
From: Nelson,Bryan [CEAA]  
Sent: April 4, 2013 5:30 PM 
To: Jones,Linda [CEAA] 
Subject: FW: Parks Canada Comments on the Site C Clean Energy Project Environmental Impact 
Statement dated January 25, 2013 (the EIS) 
 
FYI, Bryan. 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Steve.Oates@pc.gc.ca [mailto:Steve.Oates@pc.gc.ca]  
Sent: April 4, 2013 2:25 PM 
To: Nelson,Bryan [CEAA] 
Cc: robert.kent@pc.gc.ca; stuart.macmillan@pc.gc.ca; daniel.rosset@pc.gc.ca; Mike.Wong@pc.gc.ca 
Subject: Parks Canada Comments on the Site C Clean Energy Project Environmental Impact Statement 
dated January 25, 2013 (the EIS) 
 
 
 
Bryan, 
 
Parks Canada has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Site C 
Clean Energy Project. Please find attached final versions of the following documents: 
 
   Covering Letter 
   PC Comments (attachment to letter) 
   EIS Comments Tracking Table (in PDF and Excel formats) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Steve 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Steve Oates 
Environmental Assessment Scientist | Scientifique de l'évaluation environnementale Natural Resource 
Conservation Branch | Direction de la conservation des ressources naturelles Parks Canada | Parcs 
Canada 
300-300 West Georgia Street, Vancouver, B.C. V6B 6B4 steve.oates@pc.gc.ca 
T: 604.666.0286 
F: 604.666.7957 
 
(See attached file: covlet SiteC EIS PCAcomments.pdf)(See attached file: PC Comments Site C EIS 4 April 
2013.pdf)(See attached file: Site C EIS Comment Tracking Table Parks Canada.pdf)(See attached file: Site 
C EIS Comment Tracking Table Parks Canada.xlsx) 
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Parks Canada Comments on the Site C Clean Energy Project Environmental Impact Statement  April 4, 2013 
 

Parks Canada Comments on the Site C Clean Energy Project Environmental 
Impact Statement dated January 25, 2013 (the EIS) 
 
Scope of Parks Canada’s Interests 
 
Parks Canada’s main interest in the Site C dam project is the potential of BC Hydro’s Peace River flow 
regulation operations impacting the Peace-Athabasca Delta (PAD). Comments on the draft Site C EIS 
document will therefore be from the perspective of how BC Hydro's management of all three dams 
(assuming the Site C is approved and built) on the Peace River, impact the hydrograph and flow rates on 
this system and the consequent downstream expression of these effects in the PAD. Parks Canada 
disagrees with the approach, rationale, and findings in the draft EIS that excludes the PAD as part of the 
Regional Assessment Area (RAA). 

Need for a Precautionary Approach 

Parks Canada endorses a precautionary decision-making approach for the Site C project in keeping with 
federal government policy and legislation. The legal text of the CEAA 20102 states that projects are to be 
considered in a careful and precautionary manner to avoid significant adverse environmental effects. 

Section 2 of the CEAA 2012 "Mandate" further states 

“The Government of Canada, the Minister, the Agency, federal authorities and responsible authorities, 
in the administration of this Act, must exercise their powers in a manner that protects the environment 
and human health and applies the precautionary principle.” 

The Precautionary principle is not defined in the CEAA 2012.  

A 2003 Government of Canada publication, A framework for the application of precaution in science-
based decision making about risk, provides useful context on the precautionary principle and its 
application in science-based decision making where risk is present. http://www.pco-
bcp.gc.ca/docs/information/publications/precaution/Precaution-eng.pdf 

The guide states, “the application of precaution to science-based decision making to manage risk is 
driven by specific circumstances and factors and is characterized by three basic tenets: the need for a 
decision, a risk of serious or irreversible harm and a lack of full scientific certainty." 

In the case of the Site C project, it is reasonable to conclude that all three of these conditions are 
present. There is clearly the need for a decision, a risk of harm, and full lack of scientific certainty. As a 
means to address these circumstances the guide further advises that, 

"Scientific advice should be drawn from a variety of sources and experts and should reflect the full 
diversity of scientific interpretations consistent with the evidence available. This does not preclude 
contributions of traditional knowledge from sources such as Aboriginal peoples or fishing communities; 
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these have a valid role in providing both evidence and its interpretations." It is Parks Canada’s view that 
to more fully uphold these principles the Site C EIS needs to more thoroughly consider the complete 
range of scientific information available for the Peace River and the PAD, as well traditional and local 
knowledge from persons living in or near the PAD. At present these materials are briefly mentioned in 
the main text of the EIS, often in short sections outlining why these materials require no further 
consideration in the EIS process. To be rigorous and defensible the EIS process and analysis needs to 
more fully explore and document the full breadth of information sources that are available, such as by 
assessing the value of various information sources to the review. The EIS documents must contain 
sufficient documentation and analysis to convincingly support arguments why certain information 
sources are considered extraneous and of little value to the EIS. The absence of this level of work for the 
PAD and its inhabitants in the present draft EIS, introduces uncertainty in both the rigour of the EIS 
process and its findings. 

Parks Canada recognises the complexity involved in determining the relative contributions of various 
casual factors that have influenced the observed changes in the Peace-Athabasca Delta (PAD) since the 
Peace River was first impounded in the late 1960s. Consumptive use of Athabasca River water for 
industrial development projects such as the oil sands is acknowledged as a potential contributing factor 
to PAD changes, as are changes to the temperature and precipitation received in these basins from 
climatic changes in recent decades. Parks Canada remains of the view that the most substantial, direct 
impact to the PAD hydrology stems from the highly modified flows in the Peace River since flow 
regulation began in the late 1960s with the construction and operation of the WAC Bennett Dam. Since 
the dam has been in place, the height and volume of peak flow spring and summer events has been 
significantly reduced. These peak flows were of key importance to the downstream hydrological 
dynamics of the Peace River, and the unique, highly productive ecology of the PAD. There is also 
compelling evidence that post-regulation Peace River flows reduce the frequency and magnitude of 
Spring ice-jam flooding events (Beltaos et al.), and have reduced Peace River flow reversal inputs to the 
delta in summer by 90% (Peters and Buttle, 2009). The key message here is the vast majority of change 
to the Peace River, and the associated downstream impacts to the PAD, are a result of impounding the 
Peace River to create Williston Lake, and managing flows to optimise power generation. Figure 11.4.5 
Pre- and post-regulation monthly Peace River hydrographs, from the draft EIS clearly shows the 
dramatic differences in the flow regime on the Peace River in an unregulated and regulated state. 

Parks Canada is aware of the breadth of research that has taken place in attempts to determine the 
relative contributions from various factors in the changes expressed in the PAD landscape and ecology. 
The divergent views on the role of Peace River flow regulation are acknowledged. The full range of views 
should be much more fully analysed and discussed in the EIS than they are at present. The EIS as 
presently written strongly emphasises research and study findings that support the view that flow 
regulation has not significantly impacted the PAD. It is also the basis used to set the downstream impact 
boundaries, boundaries that presently exclude consideration of impacts of flow regulation on the PAD. 
BC Hydro and its consultants are fully aware that equally valid and rigorous studies are available that 
show the opposite conclusion. To be objective and unbiased the EIS should more fully incorporate the 
complete range of views on this topic into the impact analysis and subsequent projections regarding 
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likely effects of the Site C project on downstream environments including the PAD. This would provide 
the information needed for a more fulsome and rigorous analysis of the likely downstream impacts and 
more fully inform the decisions around appropriate downstream impact boundaries. It would also make 
the EIS findings more defensible regardless of the nature of the findings. In the absence of such analysis 
the EIS, its data sources, depth of analysis, and findings are vulnerable to claims of bias and lack of rigour 
in approach.  

Flow Management and Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures in the PAD 

Parks Canada acknowledges the post impoundment efforts to raise PAD water levels through BC Hydro 
changing Peace River flow management regimes, or by constructing weirs in the PAD. It also recognises 
that these efforts have only partially mitigated the impacts of long term flow regulation and associated 
greatly reduced peak flows in May or June each year. Incremental effects of Site C on the hydrology and 
downstream ecology of the Peace River may seem to be relatively small, especially when compared to 
those from the construction and operation of the WAC Bennett dam. However, when viewed in the 
context of incremental effects in an already degraded, flow managed basin, the sensitivity to any 
additional detrimental impact to flows is significantly heightened. 

Downstream Boundary of the Surface Water Regime Study 

A range of views exists regarding the degree to which flow regulation on the Peace River has negatively 
impacted the PAD. It is however reasonable to conclude that most, if not all parties, would agree that 
existing flow regulation on the Peace from the WAC Bennett Dam and Peace Canyon Dam has negatively 
impacted the hydrology of the PAD. BC Hydro's efforts to mitigate downstream impacts through flow 
regulation management, and weir construction attest to this. While Parks Canada appreciates all efforts 
to manage flows in a manner that more closely approximates pre-regulation flows, it also recognises 
that in the vast majority of circumstances BC Hydro’s flow regulation decisions are made on the basis of 
economic principles with the goal of optimising power generation to enable BC Hydro to remain a viable 
business. Given that BC Hydro will manage three Peace River dams if Site C is approved and constructed, 
the downstream boundary of the surface water regime study should extend beyond Peace Point and 
include the PAD. In other words, the study boundary should be determined by the cumulative effects of 
flow regulation from the three Peace River dams managed by BC Hydro, and not by the anticipated 
surface hydrology impacts of the Site C project alone. This would ensure much more comprehensive 
cumulative effects assessment, while adopting a precautionary approach that fully incorporated all 
relevant factors into the impact analysis and decision-making for the Site C project.  

Cumulative Effects Assessment Methodology 

BC Hydro’s approach to cumulative effects assessment for the Site C project is based on accepting the 
present state of the Peace River and the PAD as the baseline condition upon which to add the 
incremental impacts from construction and operation of the Site C dam. This approach doesn’t fully 
consider the cumulative impact from all BC Hydro’s flow management operations against an 
unregulated, undammed river. The point here is that the WAC Bennett dam was proposed, and 
constructed, in a time when no environmental assessment legislation or process was in place. If the 
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Bennett dam project was proposed today it is very unlikely that such dramatic regulation of the flow 
regime on the Peace River would be found to be justifiable in the circumstances. The project would then 
either be modified to limit the scope of the impact to the hydrology of the Peace River, or the project 
would be cancelled. Using the existing conditions as the baseline, conveniently incorporates the 
extensive impacts from the WAC Bennett Dam into the baseline, and avoids looking holistically at the 
collective impacts of all BC Hydro’s flow management upon the flows and ecology of the Peace River 
downstream of the dams. The usual argument for not doing this in cumulative effects assessments is 
that it is unfair to saddle the current proponent or project with the responsibility to cumulatively assess 
the impacts of all relevant projects and activities on the receiving environment. This argument often 
succeeds and hence cumulative effects assessment typically becomes more an exercise in assessing 
incremental effects of the proposed project, than a comprehensive assessment of cumulative effects. 
The current circumstances before us are unique in that BC Hydro presently manages two dams on the 
Peace River and, in the event of the Site C project being approved, would manage all three dams on the 
Peace River. This provides a compelling argument for BC Hydro to assess the full impact of its operations 
on the Peace River. The WAC Bennett Dam damage is done and no one is going to ask for that dam to be 
decommissioned. Given that is the case, the tolerance for accepting Site C incremental impacts to 
downstream environments should be correspondingly low. 
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11.4.2.4 Baseline Flows 11-67

2 1 PCA agrees that historic flows were dynamic. Since flow 
regulation was first established in 1968 with the 
construction of the WAC Bennett Dam, what is missing is 
important peak flow events during spring and summer 
runoff (snow melt) periods. These are key drivers of this 
fluvial system as peak flows are the main events that move 
bed load materials in this system, and  inundate the perched 
basins so important to PAD ecology. Flow regulation has 
dampened the runoff hydrograph so that peak spring and 
summer flows are much lower and winter flows are much 
higher in the Peace River than before the WAC Bennett and 
Peace Canyon dams were constructed. Attempts to restore 
water levels in the PAD (e.g. weirs) have been only partially 
successful in restoring water levels in the PAD perched 
basins. Figure 11.4.5 Pre- and post-regulation monthly Peace 
River hydrographs, clearly shows the magnitude of change in 
the monthly average flows and highly dampened summer 
flows after regulation for all sites on the figure including 
Peace Point, AB which is very near to the PAD. The post-
regulation Monthly Average flow peak (approx. 3400 cms in 
June) is less than half of what is was pre-regulation (approx 
7200 cms). 

11.4.5.2.4
Frequency of 
High and Low 

Flows
11-80

26 2 A range of views exists regarding the degree to which flow 
regulation on the Peace River has negatively impacted the 
PAD. It is however reasonable to conclude that most, if not 
all parties, would agree that existing flow regulation on the 
Peace from the WAC Bennett Dam and Peace Canyon Dam 
has negatively impacted the ecology of the PAD. BC Hydro's 
efforts to mitigate downstream impacts through flow 
regulation management, and weir construction attest to this. 
Given that BC Hydro will manage three Peace River dams if 
Site C is approved and constructed, the downstream 
boundary of the surface water regime study should extend 
beyond Peace Point and include the PAD. In other words, the 
study boundary should be determined by the cumulative 
effects of flow regulation from the three Peace River dams 
managed by BC Hydro, and not by the anticipated surface 
hydrology impacts of the Site C project alone. This would 
ensure a much more comprehensive cumulative effects 
assessment, while adopting a precautionary approach that 
fully incorporated all relevant factors into the impact 
analysis and decision-making for the Site C project.

App F
Current Use of 

Lands
1 of 21

3 Athabasca Chipewyan First Nation members stated concerns 
about existing WAC Bennett Dam, and proposed Site C dam. 
The EIS does little more than acknowledge these statements. 
The concerns this group raised should be more fully 
explored and results factored into the EIS than in the present 
draft EIS. 

App F
Current Use of 

Lands
5 of 21

4 Fort Chipewyan Métis Association stated that significant 
changes had occurred to lake levels in Lake Athabasca, and 
that muskrat populations have all but disappeared from 
historic population levels and that geese no longer stop in 
the area. The EIS does little more than acknowledge these 
statements. This source of traditional knowledge should be 
more fully explored to better understand the present state 
of the PAD, as well as its historical status before the Peace 
River was impounded. The concerns this group raised should 
be more fully explored and results factored into the EIS than 
in the present draft EIS.

App F
Current Use of 

Lands
9 of 21

5 Little Red River Cree Nation members stated that they were 
concerned about how Site C may change the hydrology of 
the Peace River, and that their members had to change their 
hunting patterns as a result of the WAC Bennett Dam. The 
EIS does little more than acknowledge these statements. 
This source of traditional knowledge about the PAD should 
be further investigated by BC Hydro as a possible means to 
increase knowledge and understanding of the impacts of 
Peace River impoundments on the ecology of the PAD. 
Important findings should be incorporated into the Site C 
EIS.
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App F
Current Use of 

Lands
11 of 21

6 Mikisew Cree First Nation members stated that historical 
impacts to hunting and trapping in the PAD are believed to 
have been caused by the WAC Bennett Dam. The EIS does 
little more than acknowledge these statements. This source 
of traditional knowledge about the PAD should be further 
investigated by BC Hydro as a possible means to increase 
knowledge and understanding of the impacts of Peace River 
impoundments on the ecology of the PAD. Important 
findings should be incorporated into the Site C EIS.

19.6.2
Description of 

Cumulative 
Effects

19-110

7 The operational impacts of WAC Bennett Dam and Peace 
Canyon Dam flow regulation on downstream sections of the 
Peace River need to be included in the cumulative effects 
description and analysis in the Site C EIS. As stated in 
comment 1 above, operation of BC Hydro's two existing 
Peace River dams has significantly impacted the Peace River 
downstream hydrograph and greatly reduced the height and 
volume of peak spring flows in the downstream portions of 
the basin. These effects are clearly discernible on Figure 
11.4.5 and show significant changes between pre and post-
regulation readings at all reporting stations including Peace 
Point just upstream of the PAD. Given that BC Hydro has 
direct control over the flow rates and volumes exiting all 
these dams, the operational impacts of all BC Hydro Peace 
River dams on downstream environments should be 
included as a component of the cumulative effects 
assessment.
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