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July 7, 2016 
 
Authorizations Review and Coordination Team 
Alberta Energy Regulator 
Suite 1000, 250 – 5th Street SW 
Calgary, Alberta  T2P 0R4 
ARCTeam@aer.ca 
 
Cal Clark - Benga Mining Limited 
PO Box 660 
12331 – 20th Avenue 
Blairmore, Alberta  T0K 0E0 
Cal.Clark@rivresources.com 
 
Brett Maracle - CEAA 
160 Elgin Street, 22nd Floor 
Ottawa ON, K1A 0H3 
Brett.Maracle@ceaa-acee.gc.ca 
 
RE:  Updated Technical Review of Benga Mining Limited (“Riversdale”) Grassy Mountain 

(Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi) Coal Project Based on Community Validation Meeting  
Follow-up to Piikani Nation Statement of Concern for Benga Mining Limited (Riversdale) Grassy 

Mountain (Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi) Coal Project Coal Conservation Act Applications 1844520 
and 1844522 

 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
The Piikani Nation (Piikani) is providing an update to our technical review of the Grassy Mountain 
(Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi ) Coal Project based on further input provided in our June 23rd, 2016 
Community Validation meeting of our Technical Review Report submission (May 2016). Please consider 
the attached Updated Technical Review Report (June 2016) as the final version. 

A summary of the edits and additions that were made to the full report are included in the following 
pages to assist in your review of this additional Piikani member input.  The edits and additions are also 
incorporated into the attached Updated Technical Review Report. 

 

Summary of Community Validation Meeting, June 23, 2016 

On June 23, 2016, the Piikani First Nation held a Community Validation Meeting in Brocket.   
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The objective of the session, as described in our community-specific consultation plan with Riversdale 
Resources, was to discuss the technical review findings with Piikani members to determine if there were 
any additional concerns or comments about the Grassy Mountain (Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi) Mine Project 
to provide to regulators and Riversdale. 

The Technical Review Report is available to community members at the Piikani Consultation office and a 
copy of the full technical review was available at the meeting as well.  The Piikani Consultation office had 
worked with the technical review consultants prior to the meeting, and developed a 4-page summary, 
highlighting some of the key findings and recommendations from the technical review.   

The meeting was divided into 2 sessions, one in the early afternoon, and the second in the later part of 
the afternoon.  There were 25 Piikani members, in total, at the two meetings.    

The community members appreciated that Piikani leadership had hired a team of specialists to review 
the EIS on behalf of Piikani First Nation.  In addition to the comments and recommendations in the 
technical review, Piikani members wanted to provide additional information.  The following is a 
summary of the additional information requested by the Community for inclusion into the Technical 
Review Report.  The summary also indicates which pages this information was added into the original 
Technical Review Report (May, 2016), to assist the reader in finding the additions. 

 

Feedback from the Community Validation Meeting 

Declaration that the land is part of who Piikani is: 

The following declaration was added as a Preface to the Technical Review Report, prior to Page 1 

The Akaa Piikani were a member of the Siksikatsiitapiwa, the Blackfoot People, comprised of 
Kainaiwa, Siksikawa and Piikaniwas; the Siksikatsliitapiwa marked their Blackfoot territory since 
time immemorial by significant Blackfoot landmarks, in the north by the North Saskatchewan 
River, on the east beyond the Great Sand hills, on the south by the Yellowstone River, on the west 
by the Continental Divide the said territory given to the Siksikatsiitapiwa by Istipatahyopi, the 
Source of Life, to coexist with all his creation; the Siksikatsiitapiwa integrated with the said 
territory through stories, songs and ceremonies; and as a people, collaborated to maintain a 
distinct language, spirituality and culture, as well as familial, economic, social and governmental 
relationships. 

The Piikani were originally located in the Sisksikatsiitapiwa territory in one geographic area,, 
nevertheless, since the imposition of the international boundary, the Piikani have been 
geographically divided into two groups. The Aapatohsipiikani (North Piikani), located in Canada 
and the Amsskapipiikani (Sought Piikani), located in the United States. 

The Aapatohsipiikani, also referred to as the Piikani for the purposes of this document, wish to 
maintain their unique language, spirituality and culture as a people, while sustaining their family 
and social relationships, and traditional governmental systems. 

The Aapatohsipiikani further strive to enhance their lives as a people by advancing the political 
interests of the Piikani, which includes protecting the treaty and aboriginal rights of the people, 
and promoting education programs and economic interests that benefit the people.  The Piikanii, 
in their pursuit to complete such endeavours, will further strive to ensure that the values, 
principles and integrity of the Piikani is preserved in the process. 
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The Piikani are descendants of the Akka Piikani, and are a member of the Siksikatsiitapiwa.  The 
Piikani, originally utilized specific areas within the territory of the Siksikatsiitapiwa, namely, 
those areas marked on the norther by the North High River, on the sought east by the Little Bow 
River, on the sought by the Kootney River, on the west by the Great Divide.  The Piikani have 
never given up right to these lands and although faced with many challenges as a people, have 
continually strived to maintain their language, spirituality and culture distinct to Piikani, 
including their family and social relationships, and traditional governmental systems, while 
promoting political interests, economic interests and education programs that will enhance the 
lives of the Piikani people.  Piikani in pursuit of all their endeavours, aspire to always uphold and 
incorporate the values, principles and integrity of the Piikani and also continues to endeavour to 
maintain economic, social and governmental relationships with the members of the 
Siksikatsiitapiwa. 

The Piikani Nation will continue to protect the interests of the Piikani in those lands and territory 
which are integral to the Piikani people, and that the Piikani Nation will continue to exercise 
extra-territorial jurisdiction for the purposes of protecting the aboriginal and treaty rights of the 
Piikani Nation as guaranteed by the Treaty with Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada. 

As per Treaty 7, the Piikani Nation have the following rights to the use and enjoyment of our 
traditional lands and reserve lands which the environmental and socio-economic impacts of the 
grassy Mountain (Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi ) Coal Mine will adversely affect: 
 

 As beneficiaries of Treaty 7, treaty rights including the right to hunt, trap and harvest natural 
resources within our traditional territory, to our way of life, to the use, enjoyment and control of 
lands reserved for us and the right to a livelihood and cultural and spiritual practices from our 
traditional lands; 

 While Alberta has the ability to “take up” lands for mining and other purposes pursuant to Treaty 
7, this right is limited by Pikani Nation’s right to sufficient lands, and access to them, within our 
traditional territory, of a quality and nature sufficient to support the meaningful exercise of their 
treaty rights; 

 The right to hunt for food in all seasons pursuant to the Natural Resources Transfer Agreement 
(being schedule 2 of the Constitution Act, 1930); 

 The right to be consulted and accommodated with respect to potential adverse effects on our 
rights and the interests secured by these rights; 

 The right to use and enjoyment of our reserve lands pursuant to section 18(1) of the Indian Act 
(R.S. 1985, C. I-5); 

 The statutory right to hunt, fish and trap on Crown lands pursuant to the Hunting, Fishing and 
Trapping Heritage Act (S.A. c. H-15.5). 

A definition of some key Blackfoot words for the project area and a map created by the Piikani Nation 
for reference purposed only are also provided below.  This area defined on the map does not limit the 
use of the Piikani people to only these areas. The use and sharing of the land with other members of the 
Blackfoot Confederacy was a common right shared among the Blackfoot people.  This area defined does 
not supersede nor diminish any further claim to traditional territories as may arise by land claim or 
otherwise.  

Treaty # 7 Definition of traditional territory of siksik̇ait∙ṫsitapii as explained by learned senior elders of 
ṗiikuni and Blood Tribes -  Interpretation prepared by William Big Bull  

 
sōaṫtsii-ǐǐṫūpŭtṫōaṗii -  Sitting behind an Eagle Tail 
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ōoṫ∙o”ssi’k̇āan -    Treaty Claim by Sitting behind an Eagle Tail among our peers on  behalf of 
ṗiikuni, of the known habitual territory of the siksikȧit∙ṫsitapii   

năṗiiōtsiit”ṫaam - Oldmans River, the flow of the Head waters of the Oldman River 
k̇ōoṫōnāitt”ṫaa -  Kootenai River to where they flow from Waterton Lakes to join the Waterton 

& Belly rivers 
māisṫotsiṗisk̇oo -  Crow Round Willows area of Waterton Dam 
māisṫō”ṗŭniik”ṫăaṫssis -  Crow Curtains, Bow-Crow Forest Reserve and surrounding Mountain Range 
māistṫwiik∙k̇ōk̇aa -  Crowlodge Creek southwest of Peigan Reserve #147 through present day M.D. 

of Pincher Creek 
ǐǐṫāisŭ”k̇ōp -  where we get our red ochre paint located on two  sites in the Bow Crow 

Forest Reserve along the Carbondale River  
k̇āis∙k̇kōo”p’ sōyis -  Porcupine Tail, Porcupine and Foot Hills 
ṗūnii∙ik”k̇”ṫăṫtsis -  tipi or lodge liners, Wall Curtain Mountains the geographical area known as 

the Gap, Race Horse Creek & Livingstone Range 
năpii ōoṫsit∙ṫāik̇”tsssṗii -  where Năṗii gambled the entire Eastern Slope of the Rockies 
mūṫ̇̇̇tsinii ăawāisṫāam -  Tongue Flag river of the Kananaskis country 
ăpṗūt”spitsii -  the North Tall Trees, Highwood River  
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Use of Blackfoot names for the project area: 

The Piikani Nation wants to re-emphasize that the land around Grassy Mountain has been in their 
territory since time immemorial and was actually called Thunder Mountain, and there is a specific 
Blackfoot word for the mountain “Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi”. It was important to Piikani members, that 
readers of the report understood that this land has been used by Piikani members for centuries and 
actually has a specific name in Blackfoot.  This reiterates the statement made in the Piikani Declaration 
provided above.  Reference to the Blackfoot name for the mountain has been added throughout the 
Technical review. 

Piikani Traditional Expertise should be emphasized: 

As mentioned in the original Technical Review Report, Piikani stated that Riversdale had done a poor job 
of collecting and using traditional knowledge.  Traditional knowledge is an expertise that Piikani 
community members have, and would have added to the quality and accuracy of the environmental 
studies undertaken, if it had been properly collected.  Emphasis has been added in a few points in the 
review, that Piikani knowledge it a form of technical expertise; pages 146 (last paragraph), page 172 (2nd 
last paragraph), page 211 (Request 228 and 230), page 219 (Request 272), and page 221 (Request 285) 

Agreements between Riversdale and Piikani last for the life of the Project: 

Piikani community members indicated they were concerned that Riversdale would sell the Grassy 
Mountain (Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi ) mine, as they have with their previous mines, eg. Mozambique 
Benga Mine.  Therefore, there needs to be a written commitment from Riversdale that if they sell the 
mine, Riversdale will require the new owner to continue to support any agreements with Piikani, 
whether there is a regulatory requirement to do so or not. This was added as a General Request in 
Section 1.8 on Page 6. 

Historical Resource Impact Assessment: 

The HRIA needs to have meaningful Piikani involvement.  As well, after the HRIA is completed, Piikani 
wants the consultant that completed the HRIA to present their findings to the community.  An addition 
to the wording of Request 138 on Page 139 was made. 

Sharing in Economic Benefits is Essential: 

If the Project is developed, the Piikani Nation must share in the economic benefits of the Project.  This 
includes training and employment, contracting opportunities and direct community investment by 
Riversdale.  This point has been emphasized on Page 111 (1st paragraph) and page 115 (last paragraph) 
in the Technical Review Report. 

Riversdale must Support Meaningful Piikani Involvement in Monitoring: 

Throughout the original Technical Review Report (May 2016), recommendations are made for 
monitoring programs.  Riversdale needs to financially support Piikani involvement in the monitoring 
programs.  As well, all monitoring reports should be sent directly to Piikani Nation, over the life of the 
Project.  Reference to this has been added in Section 1.8 on page 6 as part of the first General Request.  

Direct Notification of Changes to the Project (construction and operations): 

Piikani members want a commitment from Riversdale that any changes to the project during 
construction or operations, will be communicated directly to Piikani.  There was a specific concern about 
any changes to the project footprint and how that would affect Piikani members. This request was 
captured as part of the multiple requests made for a “Notification Plan” in the Technical Review Report. 
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Tour of site for Piikani members, pre-construction: 

Piikani members want Riversdale to offer a tour of the site for community members prior to 
construction.  This was added as part of Request 51 on Page 74. 

Data collection and monitoring for Willow Bark: 

A number of plants are culturally important to Piikani members. Some of the specific plants that were 
mentioned include Red Willow, Mint and Saskatoons.  The Willow Bark is used for a variety of traditional 
purposes.  Piikani members want Willow Bark to be included in baseline data collection and in 
monitoring programs.  They want to monitor both the number of willow plants, as well as the chemical 
make-up of the bark.  The concern is that contaminants associated with the Project (e.g. selenium) will 
be absorbed by the willows.  This has been added to Request 62 on Page 80. 

 

In Closing 

Direct consultation has yet to occur with Alberta and Piikani requests direct consultation to address the 
project specific and cumulative loss of lands and natural resources and resulting loss of meaningful 
opportunities for the exercise of Piikani’s treaty and aboriginal rights. 
 
As a directly affected rights-holder, the Project is of interest and concern to Piikani and we look forward 
to working with Riversdale as well as the regulators as the Project moves through the regulatory 
process. In keeping with this, Piikani expects to be supported by both Riversdale and the regulators to 
review the anticipated Project Update.  The results of that review will be provided to regulatory bodies 
and Riversdale to ensure that our concerns, interests and recommendations are based on the most 
current information provided in the assessments of the benefits and impacts of the Project. 
 
Please contact me directly at 403-965-2522 or d.wolfe@piikanination.com should you have any 
questions or wish to discuss this letter further. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Dustin Wolfe 
Piikani Consultation 
Piikani First Nation 
 
cc Piikani Nation Chief and Council 

Attachments: Updated Review of Riversdale Resources Riversdale Limited Grassy Mountain 
(Ksiistsiiko'om oomoiyyi) Coal Project  Environmental Impact Study, July 2016 

<Original signed by>
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Preface	
	
Piikani	Declaration	
	

The	Akaa	Piikani	were	a	member	of	the	Siksikatsiitapiwa,	the	Blackfoot	People,	
comprised	of	Kainaiwa,	Siksikawa	and	Piikaniwas;	the	Siksikatsliitapiwa	marked	
their	Blackfoot	territory	since	time	immemorial	by	significant	Blackfoot	
landmarks,	in	the	north	by	the	North	Saskatchewan	River,	on	the	east	beyond	the	
Great	Sand	hills,	on	the	south	by	the	Yellowstone	River,	on	the	west	by	the	
Continental	Divide	the	said	territory	given	to	the	Siksikatsiitapiwa	by	
Istipatahyopi,	the	Source	of	Life,	to	coexist	with	all	his	creation;	the	
Siksikatsiitapiwa	integrated	with	the	said	territory	through	stories,	songs	and	
ceremonies;	and	as	a	people,	collaborated	to	maintain	a	distinct	language,	
spirituality	and	culture,	as	well	as	familial,	economic,	social	and	governmental	
relationships.	

The	Piikani	were	originally	located	in	the	Sisksikatsiitapiwa	territory	in	one	
geographic	area,	nevertheless,	since	the	imposition	of	the	international	boundary,	
the	Piikani	have	been	geographically	divided	into	two	groups.	The	
Aapatohsipiikani	(North	Piikani),	located	in	Canada	and	the	Amsskapipiikani	
(Sought	Piikani),	located	in	the	United	States.	

The	Aapatohsipiikani,	also	referred	to	as	the	Piikani	for	the	purposes	of	this	
document,	wish	to	maintain	their	unique	language,	spirituality	and	culture	as	a	
people,	while	sustaining	their	family	and	social	relationships,	and	traditional	
governmental	systems.	

The	Aapatohsipiikani	further	strive	to	enhance	their	lives	as	a	people	by	advancing	
the	political	interests	of	the	Piikani,	which	includes	protecting	the	treaty	and	
aboriginal	rights	of	the	people,	and	promoting	education	programs	and	economic	
interests	that	benefit	the	people.		The	Piikanii,	in	their	pursuit	to	complete	such	
endeavours,	will	further	strive	to	ensure	that	the	values,	principles	and	integrity	of	
the	Piikani	is	preserved	in	the	process.	

The	Piikani	are	descendants	of	the	Akka	Piikani,	and	are	a	member	of	the	
Siksikatsiitapiwa.		The	Piikani,	originally	utilized	specific	areas	within	the	territory	
of	the	Siksikatsiitapiwa,	namely,	those	areas	marked	on	the	norther	by	the	North	
High	River,	on	the	sought	east	by	the	Little	Bow	River,	on	the	sought	by	the	
Kootney	River,	on	the	west	by	the	Great	Divide.		The	Piikani	have	never	given	up	
right	to	these	lands	and	although	faced	with	many	challenges	as	a	people,	have	
continually	strived	to	maintain	their	language,	spirituality	and	culture	distinct	to	
Piikani,	including	their	family	and	social	relationships,	and	traditional	
governmental	systems,	while	promoting	political	interests,	economic	interests	and	
education	programs	that	will	enhance	the	lives	of	the	Piikani	people.		Piikani	in	
pursuit	of	all	their	endeavours,	aspire	to	always	uphold	and	incorporate	the	values,	
principles	and	integrity	of	the	Piikani	and	also	continues	to	endeavour	to	maintain	
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economic,	social	and	governmental	relationships	with	the	members	of	the	
Siksikatsiitapiwa.	

The	Piikani	Nation	will	continue	to	protect	the	interests	of	the	Piikani	in	those	
lands	and	territory	which	are	integral	to	the	Piikani	people,	and	that	the	Piikani	
Nation	will	continue	to	exercise	extra-territorial	jurisdiction	for	the	purposes	of	
protecting	the	aboriginal	and	treaty	rights	of	the	Piikani	Nation	as	guaranteed	by	
the	Treaty	with	Her	Majesty	the	Queen	in	Right	of	Canada.	

As	per	Treaty	7,	the	Piikani	Nation	have	the	following	rights	to	the	use	and	
enjoyment	of	our	traditional	lands	and	reserve	lands	which	the	environmental	and	
socio-economic	impacts	of	the	grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Coal	
Mine	will	adversely	affect:	
	
o As	beneficiaries	of	Treaty	7,	treaty	rights	including	the	right	to	hunt,	trap	and	

harvest	natural	resources	within	our	traditional	territory,	to	our	way	of	life,	to	
the	use,	enjoyment	and	control	of	lands	reserved	for	us	and	the	right	to	a	
livelihood	and	cultural	and	spiritual	practices	from	our	traditional	lands;	

o While	Alberta	has	the	ability	to	“take	up”	lands	for	mining	and	other	purposes	
pursuant	to	Treaty	7,	this	right	is	limited	by	Pikani	Nation’s	right	to	sufficient	
lands,	and	access	to	them,	within	our	traditional	territory,	of	a	quality	and	
nature	sufficient	to	support	the	meaningful	exercise	of	their	treaty	rights;	

o The	right	to	hunt	for	food	in	all	seasons	pursuant	to	the	Natural	Resources	
Transfer	Agreement	(being	schedule	2	of	the	Constitution	Act,	1930);	

o The	right	to	be	consulted	and	accommodated	with	respect	to	potential	adverse	
effects	on	our	rights	and	the	interests	secured	by	these	rights;	

o The	right	to	use	and	enjoyment	of	our	reserve	lands	pursuant	to	section	18(1)	of	the	
Indian	Act	(R.S.	1985,	C.	I-5);	

o The	statutory	right	to	hunt,	fish	and	trap	on	Crown	lands	pursuant	to	the	Hunting,	
Fishing	and	Trapping	Heritage	Act	(S.A.	c.	H-15.5).	

	
A	definition	of	some	key	Blackfoot	words	for	the	project	area	and	a	map	created	by	the	Piikani	
Nation	for	reference	purposed	only	are	also	provided	below.		This	area	defined	on	the	map	does	not	
limit	the	use	of	the	Piikani	people	to	only	these	areas.	The	use	and	sharing	of	the	land	with	other	
members	of	the	Blackfoot	Confederacy	was	a	common	right	shared	among	the	Blackfoot	people.		
This	area	defined	does	not	supersede	nor	diminish	any	further	claim	to	traditional	territories	as	
may	arise	by	land	claim	or	otherwise.		
Treaty	#	7	Definition	of	traditional	territory	of	siksik3ait∙ṫsitapii	as	explained	by	learned	senior	elders	

of	ṗiikuni	and	Blood	Tribes	-		Interpretation	prepared	by	William	Big	Bull		

	

sōaṫtsii-ǐǐṫūpŭtṫōaṗii	-		 Sitting	behind	an	Eagle	Tail	
ōoṫ·o”ssi’k3āan	-				 Treaty	Claim	by	Sitting	behind	an	Eagle	Tail	among	our	peers	on		behalf	of	

ṗiikuni,	of	the	known	habitual	territory	of	the	siksik3ait∙ṫsitapii			
năṗiiōtsiit”ṫaam	-	 Oldmans	River,	the	flow	of	the	Head	waters	of	the	Oldman	River	
k3ōoṫōnāitt”ṫaa	-		 Kootenai	River	to	where	they	flow	from	Waterton	Lakes	to	join	the	

Waterton	&	Belly	rivers	
māisṫotsiṗisk3oo	-		 Crow	Round	Willows	area	of	Waterton	Dam	
māisṫō”ṗŭniik”ṫăaṫssis	-		 Crow	Curtains,	Bow-Crow	Forest	Reserve	and	surrounding	Mountain	Range	
māistṫwiik·k3ōk3aa	-		 Crowlodge	Creek	southwest	of	Peigan	Reserve	#147	through	present	day	

M.D.	of	Pincher	Creek	
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ǐǐṫāisŭ”k3ōp	-		 where	we	get	our	red	ochre	paint	located	on	two		sites	in	the	Bow	Crow	

Forest	Reserve	along	the	Carbondale	River		
k3āis·k3kōo”p’	sōyis	-		 Porcupine	Tail,	Porcupine	and	Foot	Hills	
ṗūnii·ik”k3 ”ṫăṫtsis	-		 tipi	or	lodge	liners,	Wall	Curtain	Mountains	the	geographical	area	known	as	

the	Gap,	Race	Horse	Creek	&	Livingstone	Range	
năpii	ōoṫsit·ṫāik3 ”tsssṗii	-		 where	Năṗii	gambled	the	entire	Eastern	Slope	of	the	Rockies	
mūṫṫsinii	ăawāisṫāam	-		 Tongue	Flag	river	of	the	Kananaskis	country	
ăpṗūt”spitsii	-		 the	North	Tall	Trees,	Highwood	River		
	
	
	

	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -1-	 May	2016	

Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

1. Introduction	

1.1. Context	and	History	
Riversdale	Limited	(Riversdale)0F

1	has	proposed	developing	the	Grassy	Mountain	
Coal	Project	(in Blackfoot: Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	;	the	Project),	a	four	million	
clean	tonnes	per	year	metallurgical	coal	mine	located	in	southwestern	Alberta,	
approximately	150	km	southwest	of	Calgary,	in	the	Crowsnest	Pass.		

In	2013,	Riversdale	acquired	the	Grassy	Mountain,	Bellevue,	Adanac,	and	Lynx	
properties.	Of	the	four	properties,	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		
was	deemed	the	most	economically	viable.	Riversdale	indicated	in	its	application	
that	future	expansion	is	possible,	both	within	the	proposed	mine	permit	area	as	
well	as	in	the	other	three	metallurgical	coal	properties	currently	in	the	exploration	
phase.	

The	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Coal	Project	(the	Project)	will	
involve	a	surface	metallurgical	coal	mine,	a	coal	handling	and	preparation	plant	
(CHPP)	with	associated	infrastructure	and	an	overland	conveyor	system,	
paralleling	an	existing	high-grade	access	corridor	and	connecting	to	a	rail	load-out	
facility	and	a	new	section	of	rail	track.	

Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		has	previously	been	the	subject	of	
substantial	exploration	and	feasibility	work,	and	both	surface	and	underground	
mining	operations	in	the	1940s	and	1960s.	Blairmore,	Alberta	is	the	most	
proximate	community	to	the	Project.	Figure	1-1	depicts	the	location	of	the	
proposed	mine	and	surrounding	key	place	names	in	English.1F

2	

The	Project’s	intention	is	to	ship	high	quality	coking	metallurgical	coal	to	overseas	
steel	producing	markets,	re-establishing	a	historical	coal	mine	on	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	).	

Riversdale	acquired	the	Grassy	Mountain	coal	leases	and	other	similar	leases	in	the	
Crowsnest	Pass	area	from	Devon	Canada	and	CONSOL	of	Canada	in	2013.	During	
the	advanced	exploration	phase,	Riversdale	initiated	baseline	environmental	
studies	in	2013,	and	in	2014	expanded	the	scope	of	baseline	studies	to	be	
conducted	in	preparation	for	this	environmental	assessment	process.		

1.2. Regulatory	Context	
Riversdale	applied	for	a	provincial	coal	mine	permit	and	a	provincial	coal	
processing	plant	approval	as	per	the	Alberta	Coal	Conservation	Act,	which	is	
administered	by	the	Alberta	Energy	Regulator	(AER).	Riversdale	also	applied	for	a	

																																																								

	
1
	Note	that	the	EIA	refers	to	both	Benga	Mining	Limited	and	Riversdale	Resources	as	the	Project	proponent.	For	consistency’s	

sake	this	review	refers	to	Riversdale	and	includes	Benga	Mining	Limited,	Riversdale	Resources	or	any	of	their	respective	agents	

(consultants).	
2
	EIA,	Section	A	–	Project	Introduction,	Figure	A.1.0-2	
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Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Act	approval,	which	is	administered	by	the	
Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Agency	(CEAA).		
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Figure	1-1:	Proposed	Project	Footprint	

Subject	to	future	application	approvals,	Riversdale	planned	to	apply	for	mine	and	
disposal	area	licences	under	the	Alberta	Coal	Conservation	Act,	approvals	and	
licences	under	the	Alberta	Water	Act,	leases	and	licences	under	the	Alberta	Public	
Lands	Act,	an	Alberta	Environmental	Protection	and	Enhancement	Act	(EPEA)	
approval.		

These	applications	were	supported	and	accompanied	by	an	Environmental	Impact	
Assessment	(EIA)	report,	which	was	provided	to	both	the	AER	and	the	CEAA.	This	
assessment	followed	the	Terms	of	Reference	(ToR)	established	for	the	Project	
issued	by	AER	on	March	19,	20152F

3	and	the	Guidelines	for	the	Preparation	of	an	
Environmental	Impact	Statement	issued	by	CEAA	on	May	14,	2015.3F

4		

1.3. Review	Purpose	
This	review	was	completed	by	a	team	of	consultants	on	behalf	of	the	Piikani	147	
Nation	(Piikani	Nation),	representing	the	interests	of	Piikani	members	living	in	
Southern	Alberta.		

For	this	review	the	main	document	we	reviewed	was	the	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Coal	Mine	Application	that	was	filed	by	Riversdale	in	
November	2015	with	the	AER	and	CEAA.		

The	intent	of	this	review	is	to	highlight	the	possible	issues	or	concerns	that	Piikani	
Nation	might	wish	to	raise	with	Riversdale	or	the	regulators.	Where	appropriate,	
recommendations	are	made	to	address	an	identified	issue	or	concern.		

Funding	for	this	technical	review	was	provided	through	the	CEAA	Contribution	
Agreement	for	this	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Project	as	well	as	
from	Riversdale.	This	technical	review	provides	a	summary	of	Project-specific	and	
cumulative	effects	issues	of	concern	as	well	as	potential	mitigation	measures	for	
consideration	during	consultation	between	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	and	
between	Piikani	Nation	and	the	governments	of	Alberta	and	Canada.	

1.4. Review	Scope		
This	technical	review	includes	reviewing	the	environmental	impact	assessment	
report	(EIA),	which	addressed	the	technical,	environmental	and	social	aspects	of	
the	proposed	Project	prepared	in	accordance	with	Section	19	of	the	Canadian	
Environmental	Assessment	Act	2012	(CEAA	2012)	and	the	Guidelines	for	the	
Preparation	of	an	Environmental	Impact	Statement	pursuant	to	(CEAA	2012),	
issued	July	6,	2015	as	well	as	Section	48	of	the	EPEA	and	the	final	terms	of	
reference	(FToR)	issued	by	AER	on	March	19,	2015.	

																																																								

	
3
	EIA,	Appendix	1	–	Alberta	Energy	Regulator	Terms	of	Reference	and	Concordance	Table	

4
	EIA,	Appendix	2	–	Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Agency	Terms	of	Reference	and	Concordance	Table	
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Specifically,	the	review	consisted	of	a	Piikani-led	examination	of	the	application	
and	supporting	appendices	for	the	Application	under	the	Canadian	Environmental	
Assessment	Act	2012,	Coal	Conservation	Act	and	Environmental	Protection	&	

Enhancement	Act	for	the	Benga	Mining	Ltd.	–	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project,	filed	
November	10,	2015.			

1.5. Project	Reviewers	
The	review	was	coordinated	by	Lisa	Schaldemose	(Schaldemose	&	Associates),	
Rob	Stuart	(The	HEG),	Dustin	Wolfe	and	Lisa	Old	Crow	(Piikani	Consultation	
Office).	Specific	components	were	reviewed	by	the	following	individuals:		

• Danlin	Su,	Emerald	Environmental	Consulting	and	David	Spink,	Pravid	
Environmental	Inc.	–	Air	Quality	and	Climate	

• Dr.	John	Dennis,	SolAero	Ltd.	–	Noise,	Human	and	Wildlife	Health	
• Doug	Geller,	Western	Water	Associates	Ltd.	–	Hydrogeology		
• Brenda	Miskimmin	and	Drew	Lejbak,	Associated	Environmental	Consultants	

Inc.	–	Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Ecology	
• Melissa	Iverson,	Clint	Smyth	and	Justin	Straker,	Integral	Ecology	Group	–	

Terrain	and	Soils,	Vegetation	and	Wetlands,	Wildlife,	and	Conservation	and	
Reclamation	Plan		

• Rob	Stuart,	The	HEG	–	Socio-Economics	
• Carrie	Oloriz,	The	HEG	–	Land	and	Resource	Use	
• Ave	Dersch,	Moccasin	Flower	Consulting	Inc.	–	Historical	Resources	
• Lisa	Schaldemose,	Schaldemose	&	Associates.	–	Aboriginal	Consultation	and	

Assessment,	Traditional	Land	Use	Recommendations	and	Senior	Review	

1.6. Review	Approach	
The	technical	review’s	purpose	is	to	assess	the	following:	

1. Application	completeness	–	compare	the	content	of	the	application	to	the	
Environmental	Impact	Statement	Guidelines	and	Terms	of	Reference	and	
identify	any	deficiencies.	

2. Appropriateness	of	assessment	conclusions	–	highlight	any	assessment	
conclusions	that	do	not	represent	Piikani	Nation’s	perspective	in	terms	of	
potential	impacts	to	rights.	

3. Highlight	potential	environmental	effects,	cultural	effects	and	cumulative	
effects	that	might	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	ability	to	exercise	constitutionally	
protected	rights.	

4. Provide	recommendations	to	address	potential	environmental,	cultural	and	
cumulative	effects	based	on	an	understanding	of	the	community’s	key	
concerns.	

Reproduced	in	Appendix	1,	is	a	list	of	relevant	captured	issues	and	concerns	raised	
by	Piikani	Nation	community	members	on	April	7,	2016,	many	of	which	are	
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specifically	related	to	the	proposed	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		
Project.	These	issues	and	concerns	relate	to	many	areas	of	TK,	TLU	and	Aboriginal	
values	including:	impacts	on	traditional	land	use,	noise	impacts,	fish	and	wildlife,	
Piikani	Nation	culture,	impacts	to	social	fabric	support	systems	as	well	as	human	
health.	These	issues	as	well	as	other	issues	raised	previously	were	also	considered	
by	the	review	team.	

To	enable	easy	tracking	of	issues	we	have	numbered	all	[in	square	brackets]	
comments	and	their	associated	requests,	should	the	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Coal	Mine	Project	proceed.	These	requests	are	also	
presented	in	summary	tables	with	Piikani	Nation’s	key	concerns.	The	category	
column	of	the	tables	indicates	the	potential	path	forward	to	address	the	issue	or	
concern.	Categories	are	listed	as	follows:		

• Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation	or	monitoring)	that	Piikani	
Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	Riversdale.	

• Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	
information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	conditions	(if	the	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	

• Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	
a	response	of	additional	information	from	Riversdale	is	provided	to	Piikani	
Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	
the	regulators.	

1.7. Disclaimer	
This	report	is	submitted	to	Piikani	Nation	for	its	use	for	such	purposes	as:		

• assisting	the	community	to	understand	the	Project’s	potential	impacts;	
• consulting	with	Riversdale	regarding	Project	mitigation;		
• informing	the	Alberta	Energy	Regulator	of	Piikani	Nation’s	issues	and	concerns	

with	respect	to	the	Project;		
• informing	the	Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Agency	and	other	federal	

departments	of	Piikani	Nation’s	issues	and	concerns	with	respect	to	the	
Project;	and	

• consulting	with	the	governments	of	Alberta	and	Canada	regarding	potential	
impacts	on	Piikani	Nation’s	interests	and	Aboriginal	rights	and	
accommodation.	

Consultation	with	community	members	is	not	concluded,	and	continued	consultation	
with	Riversdale	and	the	governments	of	Alberta	and	Canada	is	required.		

The	requests	regarding	Project-specific	mitigation	are	preliminary	and	not	
intended	to	imply	Piikani	Nation’s	consent	or	agreement.	These	mitigation	
measures	will	not	mitigate	all	of	the	Project’s	effects	but	are	rather	proposed	to	
minimize	or	offset	them.	Requests	are	made	in	the	event	regulatory	approval	is	
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given	for	this	Project	and	are	made	without	prejudice	to	Piikani	Nation’s	position	
regarding	Project	approval.	

1.8. Review	and	Validation	of	Key	Issues	
Piikani	Nation	has	reviewed	and	validated	the	key	concerns	and	requests	
described	in	this	review	prior	to	its	submission.		

General	Request		

This	technical	review	contains	many	requests	for	additional	information,	or	for	
Riversdale	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	in	the	design,	development,	
implementation	and	monitoring	of	a	variety	of	plans	and	programs.	For	Piikani	
Nation	to	have	effective	involvement	with	Riversdale	on	these	plans	and	programs	
there	will	be	a	need	for	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	to	agree	on	capacity	support	
for	Piikani	Nation	so	they	can	implement	and	monitor	the	plans	and	programs.	As	
a	general	comment	for	all	of	these	types	of	requests,	capacity	support	should	be	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	to	effectively	participate.		

	

General	Request		 	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	the	Federal	Government	and	the	
Alberta	Government	work	with	the	community	to	provide	capacity	support	so	
that	Piikani	Nation	can	effectively	review,	participate	and	monitor	plans	and	
programs	requested	in	the	following	sections	of	this	review.	

	

General	Request		 	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	make	a	written	commitment	that,	if	
they	sell	or	otherwise	transfer	the	ownership	or	operation	of	the	Project	to	
another	entity,	that	Riversdale	will	required	the	new	owner	or	operator	to	
continue	to	support	any	agreements	with	Piikani.	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -7-	 May	2016	

Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

2. Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Coal	Mine	
Project	Overview		

2.1. Location	and	Topography	
The	Project	will	cover	areas	within	Townships	08	and	09	and	Ranges	03	and	04,	
West	of	the	5th	Meridian.	Riversdale’s	plan	is	to	locate	the	proposed	metallurgical	
coal	processing	facility	approximately	7	km	north	of	the	community	of	Blairmore,	
which	is	located	about	57	km	from	the	community	of	Brocket	on	the	Piikani	
147reserve.		Piikani	147,	formerly	Peigan	147	(Piikani	Nation),	has	a	land	area	of	
430.31	km²,	making	it	the	fourth-largest	First	Nation	in	Canada.	

Piikani	Nation	currently	has	about	3500	members,	with	the	main	community	being	
Brocket,	on	the	western	edge	of	the	reserve.	Its	administration	is	run	by	an	elected	
Chief	and	Council.	There	is	one	reserve	(IR	147)	and	one	timber	limit	(IR	147B)	in	
the	Porcupine	Hills	that	belong	to	Piikani	Nation.	The	reserve	is	located	13	km	
southwest	of	Fort	McLeod.			

The	topography	in	the	Project’s	vicinity	is	steep	and	varies	from	1350	m	in	the	
south	near	the	proposed	rail	load-out	facility	to	2025	m	in	the	north.		

The	total	Project	area	is	4563.5	ha	in	size;	however,	only	1200	ha	of	that	will	make	
up	the	surface	mine	area.	It	is	in	an	area	of	previous	surface	and	underground	coal	
mining,	and	extensive	exploration	drilling	activity.	Pending	regulatory	approval,	
Riversdale	would	like	to	begin	developing	the	mine	in	2017	and	be	in	operation	in	
late	2018.	

2.2. Project	Components	
The	Project	will	involve	a	surface	metallurgical	coal	mine	and	a	coal	handling	and	
preparation	plant	(CHPP)	with	associated	infrastructure	and	an	overland	conveyor	
system.		

The	mining	method	will	be	a	large-scale	integrated	truck	and	excavator	operation.	
Mine	production	equipment	will	consist	of	rotary	blast-hole	drills,	hydraulic	
mining	shovels	and	backhoes,	front-end	loaders,	track	dozers,	large	off-highway	
haul	trucks,	and	typical	mining	support	equipment.		

The	following	is	a	summary	of	the	Project’s	physical	works:	

For	Mine	Activities	

• open-pit	truck	and	shovel	mining	operations	area;	
• waste	rock	disposal	areas	(north	and	south	of	the	pit	area,	in	addition	to	in-pit);	
• internal	haul	roads;	and	
• topsoil	storage	area.	
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For	Coal	Handling	and	Processing	Plant	(CHPP)	

• run-of-mine	(ROM)	raw	coal	receivable	bin	where	mine	trucks	dump	the	mined	
coal,	which	includes	a	feeder	breaker;	

• sizing	station;	
• ROM	raw	coal	stackers	and	stockpiles;	
• two	coal	processing	plant	(CPP)	feed	surge	bins;	
• two	CPPs;	
• three	product	coal	radial	stackers	and	stockpiles;	
• six	product	coal	stockpile	reclaim	feeders;	
• a	product	coal	surge	bin;	
• a	product	coal	blending	facility	might	be	added	if	required;	this	would	include	a	

radial	stacker,	a	full	face	stockpile	reclaim	system,	a	reclaim	tunnel	and	
conveyor	infrastructure;	

• overland	conveyor;	
• train	loading	bin;	
• a	road	system	that	connects	the	main	infrastructure	items	of	the	CHPP	

including	an	overland	conveyor	service	road;	
• a	road	system	that	connects	the	CHPP	to	the	MIA;	
• power,	water	and	control	facilities	routed	between	the	main	CHPP	

infrastructure;	
• CHPP	maintenance	workshop;	
• CPP	process	flocculant,	diesel,	MIBC,	magnetite	and	propane	storage	facilities;	

and	
• CHPP	control	room	and	ablution	facilities.	

For	Rail	Load-out	Facilities	

• rail	track	that	allows	trains	to	exit	the	main	rail	line	to	a	siding	loadout	area;	
• train	loadout	facility;	
• a	tie-in	system	to	the	main	Canadian	Pacific	Rail	(CPR)	track	network;	
• an	operations	and	controls	office	including	portable	sewage	waste	storage	

tanks;	
• power	supply	and	transmission	to	the	train	loadout	area	will	be	provided	from	

the	main	mine	site	electrical	network,	or	the	local	electrical	network;	and	
• telecommunications	provided	from	main	mine	site	network.	

For	Roads	

• access	road	from	Highway	3	to	the	mine	infrastructure	area	(approximately	7	
km);	

• access	road	system	from	the	mine	infrastructure	area	to	the	mine	pit	
operations	(currently	in	the	preliminary	planning	phase);	and	
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• service	road	system	from	the	mine	infrastructure	area	to	the	CHPP	
infrastructure	and	train	loadout	area.	

For	Water	Management	

• water	management	structures	including	raw	water	wells	for	groundwater,	
CHPP	reservoir,	

• storage	tanks,	distribution	pipe	network;	
• series	of	collection	ditches	and	settling	ponds	(five	release	ponds);	
• series	of	collection	ditches	and	surge	ponds	(three	ponds	that	do	not	release);	

and	
• site	wide	drainage	civil	works.	

For	Mine	Infrastructure	Area	(MIA)	

• administration	office	building;	
• security	building;	
• washroom	and	ablution	facilities;	
• mine	mobile	equipment	maintenance	workshop;	
• mobile	equipment	wash	bay;	
• mobile	equipment	fueling	station;	
• warehouse	and	storage;	and	
• an	explosives	storage	and	mixing	facility.	

For	Initial	Site	Construction	Camp	

• 228	room	camp	(expandable	to	360	rooms);	
• dining	hall,	recreation	and	laundry	facilities;	
• potable	water	(hauled	in	via	truck	and	stored	in	tanks);	
• sewage	management	(stored	in	tanks	and	hauled	away	via	trucks);	
• power;	and	
• HVAC	(via	propane	tank).	

Riversdale	plans	to	ship	coal	via	rail	transportation	to	a	coastal	port.	

2.3. Timing	and	Proposed	Output	
This	proposed	Project	is	a	mine	with	a	28-year	lifespan,	with	the	mine	life	
estimated	to	be	24	years,	including	a	pre-development	year	and	excluding	final	
closure	and	reclamation.		

Clean	coal	production	will	increase	from	approximately	1.0	million	CMT	in	the	first	
production	year	to	its	designed	capacity	of	4.0	million	CMT	annually	by	the	fourth	
production	year	in	1.0	million	CMT	per	year	increments.		
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A	clean	coal	production	level	of	4.0	Mt	annually	will	be	maintained	until	the	last	
year	of	the	mine	life.	Clean	coal	production	in	the	last	year	drops	to	approximately	
2.0	million	CMT.	Mine	operations	will	be	scheduled	24	hours	per	day,	360	to	365	
days	per	year.	

2.4. Workforce	and	Camps	
Projected	labour	requirements	will	involve	approximately	700	person-years	of	
construction	labour	and	400	full-time	positions	during	operation.	The	Project	is	
expected	to	provide	significant	economic	stimulus	to	the	Municipality	of	
Crowsnest	Pass	and	the	Municipality	of	Ranchlands,	as	well	as	to	the	neighbouring	
communities	to	the	west	(e.g.,	Sparwood,	Elkford,	and	Fernie	in	British	Columbia).	
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3. Air	Quality	and	Climate	

3.1. Context	
The	application	was	reviewed	to	understand	the:	

• air	emission	sources	and	their	potential	impacts;	and	
• measures	proposed	to	minimize	air	emissions	and	to	mitigate	the	identified	

impacts.	

The	objective	of	this	review	was	to	identify	and	assess	possible	issues	and	
concerns	related	to	the:	

• proposed	air	emissions	associated	with	various	aspects	of	the	Project;	
• appropriateness	of	Riversdale’s	assessment	approach	and	conclusions	with	

respect	to	the	possible	air	quality	and	air-related	effects	associated	with	air	
emissions	for	the	Project;	and	

• adequacy	of	Riversdale’s	proposed	air	emissions	mitigation	measures	and	
management	strategies	to	address	the	Project’s	potential	air	quality	and	air-
related	effects	on	the	Piikani	Nation.	

3.2. Project	Description	
The	predominant	air	emissions	of	interest	for	this	Project	are	the	diesel	
combustion	emissions	from	mine	production	equipment	exhaust,	fugitive	dust	
emissions	from	haul	roads	and	various	work	faces	(mine	pit,	dump,	plant,	and	train	
load	out),	blasting	activities,	and	wind-driven	dust	emissions	at	the	various	work	
faces	and	stockpiles.	Mine	production	equipment	consists	of	rotary	blast-hole	
drills,	hydraulic	mining	shovels	and	backhoes,	front-end	loaders,	track	dozers,	
large	off-highway	haul	trucks,	and	typical	mining	support	equipment.	The	energy	
source	for	this	Project	is	electricity	supplied	by	grid.	

Project	Application	

An	air	quality	assessment	was	submitted	as	part	of	this	application.	Other	
pertinent	approvals,	including	an	EPEA	approval	will	be	subject	to	future	
applications.		

Air	Emissions	and	Air-Related	Effects	Overview	

Air	emissions	from	the	Project	have	the	potential	to	adversely	affect	the	use	and	
enjoyment	of	lands	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project’s	physical	footprint.	Dust	
emissions	associated	with	a	variety	of	Project	activities	and	mine	fleet	vehicle	
emissions	are	the	major	air	emission	sources.	It	is	these	emissions	that	have	the	
potential	for	offsite	effects	and	are	therefore	of	most	interest.	
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In	general,	it	is	the	sensory	effects,	i.e.,	noise,	smell,	dust	and	visibility,	singly	and	
cumulatively,	that	have	the	most	impact	on	the	use	and	enjoyment	of	traditional	
lands	in	the	vicinity	of	a	project.	This	is	the	case	with	this	Project,	as	air	emission	
effects	and	air	quality	issues	are	largely	related	to	dust	emissions.	The	sensory-
related	Project	issues,	excluding	noise,	which	is	addressed	in	Section	4,	were	a	
focus	of	this	air	review	with	an	emphasis	on	whether	or	not	the	emissions	and	
effects	had	been	thoroughly	and	reasonably	assessed	and	that	“best	practices”	
were	being	used	to	manage	the	emission	or	light	sources	that	have	sensory	effects.		

3.3. Assessment	Approach	

3.3.1. Assessment	Assumptions	

[1]	Background	Air	Quality	Data	

Riversdale	presented	a	very	thorough	air	quality	assessment	for	this	Project.	
Emission	estimates,	in	particular,	are	very	detailed	and	considered	most	aspects	of	
Project	operations,	which	include	mine	fleet	exhaust,	blasting	operations,	fugitive	
emissions	from	materials	handling	and	haul	roads,	as	well	as	wind	erosion.	These	
emission	estimates	are	based	largely	on	emission	factors	published	by	the	United	
States	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(USEPA),	and	in	the	case	of	blasting	
emissions,	Environment	Australia.	These	emission	factors	are	further	discussed	in	
Section	3.4.	

Many	general	assumptions	were	made	in	the	preparation	of	this	air	quality	
assessment.	Some	of	these	assumptions	are	conservative,	while	others	have	a	high	
level	of	uncertainty.	Beyond	those	discussed	in	this	section,	further	discussions	of	
these	assumptions	are	presented	in	Sections	3.4.2	through	3.4.4.	

For	this	assessment,	NOX,	SO2,	and	CO	data	was	taken	from	the	Lethbridge	air	
quality	monitoring	station	(2010	to	2014)	located	100	km	west;	PM2.5	and	PM10	
data	were	taken	from	Nelson	Kutenai	(2009	to	2013)	located	226	km	southwest.		

The	Air	Quality	Model	Guideline	states	that	(Alberta	Environment	and	Sustainable	
Resource	Development	2013):	

“Air	quality	data	monitored	in	the	vicinity	(upwind)	of	the	proposed	source	or	at	
a	representative	site	may	be	used	as	baseline	values.	A	representative	site	
should	have	similar	topography	and	climate	normals.”	

Neither	monitoring	station	is	considered	“in	the	vicinity”,	nor	do	they	possess	
similar	topography	as	the	Project	site.	Furthermore,	using	data	from	these	stations	
–	Lethbridge	station	in	particular	as	it	is	surrounded	mainly	by	food	and	
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agricultural	processing	facilities	–	has	likely	overestimated	the	background	
concentrations.4F

5		.	

[1] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	representativeness	of	
the	background	NOX,	SO₂,	CO,	PM₂.₅,	and	PM₁₀	levels	as	taken	from	the	
Lethbridge	and	Nelson	Kutenai	air	quality	stations.	

In	terms	of	mine	fleet	specifications,	the	assessment	assumed	Year	14	of	mine	
operations	to	be	the	reasonably	worst-case	scenario	based	on	raw	and	clean	coal	
production	rates	and	comparatively	long	haul	roads.	Mine	fleet	was	assumed	to	
meet	USEPA	Tier-4	emission	standards.	Riversdale	stated	that:5F

6	

“The	mine	fleet	is	regularly	upgraded	and	by	Year	14,	equipment	will	be	newer	
and	more	efficient	than	assumed	in	emission	estimation.	Exhaust	emissions	from	
the	U.S.	EPA	Tier	4	(2010)	standards	were	used	in	Project	emission	estimates	and	
it	is	likely	that	off-road	standards	will	be	more	stringent	by	Year	14.”	

It	is	therefore	unclear	if	Tier-4	compliant	mine	fleet	will	be	used	at	commissioning,	
or	if	older	equipment	is	to	be	used	and	progressively	upgraded	to	meet	Tier	4	or	
higher	standard	by	Year	14.	If	the	latter	is	true,	Year	14	might	not	represent	a	
worst-case	scenario	in	terms	of	mine	fleet	exhaust	emissions.	

[2]	Mine	Fleet	Emission	Standards	

[2] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	fleet	emissions	
will	meet	Tier	4	standards	at	mine	commissioning,	or	if	the	existing	fleet	is	to	be	
progressively	replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	standards.	

According	to	Scott	and	Thorpe	(2015),	Piikani	Nation	members	have	identified	a	
substantial	amount	of	traditional	land	use	in	the	Matoyihko	Yiistak	Area	(Scott	and	
Thorpe	2015).	Blasting	operations	can	adversely	affect	traditional	land	use	
activities	and	traditional	resources	upon	which	Piikani	Nation	depends.		

[3]	Blasting	Frequency	

This	assessment	assumes	one	blast	per	day	for	each	pit	during	the	operating	years.	
Although	this	might	appear	conservative	based	on	the	actual	frequency	of	
approximately	three	to	four	blasts	per	week,	it	does	not	account	for	the	potential	

																																																								

	
5
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	3.1	

6
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	6.3	
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effect	of	multiple	blasts	occurring	per	day.	The	cumulative	effect	of	dust	from	
multiple	blasts	within	the	same	day	can	potentially	have	an	adverse	effect	on	
Piikani	Nation	members	who	carry	out	cultural	and	traditional	land	use	activities	
in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project’s	lease	boundary.			

[3] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	as	to	whether	or	not	there	is	a	
potential	for	multiple	blasts	to	occur	within	the	same	day	during	mine	
operations	and	whether	or	not	there	will	be	a	minimum	offset	period	between	
blasts.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	included	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update.	

3.3.2. Significance	Evaluation	

[4]	Magnitude	and	Significance	Evaluation	

Riversdale	concluded,	based	on	its	environmental	impact	evaluation	criteria,6F

7	that	
the	overall	residual	air	quality	effects	relevant	to	the	Project	are	considered	
insignificant.	For	air	quality	effects,	Riversdale	use	the	following	“magnitude”	
rating	scale:7F

8		

A	magnitude	rating	of	“negligible”	is	assigned	when	the	predicted	change	in	
concentration	is	less	than	or	equal	to	1%	and	does	not	result	in	any	new	
exceedances	of	provincial	objectives.	A	“low”	rating	is	assigned	to	a	prediction	
which	the	change	in	concentration	is	less	than	10%	and	the	concentration	is	
below	the	applicable	AAAQOs.	A	“moderate”	rating	is	assigned	to	a	
prediction	which	the	change	in	concentration	is	more	than	10%	and	the	
concentration	is	below	the	applicable	AAAQOs.	The	magnitude	rating	of	
“high”	is	assigned	to	predictions	that	exceed	the	provincial	objectives	and/or	the	
federal	standards.	Magnitude	refers	to	air	quality	during	mitigated	Project	
operation,	not	after	operations	end.	

Assigning	a	“moderate”	rating	to	an	effect	that	could	take	air	quality	from	
relatively	clean	levels	to	just	below	objective	exceedance	levels	raises	questions	
regarding	the	credibility	of	the	impact	assessment	criteria,	particularly	when	
AESRD	noted	that	(Alberta	Environment	and	Sustainable	Resource	Development	
2013):	

“As	the	ambient	air	quality	objectives	are	in	many	cases	not	entirely	protective	
of	human	health	and	the	environment,	efforts	are	made	to	improve	air	quality	in	

																																																								

	
7
	EIA,	Section	D,	Environmental	Impact	Assessment	Methodology,	Table	D.2.5-2	

8
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	2.5.2	
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order	to	stay	well	below	ambient	air	quality	objectives	and	if	the	circumstances	
warrant,	to	lower	the	ambient	air	quality	objectives	over	time.”	

A	more	reasonable	approach	to	assessing	“magnitude”	was	used	in	the	recent	EIA	
for	the	Imperial	Aspen	SAGD	Project	and	was	as	follows	(Imperial	Oil	Resources	
Ventures	Limited	2013):	

3.5.1	Magnitude	

Three	levels	of	magnitude	have	been	selected:	

§ Low	–	measured	or	estimated	effect	represents	less	than	1%	change	in	the	
receptor	(quality,	quantity	or	other	attribute)	from	baseline	conditions	and	is	
within	the	range	of	normal	variability;	

§ Moderate	–	measured	or	estimated	effect	represents	a	1%	to	10%	change	in	
the	receptor	(quality,	quantity	or	other	attribute)	from	baseline	conditions	
and	is	unlikely	to	pose	a	serious	risk	to	a	receptor;	and	

§ High	–	measured	or	estimated	effect	represents	a	greater	than	10%	change	
in	the	receptor	(quality,	quantity	or	other	attribute)	from	baseline	conditions	
and	may	require	greater	mitigation	or	management.	

This	approach	is	more	in	line	with	the	principal	of	“keeping	clean	areas	clean”,	
rather	than	basing	air	quality	management	expectations	on	compliance	with	air	
quality	objectives	or	standards.	

In	addition	to	this	issue	regarding	the	“magnitude”	criteria,	the	final	significance	
rating	(significant	versus	insignificant)	appears	rather	arbitrary,	as	there	is	no	
established	algorithm	that	correlates	the	rating	of	various	evaluation	criteria	to	the	
determination	of	significance.	For	example,	PM2.5	and	total	suspended	particles	
(TSP)	concentrations	were	both	deemed	continuous	in	frequency,	medium	in	
duration,	high	in	magnitude,	high	in	probability	of	occurrence,	but	both	concluded	
to	be	insignificant.	Riversdale’s	criteria	definition	of	“insignificant”	is:	

“Effects	are	predicted	to	be	within	the	range	of	natural	variability	and	below	
guideline	or	threshold	levels.”	

In	the	case	of	PM2.5	and	TSP	concentrations,	both	were	predicted	to	be	above	the	
relevant	guideline	levels	and	substantially	above	baseline	predictions.	PM2.5	and	
TSP	model	predictions	are	further	discussed	in	Section	3.5.1.		
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[4] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	rationale	of	its	magnitude	
and	significance	ratings	for	air-related	parameters.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	revises	its	ratings,	adopting	a	more	reasonable	
approach	in	line	with	‘keeping	clean	areas	clean’,	as	was	adopted	in	the	Imperial	
Aspen	SAGD	Project.	

3.3.3. Incorporating	First	Nations	Traditional	Land	Use	and	Traditional	Knowledge	
Although	not	specifically	mentioned	in	the	Air	Quality	Assessment	report	
submitted	with	the	Project	application,	it	is	understood	that	Riversdale	
incorporated	traditional	land	use	and	traditional	knowledge	(TLU/TK)	into	air	
quality	modelling	by	incorporating	six	First	Nation	receptor	sites	identified	by	all	
First	Nations	(Riversdale	Resources	Ltd.	2015).	The	report	also	did	not	specify	
what	special	receptor	sites	included	in	the	modelling	were	sites	of	TLU/TK	
importance	to	Piikani	Nation.8F

9		

[5]	Piikani	Nation	Special	Receptor	Sites	

Cross	referencing	areas	of	Piikani	Nation	TK/TU	sites	identified	in	a	recent	study,	
it	would	appear	that	receptor	sites	9,	10,	and	11	(First	Nations	Hunting/Gathering	
Site,	MDRL006,	and	MDRL011)	might	be	sites	affiliated	with	Piikani	Nation	(Scott	
and	Thorpe	2015).	

[5] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	sites	9,	10,	11	are	
special	receptor	sites	previously	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	
locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	

3.4. Project	Air	Emissions	
Criteria	air	contaminant	(CAC)	emissions	from	the	Project	as	a	result	of	diesel	fuel	
combustion	(mainly	mine	production	equipment	exhausts),	blasting,	and	fugitive	
dust	emissions	are	summarized	in	Table	3-1	and	Table	3-2	for	maximum	hourly	
and	maximum	daily	emissions,	respectively.	These	emission	rates	assumed	that	all	
Project	activities	overlap	at	maximum	hourly	and	daily	emissions,	which	are	also	
compared	to	the	average	daily	emissions	(derived	from	average	annual	emissions	
over	365	calendar	days)	in	the	tables.	

																																																								

	
9
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Table	2.5-3	
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Table	3-1:	Summary	of	Maximum	Hourly	Emissions	from	Diesel	Fuel	Combustion,	Blasting,	and	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	(kg/day)	

	 PM2.5	 PM2.5	 PM10	 TSP	 SO2	 NOX	 CO	

Coal	Mining	 4.1	 1.4	 40	 149	 0.8	 119	 9.1	

Waste	Removal	 23	 8.3	 142	 315	 4.2	 727	 43	

Haul	Road	 488	 10.7	 4,841	 17,563	 5.2	 835	 68	

Dump	 11	 6.8	 39	 125	 2.4	 604	 31	

Reclamation	 3.9	 0.2	 21	 61	 0.3	 7.2	 4.7	

Plant	 9.8	 1.8	 94	 233	 0.7	 155	 10	

Train	Load	Out	 0.9	 0.3	 26.4	 55.8	 0.6	 21	 39	

Blasting	 42.6	 --	 738	 1,419	 35	 1955	 6,906	

TOTAL	 613	 5,941	 19,921	 49	 4,423	 7,111	

Average	Daily	Emission*	 375	 3,447	 12,203	 12	 1,849	 685	

Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 Diesel	Fuel	Combustion	and	Blasting	Emissions	

*Project annual average emissions (EIA, Table 6.2-1) divided by 365 days. 

Table	3-2:	Summary	of	Maximum	Daily	Emissions	from	Diesel	Fuel	Combustion,	Blasting,	and	
Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	(kg/day)	

	 PM2.5	 PM2.5	 PM10	 TSP	 SO2	 NOX	 CO	

Coal	Mining	 2.6	 0.8	 25	 95	 0.4	 70	 5.3	

Waste	Removal	 15.3	 6.3	 92	 206	 3.1	 554	 33	

Haul	Road	 332	 6.9	 3,293	 11,948	 3.1	 559	 41	

Dump	 8	 5.2	 29	 89	 1.8	 467	 23	

Reclamation	 2.6	 0.2	 14	 40	 0.2	 4.9	 3.3	

Plant	 4.5	 0.9	 41	 109	 0.4	 80	 5.2	

Train	Load	Out	 0.3	 0.1	 8.8	 19	 0.2	 7.1	 13.1	

Blasting	 5.3	 	--	 92.3	 177	 8.8	 489	 1,726	

TOTAL	 391	 3,595	 12,683	 18	 2,231	 1,850	

Average	Daily	
Emission*	 375	 3,447	 12,203	 12	 1,849	 685	

Fugitive	Dust	Emissions	 Diesel	Fuel	Combustion	and	Blasting	Emissions	

*Project annual average emissions (EIA, Table 6.2-1) divided by 365 days. 

	

Mine	production	equipment	and	blasting	are	the	main	emissions	sources	for	SO2,	
NOX,	and	CO,	while	fugitive	dust	emissions	are	the	predominant	sources	of	PM10	
and	total	suspended	particulate	(TSP).	Of	the	various	operational	components,	
haul	roads	account	for	85%	of	the	maximum	hourly	and	90%	of	the	maximum	
daily	fugitive	dust	emissions.	
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The	emission	estimates	presented	were	derived	based	on	emission	factors.	In	
particular,	fugitive	dust	emission	factors	were	based	largely	on	empirical	
equations	derived	from	foreign	coal	mining	operations	and	are	likely	subject	to	
influence	by	the	mine	terrain,	local	climate,	as	well	as	coal	and	overburden	
characteristics.	Riversdale	acknowledged	that	uncertainties	associated	with	fugitive	
and	windblown	dust	are	larger	than	uncertainties	in	combustion	emissions.9F

10	This	
highlights	the	need	for	a	comprehensive	air	quality	monitoring	program	during	
Project	operation	in	order	to	validate	these	estimates,	which	is	further	discussed	in	
Section	3.7.	Discussions	related	to	fugitive	dust	emission	estimate	assumptions	are	
presented	in	Sections	3.4.2	through	3.4.4.	

Dust	emissions	associated	with	wind	erosions	on	the	windiest	day	(24-hr	average	
wind	speed	above	5.56	m/s)	is	presented	in	Table	3-3	and	Figure	3-1.	Dump	and	
waste	strip	areas	collectively	contribute	to	approximately	50%	of	the	wind-drive	
erosions,	while	coal	mine	area,	reclamation	area,	unpaved	haul	road,	and	coal	pile	
contributes	to	the	remaining	50%.	Further	discussion	regarding	discounting	
factors	in	terms	of	the	modelling	area	included	is	presented	in	Section	3.4.4.	

Table	3-3:	Maximum	Wind	Driven	Daily	Dust	Emissions	on	Windiest	Day	with	24	Hours	of	5.56	m/s	Winds	
(kg/day)	

	 Area	(ha)	 PM2.5	 PM10	 TSP	

Dump	Area	 4.5	 55	 137	 274	

Coal	Mine	Area	 1.5	 12	 29	 58	

Waste	Strip	Area	 4.5	 55	 137	 274	

Reclamation	Area	 2.1	 26	 65	 129	

Unpaved	Haul	Road	 15	 37	 93	 186	

Coal	Pile	 4	 23	 57	 115	

TOTAL	 32	 208	 518	 1,036	

	

	

																																																								

	
10
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	6.2.	
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Only	total	suspended	particulate	(TSP)	is	presented,	PM

2.5
	and	PM

10
	follow	the	same	distribution	as	they	were	estimated	as	a	fraction	of	TSP	

emitted.	

Figure	3-1:	Relative	Contribution	of	Project	Areas	to	Maximum	Wind-Driven	TSP	Emissions	on	Windiest	Day	
with	24	Hours	of	5.56	m/s	Winds		

3.4.1. Land	Clearing	
Riversdale	indicated	in	the	Project	application10F

11	that	clearing,	logging	and	
grubbing	are	to	occur	prior	to	coversoil	removal.	It	is	unclear	whether	wood	debris	
will	be	disposed	of	through	burning.	The	Project	covers	a	foot	print	of	over	1500	
hectares	(ha)	of	land;	burning	activities	associated	with	land	clearing	will	
therefore	require	careful	management	to	minimize	effects	on	the	Piikani	Nation	
members	who	exercise	traditional	land	use	rights	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	area.	

																																																								

	
11
	EIA,	Section	C,	Project	Description,	Section	C.1	
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[6]	Brush	Burning		

[6] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	indicates	whether	wood	debris	from	
land	clearing	will	be	managed	through	brush	burning.	If	so,	Riversdale	is	
requested	to	provide	a	quantification	of	the	amount	of	wood	materials	to	be	
burned	and	the	burning	management	strategies	to	be	used	to	minimize	smoke	
effects	on	the	Project	surroundings.	

3.4.2. Fugitive	Emissions	Generated	from	Transport	
In	estimating	fugitive	dust	emissions	generated	by	grader,	loader,	and	haul	truck	
transport,	Riversdale	assumed	an	average	speed	of:11F

12	

• 25	km/hr	for	service	vehicles	
• 15	km/hr	for	graders	
• 5	km/hr	for	wheel	loaders	and	articulated	trucks	

Transport	emissions	generated	by	grader	and	wheel	loader	travelling	on	unpaved	
roads,	based	on	USEPA	AP-42	11.9	are	estimated	as	(United	States	Environmental	
Protection	Agency	1998):	

#$%
&'
()# = 0.0034 ∗ 	 $ 12	

	

%345
&'
()# = 0.6 ∗ 0.0056 ∗ 	 $ 15	

	

%31.2
&'
()# = 0.031 ∗ #$%	

	
$ = 9:;<	=:ℎ?@A:	BC::D	 &9 ℎE 	

Since	haul	road	contributes	to	over	90%	of	maximum	daily	fugitive	dust	emissions	
for	TSP,	PM10,	and	PM2.5,	and	their	emissions	are	exponentially	proportional	to	the	
mean	speed,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	
assumed	average	speeds	are	a	realistic	representation	of	mine	operations,	what	
the	haul	road	speed	limits	will	be	at	the	mine	site,	and	how	such	speed	limits	will	
be	enforced.	

																																																								

	
12
	Consultant’s	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	A3.5	
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[7]	Transport	Speed	and	Speed	Limits	

[7] Request	

Since	haul	road	contributes	to	over	90%	of	maximum	daily	fugitive	dust	
emissions	for	TSP,	PM10,	and	PM2.5,	and	their	emissions	are	exponentially	
proportional	to	the	mean	speed,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
discusses	whether	the	assumed	average	speeds	are	a	realistic	representation	of	
mine	operations,	what	the	haul	road	speed	limits	will	be	at	the	mine	site,	and	
how	such	speed	limits	will	be	enforced.	

3.4.3. Drilling	and	Blasting	Emissions	
As	part	of	the	exercise	to	estimate	fugitive	dust	emissions	from	various	aspects	of	
the	mine	operations,	Riversdale,	by	and	large,	used	emission	factors	taken	from	
various	chapters	of	the	USEPA	AP-42.	In	estimating	blasting	emissions,	however,	
Riversdale	applied	a	TSP	emission	equation	developed	by	Environment	Australia,	
which	is	(Environment	Australia	2001):	

#$%	 &' FA;BG = 344 ∗	 H 5.I ∗ 	 3 J4.K ∗ 	 (M)J4.I	

Where	 A	=	area	blasted	in	m2	

	 	 M	=	moisture	content	in	%	

	 	 D	=	depth	in	blast	hole	in	m	

PM10	and	PM2.5	emissions,	however,	were	estimated	after	factors	taken	from	
AP-42,	which	are	both	proportional	to	TSP	estimates.	

Interestingly,	a	2012	update	of	the	same	Environment	Australia	document	
(Environment	Australia	2012),	uses	the	same	emission	factor	as	that	suggested	in	
USEPA	AP-42	11.9	(United	States	Environmental	Protection	Agency	1998),	which	
is:	

#$%	 &' FA;BG = 0.00022(H)4.2	

[8]	Blasting	Total	Suspended	Particles	Emission	Factor		

[8] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	justification	for	applying	a	TSP	
emission	factor	taken	from	a	dated	Environment	Australia	report,	as	opposed	to	
the	most	recent	edition	of	the	same	report	or	AP-42	11.9,	consistent	with	
estimates	for	other	aspects	of	fugitive	dust	emissions.	
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3.4.4. Discount	Factors	
Throughout	the	air	assessment,	Riversdale	incorporated	a	number	of	discount	
factors	in	its	emission	estimates.	Rationales	for	the	degree	of	emissions	reduction	
in	some	instances	were	defined;	for	example,	reduction	factors	associated	with	
road	watering	and	winter	snow	coverage.	There	are,	however,	a	number	of	
discount	factors	for	which	no	rationale	was	provided.	For	example:	

• for	wind-driven	emissions,	the	total	modelled	mining	and	stripping	area	is	
126	ha.	About	10%	of	the	total	area	is	assumed	to	be	active	for	wind	driven	
emission	calculations;12F

13	
• for	wind-driven	emissions,	the	total	unpaved	hauling	road	is	52	ha	and	30%	of	

the	area	is	assumed	to	be	actively	disturbed;	13F

14	and	
• for	train	load-out,	fugitive	emissions	were	modelled	with	30%	emission	

reduction	from	mitigation	measures	applied.14F

15	

[9]	Emissions	Discounting	Factor	

[9] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	emission	
estimate	discount	factors,	along	with	a	scientific	rationale	for	the	respective	
degree	of	reductions	assigned.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

3.5. Predicted	Air	Emission	Impacts	

3.5.1. Criteria	Air	Contaminants	
The	modelled	ground-level	concentrations	of	CACs	for	this	Project	are	summarized	
in	Table	3-4	and	Table	3-5.	Riversdale	did	not	anticipate	further	industrial	
development	to	occur	in	the	area,	and	therefore	the	Planned	Development	Case	
(PDC)	was	deemed	to	be	similar	to	the	Application	Case.	

While	the	predicted	SO2,	NO2,	and	CO	levels	remain	below	the	Alberta	Ambient	Air	
Quality	Objectives	(AAAQOs)	in	all	assessment	cases	and	modelled	settings	
(Alberta	Environment	and	Sustainable	Resource	Development	2013),	the	short	
term	(i.e.,	one-hour	maximum)	levels	increased	substantially	as	a	result	of	blasting	
operations,	highlighting	the	need	for	sound	management	practices	in	order	to	
mitigate	blasting	effects,	particularly	NO2	levels	as	NO2	is	an	odourant.	

	

																																																								

	
13
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	A4.9	

14
	Ibid.	

15
	Consultant	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	Assessment,	Section	A4.3	
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Table	3-4:	Predicted	Ground	Level	Concentrations	for	SO2,	NO2,	CO	for	Various	Assessment	Scenarios	

	 SO₂	(µg/m³)	 NO₂	(µg/m³)	 CO	(µg/m³)	

Assessment	
Scenario	

1-hr	
Maximum	

9th	
Highest	
1-hr	

24-hr	
Maximum	

30-day	
Maximum	

Annual	
Average	

1-hr	
Maximum	

9th	
Highest	
1-hr	

Annual	
Average	

1-hr	
Maximum	

9th	
Highest	
1-hr	

8-hr	
Maximum	

Regional	Study	Area	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 8.4	 7.7	 4.2	 2.0	 1.7	 116	 103	 39	 2,319	 2,104	 1,499	

Project-Only	 59	 28	 1.6	 0.31	 0.18	 574	 297	 19	 11,739	 5,545	 3,614	

Application/PDC	 62	 31	 4.2	 2.0	 1.7	 577	 300	 39	 12,085	 5,893	 3,919	

Local	Study	Area	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 8.4	 7.7	 4.0	 1.9	 1.7	 116	 103	 39	 2,319	 2,104	 1,499	

Project-Only	 59	 28	 1.6	 0.31	 0.18	 574	 297	 19	 11,739	 5,545	 3,614	

Application/PDC		 62	 31	 4.1	 1.9	 1.7	 577	 300	 39	 12,085	 5,893	 3,919	

Fenceline	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 2.8	 2.7	 2.1	 1.0	 0.9	 50	 45	 18	 437	 407	 347	

Project-Only	 59	 27	 1.6	 0.31	 0.18	 574	 292	 19	 11,739	 5,306	 3,614	

Application/PDC	 62	 29	 3.7	 1.3	 1.1	 577	 295	 33	 12,085	 5,652	 3,919	

Special	Receptor	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 4.8	 4.5	 3.1	 1.4	 1.2	 102	 96	 35	 1,357	 1,227	 1,001	

Project-Only	 14	 6	 0.4	 0.06	 0.04	 176	 109	 6.5	 2,753	 1,180	 612	

Application/PDC	 17	 8.5	 3.1	 1.4	 1.2	 179	 112	 36	 3,099	 1,524	 1,001	

AAAQOs	 --	 450	 125	 30	 20	 --	 300	 45	 --	 15,000	 6,000	
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Table	3-5:	Predicted	Ground	Level	Concentrations	for	PM2.5,	PM10,	and	Total	Suspended	Particulate	(TSP)	for	Various	Assessment	Scenarios	

	 PM2.5	(µg/m³)	 PM10	(µg/m³)	 TSP	(µg/m³)	

Assessment	Scenario	 1-hr	
Maximum	

9th	Highest	
1-hr	

24-hr	
Maximum	

8th	Highest	
24-hr	

Annual	
Average	

24-hr	
Maximum	

24-hr	
Maximum	

Annual	
Average	

Regional	Study	Area	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 65	 53	 23	 18	 8.6	 68	 209	 64	

Project-Only	 178	 150	 32	 21	 5.4	 283	 766	 131	

Application/PDC		 186	 159	 39	 28	 9.4	 304	 808	 156	

Local	Study	Area	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 65	 53	 22	 18	 8.5	 66	 198	 63	

Project-Only	 178	 150	 32	 21	 5.4	 283	 766	 131	

Application/PDC		 186	 159	 39	 28	 9.4	 304	 808	 156	

Fence-line	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 11	 10	 7.4	 7	 4.1	 22	 43	 26	

Project-Only	 178	 150	 32	 21	 5.4	 283	 766	 131	

Application/PDC		 186	 159	 39	 28	 9.4	 304	 808	 159	

Special	Receptor	Maximum	

Baseline	Case	 39	 33	 18	 15	 7.3	 55	 144	 50	

Project-Only	 23	 14	 3.4	 1.8	 0.7	 25	 47	 11	

Application/PDC		 39	 34	 18	 15	 7.3	 55	 144	 50	

AAAQOs	 	--	 --	 30	 	--	 	--	 	--	 100	 60	

AAAQGs	 	--	 80	 --	 	--	 	--	 	--	 	--	 	--	

CAAQS	 	--	 	--	 	--	 28	 10	 	--	 	--	 	--	

BC	AAAQO	 	--	 	--	 	--	 --	 --	 50	 	--	 	--	

Values in red indicate at or exceeding relevant criteria. 
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The	9th-highest	one-hour	and	24-hour	maximum	PM2.5	predictions	exceeded	their	
respective	thresholds	(Alberta	Ambient	Air	Quality	Guidelines	(AAAQGs)	and	
AAAQOs)	in	the	Project-Only	and	Application/PDC	scenarios	under	the	regional	
study	area	(RSA),	local	study	area	(LSA),	and	fence-line	settings.	The	24-hour	
Canadian	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standard	was	also	reached	in	the	Application/PDC	
case	under	the	same	settings	(Environment	Canada	2013).		
Although	the	baseline	PM10	and	TSP	predictions	were	already	exceeding	their	
respective	thresholds	due	to	emissions	from	the	Blairmore	community	and	
highway,	the	Project	contributed	to	significant	increases	in	particulate	matter	
levels	in	the	RSA,	LSA,	and	fence-line	settings.	While	the	predicted	effects	are	
relatively	small	at	the	special	receptor	sites,	air	quality	at	the	local	and	regional	
scale	are	of	interest	to	Piikani	Nation,	as	the	Project	is	located	wholly	within	
Piikani	Nation	traditional	territory.	

3.5.2. Odours	

In	terms	of	odours,	Riversdale	adopted	odour	thresholds	presented	in	Nagata	in	its	
assessment	(Nagata	2003).	While	such	thresholds	are	comparatively	lower	than	
thresholds	found	in	other	published	sources,	they	do	not	consider	the	potential	
additive	effects	of	various	odourants.	Riversdale’s	assessment	found	NO2	as	the	
only	compound	exceeding	its	respective	odour	threshold,	although	the	possibility	
exists	that	the	impact	of	odour	is	underestimated	as	each	odourant	was	assessed	
individually.	

[10]	–	[11]	Odour	Assessment	

[10] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	why	it	did	not	consider	the	
potential	additive	effects	of	odourants	in	its	assessment	of	the	potential	for	the	
Project	to	result	in	offsite	odours.			

	

[11] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	additive	effects	of	
odourants	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

3.5.3. Other	Gaseous	Emissions	

In	reviewing	the	air	assessment,	the	potential	for	other	Project-related	sources	of	
gaseous	emissions	or	other	air	contaminant	releases	were	identified.	These	were	
the:	
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• potential	for	volatile	organic	compound	(VOC)	releases	associated	with	mine	
fleet	fuelling;	and	

• release	of	gases	such	as	hydrogen	sulfide,	hydrogen	cyanide,	and	ammonia	
during	blasting,	which	have	been	reported	as	possible	products	of	explosives	
use	(Avanti	Kitsault	Mining	Inc.	2011).		

[12]	Other	Gaseous	Emissions	

[12] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	assessment	of	the	potential	
for	VOC	releases	associated	with	mine	fleet	fueling	operations	(and	the	
measures	being	taken	to	minimize	such	emissions),	and	the	type	and	
approximate	amounts	of	trace	gas	emissions	that	might	be	associated	with	
using	ammonium	nitrate/fuel	oil	for	blasting.	

3.6. Proposed	Air	Emissions	Management	

Air	quality	mitigation	strategies	proposed	by	Riversdale	for	the	Project	include:	

• managing	mine	fleet	emissions	through	regular	upgrades	to	achieve	newer	and	
more	stringent	emission	standards;	

• managing	fugitive	emissions	from	haul	roads	through:	
o systematic	watering	during	summer	months	
o retaining	snow	cover	during	winter	months	
o applying	coarse	granular	materials	on	haul	roads	
o maintaining	active	road	surface	with	a	grader	

• prompt	reclamation	of	mined	areas	by	backfilling	with	overburden	and	soil,	
followed	by	re-vegetation	to	reduce	windblown	fugitive	dust	emissions;	

• preserving	trees	and	brushes	around	mines	and	plants	to	provide	barrier	for	
trapping	dust	emissions	from	mining	activities;	

• minimizing	process-related	dust	emissions	through	using:	
o enclosures	for	coal	processing	plant	modules	and	covered	conveyors	
o luffing	stackers	to	minimize	drop	height	and	drop	time	of	coal	during	

transfer	from	conveyor	to	stock	pile	
o full	cladding	on	sides	of	rail	load	out	to	create	a	wind	shelter	and	movable	

discharge	chute	of	bin	located	close	to	the	coal	within	rail	cars	

While	these	are	good	management	practices	that	will	allow	the	Project	to	minimize	
emissions	to	its	surroundings,	Piikani	Nation	strongly	disagrees	with	Riversdale’s	
position	as	stated	in	its	response	to	CEAA	SIR	4.5	that:	
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“Assuming	public	access	within	the	Mine	Permit	Boundary	is	restricted	and	the	
mitigation	measures	included	in	the	Air	Quality	report,	there	is	no	need	for	
further	mitigation	of	emissions	based	on	the	results	of	the	HHRA.”	

As	the	Project	is	located	in	an	area	with	little	industrial	activities,	Piikani	Nation	
does	not	expect	its	air	quality	to	ever	deteriorate	to	a	level	where	risks	to	human	
health	are	present.	Piikani	Nation	does,	however,	expect	that	the	mine	operations	
and	its	associated	emissions	do	not	result	in	a	change	in	members’	quality	of	life.		
Issues	like	dust	and	odours,	while	they	might	not	pose	immediate	threats	to	one’s	
health,	are	considered	nuisances	that	will	have	an	adverse	impact	on	Piikani	
Nation’s	enjoyment	of	traditional	land	and	exercise	of	traditional	land	use	rights.	It	
is	particularly	important	for	this	Project	to	establish	rigourous	emission	
management	practices,	given	that	Riversdale	also	acquired	the	Adanac,	Lynx	and	
Bellevue	properties	in	the	vicinity	and	these	metallurgical	coal	properties	are	
currently	in	the	exploration	phase,15F

16	making	an	expansion	to	the	Project	or	the	
development	of	a	new	mine	quite	probable.	

3.6.1. Dust	Management	

A	number	of	dust	management	designs	and	controls	are	part	of	the	proposed	
Project.	There	is,	however,	no	information	and	analysis	to	indicate	that	the	
proposed	mitigation	measures	represent	“best	practices”;	and	as	such,	it	is	not	
possible	to	determine	if	the	Project	will	minimize	its	dust	emissions	to	the	extent	
possible.	As	well,	there	is	little	detail	available	to	support	the	proposed	mitigation	
measures	in	ensuring	correlation	between	actual	operations	and	the	assumed	dust	
reduction	levels	used	in	the	EIA	(e.g.,	road	watering	frequency	to	achieve	80%	dust	
suppression).	

[13]	Best	Practices	

[13] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	details	on	the	dust	
control	options	it	considered,	and	justification	for	the	proposed	dust	mitigation	
measures	representing	best	practice.	

																																																								
	
16	EIA,	Section	C,	Project	Description,	Section	C.1.8	
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[14]	–	[15]	Dust	Management	Plan	

[14] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	dust	management	plan	in	
support	of	the	best	practices	selected,	offering	prescriptive	details	related	to	
aspects	of	the	operations	where	dust	emissions	is	expected	to	be	a	concern.	This	
plan	should	act	as	standard	protocol	for	day-to-day	operational	activities	and	
offer	answer	to	questions	such	as:	

i. How	often	will	roads	be	watered	under	different	weather	conditions?	

ii. What	is	the	maximum	timeframe	for	reclamation	of	mined	areas	–	backfill	
and	revegetation?	

iii. What	is	the	maximum	drop	height	and	drop	time	for	coal	transfer	from	
conveyor?	

	

[15] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riverdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	as	a	
stakeholder	in	Riversdale’s	dust	management	plan	development	and	execution,	
particularly	in	aspects	related	to	complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	
address	issues	related	to	dust.	

[16]	Visual	Impact	
The	EIA	briefly	discussed	the	issue	of	visibility	associated	with	physical	structures	
and	activities	associated	with	the	Project,	but	there	was	no	assessment	of	what	
physical	structure	and	landscape	visibility	changes	traditional	land	users	could	
expect	when	they	are	in	the	Project’s	vicinity.		
It	is	noted	that	Project	lighting-related	visibility	effects	are	addressed	in	detail	in	
the	EIA	and	the	proposed	light	pollution	mitigation	measures	are	considered	to	
represent	best	practices.	

[16] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	details	on	the	
visibility	changes	that	traditional	land	users	can	expect	when	they	are	in	the	
Project’s	vicinity.		Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	ideally	by	conducting	a	visual	
impact	assessment.	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -29-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

[17]	Brush	Burning	Management	
If	brush	burning	is	to	occur	as	a	practice	to	dispose	of	wood	debris	from	land	
clearing,	Piikani	Nation	expects	Riversdale	to	develop	a	brush	burning	
management	plan	that	covers	elements	such	as:	

• minimizing	smoke	effects	
• burning	timeframes	(i.e.,	periods,	intervals	and	frequency)	
• burning	conditions	(i.e.,	weather	and	wind	direction)	
• notification	protocol	to	Piikani	Nation	
• complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	the	

Project’s	smoke	effects	

[17] Request	

If	brush	burning	is	to	occur	as	a	practice	to	dispose	of	wood	debris	from	land	
clearing,	Piikani	Nation	expects	Riversdale	to	develop	a	brush	burning	
management	plan	that	covers	elements	such	as:	

i. minimizing	smoke	effects		

ii. burning	timeframes	(i.e.,	periods,	intervals	and	frequency)	and	burning	
conditions	(i.e.,	weather	and	wind	direction)	

iii. notification	protocol	to	Piikani	Nation	

iv. complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	the	
Project's	smoke	effects	

[18]	Mine	Fleet	Emissions	Management	
As	noted	in	Section	3.3,	it	is	unclear	if	Riversdale	will	introduce	mine	fleet	that	is	
Tier	4	compliant	since	mine	commissioning,	or	if	replacement	or	retrofitting	of	
existing	units	meeting	lower	tier	standards	will	occur	progressively	upon	
operation	start	up,	with	the	expectation	that	all	units	are	to	meet	Tier	4	
requirements	by	Year	14.	Piikani	Nation	expects	Riversdale	to	manage	mine	fleet	
emissions	by	using	Tier	4	compliant	heavy	equipment	throughout	the	life	of	the	
Project.	For	large	mine	fleet	vehicles	(i.e.	>	750	hp),	Tier	4	standards	are	not	
considered	to	represent	best	emission	controls	and	technologies	are	available	to	
significantly	reduce	NOX	emissions	from	large	mine	fleet	units	(Bradley	2008).	

[18] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	fleet	emissions	
will	meet	Tier	4	standards	at	mine	commissioning,	or	if	existing	fleet	is	to	be	
progressively	replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	standards.	
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A	commitment	should	be	obtained	from	Riversdale	to	purchase	the	lowest	
emitting	mine	vehicles	commercially	available	and	to	consider	possible	retrofit	
NOX	emission	controls	on	its	large	haul	trucks.	

[19]	Blasting	Management	
Despite	dust	emissions	from	blasting	activities	being	a	minor	contributor	to	the	
overall	dust	emissions,	they	are	generally	produced	as	a	concentrated	cloud	that	is	
highly	visible	and	that	has	the	potential	to	adversely	affect	Piikani	Nation	
members’	enjoyment	of	traditional	land.		
In	addition	to	dust,	odour	threshold	exceedances	are	also	expected	for	NO2	along	
the	eastern	Project	boundary,	which	is	mainly	influenced	by	blasting	activities.	
Riversdale	is	expected	to	adopt	best	practices	in	blasting	operations	and	
strategically	plan	blasting	activities	to	minimize	dust	and	odour	impacts	to	the	
Project	surroundings.	Riversdale	is	also	expected	to	develop,	in	consultation	with	
Piikani	Nation,	a	blasting	management	plan	that	gives	consideration	to:	

• minimizing	dust	and	odour	effects		
• blasting	timeframes	(i.e.,	intervals	and	frequency)	
• blasting	conditions	(i.e.,	wind	and	atmospheric	conditions)	
• notification	protocol	to	the	Piikani	Nation	
• complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	dust	

and	odour	effects	from	blasting	activities	at	the	mine.	

[19] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	adopts	best	practices	in	blasting	
operations	and	strategically	plans	blasting	activities	to	minimize	dust	and	odour	
effects	on	the	Project	surroundings.	Riversdale	is	also	expected	to	develop,	in	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	blasting	management	plan	that	gives	
consideration	to:	

i. minimizing	dust	and	odour	effects	

ii. blasting	timeframes	(i.e.,	intervals	and	frequency)	

iii. blasting	conditions	(i.e.,	wind	and	atmospheric	conditions)	

iv. notification	protocol	to	the	Piikani	Nation	

v. complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	
dust	and	odour	effects	from	blasting	activities	at	the	mine.	
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3.7. Air	Quality	Monitoring	Program	

Riversdale	committed	to	developing	an	ambient	air	quality	monitoring	program	to	
assess	the	“potential,	localized,	fugitive	dust	impacts”	due	to	the	Project’s	
operation.	Details	of	this	monitoring	program	are	currently	unavailable	as	the	
mine	plan	is	not	yet	finalized.	
Piikani	Nation,	as	a	community	that	has	the	potential	to	be	significantly	affected	by	
the	Project’s	air	quality	effects,	requests	to	be	consulted	in	developing,	executing,	
and	future	modifications	to	the	air	quality	monitoring	program.	

[20]	Monitoring	Program		

[20] Request	

Piikani	Nation,	as	a	community	that	has	the	potential	to	be	significantly	affected	
by	the	Project’s	air	quality	effects,	requests	to	be	consulted	in	developing,	
executing,	and	future	modification	to	the	air	quality	monitoring	program.	In	
addition	to	local	air	sampling,	which	should	include	a	follow-up	component	to	
verify	initial	(EIA)	emission	estimates	and	emission	reduction	factors,	the	
community	expects	such	a	monitoring	program	to	incorporate	background	and	
regional	sampling	components	to	collect	benchmarking	data	for	reference	by	
future	Project	applications	should	Riversdale	decide	to	expand	its	operations	to	
access	coal	resources	outside	of	the	current	proposed	mine	permit	boundary.	

[21]	Monitoring	Data	

[21] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	regularly	shares	with	the	community	air	
sampling	data	collected	through	its	monitoring	program.	

3.8. Air	Quality	and	Climate	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	3-6:	Air	Quality	and	Climate	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[1]	 Background	Air	
Quality	Data	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	
representativeness	of	the	background	NOX,	SO₂,	CO,	PM₂.₅,	
and	PM₁₀	levels	as	taken	from	the	Lethbridge	and	Nelson	
Kutenai	air	quality	stations.	

Response	

[2]	 Mine	Fleet	
Emission	
Standards	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	
fleet	emissions	will	meet	Tier	4	standards	at	mine	
commissioning,	or	if	the	existing	fleet	is	to	be	progressively	
replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	standards.	

Response	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -32-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[3]	 Blasting	
Frequency	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	as	to	whether	
or	not	there	is	a	potential	for	multiple	blasts	to	occur	within	
the	same	day	during	mine	operations	and	whether	or	not	
there	will	be	a	minimum	offset	period	between	blasts.	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	included	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[4]	 Magnitude	and	
Significance	
Evaluation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	as	to	whether	
or	not	there	is	a	potential	for	multiple	blasts	to	occur	within	
the	same	day	during	mine	operations	and	whether	or	not	
there	will	be	a	minimum	offset	period	between	blasts.	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	included	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[5]	 Piikani	Nation	
Special	Receptor	
Sites	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	
sites	9,	10,	11	are	special	receptor	sites	previously	identified	
by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	

Response	

[6]	 Brush	Burning	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	indicates	whether	
wood	debris	from	land	clearing	will	be	managed	through	
brush	burning.	If	so,	Riversdale	is	requested	to	provide	a	
quantification	of	the	amount	of	wood	materials	to	be	burned	
and	the	burning	management	strategies	to	be	used	to	
minimize	smoke	effects	on	the	Project	surroundings.	

Response	

[7]	 Transport	Speed	
and	Speed	Limits	

Since	haul	road	contributes	to	over	90%	of	maximum	daily	
fugitive	dust	emissions	for	TSP,	PM10,	and	PM2.5,	and	their	
emissions	are	exponentially	proportional	to	the	mean	speed,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	
assumed	average	speeds	are	a	realistic	representation	of	mine	
operations,	what	the	haul	road	speed	limits	will	be	at	the	
mine	site,	and	how	such	speed	limits	will	be	enforced.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[8]	 Blasting	Total	
Suspended	
Particles	
Emission	Factor	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	justification	
for	applying	a	TSP	emission	factor	taken	from	a	dated	
Environment	Australia	report,	as	opposed	to	the	most	recent	
edition	of	the	same	report	or	AP-42	11.9,	consistent	with	
estimates	for	other	aspects	of	fugitive	dust	emissions.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[9]	 Emissions	
Discounting	
Factor	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	
emission	estimate	discount	factors,	along	with	a	scientific	
rationale	for	the	respective	degree	of	reductions	assigned.	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[10]	 Odour	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	why	it	did	not	
consider	the	potential	additive	effects	of	odourants	in	its	
assessment	of	the	potential	for	the	Project	to	result	in	offsite	
odours.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[11]	 Odour	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	
additive	effects	of	odourants	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[12]	 Other	Gaseous	
Emissions	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	
assessment	of	the	potential	for	VOC	releases	associated	with	
mine	fleet	fueling	operations	(and	the	measures	being	taken	
to	minimize	such	emissions),	and	the	type	and	approximate	
amounts	of	trace	gas	emissions	that	might	be	associated	with	
using	ammonium	nitrate/fuel	oil	for	blasting.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[13]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	
details	on	the	dust	control	options	it	considered,	and	
justification	for	the	proposed	dust	mitigation	measures	
representing	best	practice.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[14]	 Dust	
Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	dust	
management	plan	in	support	of	the	best	practices	selected,	
offering	prescriptive	details	related	to	aspects	of	the	
operations	where	dust	emissions	is	expected	to	be	a	concern.	
This	plan	should	act	as	standard	protocol	for	day-to-day	
operational	activities	and	offer	answer	to	questions	such	as:	

i) How	often	will	roads	be	watered	under	different	
weather	conditions?	

ii) What	is	the	maximum	timeframe	for	reclamation	of	
mined	areas	–	backfill	and	revegetation?	

iii) What	is	the	maximum	drop	height	and	drop	time	for	
coal	transfer	from	conveyor?	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[15]	 Dust	
Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riverdale	consults	with	Piikani	
Nation	as	a	stakeholder	in	Riversdale’s	dust	management	plan	
development	and	execution,	particularly	in	aspects	related	to	
complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	
related	to	dust.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[16]	 Visual	Impact	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	
details	on	the	visibility	changes	that	traditional	land	users	can	
expect	when	they	are	in	the	Project’s	vicinity.		Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update,	ideally	by	conducting	a	visual	
impact	assessment.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[17]	 Brush	Burning	
Management	

If	brush	burning	is	to	occur	as	a	practice	to	dispose	of	wood	
debris	from	land	clearing,	Piikani	Nation	expects	Riversdale	to	
develop	a	brush	burning	management	plan	that	covers	
elements	such	as:	

i) minimizing	smoke	effects		
ii) burning	timeframes	(i.e.,	periods,	intervals	and	

frequency)	and	burning	conditions	(i.e.,	weather	and	
wind	direction)	

iii) notification	protocol	to	Piikani	Nation	
iv) complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	

address	issues	related	to	the	Project's	smoke	effects	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[18]	 Mine	Fleet	
Emissions	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	
fleet	emissions	will	meet	Tier	4	standards	at	mine	
commissioning,	or	if	existing	fleet	is	to	be	progressively	
replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	standards.	
A	commitment	should	be	obtained	from	Riversdale	to	
purchase	the	lowest	emitting	mine	vehicles	commercially	
available	and	to	consider	possible	retrofit	NOX	emission	
controls	on	its	large	haul	trucks.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[19]	 Blasting	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	adopts	best	practices	
in	blasting	operations	and	strategically	plans	blasting	activities	
to	minimize	dust	and	odour	effects	on	the	Project	
surroundings.	Riversdale	is	also	expected	to	develop,	in	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	blasting	management	plan	
that	gives	consideration	to:	

i) minimizing	dust	and	odour	effects	
ii) blasting	timeframes	(i.e.,	intervals	and	frequency)	
iii) blasting	conditions	(i.e.,	wind	and	atmospheric	

conditions)	
iv) notification	protocol	to	the	Piikani	Nation	
v) complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	

address	issues	related	to	dust	and	odour	effects	from	
blasting	activities	at	the	mine.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[20]	 Monitoring	
Program	

Piikani	Nation,	as	a	community	that	has	the	potential	to	be	
significantly	affected	by	the	Project’s	air	quality	effects,	
requests	to	be	consulted	in	developing,	executing,	and	future	
modification	to	the	air	quality	monitoring	program.	In	addition	
to	local	air	sampling,	which	should	include	a	follow-up	
component	to	verify	initial	(EIA)	emission	estimates	and	
emission	reduction	factors,	the	community	expects	such	a	
monitoring	program	to	incorporate	background	and	regional	
sampling	components	to	collect	benchmarking	data	for	
reference	by	future	Project	applications	should	Riversdale	
decide	to	expand	its	operations	to	access	coal	resources	
outside	of	the	current	proposed	mine	permit	boundary.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[21]	 Monitoring	Data	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	regularly	shares	with	
the	community	air	sampling	data	collected	through	its	
monitoring	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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4. Noise	

4.1. Noise	Impact	Assessment	Description	

The	EIA	contains	a	Noise	Impact	Assessment	(NIA)16F

17	with	a	detailed	consultant’s	
report	prepared	by	Acoustical	Consultants	Inc.	(ACI)	and	included	as	Consultant’s	
Report	#7	(CR	#7).	
The	NIA	reflects	a	conventional	approach	to	health	risk	assessment.	Likely	Noise	
sources	from	the	proposed	Project	are	identified.			
Noise	emissions	likely	attributable	to	the	Project	include	blasting	to	loosen	raw	
material	ore,	diesel-powered	extraction	and	transport	equipment,	diesel	
locomotives	and	warning	sirens	including	back-up	beepers.		
The	NIA	took	into	consideration	existing	baseline	conditions,	and	modelled	noise	
contours	using	conventional	noise	modelling	techniques,	over	the	surrounding	
landscape	out	to	a	distance	of	1500	m	(1.5	km).				
The	NIA’s	stated	purpose	was	to	generate	a	computer-noise	model	of	the	study	
area	with	the	Project	at	various	operational	stages,	to	determine	the	noise	levels	at	
the	surrounding	residential	and	theoretical	1500	m	receptors,	and	to	compare	the	
noise	levels	to	the	permissible	sound	levels	(PSLs)	defined	in	AER	Directive	038	
(Alberta	Energy	Regulator	2007).		
In	addition	to	modelling	noise	effects	in	dBA	units,	the	NIA	also	modelled	dBC	
noise	levels.	Analysis	between	dBA	and	dBC	allows	low	frequency	tonal	noise	to	be	
better	identified	and	is	a	requirement	of	Directive	038.	

4.2. Noise	Impact	Assessment	Summary	and	Conclusions	

Riversdale	concluded	the	noise	modelling	results	indicated	that	throughout	the	
Project’s	life	noise	levels	during	the	nighttime	and	daytime,	with	the	addition	of	
the	ASLs,	would	be	below	the	PSLs	for	all	residential	and	theoretical	1500	m	
receptors.17F

18	The	results	also	indicated	that	the	C-weighted	(dBC)	sound	levels	
would	be	less	than	20	dB	above	the	dBA	sound	levels	for	approximately	half	of	the	
receptors.		
As	specified	in	Directive	038,	if	dBC/dBA	sound	levels	are	less	than	20	dB,	the	
noise	is	not	considered	to	have	a	low	frequency	tonal	component.	For	the	other	
half	of	the	receptors,	dBC/dBA	sound	levels	are	greater	than	20	dB.	This	elevated	
low	frequency	noise	is	associated	with	the	locomotives	operating	at	the	rail	
loadout,	at	the	southern	portion	of	the	Project.		

																																																								
	
17	EIA,	Section	E2	
18	EIA,	Section	E2.6	
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The	noise	model	did	not	account	for	the	background	noise	associated	with	the	
current	vehicle	traffic	or	current	rail-line	activity	since	these	are	not	noise	sources	
that	are	regulated	by	the	AER	or	the	Alberta	Utilities	Commission	(AUC).		
The	modelling	results	indicated	the	possibility	of	a	low	frequency	tonal	noise.	
Assessing	any	actual	low	frequency	tonal	noise	would	require	noise	monitoring	to	
be	conducted	during	normal	Project	operations.	If,	upon	Project	start-up,	a	low	
frequency	noise	complaint	was	received,	Riversdale	would	conduct	a	
comprehensive	sound	level	(CSL)	survey	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	
the	Directive	038.	To	achieve	the	noise	modelling	results	obtained,	two	specific	
operational	noise	mitigation	measures	would	be	required	to	be	undertaken	by	
Riversdale.	These	mitigation	measures	include:		

• routing	the	haul	trucks	(waste	and	coal)	along	the	western	slope	of	the	south	
disposal	area	such	that	the	disposal	area	itself	provides	noise	shielding	
between	the	haul	trucks	and	the	residential	receptors	to	the	east;	and		

• installing	and	maintaining	a	15	m	tall	earth	berm	along	the	eastern	edge	of	the	
south	disposal	area.	The	earth	berm	will	be	constructed	or	maintained	during	
the	daytime	when	required	and	will	grow	in	elevation	as	the	height	of	the	
disposal	area	increases.	

4.3. Noise	Impact	Assessment	Critical	Review	

This	review	critically	assesses	the	Noise	Impact	Assessment	and	seeks	to	identify	
gaps	which	Riversdale	might	address	to	better	meet	Piikani	Nation’s	needs.			
This	review	took	into	consideration	Traditional	Knowledge	(TK)	and	Traditional	
Land	Use	(TLU)	concerns	that	have	been	expressed	by	Piikani	Nation	community	
members,	and	documented	in	a	recent	report,	dated	April	2017.18F

19	
Though	the	NIA	has	been	competently	undertaken	and	reported	within	the	remit	
set	out	by	AEP,	and	specifically	Directive	038,	it	does	not	fully	address	Piikani	
Nation’s	concerns.	In	reviewing	the	Project	NIA,	a	series	of	recommendations	are	
made	that	seek	to	improve	industry/community	relations,	and	seek	to	mitigate	
and/or	offset	noise	impacts	on	Piikani	Nation.	These	are	presented	in	contextual	
detail	as	follows.	
The	NIA	appears	to	have	been	competently	approached	and	executed	using	
conventional	western	science	paradigm,	employing	identification	of	likely	sources	
of	noise	emissions	and	modelling	noise	propagation	in	the	surrounding	area	1.5	
km	distant	from	the	site	boundary.				
First	Nation	Aboriginal	peoples	throughout	Canada	have	an	intimate	connection	to	
the	land.	This	is	true	of	the	Piikani	Nation.	Traditional	Land	Use	and	Traditional	
Knowledge	form	a	large	part	of	the	Piikani	cultural	heritage.				

																																																								
	
19	April	7,	2016.			Issues	and	Concerns	Raised	by	Piikani	Nation	Members	Regarding	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	
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The	social	fabric	of	the	Piikani	community	is	largely	pinned	on	Traditional	Land	
Use	and	Knowledge.	The	inherent	social	support	systems	that	have	evolved	in	
Piikani	Nation	community	benefit.	Personal	health	is	supported	from	historical	
social	support	systems	between	family	members	and	family	groups	within	the	
community.	
Appendix	1	contains	a	list	of	relevant	captured	issues	and	concerns	raised	by	
Piikani	Nation	community	members	on	April	7,	2016,	many	of	which	are	
specifically	related	to	the	proposed	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	
Project.		
Piikani	Nation	community	members,	like	many	of	Canada’s	Aboriginal	peoples,	will	
view	environmental	impacts	holistically.	While	the	narrower	western	view	tends	
to	silo	impacts	into	different	categories,	Piikani	Nation’s	Aboriginal	view	would	not	
normally	do	so,	and	an	impact	in	one	area	causes	impacts	to	all	other	areas.		

[22]	–	[23]	Best	Practices	
When	industrial	development	progresses	on	Traditional	Lands,	and	noise	(as	well	
as	odours,	dusts	and	other	effects)	are	present,	it	is	inevitable	that	both	real	and	
perceived	quality	of	land	use	declines.	Industrial	development	is	accepted	as	a	fact	
of	modern	life,	though	impacts	can	be	mitigated	using	industrial	best	practices,	and	
adopting	more	effective	means	of	limiting	chemical	pollution	to	air	and	water.		

[22] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	assurance	that	Best	Practices	
to	mitigate	noise	emissions	are	explored	and	adopted	throughout	the	Project’s	
construction	and	operation.	

The	same	impacts	from	odours	are	true	with	impacts	from	noise.			
While	AER	has	limits	on	noise	around	total	dBA	(i.e.,	gross	noise	emissions)	
nominally	40	dBA	nighttime	levels,	it	is	entirely	possible	that	specific	noisy	
operations	will	emit	narrow	frequency	noise	such	as	back-up	beepers	and	clanging	
pipes.	These	might	project	audible	noise	outside	the	nominal	Project	boundary	and	
degrade	TLU.		
While	still	complying	with	all	AER	noise	regulations,	audible	noise	can	be	a	very	
real	nuisance	noise	impact	to	Piikani	Nation	community	members.	It	would	be	
constructive	and	encouraging	for	local	community	relations	if	Riversdale	
established	an	effective	committee	for	hearing	noise	complaints	and	recognizing	
the	impacts	of	audible	noise	despite	compliance	with	current	legislation,	and	
explore	mitigation	if	and	when	this	arises.	
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[23] ProjectRequest	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	noise	complaint	
process	that	recognizes	audible	noise	and	has	a	mandate	to	explore	potential	
mitigation.	

[24]	–	[25]	Noise	and	Wildlife	Health	

[24] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	uncertainties	in	
extending	Human	values	around	nuisance	noise	and	noise	impact	to	local	
wildlife.	

There	is	very	little	research	and	understanding	in	western	science’s	biology	
literature	on	the	effects	of	sensory	disturbance	to	wildlife	or	its	effects	on	
traditional	land	use.	Traditional	Land	Use	practices	applied	as	regularly	and	as	a	
matter	of	course	by	Piikani	Nation	community	land	users	provide	a	familiarity	
with	normal	health	of	the	environment,	including	abundance	and	health	of	wildlife.				
Piikani	Nation	land	users,	and	other	local	hunters	and	land	users,	will	be	first	to	
observe	and	highlight	any	obvious	abnormal	animal	behavior,	or	perhaps	the	
absence	of	normally	abundant	animals.	Riversdale	is	advised	to	respect	traditional	
knowledge	and	observations	of	Piikani	Nation	land	users	on	wildlife	health	and	
abundance,	and	to	support	a	committee	to	hear	and	investigate	legitimate	
observations	by	Piikani	Nation	land	users	around	noise	issues	and	cultural	and	
Traditional	Land	Use.	

[25] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	committee	to	hear	and	
consider	TLU	observations	associating	industrial	noise	with	a	decline	in	health	
or	abundance	of	local	animals.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	
verify	and	manage	observed	effects	on	wildlife	from	Project	noise	emissions.		

4.4. Noise	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	4-1:	Noise	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category	

[22]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	assurance	that	
Best	Practices	to	mitigate	noise	emissions	are	explored	and	
adopted	throughout	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category	

[23]	 Community	Noise	
Committee	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	
noise	complaint	process	that	recognizes	audible	noise	and	has	a	
mandate	to	explore	potential	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[24]	 Noise	and	Wildlife	
Health	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	
uncertainties	in	extending	Human	values	around	nuisance	noise	
and	noise	impact	to	local	wildlife.	

Response	

[25]	 Noise	and	Wildlife	
Health	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	committee	to	
hear	and	consider	TLU	observations	associating	industrial	noise	
with	a	decline	in	health	or	abundance	of	local	animals.	Futher,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	verify	and	
manage	observed	effects	on	wildlife	from	Project	noise	
emissions.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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5. Hydrogeology		

5.1. Overview	

Sixty	thousand	cubic	metres	(60,000	m³)	of	water	is	expected	to	be	required	
annually	to	support	mine	operations.	Insufficient	groundwater	resources	are	
available	so	Riversdale	proposed	to	identify	and	obtain	surface	water	licenses	from	
existing	license	holders	with	relatively	small	volumes	of	groundwater	developed	
and	licensed	for	such	purposes	as	potable	supply.			
New	surface	water	licenses	are	not	expected	to	be	attainable	based	on	the	Project’s	
location	within	the	South	Saskatchewan	River	basin,	where	government	has	
stopped	issuing	new	surface	water	licenses	under	existing	South	Saskatchewan	
Basin	water	allocation	policies.				

5.2. Basis	of	Hydrogeological	Review	

For	this	review,	we	referred	to	the	following	documents:			

• EIA,	Sections	A	and	C:	Project	Introduction/Description	
• Hydrogeology	report	prepared	by	Millenium	EMS	Solutions	
• EIA	prepared	by	Riversdale	
• Piikani	Traditional	Knowledge	and	Land	Use	in	the	Matoyihko	Yiistak	Area,	

prepared	by	Piikani	Nation	(public	version)	(Scott	and	Thorpe	2015)	
• correspondence	from	regulators	regarding	EIA	deficiencies	

We	also	reviewed	relevant	sections	of	the	draft	(unsigned)	Hydrology	report		
The	groundwater-related	concerns	on	this	Project	are	similar	to	other	mining	
operations	and	include	the	following	specific	activities:		

• pit	dewatering	on	groundwater	quantity,	including	surface	water	and	
groundwater	interactions;	associated	reductions	in	groundwater	levels,	
cessation	of	spring	discharge,	reduction	in	creek	flows,	and	potential	adverse	
environmental	effects;		

• potential	effects	from	mine	spoil	or	waste	rock	on	groundwater	quality,	
including	the	potential	release	of	selenium	(Se);	

• accidental	release	of	chemicals	at	the	coal	handling	process	plant	(CHPP)	
altering	groundwater	quality;	and	

• the	potential	effect	of	residues	from	blasting	on	groundwater	quality.	

5.3. Groundwater	Setting	and	Assessment	

The	Project	is	located	in	a	mountainous	area	in	the	Crowsnest	Pass	region	of	
southwest	Alberta.	Riversdale	proposed	a	hydrogeology	LSA	that	differs	from	the	
hydrology	LSA	in	that	it	includes	only	an	arbitrary	distance	away	from	the	
proposed	mine	pit.	The	geology	of	the	proposed	mine	is	fairly	well	constrained	
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based	on	the	baseline	work	and	prior	assessments	and	mapping.	The	Project	area	
includes	a	number	of	historical	mine	workings	(both	surface	and	underground)	
dating	from	the	20th	century.	Elevations	in	the	Project	area	range	from	
approximately	1400	to	2100	m	asl.			
The	geologic/hydrogeologic	sequence	pertinent	to	the	groundwater	assessment	is	
typical	of	the	southern	Rockies	in	the	Crowsnest	Pass	area,	and	consists	of	the	
following	units	from	oldest	to	youngest:			

• Jurassic	Fernie	Group	–	mostly	shales	(aquitards	and	aquifers)	
• Lower	Cretaceous	Kootenay	Group	–	including	the	Mist	Mountain	formation	

(coal-bearing)	might	be	water-bearing	but	generally	an	aquitard;	there	are	
three	main	coal	seams	investigated	(seams	1,	2	and	4);		

• Lower	to	middle	Cretaceous	Blairmore	Group	–including	the	Cadomin	Formation	
(basal	conglomerate;	aquifer);	and	Gladstone	Formation	(sandstones;	aquifer);		

• Post-glacial	(Recent	or	Holocene)	deposits	containing	glacial	sediments;	and	
colluvium	and	alluvium	along	creek	valleys,	all	unconformably	overlying	an	
eroded	bedrock	surface.			

Surficial	deposits	are	typically	10	m	thick	or	less.	The	bedrock	units	(Jurassic	to	
Lower-to-middle	Cretaceous	Blairmore	Group	above)	have	been	folded,	tilted	and	
faulted	throughout	the	Project	area.	Most	of	the	faults	trend	in	a	north-south	
direction	and	display	reverse	movement	(i.e.,	reverse	faults	or	thrust	faults).		
Groundwater	exists	in	the	bedrock	formations	and	flow	tends	to	follow	the	
orientation	of	bedding	and	is	locally	influenced	by	faulting	but	regionally	driven	by	
topography	and	major	drainage	courses.	A	number	of	seeps	and	springs	have	been	
identified	in	the	area,	and	the	overall	flow	regime	has	been	altered	by	the	effects	of	
former	mines.	Some—but	not	all—old	mine	portals	discharge	groundwater.			
Groundwater	discharging	from	bedrock	is	thought	to	sustain	baseflows	in	Gold	and	
Blairmore	creeks.	Hydraulic	heads	in	the	Kootenay	group	have	been	measured	
using	ten	monitoring	wells.	Overall,	13	groundwater	monitoring	wells	were	used	
to	form	the	baseline	and	impact	assessments.				
We	note	that	government	has	deemed	the	application	and	EIA	incomplete	and	
issued	notice	of	deficiency	letters	to	Riversdale.	This	review	is	given	with	the	
understanding	that	additional	information	will	be	provided	by	Riversdale	for	
government	and	stakeholder	review.	The	groundwater	flow	model	report	is	an	
unsigned	draft	report	and	we	will	withhold	technical	comment	on	the	model	until	
such	time	that	a	final	report	is	provided	(potentially	as	part	of	the		Project	Update).			
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5.4. Hydrogeology	Key	Requests	and	Concerns		

[26]	Study	Area	Assessment	Scenarios	
The	introductory	sections	of	the	hydrogeology	assessment	do	not	appear	to	clearly	
describe	the	typical	assessment	scenarios	used	in	the	EIA	(e.g.,	Baseline,	
Application	and	PDC).	From	a	community	member	effects	standpoint,	the	baseline	
assessment	that	includes	existing	disturbances	from	historical	mining	should	be	
differentiated	from	an	assessment	of	true	baseline	that	existed	prior	to	settlement	
and	mining.			
The	application	case	is	stated	to	be	the	same	as	the	PDC.	It	is	unclear	what	the	
basis	of	this	assumption	is.	Also,	the	hydrogeology	study	area	appears	relatively	
small	(1.6	km	wide	buffer	around	mine	pit),	and	further	justification	for	this	
limited	area	as	compared	to	the	surface	water	hydrology	LSA	is	needed.			

[26] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	that:	

i. clearly	states	hydrogeology	assessment	scenarios	in	the	context	of	overall	
EIA	assessment	scenarios	and	alignment	with	the	other	aspects	of	the	
aquatics	assessment	(e.g.,	hydrology,	water	quality);		

ii. resolves	any	discrepancies	between	LSAs	for	the	various	aquatics	
assessments;	or	otherwise	justifies	why	the	LSAs	should	cover	different	
areas;		

iii. differentiate	potential	effects	from	existing	disturbed	landscape	and	the	
natural	pre-development	landscape	of	significance	to	traditional	use	and	the	
Piikani	Nation;	and	

iv. provides	the	above	information	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

[27]	Incorporating	Traditional	Knowledge	and	Traditional	Use	and	Culturally	
Significant	Areas	

Riversdale	did	not	discuss	or	document	traditional	use	within	the	context	of	the	
groundwater	baseline	and	impact	assessment.			
Experience	in	consultation	on	other	projects	is	that	it	is	useful	to	overlay	
groundwater	simulation	data,	for	example,	dewatering	drawdown	contours	on	a	
map	showing	TLU	sites	or	traditional	use	features	such	as	plant	gathering,	
trapping,	fishing	or	hunting	areas.			
A	number	of	springs	and	seeps	are	reported	in	the	study	area.	It	is	not	unusual	for	
these	to	represent	important	sites	of	traditional	use,	and	in	some	cases	such	sites	
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are	known	to	have	spiritual	values	as	well;	for	example,	in	the	Piikani	TLUS,	one	
traditional	knowledge	holder	noted:		

Right	at	what	they	call	the	‘Big	Show’	[Waypoint	61],	there	was	a	spring	coming	
right	out	of	the	coal.	I	wondered	about	that.	Those	are	the	types	of	things	that	
are	impacted.	From	the	top	of	the	mountain,	you	could	see	all	the	lakes,	creeks,	
rivers.	Will	they	be	impacted?		Frogs	are	becoming	obsolete	and	even	plants	up	
there.	~	Piikani	Elder	(Plenary	Session,	June	2014)	

[27] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. incorporates	TK	and	TU	information	in	the	hydrogeology	assessment	for	the	
anticipated	Project	Update;		

ii. provides	a	composite	map	showing	predicted	1	m	groundwater	contours	at	
particular	times	during	mining	and	at	closure	with	overlays	showing	TLU	
sites	or	values	and	other	important	traditional	use	features	such	as	medium	
and	high	value	edible	plant	areas;	and		

iii. assesses	whether	or	not	natural	springs	and	seeps	having	cultural	
significance	will	be	affected	by	the	Project	or	by	drawdown	and	if	so	
proposes	mitigation.		

[28]	Groundwater	Flow	Model		
As	noted	above,	the	groundwater	flow	model	report	included	in	the	application	is	
an	unsigned	draft.	For	regulatory	reviews,	we	do	not	provide	comment	on	
unsigned	draft	reports.	

[28] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. provides	a	final	modeling	report	for	review;	and	

ii. ensures	that	the	model	output	and	its	predictions	will	be	verified	with	
monitoring	performed	during	Project	operations.		

[29]	Groundwater	Monitoring	and	Management	Plan	
Riversdale	proposed	to	develop	a	Project-specific	Groundwater	Monitoring	
Program	(GMP)	to	monitor	groundwater	levels	and	quantity,	and	proposed	to	use	
a	yet-to-be-specified	monitoring	plan	that	will	be	developed	in	detail	after	the	
Project	is	approved.	Monitoring	as	described	in	Section	7.0	of	the	Hydrogeology	
report	and	pages	A-75-76	in	the	Project	Introduction	would	include:			
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1) water	level	monitoring	to	detect	effects	from	pit	dewatering	
2) shallow	groundwater	monitoring	to	detect	effects	from	surface	facilities	

including	the	CHPP	and	tailings	disposal	areas.			
The	conceptual	monitoring	approach	mentions	frequent	water	level	monitoring	
initially	and	then	less	frequent	monitoring.	With	regard	to	water	quality,	the	
proposed	frequency	is	either	annual	or	bi-annual.	There	is	no	mention	of	
monitoring	springs	or	areas	with	high	cultural	value	or	where	traditionally	used	
areas	are	known	to	exist	that	might	be	groundwater-dependent.			
We	note	that	an	annual	or	bi-annual	monitoring	frequency	at	PProject	start-up	
might	not	provide	sufficiently	robust	data	to	allow	statistical	analysis	of	results,	
which	would	make	it	more	difficult	to	detect	longer	term	trends.	

[29] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. consults	with	Piikani	Nation	regarding	development	of	the	Project’s	detailed	
Groundwater	Management	Plan	and	fully	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	all	
groundwater	monitoring	activities;		

ii. considers	a	more	frequent	sampling	program	to	enable	ongoing	statistical	
analysis	(e.g.	tri-annual);			

iii. develops	a	Groundwater	Management	Plan	that	provides	specific	rationale	
for	the	selection	of	monitoring	well	sites,	the	distance	between	these	sites	
and	the	potential	sources	of	water	quality	effects,	and	further	details	on	how	
groundwater	monitoring	will	be	integrated	with	surface	water	monitoring;	

iv. justifies	a	Project-specific	groundwater	response	plan	and	identifies	the	
proposed	process	to	establish	a	procedure	to	notify	Piikani	Nation	if	
unexpected	water	quality	effects	are	detected;				

v. provides	annual	comprehensive	groundwater	monitoring	reports	to	Piikani	
Nation,	including	raw	data	collected	from	groundwater	monitoring,	and	
potentially	providing	more	trend	analysis	graphs	of	key	parameters	where	
effects	are	being	noted;	and	

vi. integrates	surface	water	and	groundwater	monitoring	when	and	where	
needed	during	the	Project’s	life	as	well	as	the	post-closure	period.	
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5.5. Hydrogeology	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	5-1:	Hydrogeology	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table		

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[26]	 Study	Area	
Assessment	
Scenarios	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) clearly	states	hydrogeology	assessment	scenarios	in	the	

context	of	overall	EIA	assessment	scenarios	and	
alignment	with	the	other	aspects	of	the	aquatics	
assessment	(e.g.,	hydrology,	water	quality);		

ii) resolves	any	discrepancies	between	LSAs	for	the	various	
aquatics	assessments;	or	otherwise	justifies	why	the	LSAs	
should	cover	different	areas;		

iii) differentiates	potential	effects	from	existing	disturbed	
landscape	and	the	natural	pre-development	landscape	of	
significance	to	traditional	use	and	the	Piikani	Nation;	and	

iv) provides	the	above	information	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[27]	 Incorporating	
Traditional	
Knowledge	
and	
Traditional	
Use	and	
Culturally	
Significant	
Areas	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) incorporates	TK	and	TU	information	in	the	hydrogeology	

assessment	for	the	anticipated	Project	Update;	
ii) provides	a	composite	map	showing	predicted	1	m	

groundwater	contours	at	particular	times	during	mining	
and	at	closure	with	overlays	showing	TLU	sites	or	values	
and	other	important	traditional	use	features	such	as	
medium	and	high	value	edible	plant	areas;	and		

iii) assesses	whether	or	not	natural	springs	and	seeps	having	
cultural	significance	will	be	affected	by	the	Project	or	by	
drawdown	and	if	so	proposes	mitigation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[28]	 Groundwater	
Flow	Model	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) provides	a	final	modeling	report	for	review;	and	
ii) ensures	that	the	model	output	and	its	predictions	will	be	

verified	with	monitoring	performed	during	Project	
operations.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[29]	 Groundwater	
Monitoring	
and	
Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) consults	with	Piikani	Nation	regarding	development	of	

the	Project’s	detailed	Groundwater	Management	Plan	
and	fully	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	all	groundwater	
monitoring	activities;		

ii) considers	a	more	frequent	sampling	program	to	enable	
ongoing	statistical	analysis	(e.g.	tri-annual);			

iii) develops	a	Groundwater	Management	Plan	that	provides	
specific	rationale	for	the	selection	of	monitoring	well	
sites,	the	distance	between	these	sites	and	the	potential	
sources	of	water	quality	effects,	and	further	details	on	
how	groundwater	monitoring	will	be	integrated	with	
surface	water	monitoring;	

iv) justifies	a	Project-specific	groundwater	response	plan	
and	identifies	the	proposed	process	to	establish	a	
procedure	to	notify	Piikani	Nation	if	unexpected	water	
quality	effects	are	detected;				

v) provides	annual	comprehensive	groundwater	monitoring	
reports	to	Piikani	Nation,	including	raw	data	collected	
from	groundwater	monitoring,	and	potentially	providing	
more	trend	analysis	graphs	of	key	parameters	where	
effects	are	being	noted;	and	

vi) integrates	surface	water	and	groundwater	monitoring	
when	and	where	needed	during	the	Project’s	life	as	well	
as	the	post-closure	period.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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6. Hydrology	

6.1. Hydrology	Impacts	

A	total	of	12	km2	of	the	total	watershed	area	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
watersheds	(combined)	has	been	identified	to	be	directly	affected	by	the	Project	
Footprint.	The	physical	and	hydrological	impacts	of	the	Project	Footprint	to	the	
watersheds	include	the	direct	removal	of	natural	watershed	areas	(including	the	
loss	of	small	tributaries),	changes	to	watershed	land	use,	and	changes	in	the	
recharge	regime.	
As	part	of	the	Project’s	surface	water	management	plan,	Riversdale	proposed	mine	
site	discharges	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	through	sedimentation	ponds,	surge	
ponds	and	saturated	backfill	zones	(SZ).	These	discharges	are	proposed	during	all	
seasons.	
Riversdale	developed	a	model	to	assess	the	Project’s	impacts	on	the	flows	in	
Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	watersheds.	The	model	assessed	the	Project’s	effects	at	
selected	locations	in	each	watershed	and	was	run	for	proposed	mine	operations	
during	Years	3,	8,	18,	24,	and	after	closure.			
All	proposed	mine	site	discharges	were	included	in	the	model.	Based	on	the	results	
of	the	modeling,	Riversdale	assigned	a	moderate	significance	impact	rating	to	the	
low/high/mean	flows	in	each	watershed.	The	predicted	impacts	to	the	flows	in	
Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	were	as	follows:	

• The	peak	flows	on	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	will	be	reduced	by	approximately	
8%	to	12%,	respectively.	

• The	low	flows	on	Gold	Creek	are	predicted	to	be	reduced	by	9%	to	11%,	while	
low	flows	on	Blairmore	Creek	are	expected	to	increase	by	91%	to	128%	
because	of	mine	site	discharges.	

• The	mean	annual	flows	on	Gold	Creek	are	predicted	to	be	reduced	by	9%,	while	
mean	annual	flows	on	Blairmore	Creek	are	expected	to	increase	by	46%	
because	of	mine	site	discharges.	

In	addition,	Riversdale	also	assigned	a	minor	significance	impact	rating	to	the	
suspended	sediment	concentrations	(TSS)	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.	Since	the	
peak	flows	were	predicted	to	be	reduced,	Riversdale	indicated	that	the	capacity	for	
the	channels	to	transport	sediment	would	be	expected	to	decrease.	As	well,	the	
mine	site	discharges	are	predicted	to	have	lower	suspended	sediment	
concentrations	than	baseline	conditions.	
Finally,	Riversdale	predicted	that	there	would	be	negligible	effects	to	the	Crownest	
and	Oldman	Rivers	and	that	no	water	users	in	the	Blairmore	or	Gold	creeks	
watersheds	or	on	downstream	watercourses	would	be	affected	by	the	Project.	
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The	Project’s	mitigation	measures	proposed	by	Riversdale	include:	

• permanent	discharge	from	SZ	1495,	which	will	augment	the	low	flows	in	
Blairmore	Creek;		

• a	mine	water	management	plan	that	incorporates	erosion	control	measures,	
includes	structures	designs	to	meet	regulatory	requirements,	includes	Se	and	
suspended	sediment	control	measures,	and	the	flexibility	to	divert	water	
around	the	mine	site	if	required;	and	

• flow	and	suspended	sediment	monitoring	at	the	outlets	of	all	sedimentation	
ponds,	water	quality	monitoring	of	discharges	from	SZ’s,	and	flow	monitoring	
on	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	and	selected	tributaries.	

6.2. Hydrology	Assessment	

The	hydrology	assessment	completed	by	Riversdale	comments	on	or	addresses	all	
surface	hydrology	requirements	outlined	by	AERs	EIA	Terms	of	Reference.			
Acceptable	hydrologic	analysis	techniques	were	used	to	provide	a	summary	of	
baseline	hydrology	information,	but	some	of	the	decisions	behind	using	regional	
climate	and	hydrologic	stations	to	estimate	Project	site	flow	values	are	
questionable.	
A	predictive	model	was	used	to	estimate	the	proposed	changes	to	the	baseline	
hydrology	under	the	Project’s	application	case	(under	various	phases	of	mine	
operation);	however,	a	limited	description	of	the	modelling	approach	used	to	
produce	the	hydrology	assessment	results	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
watersheds	was	provided.			
In	addition,	a	scenario	(or	contingency	plan)	was	not	considered	where	water	
cannot	be	released	from	the	mine	site	due	to	TSS	or	Se	concentrations	above	
permitted	levels.	
Finally,	mitigation	measures	were	proposed	for	Blairmore	Creek	to	make	up	for	
predicted	reductions	in	low	and	mean	annual	flows,	but	no	measures	were	
proposed	for	Gold	Creek	despite	higher	reductions	being	predicted	there.	Reduced	
flows	in	Gold	Creek	might	result	in	lost	fish	habitat,	which	is	addressed	in	the	
Aquatic	Resources	review	(Section	8).	

6.3. Hydrology	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

Piikani	Nation’s	stated	concerns	related	to	Project	hydrology	are	concerns	of:	

• impacts	to	surface	water	and	groundwater	resources	due	to	dewatering	during	
the	Project’s	construction,	operation,	and	reclamation	phases;	and		

• changes	to	surface	runoff	based	on	the	location	of	the	proposed	mine	pit,	waste	
rock	disposal	areas,	and	other	mine-related	infrastructure.	
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[30]	Regional	Streamflow	Information	Was	Applied	Rather	Than	Site-Specific	
Data	

The	Water	Survey	of	Canada	(WSC)	operates	a	hydrometric	station	on	Gold	
Creek.19F

20	The	WSC	station	is	operated	seasonally	(April	to	November)	with	records	
available	intermittently	from	1975	to	2014	including	complete	seasonal	records	
(excluding	winter)	generally	available	from	1983	to	2014.			
Riversdale	stated	that,	due	to	the	missing	winter	months	of	record	for	Gold	Creek	
near	Frank	hydrometric	station,	hydrometric	information	from	more	distant	sites	
were	used	instead	to	estimate	streamflows	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.	It	
modelled	peak,	low,	mean	annual,	and	mean	monthly	flows.	
The	approach	used	in	the	EIA	to	estimate	low,	mean,	and	peak	flows	for	Blairmore	
and	Gold	creeks	is	likely	conservative	(i.e.,	estimated	streamflows	might	be	lower	
than	actual),	since	the	estimates	were	scaled	based	on	using	streamflows	recorded	
from	larger	watersheds.	Smaller	watersheds	generally	have	higher	unit	discharge	
rates	(L/s/km2)	than	larger	watersheds.			
Riversdale	should	have	at	least	compared	the	WSC	streamflow	records	from	Gold	
Creek	(for	the	months	available)	to	regional	estimated	values,	to	confirm	the	
correspondence	of	historical	peak,	low,	and	mean	monthly	flows.	Furthermore,	
since	Blairmore	Creek	watershed	is	adjacent	to	Gold	Creek	watershed,	it	is	likely	
that	the	actual	recorded	unit	discharge	rates	for	Gold	Creek	would	be	consistent	
with	Blairmore	Creek.	

[30] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	the	available	existing	data	from	the	
WSC	station	on	Gold	Creek	(WSC	Station	No.	05AA030)	to	confirm	the	estimated	
streamflows	(mean	monthly,	low,	and	peak)	for	Gold	and	Blairmore	creeks	for	
the	months	with	records	available	on	Gold	Creek.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	comparison	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

[31]	Regional	Precipitation	Information	Was	Applied	Rather	Than	Local	
Information	

The	Meteorological	Service	of	Canada	(MSC)	operated	a	climate	station	in	Coleman,	
Alberta	from	1912	to	1997,20F

21	with	monthly	and	total	precipitation	records	
available	for	the	majority	of	years	of	record.	The	Coleman	climate	station	was	
located	approximately	9	km	from	the	Project	site	and	at	an	elevation	of	1341	m	
(which	is	approximately	320	m	lower	than	the	reported	average	elevation	of	the	
Project	site).	

																																																								
	
20	WSC	Station	No.	05AA030;	Gold	Creek	near	Frank	
21	MSC	Station	No.	3051720	
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Riversdale	stated	that:	

“…in	the	absence	of	site-specific	precipitation	data,	the	mean	annual	
precipitation	(MAP)	at	the	Project	was	estimated	using	historical	precipitation	
data	from	18	selected	regional	stations.”	

In	addition,	Riversdale	stated	that:		

“…a	frequency	analysis	was	performed	using	the	annual	precipitation	values	for	
the	Beaver	Mines	station	because	of	the	length	of	its	data	record,	proximity	to	
the	site	(28	km),	and	similar	MAP	and	monthly	distribution.”		

Finally,	Riversdale	stated	that:	

“…short	duration	rainfall	events	were	prepared	based	on	a	regional	analysis	and	
adjusted	for	the	Project	based	elevation.	The	maximum	annual	24-hour	
precipitation	from	each	year	of	record	for	all	regional	stations	was	compiled,	
and	a	frequency	analysis	was	performed	to	determine	the	24-hour	rainfall	for	
each	return	period.”	

The	approach	used	in	the	EIA	to	estimate	mean	annual	and	monthly	precipitation	
values	for	the	Project	site	is	not	clear.	A	regional	analysis	was	completed	to	
estimate	the	MAP	and	monthly	precipitation	distribution;	however,	a	number	of	
the	selected	18	regional	climate	stations	are	either	located	in	a	prairie	
environment	(e.g.,	Fort	MacLeod	or	Claresholm)	or	are	located	on	the	western	side	
of	the	Rocky	Mountains	(e.g.,	Fording	River	or	Fort	Steele	in	British	Columbia).	It	is	
questionable	whether	these	outlying	stations	are	representative	of	Project-site	
climate	conditions	when	the	climate	can	vary	significantly	between	the	western	
and	eastern	sides	of	the	Rocky	Mountains	and	on	the	prairies.	
Also,	the	approach	used	in	the	EIA	to	estimate	annual	precipitation	for	extreme	
conditions	for	the	Project	site	is	unclear.	The	Beaver	Mines	climate	station21F

22	was	
used	to	estimate	extreme	conditions	due	to	its	length	of	available	record	(i.e.,	
74	years).	This	discontinued	climate	station	was	located	approximately	28	km	
away	from	the	Project	site,	and	approximately	400	m	lower	than	the	average	
elevation	of	the	Project	site.			
Lastly,	the	approach	used	in	the	EIA	to	estimate	an	intensity-duration-frequency	
(IDF)	curve	for	the	Project	site	is	unclear.	The	Beaver	Mines	climate	station	was	
used	to	estimate	extreme	conditions	for	the	Project	site,	but	it	appears	that	all	of	
the	selected	18	regional	climate	stations	were	used	to	develop	the	IDF	curve.			

																																																								
	
22	MSC	Station	No.	3050600	
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It	is	not	clear	why	all	of	the	regional	stations	were	used	to	develop	the	IDF	curve	
when	precipitation	rates	can	vary	significantly	between	the	western	and	eastern	
sides	of	the	Rocky	Mountains	and	on	the	prairies.	In	addition,	it	is	unclear	how	the	
Project	site	IDF	curve	compares	to	other	nearby	IDF	curves	published	by	
Environment	Canada.	

[31] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. uses	the	available	existing	data	from	the	nearby	Coleman	climate	station	
(MSC	Station	No.	3051720)	to	confirm	the	regionally	estimated	precipitation	
information	(mean	annual,	mean	annual,	and	extreme	conditions)	for	the	
Project	site;			

ii. provides	a	justification	of	using	all	18	regional	stations,	including	prairie	and	
BC	records,	for	developing	the	IDF	curve	for	the	Project	site,	and	describes	
how	the	resultant	IDF	curve	compares	to	nearby	IDF	curves	published	by	
Environment	Canada;	and	

iii. that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

[32]	Regional	Evaporation	and	Evapotranspiration	Results	Were	Not	
Confirmed	Using	Local	Climate	Information	

Riversdale	estimated	actual	evapotranspiration	and	lake	evaporation	rates	for	the	
Project	site	using	complementary	relationships	for	areal	evapotranspiration	and	
wet-surface	evaporation,	respectively.	This	approach	is	as	outlined	by	Morton	
(1983)	and	is	included	in	the	evapotranspiration	computer	model	library	in	the	R	
program	(Morton	1983).	
Riversdale	stated	that:	

“Morton’s	methodologies	were	applied	to	eight	regional	meteorological	stations	
in	British	Columbia	and	Alberta	with	similar	latitudes	to	the	Project.”	

Riversdale	also	stated	that:	

“…the	lake	evapotranspiration	estimates	were	compared	with	climate	normal	
measured	and	published	values	by	Environment	Canada	from	1951	to	1980.	The	
estimated	lake	evaporation	values	from	the	Project	were	of	similar	magnitudes	
to	the	values	published	by	Environment	Canada	and	ranged	from	530	to	800	
mm/yr,	with	a	slight	increasing	trend	with	the	stations’	longitude.”	

Riversdale	also	indicated	that	the	regional	stations	used	to	estimate	lake	
evaporation	were	used	to	estimate	actual	evapotranspiration.	
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The	approach	used	in	the	EIA	to	estimate	lake	evapotranspiration	and	actual	
evapotranspiration	for	the	Project	site	was	to	use	the	Project	site’s	latitude	and	
longitude	and	the	regional	relationship	developed	through	the	eight	regional	
meteorological	stations.22F

23	Following	this,	it	is	unclear	how	some	of	the	regional	
meteorological	stations	(e.g.,	Kelowna,	Red	Deer,	Medicine	Hat)	are	considered	
representative	of	evapotranspiration	or	evaporation	conditions	at	the	Project	site.			
Understanding	that	the	estimated	evapotranspiration	or	evaporation	estimates	
using	Morton’s	method	were	compared	to	published	Environment	Canada	values,	
mountainous	environments	can	have	their	own	micro-climates	and	the	approach	
used	by	Riversdale	does	not	consider	local	site	conditions	(i.e.,	elevation,	air	
temperature	or	dew-point	temperature).			

[32] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides:	

i. a	rationale	for	using	the	eight	regional	meteorological	stations	to	estimate	
evapotranspiration	or	evaporation	when	some	of	the	regional	stations	are	
located	a	significant	distance	away	from	the	Project	site	and	at	much	
different	elevations;	

ii. confirmation	that	the	estimated	evaporation	or	evapotranspiration	results	
are	representative	of	the	Project	site	by	including	local	climate	information	
from	appropriate	elevations;	and		

iii. this	information	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

[33]	Limited	Description	of	the	Water	Balance	Component	of	the	Water	
Quality	Predictive	Model	

The	predictive	model	report	stated	that:23F

24		

“…hydrological	inputs	for	the	water	balance	model	are	based	on	the	hydrology	
analysis	for	the	Project	(i.e.	CR	#4	[Hydrology]).		The	water	balance	model	
calculates	monthly	volumes	of	surface	runoff	based	on	annual	precipitation,	
monthly	runoff	distribution,	and	runoff	coefficients.”	

In	addition,	the	monthly	discharges	by	direct	discharges,	seepages	from	the	ponds,	
saturated	backfill	zones,	and	contact	ditches	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	for	dry	
(1:20	year	low	annual	precipitation),	average,	and	wet	(1:20	year	high	annual	
precipitation)	conditions	were	also	summarized.	
Riversdale	stated	that	for	modelling	purposes:	

																																																								
	
23	Consultant	Report	#4;	Figures	14	and	17	
24	Consultant	Report	#5,	Appendix	A4	
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“Blairmore	and	Gold	Creeks	are	divided	into	three	sections	each	based	on	their	
hydrological	control	points.		The	three	sections	in	Blairmore	Creek	are	from	BC-
01	to	BC-03,	BC-03	to	BC-10,	and	BC-10	to	BC-14	(Figure	40).		The	three	sections	
in	Gold	Creek	are	from	GC-01	to	GC-03,	GC-03	to	GC-10,	and	GC-10	to	GC-14	
(Figure	40).”			

In	addition,	Riversdale	stated	that:	

“…low	flows,	which	are	associated	with	the	parameter	7Q10,	mean	annual	flow,	
and	peak	flows,	which	are	associated	with	a	return	period	of	100	years,	were	
calculated	for	each	defined	year	at	different	sections	along	the	watercourses.”			

Lastly,	Riversdale	stated	that:	

“…the	overall	project	footprint	of	12	km2	will	extend	over	Blairmore	Creek	and	
Gold	Creek	watersheds.”			

However,	the	maximum	difference	between	the	original	drainage	areas	and	post-
mining	drainage	areas	for	the	hydrological	control	points	furthest	downstream	on	
Blairmore	(BC01)	Creek	and	Gold	(GC01)	Creek	watersheds	under	all	modelled	
mine	years	is	stated	as	8.8	km2.24F

25	As	a	result,	it	is	unclear	what	the	overall	Project	
Footprint	for	the	Project	is	as	it	relates	to	the	watersheds.			
Based	on	the	above,	Riversdale	provided	a	very	limited	description	of	the	
modelling	approach	used	to	produce	the	hydrological	application	case	results	for	
Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	watersheds.	

[33] Request				

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update	a:	

i. rationale	for	selecting	the	hydrological	control	points	along	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks,	including	a	summary	of	upstream	watershed	changes	and	
contributions	by	mine	site	discharges	for	each	control	point;		

ii. confirmation	of	the	total	Project	Footprint	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
watersheds	and	a	summary	of	the	natural	watershed	areas	lost	to	pit	
development	and	other	mine-related	activities	for	each	watershed;		

	

																																																								
	
25	Consultant’s	Report	#4,	Table	28	
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iii. detailed	summary	of	how	low	(7Q10),	peak	(1:100-year),	and	mean	annual	
flows	were	modelled	using	the	water	quality	predictive	model.	The	water	
quality	predictive	model	report25F

26	described	modelling	for	dry	(1:20	year	low	
annual	precipitation),	average,	and	wet	(1:20	year	high	annual	
precipitation)	conditions;	and	

iv. description	of	how	precipitation	in	the	form	of	snow	and	ice	cover	on	
settling	ponds	or	surge	ponds	is	considered	in	the	predictive	model.	

[34]	Levels	of	Uncertainty	Associated	with	the	Proposed	Mine	Site	Discharges	
Riversdale	provided	estimates	of	total	monthly	discharges	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	
creeks	for	dry	(1:20	year	low	annual	precipitation),	average,	and	wet	(1:20	year	
high	annual	precipitation)	conditions,26F

27	stating	that	“these	discharges	represent	
direct	discharges	and	seepage	from	the	ponds	and	saturated	zones,	as	well	as	
seepage	from	the	contact	ditches”.		
Further	to	this,	Riversdale	also	summarized	average	annual	discharges	for	selected	
settling	and	surge	ponds	and	saturated	backfill	zones	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
for	different	mining	years	in	CR#4	(Hydrology).	
The	results	from	the	hydrologic	impacts	modelling	are	largely	influenced	by	the	
proposed	mine-site	discharge	values;	however,	no	discussion	is	provided	in	the	
EIA	on	the	uncertainty	of	proposed	values	or	how	the	discharges	might	vary	
between	all	scenario	conditions	(low	(7Q10),	average,	and	peak	(1:100-year)	
flows).	

[34] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	level	of	uncertainty	
included	in	the	proposed	mine-site	discharge	values,	as	well	as	the	sensitivity	of	
the	values	to	the	results	of	the	modelling	used	to	assess	hydrologic	impacts	to	
Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	provided	in	the	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

[35]	No	Contingency	Plan	for	a	Scenario	When	Water	Cannot	Be	Released	from	
the	Mine	Site	

Riversdale	stated	that,	as	part	of	the	mine	water	management	plan,	water	from	pits	
will	be	directed	to	sedimentation	ponds.	Water	in	these	ponds	is	suggested	as	not	
requiring	additional	Se	management	efforts,	but	suspended	solid	management	

																																																								
	
26	Consultant’s	Report	#5,	Appendix	A4	
27	Ibid.	
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might	be	required	prior	to	release	to	the	environment.	Five	sedimentation	or	
release	ponds	are	proposed	to	treat	and	release	water	back	to	the	environment.	
Riversdale	proposed	using	saturated	backfill	zones	for	long-term	treatment	of	
waste	rock	seepage	water	for	removing	Se.	Four	saturated	backfill	saturated	zones	
are	proposed,	with	only	one	saturated	backfill	zone	(i.e.,	SZ	1495)	proposed	to	
discharge	to	Blairmore	Creek.	
Riversdale	identified	that	discharge	and	TSS	monitoring	will	be	conducted	for	all	
settling	ponds	and	saturated	backfill	areas.	A	contingency	plan	for	providing	
needed	flows	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	is	not	described	for	a	scenario	when	
releases	do	not	meet	permitted	water	quality	guidelines.	

[35] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. outlines	a	contingency	plan	for	the	mine-site	water	releases	when	
sedimentation	pond	or	saturated	backfill	zone	releases	do	not	meet	
permitted	guidelines	for	TSS;		

ii. describes	the	potential	downstream	hydrologic	impacts	to	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks	if	water	must	be	withheld	rather	than	released	as	planned;	and	

iii. provides	this	information	in	the	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete.	

[36]	No	Mitigation	Measures	Proposed	for	Lower	Flows	in	Gold	Creek	
Riversdale	stated	that	the	mine	site	will	decrease	the	low,	mean,	and	peak	flows	on	
Gold	Creek;	however,	due	to	the	proposed	permanent	discharges	from	SZ	1495	to	
Blairmore	Creek,	the	low	and	mean	flows	are	proposed	to	increase	on	Blairmore	
Creek.	The	low	flows	on	Blairmore	Creek	are	predicted	to	be	increased	by	91%	to	
128%	(over	Years	8	to	closure),	while	the	low	flows	on	Gold	Creek	are	predicted	to	
be	reduced	by	9%	to	11%	(over	Years	24	to	closure).			
Riversdale	stated	that	the	proposed	mitigation	measure	for	the	impacts	to	low	
flows	on	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	during	the	Project	is	that	“Blairmore	Creek	
accounts	for	permanent	discharges	from	SZ	1495,	which	will	continuously	increase	
the	low	flows”.	No	mitigation	measure	to	augment	flows	is	stated	for	Gold	Creek.	

[36] Request			

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plan	to	augment	low	flows	on	
Gold	Creek,	perhaps	by	intercepting	some	flows	directed	to	Blairmore	Creek,	so	
that	no	reduced	flows	occur	that	can	be	detrimental	to	fish	or	fish	habitat.	
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6.4. Hydrology	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	6-1:	Hydrology	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[30]	 Regional	
Streamflow	
Information	Was	
Applied	Rather	
Than	Site-Specific	
Data	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	the	available	
existing	data	from	the	WSC	station	on	Gold	Creek	(WSC	Station	
No.	05AA030)	to	confirm	the	estimated	streamflows	(mean	
monthly,	low,	and	peak)	for	Gold	and	Blairmore	creeks	for	the	
months	with	records	available	on	Gold	Creek.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	comparison	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[31]	 Regional	
Precipitation	
Information	Was	
Applied	Rather	
Than	Local	
Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) uses	the	available	existing	data	from	the	nearby	

Coleman	climate	station	(MSC	Station	No.	3051720)	to	
confirm	the	regionally	estimated	precipitation	
information	(mean	annual,	mean	annual,	and	extreme	
conditions)	for	the	Project	site;			

ii) provides	a	justification	of	using	all	18	regional	stations,	
including	prairie	and	BC	records,	for	developing	the	IDF	
curve	for	the	Project	site,	and	describes	how	the	
resultant	IDF	curve	compares	to	nearby	IDF	curves	
published	by	Environment	Canada;	and	

iii) that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[32]	 Regional	
Evaporation	and	
Evapotranspiratio
n	Results	Were	
Not	Confirmed	
Using	Local	
Climate	
Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides:	
i) a	rationale	for	using	the	eight	regional	meteorological	

stations	to	estimate	evapotranspiration	or	evaporation	
when	some	of	the	regional	stations	are	located	a	
significant	distance	away	from	the	Project	site	and	at	
much	different	elevations;	

ii) confirmation	that	the	estimated	evaporation	or	
evapotranspiration	results	are	representative	of	the	
Project	site	by	including	local	climate	information	from	
appropriate	elevations;	and		

iii) this	information	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[33]	 Limited	
Description	of	the	
Water	Balance	
Component	of	
the	Water	Quality	
Predictive	Model	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update	a:	

i) rationale	for	selecting	the	hydrological	control	points	
along	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	including	a	summary	
of	upstream	watershed	changes	and	contributions	by	
mine	site	discharges	for	each	control	point;		

ii) confirmation	of	the	total	Project	Footprint	in	Blairmore	
and	Gold	creeks	watersheds	and	a	summary	of	the	
natural	watershed	areas	lost	to	pit	development	and	
other	mine-related	activities	for	each	watershed;		

iii) detailed	summary	of	how	low	(7Q10),	peak	(1:100-
year),	and	mean	annual	flows	were	modelled	using	the	
water	quality	predictive	model.	The	water	quality	
predictive	model	report	described	modelling	for	dry	
(1:20	year	low	annual	precipitation),	average,	and	wet	
(1:20	year	high	annual	precipitation)	conditions;	and	

iv) description	of	how	precipitation	in	the	form	of	snow	
and	ice	cover	on	settling	ponds	or	surge	ponds	is	
considered	in	the	predictive	model.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[34]	 Levels	of	
Uncertainty	
Associated	with	
the	Proposed	
Mine	Site	
Discharges	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	level	of	
uncertainty	included	in	the	proposed	mine-site	discharge	values,	
as	well	as	the	sensitivity	of	the	values	to	the	results	of	the	
modelling	used	to	assess	hydrologic	impacts	to	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	Project	Update	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[35]	 No	Contingency	
Plan	for	a	
Scenario	When	
Water	Cannot	Be	
Released	from	
the	Mine	Site	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) outlines	a	contingency	plan	for	the	mine-site	water	

releases	when	sedimentation	pond	or	saturated	backfill	
zone	releases	do	not	meet	permitted	guidelines	for	TSS;		

ii) describes	the	potential	downstream	hydrologic	impacts	
to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	if	water	must	be	withheld	
rather	than	released	as	planned;	and	

iii) provides	this	information	in	the	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[36]	 No	Mitigation	
Measures	
Proposed	for	
Lower	Flows	in	
Gold	Creek	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plan	to	
augment	low	flows	on	Gold	Creek,	perhaps	by	intercepting	some	
flows	directed	to	Blairmore	Creek,	so	that	no	reduced	flows	
occur	that	can	be	detrimental	to	fish	or	fish	habitat.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators. 
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7. Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	

7.1. Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	Impacts	

The	surface	water	quality	and	aquatic	resources	components	for	the	Grassy	
Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Coal	Project	(the	Project)	proposed	by	
Riversdale	were	described	and	assessed	in	two	consultants	reports	by	Hatfield	
Consultants	(CR	#5	and	CR	#6).	Several	additional	documents	that	provided	either	
background	or	supporting	information	were	also	reviewed	so	that	the	Project’s	full	
extent	and	potential	impacts	might	be	better	understood.	
The	mining	project	has	the	potential	to	cause	impacts	to	two	key	tributaries	of	the	
Crowsnest	River	that	flow	on	either	side	of	the	planned	Project	footprint:	
Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.	These	watercourses	are	important	aquatic	habitat	in	
that	they	support	some	of	the	few	remaining	stocks	of	the	endangered	Westslope	
Cutthroat	Trout	(Oncorhynchus	clarkii	lewisi;	WCT),	which	is	listed	as	threatened	
under	the	federal	Species	at	Risk	Act	(SARA);	some	of	the	resident	WCT	are	99%	
genetically	pure.	Since	2009	this	species	has	also	been	listed	as	threatened	under	
the	Alberta	Wildlife	Act;	furthermore,	a	Habitat	Protection	Order	was	issued	in	late	
2015,	which	is	intended	to	satisfy	the	“obligation	to	legally	protect	critical	habitat	
by	triggering	the	prohibition	under	SARA	against	the	destruction	of	any	part	of	the	
species’	critical	habitat”.			
Some	tributaries	of	the	creeks	will	be	lost	under	the	Project	Footprint,	although	
the	company	plans	to	replace	much	of	the	lost	flows	from	settling	pond	discharge	
following	suspended	sediment	removal.	There	are	serious	concerns	about	Se	
contamination	of	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	that	might	be	caused	by	waste	rock	
deposit	treatment	and	drainage	plans,	despite	best	efforts	to	prevent	it.	Se	is	
mainly	accumulated	through	the	food	chain,	so	uptake	by	aquatic	invertebrates	
might	cause	elevated	concentrations	in	fish.		
Based	on	the	Project	activities	in	construction,	operations	and	closure	phases	of	
the	surface	mine,	the	following	water	quality	issues	were	identified:		

• water	release	from	settling	ponds	to	natural	watercourses	with	elevated	
suspended	solids	and	associated	constituents	due	to	construction	activities	and	
surface	and	groundwater	runoff;	

• process	water	discharge	to	natural	watercourses	after	efforts	to	reduce	Se	and	
nitrates	in	saturated	zones	(SZ);		

• nitrogen-based	explosives	use	that	produces	nitrates,	and	might	cause	
vibration	and	noise	disturbances	to	fish;			

• accidental	leaks	and	spills	of	hydrocarbons,	chemicals	and	waste	products	used	
and	stored	within	the	Project	Footprint;		

• domestic	wastewater	generation	from	camp	operations;	and	
• acid	rock	drainage	that	might	lower	the	pH	of	local	surface	waters.	
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Riversdale	will	implement	a	series	of	mitigation	measures	to	minimize	effects	to	
surface	water	quality	and	aquatic	resources	including:	

• slope	stabilization,	settling	and	surge	ponds,	ditches,	progressive	reclamation,	
revegetation,	erosion	control,	and	various	accepted	best-management	
practices;	

• Se	and	nitrate	removal	or	treatment	in	“anaerobic	saturated	zones”;	
• undisturbed	buffer	zones	of	30	m	to	100	m	from	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks;	

and	
• to	assist	with	protecting	WCT,	including	lost	habitat,	creating	offsets,	assisting	

the	ongoing	Recovery	Plan,	and	initiating	a	Stewardship	Program.	

This	technical	review	identifies	a	number	of	deficiencies	in	the	environmental	
assessment	reports	and	planned	mitigation	and	makes	recommendations	to	the	
proponent	on	behalf	of	Piikani	Nation.	

7.2. Surface	Water	Quality	Assessment		

The	water	quality	report	provided	baseline	information	for	the	LSA	and	RSA.	Data	
sources	included	desktop	surveys	for	existing	information,	field	surveys	specific	to	
this	Project,	as	well	as	traditional	knowledge	from	reports	for	four	First	Nations,	
including	Piikani	Nation.	Water	sampling	occurred	from	May	2013	to	June	2015	at	
five	stations	in	Blairmore	Creek	and	eight	stations	in	Gold	Creek,	plus	upstream	
and	downstream	sites	in	Crowsnest	River.	A	map	clearly	depicted	past	and	current	
sampling	locations.	There	was	no	baseline	sampling	for	stream	sediment	quality	
parameters,	even	though	this	was	recommended	in	the	CEAA	guidance	document	
for	EIAs	for	sites	likely	to	receive	mine	effluents.	
The	Project	effects	assessment	predicted	that	releasing	process	water	would	cause	
moderately	significant	effects,	while	most	other	potential	impacts	were	assessed	as	
causing	insignificant	effects	following	mitigation.	A	number	of	water	quality	
variables	(Se,	nitrite,	cobalt,	other	metals)	are	expected	to	exceed	water	quality	
guidelines	at	various	times	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.		
A	water	quality	objective	calculation	was	provided	for	Se	(based	on	the	BC	
Ministry	of	Environment	(MOE)	water	quality	guidelines),	resulting	in	sulphate-
dependent	Se	criteria	that	are	higher	than	the	Canadian	Council	of	Ministers	of	the	
Environment	(CCME)	guideline.	The	effectiveness	of	the	treatment	planned	for	Se	
using	anaerobic	saturated	zones	is	not	well	supported,	and	there	is	no	contingency	
plan	in	case	of	failure	that	might	result	in	downstream	contamination.	There	was	
no	baseline	or	assessment	of	calcite	formation	in	the	local	creeks,	which	has	been	
known	to	cause	a	‘cement-like’	buildup	in	spawning	areas	downstream	of	coal	
mines.		
Piikani	Nation	is	concerned	about	the	potential	for	Se	and	other	deleterious	
substances	being	released	into	the	receiving	environment,	including	impacts	to	
local	watercourses.		
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7.3. Aquatic	Resources	Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	is	concerned	about	the	impacts	to	fish	and	aquatic	resources	that	
might	be	caused	by	degraded	water	quality	and	by	loss	of	or	damage	to	habitat.	
The	local	creeks	that	are	home	to	resident	threatened	WCT	will	have	flows	altered	
by	the	loss	of	inflowing	tributaries,	and	potentially	by	introductions	of	process-
affected	waters	from	surge	ponds,	settling	ponds	and	waste	rock	runoff.	While	the	
consultant’s	report	assessed	that	impacts	to	aquatic	resources	was	probable,	the	
mitigation	planned	will	not	prevent	all	impacts.	The	Habitat	Protection	Order,	
intended	to	safeguard	critical	habitat	of	the	threatened	WCT	in	these	Class	B27F

28	
watercourses,	was	not	mentioned	in	the	reports.	
No	fish	inventories	were	carried	out	as	part	of	the	baseline	study,	and	it	is	likely	
that	fish	populations	have	declined	in	the	years	since	the	last	surveys	were	
completed.	Further,	limited	monitoring	of	benthic	invertebrates	(important	fish	
diet)	was	undertaken,	so	it	is	unclear	how	this	critical	aspect	of	fish	habitat	might	
be	affected	by	the	proposed	Project.	While	offsets	and	recovery	plan	efforts	were	
mentioned	to	mitigate	negative	effects	to	habitat	for	WCT,	no	specific	plans	were	
proposed.		
Cumulative	effects	on	aquatic	ecology	were	assessed	as	negligible	in	the	LSA	and	
RSA	in	comparison	with	the	effects	of	the	Project.	Monitoring	plans	to	validate	EIA	
predictions	were	said	to	follow	later	in	consultation	with	regulators	and	
stakeholders.	

7.4. Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

[37]	–	[38]	Water	Quality	Guideline	Exceedances	
All	process	water	with	elevated	Se,	nitrogenous	species,	and	other	contaminants	
will	be	treated	in	surge	ponds	and	saturated	zones	with	sufficient	water	residence	
time	(for	breakdown).	Under	the	conservative	“reasonable	worst	case”,	six	
variables	(nitrite,	Se,	mercury,	cobalt,	cadmium	and	zinc)	in	the	LSA	and	three	
variables	(nitrite,	cobalt	and	zinc)	in	the	RSA	are	predicted	to	exceed	water	quality	
guidelines	for	the	protection	of	aquatic	life.			
Only	the	more	optimistic,	“best	judgement	case”	water	quality	predictions	were	
tabulated	in	the	report.28F

29		

																																																								
	
28	Class	B:	contains	habitat	important	to	the	continued	viability	of	a	species	and	is	considered	sensitive	to	any	type	of	activity.	
29	Consultant’s	Report	#6,	SRK	Consulting,	Appendix	
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[37] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete:	

i. tabulation	of	the	more	conservative	“reasonable	worst	case”	estimates	of	all	
water	quality	predictions;	and	

ii. a	description	of	contingency	plans	for	providing	water	to	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks	should	treatment	to	reduce	contaminants	to	acceptable	levels	
prove	unsuccessful.	

The	water	quality	prediction	model,	as	well	as	the	biological	uptake	or	water	
quality	objective	calculations	for	Se	and	sulphate	presented	in	SRK’s	report,29F

30	
relied	upon	estimated	bulk	concentrations	of	these	parameters	that	might	have	
been	erroneous.			
The	report	states:		

Sulphate	and	selenium	rates	reported	by	SRK	(2014)	were	reduced	by	a	factor	
of	50%	based	on	the	assumption	that	release	rates	are	proportional	to	bulk	
concentrations	and	the	observation	that	selenium	concentrations	at	the	Project	
are	lower	than	those	observed	in	the	Elk	Valley.			

Bulk	Se	concentrations	for	waste	rock	at	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	
oomoiyyi	)	were	reported	to	range	from	0.1	mg	Se/kg	to	4.8	mg	Se/kg.30F

31	A	recent	
peer-reviewed	publication	indicated	a	mean	concentration	of	3.1	mg	Se/kg	for	
coal	waste	rock	in	Elk	Valley	(Hendry,	et	al.	2015).			
The	implications	of	erroneously	making	environmental	quality	predictions	based	
on	Se	concentrations	that	are	50%	that	of	Elk	Valley	could	be	quite	serious.	

[38] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. addresses	the	discrepancy	in	the	reported	bulk	concentrations	of	Se	in	waste	
rock	from	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		compared	to	Elk	
Valley,	considering	a	peer-reviewed	publication	that	indicates	Se	levels	are	
very	similar	between	the	two	areas;	and	

	

																																																								
	
30	Consultant’s	Report	#6,	Appendix	A4	
31	S.	C.2.1.1,	p.C-117	Project	Description	
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ii. if	appropriate,	recalculates	to	correct	the	estimated	water	quality	conditions	
in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	and	the	Crowsnest	River,	and	to	correct	
calculations	in	the	uptake	study	modelled	Water	Quality	Objectives	for	Se	
(see	Request	[39]).	

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

[39]	Selenium	Treatment	and	Potential	Toxicity	
Selenium	(Se)	is	the	key	focus	of	treatment	efforts	with	plans	to	pump	surge	pond	
water	to	four	anaerobic	saturated	zones	as	bioremediation.	This	treated	water	will	
be	sent	to	settling	ponds	prior	to	release	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	and	
ultimately	the	Crowsnest	River.			
As	the	predicted	levels	in	the	creeks	will	exceed	CCME	water	quality	guidelines	
(0.001	mg	Se/L),	Riversdale	(Hatfield)31F

32	derived	site-specific	water	quality	
objectives	(WQOs)	using	sulphate	as	a	modifying	factor,	resulting	in	higher	criteria	
values.		
The	WQO	were	based	on	a	bioaccumulation	study	using	plants	(algae	and	
duckweed),	with	calculations	using	BC	MOE’s	guideline	(0.002	mg	Se/L),	and	a	
sulphate	level	of	14	mg/L.	If	the	CCME	guideline	had	been	used	in	calculations,	the	
resulting	WQOs	would	be	lower	and	more	in	line	with	the	guideline	except	at	
higher	sulphate	concentrations.		
The	bioaccumulation	rates	for	plants	were	assumed	to	be	the	same	as	for	fish.	

[39] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	anticipated	Project	
Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete:	

i. justification	for	using	the	BC	MOE	Se	guideline	for	comparisons,	for	
bioaccumulation	predictions,	and	for	sulphate-based	uptake	model	
predictions	rather	than	the	CCME	guideline	that	Alberta	has	adopted;	

ii. for	the	bioassays	completed	by	Nautilus,	comment	on	whether	growth-
dilution	might	have	been	a	factor	when	measuring	tissue	Se	and	estimating	
the	Enrichment	Factors	for	BLC-water	samples	given	the	fast	growth	that	
occurred	in	the	test	chambers,	and	comment	on	whether	this	influenced	the	
predicted	WQOs	at	given	sulphate	concentrations;	

	

																																																								
	
32	With	assistance	from	Nautilus	Environmental	and	SRK	Consultants.	
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iii. comment	on	the	assumptions	inherent	in	the	uptake	study	and	potential	
variation	around	the	predicted	WQOs	that	might	result	from	uncertainties	
and	application	of	laboratory	results	to	the	field;	

iv. comment	on	the	level	of	confidence	that	Se	will	remain	below	
concentrations	that	cause	chronic	effects	to	biota,	including	invertebrates	
and	sensitive	life	stages	of	fish	(eggs	or	embryos),	especially	given	
uncertainties	with	Se	concentrations	in	waste	rock;	and	

v. a	commitment	to	biomonitoring	that	includes	measuring	Se	in	attached	
algae	(periphyton)	and	benthic	invertebrates	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
to	ensure	that	fish	tissues	remain	below	the	chronic	tissue	residue	guideline	
of	4	µg	Se/g.	

[40]	Wastewater	Effluent	Disposal	–	Conflicting	Information	
Riversdale	indicated	that	wastewater	will	be	“pumped	to	the	water	treatment	
plant	for	processing	and	discharge”.	In	another	location,	it	stated	“Before	
transferring	to	a	subsurface	drainage	system,	treated	domestic	wastewater	will	be	
tested	to	ensure	that	its	quality	meets	or	exceeds	the	limits	for	treated	wastewater	
guidelines.	Negligible	effects	are	predicted	from	treated	domestic	wastewater	
releases	on	water	quality	of	nearby	surface	waters”.	In	still	another	location,	there	is	
mention	that	wastewater	will	be	trucked	off	site.			
It	is	unclear	as	to	where	wastewater	effluent	will	be	discharged.	

[40] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	its	proposed	plans	for	
treatment	and	disposal	of	domestic	wastewater	effluent,	and	confirms	that	
effluent	will	not	be	discharged	directly	or	indirectly	to	local	surface	waters.	

[41]	Loss	of	Ten	Upper	Tributaries	of	Blairmore	and	Gold	Creeks	
The	assessment	considers	only	those	reaches	of	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	that	
are	used	by	fish	and	ignores	the	contributions	to	downstream	fish	habitat	(like	
food	supply	and	scouring	flows)	of	the	reaches	that	are	lost.	Only	538	m²	of	
2400	m²	lost	aquatic	habitat	from	Blairmore	tributaries	#5	and	7,	and	Gold	Creek	
tributary	#11	are	acknowledged,	despite	approximately	14+	km	length	of	streams	
destroyed.		
The	flow	augmentation	provided	in	Project-affected	tributaries	in	Gold	Creek	are	
predicted	to	be	insufficient	to	compensate	for	habitat	loss	caused	by	the	Project	
Footprint,	especially	in	the	later	years	of	the	Project.		
At	the	same	time,	flows	in	Blairmore	Creek	are	expected	to	increase	due	to	releases	
from	the	saturated	zones	(SZs).	
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[41] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	anticipated	Project	
Update,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks:	

i. quantification	of	the	anticipated	fish	habitat	that	will	be	lost	due	to	the	
Project	footprint	(lost	tributaries),	considering	flows,	lost	food	supply,	effect	
of	climate	change,	and	potential	contamination;		

ii. plans	or	potential	options	for	more	equitably	dividing	flows	between	the	
two	rivers	so	that	fish	habitat	in	Gold	Creek	can	be	sustained	under	low	flow	
conditions;	and	

iii. details	of	the	Offset,	Recovery	Plan	and	Stewardship	Program	suggested	as	
mitigation	in	the	assessment.	

[42]	Lost	Critical	Habitat	for	SARA-Protected	Westslope	Cutthroat	Trout	
The	EIA	did	not	discuss	the	federal	Habitat	Protection	Order	(Government	of	
Canada	2015).	The	Project	appears	to	be	disrupting	several	tributaries	of	
Blairmore	(02,	05,	06,	07)	and	Gold	creeks	(06,	08,	09,	10,	11)	within	the	2	km	
Class	B	zone,	plus	many	kilometres	of	other	tributaries	to	both	creeks.		
Offsets	and	monitoring	might	not	protect	the	threatened	SARA	species’	critical	
habitat.		
Destroying	parts	of	the	headwaters	of	these	important	streams	that	support	pure	
strains	of	WCT	could	be	detrimental	because,	in	addition	to	causing	altered	and	
contaminated	flows,	food	sources	(invertebrate	drift)	and	sufficient	flows	to	scour	
fines	from	spawning	beds	will	be	lost	(=	lost	critical	habitat).	

[42] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:		

i. consults	with	regulators	(AEP	and	DFO),	WCT	experts	(perhaps	that	were	
involved	in	the	Recovery	Plan	design),	and	Piikani	Nation	to	determine	the	
most	appropriate	mitigation	aimed	at	protecting	critical	habitat	of	this	
threatened	species	in	the	Project	area;	and	

ii. describes	how	it	addressed	or	plans	to	address	the	requirements	of	the	DFO	
Habitat	Protection	Order.	

[43]	TKU/TLU	for	Water	Resources	is	Weakly	Addressed	
Community	members	would	like	an	effective	mitigation	strategy	to	protect	water	
and	fish	because	“they	are	concerned	that	the	springs	and	streams	running	off	
Grassy	Mountain	and	hillsides	nearby	will	be	impacted	by	the	project	and	likely	will	
become	polluted	by	the	mine	run-off”.		
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The	Oldman	River	watershed,	which	includes	Crowsnest	River,	is	very	important	
to	Piikani	Nation	for	both	cultural	and	traditional	uses.	

[43] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	ongoing	consultation	about	
the	impacts	and	mitigation	for	the	Project	that	includes	respectful	and	
meaningful	inclusion	of	traditional	knowledge	and	land	use.	

[44]	Using	Explosives	in	the	Blairmore	and	Gold	Creek	Watersheds	
The	EIA	lacked	details	on	the	types	and	weights	of	explosives	and	proximity	to	
watercourses	to	stay	within	the	requirements	of	DFO’s	guidance	on	blasting	in	the	
vicinity	of	watercourses;	for	example,	a	50	kg	explosive	charge	must	be	more	than	
107	m	back	from	spawning	habitat	to	achieve	13	mm/s	criteria	(Wright	and	Hopky	
1998).		
More	details	are	needed	on	how	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	aquatic	resources	will	
be	protected	from	large	scale	blasting	and	destruction	of	the	mountain	between	
them.	

[44] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	assessment	of	the	potential	
impact	to	fish	and	aquatic	habitat	that	might	be	caused	by	using	explosives	in	
the	vicinity	of	fish-bearing	waters	–	including	the	types	and	weights	of	
explosives,	and	measures	taken	to	ensure	that	vibration	and	noise	will	not	
disturb	aquatic	habitat	and	fish.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
assessment	is	completed	as	part	of	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

[45]	Sediment	Quality	Monitoring	and	Calcite	Buildup	
The	EIA	lacked	any	baseline	sediment	quality	assessment	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	
creeks,	including	any	baseline	measurement	of	calcite	(CaCO₃),	which	is	known	to	
sometimes	build	up	in	spawning	gravels	downstream	of	mine	sites.			
The	CEAA	guidance	for	the	preparation	of	EIA,	Section	6.1.4	requests	sediment	
quality	analysis	for	key	sites	likely	to	receive	mine	effluents;	this	is	marked	in	the	
report	section	concordance	table	as	“Not	done”.	

[45] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	Riversdale	provides	
measurements	of	baseline:		

i. sediment	quality	parameters	(notably	Se)	in	pool	or	depositional	zones	in	
the	creeks,	within	representative	reaches	and	tributaries,	for	comparison	to	
planned	operational	monitoring	data;	and	
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ii. calcite	(CaCO₃)	buildup	in	spawning	areas	or	other	non-depositional	zones,	
within	representative	reaches	and	tributaries,	for	comparison	to	planned	
operational	monitoring	data.		

iii. Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	before	the	
application	is	deemed	complete.	

[46]	Consequences	of	a	Dam	Failure	
Riversdale	stated	in	the	Project	introduction	volume:		

“Failure	of	a	water	management	dam	could	release	large	quantities	of	untreated	
water	and	perhaps	some	of	the	trapped	sediment	from	one	or	more	of	these	
ponds	into	the	receiving	environment.	The	magnitude	of	the	impact	on	the	
environment	could	range	from	moderate	to	high,	depending	on	the	quantity	of	
water	being	stored	in	each	pond,	how	many	dams	fail	simultaneously,	the	height	
of	each	dam	and	whether	it	was	a	surge	pond	or	a	sediment	pond	that	was	
released.”		

This	type	of	failure	could	be	devastating	for	fish	and	other	aquatic	life	in	the	rivers.	

[46] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	Riversdale	
provides,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete:		

i. an	estimate	of	the	probability	of	the	failure	of	one	or	a	series	of	water	
management	dams	that	would	release	sediment-laden	water	downstream	to	
surface	waters,	including	the	two	creeks	and	the	Crowsnest	River;		

ii. if	an	unintentional	accident	like	a	dam	failure	occurred	as	illustrated	above,	
a	description	of	the	implications	to	aquatic	biota	and	the	remediation	that	
the	company	would	undertake;	and		

iii. the	proposed	notification	plan,	for	communicating	in	a	timely	manner	to	
Piikani	Nation,	should	an	unintentional	accident	occur.	

[47]	Monitoring	Plans	
Riversdale	did	not	provide	its	monitoring	plans	to	validate	the	predictions	of	the	
environmental	assessment.	

[47] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
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i. develops	a	monitoring	plan	designed	to	validate	EIA	assessment	predictions	
for	water	quality	and	aquatic	resources	and	evaluates	the	effectiveness	of	
mitigation;	and	

ii. consults	with	Piikani	Nation	prior	to	developing	aquatic	monitoring	plans	
and	prior	to	any	approvals	being	issued	for	the	Project.		

7.5. Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	
Requests	Summary	

Table	7-1:	Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table		

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[37]	 Water	Quality	
Guideline	
Exceedances	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	
upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete:	

i) tabulation	of	the	more	conservative	“reasonable	
worst	case”	estimates	of	all	water	quality	predictions;	
and	

ii) a	description	of	contingency	plans	for	providing	
water	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	should	treatment	
to	reduce	contaminants	to	acceptable	levels	prove	
unsuccessful.	

Response	
Regulatory		

[38]	 Water	Quality	
Guideline	
Exceedances	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) addresses	the	discrepancy	in	the	reported	bulk	

concentrations	of	Se	in	waste	rock	from	Grassy	
Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	compared	to	Elk	
Valley,	considering	a	peer-reviewed	publication	that	
indicates	Se	levels	are	very	similar	between	the	two	
areas;	and	

ii) if	appropriate,	recalculates	to	correct	the	estimated	
water	quality	conditions	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
and	the	Crowsnest	River,	and	to	correct	calculations	
in	the	uptake	study	modelled	Water	Quality	
Objectives	for	Se	(see	Request	[39]).	

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[39]	 Selenium	
Treatment	and	
Potential	Toxicity	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	
anticipated	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete:	

i) justification	for	using	the	BC	MOE	Se	guideline	for	
comparisons,	for	bioaccumulation	predictions,	and	
for	sulphate-based	uptake	model	predictions	rather	
than	the	CCME	guideline	that	Alberta	has	adopted;	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[39]	
(cont’d)	

Selenium	
Treatment	and	
Potential	Toxicity	
(cont’d)	

ii) for	the	bioassays	completed	by	Nautilus,	comment	
on	whether	growth-dilution	might	have	been	a	factor	
when	measuring	tissue	Se	and	estimating	the	
Enrichment	Factors	for	BLC-water	samples	given	the	
fast	growth	that	occurred	in	the	test	chambers,	and	
comment	on	whether	this	influenced	the	predicted	
WQOs	at	given	sulphate	concentrations;	

iii) comment	on	the	assumptions	inherent	in	the	uptake	
study	and	potential	variation	around	the	predicted	
WQOs	that	might	result	from	uncertainties	and	
application	of	laboratory	results	to	the	field;	

iv) comment	on	the	level	of	confidence	that	Se	will	
remain	below	concentrations	that	cause	chronic	
effects	to	biota,	including	invertebrates	and	sensitive	
life	stages	of	fish	(eggs	or	embryos),	especially	given	
uncertainties	with	Se	concentrations	in	waste	rock;	
and	

v) a	commitment	to	biomonitoring	that	includes	
measuring	Se	in	attached	algae	(periphyton)	and	
benthic	invertebrates	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	to	
ensure	that	fish	tissues	remain	below	the	chronic	
tissue	residue	guideline	of	4	µg	Se/g.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[40]	 Wastewater	
Effluent	Disposal	
–	Conflicting	
Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	its	proposed	
plans	for	treatment	and	disposal	of	domestic	wastewater	
effluent,	and	confirms	that	effluent	will	not	be	discharged	
directly	or	indirectly	to	local	surface	waters.	

Response	
Agreement	

[41]	 Loss	of	Ten	Upper	
Tributaries	of	
Blairmore	and	
Gold	Creeks	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	
anticipated	Project	Update,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks:	

i) quantification	of	the	anticipated	fish	habitat	that	will	
be	lost	due	to	the	Project	Footprint	(lost	tributaries),	
considering	flows,	lost	food	supply,	effect	of	climate	
change,	and	potential	contamination;		

ii) plans	or	potential	options	for	more	equitably	dividing	
flows	between	the	two	rivers	so	that	fish	habitat	in	
Gold	Creek	can	be	sustained	under	low	flow	
conditions;	and	

iii) details	of	the	Offset,	Recovery	Plan	and	Stewardship	
Program	suggested	as	mitigation	in	the	assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[42]	 Lost	Critical	
Habitat	for	SARA-
Protected	
Westslope	
Cutthroat	Trout	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale		
i) consults	with	regulators	(AEP	and	DFO),	WCT	experts	

(perhaps	that	were	involved	in	the	Recovery	Plan	
design),	and	Piikani	Nation	to	determine	the	most	
appropriate	mitigation	aimed	at	protecting	critical	
habitat	of	this	threatened	species	in	the	Project	area;	
and	

ii) describes	how	it	addressed	or	plans	to	address	the	
requirements	of	the	DFO	Habitat	Protection	Order.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[43]	 TKU/TLU	for	
Water	Resources	
is	Weakly	
Addressed	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	ongoing	
consultation	about	the	impacts	and	mitigation	for	the	Project	
that	includes	respectful	and	meaningful	inclusion	of	
traditional	knowledge	and	land	use.	

Response	
Agreement	

[44]	 Using	Explosives	
in	the	Blairmore	
and	Gold	Creek	
Watersheds	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	
assessment	of	the	potential	impact	to	fish	and	aquatic	habitat	
that	might	be	caused	by	using	explosives	in	the	vicinity	of	fish-
bearing	waters	–	including	the	types	and	weights	of	
explosives,	and	measures	taken	to	ensure	that	vibration	and	
noise	will	not	disturb	aquatic	habitat	and	fish.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	completed	as	part	of	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[45]	 Sediment	Quality	
Monitoring	and	
Calcite	Buildup	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	
Riversdale	provides	measurements	of	baseline:		

i) sediment	quality	parameters	(notably	Se)	in	pool	or	
depositional	zones	in	the	creeks,	within	
representative	reaches	and	tributaries,	for	
comparison	to	planned	operational	monitoring	data;	
and	

ii) calcite	(CaCO₃)	buildup	in	spawning	areas	or	other	
non-depositional	zones,	within	representative	
reaches	and	tributaries,	for	comparison	to	planned	
operational	monitoring	data.		

Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
before	the	application	is	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[46]	 Consequences	of	
a	Dam	Failure	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	
Riversdale	provides,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete:		

i) an	estimate	of	the	probability	of	the	failure	of	one	or	
a	series	of	water	management	dams	that	would	
release	sediment-laden	water	downstream	to	surface	
waters,	including	the	two	creeks	and	the	Crowsnest	
River;		

ii) if	an	unintentional	accident	like	a	dam	failure	
occurred	as	illustrated	above,	a	description	of	the	
implications	to	aquatic	biota	and	the	remediation	
that	the	company	would	undertake;	and		

iii) the	proposed	notification	plan,	for	communicating	in	
a	timely	manner	to	Piikani	Nation,	should	an	
unintentional	accident	occur.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[47]	 Monitoring	Plans	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) develops	a	monitoring	plan	designed	to	validate	EIA	

assessment	predictions	for	water	quality	and	aquatic	
resources	and	evaluates	the	effectiveness	of	
mitigation;	and	

ii) consults	with	Piikani	Nation	prior	to	developing	
aquatic	monitoring	plans	and	prior	to	any	approvals	
being	issued	for	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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8. Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	

8.1. Terrain	and	Soils	

Terrain	and	soil	issues	are	addressed	in	conjunction	with	review	of	the	
Conservation	and	Reclamation	(C&R)	Plan,	as	they	are	primarily	relevant	to	
Project	reclamation.	

8.2. Introduction	

The	proposed	Project	consists	of	several	components:	a	surface	metallurgical	coal	
mine,	a	coal-handling	and	preparation	plant,	a	coal-conveyor	system,	railway,	
access	corridor,	maintenance	shops	and	other	facilities.	These	components	are	
estimated	to	occupy	a	total	area	of	1582.4	ha.	Riversdale	presented	a	conceptual	
Conservation	and	Reclamation	(C&R)	plan	for	reclamation	activities	beginning	in	
the	early	phases	of	mine	development,	as	well	as	a	closure	plan	that	stated	the	
reclamation	endpoints	required	to	achieve	equivalent	land	capability	after	mine	
closure.	

8.3. Soil	Salvage	and	Replacement	

This	section	provides	a	summary	of	the	soils	within	the	Project’s	local	study	area	
(LSA)	and	regional	study	area	(RSA).	
The	RSA	for	soils	and	terrain	occupies	4528.4	ha.	A	total	of	457	soil	inspection	sites	
were	recorded	within	or	adjacent	to	this	area,	including	26	soil	profile	
observations.	The	soil	landscapes	within	LSA	and	the	RSA	vary	in	regard	to	surface	
expression:	Brunisols,	Regosols,	Luvisols,	Chernozems	occur	in	upland	and	mid-
slope	positions;	Gleysols	dominate	transitional	areas;	and	Organics	can	be	found	in	
the	poorly	drained,	level	areas.	These	baseline	soils	cannot	be	reestablished	in	the	
medium	term	(i.e.,	100	years)	following	disturbance	from	mine	development.	
There	do	not	appear	to	be	any	major	errors	or	omissions	in	the	Terrain	and	Soils	
section	of	this	document.		
The	proponent	estimated	that	3,359,745	m3	of	soil,	consisting	of	topsoil,	organic,	
and	upper	subsoil	material,	are	available	for	salvage,	and	that	Project	development	
will	cause	soil	profile	disturbance	on	1518.6	ha	of	land.	This	materials	balance	
supports	the	ability	to	provide	an	average	cover	depth	of	22	cm	across	the	
disturbance	area.	
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[48]	–	[50]	Soil	Salvage	

[48] Request	

Piikani	Nation	expects	that	“All	upland	soil	and	subsoils	that	fall	in	the	proposed	
disturbance	area	will	be	salvaged	and	stored	for	reclamation	activities”.32F

33	
Furthermore,	due	to	a	lack	of	detailed	soil	descriptions	conducted	during	the	
baseline	assessment,	Piikani	Nation	expects	that	more	detailed	soil	
characterization	and	monitoring	will	be	conducted	ahead	of	and	during	soil	
salvage	operations	with	a	discussion	of	its	how	this	will	be	done	provided	in	the	
upcoming	Project	Update.	

In	addition	to	coversoil,	“suitable”	overburden	materials	will	be	placed	on	top	of	
unsuitable	materials;	the	proponent	indicated	that	coversoil	and	overburden	
depth	will	total	1	m.	The	proponent	acknowledged	the	importance	of	direct	
placement	of	salvaged	surface	soils	as	a	reclamation	strategy,	but	indicated	that	
there	is	limited	opportunity	to	accomplish	this	in	the	mine	plan.		
We	suggest	that	representatives	for	the	Piikani	Nation	emphasize	this	as	a	key	
reclamation	strategy,	and	that	direct	placement	of	soils	is	prioritized	as	the	mine	
plan	develops.	

[49] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale’s	mine	planners	work	in	direct	and	close	
collaboration	with	its	environmental	personnel	to	proactively	maximize	
opportunities	for	direct	placement	of	surface	soils	in	the	conservation	and	
reclamation	plan,	and	that	this	process	is	reviewed	on	a	regular	basis	with	
Piikani	Nation.	

Despite	this,	given	that	some	soils	and	overburden	materials	will	need	to	be	stored	
for	extended	periods,	Piikani	Nation	suggests	that	these	stockpiles	are	actively	
revegetated	with	native	species	of	importance	to	Piikani	Nation.	This	would	
accomplish	two	things:	

a. allowing	Riversdale	and	Piikani	Nation	personnel	to	develop	techniques	for	
successful	propagation	and	establishment	on	native	species	of	importance	
to	the	Piikani	Nation;	and	

b. maintaining	a	seedbank	for	native	species	of	importance	within	the	soil	
stockpiles.	

																																																								
	
33	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan,	p.	F-19	
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[50] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	soil	stockpiles	are	actively	revegetated	with	native	
plant	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	consults	on	the	
native	plant	species	planned	for	revegetation	to	ensure	that	traditionally	used	
species	are	included.	

8.4. Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	and	Land	Use	

[51]	–	[52]	Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	and	Land	Use	
The	proponent	stated	that	it	intended	to	incorporate	traditional	ecological	
knowledge	(TEK)	principles	into	its	C&R	and	Closure	plans,	including:		

• where	possible,	impact	to	significant	vegetative	communities	will	be	managed	
or	mitigated;	

• lodgepole	pine	and	other	significant	plants	will	be	harvested	and,	where	
practical,	will	be	made	available	to	First	Nations;	

• wildlife	habitat	for	traditionally	important	wildlife	species	will	be	re-
established	in	areas	of	disturbance;	

• reclamation,	revegetation	and	reforestation	efforts	will	be	implemented	to	
ensure	weed	species	are	outcompeted;	

• water	management	plans	will	be	implemented	to	manage	surface	and	
groundwater	across	the	Project	area;	

• weed	control	efforts	will	be	implemented	throughout	the	life	of	the	mine	and	
during	reclamation;	

• where	feasible,	biodiversity	will	be	encouraged	in	the	reclaimed	landscape	and	
re-establishment	of	native	vegetation	through	direct	placement	of	salvaged	
soil;	

• local	seed	sources	will	be	used	for	reforestation	of	native	species	and	for	the	re-
establishing	traditionally	important	plant	species;		

• wetlands,	waterbodies	and	grassy	areas	around	waterbodies	will	be	
established;	and	

• previous	disturbances	across	the	Project	area	will	be	incorporated	into	the	
C&R	plan	for	the	mine	resulting	in	improved	biodiversity.33F

34	

																																																								
	
34	Conservation	&	Reclamation	Plan,	p.	F-15	
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[51] Request		

The	proponent’s	assessment	placed	tremendous	reliance	on	the	conservation	
and	reclamation	plan	to	minimize	residual	effects,	particularly	those	with	
respect	to	vegetation	communities,	wildlife	habitat,	wildlife	populations	and	
traditional	uses.	The	current	conservation	and	reclamation	plan	provides	
insufficient	detail	to	allow	confidence	in	its	ability	to	accomplish	these	
intentions.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	
developing	details	of	the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	with	members	
of	Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	protect	vegetation	and	wildlife	and	to	restore	
traditional	land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.		This	should	include	an	
opportunity	for	Piikani	members	to	tour	the	site	prior	to	any	development.	

	

[52] Recommendation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	makes	every	effort	to	make	lodgepole	
pine	and	other	significant	plants	available	for	harvest,	and	not	simply	do	so	
“when	practical”,	as	stated	above.	

8.5. Reclamation	and	Water-Quality	Management		

Riversdale	stated	that:34F

35		

“The	Project	will	extract	coal	from	the	Mist	Mountain	Formation	using	
comparable	mining	and	processing	methods	to	those	employed	in	the	nearby	Elk	
Valley	of	southeastern	British	Columbia….	Similar	leaching	effects	are	expected	
for	the	Project	due	to	comparable	selenium	concentrations	in	the	coal-bearing	
sequence.”		

This	statement	is	a	substantial	concern	for	Piikani	Nation,	as	increasing	Se	
concentrations	and	other	water-quality-management	issues	(e.g.,	calcite)	are	a	
major	issue	in	the	Elk	River	and	its	tributaries,	and	a	serious	concern	to	local	
traditional	land	users	(i.e.,	the	Ktunaxa	Nation).	Riversdale	provided	some	details	
of	a	Se	management	plan,	including	a	conceptual	reliance	on	saturated	backfill,	and	
a	cursory	mention	of	the	use	of	covers	to	minimize	volumes	of	contact	waters.	
As	reclaimed	systems	are	a	dominant	control	of	surface	water	balances	and	
resultant	net	percolation	to	underlying	waste	materials,	more	information	
regarding	how	reclamation	will	be	designed	to	minimize	volumes	of	contact	
waters,	including	surface-water-balance	assumptions	for	reclaimed	areas	over	
time	is	necessary.	

																																																								
	
35	Project	Description,	p.	C-120	
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[53]	Reclamation	and	Water-Quality	Management	

[53] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	detailed	information	on	how	
reclamation	will	be	designed	to	minimize	volumes	of	contact	waters,	including	
surface-water-balance	assumptions	for	reclaimed	areas	over	time	and	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

8.6. Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	8-1:	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[48]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	expects	that	“All	upland	soil	and	subsoils	that	
fall	in	the	proposed	disturbance	area	will	be	salvaged	and	
stored	for	reclamation	activities”.		Furthermore,	due	to	a	lack	
of	detailed	soil	descriptions	conducted	during	the	baseline	
assessment,	Piikani	Nation	expects	that	more	detailed	soil	
characterization	and	monitoring	will	be	conducted	ahead	of	
and	during	soil	salvage	operations	with	a	discussion	of	its	how	
this	will	be	done	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[49]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale’s	mine	planners	work	
in	direct	and	close	collaboration	with	its	environmental	
personnel	to	proactively	maximize	opportunities	for	direct	
placement	of	surface	soils	in	the	conservation	and	reclamation	
plan,	and	that	this	process	is	reviewed	on	a	regular	basis	with	
Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[50]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	soil	stockpiles	are	actively	
revegetated	with	native	plant	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	consults	on	the	native	plant	species	
planned	for	revegetation	to	ensure	that	traditionally	used	
species	are	included.	

Response	
Agreement	

[51]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

The	proponent’s	assessment	placed	tremendous	reliance	on	
the	conservation	and	reclamation	plan	to	minimize	residual	
effects,	particularly	those	with	respect	to	vegetation	
communities,	wildlife	habitat,	wildlife	populations	and	
traditional	uses.	The	current	conservation	and	reclamation	
plan	provides	insufficient	detail	to	allow	confidence	in	its	
ability	to	accomplish	these	intentions.	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	developing	details	of	
the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	with	members	of	
Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	protect	vegetation	and	wildlife	and	
to	restore	traditional	land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	
area.	This	should	include	an	opportunity	for	Piikani	members	
to	tour	the	site	prior	to	any	development	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[52]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	makes	every	effort	to	
make	lodgepole	pine	and	other	significant	plants	available	for	
harvest,	and	not	simply	do	so	“when	practical”,	as	stated	
above.	

Response	
Agreement	

[53]	 Reclamation	
and	Water-
Quality	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	detailed	
information	on	how	reclamation	will	be	designed	to	minimize	
volumes	of	contact	waters,	including	surface-water-balance	
assumptions	for	reclaimed	areas	over	time	and	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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9. Vegetation	and	Wetlands	

9.1. Introduction	

The	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Coal	Project	Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	Resource	Assessment	follows	the	content	requirements	of	the	EIA	Terms	
of	Reference	(ToR)	prepared	by	AER	and	provides	descriptions	of	baseline,	Project	
impacts,	and	cumulative	effects	for	terrestrial,	riparian	and	wetland	vegetation.		
The	assessment	methodology	appears	to	be	consistent	with	EIAs	conducted	
previously	in	Alberta.	Three	study	areas	were	used:	

• Project	Footprint,		
• Local	Study	Area	(LSA),	and		
• Regional	Study	Area	(RSA).		

Rationale	for	delineation	of	the	study	areas	was	provided	and	makes	sense	
although	a	minimum	1	km	buffer	around	the	Project	Footprint	would	be	preferable	
for	the	LSA.	Nine	valued	components	(VCs)	were	selected	for	the	Project.	The	VCs	
chosen	included:		

a. vegetation	communities,		
b. rare	plants,		
c. rangeland	resources,		
d. forest	resources,		
e. old-growth	forests,		
f. traditionally	used	species	(TEK	vegetation),		
g. wetlands,		
h. biodiversity	(plants),	and		
i. habitat	fragmentation.		

Vegetation	and	wetland	VC	selection	was	based	on	the	following	criteria:		

• biological	or	ecological	importance,		
• a	species	being	threatened	or	endangered,		
• value	to	Aboriginal	Group	traditional	users,	and		
• habitat	type	uniqueness	or	limited	geographic	distribution.	

9.2. Baseline	Information	and	Mapping	

The	baseline	description	relies	primarily	on	existing	data	with	a	modest	amount	of	
supplementary	ground-truthing.	Survey	intensity	(sample	size)	consists	of	
53	survey	locations,	which	is	low,	particularly	for	species	richness	or	biodiversity	
calculations.	Six	mapped	ecosite	phases	in	the	LSA	were	not	ground-truthed.		
Baseline	data	collected	follows	accepted	protocols	for	ecological	surveys,	rare	
plants	and	plant	communities,	range	health	and	forest	resources.	The	reviewed	
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document	does	not	convey	that	there	was	a	lot	of	integration	between	vegetation	
ecologists	and	soil	scientists.	As	is	typical,	the	assessment	relies	heavily	on	
mapping	and	area-based	computations	to	determine	the	magnitude	of	impacts.		
The	approach	to	mapping	the	LSA	and	RSA	appears	sound	but	further	explanation	
of	the	processes	involved	would	be	helpful.	Multiple	spatial	data	sets	were	
employed	in	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	but	particularly	the	RSA,	where	the	RSA	
includes	British	Columbia.	

9.3. Vegetation	and	Wetlands	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

[54]	–	[58]	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	

[54] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	samples	in	the	non-sampled	ecosite	
phases	within	the	LSA,	as	there	might	be	traditional	use	plants	present	within	
the	non-sampled	areas.	The	data	collected	would	improve	the	understanding	of	
the	distribution	of	these	species	in	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	A	minimum	sampling	
of	three	plots	per	ecosite	phase	should	be	completed.	

	

[55] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	increases	the	survey	intensity	(sample	
size),	as	53	detailed	survey	points	is	low,	particularly	for	species	richness	or	
biodiversity	calculations.	The	proponent	should	try	to	meet	the	goal	of	five	plots	
per	ecosystem	stated	in	its	methods.	

	

[56] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	more	detailed	explanation	of	
its	LSA	mapping	approach	and	methods,	as	the	current	methods	are	not	clear	on	
how	polygons	were	attributed	with	ecosite	phases	codes	using	Alberta	
Vegetation	Inventory	(AVI)	data.	Providing	this	information	would	be	beneficial	
in	RSA-level	mapping	of	traditional-use	vegetation	potential.	A	QA/QC	of	the	
baseline	LSA	and	RSA	maps	should	be	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Two	species	identified	in	the	LSA,	whitebark	pine	and	limber	pine,	are	federally	
listed	by	COSEWIC	and	SARA.	Three	ecosite	phases	assigned	in	the	Montane	
Natural	Subregion	and	two	in	the	Subalpine	Natural	Subregion	were	classified	as	
having	high	potential	for	these	listed	species,	while	one	ecosystem	in	the	grassland	
(HG)	land-description	class	used	in	both	natural	subregions	was	classified	as	
having	high	habitat	potential	for	the	listed	species.	Three	ecosite	phases	in	the	
Montane	Natural	Subregion	and	one	ecosite	phase	in	the	Subalpine	Natural	
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Subregion	were	ranked	as	having	high	or	very	high	traditional	use	vegetation	
potential.		
Wetlands	have	a	restricted	distribution	in	the	LSA	and	RSA.	The	forested	areas	of	
the	LSA	are	primarily	early	to	mid-seral	(mature)	forests	with	only	3.5%	of	the	LSA	
classified	as	old	growth.		
All	ecosite	phases	mapped	in	the	LSA	occur	in	the	Project	Footprint	and	therefore	
all	will	be	affected	by	the	Project.	The	Project	will	remove	both	native	montane	
grassland	and	subalpine	grasslands	in	the	LSA.	Old-growth	forest	along	the	
conveyor	and	within	the	processing	plant	will	be	removed.	The	Project	will	remove	
over	1000	ha	of	vegetation	with	traditional	use	species	potential.		
Three	of	the	four	wetland	types	identified	in	the	LSA	will	be	affected	by	the	Project,	
with	the	shrubby	open	fens	(FONS)	the	most	affected.	The	Project	will	result	in	the	
removal	of	ecosite	phases	with	moderate	to	high	biodiversity	potential	in	both	the	
Montane	and	Subalpine	Subregions.	

	

[57] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	study	of	all	traditional	uses	
of	vegetation	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	to	assess	the	Project’s	effects	on	cultural	
and	spiritual	uses	by	the	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

	

[58] Request	

The	identification	of	traditional	use	vegetation	potential	was	determined	for	the	
LSA	only.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	information	on	TU	
vegetation	potential	for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	Development	Case,	including	
maps	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

9.4. Mitigation	and	Monitoring	

[59]	–	[62]	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	
Mitigation	measures	and	monitoring	of	rehabilitation	were	provided.	The	
mitigation	measures	proposed	focused	on	target	vegetation	with	equivalent	
capability	as	is	required	in	Alberta	but	the	description	lacked	sufficient	detail	
necessary	for	meaningful	evaluation.		
Supplementary	mitigation	measures	for	TEK	vegetation	impacts	were	proposed	
and	include:	

• consultation	with	First	Nations	mitigation	designs,		
• re-establishing	vegetation	communities	supporting	traditional	use,	and		
• using	local	provenance	seed.	
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[59] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	equivalent	capability	in	the	
context	of	ecosite	phases	and	maps	each	of	the	assessment	scenarios.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update.	

	

[60] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	that	only	plant	species	native	to	the	Crowsnest	Pass	
area	are	used	in	the	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	revegetation	program,	and	
that	seed	for	revegetation	is	sourced	from	local	provenances.	

	

[61] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	more	detailed	monitoring	and	adaptive	
management	program	is	developed	immediately	in	collaboration	with	members	
of	the	Piikani	Nation,	and	that	Piikani	Nation	is	also	involved	in	implementing	
the	reclamation	and	monitoring	program.	

	

[62] Request		

The	Piikani	Nation	has	provided	information	to	Riversdale	on	vegetation	
species	of	importance	to	traditional	use	(e.g.,	bearberry,	sweet	pine,	juniper,	
mountain	holly	fern,	yarrow,	alpine	fern,	tree	lichen,	lodgepole	pine,	willow,	
poplar,	cottonwood,	birch,	Saskatoon	berry,	sage).	These	species	are	not	
explicitly	identified	or	discussed	in	the	revegetation	plan.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	developing	details	of	the	
reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation	in	
order	to	restore	traditional	land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.		This	
should	include	information	and	monitoring	on	Willow	Bark	in	the	regional	area.	

9.5. Cumulative	Effects	Assessment	

[63]	Cumulative	Effects	Assessment	
The	cumulative	effects	assessment	was	based	on	the	regional	environment	and	
planned	Projects	or	activities	using	standard	CEAA	criteria	for	significance	
determination.	
Based	on	the	Project’s	residual	effects	determined	from	the	Application	Case	
assessment,	a	cumulative	effects	assessment	was	required	for	only	the	vegetation	
community,	wetlands	and	biodiversity	and	fragmentation	VCs.	Based	on	effective	
implementation	of	mitigation	measures	and	monitoring,	the	Project	residual	
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impacts	in	the	LSA	were	considered	to	be	insignificant	for	all	assessed	VCs	with	a	
similar	result	for	the	cumulative	impacts	assessed	for	the	vegetation	community,	
wetlands,	and	biodiversity	and	fragmentation	within	the	RSA.	
Riversdale’s	consultants	stated	that:35F

36		

“When	assessed	at	time	41	years,	cumulative	changes	in	ELC	class	attributable	
to	the	project	are	insignificant.”		

Yet	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	supplies	no	detailed	projections	to	
support	that	assertion,	nor	does	either	section	contain	information	on	projected	
reduction	in	ecosystem	or	habitat	quality	(e.g.,	plant	species	replacement,	
biodiversity)	resulting	from	mitigation.	

	

[63] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. addresses	current	deficiencies	with	the	cumulative	impacts	assessment	in	
the	upcoming	Project	Update,	including	explicit	provision	of	pre-	and	post-
development	ecosite	phases	and	reduction	in	quality;	this	information	is	
critical	both	for	Project	assessment	and	for	discussion	of	any	required	
biodiversity	offsetting	programs;	and	

ii. commits	in	agreement	to	development	of	biodiversity-management	plan	in	
collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation	and	other	nations	of	the	Blackfoot	
Confederacy.	

9.6. Vegetation	and	Wetlands	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	9-1:	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[54]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	samples	in	the	non-
sampled	ecosite	phases	within	the	LSA,	as	there	might	be	
traditional	use	plants	present	within	the	non-sampled	areas.	The	
data	collected	would	improve	the	understanding	of	the	
distribution	of	these	species	in	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	A	minimum	
sampling	of	three	plots	per	ecosite	phase	should	be	completed.	

Response	

																																																								
	
36	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	Assessment,	p.	120	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[55]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	increases	the	survey	
intensity	(sample	size),	as	53	detailed	survey	points	is	low,	
particularly	for	species	richness	or	biodiversity	calculations.	The	
proponent	should	try	to	meet	the	goal	of	five	plots	per	ecosystem	
stated	in	its	methods.	

Response	

[56]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	more	
detailed	explanation	of	its	LSA	mapping	approach	and	
methods,	as	the	current	methods	are	not	clear	on	how	
polygons	were	attributed	with	ecosite	phases	codes	using	
Alberta	Vegetation	Inventory	(AVI)	data.	Providing	this	
information	would	be	beneficial	in	RSA-level	mapping	of	
traditional-use	vegetation	potential.	A	QA/QC	of	the	baseline	
LSA	and	RSA	maps	should	be	provided	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[57]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	study	of	
all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	to	
assess	the	Project’s	effects	on	cultural	and	spiritual	uses	by	
the	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[58]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

The	identification	of	traditional	use	vegetation	potential	was	
determined	for	the	LSA	only.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	provides	information	on	TU	vegetation	potential	
for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	Development	Case,	including	
maps	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[59]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	equivalent	
capability	in	the	context	of	ecosite	phases	and	maps	each	of	
the	assessment	scenarios.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[60]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	that	only	plant	species	native	to	the	
Crowsnest	Pass	area	are	used	in	the	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	
Project	revegetation	program,	and	that	seed	for	revegetation	is	
sourced	from	local	provenances.	

Response	
Agreement	

[61]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	more	detailed	monitoring	and	
adaptive	management	program	is	developed	immediately	in	
collaboration	with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation,	and	that	Piikani	
Nation	is	also	involved	in	implementing	the	reclamation	and	
monitoring	program.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[62]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

The	Piikani	Nation	has	provided	information	to	Riversdale	on	
vegetation	species	of	importance	to	traditional	use	(e.g.,	
bearberry,	sweet	pine,	juniper,	mountain	holly	fern,	yarrow,	
alpine	fern,	tree	lichen,	lodgepole	pine,	willow,	poplar,	
cottonwood,	birch,	Saskatoon	berry,	sage).	These	species	are	not	
explicitly	identified	or	discussed	in	the	revegetation	plan.	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	
developing	details	of	the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	
with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	restore	traditional	
land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.	This	should	include	
information	and	monitoring	on	Willow	Bark	in	the	regional	
area	

Response	
Agreement	

[63]	 Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) addresses	current	deficiencies	with	the	cumulative	

impacts	assessment	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	
including	explicit	provision	of	pre-	and	post-
development	ecosite	phases	and	reduction	in	quality;	
this	information	is	critical	both	for	Project	
assessment	and	for	discussion	of	any	required	
biodiversity	offsetting	programs;	and	

ii) commits	in	agreement	to	development	of	
biodiversity-management	plan	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation	and	other	nations	of	the	Blackfoot	
Confederacy.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -84-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

10. Wildlife	

10.1. Introduction	

Wildlife	and	their	habitat	are	of	substantial	cultural	and	spiritual	interest	to	
members	of	the	Piikani	Nation,	as	they	view	these	species	as	close	relations,	and	
are	concerned	with	their	ongoing	welfare.	
The	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)		Coal	Project	Wildlife	Assessment	
follows	the	content	requirements	of	the	EIA	ToR	prepared	by	AER	and	provides	
descriptions	of	baseline,	Project	impacts,	and	cumulative	effects	for	wildlife.		
The	assessment	methodology	appears	to	be	consistent	with	EIAs	conducted	
previously	in	Alberta.	An	Aboriginal	Access	Plan	was	not	found	in	the	Wildlife	
Assessment.			

10.2. Wildlife	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

[64]	Aboriginal	Access	Plan	

[64] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	comprehensive	Aboriginal	
Access	Plan	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation.	

[65]	Study	Areas	
Three	study	areas,	one	local	and	two	regional,	were	used	in	the	wildlife	
assessment.	The	different	study	areas	were	justified	based	on	differing	extents	of	
habitat	use	by	wildlife	species	and	more	localized	direct	impacts	of	the	proposed	
mine	footprint.		
A	Wildlife	Local	Study	Area	(WLSA),	encompassing	a	500	m	buffer	zone	around	the	
Project	Footprint,	was	employed	to	account	for	disturbances	within	and	extending	
past	the	Mine	Permit	Boundary.		
The	first	Wildlife	Regional	Wildlife	Study	Area	(WRSA)	was	delineated	using	a	10	
km	buffer	around	the	WLSA	while	the	second	Grizzly	Bear	RSA	was	delineated	as	
an	area	25	km	surrounding	the	WLSA.	The	WRSA	was	created	based	on	the	
approximate	average	size	of	two	elk	winter	home	ranges	while	the	GBRSA	was	
created	to	encompass	the	average	area	of	an	adult	female	grizzly	bear	home	range.	
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[65] Request	

Although	Aboriginal	groups’	information	was	tabulated,	there	is	no	discussion	
on	how	this	information	was	used	nor	if	there	were	specific	habitat	maps	of	
culturally	important	wildlife	to	the	Piikani	Nation.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	provides	species-specific	WLSA	maps	and	narrative	supporting	these	
maps	for	culturally	important	wildlife	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

[66]	Regulatory	Focus	
The	focus	of	regulatory	concerns	for	wildlife	involved:	

• species	at	risk,		
• species	of	management	concern,	and		
• migratory	birds	that	have	the	potential	to	occur	within	the	Project	Footprint	

and	WLSA.	

Multiple	sources	of	data	were	used	in	the	assessing	the	Baseline,	Application,	and	
Planned	Development	cases.	Existing	data	from	ABMI,	FWMIS,	ACIMS,	and	North	
American	BBS	were	sourced	prior	to	field	programs.	Field	surveys	were	conducted	
for	amphibians,	songbirds,	owls	and	bats.	Wildlife	cameras	were	used	to	determine	
the	occurrence	and	distribution	of	mammals	and	large	ground	birds	in	the	WLSA.		
All	field	surveys	used	standard	survey	protocols	acceptable	in	Alberta.	A	winter	
track	survey	was	proposed	but	was	not	completed	due	to	unsuitable	snow	
conditions.	

[66] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	winter	track	surveys	and	
reports	on	results	as	part	of	the	anticipated	Project	Update,	to	provide	a	better	
understanding	of	current	wildlife	use	in	the	Project	area.	

[67]	Selected	Wildlife	Species	
Ten	valued	components	(VCs)	wildlife	species	were	identified.	The	wildlife	VCs	
chosen	included	the	federally	protected	(under	SARA)	species	olive-sided	
flycatcher	and	little	brown	myotis,	the	COSEWIC-listed	species	western	toad,	the	
provincially	threatened	COSEWIC	species	grizzly	bear,	the	Sensitive-in-Alberta	
rated	species	Columbia	spotted	frog,	great	grey	owl,	American	marten	and	Canada	
lynx,	and	the	traditional	use	species	elk	and	moose.	
Due	to	the	potential	of	the	Project	to	affect	other	special-status	or	highly	valued	
wildlife	species,	an	additional	eight	species	(i.e.,	barn	swallow,	common	nighthawk,	
short-eared	owl,	bald	eagle,	golden	eagle,	mountain	goat,	bighorn	sheep	and	
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wolverine)	were	assessed	at	a	high	level	for	Project-related	effects	to	habitat	
availability,	movement,	mortality	risk	and	abundance.	
Some	animals	of	cultural	significance	to	Piikani	Nation	(beaver,	wolf,	coyote)	were	
not	assessed	as	either	VCs	or	at	a	high-level	assessment	in	the	Wildlife	Assessment	
section.	

[67] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	all	animals	of	cultural	significance	are	subjected	to	
a	high-level	assessment	and	that	descriptions	and	mitigation	measures	are	
provided.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Baseline	Conditions	
The	wildlife	baseline	assessment	focused	on	the	presence	and	abundance	of	
wildlife	while	the	Project-related	impact	assessments	focused	on:	

• direct	and	indirect	habitat	loss,		
• habitat	fragmentation	and	reductions	in	habitat	connectivity,		
• Project-related	effects	on	wildlife	mortality	and	wildlife	health,	and		
• Project-related	impacts	on	wildlife	diversity.	

Ecosite	mapping	conducted	in	the	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	component	was	used	
to	characterize	habitats	in	the	WLSA	while	Ecological	Land	Classification	(ELC)	
forest-cover	typing—a	substantially	coarser	classification—was	used	for	habitat	
descriptions	in	the	WRSA	and	GBRSA.	
Wildlife	diversity	within	the	respective	study	areas	was	determined	using	range	
distribution	maps,	Project-specific	wildlife	surveys,	incidental	observations,	and	
other	available	information	sources	(e.g.,	FWMIS,	North	American	BBS).	The	
assembled	information	indicates	that	59	wildlife	species	with	federal	or	provincial	
special	status	might	occur	in	the	GBRSA.	A	large	number	of	birds,	reptiles	and	
mammals	occur	or	potentially	occur	in	the	wildlife	study	areas.	The	WLSA	and	
GBRSA	contain	large	amounts	of	moderate-high	and	high	diversity	habitats.	
Habitat	suitability	in	the	WLSA	was	estimated	for	the	ten	selected	VCs,	with	
effective	habitat	only	limiting	for	amphibians,	little	brown	myotis	and	elk.	For	
baseline	conditions,	barriers	to	wildlife	movement	included	forest	fragmentation,	
access	roads,	barren	or	rocky	areas,	and	residential	and	industrial	developments,	
with	Highway	3	the	greatest	impediment.		
The	main	sources	of	mortality	for	the	VCs	within	the	WLSA	are	natural	predation,	
hunting	or	trapping,	and	collisions	along	roads	and	transmission	lines.	
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[68]	–	[69]	Wildlife	Habitat	
Habitat	suitability	modelling	was	conducted	on	ten	Valued	Components	(VCs).	
Habitat	supply	was	assessed	for	each	VC	and	each	scenario	(i.e.,	Baseline	Case,	
Application	Case	and	Planned	Development	Case).	
Critical	habitat	had	not	been	identified	for	the	SARA-listed	species	(i.e.,	olive-sided	
flycatcher,	little	brown	myotis,	common	nighthawk	and	short-eared	owl)	known	to	
be	present	in	the	WLSA	at	the	time	the	report	was	prepared	so	an	assessment	of	
this	type	of	habitat	was	not	conducted	for	the	baseline	or	impact	scenarios	at	
either	the	WLSA,	WRSA	or	GBRSA	levels.	
Habitat	availability	will	be	altered	by	the	Project	via	direct	habitat	loss	within	the	
Project	Footprint	or	indirectly	through	sensory	(e.g.,	noise,	artificial	lighting,	
blasting	and	human	activity)	disturbance.	Land	clearing	during	Project	
construction	likely	will	be	the	Project’s	greatest	impact.	
The	wildlife	assessment	determined	that	the	Project	will	result	in	habitat	loss	and	
a	reduction	in	habitat	connectivity.	The	potential	barriers	to	wildlife	movement	
include:		

• vegetation	removal,		
• motor-vehicle	traffic,		
• coal-conveyor	construction	and	operation,	and		
• railway	infrastructure.	

A	screening-level	wildlife	risk	assessment	was	conducted	to	evaluate	the	potential	
risks	to	wildlife	associated	with	chemicals	of	potential	concern	emitted	from	the	
Project	into	the	air	and	deposited	on	soil	or	surface	water	within	the	GBRSA.	The	
risk	assessment	determined	that	the	Project	would	not	pose	a	threat	to	wildlife	
health.	Consequently,	the	health	effects	of	the	Project	on	the	wildlife	VCs	were	not	
considered	further	in	the	assessment.	

[68] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	as	part	of	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	
identify	and	assess	Project	effects	to	SARA-listed	species	critical	habitat.	
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[69] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete,	
Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Health	Assessment	given	the	uncertainty	of	
surface	water	and	multiple	pathway	exposure	to	contaminants	of	concern	to	
Piikani,	such	as	selenium,	nitrates	and	hydrocarbons.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	includes	culturally	important	receptors	such	as	
furbearers,	ungulates	and	waterfowl	who	might	be	exposed	to	process	waters	
within	the	LSA	and	potentially	affected	watercourses	and	waterbodies	within	
the	RSA.	

[70]	–	[71]	Project-Related	Impacts	to	Wildlife	
The	potential	Project-related	impacts	to	wildlife	include:	

• a	reduction	in	habitat	supply,		
• habitat	fragmentation	and	reduced	habitat	connectivity,		
• increased	mortality	risk,	and		
• reduced	abundance.		

These	potential	impacts	were	assessed	for	all	VCs	and	were	evaluated	at	a	high	
level	for	the	additional	special	status	species.	
Over	the	life-of-mine	(LOM)	the	Project	Footprint	will	cover	28.0%	of	the	WLSA,	
2.2%	of	the	WRSA,	and	0.6%	of	the	GBRSA.	Maximum	habitat	loss	in	the	WLSA	will	
occur	in	Year	14	(T14).	The	majority	of	the	habitat	loss	in	the	WLSA	will	involve,	in	
decreasing	order,	moderate	mixed	coniferous,	closed	mixed	wood,	closed	mixed	
coniferous,	and	grasslands.	In	the	GBRSA	at	Year	14,	the	greatest	areal	losses	will	
be,	in	decreasing	order,	closed	conifer	mature	forest,	moderate	conifer	mature	
forest,	dense	conifer	mature	forest,	and	open	conifer	mature	forest.	
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	alter	or	disrupt	movement	patterns	of	a	number	of	
wildlife	species	thereby	reducing	their	access	to	seasonally	important	habitats.	An	
inability	to	access	high-quality	habitats	might	result	in	wildlife	species	having	to	
use	lower	quality	habitats	with	sub-optimal	forage	and	shelter	potentially	causing	
reduced	health	and	lower	reproduction	rates.	
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	increase	mortality	risk	for	wildlife	species	directly	
through	vegetation	or	habitat	removal	and	direct	mortality	of	species	with	limited	
mobility	and	through	wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	or	indirectly	through	improved	
access	for	predators	and	human	hunters.	
Wildlife	abundance	in	the	WLSA	is	expected	to	decline	due	to	changes	in	habitat	
availability,	habitat	fragmentation	and	movement,	and	wildlife	health	and	
mortality	rates.		
Wildlife	diversity	in	the	WLSA	is	anticipated	to	decline	through	Year	14	due	to	
mining	such	that	the	WLSA	might	no	longer	be	able	to	support	the	wildlife	
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community	present	under	baseline	conditions.	Increased	wildlife	diversity	is	
anticipated	by	Year	27.	Wildlife	diversity	is	not	expected	to	decline	dramatically	in	
the	GBRSA	in	Year	14.	
Project-related	losses	of	effective	habitat	for	the	VCs	relative	to	baseline	conditions	
were	estimated	for	Years	14	and	27,	to	assess	losses	at	the	time	of	maximum	
disturbance	and	after	mine	closure	and	reclamation.	At	Year	14,	effective	habitat	
availability	in	the	WLSA	for	all	VCs	is	estimated	to	be	lower	relative	to	baseline	
conditions.		
The	benefits	of	reclamation	are	anticipated	to	result	in	greater	availability	of	
effective	habitat	relative	to	baseline	for	all	VCs	except	those	dependent	on	mature	
and	old-growth	forests	(e.g.,	olive-side	flycatcher,	little	brown	myotis,	American	
marten	and	Canada	lynx)	at	Year	27.	

[70] Request	

Because	of	the	identified	Project	impacts,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	describes	quantitatively	the	loss	and	deterioration	of	habitat,	
wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	and	increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	on	
the	wildlife	populations	of	species	of	cultural	importance	to	the	Piikani	Nation.		
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[71] Request	

The	Wildlife	Assessment	provides	little	information	on	Project	effects	for	
Piikani	Nation	land	users	and	harvesters,	other	than	as	general	statements	
provided	during	discussion	on	effects	on	recreational	hunters	and	licensed	
trappers.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	focused	narrative	
on	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	its	wildlife	harvesting	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

[70]	Sensory	Disturbance	
The	Human	Health	and	Wildlife	Screening	Risk	Assessment	sections	in	the	EIA	
discuss	noise	impacts	to	humans	only;	a	wildlife-focused	Project	noise	impact	
assessment	was	not	provided.		
Potential	noise-related	effects	on	wildlife	include:	a	decline	in	population	numbers	
due	to	continuous	above-threshold	noise	levels	triggering	a	flight-response;	
freezing	(of	activity);	and	stress	caused	by	strong	startle	responses	due	to	event	
noise	levels	(e.g.,	blasting).	These	significant	impacts	on	wildlife	require	
investigation	and	mitigation	response	plans.	
In	addition	to	noise,	Riversdale	did	not	examine	other	sensory	disturbances	caused	
by	the	Project,	such	as	light	and	odours.	These	disturbances	can	disrupt	wildlife	
activity,	cause	stress,	and	drive	wildlife	from	areas	adjacent	to	the	Project.	Like	
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noise	disturbance,	the	effects	of	visual	and	olfactory	disturbance	require	
assessment	and	corresponding	mitigation	plans.	

[72] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	impacts	of	sensory	
disturbance	(auditory,	visual,	olfactory)	on	wildlife	and	develops	mitigation	
strategies	to	address	the	effects	of	these	disturbances.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Cumulative	Effects	Assessment	
The	cumulative	effects	assessment	was	conducted	to	provide	a	context	for	
assessing	potential	effects	on	selected	wildlife	populations,	and	was	conducted	
quantitatively	where	possible.	Where	sufficient	quantitative	information	did	not	
exist,	effects	ratings	were	based	on	existing	literature	and	professional	judgement.	
Residual	effects	of	moderate	significance	attributed	to	a	reduction	in	habitat	
effectiveness	are	predicted	for	olive-sided	flycatcher,	little	brown	myotis,	
American	marten	and	Canada	lynx,	while	increased	mortality	risk	is	the	cause	of	
moderate	significance	for	the	grizzly	bear.	Residual	effects	are	predicted	to	be	
insignificant	for	the	eight	special-status	species.	
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	affect	migratory	birds	through	changes	in	habitat	
availability,	habitat	fragmentation	or	connectivity,	mortality	risk	and	abundance.	
Significant	residual	effects	were	not	predicted	for	any	of	the	wildlife	VCs	but	five	
VCs	(i.e.,	olive-sided	flycatcher,	little	brown	myotis,	American	marten,	Canada	lynx	
and	grizzly	bear)	were	selected	for	cumulative	effects	assessment	due	to	their	
requirements	for	mature	and	old-growth	forests	or	their	potential	for	increased	
mortality	because	of	increased	access	from	forestry	activities	in	the	GBRSA.	The	
mechanism	of	change	or	habitat	loss	for	the	cumulative	effects	scenario	in	the	
GBRSA	over	the	next	30	years	is	related	to	forestry	activity,	which	can	negatively	
affect	habitat	availability	and	mortality	risk	for	the	five	VCs.	
After	applying	Project-specific	mitigation	measures	to	compensate	for	wildlife	
habitat	loss	and	fragmentation,	movement,	mortality	risk	and	abundance,	no	
significant	cumulative	effects	were	predicted.	

Monitoring	and	Mitigation	
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	affect	wildlife	through:	

• direct	and	indirect	habitat	loss,		
• habitat	fragmentation	or	reduced	habitat	connectivity,		
• altered	movement	patterns,	and		
• increased	mortality	risk.		
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Through	the	general	mitigation	measures	proposed	in	the	Conservation	and	
Reclamation	Plan	(Section	F)	and	the	wildlife-specific	measure	discussed	below,	
Riversdale	believed	that	the	effects	of	the	mine	can	be	mitigated	over	time.	
The	majority	of	Project-related	wildlife	habitat	loss	will	be	caused	by	land	clearing,	
surface	mining,	and	construction	of	infrastructure	and	roads.	Proposed	general	
wildlife	mitigation	measures	include:		

• minimizing	overall	disturbance,		
• preserving	remnant	patches,		
• retaining	downed	woody	debris,		
• establishing	suitable	vegetation	with	vertical	and	horizontal	structure,	and		
• providing	core	security	areas	for	wildlife.	

The	primary	mitigation	measure	will	be	progressive	reclamation.	Riversdale	has	
proposed	both	general	and	species-	or	guild-specific	wildlife	mitigation	measures.	
In	particular,	mitigations	are	proposed	for	amphibians	and	amphibian	habitat,	
bats,	grizzly	bears	and	grizzly	bear	habitat	and	migratory	birds.	Riversdale	
believes	that	many	of	the	proposed	mitigation	measures	will	have	the	added	
benefit	of	providing	habitat	connectivity	for	migratory	birds	and	species	at-risk.	
The	wildlife	assessment	determined	that	there	is	a	mortality	risk	for	wildlife	due	to	
increased	mine	access	traffic,	interactions	with	mining	equipment,	or	attracting	
wildlife	to	facilities	or	people,	so	Riversdale	proposed	a	number	of	mitigation	
measures	to	manage	or	mitigate	the	risks.	The	mitigation	measures	include	access	
control,	activity	timing	windows	and	controls	on	firearms,	preventing	hunting	and	
prohibiting	wildlife	feeding	and	harassment.	Pre-disturbance	assessments	will	be	
undertaken	in	high-quality	habitat	prior	to	activities.	

[73]	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan	
Riversdale	committed	to	developing	a	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan	to	
minimize	wildlife-human	conflicts	as	well	as	other	environmental	management	
programs	(e.g.,	Emergency	Spill	Response	Plan)	to	manage	either	directly	or	
indirectly	wildlife	on	the	proposed	mine	site.	
Riversdale	proposed	a	preliminary	monitoring	program	focused	on	wildlife	
species	at	risk	or	species	of	management	concern	during	the	Project’s	construction	
and	operation	and	post-closure.	Monitoring	the	Project’s	effects	(i.e.,	habitat	loss,	
mortality	and	impediments	to	movement)	on	wildlife	VCs	will	involve	both	
systematic	and	incidental	observations.	Riversdale	proposed	to	engage	regulators,	
First	Nations,	and	traditional	land	users	in	the	process	of	minimizing	Project	
effects.	The	proponent	stated	that	a	detailed	wildlife	mitigation	and	monitoring	
plan	will	be	developed	following	Project	approval.	
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[73] Request	

There	is	consultation	identified	with	Alberta	Environment	and	Parks	(AEP)	
throughout	the	discussion	on	mitigation	and	monitoring	but	not	with	the	
Piikani	Nation	or	any	First	Nation.	First	Nations	consultation	is	discussed	briefly	
in	the	Preliminary	Wildlife	Monitoring	Program	(7.2)	section	of	the	assessment.	
No	details	are	provided.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	specific	details	are	
provided	on	how	consultation	has	been	incorporated	in	the	wildlife	mitigation	
and	monitoring	plan.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	consults	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	develop	and	implement	a	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	
Plan.	

[74]	–	[75]	Habitat	Connectivity	and	Movement	

[74] Request	

Coal-conveyor	mitigation	measures	(i.e.,	raising	the	conveyor	or	creating	
wildlife	crossings)	are	described	briefly	in	the	Habitat	Connectivity	and	
Movement	(7.1.4)	section	of	the	wildlife	assessment.	No	details	were	provided	
and	no	mention	of	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation	was	made.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	it	is	engaged	collaboratively	on	the	formation	of	detailed	conveyer	
mitigation	measures.		

	

[75] Request	

Riversdale	provided	habitat	availability,	core	habitat,	and	disturbance	
permeability	statistics	for	the	VCs	at	the	different	assessment	scenarios	at	both	
the	WLSA	and	WRSA	levels.	Mitigation	measures	focused	on	the	coal	conveyor	
but	the	actual	mining	operations	(i.e.,	pits,	waste	rock	dumps	and	related	
infrastructure)	might	impose	constraints	on	animal	movements.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	information	on	the	extraction	
impacts	of	coal	mining	operations	on	known	animal	movements	in	the	WLSA	
and	WRSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

10.3. Wildlife	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	10-1:	Wildlife	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[64]	 Aboriginal	Access	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	
comprehensive	Aboriginal	Access	Plan	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[65]	 Study	Areas	 Although	Aboriginal	groups’	information	was	tabulated,	there	is	
no	discussion	on	how	this	information	was	used	nor	if	there	
were	specific	habitat	maps	of	culturally	important	wildlife	to	the	
Piikani	Nation.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	
species-specific	WLSA	maps	and	narrative	supporting	these	
maps	for	culturally	important	wildlife	species.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[66]	 Regulatory	Focus	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	winter	track	
surveys	and	reports	on	results	as	part	of	the	anticipated	Project	
Update,	to	provide	a	better	understanding	of	current	wildlife	
use	in	the	Project	area.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[67]	 Selected	Wildlife	
Species	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	all	animals	of	cultural	significance	
are	subjected	to	a	high-level	assessment	and	that	descriptions	
and	mitigation	measures	are	provided.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[68]	 Wildlife	Habitat	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	as	part	of	the	upcoming	
Project	Update,	identify	and	assess	Project	effects	to	SARA-listed	
species	critical	habitat.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[69]	 Wildlife	Habitat	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete,	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Health	
Assessment	given	the	uncertainty	of	surface	water	and	multiple	
pathway	exposure	to	contaminants	of	concern	to	Piikani,	such	as	
selenium,	nitrates	and	hydrocarbons.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	includes	culturally	important	
receptors	such	as	furbearers,	ungulates	and	waterfowl	who	
might	be	exposed	to	process	waters	within	the	LSA	and	
potentially	affected	watercourses	and	waterbodies	within	the	
RSA.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[70]	 Project-Related	
Impacts	to	
Wildlife	

Because	of	the	identified	Project	impacts,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	describes	quantitatively	the	loss	and	
deterioration	of	habitat,	wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	and	increased	
non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	on	the	wildlife	populations	of	
species	of	cultural	importance	to	the	Piikani	Nation.		Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[71]	 Project-Related	
Impacts	to	
Wildlife	

The	Wildlife	Assessment	provides	little	information	on	Project	
effects	for	Piikani	Nation	land	users	and	harvesters,	other	than	
as	general	statements	provided	during	discussion	on	effects	on	
recreational	hunters	and	licensed	trappers.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	focused	narrative	on	the	
impact	of	the	Project	on	its	wildlife	harvesting	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[72]	 Sensory	
Disturbance		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	impacts	of	
sensory	disturbance	(auditory,	visual,	olfactory)	on	wildlife	and	
develops	mitigation	strategies	to	address	the	effects	of	these	
disturbances.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
assessment	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[73]	 Wildlife	
Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	Plan	

There	is	consultation	identified	with	Alberta	Environment	and	
Parks	(AEP)	throughout	the	discussion	on	mitigation	and	
monitoring	but	not	with	the	Piikani	Nation	or	any	First	Nation.	
First	Nations	consultation	is	discussed	briefly	in	the	Preliminary	
Wildlife	Monitoring	Program	(7.2)	section	of	the	assessment.	No	
details	are	provided.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	specific	details	
are	provided	on	how	consultation	has	been	incorporated	in	the	
wildlife	mitigation	and	monitoring	plan.	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	and	
implement	a	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[74]	 Habitat	
Connectivity	and	
Movement	

Coal-conveyor	mitigation	measures	(i.e.,	raising	the	conveyor	or	
creating	wildlife	crossings)	are	described	briefly	in	the	Habitat	
Connectivity	and	Movement	(7.1.4)	section	of	the	wildlife	
assessment.	No	details	were	provided	and	no	mention	of	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation	was	made.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	it	is	engaged	collaboratively	on	the	formation	of	
detailed	conveyer	mitigation	measures.	

Response	
Agreement	

[75]	 Habitat	
Connectivity	and	
Movement	

Riversdale	provided	habitat	availability,	core	habitat,	and	
disturbance	permeability	statistics	for	the	VCs	at	the	different	
assessment	scenarios	at	both	the	WLSA	and	WRSA	levels.	
Mitigation	measures	focused	on	the	coal	conveyor	but	the	
actual	mining	operations	(i.e.,	pits,	waste	rock	dumps	and	
related	infrastructure)	might	impose	constraints	on	animal	
movements.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	
additional	information	on	the	extraction	impacts	of	coal	mining	
operations	on	known	animal	movements	in	the	WLSA	and	
WRSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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11. Land	and	Resource	Use	

11.1. Introduction	

The	following	is	a	list	of	preliminary	issues	described	in	the	Piikani	Nation	
Statement	of	Concern	(December	18,	2015)	related	to	land	use:		

• The	Project	area	lies	in	an	Old	Man	River	Watershed	–	a	culturally	significant	
landscape	and	area	used	for	traditional	harvesting,	spiritual	activities,	camping	
and	as	travel	corridors.	The	Piikani	TLU	completed	for	the	Riversdale	mine	
area	noted	52	sites	of	cultural	significance	(Scott	and	Thorpe	2015).	

• Piikani	Nation	harvest	culturally	significant	species	of	plants	and	wildlife	in	the	
Project	area.	

• Piikani	Nation	has	already	experienced	a	major	impact	on	its	culture	from	the	
change	in	the	Oldman	River	created	by	the	Oldman	Dam,	and	any	new	changes,	
no	matter	how	small	could	have	an	impact	on	Piikani	Nation	culture.		

• Because	of	the	cultural	significance	of	the	Old	Man	River,	and	the	Old	Man	River	
Watershed,	Piikani	Nation	is	concerned	about	Project	effects	to	shallow	
groundwater	flows	and	the	effects	to	the	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	
watersheds,	which	are	within	the	Oldman	River	watershed.		

The	following	review	is	based	on	the	information	provided	in	the	Land	and	
Resource	Use	Assessment,36F

37	the	Wildlife	Assessment,37F

38,	and	the	Piikani	
Traditional	Knowledge	and	Land	Use	in	the	Matoyihko	Yiistak	Area	(Scott	and	
Thorpe	2015).		
It	is	our	understanding	that	Riversdale	will	be	filing	a	Project	Update	later	this	year	
that	might	address	some	of	the	issues	discussed	below.	

11.2. Land	and	Resource	Use	Key	Concerns	and	Requests		

[76]	Applicable	Legislation	and	Land	Use	Plans,	Policies		
The	proposed	mine	has	triggered	a	federal	assessment	in	accordance	with	the	
Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Act	(CEAA;	2012).	With	respect	to	Aboriginal	
peoples,	the	CEAA	requires	that	environmental	assessments	include	an	assessment	
of	how	changes	in	the	environment	resulting	from	a	proposed	Project	might	
impact	health	and	socio-economic	conditions,	physical	and	cultural	heritage,	the	
current	use	of	lands	and	resources	for	traditional	purposes,	or	any	structure,	site	

																																																								
	
37	Consultant’s	Report	#10	
38	Consultant’s	Report	#9	
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or	thing	that	is	of	historical,	archaeological,	paleontological	or	architectural	
significance.38F

39		
The	EIS	has	partially	fulfilled	some	CEAA	and	community	requirements;	however,	
no	cultural	assessment	was	provided.	During	site	tours,	Piikani	Nation	noted	
multiple	sites	of	cultural	significance	and	traditional	use	within	the	LSA	including	
camping	sites,	spiritual	sites,	harvesting	areas	and	access	routes.			
Traditional	Land	Use	is	discussed	in	more	detail	in	Section	16	of	this	technical	
review.	

[76] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	cultural	impact	assessment	
in	order	to	meet	CEAA	and	community	requirements.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	is	completed	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

	

[77] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	community	to	
mitigate	Project	effects	to	Piikani	Nation’s	culture	based	on	the	findings	of	the	
Cultural	Impact	Asseessment.	

Compliance	with	Alberta’s	Aboriginal	Consultation	Policy	is	discussed	in	
Section	16.	

[78]	Land	Use	Plans	and	Policies	
The	Project	area	overlaps	with	the	Livingstone-Porcupine	Hills	Sub-Integrated	
Resource	Management	Plan	and	the	Crowsnest	Corridor	Local	Sub-Regional	
Integrated	Resource	Plan.	These	plans	allow	for	multiple	use	activities	but	list	
maintaining	high	watershed	quality	and	preventing	adverse	impacts	to	
watersheds,	fisheries,	wildlife	and	recreation	values	as	the	primary	intent	of	the	
resource	management	areas.		
The	RSA	overlaps	with	two	conservation	areas	designated	in	the	South	
Saskatchewan	Regional	Plan	(SSRP);	the	Livingstone	Range	Wildland	Provincial	
Park	(a	designated	conservation	area),	and	the	Livingstone	priority	sub-regional	
planning	area.	ESAs	in	the	in	the	RSA	were	designated	for	their	contributions	to	
water	quality	and	quantity,	ecological	integrity,	and	as	containing	key	features	
such	as	rivers,	streams,	wetlands	and	intact	habitat	patches	(Millennium	EMS	
Solutions	Ltd.	2015).39F

40.		

																																																								
	
39	Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Act,	section	5.1(c)		
40	Millennium	EMS	Solutions	Ltd.	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	Land	and	Resource	Use	Assessment,	p.	13	
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The	Environmentally	significant	areas	within	the	Project	area	have	been	
designated	for	their	value	as	“biodiversity	zones”	and	as	core	habitat	for	grizzly	
bear	and	ungulates.	These	ESAs	correspond	with	a	number	of	TLU	areas	(Scott	and	
Thorp	2015)	and	are	important	to	Piikani	Nation	for	the	role	they	play	in	
maintaining	the	integrity	of	the	Oldman	Watershed	and	providing	habitat	for	
culturally	significant	plants	and	animals.		
Not	only	do	ESAs	support	a	wide	range	of	important	cultural	resources,	areas	
protected	from	industrial	development	also	provide	the	peace	and	solitude	
required	for	many	spiritual	practices.			
Within	Southern	Alberta,	the	SSRP	is	the	key	policy	document	identifying	strategic	
direction	for	the	region.	This	plan	recognizes	the	significance	of	the	South	
Saskatchewan	Region	to	Aboriginal	people	and	the	special	places	that	
“memorialize	a	way	of	life	that	continues	in	song	and	ceremony”40F

41	(Alberta	
Environment	and	Parks	2014).	Water,	climate	and	energy	security	are	of	particular	
concern	to	the	regions’	First	Nations,	and	the	SSRP	acknowledges	the	need	for	
ongoing	consultation,	engagement	and	relationship	building	to	provide	
consistency	and	clarity	on	decisions	related	to	these	issues	(Alberta	Environment	
and	Parks	2014).41F

42			
The	SSRP	suggested	that	pressures	on	water	resources	in	the	South	Saskatchewan	
Region	are	significant	within	the	Oldman	River	Basin	and	concerns	exist	regarding	
the	health	of	riparian	lands	and	the	impact	of	withdrawals	and	altered	flow	
regimes	on	aquatic	systems.		
The	South	Saskatchewan	River	Basin	Management	Plan	(SSRBP)	has	established	
conservation	objectives	for	the	Oldman	River	Basin	and	set	constraints	related	to	
water	use	within	the	Oldman	sub-basin.	There	is	currently	a	moratorium	on	
surface	water	allocations	(Alberta	Environment	2006).	The	surface	water	
moratorium	also	applies	to	water	diversion	licenses	from	groundwater	sources	
that	naturally	flow	to	or	from	river	tributaries.	Page	e.50	of	the	EIA	suggested	
within	the	Project	area,	groundwater	flows	locally	towards	the	Crowsnest	River	–	
an	intensely	used	traditional	and	recreational	fishery.		
The	SSRBP	also	suggested	that,	to	meet	water	conservation	objectives,	
administrative	tools	including	holdbacks	from	transfers,	voluntary	actions	by	
license	holders,	cancellations	and	purchases	of	transfers	might	be	considered;	
however,	the	Land	Use	assessment	did	not	discuss	the	implications	of	these	actions	
on	the	Project.	

																																																								
	
41	p.	36	
42	Ibid.	
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[78] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clearly	describes	how	the	Project	will	
align	with	all	of	the	strategic	objectives	and	priorities	listed	in	existing	land	use	
documents,	guidelines	and	policies,	and	describes	how	Aboriginal	rights	and	
interests	will	be	considered	and	accommodated.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

[79]	–	[80]	Old	Man	River	

“Iikaatowapiwa	Naapiitahtaan”	

“The	Old	Man	River	is	Sacred”	

Piikani	Nation	relies	on	the	Old	Man	River	in	many	ways	and	has	asserted	rights	
and	responsibilities	over	this	River	and	its	tributaries.	Piikani	Nation	considers	
water	rights	to	be	a	critical	issue	and	has	a	long	history	of	defending	its	right	to	
water	and	for	the	protection	of	the	Oldman	River	and	its	watershed.	Under	
Alberta’s	Policy	on	Consultation	with	First	Nations	on	Land	and	Natural	Resource	
Management	(2013),	the	Government	of	Alberta	committed	to	consult	with	First	
Nations	before	making	land-use	decisions	that	might	adversely	affect	Treaty	rights	
or	traditional	uses	(Alberta	Aboriginal	Relations	2013).			
According	to	Section	3.5	of	the	Project	Description,	to	operate,	the	Project	requires	
an	estimated	1,000,000	m³/year	to	operate	assuming	approximately	100	L	of	
water	is	used	to	produce	one	raw	tonne	of	coal.		
Riversdale	suggested	approximately	15%	of	water	requirements	could	be	obtained	
from	new	surface	water	allocations,	the	remainder	coming	from	other	sources.	
There	are	73	surface	water	licenses	within	the	Crowsnest	River	watershed	and	
Riversdale	might	try	to	transfer	some	of	the	water	rights	from	these	licenses	to	the	
Project,	but	Riversdale	is	also	looking	for	groundwater	sources.		
At	this	time,	Piikani	Nation	is	unclear	as	to	who	will	be	transferring	their	existing	
water	allocations	to	Riversdale,	or	how	these	transfers	will	affect	Piikani	Nation	
water	rights,	cultural	features	or	resource	use.		
In	section	5.3.7,	the	land	use	impact	summary	stated	that	Project	development	did	
not	conflict	with	the	intent	of	regional	land	use	policies;	however,	Piikani	Nation	
disagrees	with	this	statement.	It	is	not	clear	if	the	Project	would	be	able	to	comply	
with	water	management	objectives	for	the	Oldman	Watershed	or	the	critical	
habitat	protection	orders	for	areas	within	the	Gold	Creek	watershed.			
Riversdale	did	not	explain	how	it	had	secured	water	rights,	where	process	water	
for	the	Coal	Handling	and	Processing	facility	would	be	coming	from,	and	how	
water	transfers	would	affect	First	Nation	water	rights	and	the	health	of	the	Oldman	
River	watershed.	
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[79] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	the	
consultation	activities	undertaken	with	Piikani	Nation	regarding	surface	water	
and	groundwater	requirements	and	Project	plans	for	transferring	water	rights	
within	the	Oldman	River	Basin,	specifically	describing	how	Piikani	Nation	
interests,	the	water	needs	of	Piikani	Nation	and	TEK	incorporated	were	into	the	
planning	related	to	water	transfers.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

	

[80] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	participating	in	the	Old	Man	
Watershed	Council	and	the	South	Saskatchewan	Region	Land	Sub-Table.	
Riversdale	should	support	Piikani	Nation	participation	at	these	tables	to	ensure	
meaningful	input	on	watershed	management	and	tourism	development	
initiatives	occur.	

[81]	Regional	Planning	
Section	4.2.1:	Coal	Development	Policy,	and	map	4.2-1	of	the	Land	and	Resource	
Use	Assessment	(Millennium	EMS	Solutions	Ltd.	2015),42F

43	show	that	the	Project	
area	falls	within	lands	currently	classified	as	Category	1	(no	commercial	
exploration	or	development),	Category	2	(limited	exploration	might	be	considered,	
but	no	surface	mining),	and	Category	4	(exploration	and	development	permitted)	
lands.			
The	SSRP43F

44	suggests	the	government	will	be	reviewing	the	coal	categories	listed	in	
A	Coal	Development	Policy	for	Alberta	(1976)	to	confirm	if	these	categories	should	
remain	in	place	or	be	adjusted,	and	that	future	Plans	within	the	region	will	
supersede	the	coal	categories	for	the	purposes	of	land	use	decisions	about	where	
coal	exploration	and	development	can	and	cannot	occur	in	the	planning	region	
(Alberta	Environment	and	Parks	2014).			
While	the	majority	of	the	LSA	containing	the	proposed	Project	Footprint	falls	
within	Category	4	lands,	there	are	adjacent	Category	2	lands	within	the	LSA	and	
RSA	that	have	cultural	significance	and	continue	to	be	used	for	traditional	
purposes	by	Piikani	Nation	members.	Piikani	would	like	areas	within	Category	2	
lands	protected.	Within	Category	1	lands,	an	access	road,	overland	conveyer	and	
rail	load	out	are	planned.		

																																																								
	
43	p.	8	
44	p.	61	
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The	Land	Use	Assessment	does	not	discuss	potential	changes	to	land	designations	
and	corresponding	Coal	Development	policy	categories	or	the	potential	for	it	to	
affect	cultural	sites	and	traditional	resources.	

[81] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	involving	Piikani	Nation	
members	in	discussions	surrounding	ongoing	development	planning	and	
regional	planning	initiatives	such	as	the	Coal	Development	Policy	within	the	
Project	area	in	order	to	appropriately	integrate	cultural	values	and	TEK.	

[82]	–	[84]	Other	Disposition	holders	(Industrial,	Agricultural	and	Recreational	
Use)	

The	proposed	Project	is	located	on	both	Crown	and	freehold	lands.	Based	on	a	
review	of	maps	provided	in	the	EIS,	a	majority	of	the	land	within	the	proposed	
Project	Footprint	area	is	privately	owned	by	Riversdale;	however,	other	private	
land	holders	within	the	LSA	include	the	Municipality	of	Crowsnest	Pass,	the	
Crowsnest	Golf	and	Country	Club	and	other	individual	landowners.	It	is	noted	that	
the	Government	of	Alberta	has	suggested	that	the	mapping	provided	by	Riversdale	
did	not	accurately	reflect	land	ownership	within	the	RSA	and	there	are	overlapping	
issues	with	dispositions.	The	Government	of	Alberta	also	noted	that	overlapping	
dispositions	cannot	be	approved	(Alberta	Energy	Regulatory	2016).44F

45		
The	Land	Use	Assessment	lists	other	oil	and	gas,	mineral	and	agricultural	
leaseholders	in	the	RSA,	but	does	not	provide	information	to	describe	how	the	
Project	might	affect	current	levels	of	activity	on	these	dispositions.	There	is	no	
assessment	describing	how	Project	activities	will	interact	or	affect	these	users	or	
how	changes	in	regional	land	use	might	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	Crown	lands.		
For	example,	there	are	14	well	sites,	eleven	pipelines,	a	powerline,	eight	leased	
roads	and	a	miscellaneous	lease	within	the	RSA.	Grazing	also	occurs	within	the	
RSA.	Aside	from	“having	discussions”	with	other	disposition	holders,	Riversdale	
did	not	describe	how	it	planned	to	address	issues	related	to	overlapping	
dispositions,	whether	or	not	existing	infrastructure	would	have	to	be	abandoned	
or	removed,	or	how	potential	conflicts	that	might	arise	with	these	land	users	or	
Aboriginal	rights	holders	(such	as	Piikani	Nation)	would	be	resolved.		
There	is	no	discussion	of	how	TK	and	cultural	values	will	be	considered	by	
Riversdale	in	these	“discussions”.	
Riversdale	failed	to	describe	how	it	planned	to	work	with	the	Government	of	
Alberta	and	other	disposition	holders	and	contribute	to	regional	initiatives	such	as	
integrated	resource	planning,	access	management,	watershed	protection,	
reclamation,	biodiversity	or	wildlife	management	initiatives.	

																																																								
	
45	p.	7	
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[82] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	Project	impacts	to	
other	land	users	and	disposition	holders	(private	landowners,	oil	and	gas,	the	
golf	course,	AltaLink	and	the	Government	of	Alberta)	and	describes	the	
integrated	resource	management	initiatives	it	is	currently	involved	in	within	
the	Project	area,	and	lists	other	regional	initiatives	it	is	committed	to	supporting	
should	the	Project	be	approved.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

There	are	some	portions	of	the	mine	footprint	that	overlap	with	Crown	lands	used	
by	the	golf	course	and	for	other	recreational	activity.	The	Land	Use	Assessment	did	
not	describe	how	relocating	nine	holes	on	the	golf	course	and	moving	the	
clubhouse	might	affect	surrounding	lands,	local	waterways,	native	vegetation,	
wildlife	or	the	ability	for	Piikani	Nation	to	exercise	its	Aboriginal	and	Treaty	rights	
within	these	areas.	

[83] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	the	transfer	of	public	
lands	(REC910007	and	DRS850045)	from	recreational	use	to	accommodate	a	
coal	mine	will	effect	recreational	and	traditional	users	of	Crown	lands	and	the	
mitigations	it	proposes	in	order	to	lessen	those	effects.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

	

[84] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	TK	and	Cultural	values	
will	be	considered	in	this	planning	process.	

[85]	–	[87]	Access	
Access	to	the	southern	portion	of	the	lease	area	is	by	a	secondary	road	off	of	
Highway	3,	and	the	northern	portion	of	the	Project	area	is	accessed	off	Highway	40	
(Forestry	Trunk	Road).	Seven	private	properties	rely	on	access	owned	by	
Riversdale,	through	Riversdale’s	privately	owned	land.	
Map	4.9-1	of	the	Land	Use	Assessment45F

46		shows	the	network	of	trails	used	to	
access	multi-use	recreational	areas	within	the	local	and	regional	areas.	Several	
trails	fall	within	the	proposed	Project	Footprint	and	many	other	trails	occur	within	
the	LSA	and	RSA.	These	access	routes	are	also	used	by	Piikani	Nation	to	reach	
harvesting	areas	and	cultural	sites	within	the	LSA	and	RSA	(Scott	and	Thorpe	
2015).	

																																																								
	
46	Consultant’s	Report	#10	
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Section	2.4.3.3.5	of	the	Wildlife	Assessment46F

47	relies	on	wildlife	cameras	to	
estimate	recreational	use	of	access	trails	within	the	Project	area.	The	wildlife	
assessment	suggests	that	recreational	users	travel	by	foot,	quad,	horse,	trucks	and	
snow	machines	throughout	the	Project	area,	all	year	round,	and	describes	the	area	
as	being	“popular”	with	hikers,	dog	walkers,	ATVs	and	hunters.		
Existing	high	levels	of	use	and	sensory	disturbance	effects	associated	with	
industrial	and	non-Aboriginal	land	users	(noise	and	visual	impacts)	have	already	
affected	the	integrity	of	many	Blackfoot	cultural	sites	and	landscapes.	The	
presence	of	traditional	trails,	camp	sites,	spiritual	sites	and	offerings	suggest	that	
even	though	the	LSA	and	RSA	support	a	relatively	high	level	of	use	by	non-
Aboriginal	people,	it	continues	to	be	one	of	the	few	remaining	places	Piikani	Nation	
members	can	carry	out	cultural	activities.	Potential	changes	in	access	are	a	key	
concern	for	Piikani	Nation.			
Section	5.1.2	Access	Control47F

48	suggested	that	access	within	the	study	area	would	
be	controlled	according	to	Risk	Category.	In	low	risk	areas	owned	by	Riversdale,	
but	not	in	use,	there	would	be	signs	indicating	property	boundaries,	but	it	is	not	
clear	if	traditional	use	or	recreational	use	would	be	limited	in	these	“low	risk	
areas”.		
Riversdale	suggested	that	access	would	be	controlled	and	hunting,	camping	and	
fishing	would	be	prohibited	in	“medium	risk”	areas	that	are	owned	and	accessed	
regularly	by	Riversdale.	In	“high	risk”	areas,	all	access	and	use	would	be	
prohibited;	however,	there	is	no	map	in	the	Land	Use	assessment	locating	risk	
areas.		
Other	than	mentioning	that	an	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan	would	be	
developed,	the	Land	Use	assessment	did	not	describe	when	or	how	public	or	
Aboriginal	land	use	would	actually	be	affected	or	accommodated	throughout	the	
life	of	the	Project.	

[85] Request	–	Also	See	Request	64	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	showing	where	Access	
would	be	limited	during	Project	operations.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	discusses	how	access	restrictions	will	be	managed	in	the	
Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan	and	how	Piikani	Nation	members	will	be	
involved	in	developing	appropriate	access	management	measures.	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

																																																								
	
47	Consultant’s	Report	#9	
48	Consultant’s	Report	#10,	p.	34	
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[86] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	impact	
assessment	describing	Project	contributions	to	regional	access	issues	and	
describes	how	public	or	Aboriginal	land	use	would	be	affected	and	
accommodated	throughout	the	life	of	the	Project	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

	

[87] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	confirms	its	commitment	to	involve	
Piikani	Nation	and	ensure	cultural	and	spiritual	values	are	integrated	in	
developing	an	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan.	

To	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	have	continued	access	to	undisturbed	
Crown	land	areas	throughout	the	life	of	the	Project,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
a	formal	notification	process	is	built	into	any	access	management	plan	that	
outlines	the	protocol	for	informing	Piikani	Nation	in	advance	of	any	changes	to	
access,	and	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	
input	into	any	future	access	management	plans.	

[88]	Trapping	
Figure	4.7-1	of	the	Land	Use	Assessment	showed	that	two	registered	traplines	
(TPA	2426	and	TPA	1677)	would	be	directly	affected	by	the	Project,	another	
trapline	(TPA	1882)	fell	within	the	RSA	and	that	four	other	traplines	surround	the	
RSA;	however,	neither	the	Land	Use	Assessment	nor	the	Wildlife	Assessment	
presented	any	baseline	harvest	data	for	commercial	trapping	within	these	
registered	trapline	areas.	The	EIS	did	not	describe	how	commercial	trapping,	or	fur	
harvest	regulations	are	currently	affecting	traditional	harvesting,	or	the	
implications	of	the	cumulative	pressures	already	limiting	traditional	harvesters	in	
terms	of	obtaining	important	food,	or	ceremonial	species	(such	as	beaver,	ermine,	
coyote,	wolf,	rabbits,	marten,	wolverine	or	lynx).		
Because	the	Traditional	Land	Use	Assessment	relied	solely	on	the	input	provided	
by	the	individuals	invited	to	participate	in	field	studies	and	Project	consultations,	
the	assessment	failed	to	accurately	describe	the	importance	of	furbearers	to	
Piikani	Nation	culture.	The	EIS	also	failed	to	present	an	accurate	list	of	furbearers	
harvested	by	Piikani	Nation	members	for	food,	social	or	ceremonial	purposes	(for	
example,	noticeably	absent	from	Table	2.2-1	in	the	Wildlife	section	are	beaver,	
coyote	and	ermine).		
The	EIS	did	not	include	an	assessment	of	potential	impacts	to	commercial	
trapping,	or	Aboriginal	trapping	and	as	a	result,	did	not	present	any	mitigations	or	
strategies	designed	to	accommodate	these	land	users.	
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[88] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update,	sufficient	baseline	information	on	the	status	of	culturally	significant	
furbearers	traditionally	trapped	in	the	Project	area,	to	help	Piikani	Nation	
understand	the	current	pressures	on	traditionally	trapped	species	and	
implications	of	the	Project	effects	such	as	shifts	in	predator/prey	relationships,	
increased	mortality,	habitat	loss,	changes	in	access,	sensory	disturbance	or	
reduced	habitat	effectiveness.	Piikani	Nation	asks	that	Riversdale	explains	how	
TK	was	considered	and	integrated	into	the	assessment	and	any	resultant	
mitigation	measures.	

[89]	Hunting		
Potential	Project	impacts	to	hunting	were	not	adequately	assessed	in	the	Land	Use	
Component.	While	some	baseline	harvesting	information	for	Wildlife	Management	
Units	402,	303	and	306	was	presented	in	the	Wildlife	component,	there	is	no	
assessment	of	potential	impacts	to	recreational	hunting	or	Aboriginal	hunting	in	
the	Wildlife	Assessment,	Land	and	Resource	Use	assessment	or	the	Traditional	
Land	Use	Assessment.		
The	Riversdale	EIS	did	not	indicate	if	commercial	guiding	occurs	within	the	RSA	or	
not.	

[89] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update,	potential	effects	to	culturally	significant	big	game	and	game	bird	species	
occurring	in	the	area	to	help	Piikani	Nation	understand	the	current	pressures	
on	traditionally	hunted	species	and	implications	of	the	Project	effects	such	as	
increased	wildlife	mortality,	habitat	loss,	changes	in	access,	sensory	disturbance	
or	reduced	habitat	effectiveness	on	traditional	harvests.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	the	Piikani	Nation	community	to	develop	
culturally	appropriate	measures	to	mitigate	potential	Project	effects	to	
Aboriginal	hunting	and	culturally	important	big	game	and	game	bird	species.	

[90]	Timber	Resources	
Piiknai	Nation	noted	that	the	Riversdale	descriptions	for	removal	for	handling	
merchantable	and	non-merchantable	timber	did	not	comply	with	provincial	
regulatory	requirements	(Alberta	Energy	Regulatory	2016).	It	is	also	noted	that	
several	Treaty	7	First	Nations	have	requested	that	Riversdale	provides	access	to	
lodgepole	pine	trees	cleared	from	the	Project	area.	As	a	result,	it	is	not	clear	if,	or	
how	Riversdale	will	follow	through	on	commitments	to	provide	lodgepole	pine	to	
Piikani	Nation.	
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[90] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	its	approach	to	removing	and	
handling	timber	cleared	from	the	Project	area.	Piikani	Nation	also	request	that	
Riversdale	describes	how	trees	cleared	from	the	Project	area	will	be	allocated	
and	delivered	to	each	First	Nation.	

[91]	Fire	Control	
The	Peigan	Timber	Limit	147b	is	approximately	30	km	east	of	the	Project	area	and	
as	such	it	has	an	interest	in	Riversdale’s	Wildfire	Emergency	Response	Plan.	

[91] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	how	TEK	will	
be	incorporated	into	fire	prevention	and	suppression	measures	and	how	Piikani	
Nation	will	be	involved	in	consultations	on	Fire	Control	Planning.	

11.3. Land	and	Resource	Use	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	11-1:	Land	and	Resource	Use	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	

Requests	 Category*	

[76]	 Applicable	
Legislation	and	
Land	Use	Plans,	
Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	cultural	
impact	assessment	in	order	to	meet	CEAA	and	community	
requirements.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
assessment	is	completed	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[77]	 Applicable	
Legislation	and	
Land	Use	Plans,	
Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	community	to	mitigate	Project	effects	to	Piikani	
Nation’s	culture	based	on	the	findings	of	the	Cultural	Impact	
Asseessment.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[78]	 Land	Use	Plans	and	
Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clearly	describes	how	
the	Project	will	align	with	all	of	the	strategic	objectives	and	
priorities	listed	in	existing	land	use	documents,	guidelines	
and	policies,	and	describes	how	Aboriginal	rights	and	
interests	will	be	considered	and	accommodated.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[79]	 Old	Man	River	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	
of	the	consultation	activities	undertaken	with	Piikani	Nation	
regarding	surface	water	and	groundwater	requirements	and	
Project	plans	for	transferring	water	rights	within	the	Oldman	
River	Basin,	specifically	describing	how	Piikani	Nation	
interests,	the	water	needs	of	Piikani	Nation	and	TEK	
incorporated	were	into	the	planning	related	to	water	
transfers.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[80]	 Old	Man	River	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	
participating	in	the	Old	Man	Watershed	Council	and	the	
South	Saskatchewan	Region	Land	Sub-Table.	Riversdale	
should	support	Piikani	Nation	participation	at	these	tables	to	
ensure	meaningful	input	on	watershed	management	and	
tourism	development	initiatives	occur.	

Response	
Agreement	

[81]	 Regional	Planning	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	involving	
Piikani	Nation	members	in	discussions	surrounding	ongoing	
development	planning	and	regional	planning	initiatives	such	
as	the	Coal	Development	Policy	within	the	Project	area	in	
order	to	appropriately	integrate	cultural	values	and	TEK.	

Response	
Agreement	

[82]	 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	
Project	impacts	to	other	land	users	and	disposition	holders	
(private	landowners,	oil	and	gas,	the	golf	course,	AltaLink	and	
the	Government	of	Alberta)	and	describes	the	integrated	
resource	management	initiatives	it	is	currently	involved	in	
within	the	Project	area,	and	lists	other	regional	initiatives	it	is	
committed	to	supporting	should	the	Project	be	approved.	
Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[83]		 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	the	
transfer	of	public	lands	(REC910007	and	DRS850045)	from	
recreational	use	to	accommodate	a	coal	mine	will	effect	
recreational	and	traditional	users	of	Crown	lands	and	the	
mitigations	it	proposes	in	order	to	lessen	those	effects.	
Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[84]	 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	TK	and	
Cultural	values	will	be	considered	in	this	planning	process.	

Response	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[85]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	
showing	where	Access	would	be	limited	during	Project	
operations.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
discusses	how	access	restrictions	will	be	managed	in	the	
Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan	and	how	Piikani	Nation	
members	will	be	involved	in	developing	appropriate	access	
management	measures.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	
and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[86]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	
impact	assessment	describing	Project	contributions	to	
regional	access	issues	and	describes	how	public	or	Aboriginal	
land	use	would	be	affected	and	accommodated	throughout	
the	life	of	the	Project	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[87]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	confirms	its	
commitment	to	involve	Piikani	Nation	and	ensure	cultural	
and	spiritual	values	are	integrated	in	developing	an	
Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan.	
To	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	have	continued	
access	to	undisturbed	Crown	land	areas	throughout	the	life	
of	the	Project,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	formal	
notification	process	is	built	into	any	access	management	plan	
that	outlines	the	protocol	for	informing	Piikani	Nation	in	
advance	of	any	changes	to	access,	and	that	Riversdale	
provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	input	
into	any	future	access	management	plans.	

Response	
Agreement	

[88]	 Trapping	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update,	sufficient	baseline	information	
on	the	status	of	culturally	significant	furbearers	traditionally	
trapped	in	the	Project	area,	to	help	Piikani	Nation	
understand	the	current	pressures	on	traditionally	trapped	
species	and	implications	of	the	Project	effects	such	as	shifts	
in	predator/prey	relationships,	increased	mortality,	habitat	
loss,	changes	in	access,	sensory	disturbance	or	reduced	
habitat	effectiveness.	Piikani	Nation	asks	that	Riversdale	
explains	how	TK	was	considered	and	integrated	into	the	
assessment	and	any	resultant	mitigation	measures.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[89]	 Hunting	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes,	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update,	potential	effects	to	culturally	
significant	big	game	and	game	bird	species	occurring	in	the	
area	to	help	Piikani	Nation	understand	the	current	pressures	
on	traditionally	hunted	species	and	implications	of	the	
Project	effects	such	as	increased	wildlife	mortality,	habitat	
loss,	changes	in	access,	sensory	disturbance	or	reduced	
habitat	effectiveness	on	traditional	harvests.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	the	Piikani	Nation	
community	to	develop	culturally	appropriate	measures	to	
mitigate	potential	Project	effects	to	Aboriginal	hunting	and	
culturally	important	big	game	and	game	bird	species.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[90]	 Timber	Resources	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	its	approach	
to	removing	and	handling	timber	cleared	from	the	Project	
area.	Piikani	Nation	also	request	that	Riversdale	describes	
how	trees	cleared	from	the	Project	area	will	be	allocated	and	
delivered	to	each	First	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[91]	 Fire	Control	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	
of	how	TEK	will	be	incorporated	into	fire	prevention	and	
suppression	measures	and	how	Piikani	Nation	will	be	
involved	in	consultations	on	Fire	Control	Planning.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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12. Socio-economic		

12.1. Overview	

The	Project	will	be	located	on	land	that	is	currently	used	for	traditional	purposes	
by	Piikani	Nation.48F

49	The	Project	will	mine	off	a	portion	of	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	and	will	therefore	create	a	direct	physical	(air,	water	
and	land)	disturbance	and	reduce	the	ability	of	Piikani	Nation	members	to	
undertake	cultural	and	traditional	use	activities	on	and	around	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	).			
This	disturbance	also	has	an	effect	on	Piikani	culture,	which	can	be	partially,	but	
not	entirely	offset	by	hiring	or	contracting	Piikani	Nation	members	to	work	at	the	
sites.	The	Piikani	Nation’s	social	and	cultural	fabric	is	based	on	access	to	
traditional	land	and	resources,	and	the	loss	of	traditional	land,	even	small	amounts,	
continues	to	erode	the	already	fragile	cultural	fabric	of	the	Piikani	Nation.	

12.2. Socio-economic	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

The	recommendations	listed	below	are	not	exhaustive,	but	are	intended	to	
highlight	some	important	areas	that	Piikani	Nation	will	want	to	discuss	on	in	the	
near	term	with	Riversdale	during	future	discussions	about	the	Project.	Riversdale	
could	also	consider	these	recommendations	as	part	of	the	Project	Update	that	will	
be	completed	later	this	year.		

[92]	Piikani	Nation-specific	Study		
This	technical	review	of	the	SEIA	focuses	on	social	and	economic	topics	of	
importance	to	Piikani	Nation.	The	review	combines	comments	from	both	the	
General	Socio-Economic	Impact	Assessment	(SEIA)49F

50	and	the	“Piikani	Health	and	
Socio-Economic	Study”	(Piikani	Specific	Study).50F

51	The	Piikani	Specific	Study	has	
useful	community	specific	information;	however,	it	has	not	been	integrated	into	
the	SEIA	due	to	timing	issues.	Collecting	the	community	specific	information	is	the	
first	step,	but	to	make	it	useful	it	needs	to	be	considered	and	integrated	into	the	
SEIA.	
In	2015	Riversdale	worked	with	the	Piikani	First	Nation	to	develop	a	community-
specific	“Piikani	Health	and	Socio-Economic	Study”	(Piikani	Specific	Study).	This	
study	was	in	addition	to	the	general	Socio-Economic	Impact	Assessment	(SEIA)	
that	was	completed	as	part	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Statement	(EIS).	Piikani	
Nation	would	like	to	acknowledge	and	thank	Riversdale	for	collecting	community-
specific	information	related	to	socio-economic	and	public	health	issues.	

																																																								
	
49	EIA,	Section	H	
50	Consultant’s	Report	#11,	Nichols	Applied	Management	
51	EIA,	Section	H4,	Assessment	of	Potential	Effects	–	Piikani	Nation	
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Community-specific	information	allows	for	a	more	informed	analysis	and	more	
succinct	and	useful	mitigation	recommendations.	

[92] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	how	the	input	
from	the	Piikani	Specific	Study	will	be	considered	and	used	in	the	updated	SEIA.	

General	Issues		
A	key	finding	in	the	Piikani	Specific	Study	is	that	the	Grassy	Mountain	Mine	Project	
could	result	in	an	increase	in	the	population	on	reserve.	During	interviews,	Piikani	
service	providers	indicated	that	between	200	and	250	Piikani	members	live	in	
communities	surrounding	the	reserve	(Pincher	Creek,	Fort	MacLeod	and	
Lethbridge).	They	would	prefer	to	live	on	reserve,	but	because	they	cannot	find	
employment	or	housing	on	reserve	they	live	in	the	surrounding	communities.			
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	create	jobs	for	Piikani	Nation	members	living	on	
reserve	and	some	of	those	200	to	250	Piikani	Nation	members	living	off-reserve	
could	move	back.	This	population	influx	has	potential	consequences	for	services	
and	infrastructure	on-reserve.	The	potential	effects	are	discussed	in	the	individual	
services	and	infrastructure	sections	below.	
Underlying	all	the	recommendations	below	is	the	need	for	a	socio-economic	
monitoring	program.	The	analysis	of	potential	impacts	in	the	SEIA	and	Piikani	
Specific	Study	are	based	on	Riversdale’s	estimates	and	multiplied	by	estimates	of	
provincial	multipliers	and	estimates	for	population	and	workforce	numbers.			
As	with	all	SEIA’s	the	result	are	conclusions	that	have	very	low	confidence	levels	
and	therefore	need	a	robust	SEIA	monitoring	program.		

Local	Employment	and	Contracting	
The	Project	is	the	largest	project	in	southern	Alberta	according	to	the	Alberta	
Major	Projects	listing,	with	a	total	capital	expenditure	estimated	at	$730	million	
(Alberta	Government	2015).		
During	construction	a	variety	of	employment	and	contracting	opportunities	will	be	
available;	of	particular	interest	to	Piikani	Nation	would	be	construction	work,	
environmental	services	and	provision	of	equipment	on-site.	Local	spending	is	
estimated	at	$4	million	during	construction.			
During	operations	the	Project	will	spend	about	$100	million	annually,	of	which	
about	$25	million	will	be	spent	in	the	local	area.	Riversdale	indicated	that	it	was	
interested	in	hiring	local	Aboriginal	people	during	both	construction	and	
operation,	and	that	it	would	support	education	and	training	initiatives	for	local	
Aboriginal	people.	
As	indicated	in	the	Piikani	Specific	Study,	the	community	is	very	interested	in	
employment	opportunities	and	increased	income	associated	with	the	Project.	In	
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particular,	operations	employment	is	of	interest	to	Piikani	Nation	as	it	is	long-term,	
well-paying	jobs	close	to	the	community.		It	is	extremely	important	to	Piikani	that	
the	Nation	share	in	the	economic	benefits	if	the	Project	proceeds.	
Piikani	Nation	indicated	that	it	didn’t	have	a	lot	of	members	who	currently	have	
experience	working	in	coal	mines,	but	that	there	are	members	who	would	be	a	
good	fit	for	training	programs	focused	operations	jobs.	As	well,	Piikani	Nation	
would	like	to	see	its	members	move	into	jobs	beyond	manual	labour.	Some	
challenges	exist	that	make	it	difficult	for	Piikani	Nation	members	to	take	advantage	
of	employment	or	contracting	opportunities,	including	lack	of	equipment,	licenses	
or	motivation.	A	full	discussion	of	these	issues	is	included	in	the	Piikani	Specific	
Study.			
In	Riversdale’s	Piikani	Specific	Study,	Riversdale	listed	a	series	of	recommended	
mitigation	and	management	plans.	Piikani	Nation	members	were	directly	involved	
in	developing	these	recommendations	and	therefore	want	to	see	Riversdale	
implement	all	of	the	recommendations.	The	recommendations	are	listed	again	in	
the	sections	below	for	ease	of	reference.	The	study	also	includes	indicators	for	
monitoring	the	effectiveness	of	the	recommendations,	which	Piikani	Nation	
members	helped	develop.			
Piikani	Nation	would	like	Riversdale	to	implement	a	socio-economic	monitoring	
program,	building	off	this	initial	list	of	indicators.			

[93]	–	[95]	Employment	and	Contracting	

[93] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	closely	with	Piikani	Nation-based	
companies	or	companies	partnered	with	Piikani	Nation,	so	that	contracting	
opportunities	flow	to	these	companies.	This	could	include	providing	right	of	
first	refusal	on	a	list	of	contracts	of	interest	to	Piikani	Nation	members,	
including	catering,	bussing	and	accounting.	

	

[94] Request	

Piikani	Nation	reiterates	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	and	
commits	to	achieving	employment	and	contracting	targets	(as	outlined	in	the	
Piikani	Specific	Study)	for	construction	and	operation	phases.	

	

[95] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	as	part	of	its	recruitment	and	training	
programs,	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	to	ensure	they	have	access	to	
opportunities	at	a	variety	of	levels	and	types	of	jobs	(e.g.,	welders,	electricians,	
heavy	duty	mechanics,	managers	and	accountants).		
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[96]	–	[97]	Training		

[96] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	coordinates	with	Piikani	Employment	
Services	(PES)	to	provide	training	and	education	that	would	prepare	Piikani	
Nation	members	for	the	opportunities	at	the	Grassy	Mountain	Project	before	the	
Project	starts.	PES	and	Riversdale	should	work	together	to	leverage	funding	
from	provincial	and	federal	grants	and	programs.	Much	of	the	training	should	
be	provided	on	Reserve,	but	there	should	also	be	some	on-the-job	training	
during	the	construction	phase.	

	

[97] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	to	support	the	
provision	of	life	skills,	money	management,	time	management	and	literacy	
training	to	Piikani	Nation	members.	There	is	a	special	need	to	prepare	Piikani	
Nations	members	for	the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	approach	of	the	
mine	site.	This	type	of	training	could	include	making	Piikani	Nation	employees	
aware	of	the	deductions	(e.g.,	taxes,	pension	and	other	benefits)	that	will	be	
taken	off	of	each	paycheque.	Riversdale	should	work	with	PCFS/PES	to	provide	
this	training.	

[98]	–	[104]	Workplace	Initiatives	

[98] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	has	an	on-site	Community	Liaison	
position	or	Retention	Officer	to	follow-up	with	Piikani	Nation	(and	other	
Blackfoot)	members.	The	Retention	Officer	would	assist	Aboriginal	employees	
at	site	to	support	them	through	any	challenges	they	might	face	with	
employment,	especially	in	scenarios	of	conflict	or	stress.	This	position	could	be	
integrated	into	an	Employee	Assistance	Program	for	Piikani	Nation	employees	
at	Grassy	Mountain	Project.	

	

[99] Request	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	hiring	policies,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
highlights	that	employment	opportunities	at	the	mine	site	are	available	to	any	
Piikani	Nation	member,	regardless	of	gender.	Riversdale	should	work	with	
Piikani	Nation	women	to	ensure	they	are	aware	of	all	types	of	employment,	
including	trades.	
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[100] Request	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	recruitment	and	hiring	processes,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	ample	
notification	of	job	opportunities	so	that	Piikani	Nation	members	would	have	
time	to	prepare	for	and	apply	to	positions.	Riversdale	should	ensure	that	Piikani	
Nation	members	are	aware	of	job	requirements	from	the	early	stages	of	
recruitment	(e.g.,	high	school,	post-secondary,	trades,	math	and	sciences).	

	

[101] Request	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Bereavement	Policy,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	to	ensure	it	includes	culturally	
appropriate	definitions	of	family	members	and	extended	time	off.	

	

[102] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	
when	setting	work	schedules,	and	is	flexible	when	scheduling	Piikani	Nation	
members;	especially	for	those	involved	in	cultural	and	traditional	activities	and	
events	(such	as	Bundle	openings).	

	

[103] Request	

Piikani	recommends	that	as	part	of	Riversdale	on-boarding	and	training	
programs	for	employees	and	contractors,	Riversdale	include	Aboriginal	cultural	
awareness	training.		This	should	include	an	orientation	for	non-aboriginal	
employees	at	all	levels	about	the	Piikani	Nation	and	Blackfoot	culture.	

	

[104] Request	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	Occupational	Health	and	Safety	guidelines,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	clear	anti-discrimination	policy.	

[105]	–	[106]	Housing	
As	described	in	the	Piikani	Specific	Study,	housing	for	Piikani	Nation	members	is	a	
challenge.	There	is	a	shortage	of	housing	on	Reserve,	which	is	part	of	the	reason	
that	Piikani	Nation	members	move	into	nearby	communities	such	as	Pincher	
Creek,	Fort	McLeod	and	Lethbridge.	The	housing	shortage	has	led	to	overcrowding	
in	homes	on	Reserve.		
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The	Piikani	Housing	Authority	is	looking	at	adding	to	the	housing	stock	to	address	
these	challenges,	but	funding	is	a	challenge.			
The	Project	has	the	potential	to	create	jobs	for	on-Reserve	members,	which	could	
result	in	some	Piikani	Nation	members,	who	currently	live	off-Reserve,	moving	
back	to	the	Reserve.			
If	some	of	the	200	to	250	members	moved	back	onto	the	Reserve,	they	would	need	
to	quickly	build	additional	housing,	or	else	the	overcrowding	situation	would	
worsen.	Even	a	small	number	of	Piikani	Nation	members	returning	back	to	
Reserve	would	place	a	strain	on	housing	if	new	dwellings	are	not	built.	

[105] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	support	
the	development	of	on-Reserve	housing.	

	

[106] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	
who	come	back	to	the	local	area	for	employment	at	the	mine,	but	who	cannot	
move	back	onto	the	Reserve	due	to	lack	of	housing.	Housing	is	expected	to	be	a	
barrier	so	Riversdale	should	work	with	these	employees	to	help	them	find	
adequate	and	affordable	housing	off	Reserve.	

[107]	–	[109]	Education	
Piikani	Nation	offers	a	range	of	educational	services	on	Reserve	in	Brocket,	
including	elementary	school,	high	school	and	skills	training.	These	are	supported	
by	various	infrastructure	and	funding	sources.	Based	on	these	services	and	
facilities,	Piikani	Nation	members	have	varying	levels	of	educational	attainment	
depending	on	age,	gender	and	interest.			
Piikani	Nation	data	shows	that	about	45%	of	children	on	Reserve	are	not	enrolled	
in	school,	and	the	drop-out	rate	for	those	in	school	is	much	higher	than	the	
surrounding	communities.	The	Piikani	Board	of	Education	is	working	to	improve	
these	statistics,	but	challenges	include	lack	of	role	models	for	the	students	and	
parents.			
The	Piikani	Board	of	Education	also	has	community	outreach	programs	to	
highlight	the	importance	of	finishing	high	school,	and	the	job	opportunities	that	
exist	if	you	finish	high	school.	Piikani	Nation	schools	have	the	capacity	to	
accommodate	more	students	if	they	choose	to	attend.		
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[107] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	educators	so	
that	they	know	the	types	of	jobs	that	are	going	to	be	available	at	the	Project	and	
can	help	focus	the	students	and	make	them	aware	of	the	job	opportunities.	

	

[108] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	educators	to	
support	a	mentorship	program,	as	students	often	need	role	models	or	support	
as	many	of	them	are	the	first	to	graduate	high	school	in	their	families.	This	could	
include	a	career	mentorship	program	for	students,	starting	in	Grade	9	and	10.	

	

[109] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	organizes	a	one-day	interactive	session	
with	Piikani	high	school	students	in	Brocket,	Pincher	Creek	and	Fort	McLeod	on	
an	annual	basis.	This	would	introduce	the	students	to	the	types	of	employment	
and	contracting	opportunities	that	would	be	available	with	Riversdale.	

[110]	–	[114]	Health	and	Emergency	Services	
As	described	in	the	SEIA	and	the	Piikani	Specific	Study	there	are	a	number	of	
health	services	available	to	Piikani	Nation	members,	the	majority	of	which	are	
provided	through	Aakom	Kiyii	Health	Services	(AKHS)	centre	in	Brocket.	The	
services	at	the	Centre	are	in	high	demand,	and	the	Centre	would	like	to	offer	
additional	services	if	they	receive	additional	funding.	The	main	health	issues	on	
Reserve	are	addictions	and	lack	of	long-term	elders’	care,	especially	those	with	
disabilities.			
Overcrowding	in	housing	is	also	a	key	health	concern	on	reserve.	
Off	Reserve,	health	services	are	available	in	Pincher	Creek	and	in	Lethbridge.	
Piikani	Nation	members	living	off-Reserve	use	those	services	in	addition	to	
sometimes	relying	on	AKHS	services.	Health	services	off-Reserve	have	the	capacity	
to	handle	the	current	level	of	demand.	
Piikani	Nation	health	service	providers	see	the	Project	as	being	able	to	positively	
influence	Piikani	Nation	member	health.	A	key	health	determinant	is	stable	
employment	and	sufficient	income,	both	of	which	could	be	improved	if	the	Project	
hires	Piikani	Nation	members	and	companies.	If	the	Project	can	create	
employment	for	Piikani	Nation	members,	this	would	be	a	positive	effect	on	
community	health.		Sharing	in	the	economic	benefits	of	the	Project	is	extremely	
important	to	the	Piikani	Nation.	
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There	is	potential	for	the	influx	of	Piikani	Nation	members	back	to	the	Reserve,	
which	Health	service	providers	see	as	potentially	increasing	the	demand	for	some	
services.	
Piikani	Nation	members	indicated	that	if	members	from	the	Reserve	are	employed	
at	the	Project,	there	will	be	an	increase	in	traffic	between	Brocket	and	Blairmore.	
The	Project	SEIA	also	indicated	that	during	operations	traffic	volumes	on	Highway	
3	near	the	Pass	will	increase	slightly	over	baseline	levels.			
The	combined	additional	traffic	has	the	potential	to	increase	in	the	number	of	
accidents	and	the	associated	demand	on	ambulatory	services.	Ambulance	services	
providers	in	Brocket	indicated	that	previous	projects	in	the	area	(Shell’s	gas	plant)	
resulted	in	additional	demand	on	their	service	and	they	anticipate	that	the	Project	
would	have	a	similar	effect.			
Piikani	Nation	members	also	identified	the	occupational	health	and	safety	risks	of	
working	at	a	mine	site	as	a	concern,	based	on	their	experience	with	mines	in	the	
Sparwood	area.	Piikani	Nation	members	wanted	to	better	understand	the	on-site	
health	services	that	would	be	available	to	workers	at	the	Project.	

[110] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	health	
services	to	provide	members	with	life	coaching	as	a	way	to	retain	Piikani	Nation	
employees	at	the	mine	site.	This	would	help	members	develop	coping	skills,	so	
that	when	times	get	tough	they	have	a	way	of	working	through	the	challenges.	
Life	skills	should	include	the	Piikani	Nation	way	of	life,	not	just	Western	ways.	

	

[111] Request	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	Piikani	Nation	and	its	key	service	providers	to	
ensure	specific	issues	and	concerns	of	Piikani	Nation	members	are	addressed	in	
the	Plan.	

	

[112] Request	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	drug	and	alcohol	policy,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	key	Piikani	Nation	service	providers	to	ensure	it	
addresses	specific	concerns	of	Piikani	Nation	members.	Once	finalized,	the	
policy	should	be	provided	to	Piikani	Nation,	and	should	include	information	
about	frequency	of	testing	and	the	selection	process	(e.g.,	random	versus	
scheduled).			
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[113] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Health	and	
Emergency	Service	providers	to	monitor	demand	on	their	services	during	
construction	and	operations.	If	demand	increases,	then	Riversdale	should	work	
with	Piikani	Nation	to	secure	additional	staffing	or	equipment	to	accommodate	
increased	demand	on	the	service.	This	would	include	Piikani	AKHS,	Peigan	
Ambulance	and	Piikani	Fire	services.		

	

[114] Request		

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	Piikani	Nation.	Riversdale’s	on-site	medical	staff	
should	be	provided	cultural	awareness	training.		

[115]	–	[118]	Social	Services	
A	variety	of	social	services	are	available	for	Piikani	Nation	members,	although	
many	of	them	are	in	high	demand	and	some	are	not	able	to	meet	the	current	levels	
of	demand	due	to	staffing	or	funding	issues.	
Child	care	was	mentioned	specifically	by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	an	important	
issue.	A	barrier	to	some	Piikani	Nation	members	getting	work	is	that	they	have	no	
access	to	child	care.	This	will	be	particularly	relevant	for	Piikani	Nation	members	
who	are	single	parents	but	who	would	like	to	apply	for	work	with	the	Project.	
Piikani	Child	and	Family	Services	(PCFS)	provides	many	of	the	social	services	for	
Piikani	Nation	members.	PCFS	has	a	good	understanding	of	the	challenges	that	
some	members	might	face	in	getting	employment	with	the	Project	and	should	be	
one	of	the	Piikani	Nation	organization	that	Riversdale	coordinates	with	as	the	
Project	gets	closer	to	hiring	workers.			

[115] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	key	Piikani	Nation	service	
providers,	including	Piikani	Child	and	Family	Services	when	conducting	
employment	pre-assessments	prior	to	construction.	There	is	a	special	need	to	
prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	for	the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	
approach	of	the	mine	site.	PCFS/PES	can	help	develop	tailored	programs	and	
plans	for	these	employees	to	ensure	their	success.	
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[116] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	support	child	care	
services	on	Reserve.	This	could	include	extend	hours	of	operation	of	the	daycare	
to	accommodate	12-hour	shift	work	at	Grassy	Mountain,	or	funding	an	increase	
in	the	number	of	spaces	or	staffing	to	support	additional	demands	on	child	care.			

	

[117] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	support	
programming	for	youth;	this	could	include	reopening	the	Youth	Centre	to	
provide	before	and	after	school	programming	for	youth	above	six	years	old.	

	

[118] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	provide	workshops	
for	family	members	to	prepare	them	for	the	challenges	of	an	absentee	parent	
working	at	the	Project.	If	Riversdale	requires	Piikani	Nation	workers	to	stay	at	
site	for	extended	periods,	then	it	should	develop	support	systems	and	
mechanisms	in	the	community	for	the	spouse	left	behind	to	address	issues	of	
loneliness,	infidelity,	and	stress	from	increased	responsibilities.	

[119]	Transportation	
The	SEIA	also	indicated	that	during	operations	traffic	volumes	on	Highway	3	near	
the	Pass	will	increase	slightly	over	baseline	levels.	Piikani	Nation	members	
indicated	that	transportation	from	the	Reserve	to	the	Project	site	might	be	an	
issue,	as	many	members	do	not	have	a	driver’s	license	or	vehicle.	Transportation	
from	Brocket	to	the	Project	site	would	help	reduce	traffic	volumes	and	support	
community	members	who	want	to	work	at	the	Project.				

[119] Request	

Piikani	recommends	that	Riversdale	arrange	transportation	between	
communities	and	Grassy	Mountain	Project.	Depending	on	demand,	there	could	
be	a	number	of	pick-up	locations,	including	Fort	McLeod,	Pincher	Creek,	and	
Brocket.	

[120]	Monitoring	Programs	
The	SEIA	is	based	on	estimates	of	the	number	of	workers	and	the	contracting	
value.	These	estimates	are	then	used	in	an	other	estimate	about	local	hiring	and	
spending	applied	to	them.	As	Riversdale	has	not	operated	a	mine	in	this	area,	these	
estimates	are	the	best	guesses	it	can	develop	at	this	stage	of	design.	As	the	Project	
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gets	closer	to	implementation,	the	estimates	will	have	a	smaller	range	of	
uncertainty,	but	will	still	not	be	firm	numbers.			
The	SEIA	takes	these	estimates	and	multiplies	them	by	estimates	in	terms	of	local	
population	growth	or	future	traffic	volumes.	As	a	result,	the	impact	assessment	
within	the	SEIA	has	a	high	degree	of	uncertainty	and	conclusions	have	low	
confidence	levels	from	Piikani	Nation’s	perspective;	therefore,	a	robust	SEIA	
monitoring	program	is	required.		
In	the	SEIA	Riversdale	indicated	that	it	is	committed	to	continuously	monitoring	
Project	effects	and	associated	mitigation	measures.	Riversdale	indicated	that	the	
results	of	this	monitoring	would	be	reported	as	part	of	ongoing	community	
consultation	through	open	houses,	newsletters,	town	hall	meetings	and	individual	
meetings.	
Piikani	Nation	appreciates	Riversdale’s	willingness	to	continuously	monitoring	
Project	effects,	but	would	request	that	the	results	of	the	monitoring	are	shared	
directly	with	the	key	Piikani	Nation	service	providers,	and	that	Riversdale	commits	
to	an	adaptive	management	process.			
The	adaptive	management	process	would	review	the	results	and	Riversdale	and	
Piikani	Nation,	collectively,	could	agree	on	adjustments,	changes	or	additions	to	
mitigation	measures.				
Piikani	Nation	has	begun	to	list	indicators	that	could	be	integrated	into	the	socio-
economic	monitoring	program.	Further	work	to	clarify	these	indicators	could	be	
an	initial	stage	in	establishing	a	long	term	socio-economic	monitoring	program	
with	Piikani	Nation.	

[120] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	detailed,	long-term,	
community	based	SEIA	monitoring	program.	The	program	would	analyze	
programs	and	policies	that	are	developed	to	address	social	and	economic	
concerns	for	Piikani	Nation	members.	The	monitoring	would	allow	for	an	
adaptive	management	approach	to	be	used,	with	adjustments	being	made	to	
programs	and	policies	based	on	actual	performance.	

[121]	Cultural	Impact	Assessment	
CEAA’s	guidelines	for	completion	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Statement	for	the	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	indicated	that	the	proponent	will	document	any	
potential	cultural,	social,	and	economic	impacts	or	benefits	to	Aboriginal	groups	
that	might	arise	as	a	result	of	the	Project.			
The	Piikani	Specific	Study	does	a	good	job	of	highlighting	the	social	and	economic	
issues,	but	it	does	not	specifically	cover	the	cultural	impacts.	Cultural	impacts	refer	
to	more	than	the	Cultural	Heritage	study	of	specific	sites	or	the	site-specific	
Traditional	Land	Use	assessment.				
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Traditional	use	of	an	area	goes	beyond	collecting	resources	or	documenting	
historical	sites.	Traditional	activities	are	linked	to	important	cultural	values,	such	
as	connectedness	or	sense	of	belonging,	which	are	needed	to	maintain	a	strong	
cultural	fabric.			
As	much	of	Piikani	Nation	traditional	territory	has	already	been	taken	up,	the	
remaining	areas	become	more	important,	and	the	loss	of	even	small	areas	can	
negatively	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	ability	to	undertake	traditional	activities,	which	
has	a	ripple	effect	on	cultural	values	and	weakens	the	cultural	fabric	of	the	Piikani	
peoples.	
An	integrated	cultural	impact	assessment	would	analyze	the	broad	cultural	
impacts	of	the	proposed	Project.	

[121] Request	–	Also	See	Request	76	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	an	integrated	cultural	impact	
assessment	to	determine	the	Project’s	potential	impact	on	the	cultural	
wellbeing	of	Piikani	Nation	members.	This	study	is	unique	and	different	from	a	
Historic	Resources	Impact	Assessment	or	a	Traditional	Land	Use	study	and	
would	be	a	vital	tool	to	assess	Project	effects	on	the	cultural	fabric	of	Piikani	
Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	provided	prior	
to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

12.3. Socio-Economic	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary		

Table	12-1:	Socio-Economic	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[92]	 Piikani-specific	
Study	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	
how	the	input	from	the	Piikani	Specific	Study	will	be	considered	
and	used	in	the	updated	SEIA.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[93]	 Employment	
and	Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	closely	with	Piikani	
Nation-based	companies	or	companies	partnered	with	Piikani	
Nation,	so	that	contracting	opportunities	flow	to	these	
companies.	This	could	include	providing	right	of	first	refusal	on	a	
list	of	contracts	of	interest	to	Piikani	Nation	members,	including	
catering,	bussing	and	accounting.	

Response	
Agreement	

[94]	 Employment	
and	Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	reiterates	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	and	commits	to	achieving	employment	and	contracting	
targets	(as	outlined	in	the	Piikani	Specific	Study)	for	construction	
and	operation	phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[95]	 Employment	
and	Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	as	part	of	its	recruitment	
and	training	programs,	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	to	
ensure	they	have	access	to	opportunities	at	a	variety	of	levels	
and	types	of	jobs	(e.g.,	welders,	electricians,	heavy	duty	
mechanics,	managers	and	accountants).	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[96]	 Training	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	coordinates	with	Piikani	
Employment	Services	(PES)	to	provide	training	and	education	
that	would	prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	for	the	
opportunities	at	the	Grassy	Mountain	Project	before	the	Project	
starts.	PES	and	Riversdale	should	work	together	to	leverage	
funding	from	provincial	and	federal	grants	and	programs.	Much	
of	the	training	should	be	provided	on	Reserve,	but	there	should	
also	be	some	on-the-job	training	during	the	construction	phase.	

Response	
Agreement	

[97]	 Training	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	to	
support	the	provision	of	life	skills,	money	management,	time	
management	and	literacy	training	to	Piikani	Nation	members.	
There	is	a	special	need	to	prepare	Piikani	Nations	members	for	
the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	approach	of	the	mine	site.	
This	type	of	training	could	include	making	Piikani	Nation	
employees	aware	of	the	deductions	(e.g.,	taxes,	pension	and	
other	benefits)	that	will	be	taken	off	of	each	paycheque.	
Riversdale	should	work	with	PCFS/PES	to	provide	this	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[98]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	has	an	on-site	
Community	Liaison	position	or	Retention	Officer	to	follow-up	
with	Piikani	Nation	(and	other	Blackfoot)	members.	The	
Retention	Officer	would	assist	Aboriginal	employees	at	site	to	
support	them	through	any	challenges	they	might	face	with	
employment,	especially	in	scenarios	of	conflict	or	stress.	This	
position	could	be	integrated	into	an	Employee	Assistance	
Program	for	Piikani	Nation	employees	at	Grassy	Mountain	
Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[99]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	hiring	policies,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	highlights	that	employment	opportunities	at	the	
mine	site	are	available	to	any	Piikani	Nation	member,	regardless	
of	gender.	Riversdale	should	work	with	Piikani	Nation	women	to	
ensure	they	are	aware	of	all	types	of	employment,	including	
trades.	

Response	
Agreement	

[100]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	recruitment	and	hiring	processes,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
provide	ample	notification	of	job	opportunities	so	that	Piikani	
Nation	members	would	have	time	to	prepare	for	and	apply	to	
positions.	Riversdale	should	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	
are	aware	of	job	requirements	from	the	early	stages	of	
recruitment	(e.g.,	high	school,	post-secondary,	trades,	math	and	
sciences).	

Response	
Agreement	

[101]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Bereavement	Policy,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	to	
ensure	it	includes	culturally	appropriate	definitions	of	family	
members	and	extended	time	off.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[102]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
members	when	setting	work	schedules,	and	is	flexible	when	
scheduling	Piikani	Nation	members;	especially	for	those	involved	
in	cultural	and	traditional	activities	and	events	(such	as	Bundle	
openings).	

Response	
Agreement	

[103]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	recommends	that	as	part	of	Riversdale	on-boarding	and	
training	programs	for	employees	and	contractors,	Riversdale	
include	Aboriginal	cultural	awareness	training.		This	should	
include	an	orientation	for	non-aboriginal	employees	at	all	levels	
about	the	Piikani	Nation	and	Blackfoot	culture.	

Response	
Agreement	

[104]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	Occupational	Health	and	Safety	
guidelines,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	
clear	anti-discrimination	policy.	

Response	
Agreement	

[105]	 Housing	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	support	the	development	of	on-Reserve	housing.	

Response	
Agreement	

[106]	 Housing	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
members	who	come	back	to	the	local	area	for	employment	at	
the	mine,	but	who	cannot	move	back	onto	the	Reserve	due	to	
lack	of	housing.	Housing	is	expected	to	be	a	barrier	so	Riversdale	
should	work	with	these	employees	to	help	them	find	adequate	
and	affordable	housing	off	Reserve.	

Response	
Agreement	

[107]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
educators	so	that	they	know	the	types	of	jobs	that	are	going	to	
be	available	at	the	Project	and	can	help	focus	the	students	and	
make	them	aware	of	the	job	opportunities.	

Response	
Agreement	

[108]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
educators	to	support	a	mentorship	program,	as	students	often	
need	role	models	or	support	as	many	of	them	are	the	first	to	
graduate	high	school	in	their	families.	This	could	include	a	career	
mentorship	program	for	students,	starting	in	Grade	9	and	10.	

Response	
Agreement	

[109]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	organizes	a	one-day	
interactive	session	with	Piikani	high	school	students	in	Brocket,	
Pincher	Creek	and	Fort	McLeod	on	a	annual	basis.	This	would	
introduce	the	students	to	the	types	of	employment	and	
contracting	opportunities	that	would	be	available	with	
Riversdale/Riversdale.	

Response	
Agreement	

[110]	 Health	and	
Emergency	
Services	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
health	services	to	provide	members	with	life	coaching	as	a	way	
to	retain	Piikani	Nation	employees	at	the	mine	site.	This	would	
help	members	develop	coping	skills,	so	that	when	times	get	
tough	they	have	a	way	of	working	through	the	challenges.	Life	
skills	should	include	the	Piikani	Nation	way	of	life,	not	just	
Western	ways.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[111]	 Health	and	
Emergency	
Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	Piikani	Nation	
and	its	key	service	providers	to	ensure	specific	issues	and	
concerns	of	Piikani	Nation	members	are	addressed	in	the	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	

[112]	 Health	and	
Emergency	
Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	drug	and	alcohol	policy,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	key	Piikani	
Nation	service	providers	to	ensure	it	addresses	specific	concerns	
of	Piikani	Nation	members.	Once	finalized,	the	policy	should	be	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation,	and	should	include	information	about	
frequency	of	testing	and	the	selection	process	(e.g.,	random	
versus	scheduled).			

Response	
Agreement	

[113]	 Health	and	
Emergency	
Services	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Health	
and	Emergency	Service	providers	to	monitor	demand	on	their	
services	during	construction	and	operations.	If	demand	
increases,	then	Riversdale	should	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
secure	additional	staffing	or	equipment	to	accommodate	
increased	demand	on	the	service.	This	would	include	Piikani	
AKHS,	Peigan	Ambulance	and	Piikani	Fire	services.	

Response	
Agreement	

[114]	 Health	and	
Emergency	
Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	from	Piikani	Nation.	
Riversdale’s	on-site	medical	staff	should	be	provided	cultural	
awareness	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[115]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	key	Piikani	
Nation	service	providers,	including	Piikani	Child	and	Family	
Services	when	conducting	employment	pre-assessments	prior	to	
construction.	There	is	a	special	need	to	prepare	Piikani	Nation	
members	for	the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	approach	of	
the	mine	site.	PCFS/PES	can	help	develop	tailored	programs	and	
plans	for	these	employees	to	ensure	their	success.	

Response	
Agreement	

[116]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	
support	child	care	services	on	Reserve.	This	could	include	extend	
hours	of	operation	of	the	daycare	to	accommodate	12-hour	shift	
work	at	Grassy	Mountain,	or	funding	an	increase	in	the	number	
of	spaces	or	staffing	to	support	additional	demands	on	child	
care.	

Response	
Agreement	

[117]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	
support	programming	for	youth;	this	could	include	reopening	
the	Youth	Centre	to	provide	before	and	after	school	
programming	for	youth	above	six	years	old.	

Response	
Agreement	

[118]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	
provide	workshops	for	family	members	to	prepare	them	for	the	
challenges	of	an	absentee	parent	working	at	the	Project.	If	
Riversdale	requires	Piikani	Nation	workers	to	stay	at	site	for	
extended	periods,	then	it	should	develop	support	systems	and	
mechanisms	in	the	community	for	the	spouse	left	behind	to	
address	issues	of	loneliness,	infidelity,	and	stress	from	increased	
responsibilities.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[119]	 Transportation	 Piikani	recommends	that	Riversdale	arrange	transportation	
between	communities	and	Grassy	Mountain	Project.	Depending	
on	demand,	there	could	be	a	number	of	pick-up	locations,	
including	Fort	McLeod,	Pincher	Creek,	and	Brocket.	

Response	
Agreement	

[120]	 Monitoring	
Programs	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	detailed,	long-
term,	community	based	SEIA	monitoring	program.	The	program	
would	analyze	programs	and	policies	that	are	developed	to	
address	social	and	economic	concerns	for	Piikani	Nation	
members.	The	monitoring	would	allow	for	an	adaptive	
management	approach	to	be	used,	with	adjustments	being	
made	to	programs	and	policies	based	on	actual	performance.	

Response	
Agreement	

[121]	 Cultural	Impact	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	an	integrated	
cultural	impact	assessment	to	determine	the	Project’s	potential	
impact	on	the	cultural	wellbeing	of	Piikani	Nation	members.	This	
study	is	unique	and	different	from	a	Historic	Resources	Impact	
Assessment	or	a	Traditional	Land	Use	study	and	would	be	a	vital	
tool	to	assess	Project	effects	on	the	cultural	fabric	of	Piikani	
Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	
provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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13. Human	and	Wildlife	Health		

13.1. Introduction	

Millenium	EMS	Solutions	prepared	both	the	Human	Health	Risk	Assessment	
(HHRA)	and	a	Wildlife	Screening	Risk	Assessment	(WSRA).		

13.2. Human	Health	Risk	Assessment	Description	

The	HHRA	reflects	a	conventional	approach	to	health	risk	assessment.	Likely	
chemical	emissions	from	the	proposed	Project	are	identified,	and	emission	
concentrations	to	air	and	water	are	estimated.	The	distribution	of	resulting	
concentrations	in	the	surrounding	environment	is	then	predicted	by	dispersion	
models	at	various	sites	both	near	and	distant,	upwind	and	downwind	of	the	Project	
boundary.			
At	these	various	locations,	the	modelled	concentrations	are	then	compared	to	
established	‘safe	exposure	limits’	to	help	determine	the	health	risk	of	human	
‘receptors’	who	might	be	resident,	or	transitioning	through,	the	selected	locations.			
The	main	metric	used	to	describe	the	HHRA	results	is	a	Hazard	Quotient,	or	HQ,	
which	is	the	ratio	between	the	modelled	concentration	of	a	particular	pollutant	
and	the	chosen	safe	exposure	limit.	A	HQ	under	1.0	suggests	that	a	pollutant,	at	
that	particular	location,	presents	little	significant	risk	to	health.	A	HQ	above	1.0	
suggests	that	a	health	risk	might	be	indicated.	The	larger	the	HQ	above	1.0,	the	
greater	the	implied	health	risks.			
This	modelled	HHRA	took	into	account	the	existing	conditions	prior	to	Project	
development,	as	well	as	future	conditions	related	to	the	Project	in	combination	
with	other	planned	developments	in	the	region.	
A	screening	wildlife	risk	assessment	was	also	conducted,	using	the	same	models	of	
air	concentrations	as	the	HHRA,	and	is	presented	in	detail	in	Appendix	H.	
Notably,	within	the	introduction	to	the	HHRA,	the	consultants	introduce	the	
complexity	of	human	health,	and	introduce	determinants	of	health.	Further,	a	large	
part	of	the	initiative	revolved	around	Traditional	Knowledge	(TK)	and	Traditional	
Land	Use	(TU)	initiatives	that	contributed	towards	the	application’s	Socio-
economic	impact.	Excerpts	from	discussions	during	the	interviews	and	workshops	
as	provided	by	the	TK/TU	assessment.51F

52  

It	is	clear	from	these	workshops,	and	recorded	statements	from	elders	and	other	
community	members,	that	health	and	wellbeing	are	regarded	as	holistic	concepts;	
that	there	are	a	number	of	interacting	determinants	that	influence	overall	health	
and	wellbeing.			

																																																								
	
52	EIA,	Section	H	and	Appendix	7	
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These	include	social	support	networks	within	families	and	communities,	mental	
health,	level	of	education,	economy	and	diet	as	well	as	the	physical	environment	
and	presence	of	excessive	exposure	to	industrial	chemicals.	Industrial	
development	can	influence	all	of	these	determinants;	however,	only	the	physical	
environment	was	addressed	directly	in	the	HHRA.	

Human	Health	Risk	Assessment	Summary	and	Conclusions	
The	overall	summary	and	conclusions	are	that	Project	emissions	are	not	predicted	
to	cause	significant	adverse	effects	to	human	health	at	all	human	receptor	
locations	accessible	to	the	general	public.52F

53	
While	risk	quotients	greater	than	1.0	were	predicted	at	the	local	study	area	
maximum	point	of	impingement	(LSA-MPOI)	and	regional	study	area	(RSA)	MPOI,	
they	were	identified	to	occur	within	the	Mine	Permit	Boundary,	an	area	assumed	
to	be	inaccessible	by	the	public	during	Mine	construction	and	operation.	
Additionally,	due	to	the	conservative	assumptions	applied	in	the	air	dispersion	
modelling	and	HHRA,	the	MPOI	HQ	results	were	not	considered	great	enough	to	be	
indicative	of	a	risk	of	potential	adverse	health	effects.	Benga	should	undertake	air	
quality	monitoring53F

54	to	validate	the	predicted	air	concentrations	and	confirm	the	
conclusion	that	Project	emissions	do	not	pose	any	health	risks.	
Piikani	Nation	anticipates	that	it	will	be	employed	across	a	range	of	occupations	on	
site.	It	would	be	expected	that	occupational	exposures	would	be	higher	than	that	of	
the	general	public;	therefore,	Piikani	Nation	expects	that	there	will	be	effective	
occupational	health,	safety	and	hygiene	programs	in	place	to	protect	worker	
health.		

13.3. Human	Health	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	

[122]	–	[124]	Air	Quality	Monitoring	

[122] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	air	quality	monitoring	in	the	
vicinity	of	the	completed	Project	during	normal	operating	conditions	and	‘worst	
case’	operating	conditions	and	shares	the	monitoring	results	with	Piikani	
Nation.	

	

																																																								
	
53	EIA,	HHRA,	Section	7.0	
54	Consultant’s	Report	#1,	Section	6.6	
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[123] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	effectively	presents	air	monitoring	
reporting	and	interpretation	results	in	relation	to	humans	and	wildlife	to	
Piikani	Nation	on	a	regular	basis	during	construction,	operation	and	closure.	

	

[124] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	what	measures	will	be	in	
place	to	protect	and	ensure	human	health	of	Piikani	Nation	workers	employed	
at	the	Project.	

Acute	inhalation	risks	were	evaluated	by	comparing	maximum	predicted	annual	
average	concentrations	in	air	to	toxicity	limits.54F

55	The	majority	of	the	HQ	results	for	
the	acute	inhalation	assessment	were	below	1.0	at	all	the	receptor	locations	
assessed.		
At	the	MPOI	locations,	the	one‐hour	maximum	NO₂	and	24‐hour	PM₂.₅	and	PM₁₀	
concentrations	resulted	in	risk	quotients	greater	than	1.0	with	the	highest	HQ	
being	3.1.	A	HQ	of	slightly	over	1.0	(1.1)	was	predicted	for	PM₁₀	at	the	Coleman	
(receptor	6)	location.	Assessment	of	these	results	indicated	that	the	Coleman	
result	was	due	to	existing	sources	and	was	not	related	to	Project	emissions.	While	
the	predicted	HQs	for	short‐term	inhalation	exposure	at	the	LSA‐MPOI	and	RSA‐
MPOI	were	above	1.0,	these	results	were	not	identified	to	be	an	indication	of	
potential	adverse	health	effects	due	to:	

• MPOI	locations	occurring	close	to	predicted	mine	activities	within	the	Mine	
Project	Boundary,	an	area	expected	to	be	restricted	to	the	general	public	during	
mine	construction	and	operation;	and	

• the	conservative	nature	of	the	air	dispersion	modelling	and	HHRA	
methodology—thus,	the	potential	risk	of	acute	adverse	health	effects	due	to	
Project	emissions	are	considered	unlikely	at	all	locations	assessed.	

Chronic	inhalation	risks	were	evaluated	by	comparing	maximum	predicted	annual	
average	concentrations	in	air	to	toxicity	limits.55F

56	The	annual	average	PM₂.₅	and	
PM₁₀	concentrations	resulted	in	HQs	greater	than	1.0	at	the	LSA‐MPOI	and	RSA‐
MPOI.	A	risk	quotient	greater	than	1.0	was	also	predicted	for	PM₁₀	at	the	Coleman	
receptor	location	(receptor	6);	however,	as	with	the	acute	assessment,	the	latter	
was	determined	to	be	due	to	existing	sources	and	not	related	to	Project	emissions.	
Due	to	the	location	of	the	MPOI	locations	and	the	conservative	assumptions	

																																																								
	
55	EIA,	HHRA,	Section	7.1	
56	EIA,	HHRA,	Section	7.2	
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applied	in	the	air	dispersion	modelling	and	the	HHRA,	it	was	determined	that	there	
are	no	predicted	risks	to	human	receptors	from	chronic	inhalation.	
Chronic	Multimedia	Exposures	were	also	summarized	in	the	HHRA.56F

57	The	HHRA	
stated	that	chronic	risks	from	secondary	exposure	through	oral	and	dermal	
pathways	were	evaluated	using	maximum	predicted	annual	average	
concentrations	in	air	and	a	multimedia	exposure	model.	Risk	quotients	for	all	of	
the	assessed	chemicals	of	potential	concern	(COPC)	were	less	than	1.0.	Based	on	
the	results	of	the	multimedia	exposure	model	there	were	no	predicted	significant	
risks	to	health	of	human	receptors	in	the	study	area.	

13.4. Human	Health	Risk	Assessment	Critical	Review		

This	review,	undertaken	at	the	request	of	the	Piikani	First	Nation,	critically	
assesses	both	the	Human	Health	Risk	Assessment	and	Wildlife	Screening	Risk	
Assessment.		
This	review	took	into	consideration	Traditional	Knowledge	(TK)	and	Traditional	
Land	Use	(TLU)	concerns	that	have	been	expressed	by	Piikani	Nation	community	
members,	and	documented	in	a	recent	report,	dated	April	7,	2016.57F

58	
The	HHRA	seems	to	have	been	competently	approached	and	executed	using	
conventional	western	science	risk	assessment	paradigms.	The	findings	indicate	
that	acute	and	chronic	exposure	to	chemical	emissions	are	generally	expected	to	
be	low	compared	to	established	safe	levels,	and	that	overall	health	risk	is	expected	
to	be	low.			
A	useful	recommendation	in	the	report	is	that	modelled	air	emissions	verified	by	
real-world	sampling	once	the	mine	is	operational	to	ensure	expected	health	risk	is	
indeed	as	low	as	predicted	–	see	requests	[122]	and	[123].	This	can	be	done	using	
on-site	air	monitoring	for	chemicals	of	interest.	
Having	introduced	and	accepted	all	determinants	of	health,58F

59	the	author	then	
models	acute	and	chronic	exposures	in	a	standard	risk	assessment	paradigm.59F

60	
Very	little	additional	information	is	presented	in	the	HHRA	concerning	the	wider	
determinants	of	health,	as	the	remainder	of	the	HHRA	concentrates	on	the	
modelled	physical	environment	and	potential	exposure	to	modelled	chemical	
emissions	ultimately	leading	to	conclusions	of	negligible	expected	health	risks	
associated	with	the	Project.	

																																																								
	
57	EIA,	HHRA,	Section	7.3	
58	April	7,	2016.	Issues	and	Concerns	Raised	by	Piikani	Nation	Members	Regarding	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	
59	EIA,	HHRA,	Sections	3.1	and	3.2	
60	EIA,	HHRA,	Section	4.0	
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Project	Effects	on	All	Health	Determinants	

[125]	Best	Practices		
Aboriginal	peoples	throughout	Canada	have	an	intimate	connection	to	the	land.	
This	is	particularly	true	of	the	Piikani	Nation.	Traditional	Land	Use	and	Traditional	
Knowledge	form	a	large	part	of	the	Piikani	Nation	cultural	heritage.	
Piikani	Nation’s	community	social	fabric	is	largely	pinned	on	Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Knowledge.	The	inherent	social	support	systems	that	have	evolved	in	the	
Piikani	Nation	community	benefit.	Personal	health	is	supported	from	historical	
social	support	systems	between	family	members	and	family	groups	within	the	
community.			
Appendix	1	contains	a	list	of	relevant	captured	issues	and	concerns	raised	by	
Piikani	Nation	community	members	on	April	7,	2016,	many	of	which	are	
specifically	related	to	the	proposed	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	
Project.			
These	issues	and	concerns	relate	to	many	areas	of	TK,	TLU	and	Aboriginal	values	
including:	impacts	on	traditional	land	use,	noise	impacts,	fish	and	wildlife,	Piikani	
Nation	culture,	impacts	to	social	fabric	support	systems	as	well	as	human	health.			
Piikani	Nation	community	members,	like	many	of	Canada’s	Aboriginal	peoples,	will	
view	environmental	impacts	holistically.	While	the	narrower	western	view	tends	
to	silo	impacts	into	different	categories,	Piikani	Nation’s	Aboriginal	view	would	not	
normally	do	so,	and	an	impact	in	one	area	causes	impacts	to	all	other	areas.	When	
industrial	development	progresses	on	Traditional	Lands,	and	noise,	odours,	dusts	
and	other	effects	are	present,	it	is	inevitable	that	both	real	and	perceived	quality	of	
land	use	declines.		
Industrial	development	is	well	accepted	as	a	fact	of	modern	life,	though	effects	can	
be	mitigated	using	industrial	best	practices,	and	adopting	more	effective	means	of	
limiting	chemical	pollution	to	air	and	water.	

[125] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explores	best	practices	to	mitigate	air	
and	water	pollution	and	adopts	these	practices	throughout	the	Project’s	
construction	and	operation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	determine	these	best	practices.	

[126]	Capacity	Building	
The	Piikani	Nation	will	also	have	a	perception	of	risk,	which	might	be	higher	than	
the	western-science	HHRA	presents.	It	is	often	challenging	for	laypersons	in	both	
Aboriginal	and	non-Aboriginal	communities	to	believe	that	industrial	emissions	
are	not	causing	harm.		
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When	the	land	is	less	pristine	than	it	once	was,	it	is	often	difficult	to	accept	that	the	
animals	and	plants	that	are	harvested	from	land	that	has	been	affected	and	
'contaminated'	by	industrial	development,	are	as	healthy	and	as	nutritious	as	they	
once	were.	The	more	effort	that	Riversdale	management	makes	towards	capacity	
building	and	education	within	the	Piikani	Nation,	the	less	these	perceived	impacts	
will	be.	

[126] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	promotes	capacity	building	and	
education	to	better	understand	Project	effects	to	traditional	lands	from	the	
Project.	

[127]	–	[130]	Odours	
Odours	have	not	been	addressed	as	a	separate	entity	in	the	HHRA.	although	they	
are	discussed	in	relation	to	air	quality	(See	Section	3.5.2	of	this	report).		Please	
bring	forward	the	results	of	the	odour	assessment	and	discuss	the	implications	for	
human	health.	

[127] Request	–	Also	See	Request	11	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reviews	and	provides	information	
around	odorous	emissions	expected	from	the	Project,	and	their	effect	on	human	
health.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

If	odours	are	expected	from	the	Project,	Riversdale	should	explore	best	
management	practices	that:	

• recognize	odours	as	a	problematic	emission,	and		
• seek	to	adopt	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	frequency	or	severity	of	

odorous	emissions.			

Further,	when	community	members	perceive	odours	on	the	landscape	while	
pursuing	TLU,	and	complain	to	their	leadership	or	Project	management,	there	
should	be	a	place	where	these	complaints	can	be	heard,	and	possible	solutions	
discussed.	

[128] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	odourous	
emissions	that	have	the	potential	to	effect	environmental	quality	and	the	quality	
of	cultural	and	Traditional	Land	Use.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -131-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

[129] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	working	with	the	
community	to	develop	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	frequency	and	
intensity	of	odourous	emissions.	

	

[130] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	establishing	a	committee	
that	will	respectfully	receive	complaints	concerning	odours	and	explore	
mitigation.	

[131]	Noise	
The	EIA	contains	a	Noise	Impact	Assessment	(NIA)16F

61	with	a	detailed	consultant’s	
report	prepared	by	Acoustical	Consultants	Inc.	(ACI)	and	included	as	Consultants	
Report	#7	(CR	#7).	Please	bring	forward	the	results	of	the	NIA	and	discuss	the	
implication	for	human	health.	
It	would	be	constructive	and	encouraging	for	local	community	relations	if	
Riversdale	established	an	effective	committee	for	hearing	noise	complaints	and	
recognizing	the	effects	of	audible	noise	despite	compliance	with	current	
legislation,	and	if	it	explored	mitigation	if	and	when	complaints	arose.	

[131] Request	–	Also	See	Request	23	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	noise	complaint	
process	that	recognizes	audible	noise;	one	that	has	a	mandate	to	explore	
potential	mitigation.	

[132]	Community	Health	and	Wellness	and	Impact	Assessment	
The	combined	effects	of	perceived	pollution	and	health	risk	assessment,	odours	
and	noise	can	combine	to	further	erode	traditional	culture,	social	support	systems,	
Traditional	Land	Use	and,	as	a	consequence	of	the	latter,	nutritional	value	from	
consuming	traditional	wild	foods	including	hoofed	animals	and	berries.			
This	is	not	an	ON	or	OFF	effect	but	rather	a	gradual	erosion.	Other	forces	have	and	
are	also	degrading	traditional	culture	including	modern	technology,	drugs	and	
alcohol.	This	critical	review	is	not	asserting	that	the	Project	could	be	a	major	
impact,	but	rather	that	is	likely	to	be	an	impact	to	some	degree.			
The	Project’s	effect	on	indirect	health	determinants	is	not	known,	and	was	not	
studied	as	part	of	the	HHRA	or	indeed	in	any	part	of	the	application.	There	are	

																																																								
	
61	EIA,	Section	E2	
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mechanisms	to	assess	‘non-chemical	stressors’	such	as	indirect	health	impacts	and	
these	are	embodied	in	World	Health	Organization	(WHO)	and	even	federal	impact	
assessments;	however,	they	are	not	part	of	the	current	more	limited	Alberta	EIA	
process.				
Even	though	they	might	not	be	relevant	to	the	Government	of	Alberta	regulatory	
paradigm,	such	indirect	health	effects	are	of	relevance	to	Piikani	Nation.			
Rather	than	seeking	Riversdale’s	agreement	to	conduct	a	Health	Impact	
Assessment,	Piikani	Nation	would	welcome,	instead,	support	from	Riversdale	to	
bolster	community	health	through	support	for	Traditional	Cultural	Activities	and	
Traditional	Land	Use.			
Various	initiatives	are	introduced	and	discussed	in	the	Socio-Economic	review.	
There	is	an	overlap	between	Human	Health	and	Socio-Economic	Health.	

[132] Request	–Also	See	Requests	110	to	114	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	

i. aims	to	offset	indirect	impacts	to	Human	Health	from	the	Project’s	
construction	and	operation	through	enhanced	support	for	community	health	
and	wellness	programs	identified	in	the	application’s	Socio-Economic	
section;	alternatively	

ii. in	the	absence	of	enhanced	support	to	offset	and	mitigate	indirect	health	
effects,	assesses	indirect	impacts	to	Human	Health	through	a	formal	Health	
Impact	Assessment	process	as	used	by	other	regulatory	bodies.	

[133]	–	[134]	Wildlife	Health	
A	wildlife	risk	assessment	(WRA)	was	also	conducted,	using	the	same	models	and	
air	concentrations	as	the	HHRA.	The	results	of	the	screening‐level	WRA	indicated	
that	there	was	no	potential	risk	of	adverse	effects	associated	with	Project	
emissions	on	the	wildlife	health	in	the	study	areas.		
The	maximum	predicted	air	concentrations	associated	with	Project	emission	did	
no	exceed	either	the	acute	or	chronic	toxicity	reference	values	(TRV)	protective	of	
wildlife,	with	the	exception	of	PM₂.₅	in	the	mammalian	acute	assessment,	which	
was	only	slightly	greater	than	1.0.	Maximum	predicted	long‐term	soil	
concentrations	did	not	exceed	the	soil	quality	guidelines	protective	of	wildlife.		
Details	of	the	wildlife	risk	assessment	methods	and	results	were	provided	in	
Appendix	H	(Screening	Wildlife	Risk	Assessment).	
The	Wildlife	Health	assessment	undertaken	by	Riversdale	had	Terms	of	Reference	
that	included:				

(e)	potential	impacts	on	wildlife	resulting	from	changes	to	air	and	water	quality,	
including	both	acute	and	chronic	effects	to	animal	health;	
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The	Wildlife	Health	assessment	report	described	its	effort	to	model	expected	air	
emissions	of	various	chemicals	from	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation	and	
model	deposition	to	land	and	waterbodies.	
Project	E.9.2.2	Wildlife	Health	Wildlife	health	was	assessed	on	the	basis	of	the	air	
quality	assessment60F

62	and	a	screening	level	wildlife	risk	assessment61F

63	conducted	
for	the	Project.	The	screening	level	wildlife	risk	assessment	evaluated	potential	
risks	to	wildlife	associated	with	chemicals	of	potential	concern	emitted	from	the	
Project	into	the	air	and	deposited	on	soil	and/or	surface	water	within	the	GBRSA.	
There	seems	to	be	a	disconnect	between	the	Project	ToR,	which	requires	impacts	
to	wildlife	from	impacts	to	air	and	water,	and	the	Project	Health	assessment	that	
only	modelled	deposition	to	waterbodies	from	air	emissions.	The	wildlife	
assessment	did	not	take	into	account	releasing	contaminated	process	waters	or	
contaminated	runoff	from	the	Project	site.	

[133] Request	

The	Wildlife	assessment	did	not	take	into	account	contaminant	exposure	to	
wildlife	through	consumption	of	contaminated	water	released.	Riversdale	is	
requested	to	provide	a	further	wildlife	impact	health	assessment,	taking	into	
account	release	of	contaminated	process	water.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Further,	the	Wildlife	assessment	is	limited	in	that	it	is	does	not	take	into	account	
details	of	specific	chemical	toxicity	and	modeling	of	all	routes	of	exposure	of	
Project	chemicals	of	concern	to	local	wildlife	

[134] Request	

The	Wildlife	Assessment	is	a	screening	level	assessment	that	is	not	as	detailed	
as	a	full	Wildlife	Health	Assessment.	Riversdale	is	requested	to	undertake	a	
more	detailed	Wildlife	Health	Assessment	using	industry	best	practices	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Wildlife	Risk	Assessment	Results	
Acute	inhalation	risk	estimates,	expressed	as	HQ	values,	were	based	on	a	one‐hour	
exposure	averaging	period	for	all	COPCs,	with	the	exception	of	PM₂.₅	that	applied	
an	exposure	period	of	24‐hours	to	correspond	with	the	available	TRV.	All	HQs	for	
mammals	and	avian	receptors	were	below	1.0	for	the	Baseline	and	Application	
Cases,	with	the	exception	of	PM₂.₅	in	the	Application	Case,	where	a	HQ	of	1.1	was	
calculated.		

																																																								
	
62	Consultant’s	Report	#1,	Air	Quality	&	Climate	
63	Consultant’s	Report	#12,	Human	&	Wildlife	Health,	Appendix	H	
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It	is	worth	noting	that,	due	to	data	limitations,	the	TRV	applied	to	wildlife	for	P.M₂.₅	
was	derived	for	humans,	and	is	based	on	human	epidemiological	studies	that	take	
into	account	sensitive	human	groups.62F

64		
This	TRV	was	considered	a	highly	conservative	value	for	use	in	a	WRA.	In	
consideration	of	all	conservative	assumptions	in	assessing	risk	to	wildlife,	the	
minimal	increase	in	HQ	is	not	considered	to	indicate	a	potential	risk	of	population‐
level	adverse	health	effects	in	wildlife	due	to	the	predicted	Project	emissions.	
Chronic	Inhalation	HQs	are	based	on	the	annual	exposure-averaging	period	for	all	
COPC.	All	chronic	HQ	values	were	below	1.0	for	the	Baseline	and	Applications	
Cases,	with	the	exception	of	nitrogen	dioxide.	The	HQs	for	nitrogen	dioxide	was	1.6	
for	both	the	Baseline	and	Application	Cases,	at	both	the	LSA-MPOI	and	RSA‐MPOI	
locations.	The	Project’s	contribution,	presented	as	the	application	case,	resulted	in	
no	measurable	increase	to	the	HQ.	The	Project’s	predicted	emissions	are	not	
considered	to	pose	a	risk	of	chronic	adverse	health	effects	to	wildlife.	

Wildlife	Screening	Risk	Assessment	Critical	Review	
The	WRA	made	a	flawed	basic	assumption	that	all	mammals	respond	similarly	to	
humans.	The	human	‘safe	limits’	of	exposure	were	used	throughout	the	Wildlife	
Health	Risk	Assessment.	It	is	a	totally	inappropriate	assumption	to	accept	that	all	
wildlife	mammals	react	the	same	as	humans	to	industrial	pollutants	including	
VOCs,	hydrocarbons,	heavy	metals	and	reactive	organics.	
It	is	an	even	farther	reach	to	assume	that	non-mammals	will	react	the	same	as	
humans.	Birds	have	a	very	different	metabolism	and	susceptibility	to	accumulated	
environmental	toxins.	Reptiles	are	among	of	the	most	sensitive	and	receptive	of	all	
animal	species	to	affects	from	industrial	pollutants.	

[135]	Toxicology	Uncertainty	
The	data	simply	does	not	exist	to	be	able	to	predict	with	any	certainty	the	effects	
on	wildlife	of	industrial	pollutants	on	the	industrial	landscape.	

[135] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	uncertainties	in	
extending	human	toxicity	to	mammals,	birds	and	reptiles	and	discusses	how	it	
proposes	to	validate	the	predictions	provided	in	the	application.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

																																																								
	
64	Application,	Toxicity	Assessment	and	Tables	H.6	and	H.7	
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[136]	Joint	Committee	
It	would	be	regarded	by	most	toxicologists	as	inappropriate	to	apply	human	
toxicity	values	across	the	board	for	all	industrial	pollutants	to	wildlife	health;	
however,	the	Traditional	Land	Use	practices	regularly	applied	by	Piikani	Nation	
land	users	provide	a	familiarity	of	normal	health	of	the	environment,	including	
abundance	and	health	of	vegetation	and	wildlife.				
Piikani	Nation	land	users,	and	other	local	hunters	and	land	users,	will	be	first	to	
observe	and	highlight	any	obvious	abnormal	animal	and	plant	health,	or	absence	of	
normally	abundant	animal	and	plants.	Riversdale	is	encouraged	to	consider	
supporting	a	committee	to	hear	and	investigate	legitimate	observations	by	Piikani	
Nation	land	users	with	regard	to	wildlife	health.	

[136] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	establishes	and	supports	a	TLU	
committee	to	hear	and	consider	TLU	observations	including	declines	in	health	
or	abundance	of	local	plans	and	animals.	

13.5. Human	and	Wildlife	Health	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	13-1:	Human	Health	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[122]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	air	quality	
monitoring	in	the	vicinity	of	the	completed	Project	during	
normal	operating	conditions	and	‘worst	case’	operating	
conditions	and	shares	the	monitoring	results	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[123]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	effectively	presents	air	
monitoring	reporting	and	interpretation	results	in	relation	to	
humans	and	wildlife	to	Piikani	Nation	on	a	regular	basis	during	
construction,	operation	and	closure.	

Response	
Agreement	

[124]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	what	measures	
will	be	in	place	to	protect	and	ensure	human	health	of	Piikani	
Nation	workers	employed	at	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[125]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explores	best	practices	to	
mitigate	air	and	water	pollution	and	adopts	these	practices	
throughout	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	determine	these	best	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[126]	 Capacity	
Building	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	promotes	capacity	
building	and	education	to	better	understand	Project	effects	to	
traditional	lands	from	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[127]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reviews	and	provides	
information	around	odorous	emissions	expected	from	the	
Project,	including	the	synergistic	effects	of	odourants	emitted	
from	the	Project.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[128]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	
odourous	emissions	that	have	the	potential	to	effect	
environmental	quality	and	the	quality	of	cultural	and	Traditional	
Land	Use.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[129]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	working	with	
the	community	to	develop	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	
frequency	and	intensity	of	odourous	emissions.	

Response	
Agreement	

[130]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	establishing	a	
committee	that	will	respectfully	receive	complaints	concerning	
odours	and	explore	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[131]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	
noise	complaint	process	that	recognizes	audible	noise;	one	that	
has	a	mandate	to	explore	potential	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[132]	 Community	
Health	and	
Wellness	and	
Impact	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Benga	Mining:	
i) aims	to	offset	indirect	impacts	to	Human	Health	from	

the	Project’s	construction	and	operation	through	
enhanced	support	for	community	health	and	wellness	
programs	identified	in	the	application’s	Socio-Economic	
section;	alternatively	

ii) in	the	absence	of	enhanced	support	to	offset	and	
mitigate	indirect	health	effects,	assesses	indirect	
impacts	to	Human	Health	through	a	formal	Health	
Impact	Assessment	process	as	used	by	other	regulatory	
bodies.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[133]	 Wildlife	Health	 The	Wildlife	assessment	did	not	take	into	account	contaminant	
exposure	to	wildlife	through	consumption	of	contaminated	
water	released.	Riversdale	is	requested	to	provide	a	further	
wildlife	impact	health	assessment,	taking	into	account	release	of	
contaminated	process	water.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[134]	 Wildlife	Health	 The	Wildlife	Assessment	is	a	screening	level	assessment	that	is	
not	as	detailed	as	a	full	Wildlife	Health	Assessment.	Riversdale	is	
requested	to	undertake	a	more	detailed	Wildlife	Health	
Assessment	using	industry	best	practices	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[135]	 Toxicology	
Uncertainty	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	
uncertainties	in	extending	human	toxicity	to	mammals,	birds	
and	reptiles	and	discusses	how	it	proposes	to	validate	the	
predictions	provided	in	the	application.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[136]	 Joint	
Committee	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	establishes	and	supports	
a	TLU	committee	to	hear	and	consider	TLU	observations	
including	declines	in	health	or	abundance	of	local	plans	and	
animals.	

Response	
Agreement	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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14. Historical	Resources	

14.1. Overarching	Comments	

There	is	a	lack	of	inclusion	of	the	Piikani	Nation	in	the	Historic	Resources	
Assessment.	Moving	forward,	Riversdale	should	work	collaboratively	with	the	
Piikani	Nation	to	create	a	Heritage	Resource	Management	Plan.	

[137]	Heritage	Resources	Management	Plan	

[137] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	create	a	
Heritage	Resources	Management	Plan,	that	could	include:	

i. Piikani	Nation	traditional	knowledge	in	modelling	for	archaeological	site	
potential,	as	well	as	site	interpretation	and	significance	rating;			

ii. Piikani	Nation	members	as	part	of	field	crews	(including	training);		

iii. opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	members	to	review	and	comment	on	
proposed	mitigations	and	draft	reports;		

iv. community	presentations	of	results;	and		

v. Piikani	Nation	protocols	for	chance	encounters	of	historical	resources	and	
associated	education	and	training.	

14.2. Historical	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	Requests		

[138]	Full	Historical	Resource	Assessment	Not	Available	for	Review	
The	Historic	Resources	section	in	the	application	is	just	a	high	level	summary	of	
the	actual	Historical	Resources	Assessment	(HRA).63F

65	Riversdale	stated	that:64F

66	

“The	full	Historical	Resource	Assessment	is	provided	within	a	separate	
standalone	report,	which	was	submitted	directly	to	Alberta	Culture	and	
Tourism.”		

However,	when	Alberta	Culture	and	Tourism	was	contacted	it	stated	that	the	HRA	
was	not	yet	available	for	release.	Without	access	to	the	HRA	it	is	very	difficult	to	
assess	the	methods	used	to	collect	the	baseline	information.		

																																																								
	
65	EIA,	Section	E.13,	page	E-226	
66	Ibid.	
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[138] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	the	Piikani	Nation	
to	review	the	HRA	when	it	becomes	available.	The	full	HRA	should	also	be	
presented	to	the	Piikani	Nation	community	with	the	intent	of	ensuring	the	HRA	
reflects	Piikani	world	views	and	seek	input	into	any	necessary	mitigation	
measures	resulting	from	potential	effects	identified	in	the	HRA	to	important	
Piikani	Nation	historical	resouces.		

[139]	Piikani	Nation’s	Historic	Resources	Perspective		
Riversdale	presented	excavation	as	mitigation	when	avoidance	is	not	possible	
(which	is	generally	the	case	with	mines	that	have	defined	ore	bodies):65F

67	

§ “if	avoidance	of	any	unnamed	pre-contact	period	sites	is	not	possible	based	
on	size,	location,	and	complexity,	a	mitigation	excavation	will	be	conducted	
in	advance	of	Project	development;	

§ if	avoidance	of	any	structures	is	not	possible,	mitigation	will	include	a	20	m²	
excavation	plot	with	full	documentation	of	the	remaining	building	structures	
including	mapping	and	related	detailed	recordings;	and	

§ a	mitigation	plan	will	be	developed	and	implemented	for	mitigation	
excavation	including	sites	located	by	the	south	disposal	area	land	alteration	
activities.”.	

CEAA	outlined	that	the	proponent	must	engage	affected	Aboriginal	groups	to	
obtain	their	views	on	the	effects	of	changes	to	the	environment	including	physical	
and	cultural	heritage	(e.g.,	historical	resources)	from	the	proposed	Project	
(Canadian	Environmental	Assessment	Agency	2013).	This	engagement	is	critical	as	
the	western	scientific	approach	to	what	is	considered	appropriate	mitigation	of	
impacts	to	archaeological	sites	might	not	be	viewed	as	appropriate	by	the	Piikani	
Nation.		
Excavation	is	often	only	a	suitable	mitigation	in	the	eyes	of	the	western	scientists	
who	feel	that	controlled	documentation	of	a	site	through	excavation	by	
professionals	captures	all	the	information	that	the	site	has	to	share	with	regard	to	
its	historical	value;	however,	many	Piikani	Nation	members	might	not	share	this	
view	and	might	feel	that	much	of	a	site’s	historical	value	is	lost	when	the	site	it	
decontextualized	(e.g.,	excavated,	bagged	and	boxed).			

																																																								
	
67	EIA,	Section	E.4,	page	E-72	
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[139] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	the	Piikani	
Nation	to	understand	its	perspective	of	the	impacts	on	historical	resources	and	
to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	measures.		

[140]	Including	Piikani	Nation	Traditional	Knowledge	in	Historical	Resources	
Assessments	

CEAA	asked	Riversdale	to	show	where	and	how	traditional	knowledge	was	
incorporated	into	the	environmental	effects	assessment	(CEAA,	page	21).	Further	
to	this	Riversdale	stated	that	it	had	“…worked	with	the	Treaty	7	First	Nations	to	
integrate	traditional	and	local	knowledge	with	biophysical	and	human	
environment	assessments,	and	to	consider	approaches	to	avoid,	mitigate	or	
manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	traditional	uses.”66F

68	From	reading	
Section	E.13	Historical	Resources	it	was	not	clear	if	this	had	occurred.		
For	example,	the	Aboriginal	Consultation	Section	H.4	states	that	the	Piikani	Nation	
identified	“four	sites	associated	with	trails	and	travelways	that	are	fully	or	partially	
within	the	Project	LSA”67F

69	and	“four	sacred	sites	and	three	habitation	sites	in	its	
TU/TK	study	that	are	fully	or	partially	within	the	Project	LSA”.68F

70	Section	E.4	
references	the	Historical	Resources	section	but	E.13	makes	no	mention	of	these	
sites.	Further	to	this,	Section	H.4	references	Section	E.13	as	“considering	potential	
effects	to	large	polygon	areas	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	during	field	visit”.69F

71	
Again,	no	mention	of	this	large	polygon	area	is	found	in	Section	E.13.		
This	is	unfortunate	as	traditional	knowledge	from	the	Piikani	Nation	can	be	of	
great	value	in	locating	and	interpreting	heritage	resources	as	well	as	determining	
their	significance.	This	is	particularly	true	in	Treaty	7	territory	where	modern	
Blackfoot	populations	are	directly	related	to	the	area’s	pre-contact	inhabitants.		
Current	models	for	defining	archaeological	potential	within	a	Project	area	are	
typically	based	on	biophysical	factors	(e.g.,	elevation,	slope,	aspect)	and	do	not	
consider	any	cultural	criteria	or	traditional	knowledge.	The	consideration	of	
traditional	knowledge	from	local	First	Nations	communities	can	greatly	contribute	
to	developing	these	models	of	archaeological	potential.	For	example,	many	
traditional	land	use	locations	often	correspond	to	archaeological	sites	(e.g.,	fish	
spawning	areas,	big	game	migration	routes,	trails,	and	cabin	and	camps	on	rivers	
and	lakes).		
Once	sites	are	located,	traditional	knowledge	can	greatly	enhance	the	
interpretation	of	sites.	This	can	range	from	detailed	information	about	historic	

																																																								
	
68	EIA,	Section	H.1.1.1.2	
69	EIA,	Section	E.4,	page	H-67	
70	EIA,	Section	E.4,	page	H-71	
71	EIA,	Section	E.4,	page	H-72	
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sites	(e.g.,	the	name	of	a	person	buried	in	a	gravesite	or	the	inhabitant	of	a	
collapsed	cabin)	to	information	about	pre-contact	sites	such	as	artifact	function	
and	distribution	and	seasonality	and	even	site	ethnicity.		
Traditional	knowledge	can	also	contribute	to	determining	site	significance	(e.g.,	by	
being	able	to	interpret	the	meaning	of	stone	features).	Archaeologists,	from	a	
western	science	perspective,	too	often	solely	define	the	significance	of	
archaeological	sites	without	making	room	for	a	First	Nation’s	perspective.	

[140] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	Piikani	Nation	and	its	
traditional	knowledge	will	be	included	in	the	HRA	going	forward.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	
Project	Update.	

[141]	Baseline	Data	Collection	Not	Complete	
Baseline	data	collection	is	not	yet	complete	so	it	is	premature	to	determine	effects	
significance	of	the	proposed	Project	on	historical	resources.70F

72		

“Fieldwork	remains	to	be	done	in	some	privately	owned	lands,	specifically	the	
eastern	half	of	Section	24-8-4	W5.”	

[141] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	once	all	baseline	information	is	collected,	
Riversdale	presents	the	results	to	the	Piikani	Nation	and	collaboratively	
determines	impact	significance	and	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

[142]	Access	Changes	to	Physical	and	Cultural	Heritage	Not	Properly	Assessed		
As	outlined	under	the	‘Introduction	and	Terms	of	Reference’	section	of	the	
report,71F

73	CEAA	requested	that	the	report	address	“…changes	to	access	to	physical	
and	cultural	heritage”.	It	is	not	clear	how	this	was	considered	in	Section	E.13.	
Elsewhere	in	the	report,72F

74	Riversdale	cited	an	access	control	policy	to	facilitate	
access	to	the	Project	site	by	authorized	users.	This	policy	might	put	an	
unreasonable	burden	on	the	Piikani	Nation	in	terms	of	timelines	and	orientations	
and	as	such	cannot	be	considered	an	appropriate	mitigation	measure.		

																																																								
	
72	EIA,	Section	E.13,	page	E-242	
73	EIA,	Section	E.13,	page	E-227	
74	EIA,	Section	E.4,	page	E-72	
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[142] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	64,	85	–	87		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	create	an	access	plan	that	takes	into	account	Piikani	Nation	
perspectives	and	needs.		

14.3. Historical	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	
Table	14-1:	Historical	Resources	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[137]	 Heritage	
Resources	
Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	create	a	Heritage	Resources	Management	Plan,	that	could	
include:	
i) Piikani	Nation	traditional	knowledge	in	modelling	for	

archaeological	site	potential,	as	well	as	site	interpretation	and	
significance	rating;			

ii) Piikani	Nation	members	as	part	of	field	crews	(including	
training);		

iii) opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	members	to	review	and	
comment	on	proposed	mitigations	and	draft	reports;		

iv) community	presentations	of	results;	and		
v) Piikani	Nation	protocols	for	chance	encounters	of	historical	

resources	and	associated	education	and	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[138]	 Full	HRIA	Not	
Available	for	
Review	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	the	
Piikani	Nation	to	review	the	HRA	when	it	becomes	available.	The	
full	HRA	should	also	be	presented	to	the	Piikani	community.	

Response	
Agreement	

[139]	 Piikani	Nation’s	
Historic	
Resources	
Perspective	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	
the	Piikani	Nation	to	understand	its	perspective	of	the	impacts	on	
historical	resources	and	to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	
measures.	

Response	
Agreement	

[140]	 Including	
Piikani	Nation	
TK	in	Historical	
Resources	
Assessments	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	Piikani	
Nation	and	its	traditional	knowledge	will	be	included	in	the	HRA	
going	forward.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	
is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[141]	 Baseline	Data	
Collection	Not	
Complete	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	once	all	baseline	information	is	
collected,	Riversdale	presents	the	results	to	the	Piikani	Nation	and	
collaboratively	determines	impact	significance	and	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[142]		 Access	Changes	
to	Physical	and	
Cultural	
Heritage	Not	
Properly	
Assessed	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	create	an	access	plan	that	takes	into	account	
Piikani	Nation	perspectives	and	needs.	

Response	
Agreement	
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*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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15. Aboriginal	Consultation	and	Assessment	

15.1. Introduction	

The	following	sections	of	the	Grassy	Mountain	(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Coal	EIA	
were	reviewed	on	behalf	of	Piikani	Nation	in	relation	to	Aboriginal	Consultation	
and	Assessment:			

• Volume	1,	Section	D,	EIA	Methodology	
• Volume	1,	Section	E,	EIA	Summary	
• Volume	1,	Section	G,	Public	Engagement	
• Volume	1,	Section	H,	Aboriginal	Groups	Consultation	and	Assessment	
• Volume	2,	Appendix	1,	AER	Concordance	Table	
• Volume	2,	Appendix	2,	CEAA	Concordance	Table	
• Volume	2,	Appendix	7a,	First	Nations	Consultation	Plan	
• Volume	2,	Appendix	7b,	Consultation	Records	
• Volume	2,	Appendix	7c,	Treaty	7	First	Nations	Traditional	Use	Reports	

The	Application	combined	its	Consultation	activities	with	its	assessment	on	
Aboriginal	Valued	Components.	For	the	purpose	of	this	review,	these	two	pieces,	
though	reviewed	collectively,	are	commented	on	separately.	While	consultation	
forms	the	Project’s	assessment	from	a	regulatory	and	community	perspective,	
consultation	is	evaluated	based	on	adequacy—was	consultation	timely,	did	it	
provide	for	meaningful	exchange	of	information,	were	identified	issues	and	
concerns	responded	to	and	addressed	and	did	it	meet	an	ACO-approved	
consultation	plan	for	the	purposes	of	adequacy.			
The	potential	Project	effects	on	Aboriginal	rights	and	interests,	on	the	other	hand,	
are	evaluated	on	the	appropriateness	of	a	structured,	methodological	assessment	
of	potential	Project	effects	and	the	consequence	or	significance	of	those	effects.			
The	effects	on	traditional	land	use	or	current	use	of	lands	and	resources	or	
Aboriginal	valued	components	should	be	treated	as	its	own	individual	section	in	
the	assessment	as	are	the	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.		

[143]	Traditional	Land	Use	Assessment		

[143] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	Traditional	
Land	Use	assessment	provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA,	using	proven	
assessment	methods.	This	would	include	a	summary	of	effects	in	Section	E	
along	with	all	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	be	done	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	
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Both	the	AER	ToR	and	the	CEAA	Environmental	Impact	Statement	Guidelines	
identified	Piikani	Nation	as	potentially	affected	by	the	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Coal	Project	(the	Project).	

AER	Terms	of	Reference	
Section	2	of	the	Terms	of	Reference	stated:	

The	EIA	report	will	[also]	include	information	on	aboriginal	consultation	and	
public	engagement	done	for	the	project.	

Section	3.1	of	the	Terms	of	Reference	stated:	

[B]	Describe	the	concerns	and	issues	expressed	by	aboriginal	communities	and	
the	actions	taken	to	address	those	concerns	and	issues,	including	how	aboriginal	
community	input	was	incorporated	into	the	Project	design,	EIA	development,	
impact	mitigation,	monitoring	and	reclamation.	Describe	consultation	
undertaken	with	aboriginal	communities	and	groups	with	respect	to	traditional	
ecological	knowledge	and	potential	impacts	on	current	use	of	land	and	water	
resources	for	traditional	purposes.			

[C]	Describe	plans	to	maintain	the	public	engagement	and	aboriginal	
consultation	processes	following	completion	of	the	EIA	report	to	ensure	that	the	
public	and	aboriginal	peoples	will	have	an	appropriate	forum	for	expressing	their	
views	on	the	ongoing	development,	operation	and	reclamation	of	the	Project.			

CEAA	EIS	Guidelines	
Section	5.1	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Statement	Guidelines	stated:	

With	respect	to	engagement	activities,	the	EIS	will	document:	

§ the	engagement	activities	undertaken	with	Aboriginal	groups	prior	to	the	
submission	of	the	EIS,	including	the	date	and	means	of	engagement	(e.g.,	
meeting,	mail,	telephone)		

§ any	future	planned	engagement	activities		
§ how	engagement	activities	by	the	proponent	allowed	Aboriginal	groups	to	

understand	the	Project	and	evaluate	its	effects	on	their	communities,	
activities,	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights,	and	other	
interests			

Section	H.1	provided	an	overview	of	the	Project’s	consultation	program	with	
Aboriginal	groups	identified	by	AER	and	CEAA	as	well	as	a	summary	of	the	
consultation	for	the	EA	process.	The	First	Nations	Consultation	Plan	is	provided	in	
Volume	2,	Appendix	7.	Riversdale	is	to	be	commended	for	its	efforts	to	commence	
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early	engagement	with	potentially	affected	First	Nations,	prior	to	acquiring	the	
Grassy	Mountain	coal	leases	and	therefore	prior	to	key	Project	planning	decisions.	
Section	H.1.1	provided	Riversdale’s	key	consultation	objectives:	

• respectful	and	meaningful	consultation	with	Aboriginal	groups	including	
meeting	in	the	early	stages	of	Project	planning;	

• sharing	important	and	relevant	information	about	the	Project	and	facilitating	
site-specific	discussions	with	Aboriginal	groups	in	a	timely	manner	regarding	
Project	Updates,	baseline	information	and	assessment	results;	

• working	collaboratively	with	Aboriginal	groups	to	develop	work	plans	and	to	
include	Aboriginal	groups	in	field	work	opportunities;	

• including	feedback	and	important	information	from	Aboriginal	groups	by	
conducting	TK	studies,	seeking	input	on	potential	effects,	and	including	
recommendations	on	ways	to	mitigate	potential	effects;	and	

• ongoing	and	open	communication	with	Aboriginal	groups	through	the	life	of	
the	Project	to	address	issues	and	concerns.	

[144]	–	[150]	Environmental	Impact	Study	Guidelines	and	Objectives	

[144] Request	–	Also	See	Request	179	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	formally	in	any	IBA	that	might	
result	between	the	Parties	to	ongoing	and	open	communication	with	Piikani	
Nation	through	the	life	of	the	Project	to	address	issues	and	concerns.	

Consultation	with	Piikani	Nation	began	in	June	2013.	Early	consultation	included	
discussions	of	Project	plans,	including	exploration	activities,	as	well	as	
opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	with	regard	to	employment	and	conducting	a	
Project-specific	Traditional	Land	Use	Study.	As	far	back	as	the	initial	meeting	
between	Riversdale	and	Piikani	Nation,	Piikani	Nation	shared	concerns	on	
potential	effects	to	hunting	as	well	as	water.	
With	respect	to	the	Record	of	Communication	with	Piikani	Nation	June	2013	to	
Present,	the	details	in	the	last	two	columns:		

a. Summary	of	Communication	and	Issues	and		
b. Response/Outcomes,		

as	presented,	do	not	adequately	address	the	proposed	information.	Namely,	
‘issues’	are	not	identified	nor	are	they	mentioned	under	‘response/outcomes’	and	
the	‘response/outcomes’	column	is	not	complete.	For	example,	in	entry	#1	
(June	17,	2013)	Piikani	Nation	identified	a	number	of	concerns	and	issues	but	
these	are	reported	under	the	‘response/outcome’	column	for	that	entry.			
The	response	to	these	concerns	is	then	later	found	in	entries	#9	(March	6,	2014)	
and	#10	(March	25,	2014),	one	in	the	response	column	and	the	latter	in	the	
communication	and	issues	column.	As	well,	it	does	not	seem	that	‘issues’	that	
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might	have	arisen	during	the	course	of	communications	are	provided.	For	example,	
entry	#6	(December	9,	2014)	summarizes	a	meeting	between	Riversdale	and	
Piikani	Elders,	noting	that	“Benga	fielded	questions	about	the	Project	from	Piikani	
Elders”	though	there	is	no	summary	of	these	questions	or	indication	if	any	issues	
were	raised.			
There	are	numerous	examples	where,	upon	review	of	the	Record,	it	is	unclear	if	
issues	were	raised	(if	there	were	no	‘issues’	identified,	the	Record	should	note	for	
that	entry	that	‘no	issues	were	raised’)	or	if	issues	that	were	identified	were	
responded	to,	resulting	in	a	search	through	the	record	to	find	responses	if	any	(at	a	
minimum	the	Record	should	point	to	the	appropriate	entry	where	an	issue	or	
concern	was	responded	to	or	addressed	or	if	the	concern	remains	outstanding).			
In	many	instances,	Riversdale	made	significant	efforts	to	respond	to,	or	address,	
identified	issues	or	requests;	however,	it	is	not	clearly	articulated	in	the	Record.	

[145] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	the	
regulators	with	an	updated	Record	of	Communication	that:	

i. identifies	issues	that	were	raised	for	each	communication	effort	(if	no	issues	
were	raised	then	the	entry	should	reflect	“no	issues	were	raised”;		

ii. updates	the	Response/Outcomes	column	of	the	table	to	identify	the	
response/outcome,	or	at	a	minimum	refers	to	the	appropriate	entry	in	the	
Record	where	the	response/outcome	can	be	found;	and		

iii. identifies	if	issues	raised	have	been	addressed	or	remain	outstanding.	

Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	
information	to	be	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.		

Upon	review	of	the	Grassy	Mountain	Consultation	Plan	and	corresponding	Record	
of	Communication,	Riversdale	commits	to	‘seek	views	and	inputs’	into	such	areas	
as:	

• Project	Updates;	
• Project	site-specific	discussions	on	environmental	and	traditional	use	data;	
• information	on	the	provincial	and	federal	EA	processes;	and	
• information	on	the	mining	sector	and	development	processes.	

Piikani	Nation	commends	such	efforts;	however,	there	is	no	indication	of	providing	
Piikani	Nation	with	capacity	to	provide	inputs	into	areas	that	are	technical	in	
nature	whether	it	is	for	input	into	technical	studies	or	adherence	to	regulatory	
requirements.	It	is	unfair	for	a	proponent	to	assume	that	community	members	and	
consultation	representatives	have	the	same	technical	expertise	as	company	
representatives.	In	March	2016	Riversdale,	upon	request	from	Piikani	Nation,	
agreed	to	a	consultation	plan	for	deeper	consultation	on	the	Project	including	
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allowing	Piikani	Nation’s	technical	experts	to	review	the	EIA	and	SEIA,	SIRs	and	to	
provide	additional	input	to	Riversdale.			

[146] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	how	input	into	
technical	and	regulatory	matters,	as	identified	in	its	Consultation	Plan,	was	
solicited	from	Piikani	Nation	at	a	level	commensurate	with	that	of	Riversdale.	
Please	explain	how,	in	future	stages	of	consultation,	additional	technical	and	
regulatory	issues	that	might	have	not	received	technical	input	from	Piikani	
Nation	(e.g.,	EIA	methods	including	VC	and	boundary	selection,	level	of	
assessment,	integration	of	TK)	will	be	addressed,	post	application/EIA	
development	and	filing,	to	inform	Project	planning	and	management,	mitigation	
and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Section	4.3	of	the	Consultation	Plan73F

75	stated	that	Riversdale	would	work	with	the	
First	Nations	to	integrate	traditional	and	local	knowledge	with	biophysical	and	
human	environment	assessments,	and	to	consider	approaches	to	avoid,	mitigate	or	
manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	traditional	uses.			
Table	4.1	–	Schedule	of	Regulatory	Milestones	and	Consultation	Activities	
identified	a	key	consultation	activity	to	communicate	results	from	the	effects	
assessments	to	First	Nations	through	community	information	events	and	
meetings,	and	obtain	input;	to	explain	to	First	Nations	how	information	they	
provided	through	the	consultation	process	has	been	or	will	be	addressed;	and	to	
provide	summaries	of	all	proposed	commitments	and	design-related	decisions	that	
have	been	or	will	be	made	as	a	result	of	their	input	in	the	planning	and	assessment	
process.			
This	activity	is	identified	in	the	Pre-application	phase	but	there	is	no	record	of	this	
in	the	consultation	record	for	Piikani	Nation	nor,	in	many	sections,	is	there	any	
record	of	this	information	in	the	EIA	to	demonstrate	how	key	concerns	and	issues	
as	well	as	community-specific	information	was	integrated	into	each	of	the	
biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.			
As	reported	in	Volume	1,	Section	D.2.4.2	each	environmental	discipline	was	
responsible	for	identifying	and	defining	measurable	parameters	for	its	respective	
VCs	leading	to	the	understanding	that	First	Nation-specific	information	was	made	
available	prior	to	and	during	the	assessment	phase	for	each	discipline.	

																																																								
	
75	EIA,	Volume	2,	Appendix	7	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -149-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

[147] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	by	biophysical	and	human	
assessment	component,	evidence	that	information	from	Piikani	Nation’s	
consultation	was	integrated	into	the	assessment	of	effects,	how	this	input	was	
considered	in	Project	planning	and	design	and	how	it	is	reflected	in	proposed	
Project	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

In	Section	5.0	of	the	Consultation	Plan,	Riversdale	described	a	tracking	table	
(format	is	provided	in	Table	5.1)	that	tracks:		

• potential	issue,		
• comments/concerns,		
• Riversdale’s	response,	and		
• status	of	issue	resolution.			

Piikani	Nation	understands	that	this	table	cannot	be	completed	until	Project	
consultation	is	completed,	including	information	from	upcoming	community	
meetings,	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	and	review	of	regulatory	SIRs;	however,	
Piikani	Nation	would	like	Riversdale	to	share	this	table	as	it	progresses	so	that	it	
can	review	it,	offer	input	and	track	ongoing	consultation	efforts	with	regard	to	
issue	resolution.	

[148] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	on	a	regular	basis,	the	tracking	
table	referred	to	in	Table	5.1	of	Section	5.0	of	the	Consultation	Plan	so	that	it	
can	review	it,	offer	input	and	track	ongoing	consultation	efforts	with	regard	to	
issue	resolution.	

Section	2.0	of	Appendix	7	stated	that	the	application	will	include	a	summary	and	
evaluation	of	First	Nations’	site-specific	comments	and	concerns,	and	consultation	
activities	that	Riversdale	had	carried	out	in	relation	to	the	Project	in	accordance	
with	this	First	Nations	Consultation	Plan.			
This	summary	is	provided	in	Section	H.4.2.1	and	Table	H.4.2-1.			
Upon	review	of	Table	H.4.2-1	and	Appendix	7b	Record	of	Consultation	with	Piikani	
Nation	there	are	some	apparent	gaps	in	information.	While	it	is	understood	that	
the	summary	table	in	Section	H	should	highlight	the	key	engagement	activities	and	
not	necessarily	all	emails	and	phone	messages,	it	is	not	clear	why	there	are	
activities	listed	in	Table	H.4.2-1	that	are	absent	in	the	more	comprehensive	Record	
of	Communication	in	Appendix	7b.	For	example:	the	April	10,	2014	entry	that	a	
draft	Capacity	Funding	agreement	was	provided	for	presentation	to	Chief	and	
Council	and	the	January	13,	2015	entry	of	a	meeting	to	review	the	PTOR	and	
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Project	activities	and	January	19	follow	up	email	requesting	comments	are	missing	
from	the	Appendix	7b	record.	Also,	there	does	not	seem	to	be	an	evaluation	
accompanying	the	summary,	as	proposed	in	Section	2.0.	
Upon	a	brief	review	of	Volume	1,	Section	G	Public	Engagement	the	following	was	
provided:	

• Methods	of	consultation	
• Lists	of	issues	and	questions	raised	
• Quantitative	Analysis	of	issues/concern	areas	
• Summary	of	key	issues	
• Description	of	how	input	was	incorporated	into	Project	design	

The	reviewer	could	not	find	any	of	these	elements	for	Aboriginal	consultation.	
Methods	provided	were	for	determining	effects	on	VCs,	not	consultation;	there	was	
no	list	of	issues	raised,	no	quantitative	or	qualitative	analysis,	no	summary	of	key	
issues	and	no	description	of	how	Piikani	Nation’s	input	through	consultation	was	
incorporated	into	Project	design.	

[149] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	apparent	inconsistencies	
between	Table	H.4.2-1	and	the	Piikani	Nation	Record	of	Communication	as	
provided	in	Appendix	7b.	

	

[150] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	Aboriginal	
Consultation	provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA	and	provides	the	same	
robustness	as	that	given	to	Section	G	Public	Engagement	including:		

i. Methods	of	consultation	

ii. Lists	of	issues	and	questions	raised	

iii. Quantitative	(or	Qualitative	Analysis)	of	issues/concern	areas	

iv. Summary	of	key	issues	

v. Description	of	how	input	was	incorporated	into	Project	design.			

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	be	done	prior	
to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	
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15.2. Piikani	Nation	Valued	Components	Assessment	Review	

Assessment	Methodology	

[151]	Project	Scope	
The	Project	EIA/EIS	scope	included	all	phases	(construction,	operation,	
decommissioning	and	reclamation)	of	the	coal	mine,	coal	processing	plant	and	
associated	facilities	and	infrastructure	required	to	carry	out	these	activities.	
As	described	in	Volume	1,	Section	D.2.5.1	the	purpose	of	the	scoping	exercise	was	
to	define	the	Project	and	identify	local	and	regional	issues	of	concern,	the	VCs,	the	
study	area	boundaries	and	potential	Project	and	cumulative	impacts.	
Issues	of	concern	were	based	on:	

• concerns	expressed	by	government,	the	professional	community	and	directly-
affected	stakeholders;	

• EIA	ToR;	
• review	of	applicable	legislation;	
• consideration	of	available	reference	material	and	literature;	
• previous	assessment	experience	including	proposed	developments	in	the	

Project	study	areas;	and	
• issues	and	concerns	related	to	resources	traditionally	used	by	Indigenous	

peoples.	

[151] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	detailed	discussion	of	how	
issues	and	concerns	from	Aboriginal	communities	in	general	and	Piikani	Nation	
specifically	formed:	

i. identifying	local	and	regional	issues	of	concern;		

ii. the	VCs;		

iii. the	study	area	boundaries;	and		

iv. potential	Project	and	cumulative	impacts.	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	this	information	for:	air	
quality,	visual	aesthetics,	noise,	hydrogeology,	hydrology,	water	quality,	aquatic	
ecology,	terrain	and	soils,	vegetation	and	wetlands,	wildlife,	land	and	resource	
use,	historical	resources,	human	health,	wildlife	health	and	socio-economics	in	
addition	to	Aboriginal	traditional	land	use/valued	components.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	
the	application	complete.	
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Aboriginal	Consultation	and	Assessment	Review	Scope	
As	described	in	Section	H	of	the	EIA,	this	section	includes:	

• a	description	of	key	consultation	activities	and	results	of	the	consultation	
program	for	the	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	(the	Project);	

• background	information	on	Aboriginal	groups	that	might	be	affected	by	the	
Project;	

• an	assessment	of	potential	effects	on	Aboriginal	valued	components;	and		
• documentation	of	how	views	and	concerns	of	Aboriginal	groups	were	

incorporated	into	the	EIA.	

Section	H.2	explained	that	the	approach	taken	to	assess	potential	Project	effects	on	
Aboriginal	groups	fulfills	the	requirements	set	out	in	the	AER	ToR	and	CEAA	EIS	
Guidelines	–	specifically,	Sections	5,	6.1,	6.3	and	6.6	of	the	EIS	Guidelines	and	
Section	1	of	the	ToR.	
Based	on	a	review	of	the	AER	ToR	and	CEAA	EIS	Guidelines,	the	following	sections	
of	the	ToR	and	EIS	Guidelines	applied	to	effects	assessments	on	Aboriginal	people	
and	were	not	provided	in	the	assessment	of	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	lands	and	
resources,	therefore	recommendations	are	provided	following	each	requirement.	
If	such	information	was	provided	in	another	section	of	the	application,	it	was	not	
brought	forward	in	the	assessment	provided	in	Section	H.		

AER	Terms	of	Reference	

[152]	Constraints	

3.2.2	CONSTRAINTS	

[A]	Discuss	the	process	and	criteria	used	to	identify	constraints	to	development,	
and	how	the	Project	has	been	designed	to	accommodate	those	constraints.	
Include	the	following:	

§ Aboriginal	traditional	land	and	water	use			
§ all	known	traplines			

[152] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	its	constraints	
mapping	process	(or	alternative	criteria)	and	explains	how	Piikani	Nation’s	land	
and	water	use	was	used	to	build	a	constraints	layer	for	traditional	and	current	
use.	
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[153]	Conservation	and	Reclamation	

3.2.8	CONSERVATION	AND	RECLAMATION	

[A]	Provide	a	conceptual	conservation	and	reclamation	plan	for	the	Project.	
Describe	and	map	as	applicable:	

post-development	land	capability	with	respect	to:	

ii.	existing	traditional	use	with	consideration	for	traditional	vegetation	and	
wildlife	species	in	the	reclaimed	landscape.			

[B]	Provide	a	map	of	the	predicted	Ecological	Land	Classification	map	for	the	
post	reclamation	landscape	considering	potential	land	uses,	including	traditional	
uses	and	how	the	landscape	and	soils	have	been	designed	to	accommodate	
future	land	use.			

[153] Request	–	Also	See	Request	51	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	its	assessment	on	Piikani	
Nation,74F

76	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use	was	considered	in	the	closure	
landscape.	

[154]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Air	Quality,	Climate	and	Noise	

4.0	ENVIRONMENTAL	ASSESSMENT	
4.1	AIR	QUALITY,	CLIMATE	AND	NOISE	
4.1.2	Impact	Assessment	

[A]	Identify	components	of	the	Project	that	will	affect	air	quality,	and:	

a)	describe	the	potential	for	reduced	air	quality	(including	odours	and	visibility)	
resulting	from	the	Project	and	discuss	any	implications	of	the	expected	air	
quality	for	environmental	protection	and	public	health			

[C]	Identify	components	of	the	Project	that	have	the	potential	to	increase	noise	
levels	and	discuss	the	implications.	Present	the	results	of	a	noise	assessment.	
Include:	

																																																								
	
76	Section	4.3.2	
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a)	potentially-affected	people	and	wildlife				

[154] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	1	-	25	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	effects	of	the	following	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	lands	and	resources	and	cultural	need	for	areas	that	are	
remote	and	provide	solitude:	

i. air	quality,	including	particulate	matter	(dust),	odours	(hydrocarbons,	
reduced	sulphur	compounds)	and	human/ecosystem	health-related	
compounds	(TSP,	PAC	and	metals);	

ii. noise;	and		

iii. visibility,	including	haze	and	light	as	well	as	overall	visual	aesthetics.	

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	regulators	require	that	this	assessment	is	
done,	including	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	reduce	the	effects	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	land	and	resources,	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

[155]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Hydrology	

4.3	HYDROLOGY	
4.3.2	Impact	Assessment		
[D]	Describe	impacts	on	other	surface	water	users	resulting	from	the	Project.	
Identify	any	potential	water	use	conflicts.			

[155] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	30	-	36	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	impacts	to	hydrology	
on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	surface	water	resources	in	the	RSA	including	any	
potential	impacts	to	the	health	of	tributaries	to	the	Old	Man	River,	the	integrity	
of	the	Old	Man	watershed,	boat	access	and	navigation,	sources	of	potable	water,	
cultural	sites	and	resources	and	for	recreational	use	by	Piikani.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	identifies	potential	water	use	conflicts	to	Piikani	
Nation	and	that	the	Water	Management	Plan	ensures	the	use	of	best	practices	to	
reduce	and	recycle	surface	water	use	for	Project	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	done,	including	management,	mitigation	
and	monitoring	to	reduce	the	effects	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	
water	resources,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	
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[156]	–	[157]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Aquatic	Ecology	

4.5	AQUATIC	ECOLOGY		
4.5.1	Baseline	Information		
[A]	Describe	and	map	the	existing	fish	resources	of	the	lakes,	rivers,	ephemeral	
water	bodies	and	other	waters.	Describe	the	species	composition,	distribution,	
relative	abundance,	movements	and	general	life	history	parameters.	Also,	
identify	any	species	that	are:	

d)	species	used	traditionally	and	currently	by	Aboriginal	groups.			

[C]	Describe	the	current	and	potential	use	of	the	fish	resources	by	aboriginal,	
sport	or	commercial	fisheries.			

To	fulfill	this	requirement,	Riversdale	indicated	that	Baseline	information	was	
provided	in	Section	H.4.3	and	Consultant’s	Report	#6,	Section	5.1	and	Section	3,	
Table	6.			
Neither	Section	H.4.3	nor,	referring	to	Figure	H.4.1-1	(a	general	map	of	areas	of	
interest)	Figure	3	(Aquatics	RSA)	provides	this	information.	Table	6	provides	some	
general	statements	about	aquatic	ecology	from	Treaty	7	First	Nations,	but	does	not	
discuss	current	or	potential	use	that	could	be	used	for	assessment	purposes.	

[156] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	of	existing	fish	
resources	of	the	lakes,	rivers,	ephemeral	waterbodies	and	other	waters	that	
support	Aboriginal	uses.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	adds	a	
Table	(in	CR	#6,	Section	5.1),	similar	to	Table	3,	that	identifies	watercourses	or	
waterbodies	of	traditional	and	current	use	by	Aboriginal	groups.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	Piikani	Nation	collecting	
additional	information	on	current	and	future	fisheries	and	water	use	in	the	RSA.	

4.5.2	Impact	Assessment	
[E]	Discuss	the	significance	of	any	impacts	on	water	quality	and	implications	to	
aquatic	resources	(e.g.,	biota,	biodiversity	and	habitat)	and	related	implications	
for	First	Nations’	traditional	and	current	use	of	these	resources.			

To	address	this	requirement,	Riversdale	referred	to	H.4.5.2	(three	sentences	on	
Aboriginal	Health)	and	Consultant’s	Report	#6,	Section	5.4	(Effects	of	Changes	in	
Water	Quality	On	Aquatic	Ecology,	Including	Fish	Health).	There	is	no	discussion	
on	the	implications	to	First	Nations’	use	of	the	resources,	or	how	Riversdale	
addressed	key	issues	such	as	Piikani	Nation’s	view	on	fish	abundance	and	aquatic	
ecosystem	health.		
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[157] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	40	-	47	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	significance	of	any	impacts	
on	water	quality	and	implications	to	aquatic	resources	(e.g.,	biota,	biodiversity	
and	habitat)	and	related	implications	for	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	
current	use	of	these	resources.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

[158]	–	[159]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Vegetation	

4.6	VEGETATION	
4.6.1	Baseline	Information	
[A]	Describe	and	map	vegetation	communities.	Identify	the	occurrence,	relative	
abundance	and	distribution	and	identify	any	species	that	are:	

d)	traditional	and	currently	used	species.			

[C]	Discuss	the	potential	of	each	ecosite	phase	to	support	rare	plant	species,	
plants	for	traditional,	medicinal	and	cultural	purposes,	old	growth	forests	and	
communities	of	limited	distribution.	Consider	their	importance	for	local	and	
regional	habitat,	sustained	forest	growth,	rare	plant	habitat	and	the	hydrologic	
regime.			

To	fulfill	these	requirements,	Riversdale	indicated	that	a	vegetation	assessment	
was	provided	in	Section	H.4.3,	Section	E.8.2.2,	E8.2.5,	and	E.8.2.6	and	Consultant’s	
Report	#8,	Sections	2.3.6	and	3.1,	3.2,	3.5	and	3.6.	Section	H.4.3	does	not	provide	
this	information,	referring	to	Figure	H.4.1-1	(a	general	map	of	areas	of	interest).	
CR#8	does	a	much	better	job,	including	Table	3.6.1	and	Figure	3.6-1.	The	
identification	of	TEK	vegetation	potential,	however	was	only	done	for	the	LSA.	

[158] Request	–	Also	See	Request	57	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	vegetation	potential	
for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	Development	Case,	including	maps.	Furthermore,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

4.6.2	Impact	Assessment	
[D]	Discuss	temporary	(include	timeframe)	and	permanent	changes	to	
vegetation	and	wetland	communities	and	comment	on:	

b)	the	impacts	on	recreation,	aboriginal	and	other	uses			
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For	the	assessment	on	vegetation	to	Aboriginal	users,	Riversdale	referred	to	
Section	E.8.3.6	Consultant’s	Report	#8,	Section	4.6.	This	is	also	addressed	to	a	
limited	extent	in	Section	H.4.4.1.2.	Only	the	LSA	is	assessed	and	the	effects	on	
use—both	for	direct	gathering,	cultural	and	spiritual	purposes	or	as	habitat	for	
cultural	species	are	not	assessed.	

[159] Request	–	Also	See	Request	62	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	an	assessment	of	all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	is	
undertaken	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	and	a	discussion	of	effects	is	provided	for	
all	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	use	(direct	gathering,	cultural	and	spiritual	
purposes,	habitat	loss	for	cultural	species).	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

[160]	–	[161]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Wildlife	

4.7	WILDLIFE	
3.5.1	Baseline	Information	
[A]	Describe	and	map	existing	wildlife	resources	(amphibians,	reptiles,	birds	and	
terrestrial	and	aquatic	mammals).	Describe	species	composition,	distribution,	
relative	abundance,	seasonal	movements,	movement	corridors,	habitat	
requirements,	key	habitat	areas,	general	life	history	including	habitat	
disturbances	and	their	use	and	potential	use	of	habitats.	Also,	identify	any	
species	that	are:	

d)	species	of	traditional	and	current	use,	and	cultural	keystone	species.			

To	fulfill	this	requirement,	Riversdale	indicated	that	Baseline	formation	was	
provided	in	Section	H.4.3	and	Consultant’s	Report	#9,	Sections	2.4.4	and	2.2.8.	
Section	H.4.3	does	not	provide	this	information,	referring	to	Figure	H.4.1-1	(a	
general	map	of	areas	of	interest)	and	there	was	no	map	of	culturally	used	species	
habitat	for	traditionally	used	species	in	the	LSA	or	RSA.	Table	2.2-1	provided	a	list	
of	species	identified	by	Aboriginal	groups	but	there	was	no	discussion	on	how	this	
information	was	used;	for	example,	to	select	VCs.	

[160] Request	–	Also	See	Request	71	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	wildlife	habitats	and	
documents	this	for	hunting	and	trapping	potential	for	the	LSA	and	RSA	for,	
including	maps.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	
traditional	species	(identified	in	Table	2.2-1)	were	used	in	selecting	VCs	spatial	
boundaries.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	
this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	
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4.7.2	Impact	Assessment	
[C]	Comment	on	the	availability	of	species	for	traditional	use	considering	habitat	
loss,	habitat	avoidance,	vehicle-wildlife	collisions,	increased	non-aboriginal	
hunting	pressure	and	other	Project	related	impacts	on	wildlife	populations.			

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.1.1	and	within	that	section,	Sections	E9.3	and	
E10.3,	which	then	provided	various	references	to	Consultant’s	Report	#9.	The	
Wildlife	Assessment	and	Assessment	Summary	did	not	discuss	the	effects	to	
traditional	use,	the	Resource	Use	assessment	considers	Piikani	Nation	hunters	and	
trappers	in	the	same	vein	as	recreational	hunters	and	licensed	trappers	(note	that	
trapping	is	a	communally	held	right	and	not	solely	reflected	in	holding	and	RFMA	
license)	and	the	conclusions	in	Section	H	did	not	provide	much	more	than	vague	
statements	that	access	could	be	affected	and,	based	on	the	wildlife	assessment,	a	
list	of	potential	effects	to	the	resource,	though	not	to	the	use	of	that	resource.	

[161] Request	–	Also	See	Request	70	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	
comments	on	habitat	loss,	habitat	avoidance,	vehicle-wildlife	collisions,	
increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	and	other	Project-related	impacts	
on	wildlife	populations	specific	to	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use	of	wildlife	
both	quantitatively	and	qualitatively.	

[162]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Terrain	and	Soils	

4.9	TERRAIN	AND	SOILS	
4.9.2	Impact	Assessment	
[A]	Describe	Project	activities	and	other	related	issues	that	could	affect	soil	
quality	(e.g.,	compaction,	contaminants)	and:	

c)	discuss	the	relevance	of	any	changes	for	the	local	and	regional	landscapes,	
biodiversity,	productivity,	ecological	integrity,	aesthetics	and	future	use	resulting	
from	disturbance	during	the	life	of	the	Project			

Landforms	and	landscapes	and	changes	due	to	the	Project	are	not	addressed	in	
Section	H.4.	As	well	a	Visual	Impact	Assessment	was	not	provided.	Consultant’s	
Report	#7	did	not	discuss	how	TEK	might	have	formed	landform	modelling.	
Impacts	to	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	the	land	in	and	around	the	
Project	area	have	not	been	assessed.	
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[162] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	landform	modelling	
done	for	the	EIA	was	formed	by	TEK.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	discusses	how	changes	to	the	landscape	will	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	
use	and	enjoyment	of	the	land	in	and	around	the	Project	area.	

[163]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Land	Use	Management	

4.10	LAND	USE	MANAGEMENT	
4.10.2	Impact	Assessment	
[D]	Identify	the	potential	impact	of	the	Project	on	land	uses,	including:	

c)	impacts	caused	by	changes	in	public	access	arising	from	linear	development,	
including	secondary	effects	related	to	increased	hunter,	angler	and	other	
recreational	access,	decreased	access	to	traditional	use	sites	and	facilitated	
predator	movement			

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.4,	Sections	E.10.3.4,	E.10.3.6	and	Consultant’s	
Report	#10,	Sections	5.5,	5.6	and	5.7.	In	Section	H.4.4	Riversdale	commented	that	
access	could	be	affected	during	Project	construction	and	operation	and	then	
referred	to	the	development	of	access	controls	and	an	Aboriginal	Access	
Management	Plan	though	no	detail	was	provided	on	this	mitigation	or	what	the	
residual	impacts	might	be.		
CR	#10	and	Section	E	dealt	with	hunting	and	trapping	(not	specific	to	Aboriginal	
hunting	and	trapping),	infrastructure	and	tourism	and	recreation.	There	was	no	
mention	of	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation	on	infrastructure	placement	or	
effeacts	to	recreational	uses	by	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	potential	effects	were	
dismissed	on	the	basis	that	a	majority	of	the	affected	lands	are	privately	held	by	
Riversdale.			
A	quick	search	of	the	Wildlife	Assessment	could	not	find	a	discussion	on	facilitated	
predator	movement	and	wildlife	mortality.	

[163] Request	–	Also	See	Request	78	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	addresses	land	use	management	in	
relation	to	traditional	and	recreational	access	to	Piikani	Nation,	including	on	
Riversdale’s	privately	held	lands.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
updates	its	discussion	and	effects	assessment	in	Section	H.4.4.1.3	to	include	a	
quantitative	analysis	of	effects,	develops	a	constraints	layer	or	criteria	to	aid	in	
further	Project	engineering	and	planning	and	discusses	how	effects	to	the	time,	
effort	and	cost	to	Piikani	Nation	for	using	alternate	access	will	be	mitigated.		
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Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	potential	
increased	predator	access	might	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	traditionally	used	
species.	

[164]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Historic	Resources	

5.0	HISTORIC	RESOURCES	
[A]	Describe	consultation	with	Alberta	Culture	(AC)	concerning	the	need	for	a	
Historic	Resource	Impact	Assessment	(HRIA)	for	the	Project,	and:	

e)	document	any	historic	resources	concerns	raised	during	consultation	on	the	
Project			

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.4.4	as	the	documentation	of	concerns	from	
Piikani	Nation.	This	section	stated	that	there	were	seven	sacred	and	habitation	
sites	and	proposed	some	mitigation	including	gathering	more	specific	information,	
flagging	sites	within	100	m	of	Project	activity,	and	developing	(with	input	from	
Piikani	Nation)	a	Cultural	Site	Discovery	Plan.		
As	well,	access	control	(and	an	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan),	avoidance,	
and	excavation	measures	would	be	taken	to	mitigate	identified	historical	
resources.	To	supplement	this,	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	Riversdale	works	
with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	culturally	appropriate	mitigation	measures,	flagging	
at	1000	m	for	off-site	infrastructure	(e.g.,	roads)	and	seeking	protective	notations	
for	key	sites	that	can	be	protected.	

[164] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	
culturally	appropriate	mitigation	measures,	flagging	at	1000	m	for	off-site	
infrastructure	(e.g.,	roads)	and	seeking	protective	notations	for	key	sites	that	
can	be	protected.	

[165]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	and	Land	
Use	

6.0	TRADITIONAL	ECOLOGICAL	KNOWLEDGE	AND	LAND	USE	
[A]	Provide:	

a)	a	map	and	description	of	traditional	and	current	land	and	water	resource	use	
areas	including	fishing,	hunting,	trapping	and	nutritional,	medicinal	or	cultural	
plant	harvesting	by	affected	aboriginal	peoples	(if	the	aboriginal	community	or	
group	is	willing	to	have	these	locations	disclosed)			
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b)	a	map	of	vision	quest	sites,	cabin	sites,	spiritual	sites,	graves	and	other	
traditional	use	sites	considered	historic	resources	under	the	Historical	Resources	
Act	(if	the	aboriginal	community	or	group	is	willing	to	have	these	locations	
disclosed),	as	well	as	traditional	trails	and	resource	activity	patterns			

c)	a	description	of	the	extent	of	traditional	and	current	use	of	land	and	water	in	
both	the	Project	Area	and	the	Local	Study	Area,	including	fishing,	hunting,	
trapping,	nutritional	or	medicinal	plant	harvesting,	and	cultural	use	by	affected	
aboriginal	peoples			

d)	a	discussion	of:	

i.	the	availability	of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	species	for	food,	
traditional,	medicinal	and	cultural	purposes	in	the	identified	traditional	land	and	
water	use	areas	considering	all	Project	related	impacts				

ii.	access	to	traditional	lands	and	waters	in	the	Project	Area	during	all	
stages	of	the	Project			

iii.	aboriginal	views	on	monitoring	and	reclamation			

[B]	Describe	how	TEK	and	TLU	information	was	incorporated	into	the	project	
design	and	development,	technical	components	of	the	EIA,	the	conservation	and	
reclamation	plan,	monitoring	and	mitigation	plans.				

Riversdale	provided	one	map	to	illustrate	information	on	traditional	and	current	
uses	of	resources	as	well	as	culturally	important	sites	and	travel	routes.	
Figure	H.4.1-1	did	not	provide	this	information	in	any	detail	and	has	only	shown	a	
broad	overview	of	TK/TLU	sites.	Section	4.3	provided	a	broad	description	of	
traditional	and	current	use	but	did	not	refer	these	uses	to	the	Figure	provided,	nor	
did	this	information	correlate	LSA	or	RSA	potential	to	these	uses	(e.g.,	a	hunting	
site	is	a	snapshot	and	is	not	indicative	of	Piikani	Nation’s	hunting	of	animals	that	
move	around	its	habitat).			
As	well,	there	is	a	limited	understanding	of	use;	for	example,	implying	that	an	
absence	of	a	RFMA	is	analogous	to	no	trapping	activity	by	Piikani	Nation.	Section	H	
did	not	provide	an	effects	discussion	in	any	detail	identified	the	kinds	of	potential	
information	(it	is	not	provided	spatially	or	temporally	in	order	for	Piikani	Nation	
to	draw	any	conclusion	about	effects).			
There	was	no	discussion	on	Piikani	Nation’s	views	on	monitoring	or	reclamation	in	
Section	H.4.7.	In	fact,	there	was	only	a	list	that	acknowledged	that	an	
environmental	monitoring	plan	and	construction	monitoring	plan	would	be	
implemented.		
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For	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	there	was	a	reference	to	Section	F.	
Upon	review	of	Section	F,	the	information	used	was	based	on	TLUS	(see	
Sections	F.1.9	and	F.5.3.1),	the	methodology	of	which	did	not	include	end	land	use	
planning	even	though	Sections	F.1.5	and	F.1.8	claim	that	extensive	consultation	
about	reclamation	occurred	with	Aboriginal	groups.			
Finally,	there	was	no	discussion	of	how,	either	in	Section	H,	or	Section	D,	TEK	and	
TLU	were	incorporated	into	the	Project	design	and	development,	technical	
components	of	the	EIA,	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan,	or	monitoring	and	
mitigation	plans.	Note	that	in	Section	4.3	of	the	Consultation	Plan75F

77	Riversdale	
stated	that	it	would	work	with	the	First	Nations	to	integrate	traditional	and	local	
knowledge	with	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments,	and	to	consider	
approaches	to	avoid,	mitigate	or	manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	
traditional	uses.			
Not	only	was	this	information	not	incorporated	(i.e.,	included)	it	was	not	
integrated	(i.e.,	used	to	form	the	assessment	outcomes).	

[165] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	fulfills	the	following	ToR	requirements	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete:	

i. provides	maps	of	current	uses	of	traditional	resources	(it	is	recommended	
that	this	is	based	on	land	capability	potential	for	these	resources);	

ii. provides	a	map	clearly	indicating	land	and	travel	routes;	

iii. providse	a	map	of	culturally	important	areas,	including	sites	(this	can	be	in	a	
polygon	format	to	protect	Piikani	Nation's	intellectual	property);	

iv. provides	a	description	of	use	to	accompany	these	maps;	

v. discusses	the	availability	of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	species	for	food,	
traditional,	medicinal	and	cultural	purposes	in	the	identified	traditional	land	
and	water	use	areas	considering	all	Project	related	impacts;		

vi. discusses	access	to	traditional	lands	and	waters	in	the	Project	Area	during	
all	stages	of	the	Project	broken	down	by	pre-construction,	construction,	
operation,	decommissioning	and	post-reclamation;	

vii. incorporates	Piikani	Nation's	views	on	monitoring	and	reclamation	specific	
to	each	plan	(e.g.,	water	quality,	wildlife,	reclamation);	and		

viii. describes	how	TEK	and	TLU	information	was	integrated	into	the	Project's	
design	and	development,	technical	components	of	the	EIA,	the	Conservation	
and	Reclamation	Plan,	monitoring	and	mitigation	plans			

																																																								
	
77	Volume	2,	Appendix	7	
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[166]	–	[167]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Public	Health	and	Safety	
Assessment	

7.0	PUBLIC	HEALTH	AND	SAFETY	ASSESSMENT	
7.1	Public	Health	
[C]	Document	any	concerns	aboriginal	communities	or	groups	have	about	
existing	development	and	about	the	proposed	project	on	their	health.	Include	an	
aboriginal	receptor	type	in	the	assessment	

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.4.2,	which	referred	to	Section	E	(Human	and	
Wildlife	Health	Summary)	as	well	as	Consultant’s	Report	#12,	Section	5.1.2	(which	
refers	to	CR#5	on	water	quality	in	pit	lakes).	The	latter	might	be	in	error	as	CR	#12	
does	discuss	Aboriginal	receptors	in	Section	6.	

[166] Request	–	Also	See	Request	130	and	131	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	
mitigation	strategies	targeted	at	community	concerns	related	to	human	and	
wildlife	health.	

7.2	Public	Safety	
b)	Document	safety	concerns	raised	by	stakeholders	during	consultation	on	the	
project.			

A	limited	discussion	was	provided	on	safety	concerns	from	Aboriginal	Groups;	a	
group	that	is	a	directly	affected	stakeholder.	Appendix	7.B	indicated	that	Piikani	
Nation	members	were	concerned	about	safety	both	at	the	mine	site	for	workers	
and	in	the	community	and	on	the	roads	as	a	result	of	the	Project.			

[167] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	to	discuss	safety	
concerns,	such	as	getting	Piikani	Nation’s	input	on	the	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	
and	provides	this	information	as	supplemental	to	the	application.		

[168]	–	[169]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Socio-economic	Assessment	

8.0	SOCIO-ECONOMIC	ASSESSMENT	
8.1	Baseline	Information	
[A]	Describe	the	existing	socio-economic	conditions	in	the	region	and	in	the	
communities	in	the	region	

8.2	Impact	Assessment	
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[A]	Describe	the	socio-economic	impacts	of	construction	and	operation	of	the	
Project,	including:	

impacts	related	to:	

§ hunting,	fishing,	trapping	and	gathering			
§ traditional	land	use	by	aboriginal	communities	and	groups			

[B]	Discuss	plans	to	work	with	Aboriginal	communities	and	groups,	other	local	
residents	and	businesses	regarding	employment,	training	needs	and	other	
economic	development	opportunities	arising	from	the	Project				

To	meet	this	requirement	Riversdale	referenced	Section	H.4.4.3,	Section	E11	and	
Consultant’s	Report	#11,	Section	9.3.	Section	H.4.4.3	and	Section	E	did	not	describe	
the	socio-economic	impacts	to	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	economy	of	hunting,	
fishing,	trapping	and	gathering	but	did	offer	some	commentary	treating	Aboriginal	
land	uses	of	hunting	and	trapping	as	synonymous	with	hunting	and	trapping	by	
the	general	public.			
Appendix	7	offers	a	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	that	
goes	into	detail	about	social	factors	and	issues	particular	to	the	community	though	
this	information	is	not	brought	forward	in	a	substantive	way	in	Sections	H	or	E	
because	the	report	was	not	completed	in	time	for	integration	into	the	application.			
This	includes	Piikani	Nation’s	concerns	about	air	quality,	water	quality,	wildlife	
and	fish	and	wildlife	health.	With	regard	to	employment,	training	and	other	
economic	opportunities,	Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.2.3	and	Consultant’s	
Report	#11,	Section	9.4	(dealing	with	mitigations	for	culture).			
Section	H.4.2.3	discussed	some	activities	regarding	employment	as	well	as	
contracting	and	procurement	though	there	was	no	discussion	about	training.	
Activities	like	open	houses,	short-listed	contracting	opportunities	and	a	trip	to	an	
economic	development	conference	delivered	by	the	Osoyoos	Indian	Band	are	
mentioned.		
There	were	no	details	about	how	Riversdale	intended	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	maximize	economic	benefits	and	prepare	Piikani	Nation	to	take	advantage	of	
those	opportunities.	Appendix	7.B	(Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions)	
provided	a	series	of	mitigation	measures,	but	it	is	not	clear	if	the	mitigation	
measures	were	just	proposed	or	if	they	were	commitments	that	Riversdale	would	
implement.	
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[168] Request	–	Also	See	Request	92	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	information	from	the	
Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	into	the	EIA,	as	
Riversdale	indicated	this	was	not	done	due	to	timing	issues.	As	well,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	why	information	related	to	land	use	in	
this	report	was	not	carried	over	to	other	sections	of	the	EIA,	including	a	clear	
indication	that	the	mitigation	measures	listed	in	the	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-
economic	Conditions	would	be	implemented.	

	

[169] Request	–	Also	See	Request	93	-	95	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	and	businesses	are	employment	and	
contract	ready	to	take	advantage	of	opportunities	as	they	come.	

[170]	Environmental	Assessment	–	Monitoring	

11.0	MONITORING	
[A]	Describe	the	Proponent’s	current	and	proposed	monitoring	programs	
including:	

§ How	the	monitoring	programs	will	assess	any	Project	impacts	and	measure	
the	effectiveness	of	mitigation	plans;	

§ Regional	monitoring	that	will	be	undertaken	to	assist	in	managing	
environmental	effects,	confirm	performance	of	mitigation	measures	and	
improve	environmental	protection	strategies;	

§ how	these	monitoring	programs	are	consistent	with	other	current	or	
proposed	regional	monitoring	programs;	

d)	monitoring	performed	in	conjunction	with	other	stakeholders,	including	
aboriginal	communities	and	groups			

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.7,	Sections	E	and	F	and	all	Consultant’s	Reports	
(#1	to	#12).	There	is	no	Piikani	Nation-specific	discussion	on	how	Piikani	Nation	
was	involved	in	monitoring	except	that	two	Piikani	Nation	members	were	hired	to	
contribute	to	the	vegetation	and	soils	studies	for	the	EIA	that	was	noted	in	
Section	H.4.2.3.	
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[170] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	the	monitoring,	
or	baseline	field	data	collection,	that	was	done	for	the	EIA	that	included	Piikani	
Nation	members.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	
Piikani	Nation	members	will	have	opportunities	to	have	input	into	monitoring	
plans	and	opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	
for	this	monitoring	plan	undertaken	during	construction,	operation	and	closure	
and	reclamation.	

[171]	CEAA	EIS	Guidelines	

1.3	Project	Location	
The	EIS	will	contain	a	description	of	the	geographical	setting	in	which	the	Project	
will	take	place.	This	description	will	focus	on	those	aspects	of	the	Project	and	its	
setting	that	are	important	in	order	to	understand	the	potential	environmental	
effects	of	the	Project.	The	following	information	will	be	included:			

§ local	and	Aboriginal	communities	Section			
§ traditional	Aboriginal	territories,	treaty	lands,	and	Indian	reserve	lands			

Figure	H.4.4-1	provided	a	map	of	the	Alberta	and	British	Columbia	portion	of	
Treaty	7	as	well	as	Piikani	Nation	Reserves	lands.	

1.4	Regulatory	Framework	and	the	Role	of	the	Government	
The	EIS	will	identify:	

§ any	treaty	or	self-government	agreements	with	Aboriginal	groups	that	are	
pertinent	to	the	Project	and/or	EA			

Section	H.4.1	provided	a	description	of	Piikani	Nation	governance	as	both	an	
independent	governing	First	Nation	and	member	nation	of	Treaty	7.	

3.2	Project	Activities	
The	EIS	will	include	a	summary	of	the	changes	that	have	been	made	to	the	
Project	since	originally	proposed,	including	the	benefits	of	these	changes	to	the	
environment,	Aboriginal	peoples,	and	the	public.	

There	was	no	concordance	with	Project	changes	that	benefit	Aboriginal	peoples	in	
Volume	2	Appendix	2,	nor	is	there	a	summary	of	such	changes	in	Section	H.	
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[171] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	the	changes	that	
have	been	made	to	the	Project	since	it	was	originally	proposed	that	benefits	
Aboriginal	peoples	in	general	and	Piikani	Nation	specifically.	

[172]	–	[185]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	

5	ABORIGINAL	ENGAGEMENT	AND	CONCERNS	
For	the	purposes	of	developing	the	EIS,	the	proponent	will	engage	with	
Aboriginal	groups	that	may	be	affected	by	the	Project,	to	obtain	their	views	on:	

§ effects	of	changes	to	the	environment	on	Aboriginal	peoples	(health	and	
socio-economic	issues;	physical	and	cultural	heritage,	including	any	
structure,	site,	or	thing	that	is	of	historical,	archaeological,	paleontological,	
or	architectural	significance;	and	current	use	of	lands	and	resources	for	
traditional	purposes)		

§ potential	adverse	impacts	of	the	Project	on	potential	or	established	
Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	

Section	H.4.4	provided	a	high-level	discussion	of	potential	impacts	to	hunting,	
plant	gathering,	and	features	associated	with	trails	and	travel	ways.	Based	on	
expressed	Riversdale	views	in	Section	H.4.3	background,	Riversdale	selected	only	
these	uses	to	discuss.		
Trapping	was	dismissed,	stating	that	Piikani	Nation	does	not	currently	hold	a	
trapline	in	the	LSA	even	though	trapping	is	both	a	Constitutional	as	well	as	Treaty	
right	and	is	held	by	the	collective	as	opposed	to	a	RFMA	holder.	As	indicated	in	the	
Piikani	TLUS,	as	well	as	the	Background	discussion	in	Section	H.4.3,	trapping	might	
not	necessarily	be	performed	in	conventional	western	ways,	such	as	collecting	
Golden	Eagle	feathers.		
As	well,	Riversdale	dismissed	fishing,	stating	that	fishing	is	limited	to	waterways	
by	Piikani	Nation’s	reserve	land	and	that	it	is	typically	not	for	sustenance	due	to	
water	quality	concerns.	Upon	review	of	the	TLUS,	fish	is	not	preferred	but	is	a	
resource	in	time	of	scarcity	of	other	resources.	To	the	Piikani	Nation,	fish	and	bear	
are	indicators	of	a	healthy	ecosystem.	In	terms	of	cultural	heritage	furbearers	such	
as	the	beaver	play	a	role	in	Blackfoot	culture,	including	teachings,	medicines	and	
weather	prediction.	Fish	also	play	a	role	in	culture	through	stories	and	as	
environmental	indicators.			
Piikani	Nation	culture	includes	both	physical	features	(such	as	high	elevations	as	
places	that	are	spiritually	powerful),	plants	(such	as	their	use	in	ceremonies)	and	
animals	(as	guides	and	teachers).		
In	the	table	provided	in	Section	H.4.4	Riversdale	committed	to	considering	
mitigation	to	potential	effects	identified	during	the	EA	process.	Piikani	Nation	is	
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currently	undertaking	a	review	of	the	EIA/EIS	and	expects	to	provide	Riversdale	
with	a	comprehensive	list	of	all	potential	effects	important	to	Piikani	Nation	as	
well	as	potential	mitigations	to	reduce	or	mitigate	these	effects.	

[172] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	revises	Section	H.4.3.2	to	include	all	
effects	to	Piikani	Nation	uses,	including	cultural	uses.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	these	revisions	are	included	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[173] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	
concerns	or	issues	with	predicted	effects	in	the	EIA/EIS	and	SEIA	once	its	
review	is	complete	and	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendations	are	provided.	

With	respect	to	the	above	matters	and	in	addition	to	information	requirements	
outlined	in	Part	2,	sections	6.1.8	and	6.3.6	of	these	guidelines,	the	EIS	will	
document:	

§ VCs	suggested	by	Aboriginal	groups	for	inclusion	in	the	EIS,	whether	they	
were	included,	and	the	rationale	for	any	exclusions			

§ each	group’s	potential	or	established	rights	(including	geographical	extent,	
nature,	frequency,	timing),	including	maps	and	data	sets	(e.g.,	fish	catch	
numbers)	when	this	information	is	provided	by	a	group	to	the	proponent	or	
available	through	public	records			

§ based	on	the	proponent’s	perspective,	the	potential	adverse	impacts	of	each	
of	the	project	components	and	physical	activities,	in	all	phases,	on	potential	
or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights.	This	assessment	is	to	be	based	on	
a	comparison	of	the	exercise	of	the	identified	rights	between	the	predicted	
future	conditions	with	the	Project	and	the	predicted	future	conditions	
without	the	Project.	

Include	the	perspectives	of	Aboriginal	groups	where	these	were	provided	to	the	
proponent	by	the	groups		

§ based	on	the	proponent’s	perspective,	the	measures	identified	to	mitigate	or	
accommodate	potential	adverse	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	potential	or	
established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights.	These	measures	will	be	written	as	
specific	commitments	that	clearly	describe	how	the	proponent	intends	to	
implement	them			

§ based	on	the	proponent’s	perspective,	the	effects	of	changes	to	the	
environment	on	Aboriginal	peoples	or	potential	adverse	impacts	on	potential	
or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	that	have	not	been	fully	mitigated	
or	accommodated	as	part	of	the	environmental	assessment,	including	the	
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residual	and	cumulative	effects.	The	EIS	will	include	the	perspectives	of	
Aboriginal	groups	where	these	were	provided	to	the	proponent	by	the	
groups			

§ specific	suggestions	raised	by	Aboriginal	groups	for	mitigating	the	effects	of	
changes	to	the	environment	on	Aboriginal	peoples	or	accommodating	
potential	adverse	impacts	of	the	Project	on	potential	or	established	
Aboriginal	and	Treaty	rights			

§ views	expressed	by	Aboriginal	groups	on	the	effectiveness	of	the	mitigation	
or	accommodation	measures			

§ from	the	proponent’s	perspective,	any	potential	cultural,	social,	and	
economic	impacts	or	benefits	to	Aboriginal	groups	that	may	arise	as	a	result	
of	the	Project.	The	EIS	will	include	the	perspectives	of	Aboriginal	groups	
where	these	were	provided	to	the	proponent	by	the	groups			

§ comments,	specific	issues,	and	concerns	raised	by	Aboriginal	groups	and	
how	the	key	concerns	were	responded	to	or	addressed			

§ changes	made	to	the	project	design	and	implementation	directly	as	a	result	
of	discussions	with	Aboriginal	groups			

§ where	and	how	Aboriginal	traditional	knowledge	was	incorporated	into	the	
environmental	effects	assessment	(including	baseline	conditions	and	effects	
analysis	for	VCs)	and	the	consideration	of	potential	adverse	impacts	on	
potential	or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	and	related	mitigation	
measures		

§ any	additional	issues	and	concerns	raised	by	Aboriginal	groups	in	relation	to	
the	environmental	effects	assessment	and	the	potential	adverse	impacts	of	
the	Project	on	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	and	Treaty	rights			

For	a	discussion	and	recommendations	related	to	VCs	please	see	the	Valued	
Components	review	section	below.	
With	regard	to	established	rights,	Section	H.4.3	provided	a	broad	summary	of	
Piikani	Nation	land	use,	or	not,	in	the	LSA.	Reference	was	provided	to	Figure	4.3-1	
to	‘areas	of	interest’	in	proximity	to	the	Project.	Though	not	referenced	by	
Riversdale,	Section	H.4.6	briefly	discussed	cumulative	effects	in	the	RSA.			

[174] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	conduct	a	resource	
use	analysis	study,	focusing	on	the	RSA	and	surrounding	area	to	aid	in	
determining	Project	effects	to	traditional	rights	and	interests.	

Section	H.4.4.1.1	discussed	potential	impacts	to	hunting,	including	to	habitat	of	
culturally	important	species	that	were	assessed.	Though	it	is	not	entirely	clear,	it	
seems	as	though	the	assessment	is	limited	to	the	LSA.	Table	H.4.4-1	provided	a	
short	list	of	Riversdale’s	perspective	on	potential	effects	identified	by	Piikani	
Nation	from	its	TLUS,	Piikani	Nation	recommended	mitigation	measures	
(identified	as	forthcoming	to	be	considered	in	the	EA	process),	and	Riversdale’s	
response	to	the	effects	listed.			
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Though	it	is	not	clear	this	table	seems	to	provide	information	pertinent	to	the	RSA.	
Residual	and	cumulative	effects	were	discussed	in	Sections	H.4.5.1.1	and	H.4.6.3.2	
respectively.	Table	T.4.5-1	provided	a	summary	of	residual	effects	for	the	RSA.			
Effects	and	mitigations	to	wildlife	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	were	provided	in	the	
Wildlife	Summary	(Section	E.9.3)	and	associated	Consultant’s	Report	(CR	#9).	Of	
note	is	the	assumption	made	in	the	application	to	the	applicability	of	the	Resource	
Use	Assessment	to	those	of	hunting	and	trapping	as	analogous	among	non-
Aboriginal	and	rights-bearing	hunters	and	trappers.			
Please	refer	to	the	Piikani	Nation-reviewed	Wildlife	section	(Section	10),	including	
implications	to	traditional	use	and	associated	recommendations	as	well	as	the	
Piikaini	Nation’s	reviewed	Resource	Use	section	(Section	11).				
Section	H	did	not	provide	information	on	Piikani	Nation’s	view	on	the	effectiveness	
of	the	mitigation	proposed	to	hunting,	how	the	proposed	mitigation	would	be	
implemented,	or	if	Piikani	Nation	would	be	able	to	provide	input	into	the	
development	of	the	mitigation,	including	implementation	and	monitoring	where	
applicable.	Piikani	Nation	would	also	like	to	note	that	many	key	wildlife	species	are	
of	cultural	significance	to	Piikani	Nation,	as	identified	in	the	Grassy	Mountain	
(Ksiistsiiko'om	oomoiyyi	)	Mine	TLUS.	The	effects	on	this	cultural	aspect	to	wildlife	
species	were	not	assessed	in	the	EIA.	

[175] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	is	
complete,	agrees	to	update	the	assessment	on	hunting,	wildlife	and	resource	use	
based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	review	recommendations	including	providing	the	
information	required	to	fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	requirements.	

	

[176] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	species	as	
important	to	traditional	use,	and	updates	either	the	hunting	(Section	H.4.4.)	or	
cultural	heritage	(Section	H.4.4.4)	sections	to	assess	the	effects	to,	and	capture	
the	important	role	wildlife	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete.	

Section	H.4.4.1.2	discussed	potential	impacts	to	plant	gathering,	including	to	
habitat	of	culturally	important	species	that	were	assessed.	Though	it	is	not	entirely	
clear,	it	seems	as	though	the	assessment	was	limited	to	the	LSA.	Table	H.4.4-2	
provided	from	Riversdale’s	perspective,	recommended	mitigation	measures	
identified	by	Piikani	Nation	from	its	TLUS,	no	identified	potential	effects	and	
Riversdale’s	response	to	the	measure.			
Residual	and	cumulative	effects	are	discussed	in	Sections	H.4.5.1.2	and	H.4.6.3.2	
respectively.	Table	T.4.5-1	provided	a	summary	of	residual	effects	for	the	RSA.	
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Effects	and	mitigations	to	vegetation	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	were	provided	in	
the	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	Summary	(Section	E.8.3)	and	associated	Consultant’s	
Report	(CR	#8).		
Of	note	is	the	assumption	made	in	the	application	that	revegetation	and	therefore	
reclamation	will	be	successful	and	that	equivalent	land	capability	might	not	
replace	important	species	but	will	reinstitute	traditional	land	use.	Refer	to	the	
Piikani	Nation-reviewed	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	section	(Section	9),	including	
implications	to	traditional	use	and	associated	recommendations	as	well	as	the	
Piikaini	Nation-reviewed	Resource	Use	section	(Section	11)	for	access.				
Section	H	did	not	provide	information	on	Piikani	Nation’s	view	on	the	effectiveness	
of	the	mitigation	proposed	to	plant	gathering,	how	the	proposed	mitigation	would	
be	implemented,	or	if	Piikani	Nation	would	be	able	to	provide	input	into	the	
development	of	the	mitigation,	including	implementation	and	monitoring	where	
applicable.		Piikani	Nation	would	also	like	to	note	that	many	key	vegetation	species	
are	of	cultural,	including	medicinal,	significance	to	Piikani	Nation,	as	identified	in	
the	Grassy	Mountain	Mine	TLUS.			
The	effects	on	this	cultural	aspect	to	medicinal	and	cultural	species	were	not	
assessed	in	the	EIA.	

[177] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	is	
complete,	agrees	to	update	the	assessment	on	plant	gathering,	vegetation	and	
wetlands	and	resource	use	based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	review	recommendations	
including	providing	the	information	required	to	fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	
requirements.	

	

[178] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	species	as	
important	to	traditional	use,	and	updates	either	the	plant	gathering	(Section	
H.4.4.2)	or	cultural	heritage	(Section	H.4.4.4)	sections	to	assess	the	effects	to,	
and	capture	the	important	role	plant	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Section	H.4.4.1.3	discussed	potential	impacts	to	trails	and	travelways.	The	EIA	
noted	that	specific	locations	had	not	been	provided	by	Piikani	Nation	but	
considered	that	current	use	and	features	might	interact	with	Project	construction	
activities.	Riversdale	further	noted	that	Piikani	Nation	had,	to	date,	not	provided	
specific	input	with	regard	to	the	potential	effects	to	trails	and	travelways.	As	a	
result,	this	VC	did	not	have	an	associated	Table	with	Piikani-identified	effects	or	
mitigation;	however,	Riversdale	committed	to	working	with	Piikani	Nation	and	
would	consider	any	proposed	mitigations.			
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Riversdale-proposed	mitigation	is	provided	including	reference	to	the	Resource	
Use	Summary	of	the	EIA	(Section	E.10.5)	as	well	as	proposed	additional	measures	
including	an	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan,	additional	consultation	to	
identify	trails	and	travelways	that	might	require	site-specific	or	situational	
mitigation	as	well	as	construction	timing	and	the	development	of	a	Cultural	Site	
Discovery	Contingency	Plan.			
Residual	and	cumulative	effects	were	discussed	in	Sections	H.4.5.1.3	and	H.4.6.3.3	
respectively.	Table	T.4.5-1	provided	a	summary	of	residual	effects	for	the	RSA.	For	
associated	VC	sections	for	trails	and	travelways	the	EIA	referenced	the	Land	and	
Resource	Use	Summary	(Section	E.10.3)	and	associated	Consultant’s	Report	(CR	
#10)	and	Historical	Resources	Summary	(Section	E13).				
Of	note	is	the	assumption	made	in	the	application	to	the	applicability	of	the	
Resource	Use	Assessment	to	those	of	hunting	and	trapping,	access,	recreation	and	
unique	sites	and	special	features	as	comparable	and	sufficient	to	address	those	
Aboriginal	uses	and	features.	Section	H	did	not	provide	information	on	Piikani	
Nation’s	view	on	the	effectiveness	of	the	mitigation	proposed	to	trails	and	
travelways,	how	the	proposed	mitigation	would	be	implemented,	or	if	Piikani	
Nation	would	be	able	to	provide	input	into	the	development	of	the	mitigation,	
including	implementation	and	monitoring	where	applicable.			

[179] Request		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	
trails	and	travelways	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	to	be	assessed	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update.	This	would	include	soliciting	information	on	mitigations	including	
management	and	monitoring.	

With	respect	to	any	potential	cultural,	social,	and	economic	impacts	or	benefits	to	
Aboriginal	groups	that	might	arise	as	a	result	of	the	Project,	including	the	
perspectives	of	Aboriginal	groups	where	these	were	provided	to	the	proponent	by	
the	groups,	Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.2.3.	Section	H.4.2.3	discussed	
economic	opportunities	including	negotiating	an	IBA	that	would	include	
commitments	to	environmental	management,	culture	and	traditional	resources,	
human	resources	and	business	development.	It	also	summarized	activities	that	had	
occurred	to	date	including	planning	sessions	for	employment	and	business	
opportunities,	work	plans	and	the	provision	of	a	proponent-led	TLUS.	

[180] Request	–	Also	See	Request	143	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
negotiate	an	IBA	that	includes	commitments	to	environmental	management,	
culture	and	traditional	resources,	human	resources	and	business	development.	

Table	H.4.4-5	included	feedback	from	Piikani	Nation	that	“the	project	may	impose	a	
loss	of	culture	for	present	and	future	generations”.	Riversdale	response	indicated	
that	it	is	committed	to	working	with	Piikani	Nation	to	better	understand	potential	
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effects	on	physical	and	cultural	heritage	and	that	Riversdale	will	be	considered	
once	Piikani	Nation	recommends	mitigations.			
Traditional	use	of	an	area	goes	beyond	collecting	resources	or	documenting	
historical	sites.	Traditional	activities	are	linked	to	important	cultural	values,	such	
as	connectedness	or	sense	of	belonging,	which	are	needed	to	maintain	a	strong	
cultural	fabric.	As	much	of	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	territory	as	already	been	
taken	up,	the	remaining	areas	become	more	important,	and	the	loss	of	even	small	
areas	can	negatively	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	ability	to	undertake	traditional	
activities,	which	has	a	ripple	effect	on	cultural	values	and	weakens	the	cultural	
fabric	of	the	Piikani	Nation.	An	integrated	cultural	impact	assessment	would	
analyze	the	broad	cultural	impacts	of	the	proposed	Project.	

[181] Request	–Also	See	Request	76	and	121	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	an	Integrated	Cultural	Impact	
Assessment	that	would	be	completed	by	the	community.	

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.8	with	regard	to	comments,	specific	issues,	and	
concerns	raised	by	Aboriginal	groups	and	how	the	key	concerns	were	responded	
to	or	addressed.	Section	H.4.8	consisted	of	Table	H.4.8-1.	Issues	and	concerns	
documented	in	the	table	were	based	on	pre-application	consultation	and	were	
referenced	from	the	TLUS	and	a	meeting	on	June	17,	2013.			
Issues	from	the	Record	of	Consultation	(e.g.,	from	open	houses,	Elders	meetings,	
meetings	with	leadership,	management	and	the	consultation	staff)	are	not	
included.	Note	that	Piikani	Nation	has	requests	in	relation	to	documenting	issues	
in	the	RoC.	Piikani	Nation	also	understands	that	going	forward,	additional	issues	
and	concerns	raised	during	consultation	will	be	recorded	and	responded	to	as	
identified	in	in	Appendix	7,	Section	5,	Table	5.1.	

[182] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
ensure	all	issues	and	concerns	raised	are	documented	and	responded	to.	

Section	H.1.1	discussed	changes	made	to	the	Project	design	and	implementation	
directly	as	a	result	of	discussions	with	Aboriginal	groups	and	Riversdale	referred	
to	Sections	H.1.1.4,	H.4.4	and	Consultant’s	Report	#12	(Sections	2.2	and	5.1.3)	with	
regard	to	where	and	how	Aboriginal	traditional	knowledge	and	expertisewas	
incorporated	into	the	environmental	effects	assessment	(including	baseline	
conditions	and	effects	analysis	for	VCs)	and	the	consideration	of	potential	adverse	
impacts	on	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	and	related	
mitigation	measures.			
Upon	review	of	Section	H.1.1	a	discussion	of	Project	changes	could	not	be	found.	
Section	H.1.1.4	discussed	the	approach	taken	to	collect	TLU	and	TK	information	
and	Section	H.4.4	provided	a	discussion	on	potential	effects	to	proponent-
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identified	VCs	as	well	as	proposed	mitigations	or	responses	to	potential	effects	
ascertained	from	the	Project-specific	TLUS.			
Consultant’s	Report	#12,	Section	2.2	described	that	the	assessment	for	health	was	
consultation	focused	and	Section	5.1.3	listed	the	receptors	used	in	the	assessment,	
including	an	Aboriginal	receptor	that	is	assumed	at	all	receptor	locations.	Other	
disciplines,	however,	did	not	provide,	or	provided	very	little	about,	how	TLU	or	TK	
was	integrated	into	the	respective	assessment.	

[183] Request	–	Also	See	Request	168	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	discusses	the	
changes	made	to	the	Project	design	and	implementation	directly	as	a	result	of	
discussions	with	Aboriginal	groups.		Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

	

[184] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	includes	within	
each	discipline,	a	discussion	of	how	Aboriginal	traditional	knowledge,	including	
any	additional	TK	collected	since	the	filing	of	the	application,	was	incorporated	
into	the	environmental	effects	assessment	(including	baseline	conditions	and	
effects	analysis	for	VCs)	and	then	updates	the	effects	analysis	of	potential	
adverse	impacts	on	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	and	
related	mitigation	measures	based	on	those	changes.			

With	respect	to	any	additional	issues	and	concerns	raised	by	Aboriginal	groups	in	
relation	to	the	environmental	effects	assessment	and	the	Project’s	potential	
adverse	impacts	on	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	and	Treaty	rights,	
Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.8.	Section	H.4.8	consisted	of	Table	H.4.8-1.			
Issues	and	concerns	documented	in	the	table	were	based	on	pre-application	
consultation	and	are	referenced	from	the	TLUS	and	a	meeting	on	June	17,	2013.		
Issues	from	the	Record	of	Consultation	(e.g.,	from	open	houses,	Elders	meetings,	
meetings	with	leadership,	management	and	the	consultation	staff)	were	not	
included.	Piikani	Nation	expects	that	during	an	application	consultation	phase	
issues	and	concerns,	including	the	results	from	the	technical	review	of	the	EIA	and	
SEIA,	will	be	recorded	and	addressed.	

[185] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
ensure	all	issues	and	concerns	raised	are	documented	and	responded	to	and	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	update	filing	for	the	Project.	
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[186]	–	[191]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Aboriginal	Peoples	

6.1.8	Aboriginal	Peoples	

With	respect	to	potential	effects	on	Aboriginal	peoples	and	the	related	VCs,	
baseline	information	will	be	provided	for	each	Aboriginal	group	identified	in	
section	5	(and	any	groups	identified	after	these	guidelines	are	finalized).	
Baseline	information	will	describe	and	characterise	the	following,	based	on	the	
spatial	and	temporal	scope	selected	for	the	assessment:	

§ location	of	traditional	territory	(including	maps	where	available)			
§ location	of	reserves	and	communities			
§ location	of	hunting	camps	and	cabins			
§ drinking	water	sources	(permanent,	seasonal,	periodic,	or	temporary)				
§ reliance	on	country	foods			
§ commercial	activities		
§ recreational	uses			
§ traditional	uses	currently	practiced	or	practiced	in	recent	history			
§ fish,	wildlife,	birds,	plants,	or	other	natural	resources	of	importance	for	

traditional	use		
§ places	where	fish,	wildlife,	birds,	plants,	or	other	natural	resources	are	

harvested			
§ access	and	travel	routes	for	conducting	traditional	practices			
§ frequency,	duration,	or	timing	of	traditional	practices			
§ cultural	values	associated	with	the	area	affected	by	the	Project	and	the	

traditional	uses	identified			
§ physical	and	cultural	heritage	(including	any	site,	structure,	or	thing	of	

archaeological,	paleontological,	historical,	or	architectural	significance)		
§ changes	to	abundance,	disturbance,	residences,	seasonal	movements,	

movement	corridors,	and	habitat	requirements	for	species	important	to	
Aboriginal	current	use	of	resources	for	traditional	purposes	or	physical	and	
cultural	heritage	(e.g.,	grizzly	bear)			

Any	other	baseline	information	that	supports	the	analysis	of	predicted	effects	on	
Aboriginal	peoples	will	be	included	as	necessary.	The	EIS	will	also	indicate	how	
input	from	Aboriginal	groups	was	used	in	establishing	the	baseline	conditions	
related	to	health	and	socio-economics,	physical	and	cultural	heritage,	and	
current	use	of	lands	and	resources	for	traditional	purposes.	

To	meet	this	requirement	Riversdale	referenced	Figure	H.4.1-1	for	baseline	
locations	of	Aboriginal	use,	Section	4.3	for	a	discussion	on	uses,	Sections	E.13	and	
H.4.3.5	on	a	discussion	on	physical	and	cultural	heritage	and	Section	H.4.4.1	for	
changes	to	abundance,	disturbance,	residences,	seasonal	movements,	movement	
corridors,	and	habitat	requirements	for	species	important	to	Aboriginal	current	
use	of	resources	for	traditional	purposes	or	physical	and	cultural	heritage.			
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There	was	no	reference	to	any	other	baseline	information	that	supported	the	
analysis	of	predicted	effects	on	Aboriginal	peoples.	Upon	review	of	Figure	H.4.1-1,	
based	on	the	high-level	scale	in	which	it	is	provided,	specific	information	about	
traditional	use	identified	by	location	was	absent.			
TK/TLU	points	were	identified	but	there	was	no	metadata	to	describe	the	points	in	
the	figure	as	was	requested	by	Piikani	Nation	that	specific	locations	were	kept	
confidential.	Sections	4.3.2,	4.3.3	and	4.3.4	described	the	current	use	of	lands	and	
resources	for	traditional	purposes,	Aboriginal	health	and	Aboriginal	socio-
economic	conditions	but	did	not	include	a	discussion	on	Piikani	Nation’s	
commercial	and	recreational	use.			
Upon	review	of	the	TLUS	methods	it	is	not	clear	if	Piikani	Nation	participants	were	
made	aware	of	how	their	information	would	be	used	in	the	EIA/SEIA.	As	noted	in	
Section	E.13,	of	the	32	sites	identified	within	the	LSA,	these	resources	were	
considered	to	have	potential	to	be	relevant	to	further	scientific	studies;	they	might	
be	important	historically	to	the	local	or	regional	area;	they	have	value	as	cultural	
heritage	sites	to	Aboriginal	groups;	or	they	might	have	value	for	the	purposes	of	
general	public	education	or	interpretation	of	local	or	regional	history.			
In	addition	to	physical	sites,	documenting	cultural	values	and	assessing	Project	
effects	on	cultural	heritage,	which	is	different	from	collecting	TK	and	TLU	
information,	requires	that	a	proponent,	in	collaboration	with	the	Aboriginal	
community	that	holds	those	values	and	heritage,	undertakes	a	cultural	impact	
assessment.	

[186] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	further	
detail	the	TK/TLU	points,	including	additional	areas	that	might	be	outside	of	the	
LSA	but	within	the	RSA,	to	update	Figure	H.4.1-1,	and	for	use	in	internal	
discussions	between	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	to	allow	appropriate	
assessments	at	the	discipline-level	and	mitigation	for	effects	to	uses	and	places.	

	

[187] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
document	uses	and	sites	in	the	LSA	and	RSA,	understanding	that	the	
information	provided	will	serve	to	describe	baselines	and	will	be	used	for	
assessment	and	mitigation	development	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	includes	any	new	information	in	the	Project	Update.	
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[188] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	
Piikani	Nation’s	commercial	and	recreational	use	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	and	
includes	this	information	in	the	Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	the	regulators	require	this	information	before	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

	

[189] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	137	-	141	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	create	a	Heritage	Resource	Management	Plan	as	identified	in	the	
Piikani	Nation	technical	review	of	Historical	Resources.	

	

[190] Request	–	Also	See	Request	44,	121	and	180	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	
undertakes	a	cultural	impact	assessment	for	the	Project.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	to	be	collected	and	
assessed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

	

[191] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	
any	other	important	information	that	should	be	included	in	the	Project	Update	
with	regard	to	the	Project’s	effects	on	Piikani	Nation.	

[192]	–	[195]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Human	Environment	

6.1.10	Human	Environment	
The	EIS	will	contain	baseline	information	on	the	following:	

§ the	current	use	of	land	in	the	study	area,	including	a	description	of	hunting,	
recreational	and	commercial	fishing,	trapping,	gathering,	outdoor	
recreation,	use	of	seasonal	cabins,	outfitters				

§ current	use	of	all	waterways	and	water	bodies	that	will	be	directly	affected	
by	the	Project,	including	recreational	uses,	where	available			

§ location	of	and	proximity	of	any	permanent,	seasonal,	or	temporary	
residences	or	camps			

§ health	and	socio-economic	conditions,	including	the	functioning	and	health	
of	the	socioeconomic	environment,	encompassing	a	broad	range	of	matters	
that	affect	communities	in	the	study	area	in	a	way	that	recognises	
interrelationships,	system	functions,	and	vulnerabilities			
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§ physical	and	cultural	heritage,	including	structures,	sites,	or	things	of	
historical,	archaeological,	paleontological,	or	architectural	significance			

To	meet	this	requirement	Riversdale	referenced	Figure	H.4.1-1	for	the	location	of	
camps	(represented	by	one	or	more	of	the	general	TK/TLU	points);	Section	4.4.1	
and	Consultant’s	Reports	#10	and	#12	for	the	current	use	of	land	in	the	study	area,	
including	a	description	of	hunting,	recreational	and	commercial	fishing,	trapping,	
gathering,	outdoor	recreation,	use	of	seasonal	cabins,	outfitters;	Section	4.2.4	of	
Consultant’s	Report	#10	for	current	use	of	all	waterways	and	waterbodies	that	will	
be	directly	affected	by	the	Project;	Figure	4.4-1	of	Consultant’s	Report	#10	and	
Section	5.1.3	of	Consultant’s	Report	#12	for	the	location	of	and	proximity	to	any	
permanent,	seasonal,	or	temporary	residences	or	camps;	Section	E.11.2,	
Section	7.2.2	of	Consultant’s	Report	#11	and	Section	3	of	Consultant’s	Report	#12	
for	health	and	socio-economic	conditions,	including	the	functioning	and	health	of	
the	socio-economic	environment,	encompassing	a	broad	range	of	matters	that	
affect	communities	in	the	study	area	in	a	way	that	recognizes	interrelationships,	
system	functions,	and	vulnerabilities;	and	Section	E.13.1	for	physical	and	cultural	
heritage.			
As	mentioned	previously,	Figure	H.4.1-1	did	not	provide	all	of	the	required	
information	and	Piikani	Nation	therefore	hopes	to	work	with	Riversdale	to	fill	in	
any	gaps,	including	for	the	RSA.	This	request	also	includes	working	with	Riversdale	
to	further	identify	Piikani	Nation	land	uses	and	cultural	sites	to	better	assess	
Project	effects.		
In	terms	of	current	water	uses,	CR	#10,	Section	4.2.4	referred	only	to	the	South	
Saskatchewan	River	Basin	Plan	and	did	not	provide	any	discussion	of	water	uses	
for	either	recreational	or	traditional	uses.	The	reference	to	CR#10,	Figure	4.4-1	(a	
map	of	historic	coal	mining	activities)	did	not	provide	the	location	of	camps.		
The	HHRA	(CR#12),	took	a	conservative	approach,	looking	at	both	the	LSA	and	
RSA	and	identifying	receptors	in	both	study	areas	in	Figure	A.2;	however,	again,	
the	location	of	camps	was	not	discernable	and	no	Aboriginal	receptors	were	
identified	beyond	the	mine	permit	boundary.			
Piikani	Nation	understands	that	the	Piikani	-specific	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	
Socio-economic	Conditions,	which	goes	into	detail	about	social	factors	and	issues	
particular	to	the	community,	was	not	completed	in	time	for	integration	into	the	
application.	As	mentioned	previously,	in	addition	to	physical	sites,	documenting	
cultural	values	and	assessing	Project	effects	on	cultural	heritage,	which	is	different	
from	collecting	TK	and	TLU	information	or	conducting	an	archaeological	shovel	
test,	requires	that	a	proponent,	in	collaboration	with	the	Aboriginal	community	
that	holds	those	values	and	heritage,	undertakes	a	cultural	impact	assessment.	
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[192] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	fill	in	any	
gaps	on	Piikani	Nation	land	uses	and	sites	for	traditional	and	cultural	purposes,	
including	water	uses	and	including	for	the	RSA.	

	

[193] Request	–	Also	See	Request	137	-	141	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	updates	the	HHRA	to	include	Aboriginal	
receptors	in	the	RSA	and	surrounding	area.	

	

[194] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	92	and	167	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	the	Report	on	
Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	into	the	Project	Update.	

	

[195] Request	–	Also	See	Request	44,	121,	180	and	189	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	scope	and	
undertake	a	Cultural	Impact	Assessment.	

[196]	–	[206]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Aboriginal	Peoples	

6.3.4	Aboriginal	Peoples	
With	respect	to	Aboriginal	peoples,	a	description	and	analysis	of	how	changes	to	
the	environment	caused	by	the	Project	will	affect:	

§ the	current	uses	of	land	and	resources	for	traditional	purposes,	including,	
but	not	limited	to:	

o any	effects	on	resources	(fish,	wildlife,	birds,	plants,	or	other	natural	
resources)	used	for	traditional	uses	(e.g.,	hunting,	fishing,	trapping,	
collection	of	medicinal	plants,	use	of	sacred	sites)			

o any	effects	of	alterations	to	access	into	the	areas	used	for	traditional	
uses,	including	development	of	new	roads,	deactivation	or	
reclamation	of	access	roads,	and	changes	to	waterways	that	affect	
navigation			

o any	effects	on	cultural	value	or	importance	associated	with	
traditional	uses	or	areas	affected	by	the	Project	(e.g.,	inter-
generational	teaching	of	language	or	traditional	practices,	
communal	gatherings)			

o how	project	construction	timing	correlates	to	the	timing	of	
traditional	practices,	and	any	potential	impacts	resulting	from	
overlapping	periods			
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o the	regional	value	of	traditional	use	of	the	project	area	and	the	
anticipated	effects	to	traditional	practice	of	the	Aboriginal	group,	
including	alienation	of	lands	from	Aboriginal	traditional	use			

o indirect	effects	such	as	avoidance	of	the	area	by	Aboriginal	peoples	
due	to	increased	disturbance	(e.g.,	noise,	presence	of	workers)			

o an	assessment	of	the	potential	to	return	affected	areas	to	pre-
disturbance	conditions	to	support	traditional	practices			

Riversdale	referenced	Section	H.4.5	(characterization	of	residual	effects)	for	
environmental	consequences.	This	section	assumed	that	after	mitigation	was	
applied	there	might	be	residual	effects.	For	hunting	the	effect	is	predicted	to	be	
low	in	magnitude,	local	in	geographic	extent,	short-term	in	duration,	continuous,	
reversible	and	resilient	in	both	an	ecological	and	social	context.			
For	plant	gathering	the	effect	is	predicted	to	be	moderate	in	magnitude,	local	in	
geographic	extent,	long-term	in	duration,	continuous,	reversible	and	resilient	in	
both	an	ecological	and	social	context.		
For	trails	and	travelways	the	effect	is	predicted	to	be	moderate	in	magnitude,	local	
in	geographic	extent,	long-term	in	duration,	continuous,	not	reversible	and	
sensitive	in	both	an	ecological	and	social	context.			
Finally,	for	physical	and	cultural	heritage	the	effect	is	predicted	to	be	moderate	in	
magnitude,	local	in	geographic	extent,	long-term	in	duration,	regular	in	frequency	
and	sensitive	in	both	an	ecological	and	social	context.			
A	summary	of	residual	effects	was	provided	in	Table	4.5-1.	Based	on	the	
information	described	in	Section	H.4.5,	trapping	and	fishing	were	not	brought	
forward	into	the	assessment	of	Project	effects.	Of	note	is	the	disparity	between	the	
spatial	effects	assessment	and	the	information	gathered	from	Piikani	Nation.	
Piikani	Nation	use	is	described	in	the	context	of	the	LSA	while	the	determination	of	
residual	effects	is	provided	for	the	RSA.	Further,	residual	effects	to	wildlife,	
vegetation,	land	and	resource	use,	upon	which	the	residual	effects	of	traditional	
use	is	determined,	were	all	characterized	as	having	a	high	confidence	rating	–	
citing	reclamation	as	the	primary	mitigation	measure	along	with	access	
management	and	ongoing	consultation.			
Piikani	Nation	is	not	confident	that	the	post-closure	landscape	with	equal	land	
capability	would	be	successful	or	provide	for	the	same	traditional	uses	and	sites	
effects	or	would	be	lost	due	to	the	Project.	Piikani	Nation	is	also	not	confident	that	
access	management	will	mitigate	for	lost	use	and	is	concerned	that	additional	
effects	of	controlled	access	(e.g.,	time,	travel,	cost)	were	not	considered	in	the	
EIA/SEIA.		
Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.4.1	to	describe	how	Project	construction	timing	
correlated	to	the	timing	of	traditional	practices,	the	regional	value	of	traditional	
use	of	the	Project	area	and	the	anticipated	effects	to	traditional	practice	of	the	
Aboriginal	group,	including	alienation	of	lands	from	Aboriginal	traditional	use,	
indirect	effects	such	as	avoidance	of	the	area	by	Aboriginal	peoples	due	to	
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increased	disturbance	(e.g.,	noise,	presence	of	workers),	and	the	potential	to	
return	affected	areas	to	pre-disturbance	conditions	to	support	traditional	
practices.			
Project	phases	were	not	discussed	in	relation	to	traditional	practices	nor	was	
Piikani	Nation’s	use	assessed	for	the	RSA.	The	effects	assessment	to	hunting	and	
plant	gathering	mention	that	Project	effects	might	result	in	a	change	of	use	or	
change	in	preferred	harvesting	method	but	there	is	no	discussion	or	evaluation	as	
to	the	degree	of	change.	Also,	there	is	no	mention	of	alienation	or	avoidance	by	
Piikani	Nation	land	users	with	regard	to	travel	routes	or	cultural	sites.		
There	are	many	factors	that	can	contribute	to	avoidance	and	alienation	including	
the	presence	of	workers	and	others	resulting	from	increased	access;	sensory	
disturbances	affecting	the	sense	of	peace	and	remoteness	(visual	aesthetics,	light,	
noise,	odours,	dust);	fear	of	contamination	of	traditionally	used	resources;	and	
avoidance	caused	by	the	undue	hardship	(time,	cost,	security	requirements)	
resulting	from	access	restrictions	and	control.	

[196] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	collect	
additional	TLU	and	TK.	The	additional	TLUS	should	be	jointly	scoped	by	Piikani	
Nation	and	Riversdale	to	ensure	that	information	to	help	form	the	EIA,	including	
for	the	RSA	and	with	regard	to	fish	and	furbearers	to	ensure	that	identified	
fishing	and	trapping	is	brought	forward	into	the	appropriate	assessments	in	the	
Project	Update.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	
information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

	

[197] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	69	and	88	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	breakdown	of	residual	
effects	to	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

[198] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update,	an	effects	analysis	for	each	Project	phase	–	construction,	operation	and	
reclamation	including	timing	and	peak	effects	predictions.	
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[199] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	evaluates	and	discusses	in	detail	
avoidance	and	alienation	effects	resulting	from	the	Project,	including	the	
presence	of	workers	and	others	resulting	from	increased	access;	sensory	
disturbances	affecting	the	sense	of	peace	and	remoteness	(visual	aesthetics,	
light,	noise,	odours,	dust);	fear	of	contamination	of	traditionally	used	resources;	
and	avoidance	caused	by	the	undue	hardship	(time,	cost,	security	requirements)	
resulting	from	access	restrictions	and	control.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

	

[200] Request	–	Also	See	Request	51	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	anticipated	Project	
Update,	how	reclamation	will	return	the	disturbed	landscape	to	a	pre-
development	capability	for	traditional	use.	

	

[201] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	Project	Update,	the	
effects	of	increased	travel	time,	travel	costs,	and	access	restriction	measures	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	access	to	lands	and	resources	affected	by	the	Project.	

§ human	health,	considering,	but	not	limited	to,	potential	changes	in	air	
quality,	quality	and	availability	of	country	foods,	drinking	water	quality,	and	
noise	exposure.	When	risks	to	human	health	due	to	changes	in	one	or	more	
of	these	components	are	predicted,	a	complete	Human	Health	Risk	
Assessment	examining	all	exposure	pathways	for	pollutants	of	concern	may	
be	necessary	to	adequately	characterise	potential	risks	to	human	health			

Riversdale	provided	a	short	summary	of	the	HHRA	in	Section	H.4.4.2	and	
concluded	that	there	would	be	no	effects	from	the	Project	on	Aboriginal	health.			
Section	H.4.4.2	stated	that	a	wildlife	risk	assessment	was	conducted.	Volume	5,	
Consultant’s	Report	#12,	Appendix	H	provided	the	results	of	a	screening	level	
assessment.	Section	6	of	CR	#12	stated	that	the	results	of	the	HHRA	suggest	that	
short-term	and	long-term	predicted	risks	to	human	health	will	be	limited	to	
inhalation	at	the	LSA-MPOI	and	RSA-MPOI	within	the	Project	Footprint.			
Exceedences	were	predicted	for	NO₂,	PM2.5	and	PM₁₀	within	the	permit	boundary,	
which	might	be	a	concern	to	Piikani	Nation	members	working	at	the	Project	site	
(see	Section	13).		
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[202] Request	–	Also	See	Request	134	

Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Health	Risk	
Assessment	in	the	Project	Update.	

	

[203] Request	–	Also	See	Request	92,	167	and	193		

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	the	Report	on	
Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	into	the	Project	Update.	

§ socio-economic	conditions,	including,	but	not	limited	to:	
o the	use	of	navigable	waters		
o forestry	and	logging	operations			
o commercial	fishing,	hunting,	trapping,	and	gathering	activities			
o commercial	outfitters			
o recreational	use,	including	wildlife	viewing			

Riversdale	referred	to	Sections	H.4.4.3	and	H.4.5.3	to	discuss	socio-economic	
effects	stating	that	the	potential	effects,	as	assessed	in	the	Land	and	Resource	Use	
and	Socio-economic	sections	could	result	in	disturbance	to	Piikani	Nation’s	
commercial	activity,	forestry	and	logging	operations,	and	recreational	use.	No	
details	were	provided	as	to	what	those	effects	might	be	specifically	to	Piikani	
Nation.			
The	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions,	which	goes	into	
detail	about	social	factors	and	issues	particular	to	the	community,	was	not	
completed	in	time	for	integration	into	the	application,	and	it	is	not	clear	if	the	
mitigations	presented	in	this	study	will	be	fully	adopted	by	the	Project.	With	
regard	to	the	use	of	navigable	waters,	Riversdale	stated	that	this	is	‘not	applicable’;	
however,	at	a	minimum	Crowsnest	River	should	have	been	assessed	for	Aboriginal	
use.	

[204] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
understand	additional	potential	socio-economic	effects	on	the	use	of	navigable	
waters,	forestry	and	logging	operations,	hunting,	trapping,	and	gathering	
activities,	commercial	outfitters	and	recreational	use.		

§ physical	and	cultural	heritage,	and	structure,	site,	or	thing	of	historical,	
archaeological,	paleontological,	or	architectural	significance	to	Aboriginal	
groups,	including,	but	not	limited	to:	

o the	loss	or	destruction	of	physical	and	cultural	heritage			
o changes	to	access	to	physical	and	cultural	heritage			
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o changes	to	the	cultural	value	or	importance	associated	with	physical	
and	cultural	heritage			

Sections	H.4.4.4	and	H.4.5.4	discussed	potential	Project	effects	to	Aboriginal	
physical	and	cultural	heritage	in	the	LSA.	The	Historical	Resources	and	Land	and	
Resource	Use	sections	are	referenced	as	applicable	for	assessing	the	effects	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	physical	and	cultural	heritage.			
As	mentioned	above,	in	addition	to	physical	sites,	documenting	cultural	values	and	
assessing	Project	effects	on	cultural	heritage,	is	different	from	collecting	TK	and	
TLU	information	and	therefore	requires	that	a	proponent,	in	collaboration	with	the	
Aboriginal	community	that	holds	those	values	and	heritage,	undertakes	a	cultural	
impact	assessment.		
Piikani	Nation	culture	includes	both	physical	features	(such	as	high	elevations	as	
places	that	are	spiritually	powerful),	plants	(such	as	their	use	in	ceremonies)	and	
animals	(as	guides	and	teachers)	and	these	important	aspects	should	be	
considered	in	any	assessment	on	cultural	heritage.	

[205] Request-	Also	See	request	44,	121,	180,	189	and	194	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	undertake	
a	Cultural	Impact	Assessment.	

§ Other	effects	of	changes	to	the	environment	on	Aboriginal	peoples	should	be	
reflected	as	necessary.	

In	March	2016	Riversdale	and	Piikani	Nation	agreed	to	a	consultation	plan	that	
included	a	technical	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	[this	report].	Piikani	Nation	
expects	that	once	provided	to	Riversdale	all	effects	on	changes	to	the	environment	
that	have	the	potential	to	effect	Piikani	Nation	members	will	be	addressed.	

[206] Request	–Also	See	Request	184	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	
identified	issues	and	concerns	resulting	from	Piikani	Nation’s	review	of	the	EIS	
and	SEIA.	

[207]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Mitigation		

6.4	Mitigation	
The	EIS	will	then	describe	mitigation	measures	that	are	specific	to	each	
environmental	effect	identified.	Measures	will	be	written	as	specific	
commitments	that	clearly	describe	how	the	proponent	intends	to	implement	
them	and	the	environmental	outcome	the	mitigation	is	designed	to	address.	
Where	mitigation	measures	have	been	identified	in	relation	to	species	and/or	
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critical	habitat	listed	under	the	Species	at	Risk	Act,	the	mitigation	measures	will	
be	consistent	with	any	applicable	recovery	strategy	and	action	plans.	

The	EIS	will	specify	the	actions,	works,	minimal	disturbance	footprint	techniques,	
best	available	technology,	corrective	measures,	or	additions	planned	during	the	
Project’s	various	phases	to	eliminate	or	reduce	the	significance	of	adverse	
effects.	The	impact	statement	will	also	present	an	assessment	of	the	
effectiveness	of	the	proposed	technically	and	economically	feasible	mitigation	
measures.	The	reasons	for	determining	if	the	mitigation	measure	reduces	the	
significance	of	an	adverse	effect	will	be	made	explicit.	

Where	mitigation	measures	are	proposed	to	be	implemented	for	which	there	is	
little	experience	or	for	which	there	is	some	question	as	to	their	effectiveness,	the	
potential	risks	and	effects	to	the	environment	should	those	measures	not	be	
effective	will	be	clearly	and	concisely	described,	and,	where	appropriate,	
contingency	measures	should	be	identified.	In	addition,	the	EIS	will	identify	the	
extent	to	which	technology	innovations	will	help	mitigate	environmental	effects.	
Where	possible,	it	will	provide	detailed	information	on	the	nature	of	these	
measures,	their	implementation,	management,	and	the	requirements	of	the	
follow-up	program.	

Adaptive	management	is	not	considered	as	a	mitigation	measure,	but,	if	the	
follow-up	program	(refer	to	section	9)	indicates	that	corrective	action	is	
required,	the	proposed	approach	for	managing	the	action	should	be	identified.	

Section	H.4.4	discussed	mitigation	measures	for	effects	on	Aboriginal	people.	
Preliminary	recommendations	from	Piikani	Nation	have	been	extracted	from	the	
Project-specific	TLUS	(Piikani	Nation	2015)	or	Minutes	from	March	25,	2014	
Meeting	between	Piikani	Nation	and	Benga	Mining,	Arbutus	Consulting,	and	
Dialectic	Research-		Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	Consultation	Process	(Piikani	
Nation	2014).	Where	Riversdale	could	not	identify	mitigations	from	existing	
documents,	Riversdale	stated	that	Piikani	Nation	had	not	yet	recommended	
mitigation	and	that	recommendations	for	mitigation	measures	from	Piikani	Nation	
would	be	considered	through	the	EA	process.			
Piikani	Nation	expects,	through	its	review	of	the	EA	and	additional	work	related	to	
TLU,	that	recommendations	provided	therein	will	be	considered	by	Riversdale	and	
discussed	in	detail	to	ensure	that	identified	potential	effects	are	addressed.	

[207] Request	–	Also	See	Request	184	and	205	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	
issues	and	proposed	mitigations	resulting	from	its	review	of	the	EA	and	
additional	work	related	to	TLU.	
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[208]	–	[209]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Significant	Residual	
Effects	

6.5	Significant	Residual	Effects	
After	having	established	the	technically	and	economically	feasible	mitigation	
measures,	the	EIS	will	present	any	residual	environmental	effects	of	the	Project	
on	the	VCs	identified	in	section	6.3.	The	residual	effects,	even	if	very	small	or	
deemed	insignificant,	will	be	described.	

The	EIS	then	will	provide	an	analysis	of	the	significance	of	the	residual	
environmental	effects	that	are	considered	adverse,	using	guidance	described	in	
section	4	of	the	Agency’s	reference	guide	Determining	Whether	a	Project	is	
Likely	to	Cause	Significant	Adverse	Environmental	Effects.	

The	EIS	will	identify	the	criteria	used	to	assign	significance	ratings	to	any	
predicted	adverse	effects.	It	will	contain	clear	and	sufficient	information	to	
enable	the	Agency,	technical	and	regulatory	agencies,	Aboriginal	groups,	and	
the	public	to	review	the	proponent's	analysis	of	the	significance	of	effects.	The	
EIS	will	document	the	terms	used	to	describe	the	level	of	significance.	

The	following	criteria	should	be	used	in	determining	the	significance	of	residual	
effects:	

§ magnitude;	
§ geographic	extent;	
§ duration;	
§ frequency;	
§ reversibility;	
§ ecological	and	social	context;	and	
§ existence	of	environmental	standards,	guidelines,	or	objectives	for	assessing	

the	impact.	

In	assessing	significance	against	these	criteria	the	proponent	will,	where	
possible,	use	relevant	existing	regulatory	documents,	environmental	standards,	
guidelines,	or	objectives	such	as	prescribed	maximum	levels	of	emissions	or	
discharges	of	specific	hazardous	agents	into	the	environment.	The	EIS	will	
contain	a	section	which	explains	the	assumptions,	definitions,	and	limits	to	the	
criteria	mentioned	above	in	order	to	maintain	consistency	between	the	effects	
on	each	VC.	

Where	significant	adverse	effects	are	identified,	the	EIS	will	set	out	the	
probability	(likelihood)	that	they	will	occur,	and	describe	the	degree	of	scientific	
uncertainty	related	to	the	data	and	methods	used	within	the	framework	of	its	
environmental	analysis.	
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Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4.5.5	that	summarized	Section	H.4.5	
(Characterization	of	Residual	Effects).	Effects,	based	on	the	required	criteria	were	
provided	for	hunting,	plant	gathering,	trails	and	travelways	and	physical	and	
cultural	heritage.			
Prediction	confidence	was	provided	for	land	and	resource	use	(high)	and	
vegetation	(high).	Levels	of	uncertainty	(or	confidence	ratings)	were	not	provided	
for	wildlife	in	Section	H.4.4.5.	In	Section	H.4.5.3	the	classification	of	effects	was	not	
completed,	there	was	only	a	listing	of	the	criteria	for	classifying	effects.			
More	importantly	the	VCs	of	hunting,	plant	gathering,	trails	and	travelways	and	
physical	and	cultural	heritage	did	not	have	a	rating	of	confidence	in	the	predicted	
effects.	There	was	also	no	detailed	description	of	the	effects,	mention	of	criteria	
(e.g.,	standards	or	guidelines)	used	to	guide	the	assessment	of	effects,	or	discussion	
of	the	assumptions	made	(e.g.,	that,	for	example	traditional	hunting	is	comparable	
to	licensed	public	hunting).	

[208] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	effects	to	Piikani	Nation,	
for	all	VCs	(including	trapping	and	fishing),	and	includes	all	required	
information	to	support	its	conclusions	(i.e.,	using	guidelines/standards,	
descriptions	of	effects,	levels	of	uncertainty	with	regard	to	effects	predictions	
and	all	assumptions	made	in	the	assessment	of	effects	to	Piikani	Nation).	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	assessment	is	completed	prior	to	deeming	
the	application	complete.	

	

[209] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	
completes	the	classification	of	effects	for	Socio-economic	conditions	in	
Section	4.5.3.		

[210]	–	[211]	Aboriginal	Engagement	and	Concerns	–	Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

6.6.3	Cumulative	Effects	Assessment	
The	proponent	will	identify	and	assess	the	Project’s	cumulative	effects	using	the	
approach	described	in	the	Agency’s	Operational	Policy	Statement	entitled	
Addressing	Cumulative	Environmental	Effects	under	the	Canadian	Environmental	
Assessment	Act,	2012	and	the	guide	entitled	Technical	Guidance	for	Assessing	
Cumulative	Environmental	Effects	Under	the	Canadian	Environmental	
Assessment	Act.	

Valued	components	that	would	not	be	affected	by	the	Project	or	would	be	
affected	positively	by	the	Project	can,	therefore,	be	omitted	from	the	cumulative	
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effects	assessment.	A	cumulative	effect	on	an	environmental	component	may,	
however,	be	important	even	if	the	assessment	of	the	Project’s	effects	on	this	
component	reveals	that	the	effects	of	the	Project	are	minor.	

Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.2.5	and	CR	#12	Human	Health,	Section	4.1,	
indicating	that	cumulative	effects	on	the	planned	development	case	were	not	
assessed	as	it	was	assumed	to	be	the	same	as	the	Application	Case	(Air	Quality),	
thus	no	cumulative	effects	assessment.	Riversdale	also	referred	to	Section	E.12.4	
related	to	human	health,	and	Section	H.4.7	for	Piikani	Nation-specific	monitoring	
of	cumulative	effects.	Section	H.4.7	indicated	that	monitoring	programs	would	be	
implemented	to	verify	the	effectiveness	of	mitigation	measures.		

8.1	Follow-up	Program	
The	duration	of	the	follow-up	program	shall	be	as	long	as	required	for	the	
environment	to	regain	its	equilibrium	and	to	evaluate	the	effectiveness	of	the	
mitigation	measures.	The	EIS	shall	present	a	preliminary	follow-up	program	in	
particular	for	areas	where	scientific	uncertainty	exists	in	the	prediction	of	
effects.	This	program	shall	include:	

§ opportunity	for	the	proponent	to	take	advantage	of	the	participation	of	
Aboriginal	groups	and	stakeholders	on	the	affected	territory,	during	the	
implementation	of	the	program	Section	CR#6,	Section	6	(discussion	around	
required	mitigation	measures	for	project	effects	on	aquatic	habitat.	This	
specific	section	will	require	the	majority	of	the	Projects	follow	up	activities	
with	government	agencies,	public	stakeholders,	and	aboriginal	groups.	

Riversdale	referenced	Section	H.2.5	and	Consultant’s	Report	#12,	Section	4.1	to	
identify	and	provide	a	rationale	for	the	valued	components	that	will	constitute	the	
focus	of	the	cumulative	effects	assessment.	For	sources	of	effects	to	traditional	
uses	and	places	as	well	as	identifying	the	boundaries	of	the	cumulative	effects	
assessment	to	Aboriginal	people,	Riversdale	stated	that,	based	on	the	residual	
effects	assessment,	a	cumulative	effects	assessment	was	not	required,	nor	was	a	
cumulative	effects	assessment	carried	out	for	hydrogeology,	water	quality,	aquatic	
resources,	or	human	health.		
For	soils	and	terrain,	vegetation,	air	quality	and	noise	cumulative	effects	are	either	
not	expected	or	expected,	with	mitigation	to	be	insignificant.	Section	H.4.7	
provided	two	bullets	to	describe	follow	up	and	monitoring	to	verify	the	
effectiveness	of	mitigation	measures:	an	environmental	monitoring	plan	and	a	
construction	monitoring	plan.			
As	Piikani	Nation	is	not	confident	in	Riversdale’s	determination	of	residual	effects,	
and	until	the	residual	effects	are	reassessed,	the	conclusions	regarding	cumulative	
effects	might	not	be	appropriate.	
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[210] Request	–	Also	See	Request	148	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	potential	cumulative	
effects	to	Piikani	Nation,	for	all	applicable	VCs	once	the	effects	assessment	in	the	
Project	Update	is	completed,	in	alignment	with	Piikani	Nation’s	
recommendations	contained	within	this	technical	review.	

	

[211] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	mitigation	and	
follow	up	measures	specific	to	Piikani	Nation’s	interests,	uses	and	places.	
Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	
members	will	have	opportunities	to	have	input	into	monitoring	plans	and	
opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	to	be	
undertaken	during	construction,	operation	and	closure	and	reclamation.	

[212]	Valued	Components	
The	Project	EIS	addressed	potential	effects	by	identifying	Valued	Components	
(VCs).	VCs	are	those	environmental	attributes	associated	with	Project	
development	that	have	been	identified	to	be	of	concern	either	by	directly	affected	
stakeholders,	government	agencies	or	the	professional	community.	They	can	be	
referred	to	as	key	indicators	or	parameters	in	the	provincial	ToR.	VCs	consider	
both	biophysical	(i.e.,	ecosystem)	and	socio-economic	attributes	because	of	the	
broad-based	definition	of	environmental	effect,	as	outlined	in	federal	and	
provincial	legislation.	
For	each	VC,	measurable	parameters	were	selected,	where	possible	and	
appropriate,	to	facilitate	quantitative	or	qualitative	measurement	of	potential	
Project	effects	and	cumulative	effects.	Each	environmental	discipline	was	
responsible	for	identifying	and	defining	measurable	parameters	for	their	
respective	VCs.	The	degree	of	change	in	these	measurable	parameters	was	used	to	
help	characterize	Project	specific	and	cumulative	effects	and	evaluate	potential	
residual	effects.	Thresholds	or	standards	were	identified,	where	possible	and	
appropriate,	for	each	measurable	parameter.	
The	EIA	indicated	that	a	list	of	the	Project’s	identified	VCs	and	the	rationale	for	
their	selection	is	presented	in	Section	E	(Environmental	Impact	Assessment)	and	
the	respective	Consultant’s	Reports	in	the	application.	Upon	review	of	Section	E,	
VCs	were	only	provided	for	select	disciplines	(e.g.,	groundwater,	soils	and	terrain).			
VCs	that	might	be	important	to	Piikani	Nation	with	respect	to	each	discipline	(e.g.,	
air	quality,	acoustics)	were	not	provided.			
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[212] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	143	and	148	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	list	of	all	VCs,	or	key	
indicators,	assessed	along	with	a	rationale	for	selecting	or	not	selecting	VCs	for	
any	particular	assessment	discipline.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	includes	how	each	VC	selection	was	made	(e.g.,	regulatory	
requirement,	Aboriginal	VC,	industry	or	professional	guidance).	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

[213]	–	[215]	Aboriginal	Valued	Components	
VCs	for	the	assessment	of	potential	effects	to	Aboriginal	groups	were	identified	
based	on	guidance	provided	by	AER	and	CEAA,	information	provided	by	Aboriginal	
groups	during	consultation	activities,	knowledge	of	generally	established	
Aboriginal	interests,	environmental	assessments	for	similar	Projects,	and	publicly	
available	sources.	Further,	where	provided	by	Aboriginal	groups,	views	on	the	
selection	of	VCs,	identification	of	potential	effects,	and	perspectives	related	to	the	
assessment	of	potential	effects	on	VCs	were	included.	
Section	H.2	identified	the	assessment	methods	used	to	assess	the	Valued	
Components	(VCs)	with	respect	to	Aboriginal	peoples.	The	VCs	referred	to	features	
that	might	be	affected	by	the	Project.	For	Aboriginal	peoples,	the	assessment	
focused	on	an	effect	of	any	change	caused	to	the	environment	on	health	and	socio-
economic	conditions;	physical	and	cultural	heritage;	the	current	use	of	lands	and	
resources	for	traditional	purposes;	and	any	structure,	site	or	thing	that	is	of	
historical,	archaeological,	paleontological	or	architectural	significance.		
The	methods	used	in	the	Project’s	potential	effects	assessment	on	VCs	were	
formed	by	the	methods	used	in	the	potential	effects	assessment	on	VCs	in	Section	
D	of	the	application.	
Table	H.2.2-1	provided	a	list	of	Aboriginal	Valued	Components	and	sub-
components,	potential	Project	effects	(characterized	as	a	change	to	a	resource,	
access	to	a	resource,	use	of	a	resource	or	disturbance	to	a	feature	or	activity),	as	
well	as	associated	VCs	assessed	in	other	parts	of	the	application.	
Upon	review	of	Table	H.2.2-1	it	was	not	clear	if	or	how	members	of	Piikani	Nation	
provided	input	into	selecting	VCs.	Based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	Traditional	Land	Use	
Study,	resources	and	using	those	resources	could	be	used	to	support	or	expand	the	
list	of	Associated	Valued	Components;	for	example,	wildlife	species	such	as	
mountain	sheep	or	beaver	(neither	of	which	were	represented	by	a	guild	under	the	
VCs	selected	for	assessment).	Another	example	is	Piikani	Nation’s	statement	that	
fish	abundance	is	an	indicator	of	aquatic	ecosystem	health	–	this	information,	
taken	from	Piikani	Nation’s	TLUS	was	noted	in	Consultant’s	Report	#6,	Table	6	but	
was	not	listed	as	an	identified	VC.			
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Other	examples	related	to	Associated	Valued	Components	that	would	affect	use	
and	preferences	such	as	sensory	disturbances	(odours,	noise,	light,	visual	
aesthetics)	or	perceived	contamination	(wildlife	health,	soil	quality,	water	quality,	
air	quality).	Associated	Valued	Components	determined	to	be	of	relevance	by	
Riversdale	were	limited	to	wildlife,	land	and	resource	use,	aquatics/fisheries,	
vegetation,	historical	resources,	human	health	and	socio-economics;	however,	VCs	
for	these	disciplines	were	not	provided	in	Table	H.2.2-1,	making	it	impossible	to	
understand	the	linkage	or	relevance	related	to	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component	
beyond	a	general	inference	(e.g.,	hunting	and	wildlife).	

[213] Request	–	Also	See	Requests	143,	148	and	211	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	how	Piikani	
Nation	input,	through	consultation	and	Project-specific	studies,	was	used	in	
determining	Valued	Components	for	each	discipline	and	for	determining	
Aboriginal	Valued	Components.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
provides	a	rationale	for	those	key	resources	and	uses	that	were	not	included	as	
VCs.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

[214] Request	–	Also	See	Request	143,	148,	211	and	212	

Piikani	Nation	requests	the	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	the	
regulators	with	a	comprehensive	list	of	all	associated	VCs	or	other	associated	
elements	assessed	and	includes	a	discussion	on:	

i. the	linkage	between	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component	and	the	potential	
Project	effect;	

ii. how	Piikani	Nation	concerns	or	TK	were	integrated	into	the	VC	or	element	
assessment;	and		

iii. the	applicability	of	the	relevant	mitigation	measures	and	follow-up	
programs	to	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component.	

	

[215] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	key	resources,	uses	and	places	
identified	by	Piikani	Nation	in	Project	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	
plans.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	
on	developing	these	plans	including	the	provision	of	opportunities	for	Piikani	
Nation	members	to	participate	in	their	implementation.	
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[216]	Spatial	and	Temporal	Scope	
The	Local	Study	Area	(LSA)	is	established	based	on	the	zone	of	the	Project	
influence,	beyond	which	the	Project’s	potential	environmental,	cultural	and	socio-
economic	effects	are	expected	to	be	non-detectable.	
The	Regional	Study	Area	(RSA)	is	established	based	on	the	extent	to	which	it	
would	be	expected	that	the	interaction	of	the	Project’s	residual	effects	with	the	
residual	effects	of	other	projects	would	be	detectable.	It	is	also	the	area	in	which	
socio-economic	effects	are	expected	to	be	detectable.	
VC-specific	boundaries	are	established	for	both	the	LSA,	for	Project-specific	effects,	
and	the	RSA,	for	cumulative	effects.	Effects	on	those	VCs	that	have	impacts	more	
directly	tied	to	the	Project	Footprint	are	also	assessed	at	the	spatial	scale	of	the	
Project	Footprint.	
The	spatial	boundaries	of	each	of	the	disciplines	are	shown	in	Figure	D.2.4-1	(LSA)	
and	Figure	D.2.4-2	(RSA).	The	temporal	boundaries	range	from	the	life	of	the	
Project	(24	years)	to	Project	closure	(up	to	41	years	following	Project	initiation).	
The	discipline-specific	LSA	and	RSA	spatial	and	temporal	scales	for	each	of	the	
disciplines	studied	are	discussed	in	more	detail	in	each	section	of	Section	E	and	in	
the	respective	Consultant’s	Report	(within	the	Study	Area	subsection).	

[216] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	input	
influenced,	if	at	all,	the	determination	of	both	the	Project’s	spatial	(LSA	and	
RSA)	and	temporal	(i.e.,	41	years)	boundaries.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	explains	how	the	temporal	scale	of	41	years	ensures	that	by	that	
time	reclamation	will	have	re-established	resources	for	traditional	use	of	those	
resources.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

[217]	–	[218]	Spatial	and	Temporal	Scope	for	Effects	on	Aboriginal	People	
Section	H.2.2.1	provided	the	following	boundary	descriptions:	

Spatial	Boundaries	
The	spatial	boundaries	for	the	assessment	include	a	local	study	area	(LSA),	which	
is	the	area	of	direct	disturbance	by	construction	activities	such	as	the	open	pit	
mine,	coal	handling	and	processing	plant,	overland	conveyor	and	train	load-out	
facility,	and	associated	infrastructure	(e.g.,	rail	system,	equipment	and	
explosives	storage	facilities,	fueling	station,	water	management	structures,	
construction	camp,	coal	conveyor	and	powerline,	access	roads).	While	the	
assessment	of	effects	focuses	on	interactions	occurring	within	the	Project	
footprint	(Figure	A.1.0-2),	discussion	of	effects	from	associated	VC	sections	of	
the	EIA	are	included	in	the	assessment	on	Aboriginal	VCs.		A	regional	study	area	
(RSA)	is	used	in	the	discussion	of	potential	interactions	of	the	Project	with	other	
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projects	and	cumulative	effects	on	Aboriginal	VCs.	The	RSA	was	selected	based	
on	the	largest	extent	of	potential	effects	identified.	

It	is	not	clear	why	Riversdale	defined	the	LSA	for	affects	to	Aboriginal	people	as	
the	mine	footprint	(or	permit	boundary),	particularly	when	the	effects	assessment	
was	based	on	assessment	of	other	VCs	(e.g.,	wildlife,	vegetation).	Typically,	a	
proponent	will	choose	spatial	boundaries	for	traditional	use	that	encompasses	all	
associated	VCs	including	surface	water,	vegetation	and	wildlife.	

[217] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	input	
influenced,	if	at	all,	the	determination	of	the	LSA	and	RSA	for	the	assessment	of	
effects	to	Aboriginal	people.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
revises	the	LSA	to	include	all	associated	VC	LSA’s	in	the	Project	Update	
including	any	additional	input	that	Piikani	Nation	might	have	to	the	LSA	and	
RSA	based	on	TK	and	TLU	information.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Temporal	Boundaries	
The	temporal	boundaries	for	the	assessment	are:	

§ construction:	the	overall	construction	phase	of	the	Project	is	anticipated	to	
be	two	years	pending	all	necessary	approvals	and	permits;	

§ operation:	operation	is	anticipated	to	commence	in	2019.	The	lifespan	of	the	
Project	is	anticipated	to	be	24	years;	and	

§ reclamation	and	closure:	progressive	reclamation	will	commence	in	Year	5	
and	extend	to	Year	24	of	mine	operations.	Final	closure	will	consist	of	an	
additional	three	years.	

The	temporal	boundaries	described	for	the	assessment	of	effects	on	Aboriginal	
People	differed	from	that	described	for	the	other	VCs	and	disciplines	assess.	In	
Section	D,	the	temporal	boundary	extended	to	year	41	following	Project	initiation	
yet	for	this	assessment	the	temporal	scale	was	29	years.		
This	is	particularly	worrisome	for	Piikani	Nation	as,	to	re-establish	traditional	and	
cultural	use,	if	possible,	will	require	more	than	setting	reclamation	on	a	trajectory	
to	be	successful,	but	would	require	re-establishing	important	key	species	(e.g.,	old-
growth	forest).	
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[218] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	discrepancy	between	the	
temporal	scale	used	in	the	assessment	of	effects	on	Aboriginal	people	and	that	
of	other	disciplines.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	
how,	even	at	a	temporal	scale	of	41	years	(versus	29	years)	reclamation	will	
have	re-established	resources	for	traditional	use	of	those	resources.	
Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	
information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

[219]	Assessment	Cases	
The	EIA	considers	the	following	assessment	scenarios,	as	per	the	ToR	and	the	
Guideline	for	Preparing	EIA	reports	(Alberta	Sustainable	Resource	Development	
2013):	

a. Baseline	Case,	which	includes	existing	environmental	conditions,	existing	
projects	and	“approved”	activities;	

b. Application	Case,	which	includes	the	Baseline	Case	plus	the	Project;	and	
c. Planned	Development	Case	(Cumulative	Effects),	which	includes	the	

“Application	Case”	combined	with	past	studies,	existing	and	anticipated	
future	environmental	conditions,	existing	projects	or	activities,	plus	other	
“planned”	projects	or	activities.	

For	the	purposes	of	defining	assessment	scenarios,	“approved”	means	approved	by	
any	federal,	provincial	or	municipal	regulatory	authority,	and	“planned”	means	any	
project	or	activity	that	has	been	publicly	disclosed	prior	to	the	issuance	of	the	
Project’s	ToR	or	up	to	six	months	prior	to	the	submission	of	the	Project	Application	
and	the	EIA	report,	whichever	is	most	recent.	
Existing,	approved	and	planned	projects	and	activities	in	the	region	considered	in	
the	assessment	were	listed	in	Table	D.2.4-2	and	were	shown	on	Figure	D.2.4-3.	The	
project	list	provided	in	Table	D.2.4-2	was	generated	to	capture	all	projects	found	
within	the	largest	RSA	(i.e.,	wildlife	grizzly	bear	RSA).	As	can	be	seen	on	
Figure	D.2.4-3,	not	all	projects	are	contained	within	the	study	areas	of	each	of	the	
respective	disciplines.	
Piikani	Nation’s	view	of	changes	to	the	environment	is	based	on	the	changes	that	
have	occurred	over	time	–	Piikani	Nation’s	‘Base	Case’	is	prior	to	development.	
Piikani	Nation	land	users	do	not	have	a	sense	of	baseline	for	projects	that	have	
been	approved	but	have	not	yet	begun	operation;	therefore,	to	describe	effects	on	
resources	associated	with	the	traditional	use	of	resources	and	sites,	five	cases	
must	be	presented:	a	pre-development	case,	an	existing	case,	the	standard	
‘baseline’	case,	the	application	case	and	the	planned	development	case.			
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[219] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-development	case	and	an	
existing	case	in	the	Project	Update	for	the	assessment	of	all	disciplines	
important	to	Aboriginal	peoples.	

[220]	Assessment	Cases	for	Effects	on	Aboriginal	People	
Piikani	Nation’s	view	of	changes	to	the	environment	and	traditional	use	is	based	on	
the	changes	that	have	occurred	over	time	–	Piikani	Nation’s	‘Base	Case’	is	prior	to	
development.	Piikani	land	users	do	not	have	a	sense	of	baseline	for	projects	that	
have	been	approved	but	have	not	yet	begun	operation;	therefore,	to	describe	
effects	on	Aboriginal	people	and	the	use	of	traditional	resources	and	sites,	five	
cases	must	be	presented:	a	pre-development	case,	an	existing	case,	the	standard	
‘baseline’	case,	the	application	case	and	the	planned	development	case.			

[220] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-development	case	and	an	
existing	case	in	the	Project	Update	for	the	assessment	of	all	Aboriginal	VCs.	

[221]	–	[222]	Assessment	Approach	
The	assessment	of	potential	Project	effects	on	each	VC	was	presented	in	
Table	D.2.5-2.	Assessment	of	potential	Project-specific	effects	on	the	environment	
was	based	on	a	combination	of	objective	(measurable)	and	subjective	(deduced)	
evaluations	that	were	specific	to	the	VC	being	considered.	The	evaluation	
considered	those	protection	or	mitigation	measures	that	would	be	required	to	
meet	regulatory	requirements,	company	or	public	acceptance	during	the	Project’s	
routine	planning	or	design,	construction,	operation	or	abandonment	phases.	

[221] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	mitigation	measures	
selected	for	each	VC	met	Aboriginal	community	acceptance	during	the	Project’s	
routine	planning	or	design,	construction,	operation	or	abandonment	phases.	
Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Piikani	Nation	expects	that	Riversdale	will	use	best	available	technology	
economically	achievable	(BATEA),	best	practices,	continuous	improvement,	
adaptive	management	and	consider	community	input	in	design	and	
implementation	considerations	of	mitigation	measures	of	all	potential	Project	
effects.	
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[222] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	will	use	best	available	
technology	economically	achievable	(BATEA),	best	practices,	continuous	
improvement,	adaptive	management	and	consider	community	input	in	design	
and	implementation	considerations	of	mitigation	measures	of	all	potential	
Project	effects.	

[223]	Assessment	Approach	for	Effects	on	Aboriginal	People	
Riversdale	referred	to	Section	H.4	to	describe	the	general	approach	taken	to	assess	
effects	on	Piikani	Nation.	Background	information	that	was	collected	through	a	
proponent-led	TLUS	primarily	at	specific,	accessible	sites	within	the	mine	
boundary	was	then	used	to	describe	‘baseline’	conditions,	or	the	‘current	use	of	
land	and	resources	for	traditional	purposes’,	‘Aboriginal	health’,	‘Aboriginal	socio-
economic	conditions’	and	‘Aboriginal	physical	and	cultural	heritage’	for	the	VCs	
chosen	to	represent	those	components.			
From	this	baseline	information	potential	effects	and	proposed	mitigation	measures	
as	well	as	residual	effects	were	provided	(i.e.,	the	application	case).	Finally	for	the	
planned	development	case,	a	discussion	of	cumulative	effects	for	Piikani	Nation	
was	provided.	In	addition,	views,	concerns	and	recommendations	provided	by	
Piikani	Nation	were	included	as	ascertained	from	the	TLUS	and	a	referenced	
meeting	that	occurred	on	March	25,	2014	between	Piikani	Nation	and	Benga	
Mining,	Arbutus	Consulting,	and	Dialectic	Research	on	the	Project	consultation	
process.	
The	methodology	used	to	determine	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	is	not	clear.	It	seems	
as	though	the	proponent-led	TLUS	was	very	specific	to	the	locations	visited	during	
the	field	visits	and	did	not	extend	to	the	potential	regional	effects	on	Piikani	
Nation,	nor	is	it	clear	if	Piikani	Nation	TLUS	participants	were	informed	as	to	how	
their	information	was	going	to	be	used	to	form	their	associated	disciplines	or	form	
the	assessment	on	Aboriginal	people.			
As	detailed	throughout	this	review,	there	are	a	number	of	gaps	that	need	to	be	
filled	in	order	to	properly	assess	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	resource	use	as	well	
as	important	traditional	and	cultural	features,	sites	and	practices.	Furthermore,	
and	as	discussed	in	Section	1.4,	potential	Project	effects	on	Aboriginal	rights	and	
interests	should	be	evaluated	based	on	a	structured,	methodological	assessment	of	
potential	Project	effects	and	the	consequence	or	significance	of	those	effects.			
The	effects	on	traditional	land	use	or	current	use	of	lands	and	resources	or	
Aboriginal	VCs	should	be	treated	as	an	individual	section	in	the	assessment	as	are	
the	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.			
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[223] Request	–	Also	See	Request	142	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	assessment	
to	Traditional	Land	Use	provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA,	using	proven	
methods	for	the	assessment,	including	a	summary	of	effects	in	Section	E	along	
with	all	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	be	done	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Significance	Evaluation	
Identifying	VCs	is	dependent	on	scientific	understanding	of	the	respective	
ecological	components	and	their	interactions	in	the	overall	environment	within	
which	the	Project	will	be	developed.	Work	activity	is	guided	both	by	issues	
identified	during	the	course	of	an	impact	assessment	and	in	response	to	a	Project’s	
final	ToR.	

[224]	Evaluating	Significance	for	Effects	on	Aboriginal	People	
Determining	the	significance	of	residual	adverse	effects	on	Aboriginal	VCs	was	not	
provided.	Instead,	Riversdale	determined	qualitatively	whether	there	was	a	low,	
moderate,	or	high	likelihood	of	there	being	a	residual	effect.	

[224] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	undertake	
a	community-led	traditional	land	use	study	that	allows	for	collecting	
information	to	form	the	assessment	requirements	and	that	can	therefore	lead	to	
evaluating	the	significance	of	potential	Project	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	
resource	use	for	traditional	purposes	and	cultural	heritage.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	required;	hence	determining	
significance.	

15.3. Aboriginal	Consultation	and	Assessment	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	

Table	15-1:	Aboriginal	Consultation	and	Assessment	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[143]	 Traditional	
Land	Use	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	
Traditional	Land	Use	assessment	provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	
the	EIA,	using	proven	assessment	methods.	This	would	include	a	
summary	of	effects	in	Section	E	along	with	all	other	biophysical	
and	human	environment	assessments.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	be	done	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[144]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	formally	in	any	
IBA	that	might	result	between	the	Parties	to	ongoing	and	open	
communication	with	Piikani	Nation	through	the	life	of	the	Project	
to	address	issues	and	concerns.	

Response	
Agreement	

[145]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	
the	regulators	with	an	updated	Record	of	Communication	that:	

i) identifies	issues	that	were	raised	for	each	communication	
effort	(if	no	issues	were	raised	then	the	entry	should	
reflect	“no	issues	were	raised”;		

ii) updates	the	Response/Outcomes	column	of	the	table	to	
identify	the	response/outcome,	or	at	a	minimum	refers	to	
the	appropriate	entry	in	the	Record	where	the	
response/outcome	can	be	found;	and		

iii) identifies	if	issues	raised	have	been	addressed	or	remain	
outstanding.	

Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	
this	information	to	be	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[146]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	
how	input	into	technical	and	regulatory	matters,	as	identified	in	its	
Consultation	Plan,	was	solicited	from	Piikani	Nation	at	a	level	
commensurate	with	that	of	Riversdale.	Please	explain	how,	in	
future	stages	of	consultation,	additional	technical	and	regulatory	
issues	that	might	have	not	received	technical	input	from	Piikani	
Nation	(e.g.,	EIA	methods	including	VC	and	boundary	selection,	
level	of	assessment,	integration	of	TK)	will	be	addressed,	post	
application/EIA	development	and	filing,	to	inform	Project	planning	
and	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[147]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	by	biophysical	
and	human	assessment	component,	evidence	that	information	
from	Piikani	Nation’s	consultation	was	integrated	into	the	
assessment	of	effects,	how	this	input	was	considered	in	Project	
planning	and	design	and	how	it	is	reflected	in	proposed	Project	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[148]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	on	a	regular	basis,	
the	tracking	table	referred	to	in	Table	5.1	of	Section	5.0	of	the	
Consultation	Plan	so	that	it	can	review	it,	offer	input	and	track	
ongoing	consultation	efforts	with	regard	to	issue	resolution.	

Response	
Agreement	

[149]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	apparent	
inconsistencies	between	Table	H.4.2-1	and	the	Piikani	Nation	
Record	of	Communication	as	provided	in	Appendix	7b.	

Response	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[150]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	
Aboriginal	Consultation	provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA	
and	provides	the	same	robustness	as	that	given	to	Section	G	Public	
Engagement	including:		

i) Methods	of	consultation	
ii) Lists	of	issues	and	questions	raised	
iii) Quantitative	(or	Qualitative	Analysis)	of	issues/	concern	

areas	
iv) Summary	of	key	issues	
v) Description	of	how	input	was	incorporated	into	Project	

design.			
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	
be	done	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[151]	 Project	Scope	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	detailed	
discussion	of	how	issues	and	concerns	from	Aboriginal	
communities	in	general	and	Piikani	Nation	specifically	formed:	

i) identifying	local	and	regional	issues	of	concern;		
ii) the	VCs;		
iii) the	study	area	boundaries;	and		
iv) potential	Project	and	cumulative	impacts.	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	this	information	
for:	air	quality,	visual	aesthetics,	noise,	hydrogeology,	hydrology,	
water	quality,	aquatic	ecology,	terrain	and	soils,	vegetation	and	
wetlands,	wildlife,	land	and	resource	use,	historical	resources,	
human	health,	wildlife	health	and	socio-economics	in	addition	to	
Aboriginal	traditional	land	use/valued	components.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	
prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[152]	 Constraints	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	its	
constraints	mapping	process	(or	alternative	criteria)	and	explains	
how	Piikani	Nation’s	land	and	water	use	was	used	to	build	a	
constraints	layer	for	traditional	and	current	use.	

Response	

[153]	 Conservation	
and	
Reclamation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	its	assessment	
on	Piikani	Nation,	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use	was	
considered	in	the	closure	landscape.	

Response	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[154]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Air	Quality,	
Climate	and	
Noise	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	effects	of	the	
following	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	lands	and	resources	and	
cultural	need	for	areas	that	are	remote	and	provide	solitude:	

i) air	quality,	including	particulate	matter	(dust),	odours	
(hydrocarbons,	reduced	sulphur	compounds)	and	
human/ecosystem	health-related	compounds	(TSP,	PAC	
and	metals);	

ii) noise;	and		
iii) visibility,	including	haze	and	light	as	well	as	overall	visual	

aesthetics.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	regulators	require	that	this	
assessment	is	done,	including	management,	mitigation	and	
monitoring	to	reduce	the	effects	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	
enjoyment	of	land	and	resources,	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[155]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Hydrology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	impacts	
to	hydrology	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	surface	water	resources	in	
the	RSA	including	any	potential	impacts	to	boat	access	and	
navigation,	sources	of	potable	water	and	for	recreational	use	by	
Piikani.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	identifies	
potential	water	use	conflicts	to	Piikani	Nation	and	that	the	Water	
Management	Plan	ensures	the	use	of	best	practices	to	reduce	and	
recycle	surface	water	use	for	Project	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	done,	including	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	reduce	the	effects	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	water	resources,	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[156]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Aquatic	Ecology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	of	existing	
fish	resources	of	the	lakes,	rivers,	ephemeral	waterbodies	and	
other	waters	that	support	Aboriginal	uses.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	adds	a	Table	(in	CR	#6,	Section	5.1),	
similar	to	Table	3,	that	identifies	watercourses	or	waterbodies	of	
traditional	and	current	use	by	Aboriginal	groups.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	Piikani	Nation	collecting	
additional	information	on	current	and	future	fisheries	in	the	RSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[157]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Aquatic	Ecology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	significance	
of	any	impacts	on	water	quality	and	implications	to	aquatic	
resources	(e.g.,	biota,	biodiversity	and	habitat)	and	related	
implications	for	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	current	use	of	
these	resources.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[158]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Vegetation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	
vegetation	potential	for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	Development	
Case,	including	maps.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[159]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Vegetation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	an	assessment	of	all	traditional	uses	of	
vegetation	is	undertaken	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	and	a	
discussion	of	effects	is	provided	for	all	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	use	
(direct	gathering,	cultural	and	spiritual	purposes,	habitat	loss	for	
cultural	species).	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[160]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Wildlife	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	wildlife	
habitats	and	documents	this	for	hunting	and	trapping	potential	for	
the	LSA	and	RSA	for,	including	maps.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	
that	Riversdale	explains	how	traditional	species	(identified	in	Table	
2.2-1)	were	used	in	selecting	VCs	spatial	boundaries.	Furthermore,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	
prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[161]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Wildlife	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update,	comments	on	habitat	loss,	habitat	avoidance,	vehicle-
wildlife	collisions,	increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	and	
other	Project-related	impacts	on	wildlife	populations	specific	to	
Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use	of	wildlife	both	quantitatively	and	
qualitatively.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[162]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Terrain	and	
Soils	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	landform	
modelling	done	for	the	EIA	was	formed	by	TEK.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	changes	to	the	landscape	
will	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	the	land	in	and	
around	the	Project	area.	

Response	

[163]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Land	Use	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	addresses	land	use	
management	in	relation	to	traditional	and	recreational	access	to	
Piikani	Nation,	including	on	Riversdale’s	privately	held	lands.	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	updates	its	discussion	and	
effects	assessment	in	Section	H.4.4.1.3	to	include	a	quantitative	
analysis	of	effects,	develops	a	constraints	layer	or	criteria	to	aid	in	
further	Project	engineering	and	planning	and	discusses	how	effects	
to	the	time,	effort	and	cost	to	Piikani	Nation	for	using	alternate	
access	will	be	mitigated.		
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	
potential	increased	predator	access	might	affect	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditionally	used	species.	

Response	

[164]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Historic	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	identify	culturally	appropriate	mitigation	measures,	flagging	at	
1000	m	for	off-site	infrastructure	(e.g.,	roads)	and	seeking	
protective	notations	for	key	sites	that	can	be	protected.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[165]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	fulfills	the	following	ToR	
requirements	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete:	

i) provides	maps	of	current	uses	of	traditional	resources	(it	
is	recommended	that	this	is	based	on	land	capability	
potential	for	these	resources);	

ii) provides	a	map	clearly	indicating	land	and	travel	routes;	
iii) providse	a	map	of	culturally	important	areas,	including	

sites	(this	can	be	in	a	polygon	format	to	protect	Piikani	
Nation’s	intellectual	property);	

iv) provides	a	description	of	use	to	accompany	these	maps;	
v) discusses	the	availability	of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	

species	for	food,	traditional,	medicinal	and	cultural	
purposes	in	the	identified	traditional	land	and	water	use	
areas	considering	all	Project	related	impacts;		

vi) discusses	access	to	traditional	lands	and	waters	in	the	
Project	Area	during	all	stages	of	the	Project	broken	down	
by	pre-construction,	construction,	operation,	
decommissioning	and	post-reclamation;	

vii) incorporates	Piikani	Nation’s	views	on	monitoring	and	
reclamation	specific	to	each	plan	(e.g.,	water	quality,	
wildlife,	reclamation);	and		

viii) describes	how	TEK	and	TLU	information	was	integrated	
into	the	Project’s	design	and	development,	technical	
components	of	the	EIA,	the	Conservation	and	
Reclamation	Plan,	monitoring	and	mitigation	plans			

Response	
Regulatory	

[166]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Public	Health	
and	Safety	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	develop	mitigation	strategies	targeted	at	community	concerns	
related	to	human	and	wildlife	health.	

Response	
Agreement	

[167]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Public	Health	
and	Safety	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	to	
discuss	safety	concerns,	such	as	getting	Piikani	Nation’s	input	on	
the	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	and	provides	this	information	as	
supplemental	to	the	application.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[168]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Socio-economic	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	information	
from	the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	
into	the	EIA,	as	Riversdale	indicated	this	was	not	done	due	to	
timing	issues.	As	well,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
explains	why	information	related	to	land	use	in	this	report	was	not	
carried	over	to	other	sections	of	the	EIA,	including	a	clear	
indication	that	the	mitigation	measures	listed	in	the	Piikani	Health	
and	Socio-economic	Conditions	would	be	implemented.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[169]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Socio-economic	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	and	businesses	are	
employment	and	contract	ready	to	take	advantage	of	
opportunities	as	they	come.	

Response	
Agreement	

[170]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	
the	monitoring,	or	baseline	field	data	collection,	that	was	done	for	
the	EIA	that	included	Piikani	Nation	members.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	members	
will	have	opportunities	to	have	input	into	monitoring	plans	and	
opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	
for	this	monitoring	plan	undertaken	during	construction,	operation	
and	closure	and	reclamation.	

Response	

[171]	 CEAA	EIS	
Guidelines	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	the	
changes	that	have	been	made	to	the	Project	since	it	was	originally	
proposed	that	benefits	Aboriginal	peoples	in	general	and	Piikani	
Nation	specifically.	

Response	

[172]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	revises	Section	H.4.3.2	to	
include	all	effects	to	Piikani	Nation	uses,	including	cultural	uses.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	these	revisions	are	included	
in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[173]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	address	all	concerns	or	issues	with	predicted	effects	in	the	
EIA/EIS	and	SEIA	once	its	review	is	complete	and	Piikani	Nation’s	
recommendations	are	provided.	

Response	
Agreement	

[174]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	
conduct	a	resource	use	analysis	study,	focusing	on	the	RSA	and	
surrounding	area	to	aid	in	determining	Project	effects	to	
traditional	rights	and	interests.	

Response	
Agreement	

[175]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	
and	SEIA	is	complete,	agrees	to	update	the	assessment	on	hunting,	
wildlife	and	resource	use	based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	review	
recommendations	including	providing	the	information	required	to	
fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	requirements.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[176]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	
species	as	important	to	traditional	use,	and	updates	either	the	
hunting	(Section	H.4.4.)	or	cultural	heritage	(Section	H.4.4.4)	
sections	to	assess	the	effects	to,	and	capture	the	important	role	
wildlife	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[177]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	
and	SEIA	is	complete,	agrees	to	update	the	assessment	on	plant	
gathering,	vegetation	and	wetlands	and	resource	use	based	on	
Piikani	Nation’s	review	recommendations	including	providing	the	
information	required	to	fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	requirements.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
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[178]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	
species	as	important	to	traditional	use,	and	updates	either	the	
plant	gathering	(Section	H.4.4.2)	or	cultural	heritage	(Section	
H.4.4.4)	sections	to	assess	the	effects	to,	and	capture	the	
important	role	plant	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[179]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	identify	trails	and	travelways	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	to	be	assessed	
in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	This	would	include	soliciting	
information	on	mitigations	including	management	and	monitoring.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[180]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	negotiate	an	IBA	that	includes	commitments	to	
environmental	management,	culture	and	traditional	resources,	
human	resources	and	business	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[181]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	an	Integrated	
Cultural	Impact	Assessment	that	would	be	completed	by	the	
community.	

Response	
Agreement	

[182]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	ensure	all	issues	and	concerns	raised	are	
documented	and	responded	to.	

Response	
Agreement	

[183]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	
discusses	the	changes	made	to	the	Project	design	and	
implementation	directly	as	a	result	of	discussions	with	Aboriginal	
groups.		Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[184]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	
includes	within	each	discipline,	a	discussion	of	how	Aboriginal	
traditional	knowledge,	including	any	additional	TK	collected	since	
the	filing	of	the	application,	was	incorporated	into	the	
environmental	effects	assessment	(including	baseline	conditions	
and	effects	analysis	for	VCs)	and	then	updates	the	effects	analysis	
of	potential	adverse	impacts	on	potential	or	established	Aboriginal	
or	Treaty	rights	and	related	mitigation	measures	based	on	those	
changes.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[185]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	ensure	all	issues	and	concerns	raised	are	
documented	and	responded	to	and	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	update	filing	for	the	Project.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[186]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	further	detail	the	TK/TLU	points,	including	additional	areas	that	
might	be	outside	of	the	LSA	but	within	the	RSA,	to	update	Figure	
H.4.1-1,	and	for	use	in	internal	discussions	between	Piikani	Nation	
and	Riversdale	to	allow	appropriate	assessments	at	the	discipline-
level	and	mitigation	for	effects	to	uses	and	places.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[187]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	document	uses	and	sites	in	the	LSA	and	RSA,	
understanding	that	the	information	provided	will	serve	to	describe	
baselines	and	will	be	used	for	assessment	and	mitigation	
development	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	includes	any	new	information	in	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[188]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	identify	Piikani	Nation’s	commercial	and	recreational	use	in	the	
LSA	and	RSA	and	includes	this	information	in	the	Project	Update.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	
information	before	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[189]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	create	a	Heritage	Resource	Management	Plan	as	
identified	in	the	Piikani	Nation	technical	review	of	Historical	
Resources.	

Response	
Agreement	

[190]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation,	undertakes	a	cultural	impact	assessment	for	the	
Project.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	to	be	collected	and	assessed	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[191]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	identify	any	other	important	information	that	should	be	
included	in	the	Project	Update	with	regard	to	the	Project’s	effects	
on	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[192]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	fill	in	any	gaps	on	Piikani	Nation	land	uses	and	sites	for	
traditional	and	cultural	purposes,	including	water	uses	and	
including	for	the	RSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[193]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	updates	the	HHRA	to	
include	Aboriginal	receptors	in	the	RSA	and	surrounding	area.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[194]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	
the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	into	
the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[195]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	scope	and	undertake	a	Cultural	Impact	Assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[196]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	collect	additional	TLU	and	TK.	The	additional	TLUS	should	be	
jointly	scoped	by	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	to	ensure	that	
information	to	help	form	the	EIA,	including	for	the	RSA	and	with	
regard	to	fish	and	furbearers	to	ensure	that	identified	fishing	and	
trapping	is	brought	forward	into	the	appropriate	assessments	in	
the	Project	Update.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[197]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	breakdown	of	
residual	effects	to	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	
Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[198]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update,	an	effects	analysis	for	each	Project	phase	–	
construction,	operation	and	reclamation	including	timing	and	peak	
effects	predictions.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[198]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	evaluates	and	discusses	in	
detail	avoidance	and	alienation	effects	resulting	from	the	Project,	
including	the	presence	of	workers	and	others	resulting	from	
increased	access;	sensory	disturbances	affecting	the	sense	of	
peace	and	remoteness	(visual	aesthetics,	light,	noise,	odours,	
dust);	fear	of	contamination	of	traditionally	used	resources;	and	
avoidance	caused	by	the	undue	hardship	(time,	cost,	security	
requirements)	resulting	from	access	restrictions	and	control.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[200]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	
anticipated	Project	Update,	how	reclamation	will	return	the	
disturbed	landscape	to	a	pre-development	capability	for	
traditional	use.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[201]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	Project	
Update,	the	effects	of	increased	travel	time,	travel	costs,	and	
access	restriction	measures	on	Piikani	Nation’s	access	to	lands	and	
resources	affected	by	the	Project.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[202]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	
Health	Risk	Assessment	in	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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[203]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	
the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	into	
the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[204]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	understand	additional	potential	socio-economic	effects	on	the	
use	of	navigable	waters,	forestry	and	logging	operations,	hunting,	
trapping,	and	gathering	activities,	commercial	outfitters	and	
recreational	use.	

Response	
Agreement	

[205]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	undertake	a	Cultural	Impact	Assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	

[206]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	
Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	address	all	identified	issues	and	concerns	resulting	from	Piikani	
Nation’s	review	of	the	EIS	and	SEIA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[207]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Mitigation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	address	all	issues	and	proposed	mitigations	resulting	from	its	
review	of	the	EA	and	additional	work	related	to	TLU.	

Response	
Agreement	

[208]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Significant	
Residual	Effects	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	effects	to	
Piikani	Nation,	for	all	VCs	(including	trapping	and	fishing),	and	
includes	all	required	information	to	support	its	conclusions	(i.e.,	
using	guidelines/standards,	descriptions	of	effects,	levels	of	
uncertainty	with	regard	to	effects	predictions	and	all	assumptions	
made	in	the	assessment	of	effects	to	Piikani	Nation).	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	assessment	is	completed	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[209]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Significant	
Residual	Effects	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update,	completes	the	classification	of	effects	for	Socio-economic	
conditions	in	Section	4.5.3.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[210]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Cumulative	
Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	potential	
cumulative	effects	to	Piikani	Nation,	for	all	applicable	VCs	once	the	
effects	assessment	in	the	Project	Update	is	completed,	in	
alignment	with	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendations	contained	
within	this	technical	review.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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[211]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	
and	Concerns	–	
Cumulative	
Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	
mitigation	and	follow	up	measures	specific	to	Piikani	Nation’s	
interests,	uses	and	places.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	members	will	have	
opportunities	to	have	input	into	monitoring	plans	and	
opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	
to	be	undertaken	during	construction,	operation	and	closure	and	
reclamation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[212]	 Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	list	of	all	VCs,	or	
key	indicators,	assessed	along	with	a	rationale	for	selecting	or	not	
selecting	VCs	for	any	particular	assessment	discipline.	Piikani	
Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	how	each	VC	
selection	was	made	(e.g.,	regulatory	requirement,	Aboriginal	VC,	
industry	or	professional	guidance).	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[213]	 Aboriginal	
Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	
how	Piikani	Nation	input,	through	consultation	and	Project-specific	
studies,	was	used	in	determining	Valued	Components	for	each	
discipline	and	for	determining	Aboriginal	Valued	Components.	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	rationale	for	
those	key	resources	and	uses	that	were	not	included	as	VCs.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[214]	 Aboriginal	
Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	the	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	
the	regulators	with	a	comprehensive	list	of	all	associated	VCs	or	
other	associated	elements	assessed	and	includes	a	discussion	on:	

i) the	linkage	between	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component	
and	the	potential	Project	effect;	

ii) how	Piikani	Nation	concerns	or	TK	were	integrated	into	
the	VC	or	element	assessment;	and		

iii) the	applicability	of	the	relevant	mitigation	measures	and	
follow-up	programs	to	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[215]	 Aboriginal	
Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	key	resources,	
uses	and	places	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	in	Project	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	plans.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	on	
developing	these	plans	including	the	provision	of	opportunities	for	
Piikani	Nation	members	to	participate	in	their	implementation.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[216]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	
Scope	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation	input	influenced,	if	at	all,	the	determination	of	both	the	
Project’s	spatial	(LSA	and	RSA)	and	temporal	(i.e.,	41	years)	
boundaries.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	
how	the	temporal	scale	of	41	years	ensures	that	by	that	time	
reclamation	will	have	re-established	resources	for	traditional	use	
of	those	resources.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[217]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	
Scope	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	input	influenced,	if	at	all,	the	determination	of	the	LSA	
and	RSA	for	the	assessment	of	effects	to	Aboriginal	people.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	revises	the	LSA	to	
include	all	associated	VC	LSA’s	in	the	Project	Update	including	any	
additional	input	that	Piikani	Nation	might	have	to	the	LSA	and	RSA	
based	on	TK	and	TLU	information.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[218]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	
Scope	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	discrepancy	
between	the	temporal	scale	used	in	the	assessment	of	effects	on	
Aboriginal	people	and	that	of	other	disciplines.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how,	even	at	a	temporal	
scale	of	41	years	(versus	29	years)	reclamation	will	have	re-
established	resources	for	traditional	use	of	those	resources.	
Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	
this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[219]	 Assessment	
Cases	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-
development	case	and	an	existing	case	in	the	Project	Update	for	
the	assessment	of	all	disciplines	important	to	Aboriginal	peoples.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[220]	 Assessment	
Cases	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-
development	case	and	an	existing	case	in	the	Project	Update	for	
the	assessment	of	all	Aboriginal	VCs.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[221]	 Assessment	
Approach	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	mitigation	
measures	selected	for	each	VC	met	Aboriginal	community	
acceptance	during	the	Project’s	routine	planning	or	design,	
construction,	operation	or	abandonment	phases.	Futher,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[222]	 Assessment	
Approach	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	will	use	
best	available	technology	economically	achievable	(BATEA),	best	
practices,	continuous	improvement,	adaptive	management	and	
consider	community	input	in	design	and	implementation	
considerations	of	mitigation	measures	of	all	potential	Project	
effects.	

Response	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[223]	 Assessment	
Approach	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	
assessment	to	Traditional	Land	Use	provided	as	a	distinct	section	
of	the	EIA,	using	proven	methods	for	the	assessment,	including	a	
summary	of	effects	in	Section	E	along	with	all	other	biophysical	
and	human	environment	assessments.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	be	done	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[224]	 Evaluating	
Significance	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	
to	undertake	a	community-led	traditional	land	use	study	that	
allows	for	collecting	information	to	form	the	assessment	
requirements	and	that	can	therefore	lead	to	evaluating	the	
significance	of	potential	Project	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	resource	
use	for	traditional	purposes	and	cultural	heritage.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	required;	hence	
determining	significance.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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16. Use	of	Piikani	Nation’s	Traditional	Land	Use	Study	and	
Additional	Recommendations	
Section	H.1.1.4	provided	an	overview	of	the	approach	for	incorporating	Traditional	
Ecological	Knowledge	(TEK)	and	Traditional	Land	Use	(TLU)	information	into	the	
EIA.			
Upon	review,	this	section	discusses	how	TEK	was	collected	but	did	not	provide	any	
discussion	of	how	this	information	was	to	be	incorporated,	integrated	or	used	to	
inform	the	EI	other	than	to	be	condensed	to	a	few	pages	in	Section	H.4.3.1,	Section	
H.4.3.2	and	Section	H.4.3.5;	upon	which	an	assessment	was	conducted	based	on	
proponent-derived	Aboriginal	VCs.			
It	is	not	clear	how	the	TEK	provided	by	Piikani	Nation	was	integrated	with	
biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments,76F

78	and	considered	in	approaches	
to	avoid,	mitigate	or	manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	traditional	
uses.77F

79		

[225]	–	[226]	Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	

[225] Request	–	Also	See	Request	157,	159	and	161	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	TEK	
formed	each	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessment,	including	how	it	
informed	approaches	to	avoid,	mitigate	or	manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	
rights	and	traditional	uses.		

As	discussed	in	Request	[220],	the	methodology	used	to	determine	effects	on	
Piikani	Nation	is	not	clear.	It	seems	as	though	the	proponent-led	TLUS	was	very	
specific	to	the	locations	visited	during	the	field	visits	and	did	not	extend	to	the	
potential	regional	effects	on	Piikani	Nation,	nor	is	it	clear	if	Piikani	Nation	TLUS	
participants	were	informed	as	to	how	their	information	was	going	to	be	used	to	
form	associated	disciplines	or	form	the	assessment	on	Aboriginal	people.			
As	detailed	throughout	this	review,	there	are	a	number	of	gaps	that	need	to	be	
filled	in	order	to	properly	assess	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	resource	use	as	well	
as	important	traditional	and	cultural	features,	sites	and	practices.	Nonetheless,	
there	are	a	number	of	proposed	recommendations	and	mitigations,	based	on	the	
information	provided	in	the	current	TLUS	as	detailed,	per	discipline,	below.	Note	
that	more	specific	recommendations	and	mitigations	on	‘use’	will	be	further	
developed	as	more	TLU	information	is	collected.	

																																																								
	
78	EIA,	Volume	2,	Appendix	7,	Section	4.3	
79	EIA,	Volume	2,	Appendix	7c	TLU	Study	
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[226] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	collected	TEK	for	the	
RSA	and	how	that	information	was	used	by	each	of	the	disciplines.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update.	

16.1. Traditional	Land	Use	Information	and	Traditional	Knowledge	Use	Key	
Concerns	and	Requests	

[227]	–	[234]	Traditional	Land	Use	and	Traditional	Knowledge	Use	

[227] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	issues	of	concern	to	
Piikani	Nation	and	its	traditional	and	contemporary	land	uses	have	been	used	in	
Project	planning	and	site	selection.			

	

[228] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	each	EIA	discipline	was	
assessed	in	consideration	of	traditional	knowledge	and	expertise,	traditional	
land	use	information	and	concerns	expressed	during	Project	consultation	and	if	
not,	how	effects	were	adequately	assessed.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that,	for	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	each	biophysical	and	human	
environment	assessment	considers	this	information	and	clearly	discusses	its	
integration.	

	

[229] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	availability	of	vegetation,	
fish	and	wildlife	species	for	food,	traditional	medicinal	and	cultural	purposes	in	
the	LSA	and	RSA	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[230] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	knowledge	and	expertise	and	land	use	information	will	be	
incorporated	into	Project	planning	including	mitigation,	management	and	
monitoring	plans.	

	



 

Riversdale	Resources	 -213-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

[231] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	with	Piikani	Nation	a	
monitoring	plan	to	assess	Project	effects	on	hunting,	trapping,	fishing,	plant	
harvesting	and	cultural	use	following	Project	development.	

	

[232] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	
develops	Project-specific	triggers	and	limits	for	the	Project’s	mitigation,	
management	and	monitoring	plans	that	reflect	Community	TEK	and	ecological	
and	cultural	values.	

	

[233] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	considers	supporting	Piikani	Nation’s	
cultural	retention	strategies,	including	plans	to	establish	community-based	
monitoring	of	key	cultural	species	and	practices.	

	

[234] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	traditional	knowledge	
from	previous	studies,	such	as	the	Old	Man	River	Dam	and	the	Weasel	Valley	
Water	Use	Study	were	considered	in	the	assessment.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

[235]	–	[244]	Air	Quality	

[235] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	traditional	
and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	
consultation	informed	the	air	quality	assessment.				

	

[236] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	sites	9,	10,	11	are	
special	receptor	sites	previously	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	
locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	
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[237] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	predicted	Project	
air	quality	impacts	within	the	air	quality	LSA	and	RSA	will	be	minimized	based	
on	the	principles	of	“keeping	clean	areas	clean”	and	“pollution	prevention	and	
minimization”	and	therefore	that	air	quality	changes	will	be	“well	below”	
AAAQOs.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[238] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	practice	to	
minimize	odours	and	dust	resulting	from	Project	activities.	

	

[239] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	reshaping	of	Grassy	
Mountain,	once	the	coal	is	removed,	would	affect	wind	or	weather	patterns	in	
the	area	and,	if	there	are	changes,	discusses	how	these	changes	might	affect	
traditional	users	around	Grassy	Mountain.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

	

[240] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update,	the	burning	management	strategies	to	be	used	to	minimize	smoke	
impact	in	the	Project’s	vicinity.	

	

[241] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Continual	Improvement	Plan	
and	allows	Piikani	Nation	to	review	the	draft	plan	for	input.	

	

[242] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Project	air	monitoring	results	
to	Piikani	Nation	as	well	as	a	plain-language	summary	to	be	shared	with	the	
community	on	an	annual	basis.	
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[243] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	Nation	and	seeks	
its	input	to	develop	a	Dust	Management	Plan,	Odour	Management	Plan	and	
Blasting	Management	Plan,	including	a	notification	and	complaint	protocol	for	
Piikani	Nation	community	members.	

	

[244] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
develop	community-based	monitoring	plans	for	dust	and	odour.	

[245]	–	[247]	Visual	Aesthetics	

[245] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	Project	assessment	with	regard	to	effects	to	
visual	aesthetics	and	Piikani	Nation’s	feelings	of	solitude	and	remoteness	to	
practice	traditional	and	cultural	pursuits	in	the	Project	vicinity.				

	

[246] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	visual	impacts	to	Piikani	
Nation	land	and	cultural	use	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	it	is	consulted	to	determine	important	receptor	sites	for	
the	assessment.	

	

[247] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	with	Piikani	Nation	strategies	
to	minimize	the	Project’s	visible	impacts.	

[248]	–	[251]	Noise	

[248] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	acoustics	assessment.				
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[249] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	discusses	whether	audible	
noise	from	the	Project	would	be	expected	to	create	wildlife	or	traditional	land	
user	avoidance	or	compromise	wildlife	health	and	traditional	and	cultural	
practices	in	the	Project’s	LSA	and	RSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

[250] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	practices	to	
minimize	noise	from	the	Project	and	shares	this,	as	well	as	field-verified	
modelled	noise	predictions	during	construction	and	operation,	with	Piikani	
Nation	on	an	annual	basis.	

	

[251] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	
develops	a	mechanism	for	community	members	to	provide	any	observations	or	
concerns	regarding	noise	from	blasting	and	for	Riversdale	to	report	back	on	any	
efforts	made	to	minimize	noise-related	issues	based	on	community	feedback.	

[252]	–	[260]	Human	Health	and	Safety	

[252] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	
discusses	how	the	Project	HHRA	has	taken	into	consideration	community	
concerns	on	health	and	wellness;	e.g.,	issues	related	to	drugs,	alcohol,	mental	
health	and	cultural	integrity.			

	

[253] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	
strategies	to	effectively	communicate	health	risks	associated	with	the	Project	to	
mitigate	health	concerns,	including	encouraging	the	continuance	of	harvesting	
traditional	foods.	
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[254] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	
indicators	to	measure	avoidance	behaviour	of	land	users	and	wildlife	(dust	or	
odours,	noise,	and	light	and	other	visual	impacts).	

	

[255] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	Project’s	
Health	and	Safety	Plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

	

[256] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	Project’s	
Emergency	Response	Plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

	

[257] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	
Nation,	a	planned	and	unplanned	event	protocol	to	ensure	that	the	community	
is	informed	about	events	that	have	the	potential	to	affect	traditional	land	users	
or	the	resources	upon	which	they	depend.	

	

[258] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	Piikani	Nation	into	the	design	
and	implementation	of	long-term	health	monitoring	programs	associated	with	
the	Project,	to	ensure	it	considers	Traditional	Use	and	TEK.	

	

[259] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	policies	and	programs	to	limit	
the	amount	of	Project-related	traffic	on	highway.	

	

[260] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	requires	its	staff	and	contractors	to	take	
cultural	awareness	training,	offered	by	Riversdale.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	the	program	is	acceptable	to	Piikani	Nation,	or	alternatively	that	
Piikani	Nation	is	contracted	to	deliver	the	program.	
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[261]	–	[265]	Groundwater	and	Surface	Water	

[261] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	hydrogeology,	hydrology	and	surface	water	
quality	assessments	(e.g.,	geochemical	leaching).				

	

[262] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	
Nation	to	provide	input	into,	and	opportunities	for	the	community	to	participate	
in,	the	monitoring	of	any	and	all	groundwater	and	surface	water	(including	in	
association	with	wetlands)	monitoring	programs	(this	might	include	developing	
community-based	monitoring	programs).	

	

[263] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plain-language	document	on	
water	usage	for	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation.	This	should	include	
information	on	how	the	water	holding	and	treatment	(attenuation)	zones	work	
(e.g.,	new	selenium	treatment	technology)	and	where	they	are	located.	

	

[264] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	‘No	Fishing’	policy	for	Project	
staff	and	contractors.	

	

[265] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	implications	to	water	
resources	and	aquatic	biota	and	the	remediation	that	Riversdale	would	
undertake	if	an	unintentional	accident	like	a	water	management	dam	failure	
occurred.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	
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[266]	–	[271]	Fish	

[266] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	aquatic	resources	assessment.				

	

[267] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	collecting	culturally	important	
fish	and	aquatic	species	information	to	be	included	in	the	Project	Update	
assessment	on	aquatic	resources.	

	

[268] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	impact	to	fish	and	
aquatic	habitat	that	might	be	caused	by	using	explosives	in	the	vicinity	of	fish-
bearing	waters.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

	

[269] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	developing	
the	Project’s	conceptual	Offset,	Recovery	Plan	and	Stewardship	Program.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	considers,	in	consultation	with	
Piikani	Nation,	alternative	fish	offsetting	options,	if	necessary.	

	

[270] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	Nation	on	
developing	fish	habitat,	fish	abundance	and	diversity	and	fish	health	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	plans	with	a	goal	to	achieve	a	net	
positive	impact	on	aquatic	resources	(this	might	include	developing	
community-based	monitoring	programs).	

	

[271] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	to	Piikani	Nation	
members	to	help	in	any	required	fish	rescue	program.	
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[272]	–	[273]	Soils	

[272] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	knowledge	and	expertise	was	used	in	the	soil	
assessment,	of	particular	concern	to	Piikani	Nation	is	the	potential	for	increased	
soil	erosion	adjacent	to	the	Project.			

	

[273] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	involves	Piikani	Nation	in	any	soil	
erosion	monitoring	programs	for	the	Project.			

[274]	–	[281]	Vegetation	and	Wetlands	

[274] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	preferences	for	plant	species	and	communities	were	
incorporated	into	the	effects	assessment	for	vegetation	and	wetlands.	

	

[275] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	and	resources	
necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	with	traditional	land	users	a	traditional	
plant	list	for	its	traditional	territory	and	the	use	of	this	list	should	direct	(a)	
surveys	for	high	TLU	plant	potential	ecosites	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	
Conservation	and	Reclamation	planning.	

	

[276] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	surveys	traditional	and	medicinal	plants	
within	the	LSA.	These	surveys	should	be	based	on	a	traditional	and	medicinal	
plant	lists	developed	by	Piikani	Nation.	The	traditional	and	medicinal	plant	
surveys	should	be	conducted	within	the	entire	LSA.	Cultural	uses	for	the	
traditional	and	medicinal	plants	should	also	be	established	by	Piikani	Nation	for	
use	in	Project	Planning	including	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	completed	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	
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[277] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	study	of	all	traditional	uses	
of	vegetation	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	in	the	Project	Update	to	assess	the	
effects	of	the	Project	on	cultural	and	spiritual	uses	by	the	Piikani	Nation.	

	

[278] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	traditionally	used	plants	and	rare	
plants	were	possible	and	where	not	possible	develops	with	Piikani	Nation	
appropriate	mitigation	strategies.	

	

[279] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	implements	a	program	to	monitor	and	
control	invasive	and	non-native	plant	species	as	well	as	shares	its	weed	control	
plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

	

[280] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	using	pesticides	and	herbicides	
and	if	chemical	use	is	necessary,	uses	best	practices.	

	

[281] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	only	plants	species	native	to	the	
Crowsnest	Pass	area	for	the	Project	revegetation	program,	and	that	seed	for	
revegetation	is	sourced	locally.	

[282]	–	[290]	Reclamation	

[282] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	conceptual	reclamation	plan.				

	

[283] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	with	a	
conceptual	schedule	for	reclamation.	
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[284] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	reclamation	plan	will	
restore	habitat	for	Piikani	Nation’s	key	cultural	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[285] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	of	how	Traditional	Ecological	
Knowledge	and	expertise,	and	Traditional	Land	Use	information	will	be	
incorporated	into	Project	plans	including:	conservation	and	reclamation	
planning,	monitoring	and	mitigation.	

	

[286] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	
Nation,	TEK/TLU-based	indicators	for	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan.	

	

[287] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	
Nation,	a	monitoring	program	for	reclaimed	landscapes	based	on	traditional	
knowledge	that	includes	indicators	that	represent	key	elements	of	traditional	
uses	and	cultural	practices;	with	involvement	from	Piikani	Nation	in	the	
monitoring	program	throughout	all	Project	phases.	

	

[288] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	a	
community-specific	approach	to	provide	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	
participate	in	reclamation	planning,	including	input	on	the	Conservation	and	
Reclamation	Plan	and	reclamation	certification	(including	methods	to	reclaim	
for	traditional	land	use	[including	biodiversity]	and	the	return	of	traditionally	
used	species	to	the	disturbed	landscape).	
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[289] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	
Nation,	an	Indigenous	research	and	monitoring	program	to	assist	the	
community	in	building	capacity	(e.g.,	training,	providing	contracts,	
communicating	results)	to	conduct	monitoring	in	reclamation	areas	to	evaluate	
the	re-establishment	of	land	capability	to	support	traditional	land	use,	including	
the	development	of	culturally	significant	indicators.	

	

[290] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	
discusses	mitigation	to	reduce	wildlife	interactions	with	vehicles	and	
equipment	as	well	as	infrastructure.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	tracks	Project-related	wildlife	mortalities	and	reports	this	
information	to	Piikani	Nation	on	an	annual	basis.	

[291]	–	[298]	Wildlife	

[291] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	preferences	for	wildlife	species	and	biodiversity	were	
incorporated	into	the	effects	assessment	for	wildlife.	

	

[292] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	and	resources	
necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	with	traditional	land	users	a	traditional	
wildlife	list	for	its	traditional	territory	and	the	use	of	this	list	should	direct	(a)	
surveys	for	high	TLU	wildlife	habitat	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	Conservation	
and	Reclamation	planning.	

	

[293] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	developing	
the	Project’s	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan.	
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[294] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	
Nation	to	offer	input	into,	and	opportunities	for	the	community	to	participate	in,	
the	Project	wildlife	management	and	monitoring	programs	(this	might	include	
developing	community-based	monitoring	programs).	

	

[295] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	plan	to	manage,	mitigate	and	
monitor	human	disturbance	on	wildlife,	including	developing	‘No	Hunting’	and	
‘No	Feeding	Wildlife’	policies	for	staff	and	contractors.	

	

[296] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	quantitatively	the	loss	and	
deterioration	of	habitat,	wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	and	increased	non-
Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	on	the	wildlife	populations	of	species	of	cultural	
importance	to	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

[297] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	provides	details	on	
mitigation	of	sensory	disturbance	to	wildlife.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

	

[298] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Wildlife	Mitigation	Offset	
Plan	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	adverse	impacts	to	wildlife.	
The	wildlife	mitigation	offset	plan	should	require	conservation	offsets	in	areas	
of	land	designated	to	be	preserved	for	wildlife	habitat	and	populations	and	also	
reflect	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use,	cultural	preferences	and	other	priorities	
for	habitat	enhancement	and	restoration.	
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[299]	–	[301]	Wildlife	Health	

[299] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	wildlife	health	risk	assessment.				

	

[300] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Heath	Risk	
Assessment	including	all	exposure	pathways	for	the	Project	Update.	

	

[301] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	Piikani	Nation	
programs	and	initiatives	developed	to	assess	or	monitor	the	health	of	
traditional	resources.	

[302]	–	[303]	Biodiversity	

[302] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	Project	effects	to	biodiversity.				

	

[303] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Biodiversity	Monitoring	Plan	
with	a	goal	to	achieve	a	net	positive	impact	on	biodiversity.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	Piikani	Nation	in	plan	development	
and	implementation.	

[304]	–	[312]	Historical	and	Cultural	Resources	

[304] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	historical	resources	assessment.				
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[305] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	2016	field	visits	to	the	
archaeological	sites	within	the	Project	lease	area	to	collect	further	information	
about	traditional	land	use	in	these	areas.	

	

[306] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	process,	in	consultation	with	
Piikani	Nation,	to	deal	with	chance-find	historical	resources	during	construction	
and	operation.	

	

[307] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	work	camp	policies	related	to	
protecting	historical	resources	and	provides	this	information	to	Piikani	Nation.	

	

[308] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	opportunities	for	
Piikani	Nation	knowledge	holder	participation	in	any	further	historic	resource	
work	conducted	in	the	LSA	to	more	fully	identify	historical	and	cultural	
resources.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	Project	Update	should	there	be	any	additional	historical	resources	work	
prior	to	filing.		

	

[309] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	opportunities	for	
Piikani	Nation	community	researcher	participation	in	any	further	historic	
resource	work	conducted	in	the	LSA.	

	

[310] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	Piikani	Nation	
programs	and	initiatives	to	preserve	and	promote	traditional	land	use	and	the	
transmission	of	traditional	knowledge	including	language	programs	and	
cultural	camps.	
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[311] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	a	cultural	heritage	
impact	assessment	Project.	

	

[312] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	a	
Historical	Resources	Mitigation	Plan	that	includes	culturally	appropriate	
mitigations	in	addition	to	those	required	by	Alberta	Culture	and	Tourism.	

[313]	–	[318]	Land	and	Resource	Use	

[313] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	land	and	resource	use	assessment	including	
how	the	land	and	resource	use	assessment	accounted	for	culturally	important	
big	game,	game	bird	and	furbearer’s	species.				

	

[314] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	integrate	
Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	knowledge	and	culture	into	ongoing	development	
planning	and	regional	planning	initiatives	such	as	the	Coal	Development	Policy	
within	the	Project	area.				

	

[315] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	knowledge,	interests,	and	water	rights	were	incorporated	into	the	
planning	related	to	water	transfers.	

	

[316] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	further	detail	on	the	proposed	
Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan,	including	how	Piikani	Nation	will	be	
consulted	on	plan	development.	
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[317] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	‘No	ATV’,	‘No	firearms’,	‘No	
recreational	vehicles’,	‘No	Fishing’,	‘No	Hunting’	and	‘No	feeding	wildlife’	
policies	for	staff	and	contractors.	

	

[318] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	impact	
assessment	for	land	and	resource	issues,	including	access,	and	describes	how	
public	or	Aboriginal	land	use	will	be	affected	and	accommodated	throughout	
the	Project’s	life.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	
completed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

[319]	–	[324]	Socio-economics	

[319] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	socio-economic	assessment.				

	

[320] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	an	
appropriate	community-based	SEIA	monitoring	program.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	program	is	based	on	key	community	indicators.	

	

[321] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	the	input	from	the	Piikani-
specific	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

	

[322] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	
training	and	education	opportunities	that	would	prepare	Piikani	Nation	
members	to	be	job-ready	before	the	Project	starts.	
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[323] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	and	commits	
to	achieving	employment	and	contracting	targets	for	all	Project	phases.	

	

[324] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	allow	work	
schedules	to	be	considerate	of	cultural	and	traditional	practices.	

[325]	Cumulative	Effects	

[325] Request	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	
during	consultation	formed	the	cumulative	effects	(PDC)	assessments	for	each	
biophysical	and	human	environment.				

16.2. Use	of	Piikani	Nation’s	Traditional	Land	Use	Study	and	Other	Key	Concerns	
and	Requests	Summary	

Table	16-1:	Use	of	Piikani	Nation’s	Traditional	Land	Use	Study	and	Other	Key	Concerns	and	Requests	
Summary	Table	

Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[225]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	TEK	formed	each	biophysical	and	human	environment	
assessment,	including	how	it	informed	approaches	to	avoid,	
mitigate	or	manage	potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	
traditional	uses.	

Response	

[226]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	
collected	TEK	for	the	RSA	and	how	that	information	was	used	
by	each	of	the	disciplines.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[227]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	issues	of	
concern	to	Piikani	Nation	and	its	traditional	and	contemporary	
land	uses	have	been	used	in	Project	planning	and	site	selection.			

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[228]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	each	EIA	
discipline	was	assessed	in	consideration	of	traditional	
knowledge	and	expertise,	traditional	land	use	information	and	
concerns	expressed	during	Project	consultation	and	if	not,	how	
effects	were	adequately	assessed.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that,	for	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	each	
biophysical	and	human	environment	assessment	considers	this	
information	and	clearly	discusses	its	integration.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[229]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	availability	
of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	species	for	food,	traditional	
medicinal	and	cultural	purposes	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[230]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	knowledge	and	expertise,	and	land	use	
information	will	be	incorporated	into	Project	planning	including	
mitigation,	management	and	monitoring	plans.	

Response	
Agreement	

[231]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	with	Piikani	
Nation	a	monitoring	plan	to	assess	Project	effects	on	hunting,	
trapping,	fishing,	plant	harvesting	and	cultural	use	following	
Project	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[232]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation,	develops	Project-specific	triggers	and	limits	for	
the	Project’s	mitigation,	management	and	monitoring	plans	
that	reflect	Community	TEK	and	ecological	and	cultural	values.	

Response	
Agreement	

[232]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	considers	supporting	
Piikani	Nation’s	cultural	retention	strategies,	including	plans	to	
establish	community-based	monitoring	of	key	cultural	species	
and	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[234]	 Traditional	Land	
Use	and	
Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	
traditional	knowledge	from	previous	studies,	such	as	the	Old	
Man	River	Dam	and	the	Weasel	Valley	Water	Use	Study	were	
considered	in	the	assessment.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[235]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	informed	the	air	
quality	assessment.				

Response	

[236]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	sites	
9,	10,	11	are	special	receptor	sites	previously	identified	by	
Piikani	Nation	members	as	locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[237]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	
predicted	Project	air	quality	impacts	within	the	air	quality	LSA	
and	RSA	will	be	minimized	based	on	the	principles	of	“keeping	
clean	areas	clean”	and	“pollution	prevention	and	minimization”	
and	therefore	that	air	quality	changes	will	be	“well	below”	
AAAQOs.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[238]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	
practice	to	minimize	odours	and	dust	resulting	from	Project	
activities.	

Response	
Agreement	

[239]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	
reshaping	of	Grassy	Mountain,	once	the	coal	is	removed,	would	
affect	wind	or	weather	patterns	in	the	area	and,	if	there	are	
changes,	discusses	how	these	changes	might	affect	traditional	
users	around	Grassy	Mountain.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	
application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[240]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update,	the	burning	management	
strategies	to	be	used	to	minimize	smoke	impact	in	the	Project’s	
vicinity.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[241]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Continual	
Improvement	Plan	and	allows	Piikani	Nation	to	review	the	draft	
plan	for	input.	

Response	
Agreement	

[242]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Project	air	
monitoring	results	to	Piikani	Nation	as	well	as	a	plain-language	
summary	to	be	shared	with	the	community	on	an	annual	basis.	

Response	
Agreement	

[243]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	
Nation	and	seeks	its	input	to	develop	a	Dust	Management	Plan,	
Odour	Management	Plan	and	Blasting	Management	Plan,	
including	a	notification	and	complaint	protocol	for	Piikani	
Nation	community	members.	

Response	
Agreement	

[244]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	community-based	monitoring	plans	for	dust	
and	odour.	

Response	
Agreement	

[245]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	Project	
assessment	with	regard	to	effects	to	visual	aesthetics	and	
Piikani	Nation’s	feelings	of	solitude	and	remoteness	to	practice	
traditional	and	cultural	pursuits	in	the	Project	vicinity.				

Response	

[246]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	visual	impacts	
to	Piikani	Nation	land	and	cultural	use	in	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	it	is	
consulted	to	determine	important	receptor	sites	for	the	
assessment.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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[247]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	with	Piikani	
Nation	strategies	to	minimize	the	Project’s	visible	impacts.	

Response	
Agreement	

[248]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	acoustics	
assessment.				

Response	

[249]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	discusses	
whether	audible	noise	from	the	Project	would	be	expected	to	
create	wildlife	or	traditional	land	user	avoidance	or	
compromise	wildlife	health	and	traditional	and	cultural	
practices	in	the	Project’s	LSA	and	RSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[250]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	
practices	to	minimize	noise	from	the	Project	and	shares	this,	as	
well	as	field-verified	modelled	noise	predictions	during	
construction	and	operation,	with	Piikani	Nation	on	an	annual	
basis.	

Response	
Agreement	

[251]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	consultation	with	
Piikani	Nation,	develops	a	mechanism	for	community	members	
to	provide	any	observations	or	concerns	regarding	noise	from	
blasting	and	for	Riversdale	to	report	back	on	any	efforts	made	
to	minimize	noise-related	issues	based	on	community	
feedback.	

Response	
Agreement	

[252]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update,	discusses	how	the	Project	HHRA	has	taken	into	
consideration	community	concerns	on	health	and	wellness;	
e.g.,	issues	related	to	drugs,	alcohol,	mental	health	and	cultural	
integrity.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[253]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	strategies	to	effectively	communicate	health	
risks	associated	with	the	Project	to	mitigate	health	concerns,	
including	encouraging	the	continuance	of	harvesting	traditional	
foods.	

Response	
Agreement	

[254]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	indicators	to	measure	avoidance	behaviour	
of	land	users	and	wildlife	(dust	or	odours,	noise,	and	light	and	
other	visual	impacts).	

Response	
Agreement	

[255]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	
Project’s	Health	and	Safety	Plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[256]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	
Project’s	Emergency	Response	Plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[257]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	planned	and	unplanned	
event	protocol	to	ensure	that	the	community	is	informed	about	
events	that	have	the	potential	to	affect	traditional	land	users	or	
the	resources	upon	which	they	depend.	

Response	
Agreement	

[258]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	Piikani	Nation	
into	the	design	and	implementation	of	long-term	health	
monitoring	programs	associated	with	the	Project,	to	ensure	it	
considers	Traditional	Use	and	TEK.	

Response	
Agreement	

[259]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	policies	and	
programs	to	limit	the	amount	of	Project-related	traffic	on	
highway.	

Response	
Agreement	

[260]	 Human	Health	
and	Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	requires	its	staff	and	
contractors	to	take	cultural	awareness	training,	offered	by	
Riversdale.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	program	is	
acceptable	to	Piikani	Nation,	or	alternatively	that	Piikani	Nation	
is	contracted	to	deliver	the	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[261]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	
hydrogeology,	hydrology	and	surface	water	quality	
assessments	(e.g.,	geochemical	leaching).				

Response	

[262]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	
for	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	input	into,	and	opportunities	for	
the	community	to	participate	in,	the	monitoring	of	any	and	all	
groundwater	and	surface	water	(including	in	association	with	
wetlands)	monitoring	programs	(this	might	include	developing	
community-based	monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	

[263]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plain-
language	document	on	water	usage	for	consultation	with	
Piikani	Nation.	This	should	include	information	on	how	the	
water	holding	and	treatment	(attenuation)	zones	work	(e.g.,	
new	selenium	treatment	technology)	and	where	they	are	
located.	

Response	
Agreement	

[264]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	‘No	Fishing’	
policy	for	Project	staff	and	contractors.	

Response	
Agreement	

[265]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	
implications	to	water	resources	and	aquatic	biota	and	the	
remediation	that	Riversdale	would	undertake	if	an	
unintentional	accident	like	a	water	management	dam	failure	
occurred.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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[266]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	aquatic	
resources	assessment.			

Response	

[267]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	collecting	
culturally	important	fish	and	aquatic	species	information	to	be	
included	in	the	Project	Update	assessment	on	aquatic	
resources.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[268]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	
impact	to	fish	and	aquatic	habitat	that	might	be	caused	by	
using	explosives	in	the	vicinity	of	fish-bearing	waters.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
anticipated	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[269]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	
in	developing	the	Project’s	conceptual	Offset,	Recovery	Plan	
and	Stewardship	Program.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	considers,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	
alternative	fish	offsetting	options,	if	necessary.	

Response	
Agreement	

[270]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	
Nation	on	developing	fish	habitat,	fish	abundance	and	diversity	
and	fish	health	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	plans	
with	a	goal	to	achieve	a	net	positive	impact	on	aquatic	
resources	(this	might	include	developing	community-based	
monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	

[271]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	
to	Piikani	Nation	members	to	help	in	any	required	fish	rescue	
program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[272]	 Soils	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	expertise,	and	cultural	knowledge	was	
used	in	the	soil	assessment,	of	particular	concern	to	Piikani	
Nation	is	the	potential	for	increased	soil	erosion	adjacent	to	
the	Project.			

Response	

[273]	 Soils	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	involves	Piikani	Nation	
in	any	soil	erosion	monitoring	programs	for	the	Project.			

Response	
Agreement	

[274]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	preferences	for	plant	species	
and	communities	were	incorporated	into	the	effects	
assessment	for	vegetation	and	wetlands.	

Response	

[275]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	
and	resources	necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	with	
traditional	land	users	a	traditional	plant	list	for	its	traditional	
territory	and	the	use	of	this	list	should	direct	(a)	surveys	for	
high	TLU	plant	potential	ecosites	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	
Conservation	and	Reclamation	planning.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[276]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	surveys	traditional	and	
medicinal	plants	within	the	LSA.	These	surveys	should	be	based	
on	a	traditional	and	medicinal	plant	lists	developed	by	Piikani	
Nation.	The	traditional	and	medicinal	plant	surveys	should	be	
conducted	within	the	entire	LSA.	Cultural	uses	for	the	
traditional	and	medicinal	plants	should	also	be	established	by	
Piikani	Nation	for	use	in	Project	Planning	including	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	completed	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[277]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	study	of	all	
traditional	uses	of	vegetation	for	both	the	LSA	and	RSA	in	the	
Project	Update	to	assess	the	effects	of	the	Project	on	cultural	
and	spiritual	uses	by	the	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[278]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	traditionally	used	
plants	and	rare	plants	were	possible	and	where	not	possible	
develops	with	Piikani	Nation	appropriate	mitigation	strategies.	

Response	
Agreement	

[279]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	implements	a	program	
to	monitor	and	control	invasive	and	non-native	plant	species	as	
well	as	shares	its	weed	control	plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[280]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	using	pesticides	
and	herbicides	and	if	chemical	use	is	necessary,	uses	best	
practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[281]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	only	plants	species	
native	to	the	Crowsnest	Pass	area	for	the	Project	revegetation	
program,	and	that	seed	for	revegetation	is	sourced	locally.	

Response	
Agreement	

[282]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	
conceptual	reclamation	plan.				

Response	

[283]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	
with	a	conceptual	schedule	for	reclamation.	

Response	

[284]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	
reclamation	plan	will	restore	habitat	for	Piikani	Nation’s	key	
cultural	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[285]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	of	how	
Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	and	expertise,	and	Traditional	
Land	Use	information	will	be	incorporated	into	Project	plans	
including:	conservation	and	reclamation	planning,	monitoring	
and	mitigation.	

Response	

[286]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	
collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	TEK/TLU-based	indicators	for	
the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[287]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	monitoring	program	for	
reclaimed	landscapes	based	on	traditional	knowledge	that	
includes	indicators	that	represent	key	elements	of	traditional	
uses	and	cultural	practices;	with	involvement	from	Piikani	
Nation	in	the	monitoring	program	throughout	all	Project	
phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[288]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	a	community-specific	approach	to	provide	
opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	participate	in	reclamation	
planning,	including	input	on	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	
Plan	and	reclamation	certification	(including	methods	to	
reclaim	for	traditional	land	use	[including	biodiversity]	and	the	
return	of	traditionally	used	species	to	the	disturbed	landscape).	

Response	
Agreement	

[289]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	
collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	an	Indigenous	research	and	
monitoring	program	to	assist	the	community	in	building	
capacity	(e.g.,	training,	providing	contracts,	communicating	
results)	to	conduct	monitoring	in	reclamation	areas	to	evaluate	
the	re-establishment	of	land	capability	to	support	traditional	
land	use,	including	the	development	of	culturally	significant	
indicators.	

Response	
Agreement	

[290]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update,	discusses	mitigation	to	reduce	wildlife	interactions	
with	vehicles	and	equipment	as	well	as	infrastructure.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	tracks	Project-related	
wildlife	mortalities	and	reports	this	information	to	Piikani	
Nation	on	an	annual	basis.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[291]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	preferences	for	wildlife	species	
and	biodiversity	were	incorporated	into	the	effects	assessment	
for	wildlife.	

Response	

[292]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	
and	resources	necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	with	
traditional	land	users	a	traditional	wildlife	list	for	its	traditional	
territory	and	the	use	of	this	list	should	direct	(a)	surveys	for	
high	TLU	wildlife	habitat	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	
Conservation	and	Reclamation	planning.	

Response	
Agreement	

[293]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	
in	developing	the	Project’s	Wildlife	Mitigation	and	Monitoring	
Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	

[294]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	
for	Piikani	Nation	to	offer	input	into,	and	opportunities	for	the	
community	to	participate	in,	the	Project	wildlife	management	
and	monitoring	programs	(this	might	include	developing	
community-based	monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	
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[295]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	plan	to	
manage,	mitigate	and	monitor	human	disturbance	on	wildlife,	
including	developing	‘No	Hunting’	and	‘No	Feeding	Wildlife’	
policies	for	staff	and	contractors.	

Response	
Agreement	

[296]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	quantitatively	
the	loss	and	deterioration	of	habitat,	wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	
and	increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	on	the	wildlife	
populations	of	species	of	cultural	importance	to	Piikani	Nation.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[297]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	provides	
details	on	mitigation	of	sensory	disturbance	to	wildlife.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[298]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Wildlife	
Mitigation	Offset	Plan	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation	to	
address	adverse	impacts	to	wildlife.	The	wildlife	mitigation	
offset	plan	should	require	conservation	offsets	in	areas	of	land	
designated	to	be	preserved	for	wildlife	habitat	and	populations	
and	also	reflect	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use,	cultural	
preferences	and	other	priorities	for	habitat	enhancement	and	
restoration.	

Response	
Agreement	

[299]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	wildlife	
health	risk	assessment.	

Response	

[300]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	
Heath	Risk	Assessment	including	all	exposure	pathways	for	the	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[301]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	
Piikani	Nation	programs	and	initiatives	developed	to	assess	or	
monitor	the	health	of	traditional	resources.	

Response	
Agreement	

[302]	 Biodiversity	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	Project	
effects	to	biodiversity.	

Response	

[303]	 Biodiversity	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Biodiversity	
Monitoring	Plan	with	a	goal	to	achieve	a	net	positive	impact	on	
biodiversity.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
includes	Piikani	Nation	in	plan	development	and	
implementation.	

Response	
Agreement	
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[304]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	historical	
resources	assessment.			

Response	

[305]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	2016	field	
visits	to	the	archaeological	sites	within	the	Project	lease	area	to	
collect	further	information	about	traditional	land	use	in	these	
areas.	

Response	
Agreement	

[306]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	process,	in	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	to	deal	with	chance-find	
historical	resources	during	construction	and	operation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[307]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	work	camp	
policies	related	to	protecting	historical	resources	and	provides	
this	information	to	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[308]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	
opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	knowledge	holder	participation	
in	any	further	historic	resource	work	conducted	in	the	LSA	to	
more	fully	identify	historical	and	cultural	resources.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
Project	Update	should	there	be	any	additional	historical	
resources	work	prior	to	filing.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[309]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	
opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	community	researcher	
participation	in	any	further	historic	resource	work	conducted	in	
the	LSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[310]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	
Piikani	Nation	programs	and	initiatives	to	preserve	and	
promote	traditional	land	use	and	the	transmission	of	
traditional	knowledge	including	language	programs	and	
cultural	camps.	

Response	
Agreement	

[311]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	a	
cultural	heritage	impact	assessment	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[312]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	
Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	a	Historical	Resources	Mitigation	Plan	that	
includes	culturally	appropriate	mitigations	in	addition	to	those	
required	by	Alberta	Culture	and	Tourism.	

Response	
Agreement	

[313]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	land	and	
resource	use	assessment	including	how	the	land	and	resource	
use	assessment	accounted	for	culturally	important	big	game,	
game	bird	and	furbearer’s	species.	

Response	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[314]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	integrate	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	knowledge	and	
culture	into	ongoing	development	planning	and	regional	
planning	initiatives	such	as	the	Coal	Development	Policy	within	
the	Project	area.	

Response	
Agreement	

[315]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	knowledge,	interests,	and	water	rights	
were	incorporated	into	the	planning	related	to	water	transfers.	

Response	

[316]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	further	detail	
on	the	proposed	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan,	including	
how	Piikani	Nation	will	be	consulted	on	plan	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[317]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	‘No	ATV’,	‘No	
firearms’,	‘No	recreational	vehicles’,	‘No	Fishing’,	‘No	Hunting’	
and	‘No	feeding	wildlife’	policies	for	staff	and	contractors.	

Response	
Agreement	

[318]	 Land	and	
Resource	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	
impact	assessment	for	land	and	resource	issues,	including	
access,	and	describes	how	public	or	Aboriginal	land	use	will	be	
affected	and	accommodated	throughout	the	Project’s	life.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	
completed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[319]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	socio-
economic	assessment.	

Response	

[320]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	develop	an	appropriate	community-based	SEIA	
monitoring	program.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
program	is	based	on	key	community	indicators.	

Response	
Agreement	

[321]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	the	input	from	
the	Piikani-specific	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-
economic	Conditions	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[322]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	provide	training	and	education	opportunities	that	
would	prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	to	be	job-ready	before	
the	Project	starts.	

Response	
Agreement	

[323]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	and	commits	to	achieving	employment	and	contracting	
targets	for	all	Project	phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[324]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	
Nation	to	allow	work	schedules	to	be	considerate	of	cultural	
and	traditional	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	
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Number	 Piikani	Nation	
Key	Concerns	 Requests	 Category*	

[325]	 Cumulative	
Effects	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	information	and	concerns	
and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	
cumulative	effects	(PDC)	assessments	for	each	biophysical	and	
human	environment.	

Response	

*Recommendation	Categories:	
Agreement	–	A	suggested	activity	(mitigation,	monitoring)	that	Piikani	Nation	might	want	to	consider	in	its	Agreement	negotiations	with	
Proponent.	
Regulatory	–	Piikani	Nation’s	recommendation	to	the	regulators,	including	information	requests,	regulatory	requirements	and	approval	
conditions	(if	the	Project	is	ultimately	approved).	
Response	–	a	deficiency	or	question	on	which	Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	a	response	of	additional	information	from	Proponent	is	
provided	to	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	by	the	regulators.	
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*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Appendix	A	–	Requests	Summary	Table	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

	 General	Request	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	the	Federal	Government	and	the	Alberta	Government	work	with	
the	community	to	provide	capacity	support	so	that	Piikani	Nation	can	effectively	review	and	participate	in	
plans	and	programs	requested	in	the	following	sections	of	this	review.	

Response	
Agreement	

Air	Quality	and	Climate	

[1]	 Background	Air	
Quality	Data	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	representativeness	of	the	background	NOX,	SO₂,	
CO,	PM₂.₅,	and	PM₁₀	levels	as	taken	from	the	Lethbridge	and	Nelson	Kutenai	air	quality	stations.	

Response	

[2]	 Mine	Fleet	Emission	
Standards	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	fleet	emissions	will	meet	Tier	4	standards	
at	mine	commissioning,	or	if	the	existing	fleet	is	to	be	progressively	replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	
standards.	

Response	

[3]	 Blasting	Frequency	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	as	to	whether	or	not	there	is	a	potential	for	multiple	
blasts	to	occur	within	the	same	day	during	mine	operations	and	whether	or	not	there	will	be	a	minimum	
offset	period	between	blasts.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	included	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[4]	 Magnitude	and	
Significance	
Evaluation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	as	to	whether	or	not	there	is	a	potential	for	multiple	
blasts	to	occur	within	the	same	day	during	mine	operations	and	whether	or	not	there	will	be	a	minimum	
offset	period	between	blasts.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	included	the	forthcoming	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[5]	 Piikani	Nation	
Special	Receptor	
Sites	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	sites	9,	10,	11	are	special	receptor	sites	
previously	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	

Response	

[6]	 Brush	Burning	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	indicates	whether	wood	debris	from	land	clearing	will	be	managed	
through	brush	burning.	If	so,	Riversdale	is	requested	to	provide	a	quantification	of	the	amount	of	wood	
materials	to	be	burned	and	the	burning	management	strategies	to	be	used	to	minimize	smoke	effects	on	
the	Project	surroundings.	

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[7]	 Transport	Speed	
and	Speed	Limits	

Since	haul	road	contributes	to	over	90%	of	maximum	daily	fugitive	dust	emissions	for	TSP,	PM10,	and	
PM2.5,	and	their	emissions	are	exponentially	proportional	to	the	mean	speed,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	assumed	average	speeds	are	a	realistic	representation	of	mine	
operations,	what	the	haul	road	speed	limits	will	be	at	the	mine	site,	and	how	such	speed	limits	will	be	
enforced.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[8]	 Blasting	Total	
Suspended	Particles	
Emission	Factor	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	justification	for	applying	a	TSP	emission	factor	taken	
from	a	dated	Environment	Australia	report,	as	opposed	to	the	most	recent	edition	of	the	same	report	or	
AP-42	11.9,	consistent	with	estimates	for	other	aspects	of	fugitive	dust	emissions.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[9]	 Emissions	
Discounting	Factor	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	emission	estimate	discount	factors,	along	
with	a	scientific	rationale	for	the	respective	degree	of	reductions	assigned.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[10]	 Odour	Assessment	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	why	it	did	not	consider	the	potential	additive	effects	of	
odourants	in	its	assessment	of	the	potential	for	the	Project	to	result	in	offsite	odours.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[11]	 Odour	Assessment	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	additive	effects	of	odourants	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[12]	 Other	Gaseous	
Emissions	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	assessment	of	the	potential	for	VOC	releases	
associated	with	mine	fleet	fueling	operations	(and	the	measures	being	taken	to	minimize	such	emissions),	
and	the	type	and	approximate	amounts	of	trace	gas	emissions	that	might	be	associated	with	using	
ammonium	nitrate/fuel	oil	for	blasting.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[13]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	details	on	the	dust	control	options	it	
considered,	and	justification	for	the	proposed	dust	mitigation	measures	representing	best	practice.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[14]	 Dust	Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	dust	management	plan	in	support	of	the	best	practices	
selected,	offering	prescriptive	details	related	to	aspects	of	the	operations	where	dust	emissions	is	
expected	to	be	a	concern.	This	plan	should	act	as	standard	protocol	for	day-to-day	operational	activities	
and	offer	answer	to	questions	such	as:	

i) How	often	will	roads	be	watered	under	different	weather	conditions?	
ii) What	is	the	maximum	timeframe	for	reclamation	of	mined	areas	–	backfill	and	revegetation?	

What	is	the	maximum	drop	height	and	drop	time	for	coal	transfer	from	conveyor?	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[15]	 Dust	Management	
Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riverdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	as	a	stakeholder	in	Riversdale’s	dust	
management	plan	development	and	execution,	particularly	in	aspects	related	to	complaint	reporting	and	
resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	dust.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[16]	 Visual	Impact	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	additional	details	on	the	visibility	changes	that	traditional	
land	users	can	expect	when	they	are	in	the	Project’s	vicinity.		Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	ideally	by	conducting	a	visual	impact	
assessment.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[17]	 Brush	Burning	
Management	

If	brush	burning	is	to	occur	as	a	practice	to	dispose	of	wood	debris	from	land	clearing,	Piikani	Nation	
expects	Riversdale	to	develop	a	brush	burning	management	plan	that	covers	elements	such	as:	

i) minimizing	smoke	effects		
ii) burning	timeframes	(i.e.,	periods,	intervals	and	frequency)	and	burning	conditions	(i.e.,	weather	

and	wind	direction)	
iii) notification	protocol	to	Piikani	Nation	
iv) complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	the	Project's	smoke	

effects	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[18]	 Mine	Fleet	
Emissions	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	whether	mine	fleet	emissions	will	meet	Tier	4	standards	
at	mine	commissioning,	or	if	existing	fleet	is	to	be	progressively	replaced	or	retrofitted	to	meet	Tier	4	
standards.	
A	commitment	should	be	obtained	from	Riversdale	to	purchase	the	lowest	emitting	mine	vehicles	
commercially	available	and	to	consider	possible	retrofit	NOX	emission	controls	on	its	large	haul	trucks.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[19]	 Blasting	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	adopts	best	practices	in	blasting	operations	and	strategically	plans	
blasting	activities	to	minimize	dust	and	odour	effects	on	the	Project	surroundings.	Riversdale	is	also	
expected	to	develop,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	blasting	management	plan	that	gives	
consideration	to:	

i) minimizing	dust	and	odour	effects	
ii) blasting	timeframes	(i.e.,	intervals	and	frequency)	
iii) blasting	conditions	(i.e.,	wind	and	atmospheric	conditions)	
iv) notification	protocol	to	the	Piikani	Nation	
v) complaint	reporting	and	resolution	protocol	to	address	issues	related	to	dust	and	odour	effects	

from	blasting	activities	at	the	mine.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[20]	 Monitoring	Program	 Piikani	Nation,	as	a	community	that	has	the	potential	to	be	significantly	affected	by	the	Project’s	air	
quality	effects,	requests	to	be	consulted	in	developing,	executing,	and	future	modification	to	the	air	
quality	monitoring	program.	In	addition	to	local	air	sampling,	which	should	include	a	follow-up	
component	to	verify	initial	(EIA)	emission	estimates	and	emission	reduction	factors,	the	community	
expects	such	a	monitoring	program	to	incorporate	background	and	regional	sampling	components	to	
collect	benchmarking	data	for	reference	by	future	Project	applications	should	Riversdale	decide	to	
expand	its	operations	to	access	coal	resources	outside	of	the	current	proposed	mine	permit	boundary.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[21]	 Monitoring	Data	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	regularly	shares	with	the	community	air	sampling	data	collected	
through	its	monitoring	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

Noise	

[22]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	assurance	that	Best	Practices	to	mitigate	noise	emissions	
are	explored	and	adopted	throughout	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[23]	 Community	Noise	
Committee	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	noise	complaint	process	that	recognizes	
audible	noise	and	has	a	mandate	to	explore	potential	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[24]	 Noise	and	Wildlife	
Health	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	uncertainties	in	extending	Human	values	
around	nuisance	noise	and	noise	impact	to	local	wildlife.	

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
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Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
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Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[25]	 Noise	and	Wildlife	
Health	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	committee	to	hear	and	consider	TLU	observations	
associating	industrial	noise	with	a	decline	in	health	or	abundance	of	local	animals.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	
verify	and	manage	observed	effects	on	wildlife	from	Project	noise	emissions.	

Response	
Agreement	

Hydrogeology	

[26]	 Study	Area	
Assessment	
Scenarios	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) clearly	states	hydrogeology	assessment	scenarios	in	the	context	of	overall	EIA	assessment	

scenarios	and	alignment	with	the	other	aspects	of	the	aquatics	assessment	(e.g.,	hydrology,	
water	quality);		

ii) resolves	any	discrepancies	between	LSAs	for	the	various	aquatics	assessments;	or	otherwise	
justifies	why	the	LSAs	should	cover	different	areas;		

iii) differentiates	potential	effects	from	existing	disturbed	landscape	and	the	natural	pre-
development	landscape	of	significance	to	traditional	use	and	the	Piikani	Nation;	and	

iv) provides	the	above	information	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[27]	 Incorporating	
Traditional	
Knowledge	and	
Traditional	Use	and	
Culturally	Significant	
Areas	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) incorporates	TK	and	TU	information	in	the	hydrogeology	assessment	for	the	anticipated	Project	

Update;	
ii) provides	a	composite	map	showing	predicted	1	m	groundwater	contours	at	particular	times	

during	mining	and	at	closure	with	overlays	showing	TLU	sites	or	values	and	other	important	
traditional	use	features	such	as	medium	and	high	value	edible	plant	areas;	and		

iii) assesses	whether	or	not	natural	springs	and	seeps	having	cultural	significance	will	be	affected	by	
the	Project	or	by	drawdown	and	if	so	proposes	mitigation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[28]	 Groundwater	Flow	
Model	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) provides	a	final	modeling	report	for	review;	and	
ii) ensures	that	the	model	output	and	its	predictions	will	be	verified	with	monitoring	performed	

during	Project	operations.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Key	Concerns	
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[29]	 Groundwater	
Monitoring	and	
Management	Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) consults	with	Piikani	Nation	regarding	development	of	the	Project’s	detailed	Groundwater	

Management	Plan	and	fully	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	all	groundwater	monitoring	activities;		
ii) considers	a	more	frequent	sampling	program	to	enable	ongoing	statistical	analysis	(e.g.	tri-

annual);			
iii) develops	a	Groundwater	Management	Plan	that	provides	specific	rationale	for	the	selection	of	

monitoring	well	sites,	the	distance	between	these	sites	and	the	potential	sources	of	water	
quality	effects,	and	further	details	on	how	groundwater	monitoring	will	be	integrated	with	
surface	water	monitoring;	

iv) justifies	a	Project-specific	groundwater	response	plan	and	identifies	the	proposed	process	to	
establish	a	procedure	to	notify	Piikani	Nation	if	unexpected	water	quality	effects	are	detected;				

v) provides	annual	comprehensive	groundwater	monitoring	reports	to	Piikani	Nation,	including	raw	
data	collected	from	groundwater	monitoring,	and	potentially	providing	more	trend	analysis	
graphs	of	key	parameters	where	effects	are	being	noted;	and	

vi) integrates	surface	water	and	groundwater	monitoring	when	and	where	needed	during	the	
Project’s	life	as	well	as	the	post-closure	period.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

Hydrology	

[30]	 Regional	
Streamflow	
Information	Was	
Applied	Rather	Than	
Site-Specific	Data	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	the	available	existing	data	from	the	WSC	station	on	Gold	
Creek	(WSC	Station	No.	05AA030)	to	confirm	the	estimated	streamflows	(mean	monthly,	low,	and	peak)	
for	Gold	and	Blairmore	creeks	for	the	months	with	records	available	on	Gold	Creek.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	comparison	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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[31]	 Regional	
Precipitation	
Information	Was	
Applied	Rather	Than	
Local	Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) uses	the	available	existing	data	from	the	nearby	Coleman	climate	station	(MSC	Station	No.	

3051720)	to	confirm	the	regionally	estimated	precipitation	information	(mean	annual,	mean	
annual,	and	extreme	conditions)	for	the	Project	site;			

ii) provides	a	justification	of	using	all	18	regional	stations,	including	prairie	and	BC	records,	for	
developing	the	IDF	curve	for	the	Project	site,	and	describes	how	the	resultant	IDF	curve	
compares	to	nearby	IDF	curves	published	by	Environment	Canada;	and	

iii) that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[32]	 Regional	
Evaporation	and	
Evapotranspiration	
Results	Were	Not	
Confirmed	Using	
Local	Climate	
Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides:	
i) a	rationale	for	using	the	eight	regional	meteorological	stations	to	estimate	evapotranspiration	or	

evaporation	when	some	of	the	regional	stations	are	located	a	significant	distance	away	from	the	
Project	site	and	at	much	different	elevations;	

ii) confirmation	that	the	estimated	evaporation	or	evapotranspiration	results	are	representative	of	
the	Project	site	by	including	local	climate	information	from	appropriate	elevations;	and		

iii) this	information	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[33]	 Limited	Description	
of	the	Water	
Balance	Component	
of	the	Water	Quality	
Predictive	Model	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	a:	
i) rationale	for	selecting	the	hydrological	control	points	along	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	including	

a	summary	of	upstream	watershed	changes	and	contributions	by	mine	site	discharges	for	each	
control	point;		

ii) confirmation	of	the	total	Project	Footprint	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	watersheds	and	a	
summary	of	the	natural	watershed	areas	lost	to	pit	development	and	other	mine-related	
activities	for	each	watershed;		

iii) detailed	summary	of	how	low	(7Q10),	peak	(1:100-year),	and	mean	annual	flows	were	modelled	
using	the	water	quality	predictive	model.	The	water	quality	predictive	model	report	described	
modelling	for	dry	(1:20	year	low	annual	precipitation),	average,	and	wet	(1:20	year	high	annual	
precipitation)	conditions;	and	

iv) description	of	how	precipitation	in	the	form	of	snow	and	ice	cover	on	settling	ponds	or	surge	
ponds	is	considered	in	the	predictive	model.	

Response	
Regulatory	
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Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A8-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
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[34]	 Levels	of	
Uncertainty	
Associated	with	the	
Proposed	Mine	Site	
Discharges	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	comments	on	the	level	of	uncertainty	included	in	the	proposed	
mine-site	discharge	values,	as	well	as	the	sensitivity	of	the	values	to	the	results	of	the	modelling	used	to	
assess	hydrologic	impacts	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	in	the	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[35]	 No	Contingency	
Plan	for	a	Scenario	
When	Water	
Cannot	Be	Released	
from	the	Mine	Site	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) outlines	a	contingency	plan	for	the	mine-site	water	releases	when	sedimentation	pond	or	

saturated	backfill	zone	releases	do	not	meet	permitted	guidelines	for	TSS;		
ii) describes	the	potential	downstream	hydrologic	impacts	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	if	water	

must	be	withheld	rather	than	released	as	planned;	and	
iii) provides	this	information	in	the	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	

complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[36]	 No	Mitigation	
Measures	Proposed	
for	Lower	Flows	in	
Gold	Creek	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plan	to	augment	low	flows	on	Gold	Creek,	perhaps	by	
intercepting	some	flows	directed	to	Blairmore	Creek,	so	that	no	reduced	flows	occur	that	can	be	
detrimental	to	fish	or	fish	habitat.	

Response	
Agreement	

Surface	Water	Quality	and	Aquatic	Resources	

[37]	 Water	Quality	
Guideline	
Exceedances	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete:	

i) tabulation	of	the	more	conservative	“reasonable	worst	case”	estimates	of	all	water	quality	
predictions;	and	

ii) a	description	of	contingency	plans	for	providing	water	to	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	should	
treatment	to	reduce	contaminants	to	acceptable	levels	prove	unsuccessful.	

Response	
Regulatory		
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[38]	 Water	Quality	
Guideline	
Exceedances	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) addresses	the	discrepancy	in	the	reported	bulk	concentrations	of	Se	in	waste	rock	from	Grassy	

Mountain	compared	to	Elk	Valley,	considering	a	peer-reviewed	publication	that	indicates	Se	
levels	are	very	similar	between	the	two	areas;	and	

ii) if	appropriate,	recalculates	to	correct	the	estimated	water	quality	conditions	in	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks	and	the	Crowsnest	River,	and	to	correct	calculations	in	the	uptake	study	modelled	
Water	Quality	Objectives	for	Se	(see	Request	[39]).	

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[39]	 Selenium	Treatment	
and	Potential	
Toxicity	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete:	

i) justification	for	using	the	BC	MOE	Se	guideline	for	comparisons,	for	bioaccumulation	predictions,	
and	for	sulphate-based	uptake	model	predictions	rather	than	the	CCME	guideline	that	Alberta	
has	adopted;	

ii) for	the	bioassays	completed	by	Nautilus,	comment	on	whether	growth-dilution	might	have	been	
a	factor	when	measuring	tissue	Se	and	estimating	the	Enrichment	Factors	for	BLC-water	samples	
given	the	fast	growth	that	occurred	in	the	test	chambers,	and	comment	on	whether	this	
influenced	the	predicted	WQOs	at	given	sulphate	concentrations;	

iii) comment	on	the	assumptions	inherent	in	the	uptake	study	and	potential	variation	around	the	
predicted	WQOs	that	might	result	from	uncertainties	and	application	of	laboratory	results	to	the	
field;	

iv) comment	on	the	level	of	confidence	that	Se	will	remain	below	concentrations	that	cause	chronic	
effects	to	biota,	including	invertebrates	and	sensitive	life	stages	of	fish	(eggs	or	embryos),	
especially	given	uncertainties	with	Se	concentrations	in	waste	rock;	and	

v) a	commitment	to	biomonitoring	that	includes	measuring	Se	in	attached	algae	(periphyton)	and	
benthic	invertebrates	in	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks	to	ensure	that	fish	tissues	remain	below	the	
chronic	tissue	residue	guideline	of	4	µg	Se/g.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
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Requests	 Category*	

[40]	 Wastewater	
Effluent	Disposal	–	
Conflicting	
Information	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	its	proposed	plans	for	treatment	and	disposal	of	
domestic	wastewater	effluent,	and	confirms	that	effluent	will	not	be	discharged	directly	or	indirectly	to	
local	surface	waters.	

Response	
Agreement	

[41]	 Loss	of	Ten	Upper	
Tributaries	of	
Blairmore	and	Gold	
Creeks	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update,	for	Blairmore	and	
Gold	creeks:	

i) quantification	of	the	anticipated	fish	habitat	that	will	be	lost	due	to	the	Project	Footprint	(lost	
tributaries),	considering	flows,	lost	food	supply,	effect	of	climate	change,	and	potential	
contamination;		

ii) plans	or	potential	options	for	more	equitably	dividing	flows	between	the	two	rivers	so	that	fish	
habitat	in	Gold	Creek	can	be	sustained	under	low	flow	conditions;	and	

iii) details	of	the	Offset,	Recovery	Plan	and	Stewardship	Program	suggested	as	mitigation	in	the	
assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[42]	 Lost	Critical	Habitat	
for	SARA-Protected	
Westslope	
Cutthroat	Trout	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale		
i) consults	with	regulators	(AEP	and	DFO),	WCT	experts	(perhaps	that	were	involved	in	the	

Recovery	Plan	design),	and	Piikani	Nation	to	determine	the	most	appropriate	mitigation	aimed	at	
protecting	critical	habitat	of	this	threatened	species	in	the	Project	area;	and	

ii) describes	how	it	addressed	or	plans	to	address	the	requirements	of	the	DFO	Habitat	Protection	
Order.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[43]	 TKU/TLU	for	Water	
Resources	is	Weakly	
Addressed	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	ongoing	consultation	about	the	impacts	and	
mitigation	for	the	Project	that	includes	respectful	and	meaningful	inclusion	of	traditional	knowledge	and	
land	use.	

Response	
Agreement	

[44]	 Using	Explosives	in	
the	Blairmore	and	
Gold	Creek	
Watersheds	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	an	assessment	of	the	potential	impact	to	fish	and	aquatic	
habitat	that	might	be	caused	by	using	explosives	in	the	vicinity	of	fish-bearing	waters	–	including	the	
types	and	weights	of	explosives,	and	measures	taken	to	ensure	that	vibration	and	noise	will	not	disturb	
aquatic	habitat	and	fish.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	completed	as	part	of	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	
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Piikani	Nation	
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[45]	 Sediment	Quality	
Monitoring	and	
Calcite	Buildup	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	Riversdale	provides	measurements	of	
baseline:		

i) sediment	quality	parameters	(notably	Se)	in	pool	or	depositional	zones	in	the	creeks,	within	
representative	reaches	and	tributaries,	for	comparison	to	planned	operational	monitoring	data;	
and	

ii) calcite	(CaCO₃)	buildup	in	spawning	areas	or	other	non-depositional	zones,	within	representative	
reaches	and	tributaries,	for	comparison	to	planned	operational	monitoring	data.		

Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	before	the	application	is	deemed	complete	

Response	
Regulatory	

[46]	 Consequences	of	a	
Dam	Failure	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	Blairmore	and	Gold	creeks,	Riversdale	provides,	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete:		

i) an	estimate	of	the	probability	of	the	failure	of	one	or	a	series	of	water	management	dams	that	
would	release	sediment-laden	water	downstream	to	surface	waters,	including	the	two	creeks	
and	the	Crowsnest	River;		

ii) if	an	unintentional	accident	like	a	dam	failure	occurred	as	illustrated	above,	a	description	of	the	
implications	to	aquatic	biota	and	the	remediation	that	the	company	would	undertake;	and		

iii) the	proposed	notification	plan,	for	communicating	in	a	timely	manner	to	Piikani	Nation,	should	
an	unintentional	accident	occur.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[47]	 Monitoring	Plans	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) develops	a	monitoring	plan	designed	to	validate	EIA	assessment	predictions	for	water	quality	

and	aquatic	resources	and	evaluates	the	effectiveness	of	mitigation;	and	
ii) consults	with	Piikani	Nation	prior	to	developing	aquatic	monitoring	plans	and	prior	to	any	

approvals	being	issued	for	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	

[48]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	expects	that	“All	upland	soil	and	subsoils	that	fall	in	the	proposed	disturbance	area	will	be	
salvaged	and	stored	for	reclamation	activities”.		Furthermore,	due	to	a	lack	of	detailed	soil	descriptions	
conducted	during	the	baseline	assessment,	Piikani	Nation	expects	that	more	detailed	soil	characterization	
and	monitoring	will	be	conducted	ahead	of	and	during	soil	salvage	operations	with	a	discussion	of	its	how	
this	will	be	done	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A12-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[49]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale’s	mine	planners	work	in	direct	and	close	collaboration	with	its	
environmental	personnel	to	proactively	maximize	opportunities	for	direct	placement	of	surface	soils	in	
the	conservation	and	reclamation	plan,	and	that	this	process	is	reviewed	on	a	regular	basis	with	Piikani	
Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[50]	 Soil	Salvage	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	soil	stockpiles	are	actively	revegetated	with	native	plant	species.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	consults	on	the	native	plant	species	planned	for	revegetation	to	
ensure	that	traditionally	used	species	are	included.	

Response	
Agreement	

[51]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

The	proponent’s	assessment	placed	tremendous	reliance	on	the	conservation	and	reclamation	plan	to	
minimize	residual	effects,	particularly	those	with	respect	to	vegetation	communities,	wildlife	habitat,	
wildlife	populations	and	traditional	uses.	The	current	conservation	and	reclamation	plan	provides	
insufficient	detail	to	allow	confidence	in	its	ability	to	accomplish	these	intentions.	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	developing	details	of	the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	
with	members	of	Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	protect	vegetation	and	wildlife	and	to	restore	traditional	land	
use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.	This	should	include	an	opportunity	for	Piikani	members	to	tour	the	
site	prior	to	any	development	

Response	
Agreement	

[52]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	makes	every	effort	to	make	lodgepole	pine	and	other	significant	
plants	available	for	harvest,	and	not	simply	do	so	“when	practical”,	as	stated	above.	

Response	
Agreement	

[53]	 Reclamation	and	
Water-Quality	
Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	detailed	information	on	how	reclamation	will	be	
designed	to	minimize	volumes	of	contact	waters,	including	surface-water-balance	assumptions	for	
reclaimed	areas	over	time	and	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

Vegetation	and	Wetlands	

[54]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	samples	in	the	non-sampled	ecosite	phases	within	the	LSA,	as	there	
might	be	traditional	use	plants	present	within	the	non-sampled	areas.	The	data	collected	would	improve	the	
understanding	of	the	distribution	of	these	species	in	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	A	minimum	sampling	of	three	plots	
per	ecosite	phase	should	be	completed.	

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A13-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[55]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	increases	the	survey	intensity	(sample	size),	as	53	detailed	survey	
points	is	low,	particularly	for	species	richness	or	biodiversity	calculations.	The	proponent	should	try	to	
meet	the	goal	of	five	plots	per	ecosystem	stated	in	its	methods.	

Response	

[56]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	more	detailed	explanation	of	its	LSA	mapping	approach	
and	methods,	as	the	current	methods	are	not	clear	on	how	polygons	were	attributed	with	ecosite	phases	
codes	using	Alberta	Vegetation	Inventory	(AVI)	data.	Providing	this	information	would	be	beneficial	in	
RSA-level	mapping	of	traditional-use	vegetation	potential.	A	QA/QC	of	the	baseline	LSA	and	RSA	maps	
should	be	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[57]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	study	of	all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	for	both	the	
LSA	and	RSA	to	assess	the	Project’s	effects	on	cultural	and	spiritual	uses	by	the	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[58]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

The	identification	of	traditional	use	vegetation	potential	was	determined	for	the	LSA	only.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	provides	information	on	TU	vegetation	potential	for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	
Development	Case,	including	maps	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[59]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	equivalent	capability	in	the	context	of	ecosite	phases	
and	maps	each	of	the	assessment	scenarios.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[60]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	that	only	plant	species	native	to	the	Crowsnest	Pass	area	are	used	in	the	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Project	revegetation	program,	and	that	seed	for	revegetation	is	sourced	from	local	
provenances.	

Response	
Agreement	

[61]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	more	detailed	monitoring	and	adaptive	management	program	is	developed	
immediately	in	collaboration	with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation,	and	that	Piikani	Nation	is	also	involved	
in	implementing	the	reclamation	and	monitoring	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[62]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

The	Piikani	Nation	has	provided	information	to	Riversdale	on	vegetation	species	of	importance	to	
traditional	use	(e.g.,	bearberry,	sweet	pine,	juniper,	mountain	holly	fern,	yarrow,	alpine	fern,	tree	lichen,	
lodgepole	pine,	willow,	poplar,	cottonwood,	birch,	Saskatoon	berry,	sage).	These	species	are	not	explicitly	
identified	or	discussed	in	the	revegetation	plan.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	in	
agreement	to	developing	details	of	the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	with	members	of	the	
Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	restore	traditional	land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A14-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[63]	 Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) addresses	current	deficiencies	with	the	cumulative	impacts	assessment	in	the	upcoming	Project	

Update,	including	explicit	provision	of	pre-	and	post-development	ecosite	phases	and	reduction	
in	quality;	this	information	is	critical	both	for	Project	assessment	and	for	discussion	of	any	
required	biodiversity	offsetting	programs;	and	

ii) commits	in	agreement	to	development	of	biodiversity-management	plan	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation	and	other	nations	of	the	Blackfoot	Confederacy.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

Wildlife	

[54]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	samples	in	the	non-sampled	ecosite	phases	within	the	LSA,	as	there	
might	be	traditional	use	plants	present	within	the	non-sampled	areas.	The	data	collected	would	improve	the	
understanding	of	the	distribution	of	these	species	in	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	A	minimum	sampling	of	three	plots	
per	ecosite	phase	should	be	completed.	

Response	

[55]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	increases	the	survey	intensity	(sample	size),	as	53	detailed	survey	points	
is	low,	particularly	for	species	richness	or	biodiversity	calculations.	The	proponent	should	try	to	meet	the	goal	
of	five	plots	per	ecosystem	stated	in	its	methods.	

Response	

[56]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	more	detailed	explanation	of	its	LSA	mapping	approach	
and	methods,	as	the	current	methods	are	not	clear	on	how	polygons	were	attributed	with	ecosite	phases	
codes	using	Alberta	Vegetation	Inventory	(AVI)	data.	Providing	this	information	would	be	beneficial	in	
RSA-level	mapping	of	traditional-use	vegetation	potential.	A	QA/QC	of	the	baseline	LSA	and	RSA	maps	
should	be	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[57]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	study	of	all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	for	both	the	
LSA	and	RSA	to	assess	the	Project’s	effects	on	cultural	and	spiritual	uses	by	the	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[58]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

The	identification	of	traditional	use	vegetation	potential	was	determined	for	the	LSA	only.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	provides	information	on	TU	vegetation	potential	for	the	RSA	for	the	Planned	
Development	Case,	including	maps	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[59]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	equivalent	capability	in	the	context	of	ecosite	phases	
and	maps	each	of	the	assessment	scenarios.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A15-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[60]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	that	only	plant	species	native	to	the	Crowsnest	Pass	area	are	used	in	the	Grassy	
Mountain	Coal	Project	revegetation	program,	and	that	seed	for	revegetation	is	sourced	from	local	
provenances.	

Response	
Agreement	

[61]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	more	detailed	monitoring	and	adaptive	management	program	is	developed	
immediately	in	collaboration	with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation,	and	that	Piikani	Nation	is	also	involved	in	
implementing	the	reclamation	and	monitoring	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[62]	 Mitigation	and	
Monitoring	

The	Piikani	Nation	has	provided	information	to	Riversdale	on	vegetation	species	of	importance	to	traditional	
use	(e.g.,	bearberry,	sweet	pine,	juniper,	mountain	holly	fern,	yarrow,	alpine	fern,	tree	lichen,	lodgepole	pine,	
willow,	poplar,	cottonwood,	birch,	Saskatoon	berry,	sage).	These	species	are	not	explicitly	identified	or	
discussed	in	the	revegetation	plan.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	in	agreement	to	developing	
details	of	the	reclamation	plan	in	close	collaboration	with	members	of	the	Piikani	Nation	in	order	to	restore	
traditional	land	use	opportunities	in	the	Project	area.	This	should	include	information	and	monitoring	on	
Willow	Bark	in	the	regional	area	

Response	
Agreement	

[63]	 Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale:	
i) addresses	current	deficiencies	with	the	cumulative	impacts	assessment	in	the	upcoming	Project	

Update,	including	explicit	provision	of	pre-	and	post-development	ecosite	phases	and	reduction	
in	quality;	this	information	is	critical	both	for	Project	assessment	and	for	discussion	of	any	
required	biodiversity	offsetting	programs;	and	

ii) commits	in	agreement	to	development	of	biodiversity-management	plan	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation	and	other	nations	of	the	Blackfoot	Confederacy.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

Land	and	Resource	Use	

[76]	 Applicable	
Legislation	and	Land	
Use	Plans,	Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	completes	a	cultural	impact	assessment	in	order	to	meet	CEAA	
and	community	requirements.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	completed	prior	to	
the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[77]	 Applicable	
Legislation	and	Land	
Use	Plans,	Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	community	to	mitigate	Project	effects	to	
Piikani	Nation’s	culture	based	on	the	findings	of	the	Cultural	Impact	Asseessment.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A16-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[78]	 Land	Use	Plans	and	
Policies	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clearly	describes	how	the	Project	will	align	with	all	of	the	strategic	
objectives	and	priorities	listed	in	existing	land	use	documents,	guidelines	and	policies,	and	describes	how	
Aboriginal	rights	and	interests	will	be	considered	and	accommodated.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[79]	 Old	Man	River	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	the	consultation	activities	undertaken	
with	Piikani	Nation	regarding	surface	water	and	groundwater	requirements	and	Project	plans	for	
transferring	water	rights	within	the	Oldman	River	Basin,	specifically	describing	how	Piikani	Nation	
interests,	the	water	needs	of	Piikani	Nation	and	TEK	incorporated	were	into	the	planning	related	to	water	
transfers.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	
the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[80]	 Old	Man	River	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	participating	in	the	Old	Man	Watershed	Council	and	
the	South	Saskatchewan	Region	Land	Sub-Table.	Riversdale	should	support	Piikani	Nation	participation	at	
these	tables	to	ensure	meaningful	input	on	watershed	management	and	tourism	development	initiatives	
occur.	

Response	
Agreement	

[81]	 Regional	Planning	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	involving	Piikani	Nation	members	in	discussions	
surrounding	ongoing	development	planning	and	regional	planning	initiatives	such	as	the	Coal	
Development	Policy	within	the	Project	area	in	order	to	appropriately	integrate	cultural	values	and	TEK.	

Response	
Agreement	

[82]	 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	Project	impacts	to	other	land	users	and	
disposition	holders	(private	landowners,	oil	and	gas,	the	golf	course,	AltaLink	and	the	Government	of	
Alberta)	and	describes	the	integrated	resource	management	initiatives	it	is	currently	involved	in	within	
the	Project	area,	and	lists	other	regional	initiatives	it	is	committed	to	supporting	should	the	Project	be	
approved.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[83]		 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	the	transfer	of	public	lands	(REC910007	and	
DRS850045)	from	recreational	use	to	accommodate	a	coal	mine	will	effect	recreational	and	traditional	
users	of	Crown	lands	and	the	mitigations	it	proposes	in	order	to	lessen	those	effects.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A17-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[84]	 Other	Disposition	
holders	(Industrial,	
Agricultural	and	
Recreational	Use)	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	TK	and	Cultural	values	will	be	considered	in	this	
planning	process.	

Response	

[85]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	showing	where	Access	would	be	limited	during	
Project	operations.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	access	restrictions	will	
be	managed	in	the	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan	and	how	Piikani	Nation	members	will	be	involved	
in	developing	appropriate	access	management	measures.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[86]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	describing	Project	
contributions	to	regional	access	issues	and	describes	how	public	or	Aboriginal	land	use	would	be	affected	
and	accommodated	throughout	the	life	of	the	Project	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[87]	 Access	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	confirms	its	commitment	to	involve	Piikani	Nation	and	ensure	
cultural	and	spiritual	values	are	integrated	in	developing	an	Aboriginal	Access	Management	Plan.	
To	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	members	have	continued	access	to	undisturbed	Crown	land	areas	
throughout	the	life	of	the	Project,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	a	formal	notification	process	is	built	into	
any	access	management	plan	that	outlines	the	protocol	for	informing	Piikani	Nation	in	advance	of	any	
changes	to	access,	and	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	input	into	any	
future	access	management	plans.	

Response	
Agreement	

[88]	 Trapping	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	sufficient	baseline	
information	on	the	status	of	culturally	significant	furbearers	traditionally	trapped	in	the	Project	area,	to	
help	Piikani	Nation	understand	the	current	pressures	on	traditionally	trapped	species	and	implications	of	
the	Project	effects	such	as	shifts	in	predator/prey	relationships,	increased	mortality,	habitat	loss,	changes	
in	access,	sensory	disturbance	or	reduced	habitat	effectiveness.	Piikani	Nation	asks	that	Riversdale	
explains	how	TK	was	considered	and	integrated	into	the	assessment	and	any	resultant	mitigation	
measures.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A18-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[89]	 Hunting	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	potential	effects	to	
culturally	significant	big	game	and	game	bird	species	occurring	in	the	area	to	help	Piikani	Nation	
understand	the	current	pressures	on	traditionally	hunted	species	and	implications	of	the	Project	effects	
such	as	increased	wildlife	mortality,	habitat	loss,	changes	in	access,	sensory	disturbance	or	reduced	
habitat	effectiveness	on	traditional	harvests.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	
the	Piikani	Nation	community	to	develop	culturally	appropriate	measures	to	mitigate	potential	Project	
effects	to	Aboriginal	hunting	and	culturally	important	big	game	and	game	bird	species.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[90]	 Timber	Resources	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	its	approach	to	removing	and	handling	timber	cleared	
from	the	Project	area.	Piikani	Nation	also	request	that	Riversdale	describes	how	trees	cleared	from	the	
Project	area	will	be	allocated	and	delivered	to	each	First	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[91]	 Fire	Control	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	how	TEK	will	be	incorporated	into	fire	
prevention	and	suppression	measures	and	how	Piikani	Nation	will	be	involved	in	consultations	on	Fire	
Control	Planning.	

Response	
Agreement	

Socio-Economic	

[92]	 Piikani-specific	
Study	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	how	the	input	from	the	Piikani	Specific	
Study	will	be	considered	and	used	in	the	updated	SEIA.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[93]	 Employment	and	
Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	closely	with	Piikani	Nation-based	companies	or	companies	
partnered	with	Piikani	Nation,	so	that	contracting	opportunities	flow	to	these	companies.	This	could	
include	providing	right	of	first	refusal	on	a	list	of	contracts	of	interest	to	Piikani	Nation	members,	
including	catering,	bussing	and	accounting.	

Response	
Agreement	

[94]	 Employment	and	
Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	reiterates	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	and	commits	to	achieving	employment	
and	contracting	targets	(as	outlined	in	the	Piikani	Specific	Study)	for	construction	and	operation	phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[95]	 Employment	and	
Contracting	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	as	part	of	its	recruitment	and	training	programs,	works	with	
Piikani	Nation	members	to	ensure	they	have	access	to	opportunities	at	a	variety	of	levels	and	types	of	
jobs	(e.g.,	welders,	electricians,	heavy	duty	mechanics,	managers	and	accountants).	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[96]	 Training	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	coordinates	with	Piikani	Employment	Services	(PES)	to	provide	
training	and	education	that	would	prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	for	the	opportunities	at	the	Grassy	
Mountain	Project	before	the	Project	starts.	PES	and	Riversdale	should	work	together	to	leverage	funding	
from	provincial	and	federal	grants	and	programs.	Much	of	the	training	should	be	provided	on	Reserve,	
but	there	should	also	be	some	on-the-job	training	during	the	construction	phase.	

Response	
Agreement	

[97]	 Training	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	to	support	the	provision	of	life	skills,	money	
management,	time	management	and	literacy	training	to	Piikani	Nation	members.	There	is	a	special	need	
to	prepare	Piikani	Nations	members	for	the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	approach	of	the	mine	site.	
This	type	of	training	could	include	making	Piikani	Nation	employees	aware	of	the	deductions	(e.g.,	taxes,	
pension	and	other	benefits)	that	will	be	taken	off	of	each	paycheque.	Riversdale	should	work	with	
PCFS/PES	to	provide	this	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[98]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	has	an	on-site	Community	Liaison	position	or	Retention	Officer	to	
follow-up	with	Piikani	Nation	(and	other	Blackfoot)	members.	The	Retention	Officer	would	assist	
Aboriginal	employees	at	site	to	support	them	through	any	challenges	they	might	face	with	employment,	
especially	in	scenarios	of	conflict	or	stress.	This	position	could	be	integrated	into	an	Employee	Assistance	
Program	for	Piikani	Nation	employees	at	Grassy	Mountain	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[99]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	hiring	policies,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	highlights	that	employment	
opportunities	at	the	mine	site	are	available	to	any	Piikani	Nation	member,	regardless	of	gender.	
Riversdale	should	work	with	Piikani	Nation	women	to	ensure	they	are	aware	of	all	types	of	employment,	
including	trades.	

Response	
Agreement	

[100]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	recruitment	and	hiring	processes,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	
with	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	ample	notification	of	job	opportunities	so	that	Piikani	Nation	members	
would	have	time	to	prepare	for	and	apply	to	positions.	Riversdale	should	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	
members	are	aware	of	job	requirements	from	the	early	stages	of	recruitment	(e.g.,	high	school,	post-
secondary,	trades,	math	and	sciences).	

Response	
Agreement	

[101]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Bereavement	Policy,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	
Piikani	Nation	members	to	ensure	it	includes	culturally	appropriate	definitions	of	family	members	and	
extended	time	off.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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[102]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	when	setting	work	schedules,	
and	is	flexible	when	scheduling	Piikani	Nation	members;	especially	for	those	involved	in	cultural	and	
traditional	activities	and	events	(such	as	Bundle	openings).	

Response	
Agreement	

[103]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

Piikani	recommends	that	as	part	of	Riversdale	on-boarding	and	training	programs	for	employees	and	
contractors,	Riversdale	include	Aboriginal	cultural	awareness	training.		This	should	include	an	orientation	
for	non-aboriginal	employees	at	all	levels	about	the	Piikani	Nation	and	Blackfoot	culture.	

Response	
Agreement	

[104]	 Workplace	
Initiatives	

As	part	of	Riversdale’s	Occupational	Health	and	Safety	guidelines,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
includes	a	clear	anti-discrimination	policy.	

Response	
Agreement	

[105]	 Housing	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	support	the	development	of	on-
Reserve	housing.	

Response	
Agreement	

[106]	 Housing	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	members	who	come	back	to	the	local	
area	for	employment	at	the	mine,	but	who	cannot	move	back	onto	the	Reserve	due	to	lack	of	housing.	
Housing	is	expected	to	be	a	barrier	so	Riversdale	should	work	with	these	employees	to	help	them	find	
adequate	and	affordable	housing	off	Reserve.	

Response	
Agreement	

[107]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	educators	so	that	they	know	the	types	
of	jobs	that	are	going	to	be	available	at	the	Project	and	can	help	focus	the	students	and	make	them	
aware	of	the	job	opportunities.	

Response	
Agreement	

[108]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	educators	to	support	a	mentorship	
program,	as	students	often	need	role	models	or	support	as	many	of	them	are	the	first	to	graduate	high	
school	in	their	families.	This	could	include	a	career	mentorship	program	for	students,	starting	in	Grade	9	
and	10.	

Response	
Agreement	

[109]	 Education	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	organizes	a	one-day	interactive	session	with	Piikani	high	school	
students	in	Brocket,	Pincher	Creek	and	Fort	McLeod	on	a	annual	basis.	This	would	introduce	the	students	
to	the	types	of	employment	and	contracting	opportunities	that	would	be	available	with	
Riversdale/Riversdale.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Requests	 Category*	

[110]	 Health	and	
Emergency	Services	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	health	services	to	provide	members	
with	life	coaching	as	a	way	to	retain	Piikani	Nation	employees	at	the	mine	site.	This	would	help	members	
develop	coping	skills,	so	that	when	times	get	tough	they	have	a	way	of	working	through	the	challenges.	
Life	skills	should	include	the	Piikani	Nation	way	of	life,	not	just	Western	ways.	

Response	
Agreement	

[111]	 Health	and	
Emergency	Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	
from	Piikani	Nation	and	its	key	service	providers	to	ensure	specific	issues	and	concerns	of	Piikani	Nation	
members	are	addressed	in	the	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	

[112]	 Health	and	
Emergency	Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	drug	and	alcohol	policy,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	
from	key	Piikani	Nation	service	providers	to	ensure	it	addresses	specific	concerns	of	Piikani	Nation	
members.	Once	finalized,	the	policy	should	be	provided	to	Piikani	Nation,	and	should	include	information	
about	frequency	of	testing	and	the	selection	process	(e.g.,	random	versus	scheduled).			

Response	
Agreement	

[113]	 Health	and	
Emergency	Services	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Health	and	Emergency	Service	providers	to	
monitor	demand	on	their	services	during	construction	and	operations.	If	demand	increases,	then	
Riversdale	should	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	secure	additional	staffing	or	equipment	to	accommodate	
increased	demand	on	the	service.	This	would	include	Piikani	AKHS,	Peigan	Ambulance	and	Piikani	Fire	
services.	

Response	
Agreement	

[114]	 Health	and	
Emergency	Services	

When	Riversdale	develops	its	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	gets	input	
from	Piikani	Nation.	Riversdale’s	on-site	medical	staff	should	be	provided	cultural	awareness	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[115]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	key	Piikani	Nation	service	providers,	including	Piikani	
Child	and	Family	Services	when	conducting	employment	pre-assessments	prior	to	construction.	There	is	a	
special	need	to	prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	for	the	rigid	schedules	and	output	driven	approach	of	
the	mine	site.	PCFS/PES	can	help	develop	tailored	programs	and	plans	for	these	employees	to	ensure	
their	success.	

Response	
Agreement	

[116]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	support	child	care	services	on	Reserve.	This	
could	include	extend	hours	of	operation	of	the	daycare	to	accommodate	12-hour	shift	work	at	Grassy	
Mountain,	or	funding	an	increase	in	the	number	of	spaces	or	staffing	to	support	additional	demands	on	
child	care.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[117]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	support	programming	for	youth;	this	could	
include	reopening	the	Youth	Centre	to	provide	before	and	after	school	programming	for	youth	above	six	
years	old.	

Response	
Agreement	

[118]	 Social	Services	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	PCFS	to	provide	workshops	for	family	members	to	
prepare	them	for	the	challenges	of	an	absentee	parent	working	at	the	Project.	If	Riversdale	requires	
Piikani	Nation	workers	to	stay	at	site	for	extended	periods,	then	it	should	develop	support	systems	and	
mechanisms	in	the	community	for	the	spouse	left	behind	to	address	issues	of	loneliness,	infidelity,	and	
stress	from	increased	responsibilities.	

Response	
Agreement	

[119]	 Transportation	 Piikani	recommends	that	Riversdale	arrange	transportation	between	communities	and	Grassy	Mountain	
Project.	Depending	on	demand,	there	could	be	a	number	of	pick-up	locations,	including	Fort	McLeod,	
Pincher	Creek,	and	Brocket.	

Response	
Agreement	

[120]	 Monitoring	
Programs	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	detailed,	long-term,	community	based	SEIA	monitoring	
program.	The	program	would	analyze	programs	and	policies	that	are	developed	to	address	social	and	
economic	concerns	for	Piikani	Nation	members.	The	monitoring	would	allow	for	an	adaptive	
management	approach	to	be	used,	with	adjustments	being	made	to	programs	and	policies	based	on	
actual	performance.	

Response	
Agreement	

[121]	 Cultural	Impact	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	an	integrated	cultural	impact	assessment	to	determine	
the	Project’s	potential	impact	on	the	cultural	wellbeing	of	Piikani	Nation	members.	This	study	is	unique	
and	different	from	a	Historic	Resources	Impact	Assessment	or	a	Traditional	Land	Use	study	and	would	be	
a	vital	tool	to	assess	Project	effects	on	the	cultural	fabric	of	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

Human	and	Wildlife	Health	

[122]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	air	quality	monitoring	in	the	vicinity	of	the	completed	
Project	during	normal	operating	conditions	and	‘worst	case’	operating	conditions	and	shares	the	
monitoring	results	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[123]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	effectively	presents	air	monitoring	reporting	and	interpretation	
results	in	relation	to	humans	and	wildlife	to	Piikani	Nation	on	a	regular	basis	during	construction,	
operation	and	closure.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
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Key	Concerns	
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[124]	 Air	Quality	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	what	measures	will	be	in	place	to	protect	and	ensure	
human	health	of	Piikani	Nation	workers	employed	at	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[125]	 Best	Practices	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explores	best	practices	to	mitigate	air	and	water	pollution	and	
adopts	these	practices	throughout	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	determine	these	best	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[126]	 Capacity	Building	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	promotes	capacity	building	and	education	to	better	understand	
Project	effects	to	traditional	lands	from	the	Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[127]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reviews	and	provides	information	around	odorous	emissions	
expected	from	the	Project,	including	the	synergistic	effects	of	odourants	emitted	from	the	Project.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[128]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	odourous	emissions	that	have	the	
potential	to	effect	environmental	quality	and	the	quality	of	cultural	and	Traditional	Land	Use.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[129]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	working	with	the	community	to	develop	mitigation	
measures	to	reduce	the	frequency	and	intensity	of	odourous	emissions.	

Response	
Agreement	

[130]	 Odours	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	establishing	a	committee	that	will	respectfully	receive	
complaints	concerning	odours	and	explore	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[131]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	a	community	noise	complaint	process	that	recognizes	
audible	noise;	one	that	has	a	mandate	to	explore	potential	mitigation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[132]	 Community	Health	
and	Wellness	and	
Impact	Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Benga	Mining:	
i) aims	to	offset	indirect	impacts	to	Human	Health	from	the	Project’s	construction	and	operation	

through	enhanced	support	for	community	health	and	wellness	programs	identified	in	the	
application’s	Socio-Economic	section;	alternatively	

ii) in	the	absence	of	enhanced	support	to	offset	and	mitigate	indirect	health	effects,	assesses	
indirect	impacts	to	Human	Health	through	a	formal	Health	Impact	Assessment	process	as	used	
by	other	regulatory	bodies.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
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regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A24-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[133]	 Wildlife	Health	 The	Wildlife	assessment	did	not	take	into	account	contaminant	exposure	to	wildlife	through	consumption	
of	contaminated	water	released.	Riversdale	is	requested	to	provide	a	further	wildlife	impact	health	
assessment,	taking	into	account	release	of	contaminated	process	water.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[134]	 Wildlife	Health	 The	Wildlife	Assessment	is	a	screening	level	assessment	that	is	not	as	detailed	as	a	full	Wildlife	Health	
Assessment.	Riversdale	is	requested	to	undertake	a	more	detailed	Wildlife	Health	Assessment	using	
industry	best	practices	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[135]	 Toxicology	
Uncertainty	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	acknowledges	the	large	uncertainties	in	extending	human	toxicity	
to	mammals,	birds	and	reptiles	and	discusses	how	it	proposes	to	validate	the	predictions	provided	in	the	
application.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[136]	 Joint	Committee	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	establishes	and	supports	a	TLU	committee	to	hear	and	consider	
TLU	observations	including	declines	in	health	or	abundance	of	local	plans	and	animals.	

Response	
Agreement	

Historical	Resources	

[137]	 Heritage	Resources	
Management	Plan	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	create	a	Heritage	Resources	
Management	Plan,	that	could	include:	

i) Piikani	Nation	traditional	knowledge	in	modelling	for	archaeological	site	potential,	as	well	as	site	
interpretation	and	significance	rating;			

ii) Piikani	Nation	members	as	part	of	field	crews	(including	training);		
iii) opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	members	to	review	and	comment	on	proposed	mitigations	and	

draft	reports;		
iv) community	presentations	of	results;	and		
v) Piikani	Nation	protocols	for	chance	encounters	of	historical	resources	and	associated	education	

and	training.	

Response	
Agreement	

[138]	 Full	HRIA	Not	
Available	for	Review	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	the	Piikani	Nation	to	review	the	HRA	when	it	
becomes	available.	The	full	HRA	should	also	be	presented	to	the	Piikani	community.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A25-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[139]	 Piikani	Nation’s	
Historic	Resources	
Perspective	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	the	Piikani	Nation	to	understand	its	
perspective	of	the	impacts	on	historical	resources	and	to	develop	appropriate	mitigation	measures.	

Response	
Agreement	

[140]	 Including	Piikani	
Nation	TK	in	
Historical	Resources	
Assessments	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	Piikani	Nation	and	its	traditional	knowledge	will	
be	included	in	the	HRA	going	forward.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	
the	anticipated	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[141]	 Baseline	Data	
Collection	Not	
Complete	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	once	all	baseline	information	is	collected,	Riversdale	presents	the	results	to	
the	Piikani	Nation	and	collaboratively	determines	impact	significance	and	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[142]		 Access	Changes	to	
Physical	and	
Cultural	Heritage	
Not	Properly	
Assessed	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	Piikani	Nation	to	create	an	access	plan	
that	takes	into	account	Piikani	Nation	perspectives	and	needs.	

Response	
Agreement	

Aboriginal	Consultation	and	Assessment	

[143]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	Traditional	Land	Use	assessment	
provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA,	using	proven	assessment	methods.	This	would	include	a	
summary	of	effects	in	Section	E	along	with	all	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	be	done	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[144]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	formally	in	any	IBA	that	might	result	between	the	Parties	
to	ongoing	and	open	communication	with	Piikani	Nation	through	the	life	of	the	Project	to	address	issues	
and	concerns.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A26-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[145]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators	with	an	updated	Record	
of	Communication	that:	

i) identifies	issues	that	were	raised	for	each	communication	effort	(if	no	issues	were	raised	then	
the	entry	should	reflect	“no	issues	were	raised”;		

ii) updates	the	Response/Outcomes	column	of	the	table	to	identify	the	response/outcome,	or	at	a	
minimum	refers	to	the	appropriate	entry	in	the	Record	where	the	response/outcome	can	be	
found;	and		

iii) identifies	if	issues	raised	have	been	addressed	or	remain	outstanding.	
Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	to	be	provided	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[146]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	how	input	into	technical	and	regulatory	
matters,	as	identified	in	its	Consultation	Plan,	was	solicited	from	Piikani	Nation	at	a	level	commensurate	
with	that	of	Riversdale.	Please	explain	how,	in	future	stages	of	consultation,	additional	technical	and	
regulatory	issues	that	might	have	not	received	technical	input	from	Piikani	Nation	(e.g.,	EIA	methods	
including	VC	and	boundary	selection,	level	of	assessment,	integration	of	TK)	will	be	addressed,	post	
application/EIA	development	and	filing,	to	inform	Project	planning	and	management,	mitigation	and	
monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[147]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	by	biophysical	and	human	assessment	component,	
evidence	that	information	from	Piikani	Nation’s	consultation	was	integrated	into	the	assessment	of	
effects,	how	this	input	was	considered	in	Project	planning	and	design	and	how	it	is	reflected	in	proposed	
Project	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[148]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	on	a	regular	basis,	the	tracking	table	referred	to	in	
Table	5.1	of	Section	5.0	of	the	Consultation	Plan	so	that	it	can	review	it,	offer	input	and	track	ongoing	
consultation	efforts	with	regard	to	issue	resolution.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A27-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[149]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	apparent	inconsistencies	between	Table	H.4.2-1	and	
the	Piikani	Nation	Record	of	Communication	as	provided	in	Appendix	7b.	

Response	

[150]	 Environmental	
Impact	Study	
Guidelines	and	
Objectives	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	Aboriginal	Consultation	provided	as	a	
distinct	section	of	the	EIA	and	provides	the	same	robustness	as	that	given	to	Section	G	Public	
Engagement	including:		

i) Methods	of	consultation	
ii) Lists	of	issues	and	questions	raised	
iii) Quantitative	(or	Qualitative	Analysis)	of	issues/	concern	areas	
iv) Summary	of	key	issues	
v) Description	of	how	input	was	incorporated	into	Project	design.			

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	to	be	done	prior	to	the	application	being	
deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[151]	 Project	Scope	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	detailed	discussion	of	how	issues	and	concerns	from	
Aboriginal	communities	in	general	and	Piikani	Nation	specifically	formed:	

i) identifying	local	and	regional	issues	of	concern;		
ii) the	VCs;		
iii) the	study	area	boundaries;	and		
iv) potential	Project	and	cumulative	impacts.	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	this	information	for:	air	quality,	visual	aesthetics,	noise,	
hydrogeology,	hydrology,	water	quality,	aquatic	ecology,	terrain	and	soils,	vegetation	and	wetlands,	
wildlife,	land	and	resource	use,	historical	resources,	human	health,	wildlife	health	and	socio-economics	in	
addition	to	Aboriginal	traditional	land	use/valued	components.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[152]	 Constraints	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	description	of	its	constraints	mapping	process	(or	
alternative	criteria)	and	explains	how	Piikani	Nation’s	land	and	water	use	was	used	to	build	a	constraints	
layer	for	traditional	and	current	use.	

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A28-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[153]	 Conservation	and	
Reclamation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	its	assessment	on	Piikani	Nation,	how	Piikani	Nation’s	
traditional	use	was	considered	in	the	closure	landscape.	

Response	

[154]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Air	
Quality,	Climate	and	
Noise	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	effects	of	the	following	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	
lands	and	resources	and	cultural	need	for	areas	that	are	remote	and	provide	solitude:	

i) air	quality,	including	particulate	matter	(dust),	odours	(hydrocarbons,	reduced	sulphur	
compounds)	and	human/ecosystem	health-related	compounds	(TSP,	PAC	and	metals);	

ii) noise;	and		
iii) visibility,	including	haze	and	light	as	well	as	overall	visual	aesthetics.	

Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	regulators	require	that	this	assessment	is	done,	including	
management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	reduce	the	effects	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	
land	and	resources,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[155]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Hydrology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	potential	impacts	to	hydrology	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	of	
surface	water	resources	in	the	RSA	including	any	potential	impacts	to	boat	access	and	navigation,	sources	
of	potable	water	and	for	recreational	use	by	Piikani.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	identifies	
potential	water	use	conflicts	to	Piikani	Nation	and	that	the	Water	Management	Plan	ensures	the	use	of	
best	practices	to	reduce	and	recycle	surface	water	use	for	Project	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	assessment	is	done,	including	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	to	reduce	the	
effects	on	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	water	resources,	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[156]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Aquatic	Ecology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	map	of	existing	fish	resources	of	the	lakes,	rivers,	
ephemeral	waterbodies	and	other	waters	that	support	Aboriginal	uses.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	adds	a	Table	(in	CR	#6,	Section	5.1),	similar	to	Table	3,	that	identifies	watercourses	or	
waterbodies	of	traditional	and	current	use	by	Aboriginal	groups.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	supports	Piikani	Nation	collecting	additional	information	on	current	and	future	fisheries	in	the	
RSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[157]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Aquatic	Ecology	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	significance	of	any	impacts	on	water	quality	and	
implications	to	aquatic	resources	(e.g.,	biota,	biodiversity	and	habitat)	and	related	implications	for	Piikani	
Nation’s	traditional	and	current	use	of	these	resources.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	
regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A29-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[158]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Vegetation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	vegetation	potential	for	the	RSA	for	the	
Planned	Development	Case,	including	maps.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	
require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[159]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Vegetation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	an	assessment	of	all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	is	undertaken	for	both	the	
LSA	and	RSA	and	a	discussion	of	effects	is	provided	for	all	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	use	(direct	gathering,	
cultural	and	spiritual	purposes,	habitat	loss	for	cultural	species).	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[160]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Wildlife	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	identifies	TEK	wildlife	habitats	and	documents	this	for	hunting	
and	trapping	potential	for	the	LSA	and	RSA	for,	including	maps.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	explains	how	traditional	species	(identified	in	Table	2.2-1)	were	used	in	selecting	VCs	spatial	
boundaries.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[161]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Wildlife	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	comments	on	habitat	loss,	
habitat	avoidance,	vehicle-wildlife	collisions,	increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	and	other	
Project-related	impacts	on	wildlife	populations	specific	to	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use	of	wildlife	both	
quantitatively	and	qualitatively.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[162]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Terrain	and	Soils	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	landform	modelling	done	for	the	EIA	was	
formed	by	TEK.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	changes	to	the	landscape	will	
affect	Piikani	Nation’s	use	and	enjoyment	of	the	land	in	and	around	the	Project	area.	

Response	

[163]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Land	
Use	Management	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	addresses	land	use	management	in	relation	to	traditional	and	
recreational	access	to	Piikani	Nation,	including	on	Riversdale’s	privately	held	lands.	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	updates	its	discussion	and	effects	assessment	in	Section	H.4.4.1.3	to	include	a	
quantitative	analysis	of	effects,	develops	a	constraints	layer	or	criteria	to	aid	in	further	Project	
engineering	and	planning	and	discusses	how	effects	to	the	time,	effort	and	cost	to	Piikani	Nation	for	using	
alternate	access	will	be	mitigated.		
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	potential	increased	predator	access	might	
affect	Piikani	Nation’s	traditionally	used	species.	

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A30-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[164]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Historic	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	culturally	appropriate	
mitigation	measures,	flagging	at	1000	m	for	off-site	infrastructure	(e.g.,	roads)	and	seeking	protective	
notations	for	key	sites	that	can	be	protected.	

Response	
Agreement	

[165]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	and	
Land	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	fulfills	the	following	ToR	requirements	prior	to	the	application	
being	deemed	complete:	

i) provides	maps	of	current	uses	of	traditional	resources	(it	is	recommended	that	this	is	based	on	
land	capability	potential	for	these	resources);	

ii) provides	a	map	clearly	indicating	land	and	travel	routes;	
iii) providse	a	map	of	culturally	important	areas,	including	sites	(this	can	be	in	a	polygon	format	to	

protect	Piikani	Nation’s	intellectual	property);	
iv) provides	a	description	of	use	to	accompany	these	maps;	
v) discusses	the	availability	of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	species	for	food,	traditional,	medicinal	

and	cultural	purposes	in	the	identified	traditional	land	and	water	use	areas	considering	all	
Project	related	impacts;		

vi) discusses	access	to	traditional	lands	and	waters	in	the	Project	Area	during	all	stages	of	the	
Project	broken	down	by	pre-construction,	construction,	operation,	decommissioning	and	post-
reclamation;	

vii) incorporates	Piikani	Nation’s	views	on	monitoring	and	reclamation	specific	to	each	plan	(e.g.,	
water	quality,	wildlife,	reclamation);	and		

viii) describes	how	TEK	and	TLU	information	was	integrated	into	the	Project’s	design	and	
development,	technical	components	of	the	EIA,	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan,	
monitoring	and	mitigation	plans.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[166]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Public	
Health	and	Safety	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	mitigation	strategies	
targeted	at	community	concerns	related	to	human	and	wildlife	health.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A31-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[167]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Public	
Health	and	Safety	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	to	discuss	safety	concerns,	such	as	getting	
Piikani	Nation’s	input	on	the	Health	and	Safety	Plan,	and	provides	this	information	as	supplemental	to	the	
application.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[168]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Socio-
economic	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	information	from	the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	
Socio-economic	Conditions	into	the	EIA,	as	Riversdale	indicated	this	was	not	done	due	to	timing	issues.	As	
well,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	why	information	related	to	land	use	in	this	report	
was	not	carried	over	to	other	sections	of	the	EIA,	including	a	clear	indication	that	the	mitigation	measures	
listed	in	the	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	would	be	implemented.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[169]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	Socio-
economic	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	Nation	to	ensure	that	Piikani	Nation	
members	and	businesses	are	employment	and	contract	ready	to	take	advantage	of	opportunities	as	they	
come.	

Response	
Agreement	

[170]	 Environmental	
Assessment	–	
Monitoring	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	the	monitoring,	or	baseline	field	data	
collection,	that	was	done	for	the	EIA	that	included	Piikani	Nation	members.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	
that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	members	will	have	opportunities	to	have	input	into	
monitoring	plans	and	opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	for	this	
monitoring	plan	undertaken	during	construction,	operation	and	closure	and	reclamation.	

Response	

[171]	 CEAA	EIS	Guidelines	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	summary	of	the	changes	that	have	been	made	to	the	
Project	since	it	was	originally	proposed	that	benefits	Aboriginal	peoples	in	general	and	Piikani	Nation	
specifically.	

Response	

[172]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	revises	Section	H.4.3.2	to	include	all	effects	to	Piikani	Nation	uses,	
including	cultural	uses.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	these	revisions	are	included	in	the	upcoming	
Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[173]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	concerns	or	issues	with	
predicted	effects	in	the	EIA/EIS	and	SEIA	once	its	review	is	complete	and	Piikani	Nation’s	
recommendations	are	provided.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A32-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[174]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	to	conduct	a	resource	use	analysis	study,	
focusing	on	the	RSA	and	surrounding	area	to	aid	in	determining	Project	effects	to	traditional	rights	and	
interests.	

Response	
Agreement	

[175]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	is	complete,	agrees	to	update	
the	assessment	on	hunting,	wildlife	and	resource	use	based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	review	recommendations	
including	providing	the	information	required	to	fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	requirements.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[176]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	species	as	important	to	traditional	use,	
and	updates	either	the	hunting	(Section	H.4.4.)	or	cultural	heritage	(Section	H.4.4.4)	sections	to	assess	
the	effects	to,	and	capture	the	important	role	wildlife	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[177]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	once	the	review	of	the	EIA	and	SEIA	is	complete,	agrees	to	update	
the	assessment	on	plant	gathering,	vegetation	and	wetlands	and	resource	use	based	on	Piikani	Nation’s	
review	recommendations	including	providing	the	information	required	to	fulfill	the	EIS	Guideline	
requirements.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[178]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	also	includes	key	cultural	species	as	important	to	traditional	use,	
and	updates	either	the	plant	gathering	(Section	H.4.4.2)	or	cultural	heritage	(Section	H.4.4.4)	sections	to	
assess	the	effects	to,	and	capture	the	important	role	plant	species	play,	in	Piikani	Nation’s	culture.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[179]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	trails	and	travelways	in	the	
LSA	and	RSA	to	be	assessed	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	This	would	include	soliciting	information	on	
mitigations	including	management	and	monitoring.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[180]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	negotiate	an	IBA	that	
includes	commitments	to	environmental	management,	culture	and	traditional	resources,	human	
resources	and	business	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[181]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	an	Integrated	Cultural	Impact	Assessment	that	would	be	
completed	by	the	community.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A33-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[182]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	ensure	all	issues	and	
concerns	raised	are	documented	and	responded	to.	

Response	
Agreement	

[183]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	discusses	the	changes	made	to	the	Project	
design	and	implementation	directly	as	a	result	of	discussions	with	Aboriginal	groups.		Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[184]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	Project	Update,	includes	within	each	discipline,	a	discussion	
of	how	Aboriginal	traditional	knowledge,	including	any	additional	TK	collected	since	the	filing	of	the	
application,	was	incorporated	into	the	environmental	effects	assessment	(including	baseline	conditions	
and	effects	analysis	for	VCs)	and	then	updates	the	effects	analysis	of	potential	adverse	impacts	on	
potential	or	established	Aboriginal	or	Treaty	rights	and	related	mitigation	measures	based	on	those	
changes.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[185]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	ensure	all	issues	and	
concerns	raised	are	documented	and	responded	to	and	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	update	
filing	for	the	Project.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[186]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	further	detail	the	TK/TLU	points,	
including	additional	areas	that	might	be	outside	of	the	LSA	but	within	the	RSA,	to	update	Figure	H.4.1-1,	
and	for	use	in	internal	discussions	between	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	to	allow	appropriate	
assessments	at	the	discipline-level	and	mitigation	for	effects	to	uses	and	places.	

Response	
Agreement	

[187]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	continues	to	work	with	Piikani	Nation	to	document	uses	and	sites	
in	the	LSA	and	RSA,	understanding	that	the	information	provided	will	serve	to	describe	baselines	and	will	
be	used	for	assessment	and	mitigation	development	purposes.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
Riversdale	includes	any	new	information	in	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[188]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	Piikani	Nation’s	commercial	
and	recreational	use	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	and	includes	this	information	in	the	Project	Update.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	before	deeming	the	application	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A34-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[189]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	collaboratively	with	Piikani	Nation	to	create	a	Heritage	
Resource	Management	Plan	as	identified	in	the	Piikani	Nation	technical	review	of	Historical	Resources.	

Response	
Agreement	

[190]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	undertakes	a	cultural	impact	
assessment	for	the	Project.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	
to	be	collected	and	assessed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[191]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	identify	any	other	important	
information	that	should	be	included	in	the	Project	Update	with	regard	to	the	Project’s	effects	on	Piikani	
Nation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[192]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	fill	in	any	gaps	on	Piikani	Nation	land	
uses	and	sites	for	traditional	and	cultural	purposes,	including	water	uses	and	including	for	the	RSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[193]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	updates	the	HHRA	to	include	Aboriginal	receptors	in	the	RSA	and	
surrounding	area.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[194]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-
economic	Conditions	into	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[195]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	Human	
Environment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	scope	and	undertake	a	Cultural	
Impact	Assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A35-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[196]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	collect	additional	TLU	and	TK.	The	
additional	TLUS	should	be	jointly	scoped	by	Piikani	Nation	and	Riversdale	to	ensure	that	information	to	
help	form	the	EIA,	including	for	the	RSA	and	with	regard	to	fish	and	furbearers	to	ensure	that	identified	
fishing	and	trapping	is	brought	forward	into	the	appropriate	assessments	in	the	Project	Update.	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[197]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	breakdown	of	residual	effects	to	both	the	LSA	and	RSA.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	and	
prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[198]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides,	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	an	effects	analysis	for	
each	Project	phase	–	construction,	operation	and	reclamation	including	timing	and	peak	effects	
predictions.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[198]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	evaluates	and	discusses	in	detail	avoidance	and	alienation	effects	
resulting	from	the	Project,	including	the	presence	of	workers	and	others	resulting	from	increased	access;	
sensory	disturbances	affecting	the	sense	of	peace	and	remoteness	(visual	aesthetics,	light,	noise,	odours,	
dust);	fear	of	contamination	of	traditionally	used	resources;	and	avoidance	caused	by	the	undue	hardship	
(time,	cost,	security	requirements)	resulting	from	access	restrictions	and	control.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[200]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update,	how	reclamation	will	
return	the	disturbed	landscape	to	a	pre-development	capability	for	traditional	use.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[201]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses,	in	the	Project	Update,	the	effects	of	increased	travel	
time,	travel	costs,	and	access	restriction	measures	on	Piikani	Nation’s	access	to	lands	and	resources	
affected	by	the	Project.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A36-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[202]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	recommends	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Health	Risk	Assessment	in	the	Project	
Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[203]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	the	findings	of	the	Report	on	Piikani	Health	and	Socio-
economic	Conditions	into	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[204]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	understand	additional	potential	
socio-economic	effects	on	the	use	of	navigable	waters,	forestry	and	logging	operations,	hunting,	trapping,	
and	gathering	activities,	commercial	outfitters	and	recreational	use.	

Response	
Agreement	

[205]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	undertake	a	Cultural	Impact	
Assessment.	

Response	
Agreement	

[206]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Aboriginal	Peoples	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	identified	issues	and	
concerns	resulting	from	Piikani	Nation’s	review	of	the	EIS	and	SEIA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[207]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Mitigation	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	address	all	issues	and	proposed	
mitigations	resulting	from	its	review	of	the	EA	and	additional	work	related	to	TLU.	

Response	
Agreement	

[208]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Significant	Residual	
Effects	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	effects	to	Piikani	Nation,	for	all	VCs	(including	
trapping	and	fishing),	and	includes	all	required	information	to	support	its	conclusions	(i.e.,	using	
guidelines/standards,	descriptions	of	effects,	levels	of	uncertainty	with	regard	to	effects	predictions	and	
all	assumptions	made	in	the	assessment	of	effects	to	Piikani	Nation).	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
assessment	is	completed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A37-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[209]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Significant	Residual	
Effects	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	completes	the	classification	of	
effects	for	Socio-economic	conditions	in	Section	4.5.3.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[210]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	reassesses	the	potential	cumulative	effects	to	Piikani	Nation,	for	
all	applicable	VCs	once	the	effects	assessment	in	the	Project	Update	is	completed,	in	alignment	with	
Piikani	Nation’s	recommendations	contained	within	this	technical	review.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[211]	 Aboriginal	
Engagement	and	
Concerns	–	
Cumulative	Effects	
Assessment	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	on	mitigation	and	follow	up	measures	
specific	to	Piikani	Nation’s	interests,	uses	and	places.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	
discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	members	will	have	opportunities	to	have	input	into	monitoring	plans	and	
opportunities	to	participate	in	the	delivery	of	monitoring	programs	to	be	undertaken	during	construction,	
operation	and	closure	and	reclamation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[212]	 Valued	Components	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	list	of	all	VCs,	or	key	indicators,	assessed	along	with	a	
rationale	for	selecting	or	not	selecting	VCs	for	any	particular	assessment	discipline.	Piikani	Nation	also	
requests	that	Riversdale	includes	how	each	VC	selection	was	made	(e.g.,	regulatory	requirement,	
Aboriginal	VC,	industry	or	professional	guidance).	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	
information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[213]	 Aboriginal	Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	discussion	of	how	Piikani	Nation	input,	through	
consultation	and	Project-specific	studies,	was	used	in	determining	Valued	Components	for	each	discipline	
and	for	determining	Aboriginal	Valued	Components.	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	
rationale	for	those	key	resources	and	uses	that	were	not	included	as	VCs.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A38-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[214]	 Aboriginal	Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	the	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	and	the	regulators	with	a	comprehensive	
list	of	all	associated	VCs	or	other	associated	elements	assessed	and	includes	a	discussion	on:	

i) the	linkage	between	the	Aboriginal	Valued	Component	and	the	potential	Project	effect;	
ii) how	Piikani	Nation	concerns	or	TK	were	integrated	into	the	VC	or	element	assessment;	and		
iii) the	applicability	of	the	relevant	mitigation	measures	and	follow-up	programs	to	the	Aboriginal	

Valued	Component.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[215]	 Aboriginal	Valued	
Components	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	key	resources,	uses	and	places	identified	by	Piikani	
Nation	in	Project	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	plans.	Piikani	Nation	also	requests	that	
Riversdale	consults	with	Piikani	Nation	on	developing	these	plans	including	the	provision	of	opportunities	
for	Piikani	Nation	members	to	participate	in	their	implementation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[216]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	Scope	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	input	influenced,	if	at	all,	the	
determination	of	both	the	Project’s	spatial	(LSA	and	RSA)	and	temporal	(i.e.,	41	years)	boundaries.	Piikani	
Nation	also	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	temporal	scale	of	41	years	ensures	that	by	that	
time	reclamation	will	have	re-established	resources	for	traditional	use	of	those	resources.	Futher,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[217]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	Scope	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	input	influenced,	if	at	all,	the	
determination	of	the	LSA	and	RSA	for	the	assessment	of	effects	to	Aboriginal	people.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	revises	the	LSA	to	include	all	associated	VC	LSA’s	in	the	Project	Update	
including	any	additional	input	that	Piikani	Nation	might	have	to	the	LSA	and	RSA	based	on	TK	and	TLU	
information.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	
deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[218]	 Spatial	and	
Temporal	Scope	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	the	discrepancy	between	the	temporal	scale	used	in	the	
assessment	of	effects	on	Aboriginal	people	and	that	of	other	disciplines.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	Riversdale	explains	how,	even	at	a	temporal	scale	of	41	years	(versus	29	years)	reclamation	will	have	
re-established	resources	for	traditional	use	of	those	resources.	Furthermore,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	
the	regulators	require	this	information	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[219]	 Assessment	Cases	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-development	case	and	an	existing	case	in	the	
Project	Update	for	the	assessment	of	all	disciplines	important	to	Aboriginal	peoples.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A39-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[220]	 Assessment	Cases	
for	Effects	on	
Aboriginal	People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	a	pre-development	case	and	an	existing	case	in	the	
Project	Update	for	the	assessment	of	all	Aboriginal	VCs.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[221]	 Assessment	
Approach	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	how	the	mitigation	measures	selected	for	each	VC	met	
Aboriginal	community	acceptance	during	the	Project’s	routine	planning	or	design,	construction,	operation	
or	abandonment	phases.	Futher,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	the	
application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[222]	 Assessment	
Approach	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	will	use	best	available	technology	economically	
achievable	(BATEA),	best	practices,	continuous	improvement,	adaptive	management	and	consider	
community	input	in	design	and	implementation	considerations	of	mitigation	measures	of	all	potential	
Project	effects.	

Response	

[223]	 Assessment	
Approach	for	Effects	
on	Aboriginal	
People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	resubmits	the	EIA	with	the	assessment	to	Traditional	Land	Use	
provided	as	a	distinct	section	of	the	EIA,	using	proven	methods	for	the	assessment,	including	a	summary	
of	effects	in	Section	E	along	with	all	other	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessments.	Further,	
Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	regulators	require	this	be	done	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[224]	 Evaluating	
Significance	for	
Effects	on	
Aboriginal	People	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	undertake	a	community-led	
traditional	land	use	study	that	allows	for	collecting	information	to	form	the	assessment	requirements	and	
that	can	therefore	lead	to	evaluating	the	significance	of	potential	Project	effects	on	Piikani	Nation	
resource	use	for	traditional	purposes	and	cultural	heritage.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	required;	hence	determining	significance.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

Use	of	Piikani	Nation’s	Traditional	Land	Use	Study	and	Additional	Recommendations	

[225]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	TEK	formed	each	biophysical	and	
human	environment	assessment,	including	how	it	informed	approaches	to	avoid,	mitigate	or	manage	
potential	impacts	to	Treaty	rights	and	traditional	uses.	

Response	

[226]	 Traditional	
Ecological	
Knowledge	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	it	collected	TEK	for	the	RSA	and	how	that	
information	was	used	by	each	of	the	disciplines.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A40-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[227]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	issues	of	concern	to	Piikani	Nation	and	its	
traditional	and	contemporary	land	uses	have	been	used	in	Project	planning	and	site	selection.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[228]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	each	EIA	discipline	was	assessed	in	consideration	of	
traditional	knowledge,	traditional	land	use	information	and	concerns	expressed	during	Project	
consultation	and	if	not,	how	effects	were	adequately	assessed.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that,	for	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	each	biophysical	and	human	environment	assessment	considers	this	
information	and	clearly	discusses	its	integration.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[229]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	availability	of	vegetation,	fish	and	wildlife	species	for	
food,	traditional	medicinal	and	cultural	purposes	in	the	LSA	and	RSA	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[230]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	knowledge	and	land	use	
information	will	be	incorporated	into	Project	planning	including	mitigation,	management	and	monitoring	
plans.	

Response	
Agreement	

[231]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	with	Piikani	Nation	a	monitoring	plan	to	assess	Project	
effects	on	hunting,	trapping,	fishing,	plant	harvesting	and	cultural	use	following	Project	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[232]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	develops	Project-specific	
triggers	and	limits	for	the	Project’s	mitigation,	management	and	monitoring	plans	that	reflect	Community	
TEK	and	ecological	and	cultural	values.	

Response	
Agreement	

[232]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	considers	supporting	Piikani	Nation’s	cultural	retention	strategies,	
including	plans	to	establish	community-based	monitoring	of	key	cultural	species	and	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[234]	 Traditional	Land	Use	
and	Traditional	
Knowledge	Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	how	traditional	knowledge	from	previous	studies,	such	
as	the	Old	Man	River	Dam	and	the	Weasel	Valley	Water	Use	Study	were	considered	in	the	assessment.	
Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	discussion	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[235]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	informed	the	air	quality	assessment.				

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A41-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[236]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	clarifies	if	receptor	sites	9,	10,	11	are	special	receptor	sites	
previously	identified	by	Piikani	Nation	members	as	locations	of	TLU/TK	significance.	Further,	Piikani	
Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[237]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	whether	the	predicted	Project	air	quality	impacts	within	
the	air	quality	LSA	and	RSA	will	be	minimized	based	on	the	principles	of	“keeping	clean	areas	clean”	and	
“pollution	prevention	and	minimization”	and	therefore	that	air	quality	changes	will	be	“well	below”	
AAAQOs.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	forthcoming	Project	
Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[238]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	practice	to	minimize	odours	and	dust	
resulting	from	Project	activities.	

Response	
Agreement	

[239]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	reshaping	of	Grassy	Mountain,	once	the	coal	is	
removed,	would	affect	wind	or	weather	patterns	in	the	area	and,	if	there	are	changes,	discusses	how	
these	changes	might	affect	traditional	users	around	Grassy	Mountain.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[240]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	the	burning	
management	strategies	to	be	used	to	minimize	smoke	impact	in	the	Project’s	vicinity.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[241]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Continual	Improvement	Plan	and	allows	Piikani	Nation	
to	review	the	draft	plan	for	input.	

Response	
Agreement	

[242]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Project	air	monitoring	results	to	Piikani	Nation	as	well	as	
a	plain-language	summary	to	be	shared	with	the	community	on	an	annual	basis.	

Response	
Agreement	

[243]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	Nation	and	seeks	its	input	to	develop	a	Dust	
Management	Plan,	Odour	Management	Plan	and	Blasting	Management	Plan,	including	a	notification	and	
complaint	protocol	for	Piikani	Nation	community	members.	

Response	
Agreement	

[244]	 Air	Quality	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	collaborates	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	community-based	
monitoring	plans	for	dust	and	odour.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A42-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[245]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	Project	assessment	with	
regard	to	effects	to	visual	aesthetics	and	Piikani	Nation’s	feelings	of	solitude	and	remoteness	to	practice	
traditional	and	cultural	pursuits	in	the	Project	vicinity.				

Response	

[246]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	visual	impacts	to	Piikani	Nation	land	and	cultural	use	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	it	is	consulted	to	determine	
important	receptor	sites	for	the	assessment.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[247]	 Visual	Aesthetics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	with	Piikani	Nation	strategies	to	minimize	the	Project’s	
visible	impacts.	

Response	
Agreement	

[248]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	acoustics	assessment.				

Response	

[249]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	discusses	whether	audible	noise	from	the	Project	
would	be	expected	to	create	wildlife	or	traditional	land	user	avoidance	or	compromise	wildlife	health	and	
traditional	and	cultural	practices	in	the	Project’s	LSA	and	RSA.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	
information	is	provided	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[250]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	uses	BATEA	and	best	practices	to	minimize	noise	from	the	Project	
and	shares	this,	as	well	as	field-verified	modelled	noise	predictions	during	construction	and	operation,	
with	Piikani	Nation	on	an	annual	basis.	

Response	
Agreement	

[251]	 Noise	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	develops	a	mechanism	for	
community	members	to	provide	any	observations	or	concerns	regarding	noise	from	blasting	and	for	
Riversdale	to	report	back	on	any	efforts	made	to	minimize	noise-related	issues	based	on	community	
feedback.	

Response	
Agreement	

[252]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update,	discusses	how	the	Project	
HHRA	has	taken	into	consideration	community	concerns	on	health	and	wellness;	e.g.,	issues	related	to	
drugs,	alcohol,	mental	health	and	cultural	integrity.			

Response	
Regulatory	

[253]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	strategies	to	effectively	
communicate	health	risks	associated	with	the	Project	to	mitigate	health	concerns,	including	encouraging	
the	continuance	of	harvesting	traditional	foods.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A43-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[254]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	indicators	to	measure	
avoidance	behaviour	of	land	users	and	wildlife	(dust	or	odours,	noise,	and	light	and	other	visual	impacts).	

Response	
Agreement	

[255]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	Project’s	Health	and	Safety	Plan	with	
Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[256]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	shares	and	discusses	the	Project’s	Emergency	Response	Plan	with	
Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[257]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	planned	and	
unplanned	event	protocol	to	ensure	that	the	community	is	informed	about	events	that	have	the	potential	
to	affect	traditional	land	users	or	the	resources	upon	which	they	depend.	

Response	
Agreement	

[258]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	integrates	Piikani	Nation	into	the	design	and	implementation	of	
long-term	health	monitoring	programs	associated	with	the	Project,	to	ensure	it	considers	Traditional	Use	
and	TEK.	

Response	
Agreement	

[259]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	explains	policies	and	programs	to	limit	the	amount	of	Project-
related	traffic	on	highway.	

Response	
Agreement	

[260]	 Human	Health	and	
Safety	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	requires	its	staff	and	contractors	to	take	cultural	awareness	
training,	offered	by	Riversdale.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	the	program	is	acceptable	to	Piikani	
Nation,	or	alternatively	that	Piikani	Nation	is	contracted	to	deliver	the	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[261]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	hydrogeology,	hydrology	
and	surface	water	quality	assessments	(e.g.,	geochemical	leaching).				

Response	

[262]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	input	into,	
and	opportunities	for	the	community	to	participate	in,	the	monitoring	of	any	and	all	groundwater	and	
surface	water	(including	in	association	with	wetlands)	monitoring	programs	(this	might	include	
developing	community-based	monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	

[263]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	plain-language	document	on	water	usage	for	
consultation	with	Piikani	Nation.	This	should	include	information	on	how	the	water	holding	and	
treatment	(attenuation)	zones	work	(e.g.,	new	selenium	treatment	technology)	and	where	they	are	
located.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 

Riversdale	Resources	 -A44-	 May	2016	
Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[264]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	‘No	Fishing’	policy	for	Project	staff	and	contractors.	 Response	
Agreement	

[265]	 Groundwater	and	
Surface	Water	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	the	implications	to	water	resources	and	aquatic	biota	
and	the	remediation	that	Riversdale	would	undertake	if	an	unintentional	accident	like	a	water	
management	dam	failure	occurred.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	
the	forthcoming	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[266]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	aquatic	resources	
assessment.			

Response	

[267]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	supports	collecting	culturally	important	fish	and	aquatic	species	
information	to	be	included	in	the	Project	Update	assessment	on	aquatic	resources.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[268]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	the	potential	impact	to	fish	and	aquatic	habitat	that	
might	be	caused	by	using	explosives	in	the	vicinity	of	fish-bearing	waters.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	
that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	anticipated	Project	Update	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	
complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[269]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	developing	the	Project’s	conceptual	
Offset,	Recovery	Plan	and	Stewardship	Program.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	
considers,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	alternative	fish	offsetting	options,	if	necessary.	

Response	
Agreement	

[270]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	with	Piikani	Nation	on	developing	fish	habitat,	fish	
abundance	and	diversity	and	fish	health	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring	plans	with	a	goal	to	
achieve	a	net	positive	impact	on	aquatic	resources	(this	might	include	developing	community-based	
monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	

[271]	 Fish	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	to	Piikani	Nation	members	to	help	in	any	
required	fish	rescue	program.	

Response	
Agreement	

[272]	 Soils	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	knowledge	
was	used	in	the	soil	assessment,	of	particular	concern	to	Piikani	Nation	is	the	potential	for	increased	soil	
erosion	adjacent	to	the	Project.			

Response	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	Review		 	 Environmental	Impact	Assessment	

Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[273]	 Soils	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	involves	Piikani	Nation	in	any	soil	erosion	monitoring	programs	for	
the	Project.			

Response	
Agreement	

[274]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	preferences	
for	plant	species	and	communities	were	incorporated	into	the	effects	assessment	for	vegetation	and	
wetlands.	

Response	

[275]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	and	resources	necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	
develop	with	traditional	land	users	a	traditional	plant	list	for	its	traditional	territory	and	the	use	of	this	list	
should	direct	(a)	surveys	for	high	TLU	plant	potential	ecosites	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	Conservation	
and	Reclamation	planning.	

Response	
Agreement	

[276]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	surveys	traditional	and	medicinal	plants	within	the	LSA.	These	
surveys	should	be	based	on	a	traditional	and	medicinal	plant	lists	developed	by	Piikani	Nation.	The	
traditional	and	medicinal	plant	surveys	should	be	conducted	within	the	entire	LSA.	Cultural	uses	for	the	
traditional	and	medicinal	plants	should	also	be	established	by	Piikani	Nation	for	use	in	Project	Planning	
including	management,	mitigation	and	monitoring.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	
is	completed	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[277]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	study	of	all	traditional	uses	of	vegetation	for	both	the	
LSA	and	RSA	in	the	Project	Update	to	assess	the	effects	of	the	Project	on	cultural	and	spiritual	uses	by	the	
Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[278]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	traditionally	used	plants	and	rare	plants	were	possible	and	
where	not	possible	develops	with	Piikani	Nation	appropriate	mitigation	strategies.	

Response	
Agreement	

[279]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	implements	a	program	to	monitor	and	control	invasive	and	non-
native	plant	species	as	well	as	shares	its	weed	control	plan	with	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[280]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	avoids	using	pesticides	and	herbicides	and	if	chemical	use	is	
necessary,	uses	best	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[281]	 Vegetation	and	
Wetlands	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	only	plants	species	native	to	the	Crowsnest	Pass	area	for	the	
Project	revegetation	program,	and	that	seed	for	revegetation	is	sourced	locally.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[282]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	conceptual	reclamation	
plan.				

Response	

[283]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	Piikani	Nation	with	a	conceptual	schedule	for	
reclamation.	

Response	

[284]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	the	reclamation	plan	will	restore	habitat	for	Piikani	
Nation’s	key	cultural	species.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[285]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	of	how	Traditional	Ecological	Knowledge	and	Traditional	
Land	Use	information	will	be	incorporated	into	Project	plans	including:	conservation	and	reclamation	
planning,	monitoring	and	mitigation.	

Response	

[286]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	TEK/TLU-based	
indicators	for	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	

[287]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	a	monitoring	
program	for	reclaimed	landscapes	based	on	traditional	knowledge	that	includes	indicators	that	represent	
key	elements	of	traditional	uses	and	cultural	practices;	with	involvement	from	Piikani	Nation	in	the	
monitoring	program	throughout	all	Project	phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[288]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	a	community-specific	
approach	to	provide	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	participate	in	reclamation	planning,	including	
input	on	the	Conservation	and	Reclamation	Plan	and	reclamation	certification	(including	methods	to	
reclaim	for	traditional	land	use	[including	biodiversity]	and	the	return	of	traditionally	used	species	to	the	
disturbed	landscape).	

Response	
Agreement	

[289]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops,	in	collaboration	with	Piikani	Nation,	an	Indigenous	
research	and	monitoring	program	to	assist	the	community	in	building	capacity	(e.g.,	training,	providing	
contracts,	communicating	results)	to	conduct	monitoring	in	reclamation	areas	to	evaluate	the	re-
establishment	of	land	capability	to	support	traditional	land	use,	including	the	development	of	culturally	
significant	indicators.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[290]	 Reclamation	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale,	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update,	discusses	mitigation	to	reduce	
wildlife	interactions	with	vehicles	and	equipment	as	well	as	infrastructure.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	
requests	that	Riversdale	tracks	Project-related	wildlife	mortalities	and	reports	this	information	to	Piikani	
Nation	on	an	annual	basis.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[291]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	preferences	
for	wildlife	species	and	biodiversity	were	incorporated	into	the	effects	assessment	for	wildlife.	

Response	

[292]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	the	support	and	resources	necessary	for	Piikani	Nation	to	
develop	with	traditional	land	users	a	traditional	wildlife	list	for	its	traditional	territory	and	the	use	of	this	
list	should	direct	(a)	surveys	for	high	TLU	wildlife	habitat	in	the	LSA	and	RSA;	and	(b)	Conservation	and	
Reclamation	planning.	

Response	
Agreement	

[293]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	engages	Piikani	Nation	in	developing	the	Project’s	Wildlife	
Mitigation	and	Monitoring	Plan.	

Response	
Agreement	

[294]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	to	offer	input	into,	and	
opportunities	for	the	community	to	participate	in,	the	Project	wildlife	management	and	monitoring	
programs	(this	might	include	developing	community-based	monitoring	programs).	

Response	
Agreement	

[295]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	plan	to	manage,	mitigate	and	monitor	human	
disturbance	on	wildlife,	including	developing	‘No	Hunting’	and	‘No	Feeding	Wildlife’	policies	for	staff	and	
contractors.	

Response	
Agreement	

[296]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	describes	quantitatively	the	loss	and	deterioration	of	habitat,	
wildlife-vehicle	collisions,	and	increased	non-Aboriginal	hunting	pressure	on	the	wildlife	populations	of	
species	of	cultural	importance	to	Piikani	Nation.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	
provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[297]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	assesses	and	provides	details	on	mitigation	of	sensory	disturbance	
to	wildlife.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	upcoming	Project	
Update	and	prior	to	the	application	being	deemed	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[298]	 Wildlife	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Wildlife	Mitigation	Offset	Plan	in	collaboration	with	
Piikani	Nation	to	address	adverse	impacts	to	wildlife.	The	wildlife	mitigation	offset	plan	should	require	
conservation	offsets	in	areas	of	land	designated	to	be	preserved	for	wildlife	habitat	and	populations	and	
also	reflect	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	use,	cultural	preferences	and	other	priorities	for	habitat	
enhancement	and	restoration.	

Response	
Agreement	

[299]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	wildlife	health	risk	
assessment.	

Response	

[300]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	conducts	a	Wildlife	Heath	Risk	Assessment	including	all	exposure	
pathways	for	the	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[301]	 Wildlife	Health	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	Piikani	Nation	programs	and	initiatives	
developed	to	assess	or	monitor	the	health	of	traditional	resources.	

Response	
Agreement	

[302]	 Biodiversity	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	Project	effects	to	
biodiversity.	

Response	

[303]	 Biodiversity	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	Biodiversity	Monitoring	Plan	with	a	goal	to	achieve	a	
net	positive	impact	on	biodiversity.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	Piikani	
Nation	in	plan	development	and	implementation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[304]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	historical	resources	
assessment.			

Response	

[305]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	undertakes	2016	field	visits	to	the	archaeological	sites	within	the	
Project	lease	area	to	collect	further	information	about	traditional	land	use	in	these	areas.	

Response	
Agreement	

[306]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	a	process,	in	consultation	with	Piikani	Nation,	to	deal	
with	chance-find	historical	resources	during	construction	and	operation.	

Response	
Agreement	

[307]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	work	camp	policies	related	to	protecting	historical	
resources	and	provides	this	information	to	Piikani	Nation.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
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Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Requests	 Category*	

[308]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	knowledge	
holder	participation	in	any	further	historic	resource	work	conducted	in	the	LSA	to	more	fully	identify	
historical	and	cultural	resources.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	information	is	provided	in	the	
Project	Update	should	there	be	any	additional	historical	resources	work	prior	to	filing.	

Response	
Agreement	
Regulatory	

[309]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	commits	to	providing	opportunities	for	Piikani	Nation	community	
researcher	participation	in	any	further	historic	resource	work	conducted	in	the	LSA.	

Response	
Agreement	

[310]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	Piikani	Nation	programs	and	initiatives	to	
preserve	and	promote	traditional	land	use	and	the	transmission	of	traditional	knowledge	including	
language	programs	and	cultural	camps.	

Response	
Agreement	

[311]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	support	for	a	cultural	heritage	impact	assessment	
Project.	

Response	
Agreement	

[312]	 Historical	and	
Cultural	Resources	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	a	Historical	Resources	
Mitigation	Plan	that	includes	culturally	appropriate	mitigations	in	addition	to	those	required	by	Alberta	
Culture	and	Tourism.	

Response	
Agreement	

[313]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	land	and	resource	use	
assessment	including	how	the	land	and	resource	use	assessment	accounted	for	culturally	important	big	
game,	game	bird	and	furbearer’s	species.	

Response	

[314]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	integrate	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	
knowledge	and	culture	into	ongoing	development	planning	and	regional	planning	initiatives	such	as	the	
Coal	Development	Policy	within	the	Project	area.	

Response	
Agreement	

[315]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	knowledge,	interests,	
and	water	rights	were	incorporated	into	the	planning	related	to	water	transfers.	

Response	

[316]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	further	detail	on	the	proposed	Aboriginal	Access	
Management	Plan,	including	how	Piikani	Nation	will	be	consulted	on	plan	development.	

Response	
Agreement	

[317]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	develops	‘No	ATV’,	‘No	firearms’,	‘No	recreational	vehicles’,	‘No	
Fishing’,	‘No	Hunting’	and	‘No	feeding	wildlife’	policies	for	staff	and	contractors.	

Response	
Agreement	



	

 
*Recommendation	Categories: 
Agreement – A suggested activity (mitigation, monitoring) that Piikani Nation might want to consider in its Agreement negotiations with Proponent. 
Regulatory – Piikani Nation’s recommendation to the regulators, including information requests, regulatory requirements and approval conditions (if the project is ultimately 
approved). 
Response – a deficiency or question on which Piikani Nation recommends that a response of additional information from Proponent is provided to Piikani Nation and the 
regulators, prior to the application being deemed complete by the regulators. 
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Number	
Piikani	Nation	

Key	Concerns	
Requests	 Category*	

[318]	 Land	and	Resource	
Use	

Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	provides	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	for	land	and	resource	
issues,	including	access,	and	describes	how	public	or	Aboriginal	land	use	will	be	affected	and	
accommodated	throughout	the	Project’s	life.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	assessment	is	
completed	prior	to	deeming	the	application	complete.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[319]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	socio-economic	
assessment.	

Response	

[320]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	develop	an	appropriate	community-
based	SEIA	monitoring	program.	Further,	Piikani	Nation	requests	that	this	program	is	based	on	key	
community	indicators.	

Response	
Agreement	

[321]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	includes	the	input	from	the	Piikani-specific	Report	on	Piikani	
Health	and	Socio-economic	Conditions	in	the	forthcoming	Project	Update.	

Response	
Regulatory	

[322]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	provide	training	and	education	
opportunities	that	would	prepare	Piikani	Nation	members	to	be	job-ready	before	the	Project	starts.	

Response	
Agreement	

[323]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	and	commits	to	achieving	employment	
and	contracting	targets	for	all	Project	phases.	

Response	
Agreement	

[324]	 Socio-economics	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	works	with	Piikani	Nation	to	allow	work	schedules	to	be	
considerate	of	cultural	and	traditional	practices.	

Response	
Agreement	

[325]	 Cumulative	Effects	 Piikani	Nation	requests	that	Riversdale	discusses	how	Piikani	Nation’s	traditional	and	cultural	use	
information	and	concerns	and	issues	expressed	during	consultation	formed	the	cumulative	effects	(PDC)	
assessments	for	each	biophysical	and	human	environment.	

Response	
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Appendix	B	–	Noise	Issues	and	Concerns		
Raised	by	Piikani	Nation	Members	regarding	Grassy	Mountain	Coal	Mine	
(April	7,	2016)	

Number	 Topic	Area	 Issue	or	Concern	

1	 Aquatic	/	Fish	 Spawning	areas	near	Grassy	Mountain	for	Trout	is	a	concern	for	Piikani	Members.		
Members	are	worried	that	the	Project	will	affect	spawning	sites	

2	 Surface	and	
Groundwater	

Concerned	that	the	water	ponds	on-site	won’t	be	able	to	handle	a	big	storm	or	large	
snow	melt	in	the	spring?	

3	 Terrain	and	
vegetation	

Concerned	about	the	loss	of	the	top	of	the	mountain	and	the	associated	loss	of	
terrain.		Want	to	know	how	Riversdale	considered	loss	of	vegetation,	effects	on	
wildlife	and	effects	on	traditional	and	medicinal	plants	

4	 Visual		 Wanted	to	know	what	the	area	was	going	to	look	like	when	the	mountain	was	gone,	
what	would	be	the	visual	impact	

5	 Air	and	
meteorology	

Were	concerned	that	wind	velocity	will	increase	or	wind	patterns	will	change	
because	of	the	loss	of	the	mountain.		Wonder	if	that	will	affect	local	weather	
patterns.			

6	 Soils	 Concerned	about	soil	erosion	around	Grassy	Mountain	and	outside	of	the	valley	
towards	Piikani	reserve	

7	 Air	and	
meteorology	

How	was	the	meteorology	assessed	for	the	mining	stages	

8	 Reclamation	/	
Vegetation	

Concerned	about	rare	and	native	species	around	Grassy	Mountain.	Which	ones	will	
be	affected,	and	will	the	the	mine	reclamation	plan		

9	 Wildlife	 Concerned	about	what	will	happen	to	wildlife	because	the	mine	pushes	them	out	of	
the	area.	Concerned	that	wildlife	will	be	pushed	further	east	towards	the	farm	land	
and	could	be	shot	by	farmers.	

9	 Surface	water	 Concerned	about	snowpack	and	drainage	from	the	mine	into	the	Old	Man	River	
watershed.			

10	 Surface	and	
Groundwater	

Wanted	to	know	how	the	mine	will	get	the	water	it	needs	and	if	Riversdale	took	into	
consideration	the	water	rights	that	Piikani	has	

11	 Surface	and	
Groundwater	

Concerned	about	the	effects	on	groundwater	and	surface	water	within	the	water	
basin	

12	 Cumulative	
Effects	

Concerned	about	regional	/	cumulative	effects,	and	that	just	looking	at	impacts	in	
the	Project	footprint	may	not	give	realistic	predictions	

13	 Soil	 Concerned	that	soil	disturbance	will	affect	the	drainage	basin	

14	 Consultation	 Wanted	to	know	if	the	purpose	for	the	consultation	was	just	to	meet	a	regulatory	
requirement	

15	 Aboriginal	Rights	
and	Interests	

Noted	that	proponents	don’t	have	the	authority	to	talk	to	Piikani	about	their	Treaty	
rights.				

16	 Aboriginal	Rights	
and	Interests	

Noted	that	the	impacts	from	the	Project	will	be	long-term	and	what	will	be	the	
impacts	of	the	imposed	restriction	on	Piikani	traditional	territory	

17	 Health	 Concerned	about	the	long-term	health	effects	on	Piikani	
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Number	 Topic	Area	 Issue	or	Concern	

18	 Surface	and	
Groundwater	

Concerned	about	Volatile	Organic	Compounds,	particularly	with	leaching	into	
surface	and	groundwater.	

	 Surface	and	
Groundwater	

Wanted	to	know	if	simulations	of	the	predictions	on	chemical	changes	on	surface	
and	groundwater	had	been	put	through	computer	simulations	

19	 Vegetation	 Concerned	about	weeds	in	Crown	land	and	invasive	species	being	introduced	by	the	
mine	

20	 Surface	water	 Concerned	about	Geochemical	issue	include	acidification/selenium	from	the	parent	
material	at	the	mine	

21	 Historical	
Resources	

Concerned	about	impact	of	mine	on	historical	sites,	the	area	around	Grassy	
Mountain	is	rich	in	historical	resources	

22	 Cultural	
Assessment	

Previous	experiences	with	development	have	lead	to	distrust	of	Projects.	Example	of	
the	Old	Man	River	Dam.		There	have	been	lasting	impacts	on	Piikani	culture.		
Highlighted	the	importance	of	using	TK	and	of	considering	cultural	impacts	

23	 Cultural	Impacts	 Concerned	that	the	lost	of	traditional	land	is	forever	(never	get	the	mountain	back	
the	way	it	was).		How	will	the	Project	mitigate	cultural	impacts?	

24	 Information	
Sources	

There	were	previous	studies	for	the	Old	Man	River	Daman	and	the	Weasel	Valley	
Water	Study	that	should	be	used	in	this	assessment.		Need	to	learn	from	previous	
experiences	

25	 Aboriginal	Rights	
and	Interests	

AER	has	no	jurisdiction	to	deal	with	Aboriginal	rights	(Section	35).		Piikani	would	like	
to	have	co-management	of	shared	lands	

26	 Cultural	Impacts	 Need	a	true	consideration	of	rights.		Normally	all	that	gets	considered	is	the	
economic	consideration	but	not	taking	into	account	the	cultural	elements	

27	 Vegetation	 Concerned	about	the	effects	on	berries,	as	they	collect	berries	in	the	Grassy	
Mountain	area	

28	 Vegetation	and	
Wildlife	

All	species	are	important,	plants,	animals.	And	all	need	to	be	considered	

29	 Health	 Concerned	about	the	direct	affect	of	the	mine	on	health,	but	also	with	mental	
health	from	additional	stress	of	having	another	Project	

30	 Traffic	 Concerned	about	more	traffic	on	Highway	3.	

31	 Cultural	Impacts	 Concerned,	because	when	you	change	the	earth	(cutting	the	top	off	a	mountain)	
you	affect	the	earth	and	that	has	a	spiritual	impact	on	Piikani.			

	
	




