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RE:  McLymont Creek Hydroelectric Project 

 

Dear Ms. Murphy, 

 

Please find below Watershed Watch Salmon Society‟s comments on the McLymont 

Creek Hydroelectric Project Application Information Requirements (AIR) 

 

General Concerns Related to the McLymont Creek Hydroelectric Project 

 

The McLymont Creek Hydroelectric Project is one of three approved (Forrest Kerr), 

proposed (McLymont Creek) or planned (Volcano Creek) projects that will have long-

term and poorly understood ecosystem level effects on the lower Iskut River and as an 

inevitable consequence the Stikine River.  These projects, combined with the Galore 

Creek Mine, the recently approved Northwest Transmission Line, and numerous other 

proposed and planned developments in the area, pose a serious threat to the Iskut River 

watershed and in turn the Stikine River watershed. 

 

Cumulative Environmental Effects 

 

Watershed Watch has expressed concerns regarding numerous projects in the past, and 

we are extremely concerned about the cumulative environmental effects of multiple 

projects in the same region.  Current environmental assessment protocols do not consider 

these cumulative effects at a sufficiently comprehensive level.  Most importantly, they do 

not require that cumulative effects on valued ecosystem components be considered in 

relation to ecological thresholds or “tipping points”.  This is a fatal flaw in the AIR. The 

McLymont Creek Hydroelectric Project would be constructed within 10km of the 

commenced Forest Kerr Hydroelectric Project, and combined with the planned Volcano 

Creek development, the completion of these three hydroelectric developments would 

have serious and poorly understood ecosystem level impacts on the area.   

 



The proposed McLymont Creek project was not mentioned in the Forrest Kerr capacity 

amendment application (112 MW to 195 MW capacity – dated October 2009) other than 

in the Glossary and Abbreviations Table (pg. ii) as;  

 
“One of two hydroelectric sites possible for interconnection into the grid through  
the Forrest Kerr switchyard” 

 

even though the water license for McLymont Creek was applied for in 2005 by 

NovaGreen; well before the Forrest Kerr project received final approval.  Therefore the 

potential for cumulative environmental effects (concluded as not significant in the Forrest 

Kerr Application) was understated in that application.  Excluding the potential effects of 

other projects from cumulative effects assessments only reinforces the lack of concern 

from the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) and proponents of hydroelectric 

projects for the true impacts that their developments may have when considered as a 

whole.  

 

 

The approval of this project will result in further deterioration of the lower Iskut River 

due to road construction and operation, transmission line construction and diverted flows 

from McLymont Creek and the associated impacts on aquatic habitat quality and 

fisheries. 

 

Taken from the Cassiar Iskut – Stikine Land and Resource Management Plan (2000):   

 

“Lower Iskut-Stikine area 

This area includes the Chutine watershed, the Lower Stikine valley from the 

Chutine confluence to the border with Alaska, the Lower Iskut valley to Forrest-

Kerr canyon, the Craig and Jekill River watersheds, and the Unuk River south of 

Sulphurets Creek. This overall area is recognized as provincially significant 

habitat for coastal grizzly bears and has been identified by the Ministry of 

Environment, Lands, and Parks as being the highest priority for management for 

grizzly in the Cassiar Iskut-Stikine LRMP. The watersheds have high biodiversity 

values associated with coastal valley bottom ecosystems. Fisheries values are very 

high, providing a vital food source for bear populations.” 

 

The area affected by this project is part of the Lower Iskut-Stikine Coastal 

Grizzly/Salmon Management Area, and as such, cumulative impacts to valued ecosystem 

components such as grizzly bears and salmon must be considered in the context of 

precautionary ecological thresholds based on the best available science.  With fishery 

values being high in this zone, all activities in the zone are to be carried out such that 

there is no net loss of fish habitat.  It is unlikely that the proponent of this project can 

conclusively determine that there will be no significant effects on valuable ecosystem 

components within this zone. 

 

Specific Comments on Sections from the AIR: 

 

Section 2.4 – Fisheries Act Potential Authorization 

    

Under Section 2.4 of the AIR, „potential‟ authorization under the Fisheries Act is listed as 

a possible permitting process.  It is inevitable that there will be effects to salmonids and 



salmonid habitat downstream of the diversion reach on McLymont Creek due to flow 

alterations, changes in sediment deposition, and changes to water chemistry.  This should 

warrant authorization given that there is potential for harmful alteration, disruption or 

destruction (HADD) of fish habitat. 

 

Section 2.4 – Trigger for CEAA Comprehensive Screening 

 

In Section 2.4 of the AIR, it is stated that a comprehensive screening level review is not 

required.  Although the proposed project taken individually is under the 200 MW 

threshold as listed (CEAA Comprehensive Study List regulation - section 5(b)), a proper 

and thorough environmental assessment would also include cumulative effects of the 

other approved and planned hydroelectric projects (Forrest Kerr and Volcano Creek 

respectively) nearby.  These projects combined are well over the 200 MW threshold, they 

would be constructed, operated, and owned by the same proponent, and they would share 

infrastructure such as roads, transmission lines, and an electrical substation.  It is 

therefore inappropriate and not precautionary to allow these three river diversions to be 

considered as individual projects and thus escape a comprehensive level review under the 

CEAA. 

 

Section 2.5.2 – Alternative Means 

 

Section 2.5.2 must include an argument that not undertaking the proposed project would 

be a viable option.  The 55-70 MW capacity of this project could be replaced by projects 

in less controversial regions, and in areas that represent less pristine and ecologically 

important habitats, especially given the large number of active water license applications 

for similar projects in the northwest. The „need for clean energy‟ should not be taken as a 

mandate for development at all costs in any area.  Given the potential for devastating 

cumulative environmental effects of the three hydroelectric projects (Forrest Kerr, 

McLymont Creek and Volcano Creek should it be submitted for approval) that will have 

poorly understood long-term ecosystem level consequences, the rationale for this 

development must demonstrate that it is necessary when weighed against precautionary 

principles. 

 

Section 5 – Assessment of Potential Effects 

 

The following text is taken directly from the AIR (Section 5.4.3 pg. 34) and occurs in 

sections where the application will assess potential effects on surface hydrology (Section 

5.4), fluvial geomorphology (5.5), fisheries and aquatic habitat (5.6), terrestrial 

vegetation (5.7) and wildlife (5.8);  

 

“Identify and describe potential cumulative adverse effects, including the overall net 

effects on the Iskut River, from interactions between the proposed Project and other 
known past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects or activities in the 
proposed Project area, including the Forrest Kerr and Volcano projects, and identify 
mitigation to avoid or minimize the potential adverse effects”.  

 

If this were to be taken seriously, then as described in the comments above pertaining to 

Section 2.4 of the AIR, a comprehensive screening level review should be included in the 

application for this project.  This would consider the cumulative environmental effects of 

these projects in the proper context. 



Section 6.3 – Potential Economic Effects 

 

The potential adverse effects to salmon stocks in the lower Iskut River and Stikine River 

should be included in this application.  Although McLymont Creek may not be a 

salmonid bearing stream, it and all the significant tributaries of the Iskut River contribute 

important and difficult to quantify productivity into the river system.  Alteration of 

stream flow, the sequestration of woody debris in the head-pond areas and changes in the 

sediment characteristics are all inevitable consequences of run of river projects.  These 

alterations have potentially complex and unpredictable downstream effects on salmon 

spawning and rearing habitats.  Since the Lower Iskut provides up to 40% of the critical 

spawning, rearing and migration habitat for the entire Stikine watershed, any 

development that has potential effects on salmonid habitat quality should be considered 

as a threat to the sustained economic viability of commercial and other salmon fisheries 

in the region. 

 

Summary 

 

Watershed Watch is gravely concerned with the disregard for comprehensive cumulative 

environmental effects assessment in the McLymont Creek application information 

requirements.  As stated in the Invitation to Comment: 

 

“The intention of seeking public comments is to ensure that all potential effects – 

environmental, economic, social, heritage and health – that might result from the Project are 
identified for consideration as part of the assessment process. At this stage of the process, 
the primary intent is to receive feedback about the studies or information required for a 
comprehensive environmental assessment.” 

 

By assessing each of these projects individually, this process shows a disconnect between 

what the intention of environmental impact assessments are currently, and what they 

should be.  Allowing this application to proceed without a comprehensive level review of 

cumulative environmental effects under the CEAA would not ensure that a 

„comprehensive environmental assessment‟ is completed. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andrew Rosenberger 

 

Andrew Rosenberger 

Aquatic Biologist 

 


