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The Model 

9 Loosely  based on a model used for summer and fall chum 
salmon in the Hood Canal and the Strait of Juan de Fuca. 

9 Qualitative in nature. 

9 Provides a “snapshot” of habitat in time and place. 



9 Uses 39 GIS layers, including data on: 

F Slope and exposure of the intertidal zone 
F Oceanic currents 
F Number of and access to estuaries and subestuaries 
F Presence of salt marshes, tidal channels, eelgrass, 

kelp, and riparian vegetation 
F Watershed areas 
F Shoreline modifications and functional loss of estuarine 

features and since 1906 
F Competition and predation 
F Epibenthic, neritic, and detrital food sources 
F Dissolved oxygen, temperature, and turbidity 
F Toxic metals and dioxins and furans 



The Current State 

9 377 million juvenile salmon enter the Skeena estuary 
each year. 

F 376 million come from the Skeena River watershed. 
F 88% (331 million) of the Skeena River fish turn north 

into Inverness Passage. 
F 279 million of these are epibenthic (bottom) feeders 

which depend heavily on shallow, nearshore nursery 
habitats. 
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9 Flora Bank is one of the best quality habitats for 
epibenthic juvenile salmon and it is in the direct path of 
279 million epibenthic juvenile salmon. 

F Therefore, both location and habitat quality make 
Flora Bank an extremely important juvenile salmon 
rearing area. 





The Problem 

9 Industrial developments around Flora Bank, Lelu Island, 
Inverness Passage, and Porpoise Channel have a 
significant likelihood of causing serious impacts to 
juvenile salmon outmigrating from the Skeena River. 





The Cumulative Effects Model 

9 The cumulative effects on juvenile salmon habitat by 
Canpotex, Prince Rupert LNG, Pacific Northwest LNG, the 
Westcoast Connector pipeline, and the Prince Rupert Gas 
pipeline were modeled based on the public information 
provided by the proponents. 



9 Marine habitat offsetting proposals were not included in the 
model because … 

F Location of habitat is key.  Offsetting plans at other 
locations do not provide the same ecosystem services 
to the same organisms. 

F Many of the proposed offsetting plans have not been 
adequately modeled, scoped, or reviewed, and several 
seem likely candidates for failure. 

F Habitat compensation is not always successful.  Good 
design, proper follow-up, appropriate governmental 
oversight and compliance monitoring, and often good 
luck, are all important ingredients for success. 









The Prediction 

 

9 In the Ridley Island-Lelu Island-Flora Bank region, there 
is 32.6 km of shoreline that is utilized by salmon out- 
migrating from the Skeena River. 

 

F 18.5 km, or 57%, will be impacted at some level by 
the proposed industrial developments. 

F Considering the habitat value of the impacted 
shoreline, the loss of valued habitat to juvenile 
salmon will be 29%, or over ¼ of the currently 
existing habitat. 



Thoughts??  Questions?? 


