CERTC RESPONSESTO:

Stakeholder Team Questions from 6 December 2006 M eeting

CERTC membership includes representatives from@RFQ, District of Squamish, MoE
and Squamish Nation. All questions and commenteg@by the Stakeholder Team have
been reviewed and discussed by CERTC and the foltpresponses prepared. Those
guestions which relate solely to CN are highlighaedCN’s responses.

1. CN should ensure that any impediments to the Bistfi Squamish’s
participation at the Stakeholder Team meetingsearmved.

CERTC Response:  There are no impediments to meeting attendancgoe)
including the District of Squamish, is allowed trficipate or attend the Stakeholder
Team meeting as they wish, whether it be an inedeadividual, government body or
interested industry.

2. Permit collection should begin immediately to emsiine collection of broodstock
in 2007 occurs within a more favourable window tira@006.

CERTC Response:  CN has a partnership agreement with the Freshwiaighneries
Society of BC for the steelhead culture prograne ptogram has been developed
between MoE, InStream and the Freshwater Fish&asety of BC. Available
information (e.g. radio telemetry) has been analytredetermine operational rules for
the collection of steelhead broodstock in 2007esEhprotocols are intended to collect
fish which are most representative of Cheakamusistein spawners (the progeny of
which were impacted by the chemical spill), andimire the capture of fish likely
destined for spawning in Brohm Creek. Brood coibecwill begin in March, with target
size and collection location recommendations. Hathils will be provided by MoE in
their next fish culture program up date.

CERTC Response:  CN and DFO have a partnership agreement with regdeodthe
collection of gametes for hatchery propagationtufook (2005, 2006, 2007, 2008),
possibly coho (2007) and pink salmon (2007, pog€BD9). CN has provided the
funding for fish culture and capital upgrades te thenderfoot hatchery, while DFO
supervises and directs the collection, propagatiad release of fry. Both CN and DFO
recognize the need for timely collection of broodkt

3. Regarding the MoE November 2007 update on thehstadlculture program, the
Stakeholder Team questions the calculations andrgggns underpinning the
predicted hatchery adult returns of 110 — 5000k fis

CERTC Response:  The range provided in the example are straighwiznd

calculations, made without assumptions, and intdridedemonstrate the possible range
of returns. Assumptions, best guesses, and tHeafypn of the best available science at
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this time can narrow the range, but uncertainty aams. These ranges contain numerous
uncertainties, but do reflect the historical var@t in ocean survival and were used by
the Ministry in consultation with Dr. Marc Labelte determine the smolt release target.

4. Representatives of CN, Ministry of Environment dmdon Environmental
Consultants Ltd should be present at StakeholdemTaeetings (without their
presence, Stakeholder Team members felt thatrestings are largely
ineffectual).

CERTC Response:.  When requested by the Stakeholder Team, membirs GERTC
and other representatives can attend to discussifspguestions or reports.

5. The next Stakeholder Team meeting is scheduledaionary 25, 2006. The
Stakeholder Team has also scheduled meetings dhittdelhursday of the four
subsequent months. The Stakeholder Team feefs/éhmeetings offered by CN
for 2007 to be inadequate and would like to meettimy.

CERTC Response:  As accepted at the July Stakeholder Team meetiegierms of
Reference states: The Stakeholder Team will hotddhéamum of five meetings with
additional meetings as required and determinedhgyfacilitator in consultation with the
Technical and Steering Committees”. CERTC stillntans that facilitated Stakeholder
Team meetings held every second month is adedtitite.Stakeholder Team requests
further meetings, they can submit their requedt yustification to CERTC for
consideration.

CERTC has asked that the January 25 proposed Siklehlream meeting be
rescheduled to February and every second month thié. A meeting date of
Wednesday, 28 February 2007 was subsequently ouedir

6. What is the status of the proposed applicationdoovery project funding?

CN Response: Plans to organize this process through Pacifibri®e Foundation
and other groups have been unsuccessful. CN dlézfgroduce its own application
form and the project selection process is beinghbped. A draft version of the funding
application form is currently under review by CERM@mbers and is expected to be
made available prior to the February ST meeting.

7. Why has the removal of the concrete apron to thérage spanning the
Cheekye River not yet happened as committed t2366?

CN Response: Site investigations into the removal of the apraticated that the
apron (which is functioning to a small extent totect the bridge abutments) shouldn’t
be removed until the bridge abutments are furthabifzed. CN’s bridge engineers have
added the Cheekye bridge to their projects for 280d once the bridge abutments are
stabilized, the apron will be removed.

8. Why was proposed side-channel re-watering projel€ivil1l abandoned?
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CERTC Response:  CN proposed re-watering the km 11 side channeteate side
channel habitat targeting steelhead juveniles. D#3 concerns about the hydraulics
around the channel intake and the potential riskBgh stranding and equipment access.
As a result, DFO decided not to support CN’s pr@gd@nd would not provide the
necessary permits. Limited options are availalniéhee Cheakamus mainstem for side
channels of sufficient size and gradient that wdatdet steelhead. CN and the agencies
continue to look for and evaluate other optionhwaiétter access.

9. What was done to protect the estuary when the Gikdmappened?

CERTC Response:  Based on the lack of mortalities in the estudng, huffering
capacity of salt water and the water quality monitig (see response to question 11
below) it has been presumed the estuary was nexttetf.

10.Can the gates in the training dike be closed? #loBing these gate be a priority
in an emergency plan?

CERTC Response:  There are six culverts in the training dike anche®f them have
control gates that would allow them to be closed.

11.What testing was done on the estuary to recorddefdoxicity after the spill?
What damage was done to the marsh and wildlife?t\Aflgathe recovery
chances?

CERTC Response:  Water samples were collected at several locatioritke estuary
after the 2005 spill. Samples were analyzed forgaiductivity, total sodium, total
organic carbon (TOC), dissolved organic carbon (DOGtal suspended solids (TSS)
total dissolved solids (TDS). Results fell witthia range of applicable recommended
values for the protection of aquatic life and reatienal activities. There were no
observed mortalities of fish or wildlife in the @sty and the CERTC believes the estuary
was not adversely affected by the 2005 spill.

12.What funds have been made available by CN for enuaental improvements on
the estuary?

CERTC Response:  The Wilson Slough reconnection project is currentidergoing
discussion with District of Squamish staff to finaloperational arrangements and
ensure other concerns are addressed. This prggetgsigned to improve water quality,
and thereby increase rearing capacity in Wilsonuglo In addition, the CN Recovery
Fund allows for applications to be submitted forrkvon the estuary.

13.What funds have been made available by CN for thiiN\Vancouver Outdoor
School to compensate the school for losses dueeteill?

CN Response: CN has previously advised local residents abbetgrocesses available

to apply for compensation of socio economic impagiisy compensation agreements are
confidential between claimants and CN, and theesf@ee cannot comment on any
application or agreements for compensation of Issse
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14.What funds have been made available by CN for thethN\vVancouver outdoor
School to expand the hatchery to accommodate tneased need for hatchery
activity to ensure the river fish stock numbers?

CERTC Response:  Fish culture activities targeted at species oérast for recovery
are being undertaken at Tenderfoot Hatchery andsEra/alley Trout Hatchery, which
have the capacity and expertise to undertake alffigh culture activities proposed to
date. However, funding applications for works leegio the recovery of the Cheakamus
River can be submitted according to the terms amdiitions of the CN Cheakamus
Ecosystem Recovery Fund application form.
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Project Proposals

1. Re-watering of Lower Reach(Bm 13)
Underneath the suspension bridge was suggesterepkaaement to the abandoned re-
watering project at km 11.

CERTC Response:  This site is located in the existing CheakamugiRitaannel and in
this position has the highest risk for failure. Tdrea already functions at highwater and
would not be resilient to failure or physical chaduring highwater periods.

2. Swift Creek re-watering
This creek goes dry every year from July througlvéiober and is a notorious fish killer,
as there is a significant amount of coho fry re@rmthis stream. These are offspring of
the adult coho that spawn there every fall. A sergalution would to be to dig low water
refuge pits as well as constructing several spagvnifies in the lower areas of this
creek. This would improve spawning, as well as mgl@summer low flow refuge.

CERTC Response:.  The Cheakamus Ecosystem Recovery Plan identiBdsghest
priority species for recovery including steelheekinook, residents and to a lesser extent
coho and pink salmon. Due to the number of projeatspleted in 2006 targeting coho
(e.g. Mile 49 channel and the North Vancouver Oatdéchool LWD placement), this

site is not considered a high priority based ontdrgeted species. At this time, projects
targeting other species are considered to be adrighiority.

3. Tenderfoot Creek culvert replacement
The Tenderfoot Creek culvert under the CN Rail niiai@ has been identified as a
velocity barrier at various times each fall. Theay, the velocity barrier occurred at the
same time as the main chum migration into Tendetfake, preventing a significant
amount of the chum from entering and spawning enléke. A simple solution would be
to replace the culvert with one of the followingbadge (the best solution), a box
culvert, or a twinning of the culvert.

CERTC Response:  This project suggestion has been added to thélidurther
investigation in 2007/2008.

4. Off-channel habitat construction across from Nwth Vancouver Outdoor
School Bighouse on river left
There is a river swale that works its way through trees and is perfectly situated to be
turned into a river-fed side channel. There is alsonall pond on this river bench that
could be expanded and complexed to include exddiEnusage.

CERTC Response:  As with the Swift Creek re-watering project (segponse above)
this project primarily targets coho which is notaaget species for recovery projects at
this time.

5. Side Channel conversion %2 km upstream from #ieyBbridgeon river left
This side channel could easily be turned into la ffigbitat. This could also be
incorporated into the Swift Creek restoration pcbje
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CERTC Response:  This project suggestion has been added to thé&listurther
investigation in 2007/2008.

6. Remove of the CN bridge abutment in the Chdriagz
This was scheduled to be done in the fall of 20@Bhas not happened to date. This
project was identified quite a while ago to be vienportant for Cheakamus/Brohm
steelhead and therefore needs to be completechaste. It is a documented migration
barrier for steelhead and thus, needs to be addtess

CERTC Response:  This project is scheduled for completion in 200Wbfeing bridge
abutment stabilization measures by CN crews.

7. Construct a river channel on the river left belthe suspension bridge
This should be investigated for pink, coho, steathand chinook spawning and rearing.

CERTC Response:  CERTC believes this project suggestion is the sasribe one
provided in number 1. Therefore, the same comnagmly: This site is located in the
existing Cheakamus River channel and in this pmsitias the highest risk for failure.
The area already functions at highwater and wouwddlre resilient to failure or physical
change during highwater periods.

8. Increase the quality of woody debris on the ®Ragaus
There is a large amount of wood on the gravel baier right below the BC Hydro
bridge. This wood should be cabled and anchorgdbice so it doesn’t disappear in the
event of an influx of a large amount of water. Hiofig, this area will return to fish
habitat once water flows back into this area.

CERTC Response:  CN and MoE will be undertaking a large woody dslgtiwWwD)
demonstration pilot project in 2007 on the Cheakaiiver. CN will also be examining
opportunities for stabilization of large woody diebstructures. Wood perched on gravel
bars is generally not in appropriate locations fong term stability even if cabled in
place.

9. Re-watering Evans Creek

CERTC Response:  This location and potential project has been poesgly identified
by the Squamish Nation and DFO and may becomeopartarger project at some point.
No planned work is proposed for this area in tharrfature.

CERTC REQUEST: All project suggestionsin future must be submitted on the
Project Suggestion Formswith details provided for consideration by the Committee.
It should also be noted that the priority fish speciesfor Cheakamus River recovery
includein no particular order: chinook, steelhead, char, and sculpin.

Page 6



Other Discussions

1. Members felt that the August 17 Public Informati®ession was not
promoted to the extent that it should have beery®hso noted that it was a
poor time of year to have a meeting.

CERTC Response:  The Public Open House was well promoted. It wasnmted in an
insert placed in the Squamish Chief on August ditesdised for two weeks in the
Squamish Chief (August 4 and August 11) and thetl&hPique (August 3 and 10). The
Stakeholder Team was advised in July of the Augasting date, time and location to
pass along to their interest groups. The meetingetsement was also posted on the
CERTC website. In addition, the August Open Howseheld to coincide with the one
year anniversary of the spill. The CERTC welcomuggyestions from the ST as to how to
improve the promotion of future events.

2. Itwas noted that the Recovery Plan lacks deadbnspecific dates for the
recovery efforts in the Cheakamus River.

CERTC Response:  The Recovery Plan (CERP) is an adaptively managegram

and will be reviewed and revised annually. Althotighh CERP does not focus on specific
dates for recovery efforts it is based on timelithed will be used to implement some
projects (e.g. Fish culture) and provide a defelesibeasure of recovery. The comments
will be taken into consideration when revising #0©7 CERP.

3. The Stakeholder Team felt that more than 20,0G8®87,000 available
steelhead smolts should be released into the ChmekRiver as a result of
recent habitat enhancement on the side channéie @@heakamus.

CERTC Response:.  The MoE and their external reviewer of the stestheulture
program determined that around 20,000 steelheadtsrisoan adequate target given the
carrying capacity of the river and the need to pattthe wild steelhead population.
Recent habitat enhancements did not specificattyetasteelhead sufficiently enough to
warrant an increase in the number of smolts planioedelease.

4. The Stakeholder Team felt that quarterly repori minimum on recovery
projects and activities should be provided.

CERTC Response:  Plans, reports and monthly CERTC meeting summarees
updated regularly on the CERTC websiteviv.certc.cy In addition, CERTC plans to
provide at least two information bulletins per year

5. Questions were raised as to why the Transport&afaty Board has still not
revealed to the public the cause of the CN deraitraad subsequent spill in
the Cheakamus River.

CN Response: The Transportation Safety Board (TSB) will reletsar findings

on their schedule and CN will be advised of therBsdindings at the same time as the
public.
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6. The Stakeholder Team clearly related their frustnaat the general lack of
activity and progress regarding Cheakamus Rivevey efforts.

CERTC Response:  An extensive amount of work and expense has loeepleted on
the Cheakamus recovery efforts since 2005. Sothe @ms completed include:

The Cheakamus Ecosystem Recovery Plan 2006 (CERR)ized
Non-anadromous reach monitoring plan — developetlierplemented
in 2006

Fish Abundance Monitoring Plan (FAMP) — monitorioffish species
utilizing the anadromous reaches was developedmptemented in
2006

Char calibration study - developed and implemenptastarted in late
2006.

Benthos Impact and Recovery Assessment — CN hadetedh
detailed benthos assessments currently before B#TC as draft
Ecosystem Effects Assessment — CN has completsdessment of
potential impacts to ecosystem components beysindTtis report is
currently before the CERTC as dratft.

LWD Risk Analysis — A risk assessment has beentakde to look at
the feasibility and risks to placing LWD in the @kamus mainstem
Steelhead Coordinator — A coordinator has beenineté by CN and
MoE to develop the 2007 steelhead broodstock ¢mlec2006/2007
stock release and the steelhead culture monitquiogram

Fish Culture (DFO) — completed fish culture on @ok and pink
salmon in 2005 and chinook in 2006. CN and DFO rdexeloped an
agreement to fund fish culture for chinook (200E)&, 2007, 2008),
pink (2005 and 2007)

Fraser Valley Hatchery Infrastructure — CN upgrddée Fraser
Valley fish hatchery for steelhead culture

Tenderfoot Hatchery Infrastructure - CN has proddends to
upgrade the hatchery chillers in 2007 for pink riegr

Fish Culture (MoE) — CN has funded the steelhestd dulture
program in 2006 and will fund in 2007 through theeghwater
Fisheries Society of BC.

Mile 49 Channel was excavated and enhanced in 2006

North Vancouver Outdoor School channels and porete wnhanced
with the addition of large woody debris in 2006

Wilson Slough (Mamquam reunion) — detailed desrgmvihgs and
flood modeling for a new culvert has been complateatiis scheduled
for installation in 2007 pending maintenance agreats with DoS
LWD Structures — CN is funding a demonstration gebjn
conjunction with MoE and BCCF on the CheakamusrRiv2007.
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