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CHAIRPERSON CLARKE: Okay. Thank
you .

CHAIRPERSON GRIFFITHS: Sorry. |1
just wanted to ask a follow-up to that.

So what you"re saying iIs that the
proposed mitigations that we*ve seen in the EIS,
DFO has certainly not -- you®"ve not signed off on
those. You®ve seen them, you®ve discussed them,
but 1t"s still a matter In process.

MR. BIEGER: Yes. We have,
obviously, seen them, what"s in the EIS ---

CHAIRPERSON GRIFFITHS: Yes.

MR. BIEGER: --- because we"ve
reviewed the EIS, but we"ve had interactions with
the Proponent well before, you know, and during
their preparation of the EIS and since then to, |
guess, provide advice, as we would with any other
project when someone is proposing to carry out a
development around fish habitat.

From the very start, we interact
with the Proponent to provide advice on how to
avoid harmful Impacts to fish habitat, how to
manage them and mitigate them, so -- but we never
-- the decision to actually issue an authorization

and to pronounce on whether an authorization is
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appropriate and what conditions would be attached
to i1t is never made until after a review is
completed and, in this case, the Panel i1s finished.

CHAIRPERSON GRIFFITHS: And just
related to that, there i1s also In the EIS there"s
an indication of DFO"s determination of the area
that is affected by HADD, or is a HADD, 1 suppose.

MR. BIEGER: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON GRIFFITHS: Is that a
preliminary determination by DFO, or was that a
final determination of that area?

MR. BIEGER: That would be an
example of the kind of thing that we have
interacted with the Proponent on over a long period
of time.

We have formally determined, based
on a methodology for quantifying habitat that the
Proponent developed and we also had involvement
with, we formally determined, based on that
methodology, what the harmful alteration and
destruction of fish habitat that could be caused by
the project would be.

So, you know, that’s been formally
determined, and, you know, we’ve had many

communications with the Proponent over the past
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