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October 27, 2012 

 
Attention: Garry Alexander, Project Lead 
 
Re: Submission to the BC Environmental Assessment Office: 
Regarding the Narrows Inlet Hydro Holding Corporation’s Application for an 
Environmental Assessment Certificate for 5 Hydroelectric Projects in the Tzoonie River 
and Narrows Inlet Area 
 
 
Dear Mr. Alexander, 
 
The Sunshine Coast Conservation Association (SCCA) is a regional umbrella organization of 
conservation and environment groups and more than 250 individuals. Our mission is to protect 
biodiversity and assist others in their pursuit of environmental objectives. We are generally 
supportive of renewable energy, if projects are sited, constructed and operated in an 
environmentally responsible manner. We also hold that projects must be appropriate in a regional 
planning context and must not adversely impact critically important values such as the salmon 
fishery that has supported human society in this region for 10,000 years.  
 
Our region has recently experienced a large number of proposals for private run-of-the-river and 
lake storage hydroelectric projects. We have approached the Narrows Inlet Hydro Power project 
openly, participating in the consultation process on the terms of reference, and we are now 
pleased to have the opportunity to comment on this phase of the environmental assessment 
process. 
 
Below you will find a compilation of technical comments from our membership, but we think it 
is important to communicate an overarching message first. While the proponent has undoubtedly 
invested considerably in the EA submission, it lacks a coherence and integrity that should be 
standard for this type of undertaking. It embodies an approach to EA that values quantity over 
quality, and as such does a disservice to the proponent, the project and the public interest.   
 
This EA application presents as a collation of studies designed to fulfill a regulatory checklist, 
rather than a comprehensive analysis supporting sustainable development. The flaws at the core 
of the application are numerous: consultant documents altered by the proponent (Attachment A), 
documents and pages with no author or date attributed and widespread inconsistencies and 
contradictions. These suggest at minimum a disregard, and at worst a contempt for the 
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environmental assessment process, which has been publicly demonstrated by the dismissive ‘us 
vs. them’ attitude of the proponents. 
 
The SCCA’s position is that while some energy projects are in the public interest, viable and 
even responsible, the proponent and the project are subject to public scrutiny.   
 
Our overriding concern is framed by the following question: 
 
If a proponent is unable or unwilling to offer a thoroughly professional, defensible, 
coherent set of documents, where facts, authorship and legitimacy are unquestionable, why 
should the public have faith that the same proponent will construct and operate a project 
in a professional, responsible, defensible and coherent manner? 
 
Issuance of an environmental certificate must be based on conditions that are strict, measurable 
and enforceable. Considering the physical isolation of this project, and that cost and time 
pressures generally only increase as a project goes from permitting to construction, we have 
serious concerns that environmentally damaging shortcuts will be taken in the name of cost and 
schedule. Unfortunately, this proponent already has a history of failed environmental 
stewardship, questionable tactics, aggressive demands and unreasonable expectations of the 
public and environmental sacrifices that should be made on the altar of their vested interests.  
 
For this reason, we suggest that you consider this EA in terms of whether the project is suited to 
this particular proponent, and whether or not a denial of the environmental certificate for this 
project might send a message that raises the bar for all environmental assessments. Such action 
would preserve the integrity of the EA process, and eventually, if appropriate, spawn a revised, 
more responsible Narrows Inlet project at some point in the future, once environmental impacts 
with a high degree of uncertainty can be better defined by science. 
 
 

Comments 

1.0  PUBLIC CONSULTATION PLAN 
 
The Assessment Information Requirements specify a Public Consultation Plan; in the Executive 
Summary it was stated that such a plan would include: “…a tracking document of all 
correspondence associated with the Application review stage will be maintained by the 
Proponent, including minutes from all meetings and open houses…” . 
 
On October 3, 2012 the SCCA sent a letter to Honourable Minister of the Environment Terry 
Lake, copied to, among others, Gary Alexander, Project EA Lead. In this letter we asked that the 
Minister extend the public comment period of 50 days because of the complexity of the proposed 
project. In addition, we asked him to intervene to ensure that a full and open discussion be made 
possible within the format of the Open Houses to be held on the evening of October 12 and the 
afternoon of October 13, 2012.  Specifically we asked that the one-on-one format proposed be 
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replaced with an open forum. The latter we believed would result in a more transparent 
consultation and better comprehension of the Application by the attending public.  
 
The SCCA was therefore pleased to read the Legal Notices for the Open Houses posted in the 
community papers October 11 &12, 2012 that: 
 
...There will be a slideshow of information regarding the environmental assessment process and 
the content of the Application along with information poster boards. ...  
 
Although a slideshow is not an open forum, but rather a formal presentation, it was deemed an 
improvement over the one-on-one format. There was, however, no slideshow or presentation at 
either of the Open Houses.  
 
Further, the Legal Notices stated “…and to receive comments from the public”. There was no 
observable record of comments or questions being made by either the proponents or their 
consultants. The only recordings noted were photographs taken by one of the Proponents during 
both Open Houses, without prior permission from the public. 
 
The one-on-one format was, as predicted, not transparent. We immediately received complaints 
that some of the information poster boards were not accurate (e.g. 103 permanent jobs) and that 
some information was misleading (e.g. the untitled aerial poster of the Fraser River turbidity 
plume placed beneath the statement that the Tzoonie River was naturally turbid). 
 
The only new information obtained from the Open House was the Proponent’s information board 
commitment to provide 3:1 fisheries habitat compensation for the predicted harmful alteration, 
disturbance and disruption of fish habitat, if the project is approved. 
 
Volume 01, Environmental Effects Assessment, Section B.6 Consultation & Engagement, p. B-1 
states that: “Hardcopies of the Application will be available at local libraries in Sechelt, Gibsons 
and Pender Harbour”. No hard copies were available, only discs. (In addition, we wish to point 
out that in these Sections of Volume 01 there are numerous duplications of page numbers.) 
 
The Open House experience, from the Legal Notice to the events themselves call into question 
the EA guiding policies of fairness, transparency, inclusiveness, comprehensiveness and 
efficiency (letter to the SCCA dated September 19, 2012, File # 30050-20/NIHY0508 from EA 
Project Lead, Gary Alexander). It is our position that these two public consultations were not 
acceptable as part of the Public Consultation Plan.  
 
We appreciate that “Public participation is a key element of the EA process” (Ibid) and to that 
end once the Project is revised as per above and, if appropriate, resubmitted, we request that the 
Legal Notices accurately describe the Open Houses, that the format includes a formal 
presentation by the Proponent and that comments/questions are received in such a manner that 
allows accurate minutes to be recorded and submitted to the Environmental Review.  
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Finally, EAO staffing turnover on this project is difficult to comprehend.  It is almost impossible 
to ensure continuity of process and to foster public trust when there is a new set of names and 
faces at every juncture. 
 

2.0  GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION 
 
The SCCA maintains that the complexity of the project deserved a greater Public Comment 
Period than 50 days and was disappointed that this was not granted (Letter from G. Alexander, 
dated September 26, 2012, File # 30050-20/NIHY-05-08). The complexity of the project makes 
the Application unwieldy and extremely frustrating to examine and critique. For example the 
layout of the Application on the electronic Project Information Centre does not enable a report 
search for a referenced appendix without scrolling through the report sections. 
 
Surprisingly substandard, are reports posted that lack authorship and publication dates, e.g.: 
 
 •A72 - Grizzly Bear Assessment and Mitigation - Local Habitat Information 
 •A66- Narrows Inlet Hydroelectric Project Bear-People Conflict Management Plan 
 •A67- Wildlife Conflict Mitigation Plan 
 
Other authors do not appear to be qualified, e.g., A60 Stream Classification and Riparian 
Crossings, where stream classes and riparian setbacks have been assessed by an Engineer in 
Training, instead of a Registered Professional Biologist. This work should be at least signed off 
by the appropriate Qualified Environmental Professionals, and should include on-the-ground 
measurements and verifications instead of solely relying on digital data such as TRIM, and 
speaking to “people familiar with the area”.  
 
Narrows Inlet Hydro Project has moved through several permutations since the 2008 Pre-
Application Start Date. Some professional recommendations are based on assumptions of 
specific project plans.  Frequently these reports were not updated as the plans for lake draw 
down levels, dam heights, re-introduction points, transmission corridor locations, etc., changed.  
For example, the recommendations in the Amphibian Assessment (A-11, p. 5) are based on a 
projected lake drawdown of 25m; elsewhere reports project a drawdown of 45m. Obviously such 
discrepancies do not provide for accurate assessment of impacts or for planning appropriate 
avoidance/mitigation strategies and compliance monitoring.  The proponent must provide revised 
plans to each of the professionals to allow for accurate reports and recommendations. 
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3.0  PROPOSED INSTREAM FLOW REQUIREMENTS (IFR) 
 
The December 12, 2010 letter from FSCI detailing proposed IFR is preliminary and relies on 
professional judgment, arbitrary ‘flat’ Tennant percentages and, in the case of Chickwat Creek, 
the low-flow regime observed during a single year. Responsibly, it indicates the need for a 
detailed instream flow study with more transects in the diversion reach.   
 
The March 2012 followup study by Ecofish, while unquestionably thorough and in alignment 
with the province’s Lewis et al guidelines for IFR assessment, is strictly factual and does not 
provide IFR recommendations, likely due to its last-minute nature.   
 
Despite the effort and expense represented by the Ecofish report, it appears that it has been 
effectively ignored for the more favourable 2010 FSCI values. These 10-19% MAD figures 
reappear in the executive summary as the proposed IFR, despite Ecofish indications of optimal 
flows in excess of 100% MAD for spawning fish in Chickwat Creek.   
 
It is equally surprising that for SS Creek a 0% IFR would be proposed in a natural environment, 
against the advice of FSCI. The SCCA expects these issues to be addressed by regulators, 
however the lack of transparency over IFR, arguably the largest single environmental impact of a 
hydro project, prior to its appearance in a Water Licence and DFO Authorization, is 
unacceptable, as is the lack of information on ramping rates. 
 

4.0  LAKE DRAWDOWN AND INTER-WATERSHED TRANSFER 
 
There is clearly insufficient data to assess the impacts of full lake drawdown on CC, SS and 
Ramona Lakes and the proposal for inter-watershed transfer of flows. The 30-45m drawdown 
proposals can only be considered a negotiating position toward eventual top storage and 
drawdown within natural variations; if the project is not viable without these drawdowns, then 
perhaps it should not be built at this time.  
 
The environmental and operational risks, as already seen on the Tyson project, are not well 
understood: human safety, wildlife mortality, visual impacts, and catastrophic sedimentation 
events likely cannot be mitigated. Arguably, some true run-of-river projects can be relatively 
environmentally benign, but the impromptu introduction of lake storage into these systems is 
placing undue pressure on regulators to approve hydrologic interference schemes that should be 
denied under the precautionary principle.    
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5.0  WILDLIFE  

Amphibians  
 
A19 Amphibian and Painted Turtle Baseline Assessment contains several recommendations by 
Qualified Professionals, which do not appear to be carried through to the construction and 
operating plan stages.   Examples include:  
 

• Avoiding water level fluctuations at critical life cycle periods,  
• Conducting specific surveys, (Jul-Sep) for Tailed Frogs on as many creeks within the 

watershed as possible to determine their distribution and identify “core” areas… 
• Further surveys and / or habitat suitability modeling are recommended to determine the 

distribution of Coastal Tailed Frogs in the study area and to identify “core” population 
areas. 

• A low elevation lake and wetland (report doesn’t specify which ones) on the Sechelt 
Peninsula, surveyed for Painted Turtled, shall have a 80m forested buffer on the south 
end, thus no further surveys recommended.   

 
The SCCA would like to see that these recommendations be included in the Construction and 
Operating Plans. 
 
Further, the report was based on assumptions that the proposed increased and decreased water 
levels in CC Lake, SS Lake, and Ramona Lake would include a maximum 5 m increase in water 
levels and a maximum 20 m decrease, and that “these fluctuations above and below norms may 
occur from spring to fall, while release will occur in winter, potentially resulting in drying or 
freezing to the lake bottom.” 
 
In other parts of this application, lake drawdowns are up to 45m, an inconsistency which must be 
addressed, as it would have much more detrimental impacts to amphibians. 
 

Grizzly Bear  
 
The species account for wildlife habitat ratings notes that food availability is the defining 
characteristic of the Grizzly Bear. In reviewing the documents, it was noted that Terrain 
Ecosystem Mapping (TEM) could not be used to characterize the alpine habitats. This deficiency 
reduces the value of the TEM for predicting the habitat suitable for summer feeding. The 
researchers noted that as a result the habitat maps would designate the alpine areas as being of 
low to no suitability. Without complete documentation, the validity of analyses and proposed 
mitigation is severely compromised.  
 
Actual, on the ground studies, are disappointingly sparse comprising just four hair snag stations 
operating in the summer season of 2004, a single 2½ hour helicopter reconnaissance involving 
five stops in less than ideal conditions in December 2008 and information gleaned from a single 
radio-collared female from June 2010-June 2011.  
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Despite this paucity of data, five adults and three cubs were nevertheless identified. In 2004, The 
Squamish-Lillooet Grizzly Bear Population Unit was thought to be 56 individuals; the bears 
identified in the subject area therefore represent ~10% of this provincially designated Threatened 
population unit! Indeed, the ornithologists hired to survey the Western Screech Owl populations 
declined to do so as the night investigations were deemed to be too dangerous due to Grizzly 
presence (A06 - Terrestrial Wildlife and Vegetation Baseline Conditions - Final Report Part 2, p. 
100).  
 
Dr. Apps’ A72 - Grizzly Bear Assessment and Mitigation - Narrows Inlet letter succinctly 
summarizes the data collected and its predictive ability as being inadequate to determine the 
effect on the local assessment area Grizzly Bear population. He did expect increased mortality 
risk and displacement from preferred habitats and corridor movements but noted that the impacts 
could not be quantified for the above reason.  
 
These authors also agree with the need to implement the recommended data collection and 
monitoring program. The program should be funded by the proponent, it should encompass the 
Narrows Inlet drainage and it should begin forthwith. To minimize disturbance to the bears, the 
use of cameras along predicted travel corridors and suspected forage and denning habitats should 
be investigated. Funding of the study would not preclude project rejection.  
 
There are two additional reports dealing with Grizzly Bears posted on the BC Project 
Information Centre, both lacking author attribution, publication dates and containing mistakes. 
The document titled A72 - Grizzly Bear Assessment and Mitigation - Local Habitat Information, 
consistently refers to bear “sittings” and numerous statements appear to be opinion based. The 
report A66- Narrows Inlet Hydroelectric Project Bear-People Conflict Management Plan is much 
distorted; again there is no author although Bluestem Wildlife is credited with the photo. In the 
first paragraph it is stated that: “…Narrows Inlet runs underground through a boulder field”; 
additional bizarre statements follow.  
 
That these reports were posted and that Table 25-1 states that no monitoring is proposed for 
mammals, indicates that the Proponent is, at the very least, not sincere in avoiding or mitigating 
the project’s effects on the provincially mandated Squamish-Lillooet Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Plan.  
 

Mountain Goat  
 
With respect to Mountain Goats, the original Terms of Reference review submitted by Steve 
Rochetta, RPBio, Ecosystem Specialist, Lower Mainland Region, (MoE, File Number: 44100-
35/Stl’ixwim01, dated December 09, 2008), noted that because they are a species of regional 
concern, infrastructure (including roads, electric and pipe lines) should avoid goat winter ranges 
(GWR) and kidding ranges.  Furthermore, planning should include a Mountain Goat Monitoring 
Plan with specifics that include timing windows for associated industrial activities.  
 
The provincial government recently approved Sunshine Coast Goat Winter Range, some of 
which is located within the proposed local assessment areas. Further, “surveys for natal ranges 
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have not been completed in the LSA” (A06, p. 129-130); although observations of nannies with 
kids indicated that some areas are being used. Current science assumes that a portion of the 
winter range is used for kidding. This assumption must be confirmed through field studies as 
soon as possible to ensure that this sensitive habitat will not be eliminated by the Project, should 
it be approved.  
 
With respect to the Project Design and Mitigation Measures for this species, they need to be 
updated to reflect the newly designated Sunshine Coast Mountain Goat Winter Range Plan. The 
statement “No net loss of goat habitat during construction” would appear improbable as the 
construction area involves three GWR polygons and is in close proximity to at least four others. 
Significant air and ground activity in these areas will discourage goat activity effectively 
reducing habitat availability. The assessment that there will be “No habitat changes” is equally 
improbable - three lakes being lowered and raised in the immediate vicinity of GWR constitutes 
habitat change. Further, clearing minimum 20 m wide corridors, erecting barricades, eliminating 
forest cover and forcing exposed crossings or the abandonment of portions of the GWR would 
also seem to represent significant habitat change.  
 
Baseline Conditions (p. 127) describes Mountain Goat birthing as occurring at the end of May or 
beginning of June.  If the natal ranges do conform to the winter ranges then the mitigation dates 
for construction or decommissioning activities such as clearing and road and trail building within 
500 m of a GWR from the period between May 1 and October 31 would need to be deferred a 
minimum of six weeks to protect the potential birthing sites.  Further, there should be no 
exceptions to the restrictions on helicopter flights except in emergencies involving worker or 
environmental safety and these should be followed by an official incident investigation. The 
same should apply for any noisy/disruptive activities near kidding grounds.   
 
As yet there is not sufficient evidence to state that "no mortality" will occur within the new basin 
created by the lowering of the water levels in the lakes.  Long term studies would have to be 
completed before such a determination could be made.  The potential for entrapment in muddy 
areas and for falls due to conditions caused by extreme fluctuation in lake levels is significant.  
 

Wolf  
 
Although provincially yellow-listed, Wolves have recently re-established themselves on the 
Sechelt Peninsula and a sighting is noted for the Narrows area in the material submitted by 
NIHP. The effect of the Project on their distribution should be evaluated.  
 

Wolverine  
 
Wolverines are provincially Blue Listed and federally considered to be of Special Concern. 
Critical habitat includes denning areas. Although the proponent’s biologists were unable to use 
the traditional Terrain Ecosystem Mapping (TEM) program to map the specific alpine habitat, 
they did conclude “…that habitat around each of the high elevation lakes could be suitable for 
Wolverine denning” (A06 - Terrestrial Wildlife and Vegetation Baseline Conditions - Final 
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Report Part 2, p. 134).  However, in VOLUME 1 Environmental Effects Assessment, PART M: 
Assessment of Combined Project and Cumulative Effects a possible change in denning 
behaviour is attributed to only two lakes (Ramona and CC) but with respect to increased 
mortality of wolverines all three lakes are identified. The Project Design and Mitigation 
Measures do note that: “Disruptive/noisy activities such as blasting and construction will be 
avoided in suitable wolverine maternal denning habitat.”  
 
Given the lack of knowledge about the ecology and habits of Wolverine in Canada generally, and 
in British Columbia in particular, if these rare and elusive animals are denning in the vicinity of 
one or more of the lakes slated for development then that/those specific component(s) should not 
be developed.  
 
Because of significant gaps in the data collected for the above noted wildlife species (and 
presumably for other species), the effects of the project in terms of construction, operation and 
zones of influence cannot be accurately predicted and proficient avoidance and mitigation plans 
cannot be determined.  Indeed if CC Lake is suspected of supporting both a Grizzly Bear den for 
a female with three yearling cubs (A06 – p.137) and is suitable habitat for a Wolverine den then 
that component of the project should be postponed, if not deleted entirely.  
 
We recommend that an Environmental Certificate not be considered until deficiencies in data 
collection have been rectified, revised analyses provided, and avoidance/mitigation plans 
reviewed for the above species of special concern.  
 

6.0  FISH  

The application includes a number of studies on the possible effects to all life cycle stages of fish 
and their habitat for the construction and operations of the Project.  Resulting analyses suggest 
that for some stages the residual effects will be of low magnitude or not significant if Best 
Management Plans and appropriate mitigation measures are applied.  The SCCA applauds the 
Proponent for stating that the compensation ratio for habitat loss will be 3:1 (Poster Board, Open 
House, October 13, 2012).  However as the consultants note, the “….assessment of significance 
of long‐term footprint effects on fish habitat has low confidence due to the limited data available 
on the fish‐bearing status at the location of all Project components” and that “…there is 
uncertainty in the habitat loss due to incomplete data, and additional data are required in order to 
calculate all habitat losses” (Volume 1 Environment Effects Assessment, B.9.11 Combined 
Project Elements).  Additional data includes, but is not limited to, the effects of Acid Rock 
Drainage and determination of the significance of effects to fish from changes to mercury 
resulting from lake storage.   

Data collection must therefore first be collected to determine if adjacent lands can support the 
compensation channels offered. That the Construction Environmental Monitoring Plan has been 
developed (B.14 Commitments) thus is premature.  
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7.0  INVERTEBRATES 

MacroInvertebrates 
 
Macroinvertebrates are a vital instream food source for fish, including stream-reared salmonids. 
Provincial efforts to produce guidelines for sampling and analysing macroinvertebrate drift from 
upstream sources are currently underway.  Provincial Best Management Practices indicate that 
sampling should evaluate abundance and distribution of macroinvertebrates. It is expected that 
all project assessments will require at least one year of data on macroinvertebrate drift.  Further, 
“drift sample data should be tabulated and graphed for presentation to show seasonal and 
locational patterns in diversity, abundance and biomass".   
 
In a letter to the Proponent dated May 2011 (A-30 MacroInverterbrate Data), the results of the 
2010 Baseline macroinvertebrate data for SS, Chickwat and Ramona Creeks are discussed. 
Sampling was conducted on two days only during the summer and the data was presented only to 
illustrate the taxa found in those streams. It was anticipated that the Proponent would request the 
collection of the drift sampling to continue in 2011.  It was not clear that the data would be 
collected throughout the year.  The 2011 data has not been located in the application and it 
remains unknown if the Proponent requested the data as prescribed above.   
 

Puget King Crab 
 
It was noted during a dive utilizing SCUBA in the approximate vicinity of the exit/entry point of 
the submarine cable on the western shore of Sechelt inlet, the occurance of an unusual number of 
Puget Sound King Crabs (Lopholithodes mandtii). There were multiple large specimens (over 
20cm) located within a 3m to 5m visual radius. Considering the extent of diving experience on 
the Sunshine Coast area, including the Skookumchuk Rapids area, this was a very unusual 
occurance.  Significant numbers were also noted in the general area of Skookum Island on 
previous dives.   
 
This location would be deserving of further assessment to determine if this site is a possible 
breeding ground for this species.  
 

8.0  WATER QUALITY  
 
The water quality analysis identified the physio-chemical compositions of fish-bearing 
Chickwat, SS and Ramona Creeks such that “…as a result, fish and invertebrate communities are 
likely adapted to life in clear-water conditions, making them vulnerable to negative effects from 
suspended sediment inputs” (A-28 Surface Water Quality Baseline Analysis, p. 1-2 for Chickwat 
Creek). The professionals evaluating Ramona Creek, for example, stated that the turbidity risk 
will exist and will have to be mitigated and that a cautious adaptive management process is 
warranted.  
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The turbidity risk is confirmed by studies examining the potability of water for nearby residents, 
where studies note that “even with reasonable levels of mitigation, there will be increases in TSS 
(Total Suspended Solids) and turbidity. For most of the year, TSS will be in the order of 
300 mg/L”, (Part N – Socio-Economic Effects Assessment, p.19-57). 
  
It would appear doubtful that suspended sediment inputs and/or increased turbidity can be 
avoided in these three streams during the construction and commissioning (with an expected life 
span of decades) of the Project. The negative impacts to the fish and invertebrate communities 
are unacceptable.  
 
Due to the documented high risk of major siltation events that could occur in both Ramona and 
SS Lakes, and a lesser likelihood in CC, and with the continued risk in Tyson, siltation presents a 
significant threat to downstream fish values and to potable water users. (A50  Assessment of 
Water Quality Hazards). 
 
 

9.0  MONITORING & COMPLIANCE 
 
The SCCA has concerns with the Environmental Assessment Office's record of inadequate 
compliance and enforcement oversight of certified projects, ineffective certificate conditions and 
poor public reporting on projects issued environmental assessment certificates, as identified in 
the BC Auditor General's Report of July 2012.    
 
Freedom of Information documents from the Tyson Lake sediment incident of February 2010 
revealed that no monitoring plan was in place, nor a contingency plan in the event of a sediment 
release. Rather, checks and balances were put into place after the fact. The SCCA is not reassured 
by the current Application that the monitoring and compliance will be much improved. There are 
numerous examples in the Application where baseline studies and monitoring are recommended 
by professional consultants, but to date have not been acted upon.  Examples include water 
quality, macroinvertebrates and Grizzly Bears.  Before issuance of a certificate is considered, 
recommended baseline studies must be completed and monitoring plans must be in place. 
 
Various fish and wildlife species have been noted throughout the Application as having critical life 
stages that should not be negatively impacted by the timing of works (construction and ongoing 
operations). When the professionally recommended additional data collections have been 
completed, an overall schedule of the critical life stages for the identified species should be 
compiled. In addition, an overall schedule for all mitigation measures relating to these species must 
be developed.  Together these schedules will determine not only the viability of each the project 
components but will ensure that there are no negative impacts resulting from the timing of works. 
 
In order to improve provincial compliance efforts, communications and public transparency, we 
recommend that real time project monitoring data (e.g. temperature, instream flows, turbidity, 
ramping rates, lake levels, macroinvertebrate populations) be posted online, and viewable in a 
meaningful way to the public.  
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Specifically, temperature monitoring and temperature logging should be occurring at the intake 
point, at penstock/generator outfall and upstream of reintroduction point to prevent detrimental 
temperature fluctuations of remaining instream flows due to lake temperature and penstock thermal 
characteristics (Temperature Monitors Section 24.1.) This should apply to all diversions within this 
Project.  Should a weather event occur there must be a trigger for additional monitoring. 
 
Further we submit that the documented presence of species of special interest – Dolly Varden 
and unconfirmed Bull Trout for example, should identify the need for reporting as high, not 
moderate to low. If, for example, a sediment event occurs during a sensitive time frame such as 
spawning or egg rearing of any fish species, waiting to report the event within the proposed 72 
hours is not acceptable.  Remedial actions and reporting to the appropriate federal/provincial 
authorities need to be initiated immediately as per other industry standards. 
 
The present application submits that during the construction phase an Independent 
Environmental Monitor (IEM) is required monthly. With the high variability of weather events, 
and risk of increased sedimentation due to clearing, grubbing, and necessary tree falling, this is 
not deemed adequate. 
 
Furthermore, to improve public trust, we recommend that the Proponent pay for the Independent 
Environment Monitor for this Project but that their activities and reporting be overseen by the 
government. 
 
As Project consultants have reported, the synergistic or additive effects within a given 
component and multiple components acting in concert on the Tzoonie River may not be 
observable until after several years or more of Project operations with respect to channel stability 
(Preface, Table of Concordance, Executive Summary, p. B-49) which will impact fisheries 
values at the very least. Based on the uncertainty associated with the potential combined effects 
during the Project operations (Ibid), on-going monitoring is required. The SCCA agrees with this 
requirement and asks that monitoring begin well in advance to provide an acceptable baseline 
should the Application receive approval for any component of the Project (see Conclusion). 
 

10.0  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 
We commend the Cumulative Effects assessment for recognizing the degraded state of the 
watersheds due to timber harvesting. However, to use this previous damage as an excuse for 
condoning further damage defeats the purpose of a cumulative effects assessment. The 
Proponent claims that the cumulative effects are "almost entirely attributable to past timber 
harvesting and related road building and will be significant whether or not the Project proceeds. 
The Project’s contributions to the five significant cumulative effects will not be significant on 
their own." 
 
It is the SCCA's position that in the public interest, monitoring data should also be evaluated 
against a pre-timber harvesting baseline to assess the success of the project.  For instance, in 
combination with modern forestry standards, the proponent should commit to increased salmon 
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escapements in the Tzoonie River as an overall effect of the project. To simply accept a 
substandard status quo without providing remedial measures is unacceptable from the 
perspective of sustainable development in the public interest. 
 

11.0  CONSTRUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 
The CEMP lays out a framework for Construction Environmental Management objectives and 
oversight. The plans, explaining how NI Holding Corp will limit environmental damage, are all 
drafts.  Additionally, Draft Plan 2A says the environmental resources at risk, and the location of 
sensitive areas and features, are identified in Appendix A. There is no Appendix A on the EAO 
website.   
 
It is the SCCA’s position that the Independent Environmental Monitor should report to the 
Province rather than the proponent, with full authority to stop work for non-compliance, to 
ensure autonomy and impartiality. Publishing documents full of good intentions is not sufficient, 
especially in inaccessible locations where public scrutiny is expected to be minimal. 
 
Despite the existence of a CEMP, the SCCA witnessed multiple issues in the construction phase 
of the Tyson Creek Project during a single visit that coincided with a rain event. Clearly 
insufficient runoff controls were documented; the photos below document runoff down the 
penstock alignment spilling onto the access road.  Stormwater management measures were not 
implemented to handle this water, which was then allowed to run down the road surface and was 
diverted off a landing onto a bare slope.  No armouring, settling or filtration system was evident 
(see photos of surface runoff and waste rock below). 
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12.0  CONCLUSION  
 
This document represents some of the SCCA’s concerns with the project, proponent and process:  

• Public consultation;  
• Substandard and irregular EA documents;  
• Lack of clear, tabulated proposed instream flow requirements with respect to fish 

periodicity, mean annual and natural low flows;  
• Aggressive lake top storage and drawdown proposals;  
• Inadequate wildlife baseline and impact assessment;  
• High degree of uncertainty on impacts to fish and fish habitat, water quality, wildlife and 

cumulative effects;  
• Lack of clarity on remedial objectives with regards to historic levels and steadily 

improving watershed function;  
• Effectiveness of fish habitat compensation measures, particularly for Ramona Creek; and,  
• Construction impacts, particularly on vegetation and water quality.  

We value the opportunity to submit this document, and request it be viewed as representative, 
and accorded the weight of, the views of the SCCA’s growing membership.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Jason Herz, Chair 
Sunshine Coast Conservation Association 
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Attachment A 
 

Mr.	  Garry	  Alexander	  
Project	  Assessment	  Director	  
BC	  Environmental	  Assessment	  Office	  
	  	  
	  	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Alexander:	  
	  	  
I	  received	  the	  two	  attached	  .pdf	  files	  on	  October	  14	  from	  Mr.	  Jason	  Herz	  of	  the	  Sunshine	  Coast	  
Conservation	  Association	  and	  followed	  the	  email	  up	  with	  a	  telephone	  conversation	  with	  Mr.	  
Herz.	  	  Mr	  Herz	  informed	  me	  that	  he	  had	  met	  with	  Mr.	  Peter	  Schober	  of	  Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydro	  
Holding	  Corporation,	  and	  that	  Mr.	  Schober	  led	  him	  to	  believe	  that	  the	  two	  documents	  had	  been	  
produced	  by	  myself,	  as	  proprietor	  of	  Bluestem	  Wildlife.	  	  Nothing	  could	  be	  further	  from	  the	  
truth,	  and	  I	  am	  quite	  concerned	  that	  Mr.	  Schober	  has	  misrepresented	  my	  work,	  and	  may	  be	  
misrepresenting	  my	  work	  to	  other	  parties.	  	  I	  offer	  the	  following	  relative	  to	  this	  unethical	  
behaviour.	  
	  	  
'Wildlife	  Conflict	  Mitigation	  Plan'	  
	  	  
The	  'Wildlife	  Conflict	  Mitigation	  Plan'	  provided	  to	  me	  by	  Mr.	  Herz	  represented	  the	  first	  time	  
that	  I	  had	  seen	  such	  a	  document	  or	  anything	  resembling	  such	  a	  document.	  Be	  clear	  on	  this	  
matter.	  I	  did	  not	  author	  the	  document,	  and	  I	  expect	  you	  to	  indicate	  to	  Mr.	  Schober	  that	  he	  will	  
not	  mislead	  anyone	  else	  in	  the	  future	  respecting	  its	  authorship.	  	  I	  further	  expect	  you	  to	  
determine	  if	  he	  has	  also	  misled	  others.	  	  If	  that	  is	  the	  case,	  I	  expect	  you	  to	  determine	  who	  those	  
others	  are,	  to	  set	  the	  record	  straight,	  and	  to	  inform	  me	  of	  your	  actions.	  	  Furthermore,	  I	  strongly	  
suggest	  that	  you	  determine	  just	  who	  it	  was	  who	  authored	  the	  document.	  This	  is	  simply	  
standard	  practice	  for	  environmental	  assessment,	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  transparency,	  and	  the	  public	  
has	  the	  right	  to	  know	  who	  authors	  of	  documents	  are.	  	  I	  further	  suggest	  that	  you	  determine	  why	  
it	  was	  that	  the	  proponent	  did	  not	  provide	  authorship	  of	  the	  document.	  	  
	  	  
'Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydroelectric	  Project	  Bear-‐People	  Conflict	  Management	  Plan'	  
	  	  
The	  ''Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydroelectric	  Project	  Bear-‐	  People	  Conflict	  Management	  Plan'	  provided	  to	  
me	  by	  Mr.	  Herz	  represented	  the	  first	  time	  that	  I	  had	  seen	  such	  a	  document	  for	  the	  Narrows	  
Inlet	  project.	  	  Be	  clear	  on	  this	  matter.	  	  Respecting	  the	  indication	  that	  I	  was	  the	  author	  (i.e.,	  
"Bluestem	  Wildlife")	  of	  the	  document,	  nothing	  could	  be	  further	  from	  the	  truth.	  
	  	  
I	  did	  author,	  respecting	  the	  Tyson	  Creek	  project,	  the	  attached	  Word	  document.	  The	  file	  was	  
dated	  February	  21,	  2007;	  I	  expect	  that	  if	  you	  contact	  Mr.	  Steve	  Rochetta	  he	  will	  have	  a	  copy	  of	  
the	  document.	  It	  will	  be	  clear	  to	  you	  that	  someone	  has	  taken	  the	  document	  that	  I	  produced	  in	  
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2007,	  altered	  it	  in	  a	  very	  clumsy	  manner,	  and	  attempted	  to	  pass	  it	  off	  as	  a	  document	  authored	  
by	  myself.	  This	  little	  bit	  of	  dishonesty	  is	  clearly	  a	  fundamental	  breach	  of	  ethics.	  
	  	  
Some	  specifics	  respecting	  the	  2007	  document	  and	  subsequent	  alteration	  include	  the	  following.	  
	  	  
i.	  	  If	  you	  compare	  the	  two	  documents,	  you	  will	  realize	  that	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  is	  
almost	  identical	  to	  the	  one	  that	  I	  produced	  for	  Tyson	  Creek	  in	  2007.	  	  For	  example,	  the	  
Literature	  Cited	  is	  identical,	  with	  nothing	  to	  reflect	  thinking	  and	  practices	  since	  February,	  2007	  
when	  I	  wrote	  the	  original	  document.	  
	  	  
ii.	  	  Whoever	  was	  responsible	  for	  the	  alterations	  simply	  substituted	  ‘Narrows	  Inlet’	  for	  ‘Tyson	  
Creek’	  in	  the	  appropriate	  places	  respecting	  geographic	  locations.	  	  Excepting	  that	  they	  forgot	  to	  
do	  so	  in	  one	  location	  (i.e.,	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “On	  approach	  to	  Tyson	  Lake	  and	  
other	  construction	  areas	  via	  helicopter,	  the	  immediate	  construction	  area	  will	  be	  circled	  to	  
determine	  whether	  bears	  are	  present.”,	  as	  did	  my	  original	  document).	  	  I.e.,	  Tyson	  Lake	  is	  not	  
germane	  to	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  project.	  
	  	  
iii.	  	  Whoever	  was	  responsible	  for	  the	  alterations	  simply	  substituted	  ‘Narrows	  Inlet’	  for	  ‘Tyson	  
Creek’	  in	  the	  appropriate	  locations	  respecting	  the	  project	  (i.e.,	  Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydroelectric	  
Project	  for	  Tyson	  Creek	  Hydroelectric	  Project),	  and	  ‘Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydro’	  for	  ‘Renewable	  Power’	  
or	  ‘Renewable	  Energy’	  respecting	  the	  proponent.	  	  
	  	  
iv.	  	  As	  a	  consequence	  of	  the	  above,	  some	  really	  silly	  and	  erroneous	  statements	  occur	  in	  the	  
‘massaged’	  document.	  	  For	  example,	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “One	  of	  the	  bears	  was	  also	  found	  to	  use	  the	  Ashlu	  
Creek	  drainage,	  and	  may	  have	  moved	  between	  the	  two	  drainages	  via	  Narrows	  Inlet	  (S.	  
Rochetta,	  BC	  Ministry	  of	  Environment,	  pers.	  commun.).”.	  	  Clearly,	  bears	  would	  not	  use	  
the	  Inlet	  to	  move	  between	  the	  Ashlu	  and	  Tzoonie	  River	  drainages.	  	  Please	  note	  that,	  as	  a	  
consequence	  of	  this	  unethical	  behaviour,	  the	  information	  attributed	  to	  Mr.	  Rochetta	  has	  
also	  now	  been	  altered.	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “Within	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  Project	  Area,	  grizzly	  bear	  
tracks	  were	  observed	  at	  Tyson	  Lake	  on	  August	  24,	  2006	  (FSCI	  Biological	  Consultants	  
2006),	  and	  bear	  tracks	  were	  observed	  at	  Tyson	  Lake	  in	  either	  mid-‐September	  or	  early	  
October,	  2005	  (FSCI	  Biological	  Consultants	  2005).	  Over	  the	  last	  two	  years	  of	  
development	  investigations	  in	  the	  Project	  Area,	  including	  >30	  helicopter	  trips,	  grizzly	  
bear	  has	  not	  been	  observed	  (P.	  Schober,	  Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydro	  Corporation,	  pers.	  
commun.).”.	  	  This	  ignores,	  among	  other	  things,	  the	  bear	  information	  collected	  since	  
2007	  (e.g.,	  the	  report	  on	  the	  one-‐day	  survey	  by	  Apps	  and	  Rochetta,	  and	  the	  report	  on	  
movements	  by	  the	  collared	  female	  that	  used	  the	  Tzoonie	  River	  drainage).	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “On	  the	  basis	  of	  temporal	  variation	  in	  habitat	  use	  
along	  the	  coast,	  and	  the	  specific	  information	  on	  use	  of	  the	  Tzoonie	  River	  floodplain	  and	  
Narrows	  Inlet	  watershed,	  the	  proposed	  powerhouse”,	  “Components	  of	  the	  
development	  would	  be	  located	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  riparian	  habitat	  and	  the	  floodplain	  
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of	  Tzoonie	  River	  (i.e.,	  in	  particular,	  the	  powerhouse	  and	  tailrace).”,	  and	  “(e.g.,	  the	  
tailrace	  from	  the	  powerhouse)”.	  	  These	  statements	  were	  correct	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  Tyson	  
Creek	  project,	  where	  there	  was	  one	  powerhouse.	  	  They	  are	  incorrect	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  
Narrows	  Inlet	  project,	  where	  there	  would	  be	  a	  number	  of	  powerhouses.	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “Narrows	  Inlet	  is	  an	  excellent	  site	  for	  a	  ‘run-‐of-‐the-‐
river’	  development	  due	  to	  the	  absence	  of	  fish	  from	  high	  altitude	  lakes	  Lake	  and	  the	  
proposed	  bypass	  section.	  In-‐stream	  work	  is	  not	  required	  to	  build	  the	  intake,	  and	  
Narrows	  Inlet	  runs	  underground	  through	  a	  boulder	  field	  for	  approximately	  one-‐third	  of	  
the	  proposed	  bypass	  section.	  Considerable	  logging	  has	  occurred	  within	  the	  general	  area,	  
and	  logging	  is	  anticipated	  during	  2013.	  The	  development	  area	  can	  only	  be	  accessed	  by	  
air	  or	  by	  boat	  and	  then	  vehicle.	  A	  bear	  hunting	  lodge	  exists	  at	  the	  mouth	  of	  the	  Tzoonie	  
River.”	  whereas	  the	  original	  document	  read	  “Tyson	  Creek	  is	  an	  excellent	  site	  for	  a	  ‘run-‐
of-‐the-‐river’	  development	  due	  to	  the	  absence	  of	  fish	  from	  Tyson	  Lake	  and	  the	  proposed	  
bypass	  section.	  	  In-‐stream	  work	  is	  not	  required	  to	  build	  the	  intake,	  and	  Tyson	  Creek	  runs	  
underground	  through	  a	  boulder	  field	  for	  approximately	  one-‐third	  of	  the	  proposed	  
bypass	  section.	  	  Considerable	  logging	  has	  occurred	  within	  the	  general	  area,	  and	  logging	  
is	  anticipated	  during	  2007.	  	  The	  development	  area	  can	  only	  be	  accessed	  by	  air	  or	  by	  
boat	  and	  then	  vehicle.	  	  	  A	  bear	  hunting	  lodge	  exists	  at	  the	  mouth	  of	  the	  Tzoonie	  
River.”.	  	  The	  obvious	  errors	  in	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  include	  a)	  There	  are	  fish	  in	  a	  
number	  of	  proposed	  bypass	  sections,	  e.g.,	  for	  the	  Chickwat	  Creek	  and	  Ramona	  Creek	  
components,	  b)	  In-‐stream	  work	  is	  required	  to	  build	  the	  intake	  for	  the	  Chickwat	  Creek	  
component,	  and	  c)	  The	  last	  time	  that	  I	  was	  there,	  Narrows	  Inlet	  did	  not	  run	  
underground	  through	  a	  boulder	  field.	  	  	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “fish	  from	  high	  altitude	  lakes	  Lake	  and”	  whereas	  the	  
original	  document	  reads	  “absence	  of	  fish	  from	  Tyson	  Lake	  and”.	  	  Clearly,	  whoever	  
altered	  the	  document	  forgot	  to	  delete	  “Lake”	  from	  the	  original.	  	  

• The	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “The	  mouth	  of	  Tzoonie	  River	  is	  approximately	  4	  km	  
from	  the	  confluence	  of	  Narrows	  Inlet	  and	  the	  River.”.	  	  All	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  said	  about	  
this	  is	  ...	  What???????	  	  The	  unaltered	  statement	  was	  correct	  within	  the	  original	  
document.	  	  

• Whoever	  altered	  the	  document	  also	  forgot	  to	  make	  changes	  that	  would	  have	  been	  
appropriate.	  	  For	  example,	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  document	  reads	  “Grizzly	  bear	  might	  be	  
found	  in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  Tyson	  Lake	  during	  summer	  to	  fall.”.	  	  Why	  would	  a	  document	  
purported	  to	  pertain	  to	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  project	  focus	  on	  Tyson	  Lake	  and	  ignore	  all	  the	  
drainages	  germane	  to	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  project?	  

Further	  to	  the	  above,	  if	  I	  had	  produced	  such	  a	  document	  for	  the	  Narrows	  Inlet	  project,	  I	  would	  
have	  addressed	  various	  site	  specific	  aspects	  relevant	  to	  a	  multi-‐component	  project	  and	  grizzly	  
bear.	  	  For	  example,	  issues	  specific	  to	  Chickwat	  Creek	  versus,	  for	  example,	  CC	  Creek.	  
	  	  
Other	  Narrows	  Inlet	  Project-‐Related	  Documents	  Attributed	  to	  my	  Authorship	  
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I	  formally	  request	  that	  you	  advise	  me	  of	  any	  other	  documents	  provided	  to	  EAO	  that	  the	  
proponent	  has	  attributed,	  either	  by	  written	  or	  verbal	  communication,	  to	  my	  authorship	  (i.e.,	  
Dan	  Soprovich	  and/or	  Bluestem	  Wildlife).	  	  	  
	  	  
Follow	  Up	  Respecting	  Breach	  of	  Ethics	  
	  	  
I	  expect,	  by	  you	  and/or	  EAO,	  the	  following	  to	  occur	  respecting	  this	  unethical	  behaviour.	  
	  	  
i.	  	  Determine	  who	  was	  responsible	  for	  alteration	  of	  my	  2007	  document	  and	  attribution	  of	  
authorship	  of	  the	  'Narrows	  Inlet	  Hydroelectric	  Project	  Bear-‐People	  Conflict	  Management	  Plan'	  
to	  Bluestem	  Wildlife.	  
	  	  
ii.	  	  Determine	  if	  the	  party	  or	  parties	  responsible	  for	  the	  unethical	  behaviour	  are	  members	  of	  a	  
professional	  association	  registered	  within	  the	  province	  of	  British	  Columbia	  (e.g.,	  the	  Association	  
of	  Professional	  Engineers	  and	  Geoscientists	  of	  British	  Columbia).	  	  Should	  that	  be	  the	  case,	  I	  
expect	  you	  to	  refer	  the	  matter	  to	  the	  appropriate	  licensing	  body	  for	  its	  consideration	  and	  
disciplinary	  action,	  as	  I	  assume	  that	  the	  unethical	  behaviour	  would	  violate	  the	  organization’s	  
code	  of	  ethics.	  
	  	  
iii.	  	  Keep	  me	  in	  the	  loop	  on	  the	  matter.	  
	  	  
Please	  recognize	  that	  this	  unethical	  behaviour	  represents	  a	  direct	  attack	  on	  environmental	  
assessment	  as	  practiced	  in	  British	  Columbia,	  and	  calls	  into	  question	  the	  integrity	  of	  the	  
environmental	  assessment	  and	  review	  process	  in	  your	  province.	  	  It	  is	  necessary	  that	  it	  be	  
addressed	  in	  all	  the	  seriousness	  that	  it	  requires,	  by	  yourself,	  as	  one	  charged	  to	  act	  in	  the	  public	  
interest.	  
	  	  
Sincerely,	  	  
	  	  
Dan	  Soprovich,	  M.Sc.	  
Bluestem	  Wildlife	  
Swan	  River,	  Manitoba	  
204-‐734-‐3054	  
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