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Meeting summary 
The 262nd meeting was held by videoconference on April 26, 2021.

 
Present: 
 
 
 
 

Pierre Philie 
Daniel Berrouard 
Cynthia Marchildon 
Thérèse Spiegle 
Murielle Vachon 

Charlie Arngak 
Joseph Annahatak 
Lisa Koperqualuk 
Putulik Papigatuk 
 

 
Executive Secretary: Florian Olivier 

PROJECTS AND OTHER 
MATTERS 

DISCUSSIONS OR DECISIONS 

Request to amend the August 
23, 2019, certification of 
authorization for the addition 
of areas on the right bank of 
the Inukjuak River. Innavik 
Hydroelectric Power Project in 
Inukjuak (3215-10-005) 

• After discussion, the KEQC decided to take no action because it is 
the proponent’s responsibility to ensure its compliance with its 
legal and regulatory obligations, and it is the responsibility of the 
various MELCC regional directorates to issue and monitor 
compliance with the various authorizations required to continue the 
works.  

Project to dismantle, clean and 
refurbish mobile camp sites 
(3215-21-014) 

• Request #5: The KEQC considers that the conditions have been 
met for the dismantling report and expects to receive additional 
information when all the camps in the request have been 
dismantled. 

• Request # 3, 4, 7 and 8: The KEQC notes the progress reports and 
expects to receive dismantling reports upon completion of the 
works.  

Project to open Uivaqqaq 
borrow pit in Puvirnituq by the 
Northern Village of Puvirnituq 
(3215-03-014) 

• After analysis and discussion, the KEQC decided to exempt this 
project.  

Project to expand and 
modernize the Salluit Oil 
Depot, by FCNQ 
construction 3215-22-018) 

• After analysis and discussion, the KEQC decided to address a new 
series of questions and comments to the proponent.  
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1. Adoption of the agenda 
 
The agenda was adopted as presented. It can be found in Appendix A of this document.  
 
2. Correspondence 

 
Follow-up of the correspondence can be found in Appendix B of this document 
 
3. Adoption of the minutes of Meeting 261 
 
The minutes of Meeting 261 were adopted.  
 

MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
 

4. Request to amend the August 23, 2019, certification of authorization addition of areas 
on the right bank of the Inukjuak River. Innavik Hydroelectric Power Project in 
Inukjuak (3215-10-005) 
4.1. Non-conformity of the sedimentation basin 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 

On April 20, 2021, the KEQC sent to the Administrator a letter authorizing the amendment of the 
August 23, 2019, certificate of authorization issued for the Innavik Hydroelectric Project, allowing 
the addition of areas that are necessary to continue work. The proponent requested these 
modifications because of a change in the original tailrace route, caused by land-related constraints, 
on the one hand, and the proponent’s underestimate of the surface areas required to carry out the 
work in its original request, on the other.  
The authorized modification included an area intended for the construction of a retention and 
sedimentation basin, the purpose of which is to limit the discharge of sediments into Inukjuak River.  
 
However, it would appear that the contractor that the proponent entrusted with the work began the 
works before receiving authorization and therefore received a notice of non-compliance from the 
Centre de contrôle sur l'environnement du Québec on March 31, 2021. 
 
The Commission questioned the fact that the authorization could be seen as a de facto validation 
of non-regulatory work.  
 
Joining Joseph Annahatak, the KEQC members questioned the extent of the KEQC’s responsibility 
in this matter. It emerged from the discussion that it is highly unlikely that the KEQC would be 
held liable, as it is the responsibility of both the proponent and the MELCC, via its various regional 
directorates, to ensure that works comply with applicable laws and regulations. The KEQC’s Chair 
and members were of the opinion that the KEQC, based on the information available to it and in 
keeping with its role, authorized the construction of a basin the purpose of which is to minimize 
the impact of the works on the river’s water quality, and that it is up to the Administrator to decide 
what action to take in response to the notice of non-compliance the contractor received.  
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Action: the KEQC decides that no action is required  
 
5. Project to dismantle, clean and refurbish mobile camp sites (3215-21-014) 

5.1. Dismantling report, Request #5 by Les Aventures Jack Hume Inc. 
Task: For discussion, decision 
 

As per the agreement made when the preliminary information was filed, the proponent filed a copy 
of the dismantling report within nine months of completion of the work that is the object of this 
request. After reading and analyzing the documents received, the KEQC considers that the work 
has been carried out in accordance with the preliminary information provided.  
 
However, since the KEQC was of the opinion that several points required clarification, it had asked 
the proponent to answer a series of questions and comments.  
 
After reading and analyzing the proponent’s answers to this series of questions and comments, the 
KEQC feels that the proponent has responded adequately. When the works are complete, the KEQC 
expects to receive, as per the proponent’s commitment, reports for the dismantling of the camps 
that could not be done due to weather conditions during the previous campaign.  
 
The KEQC further notes that, since the 17 mobile camps that are the subject of Request #5 are 
located within the Naskapi Area of Interest, the KEQC will inform the Naskapi nation of its 
decision.  
 
Action: Send letter to the Administrator and to the Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach - 

Conditions have been met for dismantling report 
 

5.2. Progression report for the dismantling of mobile camps, Requests #3 (Aventures Norpaq 
inc.), #4 (Aventures Tunilik inc.), #7 (Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach) and #8 
(club de chasse et pêche Tuktu enr.) 

Task: For information 
 
The Executive Secretary presented a summary of the progress reports for Requests #3, 4, 7 and 8. 
The KEQC has took note of it and expects to receive, once the works are complete and as per the 
proponents’ commitment, the reports for the dismantling of the camps that could not be done due 
to weather conditions during the previous campaign. 
 
6. Project to open Uivaqqaq borrow pit in Puvirnituq by the Northern Village of 

Puvirnituq (3215-03-014) 
6.1. Complementary information, answers to questions and comments 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 
The project consists of developing and operating a new borrow pit in Puvirnituq, and building an 
access road to the borrow pit. The main goal of the project is to provide the Northern Village of 
Puvirnituq with granular matter for road construction and repair, the installation of inverts and for 
other public works. Initially, the borrow pit was planned to cover an area of 13.5 ha, but after 
analysis of the wetlands and water environments, the proponent has scaled down the surface area 
of the borrow pit to a new total of 9.1 ha. The borrow pit site is located west of the village, about 
4.7 km from the nearest residences and about 2.5 km from the community’s leach field. 
 
After analysis and discussion of the information, in terms of the location of the site, the KEQC 
considers it unnecessary to subject the project to the environmental and social assessment and 
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review procedure. Therefore, in accordance with Section 192 of the Environment Quality Act, the 
KEQC has ruled to exempt the project. 
 
Action: Send a letter to the Administrator - Exemption of the project 
 
7. Project to expand and modernize the Salluit Oil Depot, by FCNQ construction 

3215-22-018) 
7.1. Complementary information, answers to questions and comments 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 
In its current form, the project aims to expand the Salluit tank farm to increase hydrocarbon storage 
capacity from 7,700 m3 (7,700,000 litres) to approximately 16,137 m3 (16,137,000 litres). The 
following works are planned: 

- Expansion of the existing retention basin to contain a new Jet-A fuel tank and two diesel tanks; 
- Construction of a new pumping station; 
- Replacement of the existing electrical and control panels, as well as the electrical distribution 

system; and 
- Tanks #1–5 of the existing basin will be emptied and cleaned for inspection and repairs if 

required and for minor modifications to install new monitoring systems. 
Some changes have been made to the project, originally submitted in winter 2020: 

- The existing 101.6-mm (4-in) diameter marine pipeline will be demolished and rebuilt to 
152.4-mm (6-in); 

- Works which were originally intended to increase gasoline storage capacity (1,272 m3 to 
2,384 m3) are no longer planned according to the latest project update; and  

- Construction is scheduled to take place from July 15 to October 31, 2021. 
 
Given the scope of the project, the major issues raised and the anticipated environmental and social 
impacts, the KEQC decided that the project would be subject to the environmental and social 
impact assessment and review procedure. Therefore, a series of questions and comments have been 
addressed to the proponent, and its answers will be considered in the environmental and social 
impact study. 
 
After reading and analyzing the answers provided for this series of questions and comments, the 
members of the KEQC considered that a number of points remain to be clarified. The KEQC wishes 
to emphasize the scope of this project, which is unprecedented in Nunavik, sets it apart from other, 
similar projects in the region and, as such, justifies the number and specificity of the questions and 
comments addressed to the proponent.  
 
Joining Mr. Annahatak and Lisa Koperqualuk, the members expressed concern about the means 
the proponent has used consult the population and the town administration of the Northern Village 
of Salluit regarding the project. The members were also concerned about the risk of landslide, as 
well as the proponent’s consideration of climate change and permafrost changes in the development 
of the project. Because of the facility’s proximity to the village, members also wanted to know 
more about the assessment and management of technological risks and about safety measures. 
 
The KEQC therefore decided to address a second set of questions and comments to the proponent, 
which can be found in Appendix C of this document.  
 
Action: Send a letter to the Administrator - Questions and comments 
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8. Varia 
8.1. Workshop on environmental terminology in Inuktitut 

 
Ms. Koperqualuk spoke of the predominance of English or French terms over Inuktitut terminology 
in environmental issues in Nunavik. Ms. Koperqualuk raised the idea of organizing a terminology 
workshop to compensate this lack, similar to one organized by the Avataq Cultural Institute in the 
past. Several solutions are being considered for such a workshop. The first step would be to query 
the Avataq Cultural Institute, the Makivik Corporation and the Kativik Advisory Committee 
(KEAC) on their interest in helping organize such a workshop. 
 
Action: The Executive Secretary will contact the various organizations mentioned to sound out 

their interest in participating in the organization of environmental terminology workshops 
in Inuktitut.  

 
9. Next meeting 
 
The next meeting of the KEQC will be held on June 8, 2021, by videoconference. 
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DOSSIERS UNDER ANALYSIS 
 
Request for modification of the certificate of authorization for the Nunavik Nickel 
Project, Canadian Royalties Inc. - Mining waste at the Expo site (3215-14-007) 
 
Request for modification of the certificate of authorization for the Nunavik Nickel 
Project, Canadian Royalties Inc. - New mining infrastructures at the Ivakkak Site 
(3215-14-007) 
 
Environmental monitoring report 2019 Raglan Mine Project, phases II and III by 
Glencore (3215-14-019  
 
Standardization and expansion project of the existing quarry near Kangirsuk 
Airport, by MTQ (3215-06-007) 
 
Environmental and social monitoring report 2020, direct shipping ore project, project 
“2a” (Goodwood) by Tata Steel Minerals Canada, (3215-14-014) 
 
Culvert reconstruction and crossing restoration project on Tasialuup Stream in the 
community of Kangirsuk (3215-08-024) 
 
Construction of an access road on the territory of the Northern Village of 
Kuujjuaraapik (3215-05-008) 
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APPENDIX A 
 

AGENDA  
 

1. Adoption of the agenda  
 
2. Correspondence 
 
Follow-up of the correspondence can be found in Appendix A of this document 
 
3. Adoption of the minutes of Meetings 261 
 

MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS  
 

4. Request to amend the August 23, 2019, certification of authorization addition of areas 
on the right bank of the Inukjuak River. Innavik Hydroelectric Project in Inukjuak 
(3215-10-005) 
4.1. Non-conformity of the sedimentation basin 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 

5. Project to dismantle, clean and refurbish mobile camp sites (3215-21-014) 
5.1. Dismantling report, request #5 by Les Aventures Jack Hume Inc. 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 

5.2. Progression report for the dismantling of mobile camps, request #3 (Aventures Norpaq 
inc.), #4 (Aventures Tunilik inc.), #7 (Naskapi Nation of Kawawachikamach) and #8 
(club de chasse et pêche Tuktu enr.) 

Task: For information  
 
6. Project to open the Uivaqqaq borrow pit in Puvirnituq by the Northern Village of 

Puvirnituq (3215-03-014) 
6.1. Complementary information, answers to questions and comments 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 
7. Project to expand and modernize the Salluit Oil Depot, by FCNQ construction 

3215-22-018) 
7.1. Complementary information, answers to questions and comments 

Task: For discussion, decision 
 
8. Varia 

8.1. Workshop on environmental terminology in Inuktitut 
 
9. Next meetings 
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APPENDIX B 
Follow-up of the correspondence from April 13, 2021 to April 20, 2021 

 
PROJET FROM/TO DOCUMENT DATE COMMENTS ACTION 

Standardization and expansion 
project of the existing quarry 

near Kangirsuk Airport, by 
MTQ (3215-06-007) 

From MELCC to 
KEQC 

Request of 
authorization of 
modification of 

the CA 

Rec'd 
April 13, 

2021 
    

Project to dismantle, clean and 
refurbish mobile camp sites - 
Request #5 by Les Aventures 
Jack Hume Inc. (3215-21-014) 

From MELCC to 
KEQC 

Complementary 
information 

answers to Q&C 

Rec'd 
April 13, 

2021 
    

Direct shipping ore project, 
project “2a” (Goodwood) by 
Tata Steel Minerals Canada 

(3215-14-014) 

MELCC to KEQC Environmental 
report 

Rec'd 
April 13, 

2021 
    

Culvert reconstruction and 
crossing restoration project on 

Tasialuup Stream in the 
community of Kangirsuk (3215-

08-024) 

MELCC to KEQC Preliminary 
Information 

Rec'd 
April 14, 

2021 
    

Construction of an access road 
in the territory of the Northern 
Village of Kuujjuaraapik (3215-

05-008) 

MELCC to KEQC Preliminary 
Information 

Rec'd 
April 14, 

2022 
    

Project of deployment of wind 
farm with energy storage at 
Canadian Royalties facilities 

(3215-10-009) 

MELCC to 
proponent 

Follow up of the 
request 

Rec'd 
April 14, 

2023 
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APPENDIX C  
Expansion and Modernization Project of the Salluit Oil Depot (3215-22-018), by 

FCNQ Construction - Questions and comments to the proponent 
 

 
The KEQC asked the proponent to answer the following questions and comments: 
 
Technological risks and emergency measures 
 
The presence of several hazardous materials, notably gasoline, diesel and jet fuel, in significant 
quantities and located approximately 100 m from residences, means that the potential for a major 
industrial accident cannot be ruled out at outset. Although requested in QC-09 of the first series 
of questions and comments, the proponent has not demonstrated the absence of potential for a 
major industrial accident. 
 
QC - 1. In order to be able to judge, among other considerations, whether the measures provided 

for in the emergency measures plan are adequate for the anticipated risks, the KEQC 
asks the proponent to provide information via a risk analysis using the concept of 
standardized (and alternative, if necessary) scenarios and consequence modelling, as 
recommended in the Guide - Analyse de risques d'accidents technologiques majeurs - 
juin 2002 - MDDEP 
 

Social aspects and justification for the project 
 

According to the information provided by the proponent, the new tanks at the Salluit oil depot 
would be located 100 meters from the nearest residences. This distance is in keeping with the 
municipality’s zoning plan, as indicated in the response to QC-6 of the first set of questions and 
comments. 
 
Notwithstanding compliance with the zoning plan, the proximity of the tanks to sensitive elements 
in the environment (homes, school, daycare centre, hospital) would appear to be a concern with 
regard to nuisances and risks that could compromise community safety and quality of life. 
Gathering the point of view of Salluit community members will be crucial in forming an opinion 
on the project’s social acceptability.  
 
As a reminder, a project’s environmental and social assessment considers the opinions, reactions 
and main concerns of individuals, groups and communities. As a result, how the various parties 
were involved in the project planning process and the results of the consultations carried out, 
particularly those held by the proponent, are usually among the elements examined as part of the 
environmental assessment process. 
 
In question QC-32 of the first series of questions and comments, the proponent of the Salluit tank 
farm expansion project was asked to present the information and consultation procedures 
undertaken with the Salluit community. In response to this question, the proponent indicated that 
two visits were made in 2019 to the authorities of Salluit and the project was subsequently 
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presented to the municipal council. However, the population of Salluit does not appear to have 
been consulted, as the documentation transmitted does not contain any information on this 
subject. 
 
QC - 2. The KEQC asked the proponent to indicate whether and how the municipal council and 

the Salluit Land Corporation consulted the public. Furthermore, the KEQC asks the 
proponent to inform and consult the population of Salluit and to inform us in turn of the 
community’s concerns about the project, more specifically with regard to potential 
nuisances (odours, air quality, etc.) and apprehended risks (worries, feeling of 
insecurity, etc.). The KEQC also asks the proponent to explain how it has taken these 
concerns into account in the design of its project and what it intends to do if concerns 
persist despite the foreseen measures to mitigate risks and nuisances for the population. 
 

Protection of the biophysical environment 
 
Air emissions and quality 
 
Atmospheric dispersion modelling was requested in QC-20 of the first series of questions and 
comments. The proponent considers that this modelling is not relevant or beneficial, given the 
changes to the project. However, storage of other types of hydrocarbons could also release 
contaminants into the atmosphere. The proponent indicated, in section 2 of Appendix 1 of the 
response document, that operations are planned on the existing tanks, including gasoline tanks #4 
and #5, notably emptying, cleaning, inspecting and repairing tanks. Without a modelling report, the 
KEQC cannot comment the acceptability of the project in regard to ambient air quality. Therefore: 
 

QC - 3. The KEQC reiterates its request that an air-dispersion modelling study be conducted. 
The validity of the results of this study will only be ensured if all emission sources have 
been taken into account and if the emission rates of these different sources correspond 
to the true emissions from the operation of the facility. This information, as well as the 
list of contaminants to be modelled, must be validated by the Direction adjointe de la 
qualité de l'atmosphère at the Ministère de l’Environnement et de la Lutte contre les 
changements climatiques (MELCC). The KEQC also encourages the proponent to 
submit a modelling estimate to MELCC prior to conducting the modelling. 

 
In response to QC-33 and QC-34 of the first series of questions and comments, the proponent 
indicated that no new tank is foreseen as part of the project. The vapour pressures of petroleum 
products are not clearly provided. However, the material safety data sheets provided Appendix 8 
show that Valero’s unleaded gasoline has a vapour pressure between 262 and 825 mm HG at 
37.8 °C (page 193/838), which is equivalent to 34.9 and 109.99 kPa. Imperial aviation gasoline 
100LL has a vapour pressure of 38 and 48 kPa at 38 °C (page 223/838). 
 

QC - 4.  The KEQC asks the proponent to provide vapour pressures for these products at a 
temperature that corresponds to the highest temperature that can be achieved in Salluit. 
The proponent must clearly provide this information to verify that sections 44 and 45 
of the Clean Air Regulations (CAR) are applicable and being met. 
 

In analyzing the proponent’s responses to QC-33 and QC-34 of the first set of questions and 
comments, it is also noted that vapour pressures are listed in the attached EEP-2020V2 MSDSs 
(pages 142/838 and sub.; pages 183/838 and sub.). Vapour pressures of gasoline were found to be 
greater than 10 kPa. The proponent mentioned that no intervention on the existing gasoline tank 
would occur. This statement is contradicted by section 2 of Appendix 1 of the response document 
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describing the operations on the existing tanks, including gasoline tanks #4 and #5, notably 
emptying, cleaning, inspecting and repairing. Thus, in accordance with sections 44 and 45 of the 
CAR, there would be degassing. The proponent must plan to carry out the work to comply with 
these sections, namely the installation of submerged fill pipe (sec. 44) and floating roofs (sec. 45).  
 

QC - 5. The KEQC asks the proponent to provide proof that these devices (including reports, 
plans and specifications, photographs) have been installed. Failure to comply with these 
requirements may subject the proponent to violations and penalties as outlined in 
sections 202.3, subsections 5 and 205 of the CAR. 
 

Soil, wetlands and water 
 
The construction-potential map presented by Allard et al. (2019) situates the tank farm in an 
extensive area of ice-rich permafrost, the melting of which will be accelerated in the future by rising 
air temperatures and precipitation. 
 
The proponent’s answers to QC-8 of the first series of questions and comments included geometric 
characteristics or measures making it possible to mitigate the thawing of the permafrost, or even 
facilitate the maintenance and progression of the permafrost under the tanks (the fill and the tanks 
reduce the effects of the sun on the surface; the fill and the tanks act as insulators, and the drainage 
ditches make it possible to move surface water away from the tanks and thus reduce the input of 
heat into the underlying soils). 
 
The proponent states that the active layer (mollisol) is currently in non-gelatinous granular 
materials the nature, thickness and compaction of which have been controlled. The proponent also 
argued that the tanks are flexible structures that tolerate local deformations well, and that they are 
inspected regularly to detect such deformations. While the proponent’s arguments are valid, they 
do not appear to be based on field observations or supported by direct measurements, notably in 
terms of the: 

- current depth of the active layer; 
- depth of the backfill under the tanks; 
- anticipated deepening of the active layer over the life of the infrastructure; 
- extent of anticipated settlement following thawing of the backfill materials and, if 

applicable, the underlying ice-rich soils;  
- extent of deformation by the tanks that is acceptable. 

 
If the active layer beneath the tanks were to become deeper, it is likely that thawing would occur 
first in the granular, non-gelatinous, compacted backfill materials and that settlements in these 
materials is low. However, there is no evidence that the active layer will not reach the underlying 
soils over the life of the petroleum infrastructure. It is therefore important to investigate whether 
climate change will cause the underlying soils to deepen the active layer and to calculate the 
anticipated settlements in ice-rich, thaw-sensitive permafrost. 
 
It is difficult to rule out the possibility of significant settlement over the life of petroleum 
infrastructure based on the data presented. The tolerance threshold for reservoir deformation was 
not explicitly presented. 
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QC - 6. The KEQC asks the proponent to demonstrate that the active layer will not reach the 
underlying soils in the long term and that the anticipated settlements would thus be 
negligible in the backfill materials. However, if the active layer does reach ice-rich, 
thaw-sensitive soils, the magnitude of anticipated settlement should be assessed based 
on climate projections. A permafrost thaw and deformation monitoring plan should then 
be developed based on the tolerance for anticipated settlement. Finally, additional 
mitigation measures to maintain permafrost conditions must be planned if it is not 
demonstrated that the infrastructure can tolerate the anticipated long-term settlements. 
The acceptable risk may be determined according to the required interventions should 
this tolerance threshold be reached. The level of accuracy can be at different levels and 
can be based on, for example:  
- existing data and numerical simulations on regional permafrost conditions and 

likely long-term permafrost behaviour (dating back a decade or more if 
available);  

- updated regional permafrost conditions and numerical simulations of likely 
permafrost behaviour based on recent regional data or updated climate 
projections; and 

- acquisition of local permafrost data and site-specific numerical simulations.  
 
In response to QC-35 in the first series of questions and comments, the proponent reported relying 
on field observations to determine the stability of the backfill already in place. This is adequate to 
identify any signs of instability. The permafrost table in backfill is known to be higher in the centre, 
but attenuated around the periphery and under the outer slopes of the embankment. The opposite 
effect is observed, i.e. an accentuated deepening of the permafrost table at the foot of the 
embankments compared to the deepening observed in natural terrain, due to the accumulation of 
snow and water at the foot of embankments. The deformations caused around the periphery of the 
fill can therefore be accepted or mitigated by various measures, depending on the embankment’s 
tolerance threshold. The measures the proponent mentioned, i.e. gentle slopes and adequate 
drainage, illustrate this. However, the stability of an embankment built on deep-water marine 
sediments, composed of silt and clay, may require a stability analysis for deep failures, depending 
on its height, the thickness and strength of the tanks, among other considerations. On permafrost, 
a stability analysis would be warranted in the event of a deepening of the permafrost table in these 
silt/clay soils. 
 

QC - 7. The KEQC asks the proponent to demonstrate that the active layer will not reach a 
significant depth in the underlying soils in the long term that could generate a potential 
for backfill failure. Or it must define a follow-up plan for the thawing of the permafrost 
and describe the additional mitigation measures that would be implemented, if required. 

 
In response to question QC-36 in the first series of questions and comments, the proponent counted 
on the permafrost table rising in the backfill to ensure the stability of the slope exposed to erosion 
by the flow bed in the southeast section of the existing fill. Due to the opposite phenomenon usually 
observed around the periphery of embankments (see previous opinion regarding question QC-35), 
the stability of the slope exposed to erosion cannot be considered to be ensured by the rise of 
permafrost in the embankment. 
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QC - 8. The KEQC asks the proponent to assess the need for erosion protection to ensure slope 

stability. 
 

The elements provided in response to QC-37 in the first series of questions and comments do not 
make it possible to determine the effectiveness of the measures planned to prevent erosion in the 
watercourse running along the east side of the embankment and draining into the Salluit Fjord. 

 
QC - 9. The KEQC asks the proponent to demonstrate that the project will not cause 

deterioration of the bed and banks of this watercourse. To do so, the proponent must 
indicate whether erosion zones are already visible and compare the flow that will be 
discharged during the emptying of the basin currently flowing into this watercourse. If 
relevant, the proponent must indicate whether protective structures will be required in 
certain areas. 

 
Also in response to QC-37 in the first series of questions and comments, the proponent indicated 
visited the site. This visit showed that the entire site has been reworked over the years and that there 
is a man-made, but poorly drained, ditch where water accumulates and vegetation has taken hold. 
Moreover, the field visit also led the proponent to note that there “does not seem” to be a wetland 
on the site.  

 
QC - 10. In the event that the works are to be carried out beyond the existing fill right-of-way, 

the KEQC asks the proponent to verify whether the works will be carried out in a 
wetland or water environment. If so, justification for the presence or absence of a 
wetland or water environment must be supported by an ecological study including an 
inventory of vegetation. The proponent must contact the Direction régionale de 
l’analyse et de l’expertise de l’Abitibi-Témiscamingue et du Nord-du-Québec at the 
Ministère de l'Environnement et de la lutte contre les Changements climatiques to obtain 
the required authorizations if the works impact a wetland or water environment. 
 

Consideration of climate change 
 
In response to QC-6 to QC-8 and QC-43 to QC-45 in the first series of questions and comments, 
the proponent defines the hazards (risk of avalanche and thawing of permafrost) likely to affect the 
project and its components. It is important to consider such hazards for the entire life of the project, 
estimated to be at least 30 years. A resilient project will consider the impact of climate change on 
the future frequency and severity of these hazards. Since the tank farm is a critical infrastructure, 
its failure could result in significant impacts on the environment and community.  
 
For the avalanche hazard, the proponent explained that the location of the existing tank farm and 
the proposed expansion are outside the 1/1000 avalanche zone, according to the most recent data 
available from the Ministère de la Sécurité publique. Review of the current and apprehended natural 
hazard map presented in Allard et al. (2019) shows that the tank farm site is just outside the 1/1000 
avalanche zone. 
 
The proponent must describe how it accounts for the increased risk of avalanches in the future 
caused by the projected increase in snow precipitation (about 19 % more by 2050, according to 
Allard et al., 20191). 

 
1 Allard, M., L'Hérault, E. and Gauthier, S. 2019. Conditions de pergélisol. Salluit, Quebec, Nunavik, 
Centre d’études nordiques, scale 1:8000. 
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