
 

 
Tom A. Loski 
Chief Regulatory Officer 
Phone: 604-623-4046 
Fax: 604-623-4407 
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May 6, 2016 
 
Ms. Laurel Ross 
Acting Commission Secretary 
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Sixth Floor – 900 Howe Street 
Vancouver, BC V6Z 2N3 
 
Dear Ms. Ross: 
 
RE: Project No. 3698854 

British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC or Commission) 
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro)  
W.A.C Bennett Riprap Upgrade Project 
Response to Commission and Interveners Information Request No. 3 
(Exhibit B-18)  

 

BC Hydro writes in compliance with Commission Order No. G-54-16 to provide, as 
Exhibit B-18, its responses to Commission and Interveners Information Request No. 3. 

BC Hydro has reviewed the evidence submitted by Saulteau First Nations on Tuesday, 
May 3, 2016 (Exhibit C5-12). Where appropriate, BC Hydro has attached evidence to its 
IR responses. BC Hydro does not intend to file any further rebuttal evidence.  

For further information, please contact Geoff Higgins at 604-623-4121 or by email at 
bchydroregulatorygroup@bchydro.com. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 Tom Loski 

Chief Regulatory Officer 
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PF/BCH-WAC Bennett Riprap Project/A-16_BCUC IR No. 3 (L) 

VIA EFILING May 2, 2016 
 
 BC HYDRO W.A.C. BENNETT                                                                                       

  RIPRAP UPGRADE PROJECT    EXHIBIT   A-16             
 
Mr. Tom A. Loski 
Chief Regulatory Officer 
BC Hydro and Power Authority 
333 Dunsmuir Street 
Vancouver, BC   V6B 5R3 
 
Dear Mr. Loski: 
 
Re: British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
 W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 
 
Further to your November 13, 2015 filing of the above noted application and the Regulatory Timetable revised 
in British Columbia Utilities Commission Order G-54-16, enclosed please find Commission Information Request 
No. 3. In accordance with the Regulatory Timetable, please file your response no later than Friday, May 6, 2016. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Original signed by: 
 
Laurel Ross 
 
 
AT/dg 
Enclosure 
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BRITISH COLUMBIA UTILITIES COMMISSION 
INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 3 TO BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO AND POWER AUTHORITY 

 
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 29.0
Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled to be 
included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan (EMP) or 
through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) and specific 
mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, BC Hydro 
has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project Contractor so that 
it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to and will make the 
necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. BC Hydro has committed 
to consulting with First Nations on these before they are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback received 
by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the content of the 
Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with First Nations. 

29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review them as suggested by the IR 
response? 

 Will First Nations’ feedback be considered to modify the EPPs? If not, why not?  29.1.1

 What are the consequences, if any, for the Project Contractor if specific measures in the 29.1.2
EPPs are not implemented?  

29.1.2.1 What contractual provisions are in place with the Project Contractor to 
ensure that they implement all measures in the EPPs and comply with these 
measures throughout the lifespan of the Project? 

 It appears that BC Hydro is delegating much of the project impact mitigation to the 29.1.3
Project Contractor through the EPPs that may or may not be reviewed by First Nations. 
Please discuss any risks or concerns associated with this given that the Project 
Contractor does not have a duty to consult that is grounded in the honour of the Crown.  
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 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 30.0
Exhibit B-14, pp. 9–10; Exhibit C5-10, p. ii of the FNITR Final Report  
Assessment of impacts and consultation process 

On pages 9-10 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

Overall, BC Hydro disagrees that its EA and permit application materials are inadequate. 
The level of the assessment in the EA was guided by the size and scope of the Project. 
The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment under either the provincial or 
federal regime. Many of the gaps or deficiencies identified in the FNITR are based on 
standards that would apply if an environmental assessment was required. 

Page ii of the First Nations Independent Technical Review (FNITR) Final Report states: 

BC Hydro’s impact assessment methodology is questionable as it fails to account for all 
Valued Ecosystem components (VECs) that are important to First Nations, and 
consequently fails to accurately identify and interpret potential adverse effects on those 
VECs. Importantly, this report identifies how BC Hydro’s mitigation and environmental 
management plans either are not available, or how they fail to adopt adequate impact 
avoidance, mitigation, and compensation measures. 

30.1 Please address the issue raised in the FNITR that BC Hydro’s methodology is questionable as it 
fails to account for all VECs that are important to First Nations. Is the identification of VECs that 
are relevant to First Nations, in consultation with First Nations, a requirement of the EA? 

 Would the consultation process have been more meaningful and responsive if BC Hydro 30.1.1
identified VECs with First Nations prior to commissioning the environmental study(ies) 
required for the Project? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 31.0
Exhibit B-14, pp. 15–18 
Assessment of impacts 

On page 12 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: The notable change to the existing landscape from the 
Project is to the SFQ [Sand Flat Quarry]. 
 
On pages 15 and 16 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro has concluded that the seriousness of the potential impacts of the Project are 
low having regard to the historical context of past impacts in the vicinity of the Project 
and the larger Treaty 8 territory as set out in the FNITR and TUSs… 

While in certain circumstances the historical context in which the Project arises may 
deepen the severity of the potential Project impacts, the temporary and limited nature 
of the Project in this case does not give rise to such an outcome.  

On page 17 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

In Mikisew, the Supreme Court of Canada found that the construction of a winter road 
occupying 23 square kilometres in part adjacent to the Mikisew’s reserve lands, through 
a national park and on surrendered lands triggered a duty to consult at the lower end of 
the Spectrum… 
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On page 18 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

As in the case of Mikisew, the rights in question in this case are established Treaty 8 
rights. The Project is temporary, on previously disturbed lands, with no new permanent 
taking up of lands, and a significant distance from First Nations’ main communities. 

31.1 Given that the Mikisew decision was based on evidence from a number of years ago, does the 
cumulative impact on the Treaty 8 territory, which has continued since the time of Mikisew, 
contribute to a higher assessment of impacts than low? 

31.2 Could a permanent change to landscape, such as will occur at the Sand Flat Quarry, be 
considered a permanent “taking up of lands” under Treaty 8? How is BC Hydro sure that the 
land will be suitable for First Nations to potentially exercise their treaty rights after the Project is 
complete? 

 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 32.0
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, p. 18; Exhibit C5-10, p. 26 of SFN Knowledge and Use Study 
Mitigation of impacts 

On page 18 of Appendix A in Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

In regards to the requested chance find procedures [for previously unidentified heritage 
resources] BC Hydro agrees with the requests with the exception of the following. The 
buffer applied to the stop work order will be determined by the nature of the chance 
find. BC Hydro will notify Chief and Council of the chance find and will consult on how to 
move forward. Should there be a chance find, BC Hydro hopes to gain First Nations 
support through its efforts to address any concerns, but ultimately the decision on how 
to proceed is BC Hydro’s. BC Hydro decision must be consistent with regulatory 
requirements. 

On page 26 of the Saulteau First Nations’ (SFN) Knowledge and Use Study states that the Regional Study 
Area includes burial places of Saulteau ancestors. 

 
32.1 Given that chance finds could include burial sites, is it appropriate for BC Hydro to maintain the 

position that the ultimate decision on how to proceed is BC Hydro’s? Would there be a different 
protocol for a chance find of a site with great cultural significance or with the significance of a 
burial site? 
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29.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and 
EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
(BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled 
to be included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) or through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan 
(EPP) and specific mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 
The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, 
BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project 
Contractor so that it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to 
and will make the necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First Nations on these before they 
are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback 
received by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the 
content of the Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with 
First Nations. 

3.29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review 
them as suggested by the IR response? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro approaches consultation with each potentially affected First Nation in a 
manner that is respectful of its wishes. As described in Exhibit B-1 (section 4.2.5) 
some of the identified First Nations have advised that they intend to be less 
directly involved in the Project. For instance, Fort Nelson First Nation has advised 
that given the location of the Project they are deferring to other First Nations.1 
Similarly, the consultation process with others has not identified any potential 
impacts from the Project on their Aboriginal interests.2 Given this, BC Hydro does 

1  See for instance the summary of Engagement with Fort Nelson First Nation 
(Exhibit B-1, page 4-21). 

2  See for instance the summaries of Engagement with Blueberry River First Nations 
(Exhibit B-1, page 4-19) and with Prophet River First Nation (Exhibit B-1, page 4-25).  
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not intend on providing the draft EPP to First Nations in the absence of a request 
to do so. That being said, where a First Nation has indicated a desire to be 
involved in further engagement on the development of mitigation and monitoring 
measures or is actively still engaged on the Project, BC Hydro will advise them 
that the draft EPP is available for review and provide them a copy if requested. 
BC Hydro’s approach to the sharing of the EPP is both reasonable and supported 
in law. As stated by the Supreme Court of Canada in Haida Nation v. British 
Columbia (Minister of Forests), [2004] 3 SCR 511, 2004 SCC 73 (CanLII) , the 
precise requirements of the consultation process “will vary with the 
circumstances” and “[e]very case must be approached individually” 
(paragraphs. 44 to 45). 



British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Information Request No. 3.29.1.1 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 1 
of 1 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
29.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and 
EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
(BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled 
to be included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) or through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan 
(EPP) and specific mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 
The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, 
BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project 
Contractor so that it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to 
and will make the necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First Nations on these before they 
are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback 
received by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the 
content of the Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with 
First Nations. 

3.29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review 
them as suggested by the IR response? 

3.29.1.1 Will First Nations’ feedback be considered to modify the EPPs? 
If not, why not?  

RESPONSE: 

Yes. BC Hydro will consider feedback from First Nations as part of its review of 
the draft EPP and will make appropriate amendments and additions to the draft 
EPP prior to approving its final content. 
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29.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and 
EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
(BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled 
to be included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) or through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan 
(EPP) and specific mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 
The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, 
BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project 
Contractor so that it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to 
and will make the necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First Nations on these before they 
are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback 
received by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the 
content of the Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with 
First Nations. 

3.29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review 
them as suggested by the IR response? 

3.29.1.2 What are the consequences, if any, for the Project Contractor if 
specific measures in the EPPs are not implemented?  

RESPONSE: 

The Construction Contract is currently being negotiated and will be executed only 
if BC Hydro’s Board of Director’s approves the Project cost for implementation. 
Should the Project be approved, BC Hydro will ensure that the Construction 
Contract will provide BC Hydro the ability to, at its discretion and upon 
BC Hydro’s environmental monitor identifying non-compliances with the EPP: 

• Stop work; and 

• Issue a default notice to the Contractor requiring compliance within a 
reasonable period of time. 
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Further, should the Contractor not achieve compliance in accordance with any 
default notice, BC Hydro will have the option of terminating the Construction 
Contract or doing the work itself at the Contractor’s expense. 
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29.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and 
EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
(BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled 
to be included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) or through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan 
(EPP) and specific mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 
The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, 
BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project 
Contractor so that it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to 
and will make the necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First Nations on these before they 
are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback 
received by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the 
content of the Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with 
First Nations. 

3.29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review 
them as suggested by the IR response? 

3.29.1.2 What are the consequences, if any, for the Project Contractor if 
specific measures in the EPPs are not implemented?  

What contractual provisions are in place with the Project 3.29.1.2.1 
Contractor to ensure that they implement all measures in the 
EPPs and comply with these measures throughout the lifespan 
of the Project? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 3.29.1.2. 
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29.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 7, 9; Exhibit B-3, BCUC IR 1.23.4 
Environmental Management and Protection Plans (EMP and 
EPPs) 

On page 7 of Exhibit B-14, British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority 
(BC Hydro) states: 

Many of the mitigation measures requested in the FNITR were already scheduled 
to be included in the Project as part of BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan (EMP) or through the Project Contractor’s Environmental Protection Plan 
(EPP) and specific mitigation plans.  

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 
The EPP will contain a number of specific mitigation plans. In the meantime, 
BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project 
Contractor so that it is aware of the mitigations that BC Hydro has committed to 
and will make the necessary inclusions into its EPP and relevant mitigation plans. 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First Nations on these before they 
are finalized. 

In response to BCUC Information Request (IR) 1.23.4, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro will share the EMP with First Nations and will consider any feedback 
received by First Nations to modify the EMP. The EMP then establishes the 
content of the Contractor’s EPP. BC Hydro will share any requested EPPs with 
First Nations. 

3.29.1 Will First Nations have to request the EPPs in order to review 
them as suggested by the IR response? 

3.29.1.3 It appears that BC Hydro is delegating much of the project 
impact mitigation to the Project Contractor through the EPPs 
that may or may not be reviewed by First Nations. Please 
discuss any risks or concerns associated with this given that 
the Project Contractor does not have a duty to consult that is 
grounded in the honour of the Crown.  

RESPONSE: 

The involvement of a private proponent in the construction of the Project does not 
risk or put into question BC Hydro’s constitutional obligations to First Nations: 
“the ultimate legal responsibility for consultation and accommodation rests with 
the Crown. The honour of the Crown cannot be delegated.” (Haida, at para. 53).  



British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Information Request No. 3.29.1.3 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
BC Hydro has taken adequate steps to ensure that it retains ultimate 
decision-making authority on the mitigation and monitoring measures adopted 
and oversight over their implementation. 

With respect to determining the content of mitigation and monitoring measures 
for the Project, as set out in BC Hydro’s response to BCOAPO IR 3.14.1, BC Hydro 
determines the standard and content set in the EMP and has approval authority 
over the EPP. In approving the content of the EPP, BC Hydro has to consider a 
number of factors including but not limited to cost, schedule, safety, 
stakeholders’ feedback, environmental issues and concerns raised by First 
Nations. BC Hydro has the ability to reject the final EPP if it does not believe that 
adequate mitigation and monitoring measures have been incorporated. As such, 
there is no risk that First Nations’ feedback will not be considered and where 
appropriate, incorporated as part of the development of mitigation and monitoring 
measures for the Project.  

With respect to BC Hydro’s power to ensure that the EMP and EPP are adhered to, 
refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 3.29.1.2. 
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30.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 9–10; Exhibit C5-10, p. ii of the FNITR Final 
Report  
Assessment of impacts and consultation process 

On pages 9-10 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

Overall, BC Hydro disagrees that its EA and permit application materials are 
inadequate. The level of the assessment in the EA was guided by the size and 
scope of the Project. The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment 
under either the provincial or federal regime. Many of the gaps or deficiencies 
identified in the FNITR are based on standards that would apply if an 
environmental assessment was required. 

Page ii of the First Nations Independent Technical Review (FNITR) Final Report 
states: 

BC Hydro’s impact assessment methodology is questionable as it fails to account 
for all Valued Ecosystem components (VECs) that are important to First Nations, 
and consequently fails to accurately identify and interpret potential adverse 
effects on those VECs. Importantly, this report identifies how BC Hydro’s 
mitigation and environmental management plans either are not available, or how 
they fail to adopt adequate impact avoidance, mitigation, and compensation 
measures. 

3.30.1 Please address the issue raised in the FNITR that BC Hydro’s 
methodology is questionable as it fails to account for all VECs that 
are important to First Nations. Is the identification of VECs that are 
relevant to First Nations, in consultation with First Nations, a 
requirement of the EA? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s selection of ECs studied in the EA was informed by the information it 
had at the time, which came from a number of sources including input from First 
Nations, stakeholders, FLNRO, literature searches, site visits and field studies. 
With respect to input from First Nations, consultation on the Project began two 
years before the EA began. Issues that were identified by First Nations at that time 
were incorporated into the EA. By way of example, during a meeting with 
BC Hydro in March 2014, Saulteau raised the importance of bees. As a result, bees 
were considered as part of the Wildlife Environmental Component in the EA. 
Further, West Moberly raised concerns about impact to the Moberly caribou herd, 
and BC Hydro then included the Moberly caribou herd as a component in the EA.  

BC Hydro voluntarily undertook the EA as part of prudent Project planning. There 
is no regulatory requirement to do so. BC Hydro informed its EA with input 
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received from First Nations up to that point in time. BC Hydro relied on its EA in 
support of its FLNRO applications. FLNRO consulted with First Nations during the 
regulatory permitting process and the scope of the EA was acceptable to the 
permitting authorities. 

BC Hydro agrees that the TUSs and FNITR provide useful information as to the 
Valued Components (VCs) important to the First Nations, and this information 
would have informed the EA had it been available at that time. That being said, the 
EA and the TUSs adequately assess potential Project impacts on the First Nations’ 
VCs. Please refer to BC Hydro’s consideration of potential Project impacts to First 
Nations VCs at Exhibit B-14, pages 10 to 14, section 2.1.2.1. 
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30.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 9–10; Exhibit C5-10, p. ii of the FNITR Final 
Report  
Assessment of impacts and consultation process 

On pages 9-10 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

Overall, BC Hydro disagrees that its EA and permit application materials are 
inadequate. The level of the assessment in the EA was guided by the size and 
scope of the Project. The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment 
under either the provincial or federal regime. Many of the gaps or deficiencies 
identified in the FNITR are based on standards that would apply if an 
environmental assessment was required. 

Page ii of the First Nations Independent Technical Review (FNITR) Final Report 
states: 

BC Hydro’s impact assessment methodology is questionable as it fails to account 
for all Valued Ecosystem components (VECs) that are important to First Nations, 
and consequently fails to accurately identify and interpret potential adverse 
effects on those VECs. Importantly, this report identifies how BC Hydro’s 
mitigation and environmental management plans either are not available, or how 
they fail to adopt adequate impact avoidance, mitigation, and compensation 
measures. 

3.30.1 Please address the issue raised in the FNITR that BC Hydro’s 
methodology is questionable as it fails to account for all VECs that 
are important to First Nations. Is the identification of VECs that are 
relevant to First Nations, in consultation with First Nations, a 
requirement of the EA? 

3.30.1.1 Would the consultation process have been more meaningful 
and responsive if BC Hydro identified VECs with First Nations 
prior to commissioning the environmental study(ies) required 
for the Project? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 3.30.1. 
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31.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 15–18 
Assessment of impacts 

On page 12 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: The notable change to the existing 
landscape from the Project is to the SFQ [Sand Flat Quarry]. 

On pages 15 and 16 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro has concluded that the seriousness of the potential impacts of the 
Project are low having regard to the historical context of past impacts in the 
vicinity of the Project and the larger Treaty 8 territory as set out in the FNITR and 
TUSs… 

While in certain circumstances the historical context in which the Project arises 
may deepen the severity of the potential Project impacts, the temporary and 
limited nature of the Project in this case does not give rise to such an outcome.  

On page 17 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

In Mikisew, the Supreme Court of Canada found that the construction of a winter 
road occupying 23 square kilometres in part adjacent to the Mikisew’s reserve 
lands, through a national park and on surrendered lands triggered a duty to 
consult at the lower end of the Spectrum… 

On page 18 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

As in the case of Mikisew, the rights in question in this case are established 
Treaty 8 rights. The Project is temporary, on previously disturbed lands, with no 
new permanent taking up of lands, and a significant distance from First Nations’ 
main communities. 

3.31.1 Given that the Mikisew decision was based on evidence from a 
number of years ago, does the cumulative impact on the Treaty 8 
territory, which has continued since the time of Mikisew, contribute 
to a higher assessment of impacts than low? 

RESPONSE: 

No. As set out in Exhibit B-3 (BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 1.20.2 and 
Exhibit B-14 (section 2.1.2.1 (at pages 16-17)), BC Hydro’s assessment of the 
seriousness of the potential impacts arising from the Project was consistent with 
the approach articulated by the Court of Appeal in West Moberly First Nations v. 
British Columbia (Chief Inspector of Mines), 2011 BCCA 247. The Court of Appeal 
in West Moberly required the Crown to assess the potential impacts of the Project 
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within the appropriate historical context to ensure a proper understanding of the 
seriousness of the potential impacts to the First Nations’ interest. The Court of 
Appeal’s decision in West Moberly did not hold that when the Crown 
contemplates conduct in an area that has undergone significant development the 
severity of the impact will necessarily be greater than in an area that has not 
undergone a similar level of development. There is no support for such a 
proposition at law. Instead, what is required is that the Crown considers the 
potential Project impacts within the historical context to determine their true 
severity. This is precisely the analysis that BC Hydro undertook. It considered the 
nature of the specific potential impacts of this Project within the appropriate 
historical context, and concluded that even in this context the Project’s potential 
impacts were still low.  
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31.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, pp. 15–18 
Assessment of impacts 

On page 12 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: The notable change to the existing 
landscape from the Project is to the SFQ [Sand Flat Quarry]. 

On pages 15 and 16 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro has concluded that the seriousness of the potential impacts of the 
Project are low having regard to the historical context of past impacts in the 
vicinity of the Project and the larger Treaty 8 territory as set out in the FNITR and 
TUSs… 

While in certain circumstances the historical context in which the Project arises 
may deepen the severity of the potential Project impacts, the temporary and 
limited nature of the Project in this case does not give rise to such an outcome.  

On page 17 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

In Mikisew, the Supreme Court of Canada found that the construction of a winter 
road occupying 23 square kilometres in part adjacent to the Mikisew’s reserve 
lands, through a national park and on surrendered lands triggered a duty to 
consult at the lower end of the Spectrum… 

On page 18 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

As in the case of Mikisew, the rights in question in this case are established 
Treaty 8 rights. The Project is temporary, on previously disturbed lands, with no 
new permanent taking up of lands, and a significant distance from First Nations’ 
main communities. 

3.31.2 Could a permanent change to landscape, such as will occur at the 
Sand Flat Quarry, be considered a permanent “taking up of lands” 
under Treaty 8? How is BC Hydro sure that the land will be 
suitable for First Nations to potentially exercise their treaty rights 
after the Project is complete? 

RESPONSE: 

In some cases, a permanent change to the landscape may amount to a permanent 
“taking up of lands”, but the determining factor should not be whether there is a 
change in the landscape, but whether or not after the activity in question has 
concluded, the lands will be available for First Nations to meaningfully practice 
their treaty rights. In the present case, the legal requirement as per the Quarry 
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Permit Q-9-0431 is to reclaim the Sand Flat Quarry site back to an environment 
that is suitable habitat for wildlife. Below are the relevant permit conditions: 

2. Land Use 

The surface of the land and watercourses shall be reclaimed to the 
following land use: Wildlife Habitat.  

4.  Re-vegetation 

Land shall be re-vegetated to a self-sustaining state using appropriate 
plant species. Re-vegetation species shall be selected based on the 
principles of ecological succession, traditional use, and cultural 
significance, including all reasonable efforts to use only native species 
unless short-lived agronomic species are required to temporarily control 
erosion.  

Thus, despite the change to the landscape at the Sand Flat Quarry the land will be 
available to and suitable for traditional activities like hunting and trapping after 
the Project is completed.  

1  Exhibit B-1, Appendix H, at page 11 of 67. 
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32.0 Reference: FIRST NATIONS CONSULTATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, p. 18; Exhibit C5-10, p. 26 of SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study 
Mitigation of impacts 

On page 18 of Appendix A in Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

In regards to the requested chance find procedures [for previously unidentified 
heritage resources] BC Hydro agrees with the requests with the exception of the 
following. The buffer applied to the stop work order will be determined by the 
nature of the chance find. BC Hydro will notify Chief and Council of the chance 
find and will consult on how to move forward. Should there be a chance find, 
BC Hydro hopes to gain First Nations support through its efforts to address any 
concerns, but ultimately the decision on how to proceed is BC Hydro’s. BC Hydro 
decision must be consistent with regulatory requirements. 

On page 26 of the Saulteau First Nations’ (SFN) Knowledge and Use Study 
states that the Regional Study Area includes burial places of Saulteau ancestors. 

3.32.1 Given that chance finds could include burial sites, is it appropriate 
for BC Hydro to maintain the position that the ultimate decision on 
how to proceed is BC Hydro’s? Would there be a different protocol 
for a chance find of a site with great cultural significance or with 
the significance of a burial site? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro agrees that the nature and type of a chance find must be considered in 
determining the appropriate scope and scale of any response measures. The 
discovery of a site with great cultural significance or a burial site will attract 
different response measures than the discovery of a single common artifact. As 
previously committed to, BC Hydro will notify and consult with First Nations if any 
chance finds are discovered.  

FLNRO has specific requirements for reporting archaeological sites and human 
remains. The RCMP has its own requirements for the discovery of human remains. 
BC Hydro is required to meet these legal requirements. As such, BC Hydro does 
not believe it is appropriate to defer to the direction of Chief and Council on how 
to proceed in the case of a chance find. However, BC Hydro will seek input from 
First Nations as to how they believe BC Hydro should proceed and will consider 
this input in deciding a course of action that is consistent with the honour of the 
Crown and BC Hydro’s regulatory requirements. BC Hydro agrees with the FNITR 
recommendation that if appropriate measures are not agreed upon between Chief 
and Council and BC Hydro within a reasonable timeframe, the parties will meet 
jointly with government regulators to discuss appropriate measures for 
addressing the identified spiritual or cultural value.  
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14.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, pages 7-8 

14.1 It is noted that on page 7 BC Hydro has accepted further mitigations as 
recommended by the FNITR after which BC Hydro goes on to list a 
number of additional mitigations that are now included in its plan.  Please 
indicate whether the list includes all of the additional mitigations that BC 
Hydro has now committed to or whether there were any others since the 
filing of the initial Application. 

15.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 10 (lines 20-27) 
15.1 The Update states:  “As to potential impacts to the quantity and quality of 

wildlife, no residual impacts are expected with appropriate mitigation 
measures.”  Are these “appropriate mitigation measures” all included in 
BC Hydro’s current commitments or are they yet to be determined?  If the 
former, please indicate what they are and where they are set out in the 
evidence provided to date. 

16.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 11 (lines 14-22) 
16.1 Similarly, the Update states:  “With proper mitigation measures, no effects 

to water quality or fish availability are expected”.  Again, are these 
“appropriate mitigation measures” all included in BC Hydro’s current 
commitments or are they yet to be determined?  If the former, please 
indicate what they are and where they are set out in the evidence 
provided to date. 

17.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 1 (lines 11-12) 
17.1 Please reconcile BC Hydro’s commitment to additional mitigation 

measures and its indicated willingness to consider further mitigation 
measures with the statement that “there is no change to the Project cost”. 

18.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 23 (lines 15-18) and Appendix A 

18.1 Please indicate specifically which requested workplans or mitigation 
measures BC Hydro considers as “not being accepted”. 
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14.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, pages 7-8 

3.14.1 It is noted that on page 7 BC Hydro has accepted further 
mitigations as recommended by the FNITR after which BC Hydro 
goes on to list a number of additional mitigations that are now 
included in its plan. Please indicate whether the list includes all of 
the additional mitigations that BC Hydro has now committed to or 
whether there were any others since the filing of the initial 
Application. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro would like to clarify the process of developing the final EPP. The 
process starts with identifying project activities and potential environmental and 
social interactions to identify potential effects from the Project. Potential 
environmental and social effects are determined through literature searches, site 
visits, field studies, First Nations consultation, stakeholder engagement and 
provincial permitting processes. These potential issues are addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Management Plan (EMP) where 
mitigation measures are identified. BC Hydro develops an EMP based on the EA 
results and best Management Practices for standard construction activities 
associated with the Project (e.g., fuel handling and storage) as guidance for the 
Contractor. The EMP is included in the Request for Proposals as a specification. 
The review of proposals received includes an evaluation of the proponents past 
environmental performance, which is a contributing factor in the selection of the 
preferred Contractor.  

BC Hydro requires the Contractor to develop a detailed site specific 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) based on the EMP and proposed 
construction plan. The EPP is adapted to include more site specific content for 
mitigations. Generally, BC Hydro will require the contractor to provide a draft EPP 
so that it can be reviewed for consistency with the EMP. In reviewing the draft 
EPP, BC Hydro considers whether it addresses First Nations’ concerns or other 
stakeholder requests regarding potential environmental impacts. In this case, 
BC Hydro will be providing the EPP to First Nations that have requested it, and 
seeking their input. BC Hydro will consider their input when reviewing the EPP 
and determine if changes are necessary. BC Hydro then approves the EPP. The 
Contractor will be required to provide an environmental monitor for the duration of 
the Project. BC Hydro will also have an environmental monitor to confirm the EPP 
is being adhered to. The implementation of mitigation measures is adaptive and 
might be modified if conditions are not as expected during the construction phase 
of the Project. 

The list on page 7 does not include all of the additional mitigation measures that 
BC Hydro will be incorporating into the Project. It is a list of some of the mitigation 
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measures agreed to by BC Hydro in response to the FNITR. BC Hydro is working 
on a number of other mitigations that are being developed as part of the ongoing 
EMP/EPP process described above. In addition the FLNRO and MEM also imposed 
several conditions to mitigate environmental effects of the Project. 
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15.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 10 (lines 20-27) 

3.15.1 The Update states: “As to potential impacts to the quantity and 
quality of wildlife, no residual impacts are expected with 
appropriate mitigation measures.” Are these “appropriate 
mitigation measures” all included in BC Hydro’s current 
commitments or are they yet to be determined? If the former, 
please indicate what they are and where they are set out in the 
evidence provided to date. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCOAPO IR 3.14.1. 
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16.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 11 (lines 14-22) 

3.16.1 Similarly, the Update states: “With proper mitigation measures, no 
effects to water quality or fish availability are expected”. Again, are 
these “appropriate mitigation measures” all included in BC Hydro’s 
current commitments or are they yet to be determined? If the 
former, please indicate what they are and where they are set out 
in the evidence provided to date. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCOAPO IR 3.14.1. 
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17.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 1 (lines 11-12) 

3.17.1 Please reconcile BC Hydro’s commitment to additional mitigation 
measures and its indicated willingness to consider further 
mitigation measures with the statement that “there is no change to 
the Project cost”. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s Project Cost Range of $171.4 million and $109.7 million has 
contingencies adequate to the Project’s size and complexity, including 
contingency for Project design growth and rework. BC Hydro continues to believe 
the Project Cost range is adequate to address mitigations. 
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18.0 Reference: Exhibit B-14, page 23 (lines 15-18) and Appendix A 

3.18.1 Please indicate specifically which requested workplans or 
mitigation measures BC Hydro considers as “not being accepted”. 

RESPONSE: 

In Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, BC Hydro responds to the specific 
mitigation/accommodation measures or further studies recommended in the 
FNITR workplans. As noted in Exhibit B-14 page 7, BC Hydro hopes to gain First 
Nations’ support through its efforts to address their concerns, but does not 
require First Nations’ approval for its plans. BC Hydro continues to develop 
mitigation measures in many cases it is unclear if there will be agreement or 
disagreement between the parties. The specific recommendations that BC Hydro 
has not agreed to are as follow (Appendix A table reference # provided): 

#2 A blanket 30 km/hour speed limit – instead undertaking road hazard assessment 
#7 Mandatory uses of the SCQI. BC Hydro will only suggest the SCQI to the certified 

professional in erosion and sediment control (CPESC). 
#8 Set two-hour intervals for turbidity measurements – frequency of measurements 

will be determined based on risk 
#16 Dust modeling and monitoring – addressed through monitoring and sediment and 

erosion control plan 
#17 Noise modeling – address through monitoring 
#19 Preconstruction seed collection – unnecessary as adequate seeds in surrounding 

area 
#23 Developing Habitat sustainability models 
#30 BC Hydro will not agree to defer to First Nations direction in the event of a chance 

find. BC Hydro will work with First Nations and take steps to build their support 
for a plan, but will follow regulatory requirements. Also please refer to BC Hydro’s 
response to BCUC IR 3.32.1. 

#31 BC Hydro does not agree to trapper compensation. 
#32 All recommendations related to a cumulative effects assessment which is not 

warranted given the scope of the Project. 
#33 Habitat offsets – Reclamation will be undertaken 

In addition to the above, BC Hydro does not agree with the FNITR that its EA was 
deficient and provided its reasons in Exhibit B-14, Appendix B. BC Hydro is 
continuing to consult on a number of other proposed mitigations in the FNITR. 
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7.0 Reference:  KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I) 
Cross-cultural training 

 On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 state that 
BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study.  

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, fungi, and 
medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN community and culture. 
The study discusses how extensive travel and habitation on the land contributes to 
intangible values such as sense of community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and 
articulates how life on the land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on 
traditional knowledge are intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro during the 
April 21, 2015 meeting.   

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

 

 7.1 Has BC Hydro’s Project team had cross-cultural training so that they (i) 
understand: (i) how First Nations people use the land; (ii) why land use 
is important to First Nations’ communities and cultures; and (ii) cultural 
differences in communication?   

 7.2 Does BC Hydro have any anthropologists working on its Project team? 

 7.3 Why was Rodney Hill removed from the WAC Bennett Dam Upgrade 
Project?  

 7.4 Does BC Hydro have First Nations people on the team for the Project? 

 7.5 How has BC Hydro re-assessed its views on potential impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures in light of the TUS?  Please provide 
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examples. 

 7.6 How will BC Hydro ensure that workers do not disrupt SFN members’ 
privacy or create a hostile social environment that can affect members’ 
comfort in their territory? 

8.0 Reference:  CULTURAL CONTINUITY 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.5, pp 76-82 
Critical travel routes 

 On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 describe 
consultation about SFN’s use of the Utah FSR as a critical travel route to Carbon 
Lake: 

Carbon Lake  

KK [Mr. Khandpur for BC Hydro] asked how Carbon Lake, identified in the 
TUS, related to the project. CM [Ms. Marshall for SFN] replied that people 
accessed Carbon Lake from the Utah Road. KK and CM acknowledge that 
there was another way to access Carbon Lake. 

On page 76 of Exhibit C5-10, the SFN Knowledge and Use Study explains the 
cultural, spiritual and historical importance of Carbon Lake:  

What makes Carbon Lake noteworthy for the SFN is not only the density of 
recorded rights practiced in the area, but also the history of the community in 
the region.  

Carbon Lake here, there was a battle there in the early 1800s, eh. The 
Beaver against the Carrier Sekanis, a seven-day battle, right up in here. 
That area there. A seven-day battle. I guess the bones and everything 
are still there. That’s why the, that’s why the Carrier Sekanis are on that 
side of the Pine Pass, and the Beaver are on this side of the Pine Pass 
... 

Carbon Lake is also linked to the Twin Sisters Mountains …The Twin Sisters 
Mountains also play a large role in SFN’s history and contemporary spiritual, 
social, and cultural landscape as a part of the SFN’s origin story. 

The two access routes to Carbon Lake from the SFN reserve are the Utah FSR and 
Johnson Creek Road. The travel route along Utah FSR is important in its own right for 
SFN members to camp, fish, hunt and harvest plants, berries and mushrooms on the 
way to Carbon Lake (Exhibit C5-10, p 80).  The study summarizes how SFN access 
to the Johnson Creek Road has been restricted due to existing development, road 
hazards, unsafe traffic conditions, security and institutional control (Exhibit C5-10, p 
82).  

 8.1 How does BC Hydro plan to ensure SFN can continue to access 



3 
 

 
 

Carbon Lake using SFN-preferred routes, and to preserve the 
spiritual nature of SFN’s pilgrimage to this historically and 
culturally significant location? 

 8.2 Please confirm that BC Hydro does not view avoidance of Utah 
FSR as an adequate mitigation measure.  

9.0 Reference:  AQUATIC RESOURCES 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #9; Exhibit B-14, p. 9; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 34, 53, 59 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 326-372; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 60-61 
Impacts to Fish - Table and Stott Creeks and Tributaries 

 BC Hydro states in its table in response to SFN mitigation measures that no effects to 
fish are expected, and therefore fish availability for FNs should not be affected. 

Figure 8 of the SFN Knowledge and Use Study shows site specific values SFN 
members at various creeks crossed by Table Road, including the Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members reported fishing for subsistence purposes and catching 
grayling, bull trout, and white fish in the creeks traversed by Table FSR.  

Members also explained that fishing activities are often combined with camping, 
hiking and hunting. SFN members also expressed concern over the fact that the creek 
water is no longer potable, and are concerned about preventing water quality from 
deteriorating further.  

On page 60 of the TUS, the study describes SFN concerns about the effect of dust 
and silt on fish and fish habitat. Possible project impacts included the deterioration of 
fish habitat and streams from sedimentation, dust and erosion generated by project 
road traffic and construction, which would result in members avoiding the water and 
avoiding fishing until the end of the Project.  

Some SFN interviewees did not believe sediment and erosion could be removed once 
in the water courses and others requested that the stream and creek waters be tested 
at the end of the Project. 

 9.1 Has BC Hydro taken into account potential impacts to First Nations 
fishers from lack of access, and affected quality of fish habitat (e.g., as 
a result of diminished water quality and quantity) to reach the above 
conclusion. 

 9.2 If not, how do BC Hydro’s proposed mitigation measures address the 
potential impacts to First Nations fishers? 

 9.3 Has the contractor been informed of SFN members’ reliance on and 
use of Table and Stott creek for fishing, camping, hiking, hunting?  Has 
the contractor responded to SFN’s concerns about fish and fishing 
activities? 
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 9.4 Can dust be extracted if extensive erosion, silt or sedimentation ends 
up in water course, tributaries? 

10.0 Reference:  RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT AREAS 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #12 

 BC Hydro states in their response that they will minimize any vegetation removal in 
the Riparian Management Areas to what is necessary. 

BC Hydro states in their response that an assessment area of 70 m from the centre of 
access roads was applied with an assumed 20 m zone of impact for road 
construction, and that as a result of assessment, no wetlands were found within the 
assessment area, and no wetlands outside this area are expected to be affected. 

 10.1 How was the 70 m assessment area chosen and how have First Nation 
concerns regarding wetlands, and their accessibility and use (e.g., plant 
and medicinal resources) been incorporated in this choice? 

 10.2 What is the rationale for concluding that no wetlands outside the 70m 
assessment area would be affected? How did this conclusion take into 
account SFN wetland values? 

 10.3 How will BC Hydro avoid disturbance to SFN plant and medicine values 
in riparian areas within the Project area? 

11.0 Reference:  AIR QUALITY, DUST 
SFN TUS slide presentation, slide 13 (Appendix C); Knowledge 
and Use Study, pp. 43, 47, 51-52 
Impacts to Traditional Plants (e.g. Utah FSR) 

 The TUS outlines the following concerns about the Project impacts to culturally 
significant plants: concerns associated with dust (e.g. plants “suffocating”), physical 
disturbance and removal; concern medicinal plants will not grow back; and concern 
that Project activity will reduce the quality of plants traditionally harvested.  
 
SFN members explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is always 
windy, both factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality and negative 
impacts on wildlife (p 43). 
 
Slide 13 of Firelight’s April 21, 2016 presentation shows that on both sides of the Utah 
FSR there are medicinal plants and timber, and SFN members have collected these 
for years, if not generations.  
 
The TUS is clear that Utah FSR is relied on by SFN for gathering food plants and 
medicines as well as harvesting blueberries, huckleberries, raspberries and 
strawberries. Additionally, members reported using diamond willow along Utah road 
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used for traditional preparations of moose meat.  

 11.1 What is BC Hydro's rationale for choosing the dust control measures 
required from the Mines Act as opposed to ambient air quality 
objectives of the BC government?  

 11.2 Will BC Hydro be accountable to SFN members’ views on acceptable 
air quality and dustfall levels (including dispersion) in light of traditional 
use activities, through dust monitoring? 

12.0 Reference:  AIR QUALITY, DUST 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #15  
Dust control chemicals 

 BC Hydro’s response table indicated that chemical sprays will be used for dust 
control.  BC Hydro has said the contractor has been made aware of First Nation 
concerns on sediment and dust erosion.  

BC Hydro states in their response that control of dust may include calcium chloride or 
lignosulfonate. 

The TUS describes SFN concerns about chemical sprays interfering with harvesting 
medicinal plants, as well as berries (p 49).  SFN members also explained that the 
roads are particularly dusty and the area is always windy, both factors which increase 
the risk of dust impacts on air quality and negative impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

TUS describes how Project operations are expected to increase the risk of chemical 
contamination from the interaction of wildlife with water use for dust suppression, road 
compaction, and fire suppression, and blasting. 

 12.1 Please provide further details on possible chemical usage. 

 12.2 Was the possible use of chemicals for dust suppression disclosed at 
the time of the TUS or FNITR? 

 12.3 Describe how the effects of dust on traditional activities will be 
monitored and traditional uses protected in the absence of dust 
monitoring stations. 

13.0 Reference:  AIR QUALITY, DUST 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, # 15 
Transcript, April 21, 2016, pp. 40, 134, (Appendix I) 
Dust Monitoring and Mitigation  

 BC Hydro states in their response table that potential effects from dust will be low.  

BC Hydro further states in their response table that it will require the contractor to 
develop a dust control plan. 
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During the meeting on April 21, 2015, SFN explained its request that BC Hydro 
monitor dust levels, including by establishing dust monitoring stations.  BC Hydro 
responded:  “… Monitoring stations are very difficult.  There would be, you know, 
outside influences other than just our trucks on the road, things like that.  I mean, I 
think we have to come up with some way to not measure dust …”. 

 

 13.1 How did BC Hydro’s conclusion that the potential effects from dust 
would be low take into account SFN members’ concerns regarding dust 
on the quality and quantity of plant and medicine resources and water 
resources in the vicinity of the Project? 

 13.2 In the absence of any monitoring stations, how will BC Hydro’s dust 
control plan determine if dustfall is a problem with respect to traditional 
use areas and the quality and quantity of culturally significant plant 
water resources in the vicinity of the Project? 

 13.3 Please estimate the incremental costs associated with the 
establishment of dust monitoring stations.  Please provide the estimate, 
and any assumptions and calculations. 

14.0 Reference:  AIR QUALITY, NOISE 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, pp. 86-88; Exhibit B-14, Appendix A 
Noise 

 In September 2015, BC Hydro provided a presentation to First Nations which 
indicated impacts from noise would be addressed in the Contractor’s EPP.  

However, in April 2016, BC Hydro’s response to SFN’s request for noise modelling 
was that noise modeling for the Project would be of little use because all potential 
impacts from noise was determined to be mitigatable (Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #17). 

SFN members have explained that grizzlies are sensitive to noise, and the blasting 
and traffic noise may have a noise impact zone as far as Battleship Mountain (p. 42). 
The TUS also summarizes SFN concerns that noise from the rock trucks will impact 
moose, by pushing them out of the area, as well as SFN trapping activities (p 41). 

 14.1 Did BC Hydro change its approach to noise between September 2015 
and April 2016.  If so, why and how did it change its approach? 

 14.2 How does BC Hydro’s assessment that noise impacts will be low 
account for the disturbance to SFN sense of place, avoidance, and use 
from noise, including, but not limited to, dispersal of animals? 

15.0 Reference:  HUNTING  
Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 38, 46; Exhibit 
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B-14, Appendix A, #25 
Impacts on exercise of hunting rights 

 BC Hydro states in Appendix A that no mineral licks were identified in the Project 
area.  

TUS data suggests that there is good moose habitat within the Project footprint and 
moose licks within the  LSA. 

On page 38 of the TUS, SFN explain that hunting conditions have improved in the 
Project area recently with the reduced intensity of logging and traffic. SFN members 
observed the return of rabbits, lynx and marten.  

On page 41 of the TUS, the non-stop truck traffic associated with the Project is 
expected to interfere with SFN members who track wildlife.  
 
On pages 42 and 43 of the TUS, SFN members expressed concern that quarrying, 
road construction and truck traffic would damage creeks, as well as cut moose off 
from water access, and steady non stop truck traffic would cut off other wildlife, 
including small game, access to water. 
 

 15.1 Does BC Hydro intend to re-examine its conclusion that impacts to 
culturally significant wildlife in the Project area are insignificant? 

 15.2 How will BC Hydro address First Nations wildlife values given the  
findings from the TUS interviews?  

16.0 Reference:  HUNTING 
Exhibit C5-10, p. 87 
Recreational hunters 

 SFN is concerned about increased stress on hunting activities in the longer term due 
to experience in the region of previous projects that failed to deactivate project roads 
by replanting trees and vegetation. One key concern is that the road upgrades 
performed by BC Hydro will result in increased access by recreational hunters and 
increased hunting activity that is not sustainable.  
 

 16.1 How will BC Hydro address SFN concerns noted in the TUS that the 
Project road upgrades will lead to greater use and presence of 
recreational hunters in the long term? 

 

17.0 References:  WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 
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Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670;  Transcript 
dated April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B-
14, Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge 
and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

 SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

   

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported.  

 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations  There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at each 
end of the Project footprint. 

 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.   (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir.  
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated:  “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir.  In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”.  (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.  BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
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analysis.”  (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of water 
hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject.  For example, 
how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck haulers 
stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations.  BCH did not provide a responsive  answer 
to the question.  (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site.  BCH responded:  “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”.  (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated:  “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.”  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 
670) 

 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

 17.1 What analysis, if any, has BCH undertaken since the April 21, 
2015 meeting to support its position that withdrawing water 
from only from Williston Reservoir will increase costs? 

 17.2 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in 
project costs that would be caused if BC Hydro were to 
commit to withdrawal water only from Williston Reservoir.  
Please provide the estimate of increased costs, along with 
your assumptions and calculations. 

 17.3 Given that planned water withdrawals will require 
approximately 25 water trucks on the road per day, please 
explain whether and how BCH has included water trucking 
and water truck traffic in its assessment of the Project and 
Project impacts. 

 17.4 Has BCH undertaken any baseline studies or other 
assessments of water flow in each of the relevant creeks and 
streams, with a view to estimating the time period during 
which water withdrawals would be permissible under the 
conditions set out in the relevant Water Act permit?  Please 
provide the results of any such study or assessment. 



10 
 

 
 

 17.5 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its 
contractor of SFN’s request that water be withdrawn only from 
Williston Reservoir. 

 17.6 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting 
notes for meetings, between BCH and its contractor 
concerning SFN’s request that water be withdrawn only from 
Williston Reservoir. 

 17.7 How many water trucks will be running during hauling 
operations?  Where will those trucks be stored overnight 
and/or during shift change?  Where will the water trucks travel 
from at the start of work shift? 

 17.8 Please provide a reference photograph of the kind of water 
truck contemplated for use during the Project.  Please ensure 
that the photograph includes a reference object for scale.  
Please also provide relevant vehicle specifications including, 
for example, pumping capacity (e.g. volume/minute), storage 
capacity (litres or m3), gross vehicle weight loaded and 
unloaded, and safe stopping distances. 

 

 17.9 Please confirm that, if BC Hydro was willing to do so, BC 
Hydro has the ability to require its contractor to ensure that 
water trucks working on the Project withdraw water only from 
Williston Reservoir. 

 17.10 Does BC Hydro’s Water Act license authorize BC Hydro to 
withdraw water from Williston Reservoir at the Marine Load 
Out Area (“Location 2” in Appendix A (included in Evidentiary 
Update but not in initial Application Materials)? 

18.0 Reference:  TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 
Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16;  Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 
10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-
668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 
86; Exhibit B-14  
 

 BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan.  (Plan A).  (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 
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BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required rip-
rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to April 
2017.  (Plan B).  (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change.  (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods.  To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First Nations 
people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months.  To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that rip-rap 
hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three hour 
window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active and 
when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to access 
traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the currently 
contemplated schedule. …”  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 

 

BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.”  (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs.  BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question.  
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015 to First Nations identified the potential impact of road usage to be 
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“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations that 
BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas, protect 
game trail corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will 
develop an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 

Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 

presence.  In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 

children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 

truckloads that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – 

that’s a lot of trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were 

camped which was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit.  
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal mines) 
apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.   (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.   (see Transcript, 
pp. 43-44) 

 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … and 
that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits set 
by the prime contractor.”  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be not 
to exceed 50.”  (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 
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SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads that 
the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional use 
areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge from 
elders to youth.    (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a traffic 
hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning.  (see Transcript, p. 44, 
line 10) 

 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, and 
duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance the 
cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the community.”    
(see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

 

 18.1 Please provide a reference photograph of the kind of rock truck 
(and trailer) contemplated for use during the Project.  Please ensure 
that the photograph includes a reference object for scale.   

Please also provide relevant rock truck and trailer specifications 
including, for example, transport capacity (m3 and weight of 
material), gross vehicle weight loaded and unloaded, and safe 
stopping distances. 

 

 18.2 Please provide the approximate average volume (m3) and weight 
(tonnes) of rip-rap that each rock truck and trailer will be loaded with 
at the quarry site.   

 18.3 What analysis, if any, did BC Hydro undertake in determining that a 
temporary suspension of hauling activities at dusk in the summer 
months would have “significant impacts” on schedule and costs?  
Please fully describe any such analysis, including assumptions and 
calculations.   

 18.4 How many rock trucks and water trucks will be used during an 
average day and a peak hauling day during operations?  Please 
provide your answer for Plan A and for Plan B. 

 18.5 How long would a rock truck travelling at 30km/h take to make the 
journey from quarry gate to stockpile? 



14 
 

 
 

 18.6 What adjustments to the hauling schedule could be made to allow 
for a three hour break around dusk during high traditional use 
periods?  Assume the high traditional use period is August 1 to 
October 31. 

 18.7 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused by instituting a three hour break around 
dusk during the periodsof high traditional land use.  Please provide 
the estimate of increased costs, along with your assumptions and 
calculations.  Please provide the requested information for both 
Plan A and Plan B. 

 18.8 Please confirm that Plan B contemplates rock truck hauling activity 
on roads for 20 hours per day, with two two-hour shift change 
periods. 

 18.9 If the Project proceeded according to Plan A, how many hours of 
rock truck hauling activity would be undertaken per day, how many 
shifts would be required, how long would the shifts last, and how 
long would be the shift change period (or interval between shifts)? 

 18.10 Please confirm that, if BC Hydro was willing to do so, BC Hydro has 
the ability to require its contractor to ensure that rock trucks working 
on the Project observe speed limits set by BC Hydro. 

 18.11 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused if BC Hydro were to limit rock-truck 
speed to 30km/h.  Please provide the estimate of increased costs, 
along with your assumptions and calculations.  Please provide the 
requested information for both Plan A and Plan B. 

 18.12 What analysis, if any, has BC Hydro itself undertaken in support of 
its position that it will not require rock and water trucks to travel at or 
below 30km/h?  Please fully describe any such analysis, including 
assumptions and calculations.   

 18.13 Please confirm whether BC Hydro’s traffic hazard assessment 
includes First Nations use of proposed haul roads and traditional 
use activities in areas adjacent to those roads.  Please provide a 
copy of the assessment and explain how First Nations road use is 
addressed therein. 

 18.14 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that there be a break in rock truck traffic during a 
three hour window around dusk, during high traditional use periods. 

 18.15 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that a 30km/h speed limit apply to trucks during 
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project operations. 

 18.16 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting notes for 
meetings, between BCH and its contractor concerning SFN’s 
requests with respect to traffic around dusk and speed limits. 

 18.17 Will BC Hydro ensure that a pilot car is available to guide SFN 
traditional land users to and from traditional use areas? 

 18.18 Please provide a detailed description of the equipment and training 
that BC Hydro would give to SFN individuals and families who use 
the relevant roads to access traditional use areas during rip-rap 
hauling activities. 

 18.19 Please explain how BC Hydro’s proposed traffic mitigation 
measures would be applied to facilitate safe First Nations access to 
traditional use areas, using each of the following examples.  
Assume that in each case the vehicles will approach the haul road 
from the Johnson Creek FSR (not through the GMS security check 
point) and will travel the length of the haul roads up to the quarry 
site. 

 

(i) An elderly couple want to use the road to access a 
traditional medicine gathering area on an evening in 
September, and to scout out other potential traditional 
use areas.  They are accompanied by their ten and 
twelve year old granddaughters.  Both grandparents are 
hard of hearing. They plan to park on the side of the road 
and will gather medicines for about three hours, returning 
after dark.  They are carrying a rifle in case they cross 
paths with a moose during their journey.  They have 
never used a radio and are unfamiliar with radio calling 
protocols. 

 

(ii) A father is taking his two young sons fishing on creeks in 
the Project area, at 5a.m. on a Saturday morning in 
October.  They intend to park on the side of the road, and 
camp overnight next to a creek, departing Sunday 
evening at around dusk.  If the fish aren’t biting at the first 
creek they visit, they will continue to other potential 
fishing spots in the Project area. They are carrying a rifle 
in case they cross paths with a moose during their 
journey.  Their truck is not equipped with a radio. 

 

(iii) A convoy of three cars and trucks carrying an extended 
family will be using the road to access a mushroom 
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picking area on a Saturday afternoon in October.  They 
intend to park their vehicles on the side of the road and 
pick mushrooms until late in the evening.  If the weather 
is good, they will camp overnight and continue picking 
mushrooms and medicines until late on Sunday evening.  
None of the vehicles have a radio and none of the drivers 
are familiar with radio protocols. 

 

(iv) An elderly trapper and his 11 year old granddaughter are 
using the road to access trapping areas on a Monday 
mid-morning in November.  They will park on the side of 
the road and set traps parallel to the road all day until 
dark.  They will walk back along the road to their vehicle, 
then drive out and come back the next morning to check 
the traps and set additional traps at another point along 
the road.  They will make intermittent use of the road in 
this way from mid-November to early March.  The 
grandfather speaks Cree only and the granddaughter 
cannot read.  They have no radio and are unfamiliar with 
radio protocols. 

19.0 Reference:  HARVESTING MEDICINAL PLANTS 
Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 35; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. ; 
Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 34, 46; Exhibit 
B-14, Appendix A, #20 
Medicinal plants & roadside vegetation 

 BC Hydro states in response #20 in the response table on mitigations that 23 plants 
were identified in the FNITR as being of potential medicinal use, but that since none 
are rare, protection measures as suggested in the FNITR would not be adopted.  

On page 35 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states that during the September 
25,  2015 site visit with SFN members, no concerns were raised by SFN participants. 

However, SFN members indicated their traditional use values along the FSRs during 
the site visit. On page 45 of Exhibit C5-10, a SFN member who attended the BC 
Hydro site visit in the fall explains that SFN members stopped the cars to harvest 
mushrooms and morels on the roadside. 

On page 46, SFN members interviewed for the Knowledge and Use Study reported 
that plants and fungi used for medicines can be hard to find, and can be harvested in 
close vicinity to the Project, for e.g., along the Utah FSR and Table FSR. 

The Knowledge and Use Study describes SFN members’ concerns about physical 
damage to culturally significant plants and access to those plants from road widening, 
culvert placement, construction, dust and traffic.  

 19.1 How does BC Hydro’s EMP address SFN concerns and traditional 
knowledge about the availability of medicinal plants, SFN harvesting 
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preferences, and the usability of medicinal resources within the Project 
area?  

 19.2 Why did BC Hydro’s account of the site visit omit the fact that SFN 
members exercised traditional use values on the Project roads during 
the site visit? 

 19.3 Regarding SFN concerns for physical damage to vegetation, will BC 
Hydro need to widen Spur road or to construct pull outs on Table or 
Utah Roads? 

20.0 Reference:  QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 
Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 33  
 

 SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other reclamation 
activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for revegetation 
activities. 

 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery (jointly 
owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for reclamation 
activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the quarry site prior to 
construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities.  

 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated:  “BC Hydro will not be 
collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not believe this 
is necessary.  The plant species in the Project footprint are the same as the 
surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.”  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 678) 

 

BC Hydro further stated that:  “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select plants 
for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a particular 
contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”.  (see Exhibit B-
14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid Package to 
bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider traditional 
use as a category for seed selection.  
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BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies interested in 
bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following seed mix:   

         Central North East – General Mix 

o   Smooth Bromegrass – 40% 

o   Creeping Red Fescue – 20% 

o   Timothy – 15% 

o   Alfalfa – 15% 

o   Alsike Clover – 10% 

 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was before 
the quarrying and the reclamation?”  In its response, BC Hydro stated that “[d]espite 
the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected as all potential 
effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) were determined to be 
mitigable.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

 

 20.1 Please confirm whether any of the species listed above in the 
description of “Central North East – General Mix” are native to the 
quarry site and ecosystems in the Project area. 

 20.2 Please confirm that the species listed above in the description of 
“Central North East – General Mix” can accurately be described as 
“invasive species” if planted at the quarry site and within the 
ecosystems in the Project area. 

 20.3 Please confirm whether BC Hydro has conducted any analysis on 
the potential negative ecological impacts of the introduction of the 
species listed above, including impacts on small herbivores, 
ungulates, and predators.  

 20.4 Please explain how each of the agronomic species listed above can 
be removed after becoming established in reclaimed areas. 

 20.5 Please confirm whether BC Hydro intends to select re-vegetation 
species based on traditional use and cultural significance.  If the 
answer is affirmative, then please explain when and how BC Hydro 
intends to undertake this selection.  

 20.6 Please explain what other ways are available to prevent erosion of 
soil stockpiles besides seeding with agronomic species.  For 
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example, can soil stockpiles be covered with tarps?  Are there other 
ways to prevent erosion of soil stockpiles? 

 20.7 Please explain the efforts BC Hydro will make to re-vegetate the 
quarry site (and other sites requiring reclamation) using only native 
species. 

 20.8 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that the quarry be re-vegetated using native plants 
and that the collection of seed from the quarry site be facilitated. 

 20.9 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting notes for 
meetings, between BCH and its contractor concerning SFN’s 
requests with respect to re-vegetation with native plants. 

 20.10 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused by facilitating the collection of native 
seed from the quarry site prior to construction.  Please provide the 
estimate of increased costs, along with your assumptions and 
calculations.   

 20.11 Why were SFN’s requests that re-vegetation incorporate plants 
used for traditional and medicinal purposes not included in the Bid 
Package? 

 20.12 What would be the additional cost of including traditional use as a 
criteria for re-vegetation and reclamation seed selection? 

21.0 Reference:  FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 
Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; Exhibit 
B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171;  
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; Exhibit 
C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

 The FNITR provides a number of workplans aimed at resolving issues of concern to 
First Nations. 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues of 
concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes.  (see Transcript, 
pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated:  “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further refine 
the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as required, in 
consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential impacts from the 
Project. …”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 
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BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: “The 
project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and discussions 
with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience in the Project 
area. …”    (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA omits: 
soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 

 

 “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.”  (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
 

 “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 
prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 
 

 “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.”  
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 
 

 “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 
169) 
 

 “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 
 

 “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on behalf 
of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the adequacy of 
the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 
168) 
 

 “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the EPPs. BC 
Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.”  (see Exhibit B-3, p. 
171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015.  It does not appear to have been revised since then.  
(see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above 
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to the Project Contractor… 

 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to SFN’s 
IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting BC Hydro’s 
response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including 
the environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table 
we have sent to you on Tuesday. 
... 
JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 
... 
KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 
... 
KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 
... 
CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

 21.1 Please explain and provide evidence in support of the claim that 
Ecofor selected VCs based on discussions with First Nations.   

 21.2 Did Ecofor discuss VCs with SFN before conducting the EA?  
Please provide details of those discussions and supporting 
documents. 

 21.3 Why does the EA identify fewer VCs than the FNITR?  How did BC 
Hydro decide which of the VCs identified by First Nations to 
eliminate? 

 21.4 Please provide more information on BC Hydro’s possible 
commitment to conduct noise modelling.  Is there a reference to this 
noise modelling requirement in the EMP? 

 21.5 How has BC Hydro amended the EMP to accommodate SFN 
concerns and interests?  Please identify and provide information on 
all amendments. 
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 21.6 What date did BCH provide the tables to the contractor?   

 21.7 Did BC Hydro request the Contractor to integrate SFN mitigation 
measures into EPPs? 

 21.8 For each of the FNITR workplans listed below, please explain 
whether and how the workplan has been integrated into the EMP 
and EPPs: 
 
 Work Plan S1: Sediment and Erosion Control Plan  

 Work Plan WQ1: Water Quality Monitoring Plan  

 Work Plan AQ1: Dust Management and Monitoring Work 
Plan  

 Work Plan R1: Riparian Habitat Protection  

 Work Plan V1: Pre-disturbance Baseline Vegetation Analysis 

 Work Plan V2: Vegetation Monitoring and Protection Plan  

 Work Plan V3: Revegetation Plan  

 Work Plan W1: Operational Wildlife Protection and 
Monitoring Plan  

 Work Plan W2: Moose Habitat Suitability Models  

 Work Plan W3: Pre-Construction Nest Surveys  

 Work Plan W4: Pre-Construction Wildlife Habitat Feature 
Surveys  

 Work Plan W5: Pre-Construction Amphibian Surveys  

 Work Plan SAR1: Caribou Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program  
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 Work Plan SAR2: Olive-sided Flycatcher Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program  

 Work Plan SAR3: Western Toad Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program  

 Work Plan HR1: Chance Find Procedures  

 Work Plan TLRU1: Trapper Compensation  

 

22.0 Reference:  MEETING NOTES 
Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H  
Consultation record discrepancies 
 

  

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and handwritten 
and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings with BC Hydro.  
(see Appendix E) 

 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held 
on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary 
update.  (see Appendix F) 

 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held 
on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update.  (see Appendix H) 

 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in BC Hydro’s 
recent evidentiary update.  On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall advised Leah 
Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by BC Hydro at the next 
meeting.   (see Appendix G) 

 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the Project 
consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to SFN IR No. 
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3 as Appendix H.  

 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined in 
SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes:  “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements by 
MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

 22.1 Please describe in detail BC Hydro’s practice with regard to the 
creation and keeping of notes on meetings and teleconferences 
with First Nations.   

 22.2 Do BC Hydro representatives or consultants create handwritten 
notes during or after meetings with First Nations, and subsequently 
transcribe all or some of those meeting notes in electronic format? 

 22.3 Please provide copies of any handwritten notes created by BC 
Hydro representatives or consultants during or after meetings or 
telephone calls with SFN. 

 22.4 Before meeting with First Nations, does BC Hydro advise First 
Nations that it will be creating and filing electronic notes on its 
meetings and teleconferences with those First Nations for future 
use in regulatory processes? 

 22.5 Does BC Hydro routinely share with First Nations its notes on 
meetings and teleconferences with those First Nations?  For 
example, does BC Hydro present and review meeting minutes with 
First Nations at the next subsequent meeting?  If the answer is yes, 
please explain when those notes are shared with First Nations. 

 22.6 Please provide your comments on the minutes not previously 
included in BC Hydro’s evidentiary update. 

 22.7 Did Leah Manson ever respond to Carmen Marshall’s concern and 
request that BC Hydro’s minutes be edited at the next meeting? 

 22.8 Why did BC Hydro omit SFN’s concern about the Project schedule 
and SFN’s request for mitigation commitments from BC Hydro, in 
light of the nearing construction start date? 

 

 22.9 Did BCH follow-up on SFN’s request about bonding? 
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 22.10 Did BC Hydro follow up with SFN regarding SFN’s problems with 
BC Hydro’s account of the April 12 meeting before BC Hydro filed 
the minutes as evidence of consultation with the Commission?   
 

23.0 Reference:  REGULATORY MATTERS 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

 BC Hydro previously made the following statements:   

 “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 
from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”.  (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 
 
 

 “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..”  (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-
130) 
 
 

 “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), para. 
62).”  (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

 

 23.1 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that it is not required to seek 
acceptance from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the 
Act?  Yes or No? 

 23.2 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that it can commence 
construction before the Commission issues a decision?   Yes or 
No? 

 23.3 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that, because acceptance by the 
Commission is not required, BC Hydro can commence construction 
if the Commission does not approve the expenditure schedule for 
any reason?  Yes or No? 

 23.4 Does BC Hydro agree that the Commission must, in making its 
decision on the Application, determine whether consultation and 
accommodation have been meaningful and adequate in this case?  
Yes or No? 
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 23.5 Does BC Hydro agree that its decision on whether to proceed with 
the Project is also subject to the duty to consult and accommodate 
SFN?  Yes or No? 

24.0 Reference:  REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 
Exhibit B-1, ss. 3.8.1, 3.9.2, pp. 3-27, 3-29; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix D-1, p. 55, Appendix F, p. 49; Exhibit B-14, Appendix 
C-1, p. 335 
BC Environmental Assessment Office 

 On December 5, 2011, BC Hydro stated in a letter to First Nations: 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as currently planned does not trigger any 
environmental assessment under the either the Provincial British Columbia 
Environmental Assessment Act. (Appendix F, p. 49). 

 

On August 14, 2015  BCH wrote to First Nations as follows:  

As previously communicated, we will maintain a restriction on the amount of rip 
rap that can be exported annually from the quarry. In accordance with the Mine 
Act, we will not export more than 250 000 metric tonnes of material from the 
quarry during a calendar year. 

 

On page 3-27 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment... 

On page 3-29 of the Application, BC Hydro states that it: 

Met with BC Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) to discuss the Project 
scope and the BCEAO later confirmed that the Project does not trigger a BC 
Environmental Act Environmental Assessment;  

On page 55 of the Preliminary Design Report, the Expert Engineering Panel states:  

This Project will not trigger a BCEAA environmental assessment as rock 
removed from the quarry will not exceed 250,000 tonnes per year. 

BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan explains: 

2.4 BC Environmental Assessment Act 
This project has not triggered the BC Environmental Assessment Act. It is 
important to note that one trigger is based on quantity of material removed from 
the quarry in any given year. The contractor must ensure that no more than 
250,000 tonnes is removed from the quarry in any year to remain in compliance 
with the fact that a BCEAA process is not triggered. 

Under the Reviewable Project Regulation under the BC Environmental Assessment 
Act an environmental assessment is required if a new project at a quarry facility will 
have a production capacity of more than 250 000 tonnes/year of quarried product.  
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 24.1 Is BC Hydro’s position that the BCEAA is not triggered based on 
the above statements in the Expert Engineering Report and in BC 
Hydro’s EMP? 

 24.2 What was the BCEAO’s basis under the BCEAA and its 
regulations for the Project not requiring an EA?  

 24.3 How did BCEAO provide subsequent confirmation to BC Hydro 
that the project did not trigger the BCEAA? Please provide the 
confirmation provided to BC Hydro from the BCEAO. 

 24.4 Was the confirmation qualified, subject to any conditions or 
subject to BC Hydro providing the BCEAO with further project 
details and information on project scope? 

25.0 Reference:  REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 
Exhibit B-1, s. 3.3.3, Appendix D-1, p. 20; Exhibit B-1,  
Appendix F, p. 79 
Rip rap volume  

 In section 3.3.3 of the Application, BC Hydro has explains that in determining how 
much limestone is needed to place 150,000 m3 of riprap and bedding on the dam, rock 
transport and handling loss, expected to be 20%, should  be taken into account. 

In September 2015 BC Hydro presented to First Nations that the volume of riprap 
removed from the SFQ would be less than 750,000 m3.   

On page 20 of Exhibit B-1, Appendix D-1, according to the Preliminary Design Study 
the conversion of volume of riprap in m3 can be converted into metric tonnes as 
follows: 

The density of the placed riprap as placed in the dry was estimated to be about 
1.85 tonnes/m3. A bulking factor of 45% for placed riprap was determined as 
the in-situ rock has a density of 2.69 tonnes/m3. 

During 3 years of quarry operations the Project will remove 750,000m³ of limestone 
from the quarry to place 150,000m³ of riprap and bedding on the dam face. According 
to the estimates provided in the Preliminary Design Study, 750,000m³  of riprap and 
bedding would exceed one million tonnes of riprap and bedding over 3 years. 

 25.1 Will the SFQ Project operations  have a production capacity of 
more than 250 000 tonnes per year of quarried product? 

 25.2 Please provide a copy of the application materials BC Hydro 
submitted to Ministry of Energy and Mines with respect to the 
Quarry. 



28 
 

R:\5000\5026\53\JH\1.(1)docx 
 

 25.3 How many metric tonnes of riprap and bedding will be removed 
per yearly quarter during quarry operations? Please complete the 
following tables:  

2016
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep  Oct‐Dec

Metric tonnes 
of quarried 
product:

 

 

2017
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep  Oct‐Dec

Metric tonnes 
of quarried 
product:

 

 

2018
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep  Oct‐Dec

Metric tonnes 
of quarried 
product:
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SFN Response to BC Hydro Table on Mitigation Requests 

May 2, 2016 

# FNITR Recommendation BC Hydro’s Response SFN Comments 

A. Access 

1 BC Hydro and its contractor(s) must 
facilitate safe First Nations access on 
roads during all phases of the 
Project.  
 
Safety procedures must be 
developed and agreed upon between 
BC Hydro, its contractor and the First 
Nations to ensure they are effective 
and responsive to First Nations’ 
concerns. 

BC Hydro has required its prime contractor for the 
Project, Kiewit (the “Project Contractor”) to 
incorporate mitigation measures into its Traffic 
Management Plan (the “TMP”). These include: 

 A radio-calling protocol that requires the 
contractor to communicate with other 
trucks about public users on the road;  

 Signage, pylons, flagging personnel, 
message boards, barricades, stop signs 
and traffic lights will be used where 
appropriate to facilitate safe road use;  

 The quarry area, Spur Road and stockpile 
area will be gated; and 

 Prior notice of any significant disruptions 
in road access will be provided to First 
Nations and will be publicly posted on 
message boards at the project site. 

 Development of a communication plan to 
provide First Nations with project updates. 

 
In addition to the specific mitigations to be 
included in the Project Contractor’s TMP, BC 
Hydro has also committed: 

 to provide First Nations with the Project 
Contractor’s trucking schedule; and  

 to work with First Nations and the Project 
Contractor to develop additional 
appropriate communication protocol and 
safety measures to address any particular 

BC Hydro has not made the commitment that it, and 
its contractor will work with First Nations on traffic 
management and facilitating safe access. 

BC Hydro’s response relies on a future plan, and 
does not commit to the specific mitigation requests in 
the FNITR.  

The Contractor’s TMP must limit GMS Riprap project 
traffic at dusk and dawn. Dusk is likely to be a period 
where there is higher use of the area by SFN 
members (5-9pm) and dawn is a high use time for 
hunting (4-7am). 

Special traffic management and mitigation measures 
must be in place when high numbers of First Nations 
are traveling along the roads, such as when cultural 
camps are ongoing.  

Hauling must be limited on August 30, a time of high 
SFN land use. 

In response to the bullet points: 

 Use a pilot car to guide traffic during hauling is 
required. BC Hydro proposed in the April 21, 
2016 meeting to provide radios to SFN members 
as part of the radio-calling protocol. However, 
providing radios to members will not be effective 
unless SFN members are comfortable with the 
use of the radios. Should they not be comfortable 
alternate means of safely traveling along the 
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desired access dates and time provided 
reasonable advance notice is provided 
from First Nations.  

roads must be available, i.e., use of a pilot car. 
Signage and flagging persons should be 
stationed, at a minimum, at the entrance of the 
stockpile area and the junction between the Utah 
and Table FSRs. 

 BC Hydro should consult with SFN before gating 
areas and denying SFN members access to 
areas completely. The TUS describes how 
heightened security and restrictions alienate SFN 
members from their traditional territory.  

 Significant disruptions include: 20 hours of rock 
hauling, culvert replacement work, road widening 
or constructing pullouts 

 A communication plan should be developed with 
First Nations and properly implemented 

It is unclear how providing First Nations with the 
trucking schedule will facilitate First Nations access.  

B. Trucking and Road Use 

2 BCH must ensure that truck speed 
limits will not exceed 30km per hour 
and that there will be no truck traffic 
at dusk in the summer months 
(including early and late summer).  

BC Hydro is not prepared to commit to a blanket 
30km/h speed limit for the entire Project area. 
Rather, it will require its prime Contractor to 
assess the roads and develop a hazard 
assessment to determine safe trucking speeds 
that may vary depending on road conditions.  All 
trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere 
to the speed limits set by the prime contractor. BC 
Hydro does not have the ability to control speed 
limits for other road users.  

SFN previously responded by requesting BC Hydro 
provide which factors will be considered in the hazard 
assessment.  

BC Hydro has not confirmed whether consideration of 
traditional use sites will be included in the hazard 
assessment. 

Reducing the speed of hauling trucks on forest 
service roads will increase safety for SFN road users 
and lessen impacts related to dust, noise and animal 
collisions. 

Potential wildlife interactions will be mitigated with 
a wildlife/Caribou Mitigation Plan. Potential 
conflicts with traditional users will be mitigated 
through project notifications. For further details, 
see Item #1. 

The Caribou Mitigation and Monitoring Plan states 
speed limits will be adhered to but does not provide a 
specific speed limit 
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The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic 
at dusk in the summer months would have 
significant impacts on the Project schedule and 
costs, and could result in extending the Project 
beyond the currently contemplated schedule.  As 
an alternative, BC Hydro is willing to consider 
planned and targeted stoppage of truck traffic to 
accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific 
information about timing, location, and duration of 
use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC 
Hydro will balance the cost and schedule 
implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.   

In summer months, dusk is as late as 10:00p.m. 
Dusk is likely to be a period where there is higher use 
of the area by SFN members (5-9pm). Traffic must 
also be reduced during high use times for hunting (4-
7am). 

BC Hydro’s proposal for a planned stoppage should 
be combined with reduced road speeds and the 
involvement of First Nations in the development of a 
communication plan and Traffic Management Plan. 

It is not clear what weight is being given to the 
mitigation of harm to SFN land use values in BC 
Hydro’s balancing of costs, scheduling and 
community benefits. A detailed draft plan is required. 

C. Water Quality  

3 BC Hydro must ensure that: 
 First Nations are 

meaningfully involved in the 
preparation of a Sediment 
and Erosion Control Plan;  

 First Nations concerns and 
proposed solutions are 
clearly addressed and 
integrated into the Plan; and  

 First Nations environmental 
monitors are meaningfully 
involved in the 
implementation of the Plan 
with BC Hydro’s 
contractor(s).  

 
Construction must not commence 
until a First Nations approved 
Sediment and Erosion Control Plan 
is in place.  

As per BC Hydro’s Environmental Management 
Plan, the Project Contractor is required to develop 
an overall Sediment and Erosion Control Plan as 
part of its EPP for the Project. In addition, the 
Project Contractor is also required to develop 
location specific plans.  These plans will be 
developed by a certified professional in erosion 
and sediment control (CPESC). 

BC Hydro has failed to commit to ensuring the 
FNITR’s recommendations are included in the 
Contractor’s Sediment and Erosion Control Plan. BC 
Hydro’s response does not explain why it will not 
commit to the requested mitigation measures on 
sediment and erosion. 

These will be developed after further site visits 
and site specific tasks have been identified where 
sediment and erosion is a potential issue (i.e. the 
need for a culvert replacement). BC Hydro has 
shared the sediment and erosion control 
measures identified by First Nations with the 
Project Contractor. 
 
BC Hydro has committed to consulting with First 
Nations on the draft EPP once it is available for 
review, which is expected to be sometime in May.  
 
BC Hydro hopes to gain First Nation’s support for 
the Sediment and Erosion Control Plan through its 
efforts to address First Nations’s concerns.  

First Nations should be included in further site visits 
to ensure traditional uses are incorporated in the 
Environmental Protection Plan.  As a next step to 
SFN’s Knowledge and Use Study, ground truthing 
must be undertaken. 
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Ultimately the decision on the Sediment and 
Erosion Control Plan rests with BC Hydro, 
however, it will use the information obtained from 
First Nations to inform decisions as to content.  
 
With respect to the role of First Nations monitors 
in the implementation of such plans, see Item #14 
(below). 

4 BC Hydro must ensure that sediment 
and erosion control measures 
include: 
 Identification of locations at the 

SFQ and along the access 
roads for appropriate sediment 
and erosion control structures.  

 Installation of structures prior to 
the commencement of work.  

 Regular inspection of erosion 
and sediment control measures 
during Project operations, and in 
collaboration with First Nations, 
to identify performance and 
maintenance requirements.  

 Adequately diverting surface 
water runoffs on roads away 
from watercourses by the proper 
use of ditches, berms and other 
structures; 

 Silt laden waters that could 
conceivably enter a watercourse 
shall be pumped to designated 
settling areas for filtration. 

 Pump discharge hoses and 
gravity diversion pipes shall be 
placed so as not to cause 
erosion. This is usually 
accomplished by discharging 
onto poly sheeting and using 
large rocks or wood to dissipate 
discharge flows.  

The requested sediment and erosion control 
measures are practical components of a sediment 
and erosion control plan. BC Hydro will ensure 
these measures will be contained in a site specific 
sediment and erosion control plan if applicable per 
the requirements of the certified sediment and 
erosion control specialist. BC Hydro commits to 
consulting with First Nations on seed mixes. 
 
Sediment and Erosion Control Plans will be 
developed in accordance to established Best 
Management Practices, applicable permits (i.e. 
Water Sustainability Act Section 9) and regulatory 
guidelines. 
 
BC Hydro’s Water Act permit for placement of rip 
rap requires BC Hydro to adhere to the following 
best management practices and standards:   

 BC Hydro, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 
and BC Minister of Environment, 2003. 
Approved Work Practices for Managing 
Riparian Vegetation 

 BC Minister of Environment, 2004 
Standards and Best Practices for 
Instream Works 

 BC Minister of Environment, 2009, A 
User’s Guide to Working in and Around 
Water: Understanding the Regulation 
Under BC Water Act 

 BC Minister of Environment, 2010. Terms 
and Conditions for Changes in and About 
a Stream Specified by Ministry of 

As discussed at the April 21, 2016 meeting, the types 
of measures implemented will depend on the Project 
activities that are conducted. 

 

There was some discussion on the change of scope 
to the project activities and it still remains unclear 
how BC Hydro and its contractor will implement the 
project. BC Hydro must provide further definition and 
specifics on measures that it will commit to. 
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 Soil stockpiles shall be placed in 
designated area where erosion 
back into watercourses cannot 
occur and will not impede 
drainage.  

 Soil and material stockpiles with 
the potential to erode into 
flowing watercourses shall be 
covered with poly sheeting, as 
determined by the 
Environmental Monitor.  

 Disturbed areas of exposed soil 
and erosion-prone slopes that 
may potentially erode into 
watercourses shall be seeded 
with approved seed mix 
immediately upon completion of 
work, covered with geotextile, or 
another erosion control method 
approved by the Environmental 
Monitor.  

 Sediments ponds at the SFQ 
site shall be adequately 
designed and monitored in 
collaboration with First Nations. 
Water quality in the ponds shall 
be monitored and reported prior 
to any releases. 

 Road upgrades and 
maintenance shall be stopped 
during intense rainfall events or 
whenever surface erosion 
occurs and affects a 
watercourse. This shall be at the 
discretion of the Environmental 
Monitor. 

 Immediately seeding (with First 
Nations approved seed mix) 
disturbed areas of exposed soil 
and erosion prone slopes; and 

Environment Habitat Officers, Peace Sub-
Region 

 Fisheries and Oceans Canada et al, 
2012. Fish-stream Crossing Guidebook: 
Revised Edition 

 Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 1995. 
Fresh water Intake End-of-Pipe Fish 
Screen 

 Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2013. 
Measures to Avoid Causing Harm to Fish 
and Fish Habitat 

 BC Ministry of Environment. 2004. 
Standards and Best Practices for 
Instream WorksBC Ministry of Water, 
Lands and Air Protection, 2002. A Field 
Guide for Fuel Handling, Transportation 
and Storage 

 
With respect to the role of environmental monitors 
in relation to sediment and erosion control please 
see our response to item 14 (below). 
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 regularly inspecting and 
maintaining erosion and 
sediment control measures 
during project operations. 

 regularly inspecting and 
maintaining erosion and 
sediment control measures 
during project operations. 

5 BC Hydro and its contractor(s) must 
use dust suppression equipment 
such as enclosures, tarpaulin covers, 
and water mist sprays on the riprap 
stockpile, riprap bedding stockpile, 
waste stockpiles, and topsoil 
stockpiles. 
 

The requested dust control measures are practical 
components of a dust control plan. BC Hydro will 
ensure these measures will be considered in a 
site specific dust control plan and used where 
appropriate as informed by the designated 
professional.  Note that not all the listed items will 
require dust control because these items do not 
contain fine particles that generate dust (for 
example, large rip rap rocks). 
 
There are already a number of existing dust 
control mitigations included in BC Hydro’s Mines 
Act Notice of Work. For further details, see 
response to item #15.  
 

The plan must include a dust monitor, which is not a 
costly to measure to mitigate impacts. 

The items that are to be included in the dust control 
plan will have to be determined based on the on-site 
monitoring, which should include participation of the 
SFN. 

The mitigations described in the Mines Act Notice of 
Work permit are general in nature and do not provide 
for specific measurements of dustfall.   

6 BC Hydro and its contractor(s) must 
not withdraw water from creeks or 
other watercourses or wetlands in 
the Peace Arm Basin, and may only 
withdraw water from the Williston 
Reservoir. 
 

BC Hydro has a Water Act Section 8 Permit to 
extract water from Williston Reservoir and three 
other creeks that cross Table Road (Table Creek, 
Stott Creek, and a Stott Creek tributary). No water 
withdrawal from wetlands or other watercourses is 
permitted. The Water Act permit includes strict 
conditions about when water can be withdrawn. 
The conditions include maximum water withdrawal 
rate, quantities, and timing. For example, the 
maximum water withdrawal rate must be reduced 
during low flows to no more than 10% of the 
current flow at any time, and no diversion is 
permitted from where stream (wetted) depth is 
less than 0.30 meters at the point of withdrawal 
location.  
 
BC Hydro anticipates that these conditions will 

Permitted extraction sites include creeks crossed by 
the Table FSR. The TUS report describes site-
specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull 
trout, and whitefish in the creeks traversed by Table 
FSR. SFN participants explained that fishing activities 
are often combined with camping, hiking and hunting. 

BC Hydro has not shown that restricting water 
withdrawal to Williston Reservoir will be costly or 
inefficient. 
 
BC Hydro has not performed an analysis of how 
withdrawing water from creeks will noticeably reduce 
traffic. 
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have the practical effect of Williston Reservoir 
being the primary water source for the Project’s 
water requirements. However, there may be 
times, where drawing water from the three 
permitted creeks instead of the Williston Reservoir 
will reduce water truck traffic and its 
accompanying potential impacts. Again, any 
withdrawal from the three permitted creeks will be 
pursuant to the strict conditions in the Section 8 
Water Act Permit.  
 
Furthermore, BC Hydro must keep a daily record 
of water removed from the Williston Reservoir and 
the creeks and provide this information to the 
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource 
Operations. BC Hydro has committed to sharing 
this information with First Nations.  
 
We have indicated to our contractor, First Nation’s 
interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water 
and will be considering this in the development of 
their EPP for road upgrades and dust suppression 
for the duration of the Project. 
 

A detailed estimate is requested regarding the 
amount of water truckloads offset by extraction from 
Stott Creek, Stott Creek Tributary, and Table Creek.  

BC Hydro’s Application does not address the amount 
of traffic created by water trucks on access roads. 

 

7 BC Hydro must conduct Stream 
Crossing Quality Indices (SCQI) to 
obtain baseline levels of potentially 
impacted watercourses and ensure 
minimal variation to the baseline 
levels during the Project. 

BC Hydro has completed stream assessment 
following the BC Resource Inventory Committee 
stream assessment methodology which is an 
established standard by the Ministry of 
Environment.  This information is set out in the EA 
(Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(a), p18 and 21). This 
information, combined with the sediment and 
erosion control plans, is being used mitigate 
potential impacts on water quality. Environmental 
monitors will be on site to monitor potentially 
impacted watercourses. 
 
SCQI is a tool to evaluate the risk of erosion and 
sedimentation affecting water quality at an 
individual watercourse, and the methodology for 
SCQI was developed by a CPECS.  BC Hydro’s 

The collection of baseline information is important to 
SFN.  

The Contractor’s plan must include a dust monitor.  

The contractor’s sediment and erosion control plan 
needs to be agreed upon by the First Nations after an 
independent review is completed to ensure it meets 
the expectations of the SFN. Before this review, 
however, BC Hydro must commit to the use of a dust 
monitor. 
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EMP requires the contractor to retain a CPESC of 
its own to develop a sediment and erosion control 
plan for the project. BC Hydro intends to leave the 
design of the sediment and erosion control plan 
up to the CPESC.  BC Hydro will suggest the 
SCQI to the contractor’s CPESC to consider for 
use in the program however this will not be 
mandatory if the contractor’s CPESC intends to 
use their own approach to Sediment and Erosion 
control plan. 

8 Parties must agree on the frequency 
of inspecting the water quality of 
potentially impacted watercourses.  
 
Where the potential for sediment 
infiltration into watercourses is 
higher, turbidity measurements shall 
be conducted at frequency of 2 hour 
intervals. This frequency will 
increase during periods of increased 
risk related to precipitation or higher 
risk project activities. 
 
Turbidity levels must be measured in 
all fish-bearing watercourses prior to 
construction activities. 
 
Environmental monitoring must also 
include turbidity measurements at 
select locations along the Utah and 
Table FSRs. These locations can be 
selected based on the location of 
road upgrades and maintenance. 
The BC Water Quality Guidelines 
(BCWQG) for the protection of 
aquatic life must be the applicable 
criterion. The Guidelines stipulate an 
acceptable increase of 8 NTU  
Nephelometric Turbidity Units) when 
background levels are between 8 

BC Hydro will require its Project Contractor to 
include in its EPP provisions for regular 
monitoring of upstream and downstream sites 
(compared to the location of construction) to 
monitor and record water quality during 
construction. The frequency of water monitoring 
will be determined in accordance with 
Environmental Best Management Practices, 
applicable permits (i.e. Water Sustainability Act 
Section 9) and regulatory regulations and 
guidelines and an a variety of site specific factors 
(eg. activity in the area, the local receptor and the 
weather. .Also in accordance with the Section 9 
permit for rock placement on the dam, an 
Environmental Management Plan, Sediment 
Control Plan and Water Quality Monitoring Plan 
must be developed by a qualified professional and 
submitted to the Ministry for acceptance. 
 
Background turbidity levels will be measured in 
the nine fish bearing watercourses prior to 
construction activities. Environmental Monitoring 
and water quality monitoring will be conducted at 
site specific construction activities that could 
possibly have an effect on water quality, and 
BCWQG will be used as a water quality 
monitoring guideline. Corrective actions and the 
need to stop work will be collaboratively assessed 
and remedied between the EM and contractor. 

Turbidity was measured for the environmental 
assessment using the visual scale. We recommend 
that turbidity be measured with appropriate 
monitoring devices so that a quantitative measure is 
made. 

BC Hydro does not agree to two hour intervals for The 2 hour frequency is recommended when the 
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and 80 NTU, and a 10% increase 
when background levels exceed 80 
NTU.    
 
In the event this criterion is 
exceeded, the Environmental 
Monitor shall stop all construction 
activities until more effective 
sediment and erosion control 
measures are implemented. 

turbidity measurements.  The frequency of water 
quality monitoring will increase when there is 
increased risk.  The risk and the frequency of 
monitoring will be addressed in the sediment and 
erosion plan included in the EPP. BC Hydro will 
consult with First Nations on the EPP. 

potential for sediment infiltration in watercourses is 
higher. This could include, but is not limited to, 
construction activities in close proximity to a 
watercourse and/or periods of heavy rain fall. 

D. Aquatic Resources 

9 Parties must agree on avoidance 
and mitigation measures to 
protect fish and other aquatic 
species (amphibians), as well as 
First Nations fishing activities. 

Section 4.1 of the EA identifies a number of 
potential mitigation measures to protect fish, fish 
habitat and amphibians.  (Exhibit B-1, Appendix 
E-2(a), p43-46 and p42-46) BC Hydro shared 
these mitigations with First Nations in December 
2014.  These mitigations measures have been 
adopted in the Project’s EMP. 
 
Site specific EPPs will be developed to address 
potential effects to fish and other aquatic species 
in accordance to BMPs, Permits and regulatory 
regulations and guidelines. The only confirmed 
instream works activity is the rock placement on 
the dam and a Section 9 permit has already been 
obtained from the Ministry. No effects to fish are 
expected therefore fish availability to First Nations 
fishers should not be affected. 
 
Further information on mitigations, best 
management practices, and permit conditions for 
among other things fish habitat, see items #3 and 
4.  
 
BC Hydro has required the Prime Contractor to 
meet the conditions in the Section 9 approval and 
if additional instream works are required (i.e. 
culvert replacement) they must obtain a Section 9 
approval , and to include a number of mitigation 

Updated baseline data on the location of amphibian 
breeding and movement corridors is required to 
ensure this plan is effective in protecting wildlife.  

Ground truthing of traditional use sites is also 
required to ensure protection of First Nations fishing 
activities. 

BC Hydro’s conclusion that “no effects to fish are 
expected and therefore fish availability” for First 
Nations will be unaffected, fails to take into account 
impacts to First Nations fishers from: lack of access; 
affected quality of fish resources (e.g., as a result of 
deteriorated water quality/quantity); concerns over 
contamination; and SFN members’ avoidance of the 
area. 
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measures into its EPP.  
 
As this time BC Hydro does not anticipate any 
amphibian salvage, but as a precautionary 
measure the EMP requires the Project Contractor 
to develop as part of its EPP an amphibian 
salvage and relocation program in accordance 
with the salvage permit issued by the Ministry of 
Forest, Lands and Natural Resource Operations if 
relocation is required.  

BC Hydro hopes to gain First Nation’s support for 
the mitigation measures that address fish, fish 
habitat and amphibians through its efforts to 
address First Nation’s concerns. Ultimately the 
decision on fish, fish habitat, and amphibians 
rests with BC Hydro, however, it will use the 
information obtained from First Nations to inform 
decisions as to content of the EPP. 

Mitigation measures are presented in the FNITR that 
will protect fish and fish habitat. We recommend that 
BC Hydro follow these measures to gain SFN’s 
support. 

10 BC Hydro and its contractor(s) must 
exceed the B.C. Water Quality 
Guidelines for the protection of 
aquatic life, actively monitor and 
record water quality indices during 
construction activities, and stop all 
construction activities if water quality 
measurements exceed acceptable 
levels. 

As part of the Water Act Section 9 approval for 
Bennett WAC Dam instream works BC Hydro will 
submit to the Ministry of Environment a water 
quality monitoring plan developed in accordance 
with the BC Water Quality and Turbidity 
Guidelines, a Sediment Control Plan and an 
Environmental Management Plan. 
 
For all instream work activities a site specific 
water quality monitoring plan will be developed by 
the Contractor in accordance with established 
BMPs, permitting requirements and regulatory 
regulations and guidelines, including adaptive 
management component to address potential 
exceedances with water quality monitoring 
criteria.  For further information about BC Hydro’s 
response to potential impacts to water quality in 
the Project area, see above responses to items #3 
and 4. 
 

Activities that are not associated with instream works, 
such as road traffic, have the potential to introduce 
dust and sedimentation into watercourses. Therefore, 
project activities that are outside the scope of permit 
approvals must also be considered during mitigation 
planning and implementation 

Monitoring instream activity does not address 
concerns about water quality where instream 
activities are not being conducted but may 
nonetheless be affected by road traffic and other 
Project activities. 

11 BCH must ensure that water Both the Table and Utah Roads are Canfor See SFN response #6 for a description of SFN 
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crossings are designed to facilitate 
fish passage at both high and low 
flows and timing windows that 
incorporate spawning, incubation 
and hatch times for all species using 
watercourses. 

permitted roads and have existing culverts. If BC 
Hydro’s improvements to and/or use of the  Table 
and Utah roads require culvert work, culverts will 
be installed in accordance with current road 
standards, including road standards to facilitate 
fish passage in accordance with Forest Road 
Engineering Standards and Fish Passage 
Guidelines. 
 
In the EMP BC Hydro identified two potential 
culvert replacements on Table Road.  These 
culverts will be assessed to determine if 
replacement is necessary.  For all water crossing 
replacements a Water Sustainability Act Section 9 
will be required and obtained by the Contractor. 
All water crossing will be conducted in accordance 
to the Section 9 approval conditions. (see EMP 
section 2.2.2) 

members’ use of creeks and description of fish and 
fish habitat.  

The EMP establishes the requirements for the EPP. 
The EMP, however, fails to incorporate traditional use 
information from SFN and the FNITR’s requested 
mitigation measures.  

BC Hydro’s reliance on the Contractor’s EPP fails to 
provide SFN with a commitment that its requested 
mitigation measures for fish and fish habitat will be 
implemented.  

12 Removal of vegetation within or near 
a riparian management area (RMA) 
must be planned and coordinated to 
prevent an increased windthrow risk 
to RMAs. 
 
BC Hydro must ensure that within 
and adjacent to RMAs, wildlife trees 
are retained. 
 
Riparian habitat features along the 
roadside must be clearly marked and 
protected prior to 
road widening and maintenance 
commencing. 
 
Removal of vegetation within or 
adjacent to RMAs must be 
supervised by a First Nations 
Environmental Monitor. 

Agreed. BC Hydro will ensure that removal of 
vegetation in RMA must be planned and 
coordinated to prevent an increased windthrow 
risk to RMAs.  BC Hydro will minimize any 
vegetation removal in the Riparian Management 
Areas to what is necessary.  
 
BC Hydro initially advised First Nations that no 
wildlife-supporting trees will be removed as part of 
the vegetation clearing for the Project (except 
hazard trees). However, an osprey nest was 
subsequently identified in the Sand Flat Quarry 
area which may need to be removed at some 
point. At this time, the Ministry has provided BC 
Hydro with Wildlife Act approval to place a 
deterrent in the nest which will be removed at the 
end of the Project. The deterrent was placed in 
the nest on April 9, 2016.  If the deterrent fails BC 
Hydro will submit a new application to remove the 
tree. 
 
With regard to windthrow risk, the Sandflat Quarry 

SFN is concerned about the adverse impacts of haul 
trucks, the construction of road pull-outs and the 
possibility of road widening that encroaches upon 
RMAs on riparian habitat.  

The protection of RMAs requires the ground truthing 
of traditional use sites. 

As discussed at the April 21, 2016 meeting, SFN 
requests signage to protect riparian vegetation, as 
well as buffering, applying  “dust buffers”, and fencing 
sensitive areas. 
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site has a pre-existing windthrow condition due to 
previous logging and pine beetle kill.  BC Hydro 
does not envision the vegetation clearing for the 
Project to increase the existing windthrow 
condition.  The vegetation to be removed is 
generally small regeneration in the Sand Flat 
Quarry cut block and not subject to windthrow.  
 
With respect to the role of First Nation 
environmental monitors, see response to item 
#14. 

13 BCH must ensure wetlands adjacent 
to roads are protected by ensuring 
that there is no road widening into 
wetlands or into buffers around 
wetlands, and by implementing 
sediment control measures to reduce 
sediment distribution to wetlands. 
 
Standard erosion and sediment 
control mitigation, such as silt 
fences, erosion control matting 
should be employed to reduce 
sediment delivery to wetlands (see 
Work Plan S1). 
 
Construct and maintain sediment 
traps in ditches to reduce 
sedimentation into wetlands (see 
Work Plan S1). 
 
Schedule regular inspections and 
maintenance of all structures related 
to water management and sediment 
control (see Work Plan S1). 
 
Management of fugitive dustfall 
through a Dust Management and 
Monitoring Plan. If appropriate, a 

With respect to the concerns raised regarding 
potential project impacts to wetlands, the EA 
included a search for wetlands in the Project area 
and buffer. An assessment area of 70m from the 
centre of the access roads was applied (the zone 
of impact for road construction is 20m). The EA 
concluded that there are no wetlands within the 
assessment area. (Exhibit B-1, Appendix E-2(a), 
p32).  No wetlands outside this assessment area 
are expected to be affected by the Project.  
 
With respect to the concerns raised regarding 
potential project impacts from sediment 
distribution, see BC Hydro’s response to items #3 
and 4.  
 
BC Hydro and LGL agree that wetlands in the 
vicinity of the Project are at low risk of being 
directly affected by the Project activities.  Please 
see response to item #3-8 in respect of mitigations 
to water quality and items #15-16 in respect of 
Dust Mitigation and Air Quality. 

SFN’s original requests remain outstanding, and BC 
Hydro’s paragraphs are unresponsive. 

For clarification, LGL agrees that the Project is not 
likely to directly affect the extent (i.e., area) of any 
wetlands in the Project area, but changes to water 
flow and water quality (e.g., sedimentation) could 
affect the integrity of wetlands 
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dust monitoring station should be 
established at one of the wetlands, 
such as the larger wetland adjacent 
to Elizabeth Creek identified in 
Figure 7 (see Work Plan AQ1). 

E. Environmental Management (First Nation Monitoring) 

14 BC Hydro must ensure that First 
Nations environmental monitors are 
employed at all work sites during 
construction activities and all Project 
phases. 

BC Hydro will ensure First Nations are provided 
opportunities to work as Environmental Monitors 
on the Project.  The precise nature of the 
opportunities will be discussed further with First 
Nations.  
 

At the April 21, 2016 meeting BC Hydro mentioned 
having First Nation monitors accompany the BC 
Hydro Environmental Monitor during any visits to the 
site. First Nation Environmental Monitors require 
autonomy at the site and should not be limited to 
“tagging along” with the BC Hydro Environmental 
Monitor. The role and responsibilities of the First 
Nation Environmental Monitor will need to be 
determined prior to the commencement of the 
Project. 

F. Dust Mitigation and Air Quality 

15 BCH and its contractor(s) must 
exceed Provincial ambient air quality 
objectives to protect human health 
and vegetation against increased 
dust resulting from the Project. 
 
The BC ambient air quality 
guidelines for dustfall represent an 
appropriate threshold where adverse 
impacts can be measured. To ensure 
these guidelines are not exceeded 
BC Hydro, and its Prime Contractor, 
will implement a Dust Management 
and Monitoring Plan that must be 
developed in collaboration with First 
Nations. 
 
The plan will include appropriately 
located dust monitoring stations, 
actions for reducing high levels of 

The B.C. Ambient Air Quality Objectives are 
nonbinding limits that can inform regulatory 
decision makers. FLNRO and the Ministry of 
Energy and Mines did not include the B.C. 
Ambient Air Quality Objectives as conditions of 
the regulatory permits issued for the Project. 
While BC Hydro is not required to meet the BC 
Ambient Air Quality Objectives for the Project, it 
will nonetheless take steps to ensure that any 
potential impacts from dust caused by the Project 
are mitigated through appropriate mitigation 
measures and management plans.  
 
The EA assessed the potential effects from dust 
as being low.  Furthermore BC Hydro will be 
requiring the contractor to develop a dust control 
plan that will mitigate the effects of dust.  This 
dust control plan must include an environmental 
monitoring program to ensure the plan’s 
effectiveness.   For these reasons, BC Hydro 

The ambient air quality objectives are derived 
statistically from several studies and can be 
interpreted as the levels above which there is 
statistical confidence that an adverse impact to 
human health or the environment will occur. 
Therefore, monitoring and management of dust to 
levels below these objectives will provide assurances 
to First Nations that effects are minimized to the 
extent possible. 
 
Dust monitors and adaptive monitoring are required 
as part of the EEP. See SFN responses #5 and 7. 
 
The EA was based on qualitative information. No 
actual dust or air quality measurements were made 
to support the environmental assessment. 
 
Dust dispersion modelling was completed for the 
Wuthrich Quarry, that is being used as part of the 
Site C Project. This modelling suggested that 
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fugitive dust, such as details on the 
frequency of road watering and/or 
use of dust suppressants and 
compliance reporting of dust levels 
throughout the Project site. 
 
Dust monitoring stations will be 
erected prior to the start of 
construction. 
 
Monitoring stations should be placed 
in locations that meet the following 
criteria: 
 Low-lying areas (away from 

crests of ridge lines) so as to 
allow for dust collection as a 
result of gravity settling,  

 Open areas (i.e., existing clear 
cuts with sufficient ground cover 
or meadows) with trees and 
other obstructions that are less 
than 30 above horizontal viewed 
from the station location, 

 Trees and other obstructions 
within 20 m of the station should 
be less than 1 m in height, and 
Readily accessible. 

 
The air quality objective for dustfall 
should be set at 1.7 mg/dm2/day 
(averaged over a 30 day period). 
 

does not consider dust monitoring stations as 
necessary.  Further details on dust control are set 
out below. 
 
BC Hydro has required the Prime Contractor to 
develop and implement an Air Quality and Dust 
Control Plan which will include the following 
monitoring measures to control dust.   This is both 
a potential environmental and safety issue and all 
workers on site will have a role in monitoring dust.  
For example, in addition environmental monitors 
truckers on the road will be expected to call in 
instances of fugitive dust so this can be mitigated.  
Measures may include: 
 Access roads, lay down areas and 

borrow/spoiling areas will be the focus of dust 
suppression. Calcium chloride or 
lignosulfonate will be used as the primary dust 
mitigation measure on the Project site;  The 
Material Safety data sheet will be provided in 
the EPP. 

 In order to minimize the potential for dust 
generation in general construction works, limit 
the handling of potential dust generating 
materials (i.e. avoid double-handling); 

 All drivers are to maintain safe speeds on all 
access roads, limiting dust generation where 
practicable; 

 Visual site inspection of dust generation and 
general air quality will be undertaken at all 
times whilst construction works are being 
undertaken;  

 Maintain on-site heavy machinery and 
construction equipment exhaust systems in 
accordance with the Provincial requirements; 
and, 

 
Where water is to be utilized for dust control (or 
compaction), the withdrawal will comply with the 
terms and conditions provided in the Water Act 

ambient air quality objectives and Canada-wide 
standards for particulate matter may be exceeded.  
As stated in response #5, the mitigations in the Mines 
Act Notice of Work Permit are general and lack 
specific protection measurements for dust. 
 
The documents BC Hydro provided that were 
reviewed as part of the FNITR only mentioned water 
as the dust control agent. No mention of calcium 
chloride or lignosulfonates was made. 
 

Visual site inspection of dust generation and general 
air quality is subjective. Having quantitative dust 
measuring devices will provide more accurate and 
consistent data on dust levels caused by the project. 

These measures do not appear to account for SFN 
members’ concerns regarding dust on the quality and 
quantity of plant and medicine resources and water 
resources in the vicinity of the Project, and avoidance 
of the area stemming from dustfall. 
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Section 8 Approval – #A703728 including but not 
limited to water take locations, type of water use 
and volumes of water permitting at each location.  
A copy of the Water Act Section 8 Approval is 
provided in Appendix B. 
 
BC Hydro’s Mines Act Notice of Work includes 
Condition 21 which provides that BC Hydro must 
adhere to the following conditions in respect of 
dust control:  
 
21.  Dust Control: 
a) All dust on the mine site shall be suitably 

controlled at the source. Dust shall not be 
allowed to impact adjacent properties. All dust 
inside building and structures shall be suitably 
controlled at the source. 

b)  All roads on the mine site shall be 
appropriately constructed and topdressed 
such that dust is controlled. 

c) A sprinkler system, water truck, or other 
appropriate means shall be utilized to ensure 
dust is adequately controlled at the mine site. 

d) The Permittee shall ensure all vehicles exiting 
the mine site are adequately 
washed to minimize the potential spread of 
dust. 

e) Covered trailers shall be utilized on all haul 
trucks exiting the mine site. (Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix H, p15).  

 
16 Parties must agree on further dust 

modelling and dust control. 
BC Hydro believes that dust modelling for the 
Project would be of little use given that the EA 
assessed all potential impacts from dust to be 
mitigatable. Dust will be mitigated at the quarry 
site and on the haul roads. In BC Hydro’s 
experience, modelling tends not to identify specific 
issues or mitigation measures. The dust models 
we’re familiar with measure the impacts of dust in 
relation to specific residences (known as 

There are many SFN values (that may act as 
receptors) in the Project area vulnerable to dust and 
dust is a major concern of SFN members. The extent 
of potential impacts from the Project was not possible 
to assess due to a lack of precise information on 
dustfall. 
 
Dust modelling would show First Nation members the 
extent of potential impacts. When these are 
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receptors). In the case at hand, there is no 
permanent human residence or receptor located 
in the Project area to which we can usefully apply 
a model. In BC Hydro’s view, environmental 
monitoring will be more effective at identifying 
specific issues and impacts related to dust. 
 
For further information regarding BC Hydro’s 
intended dust mitigation and monitoring 
measures, see response to items #15 and 16.  
 

considered with the location of traditional use sites 
(from the TUS report) First Nations could clearly 
understand the level of effects. 
 
Furthermore, if the dust modeling shows that dust 
may travel up to 50 m from the road, for example, 
then the Environmental Monitors can monitor dust 
dispersion to see if this actually occurs or if the dust 
mitigation is being effective. 
 
A quantitative measure needs to be in place for 
monitoring and managing the effects of dust. 

G. Noise 

17 Parties must agree on noise 
modeling and mitigation. 
 

BC Hydro believes that noise modelling for the 
Project would be of little use given that the EA 
assessed all potential impacts from noise to be 
mitigatable. In BC Hydro’s experience, noise 
modelling tends not to identify specific issues or 
mitigation measures we can usefully act upon. BC 
Hydro can however assess specific noise issues 
and impacts through environmental monitoring. 

Similar to the dust modelling, noise modelling would 
show First Nation members the extent of the impact. 
For example, if noise levels are elevated within 100 
m of the roads, and this area overlaps with traditional 
use sites (e.g., plant and medicine picking), First 
Nation members can decide whether or not to go to 
these areas. 

To address noise, Condition 20 of BC Hydro’s 
Mines Act Notice of Work Permit for the quarry 
site calls for a number of noise abatement 
measures: 
 
20. Noise Abatement: 
 
a) The Manager shall ensure compliance with 

2.6.1 of the Code and ensure any machinery 
or equipment which, when operating, exposes 
the operator or persons in the vicinity to noise 
levels in excess of those prescribed in Table 
2-2, Part 2, for unprotected ears, shall if 
practicable, be fitted with a properly 
maintained muffler or other noise reducing 
device. 

b) Stationary engines and portable compressor 

SFN’s comments in responses #5  and #15 also 
apply to Condition 20. 
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installations shall be enclosed in noise 
attenuating structures.  

Site equipment shall be fitted with high efficiency 
muffling devices.  (Exhibit B-1, Appendix H, p15) 

To address any safety issues arising from noise 
hazards, access to the quarry will be limited to 
persons authorized by the mine manager, and a 
gate and/or security will be set up at the entrance 
to the Spur Road. 
 
BC Hydro has required the Prime Contractor to 
incorporate mitigation measures into the EPP and 
TMP to address impacts from noise. These 
include: 

 Implementing a vehicle/equipment anti-
idling policy for construction equipment 
and vehicles; 

 Equipment operators and maintenance 
staff will routinely (daily visual inspections 
of all equipment and 500-hour 
preventative maintenance) check the 
exhaust systems of construction 
equipment to identify actual or potential 
exhaust system deficiencies; 

 
Correct any deficiencies with equipment within a 
reasonable time frame. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BC Hydro’s requirement that the Contractor correct 
equipment deficiencies “within a reasonable time” 
does not respond to SFN’s concerns. 

 

Any deficiencies with equipment should be corrected 
immediately. Equipment should be taken out of 
service until deficiencies are corrected. 

18 BCH and its contractor(s) must 
provide an expected zone of 
influence based on agreed noise 
dispersion modelling, with regard to 
the noise of dozers, dumpers, front-
end loaders, excavators, air track 
drills, and rock trucks. 

BC Hydro will not be providing an expected zone 
of influence based on noise modelling. With 
respect to the issue of noise modelling, see BC 
Hydro’s response to item #17.  
 
While BC Hydro does not intend to undertake 
noise modelling, it has estimated noise levels of 
the various equipment and machinery likely to be 

It remains unclear what these typical noise levels are. 

BC Hydro informed SFN at the April 21, 2016 
meeting that the scope of the Project has changed. 
Accordingly, we request confirmation on the number 
of blasts that will occur on a daily basis. 
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used on the Project. BC Hydro expects that the 
noise levels associated with blasting will be typical 
of quarrying operations. In this particular case, the 
impacts are estimated to be low and temporary as 
only one blast per day is expected, possibly two 
per day if the Project Contractor expedites the 
blasting program. (Exhibit B-3, BC Hydro 
Response to MLIB/SFN IR 1.1.1.2). 
 

BC Hydro’s estimation that impacts from blasting will 
be low does not address disturbance to SFN 
members’ cultural values and land uses due to a loss 
of sense of place, avoidance of the area, and the 
dispersal of animals. 

19 Pre-disturbance Baseline Vegetation 
Analysis 
 
BC Hydro must collect 
comprehensive baseline data on 
individual plant species that may be 
impacted during construction, and 
work with Twin Sisters Nursery to 
select plants for reclamation. 
 
Delineate ecosystem units (i.e., 
polygons) that overlap the Project 
footprint boundaries. 
 
Characterize the vegetation 
attributes and composition within 
these areas. 
 
Document any rare and/or 
traditionally used plant species within 
these ecosystems. 

BC Hydro has already collected comprehensive 
baseline data on individual plant species that may 
be impacted during construction. Specifically, the 
EA included a vegetation survey of 10 terrestrial 
survey points throughout the Project area. A total 
of 85 plants species were encountered; none are 
conserved considered rare. BC Hydro will use this 
information to inform the Reclamation Plan.  
 
BC Hydro will not be collecting seeds for 
reclamation in advance of construction as we do 
not believe this is necessary.  The plant species in 
the Project footprint are the same as the 
surrounding area and can be obtained at any 
time. 
 
As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will 
work with First Nations to select plants for 
reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit 
to working with a particular contractor until the 
open book procurement process is complete. BC 
Hydro understands that the Project Contractor is 
currently engaged in discussions with First 
Nations contractors in regards to Reclamation, it 
is our understanding that First Nations have 
shown interest in the Reclamation work package. 

We disagree that the data collected was 
comprehensive. According to the EA report, 
vegetation data was collected at 14 survey points 
along the access roads and 5 survey points within the 
quarry site. The methods in the EA stated vegetation 
transect surveys were also conducted but no data 
was reported for these surveys.   

 

BC Hydro did not determine if these plant species 
were traditionally used species, therefore the pre-
disturbance baseline vegetation analysis is 
warranted. 

 

20 Vegetation Monitoring and Protection 
Plan 
 
Clearly mark the location of 

The majority of the clearing for Project Areas is in 
the SFQ area and BC Hydro will be addressing 
impacts to vegetation through reclamation as 
opposed to a protection plan.  Clearing on the 

Also, as stated in the FNITR report other plants not 
specifically indicated in the list may also be used for 
medicinal purposes; however, specific knowledge of 
these plants is considered private for two reasons: 1) 
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traditionally used plants where these 
occur in the vicinity of Project 
activities. 
 
Where applicable, include a 
protective vegetated buffer around 
traditionally used plants. 
 
Monitor the impacts of Project 
activities on these plant species. 

road will be much less than the quarry and will be 
within the limits of Canfor’s permitted use.   
 
The EA notes that none of 85 plant species that 
were identified in the Project area are considered 
rare by BC Conservation Data Center. The First 
Nations Independent Technical Review reviewed 
these plants and identified 23 that could be used 
for medicinal purposes.  Since none of the plants 
identified are rare, BC Hydro does not propose to 
apply the requested protection measures. 
 
With respect to the role of First Nations Monitors 
see response to item #14. 

specific information about medicinal plants is taught 
in a particular way; and 2) if individuals are not 
properly trained in how to collect and prepare 
medicines they can be dangerous. A traditional plant 
expert will need to verify the list of species and can 
help to inform the protection of vegetation. 

BC Hydro is required under its  Mines Act Notice of 
Work permit to consider traditional use of plant 
species for reclamation work. 

21 Revegetation Plan 
 
Parties must agree on reclamation 
standards for the SFQ site, roads 
and other work sites. These 
standards must include post 
construction habitat enhancement. 
 
Conduct pre-disturbance vegetation 
surveys to characterize plant species 
 
Re-evaluate the pre- and post-
closure ecosystem units, including a 
tabular summary of capability targets 
of forest productivity and wildlife 
capability using pre-disturbance 
conditions. 
 
Twin Sisters Nursery to collect seed 
from select vegetation species on the 
Project site. 
 
Conduct active reclamation 
throughout Project area. 

With respect to the baseline vegetation data 
already collected in the EA please see the 
response immediately above.   
 
With respect to the Sand Flat Quarry Site, BC 
Hydro is required to develop and implement a 
Reclamation Plan for the Sand Flat Quarry site as 
part of its Mines Act Notice of Work Permit. In 
particular, Condition 27 of the Notice of Work 
provides: 
 
27. Reclamation: 
 

The Manager shall ensure that topsoil is 
salvaged and stockpiled as a routine 
standard procedure and whenever there 
is material to salvage, for use in 
reclamation. Seeding of stockpiles is to be 
done when necessary, to prevent erosion 
and/or the spread of invasive species. 

 
Concurrent reclamation shall be practiced 
whenever practicable, or as other permit 
conditions may require.  
 
Reclamation activities shall include re-contouring 

At the April 21, 2016 meeting SFN stressed that 
revegetation should take forest productivity and 
wildlife capability into consideration. For example, the 
Project is within the range of the Klinse-Za caribou 
herd so active reclamation and revegetation of the 
site to return it to suitable caribou habitat as quickly 
as possible is preferred. 
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of disturbed areas similar to pre-disturbance 
shapes and re-establishment of natural gullies 
and swales so that surface drainage patterns are 
re-established. Compacted surfaces should bee 
ripped to allow normal water infiltration and growth 
of vegetation. 
 
Once disturbed sites have been re-graded, soil 
materials salvaged prior to the construction of the 
site shall be replaced. Applied soils should: 

 be rough and loose with lots of microsites 
(small depressions) for seeds to lodge in 
and germinate;  

 be keyed into the materials under the 
soils so that they do not slide or slump off; 

 incorporate roots, stumps and other 
woody debris to reduce erosion and 
create greater biological diversity; and 

 be re-vegetated promptly. (Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix H, p17) 

 
The Reclamation Plan will be developed once the 
footprint of the quarry is confirmed, and 
implemented at the end of the quarry work. We 
will consult with First Nations on the Reclamation 
Plan while it is being developed.  
 
The Spur Road will be deactivated after the quarry 
site is closed. 
 
With respect to the Table and Utah Roads, Canfor 
holds the Road Permit for these roads, and it is 
our understanding that these roads will remain in 
continued use by Canfor as permit holder after the 
Project is completed.  
 
In regards to Twin Sister, please see response to 
item #19.  
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BC Hydro hopes to gain First Nations support for 
the Reclamation Plan through its efforts to 
address First Nations concerns. Ultimately the 
decision on the Reclamation Plan rests with BC 
Hydro, however, it will use the information 
obtained from First Nations to inform decisions as 
to content. 

BC Hydro is required under its  Mines Act Notice of 
Work permit to consider traditional use of plant 
species for reclamation work: 

4.      Re-vegetation 

Land shall be re-vegetated to a self-
sustaining state using appropriate plant 
species. Re-vegetation species shall be 
selected based on the principles of ecological 
succession, traditional use and cultural 
significance, including all reasonable efforts 
to use only native species unless short-lived 
agronomic species are required to 
temporarily control erosion. [Emphasis 
added.] 

I. Wildlife 

22 Operational Wildlife Protection and 
Monitoring Plan 

BC Hydro, in collaboration with 
T8FNs, will develop a table of 
contents and outline for the 
Operation Wildlife Protection and 
Monitoring Plan (OWPMP).  

The OWPMP will provide details on 
site selection for implementing 
mitigation measures and monitoring 
programs, personnel responsibilities 
and timeframe of programs.  

Protection measures must include:  

 The hours of the day that 
trucks can be on the road, as 
agreed by the parties, so that 

Potential wildlife interactions will be mitigated with 
a Wildlife/Caribou Mitigation Plan. Potential 
conflicts with traditional users will be mitigated 
through project notifications. For further details, 
see response to item #1.  
 
BCH has required the Project Contractor to 
incorporate a provision in its Environmental 
Protection Plan that provides that BC Hydro’s 
employees and contractors’ employees (including 
the Project Contractor) cannot engage in hunting 
or fishing activities in the Project area while 
engaged in employment activities connected with 
the Project. 
 
BC Hydro will update its EMP to account for 
operational wildlife protection and monitoring and 
this will also form part of the contractors EPP.  
First Nations will have an opportunity to provide 
comment on the EPP. 

The Contractor’s EPP must incorporate traditional 
use information.  The current EMP fails to incorporate 
traditional use information and the First Nations 
requested mitigation measures. For e.g.,  the EMP 
comments that noise may disperse wildlife, but does 
not discuss mitigation measures. 
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conflicts with wildlife are 
avoided.  

BC Hydro must ensure that there 
is no hunting or fishing by 
employees of BC Hydro or its 
contractor(s). 

23 Moose Habitat Suitability Models 
 
BC Hydro will develop habitat 
suitability models for moose in the 
winter and calving seasons based on 
ecosystem units in the Project area. 
 
Suitability ratings will be modeled by 
GIS staff using RIC standards and 
based on modeling programs using 
ArcGIS. 
 
Assumptions used in the 
development of the models will be 
identified, including the zones of 
influence of Project components. 
 

BC Hydro is not going to be developing habitat 
suitability models because BC Hydro does not 
consider these studies necessary for this Project. 
The Project does not trigger a provincial or federal 
environmental assessment and this type of 
modelling is not required.   The Environmental 
Assessment undertook an appropriate 
assessment of wildlife given the size and scope of 
the project.   

According to BC Hydro’s Application, Project 
activities are expected to occur within the critical 
period for moose (May 15 – July 15), which is the 
calving period.  

Additionally, BC Hydro stated at the April 21, 2016 
meeting that the quarrying may be completed within 
one year (e.g., August 2016 to April 2017).  This 
project schedule would require quarry work and rock 
hauling throughout the winter. 

These activities would overlap the cautionary period 
for moose (November 6 – May 15), which can affect 
moose wintering in the area. The winter period can 
be a limiting season for moose therefore a clear 
understanding of the availability of moose habitat in 
the Project area is key for understanding the impacts.  

Furthermore, the EA report prepared for the Project 
did not consider Project activities during the winter as 
this was not the original scope of the Project. 

24 Pre-Construction Nest Surveys 
 
BC Hydro will develop a framework 
for avoiding and mitigating Project 
effects on songbirds and their nests, 
in consultation with federal and 
provincial regulators as part of the 
OWPMP. 
 
Should vegetation clearing be 
required by BC Hydro during the 
nesting period for migratory birds in 
the region, an active migratory bird 

Project effects on songbirds are addressed in the 
EMP (section 4.16.2) and will be further 
addressed in a bird nesting mitigation plan that is 
part of the contractors EPP.   This section of the 
EMP addresses bullets 1-3.  During bird nesting 
season BC Hydro will require the contractor to 
conduct pre-construction nest surveys in 
accordance with the Project contractors EPP. The 
EPP will include the measures listed by LGL, with 
the exception that it will not be done in 
consultation with provincial and federal regulators 
as we are not currently contemplating removal of 
a bird nest.  Should nest removal be required BC 

The incidental take of a bird, egg or nest is in 
contravention of the Migratory Birds Convention Act 
and the BC Wildlife Act. Any pre-construction nesting 
surveys must be planned and conducted with due 
care. Once this plan is prepared there must be an 
independent technical review of field plans.  
Additionally, the results of any nest searches will 
need to be reviewed by First Nations. 
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nest survey(s) will be conducted. 
 
The active migratory bird nest survey 
will require a field plan, including 
acquiring all relevant permits, for 
conducting nest searches with input 
by T8FNs. Maps will be prepared by 
BC Hydro to assist in field planning. 
 
For any given area, field surveys will 
be required seven days in advance 
of that area being cleared. The area 
will require re-surveying if clearing is 
scheduled beyond the seven day 
period. 
 
BC Hydro will report daily to the 
Environmental Monitor on site to 
coordinate the clearing schedule. 
 
Where timing windows overlap, nest 
surveys will be completed in 
conjunction with other pre-
construction surveys, such as 
amphibian surveys and wildlife 
habitat feature surveys. 

Hydro will consult with the appropriate regulatory 
authorities. 

APPENDIX A



Saulteau First Nations Response to BC Hydro Table on Mitigation Requests 

24 
 

25 Pre-Construction Wildlife Habitat 
Feature Surveys 
 
BC Hydro, in collaboration with 
T8FNs, will prepare a Project-
specific mitigation plan for wildlife 
habitat features and prepare a field 
program for pre-construction surveys 
in consultation with federal and 
provincial regulators. 
 
BC Hydro, in collaboration with 
T8FNs, will identify which wildlife 
habitat features are applicable to the 
Project area and timing windows for 
surveys. Wildlife habitat features 
may include large stick nests, wildlife 
trees, ungulate movement corridors 
and mineral licks. 
 
Wildlife habitat features should be 
maintained in a natural state to 
ensure wildlife species will continue 
to have access to these features 
during critical and high use periods. 
 
Mineral licks are culturally sensitive 
and traditional land use sites for First 
Nations. All mineral licks in the 
vicinity of the Project should be 
identified and assessed. The 
significance of a lick should be 
determined based on the level of 
traditional land use, location, extent 
of ungulate use and the relative 
availability of other licks in the area.  

As part of the EA, Ecofor conducted field work to 
record observations of wildlife and wildlife features 
in the SFQ. The SFQ is an old cut block and will 
be cleared for quarry development. There are no 
other Project activities that require a large amount 
of vegetation removal and associated wildlife 
habitat. Road widening will be limited to pull-outs 
and widening in specific corners as required.  
Road widening will be within permitted use, but 
BC Hydro does intend to widen the road where 
this is not necessary for the Project.   When these 
pull-out areas have been identified a professional 
biologist will conduct a wildlife habitat assessment 
to identify potential issues to wildlife habitat.  
 
Wildlife habitat features will be included in the 
SFQ reclamation plan.  

The data from the TUS can be used in the 
assessment of impacts to wildlife habitat potential 
caused by construction of the pull outs. Additionally, 
First Nations should accompany the professional 
biologist during this work. 

Specific surveys to target mineral licks (or wildlife 
habitat features) were not conducted by BC Hydro. 
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Developments within 400 m of 
mineral lick site and wildlife trails 
connecting to mineral licks should be 
minimized. This larger setback, 
compared to what is recommended 
by regulatory agencies, provides for 
the protection of habitat that is 
capable of protecting both ecological 
integrity and cultural values relating 
to mineral licks that are related to 
harvesting and practicing Treaty 
rights.  
 
BC Hydro must avoid the disruption 
to drainage and groundwater near 
mineral licks and to maintain visual 
screening (i.e., forested cover) to 
provide security and escape cover 
around mineral lick sites and wildlife 
trails.  
 
BC Hydro, in collaboration with 
T8FNs, will conduct field surveys for 
wildlife habitat features in the Project 
area. Surveys may be coupled with 
other wildlife surveys, such as 
amphibian surveys and/or nest 
surveys should the timing windows 
overlap.  

No mineral licks have been identified in the 
Project area to date.  
 

 

26 Pre-Construction Amphibian Surveys 
 
BC Hydro, in collaboration with 

BC Hydro evaluated wetlands and ponds and 
concluded there are none within the Project 
footprint.   Due to the absence of wetlands in the 

It is unclear how wetlands and ponds were evaluated 
since none of the survey points were within any of the 
wetlands that occur within the Project area. 
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T8FNs, must prepare a Project-
specific mitigation plan for 
amphibians, which will include a field 
plan for pre-construction surveys. 
The plan must include maps that 
identify potential high risk areas 
(e.g., breeding sites, movement 
corridors) for amphibians with 
particular attention to western toads.  
 
BC Hydro, with the assistance of 
T8FNs, must conduct field surveys 
during the cautionary period for 
amphibian breeding activity (May to 
August).  
 
The plan must include provisions for 
relocating affected amphibians and 
other measures such as erecting 
diversion fences. A federal handling 
permit is required for working with 
western toads.  
 

Project footprint it is anticipated that this will not 
be necessary.  However, in the unlikely event the 
contractor’s activities requires amphibian salvage 
the procedures for these activities will be set out 
in the contractors EPP.  Any measure undertaken 
will adhere to applicable federal and provincial 
regulatory requirements.   See section EMP 
4.16.3 for further details. 
 
 

Therefore, SFN requests site visits with traditional 
land users. 

As discussed above and in the FNITR report there 
are wetlands in close proximity to the access roads. 
These may act as suitable breeding areas for 
western toads (note: one western toad was observed 
in the project area during the baseline surveys). 
Western toads can disperse several kilometers from 
breeding area and the mass migration of toadlets is a 
common occurrence for this species. Therefore 
confirmation of breeding areas and movement 
corridors is important. 

27 Caribou Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program 
 
BC Hydro, will prepare wildlife 
observation forms for use by Project 
personnel on-site, and will liaise with 
the Environmental Coordinator to 
record and manage caribou 
observations during Project activities.  
 
BC Hydro will survey critical caribou 
habitat and telemetry locations that 
are in close proximity to the SFQ.  
 
The vegetation and ecosystem 
characteristics will be documented to 
aid in the reclamation planning. 

Agreed. 
 
The contractor will be utilizing wildlife 
observations forms for all wildlife sittings.   
 
The First Nations Independent Technical Review 
has identified new information from the Federal 
Species at Risk Recovery Strategy series.  This 
regarding Caribou completed its assessment of 
Caribou.    
 
BC Hydro will survey critical caribou habitat and 
telemetry locations that are in close proximity to 
the SFQ.   
 
The vegetation and ecosystem characteristics will 
be documented to aid in the reclamation planning. 

Outputs (i.e., reports) from any of this work will 
require and independent technical review. 
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Spatial analysis of telemetry data to 
assess potential disturbance effects 
from the mine. 
 

 
BC Hydro is seeking to obtain spatial telemetry 
data from the Province to assess potential 
disturbance effects from the mine.   

28 Olive-sided Flycatcher Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program 
 
The general breeding period for 
Olive-sider Flycatcher in the Project 
area is April 15 to August 30 
(Environment Canada 2016). The 
Pre-construction Nest Surveys, 
identified in Work Plan W3, will 
ensure effects to this species at risk 
are minimized. However, separate 
reporting of species at risk is 
required. Any occurrences of Olive-
sided Flycatcher recorded during the 
Pre-construction Nest Surveys 
and/or incidentally must be 
documented in a separate report. 
Occurrence information must be 
accompanied with maps of species 
locations, details of mitigation 
measures employed to avoid or 
minimize effects to birds and follow-
up monitoring of birds and/or nests 
as required. 
 

Agreed.   
 
Please see response to the request for pre-
construction bird nesting surveys. As to reporting, 
the project contractor requires the completion of 
wildlife siting forms.   
 
BC Hydro will review completed wildlife 
observation form and where a SARA species has 
been observed, BC Hydro will map where the 
species are located, describe mitigation measure 
employed and undertake follow-up monitoring as 
required.   

For pre-construction nest surveys, reporting should 
include a description of the methods used, which 
include the search effort. This is critical information 
even if no bird nest are found and should form part of 
the due diligence completed by BC Hydro. 

Results of any pre-construction bird nesting surveys 
must be reported to First Nations. 

29 Western Toad Mitigation and 
Monitoring Program 
 
The Pre-construction Amphibian 
Surveys, identified in Work Plan W5, 
will confirm the presence of western 
toad breeding or migration areas 
prior to the commencement of the 
Project. However, separate reporting 
of species at risk is required. Any 

Agreed.   
 
Please see response to pre-construciton 
Amphibian surveys. As to reporting, the project 
contractor requires the completion of wildlife siting 
forms.   
 
BC Hydro will review completed wildlife 
observation form and where a SARA species has 
been observed, BC Hydro will map where the 

As mentioned above, details of survey methods and 
effort are important to include in any reports. This  
critical information is typically not included on wildlife 
sighting forms. 
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occurrences of Western Toad 
recorded during the Pre-construction 
Amphibian Surveys and/or 
incidentally must be documented in a 
separate report. Occurrence 
information must be accompanied 
with maps of species locations, 
details of mitigation measures 
employed to avoid or minimize 
effects to individuals and follow-up 
monitoring of occurrences as 
required. 
 

species are located, describe mitigation measure 
employed and undertake follow-up monitoring as 
required.   

J. Socio-Economic 

30 Chance Find Procedures 
 
IIf a previously unidentified heritage 
resource is discovered in the course 
of the actions and activities during 
the construction and operation of the 
Project, the following procedures will 
be followed:  

 All work in the area will be 
stopped immediately within 
500m to avoid damaging the 
location of the heritage 
resource; 

  No part of the heritage 
resource location will be 
disturbed and steps will be 
taken to isolate and protect 
the location; 

  Any finds will be reported 
immediately to the 
appropriate representative of 
BC Hydro and the First 
Nations’ Monitors; 

 An initial Chance Find Form 
will be completed;  

BC Hydro has required its contractor to employ a 
chance find procedure as set out in section 4.17 
of the EMP. 
 
In regards to the requested chance find 
procedures BC Hydro agrees with the requests 
with the exception of the following.  The buffer 
applied to the stop work order will be determined 
by the nature of the chance find.  BC Hydro will 
notify Chief and Council of the chance find and 
will consult on how to move forward. Should there 
be a chance find, BC Hydro hopes to gain First 
Nations support through its efforts to address any 
concerns, but ultimately the decision on how to 
proceed is BC Hydro’s.  BC Hydro decision must 
be consistent with regulatory requirements. 

The decision to proceed must comply with the BC 
Heritage Conservation Act. BC Hydro’s commitment 
must be provided to SFN in writing. 
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 A geographic reference point 
will be taken and all 
discoveries will remain in 
place;  

 BC Hydro will contact 
appropriate regulatory 
authorities; 

 BC Hydro and the First 
Nations’ Monitors will contact 
the Chief and Council of the 
First Nations, which will 
provide direction on how to 
proceed;  

 If appropriate measures are 
not agreed upon between 
Chief and Council and BC 
Hydro within a reasonable 
timeframe, the parties will 
meet jointly with government 
regulators to discuss 
appropriate measures for 
addressing the identified 
spiritual or cultural value. 

 
31 Trapper Compensation 

 
Trapping of furbearers typically 
occurs during the winter season; 
however, trapline users (trappers) 
will often access traplines during 
other times of the year to check on 
trail access and cache supplies. The 
timing and location of road upgrades 
must be coordinated with local 
trappers to ensure trapline 
maintenance activities are not 
impeded.  
 
If impacts to trapping areas are 
realized, BC Hydro must provide 

BC Hydro has advised First Nations that it is only 
aware of one licenced trapline in the Project area, 
though BC Hydro understands that others 
exercise their Treaty 8 rights to trap in the area. 
BC Hydro requested contact information of 
individual local trappers so it could share the 
Project Contractor’s TMP and trucking schedules 
with them. For trappers who have not been 
individually identified y First Nations, public 
notifications are listed in the “Trucking and Road 
Use” section above. 
 
In regards to compensation for trappers generally 
BC Hydro has developed mitigation measures to 
avoid impacts to trapping activities, and is of the 
view that impacts will not be such that 

Additional information is required on what these 
mitigation measure are, particularly in light of the new 
information that quarry work and riprap hauling may 
be conducted throughout the winter. 
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funding and support for First Nations 
trappers to retrieve traps and 
relocate trapping activities to another 
area. This measure must include the 
development of a Retrieval and 
Replacement Strategy by impacted 
First Nations that will be submitted to 
BC Hydro, and will include an 
estimated budget, timing, personnel, 
equipment, and activities.  
 
BC Hydro must provide funding and 
support for First Nations trappers to 
rehabilitate old trails and/or 
developing new trails.  
 
BC Hydro must provide funding for 
First Nations to cover all of the costs 
associated with fixing, upgrading, 
and maintaining access to trapping 
areas.  
 

compensation or enhancements are warranted.    

K. Cumulative Effects 

32 BC Hydro must make reasonable 
efforts to confer with Canfor on the 
planned logging activity within the 
next 10-15 years.  
 
BC Hydro in collaboration with First 
Nations must provide a 
determination of land cover 
classification change over time.  
 
Quantitative analysis of past 
disturbances (1984-2015) must be 
conducted.  
 
Any analysis must incorporation 
traditional use / cultural use studies 

Provincial and federal regulatory guidelines direct 
that a cumulative effects assessment is triggered 
where residual effects remain. BC Hydro does not 
agree the proposed measures are warranted in 
this case because the Project will not result in 
residual effects to the environment.   
 
Nevertheless, BC Hydro considered the historical 
context of past impacts to put the potential new 
impacts of the Project in proper context and to 
comprehend their magnitude. 

BC Hydro’s assessment did not include traditional 
use data and knowledge to reach its conclusion that 
there would be no residual effects. 
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by T8FNs.  
 
BC Hydro must provide an 
assessment of potential effects of 
other projects on culturally important 
wildlife and ecosystems.  
 

L. Reclamation and Offsetting 

33 Parties must agree on habitat 
offsetting, and other kinds of 
offsetting to protect and promote 
traditional values during and after 
construction and other project 
phases (e.g. measures to facilitate or 
enhance traditional use in adjacent 
areas). 
 

Given the scope, size, and temporary nature of 
the Project.  BC Hydro does not anticipate any 
residual habitat impacts that would require habitat 
offsetting.  
 
BC Hydro is prepared to consider mitigations that 
will enable traditional use during the life of the 
Project.  For example, BC Hydro is willing to 
consider planned and targeted stoppage of truck 
traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional 
activities (see item 2 above).  
 
BC Hydro is also open to exploring with First 
Nations potential enhancements to the project 
area to protect and promote traditional values 
following construction. 
 

We still need confirmation on what the scope of the 
project will be. 

It is unclear what BC Hydro would consider an 
enhancement and how this differs from offsetting. 
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SFN Response to BC Hydro Table on Deficiencies identified in the FNITR, May 2, 2016 

 

# FNITR Section FNITR Conclusion BC Hydro’s Response, April 20, 2016 SFN Comments, May 2, 2016 

1 2.2.2.1 
GMS Riprap Project 
Environmental 
Assessment 

The scope of the EA only evaluated 
the environmental aspects related to 
water quality, fish, wildlife, vegetation, 
fossils, and cultural heritage 
resources 

In addition to those evaluations identified in 
the FNITR, the EA evaluated wetlands and 
air quality. 

Wetlands: No baseline survey data 
was collected for wetlands and air 
quality. 

The full extent of the EA review on 
wetlands is in section 3.6: “After 
completing a search of the project 
areas and buffers no wetlands 
were found. Localised areas 
standing water were noted along 
the side of the access road. These 
areas were generally small and did 
not contain hydrophytic vegetation; 
they are not wetlands.”  

Air quality: Section 3.7 on air 
quality is 10 lines and only 
provides qualitative information. 
The EA observes that surrounding 
communities have identified dusts 
and airborn sands as an 
environmental and health concern. 

The EA scope is discussed in section 1.3 of 
the EA. This project does not trigger an 
Environmental Assessment under the BC 
Environmental Assessment Act and the 
project did not require a detailed 
Environmental Assessment for the 
MFLNRO approval process. 

Environmental Assessment Act:  
BC Hydro’s EMP prohibits the 
Contractor from removing more 
than 250,000 tonnes from the 
quarry to ensure that the BC 
Environmental Assessment Act is 
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 not triggered. 

During 3 years of quarry 
operations the Project will remove 
approximately 750,000m³ of 
limestone from the quarry to place 
up to 150,000m³ of riprap and 
bedding on the dam face. This 
would be more than 1 million 
tonnes of riprap over 3 years. 

BC Hydro selected the Ecosystem 
Components (EC) studied in the EA, 
through consultation with First Nations and 
MFLNRO, literature searches, site visits, 
professional judgment and field studies. 

ECs: The FNITR identifies the 
valued components that are of 
interest to First Nations (Box 1, p 
12). The EA report, however, has 
a limited number of valued 
components. The EA omits: soils 
and terrain; water quantity; aquatic 
resources; Riparian habitat; and 
reclamation.  

2 2.2.2.1 
GMS Riprap Project 
Environmental 
Assessment 

The EA did not address any 
expansion of the Table Road 

The EA study area included the entire 
Table road. Potential impacts and 
mitigations for the EC’s within the EA 
include consideration of road widening. EA 
Table 12 identifies that road widening could 
have a potential risk of sedimentation in to 
small watercourses, with a potential impact 
to aquatic organisms, and the mitigation for 
the contractor to prepare a sediment and 
erosion control plan. BC Hydro has carried 
this mitigation through to its Environmental 
Management Plan for the project, requiring 
the contractor to prepare a detailed 
sediment an erosion control plan for 
Access Roads (Utah, Table, and Spur 

Road construction: In addition to 
sedimentation into watercourses, 
road widening in general would 
also result in physical disturbance 
of plant resources; and the 
introduction of dust and other 
traffic-related contaminants into 
the bush. 
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Road) – Reference EMP 4.5.1 p. 24. 
 

3 2.2.2.1 
GMS Riprap Project 
Environmental 
Assessment 

The EA did not address impacts to 
soils and terrain, ground water quality, 
air quality, noise dispersion, riparian 
habitat, impacts to wetlands within a 
100m boundary of project 
components, comprehensive baseline 
data for vegetation. 

The EA did not identify soils and terrain, 
and ground water quality as a EC, nor 
was noise dispersion undertaken. 
However, these issues were commented 
on within the Management Plans prepared 
for the Project. 

 
The EA includes a section on air quality. 

 
The EA does not have a specific 
section titled Riparian habitat however 
effects to riparian habitat are brought up 
in other areas of the EA. 

Management plans: The 
Environmental Management Plan 
(EMP) does not require the 
contractor to mitigate noise 
impacts. The EMP “commented” 
that noise may disperse wildlife, 
but does not discuss mitigation 
measures. The EMP indicates that 
temporary impacts do not require 
specific mitigation measures 
(EMP, Table 13).  

The EMP observes that noise from 
blasting may adversely affect 
human health, fish and wildlife, but 
does not “comment” on the 
impacts of noise on First Nations 
who exercise rights in the Project 
area.    

The Spur Road management plan 
lacks any specific management 
actions; and the Sand Flat Quarry 
plan does not adequately address 
impacts.  

Noise: Noise dispersion from the 
Project, including from blasting 
and road traffic, are serious 
concerns voiced by SFN members 
with regard to the presence of 
animals within the TUS Study Area 
and SFN members' sense of 
place.  A noise dispersion model is 
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requested. 

Air quality: SFN response #1 
explains the EA gap regarding air 
quality assessment. 

With regard to Wetlands, the project 
considered wetlands with a study area 
extending 70m from road centreline. The 
zone from 70m to 100m was outside the 
study area. The 70m study area was 
based on a 20m distance from road 
centreline where the potential project 
footprint would extend, plus, a 50m buffer 
of that area. 50m buffer distance was 
selected because that is the maximum 
riparian buffer applied in RMA process. 

 
The EA contains summary data from our 
vegetation surveys which identified 85 
species. 

70m buffer: Wetlands are key sites 
for medicinal plant harvesting. BC 
Hydro’s buffer may be insufficient 
to prevent avoidance of medicinal 
resources contaminated or 
perceived to be contaminated by 
disturbance. 

The recommended noise and 
dustfall dispersion modelling would 
assist in identifying the magnitude 
of impacts on wetlands and the 
traditional use of wetlands for 
harvesting plant species. 

4 2.2.2.1 
GMS Riprap Project 
Environmental 
Assessment 

The FNITR analysis of the EA report 
concludes that the following aspects 
of the EA require revisiting: an 
assessment of ecosystem 
components, an assessment of 
potential impacts of the proposed 
works on environmental values 
associated with the Project, and 
mitigation and monitoring measures to 
minimize impacts to environmental 
components associated with the 
project 

BC Hydro disagrees. The EA scope and 
methodology was appropriate for the scope 
of the Project. The Project does not trigger 
an Environmental Assessment under the 
BC Environmental Assessment Act and the 
Project did not require a detailed 
Environmental Assessment for the 
MFLNRO approval process. 

Missing ECs: As mentioned in 
responses #1-3, several 
environmental components that 
are of interest to First Nations 
were not included in the EA.  

Problem of qualitative review: 
Additionally, where qualitative 
information was relied on to 
address ECs, (e.g., air quality, 
wetlands), conclusions or 
assessments are subjective. 

5 2.2.2.2 
Environmental 
Management Plans 

The EMP relies on the information 
presented in the EA and other 
documents described herein and 

The intent of the EMP is to inform the 
management of environmental risks and 
mitigation measures relative to the 

Incorporation of Traditional Use: 
The EMP is the foundation for the 
Contractor’s Environmental 
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therefore does not address the 
management of potential impacts to 
Aboriginal and Treaty Rights 

Project. Protection Plan (EPP) and sets the 
standard that the EPP must meet. 
Unfortunately, the EMP fails to 
incorporate traditional use 
information and the First Nations 
requested mitigation measures. In 
light of this gap, it is unreasonable 
for BC Hydro to rely on the 
Contractor to incorporate SFN’s 
requested mitigation measures 
into the EPP, and SFN has no 
assurances that Project impacts 
on the exercise of rights will be 
mitigated.  

6 2.2.2.3 
Management Plan 
for Sand Flat 
Quarry 

Specific management actions were 
not clearly articulated in the plan. 

The management plan for SFQ met all the 
requisite permitting requirements as 
directed and accepted by MFLNRO. 

Reliance on EPP: The SFQ 
management plan relies on yet to 
be drafted management actions 
and incomplete or ongoing 
processes to develop 
management actions. The plan 
states that it will consult with First 
Nations on potential impacts “so 
that BC Hydro and First Nations 
can work together to identify 
measures to avoid, mitigate, or 
otherwise accommodate those 
impacts”.  

The SFQ management plan 
identifies the EMP and the 
Contractor EPP as the primary 
means through which BC Hydro 
will manage environmental 
aspects of the Project. 
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7 2.2.2.4 
Management Plan 
for the Spur Road 

Specific management actions were 
not clearly articulated in the plan. 

The management plan for the Spur Road 
met all the requisite permitting 
requirements as directed and accepted by 
MFLNRO. 

Reliance on EPP: Approval of the 
plan by MFLNRO does not mean 
that specific management actions 
were articulated. The Spur Road 
management plan explains:  

“The EMP will be 
completed following 
MFLNRO review of the 
Project and after project 
details are confirmed with 
the Contractor.  

… 

The contractor’s EPP will 
be completed after 
contract award and prior 
construction work”.  

8 2.2.2.5 
Sand Flat Quarry – 
Quarry 
Development, 
Reclamation, and 
Safety Plan 

The report did not provide a detailed 
assessment of potential impacts. 

The Klohn Crippen Berger engineering 
report on the Project met all the requisite 
information requirements for the Ministry of 
Energy and Mines to issue the Notice of 
Work. 

Reclamation: The Notice of Work 
permit contains reclamation 
requirements for the Project. BC 
Hydro is required to select species 
for re-vegetation based on 
traditional use and cultural 
significance, among other factors. 
However, BC Hydro has not 
agreed to SFN’s request to include 
plants used for traditional and 
medicinal purposes for re-seeding. 
BC Hydro’s basis for the refusal is 
that SFN’s identified plant species 
are not rare (BC Hydro Response 
table on FNITR requested 
mitigations, #20-21). 
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9 4.2.2 
Water Quality and 
Quantity Effects 
Assessment 

BC Hydro determined that water 
quality within watercourse is good and 
is not expected to change given the 
current stable conditions of the 
environment and the amount of 
riparian vegetation present that can 
filter out sediments. BC Hydro’s 
conclusion, however, fails to account 
for a likely change to these stable 
conditions as a result of construction 
and operation of the Project. The 
Project, therefore, is likely to impact 
the quality of surface water. 

BC Hydro understands that the stable 
conditions will change as a result of 
Project construction. However, this 
does not support the conclusion that 
there will be a likely impact to the 
quality of surface water. BC Hydro’s 
EMP requires a sediment and erosion 
control specialist to prepare a sediment 
and erosion control plan for the Project.  

EPP: BC Hydro still has not 
provided plan details.  

SFN understands that BC Hydro 
has committed to ensuring its 
contractor creates a plan. SFN has 
requested plan details, in addition 
to First Nations environmental 
monitoring to ensure potential 
impacts to water quality are 
mitigated.  

The sediment and erosion control plan, 
including monitoring will mitigate any 
potential affects to water quality. 

Water quality: Absent plan details, 
and absent confirmation that the 
BC Hydro’s specialist will consider 
impacts to traditional use, BC 
Hydro has not supported its 
assurance that it will “mitigate any 
potential affects to water quality”. 

10 4.2.2 
Water Quality and 
Quantity Effects 
Assessment 

BC Hydro has concluded that all 
quarry activities will take place above 
the ground water elevation, so no 
effects on ground water were 
predicted. BC Hydro’s assessment, 
however, fails to consider the impacts 
of blasting on groundwater. In light of 
this informational gap, it remains 
unclear what impact blasting will have 
on groundwater resources. 

In Phase 1 of the Project BC Hydro 
undertook geotechnical investigations 
which included preliminary investigations 
on groundwater levels. BC Hydro 
determined groundwater levels during 
those geotechnical investigations and 
determined that quarry depth will not 
extend to that level. 

 
Section 4.2 of the EMP on Blasting 
Management provides best practices 
required for the contractors EPP. Two in 
particular mitigate potential impacts to 
groundwater from blasting. 

 
 ANFO (Amonium nitrate fuel oil) 

explosives are not permitted for use 

Blasting chemicals: The EMP 
requires the Contractor to provide 
details on what blasting chemicals 
and materials will be used. Without 
this relevant information, the 
possible impacts to groundwater 
remain unknown. 
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on the Project. 
 Design blasts to control blasting 

energy to only that required. 
 
In regards to bullet 2 above, properly 
designed blasting charges will mitigate 
the risk of blasting fractures extending 
deeper than necessary and potentially 
reaching the groundwater table. 

 
Additional groundwater evaluation was not 
a requirement under the MFLNRO or Mines 
Act processes for the Project. 

11 4.2.2 
Water Quality and 
Quantity Effects 
Assessment 

While the extraction of up to 40,000 
m3 of water from the Williston 
Reservoir annually will not have an 
effect on the water quality or quantity 
of the reservoir, the extraction will 
result in approximately 2,666 water 
truck loads each year or 
approximately 27 water trucks each 
day filling at the Elizabeth Creek boat 
launch and travelling along the access 
roads. These 27 water trucks are in 
addition to the 50 round trips per day 
by the rock trucks. Therefore, there 
will be a higher level of traffic on the 
access roads than estimated in BC 
Hydro’s Application information. 

The permit amount is up to 40,000m3, and 
this may not all be required for the project. 
The amount is a conservative value 
intended to ensure the project could 
proceed under all circumstances. 

Water withdrawal: Permitted 
extraction sites include creeks 
crossed by the Table FSR. The 
TUS report describes site specific 
use by SFN members at Table 
and Stott Creeks. SFN members 
have caught grayling, bull trout, 
and whitefish in the creeks 
traversed by Table FSR. SFN 
participants explained that fishing 
activities are often combined with 
camping, hiking and hunting. 

BC Hydro has not shown that 
restricting water withdrawal to 
Williston Reservoir will be costly or 
inefficient.  

APPENDIX B



Saulteau First Nations Response to BC Hydro Table on Deficiencies in the FNITR 

9 
 

One important reason that BC Hydro has 
obtained the Water Act Section 8 approval 
with extraction locations at Stott Creek, 
Stott Creek Trib, Table Creek, and 
Elisabeth Boat Launch, is to ensure that 
water can be extracted from various 
sources throughout the Project, and close 
to the location where it will be used.  This 
will enable water being provided promptly 
to the areas where required, and 
significantly reduce the trucking distance 
and amount of time the water trucks are on 
the road. Any extraction of water will be 
controlled by strict water extraction 
conditions in the Water Act section 8 
permit. 

BC Hydro has not performed an 
analysis of how withdrawing water 
from creeks will noticeably reduce 
traffic. 

A detailed estimate is requested 
regarding the amount of water 
truck loads offset by extraction 
from Stott Creek, Stott Creek 
Tributary, and Table Creek.  

BC Hydro’s Application does not 
address the amount of traffic 
created by water trucks on access 
roads. 

12 4.2.3 
Water Quality and 
Quantity Mitigation 
and Monitoring 

Water extraction shall only be 
conducted in the Williston Reservoir 
because ample water exists here and 
can be extracted without significant 
impacts to fish, fish habitat, and 
fishing activities. 

 
BC Hydro and its contractors must 
not withdraw water from creeks or 
other watercourses or wetlands in 
the Peace Arm Basin and may only 
withdraw water from the Williston 
Reservoir. 

BC Hydro understands the values First 
Nations hold for fish, aquatic organisms, 
water quality, which could be impacted if 
too much water is drawn from streams. 
Table Creek water source is located at KM 
12 on the Table Road, and the Stott Creek 
watercourses are near KM 26. The 
locations of these water sources along the 
project enable access to water at various 
locations promptly to control dust, as well 
as to minimize trucking distance and 
number of vehicles travelling on the road 
network. 

 
The permit conditions from MFLNRO 
place specific requirements on extraction 
from the permitted streams which BC 
Hydro has carried through into its EMP for 
the contractor. These requirements are 

Water withdrawal: BC Hydro has 
rejected SFN’s sought mitigation. 
SFN’s response #11 explains the 
concerns of SFN regarding water 
extraction from creeks and how 
BC Hydro’s reliance on its permit 
has not addressed these 
concerns. 

 

 

 

 

MFLNRO permitted creeks: In 
SFN’s experience, during times of 
drought the water department at 
MFLNRO may have a slow 
response time to prevent improper 
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intended to ensure that the water 
extraction from streams does not 
significantly decrease the available water 
flowing down the watercourse. These 
include: 
 
 Maximum rate of withdrawal from 

streams May 1 – July 31 = 
0.027m3/sec (this is approximately the 
maximum performance of a 2” Honda 
water pump). 

 Maximum rate of withdrawal from 
streams in the month of April, and from 
August 1 to November 31 (0.12m3/s). 
Note this is approximately 1/3 the total 
performance of a 2” Honda water 
pump) 

 The maximum water withdrawal will be 
reduced during low flows to not exceed 
10% of the current flow at any time. 

 No diversion is permitted from any 
stream where stream (wetted) depth is 
less than 0.30 meters at the point of 
withdrawal location 

 Maximum volume per day per site 

45m3 
 
These permit conditions ensure appropriate 
use of water from the streams. 

water withdrawal from permitted 
creeks or to notify permit holders 
that they cannot withdraw water 
from permitted creeks. This was 
discussed at the April 21 meeting 
and is addressed in the TUS.  

SFN has requested that water not 
be withdrawn from creeks as a 
preventative measure to protect 
creeks, water courses and 
wetlands in the Peace Arm Basin.  
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13 4.3.2 
Air Quality Effects 
Assessment 

The British Columbia government has 
established ambient air quality 
objectives under the authority of the 
Environmental Management Act 
(Ministry of Environment 2014). These 
objectives are derived statistically 
from several studies and should be 
interpreted as the levels above which 
there is statistical confidence that an 
adverse impact to human health or 
the environment will occur (Federal-
Provincial Working Group on Air 
Quality Objectives and Guidelines 
1999). The air quality objective for 
dustfall is based on the pollution 
control objective for mining, smelting 
and related industries, which should 
apply to the GMS Riprap Upgrade 
Project. 

BC Hydro will adhere to the dust control 
requirements of the Mines Act Quarry 
Permit Q-9-043, for the Project. 

Dust modelling: As per the TUS 
and the April 21, 2016 meeting 
between SFN and BC Hydro, dust 
dispersion and dustfall modeling is 
requested, especially as it pertains 
to road traffic. As previously noted, 
dust on vegetation in the area is a 
major concern of the SFN. 
Permitted levels are not the same 
as acceptable levels for the SFN. 

BC Hydro has not explained why it 
will not adhere to the ambient air 
quality objectives of the BC 
government. 

  

14 4.4.2 Fish and 
Fish Habitat 
Effects 
Assessment 

Effective protection of this unnamed 
watercourse is warranted 

BC Hydro agrees and the watercourse will 
be protected though the EPP and the 
environmental monitoring. 

Stream protection: The unnamed 
S6 stream addressed in the FNITR 
is at sites #61 and #71. The EPP’s 
protection measures and 
environmental monitoring 
applicable to this stream should 
also include instream work 
protection. 

15 4.4.2 Fish and 
Fish Habitat 
Effects 
Assessment 

During the course of the FNITR we 
requested a copy of the stream / 
watercourse assessment data from 
BC Hydro to verify the site 
conditions, but this information 
was not provided. 

BC Hydro responded to this request at the 
time of the request. BC Hydro felt that the 
amount of information presented within the 
EA was adequate. 

Stream assessment data: BC 
Hydro’s response is an outright 
denial of SFN’s request. SFN 
disagrees that the EA is adequate. 
This is why SFN requested the 
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stream assessment data. 

16 4.5.2 Riparian 
Habitat 

BC Hydro did not specifically assess 
potential effects to riparian habitat 

The EA completed Fish and Fish 
Habitat assessments to determine 
appropriate stream classifications. 
Stream classifications are used to 
evaluate riparian buffers. 

Stream classifications: In this 
case, stream classifications were 
used to identify riparian buffers, 
not to evaluate effects to riparian 
habitat.  

Riparian habitat outside of the 
SFQ polygon serves as a travel 
corridor for wildlife, suitable 
amphibian habitat and sustain 
vegetation of cultural or medicinal 
value.  

Potential Project impacts to 
riparian habitats outside of the 
SFQ polygon due to clearing of 
roadside vegetation and culvert 
upgrades include impacts to 
ecosystem function and harvesting 
of medicinal plants.   

An evaluation of potential effects 
to riparian habitat should have 
included a survey of riparian areas 
and the characterization of riparian 
plant species. 

17 4.5.2 Riparian 
Habitat 

The SFQ, will avoid impacting the 
recommended RMA (ie 20m) for this 
stream, but the RMA needs to be 
identified on site plans and marking 
or flagging of this boundary is 
recommended to ensure 
encroachment on this habitat does 
not accidentally occur. This 

Appropriate stream side protection 
areas will be established at all water 
courses within the Project footprint. 

Effective monitoring of this also 
needs to occur. 
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mitigation must be included in the 
environmental management plan. 

18 4.5.2 Riparian 
Habitat 

Moreover, Project elements outside of 
the SFQ polygon have the potential to 
impact riparian habitat, but were not 
addressed by the EA. These impacts 
include clearing of roadside 
vegetation and culvert upgrades. In 
some circumstances a substantial 
vegetated area along the roadside will 
be removed or cleared back to 
facilitate the safe movement of haul 
trucks and Project vehicles as part of 
BC Hydro’s road widening and 
maintenance. Protection of riparian 
habitat features during BC Hydro’s 
road upgrades will be necessary to 
maintain temperature regulation, 
ecosystem functions and provide 
protective cover for fish, as well as to 
preserve culturally sensitive and 
medicinal plants. 

Although the EA does not have a section 
specifically titled “Riparian Habitiat” it does 
address riparian habitat through the Fish 
and Fish Habitat section, and the 
vegetation section. Table 12 on p30 
identifies culvert replacement as having a 
potential risk of reduction of riparian 
vegetation, with a potential impact being 
reduced shade and cover for fish and fish 
habitat. The recommended mitigation is to 
minimize clearing and stripping near 
watercourses. Table 13 in the water quality 
section identifies culvert replacement as 
having a potential risk of reduction of 
riparian vegetation, with the potential 
impact of reduced filtering capacity and 
bank stability, and a recommended 
mitigation to minimize clearing and 
stripping near watercourses. Table 14 in 
the vegetation section identifies culvert 
replacement as having a potential risk of 
reduction of riparian vegetation, with 
potential to impact rare plant species, and 
recommends minimizing clearing and 
stripping near watercourses. 

Vegetation protection: Areas 
identified in the TUS as valued 
site-specific plant harvesting areas 
should be protected through the 
avoidance of clearing and 
stripping. In addition, a SFN 
environmental monitor should be 
present during work in riparian 
areas to ensure minimal 
disturbance. 
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19 4.6.2 
Wetland Effects 
Assessment 

BC Hydro did not assess potential 
effects to wetlands. BC Hydro did not 
consider the indirect impacts to 
wetlands caused by road construction, 
road maintenance, and fugitive dust 
from vehicle traffic that may extend 
beyond the 70m zone of influence. 

The FNITR report discusses wetlands and 
draws attention to the fact that there are 
five wetlands separated from the FSRs by 
greater than 70m, and that these were not 
studied by BC Hydro. The FNITR also 
concludes that these wetlands are at low 
risk of being directly affected by the project 
activities. 

 
BC Hydro’s study area methodology 
was specific and no wetlands exist 
within the study area extending from the 
road centerline out a distance of 70m. 
The five wetlands identified in the 
FNITR are outside the study area that 
BC Hydro employed. 

Wetlands: To clarify, the FNITR 
report states that the extent of 
wetlands will likely not be affected 
by the project; however, indirect 
effects from changes to water 
quality and quantity and dust may 
occur. 

 

BC Hydro acknowledges the value that 
the First Nations hold in the wetlands, 
and the importance of protecting 
wetlands. 

 
The intent of the mitigations that are 
proposed in the FNITR Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring section are captured by BC 
Hydro in its sediment and erosion control 
plan requirements, and its dust control 
requirements. 

Importance of wetlands: BC Hydro 
has not provided SFN with its 
sediment and erosion control plan. 
At present there is no commitment 
to ensure protection of valued 
wetlands where SFN members 
harvest plants and medicine. 

As wetlands were not included in 
BC Hydro's study area, it is 
recommended given the 
importance of these values to the 
SFN that further study be 
conducted as to their identification 
and the identification of risks from 
the Project. This may include 
ground truthing. 70 meters may 
not be sufficient to mitigate 
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impacts to medicinal and plant 
resources for the SFN, or the 
willingness of members to harvest 
in such proximity to roadways. 

Effective monitoring by First 
Nations is required to ensure 
these mitigations are working. 

20 4.7.1 Vegetation 
Environmental 
Setting 

importance of these plant species, 
even though more than a quarter of 
the plant species recorded are used 
for cultural purposes, being either for 
sustenance, medicinal or spiritual 
purposes (Appendix 1). 

The EA considered vegetation and the EC’s 
identified were informed by any feedback 
received by First Nations at the time. BC 
Hydro also invited First Nations to 
participate in a site visit to identify culturally 
important plants in the area. 

Culturally important plants: New 
information has emerged through 
the TUS. It is requested that the 
cultural and medicinal values of 
plant species be accommodated in 
mitigation, including pathways of 
impact such as dust contamination 
and disturbance from traffic on 
harvest and safety. The 
involvement of SFN environmental 
monitors during construction and 
operation is also requested to 
mitigate against possible damage 
to medicinal and subsistence plant 
values. 

21 4.8.1 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat 
Environmental 
Setting 

Regardless, the methods used do not 
provide an adequate representation of 
wildlife use and wildlife habitat of the 
area and information on the density, 
distribution, and local populations of 
wildlife species is lacking. 

The survey’s undertaken were adequate 
given the scope of work and temporary 
nature of the project. These surveys 
satisfied MFLNRO’s requirements to issue 
the permits. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

22 4.8.1 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat 
Environmental 

The survey recorded 46 bird species 
during the point count survey. The 
survey, however, failed to report the 
total number of birds detected. This 

The survey’s undertaken were adequate 
given the scope of work and temporary 
nature of the project. These surveys 
satisfied MFLNRO’s requirements to issue 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 
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Setting information gap limits BC Hydro’s 
ability to determine species 
abundance and composition for 
different habitat types. 

the permits. 

23 4.8.2 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Effects 
Assessment 

BC Hydro’s analysis failed to quantify 
the distribution and abundance of 
wildlife species in the Project area, the 
availability and suitability of wildlife 
habitat or the level of anticipated 
Project effects 

The survey’s undertaken were adequate 
given the scope of work and temporary 
nature of the project. These surveys 
satisfied MFLNRO’s requirements to issue 
the permits. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

24 4.8.2 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Effects 
Assessment 

Our review of BC Hydro’s assessment 
reveals that effects to wildlife and 
wildlife habitat are generally 
misunderstood and indicates that 
appropriate mitigation measures must 
be enacted to prevent significant 
negative impacts to wildlife habitat. 

BC Hydro includes appropriate mitigation 
measures to prevent significant negative 
impacts to wildlife in the EA and in the 
project EMP. These were reviewed and 
accepted by MFLNRO during the 
application process. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

25 4.8.2 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Effects 
Assessment 

Ecofor did not quantify the 
distribution and abundance of 
wildlife species in the project area. 
Further, Ecofor’s assessment does 
not provide specifics as to the 
availability and suitability of wildlife 
habitat in the area, nor does it 
provide the level of anticipated 
effects from the Project. 

The assessment undertaken was 
adequate given the scope of work and 
temporary nature of the project. The 
assessment satisfied MFLNRO’s 
requirements to issue the permits. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

26 4.8.2 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Effects 
Assessment 

Accordingly, we recommend a Zone of 
Influence of at least 500m be applied 
to the project activities to understand 
the level of effects. 

The assessment undertaken was adequate 
given the scope of work and temporary 
nature of the project. The assessment 
satisfied MFLNRO’s requirements to issue 
the permits. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

27 4.8.2 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Effects 
Assessment 

The qualitative assessment completed 
by BC Hydro does not provide 
confidence that effects to wildlife and 
wildlife habitat are understood and 

The assessment undertaken was adequate 
given the scope of work and temporary 
nature of the project. The assessment 
satisfied MFLNRO’s requirements to issue 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 
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that adequate and appropriate 
mitigation measures will be enacted 

the permits. 

28 4.8.3 
Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as 
planned will overlap the critical and 
cautionary periods for several wildlife 
species. 

Work within the timing windows was 
considered by MFLNRO during the review 
of the Project. BC Hydro will undertake 
wildlife observations and environmental 
monitoring during construction to mitigate 
risk to wildlife during critical periods. 

See SFN responses #6, 7, 8 and 
11 on BC Hydro’s permits. 

Project schedule: At the April 21, 
2016 meeting BC Hydro indicated 
the scope of the Project may have 
changed such that quarrying could 
be completed within one year 
(e.g., August 2016 to April 2017).  
This Project schedule would 
require quarry work and rock 
hauling throughout the winter. 

Moose cautionary periods: Winter 
activities would overlap the 
cautionary period for moose 
(November 6 – May 15), which 
can affect moose wintering in the 
area. The winter period can be a 
limiting season for moose 
therefore a clear understanding of 
the availability of moose habitat in 
the Project area is key for 
understanding the impacts.  

Furthermore, the EA report 
prepared for the Project did not 
consider Project activities during 
the winter as this was not the 
original scope of the Project. 

29 4.9.1 Species at 
Risk Environmental 
Setting 

BC Hydro’s failure to evaluate species 
at risk resulted in the omission of 
meaningful data and information on 
species at risk in the Project area. 

The EA includes a general screening with 
findings listed in Appendix 1 of the EA. 
Species at risk is noted in the relevant 
sections of the EA. Mitigation measures 
discussed throughout the wildlife section 

Species at risk: SFN disagrees 
and finds the data omission results 
in inadequate mitigation 
measures. 
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are designed to address species at risk. In fact, in BC Hydro’s response 
table on the FNITR’s mitigation 
requests, BC Hydro acknowledged 
that the FNITR report has 
identified new information from the 
Federal Species at Risk Recovery 
Strategy series.  BC Hydro 
acknowledged this in relation to its 
assessment of Caribou.    

 

BC Hydro stated it will survey 
critical caribou habitat and 
telemetry locations that are in 
close proximity to the SFQ and 
that vegetation and ecosystem 
characteristics will be documented 
to aid in the reclamation planning. 

BC Hydro also stated it is seeking 
to obtain spatial telemetry data 
from the Province to assess 
potential disturbance effects from 
the mine.   

30 4.9.1 Species at 
Risk Environmental 
Setting 

Discussion is provided about Critical 
Habitat for Caribou within 1000m of 
the project. 

BC Hydro is evaluating its Caribou 
Mitigation Plan in relation to the more 
recent information provided in the FNITR 
and will revise the plan as necessary. 

 
BC Hydro’s current caribou mitigation 
plan includes procedures for chance 
encounter of caribou within the Project 
area and believes that these remain 
appropriate. 

See SFN response #28 on 
changes to the Project schedule. 
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[MEETING WITH BC HYDRO - NO BREAKS]

[BEGINNING OF AUDIO]

KK: -- and we don't have -- originally we thought it might

take two to three years.

JT: M'mm-hmm.

KK: It may take a shorter period.

JT: For the quarry?

KK: Quarry, yes. So they're still preparing the plans which

are being discussed, and only when BC Hydro is

satisfied, they will accept those plans.

CM: Yeah.

KK: So we are still in -- because we are through the

[indiscernible] process. So that includes a lot

of things, including construction planning.

CM: Okay. Well, we had the most up-to-date when we started

the study on a time crunch, so we didn't have

time to, "Well, let's wait and see what the most

up-to-date one is and then we'll do a study."

But this kind of thing is good to know moving

forward for mitigation.

BM: Yeah, absolutely.

CM: Yeah. Yeah.

KK: Well, there are two things. One is --

CM: But we -- we need that in writing.
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KK: BC Hydro had a base plan. So we put that base plan in

an RFP.

CM: Yeah.

KK: And then comes the contractor's plan.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: So the contractor's plan can -- can be the same as BC

Hydro, or it can be different.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And what we find is, they are slightly doing it more

quickly than what we thought.

CM: Oh, okay. Yeah.

KK: They're putting in more resources --

CM: Yeah.

KK: -- and trying to complete the work, because that

saves -- if we do it faster --

CM: Saves money.

KK: Saves time and money.

CM: Yeah. So do you guys have in writing the latest

commitments or changes that we can look at?

KK: No. We don't have it, no.

CM: Okay. Because that's helpful.

BM: I'm still negotiating it.

CM: Okay.

KK: By end of May we will be probably finalizing our plans

with the contractor. We, like I say, very -- I
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want to say active negotiations of engagement is

going on with the contractor.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And we hope to finalize by the end of May. That's our

plan.

CM: So, yeah. That puts us in a pickle in a way, because

consultation is delegated with regulators, we

have a timeframe. So we kind of need to work

with what we have, and when people did the study,

they -- anyways, it just -- it is -- we did the

study with the base knowledge we had.

KK: Yeah.

CM: And then we work on changes together going forward. We

kind of have these deadlines with the hearing,

right --

LM: Yeah.

CM: -- that we need to submit things, so not having the

latest plan printed, the only thing we can do is

go off what we have.

BM: We can agree to things, but the details are still to be

worked out, right?

CM: Yeah.

BM: I mean, the fine details to be worked out.

CM: Yeah.

BM: That's basically what I'm saying.
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CM: Yeah.

KK: We can work on the whole process around those things.

Yes, we are working with the contractor trying to

finalize the things as soon as possible.

CM: M'mm-hmm. And as a First Nations group we have an

established treaty with the government, so we're

trying to work on the consultation requirements

around that, and we don't have the liberty or

option to work on consultation with contractors.

So we're kind of following where we can make a

difference in consultation right now.

So, you know, we understand that at the

time, the people doing the work or the water

extractions will be contractors, they'll develop

their custom plan with details, but as a First

Nations person, we really -- the most difference

is made in the preventive measures to your treaty

rights when you're working at a regulator stage.

We don't have the luxury to go out and meet with

the local contractors and say, "Understand our

treaty rights, this is how they're mitigated",

it's not delegated to contractors.

So we're trying to do what we are able to do

now, is what I'm trying to say.

LM: Yeah, no, of course.
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CM: Yeah.

LM: It's not our intention to sort of fob you off on

contractors, or anything like that.

CM: No.

LM: I mean, we need to be here to hear all this, and then

we -- I think what we're -- what we're trying to

convey right now is that, you know, we've --

we've got your reports, we've heard, like, a lot

of these concerns --

CM: M'mm-hmm.

LM: -- and we want to [indiscernible] contractor to sort of

incorporate some of these into the plans that

we're developing right now. That being said,

obviously we're going to share those plans with

you too, so you can make sure that you get a look

and, you know, have your own eyes on it and

stuff. Yeah.

CM: Yes, but we're asking for a commitment, like we

discussed last time. You know, committing to it

twice doesn't hurt the process in any way, but

that's what we're -- we're requesting. To build

a relationship, to be preventive on the impacts,

and go forward.

So did you guys have any questions about the

land use study? I know we had some really good
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discussion in our last telephone conversation.

KK, you had some questions on cultural

continuity. Does that kind of make -- is it more

clear now, or should we elaborate on it?

KK: Yes, we have the studies, we know what are the -- we

still a [sic] little bit more knowledge into the

[indiscernible] this time.

CM: Okay. How so? Some more knowledge on it?

KK: Yes.

CM: Okay.

JT: Do you have any specific questions? We're happy to

answer them now.

KK: I think we [inaudible].

JT: Do you want to go to that section?

RO: This one is probably the good one.

BM: So of the five or six valued components, which one

received the most -- the most responses, or the

most interest, or the most --

JT: Do you mean in terms of ...

BM: Like, was it hunting? Was it cultural access? Which

one provided -- I'm just trying get an idea on

what -- you know, trying to prioritise them.

CM: Yeah.

JT: That one's a little tricky to answer, because, well, the

most obvious answer from the perspective of what
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we got, in terms of the usage report, is cultural

continuity aspects would probably be the largest

ones because it's connected with all the rest of

it.

CM: Yeah.

JT: But if you're looking -- and again, maybe I should ask

for some clarification about whether or not we're

talking about specifically the map values, or are

you talking about a more general sense about what

aspect are Saulteau members most concerned about

overall?

BM: I would say in our project area.

JT: In your --

BM: Yes.

JT: But do you mean the map values, or do you mean as a

general sense of concern?

BM: Yeah, of your 156 responses --

CM: What is the most numerous one?

BM: -- you know, 80 were hunting --

JT: Okay.

CM: Okay.

BM: 40 were cultural continuity, 12 we're fishing. I

don't --

JT: Let me just take a look.

KK: Yes, we are a little bit unsure about what are those
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values related to or how they are correlated.

CM: M'mm-hmm. Correlated, okay.

RO: So they're -- they're detailed on page 22 of the report.

JT: Yes, so if you look at page -- yeah. 22 that's -- yeah.

So there's a table there that will show you --

RO: There's a table on 21.

JT: -- the amount of reporting. And there's also one for

[indiscernible] Lake, as well. But if you look

at the table, Table 1, it does list the amount of

values that we mapped in each area, study area,

and for each valid component.

I do want to stress though, that the values

that are mapped, again, you know, we do our best

that we can in the amount of time and with the

amount of resources that we have available to us.

So any absence of value, if we didn't map it, for

instance, but because hunting and trapping appear

strong in the footprint, doesn't mean that there

aren't other values in, say, medicine gathering,

and these are, as with all quantitative kinds of

metrics, for instance, gathering of plants and

medicines, especially medicines, isn't something

that you go out and do all the time, right?

CM: It's not -- we're talking about -- we're talking about a

question of quantity and importance of quantity.
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JT: Yeah.

CM: So one example of that is, like, for example, my family

and I, as a little girl would travel up here and

practice our rights, put it officially. So our

family would go out, and my uncle would go and he

would be hauling wood and he would be hunting.

But along the trail, my aunties or my mom, we'd

all be together, and they would show me things

about plants.

And so we -- but those plants, we wouldn't

do that as numerous as, say, hunting a grouse.

So the value of hunting a grouse could be pretty

numerous. We could have got, in that season, 20

or 30 chickens, because we'd be going out and

they'd be hidden on the side of the road or

hiding in a bush, and we'd learn about hunting

grouse.

But say on a trip I learned three different

times how to harvest medicine. And harvesting

that medicine is really important to me as an

adult now, and it's just as important as hunting

the grouse. But if I didn't know where that

medicine is, and when I get sick to help heal

myself, we just -- there's a caution with that,

because that medicine, where it is would be a
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number 3, and a grouse would be number 20 on

there, you know what I mean?

BM: Yeah. Yeah.

CM: So those values both are just as important. Like, even

Twin Sisters, we don't have a high quantity of

numbers of extractions, so Twin Sisters is a very

spiritual site, very integral to our -- who we

are as people, but we don't do a lot of, say,

wood chop in there because it's alpine, there's

wood. So you haul your wood up there, and it's

part of you working and learning to be a

productive adult, let's put it that way.

So it -- the quantity number is important,

to know that the values are there, but sometimes

it doesn't always stress the importance of the

value to our people.

BM: Okay. That's good.

CM: And there's one thing I really want to share, is when

we -- part of our treaty is our mode of life.

And "mode of life" in Cree is "pimatisiwin"

[phonetic]. When people ask you, they'll say,

"How are you doing?" Doesn't really mean, like,

"Hey, how was your lunch?" They -- it's a little

more in depth. And what it means is, "How is

your way of life? Are you living a healthy life?
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How is your quality of life?" You kind of ask a

person. And generally people will tell you about

how am I doing as an individual. And health

indicators for people that are -- that are

Saulteau, would be talking about stress levels,

diet, relationships with your family. All those

kind of things indicate -- how are your children

doing? Are they healthy? All those things are

part of your mode of life that are protected.

And so, like, my great grandpa lived a

really healthy life. He was a [indiscernible] in

this area. And when people would ask him, he

would tell you about those things, about his way

of life.

And so those are the things that we love.

Those are things we want to protect. So when we

come to the table, we're thinking about those

values. And when we have culture camps, we're

trying to think about gathering health and

people's way of life and how to be a healthy

person and how to have that quiet enjoyment.

And we all know those things as humans.

That's nothing special to Saulteau. Those are

values, that we all have places of solitude. The

bushes are our church where we practice our

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

ceremonies, it's our grocery store, it's our

pharmacy, it's our gym, it's our -- instead of

hanging out with the girls in the mall, you go

pick some berries with your family. You

interact.

So I just want to share that with you guys,

that those things are the things we love so much

that we're trying to protect, the values. And

ways we think would be an improvement or

solutions are really directed to less -- less

impacts on those rights and ways that we can kind

of accommodate the schedule of this construction,

and still continue our way of life.

And -- and one way we see a solution to that

is kind of doing timing, right, with

construction, so that we're not overlapping

high-use times in the summer. And you know, kind

of just really communicating those solutions to

you guys so we can kind of keep on doing what

we're doing, and you guys still repair the dam,

which is very important as well.

You know, I just hope that comes across as

where we're -- our prerogative here is to show

you those values, and people are concerned

because they love their way of life. They want
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to remain healthy. We want a healthy community.

How do we work with the proponents in the area to

do so. And that's why -- you know, that's the

whole reason why we're doing these technical

studies, to really bring to light what are those

issues and ways that we can work together.

LM: Absolutely. It's sounding like -- just sort of thinking

about the presentation and some of the things

we're hearing here, it definitely sounds like the

safe access piece is very important.

CM: M'mm-hmm. Yes.

LM: And we've been talking a lot about that internally, and

how we can try and facilitate some of that,

because it -- and I'm glad that -- I'm glad it

looks like we've been focusing some effort in the

right area --

CM: M'mm-hmm.

LM: -- because that does seem to be a pretty big deal for

folks.

CM: Yeah, it's the -- and the disturbance levels with the

noise and dust was coming up a lot in the study,

and people were really concerned with "Where is

the dust traveling? Will it affect my berry

picking, my medicines that I'm picking?" And

then they're asking "What are the impacts", too,
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right? Like, we want to understand how much dust

loading. Is it going to disturb animals, the

noise, are they going to be avoiding the area for

four years and then we're avoiding the area

because we don't have things to hunt?

I guess another piece -- so cultural

continuity is talking about sharing those values,

but not share them in an office where you talk

about "This is how you pick a berry." You take

the kids out, you show them you can do so. So in

order to do so, you need to have safe places to

practice for younger generations. You need to

have comfortable environments for elders to feel

welcome. You know, elders don't feel welcome if

there's a jackhammer behind them and they're

trying to talk about berries, you know? Or

you've got kids that you're trying to deal with,

logging trucks or -- and trying to show them how

to do things.

We -- one of the culture camps is right on

the Johnson, and there's so much dust loading and

noise from the traffic that people are starting

to avoid the area. So one was that they didn't

haul two weeks out of the year when they're -- a

lot of people are out there. It wasn't the
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perfect solution, but it helped.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Because people can't practice spirituality when you have

a huge truck flying by.

LM: Yeah.

CM: You know, people that are praying in a church, if you

have a huge jackhammer going, it makes it more

hard to practice your way of life. You know,

it's the same thing.

LM: Yeah, absolutely. Well, I wonder, would it be helpful

at this point to maybe start going through some

of the recommendations in the FNITR and what we

think we can do, or ...

CM: We could, yeah. For sure. Maybe we could take a little

five minute break for people to refresh --

LM: Yeah, of course. Take a five minute break.

CM: -- and then Marc could show some of the hands on stuff.

LM: Yeah, sure. That would be great.

RO: Thank you.

JT: Thank you.

LM: There are washrooms down the hall.

CM: Thank you.

LM: Incase you didn't see them earlier.

[BREAK - RECORDING OFF]

MD: -- main issues and concerns there from a First Nations
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perspective, see how they're addressed by

[indiscernible] environmental assessment work,

permitting work, or any of the other -- whatever

documentation was available to see whether that

information, then, does address those issues and

concerns, or whether there remain gaps. And

then, if there are gaps and issues that are

unresolved, kind of work with proponents to see

if there's a way of resolving those issues. And

then, at the end of the process, kind of bring

all that information back and use it to say

"Here's how the issues and concerns are being

addressed, or remain unresolved", essentially.

And so for the independent technical review,

kind of based back on the proposal we submitted,

we -- there's valued components that are

identified from the bio-physical and

socio-economic areas. And then I just put the

box up here on the screen, just to highlight

them.

And so the format of the report, then,

follows these valued components, and again, kind

of reiterates what information was presented on

them in terms of what the current environmental

condition is of the site, how that then relates

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17

to the assessment of effects, whether they're

assessed or not. And then from that, that leads

into the, you know, what specific mitigation we

think would be applicable to reducing any

identified impacts, or not.

A lot of the components, there is a lot of

overlap in them. So you know, just depending on

what the issues are, for example, you know, with

soils and terrain, the biggest concern is

sedimentation into water courses, which then

affects water quality, fish habitat,

[indiscernible] areas and such. So there's --

like I say, there's lots of overlap. And so we

tried to kind of raise the main ones under each

sort of component, but be more succinct in

identifying specific work plans for addressing

them.

So any questions sort of on the approach?

It's pretty straight forward.

BM: Were those feathered out of the TUS?

MD: So -- so we started this several months ago, well before

the TUS got [indiscernible], and again, when we

were asked to send in a proposal for bidding this

work, the information that Carmen and Clayton and

others, said, you know, "These are the components

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

18

we'd like you to focus on." So these are the

components that are of importance to First

Nations.

And I guess there is the, you know,

traditional land use and resource use and

community health stuff, which is more closely

related to the TUS work, but I will say that from

the technical side of things, you know, the

components on the bio-physical side are very --

also very closely related to the TUS work, as we

kind of just heard, in terms of hunting and

fishing values and things like that.

CM: And part of the bio-physical values are pretty -- pretty

standard, and are tailored for projects. But we

do other independent reviews for mines and

quarries and wind projects, and those are similar

values that we put up. Mining has more of a

focus on contamination, for example, or

pipe-lines, that sort of thing. But we generally

follow these in their scope of the community,

what keeps coming out as valued components.

BM: They're pretty standard in most units.

MD: Yeah.

CM: Yeah. Yeah, exactly.

MD: And so I guess the couple different things with this
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particular project is, you know, so the --

everybody knows it didn't trigger a formal grand

mal assessment review through Saulteau or BCEAO.

There was a lot of, you know, permits that were

being applied for and that were received, but --

so a lot of the focus was on just kind of

reviewing what information was -- was used to

support [indiscernible].

BM: Yeah. And that was our primary focus is --

MD: Yeah.

BM: -- providing output information for [indiscernible].

MD: Yeah. So from here, like, I don't know if I need to go

through each component, so I don't know what is

the best way to proceed here, in terms of, do you

want to go look at some of the recommended work

plans for addressing key issues, or do you want

to focus on some of the key issues, or ...

CM: Well, it might be good to do an overview of the key

issues, like a high level, and then a direct ask

for each section. Just as a summary, because we

did --

MD: Yeah.

CM: We did submit it last Friday, which was -- how -- do you

guys feel comfortable doing that?

LM: Yeah, I think --
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BM: I think key issues are key.

CM: Key issues? Straight to the key issues, sure. Okay.

MD: So we'll go through kind of each component and we'll

just skip down to the summary part of it. So the

other thing, too, when we were first working

with, I guess, Rod, on scoping this all out, he

was hoping that we would, you know, give him the

sort of abbreviated timeline of where the

project, you know, when it came to getting enough

work done, having this kind of approach where

mitigation and monitoring would be presented as

well. So that's -- that's the -- whereas I think

in other kinds of independent reviews, it's, you

know, here are the issues, and then let's work

together on mitigation work. So that's kind a

different ...

So I -- with the soils and drain component

of it, like I said, the major issue was the

sedimentation into other components that would --

primarily the creeks and stuff -- which would

impact water quality, fish habitat,

[indiscernible] habitat, wildlife habitat.

BM: And it does seem to be a key concern. I just have a

question, was -- was the bulk of the settlement

in erosion control issues related to expanding
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the table road to 20 metres?

CM: Not always.

MD: No.

CM: It's the hauling.

MD: Yeah, I mean --

CM: Yeah.

MD: -- there was the road upgrade component of it, but also,

you know, road activity, and then also work at

the actual quarry site, too. Yeah.

BM: I just -- if you were using the assumption --

CM: It's a factor.

BM: -- that that road was going to be 20 metres, that's a

significant [indiscernible] work --

CM: M'mm-hmm.

BM: -- with, I don't know, 78 water courses there, of course

there's going to be a lot of sediment erosion.

CM: Yeah. Yeah.

BM: But I would assume that the scope in the road from point

E, down to six, would reduce some of these

sediment erosion control issues.

CM: Well, when we -- we scoped the review with the members

and just generally went through what activities

this project includes. So we -- we said, you

know, some type of road construction or

maintenance is part of this project, they're
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going to be hauling, and just giving them the

overall general things that will happen in this

project.

So the hauling and then the quarrying, and

moving rock. And so they were aware that all

those activities, [sic] but they weren't

specifically -- we didn't gear down to "This road

will be widened right here at this point", we

were trying to focus on, generally, what would be

concerns with value components interacting. They

said, "Okay, hauling" -- hauling --

MD: So this is more broad based?

CM: It's more broad based.

MD: Yeah, yeah, okay.

CM: Yeah.

MD: And like I say, whether the road is getting, you know,

widened by a metre or five metres, there is sill

the potential there for sedimentation to occur,

depending on where it's happening, if it's

happening in closer proximity to the water

portion and all that. So it's -- so it's things

like that.

BM: M'mm-hmm.

MD: And I think, too, like, getting into the specifics of a

plan, well, do we know where these road upgrade
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activities are happening? Is there -- is there,

you know, a commitment that --

BM: What culvert is going to be replaced?

MD: Well, there's the culvert stuff, but then, you know, is

there a commitment that they're not going to

widen roads within 100 metres of the water

course, for example, or --

BM: Hmm.

MD: Things like that.

KK: I can just -- the current road has already been up

graded by Canfor for their use. And what I

understand, the team is going, maybe, next week.

The contractors team is going there to assess the

condition of the road.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: But there was a previous visit also, an assessment, and

the current road has been significantly upgraded

by Canfor.

MD: Has that happened --

KK: So probably --

MD: Has that happened since the site visit in September?

KK: It happened in the last fall, and that is the current

condition. I think even Ryan went over there.

They have cleared all the vegetation, and blah,

blah, all those things, for their operation.
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MD: Right.

KK: So all the contractors are not yet on the field, but I

don't think -- as Bruce is saying, we don't think

that we are going to widen the road, except for

these pullouts. The road is in pretty good shape

now, and the contractor is going to make an

assessment whether any further upgrade is

required. I don't say it is not required, may be

required --

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: -- but depending on the traffic which is planned for

this project -- so what I'm trying to say is that

the upgrades may be minimal, because that again

involves cost, and it has to align with the

hauling objectives of the contractor.

CM: But we need -- we need that --

LM: Yeah.

CM: So that information is brand new to us. Great. But we

need that -- some kind of assurance.

KK: No, the -- the upgrade done by Canfor is actually when

we visit there, we came to know.

CM: Sure, okay.

KK: And they didn't tell us that we had to upgrade it.

CM: Oh, yeah.

KK: So they have actually upgraded this [indiscernible]
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road.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: The road is already -- I visited last -- last September

we had a visit by the elders, and after October,

we had a site visit for the contractors because

when we floated the RFP, there was no opportunity

to go for a site visit. So we did a pre-RFP site

visit.

CM: Okay. Yeah.

KK: And in September you were there --

MD: Yeah.

KK: -- when we also went with the elders of the First

Nations.

CM: M'mm-hmm, yes.

MD: So it was after that that Canfor --

CM: That they upgraded the road.

KK: Yes.

MD: Okay.

KK: That's what -- when I went in October, I found the road

to be in very good condition.

CM: So will they be hauling wiggle or rock trucks on the

road?

KK: Excuse me, what?

CM: What kind of trucks are going to haul the quarry rocks?

Is it rock trucks?
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MD: Rock trucks.

KK: They will be rock trucks.

CM: Rock trucks.

KK: Hauling in rock trucks. I think those details are being

worked out.

CM: So we're saying that the road -- they're not confirmed

yet, you need to talk to the contractor, but

you're saying that we can haul one-way rock

trucks on this road, no problem?

KK: Yes. I am told by my --

CM: Are they passing each other?

KK: I'm -- no, the pullouts are there. Pullouts are for --

CM: Pullouts, okay, for one-way rock trucks back and forth?

KK: Yes.

CM: Okay.

KK: That means the road is not double lane in any way?

CM: No, yeah.

KK: So that is why there will be pullouts?

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: There are already existing pullouts, also.

CM: Yes.

KK: Because Canfor trucks, they pass each other.

CM: Yes.

KK: So they have a pullout.

CM: Okay.
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KK: But there's the possibility that contractor may like to

have more pullouts for efficient hauling.

CM: Sure. M'mm-hmm.

KK: Because if the hauling is not efficient, they incur more

expenditure in hauling. So there has to be

optimisation of [indiscernible].

CM: It's also on a cliff, so ...

KK: M'mm-hmm.

CM: We're always puzzled how they're going to widen a road

on a cliff.

KK: No, we are not going to widen the road from single lane

to double lane. That should be very clear to

you. We are only having additional pullouts.

CM: Sure. So I think one solution is -- this is all new to

us, and this changes some things, and it doesn't

change others, but it's brand new today to learn

this stuff. And the more information we have in

our -- get to those solutions, right? We're not

going off in left field. Some things will still

apply, like hauling impacts. But if we're not

widening a road by 20 metres and we're talking

about a wetland --

KK: I think that was very clear --

CM: -- this would be helpful.

KK: But that was already very clear in our RFP and our
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documents.

CM: That was after this study.

LM: -- [indiscernible], though, KK.

KK: Okay.

LM: I think -- I mean, I think what we're -- what we're --

what I'm hearing, anyways, is that if we, sort

of, based on our contractors' visit, if we end up

deciding, and the contractor decides that we

don't actually need to do much in the way of

upgrading, it would be nice to give that kind of

a descriptor and update to Saulteau --

KK: Yes.

LM: -- as soon as we got it, right?

CM: Exactly.

KK: Yes, we will give that ...

LM: Yeah.

KK: Yes, we will give that to you.

CM: But I was talking about, "Hey, we're not doing this

anymore", and these concerns. What we're trying

to say is, till we get that committed to, it's

still -- what it is --

LM: It's fair for you to use the base [indiscernible].

CM: -- like, yeah. We don't know, because we had the

hauling with barging, too, which we were set on.

LM: Oh, yeah, right.
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KK: Well barging was not feasible because --

CM: Oh, we know, but it was presented to us first, right?

So until we get it in writing, then we move along

with the new information in writing.

KK: No, we have been from the beginning saying there are two

alternate routes.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And that information we, I think, I have been giving you

from the beginning.

LM: Yeah, and I think --

KK: -- and we said we will -- it will be based on

contractor's rate.

CM: Yes, and were verbally communicated that out of the two

options --

KK: Yes.

CM: -- water barging was preferred.

MD: M'mm-hmm.

CM: Then, hence, a trigger didn't happen for us to do the

technical or land use. It wasn't saying this is

the only one in verbal communications with Rod

Hill, it was that this was a preferred option by

Hydro. So all we're trying to point out is, it

is very helpful in relation to building to just

put it in writing saying, "After", you know, "we

are not widening this road." It directs our
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mitigation in appropriate places.

LM: Yeah.

CM: That's where I am -- we both are not on a lot of time to

get things properly organized before a rock truck

starts hauling.

LM: Yeah. And I think we can definitely provide you with a

bit of an update once we've got a better idea of

the scope of the road upgrade slash

[indiscernible].

CM: I think for the aid of this --

KK: And we considered those two options in BC Hydro, and in

August 2015, I think, we sent out a communication

that [indiscernible].

CM: That's great, yeah.

LM: Yeah.

CM: That's fine. It is what it is. When we're talking

about these concerns, by responding to us saying,

"We're not sure, we don't even think that's an

option" doesn't really --

LM: You need [indiscernible] --

CM: I'm just trying to think of -- like, saying, "Well,

we're probably not going to do that anymore",

doesn't really get to the heart of the solution

here, until we get that in writing, is what I'm

trying to say.

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

31

BM: I think we're just tying to provide you with an update,

verbally.

CM: Yeah.

BM: And as soon as we know some of the finer details for

sure, we're going to have to provide you with a

project update.

KK: Yes, definitely.

CM: Yes, great.

[MULTIPLE SPEAKERS INDISCERNIBLE]

CM: Great.

MD: So the other issue I want to raise with the road

activity, though, is just, you know, the movement

of trucks and traffic back and forth. And that,

depending on the weather conditions, is going to

create sediment and dust. And with the, you

know, the watering of the road and/or heavy rains

and stuff, there's still the potential for

sedimentation to get the water courses.

KK: Yes. Yes.

MD: So we want to make sure that that issue is identified

and addressed by, you know, making sure that if

certain control structures need to be placed

around the water courses, whether it's silt

fencing or diversion channels and stuff, so that

there isn't --
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KK: [Indiscernible] get covered more on these things.

JT: And you know, the idea too is that Hydro and its

contractor work with the First Nations on the

specific issues, and again, getting -- jumping

ahead here, we're getting to the point of having

a First Nations monitor on site to say, "Yes,

these measures are in place." And they can

address that issue and stuff, so ...

LM: Yeah, for sure.

MD: I think -- like I said, and assume, you know, those

specific details will be outlined in the

contractor's [indiscernible] in terms of what

structures and stuff can be used and what they

look like and things like that. And it will be

where they're applied that we'll need to

communicate on as well, right?

LM: Yeah. And I think we took a look at the list of --

KK: Oh, yes.

LM: -- sort of sediment control measures that you had

provided, too. And I think, you know, I'll let

the environmental folks speak to this with a bit

more knowledge, but I mean, to us, I think those

look like pretty standard practical measures that

would be in a sediment control plan and we're

prepared to --
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KK: I think after we received the -- your final FNITR and

also the TUS --

CM: We have --

KK: We received it on Friday last --

CM: Yes.

MD: Yeah.

KK: After that, the whole team, including the environmental.

And we also involved the contractor, and that

sort of table we have sent to you on Tuesday.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

LM: Yeah, and Carmen said she hasn't had a chance to look at

it, so we can run through it a bit today.

KK: Yes, if you run through it, you will see that --

LM: Or speak to it as we speak to the work plans.

KK: -- we speak to all -- all the mitigations are what you

have proposed in the FNITR and the TUS, we have.

CM: They're all committed, too?

KK: We have -- that's why we want to go through that with

you.

LM: I think there's a few that are sticky for us, but

there's some of them that we know right now that

we can say "yes" to.

KK: So that --

CM: So you guys took the results from both our land uses and

FNITR to commit to them all?
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KK: We prepared --

LM: Are the TUS ones in there, guys?

BM: If you look through the -- our table, I mean, you'll see

there's ones we can commit to, and there's ones

where we need more information really to

understand what would be required, and there's

some that no, we're not going to commit to. So

there's a range in there.

CM: Okay.

MD: And then, I guess, the last point I'll just reiterate on

this is, so when it comes to installing any

structures is the monitoring, to make sure that

they're effective.

KK: We answered that in our table which we sent you on

Tuesday.

MD: So there's -- the things --

CM: What we're trying to do today is just share the

information. This is phase one, here.

LM: [Indiscernible] concerns, then we'll move on to some

mitigation measures.

KK: Okay.

CM: It's exciting to --

MD: And the only thing about monitoring I want to reiterate

too, is the communication that monitoring

involves back to [indiscernible] say things are
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working, things are not working. If it's not

working, [indiscernible] fix.

KK: With respect to the communicating, we had committed to

that. We will communicate all the monitoring.

We have --

BM: Let's go through the information first, and then we can

talk about -- get that all in one spot so it's

easy to convey.

MD: So from a water quality -- so there's two things: Water

quality and water quantity. We'll talk about

water quality first. Again, related to

sedimentation issues [indiscernible]. So we talk

about specific water quality monitoring plan. So

looking at specific turbidity levels in

particular fish bearing water courses within the

project area.

CM: We had a question about this last week, about what were

the stream crossing quality indices?

LM: Oh, yeah, that's right.

CM: And the question came up, well, we have a data set, but

it may not match this data set. Do you remember

we were --

BM: Yeah.

LM: Yeah, absolutely.

BM: So you've done this?
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CM: We're asking that Hydro conduct this survey.

BM: Have you done this before?

CM: The -- with -- not the projects that I'm a lead on,

because it's not forestry.

BM: Right.

CM: So I can say Saulteau has done some other projects, but

not that I'm a lead on.

BM: And just curiosity, why -- why do you use these? This

index?

CM: We reference that index because of Canfor having that

data set.

MD: Because of forestry --

CM: Because of the baseline part of it. That was where we

thought it might be useful to look at trends and

say, "Well, we know what -- this is really high

level -- turbidity levels have been in the area

prior to logging and are during logging." And we

can make sure turbidity is on the checklist for

this.

So I know we wanted to talk a little further

about just comparing the two. We might not have

that answer right today and right now, but if we

take it on our action item to say what are those

values we're looking for and compare it to what's

collected, we can kind of make sure that there's
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nothing missing. I just wanted to flag that for

us to do that activity.

MD: So we provided some recommendations just in terms of,

you know, frequency of water quality monitoring

and that kind of stuff.

BM: So where does the two hour interval come from?

CM: That's the water --

MD: That figure, yeah, it came from previous environmental

monitoring plans that [indiscernible] and it's

more so -- so it says potential for sedimentation

is higher. So essentially, under higher

[indiscernible], things like that.

JT: High risk activities.

MD: High risk activities, yeah.

CM: Culvert replacement.

BM: [Indiscernible] in the water.

CM: Yeah.

MD: Increase in frequency [inaudible]. Which is again,

standard practice. So then skipping over to the

quantity -- water quantity issue. So we know you

have the permits to extract water from the

Williston dam Squaw Creek and the perimeter of

Squaw Creek, then I think there still remains

concerns about extracting water from those

creeks.
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So I think we know that there's ample water

in Williston, and it just becomes a question of,

will that be the main source of water or, like,

as I mentioned earlier too, with water levels and

the risk of -- lower water levels in some of the

creeks and use of those particular ones for

fishing and stuff. Any individual impact would

be of heightened concern.

CM: Yep. We're looking at drought and such, though. Our

request is to focus withdraw on the boat ramp.

It has a pretty low impact access to the

reservoir, huge body of water with less

allocation of the water body to the water trucks.

So we've noticed that there's been some

resistance, because the permits issued that you

guys have for those smaller tributaries, and we

were curious to find out, has there been a

molding or economic analysis done to say how much

it saves time for the water hauler to extract out

of those small creeks, compared to going back and

getting a load from the Williston?

BM: That's the trade-off, right?

CM: Yeah.

BM: It's more truck time and dust on the road to go all the

way to Williston because of the distance, or it's
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less dust and less truck activity if we use it

closer to the site where we're going to use it.

But we haven't done any analysis.

CM: So -- you guys haven't. Because what I was curious

about is, where would the water truck haulers

stay? Like, if they're doing loads out of Hudson

Hope and they're travelling back and forth, like,

as a water truck driver, you know, you have to

get to the quarry site every day, and you're

going to be doing the lower end of it. Is

that -- like if work is allocated to three rock

trucks -- sorry, water trucks, or is there one

main guy and he's going to Hudson Hope everyday?

Like, you know what I mean? Like just

practically -- being from a practical sense, is

it really -- is it really a ton of extra dust

loading and time, or are they going by there

anyway? That's our question to find out if it's

practical. Maybe we don't want them hauling an

extra 10 hours, come back 42 or whatever

kilometres it is.

MD: Like, is water being stored at the quarry as well?

BM: I would imagine there will be some water, because

they'll need water at the study bank.

CM: Yeah.
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BM: I don't know how much they'd store. Because during

trial blasting, they stored some water there,

right?

PT: They had like, one tank for water use, but not tons of

water.

KK: It also depends on the drilling technology they have.

Some of the drilling rigs require water, some of

them don't require it. Again, what we understand

from contractors, they are trying to, because it

costs them, minimize the water requirement.

BM: So then they can minimize the water requirement for

drilling, for example, but they would also need

the water on site to manage dust as well.

PC: Safety piles and silica dust.

BM: So will they calculate all that as well as part of their

plan, or ...

KK: Yes, they will calculate the dust. There are various

dust suppression methods apart from water.

BM: Yeah.

KK: And uses the chemicals that dust doesn't -- so they are

thinking of all those things. And I think,

again, coming back, we have also answered some of

them, too.

BM: Okay.

MD: So air quality. So the two main issues with air quality

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

41

are dust, and the noise. And we talked about the

dust levels, so we've already chatted a bit about

the dust suppression and that stuff. We're

recommending that there's a bit more than a

specific dust management monitoring plan that

actually includes monitoring of dust levels, and

I'll just -- again, Carmen mentioned the

[indiscernible] project, and we actually worked

with West Moberly on some of the permit stuff for

that, and I believe the ministry requirement in

their permitting as stipulated that the

[indiscernible] folks actually monitored dust

with, you know, standard methods and stuff.

So, and then I can't remember exactly what

that bulk sample is --

CM: It just got renewed. I knew it expired and they have a

five-year term, but I'm not exact on exactly how

much of that time was construction.

MD: Yeah.

CM: But their plan is to start this year.

MD: Yeah, so it's --

CM: And good point. They have a have a dust monitor.

MD: Yeah, so it's -- not a very long -- not a very long

project, but they -- they've been required to

monitor. Monitor and report on dusting levels.
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Yeah, so it includes some specifics of

setting up dust monitoring stations and things.

And again, the idea too, and there's air quality

objectives that Ministry of Environment has

established for dust [indiscernible]. I would

recommend they are followed. And those standards

are based on [indiscernible] that show dust

levels below these sort of objectives, reduce the

levels of health impacts.

So again, this is something, if followed, we

can report back to community members to say, you

know, "Here's how the dust is being addressed and

dust is being -- you know, being kept below these

leaves", and concerns would be alleviated.

And I'll skip back up to the

[indiscernible]. So as we heard already, noise

is a concern. It has a big area of impact on the

use of the area.

BM: Did I already ask you, what's the 30 kilometres an hour?

How is that determined?

CM: The speed reduction we're asking for?

BM: Yeah.

CM: It was based -- or how was 30 determined?

BM: Yeah.

CM: Just a little lower than 60 there. Lessen the impacts
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of animal collisions and dust loading. I can

look into research of how much less dust it

loads, but it was a thought that we had, to

lessen impacts. What is currently a standard

road speed that you guys have on your work sites?

KK: See, that's what [indiscernible] I talked to one of our

construction experts, they say the speed limits

are on the roads and the highway. On the forest

service road there is no speed management.

That's what I --

CM: No, I'm asking about Hydro. What are the other ones on

site C, or how fast do people fly on that road?

KK: Again, it depends on the type of road, that's what I'm

trying to say.

CM: Okay.

KK: The forest service road, which is Utah and the stake,

and we have to conform with Canfor. Maybe

they -- we don't use the forest road so often, BC

Hydro.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: So, and when I talked to our construction guys, they say

there is no speed limit on the forest roads.

However, there are other users also, like Canfor.

What speed do they maintain, we don't know.

CM: Because I know for rock trucks, for the Willow Creek
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mine, they had a speed limit of no faster than

30 K for a rock truck because it's a hazard for a

rock truck to be flying at 50 K. They get

tickets if they go faster than 25.

KK: That is what the contractor has --

CM: So I'm just wondering if this is an issue to even

discuss, or is that something you guys -- I know

in mining, 30 K for rock trucks is standard.

They don't -- so that's --

KK: We have asked our contractor to do a hazard assessment

and come up with the speed limits where

applicable.

CM: Okay. M'mm-hmm. Okay.

KK: So there may not be a blanket kilometre. Again, it all

depends on the speed limit hazard assessment.

I'm not committing to anything or whether there

will be a speed limit or no speed limit. I don't

commit. It depends on the hazard assessment to

be done by the contractor, and they will come up

with the speed limits as part of the hazard

assessment.

So there may be areas, like corners, or

turns, and all those things where they have real

speed limits, but on -- in general, probably an

unwritten commitment with the contractor may be
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not to exceed 50.

CM: Well, yeah, that's dangerous.

KK: Because these are the things that the contractor has to

look at the work schedule, speed limits and the

efficiencies at hauling. Again that's not

written. We are not trying to commit anything

this way or that way.

CM: We're not pressuring you to commit, we're pressuring our

treaty rights be protected.

KK: I understand.

CM: Yeah.

KK: So we have asked the contractor to do a hazard

assessment and let us know what are the practical

speed limits. So we are not reach that stage

[sic]. There's a possibility the contractor may

come up with the speed [indiscernible] we don't

know exactly right now at this stage.

LM: Yeah. So we're waiting for them to come back. We just

don't know, right?

KK: It's a slow process. We have asked the contractor to

follow a process. Do a hazard assessment, and if

as you say, the mine trucks, the speed limit was

30, it's possible that after the hazard

assessment they may, themselves, come up with

that speed.
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JT: Do you know what gets included in the hazard assessment?

What components?

CM: Yeah, that was my next question.

KK: See, I'm a project manager. I'm not a construction

manager of those things. Those have been looked

into by the experts.

CM: Can we get that answered at a later time, what's

assessed? Because we'd be interested in

thresholds for dust and noise.

KK: Exactly. They will submit us a traffic management plan.

And you see, the BC Hydro process is, we follow

the best management practices and try to do our

due diligence in every aspect. There will be an

environmental protection plan from the

contractor, there will be a traffic management

plan from the contractor, there are other plans

which are required as part of our RFP, and they

have to be accepted by BC Hydro before the

contractor can go forward with the construction.

LM: Yeah, I think -- I think what Carmen's asking is whether

we can give them an idea of what exactly the

contractor is looking at when they do this hazard

assessment.

MD: M'mm-hmm.

CM: The topics that they assess. Their value components.
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KK: I'm not the expert at that --

LM: Yeah, but is that something we can at least ask them

for?

KK: Yes.

LM: Because I think --

KK: We can ask them.

JT: And can TUS information be included in that assessment?

LM: Sorry?

JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment?

Because --

KK: The TUS --

LM: The contractor --

KK: -- has already been given to the contractor.

JT: Okay.

KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we -- on

Friday, they were immediately passed on to the

contractor.

JT: Hmm.

KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they

participated in preparing those responses. So we

are doing our duty.

CM: But we're asking for more than a response. We're asking

for a commitment to protect our treaty values.

But what we are asking --

KK: [Indiscernible].
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CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a

copy at them, but to actually integrate land use

values, like dust loading and noise disturbance,

into their assessment. That's our clear ask here

today.

LM: Okay. Well, we'll see what we've got in there.

CM: Yeah.

LM: See what we can do and at least let you know. For sure.

I should say, lunch is here. It's outside.

So --

MD: So do you want to just finish up noise and --

LM: Yeah, yeah. Let's do that.

MD: So again, on the noise side, the information, this gap

that's kind of missing, is essentially how noisy

the activities will be. Because Rachel mentioned

earlier, you know, when it comes to the use of

the area, a lot of members will kind of park on

the side of the road and go into the bush a

certain distance to pick berries and medicines

and stuff.

We don't know, with the amount of road

traffic, what, you know, noise is being emitted

and how far that noise is going to travel,

essentially, and what the zone of influence will

be adjacent to the access corridor. And likewise
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with the quarry as well.

So essentially, we are asking for, you know,

can you provide a noise dispersion

[indiscernible] here's the zone of influence, at

least, that will provide members an idea of which

areas they will likely [indiscernible] full

access. With some certainty, knowing that if

they're in there, it's going to be noisy and ...

CM: So again, so dust. Once we get our food and then

continue on with dust.

LM: Working through. All righty.

[BREAK - VARIOUS TOPICS DISCUSSED -

ACCOMODATION, FOOD, WEATHER, ET CETERA]

[MEETING RESUME]

BM: For the information what was presented in the EA and

[indiscernible], and I think the biggest issue

was related to sedimentation into the water

courses [indiscernible]. So ... There wasn't a

specific work plan that came out of this one, but

kind of referred back to the sediment erosion

control and water quality plan stuff. And then

there's probably still not a decision on whether

culverts need to be replaced or not.

LM: I don't know. Bruce or -- I guess -- do you know if --

BM: I think that KK said that they were going on to the site
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again like, this week.

LM: Oh, yeah, right.

BM: Because they tried going out there before, and it was a

lot of snow.

LM: Okay. So we don't know yet, but we should know soon.

MD: All right. Riparian. So again, this was one component

that wasn't really specifically addressed in the

documentation, so we just wanted to highlight

that it is a specific value that's of concern and

related to repairing areas along water courses,

wetlands as well, any water bodies that may

occur. There are these riparian management areas

that have been sort of stipulated as part of the

stream assessment work that the Ministry of

Environment receives. And I'm just going to

highlight that, and we include a work plan for

riparian protection about -- again, more related

to if -- if there was road widening around any

water courses, or close to any wetlands, that

these riparian management areas be applied.

BM: When you say "riparian management area" you're referring

to the Forestry Act?

MD: Yeah. So I have the table here.

BM: Yeah. I know we classified them -- or Ryan classified

them according to Forestry Standards.
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MD: Yeah, so again, [indiscernible] stream classification in

the associated riparian management area and

those, and specific things like risks, grass,

wildlife, tree [indiscernible].

BM: So when you talk about windthrow, you're talking about a

clearing that opens up other trees susceptible to

falling down?

MD: Yeah. Which again, is probably as much as we need it

now, if the road is of a state that doesn't

require as much activity.

BM: Yeah.

MD: Ad it's more focused on where the pullouts are going to

be, if that then --

BM: Don't put a road next to a stream.

MD: -- [indiscernible] water courses, yeah.

Okay, wetlands. So in the review of

materials, including a couple figures in the

reports highlighting the wetlands, so again, this

is -- I'm just trying to remember the data source

for this. It was either the Trim or BRI data,

but there's specific --

BM: I think it was the Ministry wetland data that you used.

MD: Maybe. Anyways, so there's delineated wetlands based on

[indiscernible]. There's a couple over here,

closer to the quarry, but still quite a ways
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away. That's good. Most of them are here and

along the Utah and Table, and I'll just zoom in

on this one.

So with those delineated ones, put a 70

metre buffer on them, that's this yellow line,

the ones further up the table are -- the roads

are well away from the 70 metre buffer. These

ones show that it's close to the road. And I

can't recall what the condition of this

particular clearcut is, whether it's -- like, how

grown over it is and whether that would limit the

risk of any dust, kind of, coming into the

wetland, things like that, which are a concern.

And then back to the water course here, any

potential impacts affecting that water flow,

which would then impact the infiltration of water

into the wetlands, or ...

So I think -- and I can't remember, was this

one of the wetlands that specifically --

CM: I think it was the one that was in last week's call.

The wetland we were talking about with the

buffer?

LM: Right.

BM: Right, yeah. That's basically in Table, Utah.

MD: Yeah.
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BM: [Indiscernible].

MD: But when you guys do your work, were people saying this

is --

JT: They did use this area for vegetation and medicine

gathering in this area. I didn't -- they did

mention -- well, the types of things they were

gathering come from wetlands. I didn't realize

that there was [indiscernible] on the actual

[indiscernible] that corroborates that.

MD: So again, I don't think we had a specific wetland work

plan in the -- back to sediment erosion control,

the water quality, air quality work, which would

help to form potential impacts on wetlands. I'm

just going to keep going unless there's specific

questions.

For vegetation, we know that there's some

baseline work, and the appendix to the report has

taken the species list that Ryan and his crew

developed, and just based on other information,

say, well, so many plants and species that are

known for either sustenance or medicines or other

sort of traditional practices. So that's not

identified, but there's probably more on that

list which are used, I just -- based on the

information that I had, I -- this is probably
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limited, so that could be updated.

The other thing to reiterate, too, with this

work plan is, you know, and kind of building on

the TUS work, there's probably a lot more plants

and -- out there that are being used, and it

would be worth identifying those prior to the

construction happening. And then knowing whether

the impact -- the extent of any impacts on those

which could then form reclamation work. So over

with Twin Sisters, we could identify the plants

and stuff, and then kind of the monitoring and

protection component of that.

So we have specific areas identified that

can be protected, and that everyone is aware of

where those are.

RD: With the recommendation to clearly mark the location of

plants like that, how do you see that? Like,

when a lot of the plants on the list are quite

common, like, even pine trees and stuff like

that. Like, I could understand that some would

be maybe less frequent and more important.

CM: Yeah.

RD: Is that ...

CM: Yeah. So the -- well, we wouldn't want to flag every

pine tree out there or anything, but we would
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want it for more where -- where for our community

plants they not be blue listed, but distinct in

the area, and that's important. Pine tree is

really common throughout the area, but you may

have another type of plant that's common in BC in

general, but high value there for the wetland.

So we want to mark those ones.

JT: Some may also exist, but may not be harvestable for

whatever reason, so ...

CM: Or might become more rare to our nation to go harvest

there.

MD: And I mean -- I may, it may not be -- from my

understanding, it may not be, you know,

individual plants as well. It could just be

areas where multiple plants may be. You know,

using the information you guys collected in terms

of specific collection sites.

JT: There are some areas where there are multiple types of

species collected in one area, yeah.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

RD: Is there information like that in the TUS?

JT: It's in the TUS. Usually with values like that, which

are highly sensitive, we -- all the values are

buffered but we don't identify specific plants

and specific places. We say that they are
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medicinal plants in that area.

CM: And then we work on creating buffers we can live around.

RD: How do you -- what kind of buffer? Like, a different

way that I could see would be like it was an

archeology site. It would kind of be like you

would put a flag in the field around something

like that. But how would you -- what's a

practical way to do a plant buffer? How does

that work?

CM: Well, you could communicate how -- where you want the

buffer in maps so that road construction doesn't

occur in that area.

RD: Yeah.

CM: Or for wind turbines we -- one example is we had a bit

of medicine on the west end of a turbine line, so

they moved the one turbine to another location.

It was preplanning well in advance of -- and so

they said, "Well, we've moved this turbine to the

east and just not go there." So they just saw a

buffer, and there was some medicine there and

they didn't want to work on mitigation. It

wasn't a big deal for them to put the turbine in

a similar, stable position. They just preplaced

it.

So we didn't have a physical, you know, gate
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all around it, we just communicated very early,

"Can you not put a turbine there?" And "This

is -- this is the buffer." And they moved the

area. They also didn't put road access in there.

Like, they didn't extend the roads, so there was

constant road access.

So that's one example, is just early

communication. If this road was to be widened 20

metres, then it would be in that buffer, but it's

not. So it's usually preplanning stuff and

avoiding areas.

BM: Can you feather out high potential areas to identify,

like, areas on the road that we should be really

aware of?

CM: We could, that's a possibility. So what we do sometimes

with medicine, is we'll take the person and

provide the data. And we'll say to them, "Can we

mark this area where you're comfortable with

people not to be going through?" Like, if it's a

plant with roots, for example, they'll say, "Oh,

generally the roots are this long", and then we

mark it with a GPS coordinate, tracking it, and

kind of flag, and then provide a detailed map of

that.

So usually it involves a person with the
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data, and then -- fencing is possible too, so

you're not having to communicate with everyone

who's not reading the maps.

RD: M'mm-hmm it's just, if there was a highly sensitive

area, we could flag it right to the contractor

right away.

CM: Yeah, for sure.

RD: Pay attention to this.

LM: Yeah, put a pullout here.

CM: Yeah, exactly.

RD: And then -- yeah, then there would be that communication

protocol where we're avoiding that, but "We're

putting it here, is that okay", type thing.

CM: Yeah. Yeah. And -- yeah. That's another good positive

way to avoid impacts, yeah.

MD: Yeah, I guess the other thing to do, so even after some

of these sites are identified and delineated,

they may not be impacted. And again, we can just

go back to [indiscernible] just the way the

project's designed, it's going to be way easier

if some are detected.

CM: Yeah.

RD: The environmental monitor will confirm.

MD: Yeah.

CM: M'mm-hmm. We clearly lay out and monitor it.
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MD: All right.

CM: Another piece I just wanted to mention to that, is

communication. So sometimes members will post

the project right off the area because say they

had four years of disturbance and they really

weren't in that area, say that wetland, for

example. They just didn't turn on the road, but

they weren't privy to the knowledge of when it

ends, they may just never go back and make that

trip as an elder. So if we are really great with

our communication and saying, you know, "2020,

you're going to be able to go back here. This is

not a permanent project." It really helps the

youths part of it. Because just because the

bio-physical is there doesn't mean we can

actually use it. The -- we need to communicate

with our members too, as a mitigation measure.

LM: Yeah.

MD: This is the re-vegetation plan. So we had been coming

up with reclamation standards that are

[indiscernible], including components of the

wildlife capability and that, having Twin Sisters

involved. So it just gets more active

reclamation to achieve a desired result.

BM: Yeah, we have no problem with that.
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MD: And that's it for wildlife.

And so there were several work plans

identified in the wildlife section. First one

being this Operational Wildlife Protection and

Monitoring Plan. So again, it really relates to

the traditional use work and sites and stuff that

were identified as well, in terms of identifying

[indiscernible] and how to provide a bit more

protection measures around that.

So things related to, you know, truck

activity, again the whole speed limit concerns,

addressing that, hunting and fishing,

[indiscernible] contractors. [Inaudible].

And I think one of the other points should

be kind of identifying, like I say,

[indiscernible] have the feature that should be

protected or identified, and again, could be

things such as game trails, or kill sites, or

mineral licks, or things like that that are out

there that wildlife are using, and influence that

wildlife are using -- using the area.

And then specifically getting into the whole

moose habitat setup. So identifying, you know,

based on the stuff I reviewed, the areas -- and I

think it says various values for moose and we
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referred to that [indiscernible] moose area part

of it is good wintering habitat. And then with

the amount of clear cuts and reroute that's

happening, there's probably some spring foraging

going on as well. So we know that there's moose

value throughout that whole site.

So this one really gets into that

[indiscernible] and puts some parameters around

that and identifies clearly that here is good.

This is where the good moose areas are, and then,

again, look at how those are going to be

affected.

And then with the pre-construction nest

surveys, again, depending on any clearing and

vegetation, whether it's for the pullouts or the

ground in the quarry site itself, if that's

happening during the nesting period, then there's

some standard nest impact [indiscernible]

recommended.

Oh, here's the one I want to [indiscernible]

feature [indiscernible]. So there's a plan for

that. So again, I'm focusing on wildlife

treaties, movement corridors, mineral licks,

things like that. And specific setbacks and

stuff recommended for certain sites.
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And then pre-construction amphibian survey.

So we know that there are amphibians on the site.

And I don't think we know exactly where they're

breeding. So lead up to [indiscernible] breeding

areas and movement corridors for things like

western toads, and if there's any mass migrations

across the roadways and things like that, that we

haven't identified beforehand.

RD: How would you do that?

MD: We'll, again, confirming wherever they're breeding, and

then if that is in close proximity on the

roadways, [indiscernible] when the toadlets come

out and [indiscernible].

RD: So it's kind of a monitoring type thing?

MD: Yeah. Yeah.

CM: It's also a baseline understanding where they are before

impacts occur with pre-construction surveys.

Going out in the field and doing the assessment,

getting those known sites before hammers hit the

road.

MD: Yeah. And if there is movements over the roadways,

specific mitigations [indiscernible].

RD: Do you have any idea what time of year that is here?

MD: Well, breeding activity is May to August, it's probably

later in the --

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

63

RD: So September, October?

MD: No, it's [indiscernible].

RD: So I mean, the obvious places are the two big wetlands,

right?

MD: Yeah, I mean, that was certainly the starting areas.

Start in the wetlands ...

PC: [Indiscernible] mitigation measure start putting up

signs.

BM: Beg your pardon?

PC: For the toad crossings and that, what I've seen,

especially with QIT and other jobs, is they'll

put up warning signs about the toads.

BM: Oh, yeah?

PC: And then they'll basically -- it's reduce the speed of

the trucks and space them out further.

BM: Oh, yeah.

PC: That's typically the approach that they take, and the

contractors -- most contractors are fairly aware

of that.

BM: Yeah.

CM: Is there any work proposed in the wetlands at all?

BM: No.

CM: No?

MC: No. No.

CM: Okay. So there isn't any amphibian salvage permits
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required at all for this project?

RD: We just flagged, like, a low probability, that if the

contractor sort of -- if a puddle happened to

form on the property or something, and then some

frogs were observed in it through environmental

monitoring, that that would be taken care of.

CM: Yeah, okay. So it's a new -- a new form that they move

into.

RD: Into a ditch or something.

CM: Okay.

RD: Something like that, right? But there's no --

PC: Deactivating the pond.

CM: Yeah.

RD: There's no scope of work to deactivate a flooded area

right now.

CM: Okay.

RD: Like, it doesn't exist anywhere in the project intent,

you know, aside from, like, other things, like a

fish salvage or something like that if a culvert

upgrade is required.

CM: Okay. And we don't know of any culvert upgrades right

now? No? Okay.

MD: So under species at risk, there's three main species

that we looked at: Klinse-za herd, the woodland

caribou, olive-sided flycatcher, and western
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toad.

So we know that the project is -- it's in

the range of wetlands. We know that's in the

range of the klinse-za herd, as that range has

been delineated by the carbon strategy

[inaudible] also be involved in the mapping

projects as well.

So the long and short of it is, it's within

the range. That area has been, you know, it's

caribou habitat, it has also been highly modified

because the reservoir activities, the logging,

and the other stuff. But at the end of day, too,

it still remains caribou habitat. And it's the

goal of First Nations to see that any

reclamations of any site, keep that in mind and

reclaim for essentially the capability that the

caribou can be returned to the area.

So that's the mitigation [indiscernible]

right around the caribou, kind of addresses that.

RD: Do you know of any specific caribou mitigation or

habitat type features?

CM: Yeah.

RD: I mean, the big restoration is going to be the quarry

site, right?

MD: Yeah, so ...
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CM: We do actually -- so there's a research team out of

Alaska, and they work in the Peace Region

documenting what caribou eat. And so they're

publishing a list of species of plants. So the

caribou are eating lichen in the winter, but

there's also eating other things like

huckleberries in the summer, bulking up on the

vegetation.

So the nursery, Twin Sisters, has that list.

And so when it is caribou habitat, they keep

those species in mind that -- I mean, huckleberry

is used for a lot of different -- humans,

caribou, moose, whatever, right? So we do know

of a published list of plants that they're

eating, so it is helpful.

RD: I mean, that can easily be worked into the vegetation

plan.

CM: When it's appropriate, right? Like, you know, you're

looking at the quarries next to a cut block, but

up hill of that, there's more plants there, and

just using appropriate species that are in the

area. I mean, we don't want to change the

environment at all, but if there are

huckleberries in the area, which there are,

they're appropriate there. If they wouldn't grow
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there at all, we wouldn't recommend that.

Instead the grower works with what's going to

actually grow there. We're not recommending that

lichen get put in areas that lichen wouldn't grow

in, for example. It would be what's appropriate.

MD: And recognizing that the sort of reclamation recovery of

the area will take multiple years, but we can

almost sort of kick start it. Get the right

plants in there to sort of expedite that sort of

recovery as fast as we can.

So with olive-sided flycatcher, so it's a

federal -- federally listed species at risk and

has the potential to occur in the area. So the

pre-construction survey, that we talked about the

other day, would address them.

BM: Include them?

MD: Include these guys, and likewise with the western toad,

the amphibian report plan, as well. So

[inaudible] with the species. And I guess the

only other point to make on the species at risk

side of things is, when it's things, like, you

know, western toad, or olive-sided flycatcher,

other activities are [indiscernible] again, just

reporting out that they're being addressed.

So the socio-economic side of things,
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there's a few work plans in here, a lot of it --

a lot of -- there's more relevant information in

the TUS reports on that, so I didn't really want

to repeat a lot of that in the FNITR.

A couple things touched on, on the heritage

side of things, are the chance find,

[indiscernible] or any sort of heritage

resources. So nothing has been identified to

date, but should resources be found during the

operations, there's a procedure in place that --

BM: Yeah. And that's a standard environmental management

plan in basically all agro projects, I believe.

JT: Yeah, [indiscernible] chance find procedure. And

basically, it adheres to the Heritage Act, but

it's outlined in the MPA as well, that we have.

There's -- there's discussion on fossils,

location as well. Finds and fossils and that,

too.

MD: And under traditional land use, would lead into -- trap

compensation should be an issue. So we've had

some discussion about trapping in the area, and

having trapping and [indiscernible] in the end,

there's probably better information in the TUS in

terms of, you know, where some of the specific

trapping activities are happening, and whether
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there's potential overlap with [indiscernible]

activities and stuff. So we would look into

specifics of whether specific trap lines may or

may not be impacted, access to those, that kind

of stuff.

RD: Does the TUS identify -- happen to identify specific

trapping areas?

JT: When they're raised. We don't tend to document formal

trapping areas, but where there have been sites,

trapping sites, yeah, those would be in there,

and if there are specific lines or trap lines

that people say they frequent as an area, we

usually map that as a polygon, so that would be

available as well.

RD: That would be helpful.

CM: Yeah.

MD: Yeah, and I know West Moberly has also identified

trapping -- specific trap lines in the area.

CM: Yes. M'mm-hmm.

MD: Wildlife as well, so ...

CM: We have a trap line holder in this area with

[indiscernible] Cameron, and then we have people

individually practicing their trapping rights,

too. So it's listed in the TUS under the value

of hunting and trapping.
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JT: Hunting and trapping, yeah.

CM: And that is in there. And then, like Marc is saying,

because this is the tri-nation with the technical

part and Saulteau-specific, but we know for sure

that there's active trapping heavily by West

Moberly, over there too, because people share

resources and the trapping is active for West

Moberly, too.

JT: Yeah, in the footprint we do have recorded wolf, lynx,

and rabbit in the area.

MD: Resource use, don't overlap with the traditional land

and resource use. And there's connections here,

again, to cultural continuity, which is probably

better addressed in the TUS report. And likewise

with, I think, the final on community health too,

a bit more detail in the TUS around cultural

continuity [indiscernible] do that. And

hopefully, I think that was it for this -- oh,

and finally, the cumulative effects of that.

So in review of the environmental

assessment, where it essentially stated that

potential impacts could be mitigated, therefore

there would be cumulative effects of concern, I

think the First Nations take a different view of

that based on the amount of activity within the
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territory. There has been historic impacts of --

better -- it's a better presentation of their

understanding of what the cumulative effects of

the area are, specific [indiscernible]. Some

things could happen in terms of understanding the

level of work that Canfor has planned for the

area, how this could impact land cover, and, I

mean, just a better understanding of what all

these impacts mean to traditional land use. And,

I think I just ran out of power.

LM: Out of juice. Were there other sections, or that was

the last section?

MD: That was the last. There was just a closure section.

LM: Okay. Because I could always pull it up here. So thank

you. I think that's helpful for us to sort of

understand in a little bit more depth sort of

what the results of all of the studies have been,

and that's good.

So we've -- as I said, I mean, we

[indiscernible] the studies, we gave some sort of

preliminary thought to how we could respond to

some of the work plans and the mitigations.

I guess one thing maybe I wouldn't mind

touching on before we go sort of through some of

that, is -- is the connective matter that you're
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thinking of. So where we have items, I guess,

you know, we've sort of gone through this and

said, "Yeah, there's some items we can say yes to

right now, there's some items where we're either

looking for a bit more information from the

contractor, or some Saulteau, and there's some

items that we just -- we think we're going to

need to find another way to mitigate around."

So in terms of a commitment letter, given

where we are right now, is we've got solutions

for some things, and probably not for everything.

I'm curious as to, sort of, what you envision.

Something that has a commitment to do certain

things now and to work on the rest, or something

more general. Like, I'd just move to get a

better idea of that.

CM: Well, today was really -- we had our nose to the grind

producing reports on what were our concerns, so

today we were really focused on articulating

that, communicating that clearly. So the short

answer would be, we don't have a master plan of

how we want this all rolled out.

LM: Fair enough.

CM: But we want to work on that, so we think -- we listed

reasons why commitment letters work for Nations,
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given the consultation requirements and when it's

in a review post, working with contractors. So

commitment letters help the Nations, and many

proponents have signed them, and they're not hard

commitments that we will do everything you ask

Saulteau First Nations. It's saying -- Peace

River Coal has one saying "We will develop these

eight work plans together." Yes, they may be

duplicates, the plans we already committed to,

but we -- if we're going to do an emergency find

procedure in this plan, we can also duplicate in

a work plan.

So it's an upfront commitment that says we

will develop this in conjunction with you, Nation

A, B, C.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: So the -- we do see a lot of benefits to having a

commitment letter. Because reality is, we don't

have a lot of capacity, or we find that there's

less -- how do I put it? Less of a commitment

once permits are issued and everything is rolling

ahead. So that's kind where we kind of stand on

reasons why commitment letters work for the

Nations. So we definitely have specific asks and

some of them will be answered in later plans, but
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that just gives us reassurance to move forward

and keep working.

LM: Okay.

CM: So we see that as a benefit to work on the commitment

letter, but maybe we can go through the table

today. I understand Saulteau is only represented

here, and there is a three nation review.

LM: Yeah. Of course.

CM: So we'll be here to listen. We certainly can't commit

or negotiate any sort of thing without the other

Nations here.

LM: Yeah.

CM: But we may need to present this as well to them. I

don't know how that all works.

LM: Yeah, we could put together a bit of a sort of working

group on it to review everything.

CM: Yeah, when BC Hydro updates, coming up in May, where all

Nations meet regarding that.

LM: Oh, right. Okay.

CM: For timing sake, there's one planned with BC Hydro that

includes the other Nations on May 12th, as a

possible day.

BM: Maybe a good time to provide -- by May 12th will we have

a pretty good idea what the scope of work will

be? Hmm?
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KK: Scope of work for the ...

BM: Work from Peter Kiewit. Would we have enough

information to provide an update?

KK: We can provide an update, but again, whether the update

is complete or not, I cannot [indiscernible].

BM: Yeah, but there's some standard things we can put in the

update, like the road is not going to be 20

metres wide, and things like that?

KK: Yes, I think so.

BM: It just might provide --

CM: Exactly.

BM: You know, that's the opportunity we need to give you an

update, so I mean ...

CM: That's one of the really important updates for this

time-sensitive --

KK: No, we can -- I can just assure you that as soon as any

material update is finalized, is available, it

will be passed on to you.

CM: Yes, but we kind of need to know. We're getting --

we're getting questions how comfortable we are

with this whole process. We kind of need to

know, you know, general.

JT: Yeah, more information.

CM: More information to move forward, that's what we're

trying to say.
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KK: See, if everything goes -- the current process with the

contractor involves multiple things. One is the

construction methodology that they're proposing;

how they will do the quarry development plan; how

they are subcontracting to First Nation

businesses; and that is the key thing which is at

risk. We want to finalize that.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: We are committed to provide, what do they call it?

Subcontracting of business and employment

opportunities to First Nations, local First

Nations, and that is a high agenda with the

contractor.

CM: There's also a timeline by BCUC to see if consultation

is adequate for this project. By May 20th

they're wanting to make a decision on it.

LM: 20th, 23rd or something?

RO: Yeah, I know. Fast.

KK: I can't answer that question right now because that is

not my specialization. So I will --

CM: It's not a question, though. It's --

LM: Yeah. Are we comfortable with --

CM: It's more of a -- the fact that BCUC is asking to make a

decision on whether consultation is complete by

the end of May, which involves, heavily involves
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First Nations' feedback on what equipment levels

are for Hydro. That's what I'm trying to

communicate.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Regardless of a contractor's --

KK: Exactly. That's for our legal --

CM: I just -- it's a fact.

KK: That's for our legal to decide what approach they're

taking, so that's why I'm keeping silent on that

particular issue. I don't want to comment on

that.

LM: But I think -- I think what --

CM: I'm not asking for a comment. I'm just -- I was just

kind of saying, how do we get that done in a way

that -- that's why commitment letters work.

LM: Yeah, so you guys have some comfort, and yeah. Okay.

KK: But we didn't -- the problems with --

RD: I think that's a good opportunity, though, that time, to

provide a project update.

CM: I agree. Prior to --

LM: Yeah.

RD: And we can also provide more details on things that

we've agreed to as well. Flesh them out some

more.

LM: Exactly. And we can, like -- we can facilitate sharing
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that with West Moberly and McLeod Lake obviously,

too. Like, we don't want to sit all that on your

shoulders, so ...

CM: No, because I think the requirement -- I don't know.

But they should know sooner than later --

LM: That is our job, so yeah.

CM: -- before the 12th, because the 20th is a week after.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

BM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: And give them more time to kind of work on committing

and agreeing that, "Yeah, that works. It's

something we both agree on." I mean, they

haven't even been aware of this yet. Like, have

a meeting scheduled and having that stuff ready

gives us a week to meet that deadline.

LM: Yeah. Okay.

KK: I think we -- what we and BC Hydro understand that we

will be engaging the First Nations through all

the implementation phase till the project is

completed, and we are committed to that. And

maybe -- I'm just saying --

CM: Yeah, but that doesn't -- well, maybe it's like you say,

you don't want to comment on it, but consultation

is -- includes accomodation. So engaging us

through the whole thing. And where you're
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engaged, you're fully monitoring the death of

caribou, we're all engaging, we're all

documenting, doesn't -- isn't consultation.

So we're really stressing that commitment

letters get stuff done. They save wetlands, they

protect caribou, because we're just working

through those impacts.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: But we don't want to be fully engaged in just blah,

blah, give our comments the whole time. And

we're all listening. We want action, and that's

one way to do that.

LM: Okay. Well, maybe we can work through sort of a few of

these responses so you get an idea of what we're

thinking, and you can give some thought to

whether this makes sense in a commitment letter,

whether it's an appendix, whether you want

something more general, like, whatever it is

you're looking for. Because yeah, I mean, I

think, you know, a lot of -- a lot of the things

that you've identified, like, we're quite

prepared to find a way to address.

CM: Great. That's good news.

LM: Why don't I plug this puppy in. Oh, thanks Marc.

So I guess the only opening comment that I
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will make about this table is it includes stuff

from both the February 16th letter, and the

FNITR. So unfortunately it's not, like, totally

organized in the same way as the work plans, but

I think we can probably manage it nevertheless.

Do people want five minutes to, like, go to

the washroom or anything before we get going on

this?

JT: Sure, let's do it.

LM: Okay.

[BREAK - VARIOUS TOPICS DISCUSSED - WEATHER,

TRAVEL, CAR ACCIDENT, ET CETERA]

[MEETING RESUME]

KK: So do you have to leave by 3:00?

CM: Yes, because we have another meeting.

KK: We have got only one hour left.

CM: It's -- like I say, we're going to need to present it to

McLeod and West Moberly, too.

LM: Yeah. I think, like, as far as I know, we're planing on

sharing this --

KK: So Leah, can we do one more thing? We will discuss this

today. Can we -- we need your help to facilitate

another meeting in about a week or so.

CM: You need my help to organize Saulteau time?

KK: Yes, we need you to have a meeting with Saulteau, McLeod
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Lake, and West Moberly on whatever we have

presented.

LM: Well, we'll -- we'll organize that, KK. I'll do that.

KK: No, but that's what --

LM: I'll obviously work with Carmen to ensure --

KK: In order to honour the regulatory process --

LM: Yeah.

KK: -- I was thinking if we can have another meeting quickly

with them --

LM: We'll see when we can, right?

KK: -- on what we discussed today, and we have presented

something to you, maybe you go through that and

consider those things. So that is my request,

that if we can do something.

LM: Yeah, we'll think about the best way to sort of get

these guys tied into like, a working group where

we can discuss this all together, but I think for

now we've got [indiscernible] and you can take it

away and think about it, and see if we're hitting

the mark here.

So I guess here's sort of the first bucket

of things that we thought, you know, the FNITR

recommends: Facilitating safe access. And I

think that really did sound, from the stuff we

heard about the TUS this morning too, like, that
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really does seem to be a big concern.

CM: Leah, can I ask a question?

LM: Yeah, of course.

CM: So it says FNITR recommendations.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: Is there -- do they change, or -- for the commitment

letter just so I have them organized?

LM: Good question.

CM: Are they -- these overlap, right?

LM: Yeah, so these are basically -- oopsies. Sorry, oh,

come on. These are basically copied and pasted

from the FNITR, but you're right, they're

organized in kind of a different way. So --

JT: They were based on the letter, weren't they?

LM: Yeah, we sort of remit them --

KK: Yes.

LM: -- and according to the groupings in the commitment

letter.

CM: Okay.

LM: Yeah. So that's sort of how they're organized. I mean,

if we need to organize them, we can do that. So

I mean, in terms of a response, we do want to

ensure people are safe on the roads. And so

here's some of the things that we've initially

been thinking about that might be sort of safety
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measures that we'll ask the contractor to use.

And we've also -- you know, we've also thought

about some commitments that we can make as well.

You know, making sure you guys got the schedule,

having communications protocols so people know,

you know, what's going on on the roads, and this

sort of thing. You know, if there's desired

access dates and times, we can try to work with

you to make those happen. That sort of thing.

So we've taken sort of a first cut at what

we think some safety measures could be. You

know, if you want to take some time to think

about them and comment on them, and obviously

we'll think about looping in the other Nations as

well. But that's sort of what we were

initially -- our sort of initial thoughts on this

one.

RD: Yeah, they're very preliminary. I think two of the key

issues that we're kind of worrying about is,

obviously, radio protocol is very important on

these roads. We know you guys don't have a radio

for everybody. So trying to figure out how we

can get radios to people who are going to use the

area. And I mean, it's a difficult one because

there's a lot of people and we don't have an
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unlimited supply of radios. One thing we were

thinking of is, you know, the GMS check-in gate

there.

CM: Yeah.

RD: That maybe there's an opportunity to provide radios to

the First Nations that are going up to our

project area at that location.

CM: Okay.

RD: So these are the types of things we're trying to think

of to -- to, you know, make the access safer.

CM: Okay.

RD: I think another important component to that one is,

like, our communication protocol, however we

develop that. So, you know, if there is a large

group going out at this certain time, we have a

communication protocol that, you know, you tell

us, and obviously it goes the other way where we

tell you we're going to be really busy on the

road this next three weeks. You know, that type

of information updates. So I think those are the

two key things in that, being safe.

CM: And then we talked earlier today about the assessment

that's going to be done on the speed limits.

LM: Oh, the hazard assessment?

CM: The hazard assessment stuff.
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LM: Yeah.

RD: That comes down in another box. [Indiscernible] brought

up the speed limit, I think.

LM: Yeah, I think -- I can't remember where it landed.

KK: It's the next page. Next page.

LM: Oh, there you go. Oh, trucking and road use. Okay.

Right. So this is the 30 kilometre

recommendation, and we said, you know, at this

point, we don't know if we can do a blanket, but

we are going to do this hazard assessment, and

I've committed that we're going to provide you

with how they're assessing. And you know what?

The more that I think about it, because you were

asking, you know, like, are some of the

traditional values going to be there, or are

things like, dust is going to be in there. Dust

is almost assuredly going to be in that hazard

assessment, because dust is a safety issue.

KK: Oh, absolutely.

LM: Yeah. I was just sort of thinking that through.

KK: So this is on the assessment and --

LM: Yeah. Wildlife interactions, you know, that's obviously

sort of a component of the concern, I think,

around trucking and road use, so we do want to

try and mitigate wildlife interactions through
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our caribou mitigation plan that we're --

wildlife and caribou mitigation plan, I guess.

The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it's a

bit of a tricky one for us because we think there

might be some sort of sizable impacts on project

schedule and potentially cost. But we are at

least willing -- sorry, go ahead.

CM: One point on that, to clarify. We're talking dusk in

the north, right, in the summertime, which is

pretty late in the day.

LM: Okay.

CM: The sun is setting anywhere from 10:00 at night to --

I'm just curious about -- has that been

considered? We're not asking for a 6:00 o'clock

stop on all traffic, but when the sun is going

down, is --

KK: See --

CM: Like, is this a 24 hour operation? Just understanding

[indiscernible] trucks 24 hours?

KK: They're planning two shifts in a day, two 10-hour

shifts.

CM: Okay.

KK: So the question is --

RD: And this is to expedite the quarry work.

CM: Okay.

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

87

KK: This is to expedite the transport of the rock from

quarry to stockpile. And the contractor

definitely has got a window. You see, we have

discussed everything -- these things with the

contractor, but we're waiting for them to respond

to us.

CM: Okay.

KK: So there is a possibility that during the shift

change --

CM: Yeah.

KK: -- we can have a pause.

CM: Yeah.

KK: But not for three, four hours; that impacts the

production. It maybe one or two, or a couple of

hours at max. So that can be -- that's what I'm

saying. We are trying out -- doing our best to

accommodate your requests, but we have to work

through all those details to come to an

understanding.

CM: Yeah.

LM: Yeah, and I think the other thing we've sort of said

here is that we are willing to consider, like, a

preplanned and a targeted stoppage. So if you

know there's a certain period with, like, really

high use, you know, let's talk about it and see
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if we can plan, sort of, something -- you know?

It will probably have to be somewhat limited in

scope, but that's not to say that we can't, you

know, do a few targeted stoppages so that people

can at least get out a bit during the season and

stuff.

CM: And so for the rock hauling, what is the latest and

greatest timeframe that they think it will take

to haul the rocks from point A to point B?

KK: Excuse me, I couldn't understand that.

CM: How long are they going to haul rooks from the quarry to

the dam?

KK: Again, that, I cannot say, but we are -- but contractors

are even planning if we get the -- see, basically

we can haul the stockpile.

CM: Yeah.

KK: But we cannot [indiscernible] the dam until it is

advisable.

CM: Sure, and the main one is the stockpile path.

LM: Yeah.

CM: For impacts right?

LM: Yeah.

CM: Once it's there, really close, then the impacts are --

they're minimal.

KK: Then there's -- no, then the road is already double
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lane, because that's stockpiling.

CM: What I'm saying is how long is that from the quarry, way

off in the inlet, to there? Are we talking five

years, are we talking ten months?

KK: No. No. I would say they will use the minimum time,

and if they're even prepared -- if we get more

than 95 days of [indiscernible] in the very first

year, because the placement takes place from

February, 2017.

CM: So February, 2017 is when they start hauling?

KK: No, no, no. Hauling will be done in '16.

CM: Okay.

PC: Hauling -- hauling will start in August.

KK: Let me explain -- let me explain if the schedule is like

this. If we have everything -- everything is --

we get everything done, approvals from management

[indiscernible] and whatever it is, we are

planning to have a construction contract with the

contractor in the first half of June.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And they will then mobilize. And probably they're going

to start in the first week of July. So that will

include only quarry work. The upgrade of

whatever is required on the service roads, and

preparing the stockpile area to receive the rock.
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So that is starting from July onwards. So

they are -- and when it comes to February, we

should have enough stockpile to place it on the

dam. So that can be starting from minimum, 50

percent of the total rock to be placed. Was this

even 100 percent?

So what the contractor is planning, is they

will start quarry in July, and continue quarry,

except for some minor breaks during the Christmas

period, maybe a month or so or a couple of

months, that is yet to be finalized. But that is

the plan. They will keep on quarry and

transporting to the stockpile.

LM: So KK, when they -- I guess the question is around

hauling. The idea is, once they start quarrying,

they would start hauling to the stockpile area.

KK: It will take about -- you see, it is not -- blasting,

sorting out they are to do.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: Plus they have to do these road upgrades.

LM: Yeah.

KK: First of all, they have to complete the road upgrades.

LM: Yeah.

KK: Like pullovers and all those things. If that is -- the

plan is to complete by mid-August.
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LM: Okay.

KK: Those upgrades.

LM: Okay.

KK: So if upgrades are completed around mid-August, that's

the current, I would say, draft schedule that

[indiscernible] changes.

LM: Yeah.

KK: So I'm not committing to anything.

CM: No.

KK: But I just give you information.

LM: That's what we would expect from --

KK: So then after the 15th of August, they would start

hauling.

LM: Okay.

CM: Great.

KK: And that is the time when the sun sets late, and all

those things. I understand those things. So --

and they have told us we'll have two 10-hour

shifts for hauling, and [indiscernible] a change

over in between. So one can be at the dusk time,

one can be at the dawn. Somewhere like that. So

those details have yet to come, but this is an

understanding that there will be.

So hauling will definitely start by, say,

mid-August. Before that, they are to do the
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quarrying, sort out the rock, and stockpiling,

and the quarrying. Then they are to transport

and stockpile close to the dam.

CM: Till when?

KK: I am -- I think it is still mid-December when they break

for Christmas break.

CM: Okay.

LM: And then they would start up again in the new year.

KK: They will restart if they have to --

BM: Will they have 50 percent done by December?

KK: Yes.

LM: Oh, really.

KK: That is the plan.

BM: And that's, what, six months? September, October,

November, December. Five.

KK: September, October, November, December. Mid-December --

Mid-August to mid-December is four months.

BM: Okay.

CM: Four months.

BM: And that's halfway. So theoretically, it should be

another four months to get the --

KK: Another four months.

BM: I think that's what you're trying to get at.

LM: Yeah, that's exactly -- yeah.

KK: And if they find that the [indiscernible] is low, and
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they are getting 90 days, their plan is to

replace all the rock in 90 days on the dam, but

depending on the window available and the dam.

CM: Okay. The water level.

KK: The window available on the dam can be 30 days, can be

40 days.

CM: Yeah, sure.

KK: Can be 20 days.

CM: Yeah.

KK: So we don't know. It can be completed in one year, it

can be completed in four years. That's the

placement.

CM: Yeah.

KK: But with respect to the quarry and stockpiling.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: Maximum two years.

LM: Yeah.

KK: Not more than that.

LM: It sounds like the detailed hauling schedule would be

super helpful to pass on to these guys, if you

have it.

KK: Yes. So it's only a two-year project, if we get

everything -- everything is okay. That's our

plan.

CM: Okay.
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PC: So if you get all your rip-rap to your storage place by

mid, say, 2017, will you start -- will you leave

the quarry open?

KK: No. We start -- we start reclamation. Once the quarry

operations and all the rock required, we made

stockpiles of extra rock to take care of some

contingencies [indiscernible] requirement.

PC: Yes, that's what I was wondering too.

KK: So our requirement right now is, say, 132,000 cubic

metres. We may transport 150,000, because that

way, [indiscernible] 130 to 150. It includes

some extra rock stockpiling over there --

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: -- so that, if replacing, if we require, we don't know

at the dam, the requirement we have assessed is

132,000. It may go up to 150,000. Depending

on --

PC: So the situation being like, you have it stockpiled,

say, if you take two years to place it on the

dam, and then you discover you're short --

KK: It was to sit at the stockpile.

PC: Yeah, you'll --

KK: Close to that.

PC: You don't have to go back to the quarry.

KK: But -- but -- so that is the plan. It is more
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economical for the contractor to finish the

quarry and stockpile it, and then they

minimize --

JT: Focus on the dam.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: -- and that's good for them.

LM: Yeah.

JT: Okay. That's good.

KK: So once we complete the quarry, and we shut down the

quarry, we'll start reclamation.

CM: Okay.

LM: Cool. Okay.

KK: So with regard to [indiscernible] just came to mind, I

just try to -- although we are not -- we are not

expanding the road from one lane to two lanes,

but this [indiscernible] road currently itself is

about 10 to 12 meters wide.

JT: Yeah.

KK: If you have gone and seen that.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: It's already 12 meters wide.

LM: Okay.

CM: Are you meaning the right of way is 12 meters wide?

KK: No, right of way is 30 meters, but it -- the road, when

it branches off on the table road into the
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quarry, which is about three kilometres --

CM: Yes.

KK: -- it's already widened to about 10, 12 metres. So 10,

12 metres. So we are going to upgrade that also.

CM: Okay.

KK: Table and Utah have different [sic] because they belong

to Canfor, they don't belong to us. But the

[indiscernible] road belongs to Hydro. Now you

can continue.

LM: All right. Another thing is --

KK: If something comes to my mind, I got to try to share it.

LM: Just spit it out. So we had also talked about water

quality. There was some recommendations around

that, around the involvement in the development

of the sediment and erosion control plan and

ensuring your concerns were addressed. And, of

course, ensuring that there's monitoring -- that

monitors are sort of meaningful involved --

meaningfully involved.

So we definitely have plans to do a sediment

and erosion control plan. That is going to

happen. It's going to be a professional who

develops it. That being said, we will obviously

be sharing that with you for your, sort of,

consultation purposes, for your review, for your
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comments on it. You know, we're open to

suggestions on that, and the project doesn't

start construction until that plan is approved.

CM: So when you say you want to involve us, can we get a bit

more definition to that?

LM: Yeah, I mean, I think we're asking the contractor to

sort of take the first cut, right, with this

certified sediment and control specialist,

whatever they're called. So we are asking them

to take the first cut at it. At that point we

would like to share it with you. You know, have

you take some time to review it, comment on it if

you have additional sort of things you might want

to see in there that we can flip back to the

contractor and ask them to consider. That's, you

know, obviously a process we're open to.

CM: It just seems like we're -- because to hire a

professional to go through there and make

specific comments on the plan --

LM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: -- our data gaps, that's a limited budget that we

have --

LM: Yeah.

CM: -- and this is not a continual forever thing.

LM: Right.
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CM: And then when LGL is done their work, these plans come

along developed, we're swamped two months in

advance.

LM: Yeah.

CM: So I'm just being practical of where can we block off

some time. Does that mean that we get to do

another review? The reason why we've asked for a

commitment letter now, is this is where we have

the help now. The other review we had the time

allotted to do the work.

LM: M'mm-hmm. Maybe --

CM: And it's something to just think about, to bring back.

We're not asking for quick commitments or

answers, they're just comments.

BM: Yeah, those are good.

LM: Yeah, that's a really good point.

CM: But how does that actually work? Like, throwing me a

huge plan, and I'm swamped with site C, doesn't

work.

LM: Yeah. No, fair enough.

CM: Like, how is that humanly possible?

KK: We can provide you some extra funding if required.

[Indiscernible].

LM: Yeah. If we need -- it's a do-able thing if you wanted

to continue to retain LGL, or whatever. Like,
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that's --

KK: We're open to those things.

CM: But we're also -- you're paying twice for the same

amount of work.

LM: Well, you know what? I'm going to actually skip down to

the next one, because maybe this will help.

CM: Okay.

LM: LGL did make specific recommendations, right, about what

sorts of things should be in that sediment and

erosion control plan.

CM: Yeah.

LM: And we basically said -- this is a bit verbose, but we

said, you know, these are like practical measures

and we're going to ensure that they are in this

sediment and erosion control plan. Assuming they

apply, which maybe, Bruce, I think you had some

insight into what exactly we were getting at

there.

BM: It really depends on the activity, right? Whether

you're pumping discharge somewhere else, or

there's [indiscernible] waters and things like

that. So I mean, it comes down to having a

site-specific management plan.

PC: Yeah. They may choose not to use settling ponds, for

example, by reducing the footprint of their
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project area, right? So there's lots of measures

they can put in place. And so, you know, to say

that they have to have that, or should have

settling ponds where it may not be practical,

they can reduce their footprint in other measures

that they have.

CM: So if we added the language in like, "where applicable",

not saying you must put a settling pond

everywhere if there's not water, it's not

applicable.

BM: Right.

PC: Yeah.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Right? If you -- if that's applicable, then it makes it

flexible, right?

LM: Yeah.

PC: And there's four different plans to be done, right?

LM: That's right. It's quite involved.

PC: Four different [indiscernible] to be done. So there

will be a plan for the quarry, one for the roads,

one for the placement of [indiscernible]. Yeah.

So the different work areas with different plans.

LM: And then I think we've just called out here, too, some

of the best management practices that we are

planning to adhere to, or that we have to,
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because it's part of our Water Act permit. So

there's -- those will be in place as well.

BM: Typical resources we use. You're probably fully aware

of them all.

LM: This reference appears a lot with respect to the role of

environmental monitors. "Please see item 14."

Item 14 is basically, we expect to have First

Nations environmental monitors, and we'll talk to

you about the scope of those and get those all

fixed up.

What else do we got in here? Oh, yeah, dust

suppression. Right. So these were some more,

sort of, detailed recommendations that came out

of the FNITR. And again, we've basically said

"Yes, these measures are going to be incorporated

into the dust control plan where appropriate."

And then I guess there's just a note here that

maybe not all items would require dust control,

because some of them might not be -- might not

generate fine particles. And then we've got some

additional dust control measures in our

[indiscernible] course of work, too.

Now, I know this one has been a concern, and

we heard a little bit more about this today,

about the withdrawing of water from the creeks,
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right? And we've said, "Well, we have a permit."

And I think we've heard from you today that

people are still a bit concerned, despite the

conditions of the permit.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

LM: So I think what we -- what we have said on this one,

we've indicated to PKI that this is a concern to

you guys, Peter Kiewit, the contractor. And so

we've asked them to basically take this into

consideration when they develop their EPP.

You know, we -- I can't make any sort of

guarantees on that at this point, but we have

asked them to consider it because we're

definitely hearing that that is a concern for you

guys.

I mean, I think the other point to make, is

we actually think that practically most of the

water is coming from Williston.

CM: We also asked a question earlier today about -- asking

to do an analysis if it costs the contractor a

lot of extra time and money to extract. If they

can look into comparing the two and seeing it --

because you guys don't know those details, the

contractor will.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

103

KK: Yeah.

CM: To find out if it's a big headache to only withdraw from

the Williston, or maybe it saves time because you

don't have to crawl down a bank into a creek.

LM: Yeah. And I expect --

KK: And yes, I understand what you're saying, absolutely.

CM: Okay.

KK: But we also have some permit limits. If the water is

less than 30 centimetres, they cannot withdraw.

If there's -- the flow is 10 -- I think there are

some conditions on the permit. So they will not

do -- the primary withdraw will be from the

Williston reservoir, but because the permits are

there, we don't want the contractor to lose that

right of withdrawing water from the creeks as per

the permits.

LM: Although we have asked --

PC: One way to satisfy, you know, your comfort level, and

what we're doing, is to have your environmental

monitor there when they do it, right?

CM: That's one way. Because we don't have enough staff in

compliance and enforcement from FLNRO out there

monitoring these things.

PC: Yeah, that's one way to do it.

KK: When we come to the environmental monitor bullet, we'll
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discuss the environmental monitoring. Let's go

through the others.

CM: The tables are turning.

KK: I have some ideas --

CM: Okay.

KK: -- which will be -- as Marc has said, basically you need

the environmental monitoring reports. So we can

discuss that when we reach that stage.

LM: But yeah, that's a good point, Bruce, right? Like, the

monitor can always be there.

PC: I think we require that as well. Like, we require them

to check the water flow before they start. You

can't just go in there and say "We're permitted

to do this, and we're taking the water."

LM: Yes.

CM: Yeah.

PC: They got to be able to demonstrate that it's adequate.

CM: Indeed.

PC: Yeah.

CM: We also have a slow response time for FLNRO section 8,

or use permits, compared to OGC. When they have

a drought condition, OGC pulls the plug,

communicates it to all the license holders fairly

quickly.

PC: Okay. Yeah.
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CM: Working with the -- with the FLNRO, the water

department, they were two weeks late last year

communicating that to every section owner. So

they weren't in noncompliance, the people were

out there drawing water.

PC: M'mm-hmm.

CM: Nobody told them otherwise, and we had members on high

alert saying, you know, "This creek is running

dry. Why is Canfor pulling out our Johnson Creek

water?" And we went to the regulators and said

"What is going on?"

And they said, "Well, we sent them an email

and they didn't get back to us," right?

So these kind of things sometimes are bigger

than the proponents applying for the

applications. We have concerns, and preventative

measures are -- you're not going to get a drought

withdrawal out of Williston. It's so huge a

creek that would not be applicable. Just

prevents even going there. We're never going to

be -- the water in the Williston, it's just so

huge.

PC: Yeah.

LM: Yeah.

PC: There's some pros and cons which we talked about in the
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response as well, like, having water, like, close

to where you need it, and the trucking that's

associated with it.

CM: Yeah.

PC: And there's just analysis that would happen through the

project, and that's kind of why the proponent

wants to hang on to that. And you know, my

personal opinion is that we should not be sucking

any creek dry, or there shouldn't be any chance

of that through environmental monitoring and

through the conditions. But you know, we're

working towards that anyway.

CM: Okay.

LM: We've talked about this a couple of times, the SCQI

index to obtain baseline levels. So what did we

do on this one? So we -- we did a bit of

assessment, using, I guess, a different set of

standards, right? The Ministry of Environment

standards, what else? And we did go on to talk a

bit about the SCQI.

PC: The last paragraph was the important part here.

LM: Yeah, that's what I thought.

PC: I talked to -- I phoned up Pierre Beaudry who invented

the SCQI, to talk to him specifically about this

and get the background on it.

APPENDIX I



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

107

CM: Yeah.

PC: And what it is, is it's actually, in my opinion, a

useful tool. It's one way to do it, though.

Like, it's just one way to do it, I'll make that

clear. But it is useful. They look at, you

know, you go to water course crossing, and you'd

look at the left side and the right side, and

just sort of quantify some -- some observations,

put it into a formula, and it would give you a

risk rating.

CM: Okay.

PC: And if it was a high risk rating, meaning it might have

been a highly disturbed site or new, higher risk,

you would put more erosion control measures in

place at that site to control it.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

PC: Oh, it wasn't so much going to measure water quality as

it was going to evaluate the site's risk.

CM: Okay.

PC: Which I think is good. But what BC Hydro wants to do is

let the contractor's certified professional look

at how they want to do it, and we would recommend

the SCQI as one way their [indiscernible] might

want to do it, but that they're going to come up

with the plan they want to use, but we'll suggest
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that to them.

I think that Pierre Beaudry -- I think

vented that for Canfor, and it's almost like an

internal thing that he made for Canfor, but

anyway.

CM: Okay.

PC: This Cpass [phonetic] can totally adopt those if they

see it as an appropriate thing, or they may come

up with their other -- other measures to

accomplish the same thing.

LM: All right. And we talked about frequency of water

quality monitoring. And there was some pretty

detailed recommendations around this, I guess, in

the FNITR. What did we say about this?

So we are going to require the contractor to

do -- to -- yeah, to have in its EPP, sort of,

provisions for regular water quality monitoring

during construction. What have I got here? You

guys might want to just speak to this.

BM: What do you guys want -- standard environmental

management practices that will be applied?

PC: I think just downstream, upstream turbidity monitoring,

yeah. I think the challenge of our two intervals

is not to say that it's not an effective measure,

and it may, you know, be that, but I think the
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big thing there, is it's a level of activity and

a level of risk. You get very, you know, high

precipitation levels and you're responding in

other areas, and you might see a data gap in

something.

It's a matter of how you track that

information, what the risk is and the

documentation behind it. So it may very well be

two hour intervals, but you know, it's hard to

say, yeah, you know, a person's got to do it

every two hours, and if you're not there, you

know, there could be other reasons, because you

have an event somewhere else. It's basically a

much higher risk. So you have to basically look

at the level of risk on some of these things,

but ...

CM: So in there, because the ask is not for -- it's saying

here that the frequency will increase during

periods of increased risk related to

precipitation or higher risk of project activity.

So it kind of singles it out to in-stream kind of

work.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Or, you know, we could define that more. That it's

something that triggers turbidity as something
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that's in question.

PC: Well, you know --

CM: So it wouldn't be every stream, 24 hours.

PC: Yeah, you know, I think water quality monitoring is

something that's just a constantly ongoing thing

for the environmental monitors, whether it's BC

Hydro's auditor [sic] or contractor's monitor, or

the First Nations' monitor, however that is

structured. And it's being able to essentially

have all that data, and track reasons why you're

looking at certain areas and addressing comments

and risks, and being able to track what's leading

to more frequent monitoring of concern areas.

So if we're starting see high turbidity

levels in a specific location attributed to road

use, your frequency is going to adjust based on

that. And you're going to be looking at what

measures you need to place. You know, new

mitigation measures, and now what's working and

what's not working. So ...

CM: So if the language were to say turbidity measures will

be increased but not specific on the two hour,

because you're saying it could be more, could be

less, we can't commit to exactly two hours.

PC: Yeah.
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CM: Like the overall measurement is that --

BM: It says that right here, right?

PC: Yeah. Basically -- will increase.

BM: The frequency of water quality monitoring will increase

with the increase in risk.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

MD: Yeah. But my expectation with any environmental monitor

that's on site, is that they're not just looking

at these things, you know, when there's a lot of

traffic, when it's poor weather. My expectation

is that I'm also getting data regardless of

whether it's good or whether it's bad, because

that's always giving me some decent background.

CM: Baseline, yeah.

MD: Yeah, it's baseline data, right?

CM: Yeah.

MD: So it's -- I don't want my monitors to be sitting out

there doing nothing all day.

CM: M'mm-hmm. And it's easy to take a radio.

MD: You know, if they've got -- yeah, exactly. They've got

equipment in their truck and they should be using

it.

CM: Yeah.

MD: And I want to see that data. If I'm not getting that

data I'm going to start asking questions.
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CM: Yeah.

MD: You know, what are they doing? Are they being used for

other purposes where they shouldn't be? How is

the contractor taking advantage of the monitor to

basically put them to work doing other stuff when

they should actually be out monitoring. So, you

know, that's kind of the expectation.

CM: Just trying to -- because the original ask was there

because we -- the idea is to constantly monitor

if there's an increase. And so you're sitting

there and you know what an increase is, because

BC doesn't have some strict, hard deadlines that

everybody is -- like selenium, you know, you have

site quality objectives for a stream, and you got

the rule. And it's just -- this is the guidance

for everybody. Turbidity is a little more

tricky, but the original ask came out of the --

it's being monitored, we know when things are

unusual for that environment, and that something

is done about it, you know, to stop the loading.

Say somebody is working in a stream, and it's

higher than eight NTUs, and you kind of got a

trigger to say "We're higher than our baseline

here."

Our question is kind of coming from that
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type of language, to know what's abnormal, to

monitor and plan for events that cause harm to

fish.

MD: Yeah. Yeah, NTU about background, so, I mean ...

CM: All right.

MD: But, yeah, I mean, tying that turbidity to, you know,

background on specific times of the year, and

weather is an important piece too, right?

CM: Yeah.

PC: Yeah, that's why that regular monitoring and reporting

is important.

MD: Yeah.

LM: So we've got -- we've given some thought, I guess, to

some potential litigation measures. We've got a

few set out in the EA. We'll also got site

specific environment protection plans to, I

guess, address fish effects and effects on other

aquatic species.

The only confirmed industry warrant, this

might be helpful, is the rock placement on the

dam. We've got -- we've got a reference to some

of our best management practices and permit

conditions. If we require culvert replacements,

the contractor has to get a Section 9, and to

include mitigation measures in that EPP.
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BM: So we haven't got the permitting for any culvert

replacements.

CM: Okay.

BM: That will be up to the contractor to provide all the

plans and designs and everything to get those.

CM: Okay.

LM: What else do I have in here? So I guess we're not -- so

there will be an amphibian salvage and relocation

plan developed.

CM: So this is to -- do you guys know any more details on

this salvage permit? Is there wetland or known

area that's being disturbed to salvage?

PC: We've asked them too -- we've mentioned that, like, what

I explained before --

CM: Is that the same one?

PC: Yeah. Well, there's no known amphibian salvage required

for the project at this time.

CM: Okay.

PC: There's no wetlands and there's no big water pockets or

anything like that.

CM: Okay.

PC: But we've advised them to be precautionary because it

takes a long time to get a permit.

CM: Yeah.

PC: So I'm hopeful that they will just apply for a permit
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for the entire, like, sort of project footprint

area. And then something comes up in a ditch and

they need to do sediment and erosion control

measures quickly, but it turns out that maybe

some frogs happened to be living in there, then

they can salvage them, right? That's kind of the

concept behind it.

CM: Okay. M'mm-hmm.

MD: Same thing goes if they want to decommission any of

their -- if they do have settling ponds, to

decommission those ponds, they may have to do a

salvage for that.

CM: Yeah. Place a home in there.

MD: Yeah.

PC: But over all, there should not be a lot of just idle

water sitting around on the project.

CM: Yeah.

PC: I don't think -- like, it should be managed properly to

drain off and stuff.

MD: And in terms of the toad crossings and such, that's

something we can work with.

CM: Yeah.

MD: That's pretty straight forward.

CM: They have toad crossing that are like big culverts, and

they go under the road.
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PC: Yeah, sometimes it works, sometimes it doesn't.

CM: Yeah.

PC: I've worked with Kiewit on a PV project where we tried a

number of measures. And as I said earlier, what

we ended up doing, is we have peek times during

the day when we slowed traffic down, spaced it

out.

CM: Yeah.

PC: You know, not every toad is going to make it across the

road. But you know, that's part of it. You

know, they went to extraordinary efforts of

basically putting signs up on the road and --

CM: Yeah, did they have a toad flag or anything like that?

PC: They had a toad flag, but it was part of the tailboard

meeting every signal morning.

CM: Okay.

PC: And they're huge signs that were basically posted at the

start and at the finish, and then, basically,

Like, you're approaching this area, and then once

you're into it --

CM: Okay.

PC: -- and, you know, basically had guys out there

monitoring the speeds.

CM: Okay.

PC: So, you know, they took it very seriously.
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CM: And where do you -- and generally how many people will

be working on the site? Like, just to get a

visual? We had the truck loads that are given,

but how many people are expected to work? Are we

talking 1,000 people?

KK: I'm not counting truck drivers, but at the quarry mine,

I think we reach the maximum at about 15 or 20,

that's it. Not more than that. Again, that is

subject to -- I'm just giving you --

CM: Sure. I'm just trying to understand, are we --

BM: A ballpark.

LM: A ballpark.

Bm: Ballpark, 20, I would think.

CM: And then there's a lot of truck loads, but a person can

do quite a few, right?

BM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: So we're talking, like, these people generally are going

to live in Hudson Hope area and drive to work

everyday? There's not this big camp set up?

KK: No.

CM: Yeah.

KK: The -- currently, as per the proposal, there are no

camps.

CM: Just local traffic going from the dam, over to this.

Considering frogs crossing, we're talking about X
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amount of vehicles, right? Like --

BM: They might bus them out to the quarry. You know, it's

hard to say.

CM: Yeah. Okay.

BM: Instead of everybody driving a truck out there.

CM: Yeah. Okay.

KK: They may have a truck, or sort of a mini van they can

go.

CM: Haul them all at once.

KK: Because there are shifts, so they will have to manage it

accordingly.

CM: Okay.

KK: It's a shift basis.

CM: Okay.

KK: It's not that anybody can come in and come out, it's a

shift basis.

CM: Yeah.

KK: So once they're in, they're in.

BM: There will also be a few people at the stockpile site

managing that.

CM: Yeah.

BM: And then, you know, people doing the dam place work,

there will be, I don't know, probably a few

people there.

KK: In fact, probably when I say 15, 20, I'm being on the
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conservative side. There will be less people.

Because the less people means the contractor is

making more money. More efficient.

CM: All right.

LM: Oh, dear. All right. The water quality guidelines.

Right. This was a recommendation around

protecting aquatic life. We will be doing a

water quality monitoring plan in accordance with

water quality and turbidity guidelines, and of

course, we'll have the sediment control plan and

environment management plan as well. So this is

kind of verbose. So this is what we agree.

BM: Yeah, yeah. I mean, they're used all over the place,

and they'll be used here.

LM: Oh, I thought we said more.

BM: [Indiscernible].

LM: Best management practices, permitting requirements,

regulations and guidelines, et cetera, et cetera.

Okay. Exceedances. Somebody was being creative

with their language. Okay. Oh, right. Okay.

BC Hydro needs to ensure that water

crossings are designed to facilitate fish

passage. So I guess for this one, we're really

thinking about if we need to do any culvert

work --
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CM: Yeah.

LM: -- and I guess we don't know that yet, and we'll know it

relatively soon. So if we do, obviously culverts

will be installed in accordance with fish passage

guidelines. So we do, you know, want to do

things to facilitate passage. Oh yeah, and of

course, I guess the Section 9 would be required

for the placements of those culverts, right?

BM: Yeah, and contractor will get that.

LM: And the contractor will get that.

PC: I think as well the -- the more frequently turbidity

monitoring typically occurs on construction

in-stream work projects like culverts and

replacements, if that was ever to be required by

this project, that would be one instance where it

would be quite applicable.

LM: There was some recommendations around, oh, vegetation in

the riparian management areas. We said a lot

about this, but the first word is the most

important. Basically, we agree with these

recommendations. We can implement these. Let's

see.

BM: And there will probably be, you know, a minimum now that

we're not widening that full side.

CM: Yeah.
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BM: I mean, if there's a water course on a corner where we

have to increase vision lanes, I mean, there

might be a few trees removed, and that might be

an instance.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

LM: I guess there was a clarification around wildlife trees,

because we did put in -- our March 10th letter

said there was not going to be any wildlife

trees, I think, and here we noted actually there

was that osprey nest tree. So just a

clarification there.

I think we also made a comment about we're

not really envisioning much in the way of

windthrow.

BM: Yeah, the road is not widened as far as once thought.

CM: For the -- you guys mentioned the osprey nest there.

LM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: You received a permit to cap the nest off?

LM: Right.

BM: Yes.

CM: Is there a long-term monitoring plan to see if there's

successful relocation?

PC: It wasn't a requirement for the permit conditions.

RD: Yeah, what we're -- what the -- I believe the

understand -- the intent is the osprey would just
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go somewhere else. There's no plan to -- like,

you mean find out where it went?

CM: Yeah, to see where it went, to see if it worked. I

mean, it worked that it's not going to go on a

capped tree, but --

RD: We're going to keep an eye on it.

JT: It worked if it's not there.

CM: They're not there, but I mean, do they find a good home,

were they able to relocate and --

RD: Yeah, I think they acknowledged that osprey is fairly

secure in the Williston Lake area. Like, there's

a lot of them, so they didn't specify a

requirement to -- I don't know. Like, you'd have

to tag it and see where it went, and -- anyway,

it's not part of the plan.

PC: It's really difficult to do that, I imagine.

CM: Yeah. The reason why we're asking is, we'll probably

deal with this again, and want to see what's the

best way of -- best mitigation, because Hydro

deals with osprey all the time.

LM: Oh, yeah.

CM: They try and [indiscernible] and building platforms for

them.

RD: Yeah.

CM: And what is the success rate of those different methods?
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So when we're being consulted on removing osprey,

we look at the data and say, "Hydro has done ten

of these projects already, 70 percent of time

they go live on a platform." You know what I

mean? You're looking at solutions and actual

data --

LM: Does it actually work? Do we know if it works?

CM: -- does this work? And same with the toad relocations,

do these kind of things work? And then we're not

always reacting to things without information.

Like, you know, we get that they move

around, they got more than one nest and they

populate, for bacteria reasons, move along, but

to facilitate the confidence, we would really

like to see plans like that developed.

This one may not be the best example, but if

monitors are out there and they're noticing this

osprey is hanging out near the quarry, he doesn't

like moving, all those kind of things would be --

anyway, we're directly asking for a long-term

plan.

KK: I think monitors would be there onsite.

RD: Our monitors will be, like, you know --

CM: On the project area.

RD: -- any other environmental monitor, and on the project
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area we'll be monitoring that.

CM: Yeah.

RD: But there's ...

BM: [Indiscernible].

CM: Like, where did that osprey go? Like, there's one that

was relocated near Peace Canyon with a platform.

RD: Okay.

CM: And I'm just curious to see where that one went.

KK: It also depends how much the osprey is resistant to

blasting.

CM: Yes.

KK: We did our trial blasting, there was -- the osprey nest

had these chicks.

CM: Yeah.

KK: Whenever the blasting used to take place, they flew

away, and then in ten minutes they were back.

CM: After the blasting?

KK: Yes.

CM: Hmm.

KK: Ryan was among them. He noticed all those things.

CM: Yeah.

RD: We did -- we did do that program with also Bigochay

[phonetic] from Saulteau, she was there with us.

And we basically dealt with the people at FLNRO

here and discussed the situation, and that was
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the plan that we undertook.

CM: Okay. Yeah.

RD: And it was interesting to see. Like, we were worried

that the mother would abandon the chicks.

CM: Yeah.

RD: And you know, then they would die if they couldn't fly,

right?

CM: Yeah.

RD: And our contingency at that time was that we would

rescue the chicks if the mother did abandon them.

But anyway, it was successful. But this year,

you know, we just intended to not even have birds

in the proximity of the project.

CM: Okay.

RD: So that was the sort of route that we'd done.

BM: The trial [indiscernible] a very short period of time.

RD: Yeah.

KK: This is one of --

BM: Less than a week, or something.

RD: Yeah.

CM: They were going to start nesting.

BM: One or two a day for a year.

CM: Yes.

RD: But the information on osprey is that they're pretty

tolerant birds to construction. Like, you know,
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in this area they're a pretty stable population.

Anyway.

CM: Okay.

MD: So, sorry? So the intent is to remove the tree and not

provide a replacement for it?

RD: Right now we're not replacing the tree. We're not

cutting down the tree at all. We just put -- our

permit is to put a cap on top, so we installed

the cap already, and it's there, and then the

bird has to go somewhere else, and then we'll

remove it when the blasting is complete, so then

they'll have access back to the nest.

KK: We have been --

MD: What if they nest on top of the cap?

KK: Yes.

RD: I don't think they're going to do that.

[MULTIPLE SPEAKERS INDISCERNIBLE]

RD: That would be a problem.

JT: The cap is another nest.

RD: Is a big deterrent, a cap.

KK: Preventative measure.

LM: There were a number of recommendations around wetlands,

and I think those were -- we sort of discussed

this earlier. A lot of them were centred around,

like, the sediment and erosion control plans,
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dust control plans to try and reduce any impacts

to wetlands.

We've talked a little bit about sort of the

buffer -- buffer zones we applied when assessing

the project, to sort of figure out whether there

were wetlands in the vicinity, but I mean, we are

obviously going to be implementing a lot of

sediment and erosion control and are proposing to

sort of mitigate impacts to wetlands that way,

which I think is roughly in line with what you

guys are recommending.

What else do I have here? Environmental

monitoring.

JT: May I raise a question?

LM: Yeah.

JT: I don't think it's come up yet, but just something I

recall coming up during the interviews. There

was a question about what would the actual

restrictions be, or would there be any actual

restrictions on, say, Saulteau members, or the

public in general, to get into this area, or

would there be certain times where nobody would

be allowed in, or is there some kind of protocol

that will be put in place in terms of ID

checking, anything like that?
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BM: They can't go into the quarry site. The quarry site

will be gated.

JT: But the roads?

BM: I mean, if they're replacing a culvert and the road has

to be dug up, I can see some interruption in

traffic there.

JT: Right.

BM: But other than like a --

LM: Otherwise, we're not restricting access to Table and

Utah with gates or anything.

RD: You said a gate on the spur road, right?

CM: Yeah, there was a --

BM: Yes.

LM: That's the one that leads to the quarry.

JT: 30 kilometres.

LM: Yeah, that's right.

JT: But for Utah and Forest -- Utah and Table?

KK: That is not our road. That's Canfor's road. We

cannot --

RD: And we told the contractor to minimize total disturbance

like that, road shutdowns.

KK: See, obviously, when there are road upgrades --

JT: Right.

KK: -- there may be some --

LM: Yeah, temporary closures and stuff.
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KK: -- sort of short duration shut downs. That is obvious,

when we do some upgrades for the safety of the

public and the site. But we have told our

contractor to minimize those. And again, as I

told you, they plan to finish the upgrades in

about a month and a half or so.

JT: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And if at all, there are some, how to say, stoppages or

some closures, it will be very minor. We told

the contractor that maximum four days to one

week, that's it. Not more than that. And that

also you'll be provided with adequate timely

information.

RD: We'll get a communication protocol going.

CM: Yeah.

LM: Yeah.

KK: Once we have the --

RD: People should be notified in adequate time when things

like that are going to happen.

CM: So the -- for a visual on the traffic, say you're

traveling to Carbon Lake and you take this road

in peek hauling season, will you be, as a road

user, you'll be required to yield to the larger

trucks, correct, on those Utah and Table roads?

And so --
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MD: I don't know what the standard protocol is.

RD: I think that's typically what happened. Like, in a

logging truck situation.

PC: You pull over and the truck goes by?

RD: If you're heading -- yeah.

CM: It's not a two-way road.

RD: Like, if you actually have a radio, typically the

largest vehicle you just give the right of way.

In my experience.

CM: Okay. Will there be -- there was a question, will there

be any escorting of -- just put on the lens of an

older elderly person, and they're used to going

somewhere, and there's different rules when

you're up, large trucks, and they avoid Johnson.

Is there an option to have a pilot car?

Like, say if it's a dangerous time and

there's rock trucks flying on the road, would

there be options to have a pilot car move people

through? In a sense of time, like, if we had a

culture camp. You know, things like that.

There's an option out there where they're not

radioing or trying to figure out where this

person is, because you have two different roads

with different frequencies.

BM: If adequate notice was given, we could probably work
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something out.

CM: Yeah. To lead them through there.

RO: And the ask would be for the Utah road, not necessarily

for the Table.

[MULTIPLE SPEAKERS INDISCERNIBLE]

KK: It's only five kilometres, approximately, to the dam.

CM: Up this spur?

RO: No, of the --

CM: Yeah, Utah, with the big dip in it.

KK: See, from the dam, Utah goes like this, and then we turn

to Table. Whereas you're not going to do this to

the Johnson.

CM: Yes, to the Johnson, yeah.

KK: So --

CM: But that's the one I'm talking about. Is there one that

could be a pilot there?

BM: The other option is, you know, you pull in behind the

truck, right?

CM: Yeah.

BM: And follow the truck.

CM: That's true.

BM: I mean if, like we talked before, if there's a period of

time when there's a whole group of people going

out to Carbon, or whatever, if that time period

is notified to us in adequate time, you know, we
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can try and accommodate it.

CM: Okay.

KK: That's what we want, too. Definitely sort of a

communication protocol so that the inconvenience

of the thing is minimized.

BM: What sort of capacity do you have for environment

monitors?

CM: We have a lot.

BM: Oh, you guys --

CM: We have 30 plus monitors.

LM: Oh, wow.

CM: And they need to know in advance when you want to

schedule them because they get booked.

BM: M'mm-hmm.

CM: But we have a lot of people and they have the training

so ... We also have a tablet that they pack with

them. You might have seen B with a tablet out

there.

RD: Yeah. Or she had, like, a fancy cellphone anyway. I

don't know if it was a tablet, but she was taking

photos and GPSing and adding notes. It was -- it

was good, yeah.

CM: Yeah. And so they send that to us, to our department.

And then we have our own data set and then they

send their requirements, and they were working
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with Ecofor, and so the people are trained to do

two jobs in one day, it's really --

RD: I didn't see a lot of what we had produced, actually. I

only worked with her on a different job. It

wasn't that one.

CM: Okay.

RD: That was three years ago and I don't think she had --

she was still writing notes and she was

explaining to me about her computer ability,

which wasn't good. Anyways ...

CM: Yeah, that's a new upcoming thing that we did with the

tablets.

RD: Yeah, but nonetheless.

CM: Yeah, okay. We have a lot. West Moberly is less right

now with their amount of people there, but a lot

of people do want to do monitoring.

LM: Okay. Yeah. Because I think -- I mean, we certainly

want to have First Nations monitors on, and so we

just need to work with you guys to develop a

scope of work and think about who's reporting to

who and all this kind of stuff.

CM: Yeah. The manager is Josh Border [phonetic] and it's

Voracdev [phonetic] corporation 4EG, and it, you

know, goes to them and we receive the reports.

LM: Okay. Dust mitigation. We had some -- okay. So there
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was, I guess, a number of recommendations around

here. And this one, we probably need to sort of

think about whether we could use some alternate

mitigations, I think. I mean, REA assessed the

potential effects from dust as low, and what

we're really hoping to do is sort of mitigate the

measures, I think, rather than do, like, a model.

BM: Or monitoring stations. Monitoring stations are very

difficult. There would be, you know, outside

influences other than just our trucks on the

road, things like that. I mean, I think we have

to come up with some way to not measure dust, but

you know, be able to talk about how much dust is

there and get the contractor to apply more

mitigation. That's something I think we have to

work on a bit.

CM: Well, you know, we're concerned about the loading of

dust.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Like, we originally talked back in the day when Rod

worked, there was contractors that came into

meetings and we said, "Do you have a modeling

plan."

And their response was, "We wont let it get

to a level where it's a safety concern." So if
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we can't see oncoming traffic --

MD: Yeah.

CM: -- that creates a lot -- decrease in confidence on

monitoring environmental impacts and dust.

BM: M'mm-hmm. Yeah.

CM: Because we're concerned with photosynthesis in plants.

You know, if you can't see the guy coming at you,

you're definitely affecting photosynthesis and

berry control.

BM: Yeah. Yeah.

CM: So we were trying -- we talked about this last time.

LM: Yeah.

CM: But where we're trying to look at is where the impacts

travel to, and then minimizing them.

BM: Yeah. I mean, we'll find hot spots in the road that

probably produce more dust than other sections,

and you know, try and focus on the riskier areas,

that type of thing.

CM: Yeah.

BM: But even modeling road dust is not very accurate at all,

and I don't really think it would tell us

anything.

CM: So do you guys have a level that you're monitoring where

it's a threshold?

BM: Well, that's what I was talking about before. We have
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to determine some measure, and I'm not sure what

it is, where you know, the contractor needs to

know when he has to apply more mitigation, right?

CM: Yeah. Yeah.

BM: So I think that's something for to us work on.

RD: I mean, it comes down to the authority of the

environment monitor and Hydro's monitor being

able to, basically, shut down certain things, you

know, where it may be seen as an issue. So yeah,

it's --

But I mean, one of the things, just in terms

of the road, is using application, cay calcium

chloride. It will help keep it down.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

RD: But then from that point forward, it's -- I mean, that's

not the end all. There's definitely going to be

a requirement for watering, and maybe another

application down the road. But as Bruce was

saying, there will be hot spots and, you know, as

we get into -- into the project, certainly those

areas will start getting identified and become

key monitoring components for our monitor,

whether -- you know, of each team's monitor: So

yourself, ourselves, and the contractor.

CM: Still, you know, we want a commitment that they won't
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reach levels that impact vegetation collection

and impede people's use of the land. So right

now, we can read over and review it, but it's

kind of tough to say, "Yeah, we're going to

monitor."

LM: Yeah.

BM: I know it's going to be a difficult one to agree on, and

maybe one of the ones that we're just like --

CM: If we kind of had, generally --

BM: -- we're going to do the best we can, and there may be

some dust on the road, right, or on the

vegetation along the road as well.

CM: Yeah.

BM: I mean, I'm sure there's dust there now.

CM: Yeah, it's going to be increased with the site, and

we're unsure what that level and the outcome

would be.

LM: Yeah, what's acceptable?

BM: Yeah.

CM: Because we, like, as mentioned in the TUS, we have

medicine sites there, vegetation sites.

BM: Yeah.

CM: So how do we work together to say, "yeah, the reality is

that there is going to be dust loading, but we're

comfortable that, given the study, we know that
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this many particles won't affect it more than a

year", and then we work on something, like, that

concrete.

BM: And I think it develops over, you know, you identify

sites, we look at them together, figure out

mitigation, you know, ways to mitigate.

CM: Yeah. And there's sites right on the project road.

Yeah.

BM: And if there are --

CM: So then what would be the dust loading rate, five metres

from the road.

RD: Is there any info, like, from the TUS study where you

could actually give us a specific buffer and say,

like, "This is one, and we should do it"? Like,

just on a site specific, like, you know what I

mean?

CM: Like, explain where the vegetation --

RD: Well, if you actually knew of a person that had a spot,

and then, like, tell us that, we -- we don't want

to know the confidential location of it or what

it is, but put 30 metre buffer on it, and then

we'll work that right into our plan right now.

We could definitely do that.

CM: So the study has --

BM: So I think he said you were going to give us some of
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that.

JT: Also -- also we have the data that we have -- from --

collected from the study and others, but whether

or not -- and the level of detail that can be

provided is something that -- I guess for

Saulteau to ...

CM: Did you guys see on the map where you have the summary,

and the green polygons right on the road are

vegetation collection sites. And they're

specific. Like, they're not just whole blanket

area. It will show you right on the road. Like,

you'll have a polygon.

RD: Is it like, 1,000 metre buffer?

CM: On each of the sites?

JT: It's 1 K, yeah.

LM: So there is a specific map that just shows berries and

medicines?

JT: There's a plant. It is on page ...

RO: Around 45.

RD: Page 45?

RO: Somewhere very close to 45.

RD: So there's no [indiscernible].

PC: We only got six minutes. Maybe we should just -- you

know, we'll work with these.

CM: Table that for later.
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RO: It is on page 50.

LM: Okay. And this map is specific to berries and plants.

RD: So it's the green areas?

CM: Yeah.

RD: When it says "cultural" that means "vegetation"?

CM: Yes.

RD: Okay.

RO: So this is plant and medicine gathering values.

CM: So everything in that --

RD: So it's kind of just that one piece, right?

RO: So we classified -- so we have five different categories

that we map in, and then we split them into VCs

so we have multiple categories. So if it's a

medicine plant, we mark it as cultural.

CM: So you see, there's a circle buffer in different parts

of the road, for example. Not on the whole road,

but there's a -- this is a buffering spot here.

JT: Yeah, I mean, we could provide it more zoomed in than

that.

BM: Yeah, a little.

RD: If we had more time to go over that, the interpretation

would be helpful.

JT: M'mm-hmm.

RO: I think you could, like --

RD: Because I could see totally bringing some site buffers
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to the project, right?

CM: Yeah. You see the wetlands?

BM: For example, if there -- if there was a wetland by the

road --

CM: You see a lot of values overlapping wetlands on that

map.

BM: Yeah.

CM: Yeah. So people are picking vegetation near the

wetlands that are in the FNITR review.

RD: Also, a question I have is, like, if the specific plant

was the same, is it -- would an option be to

protect, like, one area and give Saulteau, like,

really good easy access to one area? I mean, I

guess you want all of it protected. Or with

facilitating access, like, maybe facilitating

access to the closest one as well.

CM: Yeah, that could be. That could be an option, go to the

land user and say, you know, "If you had access

to this wetland and it wasn't impeded in any way,

could you still collect the plants?" Because

these ones by the quarry it's just going to be

too busy. To much traffic.

RD: That's right. Yeah.

CM: We could go to the member and ask them if they're

comfortable.
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RD: That's pretty good, I guess, that you guys have, like,

an actual -- you can go back to the person's name

and then --

CM: We can go right back to that person and sit down with

them in another session and say, "Hey, you know,

they're not widening the road, but they're going

to have lots of trucks. Would it be okay for you

to access this till August 15th?"

You know, talking to them and then they can

say, "Oh, we harvest the plant in April, so ..."

or, I don't know.

RD: Yeah.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Those are things to talk to them about and work on the

mitigation. As long as you stay out of there in

April, then I can still harvest my plant, or ...

RD: Yeah.

LM: Okay. I'm cognisant of the fact that we have three

minutes and we're sort of halfway through this

table. So just thinking of what we want to do

next on this. I obviously want to try and

organize a bit of, I think, a working session for

us and McLeod.

CM: With the Nations?

LM: Yeah. To sort of go through this in a bit more detail
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and discuss, sort of how we can hammer through,

you know, like, actual mitigation plans or

commitments or whatever works. Let's see.

CM: So we -- next Thursday we have a technical meeting with

all the groups, so it would be --

LM: Okay.

KK: Next Thursday is -- today -- is the 28th.

CM: Yeah. So --

BM: Is it like a quarterly meeting or something?

CM: We have monthly meetings with all the technical reviews

we do. So the Nations meet and --

BM: Oh, I see.

CM: We can discuss next meeting dates with the group.

LM: I'll make sure everybody has this by then, for sure.

CM: Yeah.

BM: Yeah, that would be good if that gets put up as a topic.

LM: Yeah.

KK: You guys can come. You don't need me on that.

CM: No, it's internal.

BM: It's internal.

LM: It's internal for them to sort of --

KK: Did you say that after that meeting you have a meeting

with her, or no? I didn't understand.

CM: Yeah, I was just mentioning is that the collective

actually meets, so we put this on our to-do list.
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LM: Okay.

CM: I can't commit that the Nations, other than myself, can

look at it.

LM: Yeah, of course.

CM: But it can be tabled for, you know. We can have Marc

call, if it would be appropriate, and talk about

these are some of the next steps, and you talk

about this Table. That's -- but we can only

commit to present that that's a to-do list.

LM: Okay.

CM: And like I say, we have our BC Hydro update on the 12th.

LM: On the 12th. Which I think I've got that in my

calender, so if we want to put this on the agenda

for that, then --

KK: [Indiscernible].

CM: Quarterly.

KK: Quarterly.

LM: Quarterly, yeah.

KK: That is [indiscernible].

CM: Definitely is free to present. It's BC Hydro's

quarterly updates. That one -- the other one's

internal, but this one is full on Hydro.

LM: Yeah. Yeah, exactly. So Hydro can be there. Yeah, so

that's good. I mean, I guess, obviously, in the

interim, if you have sort of -- if you read
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through this and you have thoughts or responses,

like, I'm always open to hear them, so ...

CM: Yeah. But I think the next step would be, and it's just

a suggestion, is that we go through our asks,

double check that they're on this list and then

talk from there collectively about the issues.

LM: Yeah. Okay. I think that makes sense. And maybe I can

check -- sort of check-in with you after Thursday

and just see if you got to get to this and if

there are any initial thoughts.

CM: We won't -- so honestly what will happen, is we say this

table is being -- as a response, and provide an

update that we've submitted our final technical

review, here's a response from Hydro, and people

will slot in their schedules to review it.

LM: Okay.

CM: But it won't be a "full-on let's" in two hours.

LM: Discussion. Okay.

CM: We only have two hours together in total for 13 points.

LM: Fair enough. Okay.

KK: So before we go, just, I want to make some -- some

thing. First of all, I want to assure you guys

that when we implement this project, our intent

is to be very diligent on the environment and the

treaty rights you have.
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CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And we would like to honour them. It's not that we --

and from the monitoring aspect, I can tell you we

have required the contractor to have a monitor --

environmental monitor. Over and above that we

have, maybe depending on how it goes forward,

Ecofor as our BC Hydro monitor in the

[indiscernible] contractor's mind.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: So we will -- and they prepare the -- sort of a daily

report or a weekly report, and all those reports

can be shared with the First Nations. We are

transparent on that. Because as Marc was saying,

if the reports are there, you can understand that

we are doing our due diligence with respect to

the -- for Hydro, irrespective of whatever

project they're implementing, safety and

environment are most important. We normally

don't compromise on those aspects.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And we try to maintain high standards of environmental

monitoring and safety upon all of our projects.

Because for each incident, if it happens, it goes

to the management side, where they come to know

how the project is preforming. We have to fill
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an incident report.

So it's not that we just take it lightly, we

take it very seriously. And if First Nations --

if this is okay with you, that we provide you

with sort of a monthly report of our activities

on the project, and if you think that that is --

you can get satisfied, is that acceptable, or

not?

LM: I think that's in addition to having their monitor's

sort of eyes and ears on the ground.

KK: So with respect to your -- if you -- if First Nations

wants to have their own monitors, I think it is

better that they have a sort of liaison with our

BC monitor, because BC Hydro monitor informs the

contractor when they go and do their monitoring

inspection and audits.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: So it would be better that you tag on with our BC Hydro

monitor, and we will be providing all the --

we'll set up a communication protocol between our

BC Hydro environmental monitor and First Nation

monitors so that the activities are coordinated.

And if there is any concern, like, any activity

taking place and you need -- or you think that

concern areas require additional monitoring or
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special monitoring, that can also be communicated

with the environmental monitors, and a -- sort of

a framework how to do those things.

So this is what, as a project manager, I can

offer to you from my project.

CM: So is Hydro committing to hire our monitors, or are they

committing to sent reports to our monitors?

KK: See --

LM: We're committed to hire First Nations monitors.

KK: Hmm?

LM: We said we would hire First Nations monitors.

KK: Yes.

BM: Yeah.

LM: It's in the thing. That's happening.

KK: But see, we can direct Ecofor, who will be our

environmental -- environmental monitoring, they

will have the responsibilities to hire First --

and I think Ryan has done during the

investigation stage also, but the question is, he

need not be from Saulteau, it can be from West

Moberly, it can be from McLeod Lake.

So we send an open invitation. In fact, I

can go to the extent that if you have some people

who need training to become an environmental

monitor --
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CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: -- we are ready for that also. Bear the cost of

training so that your monitor, your environmental

monitor is capable of doing --

LM: Although I think she was saying they have some monitors.

KK: Hmm? If they have, it is okay.

LM: Yeah, they've got like, 30 monitors.

KK: I'm keeping things open. We are -- we are ready for

those things.

CM: Okay.

KK: And I have -- I was actually very -- I had one project

in Campbell River, I adopted the same approach --

CM: Yeah.

KK: -- and the First Nations in that area were quite happy.

CM: Which Nation is that?

KK: There were four First Nations.

CM: Okay.

KK: Campbell River Indian Band, Wiwiki, what is the name?

LM: Weywakia, Weywakum.

KK: And ...

LM: I don't know who the fourth one would be.

KK: Comox.

LM: Oh, Comox, okay.

KK: And hel -- hel --

LM: Hul'qumi'num Treaty Group.
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KK: There are four First Nations. Homalco, what is that?

LM: Oh, Homalco, yeah.

KK: There are four First Nations, yes.

LM: Okay.

KK: They were quite happy and satisfied with the way we did

to them. [Sic]

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: And that was the project provided significant employment

opportunities also. We even trained the people

and they were hired by the contractor, you know?

So those types of things. And this time, in this

project, we have already told our contractor that

for this particular, you have to give business,

and I think Saulteau is -- you're -- everything

is already discussed with them.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: So we are going to provide business and employment

opportunities.

CM: M'mm-hmm.

KK: Plus we are open to this monitoring and -- but we have

to sort of sit down and develop a sort of

protocol of what communication --

LM: We need to develop a scope of work, right?

KK: Yes, yes. A scope of work and a protocol so that you

are also satisfied, and we are also satisfied
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that we are doing the right thing.

CM: So I can't commit to any of the commitments, but we'll

discuss further?

LM: For sure.

CM: Okay.

LM: Gotcha.

BM: Us too.

LM: Yeah.

CM: Yeah.

LM: Okay. Well, thank you so much for coming.

CM: Thank you.

LM: Again, I totally appreciate it.
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7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.1 Has BC Hydro’s Project team had cross-cultural training so that 
they (i) understand: (i) how First Nations people use the land; 
(ii) why land use is important to First Nations’ communities and 
cultures; and (ii) cultural differences in communication? 

RESPONSE: 

The level of cross-cultural training varies by individual team member and their 
role in the Project. The Project team includes a representative from BC Hydro’s 
Aboriginal Relations department with cross-cultural training. Cultural training 
includes an understanding of First Nations use of the land, the importance of land 
use to First Nations’ communities and cultures, and cultural differences in 
communication. These individuals also provide knowledge and support to other 
Project team members in carrying out their duties that may involve interaction 
with First Nations or impact on First Nations’ land use. 
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7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.2 Does BC Hydro have any anthropologists working on its Project 
team? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro does not have any anthropologists directly working on its Project team. 
BC Hydro funded TUS studies, undertaken by First Nations selected consultants, 
which included an anthropologist. BC Hydro considered the information collected 
and reported on by the anthropologist in the TUSs as part of its assessment of the 
potential impacts of the Project.  
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7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.3 Why was Rodney Hill removed from the WAC Bennett Dam 
Upgrade Project? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro does not publicly discuss personnel issues, and does not see the 
relevancy of this question as it relates to an assessment of the adequacy of 
consultation on the Project.  
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7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.4 Does BC Hydro have First Nations people on the team for the 
Project? 

RESPONSE: 

No, not at this time. Personnel involved on this Project are appropriately qualified 
for their respective roles.   
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7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.5 How has BC Hydro re-assessed its views on potential impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures in light of the TUS? Please 
provide examples. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s consideration of the SFNs TUS in BC Hydro’s assessment as set out 
in Exhibit B-14 section 2.1.2. BC Hydro provided a detailed table responding to the 
mitigation measures proposed in the FNITR. Examples of mitigation measures 
either accepted from the FNITR or that BC Hydro has indicated will require further 
consultation on are set out in Exhibit B-14 section 2.1.2 page 7-8. 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.7.6 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 1 
of 1 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
7 Reference: KNOWLEDGE AND USE STUDY, CULTURAL IMPACTS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.4; SFN TUS slide 
presentation (Appendix C); April 21 Transcript, pp. 5-13 
(Appendix I)  
Cross-cultural training 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
state that BC Hydro is not sure how to interpret the information in the SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study. 

The study describes how hunting, trapping, fishing, and harvesting plants, 
fungi, and medicines are traditional activities that are central to the SFN 
community and culture. The study discusses how extensive travel and 
habitation on the land contributes to intangible values such as sense of 
community, identity, wellbeing and spirituality, and articulates how life on the 
land, ceremony, history, subsistence and passing on traditional knowledge are 
intertwined and important to SFN members. 

SFN gave a presentation and invited questions on the TUS from BC Hydro 
during the April 21, 2015 meeting. 

SFN members identified, through the TUS, their experience of alienation from the 
Project area during the construction of the WAC Bennett Dam from the social 
aggression and intrusion of workers on their privacy. 

3.7.6 How will BC Hydro ensure that workers do not disrupt SFN 
members’ privacy or create a hostile social environment that can 
affect members’ comfort in their territory? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro cannot ensure any persons privacy on public lands, but is continuing to 
consult with First Nations to minimize disruptions from the Project. BC Hydro’s 
Construction Contract will require that workers abide by BC Hydro’s Code of 
Conduct and Supplier Interaction Guidelines. Copies of these documents are 
publicly available on BC Hydro’s external website at the following link 
https://www.bchydro.com/about/suppliers/doing-business-with-bchydro.html 

https://www.bchydro.com/about/suppliers/doing-business-with-bchydro.html
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8.0 Reference:  CULTURAL CONTINUITY  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.5, pp 76-82  
Critical travel routes 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
describe consultation about SFN’s use of the Utah FSR as a critical travel route 
to Carbon Lake: 

Carbon Lake 

KK [Mr. Khandpur for BC Hydro] asked how Carbon Lake, identified in the TUS, 
related to the project. CM [Ms. Marshall for SFN] replied that people accessed 
Carbon Lake from the Utah Road. KK and CM acknowledge that there was 
another way to access Carbon Lake. 

On page 76 of Exhibit C5-10, the SFN Knowledge and Use Study explains the 
cultural, spiritual and historical importance of Carbon Lake: 

What makes Carbon Lake noteworthy for the SFN is not only the density of 
recorded rights practiced in the area, but also the history of the community in the 
region. 

Carbon Lake here, there was a battle there in the early 1800s, eh. The Beaver 
against the Carrier Sekanis, a seven-day battle, right up in here. That area there. 
A seven-day battle. I guess the bones and everything are still there. That’s why 
the, that’s why the Carrier Sekanis are on that side of the Pine Pass, and the 
Beaver are on this side of the Pine Pass 

... 

Carbon Lake is also linked to the Twin Sisters Mountains …The Twin Sisters 
Mountains also play a large role in SFN’s history and contemporary spiritual, 
social, and cultural landscape as a part of the SFN’s origin story. 

The two access routes to Carbon Lake from the SFN reserve are the Utah FSR 
and Johnson Creek Road. The travel route along Utah FSR is important in its 
own right for SFN members to camp, fish, hunt and harvest plants, berries and 
mushrooms on the way to Carbon Lake (Exhibit C5-10, p 80). The study 
summarizes how SFN access to the Johnson Creek Road has been restricted 
due to existing development, road hazards, unsafe traffic conditions, security 
and institutional control (Exhibit C5-10, p 82). 

3.8.1 How does BC Hydro plan to ensure SFN can continue to access 
Carbon Lake using SFN-preferred routes, and to preserve the 
spiritual nature of SFN’s pilgrimage to this historically and 
culturally significant location? 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.8.1 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is consulting with SFN on how to facilitate continued access to Carbon 
Lake on their preferred routes. BC Hydro has committed to providing SFN with a 
copy of the draft Traffic Management Plan (TMP). BC Hydro will consider feedback 
from SFN prior to approval. 
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8.0 Reference:  CULTURAL CONTINUITY  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp 660-661; Exhibit C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, s. 4.3.5, pp 76-82  
Critical travel routes 

On page 661 of Exhibit B-14 BC Hydro’s meeting minutes for April 12, 2016 
describe consultation about SFN’s use of the Utah FSR as a critical travel route 
to Carbon Lake: 

Carbon Lake 

KK [Mr. Khandpur for BC Hydro] asked how Carbon Lake, identified in the TUS, 
related to the project. CM [Ms. Marshall for SFN] replied that people accessed 
Carbon Lake from the Utah Road. KK and CM acknowledge that there was 
another way to access Carbon Lake. 

On page 76 of Exhibit C5-10, the SFN Knowledge and Use Study explains the 
cultural, spiritual and historical importance of Carbon Lake: 

What makes Carbon Lake noteworthy for the SFN is not only the density of 
recorded rights practiced in the area, but also the history of the community in the 
region. 

Carbon Lake here, there was a battle there in the early 1800s, eh. The Beaver 
against the Carrier Sekanis, a seven-day battle, right up in here. That area there. 
A seven-day battle. I guess the bones and everything are still there. That’s why 
the, that’s why the Carrier Sekanis are on that side of the Pine Pass, and the 
Beaver are on this side of the Pine Pass 

... 

Carbon Lake is also linked to the Twin Sisters Mountains …The Twin Sisters 
Mountains also play a large role in SFN’s history and contemporary spiritual, 
social, and cultural landscape as a part of the SFN’s origin story. 

The two access routes to Carbon Lake from the SFN reserve are the Utah FSR 
and Johnson Creek Road. The travel route along Utah FSR is important in its 
own right for SFN members to camp, fish, hunt and harvest plants, berries and 
mushrooms on the way to Carbon Lake (Exhibit C5-10, p 80). The study 
summarizes how SFN access to the Johnson Creek Road has been restricted 
due to existing development, road hazards, unsafe traffic conditions, security 
and institutional control (Exhibit C5-10, p 82). 

3.8.2 Please confirm that BC Hydro does not view avoidance of Utah 
FSR as an adequate mitigation measure. 
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RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is not proposing SFN avoid Utah Road, but notes there will be 
intermittent disruptions to its use, particularly during road upgrade work. 
BC Hydro is consulting SFN on appropriate measures to facilitate access on 
Utah Road during the Project.  
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9.0 Reference:  AQUATIC RESOURCES  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #9; Exhibit B-14, p. 9; Exhibit C5-10, 
SFN Knowledge and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 34, 53, 59 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix  C-1, p. 326-372; Exhibit  C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 60-61  
Impacts to Fish - Table and Stott Creeks and Tributaries 

BC Hydro states in its table in response to SFN mitigation measures that no 
effects to fish are expected, and therefore fish availability for FNs should not be 
affected. 

Figure 8 of the SFN Knowledge and Use Study shows site specific values SFN 
members at various creeks crossed by Table Road, including the Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members reported fishing for subsistence purposes and catching 
grayling, bull trout, and white fish in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. 

Members also explained that fishing activities are often combined with camping, 
hiking and hunting. SFN members also expressed concern over the fact that the 
creek water is no longer potable, and are concerned about preventing water 
quality from deteriorating further. 

On page 60 of the TUS, the study describes SFN concerns about the effect of 
dust and silt on fish and fish habitat. Possible project impacts included the 
deterioration of fish habitat and streams from sedimentation, dust and erosion 
generated by project road traffic and construction, which would result in 
members avoiding the water and avoiding fishing until the end of the Project. 

Some SFN interviewees did not believe sediment and erosion could be removed 
once in the water courses and others requested that the stream and creek 
waters be tested at the end of the Project. 

3.9.1 Has BC Hydro taken into account potential impacts to First 
Nations fishers from lack of access, and affected quality of fish 
habitat (e.g., as a result of diminished water quality and quantity) 
to reach the above conclusion. 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, page 11. 
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9.0 Reference:  AQUATIC RESOURCES  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #9; Exhibit B-14, p. 9; Exhibit C5-10, 
SFN Knowledge and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 34, 53, 59 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix  C-1, p. 326-372; Exhibit  C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 60-61  
Impacts to Fish - Table and Stott Creeks and Tributaries 

BC Hydro states in its table in response to SFN mitigation measures that no 
effects to fish are expected, and therefore fish availability for FNs should not be 
affected. 

Figure 8 of the SFN Knowledge and Use Study shows site specific values SFN 
members at various creeks crossed by Table Road, including the Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members reported fishing for subsistence purposes and catching 
grayling, bull trout, and white fish in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. 

Members also explained that fishing activities are often combined with camping, 
hiking and hunting. SFN members also expressed concern over the fact that the 
creek water is no longer potable, and are concerned about preventing water 
quality from deteriorating further. 

On page 60 of the TUS, the study describes SFN concerns about the effect of 
dust and silt on fish and fish habitat. Possible project impacts included the 
deterioration of fish habitat and streams from sedimentation, dust and erosion 
generated by project road traffic and construction, which would result in 
members avoiding the water and avoiding fishing until the end of the Project. 

Some SFN interviewees did not believe sediment and erosion could be removed 
once in the water courses and others requested that the stream and creek 
waters be tested at the end of the Project. 

3.9.2 If not, how do BC Hydro’s proposed mitigation measures address 
the potential impacts to First Nations fishers? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.9.1. 
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9.0 Reference:  AQUATIC RESOURCES  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #9; Exhibit B-14, p. 9; Exhibit C5-10, 
SFN Knowledge and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 34, 53, 59 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix  C-1, p. 326-372; Exhibit  C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 60-61  
Impacts to Fish - Table and Stott Creeks and Tributaries 

BC Hydro states in its table in response to SFN mitigation measures that no 
effects to fish are expected, and therefore fish availability for FNs should not be 
affected. 

Figure 8 of the SFN Knowledge and Use Study shows site specific values SFN 
members at various creeks crossed by Table Road, including the Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members reported fishing for subsistence purposes and catching 
grayling, bull trout, and white fish in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. 

Members also explained that fishing activities are often combined with camping, 
hiking and hunting. SFN members also expressed concern over the fact that the 
creek water is no longer potable, and are concerned about preventing water 
quality from deteriorating further. 

On page 60 of the TUS, the study describes SFN concerns about the effect of 
dust and silt on fish and fish habitat. Possible project impacts included the 
deterioration of fish habitat and streams from sedimentation, dust and erosion 
generated by project road traffic and construction, which would result in 
members avoiding the water and avoiding fishing until the end of the Project. 

Some SFN interviewees did not believe sediment and erosion could be removed 
once in the water courses and others requested that the stream and creek 
waters be tested at the end of the Project. 

3.9.3 Has the contractor been informed of SFN members’ reliance on 
and use of Table and Stott creek for fishing, camping, hiking, 
hunting? Has the contractor responded to SFN’s concerns about 
fish and fishing activities? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro provided a copy of the FNITR, BC Hydro’s Response Table, and the SFN 
TUS to the Contractor. BC Hydro has directed the Contractor to consider the 
information therein in drafting the EPP. SFN will be provided a copy of the draft 
EPP for review and comment. As discussed in BC Hydro’s response to 
BCOAPO IR 3.14.1, BC Hydro has final approval over the content of the EPP.  
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9.0 Reference:  AQUATIC RESOURCES  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #9; Exhibit B-14, p. 9; Exhibit C5-10, 
SFN Knowledge and Use Study, Figure 8, pp. 34, 53, 59 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix  C-1, p. 326-372; Exhibit  C5-10, SFN 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 60-61  
Impacts to Fish - Table and Stott Creeks and Tributaries 

BC Hydro states in its table in response to SFN mitigation measures that no 
effects to fish are expected, and therefore fish availability for FNs should not be 
affected. 

Figure 8 of the SFN Knowledge and Use Study shows site specific values SFN 
members at various creeks crossed by Table Road, including the Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members reported fishing for subsistence purposes and catching 
grayling, bull trout, and white fish in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. 

Members also explained that fishing activities are often combined with camping, 
hiking and hunting. SFN members also expressed concern over the fact that the 
creek water is no longer potable, and are concerned about preventing water 
quality from deteriorating further. 

On page 60 of the TUS, the study describes SFN concerns about the effect of 
dust and silt on fish and fish habitat. Possible project impacts included the 
deterioration of fish habitat and streams from sedimentation, dust and erosion 
generated by project road traffic and construction, which would result in 
members avoiding the water and avoiding fishing until the end of the Project. 

Some SFN interviewees did not believe sediment and erosion could be removed 
once in the water courses and others requested that the stream and creek 
waters be tested at the end of the Project. 

3.9.4 Can dust be extracted if extensive erosion, silt or sedimentation 
ends up in water course, tributaries? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro does not expect that there will be extensive erosion or sedimentation 
from the Project impacting water courses. Best management practices to prevent 
and mitigate sedimentation issues in watercourses will be included in the EPP. 
Environmental monitoring will confirm appropriate implementation of the EPP.  
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10.0 Reference:  RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT AREAS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #12 

BC Hydro states in their response that they will minimize any vegetation 
removal in the Riparian Management Areas to what is necessary. 

BC Hydro states in their response that an assessment area of 70 m from the 
centre of access roads was applied with an assumed 20 m zone of impact 
for road construction, and that as a result of assessment, no wetlands were 
found within the assessment area, and no wetlands outside this area are 
expected to be affected. 

3.10.1 How was the 70 m assessment area chosen and how have First 
Nation concerns regarding wetlands, and their accessibility and 
use (e.g., plant and medicinal resources) been incorporated in this 
choice? 

RESPONSE: 

The 70 m assessment area was determined based on a 20 m effects area from 
potential work on the road plus a 50 m riparian management area around 
wetlands. The 70 m assessment area was chosen for the Project EA, and 
supported the permitting materials provided to FLNRO.  

BC Hydro acknowledges that the FNITR noted that Project affects may extend up 
to 100 m. BC Hydro considered this, and concluded that no wetlands outside the 
70 m assessment area are expected to be affected by the Project. Please refer to 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, Item # 13.  

As to impacts to access, the assessment in the EA is of potential Project impacts 
to wetlands, not accessibility. BC Hydro is consulting Saulteau on access issues 
in the Project area and developing mitigations measures. Please refer to 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, Item # 1. 

BC Hydro also notes that the FNITR concludes that “wetlands in the vicinity of the 
Project are at low risk of being directly affected by the Project activities, primarily 
because of the separation distance between the FSRs and the wetlands, with the 
likelihood of effects generally decreasing with increasing distance from roads.” 
(page 51). 
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10.0 Reference:  RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT AREAS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #12 

BC Hydro states in their response that they will minimize any vegetation 
removal in the Riparian Management Areas to what is necessary. 

BC Hydro states in their response that an assessment area of 70 m from the 
centre of access roads was applied with an assumed 20 m zone of impact 
for road construction, and that as a result of assessment, no wetlands were 
found within the assessment area, and no wetlands outside this area are 
expected to be affected. 

3.10.2 What is the rationale for concluding that no wetlands outside the 
70m assessment area would be affected? How did this conclusion 
take into account SFN wetland values? 

RESPONSE: 

The conclusion that wetlands outside the 70 m assessment area will not be 
affected was based on: 

• No construction activities have been identified that would impact the wetlands; 

• The distance and vegetation between the wetlands acts as a buffer; and 

• The mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the EPP including 
Dust Management Plan, Sediment and Erosion Plan, Water Quality Monitoring 
and TMP. 

The original conclusion in the EA was determined prior to the TUS. The 
conclusion is still considered valid by BC Hydro with the implementation of the 
EPP. 

As to how SFN’s input was considered in coming to this conclusion, please refer 
to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.10.1. 
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10.0 Reference:  RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT AREAS  

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #12 

BC Hydro states in their response that they will minimize any vegetation 
removal in the Riparian Management Areas to what is necessary. 

BC Hydro states in their response that an assessment area of 70 m from the 
centre of access roads was applied with an assumed 20 m zone of impact 
for road construction, and that as a result of assessment, no wetlands were 
found within the assessment area, and no wetlands outside this area are 
expected to be affected. 

3.10.3 How will BC Hydro avoid disturbance to SFN plant and medicine 
values in riparian areas within the Project area? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s statement in Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, Item # 12. 
BC Hydro will minimize any vegetation removal in the Riparian Management Areas 
to what is necessary. 
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11.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

SFN TUS slide presentation, slide 13 (Appendix C); 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 43, 47, 51-52 
Impacts to Traditional Plants (e.g. Utah FSR) 

The TUS outlines the following concerns about the Project impacts to culturally 
significant plants: concerns associated with dust (e.g. plants “suffocating”), 
physical disturbance and removal; concern medicinal plants will not grow back; 
and concern that Project activity will reduce the quality of plants traditionally 
harvested. 

SFN members explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is 
always windy, both factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality 
and negative impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

Slide 13 of Firelight’s April 21, 2016 presentation shows that on both sides of the 
Utah FSR there are medicinal plants and timber, and SFN members have 
collected these for years, if not generations. 

The TUS is clear that Utah FSR is relied on by SFN for gathering food plants and 
medicines as well as harvesting blueberries, huckleberries, raspberries and 
strawberries. Additionally, members reported using diamond willow along Utah 
road used for traditional preparations of moose meat. 

3.11.1 What is BC Hydro's rationale for choosing the dust control 
measures required from the Mines Act as opposed to ambient air 
quality objectives of the BC government? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not choose the dust control measures required for the Mines Act, 
over the ambient air quality objectives. BC Hydro must adhere to the conditions in 
the Mines Act  Notice of Work. As to voluntarily adopting the ambient air quality 
objectives, BC Hydro has chosen not to because the potential effects from dust 
are mitigable and therefore adopting the ambient air quality objectives is not 
necessary. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, Item # 15.  
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11.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

SFN TUS slide presentation, slide 13 (Appendix C); 
Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 43, 47, 51-52 
Impacts to Traditional Plants (e.g. Utah FSR) 

The TUS outlines the following concerns about the Project impacts to culturally 
significant plants: concerns associated with dust (e.g. plants “suffocating”), 
physical disturbance and removal; concern medicinal plants will not grow back; 
and concern that Project activity will reduce the quality of plants traditionally 
harvested. 

SFN members explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is 
always windy, both factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality 
and negative impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

Slide 13 of Firelight’s April 21, 2016 presentation shows that on both sides of the 
Utah FSR there are medicinal plants and timber, and SFN members have 
collected these for years, if not generations. 

The TUS is clear that Utah FSR is relied on by SFN for gathering food plants and 
medicines as well as harvesting blueberries, huckleberries, raspberries and 
strawberries. Additionally, members reported using diamond willow along Utah 
road used for traditional preparations of moose meat. 

3.11.2 Will BC Hydro be accountable to SFN members’ views on 
acceptable air quality and dustfall levels (including dispersion) in 
light of traditional use activities, through dust monitoring? 

RESPONSE: 

As an Agent of the Crown, BC Hydro must balance multiple interests in making 
decisions in respect of the Project. These include but are not limited to safety, 
First Nations, ratepayer interests (e.g., costs, reliability), and the environment. 
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12.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #15  
Dust control chemicals 

BC Hydro’s response table indicated that chemical sprays will be used for dust 
control. BC Hydro has said the contractor has been made aware of First Nation 
concerns on sediment and dust erosion. 

BC Hydro states in their response that control of dust may include calcium 
chloride or lignosulfonate. 

The TUS describes SFN concerns about chemical sprays interfering with 
harvesting medicinal plants, as well as berries (p 49). SFN members also 
explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is always windy, both 
factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality and negative 
impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

TUS describes how Project operations are expected to increase the risk of 
chemical contamination from the interaction of wildlife with water use for dust 
suppression, road compaction, and fire suppression, and blasting. 

3.12.1 Please provide further details on possible chemical usage. 

RESPONSE: 

Lignosulfonate and calcium chloride are common chemical dust suppressants 
used on roads in watersheds. These chemicals might be used as part of the 
Projects dust control measures. The EMP (Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, page 468 of 
703) requires that if a chemical dust suppressant is used, the EPP must include its 
Material Safety Data Sheet, and verification that the product is not environmentally 
harmful.  
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12.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #15  
Dust control chemicals 

BC Hydro’s response table indicated that chemical sprays will be used for dust 
control. BC Hydro has said the contractor has been made aware of First Nation 
concerns on sediment and dust erosion. 

BC Hydro states in their response that control of dust may include calcium 
chloride or lignosulfonate. 

The TUS describes SFN concerns about chemical sprays interfering with 
harvesting medicinal plants, as well as berries (p 49). SFN members also 
explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is always windy, both 
factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality and negative 
impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

TUS describes how Project operations are expected to increase the risk of 
chemical contamination from the interaction of wildlife with water use for dust 
suppression, road compaction, and fire suppression, and blasting. 

3.12.2 Was the possible use of chemicals for dust suppression disclosed 
at the time of the TUS or FNITR? 

RESPONSE: 

The possible use of chemicals for dust suppression was noted in paragraph 3 of 
section 4.9 of the EMP (dated August 2015) which was provided to Saulteau on 
March 10, 2016. The FNITR acknowledges receipt of this document at page 13. The 
use of chemicals was also noted in BC Hydro’s Response Table on the FNITR. 
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12.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #15  
Dust control chemicals 

BC Hydro’s response table indicated that chemical sprays will be used for dust 
control. BC Hydro has said the contractor has been made aware of First Nation 
concerns on sediment and dust erosion. 

BC Hydro states in their response that control of dust may include calcium 
chloride or lignosulfonate. 

The TUS describes SFN concerns about chemical sprays interfering with 
harvesting medicinal plants, as well as berries (p 49). SFN members also 
explained that the roads are particularly dusty and the area is always windy, both 
factors which increase the risk of dust impacts on air quality and negative 
impacts on wildlife (p 43). 

TUS describes how Project operations are expected to increase the risk of 
chemical contamination from the interaction of wildlife with water use for dust 
suppression, road compaction, and fire suppression, and blasting. 

3.12.3 Describe how the effects of dust on traditional activities will be 
monitored and traditional uses protected in the absence of dust 
monitoring stations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is requiring its Contractor to develop an Air Quality and Dust Control 
Plan as part of the EPP. Environmental monitors will be employed to ensure 
compliance with the EPP. BC Hydro is consulting with First Nations, including 
SFN, on the role of First Nation environmental monitors for the Project. 
Environmental monitoring will identify key influences in dust production (e.g., dry 
weather period, particular sections of the road, time of the day) to focus on 
specific issues and adapting the mitigation measures to these specific issues as 
required. Specific dust indicators are being discussed with the Contractor for 
inclusion in the EPP.  
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13.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, # 15 
Transcript, April 21, 2016, pp. 40, 134, (Appendix I)  
Dust Monitoring and Mitigation 

BC Hydro states in their response table that potential effects from dust will be 
low. 

BC Hydro further states in their response table that it will require the contractor to 
develop a dust control plan. 

During the meeting on April 21, 2015, SFN explained its request that 
BC Hydro monitor dust levels, including by establishing dust monitoring 
stations. BC Hydro responded: “… Monitoring stations are very difficult. There 
would be, you know, outside influences other than just our trucks on the road, 
things like that. I mean, I think we have to come up with some way to not 
measure dust …”. 

3.13.1 How did BC Hydro’s conclusion that the potential effects from dust 
would be low take into account SFN members’ concerns regarding 
dust on the quality and quantity of plant and medicine resources 
and water resources in the vicinity of the Project? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro took this feedback into consideration as part of its updated assessment 
on the scope of consultation. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, pages 10 and 11, in 
particular the VC relating to Gathering Food Plants and Medicine, and Fishing and 
Water.  
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13.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, # 15 
Transcript, April 21, 2016, pp. 40, 134, (Appendix I)  
Dust Monitoring and Mitigation 

BC Hydro states in their response table that potential effects from dust will be 
low. 

BC Hydro further states in their response table that it will require the contractor to 
develop a dust control plan. 

During the meeting on April 21, 2015, SFN explained its request that 
BC Hydro monitor dust levels, including by establishing dust monitoring 
stations. BC Hydro responded: “… Monitoring stations are very difficult. There 
would be, you know, outside influences other than just our trucks on the road, 
things like that. I mean, I think we have to come up with some way to not 
measure dust …”. 

3.13.2 In the absence of any monitoring stations, how will BC Hydro’s 
dust control plan determine if dustfall is a problem with respect to 
traditional use areas and the quality and quantity of culturally 
significant plant water resources in the vicinity of the Project? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.12.3. 
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13.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, DUST 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, # 15 
Transcript, April 21, 2016, pp. 40, 134, (Appendix I)  
Dust Monitoring and Mitigation 

BC Hydro states in their response table that potential effects from dust will be 
low. 

BC Hydro further states in their response table that it will require the contractor to 
develop a dust control plan. 

During the meeting on April 21, 2015, SFN explained its request that 
BC Hydro monitor dust levels, including by establishing dust monitoring 
stations. BC Hydro responded: “… Monitoring stations are very difficult. There 
would be, you know, outside influences other than just our trucks on the road, 
things like that. I mean, I think we have to come up with some way to not 
measure dust …”. 

3.13.3 Please estimate the incremental costs associated with the 
establishment of dust monitoring stations. Please provide the 
estimate, and any assumptions and calculations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro does not intend to establish dust monitoring stations. Instead, as set 
out in BC Hydro response to SFN IR 3.12.3, BC Hydro will monitor potential 
impacts from dust through environmental monitors. As such, BC Hydro is not 
estimating the cost of dust monitoring stations. 
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14.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, NOISE 

Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, pp. 86-88; Exhibit B-14, Appendix A  
Noise 

In September 2015, BC Hydro provided a presentation to First Nations which 
indicated impacts from noise would be addressed in the Contractor’s EPP. 

However, in April 2016, BC Hydro’s response to SFN’s request for noise 
modelling was that noise modeling for the Project would be of little use because 
all potential impacts from noise was determined to be mitigatable (Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix A, #17). 

SFN members have explained that grizzlies are sensitive to noise, and the 
blasting and traffic noise may have a noise impact zone as far as 
Battleship Mountain (p. 42). The TUS also summarizes SFN concerns that noise 
from the rock trucks will impact moose, by pushing them out of the area, as well 
as SFN trapping activities (p 41). 

3.14.1 Did BC Hydro change its approach to noise between September 
2015 and April 2016. If so, why and how did it change its 
approach? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s approach to noise has been informed by consultation with First 
Nations. While BC Hydro does not agree that noise modelling would be useful for 
the Project, BC Hydro has and will continue to develop further mitigation 
measures on noise with input from First Nations. Please refer to Items #17 and #18 
in Exhibit B-14, Appendix A.  
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14.0 Reference: AIR QUALITY, NOISE 

Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, pp. 86-88; Exhibit B-14, Appendix A  
Noise 

In September 2015, BC Hydro provided a presentation to First Nations which 
indicated impacts from noise would be addressed in the Contractor’s EPP. 

However, in April 2016, BC Hydro’s response to SFN’s request for noise 
modelling was that noise modeling for the Project would be of little use because 
all potential impacts from noise was determined to be mitigatable (Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix A, #17). 

SFN members have explained that grizzlies are sensitive to noise, and the 
blasting and traffic noise may have a noise impact zone as far as 
Battleship Mountain (p. 42). The TUS also summarizes SFN concerns that noise 
from the rock trucks will impact moose, by pushing them out of the area, as well 
as SFN trapping activities (p 41). 

3.14.2 How does BC Hydro’s assessment that noise impacts will be low 
account for the disturbance to SFN sense of place, avoidance, 
and use from noise, including, but not limited to, dispersal of 
animals? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro took this feedback into consideration as part of its updated assessment 
on the scope of consultation. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, pages 10 and 11, in 
particular VCs related to Cultural Continuity and Hunting and Trapping.    



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.15.1 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 1 
of 1 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
15.0 Reference: HUNTING 

Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 38, 46; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #25 
Impacts on exercise of hunting rights 

BC Hydro states in Appendix A that no mineral licks were identified in the Project 
area. 

TUS data suggests that there is good moose habitat within the Project footprint 
and moose licks within the LSA. 

On page 38 of the TUS, SFN explain that hunting conditions have improved in 
the Project area recently with the reduced intensity of logging and traffic. SFN 
members observed the return of rabbits, lynx and marten. 

On page 41 of the TUS, the non-stop truck traffic associated with the Project is 
expected to interfere with SFN members who track wildlife. 

On pages 42 and 43 of the TUS, SFN members expressed concern that 
quarrying, road construction and truck traffic would damage creeks, as well as 
cut moose off from water access, and steady non stop truck traffic would cut off 
other wildlife, including small game, access to water. 

3.15.1 Does BC Hydro intend to re-examine its conclusion that impacts to 
culturally significant wildlife in the Project area are insignificant? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro considered the information in the TUS and provided its updated 
assessment of potential impacts in Exhibit B-14. Section 2.1.2 of Exhibit B-14 
notes that as to potential impacts to the quantity and quality of wildlife, no 
residual impacts are expected with appropriate mitigation measures. A Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan will be developed and environmental monitoring will be conducted 
to ensure compliance. 
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15.0 Reference: HUNTING 

Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 38, 46; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #25 
Impacts on exercise of hunting rights 

BC Hydro states in Appendix A that no mineral licks were identified in the Project 
area. 

TUS data suggests that there is good moose habitat within the Project footprint 
and moose licks within the LSA. 

On page 38 of the TUS, SFN explain that hunting conditions have improved in 
the Project area recently with the reduced intensity of logging and traffic. SFN 
members observed the return of rabbits, lynx and marten. 

On page 41 of the TUS, the non-stop truck traffic associated with the Project is 
expected to interfere with SFN members who track wildlife. 

On pages 42 and 43 of the TUS, SFN members expressed concern that 
quarrying, road construction and truck traffic would damage creeks, as well as 
cut moose off from water access, and steady non stop truck traffic would cut off 
other wildlife, including small game, access to water. 

3.15.2 How will BC Hydro address First Nations wildlife values given the 
findings from the TUS interviews? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, Items # 22 (hunting and fishing), 
# 25 (wildlife habitat), and # 27 (caribou) for examples. The Wildlife Mitigation Plan 
in the EPP will include wildlife identified as a value to SFN and daily wildlife 
tracking forms recording wildlife observations. This plan will be adaptive. If high 
use wildlife areas are identified, further mitigation measures will be incorporated 
to mitigate potential effects to wildlife.  
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16.0 Reference: HUNTING 

Exhibit C5-10, p. 87  
Recreational hunters 

SFN is concerned about increased stress on hunting activities in the longer term 
due to experience in the region of previous projects that failed to deactivate 
project roads by replanting trees and vegetation. One key concern is that the 
road upgrades performed by BC Hydro will result in increased access by 
recreational hunters and increased hunting activity that is not sustainable. 

3.16.1 How will BC Hydro address SFN concerns noted in the TUS that 
the Project road upgrades will lead to greater use and presence of 
recreational hunters in the long term? 

RESPONSE: 

This concern was previously communicated to BC Hydro by other First Nations. 
For BC Hydro’s response, please refer to Exhibit B-1, Chapter 4, page 4-15.   
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.17.1 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.1 What analysis, if any, has BCH undertaken since the April 21, 
2015 meeting to support its position that withdrawing water from 
only from Williston Reservoir will increase costs? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is still considering the extent to which it can avoid withdrawal of water 
from creeks. BC Hydro has not conducted cost analyses of withdrawing water 
only from Williston Reservoir. BC Hydro’s rationale for not accepting the FNITR 
request that the Project not use water from the Table Creek, Stott Creek, and a 
Stott Creek tributary at this time is not due to cost. BC Hydro applied for its 
section 8 Water Act permit because it believed that, and continues to believe, that 
there may be times during the course of the Project where drawing water from the 
three permitted creeks instead of the Williston Reservoir will reduce water truck 
traffic and its accompanying potential impacts. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix A, Item #6.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.2 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused if BC Hydro were to commit to 
withdrawal water only from Williston Reservoir. Please provide the 
estimate of increased costs, along with your assumptions and 
calculations. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.1. 
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.3 Given that planned water withdrawals will require approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day, please explain whether and 
how BCH has included water trucking and water truck traffic in its 
assessment of the Project and Project impacts. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not assess the impacts of water trucks specifically. Water truck 
volume is currently expected to be lower than 25 truck trips per day (please refer 
to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.4). The TMP will mitigate impacts related to 
all truck volume.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.4 Has BCH undertaken any baseline studies or other assessments 
of water flow in each of the relevant creeks and streams, with a 
view to estimating the time period  during which water withdrawals 
would be permissible under the conditions set out in the relevant 
Water Act permit? Please provide the results of any such study or 
assessment. 

RESPONSE: 

FLNRO did not require BC Hydro to undertake any baseline studies or other water 
flow assessments in Table Creek, Stott Creek, and a Stott Creek tributary as part 
of its section 8 Water Act permit. The permit conditions imposed by FLNRO take 
into consideration and provide adequate protection in times where the 
watercourses are experiencing low flow. For example, the maximum water 
withdrawal rate must be reduced during periods of low flows to no more than 
10 per cent of the current flow at any time, and no diversion is permitted from 
where stream (wetted) depth is less than 0.30 meters at the point of withdrawal 
location. The section 8 Water Act permit was issued by the appropriate regulatory 
authority. 
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.5 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that water be withdrawn only from Williston 
Reservoir. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.17.6 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.6 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting notes 
for meetings, between BCH and its contractor concerning SFN’s 
request that water be withdrawn only from Williston Reservoir. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro will not be providing copies of, or further details regarding, its 
correspondence and communications with the Project Contractor. BC Hydro is in 
the process of negotiating the Construction Contract with its Contractor and these 
correspondences are part of confidential commercial negotiations. In any event, 
copies of these correspondences are not relevant to the assessment on the 
adequacy of consultation.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.7 How many water trucks will be running during hauling operations? 
Where will those trucks be stored overnight and/or during shift 
change? Where will the water trucks travel from at the start of 
work shift? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.3. These details have not yet 
been determined.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.8 Please provide a reference photograph of the kind of water truck 
contemplated for use during the Project. Please ensure that the 
photograph includes a reference object for scale. Please also 
provide relevant vehicle specifications including, for example, 
pumping capacity (e.g. volume/minute), storage capacity (litres or 
m3), gross vehicle weight loaded and unloaded, and safe stopping 
distances. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.7.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.9 Please confirm that, if BC Hydro was willing to do so, BC Hydro 
has the ability to require its contractor to ensure that water trucks 
working on the Project withdraw water only from Williston 
Reservoir. 

RESPONSE: 

Confirmed.  
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17.0 References: WATER WITHDRAWAL AND WITHDRAWAL LOCATIONS 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45, 670; Transcript dated 
April 21, 2016, pp. 38-40 (Appendix C); Exhibit B- 14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 384; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use 
Study, Figure 8, pp. 57-58 

SFN has expressed concern about water withdrawal from creeks and streams, 
and has asked BCH to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir 
because it is a large body of water, with low impact access to withdrawal points. 

The TUS report describes site specific use by SFN members at Table and Stott 
Creeks. SFN members have caught grayling, bull trout, and white fish can be 
caught in the creeks traversed by Table FSR. SFN participants explained that 
fishing activities are often combined with other traditional activities. 

The TUS reports that SFN are concerned about strained water resources and 
reduced access to fishing, especially in the context of dry summer months when 
riprap quarried and transported. 

On page 58, the TUS explains that SFN members have observed other 
proponents withdrawing water from creeks with low water levels – concerned 
about water extraction from sensitive areas. 

The Location Map appended to BC Hydro’s water permit indicates 5 potential 
water extraction locations There are two permitted water extraction points on 
Williston Reservoir – one near the dam site and one near the quarry site – at 
each end of the Project footprint. 

BCH’s meeting notes for the December 3, 2015 meeting record that BCH 
confirmed that the level of water withdrawals planned would place approximately 
25 water trucks on the road per day.  (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 42-45) 

BCH has refused to commit to withdrawing water only from Williston Reservoir. 
By letter dated March 10, 2015, BCH stated: “… There may be times, however, 
where the three permitted creeks are closer to the locations where water  is 
needed than the Williston Reservoir. In these situations, we may withdraw water 
from the creeks in order to reduce water trucking distances …”. (see 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 670) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked whether BCH had performed any 
modeling or economic analysis to determine whether or the degree to which 
withdrawing water from creeks and streams would be less efficient or more costly 
than withdrawing water from Williston.   BCH confirmed “…we haven’t done any 
analysis.” (see Transcript p. 39, line 3) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked about the practical aspects of 
water hauling, with a view to exploring BC Hydro’s position on this subject. For 
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example, how many water trucks would be involved, where would the water truck 
haulers stay, and would they in any case be travelling near to Williston Reservoir 
withdrawal points, during operations. BCH did not provide a responsive answer 
to the question. (see Transcript pp. 38-39) 

During the April 21, 2015 meeting, SFN asked if water would be stored at the 
quarry site. BCH responded: “I don’t know how much they’d store. …”. (see 
Transcript p. 40, line 1) 

In its recently produced table, BCH stated: “We have indicated to our contractor, 
First Nation’s interest in avoiding use of the Creeks for water and will be 
considering this in the development of their EPP for road upgrades and dust 
suppression for the duration of the Project.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. 670) 

BCH has indicated that it has the authority and discretion to approve the 
contractor’s plans. 

3.17.10 Does BC Hydro’s Water Act license authorize BC Hydro to 
withdraw water from Williston Reservoir at the Marine Load Out 
Area (“Location 2” in Appendix A (included in Evidentiary Update 
but not in initial Application Materials)? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.1 Please provide a reference photograph of the kind of rock truck 
(and trailer) contemplated for use during the Project. Please 
ensure that the photograph includes a reference object for scale. 
Please also provide relevant rock truck and trailer specifications 
including, for example, transport capacity (m3 and weight of 
material), gross vehicle weight loaded and unloaded, and safe 
stopping distances. 

RESPONSE: 

The specific type of trucks and trailers which will be used to transport materials 
from the Quarry to the Stockpile has not yet been finalized with the Contractor, as 
it is also dependent on the subcontractor selected. Nevertheless, preliminary 
assumptions were that the Contractor would employ trucks between 40 to 
60 tonne capacity (typical payload would be 20 to 25 m3) with trailer, and would be 
trucks which would meet B.C. highway regulations, thereby minimizing road 
widening requirements. Although no final decision has been made, this continues 
to be the current assumption. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.2 Please provide the approximate average volume (m3) and weight 
(tonnes) of rip-rap that each rock truck and trailer will be loaded 
with at the quarry site. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.1. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 

BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 
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SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
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use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.3 What analysis, if any, did BC Hydro undertake in determining that 
a temporary suspension of hauling activities at dusk in the 
summer months would have “significant impacts” on schedule and 
costs? Please fully describe any such analysis, including 
assumptions and calculations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not undertake a detailed analysis of impacts to schedule and cost 
from hauling suspension for approximately three hours at dusk. Any daily 
suspension of hauling activities in the summer months would extend the Project 
schedule and reduce productivity. Costs associated with this scheduling delay 
would include, but are not limited to, under-utilized equipment and extended 
overhead. Further, due to changes in the timing of dusk, there would be concerns 
with worker fatigue and safety due to continually adjusting shifts. 

BC Hydro is working with the Contractor to develop its proposed schedule during 
its construction season. As part of this process, BC Hydro is exploring potential 
windows for hauling suspensions, but needs to balance other facts such as cost, 
schedule and safety implications with benefits to First Nations. The logistics and 
impacts of scheduling hauling around dusk, which shifts in time as the calendar 
progresses, are not insignificant. BC Hydro will continue to consult with SFN as 
more detail becomes available. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to 
SFN IR 3.18.4. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 

BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 
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SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
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use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.4 How many rock trucks and water trucks will be used during an 
average day and a peak hauling day during operations? Please 
provide your answer for Plan A and for Plan B. 

RESPONSE: 

To clarify, BC Hydro does not have a Plan A or Plan B. What SFN refers to as 
Plan A in the preamble to SFN IR 3.18 is a description of trucking activities that 
BC Hydro included in section 5.3 of the Application (Exhibit B-1). As set out in 
section 5.2 of Exhibit B-1, the Project Definition phase was still in progress. Data 
at that time was based on BC Hydro’s own internal estimates and assumptions 
around how the Project would ultimately be designed and built. BC Hydro is now 
further along in the Project Definition phase, and is in the Early Contractor 
Involvement process (ECI). As discussed in section 3.6.2 of Exhibit B-1, the ECI 
process is used to collaboratively develop detailed joint construction planning 
with the Contractor’s expertise. After the ECI process commenced and BC Hydro 
had input from its Contractor, BC Hydro discussed a schedule option in its 
meeting with SFN on April 21, 2016, which SFN refers to as Plan B (Exhibit C5-12, 
Transcript, pages 89 to 95). Construction planning, including trucking plans and 
schedules, continue to evolve as BC Hydro progresses through the ECI process, 
and continues to consult with First Nations.  

With respect to the water trucks, usage will vary based on time of year, time of 
day, weather conditions, location of the source for extracting water, and the 
effectiveness of any Calcium Chloride (or Lignosufinate) that may be used for 
dust suppression, which can be weather dependent. For the above reasons 
BC Hydro cannot provide a precise estimate of water trucks per day, however, as 
the ECI Process has progressed, BC Hydro now expects its water usage to be well 
below permitted levels.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.5 How long would a rock truck travelling at 30km/h take to make the 
journey from quarry gate to stockpile? 

RESPONSE: 

The actual travel time which will be experienced will be variable as it is dependent 
on a number of factors including: weather conditions; road conditions; time of 
day; road alignment; road grades; loaded weight; road widths, line of sight, traffic 
conditions (i.e., other users), and the need to use pullouts on any given trip; etc. A 
simple calculation of the time required to travel the distance from the Quarry gate 
to the Stockpile at an average speed of 30 km/h would not be reflective of 
expected travel duration, if the sort of factors mentioned above are not 
considered.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.6 What adjustments to the hauling schedule could be made to allow 
for a three hour break around dusk during high traditional use 
periods? Assume the high traditional use period is August 1 to 
October 31. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is working with the Contractor during the ECI Process to consider the 
timing and duration of shift changes. At this point in the ECI Process, BC Hydro 
believes there is a possibility of a one to two-hour pause between trucking shifts. 
This would ultimately need to be determined through further planning.  

Please also refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.3. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.7 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused by instituting a three hour break 
around dusk during the periodsof high traditional land use. Please 
provide the estimate of increased costs, along with your 
assumptions and calculations. Please provide the requested 
information for both Plan A and Plan B. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not undertake a detailed analysis of the incremental increase in 
Project costs that would be caused by a break around dusk. Please refer to 
BC Hydro’s response to SFN IRs 3.18.3 and 3.18.4. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.8 Please confirm that Plan B contemplates rock truck hauling 
activity on roads for 20 hours per day, with two two-hour shift 
change periods. 

RESPONSE: 

This is the schedule currently being discussed with the Contractor. Please refer to 
BC Hydro’s response to SFN IRs 3.18.4 and 3.18.6.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.9 If the Project proceeded according to Plan A, how many hours of 
rock truck hauling activity would be undertaken per day, how 
many shifts would be required, how long would the shifts last, and 
how long would be the shift change period (or interval between 
shifts)? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.4.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.10 Please confirm that, if BC Hydro was willing to do so, BC Hydro 
has the ability to require its contractor to ensure that rock trucks 
working on the Project observe speed limits set by BC Hydro. 

RESPONSE: 

Confirmed.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.11 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused if BC Hydro were to limit rock-truck 
speed to 30km/h. Please provide the estimate of increased costs, 
along with your assumptions and calculations. Please provide the 
requested information for both Plan A and Plan B. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not estimate the incremental increase in Project costs that would be 
caused if BC Hydro were to limit rock-truck speed to 30 km/h. Please refer to 
BC Hydro’s response to SFN IRs 3.18.4 and 3.18.5. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.18.12 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 3 
of 3 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.12 What analysis, if any, has BC Hydro itself undertaken in support of 
its position that it will not require rock and water trucks to travel at 
or below 30km/h? Please fully describe any such analysis, 
including assumptions and calculations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is not prepared to commit to a blanket 30 km/hour for the entire Project 
area. Rather, BC Hydro will require its Contractor to develop a hazard assessment 
plan to determine safe trucking speeds, which may vary depending on road 
conditions. Speed limits will not be determined until that assessment is complete.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.13 Please confirm whether BC Hydro’s traffic hazard assessment 
includes First Nations use of proposed haul roads and traditional 
use activities in areas adjacent to those roads. Please provide a 
copy of the assessment and explain how First Nations road use is 
addressed therein. 

RESPONSE: 

The draft TMP will include a traffic hazard assessment. When ready, BC Hydro will 
consult with First Nations on the TMP. First Nations’ input on potential hazard 
areas will be considered in finalizing the traffic hazard assessment. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.14 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that there be a break in rock truck traffic during a 
three hour window around dusk, during high traditional use 
periods. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.15 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that a 30km/h speed limit apply to trucks during 
project operations. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.16 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting notes 
for meetings, between BCH and its contractor concerning SFN’s 
requests with respect to traffic around dusk and speed limits. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.17 Will BC Hydro ensure that a pilot car is available to guide SFN 
traditional land users to and from traditional use areas? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is prepared to consider making a pilot car available to guide First Nation 
traditional land users to and from traditional use areas, with adequate notice. 
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.18.18 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 3 
of 3 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.18 Please provide a detailed description of the equipment and 
training that BC Hydro would give to SFN individuals and families 
who use the relevant roads to access traditional use areas during 
rip-rap hauling activities. 

RESPONSE: 

As indicated in BC Hydro’s Responses Table (Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, page 2 
of 21), the Contractor is developing a TMP. A copy of the draft TMP will be 
provided to SFN for review and BC Hydro will consider input from SFN on 
equipment and training. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, Item #1 for a list of mitigation 
measures to be included in the TMP.  
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18.0 Reference: TRUCKING SAFETY AND FIRST NATIONS ACCESS 

Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16; Transcript dated April 21, 2016, 
pp. 10-15, 42-45, 85-95; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
pp. 667- 668, 686; Exhibit B-1, pp. 3-16; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 86; Exhibit B-14 

BC Hydro has previously stated that the Project will require the transportation of 
10,000 truckloads of rip-rap, and that the transportation of rip-rap will involve four 
to five trucks per hour moving in convoy between the quarry and the dam site, 
during three construction seasons (March to June), according to the then current 
construction plan. (Plan A). (see Exhibit B-1, pp. 5-16) 

BC Hydro recently stated that the construction plan may change and that the 
Project may instead proceed by producing and transporting all of the required 
rip- rap in two construction seasons – August to December 2016 and January to 
April 2017. (Plan B). (see Transcript, pp. 89-95) 

Regarding Plan B, BC Hydro recently stated that during the two construction 
seasons, the daily rip-rap hauling activities may proceed with two shifts of ten 
hours each, separated by a two-hour shift change. (see Transcript, pp. 86-91) 

SFN has raised concerns about the ability of First Nations people to continue to 
use the proposed haul roads for traditional activities, particularly during high 
traditional use periods. To accommodate the Project and SFN interest in 
continued access to traditional hunting and gathering areas, SFN has proposed 
that rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock truck convoys on the road 
for a three hour window before and at dusk, during the months when First 
Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads. 

SFN has advised that moose and other wildlife become active and mobile in the 
period around dusk, and with that in mind SFN has raised concerns about the 
potential impacts of continuous rock truck hauling on wildlife (and hunting 
activities), particularly during dusk in the Summer and Autumn months. To 
accommodate the Project and SFN interests, SFN has proposed that 
rip-rap hauling be timed so that there are no rock trucks on the road for a three 
hour window before and during dusk, when moose and other wildlife are active 
and when First Nations people are likely to want to use the relevant roads to 
access traditional hunting and gathering areas. 

BC Hydro has advised that “The recommended mitigation to stop truck traffic at 
dusk in the summer months would have significant impacts on the Project 
schedule and costs, and could result in extending the Project beyond the 
currently contemplated schedule. …” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 668) 
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BC Hydro further advised that “The stopping truck traffic at dusk, it’s a bit of a 
tricky one for us because we think there might be some sort of sizeable impacts 
on project schedule and potentially cost.” (see Transcript, p. 86, line 3) 

SFN asked BC Hydro what analysis BCH had undertaken in determining that a 
break in hauling at dusk in the summer months would have “significant impacts” 
on schedule and costs. BC Hydro’s answer was non-responsive to the question. 
(see Transcript, p. 86) 

On page 86 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro’s presentation in September 
2015  to  First  Nations  identified  the  potential  impact  of  road  usage  to  be 
“encounters with wildlife”. To protect wildlife, BC Hydro informed First Nations 
that BC Hydro was contemplating the following measures: 

“Caribou Mitigation Plan, speed restrictions in sensitive areas,  protect game trail 
corridors, report and record wildlife sightings, Contractor will develop an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)”. 

On page 5-16 of Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro describes its cost contingency 
considerations for “Vehicle Traffic Safety Hazards”. 

On page 38 of the TUS, the study reports that SFN have habitation sites in the 
Project area, and continue to access the area even with Canfor’s current 
presence. In one interview a SFN member observed that families, including 
children camped in nearby locations and that Canfor’s logging trucks drove 
slowly: 

Last year when I was camped there [near Canfor’s site] I counted 32 truckloads 
that went down, and that’s some of them carrying three loads – that’s a lot of 
trees. But they were all polite, they drove slow where we were camped which 
was good we had kids going back and forth there. 

SFN asked BC Hydro to ensure that rock trucks observed a 30km/h speed limit. 
SFN further advised that other industrial proponents in the region (e.g. coal 
mines) apply similar speed limits on rock trucks.  (see Transcript, pp. 42-45, 85) 

BC Hydro responded that there are no speed limits on the Project roads, and that 
it is not prepared to commit to a 30km/h speed limit for its trucks.  (see 
Transcript, pp. 43-44) 

BC Hydro further responded that “it will require its prime Contractor to assess the 
roads and develop a hazard assessment to determine safe trucking speeds … 
and that all trucks undertaking work for the Project will adhere to the speed limits 
set  by the prime contractor.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 667-668) 

The BC Hydro Project Manager further responded that: “… there may be areas, 
like corners, or turns, and all those things where they have real speed limits, but 
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on – in general, probably an unwritten commitment with the contractor may be 
not to exceed 50.” (see Transcript, p. 44, line 22) 

SFN explained how multigenerational family units travel together on the roads 
that the Project contemplates using as rip-rap haul roads, to access traditional 
use areas for traditional activities and the transmission of traditional knowledge 
from elders to youth. (see Transcript, pp. 10-15) 

BC Hydro has advised that its contractor is conducting, or has conducted, a 
traffic hazard assessment to inform traffic management planning. (see Transcript, 
p. 44, line 10) 

BC Hydro has stated that it is “… willing to consider planned and targeted 
stoppage of truck traffic to accommodate First Nations traditional activities. In 
order to do so, BC Hydro will need specific information about timing, location, 
and duration of use. In considering any planned stoppage, BC Hydro will balance 
the cost and schedule implications to the Project with the benefits to the 
community.” (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 668, 686) 

3.18.19 Please explain how BC Hydro’s proposed traffic mitigation 
measures would be applied to facilitate safe First Nations access 
to traditional use areas, using each of the following 
examples. Assume that in each case the vehicles will approach 
the haul road from the Johnson Creek FSR (not through the GMS 
security check point) and will travel the length of the haul roads 
up to the quarry site. 

(i) An elderly couple want to use the road to access a traditional 
medicine gathering area on an evening in September, and to 
scout out other potential traditional use areas. They are 
accompanied by their ten and twelve year old 
granddaughters. Both grandparents are hard of hearing. They 
plan to park on the side of the road and will gather medicines 
for about three hours, returning after dark. They are carrying a 
rifle in case they cross paths with a moose during their 
journey. They have never used a radio and are unfamiliar with 
radio calling protocols. 

(ii) A father is taking his two young sons fishing on creeks in the 
Project area, at 5 a.m. on a Saturday morning in October. 
They intend to park on the side of the road, and 
camp overnight next to a creek, departing Sunday evening at 
around dusk. If the fish aren’t biting at the first creek they visit, 
they will continue to other potential fishing spots in the Project 
area. They are carrying a rifle in case they cross paths with a 
moose during their journey. Their truck is not equipped with a 
radio. 
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(iii) A convoy of three cars and trucks carrying an extended family 
will be using the road to access a mushroom picking area on a 
Saturday afternoon in October. They intend to park their 
vehicles on the side of the road and pick mushrooms until late 
in the evening. If the weather is good, they will camp overnight 
and continue picking mushrooms and medicines until late on 
Sunday evening. None of the vehicles have a radio and none 
of the drivers are familiar with radio protocols. 

(iv)  An elderly trapper and his 11 year old granddaughter are 
using the road to access trapping areas on a Monday 
mid-morning in November. They will park on the side of the 
road and set traps parallel to the road all day until dark. They 
will walk back along the road to their vehicle, then drive out 
and come back the next morning to check the traps and set 
additional traps at another point along the road. They will 
make intermittent use of the road in this way from 
mid-November to early March. The grandfather speaks Cree 
only and the granddaughter cannot read. They have no radio 
and are unfamiliar with radio protocols. 

RESPONSE: 

As noted in BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.18, the TMP has not yet been 
developed, so it is not possible to provide detailed responses to the specific 
examples provided. However, once a draft TMP is ready to share, the examples 
provided will be a useful lens to analyze the effectiveness of the TMP in 
discussions with SFN. Also, further to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.18.17, 
BC Hydro is prepared to consider providing a pilot car with adequate notice 
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19.0 Reference: HARVESTING MEDICINAL PLANTS 

Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 35; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. ; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 34, 46; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #20 
Medicinal plants & roadside vegetation 

BC Hydro states in response #20 in the response table on mitigations that 23 
plants were identified in the FNITR as being of potential medicinal use, but that 
since none are rare, protection measures as suggested in the FNITR would not 
be adopted. 

On page 35 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states that during the 
September 25, 2015 site visit with SFN members, no concerns were raised by 
SFN participants. 

However, SFN members indicated their traditional use values along the FSRs 
during the site visit. On page 45 of Exhibit C5-10, a SFN member who attended 
the BC Hydro site visit in the fall explains that SFN members stopped the cars to 
harvest mushrooms and morels on the roadside. 

On page 46, SFN members interviewed for the Knowledge and Use Study 
reported that plants and fungi used for medicines can be hard to find, and can be 
harvested in close vicinity to the Project, for e.g., along the Utah FSR and Table 
FSR. 

The Knowledge and Use Study describes SFN members’ concerns about 
physical damage to culturally significant plants and access to those plants from 
road widening, culvert placement, construction, dust and traffic. 

3.19.1 How does BC Hydro’s EMP address SFN concerns and traditional 
knowledge about the availability of medicinal plants, SFN 
harvesting preferences, and the usability of medicinal resources 
within the Project area? 

RESPONSE: 

The EMP includes general provisions for vegetation and invasive plant 
management (section 4.19 of the EMP). The EMP directs that the Contractors EPP 
must address the following requirements: 

1. Limit the stripping of vegetation and soils to the areas required for Project 
activities; and 

2. Vehicles and machinery entering construction sites must be clean and free of 
soil materials that could contain seeds of invasive plants. 
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19.0 Reference: HARVESTING MEDICINAL PLANTS 

Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 35; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. ; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 34, 46; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #20 
Medicinal plants & roadside vegetation 

BC Hydro states in response #20 in the response table on mitigations that 23 
plants were identified in the FNITR as being of potential medicinal use, but that 
since none are rare, protection measures as suggested in the FNITR would not 
be adopted. 

On page 35 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states that during the 
September 25, 2015 site visit with SFN members, no concerns were raised by 
SFN participants. 

However, SFN members indicated their traditional use values along the FSRs 
during the site visit. On page 45 of Exhibit C5-10, a SFN member who attended 
the BC Hydro site visit in the fall explains that SFN members stopped the cars to 
harvest mushrooms and morels on the roadside. 

On page 46, SFN members interviewed for the Knowledge and Use Study 
reported that plants and fungi used for medicines can be hard to find, and can be 
harvested in close vicinity to the Project, for e.g., along the Utah FSR and Table 
FSR. 

The Knowledge and Use Study describes SFN members’ concerns about 
physical damage to culturally significant plants and access to those plants from 
road widening, culvert placement, construction, dust and traffic. 

3.19.2 Why did BC Hydro’s account of the site visit omit the fact that SFN 
members exercised traditional use values on the Project roads 
during the site visit? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro anticipated that the information gathered by First Nations during the 
site visit would be used to inform a TUS being discussed with SFN at the time or 
alternatively inform feedback from land staff to BC Hydro regarding interests or 
concerns relating to the Project.   
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19.0 Reference: HARVESTING MEDICINAL PLANTS 

Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, p. 35; Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, 
p. ; Exhibit C5-10, SFN Knowledge and Use Study, pp. 34, 46; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A, #20 
Medicinal plants & roadside vegetation 

BC Hydro states in response #20 in the response table on mitigations that 23 
plants were identified in the FNITR as being of potential medicinal use, but that 
since none are rare, protection measures as suggested in the FNITR would not 
be adopted. 

On page 35 of Appendix F to Exhibit B-1, BC Hydro states that during the 
September 25, 2015 site visit with SFN members, no concerns were raised by 
SFN participants. 

However, SFN members indicated their traditional use values along the FSRs 
during the site visit. On page 45 of Exhibit C5-10, a SFN member who attended 
the BC Hydro site visit in the fall explains that SFN members stopped the cars to 
harvest mushrooms and morels on the roadside. 

On page 46, SFN members interviewed for the Knowledge and Use Study 
reported that plants and fungi used for medicines can be hard to find, and can be 
harvested in close vicinity to the Project, for e.g., along the Utah FSR and Table 
FSR. 

The Knowledge and Use Study describes SFN members’ concerns about 
physical damage to culturally significant plants and access to those plants from 
road widening, culvert placement, construction, dust and traffic. 

3.19.3 Regarding SFN concerns for physical damage to vegetation, will 
BC Hydro need to widen Spur road or to construct pull outs on 
Table or Utah Roads? 

RESPONSE: 

There might be small sections of the Spur Road that need pullouts or widening for 
safety purposes.  

In its Application, BC Hydro considered that pull outs would also be required for 
safety purposes on Table and Utah roads approximately every 500 meters. More 
detailed information will be available after the Contractor conducts its road survey 
assessment. Once the Contractor has detailed survey results, the location of pull 
outs will be planned based on existing road widths.  

All road widening and pull-outs will be constructed within previously approved 
road allowances. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.1 Please confirm whether any of the species listed above in the 
description of “Central North East – General Mix” are native to the 
quarry site and ecosystems in the Project area. 

RESPONSE: 

For clarity, the above referenced seed mix is not the BC Hydro approved seed mix 
for the Project. BC Hydro has not yet approved a seed mix for the Project. All 
grass seed mixes and vegetation used in vegetation plans will be local area native 
plant species. The seed mix will not be determined until there is further 
consultation with First Nations on the vegetation plan. BC Hydro will seek input 
from SFN about traditional use and culturally significant vegetation that could be 
incorporated into vegetation plans.  

In the absence of a BC Hydro approved seed mix, the Contractor has provided, as 
part of its pricing package, a generic seed mix that all First Nations 
subcontractors were asked to use in providing unit pricing. Use of a generic seed 
mix by all bids will ensure that the bids are comparable. This is a procurement 
approach to enable sub-contractor selection before project plans are complete. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.2 Please confirm that the species listed above in the description of 
“Central North East – General Mix” can accurately be described 
as “invasive species” if planted at the quarry site and within the 
ecosystems in the Project area. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.3 Please confirm whether BC Hydro has conducted any analysis on 
the potential negative ecological impacts of the introduction of the 
species listed above, including impacts on small herbivores, 
ungulates, and predators. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.4 Please explain how each of the agronomic species listed above 
can be removed after becoming established in reclaimed areas. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.5 Please confirm whether BC Hydro intends to select re-vegetation 
species based on traditional use and cultural significance. If the 
answer is affirmative, then please explain when and how 
BC Hydro intends to undertake this selection. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.6 Please explain what other ways are available to prevent erosion of 
soil stockpiles besides seeding with agronomic species. For 
example, can soil stockpiles be covered with tarps? Are there 
other ways to prevent erosion of soil stockpiles? 

RESPONSE: 

There are many mitigation measures that can be used to prevent erosion of 
stockpiles. Please refer to Exhibit B-14 Appendix A, Item #4 for other sediment 
and erosion control measures recommended in the FNITR. BC Hydro agrees these 
are practical components of a sediment and erosion control plan if applicable per 
the requirements of the Certified Sediment and Erosion Control Specialist. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.20.7 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.7 Please explain the efforts BC Hydro will make to re-vegetate the 
quarry site (and other sites requiring reclamation) using only 
native species. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.20.8 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.8 Please provide the date on which BCH first informed its contractor 
of SFN’s request that the quarry be re-vegetated using native 
plants and that the collection of seed from the quarry site be 
facilitated. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.9 Please provide copies of all correspondence, and meeting notes 
for meetings, between BCH and its contractor concerning SFN’s 
requests with respect to re-vegetation with native plants. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.10 Please provide an estimate of the incremental increase in project 
costs that would be caused by facilitating the collection of native 
seed from the quarry site prior to construction. Please provide the 
estimate of increased costs, along with your assumptions and 
calculations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro will not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction 
as it is not necessary and could impact Project schedule, not because of costs. 
The plant species in the Project footprint are the same as the surrounding area 
and can be obtained later. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.11 Why were SFN’s requests that re-vegetation incorporate plants 
used for traditional and medicinal purposes not included in the Bid 
Package? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1. 
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20.0 Reference: QUARRY RECLAMATION AND REVEGETATION 

Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, p. 678 Exhibit B-3, p. 157 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendix D; SFN IR No. 3, Appendix A, #19, 21, 
33 

SFN has raised concerns and interests with respect to quarry and other 
reclamation activities, and in particular with respect to the use of native plants for 
revegetation activities. 

SFN has requested that BC Hydro work with Twin Sisters Native Plant Nursery 
(jointly owned by SFN and West Moberly First Nations) to select plants for 
reclamation activities and to facilitate the collection of seeds from plants at the 
quarry site prior to construction for use in later quarry reclamation activities. 

In response to SFN’s concerns and interests, BC Hydro stated: “BC Hydro will 
not be collecting seeds for reclamation in advance of construction as we do not 
believe this is necessary. The plant species in the Project footprint are the same 
as the surrounding area and can be obtained at any time.” (see Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro further stated that: “As to First Nation’s request that Twin Sisters be 
involved in the reclamation work, BC Hydro will work with First Nations to select 
plants for reclamation. However, BC Hydro cannot commit to working with a 
particular contractor until the open book procurement process is complete. …”. 
(see Exhibit B- 14, Appendix C-1, p. 678) 

BC Hydro’s Contractor circulated the Quarry Reclamation Subcontract Bid 
Package to bid for work regarding re-vegetation of the SFQ. 

The Bid Package does not appear to require subcontractors to consider 
traditional use as a category for seed selection. 

BC Hydro’s contractor recently sent an email requesting that companies 
interested in bidding on quarry reclamation work submit pricing for the following 
seed mix: 
Central North East – General Mix  
• Smooth Bromegrass – 40%  
• Creeping Red Fescue – 20%  
• Timothy – 15% 
• Alfalfa – 15% 
• Alsike Clover – 10% 

The BCUC asked BC Hydro “to explain how there can be no residual effects from 
blasting and removing material from a quarry site, even if the site is reclaimed 
according to the Mines Act. Is that quarry site not forever different than it was 
before the quarrying and the reclamation?” In its response, BC Hydro stated that 
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“[d]espite the potential for changes to the land, no residual effects are expected 
as all potential effects to the Value Components (i.e., vegetation and wildlife) 
were determined to be mitigable.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 157) 

3.20.12 What would be the additional cost of including traditional use as a 
criteria for re-vegetation and reclamation seed selection? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is not able to provide a cost estimate for including traditional use as a 
criteria for re-vegetation and reclamation seed at this time. Once BC Hydro has 
consulted with First Nations on its vegetation plans, the selected sub-contractor 
will provide costs. 

Please also refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.20.1.   
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues of 
concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see Transcript, 
pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further refine the 
existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as required, in 
consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential impacts from the 
Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: “The 
project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and discussions 
with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience in the Project 
area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA omits: 
soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, prepared 

by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information and guidance 
to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of the 
EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs and submit 
them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to adhere 
to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on behalf of 
BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the adequacy of the 
EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 

• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily tailboard 
meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an environmental monitor to 
review and audit compliance with the EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases 
of non-compliance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 
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The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since then. 
(see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as consultation 
continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the meantime, BC Hydro has 
provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to SFN’s 
IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting BC Hydro’s 
response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we have sent 
to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in preparing 
those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into their 
assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.1 Please explain and provide evidence in support of the claim that Ecofor 
selected VCs based on discussions with First Nations. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 3.30.1.   
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues of 
concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see Transcript, 
pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further refine the 
existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as required, in 
consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential impacts from the 
Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: “The 
project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and discussions 
with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience in the Project 
area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA omits: 
soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, prepared 

by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information and guidance 
to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of the 
EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs and submit 
them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to adhere 
to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on behalf of 
BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the adequacy of the 
EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 

• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily tailboard 
meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an environmental monitor to 
review and audit compliance with the EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases 
of non-compliance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 
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The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since then. 
(see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as consultation 
continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the meantime, BC Hydro has 
provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to SFN’s 
IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting BC Hydro’s 
response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we have sent 
to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in preparing 
those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into their 
assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.2 Did Ecofor discuss VCs with SFN before conducting the EA? Please 
provide details of those discussions and supporting documents. 

RESPONSE: 

Ecofor did not discuss VCs with SFN before conducting the EA. However BC Hydro 
provided Ecofor with input from First Nations. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to 
BCUC IR 3.30.1. 
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; Exhibit C5-10, 
p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues of 
concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see Transcript, 
pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further refine the 
existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as required, in 
consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential impacts from the 
Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: “The 
project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued Components 
(VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and discussions with FLNRO, First 
Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience in the Project area. …” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA omits: 
soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see Exhibit B-3, 

p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, prepared by 

Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information and guidance to 
the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of the 
EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs and submit 
them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to adhere to 
the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on behalf of 
BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the adequacy of the 
EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 

• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily tailboard 
meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an environmental monitor to 
review and audit compliance with the EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of 
non-compliance.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 
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The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since then. 
(see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as consultation 
continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the meantime, BC Hydro has 
provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to SFN’s IR 
No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting BC Hydro’s 
response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we have sent 
to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were immediately 
passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in preparing 
those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to actually 
integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into their assessment. 
That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.3 Why does the EA identify fewer VCs than the FNITR? How did BC Hydro 
decide which of the VCs identified by First Nations to eliminate? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro did not eliminate VC’s identified by First Nations. The VCs identified in the 
TUSs post-date the EA. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 3.30.1. 
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues 
of concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see 
Transcript, pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further 
refine the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as 
required, in consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential 
impacts from the Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: 
“The project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and 
discussions with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience 
in the Project area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA 
omits: soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and 
reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 

prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” 
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, 
p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on 
behalf of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the 
adequacy of the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.21.4 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 2 
of 3 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 

• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the 
EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since 
then. (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to 
the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to 
SFN’s IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting 
BC Hydro’s response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we 
have sent to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.4 Please provide more information on BC Hydro’s possible 
commitment to conduct noise modelling. Is there a reference to 
this noise modelling requirement in the EMP? 
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RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro has not committed to noise modelling. There is no reference to noise 
modelling in the EMP dated August 2015. 

In its letter of March 10, 2016 to SFN BC Hydro provided the following comments 
regarding noise modelling: 

“we believe that noise modelling will not identify specific impacts of the 
Project, or mitigation measures we can usefully act upon. We can, however, 
determine specific noise issues and impacts through environmental 
monitoring. We can also discuss the involvement of First Nations 
environmental monitors in respect of noise mitigation.” 

Please refer to Exhibit B-14, Appendix A Item #17 for our detailed response to the 
FNITR on the issue of noise modelling and mitigation. 
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues 
of concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see 
Transcript, pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further 
refine the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as 
required, in consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential 
impacts from the Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: 
“The project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and 
discussions with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience 
in the Project area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA 
omits: soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and 
reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 

prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” 
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, 
p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on 
behalf of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the 
adequacy of the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 
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• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the 
EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since 
then. (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to 
the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to 
SFN’s IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting 
BC Hydro’s response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we 
have sent to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.5 How has BC Hydro amended the EMP to accommodate SFN 
concerns and interests? Please identify and provide information 
on all amendments. 
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RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro is in the process of updating its EMP to address the following 
recommendations from the FNITR: 

• The information from the FNITR regarding Caribou critical habitat is being 
used to inform revisions to the Caribou Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, which 
is part of the EMP. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, page 17. 

• BC Hydro will update its EMP to account for operational wildlife protection and 
monitoring and this will also form part of the EPP.  First Nations will have an 
opportunity to provide comment on the EPP. Please refer to Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix A, Item #22. 
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues 
of concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see 
Transcript, pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further 
refine the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as 
required, in consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential 
impacts from the Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: 
“The project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and 
discussions with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience 
in the Project area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA 
omits: soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and 
reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 

prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” 
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, 
p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on 
behalf of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the 
adequacy of the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 
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• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the 
EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since 
then. (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to 
the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to 
SFN’s IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting 
BC Hydro’s response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we 
have sent to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.6 What date did BCH provide the tables to the contractor? 
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RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.17.6. 
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues 
of concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see 
Transcript, pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further 
refine the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as 
required, in consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential 
impacts from the Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: 
“The project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and 
discussions with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience 
in the Project area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA 
omits: soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and 
reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 

prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” 
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, 
p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on 
behalf of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the 
adequacy of the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 
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• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the 
EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since 
then. (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to 
the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to 
SFN’s IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting 
BC Hydro’s response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we 
have sent to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.7 Did BC Hydro request the Contractor to integrate SFN mitigation 
measures into EPPs? 
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RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro response to SFN IR 3.9.3 and BCOAPO IR 3.14.1.   
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21.0 Reference: FNITR WORKPLANS, EMPs and EPPs 

Transcript dated April 21, 2016, pp. 72-79, Appendix I; 
Exhibit B-3, pp. 144, 158, 167, 168, 169, 171; 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-372, 432-433, 697; 
Exhibit C5-10, p.12 
Incorporating First Nations concerns 

SFN has advised BC Hydro that other industrial proponents have resolved issues 
of concern to First Nations by entering into commitment letters providing for the 
implementation of workplans developed through FNITR processes. (see 
Transcript, pp. 72-79) 

BC Hydro previously stated: “Based on the ITR findings, BC Hydro will further 
refine the existing mitigation plans and/or develop new mitigation options as 
required, in consultation with the First Nations, to minimize or avoid potential 
impacts from the Project. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 144) 

BC Hydro previously stated, with reference to the EA conducted by Ecofor, that: 
“The project Environmental Assessment (EA) process involved selecting Valued 
Components (VC) based on literature searches, field assessments and 
discussions with FLNRO, First Nations, stakeholders and BC Hydro’s experience 
in the Project area. …” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 158) 

The FNITR identified VCs that are not included in the EA. In particular, the EA 
omits: soils and terrain; water quantity; aquatic resources; riparian habitat; and 
reclamation. 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements regarding EMPs and EPPs: 
• “Ecofor prepared the EMP for, and in consultation with, BC Hydro.” (see 

Exhibit B-3, p. 168) 
• “The Environmental Management Plan (EMP) is a BC Hydro document, 

prepared by Ecofor in consultation with BC Hydro, which provides information 
and guidance to the Contractor.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “The Contractor’s EPPs must be approved by BC Hydro before mobilization.” 
(see Exhibit B-3, p. 167) 

• “During the procurement process, BC Hydro will discuss the requirements of 
the EPPs with the Contractor. The Contractor will prepare the Project EPPs 
and submit them to BC Hydro for review and acceptance.” (see Exhibit B-3, 
p. 169) 

• “BC Hydro is responsible for and will ensure that the EPPs are designed to 
adhere to the EMP.” (see Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

• “Before the EPPs are accepted by BC Hydro, Ecofor will review them on 
behalf of BC Hydro and provide comments and recommendations on the 
adequacy of the EPPs in satisfying EMP and permit requirements.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p.  168) 
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• “During Project implementation, the EMP and EPPs will be part of daily 
tailboard meetings. BC Hydro and the Contractor will each have an 
environmental monitor to review and audit compliance with the 
EPPs. BC Hydro can stop the work in cases of non-compliance.” (see 
Exhibit B-3, p. 171) 

The EMP is dated August 2015. It does not appear to have been revised since 
then. (see Exhibit B-14, Appendix C-1, pp. 326-380) 

On page 9 of Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro states: 

BC Hydro’s response was provided in draft as it is a work in progress as 
consultation continues and mitigations continue to be developed… In the 
meantime, BC Hydro has provided the FNITR and the table referred to above to 
the Project Contractor… 

On page 697 to Exhibit B-14, BC Hydro’s April 21, 2016 meeting minutes state: 

BC Hydro’s intention was to take the concerns and proposed mitigations to the 
contractor to incorporate them into the projects [sic] plans. 

On pages 33, 47 and 48 of the transcript of the April 21 meeting, Appendix I to 
SFN’s IR No. 3, BC Hydro explains that the Contractor participated in drafting 
BC Hydro’s response tables: 

KK: After [BC Hydro received the FNITR and TUS], the whole team, including the 
environmental. And we also involved the contractor, and that sort of table we 
have sent to you on Tuesday. 

... JT: Can TUS information be included in that assessment? 

... KK: For your information, we are -- as soon as we – on Friday, they were 
immediately passed on to the contractor. 

... KK: The mitigation table which you have prepared, they participated in 
preparing those responses. So we are doing our duty. 

... CM: So what we're asking for is that -- not to just throw a copy at them, but to 
actually integrate land use values, like dust loading and noise disturbance, into 
their assessment. That's our clear ask here today. 

3.21.8 For each of the FNITR workplans listed below, please explain 
whether and how the workplan has been integrated into the EMP 
and EPPs: 

• Work Plan S1: Sediment and Erosion Control Plan 
• Work Plan WQ1: Water Quality Monitoring Plan 
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• Work Plan AQ1: Dust Management and Monitoring Work Plan 
• Work Plan R1: Riparian Habitat Protection 
• Work Plan V1: Pre-disturbance Baseline Vegetation Analysis 
• Work Plan V2: Vegetation Monitoring and Protection Plan 
• Work Plan V3: Revegetation Plan 
• Work Plan W1: Operational Wildlife Protection and Monitoring 

Plan 
• Work Plan W2: Moose Habitat Suitability Models 
• Work Plan W3: Pre-Construction Nest Surveys 
• Work Plan W4: Pre-Construction Wildlife Habitat Feature 

Surveys 
• Work Plan W5: Pre-Construction Amphibian Surveys 
• Work Plan SAR1: Caribou Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
• Work Plan SAR2: Olive-sided Flycatcher Mitigation and 

Monitoring Program 
• Work Plan SAR3: Western Toad Mitigation and Monitoring 

Program 
• Work Plan HR1: Chance Find Procedures 
• Work Plan TLRU1: Trapper Compensation 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.21.5 and BCOAPO IR 3.14.1. 
BC Hydro’s response to the recommendations in the FNITR are set out in 
Exhibit B-14, Appendix A.  
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.1 Please describe in detail BC Hydro’s practice with regard to the 
creation and keeping of notes on meetings and teleconferences 
with First Nations. 

RESPONSE: 

Records management is an essential practice in supporting BC Hydro’s legal and 
regulatory obligations. Employees and consultants within BC Hydro’s Aboriginal 
Relations department are required to log all correspondence that occurs between 
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a BC Hydro employee, contractor, and/or consultant who engages in discussions 
with a First Nation in relation to a BC Hydro project. This can include telephone 
calls and meetings. Correspondence is logged in electronic format. 

BC Hydro’s best practices for summarizing communications direct that: 

• Meeting notes should be drafted during the meeting and used to create 
polished meeting notes after the meeting; and  

• Summaries of telephone calls should be drafted during, or as soon as practical 
following the call when memories of what was said are still fresh. 
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.2 Do BC Hydro representatives or consultants create handwritten 
notes during or after meetings with First Nations, and 
subsequently transcribe all or some of those meeting notes in 
electronic format? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.22.1. 



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.22.3 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 1 
of 1 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes prepared 
by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and handwritten and type 
written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings with BC Hydro. (see 
Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held on 
or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. 
(see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held on 
or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary 
update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall advised Leah Manson that 
Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see 
Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the Project 
consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to SFN IR No. 3 
as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined in 
SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following statement 
from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements by MEM to make 
meaningful comment”. 

3.22.3 Please provide copies of any handwritten notes created by BC Hydro 
representatives or consultants during or after meetings or telephone calls 
with SFN. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s records management retains electronic notes created by Aboriginal 
Relations leads, not hand written notes. The current Aboriginal Relations lead for the 
Project has retained most of their hand written notes for meetings and telephone calls 
with SFN, which are attached. In addition, BC Hydro has located some hand written notes 
retained by the previous Aboriginal Relations lead, which we have determined involved 
meetings with SFN on the Project. These are also attached.  
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in BC Hydro’s 
recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall advised Leah 
Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by BC Hydro at the 
next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.4 Before meeting with First Nations, does BC Hydro advise First 
Nations that it will be creating and filing electronic notes on its 
meetings and teleconferences with those First Nations for future 
use in regulatory processes? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro leaves the determination of whether or not to advise First Nations of its 
note-taking practices to the individual Aboriginal Relations Leads based on their 
judgment in a specific consultation and based on any discussions with a First 
Nation during the consultation process. 
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes prepared 
by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and handwritten and type 
written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings with BC Hydro. (see 
Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held on 
or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. 
(see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting held on 
or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary 
update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall advised Leah Manson that 
Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see 
Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the Project 
consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to SFN IR No. 3 
as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined in 
SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following statement 
from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements by MEM to make 
meaningful comment”. 

3.22.5 Does BC Hydro routinely share with First Nations its notes on meetings 
and teleconferences with those First Nations? For example, does 
BC Hydro present and review meeting minutes with First Nations at the 
next subsequent meeting? If the answer is yes, please explain when 
those notes are shared with First Nations. 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro leaves the determination of whether or not to provide our meeting notes to 
First Nations to the individual Aboriginal Relations Leads based on their judgment in a 
specific consultation and based on any discussions with a First Nation about this during 
the consultation process. Typically, meeting notes are not meant to the meeting minutes. 
In this case, SFN requested BC Hydro’s meeting notes from Project meetings with SFN 
and BC Hydro provided them. 
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting. (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.6 Please provide your comments on the minutes not previously 
included in BC Hydro’s evidentiary update. 

RESPONSE: 

February 15, 2016 Meeting Notes 

This meeting was a quarterly meeting held between BC Hydro, McLeod Lake 
Indian Band, West Moberly First Nations, and SFN to discuss a range of BC Hydro 
activities in Treaty 8 territory. The quarterly meeting is attended by multiple 
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BC Hydro representatives, including Aboriginal Relations Project Leads from 
multiple projects. The Aboriginal Relations Lead for this Project attended this 
meeting and took notes on the discussions on the Project. In addition, BC Hydro’s 
Public Affairs Officer also took notes of the entire discussion during the meeting, 
which included other projects and activities. Following SFNs March 7, 2016 
request for meeting notes, the Aboriginal Relations Lead on the Project were 
provided on March 7, 2016. The notes from the full meeting were provided to SFN 
on March 10, 2016.  

April 4, 2016 Meeting Notes 

BC Hydro believes that the above reference to the April 14, 2016 meeting was a 
typographical error. The notes attached to this IR are from a meeting with 
BC Hydro on April 4, 2016. The meeting was with McLeod Lake Indian Band, West 
Moberly First Nations and SFN. Its purpose was to discuss BC Hydro’s vegetation 
management and not the GMS Riprap Project. Therefore, no member of the 
Project team attended. During the meeting, SFN raised concerns about the 
Project. At the request of SFN’s counsel at the second Procedural Conference, 
BC Hydro located these notes and provided an un-redacted version of the notes 
and agreed to SFN counsel including redacted versions in SFN’s IRs.   

April 21, 2016 Meeting Notes 

BC Hydro notes that the Commission now has before it BC Hydro’s meeting notes 
from this meeting, and a transcript of the meeting recorded by SFN. As set out in 
BC Hydro’s meeting notes, the meeting began with a presentation by SFNs 
consultants. BC Hydro notes that the transcript omits the presentation attached in 
Exhibit C5-12, and a portion of the discussion relating to the TUS.  

Saulteau First Nations Hand Written Notes (Exhibit C5-12) 

This is the first time BC Hydro has seen these notes. 
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.7 Did Leah Manson ever respond to Carmen Marshall’s concern 
and request that BC Hydro’s minutes be edited at the next 
meeting? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. Please refer to the attached email from Leah Manson to Carmen Marshall on 
the same day the request was received. Leah Manson proposed to discuss the 
matter at the meeting on April 21, 2016 but there was not time to do so that day. 
SFN has not communicated to BC Hydro the specific concerns it has with the 
content of BC Hydro’s notes. 
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From: Manson, Leah
Sent: 2016, April 20 2:21 PM
To: Carmen Marshall
Subject: RE: Attendees for tomorrow?

Sure Carmen. Given that I suspect we have lots to discuss on the FNITR/TUS  mitigations side, I suggest we deal with 
those items first and then the meeting minutes. I can always make time to discuss them offline with you as well.  
 
Leah 
 
_______________________________________ 
 

Leah Manson | Aboriginal Relations 
 
BC Hydro 
6911 Southpoint Drive, 10th floor 
Burnaby, BC  V3N 4X8 
 

P     604 528 3165 
M      778 879 2331 
E      leah.manson@bchydro.com  
 
bchydro.com 
 
Smart about power in all we do. 
 

From: Carmen Marshall [mailto:CMarshall@saulteau.com]  
Sent: 2016, April 20 1:39 PM 
To: Manson, Leah 
Subject: Re: Attendees for tomorrow? 
 

Hi Leah, 
I would like to edit these minutes in tomorrows meeting. 
Regards, 
Carmen 

From: Manson, Leah <Leah.Manson@bchydro.com> 
Sent: April 20, 2016 2:33 PM 
To: Carmen Marshall 
Subject: RE: Attendees for tomorrow?  
  
Thanks Carmen. We’ll definitely ensure we get meeting minutes recorded. That reminds me – I intended to provide you 
with minutes from our April 12 call. They are below. If you have any changes to suggest, please let me know.  
  
  

Date (D/M/Y) & Time  April 12, 2016, 11:30am

Location / Phone  Teleconference 

Communication Type 
Or Communication 
Method 

Teleconference 

BC Hydro Participants  Leah Manson, Robert Fornasier, Pat Craig, Bruce Mattock, Kunwarjit 

SFN IR 3.22.7 Attachment 1
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   Khandpur 
First Nation 
Participants 
  

Carmen Marshall

Other Participants 
  
  

Ryan Dodds (Ecofor)

Summary / minutes 
recorded by 

Leah Manson 

Minutes sent to    

Documents exchanged    

  
Project Name /  
Topics / Issue 

Key Discussion  Action Items 

GMS Rip Rap  On April 12, 2016, BC Hydro (LM, BM, KK, RF, PC), 
Ecofor (RD) and Saulteau First Nations (CM) held a 
conference call to discuss Saulteau’s preliminary 
list of mitigation measures, and BC Hydro’s 
responses.  

CM noted that Saulteau’s general approach with 
commitment letters was to work on them together 
with project proponents. LM suggested that 
perhaps a tracking table showing Saulteau’s 
concerns and BC Hydro’s proposed mitigation 
could be used for this purpose. CM indicated she 
had something simpler such as a mutual letter in 
mind, though a tracking table could be attached to 
the letter. CM suggested that the parties could 
work through such a letter during their April 21, 
2016 meeting. The parties then discussed the 
logistics for the April 21 meeting and agreed to 
meet from 9:00am to 3:00pm in Fort St. John. LM 
said she would send out meeting location 
information. CM agreed to confirm who would 
attend the meeting from Saulteau.  

The parties then worked through some BC Hydro 
questions about Saulteau’s preliminary list of 
mitigation measures.  

Truck traffic at dusk 

CM advised that the dusk window was 
approximately 3‐4 hours. CM indicated that wildlife 
was often active at dusk, as were community 
members who hunted. In response to a question 
from KK around whether this concern was more 
relevant at particular times of year, CM said she 
would look at the traditional use study (TUS) for 
further information, but that the hunting season in 
summer was an important one.  

Aquatic resources 

In response to a question from LM, CM advised 
that more detailed recommendations around 
mitigations for aquatic resources would be 
contained in the final TUS. 

       LM to send out meeting 
location information for 
April 21 meeting. 

       CM to confirm who will 
attend the April 21 meeting 
from Saulteau. 

SFN IR 3.22.7 Attachment 1
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Wetlands 

LM noted that Saulteau had previously identified a 
concern with a wetland outside of the 70 metre 
road buffer BC Hydro had used in its environmental 
overview assessment, and asked whether a specific 
wetland would be identified. CM said she would 
look into this question. BM indicated that he 
believed the wetland in question was located near 
the intersection of the Utah and Table Roads.  

Dust 

LM asked what concerns were driving Saulteau’s 
requests around dust mitigation. CM indicated that 
further detail could be found in the TUS, and gave 
an example that medicinal and gathering plants 
could be negatively affected by dust. CM further 
noted that animals might avoid overly dusty areas.  

Trappers 

LM noted that BC Hydro only had information 
about one registered trap line in the project area, 
and asked whether Saulteau could provide 
information on other trappers so that BC Hydro 
could provide its road and construction schedule to 
them. CM replied that providing schedule 
information to trappers was not a sufficient 
mitigation measure, noting that Treaty 8 members 
had the treaty right to trap in the area and so the 
list of trappers in the area was fluid, making it hard 
to inform trappers. CM said she would prefer to 
see preventative measures taken first.  

Noise 

BM asked if the concerns underlying Saulteau’s 
overall noise concern were similar to those 
underlying the dust concern. CM said Saulteau had 
noticed trends around noise affecting animals and 
peoples’ quiet enjoyment of the land. CM noted 
that more information might be available in the 
final TUS. She advised that Saulteau was looking for 
a visual model of noise impacts in order to better 
understand project impacts. 

Water quality 

LM noted that BC Hydro had not used the SQCI 
measure indicated in Saulteau’s February 16 letter, 
but that they nevertheless had baseline water 
quality information, which BM advised was 
collected in accordance with Ministry standards 
and indices. CM suggested that the SQCI and 
Ministry indices could be compared to see if there 
were any data gaps between the two.  

Traditional Use Study 

RF asked if the TUS could provide more specific 
location information around Saulteau’s concerns 
and cultural sites. CM indicated that the interim 
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TUS contained site information. BM said that BC 
Hydro was unsure how to interpret this 
information, noting that more specific site 
information allowed BC Hydro to create better 
mitigation plans. CM indicated that cultural sites 
were fluid, particularly where the project was a 
long term project like the GMS rip rap project.  

Carbon Lake 

KK asked how Carbon Lake, identified in the TUS, 
related to the project. CM replied that people 
accessed Carbon Lake from the Utah Road. KK and 
CM acknowledge that there was another way to 
access Carbon Lake.  

FNITR 

LM asked whether additional recommendations 
other than those in Saulteau’s February 16 letter 
would be contained in the final FNITR. CM 
indicated this was likely, and that West Moberly 
and McLeod Lake would likely provide additional 
comments. 

Cultural continuity 

KK asked what the term ‘cultural continuity’ from 
the TUS meant. CM pointed to the explanation of 
the term available in the interim TUS, and 
described it as the ability for Saulteau members to 
continuously practice their way of life. KK noted 
that the project impacts would be temporary, 
though CM pointed out that temporary impacts 
could still displace people and the practice of 
treaty rights.  

CM advised that she wished to see movement on 
the commitment letter between BC Hydro and 
Saulteau. The parties concluded the call. 

  
  
  
  
_______________________________________ 
  
Leah Manson | Aboriginal Relations 
  
BC Hydro 
6911 Southpoint Drive, 10th floor 
Burnaby, BC  V3N 4X8 
  
P     604 528 3165 
M      778 879 2331 
E      leah.manson@bchydro.com  
  
bchydro.com 
Smart about power in all we do. 
  

From: Carmen Marshall [mailto:CMarshall@saulteau.com]  
Sent: 2016, April 20 1:12 PM 
To: Manson, Leah 
Subject: Re: Attendees for tomorrow? 

SFN IR 3.22.7 Attachment 1
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Hi Leah, 
Myself, Marc and Rachel Olson (firelight) will be joining the mtg tomorrow in person, with no know dietary 
constrictions. Also we would like to record the meeting for meeting minute purposes.  
Regards, 
Carmen 

From: Manson, Leah <Leah.Manson@bchydro.com> 
Sent: April 20, 2016 1:37 PM 
To: Carmen Marshall 
Subject: Attendees for tomorrow?  
  
Hi Carmen, 
  
I wanted to follow up on my previous note on meeting attendance for tomorrow, so I have the right #s and any dietary 
restrictions. Right now I am expecting you and Marc D’Entremont. Is anyone from Firelight attending? Will James 
Hickling be in attendance? Any special dietary needs I should know about? Thanks, 
  
Leah 
  
_______________________________________ 
  
Leah Manson | Aboriginal Relations 
  
BC Hydro 
6911 Southpoint Drive, 10th floor 
Burnaby, BC  V3N 4X8 
  
P     604 528 3165 
M      778 879 2331 
E      leah.manson@bchydro.com  
  
bchydro.com 
Smart about power in all we do. 
  

This email and its attachments are intended solely for the personal use of the individual or entity named above. Any use of this communication by an unintended 
recipient is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, any publication, use, reproduction, disclosure or dissemination of its contents is strictly 
prohibited. Please immediately delete this message and its attachments from your computer and servers. We would also appreciate if you would contact us by a 
collect call or return email to notify us of this error. Thank you for your cooperation. 
‐BCHydroDisclaimerID5.2.8.1541  
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.8 Why did BC Hydro omit SFN’s concern about the Project schedule 
and SFN’s request for mitigation commitments from BC Hydro, in 
light of the nearing construction start date? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.22.6.  
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.9 Did BCH follow-up on SFN’s request about bonding? 

RESPONSE: 

No. However, BC Hydro notes that SFN was provided with the information 
regarding bonding requirements. The MEM permit Q-9-043 provided in Appendix H 
of Exhibit B-1, page 11 provides that “reclamation security for this approval is 
waived. The Permittee remains responsible for reclamation of the mine site to the 
satisfaction of the Chief Inspector of Mines”.   
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22.0 Reference: MEETING NOTES 

Application, Appendix F, p 31 
SFN IR No. 3, Appendices E, F, G, H Consultation record 
discrepancies 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of handwritten meeting notes 
prepared by Carmen Marshall (SFN) and Marc D’Entremont (LGL), and 
handwritten and type written notes prepared by Jordan Tam, during meetings 
with BC Hydro. (see Appendix E) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around April 14, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix F) 

Attached to this Information Request are copies of BC Hydro notes on a meeting 
held on or around February 15, 2016 that are not included in BC Hydro’s recent 
evidentiary update. (see Appendix H) 

Attached to this Information Request is an email string not included in 
BC Hydro’s recent evidentiary update. On April 20, 2016, Carmen Marshall 
advised Leah Manson that Carmen wanted to edit the minutes produced by 
BC Hydro at the next meeting.  (see Appendix G) 

On page 24 of Appendix C-3, Exhibit B-4, BC Hydro’s Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting 
minutes for “GMS Rip Rap” on February 15, 2016 contain less detail on the 
Project consultation than the full Treaty 8 Quarterly Meeting minutes, attached to 
SFN IR No. 3 as Appendix H. 

On page 22 of Appendix H, SFN explains that the Project is 3 months away and 
requests specific commitments regarding requested mitigation measures outlined 
in SFN’s letter to BC Hydro dated February 16, 2016. 

BCH summary of Feb 20 meeting in Application does not include the following 
statement from the minutes: “Saulteau … want to see what bonding requirements 
by MEM to make meaningful comment”. 

3.22.10 Did BC Hydro follow up with SFN regarding SFN’s problems with 
BC Hydro’s account of the April 12 meeting before BC Hydro filed 
the minutes as evidence of consultation with the Commission? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.22.7. 
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23.0 Reference: REGULATORY MATTERS  

Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements: 
• “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 

from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”. (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 

• “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..” (see Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 129- 130) 

• “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), para. 
62).” (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

3.23.1 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that it is not required to seek 
acceptance from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the 
Act? Yes or No? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro does not intend to begin construction of the Project until it receives 
Commission acceptance of the expenditures. BC Hydro is seeking Commission 
acceptance of the capital expenditures for this Project based on commitments 
made in its Capital Project Filing Guidelines that states: Expenditure schedule 
acceptance pursuant to subsection 44.2(1)(b) of the UCA for capital projects that 
are not extensions and that are above the expenditure thresholds ($100 million for 
large generation projects), these capital project filings will be supported by CPCN-
like evidence; BC Hydro will follow the content requirements of the BCUC’s CPCN 
Application Guidelines and the 2010 First Nations Information Filing Guidelines, to 
the extent applicable. A copy of BC Hydro’s Capital Project Filing Guidelines was 
included in response to BCUC IR 1.7.1 (Exhibit B-3). 

Generally, BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance from the Commission 
under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Act prior to implementing a Project. 
Section 44.2(1)(b) provides that a public utility such as BC Hydro “may” file an 
expenditure schedule with the Commission. Section 44.2(b) refers to an 
expenditure schedule containing a “statement of capital expenditures the public 
utility has made or anticipates making” [Emphasis added]. The Interpretation Act1 
states that in an enactment, “may is construed as permissive and empowering”. 

1 R.S.B.C. 1996, chapter 238.  
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The language used in this section permits, but does not require a utility to file a 
section 44.2 application. Further, the words “has made” expressly contemplate 
construction of a project prior to a Commission decision in regard to a proposed 
expenditure schedule.  
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23.0 Reference: REGULATORY MATTERS  

Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements: 
• “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 

from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”. (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 

• “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..” (see Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 129- 130) 

• “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), para. 
62).” (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

3.23.2 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that it can commence 
construction before the Commission issues a decision? Yes or 
No? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes, however as stated in response to SFN IR 3.23.1, BC Hydro intends to wait for 
the Commission’s decision accepting the expenditures. The provincial permits 
and authorizations to commence construction of the Project have already been 
issued by the appropriate regulatory authorities including the FLNRO and MEM. 
Those permits and authorizations are not conditional upon BC Hydro obtaining 
approval for the Project expenditure schedule under section 44.2 of the Utilities 
Commission Act (UCA).  

The purpose of a section 44.2 application is to provide a utility like BC Hydro 
some certainty as to the ability to recover the costs of its Project from rate-payers. 
BC Hydro’s intent is to obtain acceptance of the expenditures prior to making a 
decision on implementation. The Commission’s jurisdiction under a section 44.2 
proceeding is set out in section 44.2(3) and (4). The Commission can accept the 
expenditure schedule in whole or part, if it considers the expenditures in the 
public interest, or it can reject it. The Commission does not have the jurisdiction 
to impose conditions or make recommendations as to how the Project should be 
undertaken including but not limited to the specific mitigation and monitoring 
measures that should be included in the Project. This is the role of provincial 
regulators that have already permitted and authorized the Project activities.  

Please also refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.23.1. 
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23.0 Reference: REGULATORY MATTERS  

Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements: 

• “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 
from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”. (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 

• “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..” (see Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 129- 130) 

• “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), 
para. 62).” (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

3.23.3 Does BC Hydro maintain the view that, because acceptance by 
the Commission is not required, BC Hydro can commence 
construction if the Commission does not approve the expenditure 
schedule for any reason? Yes or No? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes, provided it would otherwise be consistent with maintaining the honour of the 
Crown. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.23.2.  
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23.0 Reference: REGULATORY MATTERS  

Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements: 

• “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 
from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”. (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 

• “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..” (see Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 129- 130) 

• “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), 
para. 62).” (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

3.23.4 Does BC Hydro agree that the Commission must, in making its 
decision on the Application, determine whether consultation and 
accommodation have been meaningful and adequate in this case? 
Yes or No? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 1.15.4 (Exhibit B-3). 
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23.0 Reference: REGULATORY MATTERS  

Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127, 129-130 

BC Hydro previously made the following statements: 
• “… BC Hydro is not required to seek acceptance of its expenditure schedule 

from the Commission under section 44.2(1)(b) of the Utilities Commission Act 
to implement the Project. …”. (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 129-130) 

• “Should the Commission’s decision not be issued within the Project timelines, 
BC Hydro would determine at that time whether it would commence 
construction without a Commission decision. . ..” (see Exhibit B-3, 
pp. 129- 130) 

• “As an administrative tribunal, the Commission is “confined to the power 
conferred on [it] by the legislature, and must confine [its] analysis and order to 
the ambit of the questions before [it] on a particular application…” (Rio Tinto 
Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council, 2010 SCC 43 (“Rio Tinto”), para. 
62).” (see Exhibit B-3, pp. 126-127) 

3.23.5 Does BC Hydro agree that its decision on whether to proceed with 
the Project is also subject to the duty to consult and accommodate 
SFN? Yes or No? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. As set out in BC Hydro’s response to BCUC IR 1.15.4 (Exhibit B-3), BC Hydro 
will assess the adequacy of consultation with First Nations as part of its overall 
decision on whether to implement the Project.  
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24.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, ss. 3.8.1, 3.9.2, pp. 3-27, 3-29; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix D-1, p. 55, Appendix F, p. 49; Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 335 
BC Environmental Assessment Office 

On December 5, 2011, BC Hydro stated in a letter to First Nations: 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as currently planned does not trigger any 
environmental assessment under the either the Provincial British Columbia 
Environmental Assessment Act. (Appendix F, p. 49). 

On August 14, 2015 BCH wrote to First Nations as follows: 

As previously communicated, we will maintain a restriction on the amount of 
rip rap that can be exported annually from the quarry. In accordance with the 
Mine Act, we will not export more than 250 000 metric tonnes of material from the 
quarry during a calendar year. 

On page 3-27 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment... 

On page 3-29 of the Application, BC Hydro states that it: 

Met with BC Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) to discuss the Project 
scope and the BCEAO later confirmed that the Project does not trigger a BC 
Environmental Act Environmental Assessment; 

On page 55 of the Preliminary Design Report, the Expert Engineering Panel 
states: 

This Project will not trigger a BCEAA environmental assessment as rock 
removed from the quarry will not exceed 250,000 tonnes per year. 

BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan explains: 

2.4 BC Environmental Assessment Act 

This project has not triggered the BC Environmental Assessment Act. It is 
important to note that one trigger is based on quantity of material removed from 
the quarry in any given year. The contractor must ensure that no more than 
250,000 tonnes is removed from the quarry in any year to remain in compliance 
with the fact that a BCEAA process is not triggered. 

Under the Reviewable Project Regulation under the BC Environmental 
Assessment Act an environmental assessment is required if a new project at a 
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quarry facility will have a production capacity of more than 250 000 tonnes/year 
of quarried product. 

3.24.1 Is BC Hydro’s position that the BCEAA is not triggered based on 
the above statements in the Expert Engineering Report and in 
BC Hydro’s EMP? 

RESPONSE: 

BC Hydro’s position that the Project does not require an EA under the BCEAA is 
based on the provisions in the BCEAA itself. There are two ways the Project could 
trigger the application of BCEAA:  

1. The Project is automatically reviewable because it meets the thresholds set 
out in Table 6 (Mine Projects) of the B.C. Reviewable Projects Regulation, B.C. 
Reg. 370/2002; and 

2. The B.C. Minister of Environment designated the Project as reviewable 
pursuant to subsection 6(1) of the BCEAA regardless of it not exceeding the 
reviewable thresholds set out in the Reviewable Projects Regulation. 

Table 6 of the Reviewable Projects Regulation provides that Construction Stone 
and Industrial Mineral Quarries trigger an EA if the quarry involves the removal of 
construction stone or industrial minerals or both, is regulated as a mine under the 
Mines Act, and during operations will have a production capacity of 
> 250,000 tonnes/year of quarried product.  

Early Project definition projected production capacity at Sand Flat Quarry might 
exceed 250,000 tonnes/year. In December 2015, when Project design was 
furthered, BC Hydro estimated operation of SFQ would be 266, 875 m3 over the 
course of the Project, averaging 88,985 m3 per year, the equivalent to 
177,917 tonnes per year. Accordingly, the Project is not a reviewable project under 
the B.C. Reviewable Projects Regulation as it is below the applicable regulatory 
threshold. By email dated January 12, 2015, the BCEAO agreed that the Project 
does not meet the criteria under the Reviewable Projects Regulation based on that 
information.  

By letter to SFN dated August 14, 2015, BC Hydro informed SFN that it further 
reduced its estimate for the total volume of material required from SFQ over the 
course of the Project to 150,000 m3 (refer to the letter at Exhibit B-1, Appendix F). 
This averages to 50,000 m3 per year (equivalent to 100,000 tonnes per year) for 
three years, or 75,000 m3 (equivalent to 150,000 tonnes per year) for two years, 
under currently contemplated Project schedules. The B.C. Minister of 
Environment has not designated the Project as a reviewable project. Accordingly, 
the Project does not require an EA under the BCEAA. 
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From: Mattock, Bruce
Sent: 2014, December 09 3:58 PM
To: Hamblin, Gerry EAO:EX; Peterson, Mike EAO:EX
Cc: Khandpur, Kunwarjit
Subject: GMS Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project
Attachments: GMS Riprap Upgrade letter to BCEAO.pdf

Hello Gerry 
 
The email and attached letter is follow‐up to the BC Hydro Project meeting we had in your office on June 18, 2014. This 
project involves the development of a quarry site to source riprap needed to upgrade the upstream face of WAC 
Bennett Dam. During that meeting, BC Hydro indicated that preliminary estimates showed the Sand Flat Quarry may 
have a quarried quantity of slightly greater than 250,000 tonnes per year, which could potentially trigger the application 
of BCEAA.  Since the project was in early definition phase, BC Hydro committed to further refining the quarried 
quantities required from the Sand Flat Quarry and report back to BCEA Office confirming estimated quarried 
quantities.  The refined quarried quantities are discussed in the attached letter. 
 
Please confirm that you received this email. 
 
If you have comments or question do not hesitate to call me. 
 
Thanks for your time on this matter. 
 
_________________________ 
 
Bruce Mattock, R.P.Bio. 
Regulatory, Environment, Social Issues & Properties Management 
Project & Portfolio Services 
Generation Project Delivery    
 
  
BC Hydro 
6911 Southpoint Drive, Edmonds B02 
Burnaby, B.C.  V3N 4X8 
 
Office:     604.528.1640 
Mobile:    604.317.4284 
Fax:         604. 528.2547 
Email:      bruce.mattock@bchydro.com 
  
bchydro.com 
_________________________ 
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From: Peterson, Mike EAO:EX <Mike.Peterson@gov.bc.ca>
Sent: 2015, January 12 10:36 AM
To: Mattock, Bruce
Cc: Khandpur, Kunwarjit; Christie, Karen L EAO:EX; Peterson, Mike EAO:EX
Subject: EAO response: GMS Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project

Good day Bruce, 
 
I have reviewed the December 9th letter you sent to EAO (co Gerry Hamblin) re: WAC GMS Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade 
Project which provides refined quarried quantities. 
 
I note that the proposed quarried quantities appear to fall beneath the production capacity thresholds defined in the 
Reviewable Projects Regulation (Regulation) of the Environmental Assessment Act.   
 
Based on the information you provided, the proposed project does not meet the criteria for a reviewable project under 
the Regulation. 
 
If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me through this email or by phone at 250‐561‐
5622. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
P. Michael Peterson, MBA, R.P.Bio., P.Ag.,  
Project Assessment Manager 
Environmental Assessment Office 
 
4051‐18th Ave, Prince George, BC, V2N 1B3 
Ph: (250) 561‐5622 
Email: Mike.Peterson@gov.bc.ca 
 
 
 

From: Mattock, Bruce [mailto:Bruce.Mattock@bchydro.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 9, 2014 3:58 PM 
To: Hamblin, Gerry MEM:EX; Peterson, Mike EAO:EX 
Cc: Khandpur, Kunwarjit 
Subject: GMS Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 
 
Hello Gerry 
  
The email and attached letter is follow‐up to the BC Hydro Project meeting we had in your office on June 18, 2014. This 
project involves the development of a quarry site to source riprap needed to upgrade the upstream face of WAC 
Bennett Dam. During that meeting, BC Hydro indicated that preliminary estimates showed the Sand Flat Quarry may 
have a quarried quantity of slightly greater than 250,000 tonnes per year, which could potentially trigger the application 
of BCEAA.  Since the project was in early definition phase, BC Hydro committed to further refining the quarried 
quantities required from the Sand Flat Quarry and report back to BCEA Office confirming estimated quarried 
quantities.  The refined quarried quantities are discussed in the attached letter. 
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Please confirm that you received this email. 
  
If you have comments or question do not hesitate to call me. 
  
Thanks for your time on this matter. 
_________________________ 
 
Bruce Mattock, R.P.Bio. 
Regulatory, Environment, Social Issues & Properties Management 
Project & Portfolio Services 
Generation Project Delivery    
 
  
BC Hydro 
6911 Southpoint Drive, Edmonds B02 
Burnaby, B.C.  V3N 4X8 
 
Office:     604.528.1640 
Mobile:    604.317.4284 
Fax:         604. 528.2547 
Email:      bruce.mattock@bchydro.com 
  
bchydro.com 
_________________________ 
  

This email and its attachments are intended solely for the personal use of the individual or entity named above. Any use of this communication by an unintended 
recipient is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, any publication, use, reproduction, disclosure or dissemination of its contents is strictly 
prohibited. Please immediately delete this message and its attachments from your computer and servers. We would also appreciate if you would contact us by a 
collect call or return email to notify us of this error. Thank you for your cooperation. 
-BCHydroDisclaimerID5.2.8.1541  
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24.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, ss. 3.8.1, 3.9.2, pp. 3-27, 3-29; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix D-1, p. 55, Appendix F, p. 49; Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 335 
BC Environmental Assessment Office 

On December 5, 2011, BC Hydro stated in a letter to First Nations: 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as currently planned does not trigger any 
environmental assessment under the either the Provincial British Columbia 
Environmental Assessment Act. (Appendix F, p. 49). 

On August 14, 2015 BCH wrote to First Nations as follows: 

As previously communicated, we will maintain a restriction on the amount of 
rip rap that can be exported annually from the quarry. In accordance with the 
Mine Act, we will not export more than 250 000 metric tonnes of material from the 
quarry during a calendar year. 

On page 3-27 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment... 

On page 3-29 of the Application, BC Hydro states that it: 

Met with BC Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) to discuss the Project 
scope and the BCEAO later confirmed that the Project does not trigger a BC 
Environmental Act Environmental Assessment; 

On page 55 of the Preliminary Design Report, the Expert Engineering Panel 
states: 

This Project will not trigger a BCEAA environmental assessment as rock 
removed from the quarry will not exceed 250,000 tonnes per year. 

BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan explains: 

2.4 BC Environmental Assessment Act 

This project has not triggered the BC Environmental Assessment Act. It is 
important to note that one trigger is based on quantity of material removed from 
the quarry in any given year. The contractor must ensure that no more than 
250,000 tonnes is removed from the quarry in any year to remain in compliance 
with the fact that a BCEAA process is not triggered. 

Under the Reviewable Project Regulation under the BC Environmental 
Assessment Act an environmental assessment is required if a new project at a 
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quarry facility will have a production capacity of more than 250 000 tonnes/year 
of quarried product. 

3.24.2 What was the BCEAO’s basis under the BCEAA and its 
regulations for the Project not requiring an EA? 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.24.1.   
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24.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, ss. 3.8.1, 3.9.2, pp. 3-27, 3-29; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix D-1, p. 55, Appendix F, p. 49; Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 335 
BC Environmental Assessment Office 

On December 5, 2011, BC Hydro stated in a letter to First Nations: 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as currently planned does not trigger any 
environmental assessment under the either the Provincial British Columbia 
Environmental Assessment Act. (Appendix F, p. 49). 

On August 14, 2015 BCH wrote to First Nations as follows: 

As previously communicated, we will maintain a restriction on the amount of 
rip rap that can be exported annually from the quarry. In accordance with the 
Mine Act, we will not export more than 250 000 metric tonnes of material from the 
quarry during a calendar year. 

On page 3-27 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment... 

On page 3-29 of the Application, BC Hydro states that it: 

Met with BC Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) to discuss the Project 
scope and the BCEAO later confirmed that the Project does not trigger a BC 
Environmental Act Environmental Assessment; 

On page 55 of the Preliminary Design Report, the Expert Engineering Panel 
states: 

This Project will not trigger a BCEAA environmental assessment as rock 
removed from the quarry will not exceed 250,000 tonnes per year. 

BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan explains: 

2.4 BC Environmental Assessment Act 

This project has not triggered the BC Environmental Assessment Act. It is 
important to note that one trigger is based on quantity of material removed from 
the quarry in any given year. The contractor must ensure that no more than 
250,000 tonnes is removed from the quarry in any year to remain in compliance 
with the fact that a BCEAA process is not triggered. 

Under the Reviewable Project Regulation under the BC Environmental 
Assessment Act an environmental assessment is required if a new project at a 
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quarry facility will have a production capacity of more than 250 000 tonnes/year 
of quarried product. 

3.24.3 How did BCEAO provide subsequent confirmation to BC Hydro 
that the project did not trigger the BCEAA? Please provide the 
confirmation provided to BC Hydro from the BCEAO. 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.24.1.  



Saulteau First Nations 
Information Request No. 3.24.4 Dated: May 2, 2016 
British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority 
Response issued May 6, 2016 

Page 1 
of 2 

British Columbia Hydro & Power Authority  
W.A.C. Bennett Dam Riprap Upgrade Project 

Exhibit: 
B-18 

 
 
24.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, ss. 3.8.1, 3.9.2, pp. 3-27, 3-29; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix D-1, p. 55, Appendix F, p. 49; Exhibit B-14, 
Appendix C-1, p. 335 
BC Environmental Assessment Office 

On December 5, 2011, BC Hydro stated in a letter to First Nations: 

The GMS Riprap Upgrade Project as currently planned does not trigger any 
environmental assessment under the either the Provincial British Columbia 
Environmental Assessment Act. (Appendix F, p. 49). 

On August 14, 2015 BCH wrote to First Nations as follows: 

As previously communicated, we will maintain a restriction on the amount of 
rip rap that can be exported annually from the quarry. In accordance with the 
Mine Act, we will not export more than 250 000 metric tonnes of material from the 
quarry during a calendar year. 

On page 3-27 of the Application, BC Hydro states: 

The Project does not trigger an environmental assessment... 

On page 3-29 of the Application, BC Hydro states that it: 

Met with BC Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) to discuss the Project 
scope and the BCEAO later confirmed that the Project does not trigger a BC 
Environmental Act Environmental Assessment; 

On page 55 of the Preliminary Design Report, the Expert Engineering Panel 
states: 

This Project will not trigger a BCEAA environmental assessment as rock 
removed from the quarry will not exceed 250,000 tonnes per year. 

BC Hydro’s Environmental Management Plan explains: 

2.4 BC Environmental Assessment Act 

This project has not triggered the BC Environmental Assessment Act. It is 
important to note that one trigger is based on quantity of material removed from 
the quarry in any given year. The contractor must ensure that no more than 
250,000 tonnes is removed from the quarry in any year to remain in compliance 
with the fact that a BCEAA process is not triggered. 

Under the Reviewable Project Regulation under the BC Environmental 
Assessment Act an environmental assessment is required if a new project at a 
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quarry facility will have a production capacity of more than 250 000 tonnes/year 
of quarried product. 

3.24.4 Was the confirmation qualified, subject to any conditions or 
subject to BC Hydro providing the BCEAO with further project 
details and information on project scope? 

RESPONSE: 

No. Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.24.1 
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25.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, s. 3.3.3, Appendix D-1, p. 20; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 79 
Rip rap volume 

In section 3.3.3 of the Application, BC Hydro has explains that in determining 
how much limestone is needed to place 150,000 m3 of riprap and bedding on the 
dam, rock transport and handling loss, expected to be 20%, should be taken into 
account. 

In September 2015 BC Hydro presented to First Nations that the volume of 
riprap removed from the SFQ would be less than 750,000 m3. 

On page 20 of Exhibit B-1, Appendix D-1, according to the Preliminary Design 
Study the conversion of volume of riprap in m3 can be converted into 
metric tonnes as follows: 

The density of the placed riprap as placed in the dry was estimated to be about 

1.85 tonnes/m3. A bulking factor of 45% for placed riprap was determined as the 
in-situ rock has a density of 2.69 tonnes/m3. 

During 3 years of quarry operations the Project will remove 750,000m³ of 
limestone from the quarry to place 150,000m³ of riprap and bedding on the dam 
face. According to the estimates provided in the Preliminary Design Study, 
750,000m³ of riprap and bedding would exceed one million tonnes of riprap and 
bedding over 3 years. 

3.25.1 Will the SFQ Project operations have a production capacity of 
more than 250 000 tonnes per year of quarried product? 

RESPONSE: 

No. As noted in BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.24.1, the total amount of 
material required from the SFQ over the course of the Project is estimated at 
150,000 m3, well below 750,000 m3. BC Hydro expects to quarry approximately 
50,000 m3 per year for three years, which is equivalent to 100,000 tonnes per year 
for three years.  
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25.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, s. 3.3.3, Appendix D-1, p. 20; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 79 
Rip rap volume 

In section 3.3.3 of the Application, BC Hydro has explains that in determining 
how much limestone is needed to place 150,000 m3 of riprap and bedding on the 
dam, rock transport and handling loss, expected to be 20%, should be taken into 
account. 

In September 2015 BC Hydro presented to First Nations that the volume of 
riprap removed from the SFQ would be less than 750,000 m3. 

On page 20 of Exhibit B-1, Appendix D-1, according to the Preliminary Design 
Study the conversion of volume of riprap in m3 can be converted into 
metric tonnes as follows: 

The density of the placed riprap as placed in the dry was estimated to be about 

1.85 tonnes/m3. A bulking factor of 45% for placed riprap was determined as the 
in-situ rock has a density of 2.69 tonnes/m3. 

During 3 years of quarry operations the Project will remove 750,000m³ of 
limestone from the quarry to place 150,000m³ of riprap and bedding on the dam 
face. According to the estimates provided in the Preliminary Design Study, 
750,000m³ of riprap and bedding would exceed one million tonnes of riprap and 
bedding over 3 years. 

3.25.2 Please provide a copy of the application materials BC Hydro 
submitted to Ministry of Energy and Mines with respect to the 
Quarry. 

RESPONSE: 

The materials submitted to the MEM were previously provided to SFN on 
December 19, 2014. Please refer to Exhibit B-1, Appendix F, page 63.  
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25.0 Reference: REVIEWABLE PROJECT REGULATION 

Exhibit B-1, s. 3.3.3, Appendix D-1, p. 20; Exhibit B-1, 
Appendix F, p. 79 
Rip rap volume 

In section 3.3.3 of the Application, BC Hydro has explains that in determining 
how much limestone is needed to place 150,000 m3 of riprap and bedding on the 
dam, rock transport and handling loss, expected to be 20%, should be taken into 
account. 

In September 2015 BC Hydro presented to First Nations that the volume of 
riprap removed from the SFQ would be less than 750,000 m3. 

On page 20 of Exhibit B-1, Appendix D-1, according to the Preliminary Design 
Study the conversion of volume of riprap in m3 can be converted into 
metric tonnes as follows: 

The density of the placed riprap as placed in the dry was estimated to be about 

1.85 tonnes/m3. A bulking factor of 45% for placed riprap was determined as the 
in-situ rock has a density of 2.69 tonnes/m3. 

During 3 years of quarry operations the Project will remove 750,000m³ of 
limestone from the quarry to place 150,000m³ of riprap and bedding on the dam 
face. According to the estimates provided in the Preliminary Design Study, 
750,000m³ of riprap and bedding would exceed one million tonnes of riprap and 
bedding over 3 years. 

3.25.3 How many metric tonnes of riprap and bedding will be removed 
per yearly quarter during quarry operations? Please complete the 
following tables: 

2016 
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep Oct‐Dec 
Metric tonnes of 
quarried 
product: 

    

 
2017 
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep Oct‐Dec 
Metric tonnes of 
quarried 
product: 
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2018 
Quarter Jan‐Mar Apr‐ Jun Jul‐Sep Oct‐Dec 
Metric tonnes of 
quarried 
product: 

    

 

RESPONSE: 

Please refer to BC Hydro’s response to SFN IR 3.25.1. BC Hydro cannot provide a 
quarterly breakdown of the amount of material to be removed from SFQ each year 
as that will depend on several Project conditions, including the Project 
progressing as planned per the schedule and conditions encountered at SFQ.  
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