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of burning – these things would all be analyzed more thoroughly if a move 
is made to Phase 3. 

 
Q: Vi Lambie: Could some of these trees be used to stabilize the shore.  
A: Kyle Robertson: Absolutely, also for habitat creation. This decision will 

have to be made for each area based on recreation needs, heritage 
protection, etc. 

 
Q: Vi Lambie: How do you determine how far back erosion will move, 

because Williston is really moving back quite far.  
A: Kyle Robertson: Hopefully studies on impact lines will help with this. It 

depends on wind direction and materials of the slope. Some areas will 
erode a lot and some not at all. At this time, distances cannot be 
determined. 

 
Q: Vi Lambie: Will they take into consideration waves and winds? 
A: Wendy Lannin: Yes. We are hoping to install a system to measure wind 

soon. 
 
Q: Vi Lambie: Are you going to establish habitat because you only expect 

fluctuations of 3 feet? 
A: Kyle Robertson: Yes. The area could be used for excellent wetlands, etc. 

As we move forward we can work to determine this so I hope those values 
come across in stakeholder engagement. But yes, it provides good 
opportunities in habitat creation. 

A: Mark Bowler: We are looking actively at opportunities to promote habitat 
on the North bank and the area that is presently Watsons Slough. We 
know very well that we want to be compensating habitat where can. We 
are looking at every place we can find, and we want to compensate the 
habitat. 

 
C: Vi Lambie: Because of the high waters in the marsh we get some species 

who can tolerate it and others that can’t.  
C: Dave Conway: We need to remember that the swing on Williston is 30-40 

feet a year. The swing on Site C is much smaller. 
C: Vi Lambie: This is why I think it will be a lot easier with Site C. 
C: Kyle Robertson: Absolutely, and your input on this will be very valuable 

based on that experience that you have with respect to reservoir 
preparation.  

 
Q: Pat Crook: The displaced ranchers and farmers, will they have access to 

the land on the South side? 
A: Kyle Robertson: It’s primarily Crown forested land. 
C: Mark Bowler: Depends on the land on the south side along the river. 
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C: Pat Crook: You may want to keep some of these roads available for them 
to access these lands because I didn’t see that as one of the options here. 

C: Dave Conway: That’s an excellent point. Please include that in your 
feedback. Certainly from the perspective of the agricultural land reserve, 
there are lands that are already in production and some with potential 
production, although they are not clear. 

C: Mark Bowler: So the area where we talked about the access bridge, there 
are certain areas that have great potential for farm land.  

C: Pat Crook: I think the farmers and the ranchers should have access to the 
road/bridge to help compensate for that. 

Q: Kevin Neary: How many cubic meters of merchantable timber will there 
be?  

A: Kyle Robertson: 1.9 million I think.  
A:  Mark Bowler: I believe it is more like 1.5 roughly. 
C:  Dave Conway: We are working with 25-30 years old studies. We will get 

back to you on that. 
Q: Jon Hatch: I know what you mean about trucking it to the side, but 

couldn’t you train the stuff to Mackenzie along those kinds of lines? 
A:  Kyle Robertson: The rail is quite a ways back from the reservoir area. 

When you look at the map on Page 14, you’ll see a light brown area which 
indicates the slopes going into the reservoir, so that is where the clearing is 
coming from. With the exception of Moberly, which is relatively close to 
the highway, truck, helicopter and potentially boat are primary access 
points.  

C: Pat Crook: You could tow it on the lake but it’s probably more financially 
feasible to use Fort St. John or Chetwynd lines. 

C: Kyle Robertson: It will be a 7 year construction period but the clearing 
won’t take 7 years. However, in order to achieve all these trade-offs, we 
might want to take the 7 year period to do it. But we would do different 
things at different times to enable a more strategic approach to clearing the 
area. 

 
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 

 
 Q: Vi Lambie: Did you consider the top soil that will be lost as well? 

A: Mark Bowler: That is being considered. We are looking at the possibility 
of moving it – we need to figure out what the value is that we need to 
maintain. It is a matter of figuring out what is feasible. 

 
Q: Ron Crosby: How many residents will need to be relocated? 
A: Kyle Robertson: Not sure exactly, because we don’t have all the impact 

lines defined.  
A: Dave Conway: Information from the 80s put it at about a dozen, but when 

you consider those impacted due to road realignment, sloughing, etc. the 
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number at around 40 that we think will be impacted in some way. There 
are a lot of studies regarding that going on right now.  

 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock 

   
Q: Pat Crook: Why would you want to build a reservoir and fill it with 

garbage? 
A: Wendy Lannin: It’s not easy to access the reservoir to get the materials. 

The Moberly reservoir is on the south side so that becomes a hazard. 
Where the powerhouse and structures are going to be we will get a lot of 
material from there already. The materials have to have the right grading, 
etc. we use the gravels especially for concrete aggregate.  

A: Dave Conway: The reservoir is not there for water storage it’s there for 
head on the generator. I know it seems counterproductive. 

C: Wendy Lannin: There are still lots of volume left in the reservoir. 
Q: John Lambie: How far away is the gravel that will be flooded? 
A: Wendy Lannin: The entire river bed is gravel. 
Q: John Lambie: You said gravel pits. Is that what you meant would no 

longer be accessible? 
A: Mark Bowler: Some of these pits would become inaccessible, we are and 

they are too far away to use for construction. 
A: Wendy Lannin: Some of it will be. The gravel close to the dam will be 

used.  
C: Kyle Robertson: The Moberly is a big contributor of gravel where as at the 

Half Way it is a bit finer.  
 

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies 
 
Q:  Vi Lambie: Are those surveys and inventories being done just near along 

river or throughout habitats? Would be nice to know what is happening in 
the area that is going to be flooded. 

 
A: Mark Bowler: Depends on the animal. There are mobile species which 

have a big range, where as others, like the beaver do not. It’s not just on 
the river, or the flooded river, but the area affected by the transmission 
right of way, the area near the dam and areas around that. It is quite a vast 
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amount of area actually. In the area around where the dam construction 
would be. There would be a significant amount of real field work to get in 
some ecosystem mapping. In recent months there has been more stable 
water levels so the shore grasses, etc. have not been what you would 
expect so it takes interpretation to gage ecosystems. But little things like 
that combine to give us the big picture. We are working with the idea of 
managing for those species which are more weak and sensitive. 

A: Kyle Robertson: The fish studies will go to the BC/Alberta border and 
terrestrial as far as 2 km outside of the reservoir. 

Q: Pat Crook: Do you project mercury contamination? 
A: Kyle Robertson: We haven’t done organic soil or reservoir samples yet, 

but that is typical in some reservoirs. One reason we would consider 
clearing the reservoir is because it’s the organic materials that breaks 
down and release mercury. So in clearing that material early on that is one 
way that we could fight against that. 

Q: Pat Crook: That would be part of stage 3? 
A: Kyle Robertson: Yes. That would be part of stage 3 and we will have to 

define that further for what areas we will be removing timber and if this 
would be an issue.  

Q: Vi Lambie: Are there any areas known to create mercury naturally? 
A: Kyle Robertson: Generally water in the Peace River has high metal 

content, not speaking specifically of mercury. Slowing down water speed 
means more suspended sediments can settle. These studies will also be 
done. We are going to model that process to try and estimate whether 
those metals will settle.  

A: Dave Conway: My understanding is that with the Williston reservoir the 
Arceno Pyrite actually leeches mercury and elevated the mercury levels. 

C:  Barb Crook: Ladies do fishing off the causeway and we’re told not to eat 
the fish and to throw the fish back. 

A:  Dave Conway: The Northern Health unit has issued warnings regarding 
fish consumption, especially with bull trout. A new study is needed and 
we are getting that information updated. Over time levels drop. We’ve 
been asked to do studies by First Nations and local communities, because 
normal consumption is 1 fish. It naturally bio-accumulates.  

A:  Mark Bowler: The general theory is that bigger fish eat smaller fish and 
the older the fish the more accumulated metals they would have – updated 
studies are needed but it’s really the same water.  

C:  Dave Conway: My understanding is that it is only in bull trout.  
 

Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
  

Q:  Vi Lambie: How come there is class 1 agricultural land up there?  
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A:  Mark Bowler: My understanding is that in the reservoir area there will be 
one or two hundred of the 2,800 hectares of agricultural land that will be 
covered. It is a small part of a much bigger amount of class 1 land. 

 
Q:  John Lambie: If there is only 200 hectares of class 1 is there a potential to 

move it for green house usage? 
A: Mark Bowler: It’s a combination of soil, quality, number of growing days 

when the frost comes off, light levels, hours per day etc. – it’s not just the 
soil, but the whole mixture of things. The level of the water and being 
close to the river helps frost leave the soil earlier – there is a potential to 
change the class of some of the surrounding lands to create more class 1.  
So there could be more of that, we just don’t know.  

 
Q:  Vi Lambie: What are the soil types around there? 
A:  Mark Bowler: Soil has been tested and it has been re-done since the 

1960’s and there are about a dozen different types on the reservoir. One of 
the questions in front of us is should we reclassify these lands so we have 
the most current information possible and so we know exactly what is 
there, or is the 1960’s information enough? We would learn this in studies. 

C:  Vi Lambie: It would be good to know where your good pockets are. 
A:  Mark Bowler: The potential to move the soil is still being considered given 

the cost benefit and that sort of thing. It is being looked at quite seriously. 
 

Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines 
  

Q:  Vi Lambie: Would the timber that is cleared be utilized? 
A:  Kyle Robertson: Yes. Any merchantable timber would be utilized. This 

will be part of the reservoir preparation. 
 

Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 

  
Q:  John Lambie: If the whole dam only varies 3 feet up and down, can you 

protect the shoreline from erosion? 
A:  Dave Conway: Plus or minus 3 feet – so six feet of variation.  
A:  Wendy Lannin: It depends. It’s 283 km of shoreline and it is just not 

feasible to protect everywhere. 
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Q:  John Lambie: So key areas which are steeper, could they be protected?  
A:  Wendy Lannin: Some of the shoreline is rock and wouldn’t erode at all, 

but some areas may likely erode. We will look at each area to see what we 
can do where and what is feasible where. Access is difficult, anchoring is 
difficult, etc. Wood waste might be the answer. 

A:  John Lambie: Yes, wood waste. 
C:  Kyle Robertson: We will have to assess each area individually. It is hard to 

assess. 
C:  John Lambie: Williston erosion this year is a lot more than usual 

compared to the average year. There is a lot more sloughing.   
Q:  Kevin Neary: Any idea on projected power prices potentially with this 

dam built? 
A:  Dave Conway: No idea. Don’t even want to speculate, the timeline is too 

far out there. I came in during the energy crunch and so much can happen 
and trying to determine the load is part of the challenge with the integrated 
energy planning process. What is the potential impact with electric cars, 
for example. It’s difficult.  

Q:  Kevin Neary: With the BCUC, do they set it in blocks of 5 or 10 years of 
when the can approve an increase? 

A:  Dave Conway: Nope, depending on what the need is as we add new 
resources. There are longer periods where we haven’t had increases in the 
last 5-6 years. We have approval to do a residential inclining block which 
is a base level at one rate, and anything over that will be charged a higher 
rate. We have a smart metering initiative in the company to try and shift 
load from the peak period from 5-10pm to off-peak. You put off the need 
for building stuff by doing that. As we add new energy, regardless of 
where it’s coming from it’s more expensive than the stuff we built 30-40 
years ago. 

C:  Jon Hatch: Thank you for this session, it’s very informative. I know that 
from feedback from our members of the Chamber of Commerce we would 
support this, provided you are creative with trees in the area.  

C:  Ron Crosby: It makes me sad to think that you won’t be able to canoe the 
river the same.  

  
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
  

Closing remarks:  
 
C: Dave Conway: Thank you for coming out and taking time to provide your 

concerns and offer your comments. It was a broad mix which is nice to 
see. Our intent isn’t to get your position statements. We are looking for 
input and feedback regardless of what it is. This gives us a much better 
ability to provide a report to government to be considered along with 
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financial and technical input. Our commitment is to make sure that the 
feedback and input you gave is considered in the final decision making 
process. We would really encourage individuals to provide input outside 
of their organizations. Again, no decision has been made to move to stage 
3. This decision will be made by the Provincial Government. We look 
forward to receiving your input before November 30, 2008. 

  
5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 8:30 p.m. 
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

PRINCE GEORGE 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEETING 

October 21, 2008 
 
Notes from a stakeholder meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project Team on 
October 21, 2008 at the Ramada Hotel Prince George (444 George Street, Vancouver, 
BC) 
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Mark Bowler, BC Hydro 
   Dave Conway, BC Hydro  

Debbie Bachmeier, BC Hydro 
Wendy Lannin, BC Hydro 

   Chris Horwood, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Recorder 
 
STAKEHOLDERS: Colin Kinsley, Mayor 

Don Zurowsky, Councilor 
   
 
The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 

• Participants expressed support for Site C.  
• Participants were interested in the environmental aspects of the project, 

commenting specifically on whether there was an opportunity to pre-dredge the 
gravel prior to flooding and the use of affected agricultural land.  

• While participants were interested in the project’s potential for sustainable job 
creation, they expressed concern regarding how to manage the influx of workers 
during the peak periods of construction.  

• Participants suggested that the access roads between Fort St. John and Chetwynd 
may be an unnecessary expense, unless they are required for resource purposes.  

 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
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2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 
Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda and 
noted that time will set aside before the end of the meeting to allow participants 
time to complete the Feedback Form.   
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names and we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
 
C: Colin Kinsley: Welcome to Prince George. Everything that happens in the 

North is associated with Prince George. We are the service center, 
education, healthcare, judiciary, finance, retail, entertainment, and 
transportation. Prince George will probably be in a decade or two the 
transportation hub between the Pacific Rim and North America because of 
the rail connection, the airport connection and the abundance of natural 
resources. We are right in the middle of the largest wood fiber production, 
precious metal extraction, and we have clean hydro. We have abundant 
land. We have the education and the people. It is just a matter of time with 
this transportation link to the Port in Prince Rupert and our international 
airport which is the third largest in the nation and the logistics planned 
going forward with that. Manufacturing will play a huge role in this region 
and that is going to require lots of inexpensive power.  

C: Colin Kinsley: I’m particularly interested in Mark’s comments on the 
environmental impacts. I think that is great that we can use the existing 
water resource in Williston to produce 900 MW of power; that is 
impressive. I am interested in what the other environmental impacts might 
be because that is where the push back is going to come from not just in 
the Peace River but in downtown Vancouver a lot of people in downtown 
Vancouver have no idea where their lights come from or heat.  

 
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  

 
 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
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Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 

 C: Colin Kinsley: I used to sit on the BCUC and you’re going to have more  
  public consultation there.  

C: Dave Conway: You’re right. This is baseline work. This is the beginning  
  of consultation. It doesn’t end here. It continues out in all processes.  
 

Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation 
First…Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; 
Reinvesting in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 

 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: At an UBCM convention, Gordon Campbell commented  
  on the “concept meter” to monitor in-house usage, is that in the future?  

A: Dave Conway: That is the Smart Metering Technology. The plan for this 
technology is 5 years. We looked at a number of utilities throughout the 
world. Italy was able to do this in a 5 year time frame. The technology is 
still developing. The locations we’ve looked at provincially where we 
have an example are Fort St. John, Campbell River and the Lower 
Mainland. The ability for people to see what they’re using when they turn 
on the dishwasher, switch the dryer on, its that signal to them, as well as 
the price. It’s a combination of the two.  

C: Colin Zurowsky: One of the beauties of electricity even without the 
education or the marked meter is that you can see it. You turn the  lights 
off and you turn the TV off, you turn the computer off. In the north it is an 
easy way to conserve but we struggle with heat. I remember when Mark 
Jaccard was chair of the Commission; he instituted a 30% surcharge from 
November 1 thru to April on natural gas. I constituted here that we make 
widgets that had to be glued at 70 degree ambient temperature for 24 
hours. That better would be a disadvantage in Abbotsford where there are 
200 degree days and here there are 400 degree days. There is a balance 
that we need to fit and one size doesn’t fit all. It’s always a struggle; 
regional recognition, even with the carbon tax, lots of push back in rural 
BC.  

 C: Dave Conway: We’re seeing push back with incremental too. North  
  actually is second lowest in consumption use of electricity in the province. 
  We are certainly seeing high consumption on Vancouver Island because of 
  electric heat; gas was relatively new to them.  
 C: Colin Kinsley: My hydro bill is really little. Everything is on natural gas at 
  my house. Only thing electric are the lights and dishwasher. 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Some say if you were serious about buying green energy  
  you would do something like Ontario has done with rate differences. Have 
  you looked at that?   

A: Dave Conway: Not sure where that will go. We have spoken to the 
potential IPPs and the Forestry Industry related to biomass. It is evident 
that it can’t be competitive in terms of costs. To make it pay and to be able 
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to use the fiber, it would have to be higher than what we are presently 
getting for other projects. There is also a supply issue. We looked at that 
and we haven’t gone to the extent Ontario went to with price. We are 
looking at the standing offer call that is a set price with a set contract for 
small projects under 10 MW. I know that the city has looked at some 
different things related to that.  

C: Colin Zurowsky:  We have been following community energy systems for 
many years. I have toured all of Denmark, parts of Sweden and Finland 
looking at combined heat power plants using various things. The Dutch 
use forest waste and also garbage. In Denmark, for example, they don’t 
have a provincial government, they have local and federal government and 
landfills are outlawed. Either they recycle it or burn  everything. The 
communities fight over who is going to get the energy plant. They pick up 
thermal energy in a closed hot water system and the city of 15,000 people 
will have this advantage of clean hot water heat coming from the plant. 
They’ve been doing it in Burnaby for 20 years. Biomass is the way to go. 
We’re not big enough to do it up there. Burning of garbage was debated at 
one time. Combining a few communities, we’re just not close enough 
together to do it.  

C: Dave Conway: When you start burning, you need a lot. 
C: Colin Kinsley: We don’t want to burn fuel driving stuff to the plant. 
C: Dave Conway: Wendy will talk a little a bit about that when we talk about 

the reservoir. 
 Q: Colin Kinsley: The government isn’t talking about subsidizing any of  
  these green producers, are they?  
 A: Dave Conway: No.  
 C: Colin Kinsley: That is the difference between the Nordic Countries. It is  
  subsidized.  
 C: Dave Conway: Not that I have heard. I don’t know what is happening  
  related to biomass but the indication is that there is no potential.   
  Producers were saying that the price required to make it feasible is   
  certainly well above what we are presently paying. It was 76 dollars per  
  MWh in our last call. 
 Q: Colin Kinsley: What do we pay now? 
 A: Dave Conway: Individually? About 6.9 cents per KW per hour so about  
  69 dollars per MWh. It is still cheaper.  
 Q: Colin Kinsley: Has anyone had the courage to talk about nano   
  completion? 

A: Dave Conway: It gets raised. We heard about it during pre-consultation 
and Round 1 as a suggestion. The difference is, if developed it would be 
the IPP Alcan bringing it to us and it would not be Hydro doing it. 

 C: Colin Kinsley: When I talked to the Premier about it, he is adamantly  
  opposed. Alcan could never bring it back but maybe BC Hydro could. It is 
  thought that Alcan made the mistake. We would have had the cold water  
  release and it would have been protected and we would have   
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  watered that area. If the First Nations issues would have been resolved, it  
  would have saved the tax payer half a billion dollars and we would have  
  had the power. Politics gets in the way of doing it.  
 

Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 

 
 Q  Colin Kinsley: Where are you getting the drop? 
 A Wendy Lannin: Basically the 52 m of head you are creating at the dam site 

 is rock and that is where we are getting our power source.  
 Q Colin Kinsley: So, in that particular site there is no natural drop? It is just 

 the most appropriate place to build the dam?  
 A Wendy Lannin: Yes, that is correct.  
 

Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
 

 C: Dave Conway: If this was built, we are asking people   
  could there be a legacy benefit to recognize local regional impacts. 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Like the Columbia Basin Trust Initiative? 
 A: Dave Conway: Yes, it could be like the Northern Development Initiative. 

 People have listed low rates and infrastructure. We are looking to qualify 
 exactly what they mean.  

 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: How do you qualify the number? 
 A: Dave Conway: We haven’t. It hasn’t come to that level. It is more 

 conceptual about what it could be. There is no mechanism on how that 
 would operate and how you attach a number to it.  

 C: Don Zurowsky: One thing for consideration is the connectivity of that area  
  to the Pine Pass; a major upgrade.  
 C: Colin Kinsley: One thing you have to consider is that you can’t take oil  
  field equipment over the highway because the bridge is over the rail  
  line. We have brought this to Kevin Falcon’s attention. If we want to have 
  that connectivity between Prince George as a service center to the gas  
  industry; we have to do something about those impediments.  
 C: Dave Conway: There is 12 km stretch that is narrow and winding.  
 C:  Don Zurowsky: That is really limiting. It appeals to us and it appeals to  
  our Northern Neighbors.  
 C: Dave Conway: We encourage you to put that in your feedback or make a  
  submission as a council. 
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Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 

  
 C: Dave Conway: As part of the Energy Plan, if you are going to use   
  coal, it has to be 100% sequestered.  
 C: Colin Kinsley: Again, coal is used in Scandinavia very efficiently. 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: How do you sequester coal? 
 A: Dave Conway: You take the gas emissions and put it back underground  
  into a vacant cavity; that is my understanding. You then don’t have the  
  emissions in the air shed.   
 

Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
 Q: Colin Kinsley: Why does biomass not have to be sequestered and coal  
  does? 
 A: Mark Bowler: It’s the way biomass is counted. Biomass comes   
  from crops and trees and when it is burned it goes back into the crops and  
  trees on the land. So it is netted out at zero. Coal comes out of   
  the ground and it doesn’t go back into the ground. That is the theory. 
 C: Colin Kinsley: That is good to know. I was thinking more in terms of  
  matter in the atmosphere. The critics say that both are unacceptable.  
 C: Mark Bowler: The difference is when you take a tree down, it will become 
  a tree again. It is just how it is measured. 
 C: Don Zurowsky: It is a very debatable argument; the way that it is   
  measured. 
 C:  Mark Bowler: There is lots of debate about it. 

Q: Colin Kinsley: We don’t debate that using wood is good. It is mother 
nature’s natural renewable resource for construction. If you sequester the 
carbon  that is used in furniture and houses rather than let it rot in the 
forests. What is the number when you allow forests to naturally rot or 
garbage to sit in a landfill? It is 7 to 9 times than normal?  

 A: Mark Bowler: The production from a landfill of methane is 300 and  
  10 times more potent as a green house gas than carbon dioxide    
  because it stays in the  atmosphere10 times longer.  
 

Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
There were no comments received. 
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Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 
C: Don Zurowsky: Unless BC Hydro, the provincial highway network, or the 

Ministry of Forestry maintain it in the long hull. We don’t need any more 
roads to maintain with low critical mass.  

 C: Wendy Lannin: That’s exactly the type of feedback we’re looking for. BC  
  Hydro would prefer not to have anyone near the facilities for security  
  proposes unless it is strongly felt that this would be a community benefit.  
  We’re seeking feedback on whether access is feasible or wanted.  
 C Don Zurowsky: We would rather spend money on technical   
  improvements  to the Pine Pass. 
 C: Wendy Lannin: Please add that comment to your feedback form.  

C: Dave Conway: We spoke to Fort St. John and they said that you can stand 
on the bank and look across the river and that you could be there in 10 
minutes; however it takes them 2 hours to get there now. Chetwynd sees 
the same sort of benefits. Unless you have highway grade road, everything 
will go to Fort St. John. They can’t compete with the distance. There are a 
lot of balances between the communities and how people feel. It depends 
on where they are coming from.    

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation 
There were no comments received. 
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Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 

 
 C: Colin Kinsley: We could have a community energy system in the work  
  camp right there on site as you go forward. You got your energy   
  supply in 7 years.  
 C: Wendy Lannin: Except that the work camp is a long way from the   
  reservoir so you have to look at all the different balances. 
 

Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 
 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Is there opportunity to do a pre-dredge? 
 A: Wendy Lannin: There is. There would be an opportunity but then where  
  would you put it? Where is it going to be used? Everything has an impact.  
  There are trade offs for everything.  
 C: Don Zurowsky: And dredging is commonly more costly to the market than 
  the market value of the gravel in this area.  
 C: Wendy Lannin: Yes, in this area. We recognize it as a resource. We want  
  to make the best decisions and have the best information forward.  
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Are you talking from a time period point of view, if this  
  decision was to move ahead that it would be begin 7 years from now? 
 A: Dave Conway: No. The time frame on this regulatory process is 2-3  
  years, procurement and engineering stage is another year and then   
  construction is 7 years. You are looking at 11 years not counting decision  
  making time as well. So you’re not looking on having any energy   
  production if the project were to move ahead until 2019/2020. We are  
  doing this pre-work to have a viable option.  

Q: Don Zurowsky: At what point do you start getting serious about geo-
technical and at what point of time would you start construction?  

A: Wendy Lannin: We are doing geo-technical investigations right now to fill 
in the gaps in parallel with this process.  

 C: Dave Conway: It is probably 5-6 years before looking at construction  
  period. There are big assumptions in that.  

Q: Colin Kinsley: Do you have separate but parallel discussions with First 
Nations? 

A: Dave Conway: Yes, it is a separate but parallel process that Jack 
Weisgerber is leading. It is presently in protocol agreement discussions. 
So primarily the work we are doing right now is related to Treaty 8 and 
the 6 First Nations that are more directly impacted. We are working with 
Macleod Lake separately. Blueberry has basically separated from the main 
group to do their own  thing and we are working with the other chiefs in 
council. We have identified 28 First Nations within the region from 
Macleod Lake to the Arctic and Mackenzie. 

 Q: Colin Kinsley: Are most of them part of Treaty 8? 
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 A: Dave Conway: A lot of them are. A substantial portion of Treaty 8 is in  
  Alberta.  

C: Wendy Lannin: I can see that people would want access for recreational 
access; particularly on the right bank 

 C: Colin Kinsley: I can see people wanting access for recreation   
  purposes.  
 

Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock 

  
 C: Colin Kinsley: There is lots of riprap available if you straighten out Pine  
  Pass.  
 C: Mark Bowler: We are suggesting that the riprap come from Pine Pass.  
 

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 

  
C: Colin Kinsley: It’s interesting for a layperson that when I look at what has 

to be relocated and yet none of it can be used in the dam construction. 
C: Don Zurowsky: 47 million cubic meters is a lot of ground. In terms of 

dredging we have are about ¼ million cubic meters. 
 C: Wendy Lannin: A lot of material has to be moved hence the 7 year   
  construction period. 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Is this reclaiming much irritable land for agricultural  
  purposes? 
 A: Mark Bowler: We’ve begun discussions with the Agricultural Land  
  Commission about that and that land is all part of the agricultural reserve,  
  but it’s not actually being farmed at the moment.  
 C: Don Zurowsky: None of it is? 
 A: Mark Bowler: Not right at the dam site. On the North Bank, there is the re- 
  stabilization project because there is a ranch there, but because it is on the  
  Agricultural Land Reserve and it has the capability of being good land. So  
  from a permanent project view, if it’s capable and it could be used in  
  future we’d be trying to turn a lot back into agriculturally suitable land  
  with those habitat restraints and safety constraints.  
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Do you have ratings for how irritable the soil is? 
 A: Mark Bowler: We have the soil type classifications and the capability  
  ratings. It is largely from 1 to 3. In those areas, there are not many flat  
  spots. 
 Q: Colin Kinsley: So it is grazing land? 
 A: Mark Bowler: Yes, but since we are moving materials we can make it any  
  shape we want. 
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 Q: Don Zurowsky: Is 1 the best? 
 A: Colin Kinsley: Yes. The numbers are 1-7; 1 is best and 7 is the worse.  
 

Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies 

  
 C: Dave Conway: Approximately 5300 hectares would be flooded out and  
  2800 hectares of that is productive agriculture land (class 1 to 3 soils), 100 
  to 200 hectares of that is class 1 soils.  
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Class 1?  
 A: Dave Conway: Apparently the farthest North reach of class 1 soils.  
 Q: Colin Kinsley: Is it because of contours that it is used primary as grazing? 
 A: Dave Conway: No, the land is used for vegetation, potatoes and   
  vegetables. The lands haven’t been worked in about 5 years. This is BC 
  Hydro owned land which was bought from a farmer and then leased back  
  to them. They have been using them for grazing of horses for the last  
  couple of years.  
 C: Don Zurowsky: I’ve heard that in the Peace River region it will   
  affect the water in Peace River in Alberta and in BC. I heard that MP Jay  
  Hill was in opposition of this project.  
 C: Dave Conway: Jay Hill hasn’t said anything recently.  
 C: Don Zurowsky: I’m sure that he has been informed or educated. 
 Q: Don Zurowsky: The employment population forecasts and the sustainable  
  impacts on the Fort St. John region – what is the sustainable job view? 

A: Mark Bowler: Is some respects we’ve been lucky, oil and gas have put a 
lot of pressure on Fort St. John for growth. We are working with the City 
of Fort St. John. We are trying to determine if we had another increment 
on top of what is going on now, what would be necessary? What are we 
running out of with respect to resources or infrastructure? Their landfill 
has almost topped out and there is a water resource problem. There are a 
number of things to consider because of growth, and there is also training 
and labor. We are working with the city on this. We are just beginning to 
access these things now.  

C: Dave Conway: At peak the project is projected to have 2500 workers. The 
initial plan has two work camps on the north and south bank. We have 
heard a lot from the city. They’d like as much incorporation as possible as 
opposed to a work camp model. 

 Q: Colin Kinsley: It’s a strange approach for a city that has zero occupancy  
  rate and high housing prices. Where is the city on this? 

A: Dave Conway: They haven’t taken a position. They want to be involved 
on an ongoing basis and they want as much planning time as possible 
particularly when you have a workforce like that. Ultimately if the project 
goes ahead, you are only looking at 50 workers working full-time once the 
project is built, it is not a high number.  
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 C: Mark Bowler: It is actually that transition that is on top of mind with the  
  city. What about the services, and infrastructure when construction  
  finishes? What does happen? The camp is a top priority and so is the phase 
  of scaling down, because they want to plan for the boom/bust cycle. 
 C: Colin Kinsley: There are other community costs such as policing and other 
  issues.  
 

Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 

 There were no comments received. 
 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
  

Closing remarks:  
 

 C: Colin Kinsley: We may need to present this to council to gain perspective.  
  There are only 2 of us here out of 9.  
 C: Dave Conway: Looking at that and looking forward, one of the other  
  things of course is, from a community relations perspective, presentations  
  and outreach and different forums. We are more than happy to come to  
  council after the election once council has been established again.  

C: Don Zurowsky: The challenge is that this is after the input deadline for this 
phase. 

 C: Dave Conway: Unfortunately, yes.  
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 C: Don Zurowsky: I think it would be productive to get a copy of this to all  
  the councilor’s slots. It would be worth a phone call to each member.  
 Q: Don Zurowsky: Have you met with IPG? 
 A: Dave Conway: Yes. They have been invited to tonight’s meeting as well.  

C: Don Zurowsky: We appreciate you taking the time for us. 
C:  Dave Conway: The deadline for feedback is November 30th.  If council 

wants to make a submission, it can be in any format. It does not have to be 
a feedback form. It can be personal feedback as well. BC Hydro is 
committed to including that feedback as part of the Stage 2 report that will 
go to government as well as the financial and the technical information. 

 
5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 11:20 a.m.  
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 

 
PRINCE GEORGE 

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING 
October 21, 2008 

 
Notes from a stakeholder meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project Team on 
October 21, 2008 at the Ramada Hotel Prince George (444 George Street, Prince George, 
BC). 
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Mark Bowler, BC Hydro 
   Dave Conway, BC Hydro  

Debbie Bachmeier, BC Hydro 
Wendy Lannin, BC Hydro 
Randy Reimann, BC Hydro  

   Chris Horwood, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Recorder 
   
STAKEHOLDERS:  
   Norman Arnott, Resident 
   Pat Card Hurst, Telus Engineering 
   Ed Chanter, McElhanney Consulting Service Ltd. 
   Floyd Crowley, Resident 
   Mike Fawcett, Brock White Construction Materials 
   Wil Fundal, CBC 
   Rick Hannah, River & Jet Boat Safaris 
 Steve Helle, UNBC 
   David Holm, Resident 
 Richard Labonne, Local 1611 Laborers  
   Heather Larson, UNBC Student 
   Reg Longmore, Houle Electric 
   Jim Loose, Resident 
   Ken Maddox, McElhanney Consulting Services Ltd.  
   Vic Mazur, River & Jet Boat Safaris 
   Ben Meisner, Opinion 250 
   Elaine Meisner, Opinion 250 
   Chris Mikulasik, Resident 
   Jack Milburn, Resident 
   Keith Parsonage, Houle Electric 
   Todd Patterson, IDL Projects Inc. 
   Gordon Pierre, Tsay Keh Dene 
   Dave Read, Resident 
 Laurie Rujtad, Resident 
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 Terry Teegee, Takla Lake First Nations 
   Rosalind Thorn, NBCCA 
   Dick Voneugen, Resident 
 Derek Walters, Resident 
   Allan Wishart, Prince George Free Press 
 
The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 

 Participants were concerned with potential environmental impacts such as climate 
change (fog), mercury contamination and sloughing.  

 Support was expressed for Site C, citing financial and employment benefits, 
recreational opportunities and the availability of cheaper, reliable power for the 
province.  

 Participants wanted to know why Site C is being considered over other options, 
requesting additional information about energy alternatives.  

 Participants expressed concern regarding employment opportunities for the 
construction of Site C.  

 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda and 
noted that time will set aside before the end of the meeting to allow participants 
time to complete the Feedback Form.   
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names and we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
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3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 
The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 

C: Carolyn Butt: I just want to tell you about getting ready for this 
consultation and the opportunities for people to participate. There were 
23,000 household mailers mailed out to households in the Peace area 
telling residents about the consultation and the opportunities to participate. 
There were stakeholder and open house print ads run 41 times in 11 
different newspapers most of them in the Peace are and also in the 
Vancouver Sun. There have been radio ads, 15 to 30 seconds since 
September 22nd and they run right through to almost the end of the 
consultation telling people about the open houses and how to participate. 
We have worked with stakeholder lists and sent out at least 1700 emails. I 
am sure that most of you have received some of these emails more than 
once and have also received phone calls and follow-up phone calls as we 
are trying to ensure that everyone has an opportunity to participate. If you 
look inside your discussion guide in the front cover, it tells you all the 
different ways that you can submit the feedback. There is a feedback form 
in the back of this discussion guide and you have until November 30th to 
submit that. You can go online to the web address that is in here. You can 
fill out your feedback form interactively. You can call the 1 -800-number 
and leave your comments there. You can submit written submission by fax 
or you can phone in. We thank you for coming.  

  

Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation 
First…Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; 
Reinvesting in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
 
Q Floyd Crowley: Where are you getting the new generators? 
A Dave Conway: They are being rebuilt on site. 

 
Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received. 
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Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
 
Q Gordon Pierre: Are they going to do long term research on down stream 

impacts?  
A Mark Bowler: That is being done continually. The idea with this project on 

the water side is changing the release point further down would change the 
water temperature slightly. There is modeling underway to look at ice 
formation for instance. One of the things we want to emphasize is that the 
reservoir would not be used for storage. Any water would go right through 
the system. So from the general amount of water it wouldn’t be any 
different going down the river.  

Q Mike Fawcett: So there is no downstream volume production?  
A Mark Bower: No, there is no downstream volume production. 
Q Derek Walters: You mentioned generators, is that where you’ll get 

efficiency or are you changing the turbines themselves? 
A Dave Conway: At the W.A.C. Bennett Dam is a combination of both. We 

are changing the turbines and the generators. We will also get about a 4% 
gain out of the water efficiency by changing the turbines out.  

Q Chris Mikulasik: What kind of workers are you talking about? Will we be 
bringing in foreign workers? 

A Dave Conway: We are not at the procurement stage yet. No plan has been 
made as to where the workers would come from or who they might be.  

 
Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
Q Dick Voneugen: How would you have derived the conservation figure?  
A Randy Reimann: BC Hydro commissioned the Conservation Potential 

Review. It is a study that we did to look at all economic sources. We 
looked at where there is potential to save energy and if there is more 
efficient technology to do it. We then assess the economics of it and assess 
the economic achievable potential. That was done with a consultation 
group with about 30 people from different areas and different backgrounds 
around the province.  
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C Dick Voneugen: Under large Hydro Site C, you show here 4,600 
gigawatts. I thought earlier figures said 900 megawatts. 

C Randy Reimann: There is a difference between the capacity and the 
energy. The capacity, the 900 megawatts, is at peak hours of the day 
sometime in the winter. It is a rate of producing power so that is 900 
megawatts. The 4,600 gigawatts is how much on average over the year.  

Q Ken Maddox: Where are those energy costs measured? 
A Randy Reimann: You see the adjusted UEC range, not everything is 

captured perfectly but essentially delivered to the Lower Mainland which 
is what we are trying to understand.  

Q Floyd Crowley: How could you come up with a planned use time for Site 
C that is 70 years when wind is 20 years? How it is that wind is less than 
the dam? 

Q Randy Reimann: What happens is that the wind equipment is run until it 
needs to be replaced or rebuilt in about 20 years.  

Q Floyd Crowley: So the existing generators will last 70 years before you 
have to replace the parts? 

A Randy Reimann: There are more movable pieces on the wind turbine. The 
Peace Dam lasts about 30 to 40 years.  

C Floyd Crowley: But it says 70 years. 
C Randy Reimann: The difference is that the dam which is the most of the 

cost lasts for 70 years and the wind farm is all mechanical components. So 
once those wear out, you have to replace the whole thing. Therefore it is 
100 per cent of the costs that you replace.  

C Dave Conway: To be clear, that is from a planning perspective. If you 
build a dam like this and you maintain it, it is in for good, it is not in for 
70 years. The dam is in indefinitely as long as you maintain it.  

C Dave Reid: When Site C was first proposed, one thing was the emergence 
of natural gas generation which was much cheaper at that time. In this 
graph it shows the natural gas price range much higher than cost range. 
What are the things that have made that difference because Site C has not 
become cheaper over the years? 

C Randy Reimann: The price of gas is a big factor. What is it going to be in 
the future? In North America as it becomes more limited we are looking at 
natural gas being imported in. There are locations that need to be built 
which will come from off-shore. So we start entering into a global market 
for natural gas. The question is how much is it going to cost to deliver 
that? The other aspect is the green houses gases that it emits. The whole 
world is moving in that direction. The Energy Plan requires us to offset all 
emissions which is also expensive. 

Q Richard Labonne: None of this power is going to the US? There is no 
exportation? Is there anything that says we have to provide US with power 
in the future? 

A Randy Reimann: In the 2007 Energy Plan, the Government said we were 
getting to the point where we were starting to rely on the US market to 
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supply us with energy and what the government said is that we don’t want 
to be held to the US markets and their functionality. They want us to be 
self-sufficient and have enough energy to meet our needs even in dry 
water years.  

C Dave Conway: The project, if built would be used to increase capacity. We 
do export/import on a per hour basis all the time. When we have a surplus 
in the system we would export, particularly in the spring and summer 
when we are re-filling the reservoirs. There is a good opportunity for the 
energy at this facility to be exported.  

C Ben Meisner: This project would produce power cheaper than wind or 
other sources and to construct this project would mean we could produce 
cheap power in BC. What we do beyond this is up in the air. Someone 
asked what they could do to make us conserve? They will just increase the 
price and that will make us conserve. The whole key is the plus or minus 
of 6 ft of the reservoir. It’s not going to change the level of Peace River 
significantly. It gives us an opportunity to produce cheap power for the 
next 60 years. This project is a win/win. It gives us the opportunity for 
incredible recreation. It gives First Nations the chance for land to sell to 
compensate for land lost. The whole problem is when I interviewed the 
Alberta Premier; I asked him and Gordon Campbell about Site C and they 
are not convinced they want it to go ahead. Keep in mind there are other 
constraints such as the users of the water downstream and he also pointed 
out that there is some opposition in the Northwest Territories dealing with 
temperatures and icy conditions. They would want to address these issues. 
They are having reservations over the project. In my mind, there is an 
incredible opportunity for work; it would be an economic benefit to the 
province. Wind power has taken on this flare like in Hawaii you can see 
the old towers laying on the ground. They are trying to get new towers. 
Wind has a shelf life. Site C has incredible opportunity with a plus/minus 
of 6 feet of the river level. We have been going around on this project for 
a long time. Until you have people solidifying some things I fear we will 
be stuck.  

C Dave Conway: I will make two comments on what you just raised. The 
first is the downstream and the use of the water. The province of BC, the 
province of Alberta and the Northwest Territories are presently engaged in 
discussion regarding water use and those discussions are ongoing. The 
other thing is there is discussion between BC Hydro and First Nations. It is 
a separate but parallel process. Presently the discussions are about 
protocol and what that might look like and what consultation might look 
like. We have identified 28 First Nations from McLeod Lake to the mouth 
of the Mackenzie River that we should speak to in the potential 
development of the project. There are varying degrees on what those 
impacts might look like. Certain First Nations in the Treaty 8 portion of 
the province from Fort St. John, one might think would be more impacted 



 
Site C Project Definition Consultation – Round 2 

 Prince George Multi-stakeholder Meeting – October 21, 2008 (3:30pm-5:30pm) 
Page 7 of 15 

by this project than those at the mouth of the Mackenzie. There is that 
process there.   

C Ben Meisner: There is win/win for First Nations as well. The benefits are 
not only for the people involved in construction but the recreational 
aspects as well. The stumbling block is Alberta, which really surprised me 
the position they took.  

Q Elaine Meisner: You say that Site C has possible localized climatic 
changes? 

A Mark Bowler: The water that comes out of the Peace Canyon wouldn’t 
have a chance to mix. It would remain at a warmer temperature. It was 
thought in the 70’s and 80’s that it could cause more fogging and could 
warm up the valley a little bit. That is important in terms of crops, driving, 
airports, etc. What we want to do is find out what is likely to happen. We 
have started to put in monitoring stations to model this effect 

Q Elaine Meisner: Some of the other resource options, most of their impacts 
seem to be short term, is this is forever? 

A Mark Bowler: Yes. Fogging, we would not be able to stop it. 
Q Terry Teegee: What about mercury issues from the flooding and the health 

impacts? 
A Mark Bowler: The amount of organic matter in the water itself leads to 

more mercury in the water. The key mitigating factor is to remove trees, 
shrubs from the reservoir and this is the key reason to do this; to reduce 
potential for mercury. Also you need to consider the sitting period, since 
all the water goes out in a 24 hour period, there is an opportunity for it not 
to build up as much. We are studying this as well. The key thing is to take 
out as much of the organic material from the reservoir before flooding.  

Q Heather Larson:  In the Revelstoke area, was it seriously impacted by 
fog? 

A Dave Conway: We’ll get back to you about that.  
Q Heather Larson: Could the same thing happen with Site C? 
Q Heather Larson: With the heavy metals, won’t there be erosion?  
A Mark Bowler: No. There are deposits of certain minerals which release 

mercury in Williston and the water in Williston is metal rich so we want to 
monitor that and build models to find slope stability, prevent sloughing, 
sliding, and mass wasting into the reservoir as well.  

C Wendy Lannin: There are significant studies regarding sloughing. The 
slopes around the reservoir have always been instable. We’re looking at 
different impact lines to study stability. There are a number of slopes 
we’ve identified as unstable. There has been a history of slides into the 
river and we have identified that. We are looking at 5 impact lines. The 
most obvious is the flood impact line and we’re looking at erosion lines; 
as the reservoir is defined you will have new erosion and beaching. From 
that process we are identifying the slopes and the impact lines. We are 
looking at the impact lines from large slides, concurrent impact lines, and 
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if there were a slide where would the water go and what the safety lines 
would be. There is quite a bit of work being done on that.  

C Chris Mikulasik: Fogging was a topic in Rd. 1 and I was hoping that you 
would have more of an answer on that.  

C Dave Conway: Yes and we’re continuing work on that, its one of the 
studies we’re doing.  
 

Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country 
 
Q Mike Fawcett: The 9310 hectares indicated on the map, is that accurate as 

what Site C would look like in terms of footprint? 
A Dave Conway: Yes. It is approximate. It is based on information that is 

25-30 years old which we are updating.  
C Mike Fawcett: The power generation numbers that are shown show 900 

megawatts for 9310 hectares at Site C, but Dinosaur Lake produces 700 
megawatts out of 809 hectares. What makes the difference in power 
generation?  

C Wendy Lannin: It depends on the head, how far the water is dropping and 
how much energy you get from top to bottom. 

 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results 

 
C David Helm: For 41% of people it is very important to improve 

infrastructure, and 39% for local employment, what are we doing to 
emphasize local employment?  
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C Dave Conway: We are not making a predetermination about that. We 
combined both the extremely and very important when we came up with 
the numbers, so move from 74 – 65% this is what people in the 
community want. We hear a lot about jobs and skills training and training 
development. We need to develop that base. It is not there yet. By no 
means are we predisposed one way or the other. 

C David Helm: It distresses many in the north that economic development is 
concentrated in the southwest of this province. If we produce cheap 
energy, why can’t we use this as leverage to force development in this 
area? Would it be an idea to change the billing system that BC Hydro uses 
from as delivered KW hours to as generated before transmission costs?  

C Dave Conway: There is certainly potential. Please put that feedback in.  
Q Richard Labonne: What are you doing down the road for future engineers 

for BC Hydro? For UNBC to train future engineers for this province, BC 
Hydro could give money to universities to train future engineers. 

A Dave Conway: We do have scholarship programs related to particular 
fields and also directly related to engineers. I’ll follow up with you.  

C Richard Labonne: I can give you some examples.  
C Dave Conway: I would be pleased to talk with you about that afterwards.  
 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation 
 
Q Elaine Meisner: It says that clearing activities would occur over 7 years. 

With the construction and the impact on forestry, what are you going to do 
with the material? 

A Wendy Lannin: We are planning on working with the local forestry 
companies in doing this planning. We say that we are doing this in a 7 
year period. The logging would take 1-2 years, but spreading it out in 7 
years allows minimizing impacts with local forestry companies and work 
with them.  

Q Elaine Meisner: What are you going to do with it though? There is 
virtually no market for lumber. 

A Wendy Lannin: There is no market in today’s market but when we go to do 
this, this in not going to happen for another 4 to 6 years before we start. 
Hopefully the situation won’t be the same. We don’t know what the 
situation will be in that time. We can’t plan for today’s situation for 7 to 8 
years from now.  

Q Elaine Meisner: Do you have an estimate on merchantable timber? 
A Wendy Lannin: It is about 1.9 million cubic meters from 1999 data. There 

have been no additional studies done since then.  
Q Elaine Meisner: What is the estimate of the value? BC Hydro would be 

the net benefactor of the timber right? 
A Dave Conway: We don’t have the number. We are working on that now. 

BC Hydro is not necessarily the benefactor. Some of it is Crown land and 
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lots of the timber is already part of timber licenses. For example Canfor on 
the northside and West Fraser, Louisiana Pacific, Tempack on the 
southside. A lot of the timber is licensed and part of their long term plans. 

 
Q Ben Meisner: In clearing the shore, will it change fluctuation of water 

levels? 
A Wendy Lannin: Yes, there will be fluctuations plus or minus 3 feet in the 

reservoir. Site C will likely remain the same as it is.  
C Dave Conway: If you maintain fluctuation of plus or minus of 3 feet you 

have flexibility downstream. If it were a flatter operation, one foot would 
restrict and effect variable flows downstream as a result. It depends on 
what you do with the operation of the reservoir which will impact the river 
downstream below the Site C project.  

Q Ben Meisner: I’m confused. Based on what we have today in the Peace 
River below Hudson’s Hope, if you were to construct Site C, what will be 
the fluctuations of river below Site C?  

C Dave Conway: At present time, it would be similar downstream from Site 
C as what you see now from Dinosaur Peace Canyon Dam, which  is 
about plus or minus 5 feet. 

 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 
There were no comments received. 

  
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 
There were no comments received. 

  
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 
 
Q Richard Labonne: What about the sink hole we have now? 
A Wendy Lannin: Hopefully we will learn from the sink hole. It is a standard 

production procedure and the sink hole was a special case. Earth filled 
dams with impervious cores are very common.  

C Richard Labonne: The material was from around there. It is my 
understanding that the sand came in slightly damp because of the standing 



 
Site C Project Definition Consultation – Round 2 

 Prince George Multi-stakeholder Meeting – October 21, 2008 (3:30pm-5:30pm) 
Page 11 of 15 

pools and it became very big. I would like to see something done so we 
don’t make the same mistake. 

C Wendy Lannin: We always try and learn from our mistakes. It is a standard 
construction procedure. Those survey stakes are in every dam. Its just 
unfortunate how it happened at W.A.C. Bennett, we don’t have the same 
concerns. 

C Randy Reimann: It’s not entirely unusual for W.A.C. Bennett dam either. 
The older earth filled dams start to have sink holes. There are places where 
water flows through. BC Hydro had the dam surveyed a year before the 
sink hole. One of the questions we ask is what do you normally see in a 30 
year life and when do you start seeing them? You want to keep surveying.  

Q Richard Labonne: What makes you decide to use the same materials 
instead of concrete?  

A Wendy Lannin: The foundations of this particular dam dictate the dam 
type. It is on a shale foundation which isn’t quite suitable for a concrete 
dam.  

Q Steve Helle: Are there any concerns over sediment build up? 
A Mark Bowler: From what I understand, in the Dinosaur reservoir and in 

the Site C reservoir, they expect them to fill up with sediment. Over the 
hundreds of years they would fill up with sediment, but from of a power 
generation point of view it doesn’t make any difference.  

C Floyd Crowley: In that particular case because you’re not using it as a 
reservoir. 

C Dave Conway: The assumption is that we would take action if there was a 
sediment matter at the facility.  

Q Floyd Crowley: Why are you taking all of this stuff from downstream 
instead of enhancing things upstream? Is the material upstream different? 

A Wendy Lannin: Where that big area is on the south side is very flat and it 
is easier to work in. Once you move upstream the slopes become very 
steep. It is a large flat area that is very close to the project and is easiest to 
work with.  

 
Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies 
 
Q Richard Labonne: Are you planning to do the same thing as with Dinosaur 

Lake with the recreation and boat launches, etc?  
A Mark Bowler: We would follow the Navigable Waters Protection Act to 

make sure that people could navigate from one side to the other. We 
would be blocking the navigation channel. It is one of those regulatory 
processes that have been mentioned. What we’re asking is what kind of 
features people are looking for, but it is difficult to say where they would 
be placed. There are constraints also from engineering depending on 
sloughing, impact waves, and dangerous sites.  
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C Richard Labonne: If the site could be used for fishing and camping, etc. 
that would be better. 

C Mark Bowler: We know we have to do something. We are constrained by 
environmental responsibility and safety, but yes it is definitely something 
we are considering. We are taking any suggestions that people have. 
Please include it in the feedback.  

C  Dave Conway: We have heard a lot in Round 1 Consultation that people 
would like to see that as a potential if the reservoir were developed as a 
potential benefit.  

C Richard Labonne: The socio-economic opportunities: in Vancouver they 
are short of trades, etc. but after 2010 the forecast is quite a bit of 
unemployment all over B.C. Can you predict that the jobs are going to 
stay in B.C. or will they need be to go out of province? With the closure of 
the mills and what is happening in the states there will be a lot of people 
looking for jobs. 

Q Mike Fawcett: What is the make-up of the land ownership affected by the 
reservoir? 

A Mark Bowler: It is 5340 hectares, it’s roughly half crown land right now 
and of the remaining half BC Hydro owns 65%. About 20% is privately 
held by farmers and land owners in the area. 

C Dave Conway: We don’t actively go out looking to purchase land. We 
have a Passive Land Acquisition Purchase Program since the late 70s. We 
have acquired a substantial amount of land through that program through 
the last few decades. With a lot of that land, the landowners sold us their 
land and we lease it back to them.  

Q Mike Fawcett: Of the remaining 20%, what is their attitude to the Site C 
project?  

A Dave Conway: I wouldn’t want to speak for them because it varies, but 
generally land owners in the valley are against the project. That would 
depend on the individual and the impact on each person, not just from 
flooding but from highway relocation, service roads and esthetics.  

Q Mike Fawcett: How many kilometers of highway realignment for 
Highway 29? 

A Dave Conway: It is about 23 km of Highway 29. The 4 main sections that 
cover about a 60 km, stretch between Bearflat to Hudson’s Hope past 
Lynx Creek. The major sections are Lynx Creek, Farrell Creek, Halfway, 
and Bearflat. 

Q Steve Helle: There is a huge list of studies here, when you have results, 
how will they be weighted? 

A Mark Bowler: At this stage it is pre-regulatory. They will tell us what to 
do and the regulatory process then would tell us what is important, what to 
focus on, what to study and what to re-do.  

Q Floyd Crowley: Who are they? 
A Mark Bowler: The regulators in the BC Environmental Assessment 

Process, the Canadian Environmental Process, and the BC Utilities 
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Commission. So those commissioners and the technical chiefs from 
various government departments would tell us.  

 
 

Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
 

Q Floyd Crowley: The oil and gas pipe line that crosses Moberly River: do 
you anticipate that it will have to be weighted or dealt with, or is it far 
enough away from the levels coming up that it won’t be affected?  

A Mark Bowler: We are starting to look at that now. The engineering teams 
are having a look at whether it can be built underwater or whether they 
would have to be changed, moved or upgraded. There are also some 
abandoned wells that we will have a look at as well.  

Q Floyd Crowley: With the transmission line, would it have to be widened? 
A Dave Conway: The aspects related to transmission from the potential Site 

C dam which would then go to Peace Canyon are included in the project 
cost. Transmission upgrades from Peace Canyon onwards are not included 
in the project cost. My understanding is that you wouldn’t need to widen 
the corridor. You would need to upgrade the conductor etc. but you 
wouldn’t need a wider corridor. BC Transmission Corporation looks at 
that, the capital planning and any upgrade work. It would be initiated by 
the development of the project if it were to go ahead.  

C Richard Labonne: The oil and gas from Taylor, they have technology 
today which is very precise.  

C Mark Bowler: I’m hearing those sorts of things, but just because the 
technology is there doesn’t mean it is easy.  

 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 
  



 
Site C Project Definition Consultation – Round 2 

 Prince George Multi-stakeholder Meeting – October 21, 2008 (3:30pm-5:30pm) 
Page 14 of 15 

Q Mike Fawcett: What is the time frame to fill the reservoir? 
A Mark Bowler: The construction period is quite long, it is7 years. The most 

rapid it could be filled is 3 weeks, where Williston took years. We are 
trying to figure out is what would be the best to do from an environmental 
perspective. It might be filled in stages. 

Q Mike Fawcett: Do you have enough control to mitigate filling or will this 
have to be controlled through construction processes? 

A Mark Bowler: It could be controlled, but it would cost the rate payer 
money.  

C Dave Conway: Our operating policy is 10,000 cubic feet per second 
minimum to 70,000 cubic feet per second maximum, unless we are 
required to spill. We are only one of the discharge points. We have major 
flows in the river depending on the time of the year and we have two 
major tributaries at the Moberly and Halfway that aren’t controlled so we 
have major flow in the river that we don’t have control over.  

Q Mike Fawcett: How far upstream is the Halfway from the dam site? 
A Wendy Lannin: About 40 km.  
Q Richard Labonne: What is happening with the windmills in Hudson’s 

Hope? 
A Dave Conway: That is not our project. That is Aeolis Wind. They are the 

ones that are bringing the turbines up. They are constructing and we are 
purchasing the power from them. We have an energy purchase agreement 
with them. 

C Randy Labonne: They have put together at least one turbine. I don’t know 
where the rest are sitting.  

 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
  

Closing remarks:  
  
C: Dave Conway: I thank you very much for coming out, asking your 

questions, providing your comments. We greatly appreciate that. I just 
wanted to re-iterate that no decision has been made to build the Site C 
project. We are in Stage 2 now and if it were to move to Stage 3 which is 
the full regulatory Environmental Assessment there would be consultation 
throughout the regulatory processes. BC Hydro is committed to including 
the feedback and the input that we receive from all sources including the 
stakeholder meetings, open houses, etc.; whatever way that you provide 
that feedback. It goes into the Stage 2 report that will be considered along 
with the updated financial information and the technical information that 
we are presently working on. Again thank you for coming out and we will 
stay around to answer any other questions if you want us to do that.  
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5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 5:30 p.m.  
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 
October 22, 2008 

 
Notes from a stakeholder meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project Team on 
October 22, 2008 at the Best Western Dawson Creek (500 Highway 2, Dawson Creek, 
BC) 
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro 
   Dave Conway, BC Hydro  

Kate O’Neil, BC Hydro 
John Nunn, BC Hydro 

   Chris Horwood, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Recorder 
   
STAKEHOLDERS: Barb Smith, Mayor of Pouce Coupe, PRRD 
   Lenore Harwood, Mayor of Hudson’s Hope, PRRD 
   Peter Thomas, CAO of Pouce Coupe, PRRD 
   Wayne Hiebert, PRRD  
   Tim Caton, PRRD 
   Fred Banham, PRRD 
   Faye Salisbury, PRRD 
   Kim Frech, PRRD 
   Shannon Anderson, PRRD 
   Bruce Simard, PRRD 
 
The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 

• Participants were interested in energy alternatives such as wind and geothermal.  
• Participants discussed issues regarding improvements to construction roads to 

manage increased traffic and public use of the access bridge.  
• Participants discussed several legacy benefits, including improved communication 

transmission (broadband Internet and cellular phone service) and utilizing 
materials not used in dam construction.  

• Participants commented that they would like to have First Nations join the 
community consultation with all other stakeholders.  

• Some participants were concerned that the flooding needed to build Site C would 
have a negative impact on agriculture in the region. 
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1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda and 
noted that time will set aside before the end of the meeting to allow participants 
time to complete the Feedback Form.   
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names and we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
C: Dave Conway: Thank you for coming out today particularly when we have 

lost Calvin this week. I wanted to recognize the fact that the Regional 
District is here. We at BC Hydro will certainly miss Calvin. He was a 
strong supporter of alternative energies. On a personal level I liked him, I 
knew him, I worked with him and personally I will miss him. I just wanted 
to take the moment and recognize that and recognize that he won’t be at 
the table today but his legacy will live on. He did a lot for the community 
and region. The other thing I would like to let you know is that Hugo 
Shaw has left BC Hydro. He had a career opportunity and took a job as the 
vice-president for projects for TransAlta. We are happy for him but sorry 
to see him to go as Project Director. A new Project Director, Danielle 
Melchior was named on September 29th. She is getting up to speed with 
the projects and will be hopefully participating in the open houses.   

 
No decision has been made to build Site C. We are in Project Definition 
and consultation. It is stage 2 of a 5 stage approach. Our deliverable for 
Fall 2009 is to provide a report with a recommendation to government. At 
which time government will make a decision sometime after that 
regarding whether they want us to move to Stage 3 which is the regulatory 
stage and involves a full environmental assessment on a federal and 
provincial level. Our regulator is the British Columbia Utilities 
Commission. 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
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Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation 
First…Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; 
Reinvesting in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
 
Q: Tim Caton: Do you have to apply to the ALC to take the land that you are 

going to flood from the Agricultural Land Reserve? 
A: Siobhan Jackson: According to the legislation, an application would have 

to be made. 
 

Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 
 

 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 
 
Q: Tim Caton: I see that you have wind and natural gas priced very similar, 

why is that? 
A: Dave Conway: Both of these are based on the cost experiences we have 

had in the past to bring this resources online. In our last call for example 
Wind projects were coming in around 76 dollars per mega watt. Natural 
gas is similar in costs. There is the range because of the volatility of 
natural gas in regards to the market place. Wind depends on where it is 
located, how expensive it is to put up and how close it is to the grid. You 
can have quite a large range in regards to that.  
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Q: Tim Caton: Wind that is being developed in the North requires 
transmission to the South, whereas with natural gas we already have pipe 
lines running through the province. Why would there not be a greater 
differential between wind and natural gas?  

A: Siobhan Jackson: Those transmission costs are factored in. This is 
considered a levelized cost when you take in to consideration the various 
costs of different locations or technologies. These are compared as 
delivered to load. Gas plants are less constrained by natural site 
conditions, whereas wind is driven by topography and geography which 
drives the range.   

C: Dave Conway: One other thing which is unique is greenhouse gas offsets 
are larger for natural gas which is included in the costs.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: So that’s unique to a greenhouse gas emitting resource 
and that is factored in to the range. 

Q: Fred Banham: Geothermal is so cost effective why don’t we see more of 
it? 

A: Dave Conway: There is nothing stopping IPPs from coming forward and 
developing it. If the cost range is there, as you see the example of South 
Meagar which is near Whistler and the close proximity to the grid, but no 
IPP has come forward to develop it.  

C: John Nunn: It’s been a potential resource option for over 20 years and no 
one has developed it. 

C: Fred Banham: Same thing here up in the valley.  
C: Dave Conway: It could be based on a number of reasons. It would be an 

interesting question to ask an IPP or the IPP’s of British Columbia why it 
hasn’t occurred. It might be because there is other lower hanging fruit that 
is perhaps more common in nature and familiar which is being developed. 

C: Fred Banham: And it begs the question with media stories on the 
accessibility. Wind is the big thing in Peace Canyon right now. They can’t 
get the turbines and the equipment up to the site locations 

A: Siobhan Jackson: Another meeting we had a manager from our Energy 
Planning Group reference institutional barriers. We stay involved with 
Government to understand if these are technically feasible, but they are 
able to come online within our jurisdiction. We try to understand if there is 
anything tangibly preventing those resources.  

C: Dave Conway: If you look at the bottom of page 8 you’ll see the four 
resources: wave tidal, distributed generation, coal and solar. These are in 
blue because for us in the present time they are resources that aren’t 
considered by us because they aren’t economically feasible or they are still 
in a developmental stage. When we say that we are looking for 3 examples 
in the world where these resources are being used on a commercial level if 
we don’t find those then it is not at a level where it’s ready for use within 
British Columbia and it has to be cost effective compared to other 
resources here. We have the third lowest prices in North America. 
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Q: Fred Banham: Isn’t there a Tidal research project going on off of 
Vancouver Island near Tofino? 

A: Siobhan Jackson: I think there is a wave-energy research project which is 
similar technology. It is still in the research stage. There are programs 
around the world where people are trying to move these technologies into 
the commercial available market but they are not there yet in terms of us 
bringing them to our customers as a supply base.  

C: Bruce Simard: An Ontario company called Modial Energy Inc. is doing 
solar thermal installations to sell on the grid in Ontario. They have better 
prices there as an energy utility that is being used in hospitals and senior 
homes. It is installed on the roof and they continue to own it. It is run like 
a power generator or windmill and then sells the power. There is 
participation of industrial development and they sell power back to Hydro. 

C: Dave Conway: It sounds like distributed generation with some solar. 
Q: Fred Banham: Again your benchmark for measuring has to be 3 viable 

commercial operations somewhere in the world.  
A: Siobhan Jackson: This list as well came from BC Hydro doing research 

and working with actual market in British Colombia and asking IPPs 
which projects they are considering putting forward. In terms of large 
solar, there is not an IPP in British Colombia looking into that as a viable 
option for putting it on our system. This list that you see is where IPPs are 
focusing at the moment. 

C: Dave Conway: A lot of it will be cost as a driver and feasibility. If you 
look at the potential energy that each one of these resources can provide 
and then the adjusted unit range for each in dollars per megawatt hour. 
You can see with the Distributed Generation, you are up to 414 dollars. 
On a solar level for home use the return rate for residential is 60 to 100 
years. Technology is not there yet to drive the cost down. Water is a little 
different.  

Q: Tim Caton: Why is the capacity of small hydro only 13%? 
A: Dave Conway: It is primarily due to flow availability. There is an 

abundance of runoff in the springtime and summer with rain but those 
flow times drop off during the fall. It also depends on the location in the 
Province they are located and then a lot of its snow melt and depending on 
the location of it you can get freezing where you get no flow which is one 
the downsides of being in a northern climate. You have a drastic reduction 
in terms of flow in the winter when you need the energy the most. That is 
why 13% capacity.  

Q: Tim Caton: I can’t understand why you’d build a run-of-river project that 
can only utilize the peak flow periods of the river. Why not build one that 
uses flow at minimal level?  

A: Siobhan Jackson: I think it is really an economic question for the IPPs. 
C: John Nunn: The ones that I am familiar with are not built for peak flow, 

but for a quarter of the peak and still in the winter they run out of water. 
The sizing and the actual capacity that they install is in terms with BC 
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Hydro’s Clean Power call. It is structured to avoid building big projects 
that will dump all the energy into the market when we don’t really need it. 
The Pacific Northwest has a lot of energy available in certain periods. 
There are some constraints to keep that size down. 

C: Dave Conway: And there is a premium if it is green. If it remains green 
they get more for it.  

Q: Wayne Hiebert: Your prices here are adjusted per megawatt hour, how 
does that relate to the customer? 

A: Dave Conway: As a resident you’re paying about 6.9 cents per kilowatt 
hour depending on how much you use.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: That is the cost to your home and this is the cost to the 
grid. 

Q: Wayne Hiebert: So the wind farms at 8.2 cents per kilowatt hour, has 23% 
reliability for 20 years?  

A: Dave Conway: Yes, and that is typically when the equipment needs to be 
replaced. 

C: Tim Caton- Not a very good return on your investment.  
C: Siobhan Jackson: The biggest investment is in the turbines themselves. 

The planning life reflects where most of the capital is invested in the types 
of technology. 

C: Wayne Hiebert: We are taking up lots of land with the wind farms and we 
need hydro dams to be the battery for them. This is expensive power, and 
BCUC is trying to get return for power taking higher cost power into the 
grid system. It is hard to look at it as a good business case. 

C: Dave Conway: There is no fuel cost once you have it constructed. You 
have done your capital costs; there are no fuel costs afterwards. Yes the 
reservoirs are battery for it but generally it is a good fit particularly in 
locations where we are water challenged, not necessarily with the W.A.C. 
Bennett Dam and the Williston Reservoir, but on the Columbia system we 
are much more challenged. We are adding a new generator at Revelstoke, 
but we don’t have the water. So it won’t create more energy, but it will 
help when we’re peaking. Wind helps us with that situation. It can be a 
good fit that way. It is more expensive power and it is combined with the 
cheaper power and with the legacy projects like the W.A.C. Bennett Dam.  

 
Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
Q: Fred Banham: Conservation has a negligible impact because it already 

exists?  
A: Dave Conway: Yes. You’re getting the energy back without really doing 

anything other than putting something in that reduces the consumption.  
Q: Wayne Hiebert: How much mercury is in those fancy light bulbs that we 

are using? 
A: Siobhan Jackson: I don’t know the answer to that. I think there are 

different light bulbs out there with different amounts of mercury in them. I 
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believe most retailers take them back for recycling which is the best place 
to take them. 

C: Wayne Hiebert: They say to put them in high use areas and then I’ve heard 
that they are going to get rid of the incandescent light bulbs so when you 
flip these off and on all the time, unless they do a technology change 
between now and then, we could be burning these new light bulbs out 
faster than we need too. They said at our board meeting that they would be 
phasing out the incandescent bulbs in a couple years time. You buy a 3-
way light bulb and the first ones that they came out with, you spent a lot of 
money on them and then you chuck them in the garbage after a short 
period of time because they don’t last. The newer ones are lasting longer.  

C: Dave Conway: I would like follow up with you afterwards about 
incandescent bulbs.  

C: Fred Banham: There are those new curly cube bulbs that you can’t use 
with a dimmer switch. 

C: Siobhan Jackson: I think there are specific ones that you can buy for it. 
Light bulb shopping is becoming complicated with all the choices.  

 
Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 
Q: Shannon Anderson: At the proposed site for Site C, the Fort St. John 

active landfill is at the end of 269 Road, directly north of the dam. We get 
calls all the time from people wondering if there has been any study as to 
the impact on the creek from the reservoir. 

A: John Nunn: Yes, that is a study. In Stage 3, an impact assessment would 
be done for the effect of inundation of the reservoir, the flooding of the 
reservoir, the leeching of the landfill and anything that would be required 
to improve containment for example. Something to remember is that the 
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reason the dam is at that location is because the shale bedrock is above the 
reservoir and not the flooding foundation of the landfill.  

Q: Shannon Anderson: Is shale impervious? I’m told that it is fairly porous 
rock.  

A: John Nunn: We’re doing a pump test right now. We’ll get back to you on 
the permeability. If we go on the information from the core of the site, it 
has low permeability.  

Q: Shannon Anderson: We’re getting calls even from the First Nations, have 
we looked into this?  

C: John Nunn: That is a great question in terms of reference for all the studies 
that would be done in Stage 3. The public has the opportunity to input into 
these terms of reference. This is something that is on our radar. The 
studies will incorporate everything.  

Q: Shannon Anderson: If this project proceeds and if there is any additional 
fill, we need capping for our landfill? 

A: John Nunn: Just wait a couple of pages. 
Q: Dave Conway: How much do you need? 
C: Shannon Anderson: 190,000 cubic meters.  
C: John Nunn: I’ll show you some numbers in a minute. 
C: Shannon Anderson: Onto the bridge access. We have had ideas for 

replacement of the Fort St John landfill site, and we understand that there 
are areas we’ve identified as good landfill site; this bridge would give us 
access to that area.  

C: Tim Caton: There is quite a depth of clay which would make a great 
 landfill site. 
Q: Dave Conway: Just to qualify, where are you looking at for the location of 

the new landfill? 
A: Shannon Anderson: On the Southside. No site in particular.  
C: Tim Caton: We would be open to an agreement about whether the bridge 

could be used or not by the public.  
C: Siobhan Jackson: This discussion guide is targeted at the public level, but 

in terms of inter-governmental use of the bridge, this is a good idea for 
discussion. 

Q: Lenore Harwood: What about dam safety?  
A: Dave Conway: Yes we are aware of that as a situation. We are quite 

concerned about the potential dangers related to that.  
C: Lenore Harwood: For my community, we have got concerns about that 

bridge.  
C: John Nunn: As a point of clarity, on page 12 in yellow are the construction 

access roads. If one looked at it from the perspective that the roads were 
going to be opened to the public, at point D you would have a large radius 
curve to go around and that would actually separate the public traffic flow 
from the power house. So those are factors to be taken into consideration 
for the finalizing of the alignment.  
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Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results 
 
C: Lenore Harwood: In terms of benefits, what we are looking for is 

communication services like broadband and phone services for Hudson’s 
Hope which are very crucial. We are looking for funding through the 
provincial grants right now. If you look at Highway 29 and some of our 
roads where there is no cell service between our communities that is 
something we are interested in. 

Q: Dave Conway: So, it is not hard line but, cell coverage that you are 
looking for?  

A: Lenore Harwood: It’s cell coverage along those long roads. 
Q: Dave Conway: And broadband internet, high speed internet?  
A: Lenore Harwood: Yes, broadband which everyone uses to communicate. 
Q: Lenore Harwood: When they talk about the upgrades to infrastructure to 

the roads, were there other roads mentioned in the comments? 
A: Dave Conway: Not that I am aware of. We do have the results of the 

Round 1 Consultation and we can provide you with a copy of that. 
C: Bruce Simard: The Old Fort Road is going to need lots of work especially 

with the heavy traffic, as well as the road to the dump. And on the North 
side there are huge amounts of traffic. There are going to be a lot of 
upgrades on that.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: Just associated with projects, this [feedback form] is 
asking for what else communities are looking for that would be beneficial.  

C: Lenore Harwood: I can see new road construction being important to the 
project but I have a problem with creating a new road.  

  
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 
There were no comments received. 

  
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 

 
Q: Shannon Anderson: How much of non-merchantable timber (waste) will 

there be? 
A John Nunn: I’m not sure about that. We’ll get back to you on that. 
C: Shannon Anderson: We’re looking at ways to dispose wood waste, like a 

bio-waste facility. We would love to partner with bio-mass energy, for 
long term solutions of our bio-waste.  
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C: Dave Conway: I have a ball park number from you that came from Kyle 
Robertson who has been involved in the reservoir preparation plan and he 
is using 1-1.5 million cubic meters of merchantable timber and about the 
same amount of waste wood as well. 

C: Bruce Simard: With the wood waste and vegetation, you could bring in a 
generator burner here and this could be a legacy project which would be a 
benefit to the region.  

C: John Nunn: Like a transfer station for example. 
C: Fred Banham: When I hear chipping or bio-energy projects, our solid 

waste committee is really active in this. We are down to 3 landfills now 
and if we could turn that into one for the entire Peace region that would be 
a good deal. Land filling isn’t publicly acceptable, but we could do bio- 
mass and recycling. Landfills are the cheapest method of taking care of the 
garbage.  

 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock 

 There were no comments received. 
  

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 

 
Q: Lenore Harwood: Is the earth filled dam to be built without a sink hole? 
A: John Nunn: That is the intent. There are lessons we learned from that 

project which will be incorporated into this project.  
 
Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies 

  There were no comments received. 
 

Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
Q: Barb Smith: Are there any studies on the water flows?  
A: Siobhan Jackson: In terms of flows, unlike the Bennett Dam, this is not a 

water regulating facility. It doesn’t have the capability to change flows 
downstream. It is essentially taking water from Bennett and Williston, 
flowing it through the Peace Canyon and then flowing it again through 
Site C. So within that 24 hour, 1 day period, what essentially goes in will 
come out.  
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Q: Barb Smith: Are we not changing the shoreline downstream? How will 
affect things further down? 

A: Siobhan Jackson: We’re developing characterization of what those 
downstream effects might be to determine effects and distances. When we 
speak of downstream, these effects are localized close to the project versus 
way downstream like the Mackenzie Delta. The Peace River is the second 
largest river in North America. With Site C, we would expect some 
changes around Taylor which would be timing changes, but pretty much 
once you get past Pine and the [Beaton], the relative effect will be 
attenuated downstream. Any shoreline effects are localized. We do have 
our hydrology department doing studies on that now.  

C: John Nunn: There are also studies on what might be the changes in water 
temperature down stream as well as sediment changes and how the gravel 
bars might change. 

C: Barb Smith: It is a domino effect. 
C: Siobhan Jackson: We’re developing studies for all of this, but generally 

temperature, sediment and flow change would be felt close to the project 
but not far downstream. We are working on determining, however, just 
how far “downstream” is and we will get the engineers and the Hydrology 
Department to calculate that. 

C: Lenore Harwood: I was thinking about my house on the river. 
C: Siobhan Jackson: Because you are close to Peace Canyon. 
C: Lenore Harwood: There shouldn’t be much change from what is 

happening right now.  
C: John Nunn: The one difference will be a timing difference. If the dam is 

built at Site C those changes will be happening at the same time. The same 
level of change, but at different times of the day because right now the 
water doesn’t have to travel 80 kilometers down to Fort St. John.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: One of the things we are talking about here is the 
physical changes and what we will do the effects assessment on. 
Depending on what you are concerned about, the information that you 
would need to know varies. If your consideration is the water supply at 
Taylor then we would be looking at the flow level, the ground water level 
and the sediment. If the consideration is something different, like bank 
erosion at a certain spot downstream, then again we would take a look at 
what data we need to determine how this will be affected by the project.  

Q: Lenore Harwood: What is Dinosaur Reservoir limnology? 
A: Siobhan Jackson: In order to help us in Stage 3 to do a prediction of the 

future and what the reservoir would be like, we are looking at the body of 
water upstream. We may also look at other bodies of water that would be 
similar to Site C if we think that it would help us predict things. 

C: John Nunn: It also includes a water temperature profile as you go down.  
C: Siobhan Jackson: Stratification, layering and lots of other things.  
Q: Tim Caton: Where do you get to be a garter snake wrangler? 
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A: Siobhan Jackson: In terms of approach, we have asked some consultants 
to identify potential studies and we are moving into the technical advisory 
committee process that has a great opportunity to actually talk to the staff 
or the ministries or the agencies and garter snakes came out for the 
Ministry of Environment for example. We now know that they are not a 
listed species, but the garter snake is at the northern extent of its range so 
it is unusual that they are in this region and we want to know more about 
them. 

C: Tim Caton: I’m not a snake man but I can tell you from experience that 
you will see an abundance of garters snakes one year and none the next. 
What happens to them in between? I have no idea. 

C: Siobhan Jackson: That comment speaks to the wildlife program and why 
we want to do multiple years of baseline studies so we can identify the 
seasonal abundance and variations which can be quite large and I know 
we’ve changed our methodology. We are trying to get some information 
on the fisher and the presence of fishers for example. They are very shy 
birds. We are using scented bait boxes. We are changing our methodology.  

C: Tim Caton: Fishers in that area in the 1960s and the 1970s were very 
abundant, because the rabbit and the link population were very abundant.  
When the rabbit population died out, the link and the fisher populations 
were depleted. The fisher population never came back. The fishers are 
very territorial and they love to eat dogs.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: I think we will have to change our bait boxes. Beaver is 
what we have been using. 

Q: Lenore Harwood: Will we ever see what is happening at First Nations 
consultation? 

A: Dave Conway: The First Nations consultation, as you are aware, is a 
separate but parallel process. In that process they are working on a 
consultation protocol agreement. The majority of the work is focused on 
Treaty 8 within the immediate area. Because of the nature of the 
consultation and obligation that we have, by mutual agreement most of 
those discussions are confidential. 

Q: Fred Banham: Why? 
A: Dave Conway: Jack Weisgerber would be better to provide a formal 

response as he is leading the consultation. It is recognized by the Crown 
and by the Charter as being different. There are different aspects related to 
that, like land claims as well as culture and heritage. For a formal response 
it would come from Jack and our First Nation’s team.  

Q: Lenore Harwood: When we look at consultation results on page 15, are 
the numbers inaccurate because they don’t include First Nations?  

A: Dave Conway: My understanding of the process with the First Nations is 
that it isn’t at the same level. It is negotiations related to the consultation 
agreement – primarily with Chief and Council.  

Q: Lenore Harwood: And how consultation is going to take place? 
C: Dave Conway: Exactly.  
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C: Tim Caton: So, your dam might not be built for another 25 years.  
C: Dave Conway: If you could, share with us what works and what doesn’t 

work. We know that the forestry companies have protocol agreements and 
we have talked with them.  

C: Fred Banham: You note the frustration in the tone of my voice. No one at 
Government will make a statement or define what the consultation is like 
going on with First Nations. No one at the Ministry of Transportation, 
Ministry of Lands, Ministry of Agriculture, or at BC Hydro. It is all 
different all over the place. No one can define it. How are we supposed to 
have meaningful discussions if we don’t know what’s happening around 
us. As Shannon said, we have projects hung up over consultation, but 
Victoria doesn’t want to accept things.  

C: Lenore Harwood: In the region. 
C: Fred Banham: This is not directed towards BC Hydro or the Site C 

project, but at the provincial government and the requirements for 
consultation. They don’t have a standard consultation protocol. Mike 
Caisley isn’t here, but he has contention with the consultation that industry 
needs to go through and again there is no directive or set protocol that is 
accepted. Industry is expected to go through this, but basically they have 
to buy their way through. That is not what consultation is supposed to be.  

C: Lenore Harwood: The frustration with me is that we are going through this 
process and trying to deal with some of the issues on the table. I thank you 
for doing this whole process for I have been finding it very interesting and 
I appreciate having a chance to voice my comments and concerns. But to 
know that there is a whole other process that may negate everything that 
we have just done…  

C: Dave Conway: This consultation process is engaged with community and 
stakeholders and we certainly are fine with First Nations attending. We 
haven’t seen a lot of First Nations attending. There was participation in 
Prince George – Takla First Nations.  

C: Fred Banham: And that’s good, but we should have a consultation process 
where everyone is involved. We’re probably all online.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: At the Technical Advisor process, the Blueberry First 
Nations has agreed to participate. They are present and sharing in the 
dialogue, but it is still in discussion with Treaty 8 if they will be at the 
table as well.  

C: Fred Banham: That’s fantastic that Blueberry is on the table, but where 
are the rest of them? It is just as important to them as well. 

C: Siobhan Jackson: It was BC Hydro’s request that brought them to the 
table, as well with the communities and the local government.  

 
 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 

 There were no comments received. 
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Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 
C: Tim Caton: If Site C is built and the valley is flooded, you realize the 

impact on the Northeast province – they will be able to grow food within 
100 miles as per the 100 mile diet. There are market farmers that can’t 
make a living right now, but things are going to change.  

C: Siobhan Jackson: That’s a good comment and that is why I emphasized 
that the agricultural impact would focus on the capability of the land 
regardless of the current use because it is looking at the long term 
production of the land and how we could be using it in the region. 

C: Tim Caton: With global warming it could have quite an impact.  
Q: Lenore Harwood: You have 240 hectares impacted in dam construction. 

How much land does BC Hydro own already? 
A: Siobhan Jackson: The 240 hectares is right in around the dam site. The 

land affected by the reservoir is approximately 5500 hectares, and roughly 
speaking about half is Crown land. BC Hydro owns more than half of the 
remaining. The numbers are not exact because the highway alignment has 
not been finalized and we have improved the elevation reservation data 
and that will affect that as well. Those rough numbers will give you a 
sense that 75% of the required lands are owned by the Crown or BC 
Hydro.  

Q: Lenore Harwood: Because half the land is owned by the Crown, the First 
Nations have a say on it. Would that be true of the half that is not Crown? 

C: Siobhan Jackson: Yes. There are requirements for consultation through the 
Environmental Assessment Process, which would roll those various 
provincial land applications together. Most provincial land applications 
require First Nation consultation as do water applications.  

Q: Tim Caton: Is there a requirement that First Nations sit at the 
Environmental Assessment table?  

A: Siobhan Jackson: The Environmental Assessment process, according to 
the provincial and federal Harmonization Agreement, is led by the BC 
Environmental Assessment Office and it is their responsibility to ensure 
their requirements are met. It is their process in terms on how they run it, 
who is invited and what roles they play. So much is laid out is legislation. 

 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines 
 
Q: Fred Banham: The new towers that are to carry power from the generator 

at Site C to the distribution center at Peace Canyon and the towers coming 
back from Fort St. John trunk line, would they become redundant? 

C: Dave Conway: The present 138, 000 KV towers? 
A: John Nunn: There hasn’t been a final decision made on that, but at the 

power plant there would be both voltages. It is possible that Site C could 
provide the local 138 KV service without those two lines.  
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C: Fred Banham: The reason I am asking is because that would narrow the 
right-of-way. 

C: John Nunn: That is one discussion that people are having.  
C: Siobhan Jackson: There is also a design option on our KV towers. This 

one you’re looking at is a historic design and we’re still reviewing it.  
Q: Fred Banham: From Peace Canyon down to the Fraser Valley and to 

points beyond; will there be more power lines required? A widening of the 
corridor of the Pine Pass down through to Caribou and where else it needs 
to go through?  

A: Dave Conway: Historically for the plan no. At the present capacity it still 
remains on the present 500 KV. The plan would be to change the 
conductor, capacitors, inductors etc., on them so you could handle the 
increased load that Site C would bring. 

Q: Fred Banham: Without having to put down a wider corridor and another 
tower etc.? 

A: Dave Conway: This falls with BC Transmission Corporation. There are 
other loads being added through wind projects. It depends on the interim 
because no new load is being added.  

Q: Barb Smith: Who puts up power lines for IPPs? 
A: John Nunn: The IPP will connect to the BC Hydro system. The IPP will 

constructs and maintain the line it is connected to. Once connected, if 
there are any upgrades for those lines, then BCTC would do those 
upgrades and then charge to the IPP to cover the cost and then BCTC 
would maintain that part of the system.  

C: Dave Conway: Depending on the load, when you run out of capacity on 
the line and if an IPP requires an upgrade of the entire line then the IPP 
bares the proportion of that cost to do that. 

 
Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 
 
C: Dave Conway: We have started sending letters out to property owners who 

would be potentially affected by the realignment of Highway 29 and we 
are going to start consultation with them. It is one on one with the property 
owner and BC Hydro representatives to discuss the potential alignment 
and it is only with those individual property owners, not a group. It is a 
consultation that is specific to their property and what we have found is 
that in the past is that property owners, because of confidential nature of 
their property, generally don’t want to have such discussions in groups. 
That is occurring now until the end of January 2009. 
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4. Feedback Forms 
 

Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the 
Site C Project Definition Feedback Forms. 

 
Closing remarks:  
 

Dave Conway: I would like to thank you for your questions, comments, 
and your input. We really appreciate it. As we have said, we only have 
permission to be in Stage 2. If permission were granted to move forward 
to Stage 3 by the Provincial Government and the Cabinet, there would be a 
full regulatory environmental assessment and regulatory review. Part of 
that is ongoing consultation and that is part of all of the process. This is 
not the end of the consultation process; this is the beginning of 
consultations. We are committed to including the feedback that we receive 
from you as an organization, as government, but also as stakeholders and 
as individuals. The Stage 2 report, along with the updated financial 
information and the technical information that we are working on will all 
be considered. I would like to thank you for coming out and we appreciate 
your time. We look forward to talking to you soon. The deadline for 
getting your feedback to us is November 30th.  
 

5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 5:10 p.m.  
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

JOINT INDUSTRY ELECTRICITY STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 
October 24, 2008 

 
Notes from a Joint Industry Electricity Steering Committee (JIESC) meeting held with 
representatives of the Site C Project Team on October 24, 2008 at the BCIT Downtown 
Campus, Room 385 (555 Seymour Street, Vancouver, BC). 
 
PRESENT:  Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Mina Laudan, BC Hydro 
Michael Savidant, BC Hydro 
Hugh Smith, BC Hydro 
Andrew Watson, BC Hydro 
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder 

 
STAKEHOLDERS: Lloyd Guenther, FSI 

Bob Laurie, Cushman Wakefield & LePage 
Dave Newland, Elk Valley Coal 
Dan Potts, JIESC 
Brian Wallace, Bull Housser LLP 
Craig Williams, CDN Manufacturers & Exporters 

   
The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
• Participants expressed support for Site C.  
• Participants discussed localized issues including public use of the access bridge 

and environmental impacts.  
• Participants asked that cost estimates including rate inputs be produced as part of 

Stage 2.  
• Participants said they would like to see certainty regarding a decision to proceed 

with Site C.  
• Participants supported the idea of generating revenue for the province consistent 

with the self-sufficiency policy noted in the BC Energy Plan. 
 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
 
 



 
Site C Project Definition Consultation – Round 2 

JIESC – October 24, 2008 (10:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon) 
Page 2 of 16 

2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 
Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda.   
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names we apologize in advance 
for any misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Mina Laudan 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation First, 
Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; Reinvesting 
in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 

 
Q: Dave Newlands:  What type of support in the Peace River Region are you 

receiving? 
A: Facilitator:  Feedback is mixed; some people are very opposed and some 

people are very interested and there are some people who will state they 
are in favor of the project.  The Consultation Summary Report details how 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
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people feel about the project and then it delves down and reports on 
specific aspects about it. 

 
Q: Dan Potts: With respect to the First Nations issue and the BC Hydro 

revenue requirement submission how does that get involved?  BC Hydro 
is showing $225 million as a revenue requirement for First Nations?  

A: Michael Savidant:  I can’t answer that question and that is something you 
will have to bring up at the revenue requirement hearings. 

Q: Dan Potts:  With respect to the First Nations, past issues are still a 
problem up there and I just wondered if there was a resolution? 

C: Mina Laudan: Our team hasn’t really been involved with the negotiations; 
our Project Team has been looking at the current review of Site C and 
developing a protocol agreement with the Treaty 8 First Nations. Our 
project team hasn’t been looking backward. 

 
Q: Dave Newlands:  What is the earliest that Site C could be in service before 

2021 – do you have an earlier estimate? 
A: Andrew Watson:  There are regulatory processes that BC Hydro has no 

control over and it is too early to say. This is a mid estimate. 
C: Michael Savidant:  Just a clarification, the first two units would come on 

line in 2018 and then the final units in 2019. 
 
Q: Dan Potts: My understanding is that the government has reserved a 

decision on Site C and if they decide to go ahead it negates a BCUC1

                                                 
1 British Columbia Utilities Commission 

 
hearing, does it not? 

A: Michael Savidant:  I don’t think that is it - it really depends on what the 
government decides and in the 1980s the government had decided to go 
ahead with Site C and the application was turned down at the BCUC 
hearings. So it really depends on how the province decides the project 
could go forward and our assumption is that we would have to go through 
the regulatory process. 

 
C: Dave Newlands:  But the caveat, from the BCUC, was that it would go 

when the need was there. 
 
C: Dan Potts:  The government and BC Hydro is all one thing anyway. 
A: Facilitator:  We have had a lot of discussion and questions on what are the 

next steps from the Peace Region and BC Hydro has not been told what 
the regulatory process will be and we still wanted to outline what they 
expect with respect to the regulatory processes and that is why they are 
detailed in the Discussion Guide. 

C: Dan Potts:  It bothers us that you are spending all this money, $40 million, 
without a decision to proceed.   
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Q: Craig Williams:  We have been doing some work with BC Hydro on a 
demand side management program in a small manufacturing way but it 
seems to be moving so slowly.  The work is with Power Smart and it is the 
Industrial Power Partners Program.  We are working directly with a 
contact at BC Hydro and this is a huge opportunity for the Province and I 
am just looking for help because it seems to be moving so slowly. 

A: Mina Laudan:  Thank you I will take that as feedback and while I don’t 
know the details of the program I can take that back. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead – Michael Savidant 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
C: Mina Laudan: I am sure that you are all familiar with the LTAP2

C: Dan Potts:  With respect to the UEC

 so we 
will talk mostly about the charts on Page 7, 8 and 9 of the Discussion 
Guide. 

 
Q: Dave Newlands:  Why do you talk about coal on Page 4 and then drop it 

on Page 7? 
A: Michael Savidant:  The idea behind coal is that in the Long Term 

Acquisition Plan there are several types of generation that were identified 
as commercially available and coal was identified as not commercially 
available because of the Energy Plan requirement to sequester all 
emissions. While the technology is developing it is not seen as viable 
today. Coal is on Pages 8 and 9. We don’t have good unit costs with 
respect to carbon sequestration and we need to do an analysis. 

C: Dave Newlands:  At about $250 a megawatt an hour I would think that 
coal plants would be in the range with full sequestration.  I agree with you 
on the $100 a megawatt hour. 

A: Michael Savidant: Thank you for that feedback and we need to do the 
analysis. 

Q: Dan Potts:  These are the same numbers you have had for a year, aren’t 
they? 

A: Michael Savidant:  Yes, and we will be updating those numbers at the end 
of Stage 2. 

3

                                                 
2 Long Term Acquisition Plan 

 we have a problem with that 
because no one understands that number – we would like to have the rate 
impact number and BC Hydro refuses to supply that number. 
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Q: Dave Newlands: Also, I think that you should revisit coal at $200 - $250 

megawatts an hour. 
A: Michael Savidant:  Yes we have got that. 
 
Q: Brian Wallace: I see you are showing conservation at a flat $42 and I 

would have thought there would be a range of megawatt hours available? 
A: Michael Savidant:  When we put together the table I wanted to base it on 

what was publicly available in the LTAP and we put in $42. 
Q: Brian Wallace:  I don’t think you provided 13,000 gigawatt hours at $42? 
A: Michael Savidant:  That is the average cost for that amount and that was in 

Part B and there were two potential rate plans and they were in the $42 
and $43 range. 

C: Brian Wallace: Imbedded in that is a range from $0 for legislated changes 
to $110 for something else and to put an average for that when everything 
else is shown in a range doesn’t make sense.   

A: Michael Savidant:  That is why we have flagged this – that the range isn’t 
available at this point. 

C: Brian Wallace:  There is a range for every other number and you show it 
and you should show it for this. 

C: Dan Potts:  The range is available and you (BC Hydro) are just not 
publishing it. 

 
Q: Brian Wallace:  The resource options are shown with ranges and that 

makes sense and you should show this resource (conservation) in the same 
range as you show the others. This average contains stuff that is free just 
by legislating. 

A: Facilitator:  So I am really just an observer to this and I am hearing you – 
how does that relate to Site C? 

C: Brian Wallace:  The only way it relates is that you put resources with 
ranges for everything else and that makes sense and this is a resource just 
like the others and the range is $0 and it goes up to $100 - $150 who 
knows what the top line is and you probably don’t want any of that so 
showing this resource on the same basis as you show the other resources is 
a fair way to do it. 

 
 Q: Dave Newlands:  Is there any way of telling the rate impact? 

A: Michael Savidant: The rate impact, the levelized rate impact of an option, 
depends on how they are treated by the BCUC. 

  
C: Dan Potts:  I don’t want this talk to be interpreted as any objection to Site 

C because we think it is potentially a very valuable product/resource that 
is something that deserves serious consideration for development but we 
just wish that BC Hydro, in its evaluation, would be more straight with its’ 

                                                                                                                                                 
3 Adjusted Unit Energy Cost 
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customers and the public about what the costs are. We project that BC 
Hydro’s average power costs will go from approximately $50 megawatt 
hours per day to approximately $100 megawatt hours per day by the time 
that this project is complete. That is the average cost and if you take 
normal growth in the province and new supply and costs in the LTAP with 
respect to various resources like wind and our projection is that BC 
Hydro’s costs will go up by 7.5% a year for the next decade which 
doubles then from the current level to $100 a megawatt hour which is not 
too far from Site C costs. Here are our costs and we have a number of 
different scenarios and you don’t want to update the number.   

 
 The record notes, at this point, that Mr. Potts submitted:  (1) Site C cost 

per MWh; (2) graph titled BC Hydro Site C Unit Cost; and (3) table titled 
BC Hydro Cost of Energy.  This submission will be attached to the 
minutes as an appendix. 

 
C: Facilitator:  In fairness, you have been told that the costs will be updated 

at the end of Stage 2 and it was at Stage 1. 
Q: Dan Potts:  I still don’t understand why you don’t update it now? 
A: Michael Savidant:  Have you reviewed the response to the IR at the 

second round of LTAP?  There was a mistake – when you calculated your 
yearly rate impact you made assumptions around financing, around what 
is going on around the rest of the company, basically stability, and around 
the project. Would the ratepayers recover the costs as they occurred or 
whether the procurement would cause a levelization of costs?  The cash 
flow is the cash flow and you are going to have to recover the cash flow 
from rates no matter what and using a levelized rate impact you get the 
same number as the UEC, however in your calculation you didn’t get the 
same number and that was because of a mistake in terms of how you 
discounted energy. You discounted energy at a nominal discount rate 
versus a real discount rate and that makes the levelization wonky.  If you 
had used a correct discount rate on energy you would get a levelized rate 
that was effectively the same as the UEC.  

Q: Facilitator:  Time out.  What I need to understand, as a layperson, is what 
does this conversation have to do with Site C?  There are other venues for 
conversations about rates, so what does this have to do with Site C? 

A: Dan Potts:  We are interested in feedback on the viability of the project 
and that is what we are providing. Our group of people are price sensitive 
and we have companies that operate only because of the low cost of power 
and the cost impact is the essential impact and the other thing is that we 
think it is interesting to look at what government has done since the 
estimate and the changes in costs for Site C in terms of water licenses, 
equity and other good things. 
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C: Dave Newlands:  The issue with the levelized cost is that if the cost goes 
way up in the first 5 years and you are not in business after that then the 
levelized cost is irrelevant. 

A: Michael Savidant: We understand that and the actual yearly cost to 
ratepayers is based on decisions that governments will have to make. We 
will take that back and we appreciate that, but providing a year-by-year 
cost breakdown at this point has to be based on decisions made in the 
future that haven’t been made yet.   

  
C: Dan Potts: To me Site C has tremendous value, it is a dispatchable energy 

resource and wind is a long way from that and it is difficult to quantify 
that when you compare it to other resources such as wind which is 
intermittent. Site C, with the large reservoir behind it and an ability to 
dispatch and respond to load – there is a value here that is disproportionate 
to the cost. 

A: Michael Savidant: We have tried to identify whether or not it was 
dependable or load following or intermittent on Page 8 of the Discussion 
Guide and in terms of the adjusted unit energy cost we are going by the 
analysis in LTAP and there is some adjustments in there to try and reflect 
that kind of dispatchability and value.  

C: Bob Laurie: JISEC represents about 21 major industrial customers of BC 
Hydro and we purchase about $400 million a year in power annually. 

C: Dave Newlands:  At Elk Valley we are consumers of about $120 million 
of power a year. 

C: Dan Potts:  We want to be well informed and understand. It still worries 
us about what the real capital cost will be and where this number is going 
and this is still of great concern to us and with respect to the rate impacts 
that gets real scary. 

Q: Brian Wallace: There is $40 million being spent on Site C consultation 
and the graph put out by Dan (Potts) shows that the Orders in Council 
have increased, by our calculation, costs to Site C where it shouldn’t be on 
the table or go to the next stage. The Orders in Council are reflected in 
increased water rentals and increased equity cost and that has driven cost, 
not the real costs, these are payments between BC Hydro and the Province 
that have been driven to the point where economically the project looks 
marginal. Yet, on another level it looks like a ‘no brainer’ to go ahead and 
use that water a third time over and that makes a lot of sense – it has a lot 
of attributes and is firm power. But if the province is going to drive the 
cost so high, should we be spending $40 to $70 million or whatever it is 
going to be by looking at it? Instinctively we want to support the project 
but with the uncertainty around the decision that is causing us concern. 

A: Mina Laudan:  That money is not all being spent on consultation by any 
means rather there is a broader program of geo-technical and 
environmental studies that is going on and that is where the majority of the 
budget is being spent. 
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C: Brian Wallace:  That is my point, if you are going to run this off the table 
by putting cost overheads on it then spending the money is a waste of 
money if the project does not go ahead. 

  
Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country – Andrew Watson 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
 
C: Dave Newlands:  Why not put an arrow on the river to show which way it 

flows? 
 A: Andrew Watson:  I understand that – it flows to the right. 
 

Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) – Andrew Watson 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
 
Q: Lloyd Guenther:  You are not really providing much information, but is 

one of the issues that the road will bypass Dawson Creek? 
A: Andrew Watson:  It would bypass that and as well it could provide access 

into an area that could cause environmental concerns. Some people are 
interested and others are not for a variety of reasons. 

C: Facilitator: With respect to the notion of opening access to the south bank 
in the first round of consultation provincial stakeholders were more 
concerned than regional stakeholders. 

Q: Bob Laurie:  The local folks are deriving a sense of benefit and it is not 
the local folks that have concerns? You are putting that very 
diplomatically. 

C: Facilitator:  I want to be clear here, when we ask questions about 
increasing access, provincial stakeholders have said no they are not sure if 
they want to open access. 

Q: Bob Laurie:  Is that recorded who those provincial stakeholders are? I 
would like the list. 

A: Facilitator:  It is available in the Consultation Summary Report for Round 
1 and there are a lot of interests and concerns that are factors here. 
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C: Mina Laudan:  I was thinking of two additional points. Looking at the 
construction impact of Site C is something that we would have to study as 
part of the environmental assessment and that is one of the reasons why 
we are also looking at it. Secondly, looking at whatever connecting roads 
come out of this is not a BC Hydro decision and we will feed back 
comments to the Ministry of Transportation and Regional Government. 

A: Andrew Watson:  Note, on the engineering side, if it was a public bridge 
then we would have to design it accordingly. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Mina Laudan 
 
Q: Dave Newlands:  Looking at the chart how do you weigh what is going on 

with respect to special interest groups that skew results? Does this reflect 
how the general population feels? 

A: Mina Laudan:  This is the direct feedback, without any interpretation, and 
our role as the Project Team is to take that feedback and look at the project 
and come to some decisions on how we can incorporate that feedback.  
We haven’t done a public survey. 

A: Facilitator: Public consultation is never statistically significant and that 
said you also cannot come to the conclusion of an expression of special 
interest because they attended a meeting because that would be inaccurate 
and in this consultation there are many ways to provide feedback.  
Attending a meeting is only way to provide input. In round one, 936 
persons participated, there were 224 feedback forms returned and 360 
persons attended open houses – so you can see that there were many ways.  
No one group has dominated the consultation. What you are looking at 
here is the Peace River Region and 74% identified infrastructure as 
something that they really wanted to look at.  

C: Dave Newlands:  So if you did this somewhere else you might have 
different results – that was my point; this is reflective of the Peace River 
region. 

A: Facilitator:  Right, and to be clear 66% provincially rated infrastructure as 
very or extremely important and that is the difference. 

C: Craig Williams:  IPSO polling recently said that 9 months ago all people 
cared about was the environment and now all they care about is the 
economy. So that shows how things change and we have just gone through 
an eight year boom run on the economy and it will be interesting to see 
what develops and where this goes. 

A: Mina Laudan:  That comment also speaks to the value of the staged 
process – where we can pause and say does it make sense to stop or does it 
make sense to continue. 

C: Craig Williams:  The benefit of a long project time is that it does take into 
account cycles in the economy.  
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Q: Craig Williams:  Are First Nation issues tucked in the employment skills 
training? 

A: Mina Laudan:  No that feedback is reflective of the public process and the 
First Nations consultation is a separate parallel project and those results 
are not captured there.   

C: Facilitator: You are referring to a broader issue here and their ability to 
participate. 

A: Craig Williams: Yes and as we talk to everyone it will be very important 
to have the ability to demonstrate stability as the project moves forward. 

 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation – Andrew Watson 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 

 
Q: Dan Potts:  What were the considerations? Is there more value if the 

fluctuation of the reservoir is larger? 
A: Michael Savidant:  Generally more flexibility is worth more. A 6-foot 

range is a fairly broad range and we don’t expect it to go beyond that on a 
regular basis. We looked at optimum conditions and what range do you 
use and that is where the 1.8 meters came from. 

 Q: Dan Potts:  So you haven’t given up significant value? 
A: Michael Savidant: There will be water management discussions as part of 

the environmental assessment and there will be trade-offs and maybe more 
constraints in how we operate. This is the broad limit and lots of things 
could happen through the water use planning process and there will be 
trade-offs. 

C: Hugh Smith:  In initial discussions with the Water Controller’s Office he 
has requested that we do look at those ranges because there are a number 
of objectives including stable reservoir flows downstream, stable habitat 
and recreational opportunities. So prior to coming to a conclusion we will 
want to look at those various alternatives. 

 
Q: Bob Laurie:  Any study on hindsight? Any study on “here are the mistakes 

we made”? Has anyone documented the mistakes more than just doing it 
again? We have a huge history in this province. 
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A: Andrew Watson:  Yes we know with respect to the Williston Reservoir 
that there has been a learning process and it is 30-years later from the 
Revelstoke Reservoir and one of the differences is the EAO4

                                                 
4 Environmental Assessment Office 

 and impact 
assessment processes and we know that we have to demonstrate the best 
balance. 

C: Hugh Smith:  We do have a concept of ‘environment by design’ wherein 
we superimpose some of the environmental objectives over the project and 
with what we now know we apply that knowledge. 

 
Q: Lloyd Guenther:  Have you looked at the impact of doing this over 7 years 

and why not do it over 2 years and minimize the visual impacts and the 
vegetation re-growth? 

A: Andrew Watson: That is good feedback and right now our planners are 
looking at 7 year window although it may be concentrated in certain areas. 

C: Hugh Smith:  That is one of the discussion topics we are having with the 
Ministry of Environment and, for example, some considerations are winter 
nesting birds and we won’t have the opportunities to clear because of their 
nesting period and then there are other species like the beaver where we 
may have to do it over an extended period of time. So it may be desirable 
to clear in winter and clean up later – there will have to be clean ups. 

  
Q: Dan Potts:  I don’t care how well you clean it I think that you will still 

have floating debris and will you clean that up? 
 A: Andrew Watson: Yes, no doubt we will. 

C: Hugh Smith:  Revelstoke is a good example and debris was not an issue 
there and the systems tend to flush through fairly quickly, which is 
different from Williston. 

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock – Andrew Watson 

 There were no comments received.  
 

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 

 
 Q: Dan Potts:  Is it clay? 
 A: Andrew Watson:  No it is till. 

Q: Dan Potts:  Any other dam building technologies that would be cost 
effective at the site? 

A: Andrew Watson:  This is the most economic dam type and that is why it 
was chosen.  The site was specifically chosen because it allows us to perch 
the concrete structures on the south side and have an earth filled dam 
across the river. 
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 Q; Lloyd Guenther:  No limestone canyons? 
 A: Andrew Watson: No, it is shale bedrock. 
 

Q: Bob Laurie: Wildlife, is like saying should we save trees and we are 
bombarded all around us, for example, the plight of the polar bear.  What I 
would really like to know is if a species is going to be eliminated? This is 
a flyway and I would want to know what the impacts are so that we can 
make an informed decision. I have no faith in some of these things, when I 
look at your feedback form of course I don’t want any environmental 
impact but this is about balance. I want contextual information so that we 
can eliminate objections that will logically come and we want to get to the 
nub of real objection as opposed to peripheral objections. 

C: Facilitator:  There are about 70 technical studies that will be undertaken 
and Hugh Smith will go through that in the presentation of the next section 
of material. 

 
Q: Craig Williams:  Just building on what we said earlier about learning from 

30-years ago and all the dams that are being built around the world – has 
BC Hydro been benchmarking technology? 

A: Andrew Watson: Yes we have been reviewing and looking at the new 
technology both here in Canada and elsewhere, for example, I was just in 
China in July. 

 
Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies – Hugh Smith 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
  

Q: Dan Potts:  Any red listed species? 
A: Hugh Smith:  The western toad is one and it is sort of interesting with the 

western toad because there is no shortage of them in northern BC but there 
is a problem in the southern portion of the province so it sort of depends 
on how they are listed. We will be looking at how many are found and 
whether we can recreate the habitat. The issue with wildlife is that you are 
going to flood their areas, so we will be looking at habitat types and 
whether they will be able to find alternate habitats. 

 Q: Dan Potts:  Would you create valuable habitat? 
A: Hugh Smith:  That is the objective and we will have to compensate and 

mitigate for habitats. We have to put a management plan in place and we 
are looking at creating wetlands and other lands that are important and we 
will have to come up with a plan that mitigates. 

 
 Q: Craig Williams:  These studies are just for Stage 2? 
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A: Facilitator:  This is survey and baseline information studies and it is not 
an impact or analysis study as they will be done in Stage 3 if the project 
goes to that point. 

C: Hugh Smith:  We will have to go through and look at the habitat and 
develop a plan to address any impacts around that loss of habitat and we 
are developing the baseline information right now. 

 
Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture – Hugh Smith 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines 

 
Q: Bob Laurie:  Are you seeking out the environmental groups to engage 

them at this stage of the game? You have got to get them early and have 
them walk through the process so you don’t get the public hearing 
hysteria. Be pre-emptive and minimize the invasive nature. 

A: Mina Laudan: We meet with the environmental groups at a meeting like 
this – all the major environmental groups were invited. Before they engage 
on the detailed project they are starting high up and looking at other 
resource options and conservation. 

 
 Q: Dan Potts:  Is there potential for recreation and would it be available? 

A: Hugh Smith:  Yes recreational opportunities will exist and there aren’t 
many lakes in the area.  There is a group of users up there called the 
“River Rats” and they are in support of the project because they can see a 
broader boater use on the reservoir. The level will be stable and there is an 
opportunity to create beaches and other recreational opportunities there.  
As well there may be opportunities to assist the agricultural community.  

C: Dan Potts:  Do you mean assist the agricultural community by irrigation?  
Look at the Columbia River and see how they have facilitated huge 
agricultural benefits and local development in addition to exporting power 
and this would be a way to get away from ‘us’ versus ‘them’. 

 
 Q: Bob Laurie:  Heat sink? Change in climate? 

A: Hugh Smith:  We are putting climate monitoring stations in around the 
area to look at that and there is a flushing rate so you may not see too 
much change although there may be fog.  

A: Facilitator:  Climate change and issues of fogging were addressed in the 
June consultation period.  
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Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation  
 
C: Mina Laudan: We have heard common themes today and your input is 

important. There are lots of opportunities to provide feedback. As well we 
are meeting with impacted property owners from both the flooding of the 
reservoir and the realignment of the road. The First Nations consultation is 
on-going. 

 
Final Discussion: 
 
C: Dan Potts:  On Page 29 of the Discussion Guide I would urge everyone to 

circle 4. 
 

C: Dave Newlands:  Government impact can make or break it and sometimes 
government takes off regulations in the early stages to help a project 
because the cost of the project will be like a teacup, up and down, and if 
the project got relief early on that would go a long way to smoothing the 
cost of the project and it wouldn’t seem to be keep adding on to make it 
uneconomical. I don’t hear relief for this project and often a large project 
gets relief early on. This project seems to get incremental costs and 
doesn’t seem to get the incremental benefits. 

A: Facilitator:  I would encourage you to write that down as feedback. Please 
remember the Open House on November 5th and I would encourage you 
all to attend. 

  
Q: Dan Potts:  With respect to the transmission line to the Peace Canyon and 

the optimization of capability of capacity – would that require additional 
strengthening? 

A: Michael Savidant: Upgrades of the transmission line are not included in 
capital cost as it stands right now. 

 A: Andrew Watson:  Site C is treated as a portfolio. 
C: Dan Potts:  We are going to get $190 million from the trading account.  

This type of asset (Site C) has tremendous ability to include trade costs 
and this is a benefit to the consumers and this is a very real aspect of the 
project that doesn’t get much mention here and maybe for good political 
reasons. 

A: Michael Savidant:  We are not building to export – we see a requirement 
for additional resources in BC and right now we are a net importer – on a 
net basis we buy more than we sell. So there is that net need; Site C would 
now be built to export. 
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C: Brian Wallace: The self-sufficiency policy requires that we will be 
exporters 9 years out of 10 and putting the economic benefit of that policy 
into the calculation would be useful. 

 
C: Bob Laurier:  PowerEx grosses $5.9 million a year so they must be doing 

something – you have got the asset and it is not just contained and 
consumable and the down side is covered by looking at potential for net 
exporter and it would be great as a caveat or addendum to see that analysis 
of the asset to put it to that use. 

 
C: Dan Potts:  I can understand why we keep talking about building for our 

needs. 
A: Mina Laudan:  This is about a balance of energy to meet needs, for 

example, wind and run-of-river coming on line at a particular time and 
how much do we need in firm dependable capacity 365 days a year?  This 
is about balance and doing the planning in an integrated way. 

 
Q: Lloyd Guenther:  One of the problems is out of the LTAP and Site C 

should be capped on what BC Hydro is willing to pay for IPP5

                                                 
5 Independent Power Producer 

 power and 
then Site C may be the best economic alternative but it is hard to argue 
that when it is not in the LTAP? 

A: Michael Savidant: There is conservation and IPPs and there is risk around 
those resources and Site C is in LTAP as a contingency. We see keeping it 
as a potential option for the future in case of high prices or poor response 
or poor conservation and we need to keep it as a contingency because of 
the long lead time. 

 
C: Brian Wallace:  7 to 10 years on a contingency is a pretty long lead time. 

You don’t usually contingency plan with the resource that takes the 
longest to bring on stream. 

A: Mina Laudan: An earlier document showed that large hydro has the 
longest lead time and one thing about the contingency option is that it has 
a date on it and that is the date to work towards. Of course there is still the 
decision as to whether it remains in the plan as a contingency. 

 
Q: Lloyd Guenther:  Be realistic, wind is a 15 year life and this is a 100 year 

life and I don’t see that anywhere – the effects of the longer term and what 
does it really mean? 

A: Michael Savidant: It is in the analysis done in the 20 year plan with end 
state values that reflect the long term value of the resource and we have 
recognized that to some extent at this stage.  
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C: Dave Newlands:  The reality is that we have lower priced hydro now even 
thought the public was not in favor of it at the time. This seems like the 
same thing all over again.   

 
Q: Lloyd Guenther:  Back when some of the dams were built they were of 

extremely high costs and some industries were denied the right for cheaper 
self-generation but in the end the dams turned out to be very good. 

A: Michael Savidant: On an economic basis it is very rare that a large hydro 
project like this wouldn’t be economic in the long term although there are 
other impacts than just economic. 

 
C: Dan Potts:  Thank you, we appreciate your time and it has been very 

interesting. We continue to support the project but we think you should go 
to Cabinet and get authorization to proceed and start the bulldozers 
tomorrow. 

 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
 
5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 11:51 a.m. 
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

CHETWYND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

October 27, 2008 
 
Notes from a local government meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project 
Team on October 27, 2008 at the Pomeroy Inn & Suites (5200 North Access Road 
Chetwynd, BC).   
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Dave Conway, BC Hydro 
Wendy Lannin, BC Hydro 
Kate O’Neil, BC Hydro 
Hugh Smith, BC Hydro 
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder 

 
STAKEHOLDERS: Brenda Maisey, Councillor 

Merlin Nichols, Councillor 
 Bob Nicholson, Councillor 
 Mike Redfearn, Chief Administrative Officer 

Joanne Robert, Councillor 
Wayne Rose, Councillor 

 Evan Saugstad, Mayor 
   
The meeting was called to order at 12:35 p.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 
• On behalf of the District of Chetwynd, participants supported public access to the 

construction roads and access bridge, provided there is a highway connection 
between Chetwynd and Fort St. John. Participants commented further that the 
highway should be part of the Site C project scope.  

• Participants were interested in alternative energy sources such as wind and tidal.  
• Participants commented that the reservoir should be adequately cleared.  
• Participants were interested in whether the environmental studies done for 

Williston would help with the studies for Site C.  
• Participants asked what would stop Site C from being built. 
 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
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2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda. 
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation First, 
Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; Reinvesting 
in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 

 
 Q: Merlin Nichols:  What is the relative size of 10 megawatts? 

A: Dave Conway:  It is quite large basically wind turbines are about three 
megawatts in size. 

Q: Merlin Nichols:  So basically about three wind towers.  How much does 
Chetwynd use? 

 A: Dave Conway:  I don’t know but I will check and get back to you on this. 
 

Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received.  
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
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Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C – Dave 
Conway  
 
Q: Evan Saugstad:  With the changes in the world economy, how will the 

government factor that in for energy needs? 
A: Dave Conway:  We do an on-going integrated electricity plan and that 

forecasts load and what it is like and then out of that we produce a Long 
Term Acquisition Plan (LTAP) – we are updating the load forecast 
information all the time. So we are looking at the economy now and how 
that may affect the load. 

Q: Evan Saugstad:  Will that be done in time for Round 2? 
A: Dave Conway:  An update was done for the current LTAP and that LTAP 

is in front of the regulator right now. 
 
Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics – Dave Conway 
 
Q: Merlin Nichols:  With respect to the legacies – can you give more 

material/information on that? 
A: Dave Conway:  I will do that as soon as soon as we move to that section of 

the presentation. 
 
Q: Bob Nicholson:  Because of the fast change in economics and what is 

coming down the tube, is there any way of estimating the lesser cost of 
savings and the lesser cost of financing and that sort of thing because it 
could twist the other way related to the cost to build the facility?  Because 
if it continues the way it is, interest rates may drop so far down to the 
point where it is significant and there is also the issue of availability of 
funds, have you thought of that? 

A: Dave Conway:  Part of the report to government at the end of Phase 2 will 
include the consultation results, updated technical and financial 
information to fall 2009 and I expect that we will have a better idea then 
of what the cost will be. The range will vary and will include interest rates. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead – Dave Conway 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
 Q: Merlin Nichols:  Can you explain what you mean by incremental impact? 
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A: Hugh Smith:  No net incremental impact and back in 2002 the Board of 
Directors of BC Hydro said that there would be no net environmental 
impact and that means despite growth from 2004 there would no net 
impact on the environment and we are currently working on developing 
metrics around that. 

  
 Q: Brenda Maisey:  What about the preparation of the site? 
 A: Dave Conway:  We will move to that section of the presentation shortly. 
  

Q: Merlin Nichols:  When you talk about conservation do you mean that 
primarily through education or through technology? 

A: Dave Conway:  We are looking at this through a variety of things 
including but not limited to education. One of the things we are currently 
working on is the change to smart meters in the province and that will 
enable BC Hydro to go to a time and use basis. So we are looking at a real 
mix with respect to the conservation initiatives. 

 
Q: Brenda Maisey:  What does dependable flexible mean? 
A: Dave Conway:  Not only is the energy there but you can vary your ability 

to flow the load.  When we look at the load it varies accordingly to the 
hour and flexibility means that you can track the load and increase or 
decrease your generation.  Dependable is there but once it is up the 
operators like to run flat out like nuclear and coal so while they are 
dependable they are not flexible and hydro is both. 

 
 Q: Brenda Maisey: Why can’t power be produced where it is used? 

A: Dave Conway:  It can be, but the type of transmission is different. We do 
have a Burrard Thermal Station that generates power in the lower 
mainland and that is actually a better use of energy because there is line 
loss associated with transmission. 

 Q: Brenda Maisey:  What about run of the sea, run of the coast products? 
A: Dave Conway:  The key is that wave technology is experimental and the 

problem with tidal is price and tidal is a very expensive option right now. 
 

Councillor Wayne Rose departed (1:11p.m.) 
  

A: Huge Smith:  A small test project is going in at Race Rocks but it is very 
difficult environment. 

 
Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received. 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
There were no comments received. 
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Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 
Q: Evan Saugstad:  Have you looked at creating a road network then de-

connecting Highway 29 north of Hudson Hope? On one hand you are 
saying parts of Highway 29 will be flooded etc. and then on the other side 
you will reverse the flow of traffic and say that it is outside of the scope of 
the project. Look at the resources on Jackfish Lake Road and put a bridge 
across and connect it and then the wood is closer and it is closer for the 
gas and everything that contributes to our economy will go to Fort St. 
John, so how do you say that? Both are connected to travel and the 
economy. 

A: Wendy Lannin:  That is why this topic is here, we are trying to collect that 
information.   

Q: Evan Saugstad:  Already you are saying that this is outside of your 
jurisdiction? 

A: Dave Conway:  The key is public access and most of our facilities are 
experiencing less public access, not more. The first question is should 
there be public access and if yes, what would that look like? 

Q: Merlin Nichols:  What is public and what is not?  When the gas companies 
build a road and forestry builds a road traditionally it is public access. I 
can’t see any legal difference. 

A: Dave Conway:   There is a difference. From the perspective of an access 
bridge for construction and roads to our facility, that will not be a public 
road. I don’t know the difference between that and forestry and gas roads.  

 
Q: Evan Saugstad:  We know that there will be no more access across dams. 

BC Hydro can’t say, “It is too late, someone else has to deal with it”, 
because then nothing gets done. 

A: Facilitator:  That is a good comment and should be noted on the Feedback 
Form. 

C: Dave Conway:  We heard in the first round of consultation from some that 
if the bridge and road were to go in, that there should be a good highway. 
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C: Brenda Maisey:  BC Hydro has already purchased the land which is going 
to be flooded and the other land around there is Crown land. I recognize 
the security issues around the dam, but if it is Crown land then it is public.   

A: Wendy Lannin:  Yes, and if the project goes ahead then BC Hydro will 
purchase the land. 

C: Hugh Smith:  Under the Land Act there would be a requirement for us to 
have access and an agreement would be reached with the provincial 
government. Security of the dam site would be built into the requirements.  
There are some outstanding private and crown lands that would have to be 
looked at. 

C: Brenda Maisey: Yes and I was just trying to get in my mind public right-
of-ways because the rest of it belongs to the people. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Dave Conway 
 
C: Bob Nicholson: Going back to the first dam, we were promised on-site 

power and even if there could be a short time reduction in power for 
industry that could really help. Charge them for equivalent costs and that 
could help to bring some industry here and this would be a tremendous 
gain for our community and could give us an opportunity to get a type of 
industry that might never consider coming here. 

A: Dave Conway:  Thank you and please make a note of that on your 
Feedback Form. 

 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation – Wendy Lannin 

 There were no comments received.  
 

Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 

  
 Councillor Bob Nicholson departed (1:33 p.m.) 
 

Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
 
Q: Brenda Maisey:  You are talking about leaving some natural stumpage and 

leaving some other material to create fish habitat; how do you decide what 
level of mercury is safe?  At the moment there are warnings about eating 
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lake trout at Williston because of the high mercury levels. How do you do 
the studies? 

A: Hugh Smith:  The health warning at Williston was instituted by BC Hydro 
when the reservoir was going through a cycle with higher mercury levels 
because of the organic materials there. This would not be the case at Site 
C.  Site C will not be a large reservoir and will not have high organic 
material relative to that found at Williston. This (Site C) will be pretty 
much a cleared reservoir and we are currently undertaking fish tissue 
studies now and looking at world models, but I believe that there is not 
enough surface area to see a substantive increase in mercury over the 
background levels. 

C: Dave Conway: Also, Site C will flush every three or four weeks while the 
water remains in Williston for two to three years. As well, Williston 
contained some geological material which contributed to the higher 
mercury levels and backgrounds levels were higher. 

 
C: Merlin Nichols:  With respect to de-commissioned roads my experience is 

that people that want to go there will go there anywhere and it might be 
better to keep them maintained and in service so that they can be used by 
the public. 

A: Wendy Lannin:  Right and please give us that as written feedback. 
 

Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock – Wendy Lannin 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 

 There were no comments received.  
 

Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies – Hugh Smith 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 
Q: Brenda Maisey:  What relevance or assistance would the studies that were 

done around Williston be? 
A: Hugh Smith:  Some are relevant and for example at Peace Canyon Dam 

we have been taking large woody material to add complexity to the 
reservoir.  For Williston, there was no real compensation package at first 
and we have learned a lot over the last three decades. We would look at 
applying that knowledge to Site C. Another example is the lake trout and 
how they are starting to dominate the species. We know that this species is 
in the head waters of Williston and we have this knowledge and while we 
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can predict and manage this, it is the organisms that define your final 
system over time. 

 
Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture – Hugh Smith 

  
Q: Merlin Nichols:  How much of the 2800 hectares is farmed at the present 

time? 
A: Hugh Smith:  I can’t answer that question at this point but it is being 

studied and we will have that information at the end of the Phase 2 studies.  
BC Hydro owns some of the property. 

 
 Q: Joanne Robert:  How much of that land is still private? 
 A: Dave Conway:  About 40-50% is still in private hands. 
  
 Q: Brenda Maisey:  Does the ALR1

                                                 
1 Agricultural Land Reserve  

 still have authority? 
A: Hugh Smith:  The land would have a classification and we are working on 

this through our study. 
 

Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas – Hugh Smith 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 
Q: Merlin Nichols:  What would trigger a decision to not build Site C? What 

would you have to find to say that it is not worth it? 
 A: Dave Conway:  It is too early to say – costs maybe. 
 Q: Merlin Nichols:  What about an earthworm that might die? 

A: Hugh Smith:  With respect to showstoppers, from an environmental 
viewpoint, that is the reason that we are doing the studies right now and if 
a species was impacted the government would have to give us a permit 
and if they did they would have to decide whether or not it was a 
showstopper. We will be putting together a management plan and we may 
create wetlands to ensure that the species can exist. We have a ways to go 
here and at this point in time the process is not far enough along.   

 
C: Brenda Maisey:  I may be a bit too idealistic but spending all this money, 

$40 million on consultation, when it will be the people that decide whether 
this is a showstopper or not… 

A: Dave Conway:  There are many factors that will go forward for 
consideration to government and it is not one particular thing. 

C: Facilitator:  The $40 million is not just consultation. There are many geo-
technical studies and other technical studies that are on-going. 
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Q: Brenda Maisey:  But if the people in the area said that they didn’t want 
that then the government would have to consider that? 

A: Dave Conway:  That is right. 
 
Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines – Dave Conway 
 
Q: Merlin Nichols:  Does the transmission line have capacity? 
A: Dave Conway:  At the present time, no new width of corridor would be 

required although some upgrades may be required. 
 

Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation – Dave 
Conway 

 There were no comments received.  
 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
 
5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 2:15 p.m. 
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

CHETWYND 
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 

October 27, 2008 
 
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project 
Team on October 27, 2008 at the Pomeroy Inn & Suites (5200 North Access Road 
Chetwynd, BC).   
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Dave Conway, BC Hydro 
Wendy Lannin, BC Hydro 
Kate O’Neil, BC Hydro 
Hugh Smith, BC Hydro 
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder 

 
STAKEHOLDERS: Young Choo, West Wind RV Park 

Betty Deck 
Donna Ekman, Coffee Talk, Media 
Karen Evans, BC Ambulance 
Max Fawcett, Realtor, Chetwynd Echo 
Jean Hicks 
John Kolosky, Jackfish Community Association 

 Charlie Lasser 
 Simon Lee, West Wind RV Park 
 Mitch Loberg, Loberg Construction 
 Stacey Loberg, Loberg Construction 
 Mark Meunier, Northern Lights College 

Ron Schmidt, Classic Arts 
Helen A. Weightman, Chetwynd Chamber of Commerce 

 
The meeting was called to order at 2:45 p.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 
• Participants commented that the construction costs for wind projects (Dokie Wind 

Farm) are less than the construction costs for Site C.  
• Participants suggested that alternative energy options be considered to meet 

B.C.’s energy needs.  
• Participants suggested that the Jackfish Lake Road be pushed through to Site C so 

that workers from Chetwynd could commute to the dam site.  
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• Participants requested information on how stakeholders/communities were 
notified about Round 2 Consultation. 

 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda. 
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation First, 
Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; Reinvesting 
in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
There were no comments received. 
 
 
 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
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Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
 
Q: Charlie Lasser:  Why hasn’t BC Hydro gone ahead with Meager Creek?  

Also, what was promised by former Premier WAC Bennett was on-site 
power and that was a promise made and never kept. 

A: Dave Conway:  Thank you and both those questions will be addressed as 
we move through the presentation. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead – Dave Conway 
 
Q: Charlie Lasser: As you still operating Burrard Thermal? It was the worst 

run business that BC Hydro ever built and for many years it was never 
run. I hope that in the future things like that don’t happen. 

A: Dave Conway:  Yes, Burrard Thermal is still operating. It is a thermal 
operated plant. 

 
Q: Jean Hicks:  I see that Site C is cheaper than wind, but for Dokie Wind 

they were saying $400 million and it seems cheaper? 
A: Dave Conway: I am not sure what they are basing their costs on. We use a 

levelized unit energy cost. Wind cost is dependent upon how far away it is 
from the transmission lines, how many turbines there are and how often 
the wind is blowing but I can’t say because I don’t know. The Dokie Wind 
project is much smaller than the proposed Site C. 

 
 Q: Charlie Lasser:  One comment – is the cost to the Lower Mainland? 

A: Dave Conway:  That is correct and there is a cost to deliver the energy to 
the Lower Mainland. 

 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 
C: Charlie Lasser:  We put an earth bore into Meager Creek and we could 

blow steam 30-40 feet in the air and we were right into the magma. It was 
fantastic and I think there is more than 800 megawatts there if it was 
developed. 

  
 Q: Helen Weightman:  Site C is not really a true run-of-the-river is it? 

A: Dave Conway:  That is true and the water depth will be about 150 feet 
behind the reservoir. 

Q: Helen Weightman:  I was a bit confused because I thought it was a flow 
through dam? 
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A: Dave Conway:  The storage is at Williston and Peace Canyon Dams – all 
the water is upstream from Site C. Run-of-river has no storage and 
typically we have energy from those facilities in the spring from the snow 
melts, precipitation etc. 

Q: Helen Weightman:  Will the area between Peace Canyon and Site C 
freeze? 

A: Hugh Smith:  We are modeling that to ascertain if that would be the case, 
but some of the earlier studies estimate that it will freeze in some of the 
shallower regions. 

Q: Helen Weightman: Will that mean a significant impact on the 
embankment? 

A: Wendy Lannin:  There will be protection on the embankment and freezing 
shouldn’t be a problem. 

C: Dave Conway:  Williston moves (fluctuates) about 40-55 feet, Dinosaur 
moves about 10 feet a day and the proposed operation of Site C from the 
studies done in the 1980s are about 6 feet a day although we are looking at 
that through new studies.  If this project went ahead it would have the 
flattest operation for all of BC Hydro’s facilities, but there are impacts on 
downstream flows. 

 
Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 
Q: Helen Weightman:  So the public won’t be able to use the access roads? 
A: Dave Conway:  We heard in the pre-consultation that there is a lot of 

interest regarding access to the bridge. We heard that some of the 
communities are interested and that some aren’t. 

C: Helen Weightman:  In the earlier consultation, Chetwynd recommended 
pushing the Jackfish Lake Road through to allow the construction workers 
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to live in Chetwynd and work on the dam and later to be able to work at 
the dam. 

A: Dave Conway:  That information was received in Round 1 consultation 
and this is building on that. 

 
C: Charlie Lasser:  With respect to the road to Chetwynd, that was looked at 

in the early 1980’s as was use of the dam itself and we know now that the 
dam will be restricted but you could construct the construction bridge so 
that the bridge could be used by the public.  Chetwynd is closer to Fort St. 
John than Dawson Creek and there would be tremendous savings. 

A: Dave Conway:  Just to be clear, building of the road, past the construction 
bridge, is not included in the Site C project cost. 

C: Charlie Lasser:  If you want an easier way this is it because you would be 
coming straight across. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Dave Conway 

 Q: Betty Deck:  How many people participated? 
A: Dave Conway:  That information is on Page 28 of the Discussion Guide. 

936 people participated, we received 224 feedback forms, 280 people 
attended stakeholder meetings and 380 people attended open houses. 

 Q: Betty Deck:  What was the overall target? 
A: Dave Conway: There was no overall target we just wanted to get everyone 

out. 
 Q: Betty Deck:  What is this process? 

A: Facilitator: There were 23,000 householder mailers sent out, 
advertisements were placed in local and regional papers, radio 
advertisements were place – there was extensive communication. There 
were 1,700 emails sent out and numerous telephone calls were made. 
Details on the consultation open houses are listed in the Discussion Guide. 

C: Betty Deck:  I am just curious because I never heard about the first round 
of consultation and someone from the community phoned me about this 
meeting. Having a community representative would be a good idea. 

A: Dave Conway:  We do the best we can but we know that we can’t reach 
everyone.  

 
Q: Charlie Lasser: Can you do something about the telephone number 

because it is a recording and I like to talk to a real person. As well, 
sometimes the date on the recording is up to five days out-of-date. 

A: Dave Conway:  We do check it daily but often it takes longer to get the 
message to the person that needs to respond. 

 
Q: Helen Weightman:  What was the target area for the mail-out on the 

postcards? 
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A: Dave Conway:  It was the Peace Region. 
Q: Helen Weightman:  Why wasn’t Chetwynd included in this round of 

consultation? 
A: Dave Conway:  We didn’t see the interest in Round 1 and then we heard 

there was interest and we did include it. 
 
Q: John Kolosky: Why did you have the meeting in the middle of the day 

when people are working? 
A: Dave Conway: Part of the reason is availability of people and there are 

many ways to provide feedback – all the open houses are being held in the 
evenings. 

 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 
 
Q: Charlie Lasser: Are you anticipating a slide like the slide that happened 

years ago? 
A: Wendy Lannin: We do have a number of slides that have been identified 

on those slopes and we are looking at potential impacts and we know that 
we will have to monitor and mitigate if necessary. There are some areas 
where the slope stability will be better. 

 C: Charlie Lasser: You will have to watch that you don’t get a wave. 
A: Wendy Lannin:  We are looking at that in terms of the impact lines – slope 

stability, erosion, ground water levels – there are five major impact lines 
being looked at.   

 
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 

 
C: Charlie Lasser:  There should be no trouble taking gravel out of the river. 
A: Wendy Lannin:  It just gets more expensive. 
C: Charlie Lasser:  No, not with a Shalaman Scrapper and they did that in 

Washington State on one of the rivers down there and they got lots of 
gravel. 
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Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 
 
Q: Charlie Lasser:  How far would this dam back up the water on the 

Moberly? 
 A: Dave Conway:  Approximately 10 kilometers. 
 Q: Charlie Lasser:  Would that hinder the crossing? 
 A: Wendy Lannin:  We are aware of it and are looking at it. 

C: John Kolosky:  There is a pipeline crossing about 2 kilometers up the 
Moberly and it won’t be affected. 

 
 Q: Charlie Lasser:  How far do you have to dig the dam down? 
 A: Wendy Lannin:  I don’t know but it would be similar to Revelstoke. 
 

Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies – Hugh Smith 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 

 
Q: Charlie Lasser:  Have you looked at the oil and gas under the area where 

the dam is to be constructed? 
 A: Hugh Smith:  That is an outstanding issue and we are looking at it. 

C: Charlie Lasser:  There have been earthquakes in the Fort St. John area 
because so much oil and gas got taken out and this is something to think 
about. 

 A: Wendy Lannin:  We are taking all that into consideration. 
Q: Charlie Lasser:  Forestry will need to have access for that bridge with the 

logging otherwise they will have to go all the way back to Hudson Hope 
and that is something to think about. 
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A: Hugh Smith: The reservoir preparation plan will look at that and there is a 
huge overlap between the reservoir preparation and the environmental 
management planning and when clearing can occur so as to not impact 
species, for example, the winter nesting patterns. 

Q: Charlie Lasser:  I just think that you will get more deer and wildlife 
because when I cleared my land I got way more deer and they won’t do 
much damage. 

 A: Hugh Smith:  Our concern is also with the smaller animals. 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 
 
Q: Charlie Lasser:  I have asked this before and I will ask again, have you 

looked at the McGregor Diversion? 
 A: Dave Conway:  It is not in the LTAP1

                                                 
1 Long Term Acquisition Plan 

 nor is it in the capital plan. 
A: Charlie Lasser:  The McGregor Diversion was a proposal to put in a 

diversion during flood time on the Fraser River where the water could be 
kicked back into the Peace River because if it goes into the Fraser River 
the energy is lost. As well there is a potential, during any year, for the 
Fraser River to have a devastating flood and if this went in the flood 
waters could be diverted. I think the McGregor Division should be looked 
at for flood control and extra power. 

A: Dave Conway:  With respect to that proposal there was consideration 
around increased water temperature and also there isn’t room in Williston 
and if we can’t take the water then we spill it so the energy is still lost; 
although, there are times when the water level is low. 

 Q: Charlie Lasser:  What about the Moran Dam?  Has it been looked at? 
 A: Dave Conway:  It is not in the LTAP. 

C: Charlie Lasser:  Moran would be bigger than any dam you have and then 
there are sites on the Liard (River).  On Site E you dropped the flood 
reserve. 

A: Dave Conway: That is correct. The flood reserves have been dropped on 
the Liard River and Site E. 

 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
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5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 4:30 p.m. 
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

TUMBLER RIDGE 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

October 27, 2008 
 
Notes from a local government meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project 
Team on October 27, 2008 at the Tumbler Ridge Council Chambers, Tumbler Ridge, BC 
 
PRESENT:  Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Dave Conway, BC Hydro 
Wendy Lannin, BC Hydro 
Kate O’Neil, BC Hydro 
Hugh Smith, BC Hydro 
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder 

 
STAKEHOLDERS: Brenda Holmlund, Councillor, Board-North Central Municipal 

Association 
 Kim Isaak, A/Chief Administrative Officer 
   
The meeting was called to order at 6:07 p.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 
• Participants were interested in participating in the clean call for biomass energy 

using beetle-killed wood from the Tumbler Ridge area.  
• Participants noted that major, long-lasting legacy benefits arising from the Site C 

project are needed in the Peace River region.  
• Participants were interested in who would maintain the access roads if these were 

open to the public after dam construction was completed. 
 
 
1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda. 
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
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what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation First, 
Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; Reinvesting 
in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  You mentioned the beetle kill wood call; when is that 

coming? 
A: Dave Conway:  The call went out to industry last January and then to 

IPPs1

A: Dave Conway:  The information about the call is on the website, 

 that don’t have wood assigned to them. The response to the clean 
energy call should be known sometime soon. 

Q: Brenda Holmlund:  To be considered a tenure holder does the community 
forest count? 

A: Dave Conway:  You would have to have a TSL (Timber Sales License) 
then you would qualify. 

C: Brenda Holmlund:  We don’t have one right now but we are applying for 
one. What was the size of the call? 

A: Dave Conway:  I don’t know the size – BC Hydro was interested in seeing 
the response to the call. 

 C: Brenda Holmlund:  I think we might fit into the 10 megawatts. 
 A: Dave Conway:  It was clean, green projects under 10 megawatts. 
 Q: Brenda Holmlund:  Could you email the information? 

www.bchydro.com  
 

Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received.  
 

                                                 
1 Independent Power Producers 

http://www.bcyhydro.com/sitec�
http://www.bchydro.com/�
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Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C  
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  Has any work been done with creating a trust or have 

you looked at it or considered something like a Columbia Basin Trust?  In 
meetings with the Regional District it has been brought up. Are you 
providing any more information on that? 

A: Dave Conway:  We will look at that on Page 15 when we get there. The 
Columbia Basin Trust has been looked at for one model and so have some 
others but at this point we are gathering information. If you think that is 
the model we should look at then you should include that comment in your 
feedback form. As well, you can talk to your colleagues on Council and 
see if they want to make a Council submission. 

C: Brenda Holmlund: You realize that recently there have been the two 
pipeline bombings and we have a big pipeline coming through and this 
(Site C) is the same because it is a huge project. I know within the Peace 
River Regional District and the First Nations that this is a big concern and 
I know that there are different groups that are really against this. What I 
am saying is that there is a lot of unrest, unsettling, irritation in the whole 
area and I would suspect that this would lead to more. That irritation, that 
anger…and while the bombings are misplaced anger, nevertheless the 
anger is there. People are starting to look and pay attention because even 
though this is to the north of us, it will still be a major impact on the 
community. There has to be long-lasting benefits because so much has 
been taken from the community. Environmentally I am seeing less wildlife 
and for example grizzly bear sightings are down. I used to see about five 
grizzly bears a year and now I only see one. We have to have long-lasting 
benefits to the community. 

 
 At this point the participants moved to Page 15 of the Discussion Guide: 
 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Dave Conway 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  I am at a disadvantage here because I am the only one 

from Council here but what I would say is that is important for low energy 
costs to come back to the community. Reusing and using up the beetle-kill 
wood and other wood burn kill. As well, right now we are working on 
wildfire interface clearing. 

A: Dave Conway:  We are trying to provide as many opportunities to provide 
input as possible and in past consultations we heard about the need for 
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multi-stakeholder meetings but that is not the only way to provide 
feedback. The Feedback Form can be filled out online or you can send an 
email, letter, fax or you can drop into the consultation office in Fort St. 
John. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison 
 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 There were no comments received. 
 

Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead 

 
 Q: Kim Isaak:  Who would assume the maintenance of the bridge? 

A: Dave Conway:  As no decision has been made to build Site C that has yet 
to be determined. 

 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  What are the feelings around Chetwynd? 
A: Dave Conway:  We had two meetings with Chetwynd today and while I 

don’t wish to speak for them, generally they would support the bridge if 
there was a good access road. 

Q: Brenda Holmlund:  Once the bridge is built then it generally becomes 
public access, isn’t that right? 
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A: Dave Conway:  We have other areas in the province where we restrict 
access. For example, within the last two years, we have installed security 
features at the WAC Bennett Dam and we do restrict access in other 
locations in the province. 

C: Brenda Holmlund:  That would cut off a lot of time to get to Fort St. John; 
I could see it, although I really don’t have a feeling about it one way or the 
other. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Dave Conway 

 Comments were received earlier.  
 

Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation – Wendy Lannin 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead 
There were no comments received.  

 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  Has anyone asked about fossils? Would they be that 

far downstream? There were a lot of fossils lost with the original dam. 
A: Wendy Lannin: My understanding was that it was too old but I will follow 

up on that. We will follow up on the shale formations. 
C: Brenda Holmlund:  This affects us because we have a museum here and 

we are looking to be a repository. 
 

Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies – Hugh Smith 
There were no comments received.  
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Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  So for the whole regional area you are collecting this 

data? 
A: Hugh Smith:  We have a four kilometer study band centered on the river, a 

one kilometer band on the right-of-way and the band goes to the Alberta 
border. We have been ground truthing and currently looking at species use 
in the areas. We are seeking a full picture/understanding of what is in the 
area and we are putting a lot of effort into this work. 

 
Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  On the coal, aren’t they doing an environmental 

assessment on one of the projects up there? 
A: Dave Conway:  Are you speaking of a project north of the WAC Bennett 

Dam? That is out of our project area. 
 

Page 27 – Information Item – Transmission Lines – Dave Conway 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 28 – Ongoing Site C Consultation; Property Owner Consultation; First 
Nations Consultation; Public and Stakeholder Consultation; Pre-
Consultation Overview; Project Definition Consultation, Round 1 Overview; 
and Projection Definition Consultation, Round 1 Participation 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  With respect to the protocol agreement with Treaty 8, 

is that the one you will use with the other First Nation consultations? 
A: Dave Conway:  No that is only for Treaty 8 and doesn’t include Blueberry 

or MacLeod First Nations. 
A: Hugh Smith:  Blueberry First Nation has joined the technical advisory 

committee process and the McLeod First Nation has indicated that they 
will join the technical advisory committee process as well. 

 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  With respect to your work dealing with water, will 

you be looking at groundwater, aquifers, etc? 
A: Wendy Lannin:  Yes, that is all part of the impact line studies. 
 
Q: Brenda Holmlund:  So will the technical study work be made available? 
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A: Dave Conway/Hugh Smith:  Yes. The Consultation Summary Report from 
Round 1 is available as well on the website and the Round 2 Consultation 
Summary Report will be available when the consultation is completed. 
The environmental studies, by in large will be completed in the spring and 
will be available. 

Q: Brenda Holmlund: Is that the timeline for the studies – water? 
A: Wendy Lannin: Yes. And we are bringing in the old information and 

building on it. 
A: Hugh Smith:  We will update the reports and will be looking at the 

analysis overtime. 
Q: Brenda Holmlund: What about air quality? 
A: Hugh Smith:  That will be looked at and we will be studying the effects of 

fogging and erosion and there will be an on-going dust study.  
Construction impacts shouldn’t generate a lot of dust and best 
management practices will be used. There is a potential for local micro-
climate changes and that will be studied. We will be installing seven 
climate weather stations. We are looking to improve the database 
information. 

 
4. Feedback Forms 
 Members of the small group meeting were encouraged to complete the Site C 

Project Definition Feedback Forms. 
 
5. Closure 
 The small group meeting was closed at 7:50 p.m. 
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION 

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION 
 

NANAIMO 
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING 

October 29, 2008 
 
Notes from a multi-stakeholder meeting held with representatives of the Site C Project 
Team on October 29, 2008 at the Vancouver Island Conference Centre (101 Gordon 
Street, Nanaimo, BC). 
 
PRESENT:  Mike McDonald, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator 

Simon Douglas, BC Hydro 
Mina Laudan, BC Hydro 
Anré McIntosh, BC Hydro 
Michael Savidant, BC Hydro 
Kaitlin McFetridge, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder 

 
STAKEHOLDERS: Jeremy Baker 
 Brian Chatwin, Chatwin Engineering 
 Don Hubbard, VIEA 
 Marilyn Hutchison, City of Nanaimo 
 Lee Mason, Nanaimo Chamber of Commerce 
 Mark McDonald, Business Peace Cariboo Newspaper 
 Diane Perry, Peace Valley Environment Association 
 Stewart Ralph, Vancouver Island University 
 
The meeting was called to order at 10:06 a.m. 
 
KEY THEMES: 
 

• A number of participants stated strong support for the development of Site C, with 
the proviso that the issues discussed are addressed and dealt with fairly.  

• Some participants linked Site C to broader goals concerning greenhouse gas 
emission reductions.  

• Participants asked about environmental impacts, such as impacts on arable 
agricultural land, wetlands and the process of reservoir preparation. It was 
suggested that BC Hydro work with Ducks Unlimited on mitigation.  

• Participants asked about consultation outside of the project definition stage, such 
as with First Nations and the Province of Alberta. It was suggested that the 
location of First Nation communities be labelled on the maps in the discussion 
guide.. 
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1. Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team and Stakeholders 

Round table self-introductions were undertaken. 
 
2. The Consultation Program – Facilitator 

Provided a brief overview of consultation methods, materials and the agenda and 
noted that time will set aside before the end of the meeting to allow participants 
time to complete the Feedback Form.   
 
The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, 
which will form part of the consultation record, will be available on the project 
website once this round of consultation is complete and the Consultation 
Summary Report is published.  The record will, as best it can, note who says 
what, as part of the detailed meeting notes and that while every attempt has been 
made to secure the correct spelling of participant names and we apologize for any 
misspellings. 

The Facilitator briefly reviewed the Discussion Guide.   
 
3. DISCUSSION GUIDE 

The record notes that the foregoing was intended as a guide to the titles of the material covered in the 
Discussion Guide - for the complete review of the material please refer to the Discussion Guide available at 
www.bcyhydro.com/sitec The following abbreviations will be used and mean:  Q: Question, A: Answer, and C: 
Comment.   
 
Page 1 – Site C Background – Mina Laudan 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 2 – Environmental Assessment and Other Regulatory Processes -  
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 3 – British Columbia’s Energy Needs are Growing; Conservation 
First…Power Smart and Energy Efficiency; Buying Renewable Energy; 
Reinvesting in Hydro Assets; and Exploring Additional Sources of Power 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 4 – Site C Overview; Site C Dam Design; New Approach; and Energy 
Options 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 5 – Potential Impacts of Site C and Potential Benefits of Site C 
There were no comments received.  
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Page 6 – Project Definition Consultation, Round 2 October 1 – November 30, 
2008; Consultation Topics 
 
Q: Diane Perry: When you say there will be a long operating life, I 

understand that dams silt up between 15 and 20 years. What is you 
interpretation of a long operating life? 

A:  Mike Savidant: The operating life is expected to be over 100 years. 
Different dams silt up at different rates, but we wouldn’t expect this one to 
silt up at any time within that term. 

Q:  Diane Perry: Why would that be? 
A:  Simon Douglas: Different rivers have different characteristics and how 

much sediment comes down any one river is very specific to the geology 
of the region. One thing to keep in mind is that the design of the dam and 
the intake structures do take into account the amount of sediment that 
comes down any one river. The intake structures themselves are designed 
and implemented in such a way that allows for “dead storage” which 
allows for that sediment to block up behind the dam and will not affect the 
operation of the dam facilities. So it is incorporated into the design and the 
100-year lifetime expects that you will have an allowable amount of 
sediment which will dam up behind the dam structure itself but it will not 
impact the operational life of the dam. 

Q:  Diane Perry: What do you do with the accumulation of this sediment? 
A:  Simon Douglas: It simply backs up behind the dam. It has no impact on 

operation in terms of releases that would be required as a regulatory 
process. The design of the dam itself would ensure that there is no 
detrimental release of sediment downstream of the facility. It is a common 
theme in dam design; sedimentation does occur and the potential impacts 
downstream are mitigated as much as possible. 

Q:  Stewart Ralph: Has distribution infrastructure been looked at yet? Would 
it need to be upgraded? 

A:  Mike Savidant: No, the $6 billion cost estimate includes transmission up to 
the point of interconnection at Peace Canyon. Based on some early 
conversations with BCTC, they say there would be some upgrades to the 
system required. We aren’t talking about new lines; this would be 
upgrades to the existing infrastructure. That is not considered part of the 
$5 billion to $6.6 billion cost estimate because that is something we would 
evaluate on a portfolio basis. The type of upgrade you need is not only 
dependant on whether or not Site C gets built, it also takes into account 
what else you are building in the system (what other resources are being 
built in the Peace Region and other places in the North). 

Q:  Stewart Ralph: Are there life cycle concerns with the current infrastructure 
that is there or does it have many years ahead of it that could support this? 

A:  Mike Savidant: That is a question for BCTC which is a separate 
organization. We do coordinate our plans with BCTC and we do ensure 
that the transmission systems are reliable because that is important in 
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terms of getting energy to the customer. While BCTC can give you the 
details, I’m confident that the transmission infrastructure will be there for 
quite some time. 

A:  Mina Laudan: Just to add on that, BC Hydro is a customer of BCTC so we 
let them know what BC Hydro’s plans are and also look at the fact that 
there are wind power projects that are coming online in the Peace Region. 
They look at that as a portfolio and they look at the transmission 
requirements based on everything that is happening in the region. 

 
Page 7 – Site C as an Energy Option; Electricity Planning – 2008 Long-Term 
Acquisition Plan; Looking Ahead – Mike Savidant 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 8 – Resource Options Comparison – Mike Savidant 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 9 – BC Resource Options Comparison – Mike Savidant 
 
Q:  Diane Perry: I thought geothermal was sustainable? What is the problem 

after 30 years? 
A:  Mike Savidant: Again, that is basically when your assets have deteriorated 

to a point where you need to put a lot of reinvestment into the plant. Either 
your turbines are old and you need to replace the vast majority of the plant 
or in the case of geothermal, you have exhausted the underground 
reservoir. What we are talking about here is that in 30 years you will have 
to replace the vast majority of the plant. 

 
Q:  Brian Chatwin: You mentioned that there is a target of 90% clean energy 

by a certain time. What is the percentage now? 
A:  Mike Savidant: It is above 90% right now. We are almost entirely hydro in 

BC. We do have some thermal generation both on Vancouver Island and 
in the Lower Mainland as well as some smaller stuff up north. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: I have a question about the provincial government’s 
Climate Action Plan. They want to see a total reduction of carbon of 33% 
by 2020. Has that impacted your thought process in any way in terms of 
demand? Are you delivering less demand? I know you are going to take 
50% of your demand up by conservation, but a 33% drop is a pretty 
dramatic drop.  

A:  Mike Savidant: That is in terms of carbon emissions and generally our 
electricity system isn’t very carbon intensive. Part of the reason for that 
90% clean target is to try to keep our energy system as not carbon 
intensive. I believe the only way we are looking at the Action Plan, in 
terms of trying to limit carbon, is potentially in terms of fuel switching. 
Switching away from gas for energy, to hydro for energy since we aren’t 
as carbon intensive. 
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Q:  Brian Chatwin: Are you talking about electric cars? 
A:  Mike Savidant: Well electric cars are more extreme, we are looking at it 

more in terms of heating. Moving from natural gas heating to electric 
heating. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: If there is a large conversion to electric cars, has this been 
factored into energy demand? 

A:   Mike Savidant: We are doing studies on that right now. It has not been 
factored in any significant way but we are examining what that could look 
like. The thing to make clear is that there is a huge amount of uncertainty 
there; firstly in the technology and whether or not it will be widely 
adopted and secondly in terms of when BC starts adopting it. One of the 
issues is that it takes some time to switch over car production to electric 
cars. In addition, you could see some regions such as California snap up 
the majority of the electric cars during the early years because they have 
more of an incentive. We are looking at what the range of the impact 
could be depending on how quick the adoption of the electric cars is, but 
that is for future analysis and it is not included in any significant way in 
our current action plan. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: Is it not part of the Climate Action Plan that we are 
adopting the California emission standards? 

A:  Mike Savidant: I don’t know the details of the Climate Action Plan so I 
can’t answer that. 

 
Q:  Stewart Ralph: You mentioned that we are purchasing power too, is that to 

meet peak demand? 
A:  Mike Savidant: Sometimes it is to meet peak demand. There are situations 

where there is just so much load in BC that we do not have enough 
generation capability to meet demand and we do have to purchase either 
from the United States or Alberta. When I talk about being a net 
purchaser, I’m referring to a yearly average, not those cold days (they are 
just a part of it). When you look at what we get from our hydro system and 
other resources, on average over the year, that is less than our net domestic 
need so we need to buy a specific amount of energy.  

 
Page 10 – Map of Peace River Country 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 11 – Powerhouse Access Bridge and Associated Access Roads – Simon 
Douglas 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 12 – North Bank Access Road (5 km) (A to (B); Powerhouse Access 
Bridge (450 m) (B to C); Powerhouse Access Road (C to D) and Railhead 
Access Road to Septimus Siding (8 km) (D to E) – Simon Douglas 
There were no comments received. 
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Page 13 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead – Simon Douglas 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 14 – Public Feedback Sought Regarding Potential Public Use of the 
Powerhouse Access Bridge; Looking Ahead – Simon Douglas 
 
Q:  Lee Mason: If you decided that you would allow public access on these 

roads and bridges, the construction of them would have to change? 
A:  Simon Douglas: This would be an immediate need for the project for 

construction as well as to gain access to the powerhouse. The question we 
have had from the public is whether post-construction, would there be a 
need for the public to be able to make use of that access road. There are 
two schools of thought. In the feedback that we have received during the 
various rounds of consultation, this is a key issue in the region. People 
have highlighted that there could be regional benefits in the shorter travel 
times between Fort St. John and the south bank. 

Q:  Marilyn Hutchison: That was my question also. Would the proposed roads 
create shorter travel times between communities and First Nation 
communities? 

A:  Simon Douglas: Absolutely, but on the flip side to that, there are other 
people in the region in towns such as Hudson’s Hope and Dawson Creek 
who have highlighted the fact that they could be impacted. Shorter travel 
times between Fort St. John and the south bank would detract from traffic 
going through their town. That could probably have an impact in terms of 
business in those towns. These are issues that are being raised by the 
public within the region and depending on where you are, there are 
obviously pros and cons. It is certainly an issue that has been identified as 
something that people want to talk about and we are examining the 
possibilities of what that road could look like as a result of those requests. 
We are asking for the public to provide feedback on whether they think it 
is beneficial or to provide any other comments. 

C:  Mina Laudan: To your question Lee, if the road was strictly for BC Hydro 
access it would be built to a different standard than if it were build to 
accommodate future public use.  

 
Q: Brian Chatwin: The road to Septimus Siding: is that for the purpose of 

bringing rail materials for construction? 
A:  Simon Douglas: There is an existing rail line there. This study will look at 

tying the road from the south bank into the industrial roads that exist there. 
Q:  Brian Chatwin: There are existing industrial roads there? 
A:  Simon Douglas: Yes. On the map on page 14 you can see Jackfish Lake 

Road is paved from Chetwynd to a certain end portion. You can see that 
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the road does continue through to (and beyond) what is identified as 
Septimus Siding. There will be a tie-in point there and there are other 
industrial roads for forestry and oil and gas in the region. What we have 
looked at right now are the immediate needs of those three segments of the 
road that I have identified. If there are requirements to upgrade the 
industrial roads on the south bank, that would happen at a later stage if the 
project were to proceed. 

 
Q:  Brian Chatwin: Is this an earth filled dam? Where would the material be 

coming from? Are you transporting any of it by rail? 
A:  Simon Douglas: Yes, it is an earth filled dam. It is one of the topics we are 

going to discuss today. 
 
C:  Mina Laudan: One thing that I would add is that we have had 

conversations with the Ministry of Transportation because ultimately any 
enhancements to the highway system are their decision. They recognise 
that there is a desire to have this conversation in the community and that 
we take back input received in consultation to the Ministry and the 
Ministry would have to consider it in their overall look at the road and 
highway network. 

C:  Simon Douglas: We have engaged the Ministry of Transportation at this 
early stage and got their feedback and their advice in terms of local 
requirements for road construction in the area. They have been very 
forthcoming in making information available and going forward we will 
continue to engage them. 

 
Page 15 – Provincial and Community Benefits – Other Potential 
Infrastructure Improvements; Community Benefits; Round 1 Consultation 
Results – Mina Laudan 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 16 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Clearing of Timber and 
Vegetation – Simon Douglas 
There were no comments received.  
 
Page 17 – Reservoir Preparation Consideration; Waste Vegetation Disposal; 
Shoreline Stabilization and Habitat Creation; and Access and Scheduling – 
Simon Douglas 
 
Q:  Don Hubbard: Will there be a fund set up for wetland mitigation? 
A:  Anre McIntosh: That is all part of this current scope of work 
Q:  Don Hubbard: Can we see that? 
A:  Anre McIntosh: It will be available at the end of stage 2, but not currently. 
 
 



 
Site C Project Definition Consultation – Round 2 

Nanaimo Multi-Stakeholder Meeting – October 29, 2008 (10:00 am-12:00 pm) 
Page 8 of 14 

 
Page 18 – Reservoir Preparation Considerations Table – Simon Douglas 
 
Q:  Brian Chatwin: Has there been a carbon balance study done based on 

these activities you are going to be doing and the trees that are going to be 
lost and the amount of carbon input that is going to have to happen at the 
site? I can see the benefit in that there is going to be 100 years of clean 
power, and any carbon emissions will seem minuscule, but has that study 
been done and is it available to people to show that the carbon creation of 
this project isn’t really detrimental in the grand scheme of things? 

A:  Mike Savidant: The studies are being done right now. There are green 
house gas studies to evaluate what the long-term emissions could be at the 
reservoir plus what the emissions would be during construction. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: I understand the reasoning behind clearing the reservoir to 
help eliminate potential green house gas emissions, but if you take that 
clearing and burn it, aren’t you just creating the same carbon that you 
would have had you left the trees?  

A:  Simon Douglas: At this point we that identified that if the vegetation were 
left in the reservoir, in addition to releasing GHGs, they could potentially 
be a safety issue. There are a number of elements which play into the 
decisions that ultimately get made. 

A:  Mina Laudan: The other purpose for removing vegetation is for recreation 
and safety. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: I understand taking the trees out, but are you actually 
grubbing the area as well (taking the branches and leave out)? 

A:  Simon Douglas: To a certain extent, yes. If you look back at those two 
graphics on page 16, you will see that in the majority of the reservoir, the 
tree stumps have been cut down. They would not be grubbing the entire 
root system out. 

Q:  Brian Chatwin: No, but you would be grubbing the branches and leaves 
and that sort of thing. 

A:  Simon Douglas: Certainly. It would be impossible to get all of it but we 
would take the majority of it out. Should the project proceed, post-
construction BC Hydro would have an active management plan in terms of 
debris management. Any debris that comes to surface would be taken care 
of.  

 
C:  Mina Laudan: Further to your question Don, on wetlands, there is a man 

on the project team named Hugh Smith who has an active interest in that 
subject and has been looking at it a lot. I know he has done some work 
with the Land Conservancy Trust. They are looking at particular areas 
along the reservoir to see if they could create new wetlands. No decisions 
have been made, it is still an area of study but I know it is something that 
Hugh brings up a lot as something to look at. I think part of the reason it is 
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not being looked at right now is that a lot of the environment work is 
baseline and it will be looked at more closely in future stages. 

C:  Simon Douglas: That potential exists. We discussed Highway relocation in 
Round 1 of consultation and there is a potential to create wetlands at some 
of those areas. We recognize that this is something that people are 
interested in.  

A:  Anre McIntosh: One of the areas we are looking at is the existing Watson 
Slough. There may be opportunities to do something behind that area. 

Q:  Don Hubbard: Won’t Watson Slough be underwater? 
A:  Anre McIntosh: It would be but there is potential to do something behind 

it. Right now we are in a conceptual process. 
C:   Don Hubbard: There is a good relationship between Ducks Unlimited and 

BC Hydro so if they include them in the studies, I’m sure they have a lot 
of the information already. 

 
Page 19 – Impact on Resources; Looking Ahead – Simon Douglas 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 20 – Sourcing Dam Construction Materials, and Relocation and 
Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock – Simon Douglas 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 21 – Relocation and Reclamation of Excavated Soil and Rock; Looking 
Ahead – Simon Douglas 
 
Q:  Brian Chatwin: I think you guys have done a fantastic job here and I am a 

strong supporter of this. It is projects like this that are going to be very 
progressive in helping us fight global warming and carbon emissions. This 
clean energy source will help reduce that by taking fossil fuels out of our 
system, so I am a very strong supporter. My question is: when they built 
WAC Bennett dam, they had some serious problems with the dam (about 
10 years ago). What lessons did we learn from that and what are we doing 
differently for this dam to ensure that situation does not reoccur? 

A:  Mike Savidant: WAC Bennett dam was built in the late 1960s to early 
1970s. I think what you are referring to is the sinkhole that developed at 
WAC Bennett about 10 years ago. Basically a pipe was left in the dam 
which created some sediment movement. The main thing we have learned 
is the requirement for monitoring to make sure that if anything like that 
does begin to develop, we will know about it right away so we can adapt 
to it and do something to help mitigate that issue. I know specifically at 
WAC Bennett we have an extensive monitoring program to make sure 
there are no other surprises. In addition, we have learned that we need to 
monitor construction much more closely. 

C:  Brian Chatwin: Bigger engineering expenditure? 
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A: Simon Douglas: In projects of this magnitude, you do as much detailed 
investigation as you can to understand geotechnical requirements of the 
project and you design accordingly. As Mike said, ultimately the design – 
as it is implemented – is only as good as its construction. There are 
requirements for direct supervision and a presence on site that can 
implement an active quality assurance and management plan. 

Q:  Don Hubbard: What was the remedy? 
A:  Mike Savidant: The immediate remedy was to draw Williston Reservoir 

down below the sinkhole. We spilled a lot of water. 
A:  Simon Douglas: They did significant grouting to prevent the piping from 

progressing further. A lot of concrete was pumped into that void. I’m not 
familiar with the exact details but they ultimately plugged the hole. 

 
C:  Mark McDonald: I think it is a great presentation. I have a newspaper that 

covers that area and I do support the project for several reasons. The river 
is already dammed, and it doesn’t matter how we generate power, there is 
going to be some environmental impact. There was recently a story in the 
Alaska Highway News about bats that have been found dead at the foot of 
wind generating stations. I think for people that look at Hydro or mega 
projects such as negative, I think this is going to produce the least amount 
of environmental impact in the region because the river has already been 
dammed. Whether it be tidal or wind power, there is always going to be 
some impact. I think this is a well thought out project and I support it. 

 
Page 22 – Environment – Preliminary and Baseline Resource Studies; 
Wildlife Studies – Anre McIntosh 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 23 – Stage 2 Baseline studies underway or planned – Anre McIntosh 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 24 – Land Use; Agriculture - Anre McIntosh 
There were no comments received. 
 
Page 25 – Forestry; Mining and Oil and Oil and Gas - Anre McIntosh 
There were no comments received. 

 
Page 26 – Potential Land Use Effects 
 
Q:  Don Hubbard: As we move from phase 2, to stage 3 I would like to see 

some information about how much habitat is going to be lost. 
A:  Anre McIntosh: That will all be a part of the Stage 2 Report. At the end of 

this stage there will be a Stage 2 Report and that report will be made 
public. 
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A:  Mina Laudan: I would also add that on our website there are a number of 
historical reports that are on some of the topics you are talking about. 
There are some studies underway that are not yet complete but once they 
are complete they will also be on the website. There were studies done in 
the 1989 to 1991 period as well as prior to that, so on the Site C website 
there is a link to about 4000 documents from the BC Utility Commission 
hearings in 1982, some of which are regarding land use. If there is 
something specific you are looking for, we could look into that. 

C:  Don Hubbard: I will look on the website. 
A:  Anre McIntosh: Another thing I will point out is that as project design is 

refined, footprints and access roads and the amount of affected area will 
change. Until the project design is finalized, we won’t know the footprint 
and we won’t be able to calculate project impact completely, although we 
will have a very good idea. We will only be able to produce the final 
numbers after a certain stage. 

 
Q:  Diane Perry: You did mention that there will be arable land flooded, but 

you didn’t mention that it is the only class 1 land north of Quesnel. 
Therefore it is very important arable land. 

A:  Anre McIntosh: Yes, that is true. 
 
C:  Anre McIntosh: I will just add that the 1982 numbers indicate there are 

between 100 and 200 hectares of Class 1 arable land present in the 
potential reservoir. 

 
Q:  Marilyn Hutchison: Has the pine beetle issue extended as far as the land 

proposed for this project? 
A:  Anre McIntosh: A lot of the land is deciduous and mixed, so I don’t think 

there is a lot of pine beetle. They have affected the surrounding area 
though, but in the valley itself there is not a lot of pine.  

Q:  Marilyn Hutchison: I’m just thinking in terms of the land that will be 
flooded: if it is not impacted by the pine beetle, you are giving up land that 
is good land, because we are losing a lot of good forested land in the 
interior of BC due to the pine beetle. 

A:  Anre McIntosh: With the excepting of the river islands, a lot of the forest 
is deciduous. There is a lot of seral forest up there (cottonwood, poplar, 
aspen). It is all being mapped out. As part of our program we have done 
ecosystem mapping for the Ministry of Forest site series. Part of our 
analysis will be how many hectares of each site series will be in out 
footprint and then how many are going to be impacted. 

 
Q:  Don Hubbard: What is the definition on class 1 land? 
A:  Anre McIntosh: I will have to get back to you on that, I don’t have it on 

hand. 
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