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Dear Ms. Beaudet: 

Re: Environment and Climate Change Canada's Response to the Review 
Panel's Information Request ECCC IR-09 and ECCC IR-1 0 for the Roberts 
Bank Terminal 2 Project 

Thank you for your letter of December 13, 2017 in which the Review Panel 
requested additional information from Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(ECCC) for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (the Project). ECCC's response to 
the Review Panel's information requests (ECCC IR 09 and ECCC IR1 0) are 
provided in the Annexes 1 and 2. 

I trust our response is helpful for the Review Panel and environmental assessment 
of the Project. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
concerns. 

Yours sip~ert31Y , 
<Original signed by> 

~ff~orku·m, 

A/Director General 
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate 

Canada 
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Annex 1: Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to Panel Information Request 09 for the 

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project 

Pane/Information Request ECCC IR-09: Species at Risk • Effects Assessment 

Context: 

In Section 15 and Appendix 15-A of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); Section 8.3 and 
Appendix 8.3-A of the Marine Shipping Addendum; and in its responses to additional information 
requirement #11 of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Registry (CEAR 
Doc#314), the Proponent identified the species that are either listed under Schedule 1 of the 
Species at Risk Act or are designated by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in 
Canada (COSEWIC) that could occur in the Project area and in the marine shipping area. The 
twenty-three species from this group for which Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(ECCC) has responsibility under the Species at Risk Act are listed in the table below. 

Species Status (Species at Risk Act or COSEWIC 
designation) 

Ancient Murrelet Synthliboramphus antiquus Special Concern Schedule 1 
Band-tailed Pigeon Patagioenas fasciata Special Concern Schedule 1 
Barn Owl Tyto alba Special Concern Schedule 1 (COSEWIC 

Threatened 201 0) 
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica COSEWIC Threatened (201 0) 
Black Swift Cypseloides niger COSEWIC Endangered (2015) 
Black-footed Albatross Phoebastria nigripes Special Concern Schedule 1 
Cassin's Auklet Ptychoramphus aleuticus COSEWIC Special Concern 
Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor Threatened Schedule 1 
Great Blue Heron, fannini subspecies Special Concern Schedule 1 
~rdea herodias fannini 
Horned Grebe Podiceps auritus Special Concern Schedule 1 
Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus Endangered Schedule 1 
Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus Special Concern Schedule 1 
Marbled Murrelet Threatened Schedule 1 

Brachyramphus marmoratus 
Pacific Water Shrew Sorex bendirii Special Concern Schedule 1 
Peregrine Falcon, anatum subspecies Special Concern Schedule 1 

Falco peregrinus anatum 
Pink-footed Shearwater Threatened Schedule 1 (COSEWIC 

Puffinus creatopus Endangered 2016) 
Red Knot Calidris canutus Threatened Schedule 1 
Red Phalarope Phalaropus fulicarius COSEWIC Special Concern 
Red-legged Frog Rana aurora Special Concern Schedule 1 
Red-necked Phalarope Phalaropus lobatus COSEWIC Special Concern (2014) 
Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus Special Concern Schedule 1 
Short-tailed Albatross Phoebastria albatrus Threatened Schedule 1 
Western Grebe Aechmophorus occidentalis COSEWIC Special Concern (2014 
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In Section 15 of the EIS; Section 8.3 of the Marine Shipping Addendum; and in its responses to 
the additional information requirements and follow-up additional information requirements from 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (GEAR Doc#314 and Doc#388), the 
Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (the Proponent) described the potential effects of the Project 
using representative species for each sub-component. Some of the representative species were 
listed species, but an assessment was not conducted for each individual species. For coastal 
birds, the Proponent proposed general mitigation measures not specific for listed species and 
concluded that with the implementation of mitigation measures, residual effects to coastal bird 
productivity are predicted to be negligible or so small as not to be measurable, except for diving 
birds for which it determined that the effects would not be significant. For marine birds, the 
Proponent concluded that the effects from collisions with transiting vessels would not be 
significant. No mitigation measures were proposed. 

As part of the pre-panel phase and the current Review Panel phase of the environmental 
assessment of the Project, ECCC has provided submissions to the Review Panel that presented 
specific concerns with regard to the assessment. However, the Panel is now seeking advice on 
the overall assessment of the Proponent and conclusions especially on the potential 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures in reducing the effects of the Project to listed species. 

Information Request: 

For species under the responsibility of Environment and Climate Change Canada: 
• Provide advice on whether the description of the potential adverse effects to listed 

species potentially occurring in the Project area and along the marine shipping area and 
the mitigation measures proposed by the Proponent are adequate; 

• Provide advice on whether the Project would have the potential to elevate the status of a 
species. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada's (ECCC} Response 

For an overview of the legislation, policy and other directives under the responsibility of ECCC 
that may relate to this Project, including the Species at Risk Act and the Migratory Birds 
Convention Act, please see Appendix 1 of the department's June 23, 2016 letter to the Review 
Panel, which describes ECCC's Project participation 1. ECCC provides responses below for Barn 
Owl, Great Blue Heron, Western Grebe, Barn Swallow and Red Phalarope. Information is also 
provided for other COSEWIC listed species. 

Barn Owl (Tyto alba): 
Species at Risk Act (SARA) Schedule 1, 'Special Concern', COSEWIC 'Threatened' 

Potential Adverse Effects - Local Assessment Area (LAA) 
The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (the Project) 
states that once capacity at the terminal reaches 2.3 million TEUs by 2030, total daily port
related truck movements are expected to increase by 100% (3700), train movements by 38% 

1 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2016 a. Environment and Climate Change Canada 
Participation in the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Panel Review [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Gatineau, 
Quebec. CEAR #450. 
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(8), and other vehicles by 83% (1700)2
. The Proponent has concluded a 'minor decrease' in 

Barn Owl productivity due to the projected increase in traffic volume3 
. 

Barn Owls are raptor species most at risk of vehicle collisions in the Lower Mainland of British 
Columbia (BC) (Bishop CA and JM Brogan, 2013) (Preston Ml and GA Powers, 2006). In the 
provincial 'Recovery Plan for the Barn Owl in British Columbia', road mortality from 
transportation and service corridors was identified as one of the main threats faced by Barn 
Owls in BC, causing widespread detrimental effects to the population (BC Ministry of 
Environment, 2014). 

It is ECCC's view that the Proponent has not conducted an analysis to quantify the expected 
number of Barn Owl mortalities due to the increase in vehicle movement, nor has the Proponent 
determined to what extent Project activities may impact the viability of the declining BC 
population of about 500 mature individuals (IBID). Although mortality risk is anticipated to 
increase, the EIS does not provide adequate information regarding the risks of long-term, 
population level impacts of prolonged high road mortality rates. As such, ECCC is of the opinion 
that the Proponent has not adequately described, in full, potential adverse effects to Barn Owls. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures (Local Assessment Area, LAA) 
Section 15.8.4 of the EIS4 includes proposed mitigation measures to avoid collisions between 
Barn Owls and vehicles within the Project area (pdf page 707). The Proponent has committed to 
'work col/aboratively with the appropriate transportation organizations (e.g., BC Rail, BC Ministry 
of Transportation and Infrastructure) and ECCC to develop and implement mitigation measures' 
such as the use of barriers along roads (e.g. reflective fences, hedgerows), or the establishment 
and maintenance of Barn Owl nest boxes). 

ECCC concludes that while the Proponent has committed to work collaboratively to develop and 
implement mitigation measures, the details on how these proposed measures will be carried out, 
at the conceptual level or otherwise, are not provided in the EIS. For instance, the Proponent 
has not described: 

• Locations for where road barriers and nest boxes would be established; 
• Length and type of road barriers; 
• Number of nest boxes to install; and, 
• Follow-up monitoring strategy, including length of time. 

Recent scientific publications point to the importance of identifying high mortality zones (hot 
spots) in developing effective mitigation for road effects on wildlife is identifying high mortality 
zones (hotspots). For instance, researchers from Boise State University have demonstrated that 
Barn Owl collision risk increases with higher small mammal abundance, amount of grass in 
verges, and owl site occupancy (Arnold, EM. 2016) (Regan, T. 2016). Road mortality rate was 
also explained by other parameters, including traffic pattern and seasonal factors. 

2 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 4.0. Figures 4-29, 4-30, and 4-31; pdf pages 41-43. 
3 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 15.0. Table 15-11, pdf page 698. 
4 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 15.0. 
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As such, ECCC recommends that following the identification of hotspots, additional strategies be 
planned and implemented to mitigate the incremental likely negative impacts of increased traffic 
volume on Barn Owls, including but not limited to: 

• Build barriers or screenings to deter owls from flying low across major roads (Ramsden, 
DJ, 2003), in areas identified as road mortality hotspots((Arnold, EM, 2016) (Regan, T. 
2016); 

• Install Barn Owl nest boxes away from major roads and highways to reduce collision risk 
- see Ramsden (2003) for suggested distances; 

• Install signs to reduce speed limits in areas where Barn Owls are susceptible to vehicle 
collision (i.e. highway associated grassland); 

• Increase the awareness of mitigation practices to reduce Barn Owl road kills to vehicle 
operators, including personnel working at the Deltaport Terminal ( Boves, T J and JR 
Belt~off, 2012); 

• Install signs to alert vehicle operators about the presence of owls (IBID); 

• Develop aural, visual, or perch deterrents that would reduce the attractiveness of 
roadsides and medians (IBID); 

• Continue monitoring collision rates for Barn Owls and other potentially affected species 
within the LAA throughout the duration of the Project to evaluate the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures implemented; and, 

• Continuous consultation with ECCC, BC Ministry of Environment, BC Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural Resource Operations & Rural Development, and appropriate 
transportation authorities to develop and implement, and modify, if needed, mitigation 
measures. 

Cumulative Effects Assessment 
Furthermore, it is ECCC's view that the spatial scope of mitigation measures implementation 
should expand beyond the LAA and into the Cumulative Effects Assessment area, as vehicle 
collisions are expected to increase on all major roads and highways connected to Deltaport Way 
(e.g. Highway 17, Highway 99). Barn ·Owls use old-field and grassy habitats extensively for 
foraging, rendering them susceptible to vehicle collisions from project-related increase in traffic 
volume throughout their range in the Lower Mainland of BC. As such, in order to more 
adequately mitigate the Project contribution to road mortality risks to Barn Owls, ECCC 
recommends that the Proponent: 

• Determine the Project's contribution to road mortality risks beyond the LAA (beyond 
Delta port Way to include other major roads and highways as well); and, 

• Propose and implement measures as described in the section above that effectively 
address the Project's contribution to Barn Owl mortality in the areas. 

Species at Risk Listing 
On December 13, 2017, the Governor in Council (GiC) acknowledged receipt of COSEWIC's 
assessment for Barn Owl as Threatened, and as such the species may be listed on Schedule 1 
of SARA within 9 months (Government of Canada, 2017). In the case of a positive listing 
decision by the GiC, a Recovery Strategy may be posted on the SARA registry within a 
timeframe that overlaps with the lifetime of the Project. In order to meet timelines within SARA 
for recovery planning, and should the species be listed, a draft Recovery Strategy has been 
developed for Barn Owls. According to this document, the population and distribution goal is 'to 
arrest the decline of the Barn Owl population and distribution, such that population size does not 
fall below current levels, and such that the species persists throughout its existing range in 
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British Columbia'; and, one of the recovery objectives is to 'assess and mitigate current threats 
within the Barn Owl's range in B.C. (e.g., road mortality)'. ECCC recommends that the 
information in the draft Recovery Strategy be considered to ensure measures are taken to avoid 
or lessen any Project-related adverse effects to the species, and to monitor them. 

Great Blue Heron, fannini subspecies (Ardea herodias fannim): 
SARA Schedule 1 'Threatened' 

Potential Adverse Effects 
All fish groups assessed by the Ecosystem Model5 contribute significantly to the diet of herons 
(Butler, RW, 1997) (Gutsell, R, 2015) (Huang, AC et. al., 2015), with the exception to 'Reef 
Fish6

. Despite this, the Proponent indicated 'minor to negligible changes' to heron prey species 
(-1%, -8 tonnes), and as a result concluded 'negligible effects' on heron productivit/. In 
addition, the Proponent determined that 42 hectares (ha) of intertidal habitat would be affected 
by causeway widening; this area was demonstrated to be regularly used by foraging herons 
during the breeding season8

. It is unclear how the Proponent has considered the above in 
assessing Project impacts to the Great Blue Heron. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Project-induced changes to the highly complex food web in Roberts Bank have the potential to 
cause adverse effects to Great Blue Herons, in particular to its prey base such as forage fish, 
flatfish, and demersal fish. The Ecosystem Model predicts that there would be an overall 
negative change in marine fish biomass (-28.3 tonnes). 

The Proponent concluded that productivity changes were 'negligible' for Great Blue Herons, and 
hence is not considering offsetting measures for the species. While 27 ha of on-site marine 
habitat restoration may be considered 'beneficial' to herons9 

, these measures may not 
adequately mitigate the aforementioned potential adverse effects to Great Blue Herons in a 
targeted fashion. In particular, the Proponent did not consider this species in developing its 
offset plan. 

It is ECCC's view that the proposed offset plan to mitigate the loss of wetlands and wetland 
functions, including those related to the Great Blue Heron, is not adequate10

. 

The current estimate of the BC fannini Great Blue Herons population is 4000-5000 individuals 
(ECCC, 2016 b), of which >60% is found in the Lower Mainland and Strait of Georgia. The 
largest and most significant colony in Canada is located in Tsawwassen, which is adjacent to the 
Project area, and where a minimum of 462 nests were counted in 2017 (Canada Wildlife Service 
of ECCC, unpublished data). Nearly 700 Pacific Great Blue Herons were counted from the BC 

5 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 10. 
6 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 13, Table 13-10, pdf page 355. 
7 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. Section 
15.0. Table 15-11, pdfpage696. 
8 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 15.0, pdf page 679. 
9 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 17.0. Table 17-4, pdf page 818. 
10 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2017. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to the Review Panel's Information Request ECCC IR-08 for the Roberts Banks Terminal 2 
Project. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #1 009. 
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Ferries causeway near Tsawwassen during a 2009 survey (IBID). Given the importance of the 
intertidal habitats of the LM to the species, and to ensure such effects are adequately 
mitigated, ECCC recommends that the Proponent incorporate the Great Blue Heron in the 
Offsetting Framework. The Proponent should consider sections 3.3 ('Needs of the Great Blue 
Heron fannini subspecies') and 6.0 ('Broad Strategies and Conservation Measures') of the 
proposed federal management plan (IBID). 

Western Grebe {Aechmophorus occidentalis) {Diving Birds): 
SARA Schedule 1 'Special Concern' 

Potential Adverse Effects 
Western Grebe was among the many diving bird species detected within the LM. Western 
Grebes comprised 10% of all detections of diving bird species, and exhibited apparent 
preference for subtidal habitat types dominated by 'dense and sparse sea pen'11

• ECCC notes 
that more than half of the current distribution of sea pen (92 ha) found within the Project area will 
be directly impacted by the proposed terminal and dredge basin (IBID). ECCC also notes that 
the ecosystem model and sensitivity analyses predict a -55% decrease in orange sea pen 
productive potential with development of the Project. As a result, the Proponent determined that 
there are moderate adverse effects for sea pens 12

. Sea pens provide structural habitat 
complexity and act as food sources for large numbers of fish and macro-invertebrates, which in 
turn benefit piscivorous and insectivorous diving birds. However, the Proponent determined only 
a 'minor decrease' in the productivity change for diving birds, but has not clarified how these 
predicted effects to diving birds considered the anticipated loss of sea pen distribution and 
habitat. As such, ECCC is of the view that the Proponent's assessment of potential adverse 
effects to Western Grebe and other diving birds may not be adequate. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
While the Proponent has proposed to conduct 'Orange Sea Pen Transplants,' 13 it is also 
indicated that rates of recovery and re-colonization are largely unknown for the species 14

, and 
that mitigation would reduce, but not fully avoid, the predicted loss in orange sea pen 
productivity15

. Further, it is unclear whether the transplant strategy would take into account the 
habitat requirements of Western Grebe and other diving birds, such that Project impacts on 
these bird species would be adequately mitigated. ECCC is of the view that the proposed offset 
plans to mitigate loss of wetlands and wetland functions, including those related to diving birds, 
are not adequate16

. For instance, the Proponent has not explained the ecological relationship 
between the marine fish and invertebrate species that are expected to benefit from the 
transplant strategy and the diet composition of diving birds found in the Project area. For these 
reasons, ECCC is of the view that the Proponent's proposed mitigation measures for Western 
Grebe and other diving birds may not be adequate. 

11 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 11 . Figure 11-13. pdf page 11. 
12 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 12.0, pdf page 213. 
13 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 12.0, pdf page 224. 
14 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 12.0, pdf page 216. 
15 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015. 
Section 12.0, pdf page 228. 
16 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2017. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to the Review Panel's Information Request ECCC IR-08 for the Roberts Banks Terminal 2 
Project. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #1009. 
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Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica): 
SARA Schedule 1 'Threatened' 

Potential Adverse Effects 
Barn Swallow has been listed as Threatened under Schedule 1 of SARA as of November 15, 
2017. Under 'General Prohibitions' of ss.32(1) of SARA, 'no person shall kill, harm, harass, 
capture, or take an individual of a wildlife species that is listed as an extirpated species, an 
endangered species or a threatened species'. The technical report "Songbirds Study'' showed 
that Barn Swallow was the second most abundant native songbird species ( 15.7% of total 
detections) on major roads where surveys were conducted, and thus the species may be 
impacted by Project activities such as an increase in vehicle traffic (Hemmera Envirochem, 
2014). 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
The Proponent has indicated that installing hedgerows is an example of a mitigation measure to 
avoid collisions between Barn Owls and vehicles. While vegetative structures such as 
hedgerows may be an effective mitigation measure to decrease Barn Owl collisions with 
vehicles, hedgerows have been shown to increase the road mortality of songbirds such as Barn 
Swallow (Orlowshi, 2008) (COSEWIC, 2017). ECCC therefore recommends that given the high 
abundance of Barn Swallows detected in the Project area, any mitigation measures proposed for 
Barn Owls should be planned and implemented in such a way that would reduce impact on the 
survival of Barn Swallows as well. Therefore, installing non-vegetative barriers, rather than 
vegetative barriers such as hedgerows, may be a more effective mitigation measure for both 
Barn Owls and other avian species. 

Red Phalarope (Phalaropus fu/icarius): 
The Red Phalarope currently does not have a COSEWIC or SARA status. 

All other COSEWIC-assessed and SARA-listed species: 

Based on the information provided in the EIS and best available/published information, ECCC is 
currently not anticipating likely adverse Project effects that could not be mitigated for the 
following COSEWIC-assessed and SARA-listed species: Ancient Murrelet ( Synthliboramphus 
antiquus), Band-tailed Pigeon (Patagioenas fasciata), Black Swift (Cypseloides niger), Black
footed Albatross (Phoebastria nigripes), Cassin's Auklet (Ptychoramphus aleuticus), Common 
Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor), Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), Long-billed Curlew 
(Numenius americanus), Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus), Pacific Water Shrew 
(Sorex bendiril), Peregrine Falcon anatum subspecies (fa/co peregrinus anatum), Pink-footed 
Shearwater (Puffinus creatopus), Red Knot (Calidris canutus), Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora), 
Red-necked Phalarope (Phalaropus lobatus), Short-eared Owl (Asio f/ammeus), Horned Grebe 
(Podiceps auritus), and Short-tailed Albatross (Phoebastria albatrus). 

Nonetheless, if the Project is carried out, ECCC recommends that the Proponent include any 
SARA-listed or COSEWIC assessed species mentioned above in the follow-up program to verify 
the accuracy of the effects assessment and the effectiveness of mitigation measures. ECCC 
also recommends that a monitoring system be put in place as well as a reporting and monitoring 
conditions that allow for contingency or adaptive management measures to be based on 
monitoring results. 
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Marine Shipping Area: 

With regards to the adequacy of the Proponent's description of potential adverse effects and 
proposed mitigation measures along the marine shipping area, refer to ECCC's submission 
dated October 14, 201617

. In brief, the Project may result in adverse environmental effects to 
migratory birds because marine shipping may disturb or result in collisions with migratory birds. 
There is also a potential for adverse environmental effects to migratory birds as a result of 
accidental heavy fuel spills. With respect to mitigation measures, the Proponent has not 
developed an emergency marine response strategy for marine birds and other wildlife species in 
the event of a heavy fuel spill. ECCC brings to the Review Panel's attention of recently 
published studies that emphasized even light to modest oil exposure can result in long-term 
deleterious effects to marine birds, including hematologic injury16 and migratory ability (Maggini, 
I. et. al., 2017). 

ECCC's advice related to the marine shipping associated risks applies to any species at risk with 
the potential to occur within the marine shipping area, including: Ancient Murrelet, Black-footed 
Albatross, Cassin's Auklet, Long-billed Curlew, Marbled Murrelet, Peregrine Falcon anatum 
subspecies, Pink-footed Shearwater, Red Knot, Red-necked Phalarope, and Short-tailed 
Albatross. 

Potential to Elevate Status of a Species: 

ECCC advises that the Project would be unlikely to elevate the status of any implicated species. 
As previously noted in this response, Barn Owl's status may be elevated to Threatened on 
Schedule I of the Species at Risk Act. A change in the species' listing status could therefore 
occur irrespective of whether the Project proceeds. Further, should the species be uplisted as 
recommended by COSEWIC, if there are residual effects of the project, these could act 
cumulatively with present and future adverse effects to potentially contribute to elevating the 
species' listing status again in the future. 

As described in the preceding paragraphs, ECCC has concluded that the description of potential 
adverse effects and proposed mitigation measures are inadequate for several species at risk: 
Barn Owl, Great Blue Heron fannini subspecies, Western Grebe and Barn Swallow. Any Project
related impacts that are not adequately mitigated by the Proponent would have the potential to 
contribute to the status elevation of these species. However, species typically become listed or 
uplisted as a result of not only one sole factor, but rather due to the cumulative effects of several 
anthropogenic or environmental stressors. · 

17 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2016 c. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Sufficiency Review of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement and Marine 
Shipping Addendum. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #581. Pdf page 32-
34. 
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Annex 2: Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to Panel Information Request 10 for the 

Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project 

Pane/Information Request ECCC /R-140: Coastal Birds and Marine Birds- Migratory 
Birds 

Context: 

Section 15 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 8.3 of the Marine Shipping 
Addendum presented the effects assessment for coastal birds and marine birds - the majority of 
which are migratory birds - for which Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) has 
expertise. In the coastal birds section, the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (the Proponent) 
determined that, with the implementation of mitigation measures, residual effects to coastal bird 
productivity were predicted to be negligible, or so small as not to be measurable, except for 
diving birds for which it determined that the effects would not be significant. For marine birds, the 
Proponent concluded that the effects from collisions with transiting vessels would not be 
significant. No mitigation measures were proposed. 

The Proponent's responses to additional information requirements and the follow-up to 
additional information requirements of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
Registry (CEAR #314 and #388) also provided further information about migratory birds. 

As part of the pre-panel phase and the current Review Panel phase of the environmental 
assessment of the Project, ECCC has provided submissions to the Review Panel that presented 
its concerns with regard to the assessment. However, the Review Panel would like to seek 
advice on the overall assessment for birds presented by the Proponent and conclusions 
especially on the potential effectiveness of the mitigation measures in reducing the effects of the 
Project. 

Information Request: 

Provide advice on whether the description of the potential adverse effects of the Project and 
marine shipping associated with the Project to migratory birds and the mitigation measures 
proposed by the Proponent are appropriate. 

More specifically, provide advice on whether ECCC agrees that the Project, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, would result in no residual effects to coastal birds, 
except for diving birds. This would mean that there would be no effects of the Project and marine 
shipping associated with the Project on birds or that all of the mitigation measures would be fully 
effective to reduce the effects to zero. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada's (ECCC) Response 

ECCC advises the Review Panel that the Department undertook a preliminary review of specific 
sections for which it has expertise, of the Proponent's biofilm report (Hemmera Envirochem Inc. 
2017) in preparing the advice below. 
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ECCC disagrees with the Proponent's conclusion that the Project, with the implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures, would result in no residual effects to coastal birds other than for 
diving birds. 

The view summarized in the preceding paragraph is consistent with ECCC's response to the 
Review Panel's previous information request, ECCC IR-0818 

, which details concerns with the 
proposed offset plan to mitigate the direct loss of wetlands, including mudflats. Further, with the 
underlying scientific uncertainty associated with indirect effects on biofilm, the Project poses 
unmitigated risks to a larger area than the predicted permanent loss of 55.6 ha of intertidal 
habitat (ECCC advises the Review Panel to refer to ECCC's submission dated October 14, 
201619 Currently, as there are no accepted techniques to remediate for biofilm on intertidal 
mudflats, mitigation for this habitat loss is not possible. While Section 15 of the EIS concludes 
that the Project may improve conditions for many miwatory bird species other than diving birds, 
the most reliable evidence contained within the EIS2 indicates the potential for large declines in 
food availability for shorebirds during the critical breeding migration period. 

ECCC maintains that there is insufficient, science-based information to support the Proponent's 
finding that the Project would not adversely impact intertidal biofilm and consequently, migratory 
shorebirds in general, and the Western Sandpiper species in particula~1 

. ECCC characterizes 
the Project's residual adverse impacts on biofilm due to predicted changes in salinity as 
potentially high in magnitude, permanent, irreversible, and, continuous. ECCC's confidence in 
the EIS's predictions is characterized as low (IBID). In particular, impacts to biofilm could 
potentially implicate the long-term viability of Western Sandpipers as a species (IBID). ECCC 
similarly characterizes impacts to Western Sandpipers as potentially high in magnitude, 
permanent, irreversible, and continuous. 

The EIS briefly describes22 discussions between the Proponent, the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans and ECCC, occurring in 2003 and 2004, regarding historical options for the Project. At 
that time, ECCC recommended geomorphological and related studies be completed to inform 
potential risks associated with each option on intertidal flats supporting lipid-rich biofilm. While 
geomorphological studies were undertaken, the Proponent has nonetheless decided upon a 
Project configuration that would result in permanent changes to key abiotic factors, including 
salinity. ECCC continues to recommend that the Proponent choose a terminal configuration that, 
from a geomorphological perspective, would avoid such changes on Roberts Bank given the 
risks that would be incurred to biofilm and to the shorebird species, in particular Western 
Sandpipers. 

Aside from the concerns with shorebirds, and specific concerns about the species listed under 
the Species at Risk Act (Barn Owl, Great Blue Heron, Western Grebe, and Barn Swallow, 

16 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2017. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to the Review Panel's Information Request ECCC IR-08 for the Roberts Banks Terminal 2 
Project. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet}. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #1009. 
19 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2016. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Sufficiency Review of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement and Marine 
Shipping Addendum. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #581. pdf pg 20. 
20 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015 a. 
Appendix 15-B: Shorebird Foraging Opportunity during Migration. 
21 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2016. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Sufficiency Review of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement and Marine 
Shipping Addendum. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #581. 
22 Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement. 2015 b. 
Section 5.0 Alternatives Means of Carrying out the Project. 
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detailed in ECCC- IR 09), ECCC advises that the residual effects of the Project (with the 
implementation of mitigation measures described in EIS Section 15 as well as monitoring to 
verify effectiveness of mitigation measures) on other coastal birds would likely be small. 

Marine Shipping Addendum - Section 8. 3 
With regards to the adequacy of the Proponent's description of potential adverse effects and 
proposed mitigation measures along the marine shipping area, ECCC advises the Review Panel 
to refer ECCC's submission dated October 14, ~~01623 • 

ECCC is of the view that the Proponent's description of potential adverse effects and proposed 
mitigation measures are not appropriate. In brief, the Project may result in adverse 
environmental effects to migratory birds because marine shipping may disturb or result in 
collisions with migratory birds. There is also a potential for adverse environmental effects to 
migratory birds as a result of accidental heavy fuel spills. With respect to mitigation measures, 
the Proponent has not developed an emergency marine response strategy for marine birds and 
other wildlife species in the event of a heavy fuel spill. ECCC brings to the Review Panel's 
attention recently published studies that emphasize even light to modest oil exposure can result 
in long-term deleterious effects to marine birds, including hematologic injury (Fallson JA et.al. 
2017) and migratory ability (Maggini, I. et. al., 2017). 

23 Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2016. Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Sufficiency Review of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement and Marine 
Shipping Addendum. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. GEAR #581 

15 



Works Cited: 

Environment and Climate Change Canada. (2016) Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Sufficiency Review of the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project Environmental Impact Statement and 
Marine Shipping Addendum. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR 
#581. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada. (2017) Environment and Climate Change Canada's 
Response to the Review Panel's Information Request ECCC IR-08 for the Roberts Banks 
Terminal 2 Project. [Letter to Jocelyn Beaudet]. Vancouver, British Columbia. CEAR #1 009. 

Fallson JA, Smith EP, Schoch N, et al. (2017) Hematological indices of injury to lightly oiled birds 
from the deepwater horizon oil spill. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry. 
doi: 1 0.1 002/etc. 3983 

Hemmera Envirochem Inc. (2017) Shorebird and Biofilm Dynamics during Northward Migration. 
Prepared for Vancouver Fraser Port Authority, Vancouver, BC. 

Maggini I, Kennedy LV, Macmillan A, Elliott KH, Dean K, Guglielmo CG (2017). Light oiling of 
feathers increases flight energy expenditure in a migratory shorebird. J. Exp. Bioi. 220:2372-
2379 

Port Metro Vancouver. Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact Statement (2015 
a). Section 5.0 Alternatives Means of Carrying out the Project and Appendix 15-B: Shorebird 
Foraging Opportunity during Migration. http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/document
eng.cfm?document=1 01482 Accessed February 9, 2019. 

Port Metro Vancouver (2015). Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project, Environmental Impact 
Statement. 2015 b. Vancouver, BC. http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/document
enq.cfm?document=101482 Accessed February 9, 2019. 

16 




