
Environmental Assessment 0405-002 Canadian Zinc Phase III Drilling

Non-Technical Summary

The Northwest Territories Chapter of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS-NWT) is part of a national non-profit conservation organization dedicated to protecting Canada’s wilderness. CPAWS-NWT is working with the Dehcho First Nations, Parks Canada and others to protect the South Nahanni Watershed. This is a summary of our concerns with Canadian Zinc’s proposed Phase III Drilling environmental assessment.

The reason why this project is being looked at so closely is because of “public concern about the cumulative effects of this project on the South Nahanni Watershed.”
 Cumulative effects are changes to the land and water that happen on top of past changes that have already happened, present changes that are currently happening, and future changes that are likely to happen. CPAWS-NWT has looked at the information the company and the government provided with this in mind.
While the information provided by Canadian Zinc has helped to further describe the proposed project, not enough is known about specific actions the company will do to reduce or eliminate harm to the land and water. CPAWS is asking for:

· more information on sensitive areas that may or will be impacted by the development; 

· more information on how the company plans to clean up (revegetate) and look after (monitor) the areas it will use; 

· more information on what good things (mitigative measures) the company can do to reduce or eliminate harm to the land, water and wildlife;
· the Company to be responsible and pay for the cleanup (revegetation) and looking after (monitoring) the areas it will use; and

· more information on who will pay and clean up the areas that the company is not using. 
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Technical Analysis Report

Introduction

Organization’s Mandate: The Northwest Territories Chapter of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS-NWT) is part of a national non-profit conservation organization dedicated to protecting Canada’s wilderness. To ensure that the values of the South Nahanni Watershed (Watershed) are acknowledged and protected, CPAWS-NWT has taken a leadership role in working to protect the Watershed and addressing proposed developments that may impact this area. Since 2000, CPAWS-NWT has been extensively involved in regulatory and environmental processes for development applications in the Watershed, including all five of the previous Canadian Zinc environmental assessments. CPAWS-NWT is concerned with the project splitting nature of the proposed Prairie Creek mine development, located on Prairie Creek within the Watershed, upstream from the Park Reserve and natural World Heritage Site boundary. Specifically related to the Phase III Drilling Program environmental assessment, CPAWS-NWT is interested in the:

· assessment and minimization of overall environmental impacts from proposed development activities, including cumulative effects;

· maintenance of ecological integrity within the Watershed including long-term water quality as well as vegetation, fish and wildlife species; and

· identification of comprehensive reclamation, remediation and monitoring requirements and responsibilities. 

General Subjects Reviewed: Project response to environmental sensitivity, drilling and drilling sites; public consultation; revegetation, reclamation and monitoring; and cumulative effects assessment and management. 
Submission on Identified Issues: Several of the information request responses have not fully answered the request. 
Statement of Capacity: Responses are provided as a Party to the EA.
Specific Comments

Project Response to Environmental Sensitivity (IR002-3, TOR C, DAR 3.0)
Issue: Identification and evaluation of mitigation measures to assess the likelihood of significant adverse residual impacts.
Developer’s conclusion: IR002-3 response, page 2, item 1. A licensed professional will be hired to conduct a site survey, provide guidance and recommendations, and “will address any issues that may arise” but the proponent “does not consider it necessary to retain the individual on site during the project.”
IR002-3 response, page 2, item 2. “CZN has the ability to alter the order that the areas are worked” and “has the ability to access many areas using different roads” to help avoid a particular sensitivity. 

CPAWS-NWT’s rationale/conclusion: It is unclear how the licensed professional’s guidance and recommendations on mitigation measures for environmentally sensitive areas will be: a) appropriate and/or b) effective without being evaluated through the EA process. 
CPAWS-NWT is also unable to quantitatively evaluate the two proposed mitigation measures (alteration of order or using different roads) without site specific information on potential environmental sensitivities to determine the likelihood of significant adverse residual impacts.
Likewise, it is unclear what particular environmental sensitivities will be avoided or minimized and how, if the guidance and recommendations are based solely on a site survey prior to the project undertaking, and not during the actual construction/upgrading of main roads/spur roads, crossings of creeks, and overall drilling operations.
Recommendations:
It is recommended that the Review Board require the completion of a site survey along with guidance and recommendations on mitigative measures by a licensed professional prior to the closure of the EA process. This will ensure that as part of the assessment, potentially environmentally sensitive areas are identified first, then the proposed mitigative measures are assessed to determine the likelihood of a significant adverse environmental impact.
It is recommended that the Review Board reissue the Information Request (IR 3) to “include a description of how the Developer (you) intends to ensure that a person (or persons) with the appropriate authority/qualifications is available on site during the entire project.”

Project Response to Environmental Sensitivity IR002-14,TOR C, DAR 3.0 (also related to IR002-18, TOR D, DAR 4.0)
Issue: Identification of thresholds for environmental sensitivities to assess the likelihood of significant adverse residual impacts. 
DIAND’s conclusion: “Land disturbances and watercourse crossings should be modified below, rather than at, the point(s) at which they could trigger unacceptably high sediment levels. Application of sensitivity criteria, as described in Section 4.2 C
, should assist in preventing unacceptably high sediment levels. The development of the thresholds requested in these two items will likely involve many assumptions, and given that activities should be modified before the levels at which unacceptable impacts may occur, the application of these thresholds in practice is unclear.” DIAND notes the proponent “will endeavor to comply with federal suspended sediment guidelines.”

DIAND also notes that the proponent will be bound by permit conditions and “any modifications to the proposed activities would require adequate mitigation, utilize best management practices and require approval of the INAC inspector.” 

GNWT’s conclusion: The GNWT “agrees that it is possible to define, within an environmental protection plan and monitoring program, situations and appropriate responses” but that “it is the responsib(ility) of the proponent to provide there plans and programs for review and approval.” Dall’s sheep and grizzly bears were identified as species to include in the plan and monitoring program. It was noted the Plan for Dall’s sheep should address “access to mineral licks and escape terrain; protecting lambing/kidding habitat and preventing access to areas of potential attractants (i.e. sumps) and for grizzlies, a response plan should be developed. Additionally, vegetation communities were also identified as components of the plan and monitoring program.
CPAWS-NWT’s conclusion/rationale: It is noted that the reason why this project was referred to the Review Board was due to “public concern about the cumulative effects of this project on the South Nahanni Watershed.”
 However, CPAWS-NWT feels there is limited quantitative detail on the assessment or management of cumulative effects in this EA. 

The sediment CCME Water Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Freshwater Aquatic Life (2003) refer to a narrative and do not provide specific quantitative thresholds. However, in other water licenses issued for the site and the NWT, the maximum allowable average concentration of total suspended solids is 15 mg/L and the maximum allowable concentration is 30 mg/L for any one grab sample. 
Apart from the inferred likely requirements for total suspended solid concentrations, neither DIAND, GNWT, nor the proponent provided quantitative thresholds to identify specific environmental sensitivities and appropriate project responses. CPAWS-NWT sees the identification of quantitative thresholds as an essential component to be able to critically evaluate the proposed undertakings and mitigative measures related to environmental sensitivity to determine the likelihood of significant adverse residual impacts.   
Recommendations: 

It is recommended that the Review Board confirm with DIAND that the maximum allowable average concentration of total suspended solids will be15 mg/L and the maximum allowable concentration will be 30 mg/L for any one grab sample. If this is confirmed, the Review Board should then see confirmation from the proponent that the proposed undertakings will be able to meet or be below these thresholds.

It is recommended that the Review Board require the proponent to submit an environmental protection plan and monitoring program in response to the issues raised by the GNWT related to Dall’s sheep, grizzly bears, and vegetation communities.
It is recommended that the Review Board adopt and require the proponent to meet cumulative effects indicators and thresholds as well as seasonal restrictions as identified in the Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan
 as part of this environmental assessment to assist in identifying and evaluating project responses to environmental sensitivity. The summary table information is provided below:
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Action #32 – Seasonal Restrictions: Regulatory Authorities will not permit any activities anywhere in the Dehcho territory within 250 m of occupied or suspected significant habitat features during critical life cycle periods as listed in Table 11 unless Developers can demonstrate that there will be no adverse effects on wildlife. Aircraft will maintain a minimum altitude of 650 metres when flying over these sites during critical periods, other than for licensed wildlife research and monitoring purposes. The Developer will consult with the Dehcho First Nations and Regulatory Authorities to obtain the most current wildlife information.
[image: image3.png]Table 11. Critical Life Cycle Periods

Species Breeding Season Birthing Season Wigration
(ruting, spawning, mating areas) | (caiving,lambing areas, |  (Migratory Big Sites
den and neststes, | staging sites, water bodies)
soawning areas)
Bison | MIoJuly o Late September (Peak | Aorl 0 July (Peak May) WA
carly August)
Woodland | Eariy October fo early November | Wid-May to Mig-June A
[Carbou (Boreai &/
Mouniain eco-
type)
Grizzly Bears Lt June (o sarly Juy Wid-Jan to mid-March Iy
Warien Juy to August Late-March to Aol NA
Moose | Wic-Septemberto Late-Noverber | Late-May o eary-June A
Sheep Wic-November to Mid-December | _Early May to late June NA
Wowering Late Apr to Early September | Late Mareh to Mid Aprl NA
Goats. November Late-May to Mic-June NA
Fisn Wil b estabiished through NA Same as spawning periods
consulation with DFN, and
Regustory Authorites.
Wigratory Bircs, May to June. June o Juy Miarch (o May, August o

Waterfow!

September

Whooping Crane

Late Apri—Vay

Wiay — September

Late Aprl o Mic-May: Late
‘Septemberto October




Appendix 1 of the Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan provides additional detail on draft conformity requirements, actions, and recommendations.
Revegetation, Reclamation, and Monitoring (IR002-05, TOR E-3 (c), DAR 5.3; IR002-06, TOR E-3 (d), DAR 5.4; IR002-09, TOR E-3, DAR 5.3; IR002-10, TOR E-3, DAR 5.3; IR002-13, TOR 4.2; DAR 5.4
Issue:  This relates to several revegetation, reclamation, and monitoring IRs and IR Responses.
Developer’s conclusion: The proponent does not feel it is necessary provide specific answers the IRs. 
In a separate IR response, the proponent notes that “little degradation of the roads has occurred. There has also been no significant development at the minesite since 1982 (page 13 of IR Response).” 
CPAWS-NWT’s rationale/conclusion: While there was no active reclamation of the 20+ year road network post-construction, it is apparent that a significant portion has yet to be revegetated naturally. Additionally, given the concerns surrounding the feasibility, timing, and cost of revegetation in areas of steep terrain dominated with lichen cover, CPAWS-NWT strongly believes the proponent should be required to provide adequate information on revegetation, reclamation and monitoring during this stage of the EA.

Recommendation: The Review Board should reissue all of the revegetation, reclamation, and monitoring information requests (IR 5, 6, 9, 10, and 13).

Reclamation IR002-08, TOR E-3, DAR 5.3
Issue: Clarification on the responsibility of outstanding reclamation requirements on the Prairie Creek mineral leases.
DIAND’s conclusion: “Any existing road network constructed for diamond drilling activity within the lease boundaries would have required a land use permit. Any land use permit that was not given final clearance and closed by INAC’s District Office, would be the responsibility of the permittee according to the conditions of the particular land use permit. Any land use permit that was given final clearance and closed by DIAND’s District Office would release the permittee of any responsibility.”
“The developer would be responsible for reclamation of the roads (or portions of) which it uses.”

CPAWS-NWT’s rationale/conclusion: It is clear that the developer is responsible for reclamation of the roads (or portions of) which it uses. However, it is not clear if the DIAND District Office provided final clearance and closed the former diamond drilling permit(s). 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the Review Board require developer to reclaim the roads (or portions of) which it uses.

It is recommended that the Review Board seek clarification from DIAND on who is responsible for the reclamation of the road network that will not be used (were the previous diamond drilling land use permits given final clearance and closed?).
Summary of Recommendations

1. It is recommended that the Review Board require the completion of a site survey along with guidance and recommendations on mitigative measures by a licensed professional prior to the closure of the EA process. This will ensure that as part of the assessment, potentially environmentally sensitive areas are identified first, then the proposed mitigative measures are assessed to determine the likelihood of a significant adverse environmental impact.
2. It is recommended that the Review Board reissue the Information Request (IR 3) to “include a description of how the Developer (you) intends to ensure that a person (or persons) with the appropriate authority/qualifications is available on site during the entire project.”

3. It is recommended that the Review Board confirm with DIAND that the maximum allowable average concentration of total suspended solids will be15 mg/L and the maximum allowable concentration will be 30 mg/L for any one grab sample. If this is confirmed, the Review Board should then see confirmation from the proponent that the proposed undertakings will be able to meet or be below these thresholds.

4. It is recommended that the Review Board require the proponent to submit an environmental protection plan and monitoring program in response to the issues raised by the GNWT related to Dall’s sheep, grizzly bears, and vegetation communities.
5. It is recommended that the Review Board adopt and require the proponent to meet cumulative effects indicators and thresholds as well as seasonal restrictions as identified in the Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan
 as part of this environmental assessment to assist in identifying and evaluating project responses to environmental sensitivity. 

6. The Review Board should reissue all of the revegetation, reclamation, and monitoring information requests (IR 5, 6, 9, 10, and 13).

7. It is recommended that the Review Board require developer to reclaim the roads (or portions of) which it uses.

8. It is recommended that the Review Board seek clarification from DIAND on who is responsible for the reclamation of the road network that will not be used (were the previous diamond drilling land use permits given final clearance and closed?).
� Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board Letter dated June 1, 2004.


� 4.2 C - Please clarify if the Review Board is asking CZN to describe the actions it will take if it encounters steep topography, sensitive vegetation, et cetera, or if the Review Board is asking CZN to identify in advance the locations of these criteria within the proposed development area?


4.2 C – “Unique aesthetic quality” is a subjective criterion which is not defined in these terms of reference. It may therefore be of limited utility in identifying environmental sensitivities to the satisfaction of all parties.





� Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board Letter dated June 1, 2004.


� Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee. June 2005. Dehcho Ndéh T’ahts’et’î K’eh Eghaláets’êdáh. Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan. Tables 10 and 11 were based on: Salmo Consulting Inc. April 2004. Deh Cho Cumulative Effects Study Phase 1: Management Indicators and Thresholds. Both documents are available at www.dehcholands.org


� Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee. June 2005. Dehcho Ndéh T’ahts’et’î K’eh Eghaláets’êdáh. Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan. Tables 10 and 11 were based on: Salmo Consulting Inc. April 2004. Deh Cho Cumulative Effects Study Phase 1: Management Indicators and Thresholds. Both documents are available at www.dehcholands.org
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