
 
 

April 3, 2013 
 
Linda Jones, Panel Manager 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
22nd Floor, 160 Elgin Street 
Ottawa ON K1A 0H3 
SiteCReview@ceaa-acee.gc.ca 
 
Dear Ms. Jones, 
 
Re: Comments on Sufficiency of Site C EIS - Reference number: 63919 
 
Please find attached and below the submission of the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative 
(Yellowstone to Yukon) on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Site C dam 
proposed to be constructed by B.C. Hydro on the Peace River. We submit that the EIS suffers from 
significant deficiencies, as laid out below and in the attached, which must be remedied before this 
project proceeds to a full panel review. 
 
Introduction 
Yellowstone to Yukon is a vision for an ecologically intact mountain landscape stretching over 3,000 
km, from Yellowstone National Park in Wyoming to the Arctic Circle in Yukon. Our goal is to create 
the conditions in which people and wildlife can share this region in a way that allows each to thrive. 
Y2Y promotes a network of protected areas, connected by wildlife corridors, and surrounded by 
lands in which sustainable and sensitive economic development occurs. The Yellowstone to Yukon 
Conservation Initiative brings people together to work on this vision. 
 
Within the 1.3M km2 Yellowstone to Yukon region, the area from Prince George north to the 
Muskwa-Kechika Management Area is called the Peace River Break. It is named for the Peace River, 
which rises in the Rocky Mountain Trench and “breaks” through the Continental Divide to flow east 
and north to Lake Athabasca in northern Alberta. This landscape, with its mountains, forests, lakes 
and rivers is a critical piece in the entire Yellowstone to Yukon puzzle. South of here are the great 
national parks of Banff and Jasper that are reservoirs of genetic diversity for animals like grizzlies, 
wolves and wolverine; elk, sheep, and caribou. North of here is the vast Muskwa-Kechika 
Management area, which protects some of the wildest land left on the continent. In between is the 
Peace River Break. For the continent’s wildlife populations to stay connected to each other, which is 
necessary for their long term genetic health and survival as well as climate-change resilience, the 
Peace River Break must be managed in a way that leaves room for wildlife to live and move. 
 
Wildlife and fish habitats within the Peace River Break already are significantly impacted by existing 
dams and reservoirs and a frenetic pace of industrial development, including coal and metal mining, 
forestry, oil and gas development and exploration, wind generation and all the associated 
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transportation and transmission infrastructure. The impacts of the Site C dam must be assessed in 
the context of the existing and likely future cumulative impacts of what is one of the most 
industrialized regions in the country. 
 
Yellowstone to Yukon’s Review of the Draft EIS 
Yellowstone to Yukon retained Dr. Clayton Apps, an expert wildlife biologist with a specialty in 
modeling human-wildlife relationships to support conservation planning for wide-ranging species. 
We attach a copy of Dr. Apps’ curriculum vitae. We asked Dr. Apps to review the draft EIS and 
provide his comments on the sufficiency of the assessment of the proposed dam’s and reservoir’s 
impacts on wide-ranging wildlife species, especially grizzly bears, wolves, wolverine, fisher, lynx and 
caribou. 
 
Dr. Apps’ full comments on the deficiencies of the EIS in assessing the cumulative effects on wide-
ranging species are attached. Below is a summary of those deficiencies: 
 

1) The boundaries of the Regional Assessment Area (RAA) within which Hydro assessed 
the cumulative effects of the Site C dam and reservoir are far too limited in comparison with 
the extent of likely cumulative effects. 
 
2) As a consequence, the EIS omits assessment of population-level impacts to many 
important species, especially those that range widely, occur at low densities and/or are 
unevenly distributed. 
 
3) Also as a consequence, the EIS does not even consider the existing population-level 
impacts of the WAC Bennett dam and Williston Reservoir. 
 
4) Wide-ranging terrestrial species – such as wolverine, lynx and woodland caribou – 
were virtually excluded from the assessment. Only impacts to fisher, grizzly bears and wolves 
were considered and, of those, only the fisher assessment was supported by field study and 
survey. 
 
5) The assessment of wolves and grizzlies was cursory at best; there was no attempt to 
quantify and objectively evaluate cumulative impacts even within the defined RAA. 
 
6) The assessment of fishers is limited to impacts within the Local Assessment Area 
(LAA), defined by a 1 km buffer around project features; cumulative impacts to the larger 
regional fisher population are not considered. 
 
7) Even within the LAA, the conclusion regarding impacts on fishers may be 
understated; although it is acknowledged that reservoirs may act as barriers to fisher 
movement that inhibit population expansion or gene flow, the conclusion is drawn that the 
reservoir “is not anticipated to be a concern for the population,” without any substantiation 
or support. 
 
8) There is little basis for the conclusion that localized impacts to fisher will be “low”; 
while suggesting that the loss of fisher denning sites can be mitigated, the EIS also states 
that the impacts on fisher dens is unclear because “it is not known whether there are enough 
suitable den sites outside the proposed reservoir footprint” to sustain the local population. 
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9) Similarly, the conclusion that the magnitude of impacts on fisher is “low” is 
questionable; the habitats flooded may be some of the highest quality in the region and will 
be a permanent loss to the landscape’s ability to support fisher, on top of losses that have 
accumulated from other human developments and activities. This also does not account for 
the fragmentation effect of the reservoir (noted above) that could magnify population-level 
impacts. 
 
10) The probability of mortality for fishers is also assessed at “low”; this seems 
unreasonable given that there will almost certainly be fisher deaths followed by a permanent 
loss in landscape carrying capacity and movement ability. 
 
11) The EIS relies on the scarcity or non-existence of resident grizzlies to suggest that 
there will be no potential impacts to this species. However, if a more relevant geographic 
scale of assessment were used, there would be a better basis on which to assess the 
potential of the local landscape to facilitate grizzly movements that could be significant to 
the connectivity, stability and resilience of the regional population. 
 
12) The mitigation measures suggested for disturbance and displacement of large 
carnivores (Table 14.16) is identical to the measures suggested for their mortality (Table 
14.17). Thus there is no real mitigation offered for disturbance and displacement. 
 
13) With respect to mortality of large carnivores, some obvious issues are ignored: in 
camps such as the one that will accompany the construction of the dam, workers are highly 
likely to disperse into the surrounding landscape on motorized vehicles and potentially with 
firearms. A no firearms policy, together with the management of attractants at camp, would 
partially, but not wholly, alleviate this issue. 
 
14) Statements that there is no fragmentation within northern grizzly populations or 
physical barriers to the bears’ movements are unsubstantiated and erroneous; the study 
relied upon for the fragmentation assertion does not apply to population fragmentation 
within the Peace River break region, let alone at the finer scale of the RAA; the issue with 
respect to connectivity is not “physical barriers”, rather it’s a function of past and existing 
human influence on bear movements and mortality risk. 
 
15) There is no assessment of disturbance and displacement or mortality for large 
carnivores; apparently because of their rarity within the RAA. However, for such wide-
ranging species, event periodic, rare, or ephemeral movements may have important 
conservation implications to the larger regional population. 
 
16) The cumulative effects assessment appears to have omitted past and potential 
projects and activities for which spatial data were unavailable. This unnecessarily limits the 
prediction of future impacts that might combine with the effects of the Site C reservoir to 
create significant adverse effects. 
 
17) The potential of the proposed Peace River Boudreau Lake protected area to mitigate 
any of the cumulative impacts would depend very much on the nature of its designation and 
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its management. Without such information, it is premature and inaccurate to suggest that 
the protected area will effectively mitigate some of the Site C project’s impacts. 
 
18) The EIS concludes that residual cumulative effects will be limited to songbird species-
at-risk, non-migratory birds, raptors, bats and fisher. As noted above, potential residual 
cumulative impacts to some wide-ranging species and possibly caribou are being overlooked 
in the assessment. 
 
19) The conclusion regarding significance (para.14.6.5) suggests that residual cumulative 
effects from future projects and activities are significant, whether or not Site C is 
constructed. There is no basis on which to reach a conclusion about the significance of 
residual impacts because there is no quantitative analysis in the EIS and no discussion of 
thresholds for specific species or ecosystem functions and whether or not those thresholds 
are being or might be exceeded. 
 
20) With respect to monitoring, proposed monitoring of fisher is limited to the LAA; it 
should be extended to the RAA or greater. Population surveys and monitoring should also 
apply to other wide-ranging terrestrial carnivores at a relevant scale. There should be a plan 
for adaptively managing the dam, reservoir and wildlife populations based on the results of 
monitoring. 
 
21) A statement at the end of the EIS (14.6.3) appears to acknowledge that regional 
populations already are unacceptably impacted due to the intensity of human activity and 
development. The appropriate management response is to develop limits to the 
development, including Site C, that is exceeding levels that can possibly be absorbed by the 
population stability and resilience of wide-ranging terrestrial species, if not others. 

 
Conclusion 
Yellowstone to Yukon is very concerned that the EIS as drafted significantly underestimates or omits 
potential significant adverse cumulative effects on a number of valued ecosystem components, 
especially wide-ranging carnivores and mammals. 
 
We respectfully request that BC Hydro be required to revise its EIS in order to address adequately 
the issues raised by Dr. Apps in the attached review. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this process. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Karsten Heuer 
President 
403.609.2666, ext.1 
karsten@y2y.net 
 


