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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

PRINCE GEORGE
OPEN HOUSE
November 3, 2008

Notes from an open house held with members of the public and representatives of the
Site C Project Team on November 3, 2008 at the Ramada Inn, 444 George Street, Prince
George, BC

PRESENT: Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Dave Conway, BC Hydro
Bob Gummer, BC Hydro
Chris Horwood, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd.
Anré Mcintosh, BC Hydro
Randy Reimann, BC Hydro
Andrew Watson, BC Hydro
Emilie Yee, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd.
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 6:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards
and use the opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. The Discussion Guide was distributed to all
participants. At 8:00 p.m. participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 p.m. and there were twelve members of the
public present.

KEY THEMES:

o Participants were interested in issues such as capacity and energy alternatives, as
well as whether there would be an impact on archaeological sites.

. Participants expressed an interest in knowing why a third dam on the Peace River
made sense.

. Participants expressed an interest in greenhouse gas and other emissions.
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Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

Question, Answer/Comment Period — Facilitator

The Facilitator noted that the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes,
which will form part of the consultation record, and 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.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or provide
comments on the project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I want to reinforce that no decision has been made to build the project - presently
in Stage 2 of a five stage process and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009, BC
Hydro will provide a report with a recommendation to government containing
consultation results, technical studies and updated financial information. The
information will go to government and they will make a decision about whether
or not we move to Stage 3.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and
C: Comment

Q: Glen Mikkelsen: You say that the dam has a life span of 100-years - what
happens after that?

A: Andrew Watson: Generally, a dam is described on a financial basis with
financial assumptions and once a dam is put in, it is in place forever. On
our existing facilities some of the components, such as generators are
reaching the end of their life and we are replacing them.

Al Peterson: How many units are there proposed at Site C?

Andrew Watson: Six — 150-megawatt turbines.

Al Peterson: What about the consultation with the First Nations? Where
is that at? | am wondering about where you are at with that process?

Dave Conway: The consultation with the First Nations is a parallel but
separate process and we have identified approximately 26 First Nations,
all the way to the Arctic, that we want to talk to. Presently we are focusing
a lot of energy on Treaty 8 First Nations within British Columbia and we
are working on a protocol agreement for consultation with them.

Al Peterson: What has been their response?

Dave Conway: | haven’t been privy to those consultations because | have
been involved with this consultation however they are sitting down and
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talking with us about a protocol agreement and that is a positive step
forward.

A: Facilitator: Jack Weisgerber is leading the First Nations consultation and
there is an email address for him, in your Discussion Guide, if you want to
ask further questions of him regarding the process.

C: Dave Conway: Jack Weisgerber is the former MLA for the South Peace
Region, was the Minister for Energy and Mines and was responsible for
BC Hydro. He is a former member of the BC Hydro Board of Directors
and a former member of the BC Treaty Commission and brings a unique
skill set to the First Nations discussions.

Q: Isla Tanaka: My understanding is that Williston Lake cannot be used for
recreation because of the toxins in the water and the torpedoing logs. What
about the reservoir at Site C, and how are you planning on preparing the
lands so that it can be used for recreation?

A: Andrew Watson: During the reservoir preparation we would harvest the
timber and stabilize areas and as far as toxins and potential for toxins that
will all be looked in the water quality studies.

A: Dave Conway: There is also a major difference between the reservoirs
(Williston and proposed Site C) and the potential Site C reservoir is not
there for water storage but rather to provide a head for the turbines while
Williston is there for the water storage.

Q: Al Peterson: | talked to you, earlier before the meeting started, about
being publicly owned because that is a major concern of mine and |
wonder about the P3* process and if it will be used in the building of the
dam?

A: Dave Conway: Remember that we haven’t got a project and you are well
ahead of looking at that. With respect to your question around P3’s, there
is no model there.

A: Andrew Watson: If the project proceeds we would have to evaluate that
because we are mandated by government to review that model if we get to
that point. There has been no decision on the procurement model.

Q: Al Peterson: | think it is really important for the people in this area and in
the Peace River District to use the dam as was the case in the WAC
Bennett Dam and | am wondering about the effect of the agreement signed
with Alberta and what effect that would have on the labor force. | would
like to be assured that British Columbians would have the first opportunity
to work on the project.

A: Andrew Watson: | am not familiar with that agreement however, no
decision has been made on procurement.
C: Facilitator: Really this is a comment. Behind the question if you will, is a

comment to please ensure that British Columbians would have the first
chance of working on the project if it goes ahead.

! Public Private Partnerships
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Al Peterson: Right and if that hasn’t been considered, the Telemus
Agreement, then it should be. That was a recent agreement signed
between BC and Alberta around labor.

Andrew Watson: Use of local labor is one of our principles.

Martin Gertsma: What is the most serious constraint associated, either
physical or environmental constraint, with the project?

Dave Conway: We are in project definition and a lot of the information is

out of date. We are in Stage 2 and a lot of work is being spent on updating
the technical studies, geotechnical, engineering, and environmental work.
We are in the process of gathering that information to build a
comprehensive base of information.
Andrew Watson: One of the challenges of a large project like this is the
long development time and then a long construction period, seven years.
We need to ask what will be the economic conditions that far out.
Government has asked us to maintain this (Site C) as a contingency
resource at this point.

Martin Gertsma: | am a landslide researcher and | know that it is an
unstable area, so landslides are part of a problem as are displacement
waves that are generated by the landslides. A large landslide can come
into the reservoir and wipe out villages below as happened recently in
another part of the world. There are other examples where instability has
increased as a result of the construction of a reservoir like the Three
Gorges in China. | don’t see any of that (studies) here. 1 am curious about
where that is at?

Andrew Watson: That was a topic in the first round of consultation, where
for example, we looked at the safe impact line for residences and we are
using impact lines for erosion and groundwater. The historical work
looked at wave models and used a very conservative assumption so that
overtopping waves of the reservoir could not happen. We are now in a
position where we better understand the risk.

Martin Gertsma: Are there studies on wave run-up?

Andrew Watson: We are in the process of identifying existing instability
and groundwater pressure. Most of the instability is slope and we know
historically about the Cache Creek and Ache slides and we will look at
that and test for stability.

Martin Gertsma: Also you will be raising the water level in the
tributaries, Halfway River, Cache Creek and Moberly and that will cause
instability.

Andrew Watson: We are looking at the whole reservoir.

Facilitator: | would encourage you to continue your discussion with
Andrew Watson after the meeting and | can provide you with a copy of the
Round 1 Consultation Discussion Guide which has the information about
this material.
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Andrew Watson: Also, all of the reports from the Round 1 consultation
are available on the (BC Hydro) web site.

Alex Deevy: Are any steps being taken to ensure the archaeological values
in the area to be flooded?

Anré Mclntosh: With respect to the archeological sites there is existing
historical digs and studies and as part of Stage 2 the environmental team is
developing a heritage program and that issue will be addressed if the
project proceeds to Stage 3.

Alex Deevy: Are local First Nations involved?

Anré Mclntosh: Yes to my knowledge they are, and if the project went to
Stage 3 there would be massive digs and sampling.

Martin Gertsma: You can’t avoid some archeological sites being flooded.

Glen Mikkelsen: Are there other alternatives to Site C or is this the one
that is most viable?

Randy Reimann: We do a 20-year plan and we look at resource options
that are available. We have a filing before the commission right now with
the 2008 Long Term Acquisition Plan and as part of that we look at what
other large hydro was available in the province and we did an update to
that plan. In a nutshell, Site C captures the value of the water storage
reservoir at Williston and practically speaking, this is the only one (Site C)
we are considering at this time.

Unidentified Speaker: What about another dam by the Mica Dam?

Randy Reimann: On the Columbia River there are the Mica and
Revelstoke Dams and with respect to a third one |1 am not sure of that but
they have multiple dams on the Columbia at this time.

Dave Conway: At Revelstoke they are adding a 5™ generator and a
looking at potential for 5™ and 6" generator at Mica and potentially a 6"
generator at Revelstoke. Those are 500 megawatts — so where there is
additional capacity to generate, we can add capacity but we are not getting
a lot more energy.

Al Peterson: Are there generating units on the Arrow — the high Arrow?
Andrew Watson: Yes.

Al Peterson: Two.

Al Peterson: Is there capacity for more?

Bob Gummer: No, the facility is owned by another Crown Corporation
and there is no room for future capacity increases.

Al Peterson: It is the same because it has a huge reservoir?

Bob Gummer: An earlier plan, by BC Hydro was abandoned and then the
water rights went to the Columbia Power Corporation and they built a
slightly smaller facility.
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Isla Tanaka: With large dam sites, isn’t there methane gas given off and
won’t this be the largest man-made water body in the world?

Andrew Watson: Reservoirs can emit some gases but we believe that this
will be very efficient reservoir and we will be initiating studies in Stage 3
that will study that. Most of it is river bed and that is a major factor as to
why it will be efficient.

Alex Deevy: With respect to the question regarding topsoil on the
Feedback Form, and in a situation like this, do you salvage it or leave it
there?

Andrew Watson: We would look at it and evaluate it. There is a lot of
gravel in the reservoir area and one of the things that we will be studying
is pre-access to it or do we stockpile it and those are all things that will be
looked at. Is it a water issue?

Anré Mcintosh: If you are referring to top soil salvage rather than
excavation — what would happen is that the sites would be examined on a
site-specific basis and should we go to Stage 3 and depending on a whole
host of factors, we would look at the feasibility of salvaging it.

Glen Mikkelsen: Where does the power come from when it is traded or is
needed to meet our energy needs?

Randy Reimann: We trade down as far as California and with Alberta
depending upon prices and we buy freshet energy from US, so typically in
the spring time that is some of the best power available and we buy that.

Martin Gertsma: Is sedimentation a factor? Do you have any ideas about
sedimentation?

Andrew Watson: Site C will be used primarily for a hydrologic head so it
is not the volume that is as important, rather it is the height. Historic
studies looked at sedimentation and the sediment load that comes from
tributaries and there is a 700-year time frame before it is an issue.

Al Peterson: That is what makes it attractive.

Feedback Forms
Members attending the open house were encouraged to complete the Site C
Project Definition Feedback Forms.

Closure
The question and answer/comment session closed at 8:30 p.m. and the open house
was closed at 9:00 p.m.
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

VANCOUVER
OPEN HOUSE
November 5, 2008

Notes from an open house held with members of the public and representatives of the Site C
Project Team on November 5, 2008 at SFU Downtown Campus, 515 Hastings Street,
Vancouver, BC

PRESENT: Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator
Dave Conway, BC Hydro
Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro
Cam Matheson, BC Hydro
Michael Savidant, BC Hydro
Andrew Watson, BC Hydro
Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

PUBLIC: (from the sign-in sheets)
Antonio
Craig Aspinall, Western GeoPower Corp.
R. Bedford
Brian Bonney, Canadian Federation of Independent Businesses
Dan Bouillon
David Craig
Ryan Porter, PERI
Scott Ellis
Rick Fearman, Taxpayer
Finola Finlay
P. Funk
Brian Gardner
G. Giusa
G. Hilman, PSI Fluid Power
D.J. Huntley
Jason John
Laurie Kelsey, Flatiron
Frank Koop
Garner Lancaster, PSI Fluid Power Ltd.
Don Mackenzie, Gan Hadanee Care-Ismatics
Bill Matheson, Power Pioneers
Loch McJannett, IPPBC (Independent Power Producers of BC)
Sam McKnight
Frederick Metcalfe, Arlette Communication Inc.
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Peter Miller

Walker Mooney

Terry Molstad

Quan Li, Financial Risk Program - SFU
Maureen Liddy

Adrienne Peacock

Jane Pennington

Warren Perks, BC Construction Association
David Perttula, Terasen Gas

Ron Pott, SFU

Bev Ramey

Paul Save, UBC

Leon Sadownik

Sedlacek, UBC

Shane Simpson, MLA Vancouver Hastings
H. Leslie Smith

Jon Turner, Hemmera (Consultants)

Henry Wakabayashi, Pacific Liaecen

Don Williams

Des Wilson, Peace Valley Environmental Association

MEDIA: Colleen Kimmett, The Tyee

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 5:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards and use the
opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. As well copies of the Discussion Guide were distributed. At 7:00 p.m.
participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. There were approximately twenty persons from the
public present.

KEY THEMES:

o Participants were interested in alternative energy options.

. Participants asked about the decision-making process, with one participant suggesting
that the decision to proceed to Stage 3 should be made by the legislature rather than
cabinet.

. The Canadian Federation of Independent Businesses expressed support for renewable

energy options and Site C.

Site C Project Definition Consultation — Round 2
Vancouver Open House Meeting — November 5, 2008 (5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.)
Page 2 of 10



Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

Question and Answer/Comment Session — Facilitator

The Facilitator noted that, the notes are not verbatim, but rather are detailed notes, which
will form part of the consultation record, and 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.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or comment on the
project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I wanted to reinforce that no decision has been made to build the project - presently in
Stage 2 of a five stage process and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009; BC Hydro
will provide a report with a recommendation to government containing consultation
results, technical studies and updated financial information. The information will go to
government and they will make a decision about whether we move to Stage 3 or not.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and C:
Comment.

Q: Unidentified Speaker: Doesn’t that sound like a conflict of interest, what you are
describing is something like the police investigating themselves? Where is the
independent organization? You say there are 20-30 years of study information
that BC Hydro is updating so why is BC Hydro conducting the studies because
this sounds to me like an environmental assessment?

A: Siobhan Jackson: The Environmental Assessment Review process would happen
in Stage 3 if the project proceeded and then the assessments would take place for
a federal and provincial assessment review and the environmental assessment
review would define what information is required to complete the process. The
review would determine if the information was acceptable and the process to be
followed is laid out in legislation. At Stage 2 we are conducting the baseline
studies and several year studies are underway so that if we moved to Stage 3 we
would have a solid understanding of the environment and the fish and wildlife.

C: Unidentified Speaker: In my experience this is like you are already doing that,
you are talking to the First Nations seeking input. What have you learned from
Williston that will better inform you? It sounds like the Peace is dead and you are
doing Site C and to what point are you saying enough is enough? Where is BC
Hydro in terms of accumulative effects because already you have oil and gas and
forestry up there? To what point are Vancouver and Metro Vancouver going to
take responsibility for hydro - why does the north always have to take a hit when
it is the south that uses the power? What is the rationale for Site C because | am
guessing that you are being asked for more electricity? Will you encounter the
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same problems as you did in the past? When are you coming clean on
environmental effects? What lessons have you learned from Williston?

Cam Matheson: There is a new need for electricity resources in the province for
the first time since the 1980s and that sets up a process relative to what will suit
the province best. Site C is an important option and what makes it attractive is
because you can get energy and important capacity values from Site C because
BC Hydro already has an enormous amount of water stored in Williston and that
water is run through two other dams, the Peace Canyon and Dinosaur Dams, and
that makes it attractive. If you went to another river you would have to create a
massive environmental impact. The lower mainland is an electricity island and
the load center is here and it is connected by high voltage lines from the Peace
into the area and then you ask can you build something inside the island and we
already know the potential is saturated within the island and that brings us to the
question of a thermal plant which is either coal or natural gas and that would have
big emission profiles. We have looked carefully at those options and believe the
chances of being permitted to operate are very low and so that is what leads us to
Site C. Conservation is important and we are doing that and it (conservation) is in
the long term plan - about 75% of that is in the plan that we recently filed for
energy needs over a 20-year period.

Siobhan Jackson: Environmentally, we operate large hydro facilities around the
province and we have large scale programs which are the places where we learn
and adapt — compensation programs and in the Williston there is the Peace
Williston Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program and there is a web site where
there are a lot of studies posted. The other program is called water use planning
and we have looked at all our facilities and assessed what changes could be made
to improve environmental conditions and we understand about heritage and
fisheries and significant improvements have been made and brought into the
water licence and we continue to monitor and continue to evaluate and learn and
manage a water eco-system with regulators and communities of interest.

Andrew Watson: With respect to the engineering and lessons learned there have
been activity in other parts of the world and that is a large part of the baseline
work that we will be looking at in terms of construction techniques and lessons
learned. An example would be reservoir clearing and people have raised that in
the Peace region. That is a good example and what was done there with a clearing
plan and if Site C were to proceed we are looking at base clearing and preparation
of shoreline stability and impact line studies and what other considerations should
be incorporated into and we are looking for input to integrate into the plans. This
takes time and is upfront work.

Brian Bonney: | am here tonight representing the Canadian Federation of
Independent Businesses and while we haven’t surveyed our membership, in
general terms from the 50,000 foot level, | can present their views. First of all let
me tell you something about us; 86% of all businesses are small business owners
with the vast majority having less than 5 employees and working 60 hours a
week. Generally our members are very supportive of Site C and other alternative
renewal energy and we recognize that BC is net importer of power and no matter
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what we do with respect to conservation we have to generate energy into the
future. We are pragmatic and know that a lot of energy, that is imported, is
coming from dirty sources right now and generally we are not in favour of that
and we would like to see BC become energy self-sufficient and keep the prices for
power low. And when the gentleman talked about not relying on the north that is
probably not realistic but alternative renewal energy projects, such as tidal/wind,
that the southern area could contribute to our power needs, we are supportive of.
On the environmental side you have addressed or mitigated issues that have been
brought up and while | had a couple of questions they were answered earlier by
your staff.

Finola Finlay: Has the turnout been better up north?

Facilitator:  Participation has been very good and there were about 1,000
participants in the last round of consultation and likely it will be higher this round.
In the last round of consultation approximately 360 persons attended open houses
held throughout the province. In this round of consultation there were many
multi-stakeholder meetings of between 5 to 40 people and while some people
really like that format it is not for everyone and BC Hydro has tried to create
different forums and we have the feedback form available on-line. There has
been good participation and closer to the direct impacts you do get a heighted
interest.

Finola Finlay: | read the report of the first round of consultation and the
comments were aggregated across all and sometimes segregated — is there any
plan to weight responses when it comes to decision-making time because
obviously those with the most impact maybe deserve to have a weighted response.
Even though there are local impacts it is a significant provincial resource. My
question is about weighting of responses.

Facilitator: BC Hydro will do a consideration memo and by that | mean they will
take the feedback and consider it and document it and there will be documentation
of the feedback. By the very fact that most of the meetings have been in the
Peace River region, in the methodology, it is a type of weighting.

Dave Conway: There will not be a weighting of responses but BC Hydro will
provide all consultation feedback information to Cabinet.

Finola Finlay: | would encourage you to separate responses as much as possible.

Clara Sedlacek: How do you ensure you reach your target because | didn’t know
about this open house until very recently — what is your strategy and goal — what
is enough people?

Dave Conway: We have tried to be as comprehensive as possible through for
example; advertising in newspaper placements, advertising on the radio, a mailer
went out to 23,000 households in the Peace River region, identifying people that
have been self-identifying, there is an extensive email list of about 1,700 persons,
follow up calls, establishing a toll free line, fax, there is a consultation office in
Fort St. John and we have a satellite consultation office in Hudson Hope. | have
been in communication with a number of organizations but unless people are
looking for it the consultation information may go over people’s heads and we
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can’t go out on the street and drag people in. We have tried to make the process,
to provide feedback, as flexible and easy to access as possible. We don’t have a
target number rather we want as many people as possible to gain a comprehensive
understanding of the project.

Pete Miller: | am from Tsawwassen and that is a famous place for BC Hydro —
how many independent land owners and people live within the area to be flooded?
Dave Conway: | don’t have the exact number of independent land owners, do
you mean the area to be flooded and how many property owners are in the area to
be flooded? If you do, for the flooded impact: there are about a dozen properties
that are potentially impacted, approximately 40 people and remember that
information is 30 years old and needs to be updated. There are impacts from the
highway realignment and sloughing impact lines. These are properties and not
people.

Facilitator: The question is how much property does BC Hydro own?

Pete Miller: Given the size of the reservoir, how many acres would 12 properties
represent?

Andrew Watson: Half the land is crown and the other half is private land and of
that private land half of that is held by BC Hydro so about ¥4 of the land is
privately held. How much land would be flooded? The reservoir is approximately
82 kilometres long and that includes the back flooding of two tributaries. We are
looking at the shore line and impacts to groundwater changes, erosion and
changes to stability and whether we may have to purchase land for groundwater
changes in terms of water rights. Most of the land has been already been
purchased.

Pete Miller: What about the Ouellette and the Pitt?

Cam Matheson: The Cheakamus is all in the lower mainland area.

Pete Miller: What about the Pitt - how much power?

Cam Matheson: It is Ouellette/Stave.

Pete Miller: What do you take off the Ouellette?

Andrew Watson: 250 megawatts.

Pete Miller: What about the Stave?

Andrew Watson: It is 250 megawatts out of the Stave and Ouellette.

Pete Miller: So Site C is 900 megawatts or about 20%.

Don Mackenzie: My First Nations name is Umpas Hadanee of the Raven Tribe,
Ganhada and | am expressing appreciation for the gathering. | would like to hear
someone speak of the involvement of First Nations in BC and Alberta and | would
like to have one person speak to the recommendation to government and how that
recommendation may be handled. 1 need to get a sense of how that eventual
recommendation will be dealt with and | would like assurance that the legislature
will address the recommendation.

Facilitator: So your first question is about the First Nations and your second
question is how will the decision be handled?

Dave Conway: The consultation with the First Nations is a separate but parallel
process and we have identified First Nations starting with Macleod Lake, further
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south, and going all the way through to the Arctic — 26 First Nations. Primarily
our work has been with Treaty 8 First Nations and we are focusing on a protocol
agreement for consultation with them and we have done some work with Alberta.
Facilitator: Would the legislature be involved in dealing with the decision?

Dave Conway: | can’t speak to that, BC Hydro will provide a recommendation to
Cabinet and government will make the decision.

Umpas Hadanee: Is there no one here representing BC Hydro that can offer
assurance that the legislature will be involved in how the recommendation would
be handled? Frankly, you are saying you have no idea about the legislature.

Dave Conway: That is our understanding — it is the mandate of BC Hydro to
report to the provincial government.

Umpas Hadanee: It seems to logically follow that the legislature should be
involved but we should communicate that feeling — “don’t leave the legislature
out of the decision”.

Pete Miller: 1 am sort of wondering over the next 10 to 20 years and given the
current generating capacity what are the growth conditions?

Dave Conway: It is 11,000 megawatts integrated and non-integrated. What |
mean by non-integrated is that BC Hydro has some diesel that are stand alones.
Pete Miller: What are the growth requirements over the next 20 years?

Cam Matheson: It changes especially given the current economic conditions but
generally it is about 1,000 gigawatts growth and you just heard the capacity
number that was given - about 60,000 gigawatts with about 30% load growth over
that time.

Pete Miller: Are the gigawatts all year round?

Cam Matheson: Right.

Pete Miller: What share does 900 megawatts represent of the potential
requirement down the road?

Facilitator: Your question is what share would Site C be over a 10 or 20 period?
Cam Matheson: In proportion to the overall system it would be about 8% from an
energy standpoint - the proportion consumed is 4,600 gigawatts on a system
consuming 60,000 gigawatts a year or about 7%.

Pete Miller: Even with Site C you will still have a considerable gap in terms of
adequate energy requirements.

Cam Matheson: Absolutely.

Pete Miller: While this energy gap may not be a problem for me it might be for
the young lady sitting up there. What other sources do you have to get at this?
Cam Matheson: The long term plan, which was filed in June, which covers that
time period addresses that gap through conservation programs using tools such as
educational information, changes to codes and standards and more sophisticated
rates and all together the demand side management is about 75% of new need and
the other 25% will come from acquiring power from independent power
producers. Right now we have three calls in various stages of development.

Umpas Hadanee: You seem to be talking a 20 year window about 1.X % increase
per annum so in ball park terms if there is a 30% increase in demand would that
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be approximately similar to the population increase so that per person demand
would remain the same in the next 20 years?

Cam Matheson: Load forecasting looks at population growth and we go to
different sources and look at gross domestic product, economic indicators,
housing indicators and we hope, because if it isn’t the case we will fail, we hope
that the average profile will drop in terms of per capita consumption of electricity.

Finola Findlay: Site C has been around for quite a while and last time it was
saved by power smart and demand side management. Did that initiative, and it is
still on-going, did it give you the information that you are now bringing to the
notion of 75% conservation - was it that successful?

Cam Matheson: It was a big informer as to potential but power smart in the late
1980’s was never envisioned to deal with the volumes that we are now talking
about today and while it was important to inform us this demand side
management program has forced us to step outside our boundaries and look at
things like codes and standards, rate structures and new programs that we haven’t
tried before, smart meters, new infrastructure that will help us and yes power
smart was important because it told us the savings were out there and that was
why the conservation review was very important.

Umpas Hadanee: | don’t want to be unduly critical but I would like to know how
your entity perceives it’s credibility with the public? It is part of your history and
now it is in the present — you are told this is how much water you can have and
you ignored those instructions and what that is like saying is what is good for
General Motors is good for the USA and what is good for BC Hydro is good for
BC. What perceived credibility do you think you have? Is there some credible
entity that watches you on our behalf?

Dave Conway: | think we have a lot of credibility and generally speaking we have
a lot of credibility and yet there is room for criticism and the Williston experience
is something we hear about. The British Columbia Utility Commission watches
us and you can look at the record and they are watching out for the experience of
the ratepayer.

Siobhan Jackson: Some of the facilities, in the lower mainland, are over 100
years old and through our water planning review process we clarified what we
were allowed to do and in some cases it was difficult to gain that understanding.
One of the outcomes on our part was to clarify with the Water Controller what we
were allowed to do and what we were not allowed to do and if we went outside of
that we reported to all interested parties including the Water Controller.

Cam Matheson: | have worked in a cross-section of the company and we have a
tremendous number of agencies that watch what we do, for example, the British
Columbia Utilities Commission and we don’t do anything unless they say they
bless it. The Water Controller looks very carefully that we conform with the
water licence. The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, DFO, looks carefully as
does the Navigable Waters Act and archeologically-speaking the Heritage
Conservation Act looks closely so we have a very wide range of agencies that
looks at everything we do on a daily basis however your point is well taken and
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way back when the water licences were issued they were vague and today we
would just say no and that has been corrected through the water use planning
process. With respect to credibility we think of out customers interchangeably
and on customer surveys we are consistently ranked about 90% satisfaction from
our customers — | think the people of the province support us and that we have a
lot of credibility.

Pete Miller: One thing I think of as I ride the chairlift at Whistler is that in James
Bay they have been building hydro projects for 40 years and selling power to the
US and they don’t have any problems with that — they just do it. BC Hydro wants
to do Site C and there is a huge mountain of discussion — why are they so
different?

Cam Matheson: | used to be on the Board of the Canadian Hydro Power
Association and Quebec and Ontario along with BC are key members of that
association and generally you are right and the situation in Quebec is for large
hydro sites for export and that is different than in BC. In Quebec they support
Hydro Quebec and understand the monetary benefit so there is little resistance and
in BC that is not the case and it is not our role to speculate.

Dave Craig: | am interested in what the criteria would be that would lead to a
recommendation to go to Stage 3 — if so what are they and what criteria do you
have for a decision to not do it now as opposed to never doing it? My question is
around whether you have looked at financial criteria on the option ahead of time
and how much ahead of time?

Dave Conway: BC Hydro is preserving the option because of the long time
related to a large hydro project and through the 2002 Energy Plan the government
asked us to do the work and undertake the consultation because if you don’t
because of the long lead time you don’t have an option. It is not our role to define
criteria rather we provide information and government will make the decision.
Michael Savidant: With respect to your question around how much do you spend
on an option? Site C is projected to cost between $5.1 and $6 billion and you
don’t want to commit to an option unless you do a fair amount of work —
generally people spend up to 10% of the cost upfront to decide on a project of this
type however that is not the case here. How much do you spend? It is a
government decision and we just want to get as much information as possible.
Dave Craig: Yet you are making an option to proceed and | don’t understand
how you don’t have a recommendation because there has to be a time frame
where it is not worth studying because it is too far in the future and | haven’t
heard how you have looked at that?

Facilitator: Sometimes the word “criteria’ throws people off but when you look
at the environmental and financial analysis and the engineering analysis and the
overall public consultation input — you could say that was criteria if you will. As
well it would be erroneous to leave the impression that hydro isn’t looking at
these factors.

Cam Matheson: It is a structured decision-making process.
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Q: Dave Craig: Hydro has been making a job of making a recommendation and you
are talking about dimensions yet there has to be some point when you say it is too
early and we are sitting with the information that the project is backup so it is
changing from the last plan that was presented.

Michael Savidant: (Site C) was always an option.

Dave Craig: It was understood from the IEP* that it was in fact an option and in

some portfolios it could be pursued.

Cam Matheson: In the LTAP? it was a second tier contingency resource so even

if the decision is made to go to Stage 3 it still doesn’t mean it will get built.

Dave Craig: | understand that but you are looking at a recommendation of is it

far enough long potentially to not proceed and a financial look at when you do it

or not?

A: Cam Matheson: Decision-making, in the context of the project as an option and
whether we keep it open, will hinge on deliverability with respect to the risk
around the demand side management options, the risk around economic growth
and electric vehicles, what IPP* energy attrition will be against what is assumed
and the optionality of Site C is important because if you stop you have pushed it
out many more years. Do we have a formal list of criteria, no; it is in the context
of resource planning.

o » O2

C: Dave Conway: Thank you for coming and for your questions and comments. We
commit to including your input and feedback in the Stage 2 report and there is
consultation built into all stages — this is not an end to consultation, really it is a
start. How you provide your feedback is important and it must be submitted by
November 30"

3. Feedback Forms
Members attending the open house were encouraged to complete the Site C Project
Definition Feedback Forms.

4. Closure
The open house was closed at 8:10 p.m.

! Integrated Energy Plan
Z Long Term Acquisition Plan
® Independent Power Producers

Site C Project Definition Consultation — Round 2
Vancouver Open House Meeting — November 5, 2008 (5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.)
Page 10 of 10



BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

TAYLOR
OPEN HOUSE
November 17, 2008

Notes from an open house held with members of the public and representatives of the Site C
Project Team on November 17, 2008 at the Taylor Community Center, Taylor, BC

PRESENT: Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator

Dave Conway, BC Hydro

Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro

Kate O’Neil, BC Hydro

Michael Savidant, BC Hydro

Andrew Watson, BC Hydro

Jack Weisgerber, BC Hydro

Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 6:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards and use the
opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. As well copies of the Discussion Guide were available. At 8:00 p.m.
participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 p.m. There were eleven persons present.

KEY THEMES:

Participants said they would like BC Hydro to invest in and develop alternatives such as
wind, solar and other energy sources instead of Site C.

Participants expressed concern that proceeding with Site C would eliminate agricultural
land forever.

Participants asked whether Site C is necessary, given current and projected demand,
which they said could be dealt with through conservation and other alternatives to Site C.

Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

QUESTION/ANSWER/COMMENT PERIOD — Facilitator

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
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meeting notes and that while every attempt has been made to secure the correct spelling
of participant names and we apologize for any misspellings.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or comment on the
project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I want to reinforce that no decision has been made to build the project — we only have a
mandate to be in Stage 2 and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009, BC Hydro will
provide a report and recommendation to government containing consultation results,
technical studies and updated financial information.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and C:
Comment.

C: Tony Soeck: | found the information about the open house in my monthly
invoice from BC Hydro.

Q: Sandra Hoffman: In order to go ahead with Site C, it is my understanding that
you need to demonstrate the need for energy; from your 2008 Annual Report, you
imported 34,020 gigawatt hours for trade purposes, 34,259 gigawatt hours to
satisfy domestic demand and you exported 37,450 gigawatt hours for profit. This
means that you are currently a net exporter of energy which doesn’t demonstrate
the need for energy. Are these figures correct, or are you purposely hiding your
status as a net exporter of energy because this doesn’t seem to be common
knowledge or well advertised and doesn’t seem to justify the need for Site C?

A: Michael Savidant: The numbers in the annual report are correct but when it
discusses the numbers, for example, last year was a very wet year (precipitation,
snowfall and rainfall); and we were at about 114% of our long term precipitation
which represents approximately 5,000 gigawatt hours more than we would get in
an average year so when we talk about being a net purchaser of energy we are
talking about an average year, yet last year was very rare and we received a lot
more energy through snowfall and rainfall and that allowed us to get into a net
energy position and that is not something that happens on a regular basis - there is
under a 10% chance of that occurring in a given year.

Q: Sandra Hoffman: At the last open house you said it was 8 out 12 years you were
an importer and now it is 8 out of 13 years you a net importer, so are there still a
number of years where you are a net exporter?

A: Michael Savidant: Yes, as you go back through the years as the load grows, the
chances of being a net purpose exporter decreases but for the last decade we have
not been in an average net surplus position; it is just in years where we get above
normal rainfall and snowfall that we are sometimes able to get into a net sales
position.

Q: Sandra Hoffman: So it goes one way or the other but it still does not suggest a big
demand?

Project Definition Consultation — Round 2
Taylor Open House, November 17, 2008 (6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.) — Page 2of 12



o » O 2

Michael Savidant: It is actually a sizable demand and the amount of inflows can
vary significantly. It can vary by more than 10% of the yearly domestic load — that
is the kind of range we are looking at in terms of minimum and maximum water
flows. So on average, one would expect there to be a demand and we expect that
demand to get larger as the load grows if we don’t bring on more conservation or
other resources.

Sandra Hoffman: In terms of load growth, from the last four years in the annual
report (2008- 2003), is it true that domestic need has declined — the amount
imported to satisfy domestic demand has declined?

Michael Savidant: No, domestic demand in BC has increased. It has decreased
slightly in the last few years due to rainfall and inflows patterns - when you look
at 2006 it was a dry year, 2007 was a normal year and 2008 was a wet year and
that is what is driving that pattern. In the same annual report when you look at
domestic usage you will see that has been going up every year. Overall, domestic
usage in BC has gone up.

Brian Churchill: Could you provide domestic-use demand figures for the last
four years? By that | mean what the ratepayers are using in gigawatt hours in the
last four years?

Michael Savidant: We can get back to you with those figures.

Tony Stoeck: | hear the discussion about importing and exporting — is it mostly
from the United States?

Michael Savidant: The purchasing comes primarily from the States and some
portion from Alberta — the vast majority is from the Pacific Northwest.

Tony Stoeck: More is imported and when are you importing, at what time of the
day are you importing or exporting and what impact or difference does this make
on the overall supply of BC Hydro?

Michael Savidant: On of the benefits of having a large hydro storage system as we
have at Williston is that over the year we try and buy when prices are the lowest
possible — for example, we try and buy in the spring when the snow melt occurs in
the US and there is excess and in the evening when the load is lower in the US
and prices are lower although we cannot always do that when we want to. We
have to buy in the winter, for example, to meet the domestic need.

Tony Soeck: | would like you to emphasize during night hours because |
understand that it is in the evening when there is high load?

Michael Savidant: What | meant by evening was fully night time when people are
asleep and not using that much energy — we would save the water in the reservoirs
and buy to meet demand.

Tony Stoeck: That is what | wanted to know.

Sandra Hoffman: In order to have Site C, it is my understanding that you need to
have looked at all the green alternates. There are green alternatives such as geo-
thermal, wind and solar that needs to be developed. Geo-thermal in particular has
the potential for two plants at Meagher Mountain that could bring in 500
megawatts of firm green power — 300 megawatts at North Meagher and 200
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megawatts at South Meagher. Geo-thermal is being extensively used in many
other countries and we are very fortunate in BC to have it and | have just
mentioned two of the many places where there is potential. It also has the
advantage of being closer to where it is being used down south and you wouldn’t
have the 10% loss of power from transmission from Site C. What are you doing
other than just putting out the call for IPP’s*, because obviously that geo-thermal
Is not being promoted as many people don’t seem to know about its potential in
BC and why is that not included on the list of energy alternatives on question 1(a)
of the Feedback Form?

A: Michael Savidant: With respect to geo-thermal, it is BC Hydro’s mandate to
acquire energy and not build it. When it comes to developing geo-thermal we will
buy that energy if they (IPP’s) develop that energy but one thing the government
energy plan has done is that the IPP’s are the ones that actually develop those
projects. While I don’t know the details, the government is looking at incentive
programs to develop geo-thermal energy but that is not done through BC Hydro.
That is not our role to encourage new technology; our role is to acquire energy for
our ratepayers.

Q: Sandra Hoffman: That is all you can do, how do we get you to purchase from
green IPP’s instead of destroying our valley and destroying agricultural land and
wildlife? Why not buy more green energy to focus on the future instead of
focusing on Site C?

A: Dave Conway: Site C is a project with a very long time period, it is ten to twelve

years, and you need to be doing the type of work we are doing right now with the

consultation and the project definition work which is the technical work that is
going on. This is a potential resource option and in the short term, the calls you
referred to are there to acquire green and clean energy options; for example, in
this area there is Dokie Wind and Bear Mountain and Mackenzie Green, bio-
energy and it (IPP development) continues as you move south. Micro-hydro and
wind are the predominant ones to fill the need on the short term while we look at
this option. The big difference between wind and micro-hydro options is that they
don’t provide firm, dependable capacity energy to the system because you can’t
count on the wind being there on average. Micro-hydro is intermittent, based on
water supply, so you need something to add firm capacity to the system that you

can count on when it is -25 below on January 7%

Sandra Hoffman: This is why | was talking about geo-thermal.

Dave Conway: There is nothing to stop geo-thermal like the Meagher Creek

development and | suggest that you pose that question to the IPP’s.

20

Q: Rita Churchill: Have you looked at the impact of spending half the amount of
money you are proposing to spend spending on Site C to conserve energy and
teach people about conservation. From my understanding, a good education
program can cut down energy use dramatically and then you could preserve the
valley and would not need Site C.

! Independent Power Producers
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Dave Conway. BC Hydro has got an aggressive program of demand-side
management.

Rita Churchill: You have got a Power Smart program but | am talking about the
kind of money that is proposed for Site C and putting that into conservation
programs?

Michael Savidant: If you look at the long term acquisition program there is an
order of magnitude of money being spent on demand-side management than is
proposed for Site C.

Rita Churchill: Why isn’t it being promoted, | only just found about it and | teach
and only because | happened to ask about it at the last forum?

Michael Savidant: Education is only part of the demand-side management
program. There is a fair bit of work being done on codes and standards, as well as
the educational initiatives. We are also at the start of this extensive demand-side
management program and there will be a lot more initiatives that we expect to be
done over the next ten years.

Rita Churchill: Have you done a study on what the results will be?

Michael Savidant: Yes and we have looked at a variety of subsets and are looking
at putting money into each one of these things. We have a program that we expect
can conserve 10,000 gigawatt hours of energy per year over the next ten years —
that is what we expect to get.

Brian Churchill: How much has gone into the Phase 2 work for Site C to date?
Michael Savidant: $42 million.

Andrew Watson: There will be $300 million spent on demand-side management
programs in the next two years.

Brian Churchill: $300 million?

Dave Conway: That is what is presently in front of the British Columbia Utilities
Commission for approval.

Brian Churchill: So it has not been approved.

Arthur Hadland: Is the original flood level for Site C 1525 feet? It was 1515 feet
originally wasn’t it?

Michael Savidant: It is 461.8 meters.

Arthur Hadland: Didn’t I hear that the levels were going to be raised to 1560 feet
or 550m?

Andrew Watson: No - they are the same level as was on the application in 1982.
Arthur Hadland: | will add a few things there. | guess I got “drug” down here and
I am getting tired of your meetings and there was a clear message from the
communities in the first round of consultation, 6% of the stakeholders were in
favour of Site C and the stakeholders in favour in the rest of the province was
16% . Those numbers should send a sharp signal that maybe alternative forms of
energy are where people want to go. | was on the PVAC and | think the term BC
Hydro is a misnomer, and we are seeing the consequence of it today, it should be
BC Energy. It should be owned by all of us but I don’t have my share in my
pocket or in my desk. | think we should have a more direct impact/say from the
communities. Is there a Peace Region Director on the BC Hydro Board?
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Dave Conway: No there isn’t.

Arthur Hadland: There is fallacy. We have a province of 4 million people and
that is not a lot of people. When | look at alternate energy sources and clean
energy, | think it would be geo-thermal and the one that is the most obvious right
now, and | don’t hear BC Hydro talking much about it, is that we have beetle
killed forests. We have the potential for forest fires just like what is happening in
California right now, so instead of looking at the short term of 70 years or
whatever this dam will function for, why not look at a 1,000-year model or a 500-
year model and look at the long term strategy. No. 1 - take the beetle killed forest
and set up co-generation around the province and maybe this group could take this
to the BC Hydro Board of Directors and say this is what we think. Set up the co-
generation plants in every area of the plants and feed the garbage that can’t be
recycled. Really do some planning — look at geo-thermal because that is a no-
brainer and that is the long-term option for this province. | am about to give up
and you come to this and throw out proposals and everyone nods. Personally, |
don’t have much confidence in this process and you have a community that you
have brainwashed and everyone believes you are going to build Site C and you are
engaged in a long-term exercise to wear down the people. This is a strategy. It is
unfortunate but this is supposed to be our company and look at what is happening.
Rivers are the life-blood of whole communities and here you are, going to plug it
off and if you plug off an artery in your body, the potential is that you die. You
are killing a river, we have already contributed enough — move on and find
something else.

Al Peterson: Part of the problem is the mandate - the mandate of BC Hydro. We
have a situation where that mandate has been changed and it is no longer BC
Hydro that goes forward and develops or looks at developing projects like you just
mentioned - geo-thermal. I think that it is a big problem for the development of
power in the future. What we need to do is go back to the mandate, to the original
mandate when BC Hydro was established and they were going to develop energy
projects for the province. Today there are a lot of other options that aren’t
available and have not been taken advantage of and that are to a great extent the
result of the change in the mandate. As a result, it has left you, this company,
which really doesn’t have the expertise. BC Hydro is as competent, if not more
competent than anyone else on the face of the planet when developing hydro
projects from the technical aspect but the comments that people are making are
not on the technical side but are on the effects on peoples lives and the ecological
effects and the general effects on communities that are in the areas where
developments take place. We are facing a problem which has developed as a
result of the change in the mandate and what we really need is for BC Hydro to be
given the opportunity to develop and initiate, not build and construct, but to
develop and initiate these projects and then we will have all kinds of green energy
being developed and will allow a reconsideration of what we are doing to our
rivers.

Ray Ensz. My question is not related to Site C — how many hydro plants in BC?
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Dave Conway: There are approximately thirty generating facilities.

Ray Ensz.  You have been focused on Site C but what is the efficiency of all the
other facilities; is each operating at 100%?

Andrew Watson: We look at all our plants and there has been advanced turbine
technology and for example, at the WAC Bennett Dam, we are putting in new
turbines and additional efficiency.

Ray Ensz. What have the effects been on other dams and promises when they
were built and for example Ocean Falls — is that a BC Hydro facility?

Dave Conway: No, but BC Hydro purchases the power from the IPP.

Ray Ensz | heard that it is only operating at 10% of its efficiency and the effects
are being felt here and this is just one example — couldn’t BC Hydro say to IPPs,
produce 100% and we will buy it all?

Andrew Watson: Those are projects that could bid into the (energy) calls if there
IS excess.

Ray Ensz. When you say bid do mean that BC Hydro would be giving a better
rate?

Andrew Watson: Something like the purchase agreement we have with Alcan for
energy for them.

Ray Ensz. Kemano - is only operating at half capacity because the reservoir can’t
sustain all of it and those are two things that I know of. Until all those are running
and the privately owned ones are running and until they are all being used at
100% and with the new technology that comes along, you could switch out the
turbines and get more efficiency. If money from Site C was put into that then
would we need Site C?

Andrew Watson: We have redeveloped Abercrombie from 5 to 25 megawatts in
the order of $100 million and we are also looking at the upper Columbia at Mica
and Revelstoke to increase the generation.

Ray Ensz. So are they producing electricity that we are looking for? Does it
bring the demand for Site C down or no matter how efficient they get, will Site C
remain — so as others are getting efficient will that lessen the need or demand for
Site C?

Dave Conway: We are well along the path of adding a generator at Revelstoke
and there is the potential for a 6™ generator there and the same at Mica — so there
is capacity but the issue is water and on the Columbia we don’t have the water so
while we have the capacity, we can use the generators for capacity at peak periods
but we will use the water up. At Site C, you are using the water three times and
you can get both energy and capacity.

Facilitator: The question | am hearing is, have you taken into consideration the
increases you are making on the already existing dams to make them more
efficient when you are thinking of Site C?

Dave Conway: Yes and we are spending hundreds of millions doing that on
facilities on the system.

Michael Savidant: The capital plan is the order of $3 billion over the next 5 years.
Sobhan Jackson: We are looking at maintenance opportunities, putting in new
units and as we go and look at the system either because we need to rebuild it or
there is an opportunity, we are looking at all of that.
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Ray Ensz. So you are spending money to make it more efficient — will the
demand already have grown?

Andrew Watson: Demand, ramping up conservation and building more and buying
more and one of the big factors is that approximately 78% of new demand will be
met through conservation. If not met, we will buy more or build more but it could
be exceeded so these factors will be considered in terms of new supply.

Brian Churchill: I am listening to you talk about wind power and the Columbia
and ultimately hydro dams are the most flexible and it is limited power you can
turn on and off, so hydro is very good backup for wind.

Dave Conway: Excellent point - it is an excellent fit with hydro when you have a
water challenge.

Tony Soeck: | hear lots of emphasis on conservation and | am all for it but how
about raising the price and then we don’t have to talk about conservation and that
would solve it all. A light switch has two positions one on and one off.

Dave Conway: We certainly know that price is a main motivator for people to
conserve and we are doing a couple of things. For example, we have gone to a
residential inclining block stepped rate and we are moving to this to incent people
(to conserve). However, the issue for us as the major electricity producer for the
Province of British Columbia is that we are also seen as an engine to economic
development and we know that all users are not able to absorb rate increases. We
put our requests for rate increases into the British Columbia Utilities Committee
and they review it and determine whether or not it will be approved.

Tony Stoeck: This is a question of sensitivity of price because 32 cents a kilowatts
is coming and with the shutting down of nuclear power plants | don’t see that
people have much to complain about the price here and 1 am wondering if people
are prepared to have a price that can double — keep this in mind. | enjoy paying
6.5 cents a kilowatt.

Gilbert Loucks: | don’t see anyone here as old as | am and | remember that before
electricity, we had wood stores and gas lamps and the gas mantle turned
everything black and 1 think if all these people were sitting around those stoves, |
think they would want electricity.

Tony Soeck: We could turn half these lights off, in the room, if we wanted to but
we don’t because electricity is cheap.

Brian Churchill: On October 29" a grizzly was reported in the Bear Flats - do you
have a study designed to look at grizzly bears, genetic studies, in the Peace
Valley?

Sobhan Jackson: We will be continuing our discussions with Ministry of
Environment as to what species are of interest and consideration. We heard of that
sighting and that information will contribute to whether we need to add studies in
the future.

Brian Churchill: Will you be doing radio studies on animals?
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Sobhan Jackson: This winter we will be doing collar studies on deer, elk and
moose.

Brian Churchill: Collars?

Sobhan Jackson: Radio collars and we will add satellite collars — 40 collars on
each species this winter and based on what we learn we may be targeting for
longer range collars.

Brian Churchill: Is there time for GPS collars?

Sobhan Jackson: We have been discussing that approach with the Ministry of
Environment to get some initial information and we are working on balance to get
the initial information and then we may add to it.

Brian Churchill: 1t is a longer wait to get the data when it should be the other
way around.

Laurel Hadland: What about our children, grandchildren and our great
grandchildren - if the river is gone, the opportunities are gone and hydro is old
technology, not of the 21st century.

Arthur Hadland: Wasn’t Meagher Creek a geo-thermal experiment by BC
Hydro?

Andrew Watson: Yes, that is my understanding.

Arthur Hadland: So they (BC Hydro) were reaching outside of their comfort zone
or mandate and looking at alternative energy forms and that energy is closer to the
lower mainland and you won’t have transmission costs or losses. | take that
observation. On Page 7 (Discussion Guide) geo-thermal looks cheaper if 1 am
reading the graph right and | see the emphasis being put on that and | guess there
is a level of creditability to go forward as an agency and you are all hired folk
working for the agency. Do you have a direct conduit into the Board of Directors
and when you do a report is that not reported back to the Board of Directors? Like
you just phased phase 1 on your consultation so where does that report go?

Dave Conway: There is a structure within the company and Site C consultation is
under the Senior VP of Corporate Affairs, Susan Yurkovich and the information
goes to the VP and then to the President, Bob Elton, and then to the Board.

Arthur Hadland: On the first consultation did they (Board of Directors) note that
only 6% were in favour of Site C?

Dave Conway: The Board would see the materials that are provided.

Arthur Hadland: But it was not emphasized and it was put right at the end of the
consultation summary report and so it was de-emphasized in the report. So it
depends on how that was presented to your VP. | will leave this as a
brainstorming session because BC Hydro lost creditability with me in 1976 when
they took the first run at Site C and also they were thinking of Site E on the Liard.
| think there was one more site and it was going full bore like this was a great
thing for BC and then all of a sudden the British Columbia Utilities Commission
conducted hearings and it was determined that we didn’t need that energy and this
was after BC Hydro’s Mr. Nash stood up in the Mackenzie Inn, that big ballroom,
and said we will have brown-outs if you don’t let us have Site C. | am getting that
same flavour again and am feeling diminished by my previous experiences.
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Maybe you could tell Susan Yurkovich that flooding rivers is an old idea and look
at this from a holistic viewpoint. We are a growing population and to keep
flooding rivers which are finite, why not look at this and I throw it out that BC
Hydro should be called BC Energy and maybe the Board of Directors should
review their whole mandate and look at the long-term. | think this is very short
sighted and very myopic and | believe we should look at what is immediate and
we maybe have enough wealth in BC Hydro to provide incentives to build co-
generation plants around the province because they would last longer than Site C
and it is more immediate and would have the benefit of employing more people in
BC. My last thing is — WAC Bennett had a great vision and he was a leader and
he built the road system and a rail link that connected us all together. We had the
BC Hydro model for providing cheap power, it is too “damn” cheap but that has
been eroded. BC Rail was sold, it was a political thing and not your problem and
then they sold off part of BC Hydro that no one knows much about, the
accounting part, and we are saying we are saving $250 million dollars over 10
years by doing this, by selling it to Accenture Business Services of BC. So by
this, what BC Hydro did, we lost all our little front offices and this had a negative
impact on our communities and there was a proposal, I think, to sell BC Hydro but
there was such a “hew and cry” that suddenly the politicians drew in their horns
but I wonder if we are going to see it after a another election and the present
government maintains their majority. If you have a conduit into the Board of
Directors, you can tell them that the community sees alternative energy forms that
would really employ people and cleaner greener energy in the long term and to
look at geo-thermal because that is totally sustainable.

Brian Churchill: Given the current economic hysteria going on in the world and
impacts on demand, costs and credit and while | know that it is hard to predict
demand, when was the last cost estimate for Site C?

Michael Savidant: May 2007 cost estimate and it showed a range because there is
a fair of uncertainty with a project that won’t be built for several years between
$5.1 to $6.6 billion dollars and included this consultation.

Brian Churchill: We know that world dam studies show that hydro dams come in
30% over budget and does that figure include that?

Michael Savidant: It includes the reserve and we have looked at risks and
included that in the reserve.

Tony Stoeck: Does someone have a calculator — can you generate how much that
is in kilowatt hours?

Michael Savidant: You are talking about unit energy cost or the levelized cost of
energy over the lifetime of the facility. Site C is in the range of between $50 -
$100 megawatt hours and then you can compare that to other projects and wind is
$80 — $230 megawatts and the whole table is on Page 13 of the Discussion Guide
or about 5 - 10 cents kilowatt hour for Site C.

Dave Conway: Thank you for coming and for your questions and comments, we
really appreciate it. We are committed to including feedback in the Stage 2 report
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along with updated technical and financial information. We will provide a report
with a recommendation to government at the end of Stage 2 and if we move to
Stage 3, there will be further consultation.

Brian Churchill: | find it incredible that you are putting a report with
recommendations in 2009 with baseline information on wildlife and you won’t
have even started your studies — so how can you make a recommendation when
the studies haven’t even started? How will you make a report when you don’t
have the information?

Sobhan Jackson: The information collection started in Stage 1 and 2 and if the
project moved to Stage 3, all of that information will be moved into Stage 3 - so
we are at an early stage and the determination of the complete information will be
determined during Stage 3. This is pre-initiated data collection and then if the
project goes to Stage 3 we will continue the data information.

Brian Churchill: When will that be?

We can’t say for sure when that will occur because if we go to Stage 3 we will
work with the regulators to determine the Terms of Reference and what the
information collection will look like. The Discussion Guide has indicated a two-
year period and that would be the minimum amount of time and may take longer
depending upon the requirements if we move to that stage.

Rita Churchill: Will we get the information before the reports are completed?
Sobhan Jackson: We commit to getting out the information at the end of Stage 2.
Rita Churchill: Will the wildlife reports be made available to the public before a
final decision is made?

Sobhan Jackson: The reports will be available through the environmental
assessment period.

Gilbert Loucks: This won’t make me very popular but I say for the next meeting
bring two coil gas lamps and cut off the electricity and then see what they say.

The public meeting was declared closed at 9:08 p.m.
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

DAWSON CREEK
OPEN HOUSE
November 18, 2008

Notes from an open house held with members of the public and representatives of the Site C
Project Team on November 18, 2008 at the, Dawson Creek, BC

PRESENT: Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator

Dave Conway, BC Hydro

Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro

Mina Laudan, BC Hydro

Cam Matheson, BC Hydro

John Nunn, BC Hydro

Andrew Watson, BC Hydro

Jack Weisgerber, BC Hydro

Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 6:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards and use the
opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. As well copies of the Discussion Guide were available. At 8:00 p.m.
participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 p.m. There were twenty-one persons present. Earlier in
the evening a group, composed of ten persons, walked through the open house protesting Site C
and also walked once through the question and answer session.

KEY THEMES:

Participants said they would like BC Hydro to invest in and develop alternatives such as
wind, solar and other energy sources instead of Site C.

Participants expressed concern that proceeding with Site C would eliminate agricultural
land forever.

Participants asked whether Site C is necessary, given current and projected demand,
which they said could be dealt with through conservation and other alternatives to Site C.

Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

QUESTION/ANSWER/COMMENT PERIOD - Facilitator

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
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meeting notes and that while every attempt has been made to secure the correct spelling
of participant names and we apologize for any misspellings.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or comment on the
project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I want to reiterate that no decision has been made to build the Site C project — we only
have a mandate to be in Stage 2 and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009, BC Hydro
will provide a report and recommendation to government containing consultation results,
technical studies and updated financial information.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and C:
Comment.

Q: Al Watson: Dave (Conway), you made the comment that no decision has been
made about Site C but yet when | talk to people from BC Hydro they say that it is
a done deal, so pardon me if | don’t believe you what you say about Site C.

A: Dave Conway: The people in the room are the people working on the project and
we were directed to update the technical and financial work and consult and there
IS no mandate to move to Stage 3. If people are saying that they aren’t intimately
involved with the project.

C: Marcketa Leoppky: At the last meeting in October I raised my concern that there
was a possibility that the provincial government would privatize any or part of the
project (BC Hydro) so | went and contacted our MLA and he responded with this
information which has been provided to the record and is:

“This is the policy action from the BC Energy Plan.

“15. Continue public ownership of BC Hydro and its heritage assets and the BC
Transmission Corporation.

“The BC Energy Plan upholds and confirms the 2002 Energy Plan’s fundamental
principle of public ownership of BC Hydro, its heritage assets and the BCTC.
Under the 2002 Energy Plan, the government passed the BC Hydro Public Power
Legacy and Heritage Contract Act to ensure continued public ownership of BC
Hydro and its heritage assets, including BC Hydro’s generation, distribution and
transmission systems. While BC Hydro retains ownership of the transmission
system, the Transmission Corporation Act dealt with the transfer of transmission,
operation, management and planning responsibility to BCTC. The Transmission
Corporation Act included the stipulation that BCTC must be 100 per cent owned
by government and cannot be sold. These protections remain in place to continue
to ensure public ownership of these corporations and assets.”
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And if anyone that suggests privatizing BC Hydro they cannot because we have
the legislation in place protecting it.

Ruth Veiner: We didn’t think for one moment that BC Rail would not be ours and
then BC Liquor stores, when they started making money, they were sold so | don’t
see a guarantee that won’t happen, | don’t feel so confident.

Marcketa Leoppky: It is protected in legislation if that is any consolation.

Patsy Nagel: | am from the BC Women’s Institute and | feel there should be no
more dams on the Peace; we have already given our share to BC. The
government is advocating the 100 mile food policy and yet where will we get our
fruits and vegetables if this fertile land is under water. Due to the micro-climate
in the area, it is possible to grow our fruits and vegetables and there are many
avenues that could be opened up to utilize the abundant crop. 1 do not support the
Site C dam.

Joe Figura: | have been talking to people in the community and a lot of people
are against this project because they feel the power will be sold to the US and in
the past they (BC Hydro) sold power to California that they never got paid for and
people don’t want to see power leave the country.

Cam Matheson: In our system we sell and buy electricity from the US and BC is
interconnected in a very wide power grid that includes BC and Alberta, the Pacific
Northwest. Everyday we buy and sell electricity in that grid to keep rates low for
our ratepayers. Generally we net out up until the last six or seven years where we
have bought more than we sold. There is no guarantee that if Site C is built that
electricity won’t be sold to the US but BC Hydro has no mandate to build that
station to sell to the US — we only sell to optimize the value of the system we have
and not purposely to export.

Joe Figura: 1 can understand that because at peak times you buy and sell and |
can understand that but people are concerned about this and believe you will build
the plant to sell the power to the US.

Dave Conway: In 2001 after the purchase of the sale of energy to the US, BC
Hydro netted $1.1 billion from that sale and was still owed $450 million
(Canadian). We are still owed that money and we are still pursuing getting that
money back through the Californian system however we still made $1.1 billion
net for ratepayers.

Joe Figura: Is there anyway to block California from getting power until they
pay?

Cam Matheson: Yes but California is the most lucrative market place.

Joe Figura: They can’t be that lucrative if they still owe money?

Cam Matheson: They are and the ability to optimize the system remains with
buying power from California. PowerEx, the company that buys and sells the
power for BC Hydro, has estimated that if we didn’t buy we would be a net loser
SO we are trying to get the money from California.
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A: Dave Conway: Sales are not operated on credit period and now it is close to ‘cash
on the barrel’ - that is the situation right now because California is almost broke.

Bill Taylor: Last year for example you bought more power than you sold so how
much did it cost?

Cam Matheson: Last year - that is a bad example because it was a very wet year.
Bill Taylor: We bought more power so how much did we lose?

Cam Matheson: You can’t say lose because we often sell for more than what we
buy it for.

Bill Taylor: You get to state it your way but if you are not building Site C for
export what is the demand of 40% over the next years and what are you using that
40% more for? What is the 40% increase in demand?

Cam Matheson: | am not totally familiar with that figure of 40%.

Bill Taylor: It is repeated over and over in the Discussion Guide.

Cam Matheson: Our load generally grows and the overall system is about 60,000
today and will grow somewhere between 33% - 40% depending on the rate of
growth.

Bill Taylor: Does your plan call for a 40% reduction due to efficiencies?

Cam Matheson: The 40% increase is estimated before taking into account the
drop in demand from the conservation program and the long term plan will be
about 80% of the demand to be met through conservation programs and this also
goes back to the question about Site C. Right now our plan does call for Site C to
come into the system in 20 years and holds it as a potential option. Most of the
demand for new need comes from conservation.

o 2O2 O
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Bert Veiner: If it is only 20% for the period isn’t BC Hydro’s main mandate to
produce cheap power?

Cam Matheson: The mandate is provide reliable, low cost energy for generations
of British Columbians.

Bert Veiner: BC Hydro should be on the forefront of wind and other alternative
energy sources so there should be no need to destroy the valley and river forever.
Cam Matheson: The long term plan that we will be defending in the New Year
calls for the need to be met from conservation, up to 80% and the remaining 20%
from IPPs* from a clean power call (wind and small hydro power).

Bert Veiner: Can’t BC Hydro build it?

Cam Matheson: Our energy plan calls for BC Hydro to purchase energy from the
private sector, upgrade existing facilities and look at large hydro, Site C. Site C is
the only exception.

> Q 2 O
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C: Ruth Veiner: | find a lot of discomfit in that last scenario and when | think of the
hectares of Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 agricultural land that will be flooded, |
can’t see the reason for that and | am opposed to any more dams on the Peace and
| also belong to an organization of about 900 women who feel the same way. To
me there is no compensation available to replace that and what has already been

! Independent Power Producers
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destroyed. How will BC Hydro replace that agricultural land because you can’t
just reproduce that land? We have chosen to live in this pristine part of the world
and once the Portage Mountain Dam was built and BC Hydro changed the name
once it was built to the Williston Reservoir and who the “hell” is Williston — there
was no thought given to the people of the First Nations or the people in the north.
It makes me sick to call it Williston because it is the Portage Mountain Dam. |
feel that we aren’t looked at with much respect by BC Hydro and this is a slap in
the face to the northern pioneers and the First Nations people in the area. | would
rather my grandchildren eat in the dark than starve in the light. | don’t want it.

Al Watson: You say no decision yet but are there a set of blueprints?

Andrew Watson: There is work relating back to the 1980’s and we are doing
some update work relative to the footprint and there are some drawings that will
be updated and cost estimates but there are no new tender documents.

Al Watson: | have been looking on the internet quite a bit and reading material
from all over the world about people building dams without flooding land. Our
dam system requires depth of water to turn the turbines but what about horizontal
turbines?

Andrew Watson: All the energy potential is taken from the reservoir. Other dams
and other schemes would not use that but to take all that energy from the system
you need pressure head.

John Nunn: Turbines in the river would not give a fraction of the energy that Site
C would give and you would have a river full of turbines and that would have its
own impact.

Al Watson: Other countries are doing that on their smaller rivers. | understand
about draining flow from water but once the water is through the turbine it re-
energizes again and | don’t understand the loss of energy.

John Nunn: You are talking about river flows and they have energy and when
that energy is not flowing it is taken away and what a dam does is store the energy
to put through turbines but it is not the same scale as you would get from small
turbines and a whole series of small turbines would have an impact.

Doreen Meerman: | also think you could be using water turbines and other rivers
beside the Peace. By using that technology you won’t have to flood the Peace and
last summer on our holidays we saw one working. Why aren’t you looking at
other rivers and more turbines in the rivers?

Dave Conway: We are and we have a clean energy call out and there is micro
hydro and they are using the small rivers and streams throughout BC. We have
been doing that and adding those into the system since 2003 and we have about
85-projects already using that on a small scale. Site C is 900 megawatts capacity
and a small hydro might be 1 to 5 megawatts, where they are diverting the water
out and then putting it back, so there are varying degrees of scales but that sort of
thing is happening.

Patsy Nagel: It is our understanding that load loss from the transmission lines is
about 20% - 30% depending on the weather.
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Andrew Watson: It is less - there are losses but they are in the order of 10%.

Patsy Nagel: It doesn’t seem economical to have a dam up here and the load
down there — | think the energy source should be closer to the load.

Andrew Watson: The benefits of the Williston Reservoir is the reason that the
government asked BC Hydro to look at Site C, to maximize the benefit of that
storage and regulation of that reservoir.

Cam Matheson: If you wanted to build a project of approximately the same size
in terms of energy values, on an unregulated river, the impact would be 50 times
greater. The value of Site C is the reservoir. There would be way more impact
from building a project on an unregulated river.

Andrew Watson: Site C would get a third of the power.

Patsy Nagel: How long would the dam last? | have been hearing about 50 years.
Andrew Watson: The financial assumption is in the order of 70 years but the
project would last substantially longer than that — think of it like paying off a
mortgage and then maintaining the investment and the structure would remain
indefinitely as long as you maintained the investment.

Patsy Nagel: What if there was a lot of sloughing of the banks — will it shorten
the life of the reservoir?

Andrew Watson: The primary mechanism for infilling will be sediment from the
Halfway River and estimates are showing that would be in the range of 700 years
and wouldn’t affect the viability of this project and again because we are not using
the river for storage because the storage is at Williston.

Patsy Nagel: How much longer is Williston going to last?

Andrew Watson: It is in the order of 10,000 years and again those areas would
revert to flood plain. It is a very long period of time in order of 10,000 years.

Bert Veiner: Anyone that has lived here would know this but you have no idea
about the amount of sloughing that takes place and there have already been slides
and one slide dammed up the river for a period of time.

John Nunn: You are referring to the Ache Slide and we have surveyed that area
and we know that there is a sloughing problem there and we are looking at the
activity of those banks and what would happen to those banks. We will look at a
broad U-shaped bank and what will happen would be that we would flatten that
out. We are looking at studies on the stability of the banks, the viability of the
slopes and formation of beaches and if the project went to the next stage those
impacts would be part of the environmental assessment.

Bert Veiner: Anyone travelling around between here and Fort St. John knows
about the continual movement of the river banks.

Joe Figura: Has anyone looked at the rivers in Prince George to build dams
because there is a good size river running through that town.

Dave Conway: There is already a dam on the Nechako River and it is operated by
Alcan and from the Fraser River perspective | will let Andrew Watson address
that aspect of the question.

Andrew Watson: Historically, the province looked at a large dam on the Fraser —
the Moran Dam with a large reservoir but this hasn’t been looked by BC Hydro
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and this was back when the province was thinking of regulating the Fraser — it is a
very old project and maybe even predates BC Hydro.

Joe Figura: So what has happened to that?

Andrew Watson: Nothing — it is not in BC Hydro’s mandate. The province has a
two river strategy for BC and that is the regulation of the Columbia and Peace
Rivers. Site C would not change the downstream flows and would take advantage
of the storage at the Williston Reservoir and that is why we are looking at this
project.

Cam Matheson: Years ago, under Premier WAC Bennett, the province embarked
on a two river policy as the main driver of energy in the province, the Columbia
and Peace Rivers, and largely it was built out according to that plan and today we
are adding generators at Mica and Revelstoke. On the Peace
River there was always the intention of developing more than one site and the
Peace Canyon Dam was built and you are seeing the continuation of this two river
policy - that was the design and intention from the 1950’s as load or demand has
grown in the province.

Joe Figura: What about another dam on the Columbia River?

Cam Matheson: There are no plans in the works to add another dam on the
Columbia.

John Nunn: Right now there are three dams on the Columbia.

Sobhan Jackson: There are dozens of dams on the Columbia all the way to
Oregon.

Andrew Watson: It is the storage of the reservoir capacity that drives it.

Cam Matheson: The backbone of our electricity system for the province is the
two storage reservoirs that contain multi-year storage where it has taken over
three years to fill those reservoirs and it is the value of that water that is the
backbone of the electrical system because it is so reliable and cost effective and
that is the reason why if you build an additional project you should look first at
utilizing that storage.

Inga Reareme: Is the Kenny Dam operated with BC Hydro?

Dave Conway: No, Alcan.

Inga Reareme: | understand they held the water back on the Nechako last
summer and then flooded a lot of people out that live on the banks.

Dave Conway: | don’t know a great deal about that but what | know is that there
was record snow packs and they were operating at 140% of norm and they still
had a large snow pack in the summer time. That dam moves a maximum of
twelve feet and they had about five feet of available space.

Cam Matheson: Earlier someone asked about net importing and last year we were
a slight net exporter of electricity and the reason why was because it was such a
big water year and we became a small exporter.

Al Watson: Had you been in consultation with Alberta downstream about what
the impact of Site C will be and the ice jam problems?
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Dave Conway: The Province of British Columbia is presently in discussion with
Alberta and the Northwest Territories on the water share agreement — those are
government to government talks.

Sobhan Jackson: With respect to ice jamming, we have initiated discussions with
the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada to understand potential
downstream impacts and the flow downstream will be no different than the flow
volume today and the timing won’t change. Site C will not change the flow of
water downstream.

Al Watson: What about water temperature?

Sobhan Jackson: We have consultants developing studies that will look at water
temperature and from the past studies as the water moves from Site C the slight
temperature change won’t be noticed. We are beginning work with the federal
agencies to understand how far down it may be felt.

Al Watson: Are there legal challengers against BC Hydro for causing ice jams?
Dave Conway: Yes there has been and a settlement was reached with one and
there is an outstanding litigation with another that is currently in abeyance.

Jack Weisgerber: The case has not being pursued for the last 6 or 7 years and was
not related to ice, it was more related to water. We have been working
cooperatively with the Town of Peace River to manage ice.

Cam Matheson: We have an agreement with Alberta around control flow to deal
with ice. We reduce discharges out of GMS to reduce flows and a lot of energy
values are foregone as a result of that but we try and find a balance between
operational needs and ice flow and Alberta’s concerns.

Al Watson: When you release more water at the Bennett Dam, what happens at
Peace Canyon Dam and what would happen at Site C?

Cam Matheson: We actually release less water to manage control flows, we don’t
release more. If Site C were to be built it would be in hydrologic balance with the
rest of the system.

Bert Veiner: You are saying that Site C is the answer and you are expecting us to
pay the price — the BC government expects us to pay the price to satisfy the rest of
the province for export.

Marcketa Leoppky: The land wasn’t being used for agricultural production but
could be and once it is flooded it is gone and there is no getting that land back.
Sobhan Jackson: There have been previous comments on agricultural lands lost
and the previous assessment that was done took into account lands that had
agricultural capacity regardless of its current use and the assessment wouldn’t
diminish that.

Patsy Nagel: | know that BC Hydro has water rights and has bought up nearly all
the land along the river and if it was flooded they already have the land.

Dave Conway: The acquisition of land, buying the land by BC Hydro, was done
through a passive land acquisition program.

Patsy Nagel: That isn’t the way | heard it.
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Dave Conway: That program is still there and we do have a significant portion of
those lands and we have leased some of those lands back to the farmers.

Patsy Nagel: The problem is there is no incentive to build processing plants, for
example, because they don’t own the land and will not put investments out to
produce. There are no incentives to develop the land or make investments on the
land such as processing plants because they don’t own it.

Ruth Veiner: | have lived here a long time and your words annoy me because
passive or aggressive is a state of where you are. If | had a farm and there was a
line on a tree where the water will be, do you think I would feel very comfortable
expanding my farm? Not very likely. That is not what we say as farmers in the
area - that is not what we say about a passive land acquisition.

Facilitator: | really appreciate your patience with the fans and the noise this
evening and now we are going to wrap up.

Doreen Meerman: Save our environment - you aren’t protecting the environment
you are destroying it and we can never get it back once it is gone. Aren’t there
other ways to do things like wind power, small generators, etc?

Carey Clark: Are there Sites D, E and F?

Andrew Watson: There is a Site E at the border which was part of the energy
planning in the 1970’s but the flood reserve was removed in the 1980’s. Site C
will take all the energy.

Al Watson: Going through some of the questions, for example, 6C on Page 34,
where you want to know how we feel about removing and reusing premium soil
before flooding — that is the most ridiculous question | have ever heard of in my
life but since you have asked it what would that cost?

Sobhan Jackson: Previously there were some high quality soils that were
proposed to be relocated to farm lands outside of the flooded area but I don’t
know the cost associated with that proposal as mitigation.

Al Watson: Then you ask us about parks developed and what do we feel about an
access road when you are destroying one of the best parks in the country and
again this is a ridiculous question. To the Facilitator: you have done a good job
in spite of the noise.

Ruth Veiner: My last comment is that it is beyond me how you will remove that
valuable land because the biggest thing is the micro climate. To the Facilitator:
You have done a good job.

The public meeting was declared closed at 9:00 p.m.
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION

ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

HUDSON’'SHOPE

OPEN HOUSE
November 19, 2008

Notes from an open house held with members of the public and representatives of the Site C
Project Team on November 19, 2008 at the, Dawson Creek, BC

PRESENT:

Carolyn Butt, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator

Dave Conway, BC Hydro
Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro
Mina Laudan, BC Hydro
Cam Matheson, BC Hydro
Danielle Melchior, BC Hydro
John Nunn, BC Hydro
Andrew Watson, BC Hydro
Jack Weisgerber, BC Hydro

Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

PUBLIC: (from the sign-in sheets)

Bev Bach

Robert Bach
Michelle Borowitz
Mary Brereton
Richard Brown
Kathy Burseth
Wayne Christensen
Lenore Harwood
Wally Harwood
Ray Gallant

Gwen Johansson
Darryl Johnson
Lori Kelly
Rose-Ann Kirkeeng
Radiant Kress
Glen McTaggart
Kim McTaggart
Anita McWilliams
Deborah Peck
Ross Peck

Al Peterson

Larry Peterson
Lynda Peterson
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Miah Phelps
Wiga Rebecca
Birrer Stefan
Travons Tquibell
‘Wendhina

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 6:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards and use the
opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. As well copies of the Discussion Guide were available. At 8:00 p.m.
participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 p.m. There were twenty-one persons present.

KEY THEMES:

Participants commented that the Site C consultation events are more like information
sessions rather than true consultation.

Participants suggested that BC Hydro should be talking to the residents of Hudson’s
Hope to gain local knowledge about environmental issues, including animal species
found in the area and socio-economic related issues.

Participants were generally opposed to Site C.

Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

QUESTION/ANSWER/COMMENT PERIOD — Facilitator

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.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or comment on the
project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I wanted to reiterate that no decision has been made to build the Site C project — we only
have a mandate to be in Stage 2 and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009, BC Hydro
will provide a report and recommendation to government containing consultation results,
technical studies and updated financial information.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and C:
Comment.

Q: Ross Peck: | would be interested in your definition of consultation?
A: Dave Conway: There are different perspectives, different aspects related to the
project and in pre-consultation we heard how the consultation was to be
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conducted and from that we designed the next consultation and we are gathering
feedback in as many ways as possible.

Ross Peck: There are some legal definitions of consultation that you have to be
aware of and | see that you are trying to help us but that we are not getting much
back. 1 just looked at the environmental thing and you have basically two pages
in the report talking about environmental concerns and there are about 60-70
studies that are on-going and then | look at the feedback form where | am asked
what my preferences are but there is no other question that is being asked so |
don’t feel that | am being adequately consulted on any of those aspects. | don’t
feel that we are being adequately consulted on the whole environmental spectrum.
We are not getting the results of the studies until the end of Stage 2 and | don’t
feel that | have been adequately consulted. The consultation period will be
finished by the time we get to the end of Stage 2.

Dave Conway: There is also a lot of ability related to things that aren’t captured
and we have said consistently that if the feedback form doesn’t work we will take
input from whatever works for you; email, letter, fax, etc.

Hugh Smith: | think that we are in a pre-consultation process right now and that is
a little different than a regulatory process where there will be the whole sharing of
information, volumes of information. Right now we are involved in baseline
inventory studies, renewing of decade old studies and looking at harvestable
species and species that are a concern from a listing perspective, smaller species
such as butterflies, etc. and while there are different perspectives we are very
much at an inventory level. Impact assessment will be at the next stage of the
project if it goes ahead. Presently there isn’t a huge amount of information to
share, we are waiting for the consultations to finish and we will make the
technical study reports available when complete. If we move to the assessment
process then the information will be moved in Stage 3 and then we will start
looking at the implications of the baseline information.

Lynda Peterson: How long are the consults out, how are they taking studies, how
are they determining what species of animals are in the Peace? No one has asked
me — no one has asked us about the grizzly bear tracks that are in our field, what
animals are you looking for and how are you looking for them?

Hugh Smith: The study designs are based on provincial standards, which the
province puts together, and there are 13 different groupings of wildlife which have
different study approaches and in the case of eagles that is done through nest
counts, observations and routine inventories in the watershed. With songbirds, we
use standard approaches and in some cases use ‘call backs’ for sound for some
species that you can’t see. In terms of fisheries we have been doing work for the
last eight years looking at the annual species assessment of the composition in the
river and while it is mostly routine methodology it is based on federal and
provincial standards. Currently we are in meetings with the agencies to ensure
they are satisfied with the methodology used and we will continue to define the
programs.

Lynda Peterson: Will the studies be year round so that they can get the whole
picture?
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Hugh Smith: Yes, and for example, we are just moving into snow tracking for
some wildlife and are also considering radio collaring for some wildlife to look at
their movements over the seasons so there is a mix of methodology and it is a
large effort to get a complete data base.

Facilitator: | just want to like to let you know that information sheets regarding
the studies are available in the holder by the door and there is more information in
the Discussion Guide.

Ross Peck: Further, to what | was saying, | still feel at the end of the day, at the
end of this stage, that | haven’t been adequately consulted on the issues. This is an
information gathering process to try and find out what is going in the valley, what
we know, but it is not a consultation and | don’t think it is appropriate to get to
where a decision is made and for you to go to cabinet with a recommendation that
says you consulted with the folks because that would be a misnomer. You have
not consulted.

Larry Peterson: Let me give you an example of consultation, | read about a study
on plants being done so | called up because there are prickly pear cactus on our
farm and two fancy trucks came out and no one spoke to me and it was missed. |
have been insulted but not consulted. This is a waste of money by people that
don’t know anything and this is worthless. This is not consultation, this is a lot of
time being wasted by people coming into an area they don’t know anything about
and it has been like this for 33 years. This is not consultation, it is something else.
John Nunn: If the project went to Stage 3 it would trigger an environmental
assessment and would include establishing the terms of reference and a whole
range of impact studies and there will be further opportunity to provide input and
it is important to note that consultation will continue throughout the process.
Andrew Watson: In an earlier consultation we did consult on the highway re-
alignment, clearing the reservoir, housing worker, construction materials and
impact lines, etc. and we have been bringing those results out.

Rosaline Ward: Under environment that is associated with the socio-economic
issue - I would think it should be a study on its own? Has the baseline study on
the socio-economic been started?

Hugh Smith: The way the environmental assessment process works is that
environment is all inclusive and includes fish and wildlife and people and
infrastructure and the economic community and we are more or less following the
framework of an environmental assessment process. There is a consultant
working on this and it is fairly broad coverage and would include infrastructure
and communities and what might be potentially altered by a project of this size,
recreation is included, a creel survey is being undertaken, and there are surveys on
the river use- over flights to see how many people are actually using the river. It
also includes looking at other areas where projects of this magnitude may change
values in the community. Work is also going on to upgrade some of the base
information, for example, how the forestry resource is being used in the project

Project Definition Consultation — Round 2
Hudson’ s Hope Open House, November 19, 2008 (6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.) — Page 4of 12



2020

>Q > QO

Q O >0

area, harvest levels and what are the jobs associated with it and this will form the
basis for looking at change.

Rosaline Ward: That work has been started already but what about the tourist
industry?

Hugh Smith: That fits into the recreation component of the work and we will look
at how many jobs in the community are supported by recreation, where are the
trailer sites, what uses there are, etc. This is really a collection of inventory data
and the study is not as advanced as, for example, the fisheries work has been
going on for around seven years and some work related to water use planning and
we have a solid foundation there to build on. The socio-economic work is in
catch-up mode.

Rosaline Ward: Do you feel specific attention should be paid to Hudson’s Hope?
Hugh Smith:  Yes, definitely/

Rosaline Ward: How will you get the data?

Hugh Smith: It will be associated with records in current use, working with the
various ministries; for example, Ministry of Transportation around transportation
movements and data and other agencies that could be used to contribute and
perhaps additional survey work.

Rosaline Ward: Wouldn’t that be one of your first steps? Talk to tourist places in
the town? Find out the impact of construction on the community?

Hugh Smith:  Yes, | agree that is all part of an important phase — there are
construction impacts and operational phase impacts.

Rosaline Ward: So people can expect to be contacted?

Hugh Smith:  Yes and we have a socio-economic lead that | will speak to about
your concerns.

Rosaline Ward: You need to get into this town and talk to people.

Hugh Smith:  Sometimes it is difficult to know who to contact when you are not
from this area.

Rosaline Ward: Well that is part of your research.

Dave Arbary: My pet peeve is the road and | don’t understand why you want to
put a bridge across the widest part of the flooded area and where there are the two
pieces of the most unstable part of the Halfway hill? When the water rises it will
get more unstable.

Andrew Watson: Through the impact line work we will understand existing
conditions and then we will look at the impact of the reservoir and beaching and
erosion processes and stability changes. With respect to the road re-alignment, in
the earlier studies they looked at the lower section however we are also looking at
options on top but that would require a much larger structure because of the
height required and | will take your comment — there are advantages of being low
and using small causeways and they are less intrusive.

Dave Arbary: If that hill slips again, at the Halfway, then the causeway won’t be
there. There is a fault line already existing in the area.

Andrew Watson: Yes, the Ache slide and we will be looking at risk and what
mitigation could be put into place.
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Ross Peterson: With respect to previous studies and slides it showed that they
will slide again if there was a slide the tidal wave will be 50 feet over the top of
the bridge and the Ministry of Transportation will recommend no stopping so that
is a valid point about the bridge and that was in the studies before.

Andrew Watson: The previous studies created a hydrologic wave model and some
of the wave heights took that into consideration through a risk analysis and
likeliness of it happening. So we will look at all those factors and look at the
options around mitigating and putting in sufficient warnings to reduce risk.

Ross Peterson: In 1973 there was no warning - we woke up to the slide blocking
the river.

Andrew Watson: There was no warning system in place back then and we could
use that as an opportunity to warn of the risk.

Lynda Peterson: How do you warn people when your telephone has been out for
two weeks?

Andrew Watson: That risk would have to be seriously considered and the closer
to the reservoir that risk would have to go into the analysis.

Dave Arbary: There are two unstable pieces and they tie into the upper Cache
Creek road?

John Nunn: We have updated the alignments from the 1982 work with present
Ministry of Transportation standards and there may be further changes — we are in
the very early stages of this project and we are updating earlier studies and
nothing is cast in stone. Crossing the Halfway high up would require a very large
concrete structure well above the valley bottom and you all know what happened
with the Taylor Bridge and that option would have its own challenges.

Dave Arbary: You know that the Taylor Bridge moved?

John Nunn: Yes, it was the anchor block that moved.

Lynda Peterson: As a follow up question, | want to know for how many years the
valley will be shut down for recreation for the public.

Andrew Watson: During construction the reservoir clearing could occur in a
shorter time period although there are competing trade-offs associated with that
and recreation would be one of them — it is a seven year construction period and
there are various considerations and that is why we are asking for feedback and
asking about the important considerations. We believe that we will look at various
activities throughout that period. Once the reservoir is in we will look at the
actual performance of banks versus predicted and we will be clearing of debris in
the reservoir and for some years there may be restrictions.

Lynda Peterson: | am hearing seven years and several years and several years
and it sounds like a long time.

Rosaline Ward: | am thinking of the travel on that road and for several years
there will be disruption for people travelling between Fort St. John and Hudson’s
Hope.
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John Nunn: Travelling between the towns is a different topic than reservoir
preparation because reservoir preparation will have access roads and will not
disrupt traffic on the road.

Rosaline Ward: So you are saying that you think that logging the valley won’t
disrupt Hudson’s Hope? That the logging trucks won’t be problem on the
highway — the logging trucks are already scary at times now and we are looking at
several years of disruption. When the highway was being paved three or four
years ago the word got around to the tourists not to come to Hudson’s Hope
because of the delays and that will happen again with your bridge access and
people will not detour into Hudson’s Hope even with the Bennett Dam if they can
travel on the Jackfish Lake Road and get to Fort St. John quicker. It is a big thing
that is happening.

Gwen Johansson: When you talk about monitoring - what are the costs of
monitoring and warning systems and for how long? Are those costs in the Site C
costs?

Andrew Watson: Yes, the costs are in the overall Site C costs. BC Hydro does
conduct on-going monitoring throughout the province.

Gwen Johansson: Did you not pay for the warning system in Hudson’s Hope? |
am interested in this because | would want to know if you do, if not why not and
how long do you pay for the monitoring system?

Dave Conway: While the Hudson’s Hope warning system pre-dates me, and you
might have a better idea when it was put in place, but it was installed prior to
2001 and it is my understanding that BC Hydro did not feel it should be in place
but the District of Hudson’s Hope did. Eventually BC Hydro agreed to put it in
and that Hudson’s Hope would maintain it. The warning sirens on the poles were
too tall for the District trucks and so BC Hydro lent them the truck.

Gwen Johansson: With respect to the dislocation of wildlife I am wondering how
you see Site C fitting into the overall industrialization of the northeast. Site C is
only one aspect of that; there is the brand new development of oil and gas which
has a very different effect and there is wind, agricultural and forest and intensive
development - what is the procedure for seeing where Site C fits in, what is the
accumulative impact?

Hugh Smith: An accumulative impact will be necessary in the environmental
assessment process and certainly if you look at the number of conservation data
center species that are stressed in the region there are a number that will be moved
and if we move into a process we will have to do that. Habitat species
preferences will have to be looked at and we will have to consider the impact of
this project and other proposed projects, for example, Dunvegan.

Gwen Johansson: With respect to the northeast generally are there lines of
communication between other industries, etc. What human effects will there be?
Hugh Smith: At Stage 3, if the project moves to Stage 3, then the federal and
provincial governments would define the scope and terms of reference and it
wouldn’t be our decision on how broad we should look at that because that would
be defined under the process by the regulators. Currently, we are not in
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consultation with your example of the oil and gas industry as to what their plans
are.

John Nunn: Based on past experience the terms of reference will have to define
the temporal area we look at, accumulative effects and the geographical scope and
agencies have to approve that and consultation will be part of that. This is not
defined by the proponent rather it is the agencies that will define the scope and
establish the boundaries.

Gwen Johansson: | don’t have any comfort with that process around the
environmental assessment review of BC Hydro.

Larry Peterson: We were told last time, just let industry sort it out.

Deborah Peck: How do we encourage government to take in the accumulative
effects because we need to look at the big picture?

Hugh Smith: If we go to Stage 3, we would prepare a project description, and we
submit that to the federal and provincial agencies and they would go through a
process describing the temporal and spatial area coverage and that would be a
publicly reviewed document and it would be made available for comment.
Deborah Peck: | would encourage BC Hydro to broaden the aspects of the terms
because of the concerns raised in the open house that would be part of something
and that would show actual consultation.

Facilitator: It is a part of the record and will form part of the report that goes
forward to government — so that recommendation you brought up will be part of
that record, a very important part of the record.

Hugh Smith: Are you asking what the oil and gas industry’s views would be on
Site C, increased transportation required.

Deborah Peck: Transportation yes that is one of them; fish and wildlife, forestry
and they all feed into together, put it all together and see the effects and make it
global.

Hugh Smith: Like a regional management plan and this is the reason for an
integrated management plan like we tried to do on the river - | take your point and
will discuss it internally.

Gwen Johansson: It seems to me that the process is about getting to yes and not
considering whether we should go at all. It seems as tedious to go forward as to
go back and that point was made in the British Columbia Utility Commission
process about the 5 stage process because there has been so much invested in it
that this is leading to and you can’t go back and that is what all these stages of
approval are leading to.

Dave Conway: With respect to the work, that is done for Stage 2, when you look
at the amount of money and $48 million is a lot of money but in the overall scope
of $5.1 — $6 billion for the project if the best decision is to get off the project and
not go further that is a good decision and that is why there is a recommendation
and decision making process at the end of Stage 2.

Gwen Johansson: You have got a sheet on provincial and community benefits -
how much money was spent determining the benefits of not going ahead?
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Dave Conway: We are determining information from local, regional and
provincial communities about what those potential impacts are and what the
potential benefits are and the consultation process was approximately $5 million
to gather your perspective and feedback and concerns.

Gwen Johansson:  Will we get a report that shows the benefits on one side with
the negative aspects on the other side and the costs of each?

Dave Conway: | can’t answer that question.

Cam Matheson: We do that every time we file a long term plan with the
commission — we put together a portfolio that contains all those things that are
available to us at a given time and then we file with the commission and say this
is what makes the most sense.

Robert Bach: You spend a certain amount of money to determine if a project is a
worthy project and if that was the case and the project were abandoned would BC
Hydro actually abandon the project and release the land back to the land owners?
We have had this (Site C) over our heads for half our lives and it would be nice to
get closure — would that be the case? Would a decision be made that this is not a
feasible project and then say that we are not proceeding or will it go on?

Dave Conway: There has been a flood reserve on the river for decades and we
don’t know what the findings will be but it is highly unlikely that we would give
up the flood reserve. This is a potential resource option and highly unlikely we
would give up a potential resource option.

Larry Peterson: Is the flood reserve level 1555 feet? Or is it 1525 feet? 1 also
asked about the Bennett Dam and Branham Ridge slide monitoring and no one
got back to me. 1 still haven’t got an answer.

Terry Peressini: Branham Ridge has been monitored every year, they physically
go out twice a year and survey it.

Andrew Watson: | apologize for not getting back to you on that question because
there was a response crafted but I guess that it didn’t go out to you.

Larry Peterson: That is what | mean about consultation.

Andrew Watson: | apologize again, there is not a high risk associated with
Branham Ridge but we do monitor it. There are slopes that are more unstable and
we would monitor those constantly.

Larry Peterson: This is not a consultation process.

Lynda Peterson: What is the definition of mitigation? Do you just pay money,
how do you mitigate eagles, fish and the environment? Is extra power more
important for the people in VVancouver or California?

Hugh Smith: What is mitigation? There are two terms - mitigation and
compensation and it is not in terms of cash. Mitigation is what we can build into
a project to provide habitat or enhance habitat to provide a place to exist. For
example, eagle nests and if impacted by reservoir clearing we would move the
nests or provide alternative nests poles — we would mitigate.

Lydia Peterson: How do you convince eagles to move?
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A: Hugh Smith: It has been successfully carried out throughout the province for
ospreys as well as eagles and we would move the nest when it is not in use.
Mitigation includes scheduling — what time of year and when to avoid moving the
nest. We know that the spring nesting period is most critical. If we are not able
to build mitigation into a project then we would look at compensation programs
and habitat improvements and carry out various programs to improve fish and
wildlife.

Larry Peterson: A big eagle nest in a big tree could weigh half a ton, why
bother?

A: Hugh Smith: We are doing this elsewhere and if you have a huge tree it may not
be possible to move the tree rather we would have to find alternate trees or put in
a pole and build a platform for the eagles.

Glen McTaggart: At what point, in the past, did BC Hydro decide to shelve the
project and why?
Dave Conway: When it went to the BCUC* and it was not a staged approach.
Andrew Watson: The comparison today would be Stage 4, an investment has
made and then it was shelved. In the past BC Hydro didn’t demonstrate the need
for more electricity and there was not enough work done on alternatives.
Glen McTaggart: Has the work on alternatives being done?
Cam Matheson: We do an exhaustive report on every energy alternative available
and describe it in terms of units of energy cost and environmental impacts and
then we put that together in a big report and model in straw portfolios and look at
outcomes which are primarily based on reliability, cost, environmental attributes,
risks of not getting permitting and eventually we decide on the right package of
resource options to meet our customers needs and file with the regulator.

C: Glen McTaggart: BC Hydro has the opportunity to put in meters, wind power
and solar.

A: Cam Matheson: Since about 2002 we have been acquiring power from the
independent power producers — small hydro and Site C is the first time we have
considered a large hydro project for a long time and right now the long-term plan
is focusing on 80% conservation and the clean power call. We are trying to move
in that direction with respect to energy.

A: Dave Conway: | would also add there is the bio-mass energy call and we have a
standing offer call for small power projects under 10 megawatts.

b gP e
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Q: Ross Peck: It is a totally different world today with the financial markets and is
this built into the process and the long-term acquisition plan because | would like
to know where the new reality is with respect to new conservation and new
technology particularly in relationship to the 2009 date and the recommendation
to government?

A: Cam Matheson: The long term acquisition plan is based on future electricity
demands and we forecast that every year and we just completed an update last

! British Columbia Utilities Commission

Project Definition Consultation — Round 2
Hudson’ s Hope Open House, November 19, 2008 (6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.) — Page 10of 12



20

week and received approval for and have revised up the data forecast and we will
be filing that in an evidentiary update in December. As a result of the new
demand forecast we will make changes to the long term acquisition plan based on
the new indicators. With respect to the impact on conservation and acquisition of
power; conservation — we believe we will have to revise the conservation plan
over the next ten years and Power Smart is looking carefully at that. In the
acquisition plan - we have signed agreements with independent power producers
and with what has happened to the financial markets this has pushed some of
them over the edge —we call it attrition and the numbers have been revised. So it
is electricity demand, changes to the conservation demand and new world view,
and attrition of the new independent power producer projects - those three things
are the new things in the evidentiary update we will file with the commission.
Ross Peck: | get pushed both ways — is that evidentiary report available?

Cam Matheson: It will be filed and available on December 22™.

Kim McTaggart: In the review of alternatives you mentioned costs but you didn’t
mention environmental costs and the countries that are managing energy the most
successfully are the ones that take risks and become industry leaders and for
example, we have lost a huge solar potential because that project went to
Germany and we are the losers. People that try for these initiatives have huge
headaches and those needs should be addressed and discussed.

Cam Matheson: That is a very good point. Right now electricity costs on a retail
level are as low as anywhere in the world and the government has seen that as a
key competitive advantage in terms of attracting investment and everyone has
been reluctant to let go of the low rates. We will be implementing a two tiered
residential block metering and there have been a huge number of complaints
because of the higher rates and those increases are in the range of $5 to $10 a
month.

Kim McTaggart: No one will give up those low rates willingly but we have to
‘bite the bullet” because this is a finite resource.

Cam Matheson: | agree. Your point about environmental impacts is also a good
one because they don’t get assessed on the same level as financial impacts. They
don’t get assessed on a level playing field.

Kim McTaggart: In Germany the thing that made it successful was that energy
prices went up and that generated interest from the public to become producers
and help.

Lynda Peterson: | watched that same program the other night and in Germany
and France they really conserve because they have all these solar panels and what
they don’t use goes into the grid and that causes them to become more
conservative in their use. The other question is around financing and who are we
in debt to?

Andrew Watson: The cost estimate would have a range of financing assumptions
however no assumptions have been made on financing and that is one of the risks.
Recently the Lower Churchill project was pushed out six to twelve months
because of their concerns around accessing capital.
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Al Peterson: My comment is that | think the problem we face is that there is a
real concern about further damming of rivers in this province and the alternative
energy projects that are being looked at around the province are hit and miss and
hodgepodge projects. The biggest problem in solving the energy crisis and the
energy availability for the future for the government is with the change in its
mandate from what was put in place in 2002 to acquire power from independent
power producers; smaller operators, and they are all being done by little groups of
entrepreneurs and we are not using the history and expertise of development of
power that BC Hydro staff has, which is equal to any place in the world, and there
needs to be a recognition for the mandate to change and for BC Hydro to be
involved in alternative energy sources.

Rosaline Ward: This might sound petty after all of that — last year at the museum
I halved our energy consumption yet | live opposite a hydro rental property where
the house has had their outside lights burning for three days straight.

Glen McTaggart: That is not the responsibility of BC Hydro — that is the
irresponsibility of the person living there and unfortunately we live in a country
where people waste money and resources and electricity is cheap. | have a house
I rent out to Kiewit and that is not BC Hydro’s responsibility

Dave Conway: If you provide me with the information I will look into that.

Bev Bach: With all the oil and gas activity | am just wondering about the area
that potentially will be flooded and if that has been looked into?

Hugh Smith: That is something that we are currently looking at, the mineral
rights that are associated with the reservoir area, to ensure that we are aware of all
permits and gas lines and wells, etc in the area.

Andrew Watson: The flood line reserve generally excludes others from having
rights on it.

Bev Bach: There is privately owned land and the leases were sold.

Dave Conway: Thank you all for attending and providing feedback. BC Hydro is
committed to including all of your feedback in the Stage 2 and if the project goes
ahead there will be many other consultation opportunities.

The public meeting was declared closed at 9:20 p.m.
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BC HYDRO SITE C PROJECT DEFINITION
ROUND 2 CONSULTATION

FORT ST. JOHN
OPEN HOUSE
November 24, 2008

Notes from an Open House held with members of the public and representatives of the Site C
Project Team on November 24, 2008 at the Quality Inn Northern Grand, Fort St. John, BC

PRESENT: Judy Kirk, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd., Facilitator

Dave Conway, BC Hydro

Siobhan Jackson, BC Hydro

Mina Laudan, BC Hydro

Cam Matheson, BC Hydro

Danielle Melchior, BC Hydro

John Nunn, BC Hydro

Andrew Watson, BC Hydro

Susan Campbell, Kirk & Co. Consulting Ltd. Recorder

Format: The record notes that the Open House commenced at 6:00 p.m. and participants were encouraged to view the story boards and use the
opportunity to have one-on-one discussions with BC Hydro personnel. As well copies of the Discussion Guide were available. At 8:00 p.m.
participants were gathered into an informal circle for a question and answer session.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 p.m. There were approximately 71 persons present.

KEY THEMES:

Participants felt that in addition to conservation, BC Hydro should be promoting and
developing “green” technologies.

Participants were generally opposed to the construction of Site C.

Participants commented that the impacts from Site C would affect those who live in the
Peace River region while the benefits would be for the Lower Mainland.

Participants were concerned that recreation opportunities would not be available if Site C
was built due to debris and instability of the banks.

Welcome and Introduction of the BC Hydro Project Team
Round table self-introductions were undertaken.

QUESTION/ANSWER/COMMENT PERIOD - Facilitator

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
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meeting notes and that while every attempt has been made to secure the correct spelling
of participant names and we apologize for any misspellings.

It was the intent of this session to allow participants time to question or comment on the
project.

Dave Conway: BC Hydro

I want to reinforce that no decision has been made to build the project — we only have a
mandate to be in Stage 2 and at the end of Stage 2, in the fall of 2009, BC Hydro will
provide a report and recommendation to government containing consultation results,
technical studies and updated financial information.

The following abbreviations will be used and mean: Q: Question, A: Answer, and C:
Comment.

Q: Ernie Reimer: In the 80’s when Site C was under consideration, | represented
School District 60 on PAC, | was Superintendent of Schools for School District
No. 60, and | remember the discussions well. Today 25 years later, | am still kind
of alive and I canoe the Peace every year with my children and grandchildren and
I am a lover of the Peace. My question is; | have lived through the first and the
second dams and attended meetings for both and | remember all kinds of
commitments, promises, from BC Hydro and politicians, promises that were made
that the lakes would be wonderful resort areas for those of us on the Peace and
somehow they never came to be. We still have all of the debris on Williston Lake
and many of the things that were indicated have never come to be. So, can we
believe you or not because I notice there are three pages in the Feedback Form
about what we would like to see. Or, is it that you would like to see hydro for the
southern residents of the province and that you are not concerned about the Peace
residents?

A: Dave Conway: We understand that and it certainly predates me. There are a lot
of things that we have heard about through the process called the Peace River
Water Use Plan process in 2001 to 2003 and it is in place to address many of the
things we heard about. The approach being taken for Site C was not there when
the original WAC Bennett Dam was built, it is a different approach now and we
would like to think we would live up to those commitments through the water
licence requirements and the Office of the Water Controller for the Province.

Q: Ken Forest: The lower mainland uses over 70% of the province’s power while
generating nowhere near that amount. If Site C is built, over 40% of lower
mainland power will be transported from this area to southern BC or for sale in
the US. The power generated here will not be used here. Who would create a
portfolio with over 40% of their stocks in one item? What happened to the idea of
diversity of power generation close to places of use? Why is geothermal not even
part of the provincial mind-set? | know that Hydro right now doesn’t have
jurisdiction. It appears that construction of Site C is being considered by the
province, not for its Meagher 8% added generation capacity with greater than 10%
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loss in power transmission to the south, but for the political power it wields, a
continuation of the two rivers scheme involving the Columbia. It appears that
there is provincial economic gain resulting from power export to the US. And the
implication is that if we do not import power, we face brownouts. The
beneficiaries of export are places like California, whose residents could care less
about or don’t know about flooded northern valleys, which provide their power.
They are happy as long as they get the extra power needed to heat their hot tubs
and run their air conditioning. It seems that the $40 plus million allocated to
Hydro for consultation and PR (public relations) in these rounds is having an
effect, but some of the positives are suspect; for instance offering recreation on a
Site C reservoir. Much of the reservoir will be off limits after construction for
long periods of time. My rhetorical question is: the Energy Plan shows geothermal
and hydro are comparable and wind is more expensive and as an aside, | would
give accolades to the government for considering wind when it is more expensive
than geothermal. In my opinion, flooding any valley is unconscionable and I
think that the people that are going to do that should go and look in the eyes of
people that have lived here for generations and generations, whether they are the
First Nations or the pioneers that came in here in the early 1900’s and say what
we are going to do here is okay. | don’t think it is. The loss of agricultural land
and Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 lands down there that could grow watermelons,
cantaloupes and even plum trees and in the future if we don’t have that, we have
to bring it in from over 1,600 miles away. | think in the future that we will need
those lands.

Cam Matheson: There is some geothermal potential in BC, it is not a huge
amount of potential and there could be more, but BC Hydro acquires power from
independent power producers. In 2002, the Energy Plan was created and it said
that BC Hydro will not be developing generation resources for the province with
the exception of large hydro attached to our heritage facilities and the Peace River
being one. Since then we have had independent power calls using competitive bid
processes and one geothermal proposal has come in, in the Pemberton area, and
that one is going ahead. That is the only one so it hasn’t shown up as cost
competitive against the other resources being bid into the call such as wind and
small hydro.

Sandra Hoffman: We have already established, at the Taylor Open House, that BC
Hydro is currently a net exporter as of their 2008 Annual Report. This doesn’t
seem like BC has a big need for power. In fact, the exports to the States are even
higher than your reports suggest if you consider exports from others in BC. The
Vancouver Sun had an article back in October about how the City of Nelson has
cost the BC taxpayers about $17 million this year as they have been getting power
from you at cheaper industrial rates and exporting to the States for profit. Our
domestic demand would be even less if we didn’t have to supply energy for others
to export. The 2008 Annual Reports said we imported 2,259 gigawatt hours to
satisfy domestic demand. How much less would that be if it were not for
Nelson’s exporting and others potentially doing the same thing? Who else in the
province is exporting energy to the States and how much are they exporting?
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Cam Matheson: Last year we were a net exporter and it was the first year in
seven previous years. The bottom line was that last year was overwhelming in
that we had a huge water year and because BC’s system is about 90%
hydroelectric, we depend upon mother-nature and with the heavy snowfall and
precipitation last year it was exceptional and it was unusual. We became a very
slight exporter last year. With respect to the City of Nelson, we have a
commercial agreement with Fortis to provide electricity and they pass that onto
the City of Nelson and the City of Nelson found out they could sell power into the
market place. We are moving to rectify that situation; however, in the overall
system it is a tiny, tiny fraction that makes no overall difference to the
import/export situation but it is unfair and we are trying to address that issue
through the regulator.

Sandra Hoffman: Are there others in the same position exporting to the States?
Cam Matheson: Fortis is the other exporter and they sell power to the US and we
believe they are optimizing their system and creating value for their ratepayers
and to my knowledge no one is doing what the City of Nelson is doing. Most
municipalities simply buy power from BC Hydro to satisfy their residents’ needs
but in the City of Nelson’s case, they have a generating plant which is unusual in
that sense and there is no one else that | know of that has one.

Diane Culling: In response to geo-thermal, in an article in Canadian Business,
May 2008, the following was said: “The prospects for geo-thermal are perhaps
less promising — at least with existing technology. Geothermal has been slow to
catch on simply because the province for which it is most suitable, B.C., has been
able to rely on cheap hydropower for decades.” Another quote by World Finance:
“Although geothermal energy is not growing at the same level as other
technologies world wide the potential exists to generate a significant amount of
the province’s energy needs from geothermal resources.” There are also other
articles in the Global Mail, Financial Post — all the big guns. In a 2002 study by
BC Hydro — BC Hydro identified 16 prospective geothermal sites for commercial
development and at the high end of potential is South Meagher which is under
construction for $400 million and will create 40 permanent jobs and generate 180
megawatts of power and is within easy access to Vancouver. That is only one play
in the geothermal field. So if BC Hydro wants job creation, energy and to
diversity the power supply instead of having power come from a couple of river
systems and having huge transmission losses they should look to geothermal. This
is a huge opportunity for British Columbians.

Cam Matheson: | agree that it is a good thing to diversity the system and
geothermal does offer potential. We have been open to receiving bids from private
producers around geothermal generation but there just haven’t been any yet.
Diane Culling: | have spoken to a person at Western GeoPower Corporation and
they advise that their biggest stumbling block was access to the BC Hydro grid.
Cam Matheson: That is one of the things that keeps an independent power
producer from being competitive and where those sites are located, there is
enormous cost to attach to the BC Hydro grid. So if there are more competitive
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bids out there, for more cost effective power, they are the ones that will get built.
So that is probably right what that fellow said.

Seve Roe: Unless the tone or the substance of questions coming from the floor
changes rather dramatically 1 think the kind of questions that BC Hydro is
encountering right now are a sign that BC Hydro and Kirk and Co. have horribly,
horribly mismanaged the consultation process. What you are hearing right now
are questions that involve project acceptability and project justification. The
project consultation on the project definition - that is wrong. | have a question;
the feasibility review in the Stage 1 Report said multi-stakeholder groups would
be struck and could you let us know the status of those?

Judy Kirk: When you say feasibility do you mean the Stage 1 Report?

Dave Conway: Could you explain a little more because | am not clear?

Seve Roe: It is the Stage 1 Report, Section 7 - Page 60 where BC Hydro
proposes to establish multi-party consultative committees to inform consultation
and the committees would include First Nations, interested stakeholders,
government representatives and experts. The committees would be involved with
issues such as fish, recreation and transportation among others.

Sobhan Jackson: We have established technical advisory committees and have
focused invitations to local, provincial and federal government agencies and First
Nations. In this round of consultative process there have been many multi-
stakeholder meetings and | believe you attended one previously.

Seve Roe: From the comment in the feasibility review | was really hoping for
more multi-stakeholder consultative committees like the people gathered here
tonight and | don’t think you have followed through on this aspect of the
consultation process as identified in this document.

Sandra Hoffman: When | said before that you were not currently in export you
implied that it was not representative but | would like to remind you what you said
at a previous open house. You said you were a net importer 8 out of 12 years and
then you said that it was 8 out of 13 years. It was also said at the Taylor Open
House that domestic demand has been increasing but then why has the energy
imported to meet the domestic demand, the energy ‘gap’, been decreasing since
your 2005 Annual Report? It seems like we have been doing fairly well at meeting
the increasing domestic demand given that the energy gap is still declining despite
the rise in demand. This again doesn’t show a big need for power and doesn’t
justify Site C.

Cam Matheson: | don’t understand where you got 8 out of 12 years and | am not
even sure if that is true or not. From 2001 to 2007 we were a net importer of
electricity and last year we had a high water year and that resulted in being a
slight net exporter. Site C is not proposed based on the demands of one year and it
is such a long time out to 2020 when it is proposed - that is a very long time. Itis
shown as a contingency resource in the long term acquisition plan and is not
something that is needed right now based on the other resources we are putting in
place. Overwhelmingly, those resources aren’t supply side resources they are
demand-side resources that are being put into place now and it is anticipated that
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80% of new need, by 2020, will be met by conservation. That is what we are
looking to and you don’t look back two years and say are importing or are you
exporting. Site C takes so long to build you have to look out 12 years and
generally in the meantime we are acquiring energy from the independent power
producers which we have been doing and will continue to do. We have three calls
are out there right now and we have a mandate to continue to meet reliability for
our customers and we will continue to acquire power to meet our customers needs
but that doesn’t mean that Site C won’t be needed eventually in the future.

Ken Boon: | don’t doubt that somewhere down the road we won’t need this
electricity but the bottom line is that building dams is archaic and with all the new
technology out there it seems like a tremendous waste of money. The things that
we could with that $8 billion dollars, you want to spend on Site C, are
overwhelming and | talked to you about this about a month ago. We should be
putting solar panels on everybody’s house, all tied into the grid and everyone
contributing back to the grid. With a little bit of government and BC Hydro
incentives that is where the future is. The Peace River district has contributed so
much to the economy of this province - where will it ever stop? Sending this
power down south with the resultant transmission line losses and then you might
as well say that you are building Site C to replace that line loss down south and
for that we are going to lose our valley just because of that.

Sandra Hoffman: It is seems that our own real ‘energy gap’ is just at peak times
during some of the winter months. Is there not something we could be doing to
focus on ‘shaving the peak’? What has been done on conservation measures such
as ‘time-of-use’ rates?

Cam Matheson: That is a good question. The biggest and most concerning part is
the peak and as the system grows the peak gets larger and you need resources that
are capacity rich. That is what you are talking about when you talk about the 4
hour period on the coldest days of the year when the system of the province spikes
upward - that is what we call the peak. It is about generating resources that are in
the system and can be brought into the system to meet that peak demand and that
is why Site C is very attractive because it is very rich in capacity. Wind and small
hydro are great for annual energy but they don’t give you the capacity you need to
use to generate electricity when the system spikes up and we are concerned about
the peak and the capacity of resources to meet that peak demand.

Dave Conway. BC Hydro is committed to a large initiative to replace or change
out the existing meters and by doing that it will allow us to charge more during
that peak period to move that peak or shape it. We need to shift the peak away and
that is part of the demand-side management program which BC Hydro has
committed to spending $300 million on over the next several years.

Bruce Ross. | have a series of questions and | would like the answers to be in
simple ‘yes’ or ‘no” answers. Who will build the dam, if you do build it?

Andrew Watson: BC Hydro and its contractors.

Bruce Ross. Who are those contractors?
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Andrew Watson: That is too early to say, a procurement strategy has not been
developed.

Bruce Ross. Will you build recreational facilities on Williston and any other
dams you have?

Sobhan Jackson/Dave Conway: Additional boat launching facilities will be
constructed soon on Williston, there are two planned for 2009 and there are
additional ones in other years. That was a result of the water use planning process
where BC Hydro reviewed the environmental and social and financial options and
based on outcomes, recreational facilities will be implemented.

Bruce Ross. So we will be launching boats on Williston next year?

Sobhan Jackson: Yes.

Dave Conway: | think it is two - we will have to check.

Bruce Ross. So that means river boats, etc.?

Dave Conway: You are getting into a level of detail | am not familiar with
however | will give you my business card after the meeting for follow up.

Bruce Ross: Is it true that Site C will be closed to boating because of erosion?
Andrew Watson: After reservoir clearing and slope stabilization there will be full
recreational use.

Bruce Ross. How long, within several years?

Andrew Watson: Once the debris is cleared the reservoir can be used for
recreational use and it is hard to give you an exact time period but a conservative
estimate would be several years.

Bruce Ross. It is now 40 years since you dammed Williston and they still haven’t
cleared the debris on Williston Lake and to launch a boat requires a certain type
of boat. So there are only two access points to this new lake you are building, is
that true or false?

Sobhan Jackson: | don’t have a number right now but definitely there will be
multi access points. For Site C we will be in consultation with the agencies and
Technical Advisory Committees regarding the best boat access points and there
will be boat launching points above and below the dam.

Bruce Ross. Pretend we are negotiating — you build the dam but you write on a
piece of paper that you will be doing certain things. Will you be doing that?
Sobhan Jackson: The Environmental Assessment Review process includes the
Table of Commitments and is part of the permit that is granted by the
Environmental Assessment Office. There will be conditions around usage - boat
launching and access is regulated by the Water Controller.

Bruce Ross. History says you won’t build what we would like to have.

Sobhan Jackson: The Environmental Assessment Review process, federally and
provincially, was developed in the 1990’s and is the process we are required to
follow today. The plans will be measured against the Table of Commitments and
the water licence will set out requirements that we will be required to follow.
Bruce Ross. Do you promise to do a better job than what you did last time?
Sobhan Jackson: The environmental assessment processes today are driving that
for every project in the province.

Bruce Ross. This is a yes or no question.

Sobhan Jackson: We have confidence in the processes that are in place today.
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Bruce Ross. Is your answer yes?

Sobhan Jackson: The answer is yes.

Bruce Ross. s it true that the reservoir will be fenced?

John Nunn: No.

Bruce Ross. s it true or false that the estimated life of reservoir is now only 30 to
50 years?

Sobhan Jackson: False.

Bruce Ross: At times the river will be affecting boating on the Pine River, how is
that possible?

Sobhan Jackson: That is false.

Bruce Ross. Will the trout spawning areas be affected by the project?

Sobhan Jackson: False. With respect to the upper tributaries, studies show that
the spawning is in the upper reaches in the tributaries and won’t be affected.

Dave Conway: Could we have some clarification on the upper tributaries?
Sobhan Jackson: The question was whether spawning areas for the trout would
be affected by the project? The studies that we have done both in terms of fish
movement tracking and tributary studies to understand the different habitat show
the spawning habitat in the upper reaches outside of the reservoir area and in the
downstream area such as the upper Pine and Moberly.

Bruce Ross:. Little or no fishing for these 10 years, is that possible?

Sobhan Jackson: No, fishing will be available in the reservoir and there will be
fish caught throughout the life of the reservoir.

Bruce Ross. Will there be good fishing prior to 10 years?

Sobhan Jackson: Data across Canada show that reservoirs are very productive in
their early years and fishing would probably be very good.

Bruce Ross: At the Williston, once the dam was established, the fishing (walleye)
was great for 3 to 5 years then it died off, or maybe | turned into a poor
fisherman?

Sobhan Jackson: A lot of questions try to compare Williston to Site C and it is a
very different system and it is not the right body to compare Site C to. We will
look at Revelstoke, for example, as it is more similar in operation and size.
Williston is a storage reservoir versus a much smaller reservoir and we will look
at what is relevant for the biology comparisons and look at those to understand
what the species mix will be as the new aquatic system reaches its normal state.
The changes in the early years won’t be indicative and we will be managing for
the long term species mix in a reservoir system.

Bruce Ross. Would you be dredging for Site C?

John Nunn: There are no plans to dredge.

Bruce Ross: Is $8 billion the approximate cost for Site C?

Sobhan Jackson: It was estimated between $5.1 to $6 billion in the Stage 1
Report and at each stage of the project the cost will be updated which is normal
practice for a project of this type.

Bruce Ross. Will you be using BC Hydro taxpayers’ money?

Andrew Watson: It is BC Hydro ratepayers and will be owned and financed by
taxpayers.
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Bruce Ross:  Once the dam is up and running - will the profit that comes off Site
C go directly to paying off the debt of Site C?

Cam Matheson: BC Hydro always carries a debt to equity ratio in our system and
we never actually pay that off the amount of debt we have in the system, we
continue to carry it every year and that is the mandate from the government to
continue to carry that. Site C will be financed by ratepayers in the system, that is
how it will be paid for, but as to how it will be paid off, the debt will go into the
BC Hydro debt ratio and the debt will be paid down until the ratio is in
equilibrium like the system we have now. The system has a debt equity ratio of
approximately 80% debt and 20% equity.

Bruce Ross: So you are broke in other words. What benefit do you see to
northwest BC from Site C?

Dave Conway: From a benefit perspective we have been asking, in the
consultations, round one and round two, what that benefit might look like to you.
We know that, from a project perspective, Site C will be a long term resource that
will provide firm dependable energy into the system, however, something that is
local and regional in nature we are asking you.

Bruce Ross. Personally, there is no benefit to me. What will happen now — are
more meetings planned? What is actually going to happen in this process?

Dave Conway: This is the last of the open houses and we done about 25
stakeholder meetings throughout October and 7 open houses in Round 2 and we
did about 35 stakeholder meetings in Round 1 with 10 open houses. Feedback
can continue to be provided until November 30" and there are lots of options to
get that feedback in. We will provide a report at the end of Round 2 about what
we heard and ultimately we will provide a report with a recommendation to go to
Government, fall/winter 2009, about what we heard in consultation, with updated
technical information and updated financial information.

Bruce Ross. At that point will there be more consultation?

Dave Conway: The report goes to government and they will determine whether
we go ahead.

Bruce Ross: Who makes the decision to build or not build?

Dave Conway. Government makes the decision whether we move to the next
stage of the five stage process and that is the regulatory stage, the environmental
assessment process. All the regulatory processes have consultation built into
them.

Bruce Ross: At the end of the day, the government of the day will decide whether
or not?

Dave Conway: If we move to Stage 3 the environmental assessments will require
a certification of authorization to move head.

Bruce Ross. At the end of the day is it the government?

Dave Conway: Yes, it is the government that will decide if we move to the next
stages.

At this point, 8:57 p.m., approximately 25 persons entered the meeting to protest Ste C
and to support that position they conducted a brief skit. They stayed approximately five
minutes.
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Jim Coallins: This type of consultation process, | don’t find all that useful and |
would like to refer you to what the Ministry of Petroleum Resources is doing with
respect to the oil and gas industry and other stakeholders (agriculture, wildlife,
environment, etc.) in the Peace River. We have met for a couple of years to
discuss issues between the two parties and it is working very well and that
concept could be used by BC Hydro to consult with the stakeholders in this area.
What incentives are being provided to alternative energy sources? We know we
have relatively cheap electricity and how are you encouraging alternate sources of
electricity such as wind, geothermal, etc.?

Cam Matheson: We don’t have specific incentives in that sense - when we go to
the private sector, we put out bids to get energy into the system to provide
customer reliability and the lowest cost of electricity. We have a clean power call
out that we are managing right now, and it is around clean and renewable energy.
The ones with the best values get long term contracts and build facilities and this
is how it operates.

Jim Collins; It is my understanding that your costs are in the range of two to
three cents an hour with retail cost at about 6 to 7 cents per household. Is that not
an incentive? What does wind cost?

Cam Matheson: Wind projects in the last call were more like 9 cents.

Jim Collins: What would Site C cost?

Cam Matheson: It is considerably lower than wind and that is what makes Site C
attractive - it is the unit cost. The unit costs are considerably cheaper than wind
or small hydro.

Oliver Matt: | have issues with the technical details but my overriding concern is
with respect to the global question - looking out over the last 200 years or over
my father’s lifetime and my own lifetime, the surface of the globe has been
scraped away for development and this dam is one more nibble of the natural
environment. It is absolutely criminal to proceed with this development and |
would like to think we are leaving the future for your and my children. Examine
your consciences because you are taking part in the destruction of this natural
world.

Brian Ruddell: | am with the North Peace Clean Air Association and we were
investigating the effects of the OSB plant on the City of Fort St. John’s airport
and we concluded it has affected the airport and we recognize now that Site C will
add moisture content in the valley and will affect the airport through fogging
issues. With respect to the Stage 2 studies | see you are putting instrumentation in
the valley only and that is a gross oversight because we need full readings of the
entire air shed of Fort St. John and Taylor. The reason for that is that we have a
condition called inversion and when that happens the amount of moisture from the
present river and the amount of condensation and particulate matter that is being
generated through the industry, builds up in the valley and overflows from the
valley and is guarded by weather conditions on the south side of the river and that
pushes the condensation into the City and this is a fact and proven through the
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OSB situation. While the OSB has done some good work it is not an entirely
good job and we need to take this into consideration. The air shed of Fort St.
John and Taylor needs to be protected and you need to take that into account
through proper readings and you aren’t taking proper readings in your proposed
studies.

Sobhan Jackson: We have just brought air climate monitors onto the consulting
team and we will take readings outside the valley and we will follow up on your
concerns.

Brian Ruddell: Thank you very much.

Ava Malcolm: Is BC Hydro as a company, regarding the devastation that will
occur from Site C if it happens? Are you promoting any energy conservation to
stop it from happening because if you do then we won’t need it?

Cam Matheson: That is a good question. We are, we have filed a long term
acquisition plan with the British Columbia Utilities Commission and out of new
need required by 2020 about 80% of new need will be met through energy
conservation. In the past we did a forecast of future supply and then we built new
facilities to meet that need however, now we are meeting the vast majority of new
demand through conservation so it is quite different. Conservation is the biggest
thing in the long term plan.

Sandra Hoffman: Methyl mercury is obviously a concern in creating a reservoir
since you will be flooding an area covered in organic matter. | know there has
been talk about clearing first in order to minimize this problem but of course only
so much can be done from a practical standpoint. 1 read in your Fish Movement
and Population Status 1989 report that the mercury analysis of fish tissues gave
mean mercury readings of 0.21 methyl mercury/wet kg for bull trout, 0.15 for
walleye and 0.11 for turbot. This is significantly higher than the current water
quality guidelines from BC’s Ministry of Environment which states the
concentration of methyl mercury in fish tissue consumed by wildlife should not
exceed 0.033 methyl mercury/wet kg. Have more recent studies been done yet to
see more current levels? If the levels are significantly elevated prior to Site C
then adding another dam, which would further increase levels, is cause for
concern. | know that the methyl mercury levels will peak and then slowly come
down again but what is the timeline for that to occur?

Sobhan Jackson: | can’t recall all those figures that were so quickly read out
however during the current stage we are doing a few things that will contribute to
the baseline information — we are collecting water quality data to see present
mercury levels in the natural soils and organics and we are taking fish tissue
samples to understand current levels within the fish. Generally the reason for a
methyl mercury assessment is about human effects and we need to understand
consumption and potential for human health concerns and the numbers for human
health are different from the ones that you just read. There will be methyl
mercury studies done and understanding that will be part of Stage 3. Generally
the organics will be quite low and we will look at the most relevant data based on
30 years of learning in science. The timeline is that the studies will take place in
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Stage 3 and right now we are collecting background information and doing a
reservoir profile to understand the sediments and how those processes will occur.
The assessment will be done in Stage 3, if the project proceeds.

Diane Culling: | would like to add some clarifications and then I have some
questions. The International Herald Tribune had an article comparing existing
geothermal with other renewable energy and the source was the International
Energy Agency. Geothermal is in the 2 to 12 cents range and hydro was in 2 to 16
cents range — just to clarify that. Siobhan (Jackson) on the issue of spawning
perhaps you are right about the actual spawning sites but migratory bull trout,
which move from Alberta to the Halfway River, will be impacted. There are
spawning impacts to their migratory routes. How many years was Dinosaur Lake
closed for fishing?

Sobhan Jackson: | don’t know if it was and | don’t know the answer.

Diane Culling: It was closed for several years. That site was obviously more
stable that the proposed Site C. After it was opened to the public it was closed for
issues of potential sloughing. Can anyone tell me how long that was?

Dave Conway: | hadn’t heard that it was closed because of potential slides but |
am aware there is potential for one however we do monitor it closely on a
continual basis.

Diane Culling: It was my understanding that the potential was there prior to
construction?

Andrew Watson: | know that it was investigated at the time and it is monitored. |
can get back to you on that.

Diane Culling: On that note of getting back, these questions are being asked
publicly and I would like public answers and with respect to any question asked
tonight there is no option for a public answer because the process is all over
tonight. When will the printed transcripts be available?

Judy Kirk: Approximately mid February when the consultation summary report
is done.

Diane Culling: Looking at BC Hydro’s need - has it been looked at to widen the
mandate so that they can create other alternates other than large hydro, is that an
option or is it outside the mandate?

Dave Conway: It is outside our mandate. The policy is in the BC Energy Plan
and we are here to make a report and recommendation for Site C.

Diane Culling: Is there no option for Bob Eldon to have a beer with the Premier
and talk about this? This is obvious, from this whole process, that everyone is
coming forward and saying we need to look at this. So this needs to be part of the
process and while | understand your point, this needs to be part of the whole
process. We want you to meet our needs but we want 21% century options not 20"
century options. At the last multi-stakeholder meeting there were comments to
have road access across the dam and the comments were supportive but these
people were asking for a bridge across the river.

Ken Forest: | have a comment and | am likely speaking to those that call this
place home. For many people this is not their home, they parachute in make a
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quick buck and then get out. In 1958 | read a book about the Peace River and |
thought I would like to live there. In 1967 I touched down here and | said that |
was going to live here. It was the river, the valley and the people. In 1972 | came
up with my wife and we toured the Peace and we turned all our job offers down to
come here and we are still here and we didn’t come here to live on the banks of a
reservoir called ‘Campbell’ or ‘Neufeld’. We came here to live on the Peace
River and we are still here. There are people here who are hoping the dam will
come and | understand this and then they will make a lot of money and take, take
and take and they don’t care about the valley, country or the people here. 1 don’t
put a price on this valley and | do not want to negotiate what we can get for the
valley. How much are your children worth? In reality you cannot put a value on
your children because they are valueless and we aren’t looking for a camp of
1,500 people with all the drug, traffic and problems that it will bring. We are
looking for a quality of life that this river gives us and | don’t know if that is in
the BC Hydro equations.

Timothy O’ Connor: Has long has BC Hydro been producing power for British
Columbia?

Cam Matheson: BC Hydro was created out of previous hydro companies — in
1957 it was made into a crown corporation.

Timothy O’ Connor: When did it start exporting power for profit?

Cam Matheson: Profit is a bit of a hard word because we export power to
optimize the system we have so that we can keep our rates for our ratepayers low.
Timothy O’ Connor: What about the transmission lines?

Cam Matheson: They are owned by the Province of BC.

Timothy O’ Connor: We own them so they could be sold off, what is the interest
on 80% debt?

Cam Matheson: The interest is hedged in a bunch of different ways and there is
no one answer to that.

Timothy O’ Connor: We don’t really have a secure crown corporation rather we
are running a very high risk operation?

Cam Matheson: That isn’t a correct thing to say. We produce electricity for the
ratepayers of the province and we pay some of the lowest rates in the world and
we have the highest reliability rates in the world and | am not sure what you mean
when you say it is not a secure company.

Timothy O’ Connor: In this massive financial downturn will BC Hydro have to be
sold off?

Cam Matheson: | don’t think that BC Hydro will be sold off. Why don’t you ask
the provincial government that question?

Timothy O’ Connor: What about BC Rail - that was sold? You are running too
high a debt ratio to produce reasonable power and | don’t think it should be left in
BC Hydro’s hands.

Sandra Hoffman: | am very frustrated; as | am sure you must be too, since | feel,
along with many others, that we should be focussing on ‘green’ renewable
energies such as geothermal, wind and solar. In addition to conservation, we
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should be promoting and developing these ‘green’ technologies but in a sense we
are talking to deaf ears, through no fault of your own, but because of your
mandate from the current government. It seems all we can do is encourage you to
do more of this and hope that the independent power producers keep it ‘green’. In
effect, your hands are tied behind your back by the provincial government and
personally | hope this becomes an election issue next year. Maybe if it was in
your hands then geothermal would have been developed already as we are
obviously not utilizing the potential that we have in BC. Thank you.

San Gladysz. One situation | would like to see, and |1 am not against Site C,
however | would like to see it lowered to the Halfway Bridge and then it would be
retained where it is. If it was lowered then the damage to erosion and farmland
would be minimal and we would still be able to produce a fair bit of power. Also
there is a canyon near Alberta that is available if you need more energy.

Dave Conway: Thank you for your comments and concerns. Your information is
very important to us and will make up part of the final report to government and
we are committed to including it along with the updated technical and financial
information. There has been no decision to move to Stage 3. Thank you for
coming.

The public meeting was declared closed at 9:20 p.m.
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