
 

 

December 7th, 2009 

Site C Accountability 
We ask that you review the impacts of the proposed Site C 
dam before making a decision regarding the flooding of the 

Peace River Valley.  

The proposed Site C dam 

will flood over 100 km of 

major river valley, affecting 

agriculture and family farms, 

wildlife and fisheries habitat, 

heritage, First Nations, 

tourism and recreation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Consider the Impacts 

Ombudsman Investigation 

• The (stage two) consultation hearings 
focused on “the best way to construct the 
dam”; not on whether a dam is wanted or 
needed or whether there are better 
alternatives. 

 
• BC Hydro recently was granted  $40 
million  by the province for PR and 
consultation on Site C. BC Hydro has 
access to boardrooms, politicians, 
corporate jets, engineers, lawyers, the 
media and more.  After local residents 
asked both the provincial government and 
BC Hydro for a few funds to “give the 
other side”, there was no response. 

  
• The response to questions asked by 
residents about the impacts of the dam, 
was that those answers would only be 
forthcoming after research was completed 
in round three. But round two was the 
only consultation stage, so having those 
“research” answers come after round 
three, for residents, is pointless.   

P.O. Box 6062, Fort St. John, BC, V1J-4H6 

Website: www.peacevalley.ca     Email: pvea@shaw.ca 

Peace Valley Environment Association 

Soon you will be asked to respond to the largest-ever proposed 

fiscal provincial project, the Site C dam, with projected costs of 

$6.6 to $10 billion. That’s an added $2000+ cost burden for 

every BC citizen. 

This dam is being proposed primarily for energy export to the 

USA. You will need to be well informed to debate the issues and 

to field questions forthcoming from the media and from citizens.   

 

 

 

This $6.6 to $10 billion
*
 dollar project will result in: 

 destruction of class 1 and 2 agricultural land 

 heritage flooded and families displaced 

 wildlife and fisheries habitat lost  

 First Nations encroached upon 

 tourism and valley recreation lost  

Why?  For energy export.  

 The average cost overrun for large dam projects is just over 50%.  
        (Dams and Development: A New Framework for Decision-Making: The Report of the World Commission on Dams, 2000) 

 

Continued erosion at Williston reservoir 
40 years after flooding. 
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ON AGRICULTURE: How would you 

respond to the fact that Site C would 

permanently destroy more than seven 

thousand acres of Class One and Two 

agricultural land with proven market garden 

potential, along with more than 100 km of 

river valley and tributaries? (The current 

flood reserve is now restricting investment. 

If lifted, a multi-million dollar market garden 

industry could be developed in the only 

viable class one/two land north of Quesnel.)  

 With climate change there are growing 

concerns over local food security.  

Destroying this land would condemn 

northern residents to import their produce, 

forever. 

ON JOBS: Provincially, how could $6.6 to 

$10 billion be used to combat climate 
change? Imagine the number of jobs that 
could be created in truly green, low-impact 
renewable energy production. 

As one example of many, Peace Valley 
climate and soils would support a market 
garden industry producing hundreds of 
permanent jobs - the proposed Site C dam 
would eliminate this potential. 
 
 
 
 
 

ON GEOPHYSICAL CONCERNS: The 

proposed Site C dam falls into the 

“High” or “Very High” Consequence 

Category as defined by the Canadian 

Dam Association, due to the potential 

damage downstream in the event of a 

dam breach and the economic loss as a 

result of a dam failure.*   

The Peace River valley is characterized 

by unstable banks, subject to landslides. 

For the proposed Site C project, BC 

Hydro’s “safeline” extends back 1.5 km 

or more from the reservoir level at some 

locations. As a result, the amount of 

land affected by the proposed Site C 

dam is greatly underestimated. 

Considering the instability of these 

banks, BC Hydro has stated they will 

restrict public access and recreation 

(boating and fishing) for over a decade.  

It is foreseeable that, at some point, 

personal injury or death could be one of 

the costs. 

How would you respond to the following points regarding Site C? 

“The proposed Site C Dam … 
[would] flood some of the finest 
agricultural land in the 
province.” 

Geography of British Columbia: People and 
Landscapes in Transition, McGillivray, 

UBC Press, 2005.  

ON FAMILIES, FARMS AND RANCHES, FIRST NATIONS: 

Could you explain to tax-paying, valley families and their 

communities (some of whom pioneered the area as early as the 

1920’s) and First Nations why their land, their heritage and their 

livelihoods are being destroyed for energy export?   

It should be clear that:  

 people and river valleys should not be exploited 

 being handed a cheque and told to leave for the 

benefit of the government and the south will never be 

compensation, and 

 being brushed aside for those who would parachute in 

from other jurisdictions to take the specialized, 

tendered, and union jobs to build “their nest-egg” 

during construction (then, to leave for good) is not 

conscionable.   

Valley residents see themselves as “collateral damage” for the 

benefit and gain of those in the south. 
Do Peace residents have the same 

rights as all BC residents? 

 

 

 

 

 

 Peace Cascade Development Prefeasibility Study for a Cascade of Low Consequence Structures as an Alternative to Site C, 

Klohn Crippen Consultants Ltd. and SNC-Lavalin Inc.,  January 2003.  
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ON GREEN AND CLEAN: Do you believe large hydro dams 

are green and clean?   

If the proposed Site C dam is built, consider the following:  

 Arctic grayling will suffer detrimental effects,  

 a movement barrier will be created for blue-listed 
migratory bull trout,  

 protective islands, used by moose & deer for calving in 
the spring, will be flooded,  

 methylmercury concentrations will increase in aquatic 
life, especially large fish,  

 thousands of acres of intact forest ecosystem, which 
acts as a very effective carbon sink, will be destroyed,  

 methane (21x more potent as a greenhouse gas than 
CO2) will be emitted from the reservoir,  

 average annual land temperatures along the reservoir 
shoreline will decrease, curtailing plant growth and 
greatly increasing summer fog and winter ice fog,  

  a globally important migration corridor will be 
weakened, as noted by the Yellowstone to Yukon 
Conservation Initiative (y2y.net), and these corridors will 
become increasing important as the effects of climate 
change are realized, and  

 valley banks (clay and silt) will result in a finite lifetime 
of the dam due to projected high levels of 
sedimentation.  
 

With these combined effects, can Site C really be seen as 

green or clean? 

 

 

ON ALTERNATIVE BASE-LOAD ENERGY: Knowing that 

everyone needs electricity, and appreciating that truly green 

excess energy could be profitable, explain why the government 

and BC Hydro have largely ignored geothermal power 

production, which, as noted by author Gwynne Dyer, “is the 

closest thing to magic we have.” 

BC (the only province fortunate enough to be situated on the 

“Ring of Fire”) has a significant base-load of “hot” power 

available. Hot spots can be tapped using existing oil & gas 

drilling technology, creating jobs. The cost is similar to a large 

hydro dam. However, it has very low environmental and social 

impacts.  Geothermal provides long-term base-load energy.   

BC has abundant geothermal resources yet they are not being 

developed. The investment community is interested:  

“… in British Columbia the potential exists to generate a 

significant proportion of the provinces’ energy needs from 

geothermal resources.”   

In Focus: Sustainable Energy 

World Finance, April-May, 2008. 

“Geothermal, or earth energy, is perhaps the most 

underutilized renewable source of energy. … the potential of 

geothermal energy has until now been largely untapped. But 

the geothermal marketplace is growing fast.” 

Making Sense of Geothermal Energy 

The Globe and Mail, July 18, 2007. 

 

Why is this government not looking at geothermal? 

 

 

 

PLEASE BECOME FURTHER INFORMED ON SITE C.  LET’S KEEP THE PEACE.  

 

 

ON INTERMITTENT ENERGY SOURCES, WIND:  Bear Mountain wind-farm near Dawson 

Creek, a $200 million wind-farm, produces 102 MW while the proposed Site C dam could produce 
900 MW at a cost of $6.6 to $10 billion.   Site C would give 9x the power but it would cost up to 
50x as much per MW as wind and would have devastating environmental costs. Does Site C 
really make sense? 

Look at the alternatives before deciding to sacrifice another river valley. 


