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Much of the Springbank SR1 Project boundary is located in one or more
landscapes of conservation significance (High Value Landscape,

Environmentally Significant Areas, Areas of High Wildlife $en3|t|V|ty, Key
Wildlife and Biodiversity Area, High Sensitivity Watershed)
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HIGH WATERSHED SENSITIVITY
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SSRP/INTACT NATIVE GRASSLAND
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““mplement guidelines to avoid onversion and maintain intact native

grasslands on public land (see Appendix G - Grasslands).

Species at risk habitat — No conversion permitted as habitat needs to be
sustained as part of government programs for species recovery (as required
under federal and provincial legislation).”

“Areas with high biodiversity value such as areas important for connectivity
and areas that are “intact” and would benefit from remaining in a less
disturbed condition such as intact native grasslands.”

To summarize, in contravention of the SSRP guidance to maintain
intact native grasslands, portions of the project footprint are located
on what will be public land inside areas mapped as intact native
grasslands in the SSRP



, nesic foothill environments are much more
challenglng prlmarlly due to the greater competitiveness of agronomic grasses
and weeds in the moister growing environment. Ecological health, function and
associated ecological services will be diminished when plant communities are
modified by non-native species .”

Bradley and Neville (2010) note: “natural recovery has failed to restore foothills
fescue plant communities as the native plants simply cannot compete with
invasive non-native species. Disturbed sites seeded with native plant cultivars
have resulted in limited success in reducing non-native species invasion.”

Reclamation:

« High likelihood that foothills fescue grassland reclamation will be
unsuccessful
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unities in Alberta and the difficulty of re-establishing
them, numerous fescue dominated communities are tracked and watched
by the Alberta Conservation Information Management System (2014) . .
Areas of native prairie within the Project Area have the potential to include
fescue grassland. Some of these areas of native prairie would be removed
during the construction of the project components and increase the
fragmentation of the grassland in the Project Area.”

Reply, Exhibit 325, pdf page 52, point 183, states: “Reclaimed native grassland
areas will likely have reduced function and diversity compared to existing areas
but will remain dominated by native plants and provide wildlife habitat.” | have
considerable difficulty with that characterization and Stantec’s in Exhibit 94, pdf
page 150, of the project area as native grassland following re-vegetation. In the
unlikely event that reclamation is successful, those grasslands will not have the
full functionality and productivity for native plants and wildlife, including

invertebrate populations.
11
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Wetlands and Streams
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| ',wetlands and streams erI be permanently Iost At e (s i R

to minimize impacts on wetlands.

3. Replacement — As a last resort, and where avoidance and minimization
efforts are not feasible or prove ineffective, wetland replacement is
required.”

Stantec notes in Exhibit 217, pdf page 24 that dry operations would result in the
loss of over 52% of wetlands classed as either moderate or high value.

To summarize, desplte proposed and suggested m|t|gat|on there will be
residual negative biodiversity impacts of the project on valuable wetlands and
streams through sediment deposition during flood events and activities to
remove sediment following floods, as well as modification of stream flow or
outrrght loss of these features under prOJect components

\ In contraventlon of the avordance\drrectron in Alberta s Wetland Polroy, some
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN

Reply Exhibit 325, pdf 53, point 186 states that SR1’s operations:

« “allows much of the hydrologic processes that drive stream and riparian
function to occur.”

Reply Exhibit 325, pdf 53, point 187 notes the 160 m3/s flow rate is “roughly
equivalent to a 1:7-year flood that will inundate the riparian areas of the
floodplain while not inundating the upper terraces where development is
present.”

The proponent may be taking a narrower view of riparian habitats than the
broader view of valley bottom habitats influenced or created over time by a
stream. My comments pertain to that broader view.
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN

Proposed Cause

Comment References

Reduced flooding

Reduced downstream flows

Geomorphological Changes Resulting From Hydrological Alterations

Reduced meandering

Sediment depletion

Hydrological Changes
Spring flooding is essential to  Johnson et al. (1976)
create moist seed beds for Brown et al. (1977)
seedling establishment Fenner et al. (1985)

Diversion of water offstream Brown et al. ( 1977)

creates a water deficit Rood et al. (1989)
downstream, resulting in

drought stress and enhanced

mortality

With reduced flooding, Johnson et (1976)
channel migration is reduced  Bradley and Smith (1986)
and suitable seed beds are

reduced

The water impoundments lead Bradley and Smith (1986)

to settling of suspended silt
loads and downstream
reaches are impoverished of
the sediment
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN

Extensive section in my report and appendices that clearly show the
importance of riparian habitats, the importance of high magnitude and low
magnitude floods, as well as the impact of flow regulation

Exhibits 93 and 94-- misleading re: impact on riparian ecology, particularly the
reference to median flows. Median flows are not the major ecosystem shapers
for downstream riparian vegetation.

Rood and Bradley (2015) note for the Bow River downstream of Calgary:
» ‘“Impacts of dams on riparian ecosystems extend downstream as far as the
river flow is altered, distances of tens or hundreds of kilometers.

Every river system is different and responds uniquely to alterations caused by
flow regulation but the causes of change are similar: peak flow reduction and
reduction in sediment. The other major lesson from many studies is that the
effects take time to develop and fully show up in the ecosystem.

Lack of meaningful analysis of downstream riparian impacts is an omission.
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN

Stantec in Exhibit 138, pdf 79-86 acknowledges some of the ecologically
important processes and ecological values of high magnitude floods and notes
some of the impact of the project’s flow regulation:

«  “With the reduction of peak flows, the geomorphology of Elbow River
between the Project and the Glenmore Dam will be simplified because the
creation of new side channels or the activation of abandoned channels
within the floodplain will be reduced. *

« “The discharge was not chosen to maintain river processes and does not
represent a geomorphic or ecological threshold.”

» “Changes to ecological function associated with limiting flows in EIbow River
to 160 m3/s cannot be mitigated.”
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IMPACT ON DOWNSTREAM RIPARIAN

Stantec in Exhibit 138, pdf page 475 muddies the waters with their

characterization of the effects on cottonwood recruitment :

» “Natural cottonwood recruitment appears to be associated with a one in five
to one in ten-year flood (Mahoney and Rood 1998). Many of the key
hydrological processes that maintain riparian health along Elbow River,
while altered, will continue to occur. “

Bradley et al. (1991) re: the importance of two forms of recruitment for riparian

cottonwoods, including balsam poplar:

«  “Two forms of replenishment are recognized - 'general replenishment’
across much of the floodplain attributed to very large, infrequent floods; and
‘fringe replenishment’ along existing channels attributed to smaller, more
frequent floods.”

The SR1 project is planned to operate in a way that eliminates most of both
types of recruitment and other habitat regeneration that occurs with floods.
There is no detailed assessment of the downstream impacts on the broader

riparian ecosystem.
19
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Exhlblt 94, pdf page 16:

 “construction of the Prolect would result in a srgnlflcant effect on soil
because there WI|| bé\a change in soil quality or quantity resulting in a
vreductron in agrrcultural land capability that cannot be offset through -
mitigation or compensatlon measures (this occurs in the off-stream

i

reservorr) o gl
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Exhrbrt 125 pdf es 20 21 |dent|f|es ”ﬁn’hal impacts to wildlife:

B o “Construct/on d/y operat/ons flood and post-flood operatlons have the

»
(] a

. potential to ;affect wildlife and wildlife habitat through direct habrtat loss or
alteratlon mclud/ng resrdences of SAR specres

on scarce foothllls parkland hablta'rs i cung Wetlands and intact nater

grassland through direct habitat loss g‘nﬁer prQJect components and sedlment )
deposrﬂOn dyrrng ,ﬂoeds and actrvrtlem?) remdve sedrment followmg floods ;{j{: ;




Mltlgatlon WI|| not ellmlnate aII effectsg'of the p’rOJect--there WI|| be S|gn|f|cant
residual adverse effects on areas of environmental S|gn|f|cance in the
project footprint end dewnstream in riparian habitats

Some adverse effectst contravene the spirit & intent found in Alberta’s

Wetland Pelicy: and gwdance on |ntact natlve grasslands in the SSRP

PrOJect will’ have s:gnlflcant adverse eﬁ‘ cis:on biodiversity during
constructlon/operatlon (|nS|de/outSIde ‘o' fleod events)

. Will impact. natlve habttats in landscapes of envwonmental SLgnlflcance /

potentlal lmpacts on W|IdI|fe |n the dry reservmr & downstream

g'ancl wetland habitats from s \

\
flood events the degradatton of upla—

sedtmentatlon during 1 flood eventﬁ ﬁhd th‘e destruction of habitats in varleus
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~ Given the impact'z\son ihtact native grassland, wetlands, and streams in
Iandscapes of envwonmental significance, and in contravention of the guidance
. inthe SSRP and Alberta Wetland Policy, | recommend that the prOJect not be
; approved in |ts current conﬁguratron

i

My professronal reco'rpn}eihdatron is that the project not be approved In its
current configuration as it will impact downstréam riparian habitats with its
‘ - operating mode oaptu.rin‘é (in whole or in‘p'a'rti)“all floods above 160 m3/s.

If the project is! approved consrderatlon should be grven for allowrng larger
flood events to pass =59 = T
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