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June 20, 2018    

VIA EMAIL - Anna.Kessler@ceaa-acee.gc.ca 
 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
Prairie and Northern Region 
#1145, 9700 Jasper Avenue, Canada Place 
Edmonton, AB  T5J 4C3 

Attention: Anna Kessler, Project Manager 

 

Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 

Re: Springbank Off-Stream Reservoir Project (the Project)  
Technical Review of Revised Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

On behalf of Norine Saddleback, TUS Director for the Tsuut’ina Nation (Tsuut’ina), we write to 
provide Tsuut’ina’s technical comments on the revised EIS submitted by Alberta Transportation (the 
Proponent) to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (the Agency) for the Project. The 
Agency is currently conducting a technical review of the revised EIS. 

For the reasons set out below, Tsuut’ina submits there are significant technical deficiencies with the 
EIS. As discussed in detail in Tsuut’ina’s comments to the Agency on conformity, the EIS should not 
have been permitted to proceed to a technical review as currently drafted. As it has, deficiencies 
must now be addressed through Information Requests to the Proponent. Tsuut’ina understands 
that the Agency intends to work closely with them to prepare Information Requests for the 
Proponent. In order for this engagement to be meaningful, Tsuut’ina also request engagement from 
the Agency on the sufficiency of the responses provided by the Proponent. This is particularly 
important given that the missing information is central to the Proponent’s (and the Agency’s) ability 
to assess potential impacts to Tsuut’ina’s rights and interests from the Project.  

Below Tsuut’ina sets out a number of their concerns with the EIS and enclose specific Information 
Requests that in Tsuut’ina’s view must be put to the Proponent in order to allow for a complete 
assessment of the potential impacts from the Project.   

Tsuut’ina Nation and the Project 

As the EIS contains very little detailed information about Tsuut’ina’s rights and interests in the 
Project area, Tsuut’ina wishes to provide the Agency with the following important background 
information. Tsuut’ina is a First Nation whose reserve lands are located to the southwest of what is 
now Calgary, near the eastern foothills of the Rocky Mountains and the Elbow River, where 
Tsuut’ina hunted buffalo for generations. In the Tsuut’ina language, “tsuu” means beaver, so the 
Tsuut’ina are the “beaver people”. Throughout the historical record, Tsuut’ina is also referred to as 
the Sarcee or Sarsi.  



- 2 - 

000914-0002.0001 00444393  

Tsuut’ina’s citizens hold Aboriginal rights as well as rights under Treaty 7 and Inherent rights. At the 
heart of these constitutionally protected rights is a connection to the lands, waters and resources in 
Tsuut’ina’s traditional territory that Tsuut’ina’s citizens rely on to maintain their livelihoods, culture, 
and community. 

The Project is located squarely within Tsuut’ina’s traditional territory, in an area where Tsuut’ina’s 
citizens regularly exercise their rights. As such Tsuut’ina stands to be directly and adversely affected 
by the Project, which will permanently change the course of the Elbow River, could result in 
flooding of areas of Tsuut’ina’s traditional territory and potentially portions of Tsuut’ina’s reserve 
lands, and alter surrounding ecosystems. The Project location, which was selected without any 
consultation with Tsuut’ina, is the doorstep of Tsuut’ina’s only reserve, Tsuut’ina Nation 145. The 
Project area is a mere 395 metres north of the reserve, less than the length of three football fields. 

As the Project would not be decommissioned, it would mean a permanent change to the flow of the 
Elbow River and some of its tributaries. The aim of the Project is to protect infrastructure, water 
courses, and communities downstream from flood events, namely Calgary and Rocky View County. 
The Project would not prevent flooding on Tsuut’ina’s reserve lands and in fact when combined 
with the project proposed for the Bragg Creek area, appears to increase the risk of flooding on 
Tsuut’ina’s reserve.  

Tsuut’ina’s traditional territory holds sacred value to them, because it has and continues to support 
their traditional land use as well as religious ceremonies. The Project area currently supports 
Tsuut’ina’s hunting, gathering, fishing, camping, and other traditional practices, including 
ceremonies that are the very lifeblood of the Tsuut’ina way of life. Tsuut’ina has identified many of 
cultural sites in the Project area, including teepee rings, fire pits, trails, and gravesites.  

The area is important for elk, as it contains calving grounds, migration routes, water crossings, and 
critical habitat. Tsuut’ina harvesters report that the elk are led by an older cow, whose knowledge 
of the local terrain they rely upon. The area is also an important wildlife corridor and supports an 
abundance of species including mule deer, grizzly bears, black bears, wolves, lynx, bobcats, cougars, 
and bald eagles. The wetlands and muskeg throughout the Project area are particularly important 
for beavers. 

Important medicines and traditional plants used by Tsuut’ina members grow along the Elbow River, 
including the Project area. These include buffalo grass (which is important for smudging), yarrow, 
sweetgrass, Saskatoon berries, choke cherries, medicinal flowers, mushrooms, kinnikinnick (bear 
berry), cedar brush, poplars, sage, red willow, diamond willow, juniper, and wild bergamot. The 
area is also good for gathering rocks for sweats. One of the reasons why Tsuut’ina chose these 
specific lands as a reserve is because of the abundance of medicinal plants that grow along the 
banks of the Elbow River. 

The Elbow River and its tributaries continue to be used by Tsuut’ina members for fishing for char, 
suckers, pike, whitefish, cutties, and rainbow, brown, cutthroat and bull trout. Bull trout are an 
important source of both subsistence and ceremonial food for Tsuut’ina. These fish support 
Tsuut’ina’s cultural activities including feasts and pow-wows.  

The Elbow River is also an important source of drinking water for Tsuut’ina’s community as it is 
connected to the groundwater on the reserve. Tsuut’ina regularly sees groundwater bubbling up on 



- 3 - 

000914-0002.0001 00444393  

their reserve lands, including around the Redwood Meadows area as it flows back from the Elbow 
River. 

More detailed information about Tsuut’ina’s rights and interests in the Project area, as well as their 
concerns with the Project, is set out in Tsuut’ina’s Project-specific traditional use study, entitled 
Tsuut’ina Traditional Land use Report for the Proposed Springbank Off-Stream Reservoir Project 
(TUS). Tsuut’ina would like to provide the Agency with a copy of their TUS so that the Agency can 
use this important information to inform Canada’s review of the Project and its consultation 
process. However, as discussed on Tsuut’ina’s call with the Agency on April 11, 2018, and set out in 
their follow up letter dated May 8, 2018, because the TUS contains confidential information, 
Tsuut’ina cannot provide it to the Agency unless the Agency is able to protect it from public 
disclosure. Tsuut’ina understands that the Agency is considering this issue and will be providing 
their response. Tsuut’ina looks forward to hearing from the Agency as soon as possible on this 
important issue.  

Outstanding Concerns from Sufficiency Review 

Tsuut’ina has received the Agency’s letter dated June 1, 2018, in response to their comments on the 
conformity of the EIS. The Agency’s letter does not contain any substantive response to their 
concerns, but rather suggests that Tsuut’ina’s concerns be addressed through future Information 
Requests to the Proponent.  

In order to support a complete environmental assessment for the Project, Tsuut’ina confirms their 
view that detailed Information Requests need to be developed and issued to the Proponent, 
including on the following subjects: 

1. The Proponent’s assessment of potential environmental effects to areas of federal 
jurisdiction, including Tsuut’ina’s reserve; 

2. The Proponent’s assessment of impacts to Aboriginal and Treaty rights; 

3. Clarification of the Proponent’s methodology for determining significance of effects; 

4. The rationale and methodology used to carry out the cumulative effects assessment, 
including in relation to the Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Project (Bragg Creek 
Project) 12 km upstream of the Project; 

5. Hydrogeology and groundwater resources, including drinking water, on Tsuut’ina’s 
reserve; 

6. Hydrology and possible flooding of Tsuut’ina’s reserve as a result of the Project; 

7. Lack of baseline data and/or mapping and the absence of monitoring and follow up 
plans; 

8. Lack of traditional land use information pertaining to medicinal plants, fish, wildlife, 
and wetlands; and 

9. Sufficiency of proposed mitigation.  



- 4 - 

000914-0002.0001 00444393  

Tsuut’ina looks forward to working with the Agency to develop these Information Requests and 
ensuring that adequate responses are provided. 

Technical Review of EIS 

Tsuut’ina continues to have many of the same concerns with the EIS as have been raised 
throughout the review process. Despite Tsuut’ina’s proximity to the Project and their rights and 
interests in the Project area, the study areas selected by the Proponent continue to exclude 
Tsuut’ina’s reserve lands, meaning that information relevant to the assessment has still not been 
collected. For example, the EIS does not evaluate groundwater or aquifer use on Tsuut’ina lands. 
The revised EIS also does not consider which aquifers are used by Tsuut’ina for potable water and 
how these aquifers interact with the Elbow River. The result is that potential impacts to Tsuut’ina’s 
rights and interests, including those briefly touched upon above, remain unknown. This significantly 
undermines the Proponent’s confidence that the Project will not affect Tsuut’ina’s use and 
experience of the Elbow River and surrounding areas.  

Similarly, cumulative effects remain unassessed as projects such as the Bragg Creek Project have 
been excluded from the hydrogeological model. The result is that it remains unknown how the 
Project and the Bragg Creek Project may interact to cumulatively impact Tsuut’ina’s lands, waters, 
and the exercise of Tsuut’ina’s rights.  

Tsuut’ina encloses a set of technical comments on the EIS as well as accompanying Information 
Requests to be issued to the Proponent. Due to time and capacity constraints, Tsuut’ina has focused 
their comments on the following six key areas: 

1. Hydrogeology 

2. Hydrology 

3. Vegetation and wetlands 

4. Wildlife and biodiversity 

5. Effects to Federal lands 

6. Cumulative effects 

Tsuut’ina’s key comments on these issues are summarized briefly below. 

1. Hydrogeology 

Hydrogeology is the study of groundwater movement. A set of technical comments and 
accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of the Hydrogeology sections of 
the EIS is provided in Annex A. In summary, PGL has found that there are sufficient deviations from 
accepted best Environmental Assessment (EA) practices that they cannot concur with the 
Proponent’s findings of no significant effect to existing hydrogeological conditions or resources. 

EA, by its nature, is a predictive discipline; modelling is an important tool for predicting potential 
effects. A model’s predictive power is based on, among other things, how well it has been 
calibrated and verified: calibration involves matching a model to a specific real-world location, and 
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verification means checking the model’s predictions of other real-world events in that same 
location. Once tailored to replicate existing conditions, project infrastructure can be added to the 
model to predict effects. If a model does not accurately represent the pre-Project environment, it 
will be a poor predictor of Project effects.  

PGL’s review of the Proponent’s own data suggests that the model has been poorly calibrated such 
that it overestimates the existing hydraulic head (a measurement of groundwater pressure) in the 
area aquifers by 12m to 48m.  Numerous private water wells and surface water features on IR 145 
rely on these aquifers that are poorly represented by the model. Therefore, Tsuut’ina’s confidence 
in the model’s conclusions regarding no significant project effects is very low. It is possible that 
adverse effects to the region’s hydrogeology have been underestimated. 

The implications of this technical deficiency are profound and are discussed further in Section 5.0. 

2. Hydrology 

Hydrology is the study of surface water movement and behaviour. It includes the study of river 
shape (morphology). 

A set of technical comments and accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of 
the Hydrology sections of the EIS is provided in Annex B. In summary, PGL has found that the 
“design flood” used to establish the Project’s capacity may be insufficient in light of climate change, 
and that a key scoping decision leaves open the possibility that significant cumulative effects 
resulting from interactions with the upstream Bragg Creek Project may occur. These deficiencies 
suggest that Project effects to water flow and river shape over the long term, both in dry and flood 
conditions, may have been underestimated and may therefore have significant effects. 

3. Vegetation and Wetlands 

A set of technical comments and accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of 
the Vegetation and Wetlands sections of the EIS is provided in Annex C.  In summary, PGL found 
several statements and conclusions in the vegetation and wetland impact assessment lacked 
supporting data and rationale. For example, the Regional Assessment Area (RAA) for vegetation and 
wetlands was based on the average home range of a female grizzly bear.  It is unlikely this RAA is 
appropriate to evaluate wetland function.  Further, the re-seeding plan, and plan for control of 
regulated weeds is vague, and the long-term negative effects on traditional plant and rare species 
was not assessed.  Finally, an explanation of exactly how traditional land and resource use and the 
cultural values of Tsuut’ina informed and were incorporated in the effects assessment was not 
provided.  

A comprehensive vegetation and wetland management plan is required that includes detailed 
baseline assessment, including traditional ecological knowledge and a strong monitoring and 
mitigation strategy for construction, dry operations, flooding and post-flooding. 

4. Wildlife and biodiversity 

A set of technical comments and accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of 
the Wildlife and Biodiversity sections of the EIS is provided in Annex D. In summary, PGL found that 
sufficient context isn’t provided to understand elk survey results in comparison to regional data and 
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traditional data. Further, elk movement patterns and population trends and threats are not 
described in enough detail to understand how the loss of ungulate range and increased 
fragmentation will impact elk in the area. Finally, some of the mitigation measures, such as buffer 
distances, and monitoring were poorly justified or detailed. 

5. Effects to Federal lands 

A set of technical comments and accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of 
the Effects to Federal Lands sections of the EIS is provided in Annex E. In summary, PGL found that 
the EIS is unable to provide a comprehensive and defensible statement about cumulative effects to 
Federal Lands. Only portions of the federal lands at issue – the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and 
the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 142, 143 and 144 – have been included within the spatial 
boundaries established for the assessment. Each reserve is an independent, contiguous, and 
indivisible unit and effects must be assessed on the basis of each Reserve’s full boundaries. 

6. Cumulative effects 

A set of technical comments and accompanying information requests resulting from PGL’s review of 
the Cumulative Effects sections of the EIS is provided in Annex F. PGL’s key finding is that 
cumulative effects to hydrology from the interaction between the Project and proposed upstream 
works have been inadequately studied, such that the EIS’s conclusions of no significant adverse 
effect to the Elbow River between the Project and upstream projects is not defensible. As written, 
the EIS leaves open the possibility that water quantity and fluvial morphology (river shape) will be 
affected, with consequent adverse effects on all VCs reliant on the Elbow River, including those 
associated with exercise of Tsuut’ina’s Aboriginal, Treaty and Inherent rights. 

Information Tsuut’ina Has Requested from Proponent 

As well as the Information Requests included in the attached technical comments, Tsuut’ina has 
made a number of requests for information directly to the Proponent relating to: 

1. Additional hydrogeology assessment and modeling (request made May 30, 2018); 

2. Selection of the “design flood” (request made May 31, 2018); 

3. Project alternatives (request made May 31, 2018); and 

4. Cumulative effects (request made May 31, 2018). 

These requests were made by way of email to the Proponent and copied to Agency representatives.   

Priority Questions Issued by NRCB 

Tsuut’ina has reviewed the priority questions sent to the Proponent by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Board (NRCB) in their letter to the Proponent and copied to the Agency on 
February 21, 2018 (enclosed). Tsuut’ina agrees with many of the questions raised by the NRCB, 
particularly in relation to:  
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1. Additional baseline information being required on fish and fish habitats in the Elbow 
River;1  

2. Impacts to fish during construction;2  

3. The cumulative effects assessment;3  

4. The boundaries of the LAA;4  

5. The boundaries of the RAA;5 and  

6. The assessment of environmental toxins for all phases of the Project.6 

Tsuut’ina agrees that the information being requested by the NRCB must be provided in order to 
understand the potential impacts from the Project. If this information has not yet been provided by 
the Proponent, Tsuut’ina requests that the NRCB’s priority questions be submitted to the 
Proponent as an Information Request.  

Dam Safety Information Deficiency Analysis 

Finally, Tsuut’ina encloses a set of comments prepared by civil engineer Robert J. Huzjak on dam 
feasibility and dam safety.  

Tsuut’ina agrees with the concerns set out by Mr. Huzjak and submits that detailed Information 
Requests to the Proponent are needed to address the concerns he has raised relating to the 
adequacy and safety of the design of the off-stream dam.  

Tsuut’ina looks forward to hearing from the Agency about these concerns. 

Yours truly, 

MANDELL PINDER LLP 

 
Virginia Mathers 
 
Enclosures  
 
cc.  Norine Saddleback, Tsuut’ina (via email at norine.saddleback@tsuutina.com) 
 Violet Meguinis, Tsuut’ina (via email vmeguinis@tsuutina.com) 
 Terry Braun, Tsuut’ina (via email at tbraun@tsuutina.com) 
 Shelly Boss, CEAA (via email at shelly.boss@ceaa-acee.gc.ca)  
 Margot Trembath, Alberta Environment and Parks (via email - Margot.Trembath@gov.ab.ca) 
 Vern Hartwell, NRCB (via email - vern.hartwell@nrcb.ca) 
 Rosanne Kyle, Mandell Pinder LLP (via email at rosanne@mandellpinder.com) 

                                                        
1 NRCB Priority Question No. 6 
2 NRCB Priority Question No. 7 
3 NRCB Priority Question No. 8 
4 NRCB Priority Question No. 9 
5 NRCB Priority Question No. 10 
6 NRCB Priority Question No. 11 
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ANNEX A 
 

Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #1 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2.2.: Overview of Existing Hydrogeological Conditions, Figure 5-6 (Page 5.17) 
and Section 5.4.2: Change in Groundwater Quantity, Figure 5-10 (Page 5.33)

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Groundwater model fails to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145 

Concern 

Figure 5-6 shows the contoured potentiometric heads for the unconsolidated 
hydrostratigraphic unit that were interpolated from hydraulic head measurements at each 
of the points shown on Figure 5-6.  Figure 5-10 shows the Numerical Groundwater model 
output potentiometric head distribution for average current flow conditions.  If the model is 
properly constructed, calibrated and providing a reasonable representation of the observed 
groundwater regime, Figures 5-6 and 5-10 should be comparable.   
 
However, along the southern model boundary, directly on and adjacent to Tsuut’ina IR 
145, the model over-estimates the hydraulic heads by between 12 and 48 m.  This 
means the Numerical Groundwater model cannot predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 
145. 

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to reconstruct the Numerical Groundwater model to be 
capable of predicting potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145.  In particular, the southern 
boundary of the model must be moved to a location where the groundwater boundary 
conditions can be more reliably estimated.  One option we recommend evaluating is the 
southern Elbow River watershed boundary.
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #2 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2: Existing Conditions for Hydrogeology, Page 5.10 (supporting information from 
Figure 5-3, Page 5.13)

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The shallower monitoring wells were installed with screened intervals within the first 
water-bearing unit encountered. The deeper (bedrock) monitoring wells were installed in 
the first water-bearing bedrock unit, excluding the weathered upper portion of the bedrock, 
which was generally in hydraulic communication with the unconsolidated deposits.”

Issue Baseline groundwater data not sufficient to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145.

Concern 

The quote provided above suggests there were two screened intervals used to measure 
hydraulic heads and in turn calibrate the Numerical Groundwater Model: 1/ The saturated 
unconsolidated material (which, depending on the area of the RAA, may be till, clay or 
sand and gravel) (Figure 5-3).  2/ The saturated bedrock unit below, and not including, the 
upper weathered bedrock.   
 
Hydraulic conductivities and water levels were measured in these wells and used as input 
data to the Numerical Groundwater model.  This infers the hydrogeological conditions in 
the upper weathered bedrock were not evaluated or used as model inputs and therefore 
the Numerical Groundwater model does not predict effects in the upper weathered 
bedrock.  The saturated unconsolidated material may be in “hydraulic communication” with 
the upper weathered bedrock, meaning water can flow between the two units.  However, 
these two units can’t be considered a single hydrostratigraphic unit as they may have vastly 
different hydraulic properties, particularly in areas of the RAA where saturated till or clay 
overlies the weathered bedrock. 
 
This point is of particular importance to the Tsuut’ina First Nation as most of their private 
water wells are installed in the upper weathered bedrock.   

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to install monitoring wells on Tsuut’ina IR 145 that are 
representative of Tsuut’ina members’ private water wells and use the hydraulic head data 
from these monitoring wells to calibrate the Numerical Groundwater model.  
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #3 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2.2.2: Groundwater Flow in the RAA, Page 5.16  

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue 
Groundwater flow from bedrock fractures into the diversion channel has not been properly 
assessed. 

Concern 

According to the Project Description in Volume 1, the diversion channel is 4.7 km long, 22 
m wide and 8.3 m deep.  Portions of the diversion channel are completed in the shallow 
bedrock.  By excavating this structure into the bedrock, there is the potential that water 
bearing fracture(s) will be intersected and drain into the diversion channel, effectively 
opening a preferential flow pathway.  If these fractures are hydraulically connected to 
Tsuut’ina Nation’s private water wells, it can result in serious well interference.   
 
The Numerical Groundwater model used to predict flow into the diversion channel 
assumes the flow is in a porous media like sand. At larger scales this can be a reasonable 
assumption as flow in numerous fractures can average out and look similar to porous 
media.  However, it is unlikely this assumption is valid when predicting flow into a thin long 
feature like the diversion channel.   
 
It is very difficult to predict the magnitude of this potential effect and the only way of 
evaluating this kind of well interference is to proactively monitor private water wells.

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to conduct a water well survey of Tsuut’ina private water 
wells and monitor water levels, prior to and during construction and during dry operations 
until groundwater under project conditions reaches static conditions and well interference 
can be assessed. 
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #4 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.1.4: Boundaries, Page 5.5 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Groundwater model fails to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145 

Concern 

The southern boundary of the RAA and Numerical Groundwater model is stated to be the 
floodplain and terrace of the Elbow River.  The details of how this boundary was 
represented in the Numerical Groundwater model were not provided in the application.  
However, the Elbow River Basin Water Management Plan produced in May 20081 
identified that the flow direction between the Elbow River and the alluvial aquifer depends 
on the stage of the river.  As a result, it is highly unlikely the south model boundary in its 
current location can be assigned a boundary that reasonably represents reality. 

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to move the southern boundary of the Numerical 
Groundwater model to a location where the groundwater boundary conditions can be more 
reliably estimated. 

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #5 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.4.2: Change in Groundwater Quantity, Pages 5.30 to 5.31 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Groundwater model fails to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145 

Concern 

We agree that the most significant potential effect during dry operations is the presence of 
the dry diversion channel on groundwater hydraulic heads.  This feature is permanent and 
incised into the current water table and will divert groundwater from the aquifer, into the 
channel and downgradient to another location where the groundwater can infiltrate back 
into ground.   
 
However, we don’t agree the two Numerical Groundwater model runs (EE0 – Existing 
conditions and PP0 – average conditions with diversion channel in place) are evidence the 
negative effects to groundwater will be localized to the diversion channel.  Since the 
southern boundary of the Numerical Groundwater model doesn’t predict groundwater 
hydraulic heads under existing conditions, it can’t predict potential effects due to the 
project. 

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to first reconstruct and adequately calibrate the model and 
then re-simulate project effects on groundwater.

 
  

                                                      
1 Elbow River Basin Water Management Plan: A Decision Support Tool for the Protection of Water Quality in the Elbow River Basin, Elbow 
River Watershed Partnership, May 2008 (Rev. Jan 16, 2009); https://www.rockyview.ca/Portals/0/Files/Agriculture/Elbow-River-Basin-
Water-Management-Plan.pdf (last accessed May 24, 2018) 
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #6 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.4.2: Change in Groundwater Quantity, Page 5.30 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The Elbow River valley is a hydraulic divide for shallow groundwater, with flow directions 
on either side of the valley directed inward towards it.”

Issue Groundwater model fails to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145 

Concern 
This statement contradicts statements and the understanding of the alluvial aquifer 
provided in the Elbow River Water Management Plan (see Footnote 1) and yet it seems to 
be one of the driving factors justifying the existing southern boundary location.  

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to move the southern boundary of the Numerical 
Groundwater model to a location where the groundwater boundary conditions can be more 
reliably estimated. 

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #7 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.4.2: Change in Groundwater Quantity, Page 5.32 and Page 5.37 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Effects from construction dewatering not quantitatively assessed. 

Concern 

While construction dewatering isn’t a permanent process, the quantity of groundwater 
removed for construction dewatering is likely to be far greater than what will seep into the 
operating diversion channel.  Further, the depth and aquifers requiring dewatering were 
not discussed.  Since the majority of the Tsuut’ina private water wells draw water from the 
upper weathered bedrock, it is possible construction dewatering could significantly affect 
available groundwater.  

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to run a Numerical Groundwater model simulation (after 
revisions recommended above) that predicts potential effects on groundwater from 
construction dewatering.

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #8 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3A, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.5: Determination of Significant, Page 5.43  

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Based on the effects assessment, the residual effects on groundwater quantity during 
construction and dry operation phases of the Project are assessed as not significant 
because they would not decrease the yield of groundwater supply wells to the point where 
they can no longer be used.”

Issue Effects on groundwater quantity on Tsuut’ina IR 145 have not been assessed.

Concern 

This quotation is incorrect at the southern boundary of the RAA, on and adjacent to 
Tsuut’ina IR 145.  The Numerical Groundwater model can not predict existing conditions 
at the southern model boundary and therefore can not assess effects due to the project 
on groundwater on Tsuut’ina IR 145.  

Information 
Request 

Tsuut’ina First Nation have stated they are concerned about the project’s effect on their 
groundwater.  Please require the proponent to adequately assess potential effects on 
Tsuut’ina Nation’s groundwater. 
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #9 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3B, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

General 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Groundwater model fails to predict potential effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145 

Concern 

Volume 3B, Section 5 is largely dedicated to showing results of various Numerical 
Groundwater model simulations during flooding both with and without the project 
structures.  As the Numerical Groundwater model can’t mimic current conditions at the 
southern boundary, it cannot predict groundwater effects on Tsuut’ina IR 145.

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to re-simulate the various flood scenarios once the 
Numerical Groundwater model has been reconstructed to adequately predict effects on 
Tsuut’ina IR 145. 

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #10 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3B, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2.1.3: Simulation of Existing Hydrogeologic Conditions Pages 5.6, 5.12 and 5.18 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The Elbow River valley is a hydraulic divide for shallow groundwater, with flow directions 
on either side of the valley directed inward towards it.”

Issue 
Numerical Groundwater model results contradict current understanding of Elbow River 
watershed.   

Concern 

The Elbow River Basin Water Management Plan (see footnote 1) states flow direction in 
the shallow groundwater near the Elbow River is from the river into the aquifer under flood 
conditions.  The model predicts under the design flood, 1:10 year flood and 1:100-year 
flood, groundwater flows towards the Elbow River.

Information 
Request 

Please require the proponent to reconstruct the model to adequately model the 
hydrogeology of the Elbow River and shallow aquifer.
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #11 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3B, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2.1.4: Simulation of Post Project Hydrogeologic Conditions (Design Flood (PP1)-
Series Runs), Figure 5-16 and Figure 5-27, Pages 5.27 and 5.43 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue 
The Numerical Groundwater Model may not be accurately predicting flow near the 
reservoir under flood conditions.

Concern 

Figure 5-16 shows a dramatic decrease in hydraulic head between the reservoir and the 
adjacent aquifer.  This could occur if the base of the reservoir is entirely comprised of 
competent, low permeability material like an engineered clay liner.  However, the base of 
the reservoir is composed primarily of the naturally occurring till and clay and Figure 5-16 
indicates bedrock daylights in the reservoir.   
 
Figure 5-27 indicates that when full, the hydraulic head at the reservoir increases by 28 
metres compared to non-flood conditions.  If the base of the reservoir is competent, it will 
behave like a bathtub as shown in Figure 5-16.  However, if high permeable windows occur 
at the reservoir base, this hydraulic head increase will result in far greater changes to the 
groundwater system than shown in Figure 5-16.  These high permeability windows may 
be from unidentified heterogeneities, cracking of the till/clay after multiple wet/dry cycles 
and high permeable fractures daylighting in the reservoir.   

Information 
Request 

Once the groundwater model is reconstructed to accurately represent groundwater 
conditions at the southern boundary, please require the proponent to re-model the flood 
simulations and also conduct sensitivity analysis on the model results by introducing high 
permeability windows into the reservoir base.

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #12 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 3B, Section 5 Hydrogeology Effects Assessment – Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.2.3: Changes in Groundwater Quality, Pages 5.49 to 5.51 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Groundwater Quality effects weren’t adequately assessed. 

Concern 

The risk to groundwater quality was determined to not be significant primarily because the 
Numerical Groundwater model particle tracking simulation predicted that water from the 
reservoir (and contaminants in the water) wouldn’t travel far in a flood scenario due to the 
low permeability of the modelled reservoir.  However, as discussed above, high 
permeability windows in the reservoir base, along with large increase in hydraulic head 
when the reservoir is full, could result in contaminant transport much farther than predicted.

Information 
Request 

Once the groundwater model is reconstructed to accurately represent groundwater 
conditions at the southern boundary, please require the proponent to conduct and report 
the particle tracking simulation and conduct sensitivity analyses on the particle tracking 
using high permeable windows.
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #13 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Hydrogeology Baseline Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 3.1: Conceptual Hydrostratigraphic Framework 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue 
Undifferentiated bedrock overly simplifies the hydrogeology of the bedrock with large 
variations in hydraulic conductivity and dominated by fractured flow 

Concern 

The field program identified bedrock with varying permeabilities (sandstone vs claystone), 
however when creating the Conceptual model, these heterogeneities were removed and 
the bedrock was conceptualized as a single mass.  In addition, the added complexity of 
fractured flow in bedrock was not discussed or conceptualized at all.  The uncertainty of 
groundwater flow direction and velocity common in bedrock environments needs to be 
addressed as there are huge potential implications on private water wells completed in the 
fractured bedrock.   

Information 
Request 

Please add the bedrock heterogeneities and fractured bedrock to the Conceptual 
Hydrostratigraphic Framework.

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #14 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 3.2: Hydrostratigraphic Framework, Figures 3.3 to 3.6, Pages 3.5 to 3.8 and 
Section 5.1: Specification of Calibration Targets, Page 5.1

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue 
The modelling report doesn’t provide the calibrated hydraulic conductivities for each layer 
on the model domain.

Concern 
It is impossible to evaluate the model without a clear description of the hydraulic properties 
of the final calibrated model.

Information 
Request 

In the revised Numerical Groundwater model report provide figures similar to Figures 3.3 
to 3.6 showing the final calibrated model hydraulic conductivities for each layer. 

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #15 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 3.2.2: Initial Potentiometric Head 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Initial conditions in model calibration not well described

Concern 

The date the water levels were collected were not provided in the initial condition 
description and how the 6 months of data logger water levels collected in 10 of the 
monitoring wells, were incorporated into the understanding of the initial conditions.  
Further, water level data for the driest period, May to October were not collected.  

Information 
Request 

Please provide this information in the revised Numerical Groundwater Model report.  
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #16 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 4.2.1: Prescribed Head Boundaries, Page 4.4 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Prescribed head boundaries, Dirchilet boundaries, were specified to the top layer of the 
model domain to represent surface water boundaries, and at the perimeter of the model 
domain. As shown on Figure 4-4, the heads were assigned to surface water features in 
the domain, based on the elevation of the features determined from the digital elevation 
model (DEM). Additional prescribed head nodes were assigned to the perimeter of the 
model domain to represent the static water level at the model boundary, and they were 
also assigned based on the elevation of the nodes extracted from the DEM” 

Issue The nature of the perimeter boundary conditions is not well described. 

Concern 
It is impossible to evaluate the performance of the groundwater model without specific 
information on the perimeter boundary conditions.

Information 
Request 

In the revised Numerical Groundwater model report, please clearly describe the following:
1. Provide the actual time-varying boundary condition data for the perimeter 

boundary for each layer of the model domain. 
2. Clearly describe how this boundary condition data was collected / inferred – for 

example, how exactly were the static water levels at the boundary assigned using 
the DEM?  And how was it verified that these data were correct?   

3. What time period were the boundary conditions assigned over?    
 

Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #17 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 4.2.2: Prescribed Flux Boundaries, Page 4.16 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Fluid-flux boundaries, Neumann boundaries, were used to represent inflows and 
outflows for saturated aquifers in the model domain. These boundaries were applied 
where aquifer units intersected the edge of the model domain, to simulate more regional 
groundwater inflows and outflows in these units. The location of the prescribed-flux 
boundaries is presented on Figure 4-15.”

Issue 
It is impossible to evaluate the performance of the model without detailed described of this 
boundary. 

Concern 
The quotation provided in the only information provided on this boundary.  Based on this 
limited description, there may be enormous uncertainty in these boundary condition 
estimates. 

Information 
Request 

In the revised Numerical Groundwater model report, please provide the following: 
1. Show the value or time varying data set of these boundary conditions. 
2. Clearly describe these values were estimated.   
3. Clearly describe how these boundary conditions were verified with field data?  
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #18 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Section 5.1: Specification of Calibration Targets 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

The spatial distribution of the monitoring well water level points that were used for 
model calibration is shown on Figure 5-1. Additional domestic well records were also 
considered during the model calibration within the broader RAA (not shown).

Issue 
The calibration monitoring wells are clustered together in the LAA and not representative 
of the RAA. 

Concern 
Steady state calibration of the model with poorly distributed calibration points is not 
sufficient to ensure the model is representing actual conditions at the boundaries.

Information 
Request 

In the revised Numerical Groundwater model, please use monitoring wells located on 
Tsuut’ina IR 145, in both surficial and upper bedrock aquifers, to calibrate the model.

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrogeology #19 

EIS Section 
Name 

Volume 4, Appendix I, Groundwater Numerical Modelling Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

General 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue There is no uncertainty analysis provided on the model predictions 

Concern 
It is impossible to evaluate the Numerical Groundwater model results without uncertainty 
analysis 

Information 
Request 

In the revised the Numerical Groundwater model report, uncertainty analysis should be 
completed and clearly reported.

 



Springbank Offstream Reservoir Project   PGL File #s: 5126-01.01/5126-01.02 
EIS Technical Review and Information Requests – HYDROLOGY June 15, 2018 

 Page 1 of 5 

ANNEX B 
 

Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#1 - Scoping 

EIS Section 
Name(s) 

Assessment Approach; Hydrology Technical Appendix 

Section 
Number(s) 

EIS Volume 2, Section 5.3.1, page 5.12 
EIS Volume 4, Appendix J, page 2.1

Quotation  

EIS Volume 2: 
 On page 5.15, the Proponent states that the Local Assessment Area (LAA) includes 

the project footprint (called the Project Development Area, or PDA) in addition to 
“adjacent areas where environmental effects may reasonably be expected to occur”, 
specific to each Valued Component (VC). 

 The proponent also states that “The Regional Assessment Area (RAA) is the area 
within which the Project’s environmental effects may interact or accumulate with the 
environmental effects of other projects or activities that have been or will be carried 
out such that cumulative environmental effects may potentially occur.” (p. 5.15) 

 
EIS Volume 4, Appendix J: 
 For the hydrology study specifically, the proponent indicates (p. 2.1) that the LAA 

“extends from the diversion structure to the inlet of the Glenmore Reservoir” and that 
“the Regional Assessment Area (RAA) is the Elbow River Watershed, including 
Glenmore Reservoir.”

Issue 

CEAA’s Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement, Streambank 
Offstream Reservoir Project (2016) require that the proponent “describe the spatial 
boundaries to be used in assessing the potential adverse environmental effects of the 
project and provide a rationale for each boundary”. 
 
While the proponent has provided a description of the spatial boundaries to be used, a 
rationale has not been provided.

Concern 

Based on the information provided in Volumes 2 and Volume 4 (see quotations above), it 
appears that the boundaries are set such that the hydrological assessment exclude 
consideration of the backwater effects of the diversion gates. 
 
Failure to provide a rationale for this exclusion is concerning. The backwater structure is 
located sufficiently close to Federal Lands (Tsuut’ina IR 145) that the potential for effects 
from project operation on federal lands must be assessed or a rationale for exclusion of 
consideration must be provided. 

Information 
Request 

Please provide a defensible rationale for the LAA selected for the Hydrology Assessment. 
Please indicate specifically why assessment of backwater effects has been excluded from 
the assessment.  
 
In the absence of a defensible rationale, please assess potential effects to hydrology from 
backwatering at the diversion structure. Failure to do so will render the EIS insufficient in 
its ability to address effects on Federal Lands.
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#2 – Dry Operations Cumulative Effects 
(also Cumulative Effects IR#1)

EIS Section 
Name 

Cumulative Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

1.2, starting on page 1.14 

Quotation 

“Hydrology was not assessed for construction and dry operations because Project-
specific environmental effects on hydrology and sediment transport, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, are neutral (i.e., no net change in measurable 
parameters for hydrology relative to existing conditions). In the absence of residual 
effects, there is no pathway for cumulative effects and, therefore, no cumulative effects 
assessment is warranted for hydrology during construction and dry operations (p. 1.4)

Issue 

CEAA’s guidance on cumulative effects assessment is clear: a cumulative effects 
assessment must answer the question whether a VC (in this case hydrology) is likely to 
be affected by other past, present, or future physical activities.  Failure to assess 
cumulative effects to hydrology under construction and dry operations represents a 
significant gap in the EIS.  

Concern 

As noted in the quotation above, the proponent has determined that the project itself will 
have “neutral” effects under construction and dry operations conditions and therefore will 
not interact with other project effects. There are a number of problems with this rationale. 
 
First: neutral effects are not the same as “no effects”. Rather, it is possible to have 
significant effects on either size of “net zero” that, when added, appear to be neutral. This 
obscures individual effects that could be important for Tsuut’ina.  
 
Second:  failure to consider cumulative effects under dry conditions ignores the fact that 
other projects – notably the upstream Bragg Creek project – may alter hydrological 
conditions such that the assumptions about Springbank baseline conditions – Elbow River 
water levels and flow - are underestimated.   
 
In fact, the Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Design Report (Amec Foster Wheeler, 2017) 
suggest this may be the case. The data shows in the half kilometre immediately 
downstream of the Hamlet boundary (i.e., within the Tsuut’ina Reserve), water levels are 
determined to increase by about 10-30 cm and centerline flow velocities to increase by 
0.1 to almost 0.5 m/s, depending on the flow structure under consideration. (Note: it is 
not clear from the Design Report what these differences are with all the planned 
structures in place). Below this initial ~500-m channel length, differences persist in the 
approximate magnitude of 1-10 cm in water level and 0.02-0.15 m/s in flow velocity, 
including increases throughout the reach where Redwood Meadows is located (2-3 cm in 
water level; 0.02-0.07 m/s in flow velocity).   
 
Nor is it clear where these differences disappear: from the downstream limit of Redwood 
Meadows, to the location of the proposed diversion gates for the Springbank Project, 
model outputs are not provided. 
 
Third: Changes in water volume and velocity are well known to affect fluvial morphology. 
The post-construction flood modelling associated with the Bragg Creek project (Project 
Description Appendix B, Figure 6.4, adobe page 129, attached for reference) shows a 
narrowing and deepening of the Elbow River on Tsuuti’ina lands under flood conditions. 
It is not clear the extent or magnitude of this change over successive flood events, the 
effects of these changes on other VCs and on exercise of First Nations’ rights and culture.
 
While the Bragg Creek proponent has concluded that these effects are not significant, 
they are non-zero. CEAA guidance requires that ANY effect from other projects be 
considered as part of a cumulative effects assessment.  Failure to consider these effects 
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#2 – Dry Operations Cumulative Effects 
(also Cumulative Effects IR#1)

in the Springbank assessment raises significant questions about (a) the model inputs 
used to design the Springbank project, and (b) the assessment of effects of based on 
model inputs.  
 
Key questions under both flood AND dry conditions include the following: 
 
 The Elbow River is a product of its flood regime. How will it change shape over the 

long term (>50 years or a minimum of two human generations) as a result of the Bragg 
Creek project, how far downstream will these changes be felt, and, if changes are 
experienced as far downstream as the Springbank floodgates, can water volumes, 
depths, and temperatures appropriate to fish be maintained under non-flood 
conditions? 

 How could long term changes with the shape of the river interact with the physical 
barriers presented by the Springbank project affect wildlife access and movement? 

 How could a deeper river thalwag, increased volume, and/or and greater river velocity 
resulting from the Bragg Creek project affect the design and function of the 
Springbank diversion structure under flood conditions? 

 Could a deeper river thalwag, increased volume, and/or greater river velocity resulting 
from the Bragg Creek project cause more frequent use of the reservoir and/or cause 
it to have insufficient capacity to contain a design flood? How will this affect the 
assessment of project effects on various VCs? 

Information 
Request 

The proponent must revise and make available for review its modeling inputs to identify 
and account for changes to Elbow River hydrology. The proponent must further use these 
revised inputs to assess effects to hydrology and fluvial morphology under the 
construction/dry scenario and reassess effects to hydrology and fluvial morphology under 
flood post-flood scenarios. Finally, the proponent must indicate how the 
assessment/reassessment alter(s) the effects assessments of VCs that depend on the 
outcome of the hydrology assessment. Specific attention must be paid to interactions 
between hydrology and: hydrogeology; fluvial morphology; well water quality and quantity 
on federal lands; wildlife use patterns, and culture/sense of place. 

 
  



Springbank Offstream Reservoir Project   PGL File #s: 5126-01.01/5126-01.02 
EIS Technical Review and Information Requests – HYDROLOGY June 15, 2018 

 Page 4 of 5 

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#3 – Design Flood Justification 

EIS Section 
Name 

Construction/Dry Operations and Flood/Post-Flood Assessments of Effects on 
Hydrology; Effects of the Environment on the Project; Hydrology Technical Appendix

Section 
Number(s) 

Volumes 3A/3B Section 6; Volume 3D, Section 2; Appendix J  

Quotation  n/a 

Issue 

The Springbank Project is sized to capture the 2013 flood. Based on reviews of previous 
flood frequency studies, the proponent provides an updated flood frequency analysis and 
uses this to estimate Reservoir use for difference return period flows (EIS Summary. The 
proponent also provides a report1 to identify maximum possible precipitation in the Elbow 
River Watershed to support the determination of a probable maximum flood on which to 
design infrastructure associated with the Springbank Project to assure safety under all 
conditions. 

Concern 

Based on a review of the proponent’s documents, it appears that the flood frequency 
analysis work presented in the EIS does not consider the now well-accepted 
nonstationary nature of the climate (Milly 20082). Instead, the proponents base their 
likelihood assessments on assuming the past is a reasonable prediction of the future. 
This is no longer acceptable. It is now increasingly likely that the return period of high-
flow events will be reduced below that indicated by past flood distributions alone. For 
example, the June-2013 flood can now be expected to be a flood of more frequent return 
period than is suggested by an analysis of only the historic record. Additionally, because 
of the ongoing change in climate and the uncertainty around the rate of future greenhouse 
gases emissions, there is growing uncertainty in the reliability of any return-period 
analysis of flood flows. 
 
Flood frequency analyses associated with the Elbow River are further complicated by the 
nature of the storms that generate flood flow and lead to the long-term flood frequency 
distributions generally analysed. Pomeroy et al.3 (2016) provide an analysis that 
“demonstrates that a single flood frequency curve cannot be fitted to these data” because 
they are derived from two distinctly separate populations distinguished by flow-generation 
mechanism. For events of up to one-in-ten-year return period (snowmelt-driven), the 
primary source area is the Central Ranges whereas for events greater than the one-in-
fifteen-year return period (rain-on-snow driven), the primary source area is the Front 
Ranges and Foothills. The rain-on-snow events are less frequent however when they 
occur, they generally present much greater risk than the annual snowmelt-dominated 
events. According to Pomeroy et al. (2016): “It is inappropriate to mix flow-generation and 
source-area mechanisms in statistical analysis, and so the return period calculation for 
this event [June-2013] is prone to great uncertainty… Downstream communities have 
now prepared for similar floods but need to be prepared for larger floods in the future” 
(emphasis added). 

Information 
Request 

Please provide a flood frequency analysis consistent with guidance provided by the 
Engineers and Geoscientists BC (EGBC) for specific guidance on how to incorporate 
specific effects of climate change into flood hazard and/or risk assessments. This 
includes guidance on how to modify intensity, duration, frequency (IDF) curves, account 
for changes in snowpack and runoff, and incorporate metrics for increases in 
impermeable or poorly permeable surfaces resulting from human development, wildfires, 
and land quality changes. This revised analysis should be written with readability in mind 

                                                      
1 Kappel B, D Hultstrand, G Muhlestein, K Steinhilber, D McGlone and P Sutter 2015. Site-Specific Probable Maximum Precipitation Study 
for the Elbow River Basin-Springbank Off-Stream Storage Project. Prepared by Applied Weather Associates (Colorado) as Appendix B.3 
PMP Analysis Report for the Springbank Environmental Impact Assessment, July 2015, 88 p plus seven appendices. 
2 Milly PCD 2008. Climate change. Stationarity is dead: whither water management? Science 319 (5863): 573-574. 
3 Pomeroy JW, RE Stewart and PH Whitfield 2016. The 2013 flood event in the South Saskatchewan and the Elk River basins: causes, 
assessment and damages. Canadian Water Resources Journal 41(1-2):105-117. 
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Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#3 – Design Flood Justification 

and should explicitly indicate the ways in which it contains conservatism needed to 
account for climate change.  
 
Once completed this analysis should be used to determine if the 2013 flood is suitable as 
the design flood, i.e., one that is greater than a climate-change-adjusted flood return 
period of 1:100 years or greater or indicate the adjusted frequency of infrastructure use 
and increased likelihood that the reservoir will be insufficiently large to contain a flood.  
 
Note also that, in conjunction with Hydrology IR #2, this reassessment must consider 
changes in the context of the entrainment project at Bragg Creek (which may not itself 
have sufficient freeboard to contain a flood greater than the 2013 event) and the way in 
which this will affect Springbank’s capacity, function, and behaviour in the event of a 
failure at Bragg Creek. This, in turn, must also consider effects on the portion of the Elbow 
River that is part of IR145 and a sacred cultural feature for the Tsuut’ina Nation.

 
Comment 
Number 

Hydrology IR#4 – Upstream Debris 

EIS Section 
Name 

Accidents and Malfunctions 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3D, Section 1  

Quotation n/a 

Issue 
Failure of upstream projects under flood conditions has not been assessed in the 
Springbank EIS Assessment of Cumulative Effects.

Concern 

According to the Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Design Report (Amec, 2017, p. 18), the 
Bragg Creek project has been designed to a flood “approximately 16% lower than the 
1150 m3/s flood peak which occurred in 2013” but that a flood equivalent to the 2013 
flood “would be contained within [the project’s] minimum 0.6m freeboard.” This statement 
is not a replacement for a robust methodology that explicitly identifies a design flood that 
accounts for climate change and develops a project to address that flood level.  Without 
a flood level defensibly selected to account for the effects of climate change, it is possible 
that the Bragg Creek infrastructure could fail with greater frequency than predicted in 
extreme events. 
Failure at Bragg Creek can reasonably be expected to result in a sudden and/or large 
increase in entrained debris. It is not clear whether the recently added debris catch at 
Springbank can contain a pulse of entrained debris of this nature, how this will affect the 
integrity of the Springbank infrastructure, or whether it will cause unplanned flooding at 
Springbank’s backwater location.

Information 
Request 

Using the revised flood frequency analysis requested in Hydrology IR#3, assess the 
effects to the Springbank project infrastructure and to federal lands (specifically IR145) 
of a loss of Bragg Creek flood protection system integrity. Identify and evaluate potential 
debris volumes and potential deposition patterns and the way in which these will alter or 
exacerbate flooding on IR145.
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ANNEX C 
 

Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #1
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Construction and Dry 
Operations) – Engagement and Key Concerns

Section 
Number(s) 

10.1.2 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“TLRU information contributed to the understanding of the existing ecological conditions, 
was used to identify vegetation and wetland resources that are used traditionally, and 
informed the assessment of potential Project effects. While this information did not 
directly affect the significance definition it has been incorporated into the analysis of 
effects on which the significance determining was based.” 

Issue Please clarify.  
Concern TLRU information should be considered in the context of significance determination. 
Information 
Request 

Clarify how TLRU was incorporated into the analysis of effects?  

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #2
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Construction and Dry 
Operations) – Potential Effects, Pathways and Measurable Parameters  

Section 
Number(s) 

10.1.3 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

- 

Issue 
How is direct/indirect loss of alteration of surface or groundwater flow patterns being 
measured with respect to wetland function? 

Concern No measurable parameter identified for this effect. 
Information 
Request 

Please describe how the loss/alteration of surface/groundwater flow patterns is being 
assessed for wetland function? 

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #3
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Construction and Dry 
Operations) – Regional Boundaries

Section 
Number(s) 

10.1.41 Regional Boundaries 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The RAA was selected to encompass an average home range of a female grizzly bear 
(500km2).” 

Issue 

The RAA is used to provide context for the assessment of potential project effects and 
should be relevant to the valued component (vegetation and wetlands), particularly since 
it is also often used as the spatial boundary for the assessment of potential cumulative 
effects.  

Concern 
Concern the RAA selected for vegetation and wetlands will not provide meaningful 
evaluation of residual effects particularly with respect to wetland function at the 
watershed level.  

Information 
Request 

How does the RAA based on the home range of a female grizzly bear provide context 
for the assessment of potential project effects – specifically for wetland function?
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Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #4
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Construction and Dry 
Operations) – Project Interactions with Vegetation and Wetlands 

Section 
Number(s) 

  10.3.1 Mitigation 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

Native areas disturbed by the Project would be reseeded using an Alberta 
Transportation native custom seed mix. 

Issue    Reliance on seed mixes to replace lost habitat, and manage weeds.   

Concern 
Seeding is not prescriptive enough to effectively replace lost habitat or prevent the 
establishment of regulated weeds. 

Information 
Request 

Was planting native shrub and tree species considered to mitigate the change in 
species diversity and loss of native vegetation communities? If not why?   

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #5
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Construction and Dry 
Operations) – Project Interactions with Vegetation and Wetlands 

Section 
Number(s) 

10.3.1 Mitigation 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Control of regulated weeds and prevention of spread and establishment.  

Concern 
There is a high potential for regulated weeds to spread and establish in disturbed areas 
due to project clearing and construction. 

Information 
Request 

Mitigation should include developing a management plan to prevent and control the 
establishment and spread of regulated weeds. 

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #6
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations) 

Section 
Number(s) 

10.1 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Filling and draining of the reservoir, as well as reservoir sediment partial cleanup, would 
not fragment patches of native plant communities.” 

Issue 
Flooding, scouring, erosion and deposition of sediment could effectively destroy/bury 
native plant communities, particularly native grasslands, and would have a similar effect 
as clearing and fragmentation, however this was not assessed.  

Concern 
Fragmentation as a result of filling and draining of the reservoir and sediment clean-up 
was not assessed.  

Information 
Request 

Please provide further information to support the claim that “native communities, may be 
altered, but areas would not likely be lost” as a result of filling and draining of the reservoir. 
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Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #7
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Flood and Post-Flood 
Operations) 

Section 
Number(s) 

10.2.3.2 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Permanent loss of traditional plant use species is not anticipated…effects are expected 
to be adverse, but local in extent and short-term in duration.”

Issue 
While there may not be a permanent loss, long-term impacts to traditional use plants can 
be reasonably expected if a flood occurs because flooded areas will likely be perceived 
as disturbed by those harvesting plants for traditional use. 

Concern Long-term loss of traditional use plants in flooded areas not considered.   

Information 
Request 

According to the effects assessment methods - short-term residual effects are described 
as limited to the construction phase. Please consider the long-term impacts to traditional 
plant harvesters in the assessment. 

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #8
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands (Flood and Post Flood 
Operations)  

Section 
Number(s) 

  10.3 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Due to the lack of information of rare plant occurrences in the RAA, a loss of a single 
rare plant occurrence at the local scale does not imply a significant effect at the regional 
scale.” 

Issue Lack of data to support rationale. 
Concern Justification of potential loss of rare plant not supported by data.  

Information 
Request 

Please discuss how this determination was made given the lack of information on rare 
plant occurrences. Has the proponent considered measures to prevent the loss of 
slender cress plant in the PDA? 

 
Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #9
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Vegetation and Wetlands 

Section 
Number(s) 

   - 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

- 

Issue 
Post construction and post flood monitoring of vegetation and ecosystems is not 
discussed as part of the environmental impact assessment.  

Concern Absence of monitoring plan.

Information 
Request 

Post-construction monitoring of reclaimed areas and post-flood conditions will be 
important to determine the effectiveness of mitigation measures. Please confirm that a 
monitoring plan will be developed for vegetation and wetlands.     
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Comment # Vegetation/Wetlands #10
EIS Section 
Name 

Vegetation and Wetlands Supplementary Data 

Section 
Number(s) 

   Appendix L 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

 

Issue Lack of data to support environmental impact assessment. 
Concern Absence of baseline details

Information 
Request 

Appendix L is limited to descriptions of species of management concern, and a list of 
plant species observed within the PDA. Where is the technical report describing 
baseline conditions, methods and field data for ecosystem types within the LAA and 
RAA. These data are needed to determine the integrity of predictions in the effects 
assessment.  
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ANNEX D 
 

Comment # Wildlife #1 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 3.6 and 3.7

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

N/A 

Issue 

How do results of the camera study and tracking study for elk compare with regional 
data for the area? Is the Project area important for elk (i.e., wintering grounds), what 
are the population trends, threats to this species, numbers, etc.? What are the linkages 
between traditional use information and elk?

Concern 
Sufficient context isn’t provided to understand survey results in comparison to regional 
data and traditional data.

Information 
Request 

Provide regional data and traditional data as context for baseline study results. 

 
Comment # Wildlife #2 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 3.6 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

N/A 

Issue The location of remote cameras was not provided in a figure. 

Concern 
It is difficult to determine if the distribution of camera locations was suitable for this 
survey without this information.

Information 
Request 

Provide a figure of remote camera locations, with habitat types. 

 
Comment # Wildlife #3 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 3.7.3 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Movements of elk were relatively consistent between 2015, 2016 and 2017 winter 
tracking surveys.” 

Issue 
Elk movement observations were not described other than a brief overview of 70 elk 
crossing Highway 22. Are there dominant movement patterns for elk in this area and/or 
seasonal movement patterns? 

Concern There is the potential for this project to influence movement patterns.  
Information 
Request 

Provide context for elk movement patterns in the area currently. 
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Comment # Wildlife #4 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
  Technical Data Report

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 11A.2.4 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Elk have been shown to avoid roads, which can affect habitat use and distribution. 
However, the extent to which elk reduce their use near roads varies with time of day, 
sex, road type and traffic volume (McCorquodale 2013; Buchanan et al. 2014; 
Prokopenko 2016). Some studies have reported elk reduce their use near roads at 
distances that vary from 250 m up to 1 km or 
more (McCorquodale 2013).”

Issue 

Although one of the three references from this section was a brief review of scientific 
literature on elk, there are numerous studies on elk behaviour to provide a more robust 
discussion on suitable buffer distances, with a focus on local habitat and studies in 
Alberta. 

Concern The 250m buffer distance for moderate volume roads may be insufficient. 
Information 
Request 

Provide clear rationale, with additional literature, to justify the 250m and 500m road 
buffers. 

 
Comment # Wildlife #5 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
Technical Data Report

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 11A.2.4 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Industrial development and primary roads are considered high disturbance and 
buffered by 500 m and suitability ratings are reduced by two classes.” 

Issue The rational for buffering industrial developments by 500m was not described. 
Concern This buffer distance needs to be supported with literature.
Information 
Request 

Provide clear rationale, appropriately referenced, to explain why a 500m buffer of 
industrial developments was used in the elk habitat suitability model. 

 
Comment # Wildlife #6 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity, Effects assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A 
Section 11.1.5 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The RAA extends 15 km beyond the PDA (Figure 11-2), and is used for determining 
residual effects on wildlife and biodiversity and to assess where residual effects act 
cumulatively with residual effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
activities (i.e., cumulative effects). The RAA is 102,817 ha. The spatial boundary is 
sufficiently large to encompass an average home range of a female grizzly bear (500 
km2), which would also include home ranges of other wildlife SOMC that have relatively 
smaller home ranges. The RAA boundary to the east borders the City of Calgary.”

Issue The same RAA was used for several diverse components of the effects assessments. 

Concern 
Given the variance in subject matter, it is advisable to determine the RAA boundary 
based on ecological boundaries such as habitat types, watersheds, topography, etc. as 
they relate to wildlife.

Information 
Request 

Provide a description of why a 15km buffer of the project area was used to assess 
regional project effects on all components of the effects assessment. 
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Comment #  Wildlife #7 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity, Technical Data Report 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices, Appendix H, Section 11A.2.5 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

N/A 

Issue Why was elevation and aspect not included in the grizzly bear habitat suitability model?
Concern Elevation and aspect can play a key role in habitat selection by grizzly bear.
Information 
Request 

Provide reasoning for excluding elevation and aspect from the grizzly bear habitat 
suitability model, or update the model accordingly.

 
Comment # Wildlife #8 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity 
Technical Data Report

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 4: Appendices 
Appendix H 
Section 11A.2.5 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Industrial development and secondary roads are considered high disturbance and 
buffered by 500 m and suitability ratings are reduced by two classes”. 

Issue The rational for buffering industrial developments by 500m was not described. 
Concern This buffer distance needs to be support with literature.
Information 
Request 

Provide clear rationale, appropriately referenced, to explain why a 500m buffer of 
industrial developments was used in the grizzly bear habitat suitability model.

 
Comment #  Wildlife #9 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.1.3. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Construction of the Project may cause the loss of winter ungulate habitat and increase 
habitat fragmentation in the Project area (a concern expressed by the Tsuut’ina).”

Issue 
How is the potential loss of winter ungulate range and increased fragmentation 
considered with reference to available data (both scientific and traditional)? 

Concern 
Context for population trends and threats is not described in enough detail to understand 
how the loss of winter ungulate range, in addition to increased fragmentation, will impact 
elk in the area. 

Information 
Request 

A more thorough review and description on population trends and threats to elk is 
needed, from a scientific and traditional perspective, to assess how trends and threats 
may change because of the project.
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Comment # Wildlife #10 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.1.3. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“• The Project area is an environmentally sensitive area, and includes a Key Wildlife and 
Biodiversity Zone and Environmentally Significant Areas. 
• Construction of the Project may cause the loss of winter ungulate habitat and increase 
habitat fragmentation in the Project area. 
• Habitat damage, including damage to sensitive fescue grassland and wetland 
ecosystems, could result from contaminated sediment left behind from flood waters or 
debris.  
• The construction of the diversion channel and the off-stream dam would occur in areas 
of wetland. Construction activities related to these components have the potential to 
cause the loss or alteration of wetland habitat. 
• Use of the reservoir would likely result in the loss of migratory bird nests and would 
also temporarily reduce the availability of wetland habitat in the project area that is 
suitable for breeding, nesting and brood rearing for waterfowl and other migratory birds 
for the period the flood water is retained in the reservoir; 
• Debris left after floods may result in loss of bird habitat or contamination of habitat, 
impacts to wetlands impacts will cause further impacts to wildlife, fish and birds, as well 
as the exercise of Aboriginal, Treaty, and Inherent rights. 
• Adverse impacts could occur to the habitat of species of cultural significance, including 
bald eagles and grizzly bears. 
• The Project could impact migratory herds of elk that pass through Tsuut’ina territory”

Issue How will the loss of wildlife habitat be compensated for?

Concern 
There is no description in the effects assessment to outline plans for habitat 
compensation. 

Information 
Request 

Based on the concerns expressed by Tsuut’ina above, it is recommended that a habitat 
compensation plan is developed for the loss of habitat types (winter ungulate habitat, 
wetland, potential contamination of habitat, migratory movements of elk, etc.).

 
Comment # Wildlife #11 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.1.7. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“A significant adverse residual environmental effect on wildlife is defined as one that, 
following the application of avoidance and mitigation measures: 
• threatens the long-term persistence or viability of a wildlife species in the RAA or, 
• is contrary to or inconsistent with the goals, objectives or activities of recovery 
strategies, action plans and management plans.”

Issue The significance definition only refers to an effect on wildlife species. 

Concern 
The definition of significance should include wildlife habitat as well as changes in 
biodiversity. 

Information 
Request 

Update the significance definition to include changes to wildlife habitat and biodiversity. 
Review effects assessment conclusions to determine if any changes are warranted 
because of this change.  
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Comment # Wildlife #12 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.2.2.6. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Existing landscape diversity and community (habitat) diversity in the RAA is described 
in Sections 10.2.2.1and 10.2.2.2, and 10.2.2.3 (Vegetation and Wetland). Existing 
habitat connectivity (fragmentation) is described in Section 10.4.2. Wildlife habitat 
abundance is described in Section 11.2.2.4.”

Issue 
Biodiversity is split between landscape, community and species diversity in the 
Vegetation and Wetlands Sections, while habitat fragmentation and abundance of 
wildlife habitat in the Wildlife and Biodiversity Sections.

Concern 
It is difficult to get a clear picture of biodiversity on site both currently and because of 
the project when it is reported in two separate locations. 

Information 
Request 

A summary of landscape, community and species diversity should be included in the 
Wildlife and Biodiversity Sections to provide a complete picture on biodiversity.

 
Comment # Wildlife #13 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.4.2.2. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“If vegetation removal is scheduled to occur within the RAP for migratory birds and 
raptors, a qualified wildlife biologist would inspect the site for active nests within seven 
days of the start of the proposed construction activity (e.g., vegetation removal, 
blasting).” 

Issue 
Seven days is a long period of time to wait between conducting the nest survey and 
clearing vegetation.

Concern The concern is that birds could construct a nest during this time. 
Information 
Request 

Provide a clear rationale for using a seven-day window to meet best practice. 

 
Comment # Wildlife # 14 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A: Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Section 11.4.5.1 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Although project effects on species richness and relative abundance are difficult to 
assess without monitoring, the Project has potential to affect bird and amphibian 
species richness and relative abundance through the loss and alteration of land cover 
types.” 

Issue 
Effects predicted during an EIA need to be compared against data collected while the 
project is constructed and operated.

Concern Predicted effects could be significantly different from observed effects. 
Information 
Request 

Provide details on a robust monitoring program to monitor project effects on wildlife 
and biodiversity during construction and operation.
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Comment # Wildlife #15 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3B: Effects Assessment (Flood and Post-Flood Operations) 
Section 11.3.2.2. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“Weed propagation will be reduced by using appropriate equipment cleaning protocols.”

Issue An invasive plant management plan has not been referenced. 

Concern 
Controlling invasive plants and weeds through equipment cleaning alone will not be 
sufficient. 

Information 
Request 

Provide an invasive plant management plan with specifics on how weeds and invasive 
plants will be managed during Construction and Dry Operations, as well as Flood and 
Post-Flood Operations. If it is too early to provide this level of detail, a commitment to 
developing an invasive plant management plan to comply with best management 
practices should be provided.

 
Comment # Wildlife #16 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3B: Effects Assessment (Flood and Post-Flood Operations) 
Section 11.3.2.2. 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

N/A 

Issue 
Is there a risk that potential project effects on wildlife and biodiversity have been 
minimized by assessing the project in two stages: Construction and Dry Operations, 
as well as Flood and Post-Flood Operations?

Concern 
Would some of the proposed effects on wildlife and biodiversity be considered more 
significant if the present baseline condition was assessed against flood conditions?

Information 
Request 

Provide rationale for splitting the effects assessment into two parts and respond to the 
abovementioned concern.
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Comment #  Wildlife #17 
EIS Section 
Name 

Assessment of Potential Effects on Wildlife and Biodiversity 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3B: Effects Assessment (Flood and Post-Flood Operations) 
Section 11.4 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“As defined in Volume 3A, Section 11.1.6, a significant environmental effect on wildlife 
and biodiversity is one that threatens the long-term persistence or viability of a wildlife 
species in the RAA. This includes effects that are contrary to or inconsistent with the 
goals, objectives or activities of recovery strategies, action plans and management 
plans.  
 
With the application of mitigation measures, project residual environmental effects on 
wildlife, including migratory birds and species at risk, and biodiversity are predicted to 
be not significant. Although the magnitude of some residual effects related to flood 
operations would be moderate or high during a design flood, the residual effects on 
habitat, movement, and mortality risk would be unlikely to pose a long-term threat to 
the persistence or viability of a wildlife species, including migratory birds and SAR, in 
the RAA.” 

Issue 
The conclusion of significance is discussed at a very high level for wildlife and 
biodiversity without a clear connection to each species assessment.  

Concern 
The concern is that the effects assessment may be significant for an individual species 
but not reflected in the combined determination for wildlife overall. 

Information 
Request 

Provide a description as to why significance was not determined for each species? 
Provide clear linkages between each species assessment and significance 
determinations. 

 
Comment # Wildlife #18 
EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity, Effects assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Wildlife and Biodiversity, Effects assessment (Flood and Post-Flood Operations)

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A 
Volume 3B 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

N/A 

Issue 
There is no discussion of cumulative effects on wildlife and biodiversity in Volumes 3A 
or 3B. 

Concern 
A cumulative effects assessment is an important part of understanding potential 
impacts to wildlife and biodiversity at the regional scale.  

Information 
Request 

Include a summary of the wildlife and biodiversity cumulative effects assessment with 
a link to the relevant section of the EIS for more details.
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Comment # Wildlife #19 

EIS Section 
Name 

Wildlife and Biodiversity, Effects assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 
Wildlife and Biodiversity, Effects assessment (Flood and Post-Flood Operations) 
Wildlife and Biodiversity, Technical Data Report

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3A 
Volume 3B 
Volume 4: Appendices, Appendix H

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“At the time of writing of this assessment, Alberta Transportation had received a 
Project-specific TUS report from Piikani Nation, as well as a joint interim TUS report 
from Blood Tribe and Siksika Nation…. While this information did not directly affect the 
significance definition it has been incorporated into the analysis of effects on which the 
significance determination was based.”

Issue 
All of the TUS reports were not incorporated into the effects assessment and those that 
were incorporated were not fully integrated.

Concern 

Traditional use studies are critical to understanding wildlife baseline conditions and 
determining potential residual effects. There is no description of how TUS information 
was included in the habitat suitability models or baseline surveys.  
 
The two wildlife and biodiversity effects assessment volumes incorporate some 
information from TUSs as part of the project pathway sections and mitigation sections, 
but the incorporation of TUS into the conclusions on magnitude of residual effects is 
missing. The inclusion of TUS regarding important wildlife species and habitat is 
expected to influence effects assessment ratings. The definition of significance may 
also change as the cultural connection with wildlife and biodiversity is different. 
 
Section 14 includes detailed information on TLRU. To meaningfully incorporate TUS 
into the effects assessment, the wildlife and biodiversity volumes need to incorporate 
these details.  
 
For example, in 3A, the conclusion is made that mortality effects to elk are predicted to 
be low (Section 11.4.4.3.). However, the resulting effect on elk hunting in the area or 
access to hunt for elk by First Nations is not discussed.

Information 
Request 

TUS reports from all First Nations should be incorporated into the baseline report and 
effects assessment chapters in a meaningful way to provide more context from an 
Indigenous perspective.  
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ANNEX E 
 

Comment 
Number 

Federal Lands #1 

EIS Section 
Name 

Effects to Federal Lands / Cumulative Effects 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volumes 3A/3B, Sections 13 / Volumes 3C Section 1 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The federal lands included within the assessment, due to their proximity to the Project 
site, are the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 
142, 143 and 144.” 

Issue 
Vol 3A, Figures 18-1 and 18-2 (Study boundaries) do not fully encompass the 
referenced federal lands.

Concern 

Federal Guidance on EA Scoping for Cumulative Effects is clear: that spatial 
boundaries must be set that are appropriate to the valued component being studied – 
in this case, federal lands is the VC by virtue of the federal government requiring that 
they be part of an assessment under CEAA. The specific CEAA guidance is as follows: 
“spatial boundaries must support the consideration of cumulative effects for each VC 
identified for the cumulative effects assessment” and, “spatial boundaries of a 
cumulative effects assessment are based on setting adequate spatial boundaries for 
each VC and considering primarily the VC’s geographic range and the zone of influence 
(ZOI) of the project for the VC. For example, spatial boundaries for a migratory species 
may take into account seasonal migration paths, regardless of jurisdictional 
boundaries.”1 
 
In this instance, simply using the RAA boundaries for the various biophysical and socio-
economic VCs assessed in sections 3A and 3B of the EIS – many of which do not 
encompass the entirety of any of Reserves 142, 143, 144, and 145 and some of which 
fully exclude the Reserves in question – presents a fragmented picture. By considering 
cumulative effects on subset areas of each reserve, the EIS is unable to make reliable 
predictions about the totality of project effects and regional development on the 
biophysical and socio-economic functioning of the discrete and indivisible management 
entities that are Indian Reserves. To suggest that there are no cumulative effects on 
federal lands based on assessment boundaries that do not fully encompass those lands 
runs counter to CEAA guidance and best EA practices.  

Information 
Request 

The proponent must reassess effects to federal lands based on regional study spatial 
boundaries for each biophysical and socioeconomic VC that include the entirety of each 
of the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 142, 
143 and 144. This is particularly important with respect to assessing cumulative effects 
to vegetation and wildlife as they relate to the exercise of traditional use because 
cumulative effects of regional development may affect patterns of use across an entire 
Reserve.  

 
  

                                                      
1 DRAFT Technical Guidance for Assessing Cumulative Environmental Effects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, December 2014. 
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Comment 
Number 

Federal Lands #2 

EIS Section 
Name 

Effects to Federal Lands / Project Description 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volumes 3A/3B, Sections 13 / Volume 1, Section 2.0 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The federal lands included within the assessment, due to their proximity to the Project 
site, are the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 
142, 143 and 144.” (Vol3A) 
-and- 
“Deltares were commissioned by Alberta Environment and Parks to prepare a 
comparative evaluation of the MC1 Option and the off-stream reservoir. …The report 
recommended the Springbank Off-stream Reservoir Project, in combination with 
local mitigation for Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows, over the MC1 Option 
[emphasis added]” (Vol 1) 
-and- 
“The principal benefit of the Project is to reduce the potential damaging effects of future 
Elbow River floods on the City of Calgary and downstream communities.”

Issue 
The Project has been defined in a manner that omits a consideration of the full suite of 
recommended works. Works planned for Bragg Creek are proceeding under a separate 
review and no works have yet been scoped for Redwood Meadows.  

Concern 

This approach described above is tantamount to project splitting and results in an EIS 
that is silent on the effects in the reach of the Elbow River that lies between the two 
projects – a reach coincident with the Elbow River’s passage through IR 145. 
Specifically, there is no there is no analysis of the effects of the recommended 
combined works (Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows, and the Springbank Off-stream 
Reservoir Project) on any of the VCs assessed in the EIS.  
 
The result is that the EIS cannot confidently predict that flooding risk will not be 
transferred from the City of Calgary to IR 145. In fact, without additional information, it 
is reasonable to believe that entrainment works at Bragg Creek coupled with 
backwatering at the Project location under extreme flood scenarios will increase water 
volume and velocity on IR 145 with significant adverse effects to these federal lands.

Information 
Request 

The scope of the EIS must be expanded, at a minimum, to consider potential effects 
from all works recommended in the Deltares report that were used as the justification 
to select the Project in lieu of the Mclean Creek project. The proponent should also be 
required to conduct a strategic EA (SEA) on the McLean Creek project to better 
understand its actual impacts and compare the projects on a more even footing.  
Considering concerns noted in the IRs associated with Hydrology, this assessment and 
comparison must be made using flood return periods appropriately adjusted to account 
for the effects of climate change.
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Comment 
Number 

Federal Lands IR#3 – Design Flood Justification 

EIS Section 
Name 

Construction/Dry Operations and Flood/Post-Flood Assessments of Effects on 
Hydrology; Effects of the Environment on the Project; Hydrology Technical Appendix

Section 
Number(s) 

Volumes 3A/3B Section 6; Volume 3D, Section 2; Appendix J  

Quotation  n/a 

Issue 
Further to Hydrology IR#3, the EIS does not adequately demonstrate that the design 
flood size has been selected to adequately account for increased flood frequency and 
severity expected as a result of climate change. 

Concern 

In the event that the EIS has either underestimated the frequency with which diversions 
will occur, the size of these diversions, and/or the likelihood that the capacity will be 
exceeded, effects to all VCs and to federal lands may be greater than predicted. Further, 
underestimation of flood frequency and size may underemphasize cumulative effects 
and or knock-on (domino) effects resulting from loss of upstream flood protection 
integrity, leading to significant debris and flood damage on IR 145. 

Information 
Request 

See Hydrology Information Request #3. In particular, explicitly consider changes in the 
context of the project at Bragg Creek (which may not itself have sufficient freeboard to 
contain a flood greater than the 2013 event), the way in which this will affect 
Springbank’s capacity, function, and behaviour, and how this may affect IR 145.
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ANNEX F 
 

Comment 
Number 

Cumulative Effects IR#1 – Project Interactions 
(also, Hydrology IR#2)

EIS Section 
Name 

Cumulative Effects Assessment – Construction and Dry Operations 

Section 
Number(s) 

1.2, starting on page 1.14 

Quotation 

“Hydrology was not assessed for construction and dry operations because Project-
specific environmental effects on hydrology and sediment transport, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, are neutral (i.e., no net change in measurable 
parameters for hydrology relative to existing conditions). In the absence of residual 
effects, there is no pathway for cumulative effects and, therefore, no cumulative effects 
assessment is warranted for hydrology during construction and dry operations (p. 1.4)

Issue 

CEAA’s guidance on cumulative effects assessment is clear: a cumulative effects 
assessment must answer the question whether a VC (in this case hydrology) is likely to 
be affected by other past, present, or future physical activities.  Failure to assess 
cumulative effects to hydrology under construction and dry operations represents a 
significant gap in the EIS.  

Concern 

As noted in the quotation above, the proponent has determined that the project itself will 
have “neutral” effects under construction and dry operations conditions and therefore will 
not interact with other project effects. There are a number of problems with this rationale. 
 
First: neutral effects are not the same as “no effects”. Rather, it is possible to have 
significant effects on either size of “net zero” that, when added, appear to be neutral. This 
obscures individual effects that could be important for Tsuut’ina.  
 
Second:  failure to consider cumulative effects under dry conditions ignores the fact that 
other projects – notably the upstream Bragg Creek project – may alter hydrological 
conditions such that the assumptions about Springbank baseline conditions – Elbow River 
water levels and flow - are underestimated.   
 
In fact, the Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Design Report (Amec Foster Wheeler, 2017) 
suggests this may be the case. The data shows in the half kilometre immediately 
downstream of the Hamlet boundary (i.e., within the Tsuut’ina Reserve), water levels are 
determined to increase by about 10-30 cm and centerline flow velocities to increase by 
0.1 to almost 0.5 m/s, depending on the flow structure under consideration. (Note: it is 
not clear from the Design Report what these differences are with all the planned 
structures in place). Below this initial ~500-m channel length, differences persist in the 
approximate magnitude of 1-10 cm in water level and 0.02-0.15 m/s in flow velocity, 
including increases throughout the reach where Redwood Meadows is located (2-3 cm in 
water level; 0.02-0.07 m/s in flow velocity).  
 
Nor is it clear where these differences disappear: from the downstream limit of Redwood 
Meadows, to the location of the proposed diversion gates for the Springbank Project, 
model outputs are not provided. 
 
Third: Changes in water volume and velocity are well known to affect fluvial morphology. 
The post-construction flood modelling associated with the Bragg Creek project (Project 
Description Appendix B, Figure 6.4, adobe page 129, attached for reference) shows a 
narrowing and deepening of the Elbow River on Tsuut’ina lands under flood conditions. It 
is not clear the extent or magnitude of this change over successive flood events, the 
effects of these changes on other VCs and on exercise of First Nations’ rights and culture.
 
While the Bragg Creek proponent has concluded that these effects are not significant, 
they are non-zero. CEAA guidance requires that ANY effect from other projects be 
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Comment 
Number 

Cumulative Effects IR#1 – Project Interactions 
(also, Hydrology IR#2)

considered as part of a cumulative effects assessment.  Failure to consider these effects 
in the Springbank assessment raises significant questions about (a) the model inputs 
used to design the Springbank project, and (b) the assessment of effects of based on 
model inputs.  
 
Key questions under both flood AND dry conditions include the following: 
 
 The Elbow River is a product of its flood regime. How will it change shape over the 

long term (>50 years or a minimum of two human generations) as a result of the Bragg 
Creek project, how far downstream will these changes be felt, and, if changes are 
experienced as far downstream as the Springbank floodgates, can water volumes, 
depths, and temperatures appropriate to fish be maintained under non-flood 
conditions? 

 How could long term changes with the shape of the river interact with the physical 
barriers presented by the Springbank project affect wildlife access and movement? 

 How could a deeper river thalwag, increased volume, and/or and greater river velocity 
resulting from the Bragg Creek project affect the design and function of the 
Springbank diversion structure under flood conditions? 

 Could a deeper river thalwag, increased volume, and/or greater river velocity resulting 
from the Bragg Creek project cause more frequent use of the reservoir and/or cause 
it to have insufficient capacity to contain a design flood? How will this affect the 
assessment of project effects on various VCs? 

Information 
Request 

The proponent must revise and make available for review its modeling inputs to identify 
and account for changes to Elbow River hydrology. The proponent must further use these 
revised inputs to assess effects to hydrology and fluvial morphology under the 
construction/dry scenario and reassess effects to hydrology and fluvial morphology under 
flood post-flood scenarios. Finally, the proponent must indicate how the 
assessment/reassessment alter(s) the effects assessments of VCs that depend on the 
outcome of the hydrology assessment. Specific attention must be paid to interactions 
between hydrology and: hydrogeology; fluvial morphology; well water quality and quantity 
on federal lands; wildlife use patterns, and culture/sense of place. 
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Comment 
Number 

Cumulative Effects IR#2– Upstream Debris 
(also Hydrology IR#4)

EIS Section 
Name 

Accidents and Malfunctions 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volume 3D, Section 1  

Quotation n/a 

Issue 
Failure of upstream projects under flood conditions has not been assessed in the 
Springbank EIS Assessment of Cumulative Effects.

Concern 

According to the Bragg Creek Flood Mitigation Design Report (Amec, 2017, p. 18), the 
Bragg Creek project has been designed to a flood “approximately 16% lower than the 
1150 m3/s flood peak which occurred in 2013” but that a flood equivalent to the 2013 
flood “would be contained within [the project’s] minimum 0.6m freeboard.” This statement 
is not a replacement for a robust methodology that explicitly identifies a design flood that 
accounts for climate change and develops a project to address that flood level.  Without 
a flood level defensibly selected to account for the effects of climate change, it is possible 
that the Bragg Creek infrastructure could fail with greater frequency than predicted in 
extreme events. 
Failure at Bragg Creek can reasonably be expected to result in a sudden and/or large 
increase in entrained debris. It is not clear whether the recently added debris catch at 
Springbank can contain a pulse of entrained debris of this nature, how this will affect the 
integrity of the Springbank infrastructure, or whether it will cause unplanned flooding at 
Springbank’s backwater location.

Information 
Request 

Using the revised flood frequency analysis requested in Hydrology IR#3, assess the 
effects to the Springbank project infrastructure and to federal lands (specifically IR145) 
of a loss of Bragg Creek flood protection system integrity. Identify and evaluate potential 
debris volumes and potential deposition patterns and the way in which these will alter or 
exacerbate flooding on IR145. 
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Comment 
Number 

Cumulative Effects IR#3 – Federal Lands 
(also Federal Lands #1) 

EIS Section 
Name 

Effects to Federal Lands / Cumulative Effects 

Section 
Number(s) 

Volumes 3A/3B, Sections 13 / Volumes 3C Section 1 

Quotation (if 
relevant) 

“The federal lands included within the assessment, due to their proximity to the Project 
site, are the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 
142, 143 and 144.” 

Issue 
Vol 3A, Figures 18-1 and 18-2 (Study boundaries) do not fully encompass the referenced 
federal lands.  

Concern 

Federal Guidance on EA Scoping for Cumulative Effects is clear: that spatial boundaries 
must be set that are appropriate to the valued component being studied – in this case, 
federal lands is the VC by virtue of the federal government requiring that they be part of 
an assessment under CEAA. The specific CEAA guidance is as follows: “spatial 
boundaries must support the consideration of cumulative effects for each VC identified 
for the cumulative effects assessment” and, “spatial boundaries of a cumulative effects 
assessment are based on setting adequate spatial boundaries for each VC and 
considering primarily the VC’s geographic range and the zone of influence (ZOI) of the 
project for the VC. For example, spatial boundaries for a migratory species may take into 
account seasonal migration paths, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.”1 
 
In this instance, simply using the RAA boundaries for the various biophysical and socio-
economic VCs assessed in sections 3A and 3B of the EIS – many of which do not 
encompass the entirety of any of Reserves 142, 143, 144, and 145 and some of which 
fully exclude the Reserves in question – presents a fragmented picture. By considering 
cumulative effects on subset areas of each reserve, the EIS is unable to make reliable 
predictions about the totality of project effects and regional development on the 
biophysical and socio-economic functioning of the discrete and indivisible management 
entities that are Indian Reserves. To suggest that there are no cumulative effects on 
federal lands based on assessment boundaries that do not fully encompass those lands 
runs counter to CEAA guidance and best EA practices.  

Information 
Request 

The proponent must reassess effects to federal lands based on regional study spatial 
boundaries for each biophysical and socioeconomic VC that include the entirety of each 
of the Tsuut’ina Nation Reserve 145 and the Stoney Nakoda Nations Reserves 142, 143 
and 144. This is particularly important with respect to assessing cumulative effects to 
vegetation and wildlife as they relate to the exercise of traditional use because 
cumulative effects of regional development may affect patterns of use across an entire 
Reserve.  

 
 
 

                                                      
1 DRAFT Technical Guidance for Assessing Cumulative Environmental Effects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, December 2014. 
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E-Mail: bill.kennedy@nrcb.ca 
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21 February 2018 
 

 Syed Abbas, Director       SENT BY EMAIL 
Water Management Section  
Alberta Transportation  
2nd fl Twin Atria Building 
4999 - 98 Avenue 
Edmonton, AB T6B 2X3 
 
Dear Mr. Abbas: 
 
Re:  Springbank Off-Stream Reservoir Project – NRCB Application No. 1701 

Priority Questions from NRCB 
 
Attached are a number of priority questions identified by the NRCB from its review of the EIA/NRCB 
Application material filed to date by Alberta Transportation.  As we discussed at our meeting in January, in 
situations where the NRCB identifies priority questions, it advances those questions to the proponent at the 
earliest opportunity. The NRCB takes this approach to minimize delays in the overall project review timeline 
by providing more time to respond to these questions. The NRCB understands that AEP reviewers may have 
similar or related questions that will appear in the anticipated formal SIR; as a consequence, the attached 
questions may be modified somewhat in the formal SIR.   
 
The balance of the NRCB questions on the Alberta Transportation NRCB Application/Environmental Impact 
Assessment will be forwarded in due course to Alberta Environment and Parks for inclusion in the SIR. 
  
For specific inquiries regarding the Priority Questions, please contact Walter Ceroici at 780-422-1950. 
 
Yours sincerely; 
 
 
Bill Kennedy 
General Counsel 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Margot Trembath, EA Coordinator, Alberta Environment and Parks (by email) 
 Mark Svenson, Provincial Transportation Environmental Coordinator, Alberta Transportation 

Ronald Kruhlak, Q.C., McLennan Ross 
 JoAnn Jamieson, McLennan Ross 

Shauna Sigurdson, Director: Prairie and Northern Region, CEAA (by email) 
Shelly Boss, Project Manager, CEAA (by email) 
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February 8, 2018 

Proposed Springbank Off-stream Reservoir Project 

Priority Supplementary Information Requests from the NRCB 
 

Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

1. Volume 1, Executive Summary, Section 3.0, Table 3-1, Page 3.3. 

Volume 1, Section 1.2.2.3, Table 1-3, Page 1.16. 

In both tables, AT states the Catchment Area for the Springbank Project is 868 km2 and 

for the MacLean Creek (MC1) Option is 695 km2.   

 

Volume 1, Executive Summary, Section 2.0, Page 2.1. 

Volume 1, Section 1.1.1.2, Page 1.4. 
AT states that the Project can hold 77,771,000 m3 of water as active flood storage. 

 

Volume 1, Section 1.2.2.2, Page 1.10. 
AT states that the MC1 Option is designed to withstand the probable maximum flood 

(PMF) of 2770 m3/s.  The maximum reservoir volume, when passing that flood, would 

be 93 million m3… 

 

a. Explain the methodology and rationale for concluding that flood protection is greater 

with a SR1 larger catchment area even though SR1 has a smaller maximum reservoir 

compared to MC1. 

NRCB  No Project Description 

2. Volume 1, Executive Summary, Section 3.0, Table 3-1, Page 3.3. 

Volume 1, Section 1.2.2.3, Table 1-3, Page 1.16. 

Under Project Timeline, AT states the Project is Operational in 2020 while the MC1 

Option is Operational 5.5 years from decision to move forward.  

 

a. Clarify baseline project timelines for SR1 and MC1 under assumption each project 

is initiated at the same time. 

 

 

NRCB  No Project Description 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

3. Volume 4, Supporting Documentation, IBI Report, Section 5.1.4.2, Page 34. 
Under the heading Flood Defences at Bragg Creek, AT states Detailed design of the 

dyke system has been estimated at $32.8 million (previously estimated at $6 million).  

 

The Province is initiating this solution independent of considerations relating to 

benefits accruing to MC1 vs SR1.  Accordingly, these are considered “sunk costs” and 

no additional benefits to MC1 or costs to SR1 associated with this standalone 

alternative have been factored into the benefit/cost analysis.  

 

Given the total value of flood recovery projects associated with the 2013 flood ($5.6 

million) it is suggested that the additional benefits would be nominal in any event and 

would not impact the benefit/cost ratio significantly. 

 

Volume 4, Supporting Documentation, IBI Report, Section 6.2.2, Exhibit 6.1, Page 

35. 
AT lists a total cost of $372 million for SR1, and a total cost of $406 million for MC1.  

The difference in these total costs is $34 million. 

 

a. What additional flood mitigation is necessary at Bragg Creek with the MC1 option? 

b. What are the costs, benefits and benefit/cost ratios for the Project when the costs and 

benefits of the flood protection dykes at Bragg Creek are included? 

c. Provide updated results. 

 

NRCB  No Project Description 

4. Volume 4, Supporting Documentation, IBI Report, Section 6.2.3, Page 36. 
Alberta Transportation states To fairly include this difference in the benefit/cost 

analysis, the annual benefits (average annual damages averted) begin in 2020 for the 

SR1 project and in 2023 for the MC1 project. Over the same 100 year period (2018-

2118), with the 4% discount rate, the four-year advantage gives SR1 $74 million in 

additional present value of benefits compared to MC1. 

NRCB  No  Project Description 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

 

Under Assumptions regarding timing, Alberta Transportation lists that the annual 

benefit amounts begin in year 3 for SR1 and year 6 for MC1. 

 

a. Explain the contradiction between 4 year differential for annual benefits in the 

explanatory text compared to the 3 year differential stated in the assumptions.  

Which year differential was used to calculate the present value of benefits?  

b. Provide the difference in net present value of costs between SR1 and MC1 given that 

costs for SR1 are expended in two years and sooner compared to MC1 costs that 

occur later and spread over a longer period. 

5. Volume 1, Section 3.3.1.3, Page 3.31. 

Volume 3A, Section 4.3, Page 4.15. 

Volume 3A, Section 4.4.2.2, Page 4.36 

 

In these sections, Alberta Transportation suggests that blasting may be required (for the 

diversion channel), and that details on the blasting would be submitted by the contractor 

to Alberta Transportation. 

 

Reference Document : Stantec Consulting Ltd. March 31, 2017. Springbank Off-

stream Storage Project Interim Design Report, Section 9.2.2, Figure 30, Page 125. 

 

This figure shows the diversion channel elevation and length relative to existing grade, 

proposed channel bottom and top of rock.  In this figure, Alberta Transportation shows 

that approximately half of the diversion channel’s bottom will be constructed in bedrock, 

over four bedrock zones.  The approximate bedrock excavation maximum depths across 

the four zones are 17m, 6m, 6m, and 15m. 

 

a. If a blasting plan is employed: 

i. comment on the noise effects of blasting on receptors, in addition to the noise 

NRCB 3.1.2 Unknown Air Quality, Climate and Noise 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

effects already discussed in the EIA, and,  

ii. comment on the air quality effects of blasting (wet and/or dry, as appropriate) on 

receptors, in addition to the air quality effects already discussed in the EIA. 

b. If a blasting plan is not employed: 

i. comment on the noise effects of the bedrock excavation construction techniques 

through the depths of these bedrock zones, and, 

ii. comment on the air quality effects of the bedrock excavation construction 

techniques through the depths of these bedrock zones. 

 

6. Volume 3A, Section 8, Report Section 8.2.1.1. 

  

 Requirements specified in ToR 3.6.1 Baseline Information should be reviewed.  The 

Desktop review provides a general overview of ecology and habitat requirements of 

fish species expected to occur in the LAA. Information from historical and current 

studies that characterize fish and fish habitats of the Elbow River within the LAA are 

not presented. The field survey utilized one sample event, one fish collection method, 

and one qualitative fish habitat evaluation method. For each survey site habitat quality 

was rated for fish groups, not for fish species. 

  

 Baseline information that describes the species composition, distribution, abundance, 

movements, habitat use, habitat quality, and life history parameters of fish populations 

currently residing within the LAA are not presented. There is no comprehensive 

discussion of the ecology of species populations identified as indicator fish species to 

be used by the effects assessment. 

 

a. Based on the review, identify gaps in baseline information that may hinder the 

ability to evaluate Project effects. 

b. Identify specific components of the baseline information data gap that that may 

hinder the ability to evaluate Project effects (e.g., timing and duration of Bull Trout 

  NRCB  No Aquatic Ecology 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

population movements in the vicinity of the diversion structure, location and size of 

Mountain Whitefish spawning habitat sites downstream of the diversion structure, 

distribution of the Rainbow Trout population relative to the location of the diversion 

structure). 

7. Volume 3A, Section 8, Report Section 8.4.4.2, Page 8.40.  

 AT states During construction, fish passage concerns would be mitigated with passage 

around the site. 

  

a. Provide information that demonstrates safe, unhindered upstream and downstream 

fish passage during operation of the Elbow River diversion channel. The information 

should indicate whether the diversion channel will operate during the entire period 

of river diversion and what measures will be applied to provide suitable water 

velocities and water depths for upstream and downstream passage of each indicator 

fish species and life stage. 

b. If there are periods when the diversion channel is not operating and/or effective fish 

passage cannot be provided by the diversion channel at all flows, identify the 

duration and timing of hindered fish passage and indicate the indicator fish species 

and life stage that will be affected. 

c. If safe, unhindered upstream and downstream fish passage during operation of the 

Elbow River diversion channel cannot be provided revise the effects assessment of 

fish passage during construction.   

NRCB  No Aquatic Ecology 

8. Volume 3C, Section 1, Report Section 1.1, Page 1.1. 

AT states The assessment of cumulative effects focuses on the construction and dry 

operations phases only, Volume 3A. An assessment of cumulative effects for a flood and 

post-flood operations, Volume 3B, is not considered possible due to the inability to 

predict when a flood would occur and the identity of other future projects may be 

occurring at the same time as a flood and that Other projects or activities that have 

been or will be carried out are identified for inclusion in the cumulative environmental 

effects assessment, based on their potential for residual environmental effects that 

NRCB  No Aquatic Ecology 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

could interact spatially and temporally with the residual environmental effects of the 

Project. 

 

It is unclear why the EIA excludes flood and post-flood operations from the cumulative 

effects assessment when there appears to be a connection to the operation of an existing 

downstream facility (i.e., Glenmore Reservoir) and upstream improvements (e.g., at 

Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows). 

  

a. Justify and provide rationale for excluding Flood and Post-Flood Operation from a 

Cumulative Effects Assessment. 

b. Address cumulative effects of Glenmore Dam and Reservoir operation on aquatic 

ecology. 

 

9. Volume 3A, Section 6.1.4.1, Page 6.5, Figure 6-1, and Volume 4, Appendix J, 2.1, 

Page 2.1. 

AT states that the LAA included the PDA and the Elbow River from Redwood Meadows 

to the inlet of Glenmore Reservoir (Volume 3A 6.1.4.1), that the LAA extends from the 

diversion structure…(Appendix J, 2.1), and in Figure 6-1 (which is used again in 

various sections) it appears it may start below Redwood Meadows (i.e., inlet structure) 

and that the LAA may include the Glenmore Reservoir. 

 

a. Clarify, and justify, the boundaries of the LAA for the hydrology assessment 

scenarios. 

b. Update any of the hydrology and surface water quality sections of the EIA affected 

by the boundaries of the LAA, ensuring the assessments include all areas of the LAA 

where applicable. 

 

NRCB  No Hydrology 
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Question 

 

 

Reviewer 

TOR # 

(if 

applicable) 

Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

10. Volume 3A, 6.1.4.1, Page 6.5, Figure 6-1, and Volume 4, Appendix J, 2.1, Page 2.1 

AT states that the RAA is the Elbow River watershed from headwaters to Glenmore 

Dam (Volume 3A, 6.1.4.1), that the RAA is the Elbow River watershed, including 

Glenmore Reservoir (Appendix J, 2.1), and Figure 6-1 appears to include the entire 

watershed, including Glenmore Reservoir and upstream and downstream of Glenmore 

Reservoir. 

 

a. Clarify, and justify, the boundaries of the RAA for the hydrology assessment, 

including why the Glenmore Reservoir and downstream of the Glenmore Reservoir 

is, or is not, included in either of the assessment areas given that the goal of the 

Project is to limit discharge downstream from the Glenmore Reservoir to less than 

160 m3/s. 

b. Provide a description of the hydrology of the Elbow River at Glenmore Reservoir 

and below Glenmore Dam to the confluence with the Bow River, if determined to be 

within the RAA, and/or explain why this assessment was not completed. 

c. Update any of the hydrology and surface water quality sections affected by the 

boundaries of the RAA, ensuring that the assessments include all areas of the RAA. 

 

NRCB  No Hydrology 

11. Volume 3B, 7.1, Page 7.2  

AT acknowledges that [t]he Terms of Reference include a requirement to assess 

potential and implications of lead, arsenic, cadmium, and mercury methylation. 

 

a. Provide an assessment (including quantification) for lead, arsenic, and cadmium 

(mercury methylation completed), as well as for major ions, nutrients, bacteria, 

invertebrates, aquatic plants, algae, temperature, and DO for all phases (i.e., flood 

operation, post-flood operation, construction, and dry-operations) in the Elbow 

River, within the Project Reservoir (flood and post-flood), and at the Glenmore 

NRCB  No Surface Water Quality 
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(if 
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Is 

Additional 

Fieldwork 

Required? 

SIR Category 
 

Please refer to Appendix 5 of the Guide to 

Reviewing Environmental Impact Assessment 

for categories (e.g. vegetation, terrain and 

soils, hydrogeology, EPEA approval, etc.) 

Reservoir.  Identify any potential changes due to storage and release of flood water 

in the Project reservoir on receptors and relative to applicable guidelines. 
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impact of future flooding on the Elbow River.  SR1 provides an on-stream river diversion 
structure to divert flood flows into a channel that would convey flood flows to a large off-
stream reservoir, where the flood water is planned to be temporarily stored and later 
released after the flood had dissipated. 
 
Based on our review of the EIA, we understand that the proposed river diversion system 
consists of four main elements: diversion inlet, service spillway, floodplain berm, and 
auxiliary spillway.  An inflatable Obermeyer crest gate was selected to be raised during flood 
events to divert flows from a concrete service spillway into the diversion channel.  An 
auxiliary spillway constructed of roller compacted concrete with an earthen embankment 
overlay was selected to pass excess flood flows without overtopping the floodplain berm.  
An earthen embankment floodplain berm was selected to contain a flood diversion pool 
when the Obermeyer crest gates are raised during a flood event.  The diversion system has 
a dam safety hazard rating of High, in accordance with the Canadian Dam Association Dam 
Safety Guidelines.  A high hazard rating means that in the event of a failure of the diversions 
system, loss of life of 10 or fewer persons is likely. 
 
The proposed diversion channel would convey flows from the on-stream diversion system to 
the off-stream reservoir.  The proposed channel is 4,700 meters in length, with a bottom width 
of 22 meters and 4 horizontal to 1 vertical (H:V) side slopes.  Gradient of the channel varies 
from 0.1 to 0.2 percent and has a design flow capacity of 600 cubic meters per second at a 
depth of 6.4 meters. 
 
The proposed off-stream reservoir would be created by constructing two zoned earthen 
embankments across two valleys adjacent and tributary to the Elbow River.  The primary 
embankment is approximately 3,300 meters in length with a maximum embankment height 
of 30 meters.  The secondary embankment is approximately 400 meters in length with a 
maximum embankment height of 23 meters.  Total reservoir storage created by the two 
embankments is 77,771,000 cubic meters.  A 213-meter-long, low-level gated concrete 
outlet works was selected to release stored flood water in a controlled manner.  A concrete 
emergency spillway was selected to pass the routed probable maximum flood (PMF). The 
emergency spillway has a width of 135 meters and a flow capacity of 354 cubic meters per 
second at a depth of 1.25 meters.  The two off stream dams have a dam safety hazard 
rating of Extreme which means that if either were to fail, loss of life of greater than 100 
persons is likely. 
 
Section 2 - Dam Safety and Diversion Information Presented in the Environmental 

Impact Assessment 
 
General 
 
RJH reviewed the following EIA documentation: 

• EIA Summary 

• Volume 1 Project Description 

• Volume 2 Assessment Approach 

• Volume 3A Effects Assessment (Construction and Dry Operations) 

• Volume 3B Effects Assessment (Flood and Post Flood Operations) 

• Volume 3D Effects Assessment (Accidents and Malfunctions) 

• Volume 4 Supporting Documentation 
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• Debris Deflector – Environmental Assessment Addendum 

• Deltares October 7, 2015 
 
Very limited information on project components, component design, and dam safety was 
included in the documents reviewed.  The primary source of information related to the 
project components, design, and dam safety was contained in Volume 1 Project Description.  
Volume 1 was reviewed to understand the technical basis for the project components, how 
dam safety issues were addressed, and as the primary source of information used to 
develop this memorandum.  In general, the following information was identified in a number 
of different sections of Volume 1: 

• General descriptions of the diversion and storage system components. 

• Concept-level plan drawings and section drawings of some, but not all, of the system 
components.  Most of the drawings lacked critical dimension and detail information 
needed to evaluate feasibility and dam safety. 

• Project operational scenarios. 

• Post flood project damage and maintenance requirements. 

• Basic design information that was generally unsupported and lacking supporting 
calculations and detail. 

• When referencing critical dam safety components and analyses, terms like “sufficient” 
and “adequate” were used without providing supportive documentation or analyses. 

 
In my opinion, the documentation supplied did not contain sufficient information required to 
review and evaluate the critical dam safety components for compliance with commonly 
accepted dam safety standards. 
 
Section 3 - Technical Comments on Specific Sections of the EIA 
 
The following provides technical concerns and examples of statements that are 
unsupported. 
 
Table 2-2 Comparison of the SR1 and the MC1 Projects:  The following comparison 
statements were made in Table 2-2.  The statement in the EIA is provided followed by my 
comment in italic. 
 
Project Effectiveness: 

• The SR1 is significantly less affected by sedimentation.  The amount of large sediment 
that the Elbow River carried in 2013 is a key factor in supporting off-stream storage. 

Comment:  The impact on the function and long-term maintenance of either an 
on-stream or off-stream reservoir and the associated diversion and conveyance 
facilities, depends on the design concept and how sediment is managed.  An on-
stream reservoir may actually have an advantage by periodic use of base river 
flows to flush reservoir sediment accumulation from the reservoir.  The basis for 
the statement is unsupported. 

• Through the design of the SR1 diversion structure, it is possible to look at ways to 
reduce the impact of sediment on the dam itself. 

Comment:  There was no mention of methods that would be used to reduce 
sediment.  This statement is unsupported. 
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Construction Risks and Operation Risks: 

• Deltares indicates that fewer construction risks makes SR1 the preferred project.  

Comment:  No listing or ranking of construction risks for MC1 and SR1 were 
provided.  This statement is unsupported. 

• There is a greater risk of cost increases associated with MC1 because of the 
complex engineering required, the on-stream nature of the dam, the comparatively 
limited access to the site, and the more difficult geology. 

Comment:  Details of the risks, required complex engineering, site access issues, 
and geologic conditions were not provided or documented.  Also, the complexity 
and risk of designing, constructing, and operating additional high hazard 
components was not described. 

• Potential debris flows during a flood are more likely at MC1 and could threaten the 
structure. 

Comment:  Debris flows are likely at both MC1 and SR1 and no information 
differentiating between the two projects was provided.  Also, management of 
debris is typically more reliable in a larger reservoir than at a diversion structure 
where debris could more easily clog the diversion and dramatically reduce the 
effectiveness of the flood mitigation or clog the side channel spillway and impact 
project safety. 

 
Social and Recreational Value: 

• MC1 would have a direct negative impact on the recreational and social values in the 
area it affects. 

Comment:  The addition of a permanent water surface reservoir would provide 
additional recreational opportunities to include, lake kayaking, paddle boarding, 
and lake fishing.  Current recreational activities would continue and likely be 
minimally impacted by construction of the MC1 project.   

 
Construction and Cost Estimates: 

• SR1 is the preferred project because it is less expensive and therefore, has a more 
favorable benefit/cost ratio. 

Comment:  The benefit-cost analysis did not consider the potential for the MC1 
option to generate revenue from hydro power, water storage, and increased 
recreational opportunities a reservoir would provide.  Also, detailed cost data was 
not provided for review of the estimated costs. 

 
Construction Timelines: 

• It is expected that the Project will take less time to construct than MC1. 

Comment:  It is our opinion that the projected construction schedule for SR1 is 
aggressive and likely unrealistic given the complexity of the project.  It is unlikely 
that many of the proposed mechanical components required for construction of 
the SR1 project could be fabricated, delivered to the site, and installed within the 
general time frame of the projected construction schedule.  Also, for a project of 
this complexity, an experienced contractor should be involved in development of a 
construction schedule.  There was no mention of contractor involvement.  Even if 
MC1 requires more construction time, that is not a key item for a project designed 
to operate for 100 plus years. 
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Conclusions: 

• There is also a clear recognition that the Project would capture a storm surge that 
entered a much wider area of the basin offering better protection for the City of 
Calgary over the long term. 

Comment:  This statement is correct; however, no quantification of how much 
additional flood flows could be captured by SR1 was provided and this is an 
important consideration when comparing the two project options.  Also, during a 
flood event, MC1 could capture and temporarily store all of the upper basin flood 
flows and easily offset the flood inflows occurring downstream of the dam.  MC1 
would not be constrained like the SR1 option to only divert 600 cubic meters per 
second of upper basin flows; and the MC1 option could more easily 
accommodate variable inflow hydrographs.  There was also no distribution of 
flood flows provided and it is very possible the upper basin drainage area 
contributes more to flood flow development than the lower basin. 

• The off-stream design of the Project better handles sedimentation and is more cost 
effective than MC1.  

Comment:  See previous discussions. 

• The complexity and remote location of MC1 comes with an inherently higher risk of 
escalating construction costs.  Deltares highlighted the potential risk of a major flood 
during construction. 

Comment:  These risks were not detailed or compared to SR1, or compared to 
the risks associated with a larger footprint and the need for more components for 
the SR1.  These conclusions are unsupported.  Flood risks during construction 
can normally be managed with a comprehensive water control plan.  Flood risks 
exist for both SR1 and MC1, and were not quantified or compared. 

 
Table 2-3 Alternative Option Comparison:  The following comparison statements were made 
between SR1 and the MC1 Options in Table 2-3. 
 
Geohazard: 

• SR1 - Dam embankment: low risk of earthquake damage; MC1 - Larger dam 
embankment and so possibly greater susceptibility to earthquake damage. 

Comment:  Locations and orientation of faults that could provide a ground 
accelerations and earthquake loading were not provided and therefore, no 
comparison between the two options could be made.  A larger dam does not 
necessarily result in a greater susceptibility to earthquake damage.  The potential 
for damage is more directly related to foundation conditions, seismic loading, 
construction techniques, and material properties of the embankment and 
foundation, than the relative size of the dam. 

 
Geotechnical Factors: 

• SR1 - No major foreseeable geotechnical issues.  Dam construction will be off 
stream away from the geotechnical effects of the Elbow River valley; MC1 - The 
geotechnical issues associated with the McLean Creek option are significantly more 
complex than the Springbank Project. 

Comment:  Potential geotechnical issues affecting both options were not listed, 
discussed, or quantified.  This statement is unsupported. 
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The following sections all refer to the off stream SR1 option. 

Section 2.2.2.2 Service Spillway:  An Obermeyer crest gate is stated to be the preferred 
alternative for the service spillway.  The Obermeyer crest gate has two drawbacks.  Its fail-
safe position is open, which means that the gate must be raised under power at the 
beginning of a flood and its inability to pass bed load during floods. 

Comment:  RJH agrees these are major drawbacks and if the Obermeyer crest gate fails 
to raise, no flood flows will be diverted into the off-stream reservoir rendering the entire 
flood mitigation system useless.  

Section 2.2.2.3 Auxiliary Spillway:  The comparison of the auxiliary spillway alternatives 
focused on their operational capabilities. 

Comment:  From this statement, it appears that site and foundation conditions were not 
considered when comparing alternatives, both of which have the potential to control 
design and significantly impact cost. 

Section 2.2.3 Emergency Spillway:  Based on engineering considerations, Location 2 was 
deemed the most appropriate location for the emergency spillway, because of the more 
stable bedrock materials present. 

Comment:  The referenced engineering considerations were not identified or discussed, 
and the reference to “more stable bedrock” does not quantify the bedrock erosion 
potential at Location 2.  Bedrock can be highly erodible and erosion could lead to a 
failure of the emergency spillway during a flood.  Selection of Location 2 as the 
appropriate location for the emergency spillway is unsupported.   

Section 2.2.5 Low-Level Outlet Channel:  The choice was made to delay maintenance on 
the channel until such a time as it may be required.  The present plan would be to only 
regrade part of the existing stream to convey flows away from critical infrastructure and 
allow for the remainder of the stream and existing ecosystem to remain intact. 

Comment:  The potential for the development of back cutting erosion in the outlet 
channel does not appear to be supported by analyses and the simple approach of 
“regrading” the existing stream channel to be used as the discharge channel is likely 
inadequate to protect the integrity and function of the outlet works and potentially the 
safety of the dam. 

Section 3.1 Design Criteria:  The reservoir does not retain water between floods. 

Comment:  While this is a stated design assumption, it is not supported by the proposed 
outlet works configuration which is gated and when the gate is closed, the dam has the 
ability to store water.  It is stated in the EIA that the off-stream dam is not designed for 
long term reservoir storage and as a result would likely be susceptible to multiple failure 
modes if long-term reservoir storage were to occur.  Long-term storage could occur if the 
low-level gate failed to open or a change in reservoir operation were to occur. 

Section 3.2.1.4 Floodplain Berm:  The height and southerly extent of the berm prevents a 
circumvention by floods, up to 1/3 between the 1:1,000 year and the PMF.  The crest is set 
at 1 m above the calculated 1:1,000-year flood elevation and will pass the probable 
maximum flood without overtopping. 

Comment:  No flood routing analysis was provided to support this statement.  One meter 
freeboard would be considered minimal and there was no mention if embankment 
consolidation could reduce the available freeboard and if wave run up was a design concern.  
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Figure 3-5 Typical Section, Floodplain Berm: 

Comments: 

• The proposed embankment filter zone does not appear to have a daylight drain. 

• The impervious embankment Zone 1A is keyed into the alluvium but does not appear 
to be keyed into bedrock, which is likely necessary to control under seepage. 

• No under seepage control measures are proposed.  Under seepage exit gradients 
could pose a safety risk and potential failure mode. 

• No geotechnical data or analysis was provided to support this typical dam section. 

• Sources for the embankment materials were not defined. 

• The effect of differential settlement between the dam foundation, bedrock, and 
alluvium is not defined. 

Section 3.2.1.5 Auxiliary Spillway:  is a roller compacted concrete gravity structure founded 
on bedrock and covered with earth.  The auxiliary spillway is designed to withstand 
overtopping for floods up to 1/3 between the 1:1,000 year and the PMF with an overtopping 
depth of 1.5 m.  

Comments:  

• No flood routing was provided to support this statement.  

• No stability analyses were presented to indicate the spillway would be stable at this 
level of overtopping.  

• No geotechnical foundation data or analysis was provided to demonstrate adequate 
erosion protection of the downstream toe of the dam.  

• No hydraulic analysis was provided to evaluate the safety and hydraulic performance 
of the spillway. 

• No provisions are provided for management of underseepage. 

Figure 3-6 Cross Section of Auxiliary Spillway: 

Comment:  The auxiliary spillway appears to be a 5.7-meter (19 feet) high roller 
compacted concrete dam and is considered a high hazard structure.  Figure 3-6 
indicates that the dam is to be founded on competent bedrock.  No supportive 
geotechnical data is presented to indicate where competent bedrock is located in the 
subsurface soil profile.  The figure references a concrete slab that extends beyond the 
downstream toe of the dam, presumably for erosion protection, but there appears to be 
no provision for flood flow energy dissipation.  Without energy dissipation features 
constructed downstream of the spillway, it is possible flood flows will erode under or 
uplift the downstream edge of the concrete slab.  If uplift or back cutting under the slab 
occurs, failure of the slab is likely which would allow erosion forces to be applied at the 
toe of the roller compacted concrete dam.  Erosion under the toe of the roller compacted 
concrete dam could result in an overturning or sliding failure of the dam.  If this scenario 
occurs, loss of life is likely.  

Section 3.2.2 Diversion Channel:  The diversion channel carries floodwater from the 
diversion inlet to the off-stream reservoir (Figure 3-1).  The channel is 4,700 m long with a 
bottom width of 22 m, 4H:1V side slopes and a slope that varies from 0.1 to 0.2 percent with 
a maximum flow capacity of 600 cubic meters per second. 

Comment:  The diversion channel is primarily an earthen channel with a grass lining. 
The gradient (slope) of the channel is very flat, 0.1 to 0.2 percent, and will likely result in 
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sediment and debris deposition in the channel during flood flow diversions, particularly at 
smaller flood flows where flow velocities will be lower.  The debris and sediment 
deposition could obstruct and block the channel and impact the ability of the water to get 
to or flow over the spillways, resulting in an overtopping of the channel embankment and 
an erosional failure of the channel embankment.  Information on flow velocity and 
sediment deposition were not provided.  Failure of the channel embankment could result 
in the loss of life or significant property damage, and appears to be a potential and 
unaddressed failure mode.   

Section 3.2.3 Emergency Spillway:  The emergency spillway is a concrete structure 
approximately 135 m long that permits unregulated overflow first to a graded outlet channel 
and then overland to the Elbow River.  The spillway has a crest at the reservoir full service 
elevation of 1,210.75 m and a discharge capacity of 354 m3/s at 1.25 m of head.  It is 
located on the east side of the diversion channel approximately 1,300 m upstream of the off-
stream reservoir. 

Comment:  The emergency spillway is a critical dam safety component and very little 
substantive information was provided that would enable even a cursory review of the 
spillway adequacy.  No section drawings, bedrock location and geotechnical properties, 
or diversion channel details are provided.  From the limited information provided, it 
appears the spillway is located in the diversion channel side slope which is likely an 
embankment fill and if this is the case, several potential failure modes of the spillway 
would be associated with the selected location.  Failure of the emergency spillway would 
likely result in the loss of life and significant property damage.  

Figure 3-8 Typical Dam Section, Primary Embankment:  

Comments:   

• The primary embankment is 3,300 meters long and 30 meters high.  Figure 3-8 
indicates a zoned earth fill embankment having an upstream toe buttress; upstream 
shell; core with a key trench; chimney, blanket, and toe drain: and a downstream 
shell.  The preparation and composition of the various materials used to construct 
the embankment are not described.   

• There is a reference on the figure at the base of the embankment indicating 
foundations soils vary.  No geotechnical properties or profiles of the foundation soils 
are provided.  The basis for the toe berm and embankment slopes is not provided.  
No information is presented as to the properties of the core or the foundation soils 
the key trench is constructed in.   

• Under seepage control measures only include a key trench below the core to an 
unidentified material.  Potential seepage modes that could result in an erosional 
failure of the dam are not addressed.  No seepage analysis or seepage exit 
gradients were provided.  Understanding the foundation conditions and foundation 
seepage conditions are critical to having a safe dam.  Under seepage could lead to a 
progressive backward erosional failure of the foundation and dam.  If this scenario 
were to develop, significant loss of life (greater than 100 persons) and significant 
property damage would likely result.  

Section 3.2.5.2 Slope Protection:  Established turf and proposed drainage features will 
provide erosion protection.  Maintenance to repair water erosion channels on the slope will 
be required until grass is established.  Since the reservoir will not have a permanent pool, 
wave wash protection will not be necessary. 

Comment:  The average annual precipitation for Calgary, Alberta is about 16.5 inches.  
Establishment of turf could be difficult and the effects of wave erosion during a flood do 
not appear to have been addressed.  Wave erosion could result in damage to the dam 
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embankment, loss of freeboard, and eventual failure of the embankment by an 
overtopping flood flow. 

Table 3-4 Critical Design Load Cases for the Dam Embankment:  

Comment:  A number of stability load cases are presented in the table reporting the 
Factor of Safety (FOS) for each load case.  No supportive geotechnical data or stability 
analyses were provided that would allow verification of the reported FOS and some of 
the reported factors of safety would not meet the regulatory requirements for long 
reservoir storage.  Assuming long term reservoir storage will not occur is a poor design 
assumption because the reservoir has a gated low-level outlet works which if closed, 
would allow long term reservoir storage.  If long term reservoir storage were to occur; 
embankment or foundation seepage and stability problems could develop resulting in a 
failure of the dam.  

Section 3.2.5.4 Seepage:  Seepage analysis was performed for input into the stability 
analysis and assessment of piping risk.  As a reservoir with a temporary flood pool, 
saturation of the embankment with an elevated phreatic surface is not anticipated.  
However, a filter and drainage system will mitigate potential risks from piping through 
defects in the embankment and pressure relief in the foundation soils. 

Comment:  No seepage analyses were provided that would allow verification of the input 
and reported FOS for the stability analyses or to determine the proposed seepage 
control measures are adequate to protect the dam embankment and foundation from 
piping.  The proposed under seepage control measures are considered minimal for a 30 
meter (98 feet) high embankment and if uncontrolled under seepage occurs, it could 
lead to a piping condition and failure of the dam.  Also, dams that are dry for prolonged 
periods of time could crack depending on the properties of the embankment materials.  It 
is unknown if the drainage systems are adequate to manage seepage through cracks in 
the impervious Zone 1A materials. 

Section 3.2.5.5 Seismic Events:  The dam stability was assessed for an earthquake design 
ground motion (EDGM) with an annual exceedance probability of 1/10,000, in accordance 
with Canadian Dam Association (CDA) Dam Safety Guidelines (CDA, 2007) and the 
Extreme hazard classification. 

Comment:  No information on the location and orientation of faults that could impact the 
dam were provided.  No history or location and intensity of past seismic events was 
provided.  No analyses on the impact to the stability of the embankment and foundation 
was provided and as a result, it cannot be verified that the dam and foundation will not 
be adversely impacted by a design seismic event. 

Section 3.2.6 Low Level Outlet:  Floodwater is released from the reservoir to the Elbow 
River by means of a gated concrete structure near the east end of the dam embankment 
that controls discharge to an existing unnamed creek (Figure 3-1).  The low-level outlet 
structure (Figure 3-10) consists of an approach channel, discharge gate, gatehouse, 2.7-
meter-wide by 2.8-meter-high horseshoe shaped conduit, energy dissipation structure, and 
outlet channel.  The gate is operated locally by the gatehouse.  

Comment:  Standard design practice for flood control dams is for the low-level outlet to 
be ungated so the dam has no ability to store water for long periods of time.  If a low-
level outlet works is gated, which would allow long term reservoir storage, standard 
practice is to design the dam to regulatory and safety standards required for long term 
reservoir storage.  Failure to design to the requirements necessary to meet established 
safety standards for dams having long term reservoir storage could result in the 
development of conditions that could lead to failure of the dam.  Long term reservoir 
storage could result with an outlet gate or operating mechanism failure that would not 
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allow the gate to open or changing operational criteria allowing long term reservoir 
storage. 

Section 5.0 Dam Safety:  The design of the off-stream dam complies with CDA Dam Safety 
Guidelines (CDA, 2007) and Technical Bulletin Nos. 1 through 9, current Alberta 
Transportation Design Standards, relevant Alberta Transportation Design and Construction 
Bulletins.  The dam design parameters and construction activities that support dam safety 
are presented in Section 3.2.5.  They are discussed in more detail in the Interim Design 
Report (Stantec 2017b), which includes the Interim Geotechnical Assessment Report as 
Appendix D. 

Comment:  The CDA Dam Safety Guidelines were updated in 2013.  No discussion or 
indication was provided as to whether the proposed project design meets all of the 
criteria contained in the updated guidelines.  The Interim Design Report (Stantec 2017b) 
and the interim Geotechnical Assessment Report, Appendix D were not provided in the 
EIA documents.  Therefore, these documents were not considered in our review. 

 
Section 4 - Suggested Dam Design and Dam Safety Information Requests 
 
General 
 
The EIA was significantly lacking in detail and supportive technical data and engineering 
analyses required to verify many of the technical statements made in the EIA. A Stantec 
Interim Design Report 2017b was referenced in Section 3.2.5.3 and Section 5.0 of Volume 1 
but this report was not provided with the EIA. The Interim Design Report Table of Contents 
was not provided in the EIA but following is a list of information that in our opinion, is needed 
for a regulatory or engineer to evaluate the technical adequacy and safety of the design for 
the following suggested information requests. 
 
Basis of Design  

• Regulatory Standards 

• Intended Operations 

• Survey Control and Topographic Base Map 

• Design Criteria 

o Diversion Inlet 

o Service Spillway 

o Auxiliary Spillway 

o Floodplain Berm 

o Off Stream Dam Embankments 

o Outlet Works 

o Emergency Spillway and Discharge Channel 

o Freeboard 

o Instrumentation 

• General Geotechnical 

• General Hydraulic 

• General Structural 
 



 -11- June 14, 2018 

Geotechnical Information 

• Geological Assessment 

• Geotechnical Field Investigation Report 

• Laboratory and Field Testing Results 

• Geotechnical Data Report 
 
Hydraulic Information 

• Design Storm Hydrology 

• Sediment Loads 
 
On Stream Diversion Structures 

• Key Issues Affecting Design 

• Stability Analysis 

• Seismic Deformation Analysis 

• Drainage System Design 

• Slope Protection Analysis 

• Consolidation and Deformation Analysis 

• Spillway Gate Design 

• Flood Routing and Hydraulic Analysis 
 
Diversion Channel 

• Hydraulic Capacity Analysis 

• Channel Erosion Potential Analysis and Treatment 

• Freeboard Analysis 
 
Off Stream Dam Embankments 

• Key Issues Affecting Design 

• Stability Analysis 

• Seepage Analysis 

• Seismic Deformation Analysis 

• Internal Filter and Drainage System Design 

• Slope Protection Analysis 

• Consolidation and Deformation Analysis 
 
Outlet Works 

• Key Issues Affecting Design 

• Intake Structure Design 

• Conduit Design 

• Outlet Gate and Control System Design 
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• Discharge and Energy Dissipation Structure Design 

• Discharge Channel Design 
 
Emergency Spillway 

• Key Issues Affecting Design 

• Hydrology and Reservoir Routing 

• Hydraulic Analysis 

• Structural Design 

• Stability Analysis 

• Discharge Channel Design 
 
Construction Considerations 

• Stream Diversion Design 

• Dewatering Requirements 

• Required Imported Materials 

• Construction Sequencing 

• Construction Schedule 
 
 
RJH/jmm 
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