Deh Cho Bridge Corporation Pre Hearing Conference

Mackenzie River Bridge Project (EA03-008)

October 4, 2004 @ 2 p.m.  MVEIRB Boardroom
NOTES

Agenda Item 1: Review of EA Process
Agenda Item 2: Technical Report

Technical Reports were due September 10, 2004 and only two parties have submitted reports, INAC and Environment Canada.  These have been posted to the web and circulated to the parties.

Agenda Item 3: Review of Parties

There are four Responsible Ministers – INAC, DFO, Environment Canada and GNWT.  The NWT Metis Nation along with the Hay River Metis Nation are registered as a Member of the Public for this EA, but they have not indicated that they will be participating in the public hearing.

Agenda Item 4: Hearing Requirements

a) deadlines – hearing presentations and speaker notes are due by 5:00 p.m. Tuesday October 12, 2004.  The developer will have an additional two days to make any changes to their hearing presentation based on the parties’ submissions.

b) CVs for experts – no parties have indicated that external experts will be required to participate at the public hearing.

c) Time – parties indicated that between 20 and 30 minutes should be ample time for presentations at the hearing.  Developer indicated that an hour would be sufficient.

d) Technical – laptop and projector will be required.
e) Translation – South Slavey language translation will be provided

f) Transcription – transcription services will be provided and hearing transcripts will be available within 24 hours at www.tscript.com.
Agenda Item 5: Review of Draft Hearing Agenda
There were no concerns with the draft hearing agenda, and presentation time slots for parties were finalized at 30 minutes each, which should also be adequate for question time.
Agenda Item 6: Outstanding Issues

INAC (1) – PEER Review Report, how and when will it be available?
DCBC will be comfortable discussing points that are relevant to the EA.

GNWT wants to know what INAC is exactly interested to see in this report.

INAC says they are interested in the report, as it was agreed earlier in the process that it would be placed on the record, they might be interested to see issues of infrastructure, costing, contaminants etc.

DCBC proposes to allow the Review Board to make a determination ‘under confidential cover’ as to report’s relevance to EA underway.

INAC agrees this is workable solution.

SOLUTION: Meeting proposed between DCBC/GNWT and EAO, everyone will be advised when the meeting will occur and parties will be advised as to the results of the EAO analysis.

INAC (2) – Adequacy of geotechnical investigations
INAC looking for assurance that further testing will be done on piers 6 and 8, as they are most critical piers (centrally located) and geotech info. has been extrapolated from other pier testing.  
SOLUTION: INAC is satisfied with the response submitted by the DCBC (October 4, 2004) – they were only looking for the reassurance that further testing will be done prior to building.
DCBC has highlighted that the missing hole (pier 6) is actually not central river, but is the second pier out from the north.  The sand has been accommodated for through proposed construction methods, they are not planning any more geotech testing per se, but at construction time, design can be modified (ie. tremie).  There is no porous sand or quicksand, and the worst and best case scenarios are very similar: many holes will be drilled for the cofferdam to assure the designer of the sand conditions prior to sinking a pier.
INAC (3) – Project Lands
INAC notes that if there is a requirement for federal lands during the project, there is a process that must be followed to obtain permission.  INAC wanted to point out that if there are plans to use such lands, they should have been scoped in to the current EA, as it could be perceived as project splitting, and may be delayed.
DCBC is not looking for a permit required for toll facilities, it is GNWT related, and should be dealt with outside the EA process.

SOLUTION: GNWT will proceed accordingly, outside the EA process.

INAC (4) – Waste Disposal on Commissioner’s vs. Crown land
DCBC said they would consider another site, and there is concern over the location.
INAC says it is a liability issue and would rather have waste disposed of on Commissioner’s land.  They wish to see the exact location of waste pits in advance.
DCBC said they did not arrive with any proposed alternative sites, however, they are prepared to consider any that may be put forth from INAC or others. The materials to be disposed of are benign, and include crushed rock and remaining sediments from ferry landing excavation.  There are no fuel contaminated soils or creosote wood pilings.  The site will be remediated as per land use permit regulations.
SOLUTION: INAC will get back to DCBC regarding alternative disposal sites proposed by INAC lands.

INAC (5) – Fuel Spill Containment on bridge
INAC has no immediate question from DCBC, as they have not been able to review the DCBC submission (October 4, 2004) with internal group yet.  They are looking for spill containment south of 60 vs. north of 60.
DCBC says the design already goes beyond North American standards, and that spill containment is not even proven in a bridge situation, as it is mostly used at gas stations etc.  Fuel spill containment is not a standard feature in a bridge.
GNWT says the other option was to have direct drainage from the bridge deck into the river, but the proposed system bides time in the event of a spill, as opposed to shooting directly into the river.  The only reason we are able to provide this feature is due to the minimal amounts of precipitation in the area.

DCBC says it is a clean up issue, that the proposed design provides for more time to contain a spill, as it will be directed to ditches before heading back to the river.

GNWT states that this bridge design offers an improvement as compared to the current ferry crossing and winter road crossing (RE: spills).
SOLUTION: INAC is pleased that DCBC is incorporating design features that go above and beyond current standards and practices.

INAC (6) – De-icing and ice formation on bridge deck
SOLUTION: INAC is satisfied with the DCBC response in their October 4, 2004 submission.
Environment Canada (1) – Migratory Birds
SOLUTION: DCBC agreed to EC proposed measures in their October 4, 2004 submission.
EC (2) – Nesting birds on bridge structure

EC was not convinced that DCBC was taking the issue of potential nesting on structure seriously enough.  Pointed out that the destruction of a migratory bird nest requires a CWS permit.
DCBC aware that nests will be there (on bridge) and also may be encountered at the borrow pits but for short term disruption only.

SOLUTION: DCBC agreed to EC proposed measures in their October 4, 2004 submission.
EC (3) – Species at Risk
EC would like DCBC to not only look at the listed species but all species, this is EA best practice.  There is a need to expand on the GNWT list using existing knowledge.   The project falls short of expectations for baseline wildlife info. such as migratory birds, but EC has reduced their expectations as a result of the project’s size.
DCBC have had Golder Associates do projects on wildlife.

SOLUTION: DCBC will expand on the list of species looked at, terms of reference will be laid out between DCBC and EC.  Material will be placed on the record.
EC (4) – Water Quality

EC wants to note that point source releases cannot be deleterious, nothing can fail a bioassay test and be released into the Mackenzie River.
DCBC knows they cannot exceed limits and be faced with costly alternatives such as trucking and removal.  They are confident they can mitigate prior to release and have retained Golder Associates to monitor water prior to release.

EC says that 6-9 pH is the CCME standard, and the Mackenzie River is 7.  Further, EC wants to convey that alternatives to releasing water into the river might be costly, but might be necessary, and it is important to recognize the possibility up front.  Also, TSS might be a concern.
DCBC is committed to monitoring the water throughout.

EC wants to know how long it takes to pump out a cofferdam?

DCBC estimates 15-16 hours.

SOLUTION: EC is satisfied that DCBC has committed to chemical monitoring of water in the field.  They want to point out that impacts are likely to be miniscule, if measurable.  However, there are requirements under the fisheries act.
EC (5) – Cumulative Effects
EC is seeking commitment to adaptive management by DCBC.

SOLUTION: DCBC agreed to EC proposed measures in their October 4, 2004 submission.
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (1) – Waste disposal and barging of excavated material
DFO prefers having excavated material removed.  There is potential for material released to MODIFY fish habitat vs. DESTROY it.  There may be an issue for compensation (fish habitat).
SOLUTION: DFO will meet with DCBC to discuss possible compensation and waste disposal.

OTHER:

· INAC wants to know if the Peer Review Report will be public once it is final?

· DCBC response is that the final version will be more likely to resemble final approved design plans than an actual report.
· INAC raised issue of securities and the amounts set by MVLWB and that there may be a requirement for a reclamation security in this case.

· GNWT wishes to note that the Deputy Minister Transportation (Russell Neudorf) will be making the presentation at the public hearing.
