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Subject to Solicitor-Client Privilege 

 

These comments are submitted jointly by the Peace Valley Environment Association (PVEA) 
and British Columbia Women’s Institute (BCWI) in response to the Site C Clean Energy Project 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) submitted by the proponent, BC Hydro (the 
Proponent) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency) and the British 
Columbia Environmental Assessment Office (the EAO) and posted on the Agency Registry on 
January 28, 2013 (the EIS). 

PVEA and BCWI were both approved as eligible for funding for their participation in the 
environmental assessment (EA) of the Site C Clean Energy Project (the Project) under the 
Agency’s Participant Funding Program – Regular Funding Envelope (PFP-RFE). These joint 
comments are submitted in partial fulfilment of the terms of BCWI’s and PVEA’s agreements 
with the Agency regarding PFP-RFE funding. This joint submission accords with PVEA’s and 
BCWI’s commitments to the Agency to collaborate wherever feasible to minimize duplication 
and maximize information-sharing and efficiency between the groups. 

Severe constraints in time and resources prevented PVEA and BCWI from submitting a 
comprehensive review of the EIS for the Agency and the EAO. The funding available through 
the PFP-RFE, combined with fundraising efforts by both groups, was only sufficient to cover the 
costs of a summary review of very discrete subject-matters within the EIS; neither an in-depth 
analysis of any subject, nor a review of the entire EIS, were possible under the very limited time 
and funding available. Accordingly, in these submissions PVEA and BCWI have focused on 
some key issues of primary importance to them which they had the means to review, within the 
circumstances. Any omission of comments on a particular EIS subject matter does not indicate 
acceptance by PVEA and BCWI that the information provided in the EIS on that subject-matter 
is sufficient, and PVEA and BCWI preserve the right to comment on and contest additional 
matters in the future. 
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SUBMISSIONS 
 

 

1 Introduction 
The EIS contains a number of deficiencies that render it inadequate. The purpose of the EIS is 
to meet the requirements of an EA under CEAA 2012 and to serve as the Environmental 
Assessment Certificate (EAC) Application for the Project.  The EIS is the cornerstone of the 
public assessment process, and as such it must contain adequate information in accordance 
with the regulatory framework to enable the Panel and the public to assess the Project’s 
potential environmental impacts, and related mitigation measures, in a thorough and technically 
credible manner. The EIS as it presently stands falls short of that mark in several key ways: 

1. The extremely complex Table of Contents and convoluted, confusing organization of 
material makes cross-checking volumes and sections to determine the presence or 
adequacy of information deemed important to agriculture extremely difficult and likely to 
result in errors and omissions. 

2. It contains significant gaps in adequate information necessary to assess the Project’s 
potential impacts and how those impacts will be mitigated, and fails to identify and 
provide justification for many of the assumptions on which the Proponent has relied for 
the conclusions presented.  

3. Based on the 2011 Census of Agriculture, the EIS baseline is not reflective of the 
productive potential of the Peace River Valley farmland. The region has been in the 
shadow of the Site C dam for over half a century, which has adversely impacted the way 
Peace River Valley farmland has been farmed. Failing to take these impacts into 
account has rendered an accurate assessment of the productive potential of Peace 
River Valley farmland impossible.  

4. Inadequate consideration has been given to the economic impact on farm 
owner/operators, including impacts arising from the loss of unique microclimate 
farmlands, the loss of future Crown grazing lands and constraints placed on the 
management of land within and adjacent to stability impact lines. 

5. The economic model developed to evaluate the future public benefits under the “Future 
Case without the Project” scenario is artificially and arbitrarily static, failing to reflect what 
would be rational decision-making regarding use of lands. It also uses a problematic 
Social Discount Rate without justification and an inadequate sensitivity analysis. 

6. In addition to the gaps described above, it fails to adequately grasp the full scope and 
nature of the impacts of the proposed Project on agriculture and demonstrate how the 
base information was interpreted to result in the assessment of that impact. Accordingly, 
it is impossible to know where potential Project impacts on agriculture have been 
seriously underestimated, the adequacy and appropriateness of proposed mitigation and 
compensation measures have been seriously overestimated, and to determine the 
validity of the conclusion that the effect of the Project on agriculture is “not significant”. 

7. The scope of the agriculture economic assessment fails to consider the agriculture 
sector itself, the future importance of the Peace River Valley farming to the health and 
nutrition of peoples living in the Northwest Territories and the Yukon, and the impact of 
the Project on the ALR. 
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8. It fails to measure the potential economic effect of reduced food sufficiency and high 
access costs on nutrition, poverty, health and social costs or acknowledge the Project’s 
potential psychological and social costs on families and communities. 

9. It fails to describe how monitoring will be provided for the duration of risks caused by the 
Project. 

10. It fails to adequately analyse the economic impact of risks, such as slumping, climate 
change, higher fuel oil prices, increased concentration in agri-food markets and their 
impact on food costs. Moreover, there is no cumulative analysis of risks. 

As a result of these shortcomings, the EIS fails to meet the basic requirements of the EIS 
Guidelines and the regulatory framework. For example: 

1. It is unclear from the information in the EIS how the Proponent reached many of the 
conclusions contained therein. The EIS Guidelines requires that all hypotheses and 
assumptions be clearly identified and justified, that analyses be transparent and 
reproducible, and that all significant gaps in knowledge and understanding related to key 
conclusions presented be identified along with the steps taken by the Proponent to 
address those significant gaps. Despite this requirement, many analyses are weakened 
by data gaps and assumptions that are not identified in the EIS, which renders the 
conclusions based on those methodologies speculative and unreliable. 

2. The EIS fails to include information that is available, credible and would permit a more 
robust and accurate assessment, contrary to the requirement of the EIS Guidelines that 
the effects assessment be based on the best available information and methods.1  

3. The EIS fails to meet the requirements of CEAA 2012. It does not contain sufficient 
adequate information and methodologies to identify and ensure the protection 
environmental components, to ensure that the EA will be conducted in a careful and 
precautionary manner, to enable the public to meaningfully participate in the EA, to take 
into consideration the cumulative effects of the Agricultural VC, or to adequately assess 
the significance of potential Project effects. It also fails to provide sufficient details of 
some mitigation measures, such as the Compensation Fund proposed for agricultural 
land losses, and fails to provide sufficient details of follow-up programs, such as 
monitoring of Project effects on groundwater and erosion. 

4. The Proponent has failed to apply precaution in its assessment of risk according to the 
Canadian Framework for the Application of Precaution in Science-Based Decision 
Making About Risk.  

This Project would constitute the largest single exclusion from the ALR of high capability (Class 
1-3 improved) agriculture land in the 40-year history of the ALR and the Agricultural Land 
Commission in British Columbia. There is a significant risk that the Project would have serious 
implications on food security, public health, the affordability and availability of nutritious food, 
livelihoods and economies as a result of this Project. Due to these risks, it is crucial that the EA 
be rigorous and in accordance with best practise.  

                                                
1 BC Ministry of Environment and Environment Canada, Site C Clean Energy Project Environmental Impact 
Statement Guidelines (5 September 2012) [EIS Guidelines], s 8.5.2 at 30. 
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PVEA and BCWI submit that the Project EA cannot proceed on the basis of the EIS in its 
present inadequate state. Doing so will compromise the integrity of the EA from the outset, and 
burden the Panel with the task of remedying substantive deficiencies through its own review and 
information request process.  The Agency and EAO, in cooperation with the Working Group and 
First Nations, should direct BC Hydro to prepare a revised EIS that remedies the deficiencies. 

PVEA and BCWI have included specific information requests and recommendations for 
identified deficiencies to assist the Agency and EAO in providing direction to the Proponent on a 
revised EIS.  As noted above, this list is not exhaustive and is constrained by the time and 
resources available to PVEA and BCWI.  PVEA and BCWI have had the opportunity to review 
the submissions of Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative and the Landowners Affected 
by Proposed Site C in draft form, and endorse their analysis and recommendations. 

 

2 Regulatory Framework 

a. Governing Legislation 
The Project is subject to EA requirements under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act 
2012 (CEAA 2012) and the British Columbia Environmental Assessment Act (EAA).2 

Purposes of CEAA 2012 include:3 

1. To protect components of the environment within federal jurisdiction from significant 
adverse environmental effects caused by a project subject to an EA under that Act; 

2. To ensure that projects requiring a federal EA are conducted in a careful and 
precautionary manner according to the precautionary principle, to avoid significant 
adverse environmental effects; 

3. To ensure that opportunities for meaningful public participation are provided during a 
federal EA;  

4. To encourage federal authorities to take actions that promote sustainable development 
in order to achieve or maintain a healthy environment and economy; and 

5. To encourage the study of the cumulative effects of projects and activities in a region 
and the consideration of those cumulative effects assessments in EAs. 

CEAA 2012 requires that the environmental assessment of a designated project must take into 
account the following factors:4 

(a) the environmental effects of the designated project, including the environmental effects 
of malfunctions or accidents that may occur in connection with the designated project 

                                                
2 Amended Agreement to Conduct an Environmental Assessment Including the Establishment of a Joint Review 
Panel, of the Site C Clean Energy Project Between the Minister of the Environment, Canada and the Minister of 
Environment, British Columbia (24 September 2012) [Amended Agreement]. 
3 CEAA 2012, s 4. 
4 CEAA 2012, s 19(1). 
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and any cumulative environmental effects that are likely to result from the designated 
project in combination with other physical activities that have been or will be carried out; 

(b) the significance of the effects referred to in paragraph (a); 

(c) comments from the public — or, with respect to a designated project that requires that a 
certificate be issued in accordance with an order made under section 54 of the National 
Energy Board Act, any interested party — that are received in accordance with this Act; 

(d) mitigation measures that are technically and economically feasible and that would 
mitigate any significant adverse environmental effects of the designated project; 

(e) the requirements of the follow-up program in respect of the designated project; 

(f) the purpose of the designated project; 

(g) alternative means of carrying out the designated project that are technically and 
economically feasible and the environmental effects of any such alternative means; 

(h) any change to the designated project that may be caused by the environment; 

(i) the results of any relevant study conducted by a committee established under section 73 
or 74; and 

(j) any other matter relevant to the environmental assessment that the responsible 
authority, or — if the environmental assessment is referred to a review panel — the 
Minister, requires to be taken into account. 

The EIS does not meet the requirements of CEAA 2012. In particular, and for reasons that are 
set out in greater detail below, the EIS:  

1. Fails to contain sufficient adequate information to identify and ensure the protection of 
components of the environment within federal jurisdiction from significant adverse 
environmental effects that are likely to be caused by the Project; 

2. Fails to include sufficient information and scientifically justifiable methodologies to 
ensure that the EA will be conducted in a careful and precautionary manner; 

3. Fails to include sufficient information to enable the public to understand and thereby 
meaningfully participate in the EA; 

4. Fails to adequately take into consideration the cumulative effects of all VCs, such as the 
Agricultural VC (as described below); 

5. Fails to include the essential information, such as agricultural land utility ratings by 
improved capability and historical (pre-2011) information, that are necessary 
considerations for adequately assessing the significance of potential Project effects; 

6. Fails to provide sufficient details of some mitigation measures, such as the 
Compensation Fund proposed for agricultural land losses;  

7. Fails to provide sufficient details of follow-up programs, such as monitoring of Project 
effects on groundwater, erosion etc. 
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b. Terms of Reference and EIS Guidelines 
The Terms of Reference for the Project are established under section 42 of CEAA 2012. The 
EIS Guidelines, which are deemed to be incorporated into the Terms of Reference,5 identifies 
the issues that must be addressed and information that must be provided in the EIS.6  The 
Proponent must prepare the EIS in accordance with the EIS Guidelines.7  

In a number of instances, the Proponent has departed from the EIS Guidelines in preparing the 
EIS, rendering the EIS deficient. Some of those departures include: 

1. The EIS Guidelines requires that the effects assessment be based on the best available 
information and methods.8 As set out in detail in section 7 below, the EIS fails to include 
an adequate baseline for an assessment of agricultural impacts, losses to farmers and 
impacts on the farming community. As such, the EIS fails to provide the “best available 
information and methods” as required by the EIS Guidelines. 

2. The EIS Guidelines requires that all hypotheses and assumptions be clearly identified 
and justified, that analyses be transparent and reproducible, and that all significant gaps 
in knowledge and understanding related to key conclusions presented be identified 
along with the steps taken by the Proponent to address those significant gaps.9  

3. The EIS Guidelines requires the EIS be structured similarly to it and include a Table of 
Contents between Definitions and Project Overview.10 As set out in detail in section 3 
below, despite this requirement, the EIS is missing a unified Table of Contents, Preface 
and Acknowledgements, and provides the Definitions, Acronyms and Abbreviations, and 
Table of Concordance separately from the body of the EIS and with no obvious 
placement within the EIS. Accordingly, the EIS does not comply with the EIS Guidelines 
requirements regarding structure.  

4. The EIS Guidelines require the EIS to provide an overall description of the baseline 
conditions of each VC11 and that it be written in clear, precise language, with aids where 
appropriate to clarify the text.12 As discussed in section 3 below, while the EIS claims to 
contain a description of the baseline conditions,13 many of the baseline conditions of the 
Agriculture VC lack any clear textual descriptions. As such, the EIS fails to provide an 
adequate overall description of the baseline conditions of the Agriculture VC as required 
by the EIS Guidelines.  

                                                
5 Amended Agreement, supra note 2, s 3.9. 
6 Amended Agreement, supra note 2, s 1 at 3. 
7 Amended Agreement, supra note 2, s 3.10. 
8 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.5.2 at 30. 
9 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.1. 
10 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 1.2 at 2. 
11 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 30; CEAA, Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Comprehensive Study Process Pursuant to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (March 2011) 
[Guidelines] at 6. 
12 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 3. 
13 EIS, vol 3, s 20.2 at 20-7, lines 10-11. 
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5. The EIS Guidelines requires that the EIS provide charts, diagrams, tables, maps and 
photographs, where appropriate, to clarity the text.14 Despite this requirement, the EIS 
fails to include mapping of climate characteristics that would clearly identify those Peace 
River Valley lands with a unique microclimate, crop suitability, agricultural land capability 
and suitability, ALR boundaries, present land use, land tenure and parcel configuration, 
the 56-year BC Hydro flood reserve boundary, preliminary statutory rights-of-way 
(impact lines), or the location and nature of limitations upon crop options and farm 
management (see sections 7b-d below). Thus the EIS fails to include adequate mapping 
as required by the EIS Guidelines. 

c. Application of Precaution 
A purpose of CEAA 2012 is to ensure that designated projects that require the exercise of a 
federal regulatory power are considered in a careful and precautionary manner to avoid 
significant adverse environmental effects.15 

The Government of Canada’s Framework for the Application of Precaution in Science-Based 
Decision Making About Risk outlines the guiding principles for the application of precaution to 
science-based decision making in the context of federal regulatory activities regarding health 
and safety, the environment and the conservation of natural resources.16 It is intended to 
“provid[e] a lens to assess whether precautionary decision making is in keeping with Canadians’ 
social, environmental and economic values and priorities.”17 The EIS fails to apply this lens 
when assessing many of the Project’s potential risks.  

As noted above, there are significant risks associated with this Project. Regarding agriculture 
alone, the Project would constitute the largest single exclusion from the ALR of high capability  
agriculture land in the history of the ALR and the Agricultural Land Commission in BC. There is 
a significant risk that the Project would have serious implications on food security, public health, 
the affordability and availability of nutritious food, and livelihoods and economies. 

Despite the magnitude of these risks, the Proponent has departed from the EIS Guidelines in 
preparing the EIS, rendering the document deficient. Some of those departures include: 

1. The Framework requires that in all cases, sound scientific evidence is a fundamental 
prerequisite to applying the precautionary approach.18 As demonstrated throughout 
these comments, and in particular in section 7, the EIS fails in a number of instances to 
provide sufficient information to meet the Framework requirement that its analyses and 
conclusions be grounded in sound scientific information. 

2. The Framework requires that “[r]eports should summarize the existing state of 
knowledge, provide scientific views on the reliability of the assessment and address 
remaining uncertainties and areas for further scientific research or monitoring.” As set 
out in detail in sections 5 and 7k, n and p below, the EIS fails to identify and justify many 

                                                
14 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 3. 
15 CEAA 2012, s 4(b). 
16 Canada, Framework, supra note 32 at 2. 
17 Canada, Framework, supra note 32 at 3. 
18 Canada, Framework, supra note 32, s 4.2 at 7. 
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assumptions on which the conclusions contained therein rely. It also fails to address 
areas for monitoring beyond five years after operations begin. Accordingly, the EIS fails 
to adequately address uncertainties and areas for further research or monitoring as 
required by CEAA 2012 and the Framework. 

3. The Framework provides that precaution requires an appropriate assessment of 
scientific factors and consequent risks.19 However, as discussed in section 7q below, the 
EIS fails to adequately analyse the economic impact of risks, such as slumping, climate 
change, higher fuel oil prices, increased concentration in agri-food markets and their 
impact on food costs, or include a cumulative analysis of risks. As such, the EIS fails to 
include the information necessary for precautionary decision-making to be made 
regarding this Project as required under CEAA 2012.  

4. As discussed in section 7h below, second only to the reservoir itself, the preliminary 
statutory rights-of-way areas resulting from the various impact lines have the greatest 
potential impact on agriculture, both present and future, but the implications of the 
preliminary stability impact line and associated statutory rights-of-way on ± 9,600 ha 
have been seriously downplayed in the EIS, resulting in several key gaps. 

 

3 General Concerns 

a. Layout and Contents 
 Structure 

The EIS does not comply with the EIS Guidelines requirements regarding structure. The EIS 
Guidelines requires the EIS be structured similarly to it and include a Table of Contents between 
Definitions and Project Overview and a Table of Concordance between the Acknowledgements 
and Executive Summary.20 It also requires the Proponent to provide charts and tables, among 
other things, where appropriate to clarify the text.21In particular, the EIS: is missing a single 
Table of Contents, Preface and Acknowledgements, and provides the Definitions, Acronyms 
and Abbreviations, and Table of Concordance separately from the body of the EIS and with no 
obvious placement within the EIS.  

 Issues 
1. There is no single, comprehensive table of contents to enable readers to easily and 

conveniently ascertain the entire contents of the EIS. As per the EIS Guidelines,22 the 
EIS cross-references much of the information contained therein. The lack of a single, 
comprehensive table of contents makes cross-referencing unduly complicated and time-
consuming and increases the risk of readers (including Panel members) failing to find 
and draw linkages between related information contained in different volumes. In this 
case, a single comprehensive table of contents in addition to the Volume-specific 

                                                
19 Canada, Framework, supra note 32 at 6. 
20 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 1.2 at 2. 
21 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 1.3 at 3. 
22 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 3. 
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Tables of Contents is necessary to show clearly where in the EIS information is 
contained. 

2. The EIS appears to be lacking a preface and acknowledgements as required by the EIS 
Guidelines.23   

3. The Table of Concordance is listed in the Volume 1 Table of Contents as appearing 
before the Introduction but is not included in the text of that Volume. Instead, it is 
inconveniently located on the CEAA Registry at the end of Volume 1. As its purpose is 
to assist with cross-referencing and organization, the Table of Concordance should 
appear at the outset of the EIS as required by the EIS Guidelines. 

 Requests/Requirements 
1. That the EIS be structured according to the EIS Guidelines, and in particular that:  

a. it includes a table of contents that describes the entire contents of all volumes of 
the EIS; 

b. the Table of Concordance appear at the outset of the EIS as required by the EIS 
Guidelines; and 

c. it includes a preface and acknowledgements. 

 Descriptions Lacking 

The EIS Guidelines require that the EIS must provide an overall description of the baseline 
conditions of each VC.24 Agricultural baseline data must be adequate to provide an 
understanding of the current agricultural land base, operations and systems.25 It is a guiding 
principle of this EA that all parties, including the public, have a clear understanding of the 
proposed Project as early as possible in the review process.26 Accordingly, the EIS should be 
written in clear, precise language, and charts, diagrams, tables, maps and photographs, where 
appropriate, should be provided to clarity the text.27 

 Issue 
1. While the EIS claims to contain a description of the baseline conditions,28 many of the 

baseline conditions of the Agriculture VC lack any clear textual descriptions, such as 
Land Capability (s 20.2.2), Agricultural Suitability (s 20.2.3), Agricultural Utility (s 
20.2.4), Agricultural Land Use (20.2.5) and Agricultural Tenures on Crown Land 
(20.2.5).  

                                                
23 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 1.2 at 2. 
24 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 30; CEAA, Guidelines, supra note 11 at 6. 
25 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 77. 
26 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 1. 
27 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 3. 
28 EIS, vol 3, s 20.2 at 20-7, lines 10-11. 
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 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS include clear and comprehensive textual baseline descriptions for all VCs 

and their sub-components, and in particular (but not limited to) Land Capability (s 
20.2.2), Agricultural Suitability (s 20.2.3), Agricultural Utility (s 20.2.4), Agricultural Land 
Use (20.2.5) and Agricultural Tenures on Crown Land (20.2.5).  

d. Representation 
The Appendices form part of the EIS. The EIS Guidelines require that the effects assessment 
be based on the best available information and methods.29 They also require that all hypotheses 
and assumptions be clearly identified and justified, that analyses be transparent and 
reproducible, and that all significant gaps in knowledge and understanding related to key 
conclusions presented be identified along with the steps taken by the Proponent to address 
those significant gaps.30 

 Issue 
1. The Proponent states that it does not represent, guarantee or warrant: 

• the accuracy, completeness or usefulness of, 

• the intellectual or other property rights of any person or party in, or 

• the merchantability, safety or fitness of 

the information contained in the Reservoir Filling Plan Report in Appendix B (vol 1, 
Appendix B). The Proponent further states that it does not accept any liability of any 
kind arising in any way out of the use of or reliance on any information, statement, 
recommendation, product or process disclosed, described or recommended in the 
report, and that should third parties use or rely on any information, product or process 
disclosed, described or recommended in the report, they do so entirely at their own risk. 

2. As noted above, the purpose of the EIS is to permit the Joint Review Panel to conduct 
the EA in accordance with the requirements of CEAA 2012 and the EAA and to permit 
the public to participate meaningfully in this EA. In order to be able to justify the 
adequacy of the information and methodologies on which its assessments, including 
assessments of potentially significant risks, the Proponent must stand behind the 
information it has provided in the EIS. Moreover, the subject of the information included 
in Appendix B (the various hazard and impact lines associated with the reservoir) and 
the intended use of that information (the assessment of potential risk to environmental 
and human health and safety) both involve significant risk.  

3. As the Canada Framework for the Application of Precaution in Science-based Decision 
Making About Risk policy recognizes, the decision-making process for managing risks 
associated with scientific information requires sound judgment that is based on a 

                                                
29 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.5.2 at 30. 
30 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.1. 
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credible scientific basis.31 It is critical that the Panel is able to rely on the reliability of this 
basis when reaching its conclusions and making recommendations to the Ministers, and 
that the Ministers subsequently make their decisions based on the best available 
information.  

4. The Proponent has responsibility for providing that credible scientific basis. Accordingly, 
it must represent, guarantee and warrant the accuracy, completeness, usefulness for 
the purposes of the EA, merchantability, safety, fitness and intellectual or other property 
rights of any person or party in the information contained in the Reservoir Filling Plan 
Report in vol 1, Appendix B. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS contain an express warranty by the Proponent that it represents all 

information contained in and on which all conclusions rely in the EIS, and is responsible 
for all assumptions made in the EIS. 

 

 Baselines Inadequate 

 Issue 
1. Throughout the EIS, descriptions of baseline descriptions lack some or all required 

information. The EIS must provide descriptions of the baseline conditions that include 
the following information:32 

a. The relevant legal framework; 

b. Methods used to collect the baseline data; 

c. Sources of information; 

d. The extent to which information has been obtained from the public and has been 
considered; 

e. The extent to which Aboriginal traditional knowledge has been obtained and has 
been considered; and 

f. An overall baseline description. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the Proponent be directed to ensure that all baseline condition descriptions 

contain the information required by the EIS Guidelines. 

2. That section 11.2.2.2 include a description of changes to the composition of 
vegetation communities, and in particular effects on sensitive or rare species, 
ecosystems and ecotypes for both upstream and downstream communities. 

                                                
31 Canada, Framework for the Application of Precaution in Science-Based Decision Making About Risk (2003) 
[Framework] at 4. 
32 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 30. 
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3. That section 11.2.2.2 include a description of the quantity and quality of lost habitat, 
and the effects on populations of flooding, habitat loss, fragmentation etc. 

 

4 Purpose 
 Issue 

1. The EIS states that its purpose is to “provide the information that the Minister of 
Environment of Canada and the Executive Director have identified in the EIS 
Guidelines” (vol 1, s 1.2 at 1-4). This statement is inaccurate; while it is true that the EIS 
must provide the information identified in the EIS Guidelines, that requirement is not the 
document’s purpose. 

2. The EIS fails to describe its purpose as containing adequate information to proceed to 
public hearings. As the EIS notes, the Proponent must provide the EIS for the purposes 
of the EA under CEAA (now CEAA 2012).33 As the EA must be conducted according to 
the Terms of Reference, and as the Terms of Reference require that the EIS must be 
sufficient to proceed to public hearings on the proposed Project,34 a purpose of the EIS 
is therefore to ensure that it contains sufficient information for the public hearings to be 
conducted. 

3. The EIS fails to describe its purpose as containing adequate information to meet the 
purposes of CEAA 2012. As noted above, the Proponent must provide the EIS for the 
purposes of the EA under CEAA (now CEAA 2012),35  which include protecting 
components of the environment within federal jurisdiction from significant adverse 
environmental effects caused by the Project; ensuring that the Project is conducted in a 
careful and precautionary manner to avoid significant adverse environmental effects; 
ensuring that opportunities for meaningful public participation are provided during the 
EA; encouraging federal authorities to take actions that promote sustainable 
development in order to achieve or maintain a healthy environment and economy; and 
encouraging the study of the cumulative effects of projects and activities in the Peace 
Region and the consideration of those cumulative effects assessments in the EA. The 
EA is intended to achieve the purposes and fulfil the requirements of CEAA 2012.  

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the purpose section of the EIS be amended to strike the sentence at s 1.2, page 1-

4, lines 8-9.  

2. That the EIS include a description of its purpose as being to provide the information 
necessary to: 

a. ensure that the EA is conducted in such a manner that meets the purposes of 
CEAA 2012, including ensuring:  

                                                
33 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at ix. 
34 Amended Agreement, Terms of Reference, supra note 2, ss 3.1-3.2. 
35 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at ix. 
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i. ensuring the protection of components of the environment within federal 
jurisdiction from significant adverse environmental effects caused by the 
Project;  

ii. ensuring that the Project is conducted in a careful and precautionary 
manner to avoid significant adverse environmental effects;  

iii. that opportunities for meaningful public participation are provided during 
the EA;  

iv. encouraging federal authorities to take actions that promote sustainable 
development in order to achieve or maintain a healthy environment and 
economy; and  

v. encouraging the study of the cumulative effects of projects and activities 
in the Peace Region and the consideration of those cumulative effects 
assessments in the EA; 

b. enable the EA to proceed to a public hearing and the Joint Review Panel to 
conduct the EA and prepare a report for the federal Minister of Environment and 
the Executive Director of the EAO pursuant to the statutory requirements and the 
Terms of Reference. 

 

5 Need For and Alternatives 
 Need For 

The EIS fails to present a clear and consistent rationale and demand forecast to demonstrate 
the need for the Project.  This is a major deficiency that undermines the integrity of the 
assessment process, as it creates confusion around the fundamental question of why this 
Project, with its attendant costs and impacts, is needed. 

 Issues 
1. The EIS is unjustifiably ambiguous about the relationship between potential LNG 

demand and the proposed Project and seemingly arbitrary in the range of load 
forecasting presented. On the one hand, the Proponent states that potential or 
proposed unconfirmed LNG projects are not included in the load forecasting on which 
the need for the project relies, while on the other hand it presents considerable load 
forecasting that includes potential and proposed unconfirmed LNG project demand.  

2. The 2012 mid-load forecast for both energy and peak demand is stated to represent the 
Proponent’s expected future load. The EIS expressly warrants that the 2012 mid-load 
forecast does not include potential LNG load.36 Despite this claim, LNG energy 
demands are subsequently presented, along with load-resource balance forecasts that 
include both low and high estimates of future LNG demand. It is unclear why, if LNG 
energy demand does not comprise part of the mid-load forecast and so does not per se 
form a basis for the 'need for' the project, the Proponent has included it anyway.  

                                                
36 EIS, vol 1, s 5.2.3 at 5-5. 
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3. Moreover, while the EIS describes industrial demand as historically “the most variable” 
and “the most challenging to forecast”,37 it includes load forecasting based on potential 
LNG demand in s 5.2.3 while excluding load forecasting based on the more 
“aggressive” DSM options 4 and 5 and DSM capacity initiatives. While the Proponent 
cites uncertainties over government and customer acceptance, delivery risk and 
implementation success as rationales for their exclusion as viable alternatives to the 
Project,38 no justification is given for their exclusion from load forecasting. To exclude 
DSM Options 4 and 5 and capacity initiatives from load forecasting due to uncertainties 
would be arbitrary, as uncertain LNG demand has been included. 

4. The EIS Guidelines and CEAA operational policy statement on addressing the “Need for 
the Project” state that the “Need for the Project” must establish its fundamental 
justification or rationale.39 Due to the ambiguity regarding the role of potential LNG 
demand, and the arbitrariness regarding exclusion of untested but feasible DSM 
Options 4 and 5 from any load forecasting, the EIS has failed to adequately describe the 
fundamental justification or rationale for the Project.  

5. The Proponent states that potential growth in BC’s supply of LNG to Asian markets is a 
key driver of future load growth (vol 1, s 5.2.1.1) and that several LNG proponents have 
approached it and/or the BC Government with respect to LNG projects for the BC north 
coast (vol 1, s 5.2.3). Potential LNG load is discussed in Section 5.2.3. However, LNG 
load is not included in the 2012 mid-load forecast (vol 1, s 5.2.1.1). The EIS Guidelines 
requires the Proponent to base predictions on clearly stated assumptions.40 However, tt 
is unclear in the EIS to what degree the ‘Need for” the Project relates to anticipated LNG 
load. 

 Request/Recommendation  
1. That the Proponent be directed to clarify the basis for its conclusion that the Project is 

needed, and in particular address: 

a. Whether the load forecast that forms the basis for the Project justification 
includes forecast LNG demand; 

b. Why DSM Options 4 and 5 and DSM capacity initiatives have been removed 
from load forecasting, and provide the technical rationale for this removal; 

c. Provide a description of all potential and proposed LNG projects considered in 
the high and low-LNG forecasts, including sufficient details to provide a general 
understanding of the proposed projects, including project name, location, date 
proposed, anticipated start-up date, proposed LNG processing/storage/transport 
capacity, and likelihood that project will proceed; and 

                                                
37 EIS, vol 1, s 5.2.1.1 at 5-7. 
38 EIS, vol 1, ss 5.2.3 at 5-35 and 5.2.4 at 5-37. 
39 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 4.1; CEAA “Addressing “Need for”, “Purpose of”, “Alternatives to” and “Alternative 
Means” under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act” at 2.  
40 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 3.1.2. 



 

  18 

d. Provide the justification for the inclusion of each LNG demand and the more 
aggressive DSM in that load forecasting. 

2. That Proponent clarify whether the “clean energy projects" mentioned in the Site C 
Clean Energy Project Charter "Vision" (vol 1, s 3.1.4 at 3-3) include LNG. 

 

 Alternatives 
 Issues 

1. It is not clear in the EIS whether the rapid growth forecast in the oil and gas and mining 
industries would occur if these industries were not attracted by electricity rates that are 
less than half the cost of new supply.  

2. The reliance on the Clean Energy Act as a bar for considering Burrard Thermal and 
spot-market power as potential future sources of energy ignores the possibility that the 
relevant provisions of the Clean Energy Act may be repealed at a future date. 

3. The alternatives considered in the EIS are seriously constrained by current policy (e.g., 
for no more major hydroelectric projects or more aggressive DSM). 

4. The economic analysis of alternatives assumed that all alternatives except the Project 
would be IPPs, with a higher cost of capital than the Proponent faces and assumed for 
the Project, but failed to consider the unit costs of the Proponent were to develop or 
finance the projects itself. 

 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS provide the rationale for its effective subsidy of new electric intensive 

industry loads. 

2. That the EIS include a forecast taking into consideration electricity rates provided at the 
same cost as new supply. 

3. That the EIS include the potential of Burrard Thermal and spot-market energy in its 
forecasting. 

4. That the EIS be amended so as to remove current government policy from bars to 
consideration of alternatives. 

5. That the EIS include the unit costs of alternative IPPs if the Proponent were to develop 
or finance the projects itself. 
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6 Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA) 

a. Temporal Boundary Inadequate 
1. The baseline for determining the effects of the Project cumulatively with those of other 

projects and activities is inadequate for assessing the true cumulative impacts of the 
Project and does not meet the regulatory requirements for consideration of past 
projects: 

a. It is a purpose of CEAA 2012 to encourage the study of cumulative effects of 
physical activities in a region and the consideration of those study results in 
environmental assessments.41  

b. Section 19(1) of CEAA 2012 requires that the EA include, among other things, a 
consideration “of any cumulative environmental effects that are likely to result 
from the project in combination with other projects or activities that have been or 
will be carried out” [emphasis added].  

c. Likewise, the Joint Review Panel Terms of Reference requires that the Panel will 
include in its assessment of the Project the cumulative effects that are likely to 
result from the Project in combination with other projects or activities that have 
been or will be carried out. [emphasis added]42  

d. The BC EAO User Guide similarly describes cumulative impacts as the “likely 
impacts from a reviewable project, combined with the impacts from prior 
development, existing activities; and, reasonably foreseeable future development 
that is sufficiently certain to proceed.”43 [emphasis added] 

2. By failing to consider the period from the start of site prep activities (at least as far back 
as when the flood reserve was established in 1957) the EIS fails to include the best 
available information required for a cumulative effects assessment as required under 
CEAA 2012, the Terms of Reference and, accordingly, the BCEAA. It is a best practice 
that in characterizing the environmental effects of the Project, the EIS describe the 
current baseline environment and environmental trends within the study area. The 
description should include a consideration of past projects and activities carried out by 
the proponent and/or others within the regional study area, and in describing and 
predicting the environmental effects of the Project, “the proponent must cover the period 
from the start of any site preparation activity associated with the Project through 
construction, operation, including maintenance and repairs, and eventual 
decommissioning (closure phase) and abandonment (post-closure phase).”44 

3. That the 1983 BCUC review of Site C included a consideration of the effects of the 1957 
flood reserve suggests a sufficient baseline of information is available for an 

                                                
41 CEAA 2012, s 4(i). 
42 Amended Agreement, supra note 2, Appendix 1, s. 2.2. 
43 Environmental Assessment Office, User Guide (2009, Updated 1020) at 26, online: 
<http://www.eao.gov.bc.ca/pdf/EAO_User_Guide_20100415.pdf>. 
44 Taseko Prosperity Gold-Copper Mine Project EIS Guidelines (December 2008) at 14; Lower Churchill Hydroelectric 
Generation Project Environmental Impact Statement, Vol 1A at 9-18. 
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assessment of the Project’s impacts from at least as far back as that early activity 
associated with the Project. It is contrary to the EIS Guidelines, CEAA 2012 and 
common best practices to not include the best available information in an EA. 

4. The EIS fails to address Project decommissioning and abandonment, despite the fact 
that these elements are a part of the Project life and as such must be addressed in the 
EA. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That in characterizing the environmental effects of the Project, the EIS describe 

environmental trends within the study area. 

2. That the description of the existing baseline and the environmental trends include a 
consideration of past projects and activities carried out by the proponent and/or others 
within the regional study area.  

3. That in describing and predicting the environmental effects of the Project, the Proponent 
cover the period from the start of any site preparation activity associated with the Project 
through construction, operation, including maintenance and repairs, and eventual 
decommissioning (closure phase) and abandonment (post-closure phase). 

b. Pre-Industrial Case Required 
In the EA of the proposed Shell Canada Ltd. Jackpine Mine Expansion Project (JME), the Joint 
Review Panel required the proponent to include in its Environmental Impact Assessment a pre-
industrial baseline.45 Where information on the pre-industrial setting was lacking, the pre-
industrial case was based on the oldest data available, or the most representative, for each 
components.46 The temporal boundaries of the Frontier Oil Sands Mine Project CEA 
Environmental Impact Assessment include a “predevelopment” case from pre-1965, which is 
prior to oil sands development activity in the region.47 In the EA of the Cold Lake Oil Sands 
Projects, the temporal boundaries for the CEA included a “Past” boundary to represent pre-1979 
regional conditions prior to major heavy-oil development in the region.48 

PVEA and BCWI note that the Alberta oil sands environment where the JME, Frontier Oil Sands 
Mine and Cold Lake Oil Sands projects occur are heavily industrialized and impacted 

                                                
45 Joint Review Panel, Supplemental Information Requests – Shell Canada Limited Jackpine Mine Expansion Project, 
SIR 11 (May 2012) at 3-37. 
46 Shell Canada Limited Jackpine Mine Expansion Project Supplemental Information Requests (May 2012), Vol 3 at 
3-39. 
47 Frontier Oil Sands Mine Project Environmental Impact Assessment, Vol 3 at 1-13, online: http://www.ceaa-
acee.gc.ca/050/documents_staticpost/65505/54021/volume3.pdf. 
48 Cumulative Effects Assessment Working Group and AXYS Environmental Consulting Ltd., Cumulative Effects 
Assessment Practitioners Guide, Prepared for: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (February 1999) at B8, 
online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/4/3/9/43952694-0363-4B1E-B2B3-
47365FAF1ED7/Cumulative_Effects_Assessment_Practitioners_Guide.pdf.. 
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environments, much like the RAA of Site C.49 Accordingly, a pre-industrial baseline is 
appropriate for this EA. 

Issues 

1. By failing to include a pre-industrial baseline, the EIS fails to adequately assess the 
impacts of past projects as required for a cumulative effects assessment and as is 
commonly required in EAs under CEAA (now CEAA 2012). 50  

2. As Environment Canada has noted, “a meaningful and comprehensive cumulative 
effects assessment includes a pre-industrial baseline case to identify the effects of 
projects that have been carried out.”51 CEAA’s Cumulative Effects Assessment 
Practitioner’s Guide states that the temporal boundary for assessing past project ideally 
begins before the effects of most major actions were present.52 It is important to ensure 
that the effects of past projects that are no longer active yet continue to represent a 
disturbance to VCs are recognized, even where those effects are no longer readily 
visible, and even where they have become part of the existing baseline conditions.53 
The Practitioner’s Guide provides for the use of a historical baseline, which it defines as 
a past point in time “representative of desired regional land use conditions or pre-
disturbance conditions.”54  

3. The Proponent has agreed that “in characterizing any potential residual effect and any 
potential cumulative effect, it is helpful to characterize the extent to which an area has 
already been disturbed including a consideration of the existing hydroelectric generation 
projects on the Peace.”55  However, in the EIS any projects or activities occurring prior 
to September 5, 2012 are expressly excluded from the cumulative effects assessment.56 

                                                
49 Shell Canada Limited Jackpine Mine Expansion & Pierre River Mine Projects Environmental Impact Assessment 
(December 2007), Vol 1 at 18-11. 
50 Joint Review Panel, Supplemental Information Requests – Shell Canada Limited Jackpine Mine Expansion Project, 
SIR 11 (May 2012) at 3-37. 
51 Letter from David Ash, Regional Director, Environment Canada to Jim Dilay, Chair, Joint Review Panel et al re 
Comment on the adequacy of information provided by Shell Canada in its Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
Supplemental Information (16 December 2011), Attachment 1-1, online: 
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/050/documents/53585/53585E.pdf.  
52 Cumulative Effects Assessment Working Group and AXYS Environmental Consulting Ltd., Cumulative Effects 
Assessment Practitioners Guide, Prepared for: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (February 1999) at 15, 
online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/4/3/9/43952694-0363-4B1E-B2B3-
47365FAF1ED7/Cumulative_Effects_Assessment_Practitioners_Guide.pdf.  
53 Cumulative Effects Assessment Working Group and AXYS Environmental Consulting Ltd., Cumulative Effects 
Assessment Practitioners Guide, Prepared for: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (February 1999) at 18, 
online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/4/3/9/43952694-0363-4B1E-B2B3-
47365FAF1ED7/Cumulative_Effects_Assessment_Practitioners_Guide.pdf. 
54 Cumulative Effects Assessment Working Group and AXYS Environmental Consulting Ltd., Cumulative Effects 
Assessment Practitioners Guide, Prepared for: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (February 1999) at 16, 
online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/4/3/9/43952694-0363-4B1E-B2B3-
47365FAF1ED7/Cumulative_Effects_Assessment_Practitioners_Guide.pdf. 
55 BC Hydro, Letter to Mr. Brian Murphy (EAO) and Ms. Linda Jones (CEAA) re Site C Clean Energy Project – 
Response to Public Comment Period on the April 10, 2012 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines, dated 
June 26, 2012 at 3. 
56EIS, vol 2, Table 10.5 at 10-14. 
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Thus, despite the Proponent’s assurance to the EAO and CEAA that characterizing the 
extent to which an area has been disturbed by past and existing projects and activities, 
it has expressly omitted such information from the EIS. 

4. In its comments in response to public comments on the Draft EIS Guidelines, the 
Proponent states that “[a] pre-development case is inherently unreliable because there 
are little or no reliable data in existence that could scientifically describe the pre-
development state of the area.”57 It has not provided the methodology used to draw its 
conclusion that little or no reliable data exists to describe the pre-development state of 
the area, the results of any attempts to describe the pre-development state of the area, 
or the sources it has used to in such an attempt.  

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS includes a description of a pre-industrial case (PIC) as one of the 

temporal boundaries of the cumulative effects assessment and describes the 
condition of each VC in a pre-industrialized state; i.e., without the effects of those 
projects and activities that are included in the cumulative effects assessment. 

2. That the CEA be updated to compare the CEA results for each VC against the state 
of the PIC for that VC. 

3. In the alternative, that the EIS provide justification for its conclusion that it would not 
be possible to describe the pre-industrial case, as required by the CEAA Reference 
Guide requires.58 

 

7 Agricultural Effects Assessment Inadequate 

a. Baseline 
Based on the 2011 Census of Agriculture, the EIS baseline is not reflective of the productive 
potential of the Peace River Valley farmland. The region has been in the shadow of the Site C 
dam for over half a century, which has adversely impacted the way Peace River Valley farmland 
has been farmed. Failing to take these impacts into account has rendered an accurate 
assessment of the productive potential of Peace River Valley farmland impossible. The EIS 
Guidelines require that the effects assessment be based on the best available information and 
methods.59 In this case, the best available information and methods for accurately assessing the 
potential agricultural operations, activities and options includes using a baseline to estimate the 
magnitude of public loss arising from the construction and operation of the proposed Project that 
reflects how the land was cropped before the shadow of Site C impacted farm decision-making. 

                                                
57 BC Hydro, Letter to Mr. Brian Murphy (EAO) and Ms. Linda Jones (CEAA) re Site C Clean Energy Project – 
Response to Public Comment Period on the April 10, 2012 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines, dated 
June 26, 2012 at 4. 
58 58 Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office, Reference Guide for Addressing Cumulative Environmental 
Effects (November 1994) at 141, online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/9/7/4/9742C481-21D8-4D1F-AB14-
555211160443/Addressing_Cumulative_Environmental_Effects.pdf. 
59 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.5.2 at 30. 
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Issues 
1. The baseline used to estimate the magnitude of public loss arising from the construction 

and operation of the proposed Project should reflect how the land was cropped before 
the shadow of the Project impacted farm decision making and reduced production. 
However, the baseline used in the EIS is based on current production in the Peace River 
Valley, which undervalues the food production potential of the Project Activity Zone 
(PAZ) (vol 3, ss 20.2, 20.2.2.2 and 20.2.4.2). 

2. The EIS must include descriptions of the baseline conditions that includes the following 
information:60 

a. The relevant legal framework; 

b. Methods used to collect the baseline data; 

c. Sources of information; 

d. The extent to which information has been obtained from the public and has been 
considered; 

e. The extent to which Aboriginal traditional knowledge has been obtained and has 
been considered; and 

f. An overall baseline description. 

3. The EIS Guidelines specifically require that the Agricultural Baseline must provide an 
understanding of, among other things:61 

a. Agricultural utility ratings to reflect the likelihood of future agricultural land use, 
which will be based on both land capability and constraints to agricultural use, 
including land use plans and designations; 

b. Current and expected future agricultural operations and practices; and 

c. Estimates of local and regional food production and consumption. 

4. The EIS Guidelines also require that the EIS assess potential impacts to agriculture 
related to the Project by, among other things:62 

a. Describing effects to individual farm operations, infrastructure and farm activities; 

b. Describing changes to the agricultural resource base; 

c. Estimating changes in opportunities for potential new agricultural activity; and 

d. Identifying potential changes to local food production and food self-reliance. 

Each assessment must be determined by comparing the predicted future conditions with 
the Project against the predicted future conditions without the Project.63 In other words, 
the EIS Guidelines require that the Agricultural VC baseline enable an assessment of 

                                                
60 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1 at 30. 
61 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 16.2.3 at 77-78. 
62 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 16.2.3 at 77-78. 
63 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.5.2 at 30. 
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the future agricultural potential of the lands within the LAA, with and without the Project, 
such as the potential that certain lands would be used to produce certain crops in the 
future. 

Despite these requirements, as a result of the 2011 Baseline, the EIS fails to adequately 
assess the future agricultural potential of the LAA without the Project. The Flood 
Reserve was implemented in 195764 and has constrained agricultural land use, 
operations, economies and impacted the farming community ever since. BC Hydro notes 
that the acres farmed in the Peace Agriculture Region have declined in absolute terms 
and in relation to the rest of the Province over the past decade. From 2001 to 2011, the 
EIS reports that livestock and poultry inventories declined by 51%, area in beef 
production declined by 30%, dairy by 48%, tame hay by 35%, and honeybees by 59%. 
Production of ewes, goats and forage seed have also declined (see vol 3, s 20.2.2.72). 

5. In addition to this general decline, farming in the Peace River Valley Flood Reserve 
lands was even more robust before proposals and activities related to Site C, such as 
the implementation of the Flood Reserve over 50 years ago, impacted farm decision-
making.65 In its 1983 review of Site C, the British Columbia Utilities Commission 
recognized that removing lands from the flood reserve would encourage further 
agricultural development in the region,66 and that basing an evaluation of potential 
cropping on current patterns of development would underestimate the full potential value 
of vegetable production in the Peace River Valley microclimate lands.67 Similarly, in 
order to accurately assess the agricultural potential, the baseline used to estimate the 
magnitude of potential losses arising from the construction and operation of the 
proposed Project must reflect how the land was cropped before the shadow of Site C 
impacted farm decision-making and reduced production. Any assessment of the 
agricultural potential of the LAA (and in particular of the Peace River Valley lands) must 
take into consideration those impacts. 

6. As noted above, agricultural land use is only assessed as of 2011 and is based on field 
observations, recent air photographs and interviews with agricultural owners and 
operators which do not include questions regarding past or potential land use (vol 3, 
Appendix D at 27). Thus, the 2011 Baseline is inadequate for assessing the agricultural 
potential of the LAA or the potential impacts of the Project on potential agricultural land 
use, operations, economies and communities. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS include a historical agricultural land use baseline from as far back as can 

be reasonably determined in order to determine the food production potential of the LAA, 

                                                
64 EIS, Executive Summary, s 4 at 5. 
65 A.A Guitard, “Agriculture in the Peace – Past, Present and Future” (1965), in History is Where You Stand, online: 
http://www.calverley.ca/). 
66 British Columbia Utilities Commission, Site C Report & Recommendations to the Lieutenant Governor-in-Council 
(May 1983) at 13 
67 British Columbia Utilities Commission, Site C Report & Recommendations to the Lieutenant Governor-in-Council 
(May 1983) at 165. 



 

  25 

which in turn is necessary for assessing the cumulative impacts of past projects and 
activities on agriculture in the RAA. 

b. Climate 
Consideration of climate for agriculture or the unique Peace River Valley microclimate is 
inadequate. The EIS fails to provide mapping of microclimate crop suitability or acknowledge the 
low confidence that can be given to the microclimate for agriculture analysis due to the limited 
data available. It does not consider the economic value of the Peace River Valley microclimate 
or the economic effect of the impacts caused by the reservoirs of the Project and past 
hydroelectric projects on that microclimate. Also, the climate change analysis is perfunctory and 
inadequate and its implications for the Peace River Valley are dismissed.  

 Climate for Agriculture 
 Issues 

1. The confidence of climate interpretation for agriculture is limited by the reliance upon BC 
Hydro 1-year (2011) climate station data as the Peace River Valley component of the 
determination of 30-year climate averages, which are based on upland data in a different 
climate zone (see vol 3, s 20.2.2.1.4 and Appendix D). 

2. The EIS des not include mapping of climate characteristics that would clearly identify 
those Peace River Valley lands with unique microclimate for horticultural (heat-loving) 
crop suitability (vol 3, s 20.2.2.1.4, Figure 20.3). Such a map would also identify those 
Peace River Valley lands with unique biodiversity, which are also a result of these same 
microclimate characteristics. 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS include mapping of climate characteristics that clearly identify those Peace 

River Valley lands with (a) unique microclimate(s) for horticultural crop suitability and 
biodiversity.  

2. That the EIS describe the confidence of the climate interpretation for agriculture, given 
the limitations of relying solely upon the 2011 climate station data as the Peace River 
Valley component of the determination of 30-year climate averages based on upland 
data from a different climate zone. 

3. That the Proponent provide the rationale for its prediction of a minimal impact of the 
proposed reservoir (including the cumulative impact of the reservoir and past reservoirs) 
on agriculture microclimate characteristics with respect to crop and enterprise choice, 
seeding and harvesting management within the LAA and RAA. 

 

 Unique Microclimate 

 Issues 
1. The EIS does not consider the economic value of the unique Peace River Valley 

microclimate, which has the effect of underestimating both the crop potential of the land 
today and the productive public value of the land in the future should the Project not 
proceed and related land use restrictions be removed (see comments regarding Climate 
for Agriculture, above). 
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2. The EIS does not consider the economic effect of the impact of the Project reservoir and 
reservoirs of past hydroelectric projects on the Peace River Valley microclimate; as a 
result, changes in microclimate, such as changes in temperature, precipitation, wind, 
humidity, fog etc., and their impact on farm management practices, are also ignored (see 
comments regarding Climate for Agriculture (above) and Assessment of Agriculture 
Land Loss (below). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS recognize the economic value of the Peace River Valley microclimate and 

build that value into the economic modelling and mitigation/compensation. 

3. That the EIS assess the economic effect of the impact of the Project reservoir and of the 
impact of reservoirs of past hydroelectric projects on the Peace River Valley 
microclimate. 

 

 Global Climate Change  

 Issues 
1. The BC Agriculture Climate Change Action Plan 2010-2013 predicts that changes to 

BC’s climate “are likely to have consequences for food production [in the province,] 
through impacts to health and quality of crops, pasture, forests and livestock” and which 
are likely to result in socio-economic impacts.68 Despite this likely reality, and while the 
EIS implies that the risk of global climate change is significant compared to local climate 
change,69 it does not factor global climate change into scenario analysis. Rather, the 
climate change analysis is perfunctory and inadequate and its implications for the Peace 
River Valley are dismissed (vol 3, s 2.2.2.1.5). For example, there is no analysis or 
consideration of the potential increased importance of the Class 1 Peace River Valley 
agricultural lands to food security in the face of global climate change and the economic 
implications of global climate change are not addressed (see comments regarding 
Climate for Agriculture, above). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the implications of global climate change on agricultural economics be assessed 

and described and the following information provided: 

a. The effects that global climate change will likely have on local, regional and 
provincial food security options in the future. 

b. The potential increased importance of Class 1 climate Peace River Valley 
agricultural lands to food security in the face of global climate change, including: 

i. increased uncertainties and risk, 

                                                
68 Climate Action Initiative, BC Agriculture Climate Change Action Plan at 13, online: 
http://www.bcagclimateaction.ca/wp/wp-content/media/BC-Agriculture-Climate-Change-Action-Plan.pdf.  
69 EIS, vol 2, s 11.10.12 and Appendix K. 
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ii. climate change adaptation, and 

iii. potential reduction of current (imported) food sources. 

c. An analysis of how climate change will likely impact the crop suitability of Peace 
River Valley (should the Project not proceed) and Peace Agricultural Region 
farmland. 

d. An analysis of how climate change will likely impact food production strategies 
and options at the local, regional and provincial levels. 

e. An analysis and description of how the above impacts will likely change the 
relative importance of agriculture produced in:  

i. the Peace Agriculture Region, 

ii. the Peace River Valley in the Future Case Without the Project, assuming it 
takes into consideration the removal of all Project-related land-use 
restrictions, such as the Flood Reserve. 

c. Land Capability, Crop Suitability and Utility for Agriculture Interpretations 
The EIS only superficially considers crop suitability within the climatically unique Peace River 
Valley. The EIS does not contain the mapping that is required to fully understand the scope, 
nature and significance of the potential impacts of the Project upon agricultural lands, and fails 
to provide adequate justification for the determination of agricultural utility. 

 Issues 
1. The unique microclimate of the Peace River Valley most directly manifests itself in crop 

suitability (the unique opportunity to produce specific heat-loving crops) rather than land 
capability (which is a reflection only of the range of crops). However, the EIS gives only 
superficial consideration to crop suitability within the climatically unique Peace River 
Valley. Table 20.6 is useful but not specifically applied to the Project Activity Zone. The 
proposed Project will impact specific agricultural lands in a variety of ways.  Tabular data 
can not adequately reflect geographical relevance on the ground.  Mapping of this data 
is essential in order to thoroughly understand the scope, nature and significance of the 
potential impacts of the Project upon agricultural lands. As no mapping of crop suitability 
is included in the EIS, this critical knowledge base is unavailable for interpreting the 
Project’s potential impacts on agriculture.  

2. Over one-half (2,150 ha) of the 3,816 ha of Class 1-5 capability agricultural lands 
estimated to be lost within the Project Activity Zone have been discounted as ‘low to nil 
utility’ (vol 3, Table 20.29). The Proponent has not provided adequate justification for its 
determination of ‘agricultural utility’ for the purposes of the EIS. For example, regardless 
of high capability (and crop suitability), a significant acreage of land has been deemed 
‘low to nil utility’, primarily based on the Land Resource Management Plan designation 
as a potential protected area that has yet to be created. 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS include a thorough consideration of the crop suitability within the 

climatically unique Peace River Valley (including mapping of crop suitability within the 
PRV) sufficient to enable an adequate assessment of the Project’s potential impacts on 
agriculture. This consideration should include:  
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a. a description of the projected permanent agricultural land loss due to the Project 
that would be subject to the Compensation Fund and which includes:  

i. land capability for agriculture by improved rating as well as specific crop 
suitability ratings; and 

ii. calculation of agro-economic value of these lands assuming that each 
parcel moves to its highest potential agricultural use; and 

b. mapped representation of the above (see request #2  regarding Assessment of 
Agriculture Land Loss, below). 

2. Kenk and Cotic (1983) are cited as the technical reference manual for Land Capability 
for Agriculture and Gough et al (1994) for Land Suitability for Agriculture (vol 3, 
20.2.4.1). It is requested that the technical classification reference for 
criteria/interpretation of utility ratings be given. 

3. That the EIS describe how much land that has been described as ‘low to nil utility’ for 
agricultural purposes is within the ALR.  

d. Assessment of Agriculture Land Loss 
The assessment of agriculture land loss as a result of the Project is problematic for many 
reasons. For example, crop suitabilities, the loss of agricultural use options and the 
geographical significance of agricultural land losses are not adequately considered. Additionally, 
summarizing the permanent loss of agricultural land within the PAZ using only unimproved land 
capability ratings underestimates both the loss and its significance. As no justification is 
provided for the failure to summarize the permanent loss using improved capabilities (contrary 
to the EIS Guidelines), that decision appears arbitrary. Also, agricultural lands that will become 
islands following inundation have not been considered lands that will be lost, despite the very 
high probability that they will not be able to be used for agricultural purposes. Accordingly, the 
EIS fails to adequately assess the potential agriculture land loss. 

 Issues 
1. The EIS Guidelines require that the EIS describe cause and effect pathways from the 

Project through to effect.70 This approach to CEAs is customary. The EIA of the 
Northern Saskatchewan Uranium Mines Project included pathway models to assess the 
effects of radionuclides71 and the proponents of both the proposed Bingay Main Coal 
Mine and the Coastal GasLink Pipeline Projects proposed including in the cumulative 
effects assessment “different forms of effects (e.g., synergistic, additive, induced, spatial 
or temporal) and identify impact pathways and trends.”72 Despite this requirement, 

                                                
70 EIS Guidelines supra note 1 at 8.5. 
71 Cumulative Effects Assessment Working Group and AXYS Environmental Consulting Ltd., Cumulative Effects 
Assessment Practitioners Guide, Prepared for: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (February 1999) at B5, 
online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/Content/4/3/9/43952694-0363-4B1E-B2B3-
47365FAF1ED7/Cumulative_Effects_Assessment_Practitioners_Guide.pdf. 
72 Bingay Main Coal Mine Project Draft EIS Guidelines (January 18, 2013) at 34, online: http://www.ceaa-
acee.gc.ca/050/documents/p80024/84588E.pdf; Coastal GasLink Pipeline Project CEAA Draft EIS Guidelines 
(December 28, 2012) at 30, online: http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/documents/p80020/84278E.pdf.  
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unique microclimate agricultural lands, which have specific crop suitabilities, are not 
tracked throughout the impact analysis and therefore are not identified as a specific 
aspect of agriculture land loss (see above). Isolation of these unique and irreplaceable 
microclimate lands is critical for assessing the significance of impacts. 

2. The narrow definition of ‘permanent land loss’ does not include the permanent loss of 
agricultural use options on current and future production units (vol 3, s 20 Table 20.16). 
Further, the proposed Project will impact specific agricultural lands in a variety of ways.  
Tabular data can not adequately reflect geographical relevance on the ground.  Mapping 
of this data is essential in order to thoroughly understand the scope, nature – and 
significance – of the potential impacts of the Project upon agricultural lands.” To 
comprehensively and properly assess ‘agricultural land loss’ due to the Project requires 
mapped integration (interpretation of interrelationships) at least among the following data 
sets: 

a. climate capability for agriculture, 

b. agricultural land capability and suitability, 

c. ALR boundaries, 

d. present land use, 

e. land tenure and parcel configuration, 

f. the 56-year BC Hydro flood reserve boundary, 

g. preliminary statutory rights-of-way (impact lines), and 

h. location/nature of limitations upon crop options and farm management (building 
locations, machinery use, parcel configuration, etc.), including by individual 
farm/ranch unit. 

3. The EIS only summarizes the permanent loss of agricultural land within the PAZ using 
unimproved land capability ratings, which has the effect of reducing the loss of Class 1 
agricultural land to 0 hectares, whereas adding up EIS-provided figures on hectares lost 
to individual Project components based on improved ratings results in the permanent 
loss of 1,547 ha of Class 1 agricultural land. 

4. The location and geographical extent (shape and size) of land remnants (islands above 
the reservoir) that are in the ALR and/or have the capability for agricultural land use 
should be known. However, such islands that would be created by the reservoir are not 
included in estimates of agricultural lands that would be permanently lost. Excluding the 
loss of these lands from the analysis of lands permanently lost has the potential effect of 
producing an artificially low prediction of permanent losses of agricultural lands.   

5. Limiting comparisons of the Peace River Valley permanent land loss that is based on 
unimproved land capability for agriculture to the Peace Agricultural Region and BC 
underestimates the significance of the loss (vol 3, s 20.18 and Table 20.17). 
Notwithstanding the land capability for agriculture ratings, the Class 1 climate capability 
for agriculture lands within the Peace River Valley are the only Class 1 climate for 
agriculture lands north of Prince George. 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS track the unique microclimate agricultural lands, including their specific crop 

suitabilities, throughout the impact analysis and describe the loss of those lands – 
including their crop suitabilities – as a specific aspect of agriculture land loss. 
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2. That the EIS describe the hectares of class 1 to 3 agricultural land in British Columbia, 
by Regional District, with agricultural climate and crop suitability ratings equivalent to 
that found within the PAZ. 

3. That the EIS describe the following: 

a. the hectares of agricultural land, by land capability classification, improved and 
unimproved, in British Columbia; 

b. the hectares of agricultural land, by land capability classification, improved and 
unimproved, in BC by Regional District; and 

c. the hectares of agricultural land, by land capability classification, improved and 
unimproved, in the PAZ. 

4. That the EIS include mapped representation and analysis of the projected 'permanent 
agricultural land loss' due to the Project that would be subject to the Compensation 
Fund. The analysis must include:   

d. land capability for agriculture by improved rating as well as specific crop suitability 
ratings; and  

e. calculation of the agro-economic value of these lands assuming each parcel 
moves to its highest potential agricultural use. 

5. That the EIS describe the nature and extent of the permanent loss of agricultural use 
options on Crown and private lands with capability/suitability but that are not currently in 
use, which are located within and adjacent to (i.e., affected by) the preliminary stability 
impact line. 

6. That the EIS provide the rationale for summarizing the permanent loss of agricultural 
land within the PAZ using only unimproved land capability ratings. 

7. That the EIS include a summary of the permanent loss of agricultural land within the 
PAZ using improved land capability ratings. 

8. That the EIS include remnants of lands (islands above the reservoir) that are in the ALR 
and/or have capability for agricultural use within the estimates of lands that would be 
permanently lost. 

9. That the significance of the permanent loss of Class 1 climate capability for agriculture 
lands be assessed and described in the EIS. 

e. Direct Losses to Farmers 
 Issues 
Potential losses to farm owner/operators and compensation and mitigation for those losses are 
not adequately considered in the EIS. Many of the measures described in the EIS as mitigation 
measures cannot accurately be described as such, and the EIS fails to provide adequate details 
regarding the Compensation Fund for an assessment of its efficacy to be possible. Moreover, 
the cost of those mitigation measures are not addressed. Accordingly, the EIS has failed to 
provide sufficient information required to assess the potential losses to farmers or the cost of 
those losses to the public. 

Land Losses 
1. The proposal that the loss of land “cultivated in 2012” will be compensated at land value 

and in the case of severe impact, the Proponent will consider requests from the farmer 
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to purchase the farm, which is effectively expropriation. Also, the proposal fails to 
consider that what was cultivated in 2012 may only be a portion of the productive but 
fallow land lost due to flooding, for which no compensation is proposed. 

2. The EIS provides no evaluation of the economic (public) cost to mitigate and/or 
compensate farmers for losses arising from the construction and operation of the 
Project, including: 

a. temporary losses, such as lands impacted by construction, disrupted traffic 
patterns, transmission systems etc.; or 

b. permanent losses, such as lands that would be flooded, or lands lost to farming 
(e.g., at the perimeter). 

3. Compensation and mitigation are to be based on closed-door negotiations between the 
Proponent and the affected farm owner/operator, which will deprive owners/operators of 
the bargaining power and the ability to know whether they are being treated fairly. 

4. Compensation for loss that is based on land value does not recognize the investment 
the farmer has placed in that land (soils and fertility, strategic importance within the 
farming unit) or the economic value of its unique microclimate.  

5. Islands created by the Project are not included as permanently lost land (and so not 
subject to compensation), despite the fact that they may be removed from the productive 
land base due to prohibitively high costs to access them. 

6. BC’s northern grasslands are among the most productive in Canada. Loss of access 
would have economic consequences for individual farmers and for the sector. However, 
the EIS does not discuss the economic impact of the loss of potential future Crown 
grazing rights. 

7. Statutory rights-of-way imposed across lands within and adjacent to stability impact lines 
will restrict farm management options (e.g., prohibiting irrigation or machinery use) 
restricting farmers’ productive use of these lands. Despite this, the EIS fails to address 
the economic losses arising from the restriction of management options on lands within 
and adjacent to stability impact lines. 

Higher Farm Management Costs 

8. The EIS provides no measure of the economic (public) cost to mitigate the higher costs 
arising from the construction and operation of the Project, or an assessment of their 
cumulative effects. “Higher costs” may include (but are not limited to):  

a. Bisected operations, partitioned fields, new fencing and gates, changes to field 
drainage and irrigation, and wildlife damage; 

b. Changes in soil and subsoil water flows (local hydrology and groundwater), such 
as the impact of changes on irrigation capacity, management practices, cropping 
and farm returns; 

c. Changes in microclimate and to farm management practices arising from 
changes in temperature, precipitation, wind, humidity, fog, 

d. Slope Instability, such as the impact of slides and slumping on field and 
farmstead management and public safety and the loss of rights associated with 
imposition of statutory right of ways within and adjacent to stability impact lines; 

e. Noxious weed contamination; 
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f. Constraints on resiliency (the capacity for strategic repositioning to take 
advantage of market opportunities), such as the loss of heat-loving croplands, 
loss of isolation needed for organic seed crops; 

g. Farm worker safety; 

h. Increased transportation costs (due to scale, a new road system, etc.); 

i. Reduced isolation and the introduction of new pests and diseases; 

j. The loss of biodiversity and its impact on farm practices (e.g. integrated pest 
management); 

k. Interference from non-farm uses; and 

l. The loss of carbon sequestration income/capacity. 

9. Many of the mitigation measures cited fall under sections of the EIS that do not 
reference agriculture and so cannot be considered mitigation for Project effects on 
agriculture. 

10. As noted above, the EIS states that mitigation will occur through irrigation, drainage, 
topsoil relocation, the inclusion of lands in the ALR, and the development of Farm 
Mitigation Plans, which would include environmental management plans, traffic 
management plans, public safety management plans and biosecurity protocols if 
needed. As discussed below in Issue #2 under the “Agricultural Compensation Package 
to Address Residual Effects” subheading, drainage would not be necessary but for the 
Project, topsoil relocation is a normal ‘best practices’ approach, and ALR inclusion is not 
compensation, so none of those measures can be considered “mitigation” for the 
purposes of the Project. Additionally, environmental management plans, traffic 
management plans, public safety management plans and biosecurity protocols are part 
of basic farm management planning. Thus, the only actual mitigation suggested is 
irrigation.  

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS describe the economic cost to mitigate and/or compensate for the following 

losses arising from the construction and operation of the proposed Project: 

a. temporary land loss, such as lands impacted by construction, disrupted traffic 
patterns, the transmission system etc.; and 

b. permanent land loss, such as lands flooded and lands lost to farming at their 
perimeter.  

2. That the EIS provide a measure of the economic cost to mitigate the higher costs arising 
from the construction and operation of the Project, such as the costs described in Issue 
#8 above, and an assessment of the cumulative effects of those higher costs. 

3. That the EIS describe measures for ensuring compensation would reflect the annual 
profit each acre would generate when put to the highest use over the life of the farm 
owner/operator and the next generation (see comments regarding Agricultural 
Compensation Package). 

4. That the EIS be revised to include islands created by the Project that are in the ALR 
and/or have agricultural potential and which are removed from the productive land base 
as among “permanently lost lands” and to take those islands into account in describing 
and calculating mitigation and compensation for permanently lost lands.  
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5. That the EIS describe the process for the development of Farm Mitigation Plans, and in 
particular how their development will ensure that farm owner/operators are treated fairly 
and have adequate bargaining power to enable them to receive full and adequate 
compensation, including specific measures to: 

c. ensure the openness, transparency and fairness of the process,  

d. make the results of farm-specific compensation and mitigation negotiations 
publicly available, and  

e. ensure the fairness of compensation for farm owner/operators.  

6. That the EIS address the following:  

f. the economic impact of the loss of potential future Crown grazing rights; and 

g. the economic losses arising from the restriction of management options (rights) 
on lands within and adjacent to stability impact lines. 

7. That the EIS be amended either to remove measures such as drainage, topsoil 
relocation, potential future inclusion of lands in the ALR, environmental management 
plans, traffic management plans, public safety management plans and biosecurity 
protocols as suggested mitigation measures, or provide the rationale for how those 
measures would constitute mitigation of Project effects, taking into consideration the 
points raised in issue #10, above. 

 

f. Sectoral Losses 
The EIS has failed to adequately assess the Project’s potential impacts on the agricultural 
sector, and the significance of those impacts. For example, the EIS underestimates the 
economic significance of the land loss to the sector and does not consider potential economic 
impacts of land losses on the resiliency and capacity of the ALR. It also fails entirely to consider 
the economic cost of a loss of crop diversity, or the economic impact of changes to farm 
demographics and other agriculture-related socio-economic impacts.  

 Issues 
1. The assessment of land loss is based only on unimproved land capability for agriculture 

ratings (vol 3, s 20.3.3.1 and Table 20.16), which has the effect of underestimating the 
economic significance of the loss to the sector (see comment #3 under Assessment of 
Agriculture Land Loss, above). 

2. As the EIS has failed to consider the unique microclimate of the Peace River Valley, no 
consideration is given to the economic cost to the sector of a loss of diversity arising 
from the loss of heat-loving crops as a production option. 

3. The construction of the dam limits the future for agriculture on some of the highest 
capability land in the province. This limitation could reduce the number of young farmers 
entering the sector, impeding intergenerational transfer of farms and reducing sectoral 
resiliency. However, the EIS fails to consider the economic impact of the Project on farm 
demographics. 

4. The EIS does not evaluate many agriculture-related socio-economic impacts of Project, 
such as the economic impact of the Project on the farm community (caused, for 
example, from the loss of neighbours, numbers and collectivity), the economic and social 
costs associated with feelings of depression, disempowerment, and major shifts in future 
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visioning as a result of Project impacts, and the economic effects of how the Project will 
impact household wellness, security, happiness and the social and economic fabric of 
the community. 

5. The economic value of the unique Peace River Valley microclimate is not recognized by 
the EIS and consequently its importance to the ALR is also unrecognized. As a result, 
the EIS fails to consider the potential economic impact of the loss of farmland in the 
Peace River Valley on the resiliency and capacity of the ALR. 

6. Potential employment losses, including losses to the self-employment, family-
employment and informal employment sectors (e.g., agricultural employment, which 
includes 0.91 indirect jobs per direct job and family labour) must be considered when 
assessing overall Project benefits (see e.g., vol 3, ss 20.2.8.2 and 20.3.8.7).  

 Request/Recommendation  
1. That the EIS include an assessment of land loss based on improved land capability for 

agriculture ratings (see comments regarding Assessment of Agricultural Land Loss, 
above). 

2. That the EIS include consideration of the economic cost to the sector of a loss of 
diversity arising from the loss of heat-loving crops as a production option as a result of 
the loss of lands within the unique microclimate of the Peace River Valley. 

3. That the EIS describe the effect that a reduction in the number of farmers and operating 
farms will have on local farming infrastructure, such as local farm suppliers, farm 
services, and technical, financial, peer and community support. 

4. That the EIS consider the socio-economic impacts of the Project on the following: 

a. farm demographics, such those caused by a Project-induced reduction in the 
number of young farmers entering the sector, impeding intergenerational transfer 
of farms and reducing sectoral resiliency; 

b. the farm community (caused, for example, from the loss of neighbours, numbers 
and collectivity); and 

c. how the Project will impact household wellness, security, happiness and the 
social and economic fabric of the community. 

5. That the EIS describe the economic and social costs associated with feelings of 
depression, disempowerment, and major shifts in future visioning as a result of Project 
impacts.  

6. That the EIS include a consideration of the potential economic impact of the loss of 
Peace River Valley microclimate land on the resiliency and capacity of the ALR. 

7. That the EIS describe employment opportunities provided by the Project as net 
employment opportunities. 

g. Requirements under the Agricultural Land Commission Act (Agricultural Land 
Reserve) 

The EIS fails to adequately describe the role of the ALR with regards to the Project. 
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 Issues 
1. The EIS fails to contain a mapped indication of which lands will be proposed for 

exclusion from the ALR, for non-farm use for Project components within the ALR or for 
soil removal and filling within the ALR, including their location and acreage by land 
capability class and crop suitability. 

2. Notwithstanding the Proponent’s general acknowledgement of its responsibility to obtain 
all appropriate regulatory approvals,73 and a specific acknowledgement of the 
Agricultural Land Commission Act, under which authority the Agricultural Land 
Commission would consider applications for exclusion of land from the ALR, non-farm 
use of land within the ALR and soil removal and filling within the ALR,74 there is an 
absence of reference to this authority/requirement throughout the EIS when discussing 
Project components within the ALR, most notably: 

a. Dam, Generating Station and Spillway site area (vol 3, s 20.3.1.2), 

b. Reservoir (vol 3, s 20.3.1.3), 

c. Transmission Line (vol 3, s 20.3.1.4), 

d. Hwy 29 realignment (vol 3, s 3.1.5), 

e. Construction Access (vol 3, s 20.3.1.6), 

f. Quarried and Excavated Material (vol 3, s 20.3.1.7), 

g. Statutory rights-of-way (impact lines) with restrictions on agricultural use (vol 2, 
Appendix C), and 

h. Vegetation clearing, debris management, site clearing and preparation all related 
to access roads for non-farm use (vol 1, Appendix A). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS include a mapped indication of the following: 

a. which lands will be proposed for exclusion of land from the ALR,  

b. non-farm use for Project components within the ALR, and  

c. soil removal and filling within the ALR,  

including their location and acreage by land capability class and crop suitability. 

3. That the EIS include specific reference to the requirement to obtain all regulatory 
approvals regarding applications for exclusion of land from the ALR, non-farm use of 
land within the ALR and soil removal and filling within the ALR, wherever such approvals 
would be required, in the relevant sections of the EIS. 

                                                
73 EIS, vol 1, s 2. 
74 EIS, vol 1, Table 8.1. 
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h. Impact upon Agriculture within Preliminary Reservoir Impact Lines 
 

 Issues 
5. Second only to the reservoir itself, the preliminary statutory rights-of-way areas resulting 

from the various impact lines have the greatest potential impact on agriculture, both 
present and future. At least 106 private land holdings (comprising 178 legal parcels of 
land) plus substantial Crown lands, are and will be affected. The implications of the 
preliminary stability impact line and associated statutory rights-of-way on ± 9,600 ha 
have been seriously downplayed in the EIS, resulting in several key gaps: 

a. Other than building restrictions, no interpretation of the impact upon farm 
operations and opportunities (e.g., restrictions on crop range, irrigation, livestock 
and farm machinery use) (vol 3, s 20.3.2.1 and vol 2, Appendix C). 

b. It is unclear how slope stability mapping and landslide inventory data was 
interpreted to result in a dominantly straight line which does not appear to reflect 
the natural landscape pattern of surficial materials that may be at risk of sliding or 
slumping. This could seriously underestimate hazard risks, as well as other 
impacts such as field configuration (and agricultural usability) of remaining parcel 
segments (vol 2, s 11.2.3, Appendix C and Preliminary Impact Lines and 
Preferred Highway 29 Realignments Maps April 2012). 

c. Impact lines and associated statutory rights-of-way are described as “preliminary” 
and there are suggestions that these areas may actually increase over the long 
term, but monitoring and review is only proposed following the first five years of 
reservoir operation (vol 2, s 11.2.3 and Appendix B2). Given the serious hazard 
risks, surely the preliminary statutory rights-of-way call for the full appreciation of 
the precautionary principle, recognized under international and Canadian law.75 

d. Landslide inventory and terrain stability mapping were carried out but there is no 
translation/interpretation of increased future risk to current farm operations and 
general public safety, of landslides and slumping as a result of the Project (vol 2, 
s 11.2.3.3, Appendix B Part 1 and Appendix B of Appendix B Part 2). Currently, 
even before considering potential impacts of the Project, farm operations are 
being carried out adjacent to 1,834 landslide complexes comprising 4,010 
individual slides. Additionally, most of the slopes flanking the proposed reservoir 
shoreline have been mapped as unstable (Class V) or potentially unstable (Class 
IV) (vol 2, s 11.2.2.3 and Appendix G of Appendix B Part 2). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS include interpretation of the impact upon farm operations and opportunities, 

including restrictions on: 

a. crop range, 

                                                
75 114957 Canada Ltee (Spraytech) v Hudson (Town of) [2001] 2 S.C.R. 241, para 32; CEAA 2012, s 4(g); Canada, 
Framework, supra note 32.  
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b. irrigation,  

c. livestock, and 

d. farm machinery use. 

2. That the EIS describe how the Proponent commits to monitoring and review of lands 
within the impact lines and associated statutory rights-of-way for a period of time that 
matches the period of potential risks, assessed applying the precautionary principle. In 
the alternative, if such a description is not provided, that the Proponent provide a 
rationale for not committing to monitoring and review for the same period of time that, 
taking a precautionary approach, potential risks are likely to exist. 

3. That the EIS include a translation/interpretation of the increased future risk to current 
and future farm operations and general public safety of landslides and slumping as a 
result of the Project. 

i. Importance of Water to Agriculture 
 Issues 

1. Long range information on changes to the groundwater regime, both in general and on 
specific farm/ranch units, is critical to managing potential impact. Despite this, there is no 
mapped indication of potential groundwater, hydrology and drainage pattern changes as 
they may impact farm/ranch properties, agricultural uses (crop range and suitability) and 
infrastructure (access, wells etc.) (vol 3 ,s 20.3.2.2). Further, the Groundwater Protection 
Plan (vol 5, s 35.2.2.12) makes only limited reference to the farm community or specific 
operations and groundwater monitoring is limited to five years after Project construction 
(vol 5, Table 39.2). 

2. Regarding surface water supply (including turbidity and sedimentation), the availability of 
sufficient amounts of quality water is necessary for domestic use, livestock watering and 
crop irrigation; irrigation water is particularly critical in order to realize the ‘improved’ land 
capability for agriculture ratings and the specific horticultural (heat-loving crops) enabled 
by this unique microclimate. However, despite a commitment to irrigation as part of the 
mitigation and compensation package, there is no indication or inventory of water 
quantity/quality available for agriculture, either as part of present or future requirements 
(vol 2, s 11.4 and vol 5, s 35.2.2.21). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS include mapped indication of potential groundwater, hydrology and 

drainage pattern changes as they may impact farm/ranch properties, agricultural uses 
(crop range and suitability) and infrastructure (access, wells etc). 

2. That the EIS describe how the Groundwater Protection Plan will address the farm 
community and specific operations. 

3. That the EIS describe how the Proponent commits to monitoring and review of 
groundwater for a period of time that matches the period of potential risks, assessed 
applying the precautionary principle. In the alternative, if such a description is not 
provided, that the Proponent provide a rationale for not committing to monitoring and 
review for the same period of time that, taking a precautionary approach, potential risks 
are likely to exist. 
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j. Impact of Land and Water Use Change upon Agriculture 
As described below, despite the significance of potential impacts of land and water use change, 
some such changes are dismissed or ignored in the EIS, rendering it inadequate as a tool for 
assessing the Project’s effects on agriculture. 

 Issues 
1. Changes to livestock access/security and trespass management related to recreation 

use of the reservoir are complex issues not able to be addressed only on an individual 
farm operation basis. However, shoreline land and water use change, which has the 
potential for multifaceted impact upon individual farm/ranch units and upon agricultural 
opportunity in general, is thus far dismissed as ‘[to be] discussed with directly affected 
landowners’ (vol 3, ss 20.3.7.2.4 and 20.3.7.2.5 and Table 20.28) or referenced to 
Reservoir Shoreline Monitoring and Management Plan (vol 5, s 35.3.1.3) within which no 
detail is provided and no reference to agriculture is made. 

2. A Traffic Management Plan is offered as the mitigation measure for the agricultural 
operation-specific effect of highway traffic and congestion (vol 3 Table 20.28), but there 
is no mention of agricultural considerations under the Traffic Management Plan 
commitment (vol 5, s 35.2.1.4). 

3. The approach to potential increased wildlife impact on farm/ranch operations and 
agriculture in general as a result of acknowledged loss of wildlife habitat due to the 
Project is inadequate (vol 3, s 20.3.7.2.1)  This issue is not listed as a farm operation 
effect to be mitigated (vol 3 Table 20.28) nor is there any mention of agricultural 
considerations in the Wildlife Management Plan commitment (vol 5, s 35.2.2.24). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the potential impacts of shoreline land and water use changes upon individual 

farm/ranch units and upon agricultural opportunity in general be addressed in the EIS. 

2. That the EIS describe how the Reservoir Shoreline Monitoring and Management Plan 
will address agriculture, and in particular the potential impacts of shoreline land and 
water use changes upon individual farm/ranch units and upon agricultural opportunity in 
general. 

3. That the EIS provide detail as to how the Traffic Management Plan is proposed to 
mitigate the effects on agricultural operations of highway traffic and congestion. 

4. That the EIS include potential increased wildlife impact on farm/ranch operations and 
agriculture in general as a farm operation effect to be mitigated, and that a mitigation 
plan for such effects be described. 

 



 

  39 

k. Impacts on Public and Community  
 Role of Agriculture and the Farm Community 

 Issues 
1. In the EIS, the Proponent claims that the EIS “demonstrates that globally recognized 

principles and practices for corporate social responsibility and sustainability have been 
incorporated into the planning of the Project.”76 In its comments in response to 
comments on the EIS Guidelines, the Proponent committed to discussing sustainability 
‘where it is relevant to the assessment of the potential effects on a VC’.77 Despite these 
commitments, the EIS contains no assessment of the potential impact of the Project on 
the ability of the Peace River Valley farm community to fulfil its role as an integral part of 
the social fabric of a vibrant, resilient and sustainable regional community. 

2. Further, none of the following words appear in vol 4, Social Heritage and Health Effects 
Assessment: “agricultural community”, “farm community” or “food security”. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS assess the impact of the Project on the ability of the Peace River Valley 

farm community to fulfil its role as an integral part of the social fabric of a vibrant, 
resilient and sustainable regional community. 

 

 Losses to Public and Community 
Many of the methodologies and much of the baseline data used for analyses of potential losses 
to the public and the farming community are either absent from the EIS, inadequately justified or 
unjustifiable, rendering the EIS inadequate as a tool for assessing the potential public and 
community losses caused by the Project. For example, the 2011 baseline and failure to consider 
the highly likely decision by farmers to use land for its highest options available should the 
Project not proceed and all land use restrictions be lifted, undervalues the potential benefits of 
the “no Project” scenario without adequate justification. Further, the EIS fails to consider the 
agriculture sector itself, the future importance of the Peace River Valley farming to the health 
and nutrition of peoples living in the Northwest Territories and the Yukon, and the impact of the 
Project on the ALR. It also fails to measure the potential economic effect of reduced food 
sufficiency and high access costs on nutrition, poverty, health and social costs or acknowledge 
its psychological and social costs on families and communities. 

The EIS Guidelines requires that all hypotheses and assumptions be clearly identified and 
justified, that analyses be transparent and reproducible, and that all significant gaps in 
knowledge and understanding related to key conclusions presented be identified along with the 

                                                
76 EIS, vol 1, s 1.1.4 at 1-2. 
77 BC Hydro, Response to Comments from Aboriginal Groups on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Guidelines, April 10, 2012, Site C Clean Energy Project (26 June 2012) at 406. 
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steps taken by the Proponent to address those significant gaps.78 These and other gaps are 
discussed below. 

 Issues 
1. The long-term impact on the regional economy (loss of farmland over 50, 100, 150, 200+ 

years) is premised on an artificially low baseline (vol 3 Table 20.31), which results in an 
undervaluation of the potential benefits under the “no Project” scenario (see comments 
regarding Baseline, above). 

2. The long-term scenario analysis is based on EIS collapsed “utility ratings” derived solely 
from land capability ratings, which makes economic modelling of the “no dam” scenario 
inaccurate. 

3. The EIS uses a 2011 baseline scenario and mechanically increases acres in each crop 
by 8-10% a year, adding one ha of vegetables per year. Further, there is no 
consideration of animal production (dairy, meat, eggs) in the scenario analysis. Absent 
the shadow of the Site C dam project, rational decisions by farmers can be expected to 
move the land to highest and best use. Given the Peace River Valley unique 
microclimate and comparative advantage at serving regional and northern food demand, 
such rational decision-making would include the production of heat-loving vegetables 
and berry fruits, potatoes, animal agriculture and the evolution of local processing and 
value-added facilities. Despite this likelihood, the model to estimate the future benefits 
assumes static cropping decisions that undervalue the economic potential of the land 
base. 

4. The sensitivity analysis is inadequate. As noted above, absent the shadow of Site C, 
rational decision-making by farmers would be expected to increase agricultural diversity, 
the cultivation of heat-loving horticulture crops and the addition of animal agriculture and 
processing capacity to provide a local source of food to regional and northern 
communities. This scenario was never tested by the EIS. Moreover, the EIS states that 
the base case valuation is most sensitive to length of the period over which foregone 
benefits are calculated, area of vegetable production included and length of the period 
over which the full development of the agricultural potential of the Project activity zone is 
assumed to occur,  yet only undertakes a perfunctory analysis of the first variable (vol 3, 
s 20.3.8.6). 

5. The EIS fails to provide justification for the following: 

a. The assumption that the thriving agribusiness sector that existed in the 1960s, 
before the Site C dam was first proposed, would not return if the shadow of the 
dam were lifted, and that farmers would not make rational economic decisions 
and move the land to its highest and best agricultural use; 

b. Using a social discount rate of 3.5% for the first 50 years, 2.5% for the second 50 
years, and 1.5% thereafter (vol 3, 20.3.8.6). A social discount rate of 3.5 is 
extremely high. Stern, in his respected Review on the Economics of Carbon 

                                                
78 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.1. 
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Credits,79 suggests a discount rate of 1.4% is far more appropriate. It is further 
questionable why the social discount rate is varied at the end of each 50-year 
period. (Paradoxically, it discounts the importance of the benefit in the first 50 
years then assumes it will be of greater importance after that.)  

c. Using a sensitivity to variance in the SDR of plus/minus 0.5% (vol 3 s 20 at 55-
22). 

d. Basing the measure of economic activity lost (1.8 multiplier) on farm expenses 
rather than farm sales. Basing the assessment of secondary economic activity 
only on projected expenses and not on projected gross sales understates the 
economic impact of a no-dam scenario. Basing it on farm receipts would increase 
the measure of economic activity by 2.27 times today and by 2.43 times a 
hundred years from now. Baseline issues continue to undervalue the magnitude 
of both projections. 

e. Excluding family labour from the job creation assessment. The impact of the 
Project on the number of jobs created by the sector includes only hired labour. 
The EIS notes that for every one job created in primary agriculture there is 0.91 
jobs created in the economy, but it excludes from consideration on-farm 
employment of family members, which has the effect of understating the impact 
on job creation and economic activity. 

6. The EIS fails to adequately assess the economic impact of the withdrawal of productive 
lands from the ALR, leaving uncertain the question of, should the Project proceed, 
whether farmers would have the critical mass, resources and natural capital to meet new 
challenges and potential. 

7. The EIS fails to consider regional food resiliency and dismisses provincial food resiliency 
issues.  

8. The Proponent dismisses the impact on local food security, citing globalization and 
increased trade as sufficient remedies (vol 3, ss 20.3.13, 20 at 65-29, 20.4.1 and 20 at 
25.3), which suggests a misunderstanding of what is meant by self-sufficiency and food 
security. The concern is not the “self-sufficiency” of crops being currently cultivated but 
the ability of the land to support a range of market garden crops and animal protein to 
provide food self-sufficiency. 

9. The EIS fails to address the question of food accessibility (price) or the impact of 
reduced access (price and supply) on local diet, nutrition and health costs). 

10. The EIS fails to consider the potential Project impacts on food security (supply and 
access), nutrition and health in the Northwest Territories and Yukon. 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS identify all hypotheses and assumptions relied on for the model to estimate 

future benefits, and provide justification for those assumptions. 

                                                
79 Sir Nicholas Stern, Stern Review: The Economics of Climate Change (HM Treasury, 2006), online: 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/stern_review_report.htm.  
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2. That the EIS include an assessment of the future potential benefits that assumes the 
lands would be used for their highest and best (most economically rewarding) 
agricultural use, along with the resulting value-added facilities. 

3. That the EIS provide justification for the following: 

a. The assumption that the thriving agribusiness sector that existed in the 1960s, 
before the Site C dam was first proposed, would not return if the shadow of the 
dam were lifted, and that farmers would not make rational economic decisions 
and move the land to its highest and best use; 

b. Using a social discount rate of 3.5% for the first 50 years, 2.5% for the second 50 
years, and 1.5% thereafter (vol 3, 20.3.8.6); 

c. Using a sensitivity to variance in the SDR of plus/minus 0.5% (vol 3 s 20 at 55-
22); 

d. Basing the measure of economic activity lost (1.8 multiplier) on farm expenses 
rather than farm sales; and 

a. Excluding family labour from the job creation assessment. 

4. That the EIS assess how the loss of the Project lands would impact the resiliency of the 
existing ALR and the ability to craft a sound provincial food security strategy. 

5. That the Proponent provide the basis for the following assumption:  

Overall, regional food self-reliance has not been examined in detail. Nonetheless, 
it is estimated that about 30% of the fresh equivalent weight of vegetables 
consumed cannot be grown in the region; for fruits and berries slightly over 96% 
of the products consumed cannot be grown in the Peace Agricultural Region. At 
maximum, this means that the Peace Agricultural Region is capable of producing 
41% of the total fruits and vegetables consumed (at vol 3, s 20.2.9.2 at 26). 

6. That the EIS predict what would happen to nutrition and health outcomes if prices of 
nutritious foods escalate, and in particular describe the potential Project impacts on food 
security (supply and access), nutrition and health in the Northwest Territories and 
Yukon. 

7. That the EIS describe whether the Peace Region has a strategic advantage in nutrition, 
quality and/or price, and what the implications would be for farmers and northern 
communities if this advantage ceased. 

8. That the EIS include a consideration of the economic implications of a reduction in 
natural capital (local, regional and provincial). 

 

l. Impact Management Plans 
 Issues 

1. Management plans to mitigate effects on individual farm operations are biased towards 
the construction phase, and most plan descriptions make no mention of how they will 
address agricultural issues.  For example:  

o Air Quality Management Plan (specifically the Dust Control aspect). For example, 
horticulture and forage crops are both susceptible to dust and air quality issues, 
which are not addressed. 
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o Noise and Blasting Management Plan. For example, there are potential impacts 
on livestock in general but particularly intensive impacts on poultry, hogs, dairy 
operations and beef feedlots, which are not addressed. 

o Wildfire Management Plan. For example, risk management related to buildings, 
infrastructure, cultivated crops and grasslands is not addressed. 

o Public Safety Plan. For example, this Plan does not mention the involvement of 
the agricultural community. 

2. Absent from the EIS is any effort or recognition of the need to integrate all impact 
management planning into a cohesive framework for agriculture, including perhaps, 
individual farm/ranch Environmental Farm Plans.  

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS address agricultural impacts in descriptions of Management plans wherever 

appropriate.  

 

m. Cumulative Effects 
Significant data gaps and flawed and unjustified methodology render the conclusion in the EIS 
that no potential cumulative effects on agriculture are expected implausible and prevent an 
accurate understanding of potential cumulative effects. 

 Issues 
1. A purpose of CEAA 2012 is to encourage the study of the cumulative effects of projects 

and activities in a region and the consideration of those cumulative effects assessments 
in EAs.80 

2. A list of potential impacts upon a VC is critical to ensuring an understanding of the 
interrelationships and weighting of impacts and to assessing the adequacy of the 
mitigation and compensation packages designed to address Project effects upon 
agriculture. In other words, the accumulated impact on agriculture is more than the sum 
total of land lost to reservoir taking and use loss within statutory rights-of-way.  It is the 
combined direct and indirect impacts of reservoir flooding, access and transportation 
changes, groundwater and surface water quality/quantity changes, land use changes 
and forced farm and ranch operation management modifications, both in the short and 
the long term. Despite this need, the EIS fails to provide a complete listing of the 
potential impacts of the proposed Project upon agriculture that would enable a 
comprehensive assessment of both the ‘accumulated’ and ‘cumulative’ impact. 

3. Agriculture is not included as one of the VCs considered in vol 5, Table 37.24 (Summary 
of the Potential Cumulative Effects of the Project). Notwithstanding that both Agriculture 
and Harvest of Fish and Wildlife VCs are considered as “Renewable Resources” on 
which the Proponent has predicted no significant adverse residual effects will occur (vol 

                                                
80 CEAA 2012, s 4(i). 
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5, s 37.4), the Harvest of Fish and Wildlife VC has been included in Table 37.24, 
whereas the Agriculture VC has been excluded. The exclusion of the Agriculture VC thus 
appears to be arbitrary.  

4. The EIS effects assessment on agriculture has been based on four aspects:  Agriculture 
Land Base, Agriculture Operations, Agricultural Economic Activity and Change in Food 
Production and Consumption. There is no consideration of the 56-year BC Hydro Flood 
Reserve as one of the ‘projects’ that could interact with Agriculture residual effects (vol 
3, s 20.6 and Table 20.41).  

5. The EIS states that the cumulative effects assessment of the Agriculture VC considers 
all other projects in the RAA (vol 3, Table 20.41), but then fails to provide a cumulative 
effects assessment of agricultural effects in the RAA. 

6. Agricultural land use is only assessed as of 2011 and based on interviews with 
agricultural owners and operators, field observations, recent air photographs (vol 3, s 
20.2.5). Agricultural land use from as far back as can be reasonably determined through 
historical records should be provided in order to assess the cumulative impacts of past 
projects and activities on agriculture in the RAA. 

7. The EIS fails to include an evaluation of the cumulative economic effect of the potential 
impacts of the proposed Project in the RAA and the province. 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the EIS provide a complete listing of the potential impacts of the proposed Project 

upon agriculture that would enable a comprehensive assessment of both the 
‘accumulated’ and ‘cumulative’ impacts. 

2. That the EIS include an assessment of what the effects of Site C on agricultural land use 
would be cumulatively with the effects of past, present and future projects in the RAA. 

3. That the EIS include an assessment of what the effects of Site C on agricultural 
economics would be cumulatively with the effects of past, present and future projects in 
the RAA. 

4. The EIS must address the question: “How has the 56-year Flood Reserve on Peace 
River Valley lands affected each of the four aspects of agriculture considered in the 
effects assessment (Agriculture Land Base, Agriculture Operations, Agricultural 
Economic Activity and Change in Food Production and Consumption) and what is the 
cumulative effect of the Flood Reserve plus the actual construction of the Project, 
including upon the socio-psychological culture of farming within the Peace River Valley 
and the broader community? 
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n. Mitigation Measures to Address Project Effects on Agriculture 
The EIS does not provide sufficient information to assess the likely cost or adequacy of the 
proposed mitigation measures or justification for the assumptions relied on, as required by the 
EIS Guidelines.81  

 Issues 
1. There is a lack of substance to and integration of the various proposed mitigation 

measures and no demonstration of exactly how these measures will be successful in 
addressing the scope and complexity of Project impacts on agriculture, which have not 
themselves been adequately assessed, compiled or even estimated. 

2. There is a domino effect between the above-identified issues gaps in the assessment 
(i.e, the scope and extent of potential Project impacts on agriculture, as well as the 
impact management plans and other measures intended to address those impacts) and 
the conclusion reached by the EIS that ‘permanent agricultural land loss’ is the only 
residual effect to which a compensation package need be applied. 

 Request/Recommendation 
1. That the EIS include the Proponent’s estimate of the cost of the proposed mitigation 

measures, including any assumptions regarding the scope, duration and geographic 
application of the mitigation measures. 

 

o. Agricultural Compensation Package to Address Residual Effects 
The EIS does not provide sufficient information to assess the likely cost or adequacy of the 
proposed Compensation Fund. 

 Issues 
1. ‘Permanent loss of agricultural land’ as the residual to which compensation would be 

applied fails to take into account the unique microclimate characteristics of the land that 
will be lost (see comments on Climate for Agriculture, Land Capability and Issue #1 of 
Assessment of Agriculture Land Loss, above). 

2. Notwithstanding the questionable conclusion of what constitutes ‘residual’ effects (vol 3, 
s 20.3.10.1.1 and Table 20.37; see also Mitigation Measures, above), the relevance and 
effectiveness of the Agricultural Compensation Package itself is questionable. For 
example: 

a. There is no local requirement for drainage except as a result of the Project. (i.e. 
no ‘W’ subclass in any land capability for agriculture ratings within the Project 
Activity Zone or adjacent) (vol 3, s 20.3.10.1.1, Table 20.37 and Figures Part 1 
and 2). 

                                                
81 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.1. 
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b. Topsoil relocation is a normal ‘best practices’ approach and, as such, does not 
merit mitigation status. Moreover, other than being listed in Table 8.1, no detail is 
provided on volumes, composition or destinations. Finally, topsoil relocation is not 
a particular local priority, given the high capability soils that dominate adjacent 
lands. 

c. Irrigation is a beneficial opportunity but the EIS does not consider whether there is 
appropriate quantity and quality of water to fulfil this commitment. 

d. ALR inclusion is not compensation. Under the Agricultural Land Commission Act, 
the ALC has the authority, after due process, to include appropriate lands within 
the ALR at any time. Inclusion is at the discretion of the ALC, not the Proponent. 
Moreover, a significant acreage of land with capability for agricultural use that 
might be proposed for inclusion within the ALR as part of Project compensation 
has been rated in the EIS as low-to-nil utility for agriculture. 

e. No dollar figure is specified for the Compensation Fund. Additionally, the EIS only 
provides a list of types of projects that the fund may support, and there is no 
direct relationship established between compensation and the specific nature and 
quality of the agricultural lands that would be lost. This point is important, as some 
hectares of agricultural land that will be permanently loss are more valuable than 
others, partly due to unique microclimate characteristics and crop suitability (see 
above) and partly due to the greater acreage of higher capability land identified 
through the more detailed mapping that was carried out. 

 Request/Recommendations  
1. That the Proponent explain how, given the expressed intent to assess the “potential 

effects of the Project on the capacity of renewable resources to meet the needs of 
present and future generations” (vol 5, s 37.4), the fact that permanent loss of 
agricultural land is the residual to which compensation would be applied is compatible 
with the conclusion reached that there would be “no significant adverse residual effects” 
on agriculture (vol 5, Table 37.25). 

2. That the Proponent provide greater detail and justification regarding the Compensation 
Fund, including: 

a. The amount of money the Proponent commits to be available in the Fund;  

b. The duration and timeline of the fund; 

c. Details regarding the trusteeship and administration of the fund; 

d. A non-discretionary list of mandatory types of projects which would be supported, 
and a set of mandatory guidelines for considering projects not expressly listed;  

e. An explanation of the direct relationship between the specific compensation 
projects and the impacts; 

f. A description of the role and responsibilities of the Proponent with respect to the 
fund;  
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p. Compliance Monitoring and Reporting  
The EIS fails to describe how monitoring will be provided for the duration of risks caused by the 
Project.   

 Issues 
1. Several potential impacts, such as related to groundwater/surface water and slope 

stability/landslides may take decades to manifest themselves. A monitoring regime 
designed for only five years after operations begin is not adequate for a Project with a 
life span of 100 years (Vol 3, s 20.7 and Table 20.42, and vol 5, Table 39.2). 

2. Despite obvious hazard risks to farm operations and public safety, the EIS contains no 
indication of an intention to monitor erosion, slope movement, slumping and landslides 
within preliminary statutory rights-of-way beyond the first five-year operational period (vol 
5, Table 39.2 versus Vol 2, Appendix B Part 2 s 14.0). 

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. The EIS Guidelines requires that all hypotheses and assumptions be clearly identified 

and justified, that analyses be transparent and reproducible, and that all significant gaps 
in knowledge and understanding related to key conclusions presented be identified 
along with the steps taken by the Proponent to address those significant gaps.82 It is 
requested that the Proponent clearly identify and justify the following assumptions 
regarding monitoring Project-induced changes: 

a. that a distance of 5 km from the reservoir is adequate to monitor 
agriculture/wildlife interface (which is dependent upon terrain characteristics, 
wildlife movement corridors, species, habitat characteristics type of agricultural 
use and crop selection); 

b. that a distance of 2 km from the reservoir is adequate for groundwater monitoring 
(which is dependent on such aspects as surficial geology, specific soils, 
topography and surface drainage); and 

c. that a distance of 1 km from the reservoir is adequate for humidity change 
monitoring. 

q. Risk 
The EIS fails to adequately analyse the economic impact of risks, such as slumping, climate 
change, higher fuel oil prices, increased concentration in agri-food markets and their impact on 
food costs. Moreover, there is no cumulative analysis of risks. 

 Issues 
1. The economic impact is not subject to a rigorous sensitivity analysis for risks, including 

the following: 

a. Risk of climate change. 

                                                
82 EIS Guidelines, supra note 1, s 8.1. 
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b. Risk of fossil fuel price escalation (i.e, transportation costs). The EIS fails to 
provide an economic analysis of the risk of climate change or consider the impact 
of transportation on food prices, nutrition and health care costs. 

c. Risk of an escalating population. The EIS modeling pegs population growth at 
1.09% per year. Both BC and Alberta are experiencing higher job growth due to 
resource extraction. BC grew at 7.0% over the past 5 years, Alberta by 10.8% 
and Edmonton by a whopping 12.1%. Energy exploration in the Peace should peg 
growth rates closer to Alberta. EIS population growth estimates almost certainly 
underestimate the demand for food in the region. Further, the EIS fails to consider 
populations in the Yukon and Northwest Territories. 

d. Risk of market failure due to increasingly concentrated markets, and resulting 
impact on food prices, nutrition and health care costs. 

e. Risk of increased slumping (see comments regarding Agricultural Land Use, 
above). 

f. Risk of a shrinking food land base and foreign buy-up of farmland for food export 
or bio-fuels. The EIS does not consider the importance of the Peace River Valley 
land to the diversity, capability and resiliency of the ALR. 

g. Risk of food becoming more highly valued than energy exports. The EIS does not 
consider the potential cost of future dam decommissioning.   

 Requests/Recommendations 
1. That the economic impact analyses be subject to a rigorous sensitivity analysis for risks, 

including the following: 

a. Risk of climate change. 

b. Risk of fossil fuel price escalation (i.e, transportation costs). For example, what is 
the economic analysis of the risk of climate change?  

c. Risk of an escalating population and of populations in the Yukon and Northwest 
Territories. 

d. Risk of market failure due to increasingly concentrated markets. 

e. Risk of increased slumping. 

f. Risk of a shrinking food land base and foreign buy-up of farmland for food export 
or bio-fuels. 

h. Risk of food becoming more highly valued than energy exports. For example, 
what are the public options if the land is needed in the future for food production?  

 
CONCLUSION 

PVEA and BCWI would like to thank CEAA and the EAO for this opportunity to comment on the 
adequacy of this draft EIS. As noted above, as a core source of information regarding the 
proposed Project and its potential impacts, the EIS is the cornerstone of the public assessment 
process. As such, the EIS as it presently stands falls short of presenting sufficient information in 
accordance with the regulatory framework to enable the EA to be conducted in a thorough and 
technically credible manner. Accordingly, PVEA and BCWI recommend that the Proponent be 
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required to resubmit the EIS amended according to the requests and recommendations made 
by PVEA and BCWI and other amendments as CEAA and the EAO deem fit. 

 

Submitted by, 

The Peace Valley Environment Association and 

The British Columbia Women’s Institute 

Per 

 
Anna Johnston 
Barrister and Solicitor 
In Law and Equity 

 


