5.7
4.6
4.6
5.7
5.2
6
6.6
15.4
20.6
31.8
39.5
38.1
38.8
40.9
39.5
35.4
35.4
21

2001
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2002
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2003
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2.1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2.1
2.1
2

2004
3.7
3.2
3.2
2.5
3
3.4
3
3.9
15
23.3
26.5
26
30.6
22.7
22.7
21.7
22.2
20.7
19.3
22.7
22.7

2005
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2006
2.7
3.2
2.7
3
2.1
2.5
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.5
2.5
2.3
2.7
3.2
2
2.1
2.3
2.1
2
2
2

2007
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2008
2
2
2
2.1
2
2
2.1
2.1
2.1
2
2
2
2
2.1
2
2.3
2.3
2.5
2.3
2.5
2

2009
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2010
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
tel 416-590-9362 fax416-590-9955 www.xeneca.com

Xeneca Response to Rich Pyrce’s Comments on the “Proposed Operating Plan and Water
Management Plan Amendment Wanatango Falls Small Waterpower Project” Report
•

P.5 – this site will be a peaking facility, not a “modified run-of-river”. Table 3 indicates the site
will be run-of-river 21% of the time, thus 79% of the time flows will be stored and released and
regulated.
Xeneca Response: Xeneca has been clear with stakeholders and First Nation Communities as to how the
proposed project will be operated. The proposed operation consists of limited daily flow variation but
also a firm commitment to release all flow within any 24-hour period. The World Bank defines “run-ofriver” whereby all water is released within 24 hours. Wikipedia also defines “run-of-river
hydroelectricity” to include limited daily operation. This definition is also consistent with the manner in
which numerous existing run-of-river projects are operated in Ontario.
So as to be clear with stakeholders, Xeneca added the “modified run-of-river” to draw attention to the
limited amount of daily flow variation, but also the commitment to release all flow within 24 hours.
Xeneca has gone to great length over the past four years of the EA process to communicate the
proposed operating plan to First Nation Communities, agencies and the public.
•

P.13 – regarding Seasonal Operations (6.) recall that the Wanatango site is below an OPG water
control structure. Thus, for example, due to the Frederickhouse Lake Dam the “summer low”
might become a “summer no flow” – the only flow provided for weeks might be leakage flow.
Also, the “winter lows” are augmented and higher than usual – an optimal time for the
proposed Wanatango site to be operating (flows would usually be very low at this time of the
year.)
Xeneca Response: The hydrograph data used for the proposed project was from station data
downstream of the Frederick House Lake Dam, including data provided by OPG and Water Survey of
Canada. As such, the Operating Plan correctly reflects the expected operation. In addition to the
Operating Plan, a detailed hydrology report was included in the draft ER and will also be included in the
final ER. The hydrology report outlines the hydrology in more detail.
P.17 – please discuss how often flow of zero m3 s-1 occur in the Frederickhouse River. I know
this has been discussed elsewhere but the leakage flow and inflows below the dam will fluctuate
depending on the time of the year.
Xeneca Response: A detailed hydrology report will be included in the final ER that outlines the hydrology
in more detail.
•

•

P.17 – just to confirm – from Table 2. The worst case scenario is that the turbine ramp up or
down will be 35 m3 s-1 hr-1? (15 m3 s-1 to 50 m3 s-1 in 60 minutes?)
Xeneca Response: Yes, this is correct; the worst case is as outlined. However, the inflow condition that is
related to this type of operating profile does not occur all the time. The Operating Plan contains an
appendix that shows the operating profiles for various inflow conditions. It should also be noted that the
range of flow rates involved (15 – 50 m3/s) are well below ‘channel forming’ flow rates that would pose
a risk to channel stability.
5/26/2014
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• P.15 – please present the hydrograph in Figure 2. without logging the y-axis.
Xeneca Response: The hydrographs with normal scale (i.e. non-log scale) is included in the hydrology
report made available with the draft ER. The hydrology report will also be included in the final ER. The
log-scale was used in this graph to highlight the important low flow variations which tend to get lost in
the normal scale graph.
•

P.20, Figure 4. Regarding the upstream headpond extent, it is difficult to see specific detail in
Figure 4. Does the headpond extend right to the base of Frederickhouse Lake Dam?
Xeneca Response: Detailed mapping of the headpond extent was provided in other parts of the draft ER
and will be included also in the final ER. The Operating Plan only included a small map of the headpond
extent, so to that the mapping information would not be repeated multiple times. The maximum
headpond extent comes within a few hundred metres for the existing Frederick House Lake Dam, but it
does not go right up to the base.
•

P.22, Table 6. #4 – It states “Predictive hydraulic model of downstream flows and levels to be
verified with operation data within first year of operation.” Could the operations change if the
predictive models are substantially different or proven incorrect?
Xeneca Response: Yes, it could change. The hydraulic modeling provides projected changes in levels
which occur due to daily operation. Xeneca has committed to hard compliance limits as to the maximum
level fluctuations that will occur at a certain compliance point downstream (i.e. the compliance point is
Neeland’s Rapids with a hard limit of +/- 10 centimetres in level alteration due to operations.) After
commissioning, monitoring will be done at the compliance point to verify that the hard compliance limit
is achieved. If it is not achieved, the operating profiles will be revised such that the compliance limit is
met. Revising the operating profiles involves restricting flow rate difference between day and night.
•

Table 7 & Appendix 1. are helpful to understand incoming flows, operations and released flows
– thanks. Some further discussion around Table 7 would be helpful, for example – some
powerhouse flows are 0.01 m3 s-1? Please checking spilling flows: 3.1 m3 s-1 cannot be
maintained if inflows are only 2 m3 s-1 (September dry conditions.)
Xeneca Response: When the powerhouse is “off” a small amount of water will continue to flow through
the “fish slide” located beside the trash rack. This flow occurs 24/7 and provides a downstream
migration path. Spill flows occur primarily through the fishway and/or the spillway. The actual bypass
flow rate varies a bit depending on the prevailing headpond level but would be 3.1 m3/s for the design
opening at the design water level. It is correct that the project cannot release more flow than what is
arriving from upstream. Hence, if the inflow is only 2 m3/s, then the outflow will also be at that rate.
Version 3, dated May 13, 2014 (which will be the version used in the final ER), incorporates edits to
Table 7 to indicate “no flow” through the powerhouse channel when all inflow is directed to the
spillway/fishway structures. Single digit flow values now show one decimal place to further clarify
inflow and outflow rates under low flow conditions. The September dry conditions have further been
corrected.
• In Appendix 1. Figure 9 is missing or perhaps mislabelled.
Xeneca Response: For clarity, figures have been re-numbered in the current Report (Version 3, May 13,
2014, which will be used in the final ER.)
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•

P.25 – Special Event Operation. The one in two year flood does not occur “only infrequently
over the life of the facility”, it would occur every other year. Flood frequency analysis becomes
very interesting and challenging as Frederickhouse Lake Dam significantly alters the natural flow
regime. Could the report state the flood frequency values from 1:2 to 1:500 under i) existing
conditions, and ii) under natural pristine conditions?
Xeneca Response: The comment has been noted. The word “infrequently” was intended to differentiate
flood conditions from daily, weekly or monthly events. Xeneca concurs that the existing flows are
significantly altered due to the operation of the existing dam. However, we have no flow records that
pre-date the existing Frederick House Lake Dam. It is likely that the natural conditions that existed prior
to the Frederickhouse Lake Dam were quite different. However, the ER only examines environmental
impacts related to the proposed Project.
•

P.27 Summary on Operations, #3 stresses a few times that “ramp rates were set to minimize
sudden changes in flow”. But ramping rates are set by going from QTmin to QTmax in 60 minutes,
therefore + or - 35 m3 s-1 hr-1 twice a day.
Xeneca Response: Yes, ramping up would occur once and ramping down would occur once (per day.)
However, the inflow condition that is related to this type of operating profile does not occur all the time.
The Operating Plan contains an appendix that shows the operating profiles for various inflow conditions.
It should also be noted that the range of flow rates involved (15 – 50 m3/s) are well below ‘channel
forming’ flow rates that would pose a risk to channel stability. All reasonable effort has been made to
limit the total flow differential and the ramping rate, taking into account that other constraints exist (i.e.
the commitment to process all water within 24 hours, and the physical upper and lower flow rate limits
of the turbine.)

Page 3 of 3

Ministry of Natural Resources
Downstream Zone of Influence Discussion

Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Randy Pickering letter from June 6 2013
I: Proposed ZOI approach / Steps moving forward; OWA Communication of MNR Field
Data Collection Guidelines; MNR Message on Zone of Influence.docx

From: Pickering, Randy (MNR) [mailto:randy.pickering@ontario.ca]
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 2:51 PM
To: Uwe Roeper
Cc: Arnold Chan; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Brindle, Ginette (MNR); Mark Holmes; Dosser, Sandra (MNR);
Greenaway, Christine (MNR); Beaudin, Sheri (MNR)
Subject: RE: DZOI - Ivanhoe and other rivers

Uwe,
Thank you for providing the information below which was discussed on our call yesterday. It will certainly form part of
the context as we move forward with our review of the draft ER for The Chute/Third Falls and seek to resolve any
outstanding ZOI issues for this and other Xeneca projects. I do believe we continue to make progress and am confident
that workable solutions can be found to resolve outstanding issues.
I have attached a copy of our communication on ZOI referenced on yesterday’s call. In response to Arnold and Mark’s
comments/concerns on the use of the term “no effect” in the last bullet, we have modified the wording slightly to
provide what I think is more clarify of intent. As noted, this information will also be communicated to District staff to
help facilitate a common understanding of approach. It should also be noted that this represents MNR’s approach to
ZOI as it will inform our participation as a review agency in the Class EA. MNR cannot speak for other agencies in this
regard.
With regard to the reference to the 2010 interim guidelines for “Field Data Collection for Waterpower Projects”, I would
refer you back to a June 29, 2012 e-mail (attached) from Christine Greenaway to Xeneca which included reference to
and a copy of the document (2nd attachment in the e-mail). In addition to the June 29, 2012 e-mail from Christine, the
OWA provided a June 7, 2010 communication update to members specifically referencing the Guidelines (also
attached).
I understand that our next meeting has now been scheduled for June 24th from 11 to 12. I look forward to our
discussion.
Randy Pickering MCIP, RPP
A/Manager, Regional Resources Section
Northeast Region
Regional Operations Division
Ministry of Natural Resources
A Wing, Ontario Government Complex
5520 Hwy. 101 E., South Porcupine ON P0N 1H0
Ph. (705) 235-1151
Fax (705) 235-1246
Cell (705) 363-7418

From: Uwe Roeper [mailto:uroeper@xeneca.com]
Sent: June-06-13 10:34 AM
To: Pickering, Randy (MNR)
Cc: Arnold Chan; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Brindle, Ginette (MNR); Mark Holmes; Dosser, Sandra (MNR);
1

Greenaway, Christine (MNR); Beaudin, Sheri (MNR)
Subject: DZOI - Ivanhoe and other rivers

Randy:
Further to the conference call yesterday, I appreciate that you have agreed to follow up with Xeneca and the MNR
Districts on resolving the outstanding discussions on ZOI and DZOI for the Ivanhoe River as well as the other rivers.
Regarding the Ivanhoe River, attached are the most recent agency review comments (attached Word file) and Xeneca’s
responses (attached PDF file). It would be helpful if you could read the comments and responses related to DZOI. We
would then appreciate specific advice from MNR whether Xeneca has provided sufficient information to agencies to put
the DZOI matter to rest on the Ivanhoe River.
Here some background on what has transpired over the last two years:
-

2011: On two Ivanhoe sites (The Chute/Third Falls) Xeneca proposes modified run-of-river (all water released
each day, but flow varies from day to night).

-

2011: Agencies express strong preference for true run-of-river and request, at minimum, Monthly Q80 Base
Flows be provided at all times to maintain ecological integrity. Xeneca agrees to Monthly Q80 Base Flows.

-

2011: Agencies request that the hydraulic analysis on the daily variation be extended to the Groundhog River to
better understand attenuation of daily variability with distance. Xeneca agrees to extended hydraulic study to
the Groundhog River.

-

2012: Results of extended hydraulic analysis are provided to agencies. Agencies request matching habitat study
be done. Xeneca agrees to extend habitat study to Groundhog confluence.

-

2012: Agencies put forth interpretation of DZOI endpoint – where effect no longer discernable from background
variation. Xeneca rejects concept as it requires the DZOI to be extended beyond what was agreed to in 2011
(Groundhog confluence) and far more onerous than environmental assessment in other industry sectors.
Further discussion occurs but no consensus or compromise is found.

-

2013: Agencies provide advice that Xeneca habitat studies are insufficient to address questions around
“Ecological Integrity” in the Conservation Reserve that is located within the DZOI. Agencies advise that
significantly more detailed studies will be required. Xeneca capitulates and agrees to retract its proposal for
modified run-of-river and proposes true run-of-river at Third Falls (outflow equals existing conditions at all times
with no modification throughout the day).

-

2013: Agencies request confirmation in writing. Xeneca submits confirmation e-mail, follow-up letter and
revised operating plan.

-

2013: Agencies provide comments on revised operating plan (i.e. the May 6 comments attached) stating that
just because Xeneca has agreed to run-of-river does not mean that the DZOI have been resolved and that
“Xeneca must develop and present clear rationale for the asserted ZOI.” Xeneca provides responses in an
attempt to resolve issue (i.e. the June 4 responses attached).

I appreciate your offer to help seek resolution on ZOI and DZOI on the Ivanhoe River and look forward to a speedy and
constructive resolution. It is our view that the offer to go to true run-of-river operation at Third Falls, combined with the
environmental effects studies already completed and submitted, is sufficient to close the discussion on ZOI and DZOI for
the Ivanhoe River.

2

As the Ivanhoe ER is presently under the draft review period, it is our hope that you can give us some sense of where we
sit on the ZOI and DZOI as it relates to the points you discussed yesterday. This will help inform us on how to deal with
our other pending sites in the schedule we had outlined. With respect to the other sites, I will provide you with a
separate e-mail(s) as to the status and background.
In the meanwhile, we look forward to receiving the copy of the direction from your office shortly. As well, I recall you
mentioning on the second point of the direction that the MNR will follow section 2.5 of the OWA Class EA and
something about “Interim Guidelines” on the appropriate delineation of the appropriate ZOI? Do you have a copy of
that document as well? Is this part of some document that has been issued publicly? We would appreciate
understanding reviewing that as well.
I look forward to hearing back from you shortly. Would it be possible to have a status update call in about two weeks
after you have had the opportunity to discuss the ZOI guidance document with Chapleau District?
Best regards,
Uwe.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Greenaway, Christine (MNR) <Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca>
June-29-12 6:03 PM
Uwe Roeper
Mark Holmes; Achan@xeneca.ca; Ed Laratta; Tami Sugarman; Dosser, Sandra (MNR)
I: Proposed ZOI approach / Steps moving forward
ZOI Proposed Approach v2.docx; 2010 field Data Collection for Waterpower
projects_May 22 2010.doc; MNR response to Xeneca proposed ZOI approach
29-06-2012.doc

Importance:

High

Hi Uwe,
Thank you for submitting the document entitled “Proposed Approach – Assessment of Downstream Zone of Influence for
Small Waterpower Projects with Variable Flow due to Modified Run-of-River Operation” (attachment #1). Staff at MNR
and MOE have reviewed it collectively. This response from MNR is intended to build upon a separate response that you
can expect to receive from the MOE. The MOE’s response will focus on requirements to satisfy the OWA Class EA for
Waterpower Projects.
In the attached response (attachment #2) the MNR provides:
1) an overview of MNR’s mandate as it pertains to the scope of this proposal,
2) a suggested approach to articulating the ZOI boundary that will support MNR’s decision making process, and
3) how Xeneca’s proposed approach to impact assessment and mitigation within the ZOI compares to MNR’s
requirements for review of projects in accordance with its mandates.
For reference I have also attached an interim guidance document entitled “OMNR Field Data Collection Requirements for
Waterpower Projects (draft, May 2010)” (attachment #3) which I understand has already been shared.
I trust that this information is helpful. Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss our
comments further.
Moving forward:
I have outlined below some recommended next steps (milestones) for Xeneca to consider as it moves through the EA
process for its 11 high priority sites, starting with Wabageshik and Marter. These are recommendations recognizing the
EA process is proponent-driven. Please feel free to comment and provide additional ideas about steps that should be
added or additional material that can be provided in advance of meetings. We recognize the tight timelines and the need
to get your staff talking with district staff in the very near future, while also providing time for district staff to review material
and prepare comments so that meetings are functional and effective. I suggest we discuss in a small group a proposed
timeline for all project meetings and distribution of materials. The purpose of this exercise is to be able to communicate
clear meeting objectives and timelines to staff.
It might be possible to tackle the first two items in a single multi-agency face-to-face, though I can not predict the outcome
of each meeting. During initial meeting the planning team could scope out whether there is a need for additional small
group teleconferences to complete discussions. The next large meeting we recommend would focus on impact
assessment and mitigation (step 3), recognizing that this may require a series of small working group follow-up meetings
by teleconference as issues are resolved. As projects progress there may be need for topic-specific meetings so we
should keep things flexible.
1a) Consensus on ZOI – Our recommended next step is for you to aim to reach consensus on the anticipated ZOI, based
on best available information for each site to date, including hydraulic modelling and other considerations, and
recognizing that it is an iterative process. Could start with a presentation of all of relevant material and work done to
date. To inform these discussions, districts will require sufficient time to review the following in advance:
 Confirmation of scope of project and EA (e.g., 1, 2, or multiple EAs, decisions made on any uncertainties)
1









Preliminary Dam Operating Plan(s) (recognizing that it may be tweaked during impact assessment and
mitigation discussions)
Seasonal and monthly operational flow graphs demonstrating typical flow ranges for each month,
Hydraulic modelling output (maps and data) along with sensitivity analysis and a description of
uncertainty with output
existing condition compilation reports of all information collected to date (districts might have these –
2012 if possible), and
Overlay maps showing extent of Xeneca’s preliminary anticipated ZOI (based on hydrology and other
considerations) along with features identified from the existing condition reports or any other existing
information collected to date
Rationale for scope of site investigation to date within ZOI boundary

1b) Questions about existing conditions – Districts can identify and communicate any remaining or additional questions
about existing conditions. New questions might arise based on new information collected in 2011 & 2012 and/or the
extension of the ZOI relative to previous project descriptions. To inform these discussions, districts will require all of the
material required for Step 1.
2) Site Investigation – Information collection is completed if required to fill in the potential effects matrix, assess impacts,
and develop mitigation options.
3) Impact assessment and mitigation – Xeneca to present additional work completed to date and staff to comment on
assessment of impacts and proposed mitigation. To inform these discussions, districts will require in advance:
 Updated existing condition reports, updated overlay maps of anticipated ZOI and existing features
 A table in advance summarizing potential effects identified and Xeneca’s assessment of impacts and
proposed mitigation
 Rationale for scope of site investigation to date within ZOI boundary
4) Draft environmental report – Districts have opportunity to review and provide comment before finalizing
Please let me know what you think. I’d be happy to have a teleconference on Wednesday to discuss. Have a nice long
weekend.

Regards,
Christine
Christine Greenaway
A/ Renewable Energy Coordinator
Northeast Region
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Hwy 101 East
South Porcupine, ON P0N 1H0
Phone: (705) 235-1185
Fax: (705) 235-1246
Email: Christine.Greenaway@Ontario.ca
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DRAFT-DRAFT-DRAFT v2
Proposed Approach – Assessment of Downstream Zone of Influence for Small
Waterpower Projects with Variable Flow due to Modified Run-of-River
Operation
April 16, 2012

Purpose:
This document outlines a proposed approach for assessing the downstream Zone of Influence (ZOI)
related to variable flow.

Background:
The FIT program strongly encourages facilities to provide more power when demand by electricity
customers is high, weekdays from 11 am to 7 pm eastern standard time. Facilities that can provide this
electricity system benefit receive a financial incentive and additional score points for priority access to
the FIT program. Most of Xeneca’s projects are proposed to operate in this manner. Xeneca refers to
this type of operation as “Modified Run-of-River”.
Modified Run-of-River operation tries to shift some of the daily production to the 11 am to 7 pm
timeframe on weekdays. To the extent possible, some water is stored in the headpond and then used
for additional production from 11 am to 7 pm. The total water volume released from the facility each 24
hour period equals the natural inflow to the headpond during the 24 hour period.
During high and moderate flows, the facility runs continuously but some output is “shifted” to the
preferred hours. During lower flows, when there is not enough water to operate continuously in an
efficient manner, operation becomes “intermittent”. Intermittent operation involves shutting off the
turbine for several hours each day to permit partial operation each day. While the facility is shut off,
environmental flows are released to mitigate habitat impacts downstream.
Modified and intermittent operation causes the downstream flows and levels to vary throughout the
day. The variability in flow migrates down the river and affects downstream flows from this point
forward in the river system. The amount of variability attenuates (ie. becomes less noticeable) the
further away it migrates. Depending on the river morphology encountered downstream, the variability
will eventually attenuate back to the average inflow upstream. Any downstream tributaries and
confluences with other rivers will further attenuate the variability.

MNR and MOE have requested that Xeneca assess the downstream “ZOI” for each project resulting from
variable flows related to Modified Run-of-River operation. This document outlines the proposed
approach to define and assess the downstream ZOI.

Proposed Approach:
It should be recognized that the downstream ZOI differs from the upstream ZOI in several important
ways:
-

-

-

Downstream impacts can typically be mitigated through facility operation, whereas upstream
impacts are tied to the project footprint (eg. inundation and change of habitat in the headpond
area is inherent to the project). Assessment should therefore focus on mitigation of potential
impacts on downstream features while preserving the benefits to the electric system to the
greatest extent possible.
The variability in flow will attenuate with distance away from the facility. It can be safely
assumed that the greatest variability in flows and levels occurs immediately downstream of the
facility. Hence, an operations strategy used to mitigate an impact on a feature (e.g. minimum
flow provided to a fast water area with potential for spawning habitat) should address not only
the closest fast water feature, but all subsequent features of the same type.
The type of mitigation corresponds in time and duration to the feature. For example, minimum
flows provided to mitigate potential impacts on spawning activity would be provided when the
activity is most likely to occur, thereby allowing the water to be used for electricity generation
the rest of the time.

Based on the above, the overall approach to downstream ZOI should focus on mitigation related to
specific downstream features using flows and levels. To achieve this, features of potential impactneed to
be identified and specific mitigation strategies need to be developed.
To assist in the assessment process and to inform the meaningful calculation of flows and levels,
hydraulic modeling can be used. Purpose of the modeling should be to inform how velocity, wetted
perimeter and water depth might change at specific downstream features due to variability in flows and
levels.

Assessment Process:
The following steps are proposed to assess the downstream ZOI and to develop mitigation strategies in a
way that is specific to the downstream features:
1) Feature Identification: A desktop review of Google Maps for a distance of 30 km downstream to
identify important features, including potential fast water habitat, wetland habitat, major water
users, land owners and/or tributaries/confluences.

2) Feature Assessment:A preliminary qualitative assessment of each feature to assess if it might be
significantly negatively affected by variability in flows and levels, and if this affect would occur at
specific times or under specific conditions.
3) Feature Confirmation (optional): An optional field study to confirm or deny the existence of the
feature. Where no field study is done, it shall be assumed that the feature identified in the
desktop review exists (worst case assumption).
4) Effects Calculation (if required): A hydraulic analysis shall be carried out to determine the
approximate range of flows and levels expected at the feature are likely to cause a significant
negative effect. A screening analysis can be carried out with a 1-D HEC-RAS model in steady
state mode for this purpose (worst case).
5) Additional Effects Analysis (optional):Optionally, a more detailed hydraulic analysis to determine
if the variability effect is sufficiently attenuated by the time it reaches the feature to make
further mitigation unnecessary.
6) Mitigation Strategy: A mitigation strategy shall be proposed where the above steps show that
the feature would be significantly negatively affected.
7) Consultation: Where a significant negative effect is expected on a feature, the feature, the
expected effect and the proposed mitigation shall be included in the Environmental Report (ER).

Discussion:
The above approach is intended to be conservative by assuming that a feature or an effect exists unless
it is determined otherwise. The approach is also intended to be pragmatic by being cost effective to
execute. The user has the option to minimize the amount of study and analysis if it is determined that
the mitigation is more cost effective than the study.
The desktop study is limited to 30 km to reflect the following rationale:
1) Small waterpower projects (under 10 MW) have limited economic potential and must be
executed cost effectively. It is more cost effective to start the analysis with a desk top
assessment than to start with an unsteady state hydraulic model covering an initially unknown
distance. It is assumed that significant attenuation occurs within 30 km as the rivers under study
are typically flat (except for short fast water sections identified in the features assessment).
2) A full aquatic or terrestrial baseline assessment of the downstream ZOI is not required. The
maximum flows involved in modified operation are near the long term average flows, occur
within the existing channel, and never involve overtopping river banks. The minimum flows are
set as part of the mitigation strategy depending on the features identified in the assessment.
The fluctuations from minimum to maximum occur in a range (i.e. low end of flows) that is not a
concern of river bed erosion (i.e. lower end of river flow range, transport energy and erosion
effect). Aquatic assessment is needed only where mitigation strategies are not possible.
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1.0 Introduction
This document is intended to provide interim technical guidance from the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) to MNR District offices and project proponents regarding potential field
baseline ecological data collection related to waterpower projects for the 2010 field season. This
guidance applies to those elements of a waterpower project that are subject to environmental
assessment (EA) and will require approval under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act
(LRIA).
The guideline has been prepared considerate of the fact that many waterpower projects are now
or may soon be participating in the Feed-in Tariff program (FIT). In addition, the guidance
recognizes the OWA Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects (Class EA) as
the primary planning and public engagement framework for waterpower proposals. Importantly,
both the FIT commercial operation dates and the Class EA target timelines provide for a data and
information collection program premised on one (1) or two (2) field seasons. As such, it is
imperative that the information collected is directly relevant to the individual project, as scoped
by the proponent in consultation with the regulatory agencies involved.
Consistent with the Class EA, proponents are ultimately responsible for determining the required
ecological data collection requirements with consideration being given to available existing
information and advice provided by the MNR. Proponents should expect to receive such
information in the form of a site information package (SIP) provided by MNR during the site
release process. Proponents are also responsible for scoping the data collection requirements to
suit the project, and the needs of a specific site (ie. data and information gaps).
This document provides a summary of the types of study that are available to address project
specific requirements. Not all projects will require the same level of data collection, and
therefore it is not envisioned that all of the studies described in this document would be needed
for every project. Rather, this document provides a checklist of sorts to aid the reviewer in
ascertaining the specific study needs on a site by site basis. This document does not provide
guidance regarding data collection methodologies, data assessment, effects assessment, specific
requirements of approval, and/or effectiveness monitoring stages of a project, however it is
recognized that sufficient baseline information needs to be collected to enable meaningful
assessment of environmental effects and mitigation success. In addition, this document has been
scoped to the mandate of the Ministry of Natural Resources, and does not necessarily represent
all of the data and information collection that may be undertaken by the proponent to address
other agency requirements.
Finally, this guidance is not intended to be retroactively applied to projects that have already
undertaken project-specific data collection through the Environmental Assessment process.
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2.0 Coordination
The planning and development of a waterpower project in Ontario can involve multiple
legislative requirements. In many cases, such legislation has similar objectives and process
requirements, providing for the consideration of the effects of the proposed project on the
environment and ensuring that interested parties have an opportunity to participate. A key
objective of coordinating information/data collection and approval processes is to achieve an
efficient process where required information is identified at the beginning of a project, so that
one program of data and information collection can be designed and carried out. To the extent
possible, this guidance has been designed to allow for proponents to coordinate common data
and information collection elements, as relevant to the specific project. Proponents should refer
to the Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects, OWA, Oct 2008, in addition to
this guidance. Figure 1 illustrates the potential relationship between the OWA Class EA and
decision-making pursuant to the LRIA.
3.0 LRIA Approvals
All new or redeveloped waterpower facilities that involve construction of a dam, or modification
to a dam require approval under Section 14 (construction of a new dam) or Section 16
(alterations, improvements, or repairs to an existing dam) of the LRIA. Projects which require
approval under Section 14, are subject to a two-part review and approval process. The first part is
the Location Approval, which is issued under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act for a new
dam or a change to the footprint of an existing dam. Where a project is subject to environmental
assessment, Location Approval will not be granted until the EA has been successfully completed
(ie. statement of completion). In keeping with a coordinated approach, it is recommended that
all requirements of the LRIA be considered prior to and throughout the EA process.
Once a project receives Location Approval, or where a project does not require Location
Approval, the second part is the review and approval of Plans and Specifications for the design,
construction, operation and maintenance of the waterpower facility (i.e. engineering detail).
Construction cannot begin until the plans and specifications approval has been granted by the
Ministry. The guidance herein is primarily focused on the incorporation of Location Approval
considerations through the EA process. Given that the Class EA positions the proponent for
Location Approval, the extent of engineering required for Location Approval is considered
conceptual with design details being advanced only to the level required to properly predict
impacts and develop mitigation for those impacts. Additional information with respect to
subsequent Plans and Specifications approvals is contained in the Lakes and Rivers Improvement
Act , Guidelines and Criteria for Approvals and supporting procedures.
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Proponents should note that there are instances (ie. where a Fisheries Act authorization is
required) where the Ministry cannot issue Location Approval and/or Plans and Specifications
Approval until approvals have been received from relevant Federal agencies. Early consultation
with potentially affected federal agencies is encouraged in the Class EA.

Figure 1. The graphic outlines the potential relationship between the OWA Class EA and
Location Approval decision-making pursuant to the LRIA
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4.0 Ecological information
Both the environmental assessment and LRIA review and approval processes will require the
collection of ecological information and data. The Ministry has responsibilities under the Lakes
and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA), the Public Lands Act (PLA), the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), the Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR), and the Ministry’s Statement of Environmental
Values (SEV), when reviewing and approving waterpower projects. Among these is the
requirement to consider the purposes of the LRIA which provide for;
(a) the management, protection, preservation and use of the waters of the lakes and rivers of
Ontario and the land under them;
(b) the protection and equitable exercise of public rights in or over the waters of the lakes
and rivers of Ontario;
(c) the protection of the interests of riparian owners;
(d) the management, perpetuation and use of the fish, wildlife and other natural resources
dependent on the lakes and rivers;
(e) the protection of the natural amenities of the lakes and rivers and their shores and banks;
and
(f) the protection of persons and of property by ensuring that dams are suitably located,
constructed, operated and maintained and are of an appropriate nature with regard to the
purposes of clauses (a) to (e).

Ecological information that may be relevant to a project proposal includes:
 flows and levels required to support the perpetuation of fish and wildlife and other natural
resources dependent on the water course;
 existence or maintenance for fish passage and fish habitat;
 riparian wildlife habitat
 the presence of any species or habitat protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007
 wetlands
 hydrology
 sediment
 thermal regime
 water quality
 biological characteristics
 zone of influence of the proposed facility
 cumulative impacts analysis/assessment (if proposed dam is on a regulated system) or if
multiple new projects are proposed on a river system
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Table 3 of the Class EA provides an analytical framework through which the proponent may
scope the potential project impacts thereby defining the determination of the ecological
information requirements.
In some cases a two-stage information/data collection process may be applied by the proponent,
consisting of a coarse screening, which may consist of ‘desktop’ analysis, secondary data sources
or field sampling, followed by a fine screening which may involve additional, or more detailed
field sampling and monitoring.
It is the proponent’s responsibility to scope the data and information collection appropriately,
considering the best information available. The extent of field work should be scoped
appropriately, in order to collect sufficient information about the existing potentially impacted
values at the site (and the potential zone of influence) and to allow for impact analysis or future
monitoring. The proponent will also consider in their scoping the agency coordination meeting,
the site information package, response to the Notice of Commencement, and initial advice from
the public. Data collection is often specific to seasons and may occur over several months, and
extend throughout the environmental assessment process. The identification of those
environmental components that could be affected either directly or indirectly by the project
should drive both the data to be collected and the seasonality of its collection. This identification
of potential effects is facilitated by the Potential Effects Identification Matrix from the Class
Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects, an excerpt of which is provided below.

Figure 2. Natural Environment portion of the Potential Effects Identification Matrix under the
Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects; Each criterion should be prefaced
with the phrase: “This project has the potential to affect…”
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4.1 Detailed Descriptions of Key Ecological Information
The following sub-sections are intended to provide additional, more detailed, advice to
proponents regarding baseline data and information collection, subject to scoping as previously
described.
Data collection should focus on the zone of influence, the area where the proposed alteration in
physical criteria is discernible from natural conditions. Professional judgement is required by the
proponent to select the suite of key components that encompass the diversity of habitat and biota
at the site and reflect other social and economic values (e.g. sport fish, species at risk).
4.2 Zone of Influence
The geographic range for the collection of field data should consider the zone of influence for the
proposed development as well as the specific guidance provided in the following sub-sections. It
should also be noted that geographic range may vary for each potential effect of the project.
In the context of water power development, the zone of influence can be defined as the area
which will vary spatially and temporally in response to the dynamic processes and lag times
associated with any hydro project. The extent of the zone of influence could include both
upstream and downstream lengths of river and could include connected lakes and rivers,
wetlands and the riparian lands and would therefore be the areas on the landscape and watershed
where a significant measurable effect can be detected as a result of a dam and its operations.
Typically, these considerations include, but are not necessarily limited to: inundated areas
(headponds/reservoirs), downstream areas affected by flow alterations, the dam footprint itself
(e.g., dam infrastructure), associated transmission corridors and areas required for supporting
infrastructure (eg. Access roads), etc.
Predicting the zone of influence for a new development can be very difficult and subjective. The
zone will vary spatially and temporally depending upon the degree of alteration (e.g. peaking
facility with a hypolimnetic draw versus run-of-the-river with a metalimnetic draw), river type
(e.g., large versus small river), river characteristics (e.g., many tributaries downstream versus
few) and geomorphology (e.g., bedrock versus alluvial). An assessment should be conducted
based on the proposed degree of alteration from the natural condition. Regulated rivers may no
longer experience the infrequent flood, such as the Regulatory flood, therefore the boundary for
the Regulatory flood may also be considered in determining the zone of influence. Upstream
zone of influence may consider the proposed level of flooding, areas accessed by migratory fish
including upstream tributaries, or an existing dam. It is the proponents’s responsibility to
determine the potential zone of influence (i.e. project scope) under the Class EA.
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4.3 Biological Characteristics
To assess the effects of waterpower development on the existing biological characteristics, an
approach is needed which incorporates assessment of project – relevant components of the
biological community, which may include primary production, benthic invertebrates, and
vertebrates including fish and other wildlife.
As appropriate to the project scope, the field data collection program should consider collection
of the following information;
Fish Community
 Fish Community - survey of all fish species present at the site
 Species at Risk (SAR) – presence and abundance of any SAR and their habitats within
the zone of influence
 Fish Migration and Spawning – survey of the location, extent and quality of spawning
areas, including migration routes to an from spawning areas
 Fish Habitat Composition – survey and assessment of the existing aquatic habitats
represented, with consideration to the structural characteristics of the habitat, species
usage, and sensitivity to any proposed change in water levels and/or flows
 Fish Species of Interest (i.e. determined indicator species) – relative abundance for each
species of interest (not limited to managed sport fish or known SAR)
 Fish Age Class Structure – relative abundance and proportion of age classes for each
species of interest
 Fish Condition – Condition Factor (CF) of all species of interest sampled, and a small
number of mature fish lethally sampled for Gonadosomatic Index (GSI) and
Hepatosomatic Index (HIS) (may only be applicable where project timelines rovide an
opportunity for multiple years (ie. >2 yrs) sampling)
 Fish Contaminant levels – existing fish total mercury levels, and existing MeHg, PCB,
dioxin, heavy metal concentrations in fish tissue (may apply where a new reservoir is
being developed, or existing reservoir expanded)
Benthic Invertebrates
 Invertebrate Community Composition – identification and abundance of invertebrate
families present at the site
 Species at Risk – identification and abundance of any SAR (ie. mollusc) at the site
 Invertebrate Predators – current proportion at the site
Riparian Vegetation Community
 Riparian Ecosite type – determine existing riparian ecosite type
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Riparian Vegetation community composition – determine riparian vegetation community
(species and relative abundance of counts of percent cover) at the site
Riparian Condition – proportions and species of flood intolerant and wetland obligate
species present at the site

Primary Production
 Chlorophyll a – concentration of Chlorophyll a present at the site (may apply where a
new reservoir is being developed, or existing reservoir expanded)



Aquatic Macrophytes – major types of macrophytes present, relative amount of cover at
the site
4.4Thermal

Subject to the scoping previously described, it may be necessary to characterize the existing thermal
regime through undertaking a continuous log of water temperature monitoring upstream and
downstream of the proposed facility to allow for the examination of seasonal trends as well as the
frequency and duration of temperature extremes.

4.5 Sediment
This section discusses some of the important components of the sediment regime, focusing on the
field data collection components fluvial geomorphology, suspended sediment, and the bed –material
load of the river on which the proposed waterpower site is located. As appropriate to the project
scope, the field data collection program chould consider the following;






a fluvial geomorphology investigation/survey including; channel sinuosity, entrenchment,
planform width-depth ratio, in channel features (bedforms, riffles, cascades/falls, large
woody debris), bankfull stage/width/depth, sediment sampling/sizing upstream and
downstream of the proposed site , and channel bank conditions
Collect suspended sediment at the proposed site, during a spring freshet, capturing the
high annual flows (only relevant if an erosion problem is anticipated or the project is
located in an erosion sensitive area). A minimum of two (2) measurements is
recommended during the freshet. In addition, collect suspended sediment seasonally, at
least four (4) times is recommended.
Investigate bedload sediment transport downstream of the proposed site, and at the
upstream end of the zone of influence.
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4.6 Hydrology
In many waterpower projects, the range of water levels and flows associated with a proposal may
be utilized in the context of impact and/or issue mitigation. For example, fish species may
require the provision of certain flows at certain times to support spawning. Similarly, there may
be social and/or economic considerations that could be addressed through water levels. At a
project level, the determination of the relevance of flows and levels will be made considerate of
the identified potential impacts.
Key components of a river’s flow regime that may be relevant to impact and issue management
include;
 baseflow,
 bankfull flow,
 riparian flow,
 and the rate of change of flow.
The proponent may use a variety of tools to characterize these key components and analyse the
degree of impact on the potentially impacted values that may be addressed through the proposed
water levels and flows. As relevant to the project, characterisation of the variability in these
indicators can be achieved by analysing their magnitude, duration, frequency, timing, and rate of
change. A similar characterisation of the variability in water level regimes is used to understand
and evaluate alteration to water level regimes in lacustrine environments related to reservoirs.
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Proposed Approach to Assessing the Downstream Zone of Influence:
MNR Response to Xeneca
June 29, 2012
Background
The following comments and advice were prepared by MNR staff in response to
Xeneca’s submission of the document entitled “Proposed Approach – Assessment of
Downstream Zone of Influence for Small Waterpower Projects with Variable Flow due to
Modified Run-of-River Operation”.
Xeneca’s submission of this document followed an April, 2012, meeting with MNR and
MOE regarding the Chutes project. At this meeting an action item was identified for
Xeneca to propose an approach to articulating the downstream Zone of Influence (ZOI)
for all of its projects. The proposal received from Xeneca focuses on an approach to
assessing and mitigating impacts within an arbitrary distance of each dam without
articulating a total ZOI. Both articulating the boundary and assessing impacts within the
boundary are valid topics to be addressed.
In this response the MNR provides comments on:
1. MNR’s mandate as it pertains to the scope of this proposal;
2. a suggested approach to articulating the ZOI boundary that will support MNR’s
decision making process; and
3. how Xeneca’s proposed approach to impact assessment and mitigation within the
ZOI compares to MNR’s requirements for review of projects in accordance with
its mandates.
General Comments
During the joint agency review it was observed that Xeneca’s submission proposes a
general approach to completing an environmental assessment within a downstream zone
of influence (ZOI), but with a focus on the identification and impact assessment of a few
selected features, most of which fall within MNR’s mandate. It was interpreted that the
proposed approach was not designed to address the interests and mandates of all
permitting and approving agencies and the full suite of potential effects identified for
consideration in the Ontario Waterpower Association’s Class Environmental Assessment
for Waterpower Projects (Class EA).
This response from MNR specifically addresses Xeneca’s proposed approach as it relates
to MNR’s mandate under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA), the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and some other pertinent legislation. The MOE is
preparing a separate response to the proposal as it relates to the Class EA process.
Although they are separate responses, the MNR response builds off of the MOE
response, and they are intended to be considered together.
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We have several high-level considerations that we would like to identify up front:


The MNR will require an understanding of the total anticipated ZOI boundary, the
proposed system alterations within that boundary relative to reference conditions,
and the associated impact assessment, when making decisions in accordance with
its legislation.



It is also necessary that the above information be used as the basis for conducting
Aboriginal consultation and any public consultation that is completed to satisfy
MNR’s requirements.



Key components including flow, biology (fish, wildlife and their habitats),
sediment, temperature and water quality are used to delineate the ZOI and guide
sampling and monitoring activities.



Quantitative models should be used as tools to help characterize the downstream
ZOI and are not the sole determinants of the downstream ZOI boundary.



Any uncertainty around the extent of the anticipated ZOI due to modelling
constraints at Greenfield sites during the planning phase should be addressed
through a commitment to post-construction effects monitoring.



By limiting the scope of the potential effects and impact assessment to the first 30
km downstream of a proposed dam you may not acquire sufficient information for
MNR to make decisions under its legislation. Some zones will extend beyond 30
km.



Similarly, by limiting the scope of the assessment to potential fast water habitat,
wetland habitat, major water users, land owners, and/or tributaries/confluences, or
simply to any features observed from Google Earth imagery, you will likely not
acquire sufficient information for MNR to make decisions under its legislation.



Sufficient baseline information needs to be collected to enable meaningful
assessment of environmental effects and mitigation success.



At a minimum, a qualified consultant should complete a reconnaissance of the
total anticipated ZOI to assess habitat features and determine where additional site
investigation may be required to confirm species presence, habitat use, ecological
condition or geometry and to provide the information required for an assessment
of effects and the development of mitigation opportunities.



With respect to mitigation, hydraulic modelling is but one piece to be considered
within a more comprehensive decision process. Sound field data are still required
to characterize the features that are proposed to be altered and to assess impacts.
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1.0 MNR’s Mandate as it Pertains to the Scope of Xeneca’s Proposal
When reviewing applications for approval of dam location, design or operations, the
MNR will ensure that decisions are consistent with the purposes of the Lakes and Rivers
Improvement Act (LRIA), and will consider other legislation including, but not limited
to, the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA),
Public Lands Act (PLA) federal Fisheries Act, Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA)
and Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA). Site-specific fisheries management and
other management objectives will also be considered and incorporated into the decisionmaking process.
The purposes of the LRIA are to provide for,
(a) the management, protection, preservation and use of the waters of the lakes and
rivers of Ontario and the land under them;
(b) the protection and equitable exercise of public rights in or over the waters of the
lakes and rivers of Ontario;
(c) the protection of the interests of riparian owners;
(d) the management, perpetuation and use of the fish, wildlife and other natural
resources dependent on the lakes and rivers;
(e) the protection of the natural amenities of the lakes and rivers and their shores and
banks; and
(f) the protection of persons and of property by ensuring that dams are suitably
located, constructed, operated and maintained and are of an appropriate nature
with regard to (a) to (e) above.
The MNR is also accountable for ensuring that its Statement of Environmental Values
(SEVs) under the Environmental Bill of Rights is considered when making decisions on
instruments that may significantly affect the environment.
The MNR will require an understanding of the total anticipated ZOI boundary, as well as
proposed system alterations within that boundary, when making decisions in accordance
with its legislation. It is also necessary that this information be used as the basis for
conducting Aboriginal consultation and any public consultation that is completed to
satisfy MNR’s requirements.

2. Articulating the Downstream ZOI : A Suggested Approach that will Support the
MNR Decision-Making Process
Xeneca’s proposal focuses on the use of hydraulic modelling to assess impacts on
selected features within 30 km downstream of each proposed site, and does not appear to
focus on articulating the full downstream ZOI boundary. The total ZOI may in fact
extend greater than or less than 30 km downstream, depending on the river and the
proposal.
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If information about the full extent to which the system will be altered is not made
available for agency review and/or public and Aboriginal consultation it will be difficult
for MNR staff to determine if the project is consistent with the purposes of the various
pieces of legislation we are responsible for. For example, when considering applications
under the LRIA, MNR staff will need to understand whether the post-development
conditions will continue to provide for the protection of public rights and the interests of
riparian owners. Therefore, it is expected that the public and riparian owners will have
the opportunity to observe and consider the implications of the project within the entire
ZOI. The MNR will also have to meet the Crown’s duty to consult with and/or
accommodate Aboriginal communities. We review applications for ecosystem-based
water level and flow objectives that will support the ecological sustainability of aquatic
systems for the perpetuation of fish, wildlife and other natural resources dependent on the
aquatic system, and consider whether the project will require an authorization under the
ESA. All of these considerations require full clarity from Xeneca on the total extent to
which the river system is proposed to be altered.
Below we clarify our view on the scope of the term “total ZOI” and describe a suggested
approach to articulating the downstream portion of the total ZOI that will help support
MNR in the decision-making process for Xeneca projects.

2.1 Zone of Influence Definition
The Class EA defines the ZOI as the “immediate area beyond the site directly affected by
the project”.
Consistent with the MOE, it is our view that the total ZOI is comprised of any area which
is subject to potential impacts if the project is developed and operated as planned.
The total ZOI includes the upstream and downstream boundaries of hydrologic influence,
as well as areas outside of the hydrologic boundary that could be impacted by factors
such as thermal, water quality and sediment regimes, and biological considerations such
as barriers to fish migration. The total ZOI also includes all areas on land that would be
impacted due to such things as the project component footprints, new roads, laydown and
stockpiling areas, and construction camps.
This is consistent with previous messaging on the ZOI provided through various EA
Coordination meetings and a joint MNR/MOE Director’s letter to Xeneca dated July 22,
2011. This letter noted that key components including flow, biology (fish, wildlife and
their habitats), sediment, temperature and water quality are used to delineate the ZOI and
guide sampling and monitoring activities.
In the aquatic environment, the MNR considers the ZOI to extend to where the alterations
in physical, chemical and biological processes are not discernable from natural
variability. This may include connected lakes and rivers, wetlands, and riparian lands
where a significant measurable effect can be detected as a result of a dam and its
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operations. Specific indicators can be selected to assess how the proposed future state
compares to the reference state to confirm the anticipated geographic extent of influence,
as part of a proponent’s field program.

2.2 Determining the Anticipated Downstream Zone of Influence
There is no single formula for determining the anticipated total ZOI that can be ascribed
to all situations.
In some cases, it might be possible for the proponent and all agencies to reach a
consensus on the extent of hydrologic influence (often referred to as the downstream
hydrologic ZOI or variable flow reach) based on an overall assessment of the watershed.
An example would be if the downstream ZOI is expected by all parties to end at a
receiving large river or lake, or an existing dam. For the purpose of articulating and
communicating the anticipated boundary to satisfy MNR’s needs with respect to the
LRIA, this approach to articulating the hydrologic component of the downstream ZOI
will likely suffice, if consensus has been reached. Proponents should consult with the
MOE to confirm an approach that satisfies the Class EA and other agency considerations.
Quantitative models can be used to help predict the downstream zone of influence based
on a dam’s design and operation. Many of these models require knowledge of physical
and chemical processes e.g., flow and thermal regime, to generate predictions about the
ZOI.
Hydraulic modelling in the unsteady flow state can be a useful tool to predict the
geographic extent of potential downstream changes to flows and water levels where
peaking operations are proposed (i.e., the downstream hydrologic ZOI). Though there
may be some uncertainty with data output, it provides a new set of predicted information
that can be combined with other considerations to help inform our understanding of the
total downstream ZOI. Hydraulic modelling will also be useful for the impact assessment
phase of planning a waterpower project.
Recognizing that all models have some degree of uncertainty and that there are specific
challenges associated with modelling proposed peaking conditions at Greenfield sites that
may result in additional uncertainty, output should be accompanied by the results of
calibration and validation, a sensitivity analysis, full disclosure of the model limitations,
and a commitment to post-construction effects monitoring. We suggest that MNR and
MOE hydrology staff should be engaged in model review.
After modelling downstream hydraulics, the predicted downstream hydrologic ZOI and
its potential uncertainty should be considered along with potential changes to the
temperature, sediment, and water quality regimes. If these extend beyond the hydrologic
ZOI then the total anticipated ZOI boundary should be extended accordingly. The
anticipated ZOI should be further refined to consider the other biological effects such as
the potential for the dam to block fish movement. MNR biologists and other MNR and
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MOE technical staff should be engaged in these discussions and will consider
information on existing conditions. As the project is further defined and new information
about existing conditions is acquired, the extent of the anticipated ZOI may be
readdressed.
Any uncertainty around the extent of the anticipated ZOI due to modelling constraints at
Greenfield sites during the planning phase should be addressed through a commitment to
post-construction effects monitoring.
2.3 Seeking Early Consensus on the ZOI
Seeking agreement on the total anticipated ZOI with all agencies early in the EA and
regulatory process is important to ensure that impacts are evaluated, mitigated and
consulted on within an appropriate geographic extent and within a suitable timeframe.
Any comments received from the MNR regarding permit and approval requirements,
including the identification of information gaps and potential effects that need to be
explored to inform the LRIA application, may be scoped to the anticipated ZOI identified
by the proponent at that time. If the ZOI changes as the project is further defined, the
MNR may identify additional information or consultation requirements to support its
decision-making. This can result in project delays for the proponent.

3. Assessment of Features Within the Downstream ZOI
When making decisions in accordance with the LRIA , MNR staff will generally seek to
understand:
- what the reference system looks like within the total anticipated ZOI (physical,
chemical, biological characteristics);
- how those characteristics will change with the planned development;
- whether and how the expected changes can be mitigated;
- what the system looks like after the alteration; and
- whether approval of the final project proposal will be consistent with the purposes
of the LRIA and other interests as described in Section 1.
Similarly, as part of the Class EA process to satisfy MOE, proponents are required to
identify potential effects and fill outstanding information gaps (Project Definition phase),
and then ensure that all potential impacts are identified, assessed and mitigated (Project
Assessment phase) prior to finalizing the Environmental Report and posting the Notice of
Completion (Project Documentation phase).
It is expected that a proponent of a Greenfield waterpower project will collect and assess
information through preparation of its Environmental Report that will meet the needs for
MNR’s subsequent review and approval of the project under applicable legislation. Data
and information collection can be designed and carried out in a coordinated manner
within the EA process. The findings can be presented in a single body of documentation
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that supports decision-making under relevant legislation and minimizes delays for
proponents at the permits and approvals stage.
Xeneca’s downstream ZOI assessment proposal identified several steps that can
indirectly be related back to the Class EA process. We recommend that the full Class EA
process be followed for any area that may be affected by a proposed waterpower project,
including the downstream ZOI and extensions to the downstream ZOI. For clarity and
ease or reference we have framed our response to your proposal within the context of the
Project Definition and Project Assessment phases of the Class EA process, while
identifying considerations specific to MNR’s mandate.
3.1 Project Definition Phase
The first three steps in Xeneca’s proposal can be related back to the “Project Definition
Phase” of the Class EA process. In these steps Xeneca proposed to: 1) complete a
desktop review of Google Maps for a distance of 30 km downstream from each site to
identify specific features; 2) complete a qualitative assessment of potential impacts to
these features, and 3) complete an optional field study to confirm or deny the existence of
the feature.
With respect to MNR’s permitting and approval requirements, we have identified a few
concerns around the geographic scope and the selection of features for assessment.
3.1.1 Geographic scope of assessment
By limiting the scope of the assessment to the first 30 km downstream of a proposed dam
you may not acquire sufficient information for MNR staff to make decisions under its
legislation. The MNR will require an understanding of proposed system alteration within
the total anticipated ZOI boundary when making decisions on permits and approvals.
The ZOI may be greater than or less than 30 km downstream, depending on the river and
the proposal.
.A desktop exercise can not be relied on to adequately scope information gaps, potential
effects, and areas that require additional field investigation to satisfy the LRIA and ESA.
At a minimum, a qualified consultant should complete a reconnaissance of the total
anticipated ZOI to observe features of relevance and to determine where more intensive
site investigation may be required to understand ecological condition, confirm species
presence and habitat use, assess the sensitivity of features, and gather other information
required to inform impact assessment and mitigation discussions. A records review
should also be undertaken by the proponent for the entire ZOI.
It is expected that proponents will provide rationale where it determines that detailed site
investigations are not required. We suggest this be discussed with district staff early in
the EA and regulatory process in case assessment is considered insufficient to support
decision-making.
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3.1.2 Selection of Features for Assessment
The proposed approach identified the following features of interest: potential fast water
habitat, wetland habitat, major water users, land owners, and/or tributaries/confluences.
By limiting the scope of the assessment to these features or any features that can be
observed from Google Earth imagery, you are unlikely to acquire sufficient information
for MNR to make decisions under its legislation.
When considering applications for approval under the LRIA, MNR will require an
understanding of the degree to which the system is proposed to be altered relative to a
reference condition. MNR will consider the potential effects on the hydrologic, thermal
and sediment regimes, as well as the biology. Flow is generally considered the dominant
variable that determines form and function of a river. MNR will consider how the pattern
of flow is proposed to change, including the magnitude, frequency, duration and timing
(seasonality) of occurrence of various environmental flows, as well as the rate of change
from one flow magnitude to another. We suggest that proponents consider all of these
components when assessing potential impacts of their projects and preparing their
application for LRIA approvals. How these alterations affect our ability to meet the
purposes of the LRIA and other interests identified in Sections 1 will be considered.
From an ecosystem perspective, MNR will review LRIA applications associated with
dams to ensure applicants provide for ecosystem-based water level and flow objectives
that will support the ecological sustainability and biodiversity of aquatic systems for the
perpetuation of fish, wildlife and other natural resources dependent on the system. This
requires an understanding of the current ecological condition. MNR will also consider
effects to existing fish passage, wetlands, species at risk or their habitat, wildlife habitat,
and cumulative effects.
The attached document entitled “OMNR Field Data Collection Requirements for
Waterpower Projects (draft, May 2010)” provides interim technical guidance to MNR
District offices and project proponents regarding potential field baseline ecological data
collection related to waterpower projects. Section 4 provides detailed advice to
proponents regarding the types of study that are available to address project specific
requirements.
The attached document recognizes that not all projects will require the same level of data
collection, and therefore it is not envisioned that all of the studies described in this
document would be needed for every project. Rather, this document provides a checklist
of sorts to aid the reviewer in ascertaining the specific study needs on a site by site basis.
It is recognized that sufficient baseline information needs to be collected to enable
meaningful assessment of environmental effects and mitigation success.
The attached document also recognizes that to assess the effects of waterpower
development on the existing biological characteristics, an approach is needed that
incorporates assessment of project-relevant components of the biological community,
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which may include primary production, benthic invertebrates, and vertebrates including
fish and other wildlife.
To satisfy the ESA when considering an application for approval under the LRIA, the
MNR will expect that the total anticipated ZOI has been surveyed and assessed to
determine if protected species or habitat are present, associated impacts and management
strategies have been considered, and the appropriate steps have been taken to avoid a
contravention of the ESA.
There are a number of tools available for evaluating the significance of wetland and
wildlife habitat that can be provided upon request. While identification of significance is
not a regulatory requirement for waterpower projects, the tools may still be useful for
understanding existing form and function which will help to predict sensitivity to
impacts. The Ontario Wetland Evaluation System provides an approach to identifying
the important structure, composition and functional components of a wetland that may be
impacted by dam operations or construction. The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical
Guide provides an approach to assessing the significance of wildlife habitat identified
through the field investigation. Draft significance criteria schedules for Eco-Regions 3E,
5E, 6E and 7E are now available for interim use.
MNR must also protect natural amenities when making decisions under the LRIA. To
satisfy this purpose, an inventory and assessment of natural amenities should be
conducted within the total anticipated ZOI. Natural amenities are areas of streams, rivers,
and lakes that can be used and enjoyed by the public and riparian owners and include
beaches, vegetation, trees, unique physical features, scenic areas, areas for swimming,
areas for canoeing and boating, and areas for fishing. The natural amenities may be a
feature of the water, the bed, or the shores and the banks. Natural amenities on shores of
lakes and rivers should not be destroyed or altered without a full evaluation of the tradeoffs involved with evaluation of options for mitigation.
It is the proponent’s responsibility to scope the data and information collection
appropriately, considering the best information available. The extent of field work should
be scoped appropriately, in order to collect sufficient information about the existing
ecological condition and specific values within the anticipated ZOI and to allow for
impact assessment or future monitoring. The proponent will also consider in their scoping
the agency coordination meeting, the site information package, response to the Notice of
Commencement, and initial advice from the public. MNR district staff will have shared
available data as well as fisheries management objectives and any other site-specific
management objectives.
Table 3 of the Class EA provides an analytical framework through which the proponent
may scope the potential project impacts thereby defining the determination of the
ecological information requirements. This can help inform the proponent’s requirements
for pursuing an LRIA approval. The Class EA states that where information is
unavailable for the proposal it should be noted and, where the information is of
significance to the proposal, the gap will need to be addressed. It is recommended that
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the proponent consult with relevant federal and provincial agencies and municipal
authorities, appropriately qualified persons, potentially affected and interested individuals
and the public when completing the potential effects identification matrix.

3.3 Project Assessment Phase
The next three steps in Xeneca’s proposal resemble steps in the “Project Assessment”
phase of the Class EA process. In these steps Xeneca proposes to: 4) calculate effects by
modelling hydraulics in the steady state mode to determine the approximate range of
flows and levels expected at each feature; 5) optionally complete a more detailed
hydraulic analysis to determine if the fluctuations are sufficiently attenuated, and 6)
propose a mitigation strategy where required.
MNR’s main concern with respect to this proposed approach as it relates to MNR’s
permitting and approval requirements is the sole use of modelling to assess impacts and
consider mitigation.
3.3.1 Modelling approach to impact assessment and mitigation
We agree with your observations that the downstream ZOI differs from the upstream ZOI
in several ways and that many downstream impacts can be mitigated through facility
operations. While hydraulic modelling can be useful to inform and to perhaps illustrate
potential effects under varying scenarios, model output still comes with some degree of
uncertainty, particularly at Greenfield sites.
To assess how flow and level fluctuations might affect a feature or alter the system,
biologists will need to understand the degree of uncertainty associated with the model
output. Any report of model output should be accompanied by the results of calibration
and validation, a sensitivity analysis, and full disclosure of the model limitations. The
author’s confidence in the model and rationale for its confidence should be stated, as well
as an assessment of output uncertainty and how it relates to decision-making.
Steady flow analysis will not provide information on the range of flows and levels
changed with distance and time. The preferred option is the more detailed hydraulic
analysis to determine if the variability effect is attenuated (unsteady flow analysis).
With respect to impact assessment and mitigation, hydraulic modelling is but one piece to
be considered within a more comprehensive decision process. Sound field data are still
required to characterize the features that are proposed to be altered, comprehend their
sensitivity, and assess impacts. Mitigation strategies should be considered in consultation
with hydrologists, biologists, and other stakeholders. Modeling may not be the sole
determinant for all mitigation options, and detailed site-specific information may be
required to provide quality data input to the model.
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Most features will require more than just high-level identification to properly assess how
peaking will affect them and to have confidence in the effectiveness of proposed
mitigation. For example, a fast-flowing riffle area or wetland may be observed from
Google Earth, but how the proposed water volume fluctuations will modify the sitespecific water levels and velocities will depend on the site-specific geometry and
hydraulics.
It is agreeable that the variability in flow will attenuate with distance from the facility.
Xeneca’s proposal suggests that an operations strategy used to mitigate an impact on a
feature (e.g. minimum flow provided to a fast water area with potential for spawning
habitat) should address not only the closest fast water feature, but all subsequent features
of the same type. This will likely be true in some cases, but not all. The extent to which
spawning habitat suitability at a fast flowing riffle area will be affected by water volume
fluctuations will depend on the feature-specific geometry and layout of suitable substrate.
A minimum flow designed for the most upstream section of potential spawning habitat
may not be as effective for another section of potential spawning habitat further
downstream. If we knew which fast water features had the highest density of spawning
activity, we could ensure that the operational mitigation strategy optimized habitat
suitability at that feature.
Finally, any remaining uncertainty around the extent of impacts (e.g., anticipated water
level fluctuations) during the planning phase should be addressed through a commitment
to post-construction effects monitoring.
3.4 Project Documentation and Implementation Phases
In the final step Xeneca proposed that it would include significant negative effects and
proposed mitigation in the ER.
We suggest that for transparency with respect to public and Aboriginal consultation
requirements that satisfy MNR’s needs under the LRIA, all potential effects (positive,
negative, significant or not) be included in documentation that supports the LRIA
application. MNR staff may use this information when reviewing applications and
considering whether the project is consistent with the purposes of the LRIA. This is
consistent with the information requirements for the Class EA Environmental Report.
The MNR acknowledges that the Class EA is proponent-led and the level of technical
detail and precision proponents present in their Environmental Reports (ER) involves, in
part, business decisions. Where proponents choose not to fully integrate their data and
information collection that is required to make decisions on subsequent authorizations,
the MNR decisions on these authorizations will be deferred until proponents provide the
necessary data and information and any necessary additional consultation is completed.
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June-06-13 2:51 PM
OWA Communication of MNR Field Data Collection Guidelines

Sent:
Subject:

From: Janelle Bates [mailto:jbates@owa.ca]
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 3:56 PM
To: 'Undisclosed Recipient'
Subject: OWA Members Communication Update

Add jbates@owa.ca to your safe senders list
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your web browser:
http://owa.ca/members/emails/esa_workshop_2010-06-03.html

OWA Member Communications Update - June 7, 2010
Ministry of Natural Resources Field Data Collection Guidelines
In early April, the MNR provided the Association with an opportunity to review and provide comment on a
draft version of their Field Data Collection Guidelines. As such, the OWA developed an internal Field Data
Collection Guidelines Task Team, comprised of subject matter experts, to review the guidelines and provide
comment for consideration. Thank you to all for your contributions. Several key improvements have been made
to the document which can now be viewed on the members only section of the OWA website
www.owa.ca/members. It is our understanding that MNR will be formally approving this document later this
month but in the meantime will be using this as interim guidance.

Renew Spring/Summer 2010
The Spring/Summer 2010 issue of Renew is now available for your reading pleasure on-line at www.owa.ca.
This issue focuses on education, effective and efficient facility management, and the new era of waterpower
development and redevelopment.

Endangered Species Act Framework Agreements Workshop
The OWA will be hosting an Endangered Species Act Framework Agreements workshop on June 29, 2010 at
the Novotel Toronto Centre, 45 Esplanade, Toronto, ON. The OWA has planned this one-day workshop to
provide the industry with additional information and a greater understanding of the requirements and
opportunities associated with implementing the ESA.
Registration includes all workshop materials, continental breakfast, breaks and networking lunch.
Non-Member Registration
Registration: $209.00 + GST
Member Registration
Registration: $179.00 + GST
Deadline for registration is June 24. Don't miss out!
Register now! www.owa.ca

OWA Members Exchange Teleconference
The next OWA Members Exchange teleconference will be held on June 8th. This monthly call allows
members to exchange advice and/or input regarding some of the key issues they are facing. Suggested items for
discussion can be sent to jbates@owa.ca in advance to be added to the agenda. The agenda and dial in
coordinates can be found on the OWA Members Forum, located on the members only section of the website
under Members Exchange.
1

OWA Power of Water Conference and Annual General Meeting
Registration is now open for the 10th annual Power of Water Conference. Members are encouraged to register
early to take advantage of the early booking discounts.
Early registration is open until July 1st. Members save $100.00 and pay only the GST. Register now at
http://www.owa.ca/conferences/conf2010.html.

New Waterpower and Wind Power Atlas
The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Renewable Energy Program (REP) has released the new
Renewable Energy Atlas. The new atlas was created by merging the Water and Wind Power atlases into a
single web based application. The new Renewable Energy Atlas can be found at the following link:
http://www.lio.ontario.ca/imf-ows/imf.jsp?site=renew_en
For more information please contact Janelle Bates at jbates@owa.ca or 1-866-743-1500.
© 2010 Ontario Waterpower Association
Unsubscribe
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MNR Communication on Zone of Influence for Projects Planned under the
OWA Class EA for Waterpower Projects

•
MNR respects the Zone of Influence (ZOI) definition contained in the OWA Class EA for
Waterpower Projects (the Class EA). MNR encourages proponents to discuss with/seek clarification from
OWA, if required, on how to apply the definition either generally or within the context of a particular
project.
•
MNR will continue to use this definition, the general guidance contained in Section 2.5 of the
Class EA (“The Environment Affected and the Expected Range of Effects”) and MNR’s 2010 interim
guidance for “Field Data Collection for Waterpower Projects” to inform our discussion with proponents
on how to delineate for each waterpower project an appropriate ZOI to enable the proponent to
adequately describe the environment affected and the range of effects for the purposes of the Class EA
•
MNR will continue to use the above guidance in conjunction with the broad purposes as set out
in Section 2 of the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act to ensure that in approving the location of the
project/facility the operational requirements/constraints, flooding rights, mitigation to reduce impacts,
compensation measures to address impacts and monitoring requirements have been adequately
identified.
•
MNR will continue to work collaboratively with proponents to meet the intent of Section 5.0 of
the Class EA to identify opportunities to create a process that facilitates coordination with and
integration of other legislative and regulatory requirements. In keeping with a coordinated approach,
MNR recommends that all requirements of the LRIA, ESA and PLA be considered prior to and throughout
the EA process.
•
MNR recognizes that the Class EA is the primary planning and public engagement framework for
waterpower proposals. Consistent with the Class EA, proponents are ultimately responsible for
determining the required ecological data collection requirements with consideration being given to
advice provided by MNR. It is the proponent’s responsibility to determine the potential ZOI (i.e. project
scope) under the Class EA.
•
If MNR and a proponent cannot come to a consensus on a final ZOI during the EA process, MNR
would expect a proponent to clearly describe in the final Environmental Report (ER) the methodology
used to delineate the ZOI boundary and, in situations where the ZOI does not cover the entire extent of
hydrologic alteration resulting from the proposed development, rationalize why a stretch of river was
not assessed or consulted on and how it came to its determination that the change to the hydrological
regime does not cause an impact to any of the features or values of interest within MNR’s mandate.
Inclusion of this rationale within the ER will help MNR make a determination as to whether or not
sufficient information has been collected to allow MNR to make informed permitting decisions.
06/06/13

Ministry of the Environment

5160 Yonge St.,Suite 520, Toronto, ON M2N 6L9
tel 416-590-9362

fax 416-590-9955 www.xeneca.com

June 10, 2010

Ministry of the Environment
Timmins District
Ontario Government Complex
Hwy 101 East, PO Box 3080 South
Porcupine, ON PON lHO
To whom it may concern,
As you may be aware, Xeneca Power Development Inc. has been awarded 19 Feed in Tariff
contracts by the Ontario Power Authority ("OPA") to purchase water generated renewable power
developed with the following sites believed to be within your jurisdiction:
Ivanhoe: Third Falls - MNR site # 4LC17 on the Ivanhoe River
Ivanhoe: The Chute - MNR site # 4LC18 on the Ivanhoe River
Wanatango Falls - MNR site # 4MD02 on the Frederick House River
An attached map provided on CD will help to further identify the site locations for each of the projects.
Additionally, included in this package is a draft of the Notice of Commencement under the Class EA for
Waterpower Projects which will be issued shortly, as well as descriptions of the projects listed above.
This letter is intended to notify your agency of the pending projects and invite agency comment and/or
participation where applicable.
Upon review, you may be aware the OPA schedule will prove challenging to both Xeneca and the
affected government agencies, as we now have less than 60 months to bring these waterpower
projects to commercial operation. This concurs with an analysis of the process by the Ontario
Waterpower

Association, industry experts and our consultants.

To move forward in a timely manner, we are requesting the following:
•

Ministry of the Environment's

•

Indication if the MOE intends to comment on some, or all of the projects. If the MOE
intends to participate,

("MOE") acknowledgement

please indicate the appropriate

of receipt of this notice.

agency personnel who will

handle the Xeneca project files.
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•

A MaE list of any known issues, concerns and/or comments with respect to the
projects, as well as any known non-government stakeholders whom may have interest
in these projects.

Please note Xeneca is prepared to meet with the MaE by teleconference to discuss any issues, and
requests to be advised of any permits the MaE may require from Xeneca and/or its consultants in order
to complete the MaE policy and procedures.
Please contact Xeneca Power Development

Inc. with any questions or concerns.

Patrick Gillette
President and coo
Xeneca Power Development

LP
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From: Philippa McPhee
Sent: October-04-10 12:21 PM
To: Pilar DePedro
Subject: FW: Revised Notice of Commencement and PIC Announcement

Please log email and attachments as necessary.
Philippa

Philippa McPhee - WESA Toronto - (416) 383-0957 x31
From: Vanesa Enskaitis [mailto:VEnskaitis@xeneca.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2010 11:15 AM
To: Cramm, Ellen (ENE)
Cc: Philippa McPhee; Tami Sugarman; King, Larry
Subject: Revised Notice of Commencement and PIC Announcement
September 30, 2010
Dear Ms. Cramm,
Thank you for your initial comments regarding Notice of Commencement filed for Xeneca Power Development Projects
within the jurisdiction of your office.
We appreciate your input and direction and have incorporated it into the revised Notice of Commencement which are
attached for your review and comment. Also note that the revised Notice of Commencement will also include and
Notice of Public Information Centres (attached). We believe the notices fulfill requirements outlined in the Ontario
Waterpower Association Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower.
It is intended that the attached will be published in local media within the next 20 days. Any additional comments you
may have regarding these attached notices should be provided back to Xeneca prior to October 20, 2010.
Further, we will shortly be issuing invitations to affected government agencies to attend the Public Information
Centres. Kindly advise if you will not be attending and who from your office will be attending in order that we may
communicate the invitation to them directly.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. We look forward to working with you along the EA
process and beyond.
1

Vanesa Enskaitis
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5160 Yonge Street, Suite 520
Toronto, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 104
F: 416-590-9955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com
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From: Tami Sugarman
Sent: March-28-11 5:34 PM
To: Cramm, Ellen (ENE)
Cc: Kentish, Lianne (ENE); Mitchell, Vicki (ENE); Karen Fortin; Pilar DePedro; Kai Markvorsen; Philippa McPhee
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the Frederick House
River - Project Description Document Notice

Hi Ellen
I spoke with Vicki Mitchell at the Southern Regional office today. I will speak to Xeneca about including the Southern
Region in their meeting scheduled in April sometime to discuss the hydrology reports and the Operating Plans for each
Xeneca site. I feel with so many of the Xeneca projects in your region the Southern region gets overlooked.
We also discussed the SW letter reports from the 2010 field baseline studies. As the 2011 field season is soon upon us I
wanted to receive some feedback on the data that was collected last year in comparison with the Draft guidelines for
water quality monitoring. If required again this year, I would like to have a discussion towards a uniform approach to
pre‐development (and if not too much to ask, post‐development) data collection so that design and preparations for
upcoming field surveys can be undertaken appropriately (i.e. parameter list, frequency, methodologies, etc.). I
anticipate that methyl mercury is the biggest discussion due to the effort and cost that could be required and that we
will have to discuss if there are differing approaches based on different site specific plans and settings.
Vicki suggested that her technical team will review the WESA SW reports recently issued along with the new Draft
guidelines and then will have an internal discussion before getting back to OEL‐HydroSys and Xeneca. We discussed
that this topic would also be of interest to Environment Canada and MNR. I mentioned that it may be most efficient if
and required SW surveys correspond with the biological field crew visits to each site and that in the Southern area this
may happen as early as the last 2 weeks in April. So time is, once again, an issue to keep in mind.
I hope that we can discuss this matter together within the next month or sooner.
Just one more thing to put on the plate.
Have a good day.
Best regards,
Tami

Tami Sugarman - OEL-HydroSys Carp - (613) 839-1453 x229
1

From: Cramm, Ellen (ENE) [mailto:Ellen.Cramm@ontario.ca]
Sent: March 28, 2011 4:55 PM
To: Environmental Assessment Information; Tami Sugarman
Cc: Kentish, Lianne (ENE)
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the Frederick House
River - Project Description Document Notice
Hi Tami –
Could you please send copies of this report to MOE as follows:
1 CD copy to:
Ministry of the Environment Northern Region
199 Larch St., Suite 1201
Sudbury, ON
P3W 5P6
Attn:

Mohammed Sajjad Khan, PH.D., P.Eng.
Regional Hydrologist

1 CD Copy and 1 hard copy to:
Ministry of the Environment Timmins District Office
Hwy # 101E, P.O. Bag # 3080
South Porcupine, ON
P0N 1H0
Attn:

Lianne Kentish
Senior Environmental officer

2 CD Copies and 2 hard copies to:
Ministry of the Environment Northern Region
435 South James Street
Suite 331, 3rd Floor
Thunder Bay, ON
P7E 6S7
Attn:

Ellen Cramm
Environmental Planner/EA Coordinator

Thank you.
Ellen Cramm, MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner/EA Coordinator
Technical Support Section, Northern Region
Ministry of the Environment
Telephone: (807) 475-1728 Toll Free: 1-800-875-7772
Fax: (807) 475-1754
ellen.cramm@ontario.ca

From: Environmental Assessment Information [mailto:eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: March 24, 2011 3:25 PM
To: Smith, Brett (MEI); 'Caitlin Scott'; 'Carl Jorgensen'; 'Colin Hoag'; Pickles, David (MAA); Cramm, Ellen (ENE); Webber,
Gerry (MTC); Kwan, Helen L. (MEI); 'Jean-Pierre Ouellette'; Lillie-Paetz, Jennifer (MNDMF); Telford, Jennifer (MNR);
Kirzati, Katherine (MTC); 'Kees Pols'; Kentish, Lianne (ENE); 'Mei Ling Chen'; 'Michel Morrissette '; Santos, Narren (ENE);
Marleau, Paul (MTO); 'Paul Norris'; 'Rob Dobos'; Spooner, Dr. Simon (MTC); 'Stephanie Davis'; 'Transport Canada'
Cc: Ed Laratta; mholmes@xeneca.com; Tami Sugarman; Philippa McPhee
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the Frederick House
River - Project Description Document Notice
2

Hello,
The login information provided in the previous notification contained a slight error. Correct information for accessing
the project description document is as follows:

Please let us know if you continue to encounter difficulties accessing the information.

Environmental Assessment Information
OEL-HydroSys Inc. – 3108 Carp Rd. - P.O. Box 430, Carp, Ontario, Canada K0A 1L0
(T) (613) 839-1453

(F) (613) 839-5376

eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca

OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Environmental Assessment Information
Sent: March 18, 2011 1:36 PM
To: Brett Smith; Caitlin Scott; Carl Jorgensen; Colin Hoag; David Pickles; Ellen Cramm; Gerry Webber; Helen Kwan; JeanPierre Ouellette; Jennifer Lillie Paetz; Jennifer Telford; Katherine Kirzati; Kees Pols; Lianne Kentish; Mei Ling Chen; Michel
Morrissette ; Narren Santos; Paul Marleau; Paul Norris; Rob Dobos; Simon Spooner; Stephanie Davis; Transport Canada
Cc: Ed Laratta; mholmes@xeneca.com; Tami Sugarman; Philippa McPhee
Subject: Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the Frederick House River Project Description Document Notice
Importance: High

Good afternoon:
On behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. we are pleased to provide you with the attached letter of
introduction and directions to accessing and downloading the project description document for the proposed
Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. waterpower development at Wanatango Falls Project site located on the
Frederick House River in northeastern Ontario. Xeneca has been awarded a Feed-in Tariff (FIT) contract for
this site by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA).
You are included on our email list as you have been identified as the one-window contact for your organization
and are listed as such on the Contact List for the project. We ask that you distribute this information to
colleagues within your organization that should be involved in the planning process. If the main contact for
your organization is someone other than you please inform us at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca as soon as possible so
that our staff can update the contact list accordingly.
3

We have elected to distribute this document in electronic format for environmental reasons. You may access
our FTP site by completing the following instructions:

You will need to use Internet Explorer rather than Mozilla Firefox, Username and Password are
case sensitive.

Aboriginal communities located nearby will also be receiving this notice directly from Xeneca’s First Nation and
Aboriginal Relations Liaison, Mr. Dean Assinewe.
A hard paper copy and/or CD Rom copy of the project description document will be issued shortly to federal
agencies and Aboriginal communities.
Other Parties: If you require a paper and/or CD Rom copy in addition to this electronic copy please notify us
at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca otherwise we
will assume that this electronic version is adequate.
We are pursuing an Ontario Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects planning process for this
site. A federal screening may also be triggered at the site.
The project description is intended to provide an overview of the project components, general information on
the project setting and relevant background information on the project. This Project Description is also
designed to assist the proponent in ensuring that all aspects of the project are accounted for in enough detail to
allow the public, Aboriginal communities and government agencies to provide meaningful comment
throughout the Class EA process. The information will allow you to identify your environmental assessment
and regulatory requirements associated with the project. It will also allow a federal authority to determine if
there is potential for the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) to be triggered by the project
proposal and whether the agency will be a Responsible Authority (RA) under CEA Act or whether it is able to
provide technical expertise as an expert advisor (FA).
It is our intention to schedule a proponent-agency EA coordination meeting as soon as possible. We hope that
this project description document will assist you in preparing for this meeting, the purpose of which is to discuss
the following items in the context of the project’s proposed schedule;
•
•
•
•

applicable policies and procedures administered by each agency (list of statutes and regulations) and list
of required approvals for the project;
a comprehensive list of values and issues of concern/benefit identified with the site and the project
(natural, socio-cultural, economic);
data and information collection procedures; and,
a consultation and engagement plan.

We trust this submission is adequate for these purposes. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions
or clarifications.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc.,
Tami Sugarman and Philippa McPhee, EA Project Managers
OEL-HydroSys Inc.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brett Woodman <bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca>
March-20-12 3:04 PM
christine.greenaway@ontario.ca; 'Dosser, Sandra (MNR)'
Uwe Roeper; Ed Laratta; Robert Steele; Dave Green; Bill Touzel; Tami Sugarman
The Chute and Wanatango Falls drfat Existing Condition Reports

Christine, Sandra,
Please follow the instructions below to access copies of The Chute and Wanatango Falls draft Existing Condition
Reports. These reports will enable your staff to see the full extent of biological field studies that been completed in
2010 and 2011 and inform discussions in the upcoming meetings. Please let me know if you have any questions or
comments.
Warm regards,
Brett

1. Navigate to http://basswood.nrsi.on.ca:8080
2. Enter your login information:

3. On the main page look for the library tab, please select this tab.
4. Select and expand the folder Reports 1052‐1053 and your files will appear to the right.
5. Click on the file you wish to download and a grey box will appear.
6. Click on the blue arrow within the grey box and select “download” from the list of options that appear.
7. Select the “save” option and navigate to the location you wish to save them and then select “save”.
After 2 weeks the file(s) will be removed from the library unless otherwise requested.
Also please note for large file sizes (larger than 50mb) the transfer process can take some time.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Webb, Tina (ENE) <Tina.Webb@ontario.ca>
June-06-12 4:52 PM
Grace Yu
Allen, Paula (ENE); Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Humera Khan;
Ed Laratta; Uwe Roeper; Kondrat, Todd (ENE)
RE: Issues Lists for Wanatango and Kapuskasing Projects

Hi Grace,
We would be happy to participate in a meeting to discuss the technical issues related to each of the below noted projects.
As Eastern Region has mentioned in their email to you earlier this week, it may be beneficial to have other agencies
present to discuss all the issues on the list as many of them are beyond the scope of MOE technical review. We are
currently available between the 19th and the 21st of June however, please propose dates which correspond to the
availability of the other participating agencies, should Xeneca agree to including them. I would also note that each project
has a separate surface water reviewer which I have outlined below. Please include these individuals on the meeting
invites for their respective projects. Sajjad Khan, MOE Northern Region Hydrologist, will be working on all three projects.
Wanatango Falls – Rod Sein
Kapuskasing River (4 Sites) – Jim Sutton
Marter Twsp – Blanche River – Eva Maciaszek
As you can see from the below lists there are several overlapping issues for each project. Many of these issues had been
outlined in the joint MOE/MNR letter sent to Xeneca in July 2011. We understand several of these issues are being
addressed in separate forums; however, they are related to the Class EA process and should be noted in the outstanding
issues lists for the projects.
For the Wanatango Falls Project:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stage II Archaeological Study recommended by the Stage I Report submitted with the ESR
Zone of Influence/ Map of study area (including downstream, T/L, ancillary facilities)
Hydrology data outdated, additional flow analysis required
Dam options – high dam or low dam option
Consultation with First Nation and Aboriginal Communities (ACP)
Public Consultation
Consultation with OPG on Frederick House Lake Dam operations
Cumulative Impacts
Social, economic and tourism impacts discussion at local level

For the Kapuskasing River (4 sites):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Zone of Influence for the 4 sites/map of study area delineating the zone of influence
Archaeological Studies
Public Consultation
Consultation with First Nations and Aboriginal Communities (ACP)
Social, economic and tourism impacts discussion at a local level
Waste disposal during construction/construction plan
PTTW
Mercury (studies completed to date, ongoing monitoring)
Consultation with HydroMega (downstream sites)

For Marter:
• Archaeological Studies
• Public Consultation
• Consultation with First Nations and Aboriginal Communities (ACP)
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•
•
•
•
•

Social, economic and tourism impacts discussion at a local level
PTTW
Preferred option/Mapping of the study area ZOI.
Unmanaged waterway?
Hydrology/Flows (not mentioned in issues list)

Please let me know if you require any further information.
Thanks.
_________________________________________

Tina Webb
Environmental Planner/EA Coordinator
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning Unit
Operations Division, Northern Region
199 Larch Street, Suite 1201
Sudbury, Ontario P3E 5P9
Tel.: (705) 564-3205
Fax: (705) 564-4180
email: tina.webb@ontario.ca

please, consider the environment.

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: May 31, 2012 11:54 AM
To: Webb, Tina (ENE)
Cc: Allen, Paula (ENE); Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis; Stephanie Hodsoll; Humera Khan; Ed Laratta; Uwe Roeper
Subject: Issues Lists for Wanatango and Kapuskasing Projects

Dear Tina,
Xeneca is drawing close to completion of its Waterpower Class Environmental Assessment for Wanatango Project on
the Frederick House River, and Kapuskasing Lake Outlet, Lapinigam Rapids, Middle Twp Buchan and Near North
Boundary Projects on the Kapuskasing River.
Through Ministry of Natural Resources’ Site Information Packages (SIPs) provided as part of its site release process and
via Federal/Provincial agency coordination meetings, the attached list of issues and observations has been identified.
To follow up on these topics we would like arrange a meeting to discuss:




the issues that have been raised,
the work undertaken to answer questions
and the action taken to address identified impacts.

The document(s) are in draft form and prepared for near‐future discussion which may be undertaken via video
conference, teleconference or, if required, in person.
Kindly review the list with appropriate staff and identify any other topics that should be added. We would like to
schedule meetings for discussion at the earliest possible juncture. Please provide your available dates in June to
Humera Khan (HKhan@xeneca.com; 416‐590‐3075). She will arrange the meeting date and time.
We look forward to your input and working with your office.
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Very best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5255 Yonge St.
Suite 1200
North York
M2N 6P4
416‐590‐9362
416‐590‐9955 (fax)
647‐588‐9707 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me by
return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Grace Yu <GYu@xeneca.com>
August-08-12 11:40 AM
Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca; Chenier, Chris (MNR); Greenaway, Christine (MNR);
brian.turnbull@ontario.ca; Webb, Tina (ENE); rod.sein@ontario.ca; Smith, Connie
Brett Woodman; Kai Markvorsen; Ed Laratta; Mark Holmes; Uwe Roeper; Nava
Pokharel; Tami Sugarman
Additional Review Documents for the Upcoming Wanatango Agency Meeting
R91084 Wanatango Falls Proposed Operating Plan v6sm.pdf

Hello everyone,
With respect to the upcoming agency meeting for Wanatango Project, two additional documents are provided in this
email for your review.
Please find attached the draft Operating Plan for Wanatango.
The 2011 Environmental Baseline Report (including 2010 content) was uploaded to our FTP site in Folder “Wanatango”.
Some other documents which were uploaded some time ago are still available in Folder “Engineering Documents ‐ June
2012”.
The email below introduces the purpose and content of each document.
Please follow the instructions below to download the documents from our FTP site.

Please feel free to forward this email to other attendees who are not on this list.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com
From: Grace Yu
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 2:16 PM
To: 'Bill.Guthrie@Ontario.ca'; 'Jennifer.Telford@Ontario.ca'; 'Bob.L.Robinson@Ontario.ca'; 'Shaun.Walker@Ontario.ca';
'Nicole.Woolnough@Ontario.ca'; 'Samson, Joanna (MNR)'
Cc: 'Christine.Greenaway@ontario.ca'; 'Dosser, Sandra (MNR)'; Ed Laratta; Nava Pokharel; Uwe Roeper; Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Xeneca Updated Engineering Documents for 11 High Priority Projects

Hello Everyone,
Below is a very brief summary statement for each document provided to you on our FTP site. This is provided to help
you understand the purposes and contents of the documents.
The following five categories of documents were uploaded:
1

1. Proposed Operating Flows and Levels Charts – available for all sites except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.


In 2011, MNR staff asked Xeneca to provide some graphical illustrations about how the plants would be
operated. ORTECH produced a letter report for each project with graphs for each month showing daily and
hourly flows and levels. This info is intended to help better describe facility operation. The info will be
incorporated into the Operations Plan reports.



Big Eddy and Kapuskasing Lake Outlet will be Run of River. The lower two sites on Kapuskasing River will have
the flows released from Lapinigam.

2. Hec‐Ras Steady State Reports ‐ available for all projects on the ftp site.


1‐D HEC‐RAS Steady‐State Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca had additional
bathymetry and modeling work done over the past 12 months. The 1‐D HEC‐RAS reports provide reference
values on flow velocities, wetted perimeter and water depth at various flows and various locations up and
downstream of the projects. The info is to be used as reference info to answer questions about effects at
locations of interest. The reports are not intended for general reading. Note, the headpond extents have NOT
changed (as they did between 2010 and 2011 when Xeneca switched from contour lines to hydraulic modeling
to calculate headpond extent). Most of the changes related to more downstream info being added to the
models.

3. Hec‐Ras Unsteady State Reports‐ all available except Big Eddy and Kapuskasing.


Unsteady State Hydraulic Model Reports: To address questions about downstream ZOI, Xeneca commissioned
modeling studies to assess the amount of downstream river level fluctuation that would occur under various
operating scenarios. The operating scenarios used where taken from the “Proposed Operating Flows and Level
Charts” referenced in (b) above. The reports generally show that the level fluctuations attenuate / decrease
with distance downstream. They also provide some indication of the magnitude of the expected fluctuations.
The fluctuations shown are intended to inform the biological effects assessment. The fluctuations are not
intended to be the proposed compliance limits. Compliance limits will be set in the Operations Plan reports
after negotiation with MNR.



Big Eddy will be Run of River, so a model analysis of downstream flows and levels is not required.

4. Downstream Features Maps ‐ available for all sites, except Big Eddy which is RoR, and 3 upper sites at
Kapuskasing.


Downstream Features Maps: Xeneca has commissioned a series of maps for each site showing the features that
exist downstream. The maps are intended to inform the discussion on downstream ZOI. The maps will be used
in the effects and mitigation analysis. The maps can also be used in combination with the 1‐D HEC‐RAS and the
Unsteady State model data to evaluate specific locations of interest downstream. The maps will become part of
the ER when released.

5. Hec‐Ras Modeling Files. These are the input files used to run the Steady State and Unsteady State Hec‐Ras
models. These files are provided in case you need to run and test the models.
We would also like to give you heads up about other important documents:
1. Existing Conditions Reports: Additional reports on existing conditions data has been posted, representing 2011
field work. These reports should be read in combination with the 2010 baseline reports to provide a more
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complete existing conditions baseline. It should be noted that some 2012 field work was requested by some
districts. This work is still in preparation and will be posted as soon as it is available.
2. Operations Plan reports: MNR staff have requested that Xeneca produce updated Operations Plan reports
(updated as second draft from the ones release in 2011). These reports, generated by ORTECH, are being
posted over the coming weeks. These second draft reports will include an appendix with the “Proposed
Operating Flows and Level Charts” that were previously release as letter reports. The values for downstream
environmental flows and for compensatory flows have been updated for every project (higher than last year).
The flows are consistent with the charts in the Appendix. Xeneca has added a table for “Additional Operating
Constraints” to capture various compliance commitments that arise from negotiation with MNR. Xeneca has
also added an Appendix for “Special Spawning Operation Restrictions” to be negotiated with MNR. The second
draft is intended for discussion and negotiation with MNR before it goes out with the ER.
3. Environmental Report (ER): Xeneca is getting ready to release ER reports for the first tier of “priority projects”
over the coming weeks and months. The reports will be released “for agency review only” before public release.
They will incorporate all of the above reports and reference info (probably as appendices and/or supporting
documents). Xeneca is planning to meet with district staff before and after the ER reports go out. Agency
review copies of the Marter and Wabageshik ERs are scheduled to be issued very soon in first week of
August. Other will follow early September up to October.
Hope this information helps.
Best regards,
Grace

___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL
information. If you have received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Any
unauthorized disclosure, use or retention is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors,
omissions, corruption or virus in contents or attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the
addressee. Revised documents must not be represented as Xeneca work product, without express, written
permission of a Xeneca Director.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kai Markvorsen
February-12-13 2:03 PM
Caitlin Kenny
Muriel Kim; Heather Wolczanski
FW: MOE Clarification on Stage 3 Archaeological for Waterpower EA

FYI and for filing
Kai Markvorsen - Environmental Consultant - (613) 839-1453 x248
From: Uwe Roeper [mailto:URoeper@ortech.ca]
Sent: February-12-13 1:58 PM
To: Allen, Paula (ENE)
Cc: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS); Kulpa, Paula (MTCS); Kwan, Helen L. (ENERGY); Sugar, Alissa (ENE); Harrison2, Michael
(ENE); Brownlee, Laurie (ENE); Cramm, Ellen (ENE); Hutchison, Carrie (ENE); White, Rosanna (ENE); Mitchell, Vicki
(ENE); Armstrong, Bill (ENE); Dosser, Sandra (MNR); luke@woodlandheritage.com; Arnold Chan; Greenaway, Christine
(MNR); Mark Holmes; Ciara DeJong; Tami Sugarman; Grace Yu; Vanesa Enskaitis; Paul Norris; Stephanie Hodsoll; Ed
Laratta; Leah Deveaux; Scott Manser; Kai Markvorsen
Subject: MOE Clarification on Stage 3 Archaeological for Waterpower EA

Hi Paula:
Thank you for the detailed clarification requested by Xeneca at our November 16th meeting with you. The information
provided and your interpretation thereof seems clear. I will share the information with our team and review it in more
detail. We will let you know if we have any further questions.
For the information of your team, we have been working with our archaeological consultant (Woodland Heritage) on
both of the project sites mentioned below. It appears that the archaeological site at Wabageshik is clearly outside of the
Zone of Influence mentioned in your clarification. We will follow up with documentation from the archaeologist to this
effect.
Regarding the Wanatango project, it appears that your interpretation of the EA requirements may require us to carry
out further work in 2013 (year 4 of field studies). We will assess this with the archaeologist and follow up with our
proposed course of action with your team.
Again, thank you for the follow up. I may not fully understand why the Waterpower industry is once again dealt with
differently than Wind and Solar industries, but I none‐the‐less appreciate this valuable clarification. This will allow us to
move forward with more certainty.
Best regards,
Uwe.

Uwe Roeper, M.Sc., P.Eng.
CEO
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge St, Suite 1200
North York, M2N 6P4
Ontario, Canada
1

D. 416.590.3060
C. 647.929.1162

From: Allen, Paula (ENE) [mailto:Paula.Allen@ontario.ca]
Sent: February 12, 2013 1:17 PM
To: Uwe Roeper
Cc: Kirzati, Katherine (MTCS); Kulpa, Paula (MTCS); Kwan, Helen L. (ENERGY); Sugar, Alissa (ENE); Harrison2, Michael
(ENE); Brownlee, Laurie (ENE); Cramm, Ellen (ENE); Hutchison, Carrie (ENE); White, Rosanna (ENE); Mitchell, Vicki
(ENE); Armstrong, Bill (ENE); Dosser, Sandra (MNR); Greenaway, Christine (MNR)
Subject:

Hello Uwe,
To provide the clarification you are seeking, Northern Region staff, in discussions with EAB has formulated the
below interpretation below related to archaeological assessment requirements under the Waterpower Class
EA.
It is MOE’s understanding, following discussions with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS), that
Stage 3 archaeological assessments includes both a site-specific assessment which determines the extent of
the site and the need for mitigation, and recommendations on appropriate mitigation measures.
As described in Section 4.2.2 of the OWA Class EA, proponents are required to assess potential effects of
their proposed projects, as well as any net effects after mitigation. Section 4.3.1 of the Class EA (Assessment
of Effects) further elaborates that the proponent “confirms the potential effects of the project, determines the
appropriate avoidance, prevention and/or mitigation strategies and assesses the net effects of the project.”
The Class EA also requires that consultation take place during the process with the public, agencies, and
Aboriginal communities. The ER must contain enough information to demonstrate the potential impacts of the
project and identify mitigation measures to a level that allows the public, agencies, and Aboriginal communities
to understand the anticipated impacts.
We have confirmed with MTCS that it is the Stage 3 archaeological assessment that determines the extent of
identified archaeological sites and recommends any necessary mitigation measures. As such, it is MOE’s
expectation that Stage 3 archaeological assessments (where recommended by a Stage 2 assessment) be
completed during the Class EA process. This ensures that the proponent is able to include identified mitigation
measures and an assessment of any net effects in the ER.
MTCS has advised that in some cases, where archaeological sites identified during the completion of a Stage
2 archaeological assessment are located outside of the defined Zone of Influence, it may be possible to
mitigate potential impacts through avoidance. Where this approach is used, the location of the archaeological
site relative to the defined limit of the Zone of Influence must allow for the implementation of an undisturbed
buffer area of a minimum of 20 metres around the perimeter of the archaeological site, with no portion of the
buffer encroaching into the Zone of Influence. In addition to the 20 metres, an area of 50 metres beyond
should be recommended for monitoring by a licensed archaeologist (the monitored area may extend into the
defined Zone of Influence for the project).
Where the above requirements can be achieved, proponents can choose to use the avoidance strategy
instead of completing the Stage 3 assessment; however, the completion of a Stage 3 assessment would have
the added benefit of removing the monitoring requirement, and may also reduce the required buffer distance to
less than 20 metres. Where archaeological sites identified during the completion of a Stage 2 assessment are
located within the defined Zone of Influence, the use of this avoidance strategy is not possible because the
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recommended minimum buffer, as outlined above, cannot be achieved. Where you choose this avoidance
strategy (Wabageshik and Wanatango), we encourage you to work with the MTCS to ensure that legislated
requirements are met.
As outlined in the Class EA, all impacts of a project must be assessed as part of the Class EA process, and be
presented to the public, agencies, and Aboriginal communities for review and comment. Therefore, where a
Stage 2 archaeological assessment has recommended the completion of a Stage 3 assessment, it is MOE’s
expectation that the Stage 3 assessment or (where possible) commitments to implement the above-noted
avoidance strategy, be provided during the EA process, and included within the ER.
In follow-up to our meeting on Monday, February 4, 2013, I have review the ministry comments provided to
Xeneca on a project by project basis and find that we have been consistent in our messaging on
archaeological assessment requirements during the Waterpower Class EA process. Additionally, I have done
a fairly thorough reviewed of waterpower projects that followed the Waterpower Class EA or O. Reg. 116/01
and found that all the project where Stage 2 assessments recommended a Stage 3 assessment, the Stage 3
assessments were completed during the EA process.
I hope this provides the clarification you were seeking. If you have any further question please give me a call.

Paula Allen
Supervisor
Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning
Technical Support Section
Northern Region
Ministry of the Environment
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Subject:

FW: MTCS Partial Clearance Letter re Wanatango Falls

From: Arnold Chan
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 4:25 PM
To: Brownlee, Laurie (ENE)
Cc: Paige.campbell@ontario.ca; John Pollock; lianne.kentish@ontario.ca; Kira M.M. Dunham; Irene Linklater; James
Naveau; Cathy Yandeau; ryanray@shaw.ca; Andy Lefebvre; Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Leah Deveaux (LDeveaux@ortech.ca);
Dean Assinewe
Subject: MTCS Partial Clearance Letter re Wanatango Falls

Dear Laurie:
Please see my attached letter of today and a letter from Paige Campbell, Archaeology Review Officer, Ministry of
Tourism Culture and Sport dated August 12, 2013.
I trust that this addresses the concerns of the Ministry of the Environment as it relates to the requirement to complete
Stage 3 and 4 work at Wanatango Falls in advance of the filing of the final Class EA, and as it relates to the consultation
requirements.
If you have any concerns or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at your kind convenience.
Yours truly,

Arnold G. Chan
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
Vice-President, Aboriginal Affairs & General Counsel
Yonge-Norton Centre
5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200
Toronto, Ontario M2N 6P4
Direct: (416) 590-3067
Office: (416) 590-9362 (ext. 3067)
Fax: (416) 590-9955
achan@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com
This transmission is intended only for the addressee and contains PRIVILEGED or CONFIDENTIAL information. Any
unauthorized disclosure, use or retention is strictly prohibited. Xeneca does not accept liability for any errors, omissions,
corruption or virus in contents or attachments. Information is provided for use "as is" by the addressee. Revised
documents must not be represented as Xeneca work product, without express, written permission of a Xeneca
Director. If you have received this electronic mail in error, please immediately notify the sender. Thank you.

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

Ministry of Tourism and Culture

Ministère du Tourisme et de la Culture

Culture Programs Unit
Programs and Services Branch
Culture Division
435 S. James St., Suite 334
Thunder Bay, ON P7E 6S7
Tel.:
807 475-1632
Fax:
807 475-1297

Unité des programmes culturels
Direction des programmes et des services
Division de culture
Bureau 334, 435 rue James sud
Thunder Bay, ON P7E 6S7
Tél.:
807 475-1632
Téléc.: 807 475-1297

May 10, 2011
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5160 Yonge St., Suite 520
Toronto, ON M2N 6L9
RE: Proposed Hydroelectric Development Frederick House River, Mann Twp.
(Wanatango Falls)
MNR Site # 4MD02
FIT#:

FIT-000643-WAT-130-301

IRIMS: HD000597
PIF:
P065-126-2010
Dear Proponent:
This letter constitutes the Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s written comments as required by s.
22(3)(a) of O. Reg. 359/09 under the Environmental Protection Act regarding archaeological
assessments undertaken for the above project.
Based on the information contained in the report(s) you have submitted for this project, the
Ministry believes the archaeological assessment complies with the Ontario Heritage Act's
licensing requirements, including the licence terms and conditions and the Ministry's 1993
Archaeological Assessment Technical Guidelines. Please note that the Ministry makes no
representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the Report(s).*
The report(s) recommends the following:


A precontact portage around Wanatango Falls has been noted in the 1919 Annual Report for
the Bureau of Mines. An additional portage was noted running from Wanatango Falls east to
Pickerel Lake. Both of these are shown in Figure 2. This historic information leads to the
conclusion that areas of high archaeological potential exist for the Wanatango Falls area, as
well as the north and south sections of the Frederick House River.





As the proposed water power site will inundate areas of high archaeological potential along
the Frederick House River (see Figures 3-12), it is recommended that follow up Stage 2
assessments be carried out for those areas shown in Figures 4, 6, 8, 10 and 12.
It is also recommended that once the final location of access roads, new transmission lines,
aggregate pits and other infrastructure are finalized, that these areas be subject to a Stage 2
assessment if they are determined to have high archaeological potential.
The Stage 2 archaeological work will be subject to the 2010 Standards and Guidelines as its
commencement will occur in 2011.

The Ministry is satisfied with these recommendations.
This letter does not waive any requirements which you may have under the Ontario Heritage
Act. A separate letter addressing archaeological licensing obligations under the Act will be sent
to the archaeologist who completed the assessment and will be copied to you.
This letter does not constitute approval of the renewable energy project. Approvals of the project
may be required under other statutes and regulations. It is your responsibility to obtain any
necessary approvals or licences.
Please feel free to contact me if you have questions or require additional information.
Sincerely,

Andrew Hinshelwood
Archaeology Review Officer

cc.
**

Consultant

In no way will the Ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result:
(a) if the Report(s) or its recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b)
from the issuance of this letter. Further measures may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or
archaeological sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or
fraudulent.

Ministry of Tourism and Culture

Ministère du Tourisme et de la Culture

Culture Services Unit
Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7

Unité des services culturels
Direction des programmes et des
services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto ON M7A 0A7
Tél. :
416 314-3108
Téléc. : 416 314 7175

Tel.
Fax:

416 314-3108
416 314-7175

November 4, 2011
Vanesa Enskaitis
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5255 Yonge St., Suite 1200
North York, Ontario
M2N 6P4
Subject:
Project:
Applicant:
Location:

Environmental Report, Class EA for Water Power Projects
Frederick House River – Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
Mann Township, Cochrane District

Dear Ms. Enskaitis,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Report prepared as part of the
environmental assessment process related to the above noted proposed project.
The Ministry of Tourism and Culture’s (MTC) interest in this proposed project relates to our
mandate of conserving, protecting and preserving Ontario’s heritage including cultural heritage
landscapes, built heritage resources and archaeological sites.
This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, and has the following comments:
Executive Summary
The executive summary should address all types of cultural heritage resources. This section
summarizes the findings related to archaeological resources but there is no summary of findings
related to built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes.
Section 2.10 Cultural Heritage
Subsection 2.10.2 states that based on the results of the Stage 1 assessment the potential for
the presence of built heritage structures within the project area is expected to be negligible and
that this would be confirmed through the Stage 2. There is no summary within section 2.10 that
addresses cultural heritage landscapes.
Archaeological assessments do not address known or potential built heritage resources or
cultural heritage landscapes therefore it is not sufficient to use only the findings of an
archaeological assessment to support the conclusion that these types of cultural heritage
resources are not present within the study area.
Table 4: Identified Issues and Management Strategies
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This table indicates that the Stage 1 archaeological assessment did not identify potential for
built heritage resources and that this would be confirmed through the Stage 2 assessment.
While not discussed elsewhere in the report, this table addresses cultural heritage landscapes.
However, the comments included in the table are also based on the Stage 1 archaeological
assessment. As discussed above, archaeological assessments alone are not sufficient to
support the conclusion that built heritage and cultural heritage landscapes are located in the
study area.
Table 5: Residual Environmental Effects and Significance
This table identifies the potential for residual effect on archaeological resources, built heritage,
and cultural heritage landscapes, but states that this determination is pending the completion of
the Stage 2 archaeological assessment. Archaeological assessments are not appropriate for
assessing residual effects on cultural heritage landscapes and built heritage resources.
Section 9 Regulatory Approvals and Permits
This section includes Table 7: List of Potential Regulatory Approvals. MTC is included as an
agency within this table. The Ministry licenses all archaeologists who carry out fieldwork in
Ontario, and as a condition of their licence, archaeologists must document the results of the
fieldwork they carry out in Ontario by filing archaeological reports with this ministry for review.
However, MTC is not an approval authority. Ministry staff review each report prepared by
licensed archaeologists, including archaeological assessment reports, to ensure that the
licensed archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of his or her licence, including our
requirements for fieldwork and reporting.
Section 11 Conclusions
On page 112 it states that: “Additionally, the Stage 1 archaeological assessment of the project
determined the potential for cultural resources to be impacted by the project.” As stated above,
archaeological assessments only address archaeology, therefore “cultural resources” should be
replaced with “archaeological resources”.
Additional comments:
Marine Archaeology
The archaeological fieldwork and reporting completed to date for this project addresses only
land based impacts. Due to the nature of this project, as a best practice MTC recommends
undertaking a marine archaeological assessment for those areas where there is a possibility of
impacting potential marine archaeological sites.
The above are comments from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture on the report. We trust that
this is of assistance; please let this office know if you have any questions.
Regards,
Laura Hatcher
Heritage Planner
Ministry of Tourism and Culture
Cc:

Chris Schiller, Manager, Culture Services Unit
Ministry of Tourism and Culture
Laurie Brownlee, Environmental Planner & EA Coordinator
Ministry of the Environment
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Other provincial and federal agencies

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mongeon, Richard (MTO) <Richard.Mongeon@ontario.ca>
March-23-11 5:22 PM
Stephanie Hodsoll
Re: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification

Thx
I saved it and was able to print w/o the maps..
Cheers

From: Stephanie Hodsoll <SHodsoll@xeneca.com>
To: Mongeon, Richard (MTO)
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis <VEnskaitis@xeneca.com>
Sent: Wed Mar 23 17:08:56 2011
Subject: RE: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification

Hi Richard,
I tried to attach the PD for you but it’s too large and bounced back. The link is below. Hope this helps. (Please read email
below)
Thanks,
Steph
Stephanie Hodsoll
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St., Suite 520
North York, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 112
F: 416-590-9955
www.xeneca.com
From: Stephanie Hodsoll
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 3:37 PM
To: 'Mongeon, Richard (MTO)'
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis
Subject: RE: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification

Hi Richard,
We are both travelling for PICs this week, so sorry for the delay in response. We’re in Sudbury right now and headed to
Cochrane tomorrow.
I’m not sure what format you were trying to print? The PD is on our website http://www.xeneca.com/files/OE8626%20Final%20Project%20Description%20%20Wanatango%20OEL%20March%2020
11.pdf
I have also attached it.
Please let me know if you’re able to get to the PD.
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Thanks,
Steph

Stephanie Hodsoll
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St., Suite 520
North York, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 112
F: 416-590-9955
www.xeneca.com
From: Mongeon, Richard (MTO) [mailto:Richard.Mongeon@ontario.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2011 11:21 AM
To: Stephanie Hodsoll
Subject: FW: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification

Hello Stephanie......is Vanessa away this week ?
perhaps you can help me with this document ?

From: Mongeon, Richard (MTO)
Sent: March 21, 2011 4:00 PM
To: 'Vanesa Enskaitis'
Subject: RE: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification

Hi Vanessa.....I've tried printing the "Project Description" document but to no avail......
Do you have this in another format you could send pls?
thx....Richard/

From: Vanesa Enskaitis [mailto:VEnskaitis@xeneca.com]
Sent: March 15, 2011 2:27 PM
To: Vanesa Enskaitis
Subject: Wanatango Falls - PIC Notification
March 15, 2011
Good afternoon!
Xeneca would like to invite you to our upcoming Public Information Centre for our proposed Wanatango Falls
waterpower project on the Frederick House River.
Please join us Thursday, March 24 from 4 – 8 p.m. at the Tim Horton Event Centre in Cochrane, Ontario.
Attached are the Public Information Centre Notice running in Cochrane Times Post as well as posted on our website
www.Xeneca.com
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This PIC will be an opportunity to speak to Xeneca staff and technical experts about any questions you may have. It
will be an open house format, rather than a formal presentation.
Maps and informational panels (both process-related and project-specific) will be on display.
We will also provide takeaway packages with a brief project overview, site map and Citizen’s Guide to the Waterpower
Class EA.
We hope to see you there!
Yours truly,
Vanesa

Vanesa Enskaitis
Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development Inc.
5160 Yonge Street, Suite 520
Toronto, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 104
F: 416-590-9955
E: venskaitis@xeneca.com
Visit the Xeneca website for the most up-to-date project information:
www.xeneca.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

McDonald, Lisa <lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca>
April-20-11 8:32 AM
Environmental Assessment Information
Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl
[Ontario]; Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]; Tami Sugarman
RE: Xeneca Wanatango
NWPA APPLICATION GUIDE.PDF

Hi Pilar,
Unfortunately, I am not able to attend today’s meeting. A very urgent issue has come up with another file that requires
my immediate attention. I apologize for cancelling on short notice.
As detailed by Stephanie below, Transport Canada (TC) has been identified as an RA for this project. TC is responsible
for the administration of the Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA), which prohibits the construction or placement of
any “works” in, on, over, under, through or across navigable waters without first obtaining approval. Based on the
information provided in the project description, there are project elements or activities that may cross or affect a
potentially navigable waterway. As such, Xeneca must submit an NWPA application to the Navigable Waters Protection
Office, as outlined in the attached Application Guide, preferably as soon as possible.
As part of the NWPA application process, the Navigable Waters Protection Office will require general arrangement
drawings of the proposed facility including:



plan view (with dimensions), showing the location (distance from dam) of the safety boom (including colour) and
the portage entry, exit and signage locations; and,
profile view (with dimensions), including normal operating water levels.

The Navigable Waters Protection Office will also require a location map, plan view and profile view for each access road
and transmission line that crosses a waterway. These drawings must show water level and navigational clearance. Six
copies of all maps/plans will be required.
Please note that while final plans will be required prior to completing the NWPA application process, they are not required
to initiate the process. Questions specific to the NWPA application process should be directed to the Navigable
Waters Protection Office at 1-866-821-6631 or NWPontario-PENontario@tc.gc.ca.
If you have any questions regarding TC’s EA-role for this project, please phone me at 416.952.0475.

Sincerely,

Lisa McDonald
Environmental Officer
Transport Canada ‐ Ontario Region
4900 Yonge Street, 4th Floor (PHE)
North York, ON M2N 6A5
phone: 416.952.0475
e‐mail: lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca
From: Environmental Assessment Information [mailto:eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2011 7:30 AM
To: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]; Tami Sugarman
Cc: Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; McDonald, Lisa; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]
Subject: RE: Xeneca Wanatango

Thank you Stephanie,
This will be noted in today’s meeting.
Regards,
Pilar

Environmental Assessment Information
OEL-HydroSys Inc. – 3108 Carp Rd. - P.O. Box 430, Carp, Ontario, Canada K0A 1L0
(T) (613) 839-1453

(F) (613) 839-5376

eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca

OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA] [mailto:Stephanie.Davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca]
Sent: April-19-11 4:44 PM
To: Tami Sugarman
Cc: Environmental Assessment Information; Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; McDonald, Lisa; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca;
Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]
Subject: Xeneca Wanatango

Hi Tami,
Further to my email yesterday to Pilar, I wanted to confirm I won’t be able to make the Wanatango
Falls meeting as I have a funeral to attend.
I have provided a short overview of where we are in the federal process to inform the meeting.
The FCR will be finished as of tomorrow. Triggers have been identified under the NWP Act and the
Fisheries Act.
Transport Canada and Fisheries and Oceans Canada would be acting as Responsible Authorities
(RAs) for the project. Natural Resources Canada, Environment Canada
and Health Canada would act as expert authorities and provide advice and information as required.
A coordination meeting will be held the first week of May. The posting on the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Registry will take place shortly after.
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The final contact list for the project is below for your info. I’ve already sent Pilar the relevant email
addresses. My understanding is a number of the RAs and FAs will be calling in to the meeting.
Kind Regards,
Stephanie
Responsible Authorities
DFO – Carl Jorgensen
TC – Lisa McDonald
Expert Federal Authorities
HC – Kitty Ma
NRCan – Caitlin Scott
EC – Sheryl Lusk

Stephanie Davis, B.Eng
Environmental Assessment Analyst | Analyste d'évaluation environnementale
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency | Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale
Ontario Region | Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 | 55, avenue St-Clair Est, pièce 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Telephone l Téléphone 416-954-7334
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416-952-1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Karen Fortin
April-20-11 8:35 AM
Pilar DePedro
FW: Xeneca Wanatango
NWPA APPLICATION GUIDE.PDF

I’ve saved this in the general correspondence folder…
Karen

Karen Fortin - OEL-HydroSys Carp - (613) 839-1453 ext. 261
From: McDonald, Lisa [mailto:lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2011 8:32 AM
To: Environmental Assessment Information
Cc: Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]; Davis,Stephanie [CEAA];
Tami Sugarman
Subject: RE: Xeneca Wanatango

Hi Pilar,
Unfortunately, I am not able to attend today’s meeting. A very urgent issue has come up with another file that requires
my immediate attention. I apologize for cancelling on short notice.
As detailed by Stephanie below, Transport Canada (TC) has been identified as an RA for this project. TC is responsible
for the administration of the Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA), which prohibits the construction or placement of
any “works” in, on, over, under, through or across navigable waters without first obtaining approval. Based on the
information provided in the project description, there are project elements or activities that may cross or affect a
potentially navigable waterway. As such, Xeneca must submit an NWPA application to the Navigable Waters Protection
Office, as outlined in the attached Application Guide, preferably as soon as possible.
As part of the NWPA application process, the Navigable Waters Protection Office will require general arrangement
drawings of the proposed facility including:



plan view (with dimensions), showing the location (distance from dam) of the safety boom (including colour) and
the portage entry, exit and signage locations; and,
profile view (with dimensions), including normal operating water levels.

The Navigable Waters Protection Office will also require a location map, plan view and profile view for each access road
and transmission line that crosses a waterway. These drawings must show water level and navigational clearance. Six
copies of all maps/plans will be required.
Please note that while final plans will be required prior to completing the NWPA application process, they are not required
to initiate the process. Questions specific to the NWPA application process should be directed to the Navigable
Waters Protection Office at 1-866-821-6631 or NWPontario-PENontario@tc.gc.ca.
If you have any questions regarding TC’s EA-role for this project, please phone me at 416.952.0475.

Sincerely,
1

Lisa McDonald
Environmental Officer
Transport Canada ‐ Ontario Region
4900 Yonge Street, 4th Floor (PHE)
North York, ON M2N 6A5
phone: 416.952.0475
e‐mail: lisa.mcdonald@tc.gc.ca
From: Environmental Assessment Information [mailto:eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2011 7:30 AM
To: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]; Tami Sugarman
Cc: Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; McDonald, Lisa; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca; Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]
Subject: RE: Xeneca Wanatango

Thank you Stephanie,
This will be noted in today’s meeting.
Regards,
Pilar

Environmental Assessment Information
– 3108 Carp Rd. - P.O. Box 430, Carp, Ontario, Canada K0A 1L0

OEL-HydroSys Inc.

(T) (613) 839-1453

(F) (613) 839-5376

eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca

OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: Davis,Stephanie [CEAA] [mailto:Stephanie.Davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca]
Sent: April-19-11 4:44 PM
To: Tami Sugarman
Cc: Environmental Assessment Information; Karen Fortin; Jorgensen, Carl A; McDonald, Lisa; kitty_ma@hc-sc.gc.ca;
Scott, Caitlin; Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario]
Subject: Xeneca Wanatango

Hi Tami,
Further to my email yesterday to Pilar, I wanted to confirm I won’t be able to make the Wanatango
Falls meeting as I have a funeral to attend.
I have provided a short overview of where we are in the federal process to inform the meeting.
2

The FCR will be finished as of tomorrow. Triggers have been identified under the NWP Act and the
Fisheries Act.
Transport Canada and Fisheries and Oceans Canada would be acting as Responsible Authorities
(RAs) for the project. Natural Resources Canada, Environment Canada
and Health Canada would act as expert authorities and provide advice and information as required.
A coordination meeting will be held the first week of May. The posting on the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Registry will take place shortly after.
The final contact list for the project is below for your info. I’ve already sent Pilar the relevant email
addresses. My understanding is a number of the RAs and FAs will be calling in to the meeting.
Kind Regards,
Stephanie
Responsible Authorities
DFO – Carl Jorgensen
TC – Lisa McDonald
Expert Federal Authorities
HC – Kitty Ma
NRCan – Caitlin Scott
EC – Sheryl Lusk

Stephanie Davis, B.Eng
Environmental Assessment Analyst | Analyste d'évaluation environnementale
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency | Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale
Ontario Region | Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 | 55, avenue St-Clair Est, pièce 907, Toronto, ON M4T 1M2
stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Telephone l Téléphone 416-954-7334
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416-952-1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lusk,Sheryl [Ontario] <Sheryl.Lusk@ec.gc.ca>
November-04-11 2:11 PM
Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]
EC's preliminary comments on the October 2011 Environmental Report for Wanatango
Falls

Hi Stephanie,
Please note that as the proponent has stated that a separate draft CEAA screening report will be
submitted for review at a later date, EC will conduct a more comprehensive review at that time. I
would, however, like to provide a few preliminary comments on the October 2011 Environmental
Report (ESR) for Xeneca's proposed Wanatango Falls hydroelectric generating station project.
•

On the first page of the Executive Summary, it is stated that the Feed-in-Tariff contract
requires facility commissioning by October 2014. However, on p. 3 of the April 20, 2011 EA
Coordination meeting minutes, April 2015 is identified as the deadline for
commissioning. Please clarify.

•

In Figure 2 on p. 3, it is indicated that Site Preparation is tentatively scheduled to occur during
the 2nd quarter (April – June) of 2012, and that Construction is tentatively scheduled to begin
in the 3rd quarter (July – September) of 2012 and conclude by the 1st quarter (January – March)
of 2014. These activities, however, potentially conflict with the core breeding bird season
which takes place between May 16th and July 31st each year for this region. Specifically, Site
Preparation potentially occurs during the first half of the 2012 core breeding bird season, and
Construction potentially occurs during the last third of the 2012 core breeding bird season and
the entire 2013 core breeding bird season. Project construction, operation or maintenance
activities such as vegetation clearing, site grubbing, site access, excavation and piling of
soil/fill could result in the "incidental take" of migratory birds or their nests if conducted in
migratory bird habitat, especially during the breeding season. Additionally, construction
activities (such as blasting) could disturb nearby breeding birds and disrupt breeding. The
“incidental take” of migratory bird nests or the disturbance, destruction or taking of the nest
of a migratory bird are prohibited under section 6 of the Migratory Bird Regulations (MBRs),
under the authority of the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994. For more information on how
to avoid the "incidental take" of migratory bird nests and eggs, please visit
http://www.ec.gc.ca/paom-itmb.

•

In Table 4 on p. 68, under the issue of “Management of excavated materials (blast rock, fill,
aggregates, etc.),” mitigation includes the statement “[i]f Acid Rock Drainage (ARD) is
determined to be an issue, an ARD Management Plan will be prepared including measures for
avoidance, mitigation, and treatment methods for ARD as well as long-term storage methods
1

for acid-generating spoils which would entail isolation of spoils from water and air to prevent
leaching.” On p. 5 of the April 20, 2011 EA Coordination meeting minutes, Environment
Canada advised Xeneca to conduct, as a first step, a desktop study of the geology in the
project study area to determine the potential for ARD. It is not stated in the ESR whether this
study (or any preliminary testing) has been or will be conducted. Again, EC recommends that
Xeneca determine the acid-generating potential of the bedrock prior to any excavation or
blasting activities.

•

In the sections on Species at Risk in both the ESR and Annex III, Rusty Blackbird (SARA
Schedule I, Special Concern) has been identified as one of several SARs possibly occurring in
the study area, but then in further discussions, it is omitted. Please explain the rationale for
dropping Rusty Blackbird from the list of potential SARs.

•

In the last paragraph of Section 4.2.2. (Birds) on p. 38 of Annex III, it is mentioned that further
discussion of the avian SARs can be found in Section 5.1.2 (Species at Risk). However, Section
5.1.2 does not exist, only Section 5.1. Please clarify.

•

In Table 11 on p. 41 of Annex III, a column for SARA status (and not just the COSEWIC status)
should be included.

•

In the sections on Common Nighthawk and Olive-sided Flycatcher on p. 47 and 48 of Annex
III, it should be explicitly stated (similar to what is stated for Canada Warbler on p. 49) that
both species are designated as Threatened nationally, are listed on Schedule I of SARA, and
are therefore protected wherever they may occur (i.e., federal, private, and provincial land).

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Sheryl
Sheryl Lusk
Environmental Assessment Officer
Environmental Assessment Section
Environmental Protection Operations Division - Ontario
Environmental Stewardship Branch
Environment Canada
4905 Dufferin Street
Toronto ON M3H 5T4
sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca
Telephone 416-739-5962
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Facsimile 416-739-4405
Government of Canada
Website www.ec.gc.ca

Sheryl Lusk
Agent d'évaluation environnementale
Section de programme d’évaluation environnementale
Division des opérations de protection de l’environnement de l’Ontario
Direction générale de l'intendance environnementale
Environnement Canada
4905 rue Dufferin
Toronto ON M3H 5T4
sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca
Téléphone 416-739-5962
Télécopieur 416-739-4405
Gouvernement du Canada
Site Web www.ec.gc.ca
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Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for
review
Xeneca - Proponent Notification of Terminated Screenings.pdf

From: Donato, Angela [mailto:Angela.Donato@NRCan-RNCan.gc.ca]
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2012 2:36 PM
To: Grace Yu
Subject: RE: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for review
Hi Grace,
Along with Amy's response below, NRCan will no longer be reviewing the Xeneca projects stated in DFO's July 12, 2012
letter and can be removed from correspondence.
Thank you,
Angela Donato
613-947-5861

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: August 10, 2012 15:35
To: Liu,Amy [CEAA]; Allen, Paula (ENE); Donato, Angela
Cc: Ed Laratta; Eggers, Kelly; Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]; Blajchman,Amiel [CEAA]
Subject: RE: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for review

Thank you Amy for the confirmation. We will remove CEAA contacts from the list.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

From: Liu,Amy [CEAA] [mailto:Amy.Liu@ceaa-acee.gc.ca]
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 3:26 PM
To: Grace Yu; Allen, Paula (ENE); Angela.Donato@nrcan.gc.ca; Selinger, Wayne (MNR); Cobb, Eric (MNR)
Cc: Ed Laratta; Eggers, Kelly; Davis,Stephanie [CEAA]; Blajchman,Amiel [CEAA]
Subject: RE: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for review

Hi Grace.
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In light of the new Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 2012, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency is no
longer involved with the hydro projects, proposed by Xeneca Power Development Inc., that are listed in DFO’s attached
July 12, 2012 letter. Can you please take the CEA Agency contacts off your distribution lists for these projects?
Thank you.

Amy Liu
Project Manager | Gestionnaire de projects
Ontario Region l Agence canadienne d'évaluation environnementale, Région de l'Ontario
55 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 907 Toronto ON M4T 1M2 l 55 avenue St. Clair Est pièce 907 Toronto ON M4T 1M2
amy.liu@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Telephone l Téléphone 416-952-1585
Facsimile l Télécopieur 416-952-1573
Government of Canada | Gouvernement du Canada

From: Grace Yu [mailto:GYu@xeneca.com]
Sent: August 10, 2012 2:14 PM
To: Allen, Paula (ENE); Liu,Amy [CEAA]; Angela.Donato@nrcan.gc.ca; Selinger, Wayne (MNR); Cobb, Eric (MNR)
Cc: Ed Laratta
Subject: FW: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for review

Hello everyone,
FYI. The draft Wabageshik ER is available for agency review for a 30 days review period.
Apologies for you were not copied to on the distribution list below.
Thank you.
Best regards,
Grace
___________________________________________________________________________________
Grace Yu (M. Env. Sc., EPt) | Environmental Assessment/Approvals Officer | Xeneca Power Development Inc.

5255 Yonge Street, Suite 1200, North York, ON M2N 6P4
Tel: 416 590 3064 | Fax: 416 590 9955 | Email: gyu@xeneca.com

From: Kai Markvorsen [mailto:kmarkvorsen@wesa.ca]
Sent: Friday, August 10, 2012 11:41 AM
To: kelly.eggers@dfo-mpo.gc.ca; sheryl.lusk@ec.gc.ca; ellen.cramm@ontario.ca; mohammad.khan@ontario.ca;
rod.sein@ontario.ca; Robinson, Bob (MTO); parise.drolet@ontario.ca; stephanie.davis@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Cc: Ed Laratta; Grace Yu; Stephanie Hodsoll; Tami Sugarman
Subject: Wabageshik Rapids - Vermilion River draft environmental report available for review

Good morning,
On behalf of Xeneca Power Development Inc., please be advised that the draft environmental report for the
Wabageshik Rapids Generating Station on the Vermilion River is now available for review.
Xeneca is providing this document for discussion purposes as part of a 30‐calendar day draft review period scheduled to
end on September 11th, 2012. This review period is intended to allow regulatory agencies a preliminary opportunity to
2

identify issues and concerns prior to the document being finalised and shared with the public for the formal thirty‐day
public and agency review.
The report can be downloaded from our FTP site using Internet Explorer and the following access information:

Hard copies and/or digital copies on CD have been distributed via courier to those who have requested the report in
those formats.
If you have any questions or have difficulty accessing the FTP site please feel free to contact me.
Respectfully,
Kai
The linked image cannot be displayed. The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

Kai Markvorsen B.Sc.
Environmental Consultant
(T) (613) 839-1453 x 248 (C) (613) 277-1164 kmarkvorsen@wesa.ca

www.wesa.ca

NOTE: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, please delete it immediately. Unauthorized transmission of this e-mail is prohibited.
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From: Tami Sugarman
Sent: December-06-10 9:06 AM
To: Tovey, Dan (MAH)
Cc: Kaufman, Wendy (MAH); White, Charlsey (MAH); Philippa McPhee; Pilar DePedro
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc.

Acknowledged.
Best regards
Tami

Tami Sugarman - OEL-HydroSys Carp - (613) 839-1453 x229
From: Tovey, Dan (MAH) [mailto:Dan.Tovey@ontario.ca]
Sent: December 3, 2010 6:43 PM
To: Tami Sugarman
Cc: Kaufman, Wendy (MAH); White, Charlsey (MAH); Philippa McPhee; Pilar DePedro
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc.
Tami,
As noted in our July 20th correspondence, MMAH's Northeastern Municipal Services office doesn't need to be further
notified on any of the projects you've identified below.
Thanks
Dan Tovey|Manager(A)
Community Planning and Development, Northeastern Municipal Services Office
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
: 705.564.7128|:705.564.6863| :dan.tovey@ontario.ca
Visit our OnRAMP Site at: www.mah.gov.on.ca\onramp-ne
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Please consider the environment before printing this email note.
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From: Tami Sugarman [mailto:tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: November 25, 2010 1:45 PM
To: Tovey, Dan (MAH)
Cc: Kaufman, Wendy (MAH); White, Charlsey (MAH); Elms, Michael (MAH); Philippa McPhee; Pilar DePedro
Subject: RE: Xeneca Power Development Inc.

Hello Dan and MAH team:
Thank you for providing a copy of your Ministry’s correspondence to Xeneca dated July 20, 2010. This
correspondence was not shared with my office, which may explain why we did not contact your regional
offices directly.
For the Larder site it is very clear that no further engagement of the MAH is required.
Please clarify: To what degree, if at all, does your Ministry need to be further notified in the EA planning
processes for the remaining proposed waterpower development projects? We have the MAH team organized
as such;
For the six projects that we have issued Project Descriptions to date:
• Serpent- Four Slide Falls - Charlsey White
• Serpent- McCarthy Chute - Charlsey White
• Ivanhoe- The Chute, Wendy Kaufman
• Wanapatei- Allen and Struthers, Wendy Kaufman
• Vermilion- Wabageshik, Wendy Kaufman
• Petawawa- Half Mile, Michael Elms
And for some pending Project Descriptions:
• Petawawa- Big Eddy - Michael Elms
• Blanche- Marter Twp. - Wendy Kaufman
• Ivanhoe- Third Falls - Wendy Kaufman
• Vermilion- At Soo Crossing, Cascade Falls, McPherson Falls - Wendy Kaufman
• Frederickhouse- Wanatango – Wendy Kaufman
Our consultation and engagement plan for these projects include the municipalities listed in your July 20 letter
as well as others identified for each project. We will ensure that these municipalities are provided with
opportunities to engage in the planning process, including all mandatory notice points.
Respectfully,
Tami Sugarman

Tami Sugarman, B.Sc., P.Geo. – Principal, Environmental Assessment and Approvals Coordinator
– 3108 Carp Road - P.O. Box 430, Carp Ontario K0A 1L0

OEL-HydroSys Inc.

(T) (613) 839-1453 x229

(C) (613) 894-3509

(F) (613) 839-5376

tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca
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OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: Si ce courriel ne vous est pas adressé, veuillez le supprimer immédiatement. La transmission non autorisée de ce courriel est interdite.

Pensez à l'environnement avant l'impression de ce courriel

From: Tovey, Dan (MAH) [mailto:Dan.Tovey@ontario.ca]
Sent: November 23, 2010 2:22 PM
To: Tami Sugarman
Cc: VEnskaitis@xeneca.com; Kaufman, Wendy (MAH); White, Charlsey (MAH); Pilar DePedro; Elms, Michael (MAH)
Subject: Xeneca Power Development Inc.
Hello Tami,
Over the last few days this office has received several emails containing the link to the project description and advance
notice on upcoming meetings for FIT projects in the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•

Allan and Struthers (Wanapitei R)
Serpent River
Larder River
Ivanhoe
Wabagishik Rapids

An individual response re the Larder River was provided via email on Friday, November 19, 2010.
Review of our files has revealed that a comprehensive response regarding 19 FIT projects was provided by our office to
Mr. Peter Gilette by mail on July 20, 2010 following a telephone discussion with Vanesa Enskaitis. The unsigned
version of our response is attached for your reference.
Thank you for providing us with a second opportunity to comment on some of these projects, but this first response will be
the only comments that our office will be putting forward.
The Petawawa River notice should be directed to Mike Elms, Manager of Community Planning and Development, of our
Eastern Municipal Services Office (c.c.'d on this email).
Thank you,
Dan Tovey|Manager(A)
Northeastern Municipal Services Office
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
: 705.564.7128|:705.564.6863| :dan.tovey@ontario.ca
Visit our OnRAMP Site at: www.mah.gov.on.ca\onramp-ne
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Please consider the environment before printing this email note.

From: Tami Sugarman [mailto:tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: November 21, 2010 1:10 PM
To: Liu,Amy [CEAA]; Hutchison, Carrie (ENE); rich.rudolph@dfo-mpo.gc.ca; EnviroOnt@tc.gc.ca;
EACoordination_ON@inac-ainc.gc.ca; melanie_lalani@hc-sc.gc.ca; Rob.Dobos@ec.gc.ca; Caitlin.Scott@NRCan.gc.ca;
Robinson, Bob L. (MNR); Webber, Gerry (MTC); Miller, Chuck (MNR); Morello, Murray (MNDMF); Tovey, Dan (MAH);
Kaufman, Wendy (MAH); Gibson, Amy (MEI); Pickles, David (MAA); Godin, Greg (MTO); paul.sajatovic@sudbury.ca;
3

townkill@vianet.on.ca
Cc: Ed Laratta; Vanesa Enskaitis; Philippa McPhee; pnorris@owa.ca; Rob Steele
Subject: Xeneca Power Development Inc. proposed Allen and Struthers waterpower project on the Wanapitei River Project Description Document Notice
Importance: High

Good afternoon:
On behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. we are pleased to provide you with the attached letter of
introduction and directions to accessing and downloading the project description document for the proposed
Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. waterpower development at the Allen and Struthers Project site located on the
Wanapitei River in northeastern Ontario. Xeneca has been awarded a Feed-in Tariff (FIT) contract for this site
by the Ontario Power Authority (OPA).
You are included on our email list as you have been identified as the one-window contact for your organization
and are listed as such on the Contact List for the project. We ask that you distribute this information to
colleagues within your organization that should be involved in the planning process. If the main contact for
your organization is someone other than you please inform us at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca as soon as possible so
that our staff can update the contact list accordingly.
We have elected to distribute this document in electronic format for environmental reasons. You may access
our FTP site by completing the following instructions:

An attached word document guide will assist you with the download process. You will
need to activate passive mode in your Internet Explorer browser to be able to access the
FTP site behind our corporate firewall.
Aboriginal communities located nearby will also be receiving this notice directly from Xeneca’s First Nation and
Aboriginal Relations Liaison, Mr. Dean Assinewe.
A hard paper copy and/or CD Rom copy of the project description document will be issued shortly to federal
agencies and Aboriginal communities.
Other Parties: If you require a paper and/or CD Rom copy in addition to this electronic copy please notify us
at EAinfo@oel-hydrosys.ca otherwise we will assume that this electronic version is adequate.
We are pursuing an Ontario Class Environmental Assessment for Waterpower Projects planning process for this
site. A federal screening may also be triggered at the site.
The project description is intended to provide an overview of the project components, general information on
the project setting and relevant background information on the project. This Project Description is also
designed to assist the proponent in ensuring that all aspects of the project are accounted for in enough detail to
allow the public, Aboriginal communities and government agencies to provide meaningful comment
throughout the Class EA process. The information will allow you to identify your environmental assessment
and regulatory requirements associated with the project. It will also allow a federal authority to determine if
there is potential for the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) to be triggered by the project
proposal and whether the agency will be a Responsible Authority (RA) under CEA Act or whether it is able to
provide technical expertise as an expert advisor (FA).
4

It is our intention to schedule a proponent-agency EA coordination meeting as soon as possible. We hope that
this project description document will assist you in preparing for this meeting, the purpose of which is to discuss
the following items in the context of the project’s proposed schedule;
•

•
•
•

applicable policies and procedures administered by each agency (list of statutes and regulations) and list
of required approvals for the project;
a comprehensive list of values and issues of concern/benefit identified with the site and the project
(natural, socio-cultural, economic);
data and information collection procedures; and,
a consultation and engagement plan.

We trust this submission is adequate for these purposes. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions
or clarifications.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc.,
Tami Sugarman and Philippa McPhee, EA Project Managers
OEL-HydroSys Inc.

Tami Sugarman, B.Sc., P.Geo. – Principal, Environmental Assessment and Approvals Coordinator
OEL-HydroSys Inc. – 3108 Carp Road - P.O. Box 430, Carp Ontario K0A 1L0
(T) (613) 839-1453 x229

(C) (613) 894-3509

(F) (613) 839-5376

tsugarman@oel-hydrosys.ca – www.oel-hydrosys.ca

OEL-HydroSys, WESA Envir-Eau, WESA, WESA Technologies, members of WESA Group Inc.
NOTE: Si ce courriel ne vous est pas adressé, veuillez le supprimer immédiatement. La transmission non autorisée de ce courriel est interdite.

Pensez à l'environnement avant l'impression de ce courriel
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Municipalities

5255 Yonge St., Suitte 1200, North
h York, ON M2N
N 6P4
955 www.xeneeca.com
tel 4116‐590‐9362 ffax 416‐590‐99

Novembe
er 23, 2011

Mayor Po
olitis and Coun
ncil
Town of Cochrane
C

Dear Mayyor Politis
Once agaiin, thank you for your time
e and interestt November 22, 2011 to hear about our proposed
Wanatanggo Falls waterrpower devellopment on the Frederickhhouse River.
Respondin
ng to action items stemmiing from our meeting, pleaase find attacched a packagge of materials
related to
o the Gross Re
evenue Chargges (GRC) app
plied to Wate rpower sites,, and, specificcally, changess that
have led to
t some municipalities losing their porttion of these revenues.
Attached for your conssideration are
e:
•
•
•
•
•

A draft templaate letter the Town may wish to use in ccommunicating directly with Ontario
Ministry
M
of Fin
nance
A draft municipal resolution
n
Xe
eneca’s recom
mmendationss to the Ontario Ministry oof Finance reggarding dispo
osition of GRC
C
An example off how GRC rattes are calculaated
A legal opinion
n on GRC disp
position

We would
d respectfullyy request thatt you copy Xeneca on any ccorresponden
nce with goveernment agen
ncies
regardingg GRC paymen
nts in order th
hat we can lobby more efffectively on your behalf, and, should yo
ou
wish to haave Xeneca present duringg meetings with agency off
fficials, we wo
ould request aas much advaance
notice as possible.
If you havve questions or
o comments, please do he
esitate to conntact me at any of the num
mbers listed in the
signature line below.
Very best regards,

Mark Holm
mes
Vice Presiident, Corporrate Affairs
Xeneca Po
ower Develop
pment
@xeneca.com
m
Mholmes@
416‐590‐3
3072
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Waterpower on the Frederick House
Support for Green Energy

.
Presented to:

Town of Cochrane,
November 2, 2011

Thank you
•

•

•

Xeneca thanks the Town of Cochrane for providing the second
opportunity to present our Wanatango Falls project on the Frederick
House River.
This presentation is part of our ongoing effort toward public
consultation. A Public Information Centres (PICs) was held at the Tim
Horton Centre March 24 and Xeneca will continue to provide
information throughout the development process.
The purpose of today’s presentation is to provide you with an update on
the project and to request a municipal resolution supporting the project,
which is a green energy initiative providing short term economic
stimulus during construction and long term return to the taxpayers of
Cochrane and the people of Ontario
– www.xeneca.com (416) 590-9362
– shodsoll@xeneca.com

Outline

• Part 1: process leading up to this project
• Part 2: engineering/ operating details of the Frederick
House River project
• Part 3: addressing stakeholder & community issues
• Part 4: Request for Town of Cochrane resolution

Process
• Currently in the Waterpower Class Environmental
Assessment process.
• The 12-18 month Class EA process is drawing to its
conclusion and Notice of Completion likely to be
issued by Xeneca in late 2011 or early 2012.
• Statement of Completion from Ministry of Environment
leads to permitting and approvals under MNR’s Lands
and Rivers Improvement Act (Approx. 18 months)
• Construction to commence 2013

Xeneca’s Mission: identify and build multiple small
waterpower projects throughout Ontario

We have been working for several years now to identify
potential small waterpower sites on “general use” rivers.
The map above shows the key projects we are working
on. Each is small (1 MW to 10 MW) and each is being
carefully engineered to minimize or eliminate ecological
impact, and address stakeholder questions, and allow
EcoLogo Certification. We strongly believe that small
waterpower is an important part of the solution for
Ontario’s electricity supply mix and the right thing to do
from a sustainability point of view.

Frederick House River Projects
• The Wanatango Falls project meets the criteria demanded for a
green, environmentally friendly, small waterpower project.
• Hydrology and topography show the site has good generation
potential with a total installed capacity of about 4.6 MW.
• Supports development of renewable energy that will power
between 500 and 700 households per MW. The Wanatango
project will produce enough energy for more about 3200 homes.

Project Benefits
• There is also a significant return to the people of Ontario.
Royalties and fees of over $2.2 million are paid to the province
over the next 40 years.
• Xeneca working with Ministry of finance to ensure host
municipalities benefit!
• In addition, during construction Xeneca strives to procure its
goods and services locally. On average about $2.5 million per
MW or approximately $12 million will be spent locally on labour,
trucking, steel, equipment rental, surveying, legal and
professional services, food, fuel and accommodation.

Site location, roads and transmission

Concept design 4.6 MW
• Existing rapids/falls on
Frederick House River
±22 km south of
Cochrane, ± 10 km
downstream of OPG
Frederick House Lake.
• Concrete spillway dam
and fill embankments
Penstock and
powerhouse.
• ±500 m new access road
to existing road/trail.
• Xeneca requests Town
input and support.

Possible inundation
Option 1 at
7.5 metre
head has
impact on .5
km area.
Option 2
dependent
upon local
landowners
and could
increase head
by 1.5 m

Project Features
Least Environmental Impact of Early Options
Why?
• Small ecological footprint
• Only small sections of river affected
• Avoids impact on recreational uses
• Better aesthetics;
- No large/unsightly conveyance systems
- Low profile powerhouses can be tucked into natural
depression and/or landscaped
- Minimal excavation
• No large dams required
Engineering Design Solution
• Continues to be heavily directed
by concerns & issues raised by
community stakeholders

Addressing Stakeholder
Questions
• Various issues have been raised by stakeholders todate:
– Fish and canoe passage over or around structures
– Sharing water between, recreation and power production
– Public safety

• Xeneca has been working actively to address issue
with engineering solutions:
– Project design study
– Safety study
– Hydraulic modeling study

Class EA Process
• Xeneca to share information with public
• Xeneca open to public input, ideas and designs
Process is at an early stage with plenty
of time for consultation and project
review
Process is proponent driven and
comments must be directed to Xeneca
Final design and concept is based on
result of public and government agency
input

Challenge – water sharing
– Will there be enough water for all considerations
– YES!
– Water flow must ensure ecological integrity.
– Recent discussion with MNR leading
to mutually acceptable compromise
– Navigability must be maintained

• Xeneca Engineering can offer solutions
- a lot is possible!

CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF COCHRANE
MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING HELD AT THE COUNCIL
CHAMBERS, WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 2nd, 2011, AT 12:00 PM, LOCAL TIME.
PRESENT:
Mayor: Peter Politis
Councillors: Gilles Chartrand
Fernand Gravel
Robert Hutchinson
Darryl J. Owens
Jane Skidmore-Fox
MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS
Acting Treasurer: Marilyn Moore
ABSENT:

Councillors: Robert Bawtinhimer

1. OPENING REMARKS AND ROLL CALL
Mayor Politis welcomed everyone in attendance and declared the meeting open.
2. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST
Nil.
3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Moved by: JANE SKIDMORE - FOX
Seconded by: FERNAND GRAVEL

446-2011

THAT the agenda be accepted as presented.
CARRIED
4. PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
4.1

Mark Holmes, Vice President, Corporate Affairs, Xeneca Power
Development Inc. - Proposed Wanatango Falls Waterpower Development –
Project
Mark Holmes thanked everyone for the time to present his proposed
Wanatango Falls Waterpower Development project. A handbook was given
out with information pertaining to the status and studies and their expected
completion dates. Councillor Owens suggested that a boat launching ramp be
built to gain favor with the local people and clubs that use this area
(snowmobile). A public meeting was held and approximately 35 people
attended with favorable comments. The provincial government has removed
water projects and they are no longer eligible for funding; therefore the
municipality will lose approximately 2.5 % of the gross revenue charges
(GRC). Xeneca is lobbying to have the decision reversed and will forward a
copy of the report they receive form Walker pool Nixon to the Town of
Cochrane. The job will be tendered and local contractors will be able to
tender for it if they have the relative experience, expertise, equipment and are
comparative and competitive. We are to request that the tender documents
be forwarded to us via email.
Moved by: GILLES CHARTRAND
Seconded by: DARRYL J. OWENS

447-2011

THAT the Corporation of the Town of Cochrane supports the Xeneca
project at the Wanatango Falls and the development of same.
CARRIED
5. OTHER BUSINESS
Mayor mentioned that a Closed Session meeting will be scheduled to discuss
property matters on Friday.
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SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING
NOVEMBER 2ND, 2011
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6. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by: FERNAND GRAVEL
Seconded by: GILLES CHARTRAND

448-2011

THAT this meeting do now adjourn at 1:06 p.m.
CARRIED

MAYOR

CLERK

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Morrissette <MMorrissette@iroquoisfalls.com>
October-13-11 9:25 AM
Environmental Assessment Information
RE: Frederick House River - Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project Environmental
Report available for review

To Xeneca Power Corporation;
Wanatango Falls are located just a few kilometers of the Town of Iroquois Falls’ boundaries (much closer than
Cochrane). Can you please make hard copies of the Notice of Completion also available (more conveniently) at Town
Hall in Iroquois Falls circumventing a 100 KM return trip to Cochrane for our residents?
Much appreciated!
Michel Morrissette, CAO
Town of Iroquois Falls
(705) 232‐6357
From: Environmental Assessment Information [mailto:eainfo@oel-hydrosys.ca]
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 12:20 PM
To: Brett Smith; Caitlin Scott; Carl Jorgensen; Chris Chenier; Colin Hoag; David Pickles; Denis Clement; Ellen Cramm;
Helen Kwan; Jean-Pierre Ouellette; Jennifer Telford; Kitty Ma; Lianne Kentish; Lisa McDonald; Mei Ling Chen; Mike
Morrissette; Narren Santos; Rod Sein; Sandra Dosser; Sheryl Lusk; Stephanie Davis
Cc: Ed Laratta; Patrick Gillette; Stephanie Hodsoll; Vanesa Enskaitis; Kai Markvorsen; Bill Touzel
Subject: Frederick House River - Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project Environmental Report available for review

Good afternoon:
On behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc. we would like to provide you with the attached letter regarding the
commencement of the review period and directions to accessing and downloading the Environmental Report Frederick
House River – Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Generating Station Project document.
For your convenience, the Environmental Report may be viewed electronically at Xeneca’s website or you may view a
hard copy at various locations (see attached Notice of Completion for details). The Notice of Completion was published
in local newspapers this week.
A hard paper copy and/or CD Rom copy of the Environmental Report document can be issued upon request.
We appreciate your participation in the Environmental Assessment process.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of Xeneca Power Corporation Inc.

1

Environmental Assessment Information - OEL-HydroSys Carp - (613) 839-1453

2

August 2, 2011
Mayor Peter Politis
Town of Cochrane
171 4th Avenue
P.O. Box 490
Cochrane, ON
P0L 1C0
Dear Mayor Politis,
As you are aware, Xeneca Power Development, a Canadian-owned and operated company, has been
proceeding through the environmental assessment process for the construction of the Wanatango Falls
hydroelectric generating facility on the Frederick House River.
We are approaching the submission date for our Environmental Assessment (EA), and we would like to
meet with you and your Council to brief you on the document and discuss any relevant issues. We
believe this will be a valuable addition to the Public Information Centre that was held at the Tim Horton
Event Centre on March 24, 2011 and my subsequent project briefing meeting with Town Council on
March 25.
If you or members of council wish to have a meeting (in Cochrane) on August 22, 24, 25 or 26, 2011 we
are happy to arrange this. Please respond to Vanesa at venskaitis@xeneca.com to confirm.

Sincerely,

Mark Holmes
Vice- President, Corporate Communications
Xeneca Power Development
416-590-9362 X 102
mholmes@xeneca.com
For information about Xeneca Power Development please visit our website: www.xeneca.com.
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From:

'Sent:
ro:

Cc:
Subject:

Mark Holmes
Thursday, March 31, 2011 9:38 AM
'Alice Mercier'
Stephanie Hodsoll; Vanesa Enskaitis
RE: Xeneca power meeting

Much appreciated Alice.

Best regards,

Mark

From: Alice Mercier [mailto:Alice.Mercier@town.cochrane.on.ca]
Sent: March-31-11 8:58 AM
To: Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Xeneca power meeting

Done
Thanks!
Al

From: Mark Holmes [mailto:mholmes@xeneca.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2011 4:31 PM
To: Alice Mercier
Subject: FW: Xeneca power meeting

Alice :
Thanks again for your assistance in setting up our March 25 meeting with Cochrane Town Council.

1

As follow up to requests from council at that meeting, I have attached some information about Gross Revenue Charges
(GRC) which could be returned to the Town.

Kindly provide copies to Mayor and Council for their information.

Very best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St.
North York
M2N 6L9
416-590-9362
416-590-9955 (fax)
416-705-4283 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca.com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited . Ifyou are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me
by return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.

From: Mark Holmes

Sent: March-30-11 4:24 PM
To: 'Mark Simeoni'; Jacques Barbeau
Subject: RE: upcoming Xeneca power meeting

2

Mark/ Jacques:
AS discussed, please see the attached document that outlines some of the details on Gross Revenue charges.
We are seeking clarification ad greater detail on exactly how it all works and if/when additional information is available
we'd be pleased to share it with you.

Best regards,

Mark Holmes
Vice President
Corporate Affairs
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St.
North York
M2N 6L9
416-590-9362
416-590-9955 (fax)
416-705-4283 (cell)
mholmes@xeneca.com
www.xeneca. com

THIS MESSAGE IS ONLY INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INTENDED RECIPIENT(S) AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY AND/OR CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, dissemination, distribution, copying, conversion to hard copy or other use of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and have received this message in error, please notify me
by return e-mail and delete this message from your system. Xeneca Power Development Inc.

From: Mark Simeoni [mailto:mark.simeoni@city.greatersudbury.on.ca]

Sent: July-16-10 2:16 PM
To: Mark Holmes
Cc: Bill Lautenbach; Jacques Barbeau; Paul Baskcomb; Paul Reid; Paul Sajatovic; Stephen Monet
Subject: upcoming Xeneca power meeting
3

Hi Mark, just wonderi ng when that meeting you were offering might be. As you can Imagine this is height o.f summer
vacation time and Iwas hoping to see what your plans were so we can arrange with our group a date that works best
for all.

regards, mark
Mark H. Simeoni,MOP, RPP
Acting Manager of Community and Strategic Planning
Planning Services Division
Growth and Development Department
P.O. Box 50001 Station "A"
200 Brady Street
.Sudbury ON P3A 5P3 6744455 ext.4292
690-7765 cell

4

Waterpower on the Frederick House
Addressing Multiple Objectives

.
Presented to:

Town of Cochrane,
March 25, 2011

Thank you
•
•

•

Xeneca thanks the Town of Cochrane for providing the opportunity to
present our Frederick House River project known as Wanatango Falls.
This presentation is part of our ongoing effort toward public
consultation. A Public Information Centres (PICs) was held at the Tim
Horton Centre last evening and more are planned for 2011. Outreach
also includes a comprehensive website, newspaper advertising and email links to deal with the questions we expect to receive about the
projects.
Any interested person that would like information about projects, or to
make comments to Xeneca about the project is encouraged to contact
Xeneca. Xeneca wants to receive local input so we can address their
questions!
– www.xeneca.com (416) 590-9362
– shodsoll@xeneca.com

Outline
•
•
•
•

Part 1: a bit of history of waterpower
Part 2: process leading up to this project
Part 3: engineering details of Frederick House projects
Part 4: addressing stakeholder & community issues
with engineering solutions

Waterpower History
Decew Gristmill 1872

Mechanical mills pre-dated electricity in Ontario.
Waterpower technology, even in its simplest form
had a profound effect on productivity and daily
life in Ontario from early settler’s days onward.
Decew mill horizontal axial turbine 15” dia, 40 ft head
Mechanical Power output = 49 horsepower or 36 kW
Sawmill undershot wheel 6’ dia., 3.5 ft head {estimated}

Almonte Electric 1908

1900+ towns started their own electricity plants
like this one near Ottawa to meet growing interest
in electricity. These were typically 1 to 10 MW (small).

Waterpower History (cont’d)
Water goes big 1930+

Hydro projects grew to grand scale till 1960’s
but few large hydro sites exist in Ontario and
even fewer are close enough to the big cities.
Photo: DesJoachims, a 429 MW plant, 1950.
Three Gorges Dam in China is 22,000 MW.
Ontario is limited by topography and rain fall.

Coal is King 1940+

Lakeview station (2,400 MW) commissioned in 1962,
now defunct. Coal began to play a growing role as
Ontario was running out of accessible waterpower
Site locations and nuclear was still in its infancy.

Waterpower History (cont’d)
Nuclear quenches thirst
for power 1966+
• [image of large OPG
plant in north or perhaps
Niagara]

Large plants are needed to fill the over growing cities.
This plant is Bruce Nuclear commissioned in 1978 on
Lake Huron. Large plants meant large transmission
ines to connect cities to the generation source.

Green, clean revival

Small hydro comes back with the move to more
renewable power like this new powerhouse in Almonte
related to the redevelopment of the 1908 project (5 MW).
History meets renaissance!

Our aging supply mix
Ontario Supply Mix Today

The growing supply gap could come from:
- New nuclear
- Keeping waterpower operational
- Adding gas for peaking load
- Diversifying the supply mix
- (small hydro, distributed generation, other…)

The big supply problem

Why renewables?
• Wind, solar and small hydro have a role to play in diversification
of the supply mix:
–
–
–
–

Increased system reliability on local level
Decreased need for new transmission lines
Part of global trend to go green
Make communities part of the solution

• Renewables will not fix Ontario’s overall supply gap, but they
have an important role to play.
• Nuclear is needed to strengthen our base load supply. Gas and
large hydro is needed to meet peak load flexibility. Renewables
are required to diversify our supply mix.
(Photo Credit: sustainabilityninja.com)

Waterpower Industry in Ontario
• Ontario has had an active waterpower industry for
many decades – engineering, equipment
manufacturing, service companies.
• Industry growing globally
– projected 850,000 MW today to 1,425,000 MW by 2030
– $ 3 Billion global market
– Opportunity for Ontario waterpower industry

Small is Beautiful (& Green)
• What makes small waterpower green?
• To be green, small waterpower has to meet multiple criteria:
–
–
–
–

Under 10 MW
Minimal or no storage (less than 48 hrs)
Minimal environmental impact (eg. fish)
Small physical and ecological footprint.

• Facilities that meet green criteria are eligible for “EcoLogo
Certification” from the Canada government.
• Xeneca strives to obtain EcoLogo Certification for each project
as a reflection of our efforts to be green.
• Being green means making extra effort in the engineering
process to address environmental issues and stakeholder
questions.

Xeneca’s Mission: identify and build multiple small
waterpower projects throughout Ontario

We have been working for several years now to identify
potential small waterpower sites on “general use” rivers.
The map above shows the key projects we are working
on. Each is small (1 MW to 10 MW) and each is being
carefully engineered to minimize or eliminate ecological
impact, and address stakeholder questions, and allow
EcoLogo Certification. We strongly believe that small
waterpower is an important part of the solution for
Ontario’s electricity supply mix and the right thing to do
from a sustainability point of view.

“Its not easy being green”
(Kermit the Frog)

Nishnabe Aski lands
north of 50 have special
planning restrictions

Government restricts where sites can go:
In addition to the EcoLogo criteria, project sites
must be on “general use” rivers, and not in:
- Wilderness parks
- Natural environment parks
- Waterway parks
- Nature Reserve Parks
- Recreation Parks
- Historical Parks
- Conservation Reserves
- National Parks
- First Nation Reserves
- Nishnawbe Aski Lands (North of 50)
Many rivers and most potential project sites
are affected by one or more of these planning
constraints.
Planning constraints are a key factor in the
focus on a limited number of small (1 MW to
10 MW) project sites.

Frederick House River Projects
• The Wanatango Falls project meets the criteria demanded for a
green, environmentally friendly, small waterpower project.
• Hydrology and topography show the site has good generation
potential with a total installed capacity of about 4.6 MW.
• Supports development of renewable energy that will power
between 500 and 700 households per MW. The Wanatango
project will produce enough energy for more about 3200 homes.

Project Benefits
• There is also a significant return to the people of the Cochrane
area and the people of Ontario. Royalties and fees of
approximately $5 million per MW are paid to the province over the
next 40 years.
• That’s well in excess of $20 million!
• In addition, during construction Xeneca strives to procure its
goods and services locally. On average about $2.5 million per
MW or approximately $12 million will be spent locally on labour,
trucking, steel, equipment rental, surveying, legal and
professional services, food, fuel and accommodation.

Site location, roads and transmission

Concept design 4.6 MW
• Existing rapids/falls on
Frederick House River ±22
km south of Cochrane, ±
10 km downstream of
OPG Frederick House
Lake.
• Concrete spillway dam
and fill embankments
Penstock and
powerhouse.
• ±500 m new access road
to existing road/trail.
• Xeneca requests Town
input and support.

Possible inundation
Option 1 at
7.5 metre
head has
impact on .5
km area.
Option 2
dependent
upon local
landowners
and could
increase head
by 1.5 m

Project Features
Least Environmental Impact of Early Options
Why?
• Small ecological footprint
• Only small sections of river affected
• Avoids impact on recreational uses
• Better aesthetics;
- No large/unsightly conveyance systems
- Low profile powerhouses can be tucked into natural
depression and/or landscaped
- Minimal excavation
• No large dams required
Engineering Design Solution
• Continues to be heavily directed
by concerns & issues raised by
community stakeholders

Addressing Stakeholder
Questions
• Various issues have been raised by stakeholders todate:
– Fish and canoe passage over or around structures
– Sharing water between, recreation and power production
– Public safety

• Xeneca has been working actively to address issue
with engineering solutions:
– Project design study
– Safety study
– Hydraulic modeling study

Class EA Process
• Xeneca to share information with public
• Xeneca open to public input, ideas and designs
Process is at an early stage with plenty
of time for consultation and project
review
Process is proponent driven and
comments must be directed to Xeneca
Final design and concept is based on
result of public and government agency
input

Challenge – water sharing
– Will there be enough water for all considerations
– YES!
– Water flow must ensure ecological integrity
– Navigability must be maintained

• Xeneca Engineering can offer solutions
- a lot is possible!

Public safety
• Will the Facility be Safe?
- Public Safety is Paramount
• Safety plan in preparation by an
independent engineer.

From:
'3ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Stephanie Hodsoll
Monday, March 21, 2011 12:38 PM
'Alice Mercier'
Mark Holmes; Vanesa Enskaitis
RE: Offer for Xeneca Project Briefing - March 24

March 21,2011
Good morning Alice,
Just to follow up, I wanted to see if you have a copy of our Project Description for the proposed Wanatango Falls project
on the Frederick House River.
If not, please click here to access it. This will provide you with additional information.
Again, just checking in to see if Council is interested in a project briefing with Mark Holmes, our Vice President,
Corporate Affairs in the late morning/early afternoon on the 24th, or the morning of the 25th.
Please advise.
Thank you!
Yours truly,
Steph

Stephanie Hodsoll
>ublic Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St .,Suite 520
North York, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 112
F: 416-590-9955
www .xeneca.com

From: Stephanie Hodsoll

Sent: March 15, 2011 10:06 AM
To: Alice Mercier
Cc: Mark Holmes
Subject: RE: Offer for Xeneca Project Briefing - March 24
Hi Alice,
Sorry for the delay in response. As I mentioned, I was out of the office last week and just catching up now.
The intent of the (proposed) project briefing is give the Mayor & Council a better idea of the project affects and
benefits.
I can arrange with our VP of Corporate Affairs, Mark Holmes, to give you a call if you'd like to preliminary information?
Please let me know.
Thanks!
Steph
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Stephanie Hodsoll

Public Affairs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St.,Suite 520
North York, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 112
F: 416-590-9955
www .xeneca.com

:

From: Alice Mercier [mailto:Alice.Mercier@town.cochrane.on.ca]

Sent: Thursday, March 10, 20112:54 PM
To: Stephanie Hadsall
Subject: RE: Offer for Xeneca Project Briefing - March 24
Hi Stephanie, would it be possible for you to forward us a brief description of the project and how it would affect the Town
of Cochrane before Council decides to meet with Mr. Holmes.
Thanks!
Alice Mercier, Clerk- Typist
Town of Cochrane
P.O. Box 490
Cochrane, ON POL 1CO
Tel: (705) 272-4361
Fax: (705) 272-6068
email: a/ice.mercier@town. cochrane. on.ca
This is a confidential email communication from the office of ALICE MERCIER, Clerk-Typist, The Corporation of the Town of Cochrane. This message is intended
only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended
recipient , you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify our office immediately by email. Thank You.

From: Stephanie Hadsall [mailto:SHodsoll@xeneca.com]
Sent: Friday, March 04, 2011 12:26 PM
To: Alice Mercier
Cc: Vanesa Enskaitis
Subject: Offer for Xeneca Project Briefing - March 24

•

Hi Alice,
Nice to chat a few moments ago!
Please pass this information around:
Xeneca Power Development will be holding a Public Information Centre (PIC} in Cochrane on March 24 regarding a
proposed waterpower development at Wanatango Falls on the Frederickhouse River.
We'd like to offer a project briefing with Mark Holmes, our Vice President, Corporate Affairs in the late morning/early
afternoon on the 24th, or the morning of the 25th.
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Please advise if there is any interest.
We will also send along the newspaper ad once it is finalized.
will be out of the office next week, but in my absence please contact Vanesa Enskaitis, Public Affairs Liaison, who is
CC'ed on this email.
Thank you!
Yours truly,
Steph

.Stephanie Hodsoll
Public Affai rs Liaison
Xeneca Power Development
5160 Yonge St., Suite 520
North York, ON M2N 6L9
T: 416-590-9362 X 112
F: 416-5909955
www.xeneca.com
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Waterpower development on Frederick House River
A Presentation to the Town of Iroquois Falls
July 20, 2010

By Mark Holmes, President Marlyn Consulting, in Association with
Ontario 1713399 and 1713400 and in partnership with Xeneca Power
Development Inc.

Building a greener Ontario through clean, renewable energy

Reason for meeting

• To provide to Town of Iroquois Falls an update on Fredrick House
River green energy project and project proponents.

• To provide the Town with an overview of Ontario’s green electricity
development policies and objectives.

• To provide Project history and status updates.

• Outline next steps and timelines in project development.

Xeneca Power Development

Patrick Gillette, BA, MES, MPA, President/COO


President & Owner Xeneca Power Development Inc.



$400 million Energy Project Financing



1000 MW of Project Development experience



Co-founder Canadian Renewable Energy Corp. (CREC)

Uwe Roeper, M.Sc., P.Eng, CEO


President Ortech Energy, Ortech Environmental



Co-founder of CREC

Xeneca Power Development

Mark Holmes, VP Corporate Affairs
Over 14 years resource use and management experience
Six years energy sector consulting
Extensive resource use experience in forestry, mining and wildlife conservation
25 years Regulatory, Government Relations, Communications background

Edmond Laratta, M.Eng., P.Eng. Manager of Environmental Affairs
Over 35 years of diverse environmental assessment, regulation compliance and
program implementation practice
Extensive background of training including: risk management, waterpower geology,
groundwater contamination transport and hazardous waste management, Mr. Laratta
ensures environmental compliance for all Xeneca projects.

Xeneca Power Development
Well capitalized and experienced partners and investors in the
renewable energy field. Business run by an experienced
management team with a proven record of success.

Xeneca Structure
Firelight Infrastructure
Partners
OP Trust
Dundee Realty
Corporation

Xeneca’s Senior
Management

Xeneca LP

Uwe Roeper Patrick Gillette
Mark Holmes Arnold Chan

Directors / Executive Team
Jason Lester, COO Dundee Realty Corporation / Director
Xeneca
Gavin Ingram, OPTrust / Director Xeneca
Uwe Roeper, CEO / Director Xeneca
Patrick Gillette, President / COO / Director Xeneca

XENECA
Provincial profile
•

•

•

130 MW of Ontario projects
submitted to the Ontario Power
Authority’s Feed-In Tariff (FIT)
program.
72 MW representing 19 projects,
including the Wanatango Falls
Project on the Frederick House
River have been approved for FIT
contracts. Another 14 projects are
awaiting assessment for connection
to the electricity grid.
With FIT Contract there is a five year
window for development. Projects
need to move quickly and
concurrently through several
approval processes.

Why waterpower?
Currently, Ontario has a
surplus of base load power,
but lacks peaking power
production, and, as such,
efforts are being made to
increase availability of “stored
power.” Waterpower is an
excellent means to balance the
supply mix. Water can be
stored behind dams in
reservoirs, or simply
redirected when needed to
generate power, and, unlike
fossil fuels and biomass, there
are no emissions.

Current Public Policy

• Government and Power
Authorities recognize need for
local generation which is
strongly encouraged via
public policy.
• Green Energy Act (GEA)
dovetails with Ontario Power
Authority power purchase
agreements and MOE’s
Environmental Approval
process.
• MNR revamping its site
release policy to merge with
GEA.

Current Public Policy

• Federal policy also strongly
encourages the development
of Green, renewable energy.

• Helps achieve goal of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.

• Several Federal programs
including Green Energy Fund
in place to facilitate green
energy development.

Why the Frederick House River?
Long distance transmission,
and infrastructure is costly to
build and maintain. Power
produced and used locally is
more economical and
environmentally sound.

Frederick House River has
good flow regimes and
adequate head… the two main
factors in making waterpower
development practical and
economical

Wanatango Project

• 3 – 4.7 MW Project with FIT Contract
• High Falls Dam (Control; OPG) already on Frederickhouse River.
• Road to site.
• Minimal flooding upstream to Wantango Falls; minimal downstream
impacts.
• Low Environmental Impacts.

The Wanatango Project
Work progressing since
2008.
• Scientific data being
collected.
• Transmission lines
connecting at Hoyle DS will
be installed in order to
connect the station to the
provincial power grid.
• More economic opportunity
associated with construction
of transmission.

Wanatango project

·Land ownership and uses
being determined.
• Engineering review of
hydrology.
• Environmental Field
Studies have begun.
•LiDAR digital aerial
survey completed and
accurate within 2-4 cm.
•FIT Contract Awarded
April 8, 2010.

Wanatango Falls

Powerhouse
Location

Wanatango
Falls

Wanatango & Flooding

Wanatango Conceptual Design

Example of Project Design
(Cameron Falls, Aux Sable)

•Example of Project Design
(Cameron Falls, Aux Sable)

Economic Impacts






Approximate economic
activity (direct) to build in
Ontario is $5 million per
megawatt.
Direct job creation
(construction only)
10,000 person hours per
MW. Indirect jobs
multiply by 1.5.
Local/Regional economic
boost of $2.5 million per
MW.

Economic Impacts








Broad based economic stimulus (engineering,
consulting, legal, goods & services).
First Nations participation incentives.
Revenue to Ontario (GRC) downloads to
municipalities. Iroquois Falls may want to open
discussion with Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing
Provincial and Federal Income taxes.

The Project Status
Engineering review of
hydrology.
• Environmental Field
Studies have begun.
•LiDAR digital aerial
survey completed and
accurate within 2-4 cm.
•FIT Contract Awarded
April 8, 2010

Project status cont.

First Nations discussions initiated
with some communities and MNR.
Outreach made with Taykwa
Tagamou
Consultation under way with
Newspaper advertisements of
Notice of Commencement.
• Public Information sessions being
organized.
• Meetings with Town, stakeholder
groups and individuals as
required.

Thank You
Questions….. Discussion

Meetings

Notes from meeting with Mayor and Council of Iroquois Falls
November 22, 2010

At the outset, Mayor and Council were quite receptive to the Wanatango Falls project and the
development’s impacts on the regional economy.
Councilors did caution that the area is frequented by local anglers and hunters and concerns over
fisheries must be addressed.
The PIC panels containing both the generic and the Wanatango-specific information were presented to
Town officials.
Specific information presented included:
Background on Xeneca corporate
Xeneca’s consulting team members
Benefits of waterpower
Overview of the Development Process
Overview of the Class EA process
Project design concept
Economic impacts

Interest in the economic impacts was quite high and councilors expressed interest in following up with
the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs regarding GRC payments.
Interest was also expressed regarding community partnership in the projects.
The meeting lasted approximately 1 hour, 15 minutes and concluded with the Town being encouraged
to view the Xeneca website and advise local stakeholders to do the same. Council was told that any local
knowledge of the river and project area would be welcomed by Xeneca.
Commitment was also made to ensure a copy of the Project Description is sent to the Town and that
any follow up questions or comments would be directed to Mark Holmes and/or Vanesa Enskaitis.

Minutes
Re:

Agency Discussions re: Xeneca Power Hydro Development Projects
Fisheries Act Authorizations

Date/Time:

February 11, 2011, 10:00am to 12:10pm

Location:

Holiday Inn Toronto Airport East
600 Dixon Road
Toronto, ON M9W 1J1

Participants Present:
Robert Steele – NRSI
Andrew Schiedel - NRSI
Bill Touzel – OEL HydroSys
Patrick Gillette – Xeneca
Ed DeBruyn – DFO
Jennifer Thomas – DFO
Thomas Hoggarth – DFO
Carl Jorgensen – DFO
Cindy Mitton-Wilkie – DFO
Participants by Teleconference:
Tami Sugarman – OEL HydroSys
Julie Dahl – DFO
Jim Beal – MNR
Dave Brown – MNR
Bob Bergmann – MNR
Sandra Dosser – MNR
The following Meeting Minutes were recorded jointly by Andrew Schiedel of Natural
Resource Solutions Inc. and Cindy Mitton-Wilkie of Fisheries and Oceans Canada. The
notes reflect the understanding of discussions held at the meeting and were previously
circulated for review by participants between March 8 and March 21, 2011. Some minor
comments were received and corresponding revisions were made. These minutes are
now considered accurate.
1. Introductions
2. Opening comments
Patrick Gillette – Xeneca
Xeneca currently has 19 small hydroelectric projects, most of which are run-of-theriver with some projects having opportunities for limited peaking. All of these are
located in northeastern Ontario.

Natural Resource Solutions Inc.
225 Labrador Drive, Unit 1, Waterloo, Ontario, N2K 4M8

Tel: (519) 725-2227

Web: www.nrsi.on.ca

Email: info@nrsi.on.ca

Patrick had spoken with DFO staff about doing habitat banking or regional scale
compensation, and is aware of other projects, such as some in the mining sector,
which are in need of compensation within the northeast region. He asked whether
there are sites that DFO or MNR are dealing with where Xeneca could contribute as
a means of fish habitat compensation. He also suggested that Xeneca could
potentially propose projects as well. They are looking for opportunities for bigger
‘wins’ instead of dealing with small compensation projects on a site basis.
DFO – Ed Debruyn
Ed indicated that there is a lot of uncertainty with the FIT contracts, and there is the
reality of timelines. He has spoken with MOE regarding meeting the challenges of
the regulatory process. He was at an OWA roundtable meeting where there were
similar discussions about the regulatory process and the EA process. All parties are
working toward the same end. MNR and DFO are working collectively and
effectively to make decisions, with MNR regulating fisheries and DFO regulating
Habitat.
Ed said there are some places where it makes sense to do this regional
compensation and we need to determine where it may make sense. There is work
underway to develop agreements on how to do things better. They are working with
OWA on strategic issues, and there is similar work underway elsewhere across the
country. DFO needs to better understand what is being proposed by Xeneca. DFO
can take ideas and give them consideration, and discuss them with MNR.
Ed reminded the Xeneca group that DFO is bound by Policy, and they need to
determine where they may be setting precedents. They are held accountable by
members of the public as to what they are doing and how they are implementing
their policies. In that regard, he requested that meeting minutes be circulated.
Dave Brown - MNR
Dave indicated that he did not have specific comments. MNR staff will be in listening
mode during the meeting. They want to hear the discussions and then have further
discussion with DFO.
3. Background – What is driving Xeneca’s desire to pursue regional scale fish
habitat compensation?
Rob Steele (NRSI) provided background on the Xeneca projects, the complexity of
developing fish habitat compensation plans, and the timing challenges for the
projects. A copy of his presentation is attached.
•

Xeneca Power currently has 19 proposed hydroelectric projects at various
locations across central and eastern Ontario (Rivers include Vermilion,
Wanapitei, Frederick House, Ivanhoe, Serpent, Petawawa, Larder and
Kapuskasing)

•

The relative size and complexity of these projects introduces difficulty in
terms of traditional “like for like” fish habitat compensation at the project level
(i.e. distance of river being altered may be too large)
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•

Timing associated with multiple “separate” Fisheries Act Authorizations vs.
project timelines also adds complexity

4. Goals and Objectives of Today’s Discussions
•

Provide General Understanding of Xeneca Project Types

•

Provide summary of pressures related to project schedule

•

Introduce potential concepts for larger scale fish habitat compensation

•

Determine Information needed from Xeneca?

•

Provide forum for open discussion

•

Determine next steps and action items

5. Project Schedules
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) discussed the numerous FIT contracts and indicated that 40
of those contracts are hydro. Xeneca has 19 of the hydro FIT contracts. There is a
5 year contract schedule. Xeneca is one year into the process. There is about 18 to
24 months to complete the EA, and 12 to 16 months to complete permitting. It is
challenging just to develop 19 hydro projects, and the schedule of the FIT contracts
adds further challenge.
Patrick explained that there is an incentive in these contracts to provide peaking
capability, such that a small river gets about a 35% premium in operating revenue.
The province does not require peaking as part of the FIT contracts. Instead, they
offer a premium on the price of electricity produced between 11am and 7pm on any
weekday (Monday – Friday) of the year. From 7pm to 11am on the weekday and
during weekends and holidays, they are offered 10% less than the standard price.
The facilities are not ‘on call’ to provide peak power.
Patrick described the timing constraints for ordering equipment. Equipment cannot
be ordered until the design and operation plan is in place, because this can affect the
type of turbine and other equipment that is required.
Bill Touzel (WESA) indicated that financing is also a factor in the timing of equipment
orders. Once the project is further along in the EA and approvals processes, the
financing becomes available to order equipment.
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) added that having a Notice to Proceed from the Ontario
Power Authority (OPA) contributes to the ability to proceed with equipment orders. A
Notice to Proceed is dependent upon the completion of the provincial EA process.
Fear of government change and the potential cancellation of the FIT contracts is
another reason to wait to order equipment.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) asked about Xeneca’s project priorities. Do they all have the
same level of priority? If some projects are higher priority, which ones are they?
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Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) indicated that they are in the process of preparing operation
plans, which will be completed in the next 30 to 60 days. They will then use this
information to begin triaging the projects. Factors under consideration also include
acceptance of projects by locals which presents a clearer path through the EA
process.
Action: Xeneca to provide project priority list in 30 to 60 days.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) indicated that there are many demands on DFO’s fixed
resources. Renewable energy is not the only priority.
Bill Touzel (WESA) explained that the 5-year FIT contracts have penalties for not
meeting the timeline of the contract.
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) indicated that he views permitting as the real bear. The
financial burden incurred during permitting is a collective function of the processes
with all the various permits and the responsible agencies. The easier and more
functional the Xeneca team can make the process for the agencies, the fewer
burdens Xeneca needs to bear as a result of permitting.
6. Discussion of Xeneca Projects and Range of Anticipated Fish Habitat
Impacts
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) indicated that the generator sizes for the 19 projects range
from 1.5 MegaWatts for the smallest generator, to the range of 3 to 7 MegaWatts for
most of the projects, and 9 MegaWatts for the largest generator. Rob Steele
reviewed two examples of Xeneca’s project representing the smallest fish habitat
impact and the largest fish habitat impact.
•

The McCarthy Chutes project on the Serpent River has a small inundation
area in terms of both river length and area, and a close-coupled powerhouse
that does not create a flow bypass reach.

•

The Four Slides Falls project has a very large inundation area in terms of
river length (6km) and area. It also has a bypass reach because a penstock
conveys flow to a powerhouse located downstream of the dam.

7. Potential Concepts for Consideration
Rob Steele (NRSI) presented various concepts for consideration.
•

Preserving Areas for Conservation: Xeneca could purchase private lands
alongside a river and set it aside for conservation.

•

Orphan Mine Site Rehabilitation
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•

Currently more than 5,700 known abandoned mine sites located within
Ontario,

•

Approximately 4,000 sites could potentially be hazardous to public
health and safety and to the environment, including potential toxic
impact on aquatic habitat.

•

Approximately 30 - 40 per cent of Ontario's abandoned mine sites are
estimated to be located on Crown land.
(http://www.mndmf.gov.on.ca/mines/mg/abanmin/default_e.asp)

•

Example – Xeneca’s McGraw Falls Project

•

Example – Graveyard Chutes
•

•

Located on Aux Sable River near a Provincial Water Park close to the
Town of Massey, Sudbury District.

In general, Xeneca can adopt smaller projects with their staff and resources
to get the work done. Are there projects that DFO/MNR wants done?
•

The Larder and Raven project is an example where the hydroelectric
facility is small, having a 1.5 MegaWatt generator. Work is required at
the site that the project cannot fund, but the work could be done with
some resources from another project.

Thomas Hoggarth (DFO) suggested that this regional concept may be more complex
and onerous than treating the 19 sites individually, which is contrary to the
suggestion by Xeneca’s consultants, that regional compensation will simplify the
compensation process. Also habitat banking must be completed and monitored
before being given credit that can be applied to your project, so it does not work with
the FIT timelines.
Bill Touzel (WESA) clarified that the intention is to find existing problems and fix
them, not to bank habitat.
Thomas Hoggarth (DFO) pointed out that the EA process will become more complex
as additional projects and locations are used. More geographic areas and issues will
be added to the EA. He said it is a good idea to think about regional habitat
compensation, but in reality the timeline may not be improved.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) agreed that the compensation site would be added to the
project’s EA.
Bill Touzel (WESA) indicated that Xeneca’s team is aware of the issues and
complexities. At this point we are not yet at the point of those complexities. Xeneca
needs buy-in to the regional compensation approach.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) indicated that DFO’s presence at the meeting provides indication
of potential and interest in regional compensation. At the same time, DFO must be
sure they are within the 3 principles of the Policy for the Management of Fish Habitat.
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1. Fish Habitat Conservation
2. Fish Habitat Restoration
3. Fish Habitat Development
Jennifer Thomas (DFO) indicated that they need to have information on the habitat
issues at the each site before they can discuss concepts and potential projects for
compensation. Some examples would include: fish and fish habitat resources,
potential impacts to fish and fish habitat (e.g. physical habitat, fish passage),
mitigation, compensation options on site, residual impacts that can’t be
compensation on site. This information needs to be developed with local staff input.
Bill Touzel (WESA) said Xeneca is very close to being able to provide that.
Action: Xeneca to provide operation plans to local DFO and MNR staff.
Rob Steele (NRSI) indicated that he would like to see a matrix of the various projects
and their residual fish habitat impacts. This list could be provided to senior DFO
staff.
Action: Once draft operational plans are available, NRSI to provide impacts to fish
and fish habitat.
Action: Once Xeneca has worked with local staff, NRSI to provide senior DFO and
MNR staff a matrix of impacts that could not be compensated for on-site.
Dave Brown (MNR) said MNR would like to have some discussions with both DFO
and the MNR field staff regarding the operational plans.
Bill Touzel (WESA) clarified that the agency field staff do not yet have the operational
plans.
Dave Brown (MNR) said that is his concern.
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) suggested that circulation to agency field staff and agency
senior staff in parallel. Xeneca will also strive to get their operational plans out ASAP
to get some feedback.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) said he understands Dave Brown to be saying that the agency
staff needs to discuss the veracity of the impacts before discussing the nature of the
compensation that is required.
Bill Touzel (WESA) expressed concern for the timeline implications.
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Tom Hoggarth (DFO) said he did not hear anything that suggested timeline
implications. It’s a matter of first confirming the impacts with the agency field staff
without discussing compensation. His staff are hearing people say that impacts do
not need to be discussed because we are going regional with the compensation. He
suggests:
1. Agree on the impacts
2. Determine on a case-by-case basis whether regional or site-specific
compensation is the better way to go.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) said he is hearing that the agencies need a cogent way to
determine and agree on impacts.
Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) indicated that we know the physical impacts, and Xeneca is
working on discerning the operational impacts. We need to wrap our minds around
the process of how to get where we need to go.
Julie Dahl (DFO) said that doing off-site rehabilitation of other sites elsewhere in the
watershed or in an adjacent watershed is not new. Going to other watersheds is
included in the hierarchy of preferences for compensation. At-site compensation is
preferred, and that is done first. If it is not possible to compensate for all impacts on
site, they consider off-site, like-for-like compensation. Off-site compensation that is
not like-for-like is on the list, but is further down on the hierarchy of preferences. Julie
also stated that the concept of money in lieu of compensation is not one of the
options outlined in DFO's policy.
Julie also said we need to be clear that we are compensating, not mitigating. The
EA phase work is where ‘tweaking’ happens to mitigate impact and that is not part of
compensation (for the residual impacts).
Julie clarified that it is not new to combine several small impacts from a project into a
larger habitat compensation effort, but it is less tested to combine impacts from
multiple projects into a larger compensation effort.
Rob Steele (NRSI) reviewed the second slide titled “Potential Concepts for
Consideration’.
•

•

Removal of Existing Control Structures
•

MNR owns 391 dams in Ontario

•

Some of these are very old and no longer have a water control function
(estimated at 25%)

•

Many of these are barriers to fish movement

Species at Risk (SARA/ESA)
•

Using the concept of “net benefit” can some of the species at risk
habitat impacts be compensated for off-site?
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Carl Jorgenson (DFO) said the SARA/ESA work may not get acknowledgement
under the Fisheries Act.
8. Questions for DFO
Regarding information requirements, the following actions were identified:
•

Initiate regional staff involvement in conjunction with the introduction of
operation plans and for the assessment of impacts to fish and fish habitat.

•

Provide the matrix of habitat impacts along with the operation plans.

Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) indicated that when there is uncertainty about impacts and
the compensation is also uncertain, Xeneca can commit to further study to raise the
certainty regarding impacts and implement corrective measures if necessary.
Carl Jorgenson (DFO) said DFO has embraced some of this as adaptive
management. Impacts are monitored on an ongoing basis. Some of these things
are routine on authorizations.
Regarding case studies that DFO/MNR are aware of, Rob Steele (NRSI) referred to
Jennifer Thomas’s earlier statement about needing to understand impacts. They do
not want to talk about case studies or potential projects without first understanding
the impacts requiring compensation.
Are there legislative or policy impediments? Rob Steele (NRSI) asked whether the
compensation is required to be included in the EA.
Thomas Hoggarth (DFO) said the compensation location becomes part of your
project and therefore part of the same EA. This brings the greater audience of both
projects into the EA.
Julie Dahl (DFO) agreed, but said again that it is not new that the scope of the EA
increases.
Bill Touzel (WESA) agreed that there are complexities in the federal EA process, and
asked whether they should decouple the provincial Hydro Class EA from the federal
EA.
Action: Patrick Gillette (Xeneca) suggested that the Xeneca team go back and
come up with ideas. He can involve their environment lawyer to help come up with
solutions.
Bill Touzel (WESA) said decoupling the provincial and federal EAs is desirable
because it allows for earlier conclusion to the provincial EA and prevents the
provincial EA from being expanded in scope geographically.
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9. Open discussion
Much discussion occurred throughout the presentation, and no further open
discussion time was required.
10. Next Steps
Actions were reviewed:
1. Xeneca to provide an indication of project priorities to senior DFO and MNR
staff once they have determined this based on the operation plans.
2. Xeneca to provide operation plans to local staff (DFO and MNR).
3. NRSI to provide impacts to fish and fish habitat along with the operation plans
to local staff (DFO and MNR).
4. Once Xeneca has worked with local staff, NRSI to provide senior DFO and
MNR staff a matrix of impacts that could not be compensated for on-site.
5. Xeneca to review their strategy for the EA process with respect to the
possibility of decoupling the provincial and federal EAs.
Ed Debruyn (DFO) has met with the CEA Agency director regarding priorities. He
would like to know Xeneca’s intentions for the EA process. Ed’s next meeting with
the CEA Agency director is on March 11.
Jennifer Thomas (DFO) emphasized that given the time lines and realities of the FIT
program open communication at the local and operational level will be critical for all
parties and, where there may be disputes, they should be advanced to DFO senior
staff or MNR senior staff.
Rob Steele (NRSI) thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the
meeting at approximately 12:10pm.
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Xeneca Power Hydro
Development Projects

Agency Discussion – Fisheries Act
Authorizations
Feb 11, 2010

Opening Comments
Xeneca Power – Patrick Gillette
DFO - Ed DeBruyn
Four Slide Falls –
Serpent River, On

Background
•

Xeneca Power currently has 19 proposed hydroelectric
projects at various locations across central and
eastern Ontario ( Rivers include Vermilion, Wanapitei,
Frederickhouse, Ivnahoe, Serpent, Petawawa, Larder
and Kapuskasing)

•

The relative size and complexity of these projects
introduces difficulty in terms of traditional “like for
like” fish habitat compensation at the project level
(i.e. distance of river being altered may be too large)

•

Timing associated with multiple “separate” Fisheries
Act Authorizations vs. project timelines also adds
complexity

Goals and Objectives
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provide General Understanding of Xeneca Project Types
Provide summary of pressures related to project schedule
Introduce potential concepts for larger scale fish habitat
compensation
Determine Information needed from Xeneca?
Provide forum for open discussion
Determine next steps and action items
McCarthy Chutes –
Serpent River, On

Project Schedules
•

Feed in Tariff Contract Schedules
•
•
•
•

•

•

5 Year Contract Schedule
18 – 24 Month EA Schedule
12 – 16 Month Permitting Schedule
24+ months to order equipment and commence
construction in late summer.
3 – 6 months pre-commissioning work.

Power Supplied to the Grid in 2015
McPherson Falls –
Vermillion River, On

Xeneca Projects
Range of Project Types
1) McCarthy Chutes
•
•

Very short zone of inundation (300 m)
Close-coupled (powerhouse incorporated in dam

2) Four Slide Falls
•
•

Longer zone of inundation (6 km)
Weir- Penstock arrangement with bypass reach

Potential Concepts for
Consideration
•

Preserving Areas for Conservation
Example – Little Abitibi River Provincial Park

•

Orphan Mine Site Rehabilitation
•

•

•

Currently more than 5,700 known abandoned mine sites
located within Ontario,
Approximately 4,000 sites could potentially be hazardous to
public health and safety and to the environment.
Approximately 30 - 40 per cent of Ontario's abandoned mine
sites are estimated to be located on Crown land.
(http://www.mndmf.gov.on.ca/mines/mg/abanmin/default_e.asp)

•

Example – Xeneca’s McGraw Falls Project
Third Falls –
Ivanhoe River, On

Potential Concepts for
Consideration
Removal of Existing Control Structures
•
•

•

MNR owns 391 dams in Ontario
Some of these are very old and no longer have a water
control function (estimated at 25%)
Many of these are barriers to fish movement

Species at Risk (SARA/ESA)
•

Using the concept of “net benefit” can some of the
species at risk habitat impacts be compensated for offsite?

Soo Crossing –
Vermillion River, On

Questions for DFO?
•

•
•

•

Are there outstanding information requirements that
DFO needs from Xeneca to facilitate internal
discussions on this subject
Are there existing case studies of large scale
compensation for us to consider
Are there legislative or policy impediments to
undertaking a regional scale approach to fish habitat
compensation?
If so, can these be overcome within the time frame of
these projects (i.e. within the next two years)?

AGENDA
ENVIRONMENTAL APPROVALS COORDINATION MEETING
Xeneca’s proposed Wanatango Falls waterpower project on the Frederick House River
will be held on April 20, 2011 @ 10am in the Poplar Boardroom at the MNR Northeast
Regional Office, Ontario Government Complex, 5520 Hwy.101 East, A Wing (2nd floor),
P.O. Bag 3020, South Porcupine, P0N 1H0.
1. Participant Introductions and acceptance of agenda
2. Background on Project
a. Overview of harmonized environmental assessment planning process and
Class EA organization
b. meeting objectives
3. Overview of project proposal, proposed schedule and proposed approach for the
EA process (handouts provided)
4. Identification of the applicable policies and procedures administered by each
agency (list of statutes and regulations) and list of required approvals for the
project
5. Compiling of a comprehensive list of values and issues of concern/benefit
identified with the site and the project (natural, socio-cultural, economic)
6. Additional data and information collection requirements and procedures, if
needed
7. Consultation Plan including Contact List (general public, First Nation and other
Aboriginal communities and provincial and federal agencies)
8. Summary and additional questions

MINUTES OF EA COORDINATION MEETING
Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project
Date: Tuesday, April 20th, 2011, 10:00
Meeting
MNR Timmins District Office and via Teleconference Call
Location:
Prepared By:
Pilar DePedro
Attendees:

Ministry of Natural Resources:
 Sandra Dosser, Renewable Energy Coordinator (SD)
 Jennifer Telford, District Planner (JT)
 Chris Chenier, Area Biologist (CC)
 Denis Clement, District Planning and Information Management Supervisor
(DC)
 David Shaw, Regional Aboriginal Policy Liaison (DS)
Ministry of the Environment:
 Lianne Kentish, Senior Environmental Officer (LK)
OEL-HydroSys Inc. (Environmental Approvals Consultants):
 Tami Sugarman, Environmental Approvals Senior Advisor (TS)
 Pilar DePedro
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (Biological Consultants)
 Brett Woodman (BW)
Via Teleconference
Ministry of the Environment:
 Ellen Cramm, Environmental/EA Coordinator (EC)
 Rod Sein, Surface Water Specialist (RS)
Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure:
 Helen Kwan, Senior Policy Advisor REA Office (HK)
Department of Fisheries and Oceans:
 Carl Jorgensen, Fish Habitat Biologist (CJ)
Environment Canada:
 Sheryl Lusk, Environmental Assessment Officer (SL)
Natural Resources Canada:
 Caitlin Scott, Junior Policy Analyst (CS)

Regrets

Attachments

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency; Stephanie Davis, Environmental
Assessment Analyst
Transport Canada; Lisa McDonald, Environmental Officer
Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure; Brett Smith, Senior Advisor
Xeneca; Mike Vance, Ed Laratta, Dean Assinewe
Project Description for Wanatango Falls Waterpower Development
(document issued in advance of meeting)
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The following Meeting Minutes were recorded by Pilar DePedro of OEL-HydroSys Inc. The notes
reflect the understanding of discussions held during the meeting. Based on comments received from
the Draft distribution, these minutes have been adopted and are considered accurate.
Distribution of these meeting minutes to anyone other than a participant, or an invited
participant requires prior approval by all those on the distribution list.

Item

1.0

Item Description

Action by

Introductions and the Environmental Assessment Process
Meeting objectives
 to initiate the discussion surrounding information that has been
distributed to regulators for the proposed project;
 to identify applicable legislation and permitting requirements early in
process;
 to identify any gaps in data analysis;
 to open dialogue
OEL (TS) introduced the Wanatango Falls project and outlined that the
proponent would assess the project through the Class Environmental
Assessment for Waterpower Projects. Additionally, it is expected that the
project will trigger the requirement for a Federal Environmental Screening
due to law list triggers (Navigable Waters Protection Act and the Fisheries
Act). As a result it was the intent of the proponent to harmonize the
Provincial and Federal processes into one environmental assessment
planning process for each site and to produce a single environmental
report for each project which would address the requirements of both the
provincial and federal processes.
OEL (TS) briefly explained the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for
Waterpower, noting this was a proponent driven process, as such there is
no formal approval granted. The Frederick House River is considered a
managed waterway and as a result the proponent will follow the planning
process for a new site on a managed waterway. TS added that there is a
30 day review period once the final Environmental Report is released
(Notice of Completion), and that the review is open to regulators and the
public. If there are objections to how the proponent conducted the EA, a
request for a Part II Order under the Ontario Environmental Assessment
Act can be filed during this period. If resolution is not achieved, the
Director of the MOE will issue a decision either denying the request,
directing the proponent to correct deficiencies or granting the request for a
Part II order.
OEL assumes the role of writing the EA document and agency
consultation; public and aboriginal consultation aspects of the projects are
undertaken by Xeneca staff directly.
OEL (TS) provided a synopsis of the site noting that the proponent is
proposing a second option which includes an additional 9 m head which
would increase the size of the current inundation area. This would require
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Xeneca to
decide on RSFD
Class EA for

an agreement with private land owners which has not yet been finalized.
The Waterpower Class EA classifies powerlines under 115kV capacity to
be exempt from assessment; however, the federal screening has scoped
these lines within their planning process. The MNR, in previous EA
coordination meeting with Xeneca has identified that the MNR Class EA for
Resource Stewardship and Facility Development (RSFD) process is
required to assess the transmission line component as this line will be
tenured for these project, including Wanatango Falls. It was agreed that the
planning requirements for the RSFD Class EA will be incorporated into the
OWA Class EA processes so that these two processes can be harmonized.
Once the T/L mapping is available Xeneca will send it to MNR for them to
categorize these ROW and outline the planning requirements of MNR for
the ROW. OEL (TS) added that the proponent, as an alternative may
consider the option of proposing a separate EA for the transmission
corridor but no decision has been made on this matter to date.

2.0

transmission
corridor and
reissue NOC as
required.

Proposed Project Schedule
OEL (TS) explained that Xeneca would move forward with issuing a Draft
Environmental Report in June 2011. Under the terms of the FIT contract
commissioning is set for April 2015, with start up to be initiated towards the
end of 2014. TS acknowledged that there may be gaps in the data
collected to date and that these would be identified once the technical
reports (including biology, archaeology, hydrology and operating plans) had
been reviewed by the agencies/ministries. CD copies of the biology reports
were given to MNR (JT) (SD) and MOE (LK). TS added that Xeneca would
commit to completing any further studies as required prior to the permitting
stage for the project, noting that while it was a somewhat unconventional
approach to EA planning, the scheduled necessitated this approach.
MOE (EC) elaborated that this was a tight time frame and that before any
irreversible decisions are made appropriate mitigation needs to be
identified and a minimal level of field work and evaluation must be
conducted in order to meet requirements. TS replied that Xeneca had
already completed 2010 field investigations and that it was hoped that at
the draft review that the agencies/ministries would dictate the requirements
for any additional investigations. TS added that Xeneca would identify
clear commitments to complete any outstanding studies within the final
Environmental Report. MOE (EC) commented that this approach may not
meet the requirements of the Class EA process as studies are to occur
after the EA is scheduled for completion. MOE (EC) and MNR (SD) stated
that there remains a public consultation requirement to present the findings
of these investigations which could otherwise lead to a Part II order
request.
TS responded that Xeneca has indicated at other meetings that they
understand that any commitments made by the proponent would have to
be honoured otherwise an amendment to the EA or possibly a new EA may
be required.

3.0

Public and Aboriginal Consultation
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OEL to inform
Xeneca on
consultation
requirements.

Dave Shaw entered the meeting at this point to represent the MNR Task
Team on First Nation Consultation.
OEL (TS) provided a summary of aboriginal consultation to date based on
Dean Assinewe’s report from the previous day (Ivanhoe River Projects EA
coordination meeting held April 19, 2011) and what aspects would be
addressed in the consultation plan. TS added that Xeneca’s Aboriginal
Liaison Dean Assinewe would distribute the aboriginal consultation plans to
the regulators for review once they are finalized. The proponent identified
the following aboriginal communities involved in the Wanatango Falls
project;
 Mattagami First Nation
 Matachewan First Nation
 Wahgoshig First Nation
 Flying Post First Nation
 Taykwa Tagamou First Nation
 Métis Nation of Ontario
 Wabun Tribal Council
MNR (DC) commented that each FN should sign off on the Environmental
Report as Wabun Tribal Council can’t sign for all represented FN’s. MNR
(DC) suggested that an additional community meeting explaining the
project should be held in Moosonee since there are numerous members of
Taykwa Tagamou FN residing in Moosonee.

Xeneca to
forward
Aboriginal and
Public
consultation
plans to
agencies and
regulators for
review.

Xeneca to
contact Taykwa
Tagamou FN in
Moosonee
directly.

MNR (DS) advised that the proponent will need to accurately convey
information to the FN’s otherwise they are vulnerable. On May 4th a face to
face meeting will be held and MNR (DS) will be working closely with Dean
Assinewe to produce sufficient aboriginal consultation plans and guidance
on engagement.
OEL (TS) commented that there may not be a lot of detail or information on
aboriginal consultation in the EA scheduled for completion in June 2011
due to time constraints and asked how this will affect the success of the
EA. MNR (SD) and (DC) responded that the EA will not be successful as it
is a FN constitutional right to consultation. In the absence of a consultation
record the FN’s may request a Part 2 Order which has happened in the
past within the identified communities. DS stated that the implications could
result in starting from the beginning which would delay the project and does
not recommend this approach.
MNR (DC) led dialogue on public consultation stating that a Public
Information Centre (PIC) should be held in Iroquois Falls in addition to
Cochrane as it is closer to the proposed site and hosts more users. DC
further stated that more information is needed to be included in future
PIC’s. JT requested increased public consultation which could be facilitated
by the MNR through a stakeholder mail out. If Xeneca wants to meet
consultation requirements they should forward all stakeholder notifications
to the MNR for distribution, this also applies to the transmission line aspect
of the project.
SD recommended the proponent attend any Standing Advisory Committee
meetings coming up.
Page 4 of 8

OEL will inform
Xeneca on
requested
additional PIC’s
and amount of
information.
Xeneca to
coordinate
focus group
meeting with
the SAC.

4.0

Legislation, permits and approvals
OEL (TS) stated that although CEAA was not present at this meeting it was
communicated that the Responsible Authorities had been identified as
Transport Canada and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans with
Natural Resources Canada and Health Canada providing expert advice
where required.
NRCan (CS) indicated that to date it has taken an advisory role and has
provided input into the scoping document and will continue to do so at the
request of the Responsible Authorities.
EC (SL) has a regulatory interest in air quality, water quality, migratory
birds, and avian species at risk as administrator of the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act, subsection 36(3) of the Fisheries Act, the
Migratory Birds Convention Act, and the Species at Risk Act.
SL commented that EC also has an interest in any potential acid rock
drainage and that the first step would be a desktop study of geological
mapping in the area to confirm the degree of potential for ARD. MOE (LK)
would also like to see study results with regards to stockpiling and ARD.
DFO (CJ) noted that Potential Approvals List provided in the project
description contained the correct sections of the Fisheries Act that are
administered by DFO. CJ commented that in order to gain authorisation for
permitting and fish passage the proponent would also need to ensure that
they will comply with the MNR’s Fisheries Management Objectives. DFO
and MNR will work together, meeting these requirements will highly rely on
field studies and adequate mitigation. CJ noted that to date there had been
no aquatic SAR habitat identified however this requires confirmation.

DFO (CJ) to
confirm if there
is SAR habitat.

MEI (HK) stated that at this stage in the process their role was
observational only; responsibilities lie with the FIT contract and making
sure timelines are being kept.
MOE (LK) requested a list of activities to occur during construction and
operation to properly advise the proponent on applicable permits and
approvals. A detailed Construction Plan and Sediment and Erosion Control
Plan were also requested.
MOE (LK) noted that once the project moved into the permitting phase, she
would be the main contact for MOE. LK added that the bulk of the
Ministry’s permitting is in advance of the construction phase, including
Permits to Take Water (PTTW – Category 2) for dewatering behind
cofferdams, and water use for road construction. The requirement for a
Certificate of Approval the discharge of any treated water to the
environment was also noted.
MOE (LK) suggested that the proponent investigate alternatives for waste
disposal since the local landfill may not have the capacity to accept the
project’s waste. LK noted the accepting landfill may have to amend its C of
A to accept the quantity of waste likely to be generated. LK noted that
absolutely no on-site burning of waste would be permitted.
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Xeneca to
provide;
Construction
Plan, Sediment
and Erosion
Control Plan.
Xeneca to
investigate
local waste
handling
facilities for
capacity.
No on-site
burning is
permitted at
any time.

5.0

MNR requirements for permitting, field studies, other
MNR (JT) stated the she will lead and facilitate the EA review. JT advised
that all site specific aspects of the project should be covered in the EA to
minimize extra work. JT noted some information gaps in the current
drawings and mapping where identified existing roads are actually trails
(confirmed by NRSI BW) and will require upgrading, this highlights the
potential for gaps in the EA and care must be taken. JT commented that a
Forestry Resource Licence may be required as upgrading will involve
cutting and road construction, brushing and grading will not be sufficient.
JT noted that the transmission line mapping required more detail, only 7 to
8 km of the line route is actually in the MNR Cochrane District and the
MNR in Timmins will have to be brought in to identify any additional
requirements.

Xeneca to
provide
access roads
and
transmission
line corridor
mapping to
agencies and
regulators.

JT stated that the transmission line will have to meet the RDFD Class EA
requirements. OEL (TS) responded that the proponent does not want to
conduct any ground truthing at present for the transmission line as it is
subject to change. TS added that the proponent would prefer to conduct a
comprehensive desk top study and that they have committed to this in May
so may not have information available in the ER but only prior to the
permits and approvals stage. JT commented that this approach may result
in the project being delayed as she would be hesitant to sign off on an
incomplete EA and a Part 2 Order may be requested. JT stated that at this
stage they would hope that the transmission line would be decided and a
desk top study completed, if there are information gaps the proponent may
have to re-start the EA.
MNR (DC) noted that this 2 tier approach is creating more work and to
anticipate delays. As the transmission line crosses two districts additional
public consultation will be needed. JT stated that one document is the
preferred option. SD asked if the proponent had contacted the Cochrane
District MNR for information on specific route options to which JT
responded that they had not. OEL (TS) added that the proponent had
originally committed to providing transmission line information with the
Permit 1 application for the MNR to categorize and incorporate into the EA
however there was no information to date. Once the mapping of the route
is available it will be forwarded to the MNR.

OEL to inform
Xeneca of
additional
public
consultation
requirement in
Timmins for
transmission
line.

MNR (SD) noted that a desktop review had been completed. This was
confirmed by NRSI (BW) who added that he was waiting for final alignment
from Xeneca to conduct another ELC review. SD suggested using the
MNR’s Significant Wildlife Technical Guide for habitat assessment in order
to provide a structured approach.
MNR (CC) requested a work plan from the NRSI biologists in order to
improve the data acquisition during upcoming field investigations and to
incorporate guidelines. CC suggested starting with NRSI’s work plan and
filling in the gaps.

NRSI to provide
MNR and MOE
with Work Plan.

MNR (JT) commented that that more detail was needed on aggregates
sourcing.

Xeneca to
confirm

Page 6 of 8

MNR (CC) discussed permit and approval requirements, Public Lands Act,
fish and wildlife resources, protecting ecological functioning and agreed to
provide management objectives to DFO. OEL (TS) added that a steering
group should be formed to address these issues.
NRSI (BW) discussed logistics of fish passage with CC who advocated
planning with DFO involvement. DFO is the lead for fish passage; Sec 20
of the Fisheries Act. However, as fishery/fish population managers MNR is
also concerned about fish passage at this site. To date fish passage at this
site remains an unknown.DFO (CJ) responded that DFO only manages fish
habitat and that fish are the responsibility of the MNR. DFO involvement is
reliant on biological evidence, once is it determined that fish are passing
thorough the proposed site area, DFO should be alerted. CC commented
that currently NRSI has a poor understanding of habitat use and that there
is not enough information to help identify impacts (e.g. changes to flows
and subsequent impacts to biota), the 2010 data is insufficient ( based on
2010 atypically low flows, missing study components, and in some cases
low sampling intensities/effort expended ) although methodology is
satisfactory. NRSI (BW) responded that the gaps have been addressed in
the 2011 work plan and that a meeting between MNR, DFO, NRSI and
Xeneca should happen soon to review the 2011 work plan to get agency
comments.

MOE (EC) requested that work plans be sent to Rod Sein (RS).
RS identified his role as the surface water quality technical support for the
MOE. RS noted that additional information was required for the PTTW
application and that methyl mercury resulting from the impoundment of
water was of concern to the MOE. RS offered to provide the proponent with
baseline monitoring guidelines and suggested a review of the work plan in
order to improve design for sampling otherwise it will have to be repeated.
OEL (TS) responded that due to the tight deadline spring spawning will be
missed and that issues such as surface water and fish tissue may require a
second meeting for discussion.
CC requested that benthos be an active part of the work plan which led to a
discussion between NRSI and CC. BW confirmed that benthic studies are
part of the 2011 work plan. CC asked if additional egg mat surveys were
scheduled as a part of the walleye spawning work. BW confirmed that they
were and outlined the new survey locations for egg mats in the 2011 work.
CC requested that they also be included at Zeverley’s and at the fast water
habitat located at approximately 8.5km upstream of Wanatango Falls. CC
and BW agreed to hold a follow-up meeting to fully review the 2011
workplan. CC asked if the 2010 terrestrial survey was conducted in the
area included in the project description. NRSI (BW) stated that it did not
include the transmission line area or access roads.
DFO (CJ) added that water crossings, roads, potential fish habitat,
temporary staging areas and line crossings all need to be included.

8.0

Meeting adjourned at 12:30
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MNR to provide
DFO with
management
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NRSI to
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and Xeneca to
review the 2011
workplan.
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Project No. 1052 / 1215D

Meeting Minutes
Date: May 2, 2011

Time: 9:00a.m.

Project Name: Wanatango Falls
Parties Involved: Chris Chenier, Area Biologist MNR Cochrane (CC), Carl Jorgenson, Fish Habitat Team Leader DFO
Northern Ontario District (CJ), Ed Larata, Xeneca (EL), Andrew Schiedel NRSI (AS), Tami Sugarman (OEL Hydrosys (TS), Pilar
DePedro, OEL Hydrosys (PD), Dave Green, NRSI (DAG), Brett Woodman, NRSI (BW)
Topic: Scoping future Wanatango Falls Fieldwork Page 1 of 5

Details of Conversation:
CC’s draft Notes on Data Requirements for Wanatango Falls will be used as an informal
agenda for this Scoping Meeting conference call.
Study Area
In 2010 the study area was defined as the limit of upstream inundation (approximately
1.4km below Frederickhouse Lake Dam) to Zeverley’s (bridge).
Frederickhouse Lake Dam is currently a manual operated dam. There are preliminary
discussions underway to explore the potential of automating this dam using power
generated at Wanatango Falls GS that will result in some flow regime change below
Frederickhouse Lake Dam (FHLD).
CC- For the past week or longer the FHLD has been holding water and so any water
that NRSI staff are seeing at Wanatango while doing the telemetry work is tributary
inputs only.
Presumably changes to FHLD management might be considered as a form of
compensation if it could be a benefit to walleye spawning. The increased flexibility
through automated flow management will translate more readily into ecological benefit
(for benthos, spawning fish, etc.)
Based on this discussion it is important to expand the study area for all future field work
to extend to FLHD.
The downstream limit of study area has been updated from 2010 based on the VFR
provided by Xeneca to the consulting team in March 2011. The VFR for FH River is
estimated to be 2.0km. Because, roughly 2.0km below Wanatango Falls is the large
over-wintering pool for Lake Sturgeon and that there is a sizable tributary at 3.0km
below, the downstream study area has been extended to 3.0km to include both of these
features.
225 Labrador Drive, Unit 1, Waterloo, Ontario, N2K 4M8

Tel: (519) 725-2227

Web: www.nrsi.on.ca

Email: info@nrsi.on.ca

Fish Community
The discussion relating to fish community touched on a number of metrics including:
species diversity, species abundance, age structure, growth and fecundity.
Species diversity – Northern pike are the only potential species that have not yet been
encountered / documented.
Species abundance – can be achieved through the combined 20110 and 2011 RIN
netting programs with the exception of bentho-pelagic species which may not be
effectively caught using RIN nets. NRSI results will be presented in terms of catch per
unit effort (CPUE).
CC- heavily stressed that NRSI should sample as robustly as possible to ensure that the
findings are meaningful and accurately represent the existing conditions in the study
area.
Age structure – CC aging work was done in 2010 downstream of Zeverley’s. With this
data NRSI will look at length at age curves to generate aging information with our data
set.
NRSI will consider collecting aging structures for future aging and confirmation of length
at age estimates. This could include otilith (mortality) or scale collections from fish.
Growth – growth rate estimates cannot be done without age estimates. NRSI will
consider this after decisions about aging work have been made.
Fecundity – CC- this work is necessary for MNR to manage the fishery resource.
Fecundity estimates can only be completed using dead fish. This work is not included in
the Xeneca approved 2011 work plan. It represents a sizeable amount of work. NRSI
will discuss further with Xeneca to determine if they will commit to this extra work.
BW – request that CC provide data sets / reports on fish work carried out by MNR below
Zeverley’s
RIN
RJS – does the MNR have a software that they use to process RIN data
CC- supposed to use fishnet, but he uses excel
In 2010 NRSI did 12 net sets. In 2011 NRSI is budget approved for 5 days of sampling.
It is anticipated that this will yield 20- 25 net sets.
CC – for his 27km study area below Zeverley’s he did 50-60 net sets. NRSI’s yield
catches will probably be low. Some species will be hard to catch in the quantities
required for meaningful statistics (eg. Goldeye).
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Tributary Sampling
NRSI will be studying the tributaries within the study area. This will include habitat
mapping and fish community sampling using an electrofisher backpack and minnow
traps.

CC- requested that habitat areas be calculated, water temperature be recorded as well
as known locations of groundwater inputs, substrates be documented and channel
morphology (eg. proportion of riffles, pools and runs) be recorded. CC – this work
should mirror what is done on the main stem.
NRSI will use OSAP protocols to focus the tributary investigations.
Benthic Invertebrates
NRSI will sample fast water benthic communities only as these are the ones that will be
potentially affected by increased inundation. We will employ Surber, Hess or possibly
U-net samplers. It is anticipated that we would identify 5 sample locations (inundation,
variable flow reach and bypass channel) with three samples collected from each of
these locations. The purpose of this work will be to determine taxa richness and
densities (individuals / meter squared)
CC_ questioned whether NRSI would be able to calculate meaningful densities with this
level of effort. Samples from other habitats (slow-moving or pools) at a lower level of
effort are recommended. These details will be needed in advance of permitting.
CJ – Benthos are a component of fish habitat, for example feeding areas. Will they be
altered?
Aquatic Plant Community
NRSI will build on the 2010 work. This will incorporate the additional study area.
CJ – In the absence of aquatic plants it is important to note that they are absent.
Primary Productivity
NRSI is not approved by Xeneca to do any work on primary productivity.
CC – not usually completed for EAs. He requests that we provide compelling rationale if
not doing it. He indicated that larval fish drift would be preferred.
Due to the small size of the headpond, primary productivity is less relevant / important.
Collection of larval fish drift data is not included in the Xeneca approved 2011 workplan.
Channel Characteristics
RJS- in CC’s notes on data requirements, was he thinking that the channel metrics data
would be collected by a Fluvial Geomorphologist?
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NRSI will collect information regarding channel characteristics (e.g. substrate size and
depth) as it relates to fish habitat. Additional information requested by CC is best
completed by a Fluvial Geomorphologist.
CC – NRSI needs to tie their work to fish habitat. Other details need to be addressed the
appropriate experts in terms of erosion.
CJ- the key characteristics to document are substrate size, depth, velocity and air and
water temperatures. He recommended that we collect this data while setting egg mats.
DAG – NRSI will install water temp loggers above and below Wanatango Falls and one
air temperature logger.
Fish Habitat
This work is done; NRSI is working on quantifying critical habitats.
CJ – acknowledges that compensation is not on a square meter for square meter basis.
But it is important to replace critical habitats that could be lost or altered (eg. pike
spawning). What are the inverts of the channel and wetland that may provided pike
spawning habitats.
Transmission Line and Access Roads
CC- strongly recommended again that field work be undertaken on these alignments
this year.
NRSI is not budget approved by Xeneca to do anymore work beyond the desktop review
that is completed.
EL – It is not possible to do field work this year and wondered if the agencies could help
scope field work such that every kilometer does not need to be studied.
VECs
Walleye, Sauger Northern Pike and Lake Sturgeon are identified as VECs for the study
area. Brook Trout and Goldeye are questionably VECs. (TBD by CC).
CC - Invasive species that the MNR would like to know about if we encounter are Rock
Bass, Bullhead species, Emerald Shiner and Small Mouth Bass.
CJ - Make sure that Compensation Plan does not create habitat for invasive species.
CC- please append to the minutes what NRSI is doing to address fish passage.
Specifically, seasonal movement between critical habitats (overwintering, summer
forage, spawning and nursery). NRSI should focus on understanding fish passage over
Wanatango Falls or Zeverleys to critical habitats. This should be achieved by manual
tracking, tag returns (of external Dart tags), upstream and downstream netting, base
station data and possibly aerial surveys
EA Discussion
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This section was not well documented. Please add or revise as you see fit.
EL – what do we do with data that comes after the EA is filed?
CC – Location approvals need more data than does the EA
CJ – CC is manager of the fishery; DFO is the manager of the habitat. Federal EA and
habitat are connected. Compensation may target the base of FHLD and use the
hierarchy for compensation.
MNR – Compensation Plan is developed between DFO and Xeneca to meet the MNR’s
Management Objectives

Resulting Actions:
CC- to provide NRSI with existing reports and data
NRSI – to provide to MNR and copy Xeneca work plans for each future trip including trips
currently underway.
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June 15 , 2011 Biological Scoping and Operating Plans Meeting and Conference Call
Wanatango Falls, Frederickhouse River
Meeting Minutes
Participants
Sandra Dosser, MNR
Greg Deyne, MNR
Larry Ferguson, MNR
Rich Pyrce, MNR
Bill Guthrie, MNR
Chris Chenier, Cochrane MNR
Tim Mutter, Chapleau MNR
Kris Vascotto, Chapleau MNR
Paula Allen, MOE District Supervisor
Amy Liu,
Helen Kwan,

Larry Ferguson, MNR
Mike Maleck,
Dan MacDonald, CEAA
Uwe Roeper, Xeneca
Ed Laratta, Xeneca
Nava Pokharel, Xeneca
Tami Sugarman, OEL Hydrosys
Pilar Dipedro, OEL Hydrosys
Kai Markvorsen, OEL Hydrosys
Brett Woodman, NRSI
Dave Green, NRSI
Rachele Young, NRSI

Regrets
Laurie Brownlee, MOE
Dave Bell, CEAA
Al Rowlinson, DFO
Mohammad Khan, MOE
Ed Snucins, MOE

STUDY AREAS
1. Wanatango Falls 9:50am – 12:20pm
A: Background Info
Person

Details

A)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

UWE

Described the upstream and downstream locations. He also mentioned Xeneca is
working towards easement agreements with landowners. However it is a separate
process from this meeting. The main focus is on the details and issues of the larger
inundation but if the agreement is not reached, then the focus will be on a smaller
inundation.

The information available up to this date is the hydrologic profile of stretch. Uwe
mentioned the longitudinal profile is not available yet, but will have the same effect for
inundation. The river profile is a handy view because it shows water elevation variation
along the stretch which is useful for studying inundation.
Static inundation is a single line of water levels. There will be a significant change in
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habitat within the static inundation areas during the 1:2 year flood event when riffles
upstream are fully inundated.
Dynamic inundation is the varying differences in water levels. Xeneca wants to look at
the differences and the effect on habitat assessment and property impacts because
most often, this is the least useful for habitat assessment. With the 1:2 year flood riffles
in the dynamic inundation, what needs to be looked at is if there is an impact on habitat.
What needs to be looked at further are water depths and what happens to habitat when
varying levels in centimeters of additional water is added.
Greg
Deyne

When analyzing the inundation areas, Xeneca has to keep in mind that during the 1:100
year flood, habitats are difficult to maintain with varying water depths. The requirements
change for each area when water moves so the analysis has to adhere to the change.

Brett

At the bio scoping meeting held on May 2 , 2011 for Wanatango, there were no
operational (ops) plan available at that meeting. Chris Chenier, MNR requested
additional information and Nava responded by email

Uwe

He would like to discuss the ops plan and design but would like to tie it to key biological
locations discussed in the scoping meeting

Brett

At the PIC two options were presented. One is the full 8.5km headpond and the second
is for a smaller headpond should an easement across private property not be realized.

Uwe

The EA will look at the max inundation in the worst case scenario and discussion will be
made with the landowners. The key design will be finalized following the EA

Brett

Is there inundation mapping now available from the May 2 scoping meeting. NRSI has
not seen it and finds the maps quite instructive to put context to inundation areas.

Nava

Responded that there are maps now available but they are not much different from the
static modeling so there will not be much change in results.

Brett

There are fast water near the below Frederickhouse River. The static inundation shows
the extent of the inundation approx 1.4 to 15 km below the river. The static inundation
may or may not be impacted (potentially mitigate with operations). However the riffles
close to the dam will be impacted. There were discussions based on what solutions
could be made to prote4ct habitat 1.4 – 1.5 km below the dam.

Greg D

There are pockets of fast water habitats right below Frederickhouse River which include
spawning areas. Make sure that wall eye and sauger have suitable habitats.

nd

nd
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Uwe

The upstream area has daily water fluctuations and the flow varies the effect on the
riffles
The downstream area has flow fluctuation which means downstream flow variability
causes significant variations in downstream habitat due to flow. There are proposals to
change the water levels upstream on a daily basis of ~1m range

Chris C

Given enough water, is there a possibility to do peaking operations more than once a
day?

Uwe

Yes

B)

ACTIONS AND PROPOSALS
From the SLIDES at the meeting:
The Footprint impact forms the inundation and physical footprint. The Operational
impacts illustrate variable flows and downstream. The Chutes is not a bypass site but
Wantango is. A bypass site is simply a barrier in the river.

Uwe

There are Two choices that can be discussed for Wanatango Falls (Hydropower
overview). The first choice is building a by pass which will divert some water to a pipe or
a channel to the powerhouse and release from the powerhouse to the river. This will
allow us to maintain some function of habitat.
The second choice is building a close coupled site further down rapids. It will be a bit
larger in size and the powerhouse and barrier will be at the same site. With this option,
habitat will always stay wet and it will convert to a different habitat since flushing occurs.
If we have a modified run-off-river there is no long term storage but variation in flow on a
daily basis.
If we have a machine run continuously throughout the day, how fast it runs will vary
during the day. If we only save water during the day and run when enough is saved in
the reservoir, it will provide the best effect and use. The four operating modes are as
follows:
1. Minimum to maximum flow
2. Flow for much of the year
3. Most spawning happens over spring
4. Low flow periods are most difficult

Chris C

Since dates need to be set up regarding the building of the motions discussed above, he
would like to discuss arbitrary dates.

Brett

June 1 could be an issue and will need to be thought about before discussions

Chris C

The biggest concern in the river is about sturgeon and not walleye. The June 1 date for
modified operations shows some concerns because of incubation and the tail end of it.

Uwe

The Arbitrary dates have to take into consideration walleye spawning and the flow
events happen differently than on calendar so is there a way to pick dates better? Can

st

st
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we use water temperature or can MNR provide an annual basis?
1. MNR’s criteria would include providing monthly flow guidelines if possible
instead of seasonal which is present accordingly
2. Can they provide an example operationally such as a hydrograph which is within
the run of river walleye
3. Sturgeon are in immediate downstream areas so spawning is of a concern. Can
we extend operating implications to later area in the year so the dates can
match all spawning areas of all species?

MNR

Can you produce water at the max turbine capacity during intermittent operations?

Uwe

We will do what benefits the most. Peak performance will be at about 60 or 70 percent
of the max, and the turbine is best at 50 – 60 percent. Work best to try and run in that
range to process all the water change percentage
How can you make a commitment about no interment flow during spring if you don’t
know the requirements for by pass flow? Also, how do you make commitment for spring
spawning when don’t know what to provide to attract habitat? Will the bypass be where
spawning is happening?

Greg D

Uwe

The bypass is where spawning occurs so it is a difficult discussion. The key habitat
issue areas are below the structure and further downstream. Spawning area at the
bridge will be covered by spring run off “noise”. Spawning in the tailrace could be
“extended” by moving and spreading out the coble /reconfiguring the cobble below the
tailrace habitat. Should be wetted at all times, but will need to review it. Dave can you
identify other areas?

Dave
Green

There are walleye spawning in these areas (confirmed fish but not spawn in 2010, can’t
speak for 2011 work – ongoing atm). No sturgeon spawn above Zeverley’s Bridge but
did confirm a presence below. He noted that where there are bedrock pinch points in the
channel, there is usually spawning activity.

Brett

Below the bridge, some crew caught a young sturgeon 77 cm in length 2011. It is not
overly abundant but they do believe that they get to the bridge, spawn and variation
inflow causes trouble and makes it difficult to catch

Greg D

To attract fish into the bypass spill area and discontinue that spill because water is
needed to run the turbine. This is problematic and we don’t want to lose site for the fish
to spawn and then not spill water into the bypass
Water goes around the large island two ways in this area
1. It goes over a cliff (steep) and down into the channel but not much
habitat is related
2. Along the long channel it is rough and habitat is present. It then
moves to the bottom of the channel into a pool where the water is
deeper. There is deposition and it is full of eroded material. This
Spawning area is identified as a key area. Beyond the water gets
deeper to a set of falls by the hydro bridge

Uwe

The main Issues are as follows:
1. immediate spawning at the base of the site and few meters downstream
225 Labrador Drive, Unit 1, Waterloo, Ontario, N2K 4M8

Tel: (519) 725-2227

Web: www.nrsi.on.ca

Email: info@nrsi.on.ca

at the bridge and variable flows are the key discussions because they
are important pieces of habitat
2. The Bridge should be taken care of by no intermittent spring runoff
3. The other barrier function has Tale race flow and a short distance
upstream which means it functions properly but needs to be
reconfigured accordingly for best spawning habitat
According to the hydrograph (present at meeting):
Regulated flows from Fredrickhouse Lk. dam (seasonal storage) have extensive
periods of zero flow on Frederick house river. This results in periods of zero flow on the
Fredrickhouse and we want to make sure that there’s nothing that Xeneca can do when
Fredrickhouse River reaches zero flow conditions.

Brett

During early spring work there is river work were the result is tributary inputs below
Fredrickhouse dam since no water is coming out of it. He noted the potential for
compensation related to the project allowing for the automation of the FHD. No power
present at FHD at the moment which requires manual operations. Is there an option to
run the power line close to the FHD to allow for that operation?

Uwe

The Compensation plans down road from the May 2 discussions:
1. The Option for the site to run a power line (Fredrickhouse Lk. Dam to
run manually but automate through development of Wanatango). We
can put a power line past Fredrickhouse dam to bring power there which
means less extreme operations or more fish friendly operations
2. The Discussion with OPG opens up to build another hydro site at
Fredrickhouse site and this gives the opportunity to revisit
Fredrickhouse river for better solution
 More discussion on how to get meaningful objectives for more water

nd

3. Can’t commit to no intermittent operations because April has
hydrograph cut off with no water from Fredrickhouse dam (could hold
back water and not give it to the project). Wanted to ask MNR about the
“abuse” that the sturgeon take as a result of intermittent operation at
FHD.
i. Good habitat downstream, thus wall eye and sturgeon put up
with abuse so how do we sustain with weeks of zero flow?
Chris

Uwe

Chris

Sturgeons take refuge in deep areas during low flows. Also note that there might be a
recruitment issues because we don’t usually find juveniles. We are still trying to assess
with field work. Note that if they’re not spawning locally, they’ll have to go 20km
downstream. So they think they still spawn on the river and it may not just have been
noted due to life history of fish. There is belief that there is fish passage at Zeverly’s.
This is tough site to propose flow on because;
a. Flow any time of year of any magnitude so if water isn’t coming nothing
happens and if there is too much then spill occurs
b. There is 2cms at Wanatango Falls
c. Low numbers in Ops plan for EA flows, but need to actually address
them and make them higher because they don’t know what is actually
reasonable due to odd hydrograph. Would like feedback from MNR on
how to address.
There is lots of zero flow but with a Little bit of flow that comes down it would work
around two ways but the chance that is does not happen and zero flows from OPG. The
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Uwe
Chris
Uwe

biggest problem for here is the (bypass flow
The key discussion is agreeing on how many bypass flows are needed and at what time
of the year.
Could use stop logs and the number of flow to go through the bypass before intermittent
storage to run power
The BUILDING is to Keep one side shut since not much significant flow because more
useful on other side
1. What’s the acceptable number for other side to not close?
2. Intermittent operations at what time of year do we have no problem
st

th

Brett

The Window for wall eye spawning is April 1 to June 15 ? What other things can we
look at for modified operations? Can we look at temperature on river or annual direction
from MNR for if spawn was completed for year instead of full range of dates

Chris

Approach dates with caution and it makes it difficult to provide on an annual basis

Uwe/ Dave
Greem

There is Variability in upstream by pass reach but what makes fish chose between the
options of flow? Therefore there is structure of flow but need range in flow for best
results to determine wall eye spawning
a. However there is more concern about sturgeon later on
b. Sturgeon spawning is unknown and the closest confirmed spawning is
25 km away below Zheverley’s by the bridge. It is not confirmed but it
has been seen
Is there confirmation of sturgeon between Zheverley and Wanatango stretch?
From Zheverley’s to hwy 11 there is very little population
c. There is a lot of population on the edge
d. Sturgeon are long lived fish but little spawning perspective
There are two approaches:
1. Approach: manage flow for wall eye spawning because it is easy to obtain
information
2. Approach for sturgeon is to continue to look for spawning in by pass reach
e. There is some downstream sturgeon spawning so provide effective flow
in that area
f. The Bypass reach for sturgeon. Can anything be done to make
spawning more successful?
g. There needs to be an adaptive approach for sturgeon and progressive
for others on bypass reach and whether to use or not
h. Over wintering sturgeon feed on something in the pool so keep food for
them

Chris

Need to tag sturgeon and just keep following them which means keep doing whats being
done now to get a better understanding. More femailes need to be found and tagged to
observe
Map 2.2 km below Wanatango falls the over wintering pool is by the little island
th

Brett

Any sturgeon picked up? Was June 4 only wall eye and sauger
Can we use a helicopter to find females? Noted it could be the fastest way between
Zeverley’d and hwy 11 with a receiver on outset of spawning season.
Once sturgeon are in there location of spawning season, they won’t go too far from
where they are. In the Spring we located at the beginning of spawning season and
mapped individuals likely to be found in the spawning areas
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Dave
Green

Could we extend the studying area and use stations which are good to do monitoring
i. Once Stations are in place we will know if they are coming into the
bypass areas and respond accordingly
NRSI 2010 done summary
a. There is a Report available for all projects available on FTP site
b. It was a challenging year because we were late on the spawning area (1
week late because of spike in temperature)
c. 8.2 km upstream there is influence on 100 m downstream but it has
been extended to 400 m in 2010
d. There are 10 stations, netting & electrofishing. We causght 11 species
which makes it low on the species list.
e. The Species caught were external dark tags
f. We used Additional egg mats
g. NRSI Marked 400 fish externally and still tagged a population of 19 fish
h. In the Summer time the rin protocols were extended 3 km downstream

Brett

Noted unsure if extensive terrestrial breeding bird surveys were additional for site.

Larry F

Why would wetlands be effected by inundated area?

Brett

There is only one wetland potentially effected part way up at inundation area; it is
hyrdologically connected to river at certain times during the year, fairly small marsh
habitat adjacent to river. This is the only wetland up to date

Sandra

The side discussion with MNR is if they like wetlands within the study area looked at
from ELC or do wetland evaluations?

Brett

ELC informs plant community present and various wildlife surveys on study area.
Breeding birds and snake cover boards were checked last year and the rest was
incidental observations. Surveys and ELC characterization would provide adequate info
for impact analysis. Sandra may be looking for formal wetland evaluations
If looking for changes in water levels, hydrology and function, it is fine to use ELC but
functioning of and how it relates to the impact on the wetland, different components
need to be looked at to see how wetlands are affected – SIDE BAR DISCUSSION

Larry F

Also need to discuss terrestrial assessment on transmissions but adding to side bar
meeting
Ed:
Uwe

NRSI staff have to make sure no difference between gold eye and moon eye because
ALL POPULATIONS ARE IMPORTANT AT SITE
Is the extended area a good area for spawning habitat? If so, we have to maintain
suitable habitat. The Spawning area upstream will be quite valuable so have to ensure
to protect and maintain as well
nd

(Refer to minutes on May 2 for further details on some stuff discussed)
Chris

Noted age structures

Dave
Green

Provide them but not analyze them

Chris

The impact can be useful if seen after construction and if collect money to process we
can provide age structures and process them (was this dave or chris?)
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Uwe?

If using data to collect and predict, it can be danger in relying and using to guess at all
other influences that would affect populations beyond hydrologic construction. Thus
Measuring flow in by pass region is critical
a. Stop logs do have leakage occurring and water has to build up again
b. Is there No control on Fredrickhouse?
c. There are flows on both side of the island. Low flow dynamics of
bypass are of interest
d. Block off one channel since little ecological value
e. Higher ecological value is smaller amount of
f. 2cms is quite a bit of water

Rich

We Measure 2cms by doing an actual measurement

Sandra

EA has to talk to owners on notion of changes and the potential impact. What we have
talked about, do all understand and agree? If the EA do not reach an agreement we
don’t collect for that level

Uwe

Noted understood,
The EA will state that if there is no landowner easement/agreement then the inundation
area will be smaller and therefore no impact to landowners. Noted in discussions at the
moment and will make sure that the landowners understand what the process is for
raising issues and objections.
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Conference Call Meeting Minutes
Meeting: NRSI, Xeneca, MNR, DFO Re: Wanatango Spring Spawning Field Work Scoping
Date: April 23, 2012
Time: 11:00am
Attendees:
NRIS – Brett Woodman, Dave Green, Ashley Favaro
Xeneca –UweRoeper, Ed Laratta, Mark Holmes, Nava Pokharel
MNR – Chris Chenier, Dennis Clement, Christine Greenaway
DFO – Carl Jorgensen
OEL Hydrosys – KaiMarkvorsen
Brett
-

Uwe
-

-

Brett
-

Uwe
Nava
-

Purpose of meeting is to discuss what spring spawning field work could be completed this
season in support of the Wanatango EA to MOE and future Fisheries Act submissions to DFO.

Xeneca has completed hydraulic engineering modeling for Wanatango this past fall/winter and
is going to do a data gap analysisto determine if the work completed to date is sufficient or if
more is required.
The NOC for the Wanatango Project has been withdrawn and an updated EA is now in
preparation which would incorporate this new information.

We are on the brink of the timing window for spring spawning. We want to discuss the
potential requirement for doing spring spawning work, prior to the completion of an analysis of
outstanding information so as not to not miss the spring 2012 window of opportunity.
Nava can better discuss the hydraulic modeling that was completed.

2 steady state models were completed for Wanatango, one in 2011 and one in winter 2012.
Also, bathymetric models were competed but not provided to MNR.
Xeneca’s focus was on The Chute, there was a steady state and unsteady state model for The
Chute provided to Sajjad at MNR.
MNR was pleased with the model but no official comments were made.
Xeneca did not want to give Sajjad the other models (including Wanatango) before he signed off
on The Chute model in case any problems were identified and they could be addressed in the
other models.

Christine:
- The models should be submitted to Sajjad as well as to Rich Pearce.

Head Office:
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Nava:
- Xeneca completed steady state model for Wanatango. The steady state model identifies the
head pond inundation area and the known extent of inundation. There was no change in the
head pond inundation area after modeling was completed.
- The model also addressed detailed hydraulic information for the bypass and downstream areas.
This information is mainly used by biologists to address affects the flows and levels will have on
important habitat. This information is of no interest to hydrologists.
Brett :
- Yes, but the agency hydrologists should review and comment on these models to make sure
they are correct and that they represent real conditions.
Christine:
- When discussing information gaps it is premature to discuss anything in terms of the zone of
influence. Once the zone of influence is confirmed a thorough data gap analysis needs to be
done.
Uwe:
-

Yes, there needs to be discussion in the coming weeks with regards to data gap analysis.

Christine:
- Here we are talking about spring field work required based on geographic scoping, if this
changes it will need to be addressed later on.
Brett:
- Based on aerial imagery, I cannot find any more potential sites for spawning, outside of those
areas already examined and assessed.
- (Directed to Uwe) Who is going to be organizing future meetings to discuss further scoping,
Xeneca or NRSI?
Uwe:
-

-

-

-

(In response to Brett) A little bit of both
I want to know how to get through the review process of this many FIT projects. All of Xeneca’s
projects cannot be processed in time to meet FIT timelines. Xeneca has decided to finish certain
projects this year and have asked the Ontario Power Authority to allow Xeneca to defer others
to a later date.
Six EA’s will be moving forward this year, one of them being Wanatango. Xeneca would like to
discuss the work completed to date with MNR to determine any outstanding requirements in
the content of the EAas soon as possible.
Winter 2010 it was determined that more field work was required, Xeneca approved more field
work for 2011, now there is a requirement for more field work in 2012?
Xeneca completed 2 rounds of hydraulic analysis and included the downstream area in the
second round, they completed at bathymetry study of the downstream area, we updated the
ZOI for upstream and provided graphs of the plant operation including 12 diagrams for the
different flows and operation conditions.
Xeneca has presented predicted flows and it has not been determined whether the predicted
flows are adequate or not.

Chris:
- Has not seen the graphs Uwe is speaking about
Christine:
- Only saw the graphs for The Chute that were presented at the meeting, has not seen the graphs
for Wanatango.
- (Directed to Uwe) Were all the graphs included in the package for The Chute?
- Would like to receive the graphs
Uwe:
-

Carl:
Uwe:
-

Carl:
-

Agrees to send graphs to Christine. (Action: Uwe/Nava)
The focus is on the areas of interest that will be affected by changes in flows and levels and how
the habitats might change.
A desk top study is currently underway to identify fast water habitats and other features of
interest (intake pipes, outlets, etc) that are located downstream. There will be summary of
features downstream and how they are affected by changes in flows and levels. This will be
available in 3 weeks.
Wanatango is on the list for this study and the report will be sent to MNR and DFO.

(Directed at Uwe) What are the other 5 EAs that are being moved forward this year?

Kap River, Ivanhoe River (Chute and Third Falls), Wabageshik(Vermilion River) and
Marter(Blanche River)
More discussion with DFO is required for these projects, it is a big job to get all the information
out and decide where the issues are and what the main concerns are. There needs to bea
determination of how much flow and what levels are required for the fast water features during
spawning.

DFO assessor needs to be included in all correspondence, and should be sent the graphs and
diagrams and any reports that have been completed up to date. (Action: Uwe/Nava)

Brett:
- I have discussed with Chris the current site conditions and what additional field work should be
considered.
Chris can articulate better to Xeneca what he believes:
Chris:
- . There has only been one field season, this is not sufficient. Xeneca should repeat what was
done in 2011 and increase the level of effort, especially in the tributaries.
- Spawning potential in the tributaries should be assessed even though there is a low likelihood of
spawning habitat in the tributaries. If the tributaries are going to be affected by changes in
levels and flows then they need to be assessed. Chris mentions he discussed with Dave Green.
- Egg mats and drift nets should be used in greater number.
- The use of identified habitat needs to be related back to the flow conditions and its relative
contribution to the reach needs to be quantified.

The impact of the loss of a given habitat should be identified and the risk to the reach of river as a result
of that loss determined.
Uwe:
- Where do we need to focus our efforts?
Chris:
- For example High Falls dam is impacting the flows of the river. River bottom is being exposed in
a series of rapids and fast water features downstream, creating impacts to spawning.
- There could be issues like this if the dam is closed during the wrong time.
Christine:
- There needs to be an understanding of how the habitat is related to the flow.
MNR’s role in the water power EA is misinterpreted. It is up to the proponent to identify the
impacts and direct the field program. It is not MNR’s role to direct the field program. The MNRs
roll is to assist the proponent in identifying data gaps in the information they are provided with.
Chris has identified a gap, he is not saying that addressing it will result in the EA being complet
Uwe:
-

The Chute EA is in process and was sent to MNR, MNR determined there were data gaps and the
EA was rejected.
Xeneca wants to reach a consensus with MNR to deal with key issues such as if the flows are
enough for spawning.
Xeneca would like the MNR to help identify data gaps where they see them at this stage so as to
avoid unnecessary and expensive work.
Xeneca wants to be able to hash out issues with MNR.

Christine:
- Agrees with Uwe.
- MNR does not have as a thorough knowledge of the site as some may think.
- MNR needs to find the right place with the proponent in the EA process. MNR does not want to
put the area bio in a position where they are making statements that are based on a lack of
data.
Uwe:
-

There is now reasonable data available to determine mitigation strategies and further
monitoring programs based on extra work in 2011 and hydrology in winter 2011/2012

Christine:
- There needs to be more meetings at a regional level for discussion and for MNR to have more of
a participating role. MNR should not be telling the proponent what is required for the field
program.
Chris:
- Christine is outlining the role of MNR in the EA process. MNR can provide guidance to
proponents.

-

Uwe:
-

MNR is not alone in their thoughts on fish habitat (includes DFO). Spawning is a continuum of
development. It is not just based on available spawning habitat; it involves many other things
such as recruitment and development. There is a need to assess larval drift and nursery areas
that have not been addressed yet.

More information is coming so these effects cannot be discussed yet. They should be discussed
after MNR gets all the information. Once MNR has reviewed the models this will be the fastest
way for Xeneca to come up with appropriate flows and levels.

Chris:
- Your time is running down for spawning field work for this year.
Uwe:
-

-

The additional field work is not required for a discussion of appropriate levels and flows. It will
lead to more conservative operation strategies on the assumption that there is spawning
habitat. For instance where there is a lack of data, an assumption could be made that there is
spawning habitat and flows and levels set so as to avoid impacts. Further work could then be
undertaken to refine the understanding about the presence/absence/functionality of that area.
With field work we may answer some questions but more questions will come up.

Brett:
- (Directed at Uwe) Is there a need for additional spawning work?
- Chris has told you what he suggests be done. (This is the future and we will not have an open
ended process to delay EA ad infinitum). Chris has provided NRSI water temperatures and field
crews need to get going if field work is going to be completed this springg.
Christine:
- Temperatures are 5°C on Mattagami River. The spawn is occurring on the Groundhog River.
Temperatures were 6°C but came back down to 5°C on the Mattagami River.
Dave:
- Crews are out at The Chute this week. They have not seen the movement of spawning fish on
the Ivanhoe yet.
Uwe:
-

Why do we need to repeat the field workconducted 2011?

Chris:
- (In response to Uwe) There are data gaps and information that is missing. There is a lot of
variation in nature and only one event has been sampled.
- If we do not have adequate baseline data then we will not know what the impacts are and they
cannot be properly monitored or managed. Without proper baseline data the impacts will not
be properly mitigated.
- There was no Sturgeon spawning work done to date. There is a reliable report that there is
sturgeon present but we don’t know where and if they are spawning in this section of river.
More effort and at a greater scale of field work is required to be able tie spawning habitat into
flow changes.

Uwe:
-

I still do not fully understand why we have to do more field work? I am shocked to hear that we
should redo everything because a large amount of time and money were spent in 2010 and
2011.

Chris:
- 2010 was an odd year because temperatures sky rocketed so fast and the spawning was missed.
The environment can be very unpredictable. We still do not know the productivity of the
habitat assessed in 2011 because there is only 1 years worth of data. With the variation in the
environment we need to know the differences of habitat and use with the changes in flows.
Uwe:
Even if we collect one more years worth of data there will still not be enough data.
Chris:
- The weather is changing quickly and if you don’t act quickly the spawn will be missed this year
just like in 2010.
Christine:
- Once baseline conditions have been identified than the variability can be assessed.
Brett:
- I am struggling to understand how these questions can be adequately answered when the EA
process is only designed to be 18-24 months. We only have data from 2011 however; under
different flow events habitat use will be different.
- What information is adequate to process and capture variability when we only have 1 or 2 years
of field data?
Chris:
- Indicated that he understands Brett’s concerns.
- His opinion is to try every year within the time that you have available. This would be his
expectation.
Christine:
- FIT time line is designed to have 1 year of field data. MNR is requiring what is needed for
understanding baseline conditions to investigate mitigation measures.
Uwe:
-

What further field work is warranted?

Christine:
- Chris has four questions that can be addressed during the spring field season.
Chris:
- Four questions to address:
o How much critical habitat is available?
o How much is it used?
o How much is left after construction?
o How is it affected by construction?

Uwe:
-

-

-

-

The pulsing effect on downstream spawning habitat was not addressed.

Xeneca withdrew the Wanatango EA to incorporate further information collected and because
MOE rejected The Chute EA based on MNR comments stating it was incomplete. Xeneca felt
that Wanatango was in a similar state.
FIT gave them 5 years to complete the EA process however MNR is saying the information
collected to date is deficient.
Xeneca has spent over 1 million dollars on each site and they will be spending even more if they
require another field program for 2012.
Xeneca needs to decide whether or not they should have sites here or not because they may
not.
MOE decides whether or not to accept the EA based on MNR comments so there needs to be
more of a consensus on how to get to the end game. There needs to be discussion based on
mitigation measures because most of this stuff is based on mitigation. We need to discuss how
to preserve the habitat or compensate.
Xeneca would like to avoid having the same discussion next year, despite collecting data through
2012.
We need to identify the specific data gaps that can be addressed in this season.
Do we need to look at the upstream dam site (Frederick House dam) and see if it can be used to
mitigate fast water habitats?
We know that sturgeon were caught upstream and although they were not targeted specifically
by NRSI’s field program an extensive amount of netting was conducted resulting in no captures.
Are there more sturgeon? Should we focus on answering this question?
Field programs are very expensive and unless they are targeted to answer specific questions
their results may not fill data gaps.
One more year will not assess the variability in the river. Reality is it could be 4 to 5 years to
assess how the spawning habitat is used over time and how it is affected by levels and flows.
We will never get to the end of the process.

Chris:
- I didn’t say no progress was made but there are things that have not been addressed.
- We don’t fully understand what happens when you change flows or levels.
- Most MNR assessments involve more than 1 year and we need to stay in line with our policies.
My recommendation is that you repeat field work each year until you pour the foundation of
the structure.
- We can’t predict that we will be able to answer all the questions and I understand it takes a lot
of effort.
- I recommend increasing number of egg mats used and using larval drift nets to identify nursery
areas. Larval fish often use the edges of the river and dropping water levels can leave larval fish
high and dry. You have an opportunity to identify this information.
Uwe:
-

I appreciate Chris’ efforts to identify outstanding questionsbut I am thinking realistically about
costs and duration of the EA component of this project.

Chris:
- I am trying to stay true to the river and to gain more comfort with moving forward with the EA.

Uwe:
- If we knew we had a project it would be easier to commit to a monitoring program.
- Had a conversation with Kris Vascotto regarding ongoing monitoring during and after
construction of the dam. Xeneca could collect data over time to determine the affects the dam
is having on fish populations and habitats and use this information as a lesson learned for future
projects. The mitigation plan would be designed as an adaptive management plan.
- I am not saying that we will not do additional field work in 2012; I have some budget for some
additional field work.
- I have set aside budget for water quality monitoring with MOE and have had a discussion about
future monitoring involving additional field work. I do not have the budget to do the entire field
program over again; I can only authorize NRSI to address the critical issues.
Christine:
- Chris did identify the critical information required, the characteristics of larval drift and nursery
areas (setting larval drift nets).
Uwe:
-

I would like Brett and Chris to discuss what is of highest priority.

Brett:
- We can have that discussion. Is Chris available?
Chris:
- He will do it.
Brett:
- I will have a prioritization discussion with Chris and then get back to Xeneca this afternoon.
Uwe:
-

Yes this afternoon is good. Want Brett to address what will help with the EA and separate out
what can be done during the monitoring program. Can we get Wanatango done or will it have
to be pushed off?

Chris:
- I am curious to hear from Carl because we have had an extensive discussion about fish habitat.
Carl:
-

-

Brett:

I have been listening intently
In general, if there is only one years worth of data collected then you need to take a
conservative approach. More information is better because it helps to make a more informed
decision and a better mitigation strategy.
I want to be included in further discussion and require further details to inform on the impacts.
Is there a 2011 report?
I submitted a brief comment re: the first report was that the EA did not meet federal
requirements.

-

Carl:
-

-

Uwe:
-

Carl:
-

There is an updated Existing Conditions report. It was only sent to MNR but it can be sent to you
Carl.

Within, DFO all FIT projects are placed in a high priority category. Other projects can wait if a FIT
projects is on thedesk. Weneed to have the information as soon as possible as well.
I cannot inform on the data gaps because I do not know what has been done or what has
happened.
Habitat should be characterized up to the Frederick House dam and its value should be
determined. Spawning is important but getting recruitment is equally if not more important, ie.
If the nursery habitat is not there than what is the point of preserving the spawning habitat.
The importance of the area above the site is the focus of what DFO wants to see addressed this
year if it has not been previously.

We need to have these discussions. I want to advance these discussions. Is fish passage
important and required? What upstream habitats are available and need to be preserved or
mitigated?

Any field work that was not done last year needs to be done even if this includes repetition.
Tributaries may or may not be useful but we need to know if there is tributary habitat to inform
if fish can move into and out of the main flow.

Dave: Indicated that the tributaries assessed had limited spawning value for Walleye and other species
due to lack of flow and suitable spawning substrates but acknowledged that there remained a
potential value as nursery and/or rearing habitat for a variety of species.
Brett:
- It is now 12:40, 10 minutes past our end time.
- Can we schedule another meeting for 1:30 this afternoon?
Carl:
-

2 would work better.

Brett:
- We will make the meeting for 2 with Carl, Chris and Uwe.
- This will be good for moving the project forward.
Christine:
- Would like to be on the call at 2.
Brett:
- Christine is invited on the call because her input is important.
Closing remarks.

Agency Meeting
Wanatango GS

August 21, 2012
Timmins, ON

Thank you for your time and for
your valuable input to this project.
Today’s meeting will be focused on
how Agency and stakeholder
concerns have been addressed
since the initial ER was released in
2011

Purpose of Meeting
1. Follow up to agency comments on the 2011
Wanatango ER Report
2. Additional studies, information and updates
3. Discuss possible mitigation options and
strategies

MNR Core issues
•

“Identifying the ZOI is essential to ensuring that all potential effects are
identified and considered during the Class EA process. The ZOI should
include all areas where effects could occur, including the entire inundation
area and areas of variable flow downstream.”

•

Responding to agency comments on downstream ZOI the following
studies were conducted over 27 km downstream and beyond to include
fast water sections up to 32 km downstream:
• Additional aquatic and terrestrial habitat studies
• Hydraulic modeling & bathymetry
• Environmental and social economic identification mapping

MNR Core issues
•

“MNR is concerned the lack of accurate flow data for the Wanatango Falls
site will negatively affect the upstream and downstream reaches of the
Frederick House River through an operating plan that is not reasonable or
feasible due to lack of data and information at the time of proposal.”

•

Responding to the concern raised, Xeneca has developed an updated
Operation Plan and provided detailed modelling to illustrate the effect on
river flow and potential environmental effects.
Furthermore, Xeneca has ongoing dialogue and data exchange with
Ontario Power Generation (OPG) which owns and operates the upstream
Frederickhouse Dam which already creates highly irregular flows.
Xeneca acknowledges that, with very limited storage, there may be
periods when operational shutdown occurs during extreme low flow
events.

•

•

MNR Core issues
• “Field work conducted to date unequivocally demonstrated
that at least 3 species of fish (walleye, sauger and goldeye)
move through the proposed site. Other species may also
exhibit similar movements but this has not been observed to
date. The exact reason or purpose for this movement is not
known. However the passage, which is in both upstream and
downstream directions, supports the view that the proposed
site is not a barrier to fish movement.”
• Responding to the comments, Xeneca designed the facility to
incorporate fish passage and has committed to temperature
based operating regimes that constrain operations during
sensitive spawning periods.

MNR Core issues
•

“MNR supports a coordinated and integrated process for the entire
waterpower project (including the transmission lines). MNR requires
sufficient information and analysis to support making decisions on
dispositions associated with the transmission line.”

•

For transmission lines Xeneca has:
1) used MNR reference documents to aid in determining ecologically
sensitive areas and avoid them,
2) used aircraft reconnaissance to aid in the terrestrial assessment,
including wetland assessments,
3) planning future field verification for sensitive areas to definitively
ascertain if SAR are present, or work in accordance with SAR legal
requirements.

MNR Core issues
• “…consultation for related regulatory processes should be
coordinated and harmonized. The ER should demonstrate that
clear, concise information about the Project has been
communicated to the appropriate Aboriginal communities;
that opportunities have been provided for a meaningful, two‐
way exchange of information ...”
• Xeneca has conducted additional Public Information Centres
and presented up to date and complete project information,
including study results, operating plans and road and power
line corridors. Information has also been presented to Taykwa
Tagamou Nation, Wahgoshig FN and Wabun Tribal Council,
the delegated authority for the affected
communities of Mattagami and Matachewan.

Update: additional 2011/2012 Studies
• Xeneca recognizes that data gaps existed in the 2011
ER. Original submission was made in order to comply
with timeline provisions of the OPA contract.
• Xeneca has undertaken very significant work to
provide the information requested by regulatory
agencies and to appropriately consult with Aboriginal
communities and public stakeholders.

Update: upstream
ZOI

Update: downstream ZOI

Update: Conceptual Design

Update: Operations
Plans

Above: Normal operation at
259 mMSL.
Right: Flood operation at
259 – 260 mMSL.
Note: most of headpond
is contained within
existing river channel (1 – 6 km).

Update: additional 2011/2012 Studies
• Additional habitat studies conducted 2011 and
2012
• Revised operating plans
• Downstream Bathymetry/Hydraulic Modeling for
• Operating scenario graphs
• Downstream features identification maps
• Water quality monitoring program
• Extensive Archeology (Stage 2 complete)

Wanatango Falls 2010 & 2011
Ecological Field Studies
Aquatic Fish Community Surveys
√
Riverine Index Netting (RIN) Sampling
Walleye Spawning Surveys √
Lake Sturgeon Surveys
√
Northern Pike Spawning Surveys
Fish Passage Study √
Mercury Fish Tissue Analysis √
Fish Habitat Characterization √
Benthic Macroinvertebrate Sampling
Terrestrial
Breeding Bird Surveys
Incidental Wildlife Surveys √
Vegetation Community Assessments

√
√
√

√
√
√
√

Scientific Name

Wanatango Falls Fish Survey Results
Common Name
S‐Rank SARA
ESA

Acipenserfulvescens
Lake Sturgeon
Catostomuscatostomus Longnose Sucker
Catostomus commersoni White Sucker
Coregonus artedii
Lake Cisco
Coregonus clupeaformis*Lake Whitefish*
Cottus bairdi
Mottled Sculpin
Culaea inconstans*
Brook Stickleback*
Esox lucius Northern Pike
Hiodon alosoides
Goldeye
Hiodon tergisus*
Mooneye
Lota lota
Burbot
Moxostoma macrolep ShortheadRedhorse
Notropis atherinoides
Emerald Shiner
Notropis heterolepis
Blacknose Shiner
Notropis hudsonius
Spottail Shiner
Notropis volucellus*
Mimic Shinner
Perca flavescens
Yellow Perch
Percina caprodes
Logperch
Percopsis omiscom*
Trout‐perch
Rhinichthys cataractae Longnose Dace
Sander Canadensis
Sauger
Sander canadensis *
Saugeye*
Sander vitreus
Walleye
Semotilusatromaculatus Creek Chub

S3
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S3
S4
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S4
S5
S5
S5

Special Concern Special Concern
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No Status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status
No status No status

New (2012) Biology Studies/Data
Walleye and Lake Sturgeon spawning surveys were completed
at fast‐water features at the upstream extent of the proposed
head pond as well as between the proposed dam site and
downstream of Zeverley’s. This included larval drift netting to
document walleye recruitment.
Subsequent studies of fast water sections (Sankey Rapids et
al) up to 32 km studied in the summer of 2012.

Update on 2011/2012 Hydraulics
•Developed operating scenarios on a monthly basis
•Bathymetry depth studies in key areas to compliment 2010 data
•Steady state hydraulic modeling to calculate velocities, wetted perimeter
and water depth at various flows
•Unsteady state hydraulic modeling to calculate water level fluctuations
associated with operations
•Operations Plan updated draft to include spawning and other restrictions

Update on 2011/2012 Water Quality
•Coordinated with MOE on new permit to take water (PTTW)
•Developed an ongoing water quality monitoring program (location/
sampling frequency and Parameters)
•First round of data collection in 2012
•Water quality information will be combined with downstream
hydraulic modeling to better inform the PTTW process (Post EA)

Possible Mitigation Options & Strategies
• Special operations restrictions:
‐‐ for walleye spawning in spring

Agency Concerns
• Out of all of the information received what are
the issues remaining to be addressed?

Thank you!

MOE / Xeneca / OWA Teleconference Meeting Minutes
Road Assessment under the OWA Waterpower Class EA
April 3, 2013
Attendees:
Paula Allen (PA), MOE
Carrie Hutchison (CH), MOE
Laurie Brownlee (LB), MOE
Rosanna White (RW), MOE
Kevin Hosler (KH), MOE
AnnaMaria Cross (AC), MOE
Ross Lashbrook (RL), MOE
Paul Norris (PN), OWA
Colin Hoag (CH), OWA

Mark Holmes (MH), Xeneca
Mike Vance (MV), Xeneca
Arnold Chan (AC), Xeneca
Grace Yu (GY), Xeneca
Dave Thomson (DT), Dowland
Karen Sounders (KS), KBM
Al Harris (AH), Northern Bioscience
Tami Sugarman (TS), WESA

Meeting Purpose: To clarify the requirements for roads assessment under the OWA Waterpower Class
EA
CH provided a short overview of the purpose of the call which was to determine what the requirements
are for roads assessment under the OWA Waterpower Class EA. She indicated that MOE had internally
reviewed the Class EA and indicated that roads are within the project components and also under the
Glossary of Terms. She further noted that she was not entirely current on Xeneca’s approach.
MH mentioned the OWA Class EA does not clearly say what is required for roads assessment. There
may be different interpretations of the requirements. Xeneca had discussed different approaches with
consultants. He updated Xeneca’s approach by noting that Xeneca is currently undergoing a very robust
desktop review incorporating ELC, GIS information, MNR’s input values, and also forestry resource
inventories with an intention to avoid any sensitive areas or private properties. If any roads were
transecting private property, Xeneca would engage in discussions with those parties. The next phase
would involve a ground assessment to confirm the desktop review. He noted ground assessment would
be in the EA. MH also mentioned the routes information was presented to the Public and FNs.
MH noted that there were two tracks: those that were on a fast-track process because of timeline
constraints and those that have greater flexibility on deadlines. For projects requiring fast tracking MH
noted that Xeneca would assess within a 500 m wide swath and that if sensitive values were identified in
the desktop review, Xeneca would re-route the roads around the feature to avoid it, or otherwise
address, assess and mitigate any impacts all of which will be included in the final ER. This approach was
under development by Dowland Inc. and Northern Biosciences and KBM since last October and is
intended specifically to meet the requirements of the OWA Class EA.
DT noted that Northern Bioscience (Al Harris) and KBM have been engaged to conduct a detailed
desktop review followed by spring field work to identify areas of significant habitat and potential
impacts. DT indicated that this activity would like occur based upon appropriate weather during midspring, which was likely to occur in late April or the first two weeks of May of this year. DT further
indicated that KBM Forestry was compiling an assessment of the GIS database in order to focus the
assessment. With assistance of new ELC data, GIS information and MNR input, new roads will be fully
Page 1 of 3

sampled. Through verification of significant habitat, if any candidate significant habitat exists,
mitigation and follow-up monitoring will be implemented. The process would be applied differently site
by site.
CH indicated her appreciation that Xeneca was getting on the ground assessment information. She then
raised concerns about archaeology assessment for roads as well. DT indicated that Woodland Heritage
would be conducting Stage 1 and Stage 2 on the ground assessments, and that in one case Wanatango,
there would be a Stage 3 assessment. DT indicated that Woodland was of the view that all of the
fieldwork could be completed by the end of June with reports following shortly thereafter. MH
indicated that for the roads, there was unlikely to be many areas of high potential, but they would focus
on obvious areas such as water crossings and known portage trails. MH reconfirmed however, that onthe-ground assessment work would occur for archaeology.
MH also noted three Stage 3 sites are known within Wanatango project footprint. One could be avoided
and mitigation measures would occur. The other two sites, he noted that Stage 3 and 4s were likely to
be conducted. Aboriginal consultation was occurring for archaeological work on this site. CH reiterated
that avoidance strategies should be employed for Wabagishik Rapids and the appropriate protocols
would need to be put in place in consultation with the MTCS. MH told CH that Xeneca’s archaeology
consultant will provide written confirmation of avoidance and monitoring protocols to MTCS.
Commenting on Xeneca’s proposed assessment plans CH said that from what she had heard, this was
much more detailed than she had previously understood and that the approach through a robust
desktop study to help field assessment looked good and appeared to be sound.
She then asked
whether LB or MM were in a position to speak to specific projects. They indicated that for the purposes
of this call, they were not in a position to speak to these issues. LB did note that Marter Twp. was
scheduled for discussion next week. CH reiterated that, notwithstanding today’s discussions, there was
no final decision of assessment on any of Xeneca’s projects. She noted however, that if the discussed
process was being followed, this would appear to meet the intent of the Class EA.
PA noted that these discussions with MOE were intended to provide advice to proponents about the
requirements to meet the Class EA and good process has been made. She noted that the appropriate
staff appeared to be on the call. She reminded Xeneca that it was important, notwithstanding the
discussion, to adequately and properly document in the Environmental Reports all work that is being
undertaken
MH then asked about the adequacy of the assessment process proposed for projects that were on the
fast track. CH indicated Xeneca’s approach appeared sound.
MH observed that the roads assessment requirements for OWA Class EA are different than what is
required for the forestry industry and it would be helpful to understand why there is such a substantive
difference. At some future point, the waterpower industry might ask why it is being required to adopt a
more rigorous approach than the forestry industry.
He noted it is good to have confirmation on the approach to construction of new roads, but questions
remain regarding upgrades to existing roads, how much assessment was required? CH responded by
indicating that the proponent was required to fully describe the project area and its potential impact,
but indicated that MOE was always open to discussion and clarification on whether a particular
approach would be appropriate. MH noted that the purpose of these calls in these instances is to get
clarification, so as to ensure that we can properly scope the necessary work, and avoid receiving future
comments that “the assessment was inadequate and did not meet the requirements of the Class EA”.
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MH then turned to PN for an industry perspective. PN noted that he has been invited to join the call to
speak to industry issues and indicated his appreciation to participate. He noted that there is never a
single way to approach a problem and that the creativity of the parties is an important feature of the
design of the Class EA. He went on to note that this was part of a planning process and that the purpose
of these assessments was to lead to the issuance of interim tenure to the proponents so that they could
proceed with their projects. He then noted that on the broader challenge of policy interpretation, the
OWA would continue to work with MOE’s policy shop to address these issues.
In wrapping up the call, PA noted that, while the MNR had been invited to participate, it appeared that
they could not send a representative today. PA reminded Xeneca that MNR should be looped into the
same discussions as today’s. She noted MNR is ultimately required to provide a disposition of the Crown
Resource, and that any disposition must be consistent with Corwn Stewardship EA requirements. MH
responded that while MNR was not on the call today, KBM and Dowland had been in discussion with
MNR for several months in the course of developing this approach. In previous discussions with Sudbury
and Chapleau Districts, MNR had indicated they were comfortable with the proposed approach; the
requirements of the Lands and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) are met.
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Wanatango All-Agency Meeting - Minutes
April 17, 2013
Timmins, Ontario
Attending:
Jennifer Telford (JT)
Laurie Brownlee (LB)
Christine Greenaway (CG)
Brian Turnbull (BT)
Rod Sein (RS)
Denis Clement (DC)
Chris Chenier (CC)
Martha Heidenheim (MH)
Larry Clarke (LC)
Rich Pyrce (RP)
Ed Laratta (EL)

Uwe Roeper (UR)
Mark Holmes (MDH)
Nava Pokharel (NP)
Brett Woodman (BW)
Tami Sugarman (TS)
Kai Markvorsen (KM)
Ciara DeJong (CDJ)
Vanesa Enskaitis (VE)
Grace Yu (GY)
Charlie Hendry (CH)

***Please note that all comments in green and bold were added in post-meeting by Chris Chenier, MNR.
Introductions

Proposed Operating Plan:
MDH provided an overview of issues raised by public, Aboriginal Communities and regulatory agencies
and mitigation efforts and constraints that have been proposed by Xeneca.
UR informed the meeting that the draft operating plan (OP) was circulated to all agencies in July. Xeneca
received comments on the Operating Plan through release of the Draft EA. Subsequent comments will
be included in the updated in the final OP.
Key changes to the OP include reducing frequency of flow fluctuations. The initially proposed “double
hump” operation has been reduced to one hump per 24 hour day.
Ramping rates have been increased to 60 minutes.
Hydraulic modeling to address longitudinal extent of downstream zone of influence (DZOI), has been
completed and it is proposed the DZOI will end at Neeland’s Rapids where the maximum fluctuation of
plus or minus 10 cm will occur. In the last draft EA comments we asked that more information be
provided on this approach. Currently we don’t understand it well enough to ascertain its significance,
implementation or effectiveness.
Further, Xeneca has reduced the level of fluctuation during intermittent operation.
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Operating plans include spawning tables and Xeneca’s commitment to operational constraints based
temperature based spawning needs of both walleye and sturgeon. However I don’t believe the OP
hasn’t built these into the text and tables elsewhere. Furthermore it doesn’t emphasize or explicitly
state that these details supersede others specified in the OP. I would also quickly add there were
some inaccuracies or inconsistencies in these tables as well if I recall correctly that will need to be
rectified in the final version of the EA.
Responding to questions from RP, UR said the 60 minute ramping rate effects will range from a
minimum 15 cms to maximum of 20 cms (maximum capacity of turbine is 50 cms but limiting to 20 in
order to reduce downstream fluctuations.)
It was noted that Xeneca is using DFO study on ramping rates. I appreciate that applicable insight into
this subject is not widely available. If this DFO study is the 2005 report by Knight Piesold it does have
some general insight for consideration. However it must be used with caution since it speaks mostly
to salmonid systems/behaviour and nowhere does it state 60mins as acceptable with an explanation.
Thus I would request more information, an explanatory rationale, as to how the 60mins was derived
and what aspects of fish and benthos ecology are protected or impacts mitigated by its
implementation. NB: Unless I missed them, or am recalling incorrectly, the only values stated in the
Piesold document are 10 and 20cm/hr as a means to address stranding. However I would add there
are attraction, passage, spawning and possibly invert drift considerations to be made as well.
MDH noted all changes will be incorporated into the revised operating plan.
ACTION: Xeneca to provide updated OP prior to release of final ER. OP to be sent to Jenn
Telford, Laurie Brownlee and Christine Greenaway.
Responding to questions on the length of time before final ER is submitted, MDH said it will likely be
toward the end of June as Archaeology and road assessment is still required on the site.
RP was informed that storage at Wanatango is about 1 million CM and, under low flow, it does not
represent a lot of operating time. All flow in the river will be passed within 24 hours. The largest
fluctuations will occur when facility inflow is 30 cms and running from turbine min at night to 50 cms
daytime. However, maintaining commitment to reduce downstream fluctuations may constrain this
operating scenario.
Responding to observations by CC, UR stated there is 7 km of storage in existing river channel and water
level fluctuations will be kept within the channel. It was noted the river channel is well established and
while there may still be some erosion it will be much less that if there was a larger headpond forming
new shoreline. Near the dam there will be some terrestrial inundation. Tree clearing required in a
relatively small area of about 800 metres. If I recall correctly my main point was there are 2 active
areas of erosion that are not shown in the modeling contained in the EA. This reduces our confidence
in it as a characterization/reference condition tool. Without follow up in the field Xeneca would not
be able to ascertain new areas or extents of erosion vs. old ones.
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With respect to fish passage, CH asked if consideration was given to dropping intermittent operations.
UR explained intermittent operation is needed to derive revenue and he noted the proposed monitoring
plan that is in place to ensure fish stranding is not occurring. If monitoring shows unexpected fish
stranding is occurring Xeneca would reduce or eliminate intermittent operation. This issue is more than
stranding. The potential effects of pulsing water on fish passage at this site are not well
understood/explained. As currently proposed water pulses may have significant bearing on fish
attraction, movement and poorly understood D/S nursery areas e.g. tributaries.
Downstream Zone of Influence:
CG noted that DZOI still under policy review by MNR/MOE.
UR observed that policy development of DZOI is still occurring. He explained the approach uses a
statistical analysis, but the method does not work at Wanatango because no hourly data is available.
Xeneca has addressed the issue by making use of available data and developed case for determining
DZOI extent at Neeland’s Rapids.
UR explained that by using records from OPG’s Frederickhouse Lake Dam (FHLD) it has been determined
that for long periods when OPG is shut down only leakage flows and seepage of about 2 cms occurs.
Between seepage and accumulated flow from small tributaries, by the time flow reaches Neeland’s
Rapids, the volume is at about 4 cms.
If looking at Q80 baseflow at Wanatango it is 2 cms and at Neeland’s it is 4 cms and Xeneca commits to
meeting Q80 baseflows. At intermittent operations Xeneca is committed to providing a minimum of 4
cms which means minimum of 6 cms at Neeland’s. In terms of flow, the commitment meets the Q 80
standard.
With respect to fish stranding (at Neeland’s), UR noted there are no recorded incidents, although, with
the structure of shallow bedrock with rock pools, there is potential. Xeneca analysis shows that, if fish
stranded under present conditions, they will die, because of lengthy period of low flow imposed by
FHLD. Xeneca operation would increase flow and stranding could only occur for less than a day and fish
survival rates would be high. This statement about survival rates is speculative. A stranding in a small
pool, apart from outright exposure, of only minutes/hours can result in fish and benthos mortality
under unsuitable conditions (e.g. predation, high temps in summer, freezing temps in winter.)
Presently such changes in flows occur relatively infrequently, albeit are more prolonged, when
compared to the proposed daily fluctuations. Fish and benthos attracted into shallow areas on a daily
basis may suffer higher total mortality annually. Thus it remains to be seen which has more influence
on mortality.
With respect to effects on spawning, Xeneca operations would have no impact because Xeneca has
committed to run of river operations throughout the period. The meeting heard that CPL engineering
analysis used daily data and presented a range of water level fluctuations up to maximum of plus or
minus 10 cm and it was determined that effects a significantly less than the 2 metre fluctuations that
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are occurring on the system right now. As per earlier comment on EA we need/requested a more
detailed explanation of this approach.
Reports with steady and unsteady Hec-Ras data are available to inform MOE/MNR
RP asked if a transducer could be placed at Neeland’s Rapids. UR stated that Xeneca commits to
installing a monitoring station at Neeland’s Rapids to ensure compliance is being met.
BW and UR further explained that operational effects at Wanatango have a muted effect on Neeland’s
Rapids. There is a lot of water storage (24 km) between Wanatango and Neeland’s Rapids. When flows
increase and decrease it takes time for the effect to reach Neeland’s and effects are reduced by
attenuation in the 24 km length of storage area
CG asked what happens to the hydraulic model when hourly flow data is used.
UR explained that if the proposed Metcalfe methodology is used there would be an average fluctuation
of 5 cm as determined by CPL analysis. It was further noted that if the data includes the much larger
fluctuation caused by FHLD it doesn’t significantly change the existing daily variability
CG to review the CPL reports.
ACTION: MNR/MOE to review DZOI rationalization and will get back to Xeneca with any
questions and, if needed, schedule a follow up meeting
MDH explained that the DZOI definition as currently proposed is of concern to both Xeneca and the
waterpower industry as a whole. The meeting heard how statistical approach devised by the MNR/MOE
technical team does not allow anything but run of river development, which is not what is required by
the system operator, nor is it economically feasible in many cases. The proposed DZOI will have major
policy implications and consultation with the industry must occur.
Minimum Flows/Fish Passage:
MH provided an overview of concerns raised about apportionment of flows through the turbine, over
the spillway and bypass reach and the natural flow over the waterfalls.
NP informed the meeting that Xeneca proposes adjustment of rock ledges and fish passage will be
improved over existing conditions in the river. Under flows of 2 to 50 cms when intermittent operations
occur, fish passage is possible. However, note that at low flows like 2 cms fish may not be able to
ascend Zeverlys Rapids. I appreciate Uwe’s point about water from the tail race being used for this
purpose…but this may have issues associated with it e.g. usurps attraction flows, is only available
periodically and not at all times when the headpond inflows described in the Design Criteria table are
reached.
It was noted that when flows are above 20 cms, water velocity is 4 mps which is higher than the burst
speed of most fish species. This explains why there is only limited fish passage in this reach of river. A
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highly speculative remark. Our limited passage data shows fish do move up the site when modeled
velocities are beyond values shown in the literature. This may be in part due to channel roughness
and variation in the flow velocities the HEC RAS was unable to detect.
CC said that there seems to be a lot of assumptions being ma and he is prepared to defend flow
proportioning approach. Values are modeled and need to be refined through observation. Limited fish
passage sampling leaves a lot of questions. That 2 of 19 tagged walleye went through Wanatango Falls
site indicates that a significant portion of the walleye population is migrating through.
UR reminded group that flow velocities in channel preclude both fish passage and most certainly
spawning. Absolute statements like this must be avoided. Higher flows in channel likely do not
preclude fish passage...it is certainly not a foregone conclusion that at flows within the facilities
operating range passage is precluded. He further noted that the financial implication of minimum
bypass/fishway flows as proposed by, MNR make the small project economically unviable. The proposed
bypass flows would take half the available flow away from power production.
CC commented that he appreciates the work done by NP which really helps inform the discussion and he
understands the financial implications, but needs to review the proposed flows and rationalization
internally. I have subsequently asked for more information on the impacts of our proposed passage
flows on power generation.
BW remarked that NPs work helps to understand water flow in the different river channels. Looking at
flow calculations merge with the Hec-Ras reports helps to determine effects on the various fish species
in the river and their ability to pass the structure. He acknowledged the small sample size on the fish
passage study but emphasized the bottom line need is to maximize fish passage opportunity.
MDH recapped the discussion noting CC is looking for flexibility in apportioning flows, and, combined
with a monitoring program, the fish passage system can be fine tuned. CC agreed.
MDH explained to MH the balancing act between financial needs vs. biological balance.
MDH observed that decision making on the bypass flows is missing DFO input. Major changes are
occurring within the agency, staff are unavailable and they need to be at the decision making table.
ACTION: Chris/MNR and Xeneca will try to get DFO representation to the next meeting in
order that consensus can be built and decisions made.
UR noted Xeneca has provided engineering design, slopes, structures, flows etc. DFO has provided
engineering design and criteria set out for fish passage including flows and velocities and it is uncertain if
the same criteria as used by MNR.
ACTION: Follow up call to be organized by VE to get decision on bypass flows for fish passage.
Call to include CC, CH BW, BT, Scott Finucan, Derek Beech and Tom Hogarth. Meeting to occur
within the next 2 -3 weeks.
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NP informed the meeting that he could not find a rationalization for fish passage in winter months as it
is not occurring under existing conditions. UR added that there does not seem to be a need to provide
5CMS in winter and the proposed lower flow will maximize use of resource. This was already agreed to
and specified in the earlier EA draft. However it was unilaterally reduced by Xeneca in the last draft.
The 5 cms minimum D/S flow (Qea) is required to better protect D/S fish and benthos from desiccation
and freezing in times when flows are unusually low (typically not the case.) Moreover it was also
needed to better ensure that unforeseen negative impacts to the overwintering pool are avoided. This
is a critical habitat for the sturgeon population in this reach of river.
There was general agreement to relook at winter QEA numbers and language in final EA will be clarified.
ACTION: CC is to look at numbers and review correspondence with NP and see if winter QEA
can be reduced from 5 CMS
Environmental Characterization and Monitoring:
BW noted that updated draft of the environmental characterization report has been sent out with
comments from MOE/MNR incorporated in document
The meeting heard that a post construction monitoring plan is in the works.
MDH explained some of the elements being incorporated into the Wanatango monitoring plan.

Temperature and Sedimentation:
MDH explained the temperature report is complete and no significant change has occurred since
original reports were submitted in 2012.
MDH noted a Wanatango sedimentation report by Parrish has been completed.
ACTION ITEM: Send Wanatango temperature and sedimentation reports to MNR/MOE.
LB advised that the reports need to be included the baseline reporting section of the ER.
Roads Assessment:
MDH explained the approach for roads assessment that was proposed for Wabagishik GS.
JT said MNR has no concerns over Xeneca’s approach to roads, but cautioned that some roads may
belong to forestry companies and costs of maintenance may increase when forestry activity is reduced
in the area.
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From MOE’s perspective, LB said that, as long as assessment follows April 3 discussion on Wabagishik,
she sees see no problems.
Water Management Planning:
MH noted that WMP is not part of ER, and that review of WMP has occurred. Xeneca has provided an
overview of the WMP process to the public and has engaged with the Abitibi Water Management
Planning Stakeholder Advisory Committee and will be conducting a site visit in August 2013.
Surface Water Quality Monitoring:
CH noted concerns over the assessment of oxygen profiles in headpond and noted there have been
problems at some established waterpower sites.
UR explained that based on headpond inundation occurring in the existing river channel, flows, and
water depths good mixing is expected and anoxic conditions are not expected to occur.
First Nations Consultation:
Arnold Chan provided an overview of FN consultation related to the Wanatango GS, noting that in
recent weeks, discussion with Communities has become quite active.
The meeting heard that the community in closest proximity is Taykwa Tagamou Nation (TTN.) Consult
has been a bit challenging in the past, but an NDA has been signed and Xeneca and the community are
working toward a binding MOU. TTN has indicated they are favourable to the economic model for
participation in the project.
The Communities of Matachewan, Flying Post and Mattagami are represented by Wabun Tribal Council
and may also be eligible for B 2 B opportunities.
Xeneca has been working with Aboriginal Communities on archaeology and cultural values. TTN has
hired an archaeologist for third party review of archaeology reports already filed with Ministry of
Tourism Culture and Sport (MTCS. Some concerns were voiced about language appearing in the reports
and revisions have been made.
Xeneca and consultants have met with Chief and council and legal representatives for Wahgoshig First
Nation. Xeneca has supported the request for peer review of archaeology. Wahgoshig is interested in
artifacts found around the site. The community has also expressed interest in and received Xeneca’s
commitment for third party review of environmental reports.
The meeting heard that Mattagami FN will not acknowledge consultation until B2B agreements are
defined and ratified. Xeneca has provided economic models and term sheets and have follow up with
Wabun.
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It was noted that the Federal government added one Quebec-based FN Community for consultation and
AC has talked to the Chief, but it is not yet know what position this community may take.
AC noted Xeneca has also worked with the local Métis Chapter, Northern Lights, and it is intended to
come to come to agreement on impact benefit analysis and a working consultation process.
MH remarked that the FN update was very helpful and asked what main concerns have been expressed
by the Wahgoshig Community. AC noted culture and heritage values appear top of mind.
Responding to questions from LB, AC said FN communities are in receipt of all documents made
available to government agencies. Once agencies have been provided with draft documentation,
designated communities are provided the same information and Xeneca supports a peer review process.
Archaeology studies:
MDH provided an overview of what archaeology studies have been completed and the findings at the
Wanatango site. The meeting heard that Stage 3 and 4 studies will be undertaken this year on two of the
three sites found and one site will not be affected by construction and operation of the facility
MDH noted that FN Communities are being advised of the archaeological work being done and of
opportunity to participate.
UR said Xeneca will follow due process on archaeology.
ACTION: MDH said he would follow up with MTCS for clarity on public notification on
archaeology and whether known sites were to be kept private.
ACTION: LB will check with her colleagues on how much information on archaeological sites
should be reported in Class EA.

Consultation / riparian land owners:
ACTION: J.T to identify and land owners and LUP holders and report back to MDH. Xeneca will
determine if landowners are affected if further notification is required.

Other:
LB enquired if the project will require a construction camp, and if lay down areas, porta-toilets etc. have
been identified UR responded noting there will be no overnight cam. There may be some work trailers
and portable toilets but no need for septic/sewage systems
The meeting heard all details will be included in the construction management plan.
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Wanatango All-Agency Meeting:
Action items and commitments from
April 17, 2013
Timmins Ontario

ACTION: Xeneca to provide updated operating plan prior to release of final ER. OP to be sent to
Jennifer Telford, Laurie Brownlee and Christine Greenaway.
Commitment: UR stated that Xeneca commits to installing a monitoring station at Neeland’s Rapids to
ensure compliance is being met.
ACTION: MNR/MOE to review DZOI rationalization and will get back to Xeneca with any questions
and, if needed, schedule a follow up meeting.
ACTION: Chris/MNR and Xeneca will try to get DFO representation to the next meeting in order that
consensus can be built and decisions made.
ACTION: Follow up call to be organized by VE to get decision on bypass flows for fish passage. Call to
include CC, CH BW, BT, Scott Finucan, Derek Beech and Tom Hogarth. Meeting to occur within the
next 2 -3 weeks.
ACTION: CC is to look at numbers and review correspondence with NP and see if winter QEA can be
reduced from 5 CMS
ACTION ITEM: Send Wanatango temperature and sedimentation reports to MNR/MOE
ACTION: MDH said he would follow up with MTCS for clarity on public notification on archeology and
whether known sites were to be kept private.
ACTION: LB will check with her colleagues on how much information on archeological sites should be
reported in Class EA.
ACTION: J.T to identify and land owners and LUP holders and report back to MDH. Xeneca will
determine if landowners are affected if further notification is required

Attending:

Wanatango Agency Meeting
September 12, 2013
Cochrane, Ontario

Bill Greenaway (BG) – MNR
Christine Greenaway (CG) – MNR
Kit Ormsby (KO) – MNR
Chris Chenier (CC) – MNR
Jenn Telford (JT) – MNR
Ernie Watson - (EW) – DFO
Kai Markvorsen - (KM) – OEL
Scott McKay (SM) - TTN Consultant
Alex Brunton (AB) - TTN Consultant
Nava Pokharel (NP) – Xeneca
Denis Clement (DC) – MNR
Rob Steel (RS) - NRSI
Dale Leadbeater (DL) - TTN Consultant

Uwe Roeper (UR) - Xeneca
Brett Woodman (BW) - NRSI
Scott Manser (SMA) - ORTECH
Ciara DeJong (CDJ) - ORTECH
Kira M. Dunham (KMD) - TTN Consultant
Mark Holmes (MH) - Xeneca
Stephanie Hodsoll (SH) - Xeneca
Peter Archibald (PA) – TTN
Linda Job (LJ) - TTN
Gord Wichert (GW) - TTN Consultant
Laurie Brownlee (LB) - MOE

*Comments in green are from Chris Chenier of MNR, post-meeting.
* Please note that DFO has declined to comment on/edit these minutes.

Introductions: MH
Change in agenda… meeting participants agreed to start with fish passage and bypass flows
Fish passage:
MH provided an overview of discussions leading up to the current dialogue on flows can be provided
under the economic constraints of the project.
CC clarified for the meeting that the 6 cms being requested for the bypass is only required at certain
flows.
NP acknowledged that he did not include calculations that considered flow scenarios requiring less than
6 cms, but he said they can be included as a means to fine tune calculations. However, it was observed
that, even with the fine tuning, the economic model is still won’t work with a 6 cms bypass flow nine
months of the year.
CC informed the meeting that, with input from DFO and MNR Northeast Region, a design criteria table
was created for fish passage. The design criteria table was presented to the meeting.
EW stated that DFO accepts Xeneca’s design for upstream passage provided that there is sufficient flow,
but downstream passage still remains a question.
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UR explained to the meeting that Xeneca has committed to a fish slide at the trash rack. If fish are
seeking downward passage and cannot get through the trash rack grating which can only pass very small
fish, the larger fish will eventually find the fish slide. For the small fish that do pass through the trash
track and turbine, it was noted the turbine design is such that mortality is significantly reduced.
UR further noted the downstream fish passage design follows DFO guidelines. He advised the project is a
low head facility with low (fish) risk turbine design.
Discussion shifted to fish compensation planning components that relate to fish passage.
ACTION: Compensation plan to be developed with the agencies and TTN through the discussions in
the coming weeks
UR also noted that to be project is designed to have an overflow weir, and, at times, fish will also be able
to go over the spillway.
Citing other fish passage designs on Xeneca projects, UR explained that, for the Big Eddy project on the
Petawawa River, eel migration downstream is critical to their life cycle. The first step on design is to
keep eel away from intake grates. At Wanatango the critical life cycle habitats for Sturgeon are not as
well understood. There are fish both upstream and downstream and it is known that they can move
between the two areas. From a design perspective the focus will be to maintain this connectivity.
[Comments added in post-meeting by CC:
•

•

In response to comparisons with Big Eddy it was acknowledged that no hard evidence exists
demonstrating fish move through the BE site. Thus to call into question, assert or imply that the
evidence at Wanatango is not substantial enough to warrant passage is not consistent in my
view. Moreover, I believe I stated that our knowledge of critical habitats in both reaches is not
well developed. This is an important consideration overlooked in the premise that because
similar habitats are present in both reaches connectivity can be deemed unimportant is
problematic. By definition critical habitats are limiting on the persistence, and abundance, of a
population (biologically and ecologically.) Remove some or all of a critical habitat and you
invariably cause a significant decrease in abundance or at worst extirpate the population.
Suitable or available habitat is not equal in this respect. At Wanatango we have clearly
demonstrated fish passage does occur for a suite of species but we do not know the locations,
quantitative extents or relative importance of critical habitats in either reach. To obstruct
connectivity between the reaches, in the absence of understanding critical habitats, puts the
fish populations and fisheries at a higher risk for loss or degradation.
I remarked that if the necessity for fish passage was to be questioned by Xeneca, then they
should have followed up to answer the outstanding questions mentioned previously in this
discussion. I also qualified the co-operative telemetry effort as being designed to simply
establish if passage was occurring. It was not really intended to answer ecological/biological
questions like why fish pass or where they go when they do pass through the site.
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•

In response to comments about the need/significance of fish passage at Wanatango. I suggested
that habitat fragmentation is almost a universal threat to existing, and candidate, SAR. That this
threat is identified in the provincial sturgeon recovery strategy. I went on to state that this
threat, along with others that lead to the listing of sturgeon in other populations, are also in
effect within the Moose River Basin. Some populations within this basin are quite small
(including the Frederickhouse population) and thus vulnerable to threats, resulting in declines
and extirpation. With this in mind I stated I think a strong case could be made to uplist the
species within the Moose River watershed. My end point being that if we ignore fragmentation
and habitat loss at this site we could in effect end up contributing to the uplisting of the James
Bay population or a portion (Moose River Basin) thereof.]

EW commented that DFO is primarily concerned that fish might be trapped in the headpond and then
washed through the turbine, and he is pleased to see that a fish slide has been considered in the project
design.
Presenting the Design Criteria Table to the meeting, CC noted upper and lower limits for fish passage for
various species have been included. CC maintained/explained from the table that the key periods for
passage are April 1st to June 30th and July 1st to November 30th. He speculated that, for walleye, the
observed May/June passage events could be tied to spawning but that the later June/July/August
movements could be a function of post spawning foraging. “But we don’t really know. “
CC said no fish passage is required in winter.
Xeneca commits to run-of-river operation during the critical spring period.
The meeting heard that fish studies conducted in 2012 identified two fish that passed the project site.
Seven fish were identified as passing downstream at Zeverley’s Bridge.
UR remarked that the study correlated river flows with passage events which is valuable, but there is no
knowledge about what flows attracted fish or why fish are migrating.
CC suggested that passage events in June passage were for spawning and later season passage might be
related to fish seeking forage.
BW observed that CC’s work has been centered on sturgeon and that NRSI studies undertaken on behalf
of Xeneca expanded available data in 2011 with a telemetry study. Data was collected throughout the
year but, unfortunately, the 2012 study failed when equipment stolen. There was some 2012 data
collected from tagged fish that traversed several sets of rapids into the headpond area of the project.
UR told the meeting that MNR’s data collection efforts were good, and Xeneca does not question
proceeding under the assumption that fish passage occurs.
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Critical to seeking consensus on the fish passage issues is understanding:
•
•
•

if habitat fragmentation will occur
whether fragmentation has unacceptable effects
What is incidental fish movement and what is critical fish movement.

UR added that NRSI assessed that similar habitat exists both upstream and downstream of the project
site. Where suitable habitat upstream and downstream exists on other sites, fish passage was not
assessed as being critical. On Big Eddy, sturgeon passage is critical to get them to spawning beds. Xeneca
is trying to differentiate if passage it critical to the life cycle of some species and when flows are
required to meet those needs.
CC remarked that Xeneca should have followed up with more study to confirm why fish passage is
occurring.
UR noted the upper reach of river is severely affected by OPG’s Frederickhouse Lake Dam (FHLD) and he
asked if it is really necessary to get fish up to the last 9 km of a river that is already severely
compromised.
SM noted that TTN has the same questions over the value that MNR and DFO have placed on upstream
passage. Upstream impacts (from FHLD) are significant so why are we not looking downstream to
improve conditions in the lower reaches.
CC said one of the biggest threats to sturgeon is habitat fragmentation. He suggested that MNR could
make a strong case for uplisting sturgeon on the Species at Risk in Ontario list.
GW said Xeneca’s commitments to fish passage are reasonable and they relate to actual ecological
conditions and he asked why post project fish passage would be provided when flows are at 2 cms when
passage doesn’t occur at 2 cms under current conditions. [CC says: I believe we responded to GW’s
question about passage at 2cms by clarifying passage is in fact not required at that flow.]
GW added that there is strong support for adaptive management strategies and the TTN community
encourages habitat compensation efforts
AB asked what portion of time the river flow is between 15 and 21 cms, and UR explained that FHLD is
operated by OPG as a long-term storage facility. Before spring run-off, the reservoir is emptied to accept
the spring freshet. In late pre-spawning periods a very low flow is observed in the river while, in
surrounding water systems, water flow is increasing. According to flow records, high spring flow in the
Frederickhouse River is often delayed by approximately two weeks. Once FHLD reservoir is filled, spillage
occurs and a subdued freshet begins.
AB was informed that flow from FHLD is either on or off. Looking at analysis, the average long term flow
is in the 30 to 40 cms range. If 6 cms bypasses the Wanatango turbines for a prolonged period of time,
there is a very significant economic effect from lost revenue. The difference between a permanent 2
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cms flow and a 6 cms flow is a 5 percent loss in revenue. The loss revenue pushes the project to a point
where it is no longer economically viable.
NP explained that two development options are proposed. Xeneca will make changes to sections of the
bypass channel by removing rock ledges that currently block the passage of fish at low flows. In channel
work will provide fish passage at 2 cms. A second option is to provide 6 cms flows at critical periods.
Assuming fish are triggered by flow, 6 cms could be provided at the beginning of each major flow release
from FHLD, or a combination of both the channel work and timed fish attractant flows could be
adopted.
PA told the meeting he has not heard any discussion of Traditional Knowledge (TK). He observed that TK
should carry the same weight as western science. Members of his community have fished the river for
generations and local knowledge is important to include in determining when fish start to move in the
river system. He said it is necessary to identify the times when different fish species move through the
river. River temperatures are a trigger and climate change has had an effect on fish movement.
He added that an adaptive management strategy is also vitally important if the project causes
unanticipated effects, and Xeneca and MNR/DFO should be considering downstream habitat
compensation along with traditional knowledge.
BW agreed but noted that there may be some difficultly in accessing downstream compensation sites
and, to date, most of the compensation work has been suggested in the reach of river upstream and
close to FHLD.
MH said that Xeneca would be pleased to accept additional input and information from local community
members and he acknowledged that TK is part of the EA process.
KD requested background information from DFO regarding fish passage, and reminded DFO as a federal
body, they have fiduciary obligations to consult with First Nations, and not just bring them in after the
fact.
CC advised that maintenance of fisheries is MNR’s key objective.
EW concurred that maintenance of fisheries is key for DFO as well.
ACTION: Xeneca to provide TTN consultants with all hydrology and flow variation information.
CC explained Proportion Flow Value (PFV) and said the intent is to allocate surplus water to generate
power while still providing bypass flows at a level where successful fish passage has been seen.
UR noted that hydro dams have been built in Ontario for over 100 years. Trent-Severn Waterway has 45
structures on it, yet remains an incredibly productive fishery. He observed that it would take decades or
longer to understand everything in a river system but, at this point a very good level of information has
been developed on which to base decisions.
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BG said MNR has interest in sustainable, healthy fish populations in the river and there are different
means to achieve that objective, but the decision-making primarily rests with DFO. It is MNR’s role to
provide an assessment in support of DFO’s decision-making.
GW reiterated that fisheries management needs to be adaptive.
AB suggested that there may not be enough information on options that have been presented.
CC said he is willing to look at channel modification proposals.
SM asked what level of detail Xeneca is able to provide on fish passage design.
ACTION: Xeneca to send TTN consultants background on fish passage design and to advise on what
other options were considered.
CC suggested that one other option may be the incorporation of smaller turbines in the project design
so that lower flows can be utilized for power production.
UR explained that smaller turbines are not an option because the reduced generating capacity still
creates an unacceptable revenue loss.
PA cited conditions at other hydropower facilities such as Little Long, Fraserdale and Otter Rapids.
Where the right conditions have been created, healthy fish populations thrive around those facilities.
Where the proper conditions have not been created, the fisheries have suffered. He expressed concern
that, by letting sturgeon up into the Wanatango headpond, they will be in less than suitable habitat.
Why not put effort on enhancing downstream habitat, he suggested.
BW noted that, under current conditions, there is an identified sturgeon population upstream. The
meeting heard that about 15-20 fish have been identified and there is appropriate spawning habitat
available. [CC says: It is true the best estimate we have is 15 to 25 fish in the upstream reach. However
we know there is movement between the two reaches and we don’t know why. We also don’t know
if/where they spawn in the upstream reach. I speculate that the very large size of these fish supports
them being mostly mature females...which in this case could be very productive with respect to eggs. In
fact they could be a major source of sturgeon production in this river. If the proposed dam becomes a
barrier to fish this production source, and its continuity through time, could be lost.]
Downstream, major spawning habitat can be found at Neeland’s Rapids. [CC says: We confirmed this
year (2103) that spawning does occur at Neeland’s. However its relative contributory significance, major
or minor, to the various resident populations is uncertain at this time.]
LUNCH
Discussion on fish passage continued.
ACTION: EW to look for swimming capability data (Derrick Leach reference)
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ACTION: Xeneca to provide a model on channel optimization that provides depth, flow and velocity
that can be added into the design table. Adaptive management and post operation monitoring should
also be added. MNR to provide performance objectives to Xeneca.
BG stated that passage and compensation are not an MNR focus, that primary discussions are to occur
with DFO.
ACTION: DFO to have input on completing design table.
ACTION: Xeneca to provide additional information on providing fish passage only a portion of time
when storing water. (Need to answer question of flows allowing fish passage through Zeverley’s and
Neeland’s Rapids during low-flow periods).
SM said that TTN wants to see downstream compensation plans in place if fish passage does not work.
ACTION ITEM: TTN will provide interviews and fill out TK study questionnaires. TTN will create
questionnaires in consultation with Xeneca and agencies. A cost quote on the TK study will be
provided to Xeneca in the next couple of days.
The meeting heard that the physical characteristics of fish passage structure were provided by DFO and
the design can be adapted post operationally to fine tune system. The design calls for the use of natural
materials i.e. bed rock, river boulders and a diversity of cascades, pools and riffles.
ACTION: Xeneca to provide design of fish slide and provisions for downstream passage and mitigation
plans to offset any loss of downstream passage. Xeneca will also provide its monitoring program for
determining fish passage effectiveness and mortality as well as contingency plans if the effectiveness
of fish passage is determined to be affecting fish productivity.
ACTION: BW/MH, EW, CC and TTN (SM, AB, KMD) to meet within the next two weeks to walk through
effects reports/ socio economic impacts and discuss Monitoring Plan and Compensation Plan details.
DZOI:
LB advised that MNR/MOE met last week to discuss Xeneca’s proposed extent of DZOI. She observed
that the agencies still have some work in determining what criteria will be used. In response to
environmental reports, she said she is still having difficulty making decisions based on missing
information.
She further noted that ministry hydrologists are providing their opinions.
UR noted that a DZOI rationalization was submitted by Xeneca in April 2013 with all modeling on
hydraulics and hydrology completed.
LB said MOE and MNR will be meeting again and will make a coordinated response to Xeneca’s
proposed DZOI. She said the majority of issues raised by the agencies involve model calibration and
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ground-truthing. If Xeneca chooses not to undertake recommended data collection, the company will
have to follow the advice provided by (Northern Region MOE Director) John Taylor.
UR advised that everything requested on DZOI modeling and analysis has been done, but LB said the
studies still don’t provide enough data on existing conditions.
MH pointed out that Xeneca has clearly demonstrated that the effects of Wanatango GS will be far less
in magnitude than those already occurring as a result of OPG’s FHLD. While there may be some increase
in frequency of flow changes during lower flow periods, MOE/MNR should clarify and rationalize why
they would consider Xeneca’s operation to be outside of existing condition and has a direct and
immediate effect on habitat and water quality. Sedimentation reports, thermal reports, habitat effects
reports and hydraulic reports all clearly show effects are well within existing conditions.
CG referenced June correspondence for Northeast Region MNR noting that Xeneca will need to provide
rationalization for where studies need to be undertaken and where they do not.
UR expressed concern that every time Xeneca addresses questions on DZOI, there are new questions
and referral to margins of error brought forward by agencies. He explained that no model can be 100
percent accurate and it is time to use the information provided by Xeneca to make decisions.
LB said that, because MOE is being asked for consensus, they need agreement from MOE/MNR
hydrologists. There is need to quantify the margin of error and what it means on the ground, she said.
Discussion ensued regarding the definition of DZOI. The meeting heard that the degree of alteration and
magnitude of effects will eventually lead to a conclusion on DZOI but there is currently no definition.
ACTION: BW to call CC regarding effects at Neeland’s Rapids and beyond with respect to zone of
influence and habitat alteration.
ACTION: within two to three days of issuance of agency comments on DZOI (within two weeks) a
meeting is to be convened between Xeneca and MOE. TTN is to be advised in order that they may
assess if they wish to be present at the meeting.
ACTION: Xeneca to install monitoring equipment at the Hwy 11 bridge to assess if water level
fluctuations may be affecting burial sites downstream at confluence of Abitibi River. A flow rating
curve for Neeland’s Rapids should also be prepared.
ACTION: Xeneca to consult with the Abitibi Water Management Planning (WMP) SAC regarding safety
provisions that could be put in place when water flow increases from 2 cms to turbine minimum at 15
cms and include results in Wanatango GS safety audit. (Post EA commitment)
Meeting ended 4 p.m.
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Agency comments & Xeneca response tables

AGENCY COMMENTS & XENECA RESPONSES - DFO
Theme

Date

Comment

Xeneca Response

Agency

Report Reference
Report

Low Flow

Low Flow

5/8/2013

Flow through the fishway varies with the headpond level as discussed in the Operating Plan
(Annex I.) At Normal Operation Level (NOL) flow through the fishway will be about 3.1
(m3/s). As per the fishway design criteria provided by the agencies, the minimum attraction
flow for the downstream fish passage should be about 5% of the total flow. With the
proposed fishway design and plant operation, most of the time flow through the spillway
meets the minimum attraction flow requirements for the downstream passage. In the spring
Concerned that the majority of
high flow season, one or both spillways will be lowered to manage the headpond level in
the flow is away from the fish
which condition fish can move safely downstream either over the spillway or through
passage and that fish would
DFO
fishway. A 30 cm diameter pipe will be installed very close to powerhouse intake just beside
be trapped in the headpond or
the trashrack, which will act as an alternate route for downstream passage for fish that are
forced through the spillway.
drawn to the intake area. It is the design intent that most fish will move upstream and
downstream via the fishway. The effectiveness of these passage options will be monitored
in the post-construction period and Xeneca is prepared to explore additional mitigation
measures to deter fish from the intake area and attract them to the fishway entrance. With
all these provisions in place, it can be safely conclude that majority of fish will safely move
downstream of the project headpond area.

5/8/2013

Downstream fish passage is designed mainly through the fishway. A fish slide will be
installed close to the powerhouse intake just beside the trashrack as an additional option for
Will the proposed slide be the
downstream passage for fish that are drawn to the intake area.
only way for fish to get
DFO
In the spring high-flow season, one or both spillways will be lowered to manage the
downstream?
heapond level, which will allow the fish to move safely downstream either over the spillway
or through the fishway.

Operating Plan

Operating Plan

Section

Additional Note

Annex I

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

Annex I

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

Annex I

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

NO FISH PASSAGE:
The capture and relocation of Lake Sturgeon would be completed through an extensive
netting program which would include regular monitoring for Lake Sturgeon presence within
the headpond to ensure that all individuals are removed from the headpond area.

Fish Mortality

5/8/2013

WITH FISH PASSAGE:
Flow through the fishway varies with the headpond level as discussed in the Operating Plan
(Annex I.) At Normal Operation Level (NOL) flow through the fishway will be about 3.1
(m3/s). As per the fishway design criteria provided by the agencies the minimum attraction
flow for the downstream fish passage should be about 5% of the total flow. With the
If fish will reside in the pool
proposed fishway design and plant operation, most of the time flow through the spillway
(headpond), when Wanatango
meets the minimum attraction flow requirements for the downstream passage. In the spring DFO
ramps up there will be no way
high flow season, one or both spillways will be lowered to manage the headpond level in
for fish to get downstream.
which condition fish can move safely downstream either over the spillway or through
fishway. A 30 cm diameter pipe will be installed very close to powerhouse intake just beside
the trashrack, which will act as an alternate route for downstream passage for fish that are
drawn to the intake area. It is the design intent that most fish will move upstream and
downstream via the fishway.
The effectiveness of these passage options will be monitored in the post-construction
period and Xeneca is prepared to explore additional mitigation measures to deter fish from
the intake area and attract them to the fishway entrance. With all these provisions in place,
it can be safely conclude that majority of fish will safely move downstream of the project
headpond area.

Operating Plan

DFO - 1

Environmental
Impacts

Fish Spawning

5/8/2013

5/8/2013

Why were fishway location
options (i.e east/west bank)
Other fishway options were considered but given the design and topography of the area, the
DFO
not being
current design was selected as the best available option.
considered/developed further?

Will large fish be stuck in the
headpond?

NO FISH PASSAGE:
The capture and relocation of Lake Sturgeon would be completed through an extensive
netting program which would include regular monitoring for Lake Sturgeon presence within
the headpond to ensure that all individuals are removed from the headpond area.

Fishway

Section 3.2.7

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway
The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

DFO

Operating Plan

Annex I

DFO

Evaluation of
Potential Impact
Inter Agency
Meeting
Fish Stranding

Section 5
Section 7.3
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

WITH FISH PASSAGE:
The proposed fishway is designed in such a way that it will be suitable for both upstream
and downstream passage for fish of all sizes, including large fish eg. mature Sturgeon.

Fish Habitat

Fish Passage

Peaking

The powerhouse intake is equipped with 48 mm spacing trashrack bars. A 30 cm (~ 12
Inch) diameter pipe on the side of the intake is proposed as a fish slide. Fish larger than 48
mm in size will not be able to pass through the trashrack. This fish slide will provide an
alternate route for fish that are drawn to the intake area to move downstream. Fish smaller
than the trashrack spacing have the potential to go through the intake and then the turbine.
A fish mortality assessment is included in the Effects Report, based on the trashrack bar
spacing, turbine type and project head.

5/8/2013

How can fish go through slide
but not through turbine?

5/8/2013

Under existing conditions, there is no passage when flows are 2 cms or less, and there is
limited passage when flows are between 15 - 50 cms and greater than 50 cms. The majority
of passage likely occurs when flows are between 2 - 15 cms. Successful upstream fish
passage is required to be provided between April 1 - June 31.
What are seasonal
• The proposed fishway will allow for passage when flows are less than 2 cms as ledges
timing/duration of flows
within the bypass will be modified. This will occur 27% of the time.
suitable for fish passage
• When flows are between 2 - 15 cms, fish passage in the fishway will provide improved
DFO
events? What are the ranges
passage compared to existing conditions due to modifications in the bypass. This will occur
of these events? - What is the
17% of the time.
average?
• When flows are between 15 - 50 cms, and when they exceed 50 cms, limited passage will
occur in the proposed fishway. This would occur 42% and 14% of the time, respectively.
• The average flow within the bypass reach is approximately 20 cms and the proposed
fishway will have a flow of 2 cms for the majority of the day.

Operating Plan Annex I

5/8/2013

Impacts of peaking have been characterized by determining the magnitude, duration and
extent of water level fluctuations both upstream and downstream of the GS during peaking
operations. Information was obtained from HEC-RAS modelled results and LiDar data. This
How will the impacts of
information was compared to existing cross-sectional data at identified important habitats to
DFO
peaking will be characterized? determine how the conditions will change on a daily basis. Impacts were determined based
on the function of the habitat and how that function will change during peaking
operations. These impacts have been detailed in Sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.5 of the Natural
Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report prepared by NRSI.

Evaluation of
Potential
Section 7
Project Effects

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

DFO - 2

Concerns with the
maintenance of the fish
passage. The crest of the
riffles needs maintenance and
there is no leeway to get
heavy equipment there.

The fishway area will not have permanent access after the completion of construction.
Minor maintenance work on the fishway can be carried out manually. If major maintenance
DFO
work is required on the fishway, equipment can be transported using temporary a bridge or
barge.

9/12/2013

Concerns over downstream
passage design.

Fish will be able to use the fishway structure for downstream passage most of the time. At
NOL fishway will have about 3.1 (m3/s) flow which is more than 5% attraction flow
suggested by DFO and MNR design criteria, which will happen majority of the time. Xeneca
has also suggested creating water splash using PVC pipe near the fishway entrance which
has been used successfully in some rivers in the United States for fish attraction. During
DFO
spring and fall high flow conditions when the flow in the river is more than turbine capacity
plus fishway flow, fish will also be able to use one of the spillway for the downstream
passage. A fish slide has be incorporated near the intake area for fish that are trapped in
the intake area. With all the provisions in place we believe downstream fish passage issue
is adequately addressed in Wanatango Falls project.

Fish Passage

9/12/2013

Concerned that fish might get
trapped in the headpond and
then washed through the
turbine,

The powerhouse intake is equipped with 48 mm spacing trashrack bars. A 30 cm (~ 12
Inch) diameter pipe on the side of the intake is proposed as a fish slide. Fish larger than 48
mm in size will not be able to pass through the trashrack. This fish slide will provide an
alternate route for fish that are drawn to the intake area to move downstream. Fish smaller DFO
than the trashrack spacing have the potential to go through the intake and then the turbine.
A fish mortality assessment is included in the Effects Report, based on the trashrack bar
spacing, turbine type and project head.

Fish Passage

Concerns regarding the
present location / configuration
feasibility dam and fishway,
and the safe downstream
passage for fish excluded by
11/21/2013
intake screens/trashrack (i.e.
fish will become trapped in the
headpond and will be unable
to locate the entrance to the
fishway).

Fish Passage

Fish Passage

5/8/2013

Permitting & Fish
4/20/2011
Passage

The powerhouse intake is equipped with 48 mm spacing trashrack bars. A 30 cm (~ 12
Inch) diameter pipe on the side of the intake is proposed as a fish slide. Fish larger than 48
mm in size will not be able to pass through the trashrack. This fish slide will provide an
alternate route for fish that are drawn to the intake area to move downstream. Fish smaller DFO
than the trashrack spacing have the potential to go through the intake and then the turbine.
A fish mortality assessment is included in the Effects Report, based on the trashrack bar
spacing, turbine type and project head.

Agreed. Protection and maintenance of ecological integrity is the primary management
focus for the Frederickhouse River, as detailed in MNR’s Frederickhouse River
management objectives. The management objectives are provided for the segment of the
Frederickhouse River enclosed by Frederickhouse Lake Dam and Sankey Rapids
downstream. Other objectives include the maintenance of current native species
In order to gain authorisation biodiversity, the maintenance of existing habitat diversity and the maintenance of
for permitting and fish passage opportunities for a diversified and sustainable angling experience for all species presently
the proponent would also need angled.
to ensure that they will comply There is a plan to replace the fish spawning habitat lost from inundation and construction
with the MNR’s Fisheries
footprint. This is outlined in the Conceptual Fish Habitat Offsetting and Monitoring Plan
Management Objectives
prepared by NRSI. This is consistent with the MNR’s fisheries management objectives to
maintain current species and habitat biodiversity, and to maintain sustainable angling
opportunities by supporting the productive capacity of species such as Walleye and
Sauger. The fish passage provision is also in line with the MNR's fisheries management
objectives as it will help maintain the ecological integrity of the river and maintain
connectivity between habitats and species populations.

DFO

Section 3.2.7

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

Fishway

Section 3.2.7

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

Evaluation of
Potential Impact
Inter Agency
Meeting
Fish Stranding

Section 5
Section 7.3
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Fishway

Fishway

PostConstruction
Operation
Monitoring

Section 3.2.7

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

Section 13.2

The fishway option
is no longer the
preferred option.
Please refer to the
Impact Assessment
Addendum for
details outlining the
proposed without
the provision of a
fishway

DFO - 3

5/18/2012

Habitat should be
characterized up to the
Frederick House Lake Dam
and its value should be
determined. Spawning is
important but getting
recruitment is equally, if not
more, important i.e. If the
nursery habitat is not there
than what is the point of
preserving the spawning
habitat.

Tributaries

5/18/2012

Need to know if there is
tributary habitat to inform if fish
can move into and out of the
main flow.

Invasive Species

5/2/2011

Habitat Impacts

Habitats within the Frederickhouse River have been characterized from 8.4km upstream of
the proposed GS to 24km downstream at Neeland's Rapids, consistent with the study area
that was delineated by Xeneca. Habitat characterization was not completed below
Frederick House Lake Dam as NRSI was forbidden to access the area by OPG. This habitat
was characterized through aerial imagery and observations made at a distance. The value
of each habitat was determined through field surveys such as spawning surveys (egg mats,
presence/absence), fish community sampling (RIN, electrofishing in tributaries), benthic
invertebrate sampling (Hester-Dendy plates), habitat characterization and vegetation
surveys.
Impacts to spawning activity and habitat are largely mitigated by run-of-river operations
during the spawning period. Any loss of habitat through inundation and construction
DFO
footprint will be offset through the creation of new spawning habitat as detailed in the
Conceptual Fish Habitat Offsetting and Monitoring Plan.
Impacts to nursery habitat remain uncertain. It is anticipated that vegetation along the
margins of the river and within wetlands and backbay areas will be impacted by water level
fluctuations. Where water level fluctuations exceed 25cm daily, vegetation will likely be lost
or prevented from re-establishing in the new shoreline within the headpond. NRSI has
identified areas where vegetation is expected to remain or re-establish. These areas are
expected to provide nursery habitat. These impacts, as well as mitigation and postconstruction monitoring, have been outlined in Sections 6.2.3.2 and 6.2.5.2 of the Natural
Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report.

Twenty nine tributaries have been characterized by NRSI during field surveys. There are six
tributaries located within the Wanatango Falls GS headpond, 22 tributaries within the
downstream zone of influence (DZOI) and one tributary downstream of the DZOI. Detailed
DFO
habitat characterization, fish community data and impacts have been included in Sections
3.2.1.4, 3.2.2, 6.2.2.2, 6.2.3.2 and 6.2.5.2 of the Natural Environment Characterization and
Impact Assessment Report.
The Conceptual Fish Habitat Offsetting and Monitoring Plan outlines the creation of new
Make sure that Compensation
spawning habitat for Walleye, Sauger and Lake Sturgeon. This habitat is not expected to
Plan does not create habitat
DFO
promote invasive species.
for invasive species
Also, no invasive aquatic species were observed by NRSI during field surveys.

Aquatic Habitat
Section 2.9.4
and Species

Section 7.1.2

Zone of influence
and existing
conditions

Section 6.3

Fisheries and
Oceans Canada

DFO - 4

AGENCY COMMENTS & XENECA RESPONSES - MNR
Theme

Date

Comment

Xeneca Response

Extensive work has been undertaken to address the Downstream Zone of Influence (DZOI.) Detailed hydraulic modeling,
bathymetry, temperature, sedimentation & erosion and water quality studies and detailed assessment of aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystem have been completed. Xeneca has followed the OWA Class EA which requires assessment of direct
and immediate effects. Xeneca has consulted extensively with the agencies and provided a detailed rationalization as per
MNR
MNR's July 6, 2013 memo from Randy Pickering for defining the longitudinal extent of DZOI.
Xeneca has met or exceeded the requirements of the Class EA in this regard and through this process clearly
demonstrated that impacts of water level fluctuations of +/- 10 cm do not have direct or significant impact beyond Neeland's
Rapids.

DZOI

MNR would like more information about Xeneca's hydraulic
modeling to address longitudinal extent of DZOI, which
4/17/2013 ends at Neeland’s Rapids with max fluctuation of +/- 10 cm,
to understand it well enough to ascertain its significance,
implementation or effectiveness.

Fish

4/17/2013

Fish

Xeneca has had extensive discussion with the agencies on the ramping rate on some of its other Greenfield hydroelectric
projects in Northern Ontario. In the initial phase of project development, shorter (15-20) minute ramping rates were chosen
Request for more information (explanatory rationale) as to for all of Xeneca's projects. After discussion and input from the agencies, ramping rates for all of our projects with modified
how 60 min ramping rate was derived and what aspects of run-of-river operation have been increased to 60 minutes.
4/17/2013
fish and benthos ecology are protected or impacts mitigated Further, it is noteworthy that benthos are not predicted to be impacted by operations as it is believed that they are confined
by its implementation.
to the permanently wetted channel associated with 2cms at Wanatango and downstream. Fish stranding concerns have
been identified in the downstream. The 60 minute ramping time will help avoid some potential fish stranding. Other specific
mitigations have been identified by the effects report and will be implemented through the monitoring plan.

Spawning tables & Xeneca’s commitment to operational
Appendix 2 of the Wanatango Operating Plan contains temperature/spawning tables for both Walleye and Sturgeon, and
constraints based temperature based spawning needs of
both walleye and sturgeon should be built into text/tables in commitments to operational constraints.
Operating Plan

Concern that there are 2 active areas of erosion that are
not shown in the modeling contained in the (draft) EA. This
reduces MNR's confidence in it as a
Erosion Modeling 4/17/2013
characterization/reference condition tool. Without follow up
in the field Xeneca would not be able to ascertain new
areas or extents of erosion vs. old ones.

Fish Passage

Agency

Report Reference
Report
Section

Operating Plan and Section 5
Evaluation of
Section 7
Potential Impact
Annex I

MNR

Operating Plan

Section 5
Annex I

MNR

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

A comprehensive post-project sedimentation and erosion monitoring plan has been incorporated in the Geomorphology
Report. This monitoring plan will address channel adjustments and sediment movement within the zone of influence in order
MNR
to detect any accelerated erosion that may potentially occur due to dam operations. Two bench marked cross-sections will
be placed within the backwater reach of the proposed facility, and two will be in the transition zone downstream of the dam.

Fish passage has been requested during the months of April through November (inclusive). Fish passage will be through
the existing bypass channel to the base of the embankment dam and then up the fishway and into the headpond. The flows
that are proposed for the fishway will range from less than 1cms to more than 3.1cms depending on the elevation of the
headpond. Flows in the existing bypass channel will always be 2cms or greater as Xeneca is committed to providing this as
an environmental flow and so where flow from the fishway is less than 2cms, additional flows will be provided through a
grated pipe in the embankment dam outletting into the top of the bypass channel. These flows have been assessed with
respect to the minimum attraction flows for upstream and downstream passage requested by MNR and DFO.
During April (4 degrees), May and June the facility will be in ROR operations. At that time the headpond will be maintained
at NOL and the flows in the fishway and bypass channel will be 3.12 cms. The percent attraction flow at this time will be a
The potential effects of pulsing water on fish passage at this function of what the flow in the river is. Where river flows exceed 52 cms, water will be spilled through the Obermeyer gates.
site are not well understood/explained. As currently
This can be strategically released at the top of the bypass channel to increase upstream attraction flows in the by-pass.
4/17/2013 proposed, water pulses may have significant bearing on fish During intermittent operations in the summer months (July, August and September) fishway and bypass channel flows will
MNR
attraction, movement and poorly understood D/S nursery
constitute all of the river flows for the bulk of the day. In October, fishway flows will be greater than 7% of the outflow for 14
areas e.g. tributaries.
hours of the day. In November, fishway flows will be greater than 4% of the outflow for 14 hours of the day.
Impacts to nursery areas and tributaries in the downstream has been assessed in the impact assessment. Operations that
cause water level fluctuations greater than 25cm daily during the growing season will likely cause aquatic plant
mortalities. These areas of aquatic vegetation likely provide nursery habitat in the downstream. In some cases these areas
of aquatic vegetation are associated with back channels, on-line wetlands, mouths of tributaries or areas of the shoreline.
Xeneca has committed to restricting daily water level fluctuations to +/-10cm at the crest of Neeland's Rapids. This
restriction results in larger fluctuations in the area upstream of Neeland's to the tailrace where a maximum of 52cm of water
level fluctuations are predicted as a most extreme fluctuation. This analysis of modeled water level fluctuations was used in
conjunction with habitat assessment data from the tributaries, wetlands and river itself to understand potential impacts.
Additional pre-construction and post-construction monitoring is proposed to confirm and quantify specific predictions.

Geomorphology
Study
Existing Conditions- Annex I
River
Section 2.8
Geomorphology
Section 6.3.2
Erosion and
Sedimentation

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

MNR - 1

Fish Stranding

How will the proposed daily fluctuations impact fish
stranding (at Neeland’s)? Xeneca analysis shows that, if
fish stranded under present conditions, they will die,
because of lengthy period of low flow imposed by FHLD.
Xeneca operation would increase flow and stranding could
only occur for less than a day and fish survival rates would
be high. MNR thinks this statement about survival rates is
speculative. A stranding in a small pool, apart from outright
4/17/2013 exposure, of only minutes/hours can result in fish and
benthos mortality under unsuitable conditions (e.g.
predation, high temps in summer, freezing temps in winter.)
Presently such changes in flows occur relatively
infrequently, albeit are more prolonged, when compared to
the proposed daily fluctuations. Fish and benthos attracted
into shallow areas on a daily basis may suffer higher total
mortality annually. Thus it remains to be seen which has
more influence on mortality.

Stranding is not understood to be an existing problem at Neeland's. Xeneca is committed to monitoring for this potential
during the post-construction period. This would entail visually watching the river during the ramping down period of early
evening to identify if specific pools are isolated as a result of the flow change. It would also entail understanding what large
fish (visual) and small fish (electro-shocking) are stranded as a result. We also propose to use trail cameras to understand
the potential for increased foraging by opportunistic wildlife (e.g. mink.) Further, we would also survey these pools for
mortalities associated with temperature or dissolved oxygen in the morning before ramping up to understand the potential
mortality rates associated with fish if stranded for a period of less than 24hrs.

Fish Spawning

CPL engineering analysis used daily data and presented a
range of water level fluctuations up to maximum of plus or
minus 10 cm and it was determined that effects a
4/17/2013 significantly less than the 2 metre fluctuations that are
occurring on the system right now. As per earlier comment
on EA, MNR requested a more detailed explanation of this
approach.

Extensive work has been undertaken to address the DZOI. Detailed hydraulic modeling, bathymetry, temperature,
sedimentation, erosion, water quality studies and detailed assessment of aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems have been
completed. Xeneca has followed the Class EA, which requires assessment of direct and immediate effects. Xeneca has
consulted extensively with the agencies providing a detailed rationalization as per MNR's July 6, 2013 memo from Randy
MNR
Pickering for defining the longitudinal extent of DZOI. Xeneca has met or exceeded the requirements of the Class EA in this
regard and through this process clearly demonstrated that impacts of water level fluctuations of +/- 10 cm do not have direct
or significant impact beyond Neeland's Rapids.

Operating Plan and Section 5
Evaluation of
Section 7
Potential Impact
Annex I

DZOI

4/17/2013

Xeneca has committed to installing a monitoring station at Neeland’s Rapids to ensure compliance is being met.

Monitoring

Section 13

Hydraulic
Modeling

If the proposed Metcalfe methodology is used, there would be an average fluctuation of 5 cm as determined by CPL
What happens to the hydraulic model when hourly flow data
4/17/2013
analysis. It was further noted that if the data includes the much larger fluctuation caused by FHLD it doesn’t significantly
is used?
change the existing daily variability.

MNR

n/a

n/a

Fish Passage

Flows are proposed from 2 - 50 cms for intermittent
operation. MNR noted that at low flows like 2 cms fish may
not be able to ascend Zeverlys Rapids. It is appreciated
about water from the tail race being used for this purpose.
4/17/2013
This may have issues associated with e.g. usurps attraction
flows. It is only available periodically and not at all times
when the headpond inflows described in the Design Criteria
table are reached.

MNR

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Fish Passage
Flows

Xeneca has proposed channel modification at Zeverley's Rapids to improve fish passage under low flow conditions.
Channel modifications, combined with the proposed range of flows will increase potential for fish passage at Wanatango
MNR looking for flexibility in apportioning flows combined
thereby improving habitat connectivity. Xeneca acknowledges the comments regarding attraction flows but notes that flows
4/17/2013 with a monitoring program, the fish passage system can be proposed by MNR are at the extreme upper end of what can be economically sustained by the project.
MNR
fine tuned.
The proposed post-construction monitoring plan will determine the efficiency of the fish passage systems, should this option
be selected. In this case, if the fish passage provision is not functioning as intended, Xeneca will discuss appropriate
mitigation strategies with DFO & MNR.

- Operating Plan
- Agency
Consultation
- Effects Report,
Annex III

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Winter fish
passage

4/17/2013 MNR concerned about winter fish passage & winter Qea.

n/a

n/a

Based on headpond inundation occurring in the existing river channel, flows and water depths, good mixing is expected and
MNR
anoxic conditions are not expected to occur.

Water Quality
Impacts

Section 7.3.2

Comment acknowledged. Xeneca has engaged/consulted with local forestry companies and, where applicable, will enter
into agreements on road sharing/maintenance.

Identification of
other projects and
activities

Section 10.2.

Flow Conditions

Roads
Assessment

MNR asked if a transducer could be placed at Neeland’s
Rapids.

Concerns over the assessment of oxygen profiles in
4/17/2013 headpond and noted there have been problems at some
established waterpower sites.
MNR has no concerns over Xeneca’s approach to roads,
but cautioned that some roads may belong to forestry
4/17/2013
companies and costs of maintenance may increase when
forestry activity is reduced in the area.

Xeneca has proposed channel modification at Zeverley's Rapids to improve fish passage under low-flow conditions.
Channel modifications, combined with the proposed range of flows will increase potential for fish passage at Wanatango
Falls, thereby improving habitat connectivity. Xeneca acknowledges the comments regarding attraction flows but notes that
flows proposed by MNR are at the extreme upper end of what can be economically sustained by the project.

MNR and DFO have since advised Xeneca that a fish passage flow is not required during the winter months (December March), as it does not occur under natural conditions. Qea year-round is 2 cms.

MNR

MNR

Consultation

4/17/2013 LUP holders may require further project/impact notification. In July 2013, MNR & Xeneca staff determined that all LUP holders had been adequately consulted.

MNR

Fish Passage

5/8/2013

MNR

Why isn't passage on east or west bank?

It is not needed because the fish passage length will be substantially longer.

Fish Stranding
Operating Plan
Post Construction
Monitoring

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 7.3.
Annex I
Section 14

Appendix C Agency
Consultation
Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

MNR - 2

5/8/2013

What are seasonal timing/duration of flows suitable for fish
passage events? What are the ranges of these events? What is the average?

Under existing conditions there is no passage when flows are 2cms or less and limited passage when flows are between 15
and 50cms and greater than 50cms. The majority of passage likely occurs when flows are between 2 and 15cms.
Successful upstream fish passage is required to be provided between April 1st and June 31st. The proposed fishway will
allow for passage when flows are less than 2cms as ledges within the bypass will be modified. This will occur 27% of the
time. When flows are between 2 and 15cms fish passage in the fishway will provide improved passage compared to
MNR
existing conditions. This will occur 17% of the time. When flows are between 15 and 50cms and when they exceed 50cms
limited passage will occur in the proposed fishway. This would occur 42% and 14% of the time respectively.The average
flow within the bypass reach is approximately 20cms and the proposed fishway will have a flow of 2cms for the majority of
the day.

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Fish Passage

5/8/2013

The project will run in ROR mode during the spring spawning season -- April (4 degrees), May and June. At that time the
headpond will be maintained at Normal Operating Level (NOL) and the flows in the fishway and by-pass channel will be
3.12cms. The percent attraction flow at this time will be a function of what the flow in the river is. Where river flows exceed
53.1 cms (50 cms turbine flow + 3.1 fishway flow), water will be spilled through the Obermeyer gates. This can be
strategically released at the top of the bypass channel to increase upstream attraction flows in the by-pass. During
intermittment operations in the summer months (July, August and September) fishway and by-pass channel flows will
constitute all of the river flows for the bulk of the day. In October fishway flows will be greater than 7% of the outflow for 14
hours of the day.In November fishway flows will be greater than 4% of the outflow for 14 hours of the day.
How does the spring run-of-river (ROR) commitment impact
With the proposed fishway design and plant operation, most of the time flow through the spillway meets the minimum
MNR
fish passage?
attraction flow requirements for the downstream passage. In the spring high flow season, one or both spillways will be
lowered to manage the heapond level in which condition fish can move safely downstream either over the spillway or
through fishway. A 30 cm diameter pipe will be installed very close to powerhouse intake just beside the trashrack, which will
act as an alternate route for downstream passage for fish that are drawn to the intake area. It is the design intent that most
fish will move updtream and downstream via the fishway. The effectiveness of these passage options will be monitored in
the post-construction period and Xeneca is prepared to explore additional mitigation measures to deter fish from the intake
area and attract them to the fishway entrance. With all these provisions in place, it can be safely conclude that majority of
fish will safely move downstream of the project headpond area.

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Bypass Flow

9/12/2013 What are the bypass flows for this project?

MNR

Operating Plan

Section 5
Annex I

MNR

Operating Plan

Section 5
Annex I

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2
Section 7

Fish Passage

Habitat Impacts

9/12/2013

Will habitat fragmentation occur? If so, does it have
unacceptable effects?

Bypass flow for this project is the same as the fishway flow, but not less than 2 (m3/s). At NOL fishway flow is about 3.1
(m3/s).
Habitat connectivity is a function of opportunities for fish passage. Currently fish can use the bypass channel under a
specific range of flows that does not include the low flows seen for prolonged periods in the spring and fall.
NO FISH PASSAGE OPTION:
The capture and relocation of Lake Sturgeon would be completed through an extensive netting program which would
include regular monitoring for Lake Sturgeon presence within the headpond to ensure that all individuals are removed from
the headpond area.
WITH FISH PASSAGE:
Xeneca’s proposed fish passage designs are intended to create passage opportunities at lower flows. This will be achieved
through bypass channel modifications and the fishway which has been designed to specifically pass target species using
minimum flows. It is hoped that this design will allow fish more opportunities to pass both upstream and downstream and
thereby improve habitat connectivity.

Design

9/12/2013

Can smaller turbines in the project design so that lower
flows can be utilized for power production?

Concerned that flow fluctuations between 15-50 cms at
Environmental/A
some times of year may be evident in water levels at
1/29/2014
quatic Impacts
Neeland's Rapids, and have potential to negatively affect
fish & benthos production in that section of river

Smaller turbines are not an option because the reduced generating capacity creates an unacceptable revenue loss.

MNR

Extensive work has been undertaken to address the downstream zone of influence (DZOI.) Detailed hydraulic modeling,
bathymetry, temperature, sedimentation, erosion and water quality studies, and detailed assessment of aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems have been completed. Xeneca has followed the Class EA, which requires assessment of direct and
immediate effects. Xeneca has consulted extensively with the agencies providing a detailed rationalization as per MNR's
July 6, 2013 memo from Randy Pickering for defining the longitudinal extent of DZOI. Xeneca has met or exceeded the
requirements of the Class EA in this regard and through this process clearly demonstrated that impacts of water level
fluctuations of +/- 10 cm do not have direct or significant impact beyond Neeland's Rapids.
Further, it is noteworthy that benthos are not predicted to be impacted by operations as it is believed that they are confined
to the permanently wetted channel associated with 2cms at Wanatango and downstream. Fish stranding concerns have
been identified in the downstream. The 60 minute ramping time will help avoid some potential fish stranding. Other specific
mitigation measures have been identified by the effects report and will be implemented through the monitoring plan.

MNR

Water Levels

Request that final ER include a monitoring report to
7/20/2012 measure actual variation in water levels downstream of
Neeland's Rapids.

DZOI

Extensive work has been undertaken to address the downstream zone of influence (DZOI.) Detailed hydraulic modeling,
bathymetry, temperature, sedimentation, erosion and water quality studies, and detailed assessment of aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystems have been completed. Xeneca has followed the Class EA which requires assessment of direct and
Final ER needs to provide rationale & methodology used by
7/20/2012
immediate effects. Xeneca has consulted extensively with the agencies providing a detailed rationalization as per MNR's
Xeneca to determine DZOI and to assess impacts.
July 6, 2013 memo from Randy Pickering for defining the longitudinal extent of DZOI. Xeneca has met or exceeded the
requirements of the Class EA in this regard and through this process clearly demonstrated that impacts of water level
fluctuations of +/- 10 cm do not have direct or significant impact beyond Neeland's Rapids.

Xeneca has committed to install a water level monitoring station at Neeland's Rapids, as well as at Hwy 11 west of the Town
MNR
of Cochrane (as requested by MNR), as well as 2 other stations (tailrace and headpond.)

MNR

MNR - 3

Flows

It seems the PFV (if value of roughly 6 or 7cms proves
accurate) affects Xeneca most when flows are between 14
to 21cms. This negative economic effect is not continuous
and might be offset in part by the operating mode ie
5/17/2013
Intermittent Operations/ROR which allows for storage of
water and generate power even when the spare water is
less than 15cms. Significantly, it seems it would never stop
Xeneca entirely from generating power/revenue.

Xeneca has provided MNR the economic impact of 6 or 7 cms fishway flow on the project rate of return and economic. A
fishway flow of 6 or 7 cms would have a hugely negative impact on the revenue of the project which will make the project
economically not viable.

Aboriginal
Consultation

Each FN should sign off on the Environmental Report as
4/20/2011 Wabun Tribal Council can’t sign for all represented First
Nations

Aboriginal
Consultation

An additional community meeting explaining the project
4/20/2011 should be held in Moosonee since there are numerous
members of Taykwa Tagamou FN residing in Moosonee.

Aboriginal
Consultation

4/20/2011

Public
Consultation

Public
Consultation

n/a

n/a

It is noted that each Aboriginal Community retains its own process for consultation on environmental issues. To date,
Xeneca has conducted a Community Meeting with each First Nation Community among the Wabun Tribal Council that may
MNR
be impacted by the Wanatango Falls project. Xeneca will discuss any further steps with each community as to what further
steps they require in terms of additional consultative efforts.

Aboriginal
Engagement

Section 6.5
Appendix E

Xeneca hosted a Community Meeting on August 16, 2013 during TTN's AGM and had significant attendance from the
Community. If TTN requests an additional Community Meeting in Moosonee, Xeneca will comply.

MNR

Aboriginal
Engagement

Section 6.5
Section 6.6
Appendix E

The proponent will need to accurately convey information to Xeneca has provided draft copies of the Environment Report and all of the supporting documents, and offered an
the FN’s otherwise they are vulnerable.
opportunity to have the documentation peer reviewed with Xeneca's support.

MNR

Aboriginal
Engagement

Section 6.5
Section 6.6
Appendix E

4/20/2011

A Public Information Centre (PIC) should be held in Iroquois
Falls in addition to Cochrane as it is closer to the proposed
site and hosts more users. More information is needed to
be included in future PICs.

PICs were advertised in media appearing in Iroquois Falls (Northern News and Cochrane Times Post), posted on the
Xeneca website and e-blasted to all identified stakeholders. Xeneca made deputations directly to Iroquois Falls Mayor and
Council in a public meeting. Xeneca also conducted numerous individual and group meetings in the town. Consultation as
conducted by Xeneca meets or exceeds the requirements of consultation as outlined in the Class EA.

MNR

Public Consultation

Section 6.4
Appendix D

4/20/2011

Request for increased public consultation which could be
facilitated by the MNR through a stakeholder mail-out.

Consultation as conducted by Xeneca meets or exceeds the requirements of consultation as outlined in the Class EA.

MNR

Public Consultation

Section 6.4
Appendix D

Consultation as conducted by Xeneca meets or exceeds the requirements of consultation as outlined in the Class EA.

MNR

Public Consultation

Section 6.4
Appendix D

Xeneca attended the Abitibi Water Management Planning Advisory Committee meeting October 24, 2012 and has
subsequently joined the SAC and conducted a site visit in the fall of 2013.

MNR

Public Consultation

Section 6.4
Appendix D

Advice acknowledged. Xeneca is in consultation with forestry companies with respect to forest clearing.

MNR

n/a

n/a

Noted. In 2012, Xeneca provided MNR with preferred power line and access road options. Both districts provided their
coarse review comments.

MNR

Access Roads and
Connections

Section 3.3
Annex VI

n/a

n/a

Construction
Monitoring

Annex II
Section 13

Agency
Consultation

Section 6.3.2

If Xeneca wants to meet consultation requirements they
Public
should forward all stakeholder notifications to the MNR for
Consultation/Pow 4/20/2011
distribution, this also applies to the transmission line aspect
er Lines
of the project.
Public
Recommendation that the proponent attend any Standing
4/20/2011
Consultation
Advisory Committee meetings coming up.
A Forestry Resource Licence may be required as upgrading
Roads
4/20/2011 will involve cutting and road construction, brushing and
grading will not be sufficient.

Power Lines

4/20/2011

Power Lines

4/20/2011

Aggregate
Sourcing
Aquatic Studies

According to Class EA for Waterpower Projects (2014) requirements, studies for transmission lines related to hydro projects
The transmission line will have to meet the RSFD Class EA must be included in the ER. Please refer to Ground Truthing Survey Results Report for Power Line Route in Annex III, and
MNR
requirements.
Power Lines and Roads
Summary for Wanatango Falls Hydroelectric Project in Annex V.
Any additional materials required on site, in excess of what is available from excavation, will be sourced locally from an
existing licensed aggregate pit.
4/20/2011 Would like more detail on aggregates sourcing.
MNR
Please refer to Section 2.11.12 Mining/ Mineral/ Aggregate Extraction in the ER for the detailed locations of the potential
aggregate pits to be used.
4/20/2011 Request that benthos be an active part of the work plan

Aquatic Studies

4/20/2011

Terrestrial
Studies

4/20/2011

DZOI

5/18/2012

Operations

5/18/2012

Aquatic Studies

The transmission line mapping requires more detail, only 7
to 8 km of the line route is actually in the MNR Cochrane
District and the MNR in Timmins will have to be brought in
to identify any additional requirements.

MNR

5/18/2012

Request that egg mat surveys be included at Zeverley’s
and at the fast water habitat located at approximately 8.5km
upstream of Wanatango Falls
Request that water crossings, roads, potential fish habitat,
temporary staging areas and line crossings all need to be
included in terrestrial studies.
When discussing information gaps it is premature to
discuss anything in terms of the zone of
influence. Once the zone of influence is confirmed a
thorough data gap analysis needs to be
done.
MNR would like to see the graphs of the plant operation
including 12 diagrams for the different flows and operation
conditions.
Xeneca should repeat its 2011 and increase the level of
effort, especially in the tributaries.

Benthos was included in the work plan.

MNR

Additional egg-matting and spawning surveys were completed in 2012. Please refer to the maps in Appendix 2 of the
Impact Assessment report for locations.

MNR

Acknowledged and all water crossings, roads, fish habitat, temporary staging areas and line crossings are included in
terrestrial studies. Please refer to the "Environmental Baseline Conditions of Proposed Roads and Construction Areas"
report and the "Ground-truthing Survey Report for Power Line Route" report as well in Annex III.

MNR

Terrestrial Habitat
and Species

Annex III

The DZOI is identified and rationalized in ER in section 7.1

MNR

Operating Plan
Agency
Consultation

Section 5
Annex I
Section 6.3.2

This information was provided to MNR and is included in the Operating Plan.

MNR

Operating Plan

Annex I

MNR

Surface Water
Quality

Section 2.9
Annex III

Additional field studies including assessment of tributaries were undertaken in 2012-13.

Annex III

MNR - 4

Spawning potential in the tributaries should be assessed
even though there is a low likelihood of spawning habitat in
Additional field studies including assessment of tributaries were undertaken in 2012-13.
the tributaries. If the tributaries are going to be affected by
changes in levels and flows then they need to be assessed.

MNR

Surface Water
Quality

Section 2.9
Annex III

MNR

n/a

n/a

Aquatic Studies

The use of specific habitats have been determined based on field surveys such as spawning surveys (egg mats,
presence/absence), fish community sampling (RIN, electrofishing in tributaries), benthic invertebrate sampling (HesterDendy plates), habitat characterization and vegetation surveys. These habitats were related to the flow conditions through
the use of HEC-RAS model results, measured cross-sections and Lidar data. Impacts of operations on these habitats have
been characterized by determining the magnitude, duration and extent of water level fluctuations both upstream and
The use of identified habitat needs to be related back to the
downstream of the GS during peaking operations. Information was obtained from HEC-RAS modelled results and LiDar
5/18/2012 flow conditions and its relative contribution to the reach
MNR
data. This information was compared to existing cross-sectional data at identified important habitats to determine how the
needs to be quantified.
conditions will change on a daily basis post-construction. Impacts were determined based on the function of the habitat and
how that function will change during peaking operations. These impacts have been detailed in Sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.5 of
the Natural Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report prepared by NRSI. The habitats were quantified
in Tables 8 and 9 in Sections 3.2.1.3 and Tables 27 and 28 in Section 6.2.2.2. Details on impacts to aquatic habitats from
inundation can be found in this section as well.

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3

Aquatic Studies

The impact of the loss of a given habitat should be identified
This has been included in Tables 27 and 28 in Section 6.2.2.2 of the Natural Environment Characterization and Impacts
5/18/2012 and the risk to the reach of river as a result
Assessment Report.
of that loss determined.

MNR

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Section 7.3
Annex III

The use of specific habitats have been determined based on field surveys such as spawning surveys (egg mats,
presence/absence), fish community sampling (RIN, electrofishing in tributaries), benthic invertebrate sampling (HesterDendy plates), habitat characterization and vegetation surveys. These habitats were related to the flow conditions through
the use of HEC-RAS model results, measured cross-sections and Lidar data. Impacts of operations on these habitats have
been characterized by determining the magnitude, duration and extent of water level fluctuations both upstream and
downstream of the GS during peaking operations. Information was obtained from HEC-RAS modelled results and Lidar
MNR
data. This information was compared to existing cross-sectional data at identified important habitats to determine how the
conditions will change on a daily basis post-construction. Impacts were determined based on the function of the habitat and
how that function will change during peaking operations. These impacts have been detailed in Sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.5 of
the Natural Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report prepared by NRSI. The habitats were quantified
in Tables 8 and 9 in Sections 3.2.1.3 and Tables 27 and 28 in Section 6.2.2.2. Details on impacts to aquatic habitats from
inundation can be found in this section as well.

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3

Aquatic Studies

5/18/2012

Aquatic Studies

5/18/2012 Egg mats and drift nets should be used in greater number.

There needs to be an understanding of how the habitat is
related to the flow.

Noted. No additional spawning surveys have been completed since spring 2011.

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012

Aquatic Studies

Need adequate baseline data, including sturgeon
5/18/2012 spawning, so that effects can be identified & properly
monitored/managed/mitigated.

Baseline spawning data has been collected from 2010 to 2012 for Walleye, Sauger and Lake Sturgeon. Results of these
surveys can be found in Section 3.2.3 of the Natural Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report.
Impacts have been identified for inundation and upstream and downstream operations in Sections 6.2.2.2, 6.2.3.2 and
6.2.5.2 of the report. NRSI has recommended pre-construction spawning surveys be completed prior to construction in the
spring of 2015. This has been detailed in the Preliminary Monitoring Plan prepared by NRSI.

MNR

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Section 7.3
Annex III

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012 How much critical habitat is available?

The use of specific habitats have been determined based on field surveys such as spawning surveys (egg mats,
presence/absence), fish community sampling (RIN, electrofishing in tributaries), benthic invertebrate sampling (HesterDendy plates), habitat characterization and vegetation surveys. These habitats were related to the flow conditions through
the use of HEC-RAS model results, measured cross-sections and Lidar data. Impacts of operations on these habitats have
been characterized by determining the magnitude, duration and extent of water level fluctuations both upstream and
downstream of the GS during peaking operations. Information was obtained from HEC-RAS modelled results and Lidar
MNR
data. This information was compared to existing cross-sectional data at identified important habitats to determine how the
conditions will change on a daily basis post-construction. Impacts were determined based on the function of the habitat and
how that function will change during peaking operations. These impacts have been detailed in Sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.5 of
the Natural Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report prepared by NRSI. The habitats were quantified
in Tables 8 and 9 in Sections 3.2.1.3 and Tables 27 and 28 in Section 6.2.2.2. Details on impacts to aquatic habitats from
inundation can be found in this section as well.

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012 How much is it used?

Please see response above.

MNR

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012 How much is left after construction?

Please see response above.

MNR

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012 How is it affected by construction?

Please see response above.

MNR

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3
Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3
Annex I
Annex III
Section 7.3

MNR - 5

Habitat Impacts

5/18/2012

Aquatic Studies

5/18/2012

Aquatic Studies

What effect will pulsing have on downstream spawning
habitat?

Any flow fluctuation during the spawning period is a result of natural flow fluctuations and OPG operations. The Wanatango
Falls GS will operate in ROR mode during the spawning period. Operational effects to spawning habitats in the downstream
at other times of the year will not effect substrate spawning beds used by most species. However Northern Pike which use
submerged herbaceous vegetation for spawning habitat could be affected if summer time operations result in a dieback of MNR
aquatic plants. Xeneca will monitor this habitat during pre- and post-construction periods.
Additionally, for the no fish passage option, Xeneca proposes to enhance the fish habitat in the downstream zone, below the
tailrace.

Studies that have been completed to meet the requirements of the Class EA are listed in Annex III.
Recommends that Xeneca repeat field work each year until
MNR
Additional targeted pre-construction surveys will be discussed with MNR after the EA is complete.
foundation of the structure is poured.
Post-construction monitoring has been proposed in Annex III.
There have been no further spawning surveys since spring 2012. The headpond will be maintained at the NOL during the
Recommendation to increase number of egg mats used
spawning season ROR period (4 degrees until roughly July.) After this there is a restriction to run continuously within a band
and using larval drift nets to identify nursery areas. Larval
5/18/2012
MNR
of 15cms daily. This will result in approximately 40cm headpond fluctuations in July and corresponding water level
fish often use the edges of the river and dropping water
fluctuations in the downstream. It is predicted that by July all larval fish will be sufficiently developed to adapt to these
levels can leave larval fish high and dry.
fluctuations.

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

5/18/2012

What will the ongoing monitoring plan be during and after
construction of the dam?

Please see monitoring plan in Section 13 of the ER.

MNR

Monitoring and
Section 13
Follow-up Programs

Aquatic Studies

5/2/2011

Presumably changes to FHLD management might be
considered as a form of compensation if it could be a
benefit to walleye spawning. The increased flexibility
through automated flow management will translate more
readily into ecological benefit (for benthos, spawning fish,
etc.) Based on this discussion it is important to expand the
study area for all future field work to extend to FLHD.

The study area has been delineated by Xeneca as per the Waterpower Class EA. The study area ends at the upstream
extent of the headpond. The area upstream of the study area below FHLD is proposed for habitat enhancements in the
Preliminary Offsetting Plan and will be looked out during the permitting stage of this project. OPG has not expressed an
interest in changing its operations to Xeneca.

MNR

n/a

n/a

Aquatic Studies

5/2/2011

NRSI should sample as robustly as possible to ensure that
the findings are meaningful and accurately represent the
existing conditions in the study area.

Advice accepted - this has been done.

MNR

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex I
Annex III

Monitoring

Aquatic Studies

Aquatic Studies

Aquatic Studies
Primary
Productivity
Terrestrial
Studies

Mercury

NRSI has completed spawning and larval drift surveys to support characterizing reproduction in the river. Benthic
invertebrate and small bodied fish community surveys were completed to characterize foraging in the river. Habitat surveys
Fecundity work is necessary for MNR to manage the fishery
5/2/2011
MNR
were completed to characterize the available habitats in the river to determine their potential use and fish community
resource.
surveys were completed to characterize the existing fish populations. This information is abundant and can be used to
assist in managing the fisheries resource.
Requested that habitat areas be calculated, water
Xeneca & NRSI assume this is referring to tributaries. Twenty nine tributaries have been characterized by NRSI during field
temperature be recorded as well as known locations of
surveys. There are 6 tributaries located within the Wanatango Falls GS headpond, 22 tributaries within the downstream
groundwater inputs, substrates be documented and
5/2/2011
zone of influence (ZOI) and 1 tributary immediately downstream of the downstream ZOI. Detailed habitat characterization, MNR
channel morphology (eg. proportion of riffles, pools and
fish community data and impacts have been included in Sections 3.2.1.4, 3.2.2, 6.2.2.2, 6.2.3.2 and 6.2.5.2 of the Natural
runs) be recorded. This work should mirror what is done on
Environment Characterization and Impact Assessment Report.
the main stem.
Areas of aquatic plants were mapped and identified as a component of the field surveys. ELC communities are described in
In the absence of aquatic plants it is important to note that
5/2/2011
MNR
the terrestrial section 4.2 of the Impact Assessment report. In-stream areas were also mapped as a component of the
they are absent.
aquatic habitat maps.
Provide compelling rationale if no work on primary
Larval fish drift was completed in 2012. These survey results can be found in Section 3.2.3 of the Natural Environment
5/2/2011
MNR
productivity will be done. Larval fish drift is preferred.
Characterization and Impact Assessment Report.
Vegetation mapping (ELC), breeding birds, and incidental wildlife. SWH and SAR assessments were also done using the
4/28/2011 What is scope of terrestrial investigations?
MNR
ELC results. Results can be found in Section 4.2 and 5.0 of the Natural Environment Characterization and Impact
Assessment Report.
Fish tissue mercury has been analyzed and the results are documented in the Water Quality and Fish Hg Pre-Development
Report, prepared by Hutchinson Environmental. The results are:
- The median values of large fish under the existing conditions for the project area and Upstream of OPG's FHLD are about
0.28ug/g, slightly above the ‘monthly consumption’ restriction for the Sensitive Population.
4/28/2011 Will fish flesh be tested for mercury?
MNR
- The highest median concentrations at both locations, about 0.49ug/g, are all below the ‘no consumption’ restriction for
Sensitive Population.
- The median mercury values of forage fish under existing conditions in both the project area and the OPG impoundment
are above CCME’s Wildlife that Consume Aquatic Biota guideline 0.033µg/g.

Annex III
Annex III
Identified Potential
Ecological Effects

Annex III
Section 2.9

Surface Water
Quality

Annex IV
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AGENCY COMMENTS & XENECA RESPONSES - MOE
Theme

Date

Comment

General
Comments

The timelines originally set out (in 2011 agency meeting) were very tight
and MOE stated that before any irreversible decisions are made,
4/20/2011 appropriate mitigation needed to be identified and a minimal level of
field work and evaluation must be conducted in order to meet
requirements.

General
Comments

4/17/2013

Will the project require a construction camp, and/or lay-down areas,
porta-toilets etc.?

Response

Agency

Since 2011, very substantial fieldwork and evaluation has been undertaken including HecRas, LiDar surveys, bathymetry, aquatic and terrestrial field studies, assessment of
potential temperature changes, erosion/sedimentation and water quality baseline testing.
MOE
Further, planning for construction activities, operations, power lines and roads have also
been done to provide a comprehensive ER that meets or exceeds the requirements of the
Class EA.
A Construction Management Pan has been included in final ER - please see section 4 and
Annex II.
MOE
There will be no overnight camp. There may be some work trailers and portable toilets,
but there is no need for septic/sewage systems. There will be two temporary lay-down
areas, which will be 1000 m2 each, as well as a 5000 m2 stockpile area.
No loss of natural habitat or function is anticipated. Monitoring programs factor in erosion
and sediment. The effects assessment discusses this in detail and can be found in Annex
III. The environmental survey for the stockpiling area has been done by Northern
Bioscience and the results are included in the "Baseline Environmental Conditions for
Roads & Construction Areas" report in Annex III.
Regarding acid rock drainage (ARD), a drilling and testing program of the rock material
will be completed prior to construction to confirm if the rock mineralization and the
MOE
potential for ARD exist at the site. Rock sampling and analysis for ARD will be completed
by a qualified professional (P. Geo or P. Eng) in accordance with the methods and
procedures from Mine Environmental Neutral Drainage (MEND) guidelines.
The program will be carried out so that ARD testing result are available at an early
enough stage to factor into final project design and permitting. Where the potential for
ARD is confirmed, a management plan acceptable to the regulatory agencies will be
prepared prior to commencing any rock excavation related to the project.

General
Comments

4/20/2011 Would like to see study results with regards to stockpiling and ARD.

General
Comments

The list of potential regulatory approvals for which Xeneca will apply is in Section 13,
Request for a list of activities to occur during construction and operation Table 37. We will work with the agencies throughout permitting and approvals.
4/20/2011
to properly advise the proponent on applicable permits and approvals. A Construction Management Plan has been included in final ER. Please see Section 4
and Annex II.

MOE

General
Comments

A detailed Construction Plan and Sediment and Erosion Control Plan
4/20/2011
were also requested.

A Construction Management Plan (Annex II) and a Preliminary Sediment and Erosion
Control Plan (Annex II) have been included in the final ER.

MOE

Permitting &
Approvals

4/20/2011

Thank you. Comment acknowledged.

MOE

Permitting &
Approvals

The requirement for a Certificate of Approval the discharge of any
treated water to the environment was noted.

MOE suggested that the proponent investigate alternatives for waste
disposal since the local landfill may not have the capacity to accept the
4/20/2011 project’s waste. LK noted the accepting landfill may have to amend its
C of A to accept the quantity of waste likely to be generated. LK noted
that absolutely no on-site burning of waste would be permitted.

Please see excerpt from the Construction Management Plan circa April 2014 (below.) The
appropriate waste management company cited below for various types of waste, would
determine estimated volumes and find the appropriate disposal sites. If local sites were
insufficient, sites further away would be identified. The site Construction Management
Plan has been updated to remove burning of waste as a possible activity/method of waste
removal during construction.
1.4 Management of Waste Materials During Construction
Solid non-hazardous construction waste (e.g. material packaging) generated during the
construction process will be removed from the site to an approved disposal location. The
proponent has identified the following waste disposal services, in proximity to the project,
for each type of waste noted below:
- Northern Environmental Services, located in Timmins, for management of construction MOE
and demolition waste;
- Erocon Waste Management, located in Timmins, for the removal of construction waste
to locally approved landfills;
- Roztek Environmental, located in Timmins, for the removal of sewage waste; and Veolia, located just outside of Timmins, for the management and removal of any
hazardous waste.
The proponent will make the appropriate arrangements prior to construction. No gaseous
wastes other than construction equipment emissions are anticipated. Industrial liquids
such as paints, sealants, fuels, and lubricating fluids will be stored in secure containment
areas and disposed of in accordance with provincial and federal liquid waste disposal
regulations.

Report Reference
Report
Section
All sections have
been updated with
work completed
after 2011. See
Final ER

not applicable

Construction
Monitoring

Section 4
Annex II

Natural
Environment
Characterization
Annex III
And
Impact Assessment
Report

Regulatory
Approvals and
Permits
Construction
Monitoring
Construction
Monitoring Plan
Regulatory
Approvals and
Permits

Construction
Monitoring

Section 14
Annex II
Annex II
Section 14
Annex II

Section 4
Annex II, Part B,
Section 1.4

AGENCY COMMENTS & XENECA RESPONSES - OTHER
Theme

Acid Rock
Drainage

Date

4/20/2011

Comment

EC also has an interest in any potential acid rock
drainage and that the first step would be a
desktop study of geological mapping in the area
to confirm the degree of potential for ARD

Response

Agency

Tres-Or has provided information to Xeneca which shows that
they encountered acid rock in some of their mining explorations
(core drilling) in the vicinity of the project. Xeneca is therefore
aware that the potential for mineralization may exist at the
Wanatango site. Geotechnical investigations (rock sampling
and analysis for ARD) will be completed by a qualified
Environment
professional (geologist) prior to detailed design and permitting.
Canada
These investigations will be done in in accordance with the
methods and procedures from Mine Environmental Neutral
Drainage (MEND) guidelines. [ARD potential in rock can be
readily tested by extracting and analyzing representative rock
samples.] If ARD is detected, an adaptive management plan
will be put into place prior to commencing any excavation.

Report Reference
Report
Section

Federal Agency
Response

Section 6.3.1

