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John Horgan, Sooke Nov. 9, 2016
Click for video and transcript

Lana Popham, Paddle for the Peace, 2016
Click for video and transcript

George Heyman, Paddle for the Peace, 2016
Click for video and transcript

Michelle Mungall, Paddle for the Peace, 2016
Click for video and transcript [Nelson]

Sheila Malcomson, Paddle for the Peace, 2016
Click for video and transcript

Adrian Dix article on Site C in The Tyee Adrian Dix article on Site C in The Tyee

John Horgan Calls Site C a $9 Billion Gamble 
December, 2014 Click for video

Scott Fraser, Legislature, 2015
Click for video and transcript

https://youtu.be/Iul9G75IoZs
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1OKeVPuqs0WWGGQ3MRAuf6vAP3UPf7DKpT_bx6v_qU2w/edit?usp=sharing
https://youtu.be/uPcaUBP--XY
https://youtu.be/67G0aa75gYo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4AfAoxsGwU8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4AfAoxsGwU8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DPvoN0FTty0
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1dqWDwRdDeXqtwysnLHl_raeHuhUEI1Gdam6YaVNR4pg/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1dqWDwRdDeXqtwysnLHl_raeHuhUEI1Gdam6YaVNR4pg/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1dqWDwRdDeXqtwysnLHl_raeHuhUEI1Gdam6YaVNR4pg/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1QqCDeo0brZBfWdFC7paOTryFVRO8rOphppgvobbp1_Q/edit?usp=sharing
https://youtu.be/zFR78s-BWs8
https://thetyee.ca/Opinion/2016/06/27/Site-C-No-Benefits/
https://thetyee.ca/Opinion/2016/10/12/Christy-Clark-Site-C/
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JOHN HORGAN. WORKING FOR YOU. | 65

Maximizing generation from existing infrastructure

Christy Clark and the BC Liberals have pushed a megaproject ahead in 

north eastern BC without allowing for proper oversight by the agency 

responsible for protecting BC Hydro customers, and without maximizing 

productivity from already existing dams.

Where new hydro electricity is needed, the BC NDP will focus on maxi-

mizing capacity of current infrastructure. Rather than new dams, we can 

generate new power by upgrading existing dams.

Leading on clean energy

While wind and solar projects are providing an ever-increasing amount of 

power in jurisdictions around the world, Christy Clark and the BC Liberals 

have made BC so unfriendly for investment in these kinds of projects 

that renewable energy associations have left BC.

With PowerBC, we will look to renewable, modern energy sources for our 

future energy needs. We will bring investment in wind, solar and other 

clean energy projects back to BC, and ensure we are including communi-

ties in the benefits of these projects.

GOOD JOBS AND INNOVATION IN BC TECH

With BC’s skilled workforce, growing entrepreneurial culture, diverse 

population and beautiful environment, BC is positioned to be a global 

leader in technology and innovation.

Christy Clark and the BC Liberals have wasted hundreds of millions of 

dollars on failed software development projects with firms from outside 

BC, projects that sent jobs and money out of BC and brought little or 

no value to the province. Now that Christy Clark is facing the electorate, 

she’s turning to this successful sector for convenient photo-ops, even 

though BC tech companies succeeded without her.
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Christy Clark 
top-up revealed. 
Christy Clark takes 
$300,000 from rich 
friends and big 
corporate donors to 
the BC Liberal party. 

“Triple delete” 
Christy Clark's 
political appointee 
pleads guilty to 
lying under oath to 
the Information and 
Privacy Commis -
sioner about 
destroying govern -
ment records.

Renters lied to by 
Christy Clark’s 
housing minister 
who promises, then 
refuses to close a 
loophole leading to 
sky-high rents.

Partisan govern -
ment ads. Christy 
Clark government 
sued for taxpay -
er-funded ads that 
the Auditor General 
says are partisan.

Breach of trust. 
Liberal operative 
faces charges. 
Pleads guilty to 
Elections Act 
charges on behalf 
of his company.

A picture is worth a 
million tax dollars. 
Christy Clark’s 
photography bill 
nears $1 million. 

Illegal donations. 
BC Liberals return 
$93,000 as RCMP 
and special prose -
cutor called in.

Condo questions fly 
over $39 million 
low-interest loan 
from BC Housing to 
BC Liberal donors.
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2016

High flying. Christy 
Clark’s private jet 
bill tops $500,000.  

MARCH
2015

Auditor General for 
Local Government 
fired after revela -
tions Christy Clark's 
pet project spent $5 
million to produce 
only two audits.
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Pics or it didn’t 
happen.  No paper 
trail found after 
investigation into 
Premier’s chief of 

after an incident at 
a bar with a female 

Secret pay hikes 
approved by Christy 
Clark for top 

FEB
2013

“ uick wins” plan 
by BC Liberals to 
use taxpayer 
funded resources 
for electioneering 
revealed.

SEPT
2014

Patronage reward. 
After resigning his 
seat for Christy 
Clark, Ben Stewart 
spent most of his 
time in BC in the 
first seven months  
as trade represen -
tative in China.
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2015
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2015

Laura Miller 

Liberals pass Motion 19 (Site C Power Project)
largest project in BC history, but no BCUC review;
Entire NDP caucus votes against it; not included
in their election platform or this timeline. Why?
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charged. The 
executive director 
of the BC Liberal 
party faces multiple 
criminal charges 
related to Ontario’s 
gas plant scandal.

APRIL
2015

Taxpayers lose $43 
million in Coquitlam 
land deal to big BC 
Liberal donor.

APRIL
2014

Christy Clark’s 
secret ties to RCI 
Capital Group are 
revealed after she 
heavily promotes 
the company she 
used to work for 
during trade 
missions to Asia.

DEC
2014

Amrik Virk 
removed as 
advanced education 
minister for circum -
venting caps on 
senior executive 
pay when he was on 
the board of 
Kwantlen.
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John Horgan admires the view from SunMine Solar
Farms in Kimberley

PowerBC is a bold, progressive plan for the future of BC energy, with a strong focus on jobs, from John Horgan and BC’s
New Democrat Official Opposition. Through conservation, investment and innovation, Power BC will:

Show your support for innovation! Sign up for more info.

Power BC has four components:

B.C. taxpayers pay more than $400 million in energy costs in the public sector every year. We know we can do better – pilot
programs in our schools and hospitals have led the way. A serious long-term commitment to energy efficiency in all our public
buildings will save money, will reduce overall demand for energy, and create good-paying jobs and apprenticeships in every
community in British Columbia.

And for every dollar spent, retrofits create twice as many jobs as dam
construction. (BC Stats) Pressing ahead with this work will support badly-
needed seismic upgrades for BC’s high risk schools.

EXAMPLE: Maple Ridge – Pitt Meadows school district calculated that just by
replacing aging light fixtures and ballasts with modern technology, the district will

protect BC Hydro customers from runaway bills

produce good-paying jobs close to home, in every community in British
Columbia

protect our farmland and natural environment

respect First Nations land title

launch careers in clean energy and retrofit construction, maintenance,
manufacturing, and high-tech engineering

ensure B.C. has access to clean and affordable electricity for generations to
come

John Horgan's energy and jobs plan for BC | New Democrat BC Government Caucus http://bcndpcaucus.ca/powerbc-2/

1 of 4 03/01/2018, 2:14 PM

PowerBC flyer during election campaign. PowerBC program online, January, 2018; Site C subtitle removed.



Above: John Horgan receives a yellow stake 
purchased & planted in his name; Nov. 2016.

PowerBC’s last page remains: “there is no justification for Site C now.”

Blaine Meeks, Larry Evans, Ken Boon & John Horgan, circa 2010.

http://bcndpcaucus.ca/backgrounder-power-bc/
Bill
Text Box
another version of PowerBC here.



https://thetyee.ca/News/2015/11/17/NDP-Site-C-Plan-B/
Bill
Callout
NB Third last paragraph: of article:“I don’t want to say ‘no’ because we have water in British Columbia and holding that water is an extraordinary advantage, but we don’t need it today,” [Horgan]  said. “We shouldn’t be proceeding with Site C today.”

Bill
Callout
click inside the box for link to full article which essentially describes the BC NDP's "PowerBC" plan.
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Hon. M. de Jong: I call Motion 19, standing in the 
name of the Minister of Energy.

Government Motions on Notice

MOTION 19 — SITE C POWER PROJECT

Hon. B. Bennett: Let me read the motion into the re-
cord:

[Be it resolved that this House supports the construction of 
the Site C Clean Energy Project; because the Site C Clean 
Energy Project represents the most affordable way to gener-
ate 1,100 megawatts of clean and reliable power; and the Site C 
Clean Energy Project will create jobs for thousands of British 
Columbians; and the Site C Clean Energy Project has been the 
subject of a thorough environmental review process.]

[R. Chouhan in the chair.]

Th at is the motion, and I’m the designated speaker 
on the motion. I understand I have up to two hours to 
talk about this. I can see excitement and enthusiasm just 
bubbling up from the other side of the House. Th at will 
give them a chance to applaud early in my remarks. I’m 
only going to speak for probably around 30 minutes. I 
think 30 minutes should be enough time for me to get 
the point across.

Let me start by saying that we all get elected for the 
right reasons. I’ve always believed that. Even though we 
have these sometimes severe diff erences of opinion and 
world view, I think we all come here to do the right thing 
and certainly to represent the people that send us here, 
the people that we’re accountable to.

Sometimes there are big decisions that happen, and 
this particular project is a big decision. It’s a big issue. 
Lots of people, as it turns out, support the Site C project 
in this province. Th ere are some folks that do not sup-
port the Site C project.

What I would propose here today is that…. I intend 
to make some remarks as minister responsible for B.C. 
Hydro on the project itself in terms of the need for the 
project, the cost of the project, whether alternatives were 
examined before making the fi nal decision — what are 
the environmental impacts, what are the impacts on agri-
culture, and what about First Nations? — all of the issues 
that I think all members would canvass if they were go-
ing to canvass this decision to build Site C.

What I’m hoping for with this motion is that all mem-
bers of the House, on both sides of the House, will have 
an opportunity to express whether they support build-
ing the Site C project or whether they oppose building 
the Site C project. It is our obligation as elected MLAs 

— whether we’re ministers, whether we’re not ministers, 
whether we’re in opposition, no matter what political 
party we’re with — to let the people know, who we are 
accountable to, where we stand on the big issues.

I’m hopeful — I really am — that members of the op-

position will let us know how they stand. I notice that the 
Leader of the Offi  cial Opposition has taken positions on 
Site C, so I thought that might be a good place to start. In 
November of 2006, the Leader of the Opposition said: “I 
get excited about the prospect of a large project like Site 
C.” It sounds like he’s in favour of Site C. But then about 
a year later, in February of 2007, he said: “Th e current 
policy of my political party is to oppose Site C.”

[1440]
Th en a few years later, in 2013, he said: “On paper, it’s 

certainly the next best project.” Th en a bit later, he said: 
“I’ve taken many positions on Site C.” Th at’s right.

I understand, or at least there is a rumour, that NDP 
MLAs are not allowed to take a position on Site C. I hope 
that’s not true. We’re going to fi nd out today. I hope that’s 
not true. Th ey’re going to get the opportunity. I under-
stand that there were some NDP MLAs out on the lawn 
today, participating in the protest.

Interjections.

Deputy Speaker: Members.

Hon. B. Bennett: Clearly, those folks would be op-
posed to the project. Th is is their opportunity to stand 
up and say that they are opposed. Or perhaps there are 
some folks over there…. I suspect this is the case. I sus-
pect that there are members of the opposition over there 
who support the Site C project. I’ll tell you why.

Interjection.

Hon. B. Bennett: Well, it may be a secret, or they may 
be whipped into a certain position where they’re just 
not allowed to stand up and say that they either oppose 
the project on principle or they support the project on 
principle.

Anyways, we’re going to fi nd out. My prediction is 
that they will do their usual bobbing and weaving, and 
they’ll probably attack some of us personally — prob-
ably not me. I’m sure that they won’t attack me person-
ally. Th ey’ll probably do some of that, you know. Th ey’ll 
talk all the way around the issue of Site C, all the way, a 
full 360, but they’re not likely to tell us whether they’re 
in support or opposition.

As Minister of Energy and Mines, again responsible 
for B.C. Hydro, let me just walk members through some 
of the important issues that led to the government’s de-
cision to build this project. Let me start with the need 
for this project.

Th ere shouldn’t be any lack of clarity, by the way, about 
where government members stand on this project. We 
have a very democratic process on this side of the House, 
where all members have an opportunity. In fact, I’ve seen 
members on this side of the House vote against govern-
ment legislation. I’ve seen them do that. I have never in 

Bill
Rectangle

Bill
Highlight



British Columbia DebatesWednesday, September 30, 2015 9283

my 14½ years as an MLA seen an opposition member 
stand up and be counted all by himself or all by herself 
and vote with government. It doesn’t happen. We have a 
nice democratic process on this side of the House. We’ve 
been through a full internal discussion and even debate 
at times on the Site C project.

Let me say fi rst of all — and I know that all members 
know this to be true — we will need the electricity. We’re 
going to need the electricity by the time this large project 
is built. And another large hydroelectric facility will gen-
erate clean, green power for over 100 years, long aft er the 
investment is repaid. Th at proves that Site C is the best 
way to acquire the electricity, in my view.

I’ve heard that the Leader of the Opposition, and I’ve 
heard my critic as well, say that we don’t need it right 
now. In fact, that’s language that they’ve used: “We don’t 
need it right now.” If W.A.C. Bennett had waited for the 
day that B.C. might need the electricity…. “Let’s just wait 
until we need it.”

It’s going to take nine years to build Site C. I’ve heard 
several of them on that side of the House say: “Well, let’s 
just wait. We don’t need it right now.” Right? “We don’t 
need it right now. Let’s wait.” Imagine if W.A.C. Bennett 
had waited until they needed the electricity. B.C. would 
have lost the opportunity for decades and decades of 
economic growth. Imagine all of the opportunities we 
would have lost in this province if W.A.C. Bennett had 
not make those decisions.

It’s the job of leaders, I would submit, to determine 
not only what is needed today but also to determine 
what’s going to be needed for tomorrow. Th at’s our job 
as leaders. We’ve been criticized for building the north-
west transmission line. Th e Leader of the Opposition has 
called it the power line to nowhere. Th ere are members 
over there who know darn well…. Th ey know how valu-
able that power line is going to be to their northwest re-
gion in this province. It’s true that we took a chance by 
building that power line, but it’s already proven that it 
was the best thing to do for the future of that part of the 
province. Th at’s leadership.

[1445]
How does a forecast get done? How do we actually 

know that we’re going to need that electricity? Th at’s an-
other place that opponents of the project have challenged, 
so one of the things that we did was we asked the BCUC 
to take a look at B.C. Hydro forecasting methodology and 
just tell us what they think.

Th e opposition is always saying, “Refer things to the 
BCUC,” so at some point in time, it was referred to the 
BCUC. Th is is what they said. Th ey said that B.C. Hydro’s 
forecasting methodology is as good as anywhere in the 
world. Th at’s pretty good. Th eir forecasting methodol-
ogy is pretty good.

We weren’t satisfi ed with that, and B.C. Hydro wasn’t 
satisfi ed with that, so they brought in a third party, whose 
name was Mark Gilbert. In September 2014, this gentle-

man with over 30 years’ experience in load forecasting, 
known around the world for his expertise, said: “B.C. 
Hydro is using state-of-the-art methodologies for fore-
casting sales. Th e company utilizes several methodolo-
gies to produce peak forecast methods, all of which are 
among state-of-the-art methods.”

Th at’s pretty clear. I don’t think there can be any doubt, 
certainly from this side of the House, that we need that 
electricity. Let’s have a show of hands if the opposition 
agrees with the fact that we need the electricity.

Let’s talk about the cost. What about the cost? Is the 
estimated cost accurate? Is it reasonable? Th e Site C cap-
ital cost estimate of $7.9 billion was developed in 2010. 
It included all construction, development, infl ation and 
interest costs, as well as contingencies. Th e bottom-up es-
timate was completed by a team of internal and external 
engineering and construction experts and underwent an 
external peer review by KPMG.

I hear from the opposition, all the time, and from op-
ponents to Site C: “Well, it wasn’t reviewed.” Well, that 
was in 2010. It was reviewed by an external group from 
KPMG to validate the methodologies and the assump-
tions.

In 2014, we did a cost refresh: “We’d better have a 
second look at this.” The refresh showed that while 
some costs had increased due to factors such as a long-
er environmental assessment process, enhancements to 
worker accommodation, and larger diversion tunnels, 
the original cost estimate remained appropriate as these 
increases were largely off set by savings from lower-than-
anticipated interest rates, effi  ciencies in project design 
and reduced excavation requirements.

KPMG — once again, brought in to review the cost 
refresh in 2014 — said the level of care and diligence 
was consistent with an infrastructure project about to 
enter the construction phase, that reasonable and ap-
propriate processes were followed for developing the 
assumptions used in the fi nancial model, and that the 
methodology behind the cost estimate was appropriate. 
Th at’s what KPMG said. KPMG wasn’t working for gov-
ernment. KPMG was an independent contractor hired 
by B.C. Hydro to give their professional opinion as an 
international audit fi rm on the work done.

The direct construction cost estimate was also re-
viewed by a group of independent panel of contractors. 
I’m going to get to a point where I’m going to respond 
to the criticism about the BCUC not being involved in 
assessing the cost of Site C. But here’s a group of indi-
viduals who had between 35 and 50 years of experience 
in construction. Th ese people build things all over the 
world. Hydro hired these people to sit on a committee 
and come in and take a look at all of the work that Hydro 
was doing on costs.

Th is is what that grey-haired construction group had 
to say: that the capital cost estimate was suffi  cient for 
the proposed scope and schedule of the project, that B.C. 
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Hydro estimate contained an appropriate level of accur-
acy for making a fi nal investment decision and a level of 
detail comparable to a private sector contractor estimate, 
and that the contingency was suffi  cient to cover any rea-
sonable cost increases.

Th at’s what we had to work with on this side of the 
House. We had two KPMG audits that had been done, 
and we had this group of experienced construction pro-
fessionals who had looked at the project and at the cost 
estimates and said: “It’s good to go. Government, you 
are good to go to on making a fi nal investment decision.”

[1450]
You know what? As we got closer to that fi nal invest-

ment decision, we wanted to get even a little more cer-
tainty around the cost. We wanted to make sure that we 
knew what the cost of this project was actually going 
to be. So we took the project, and we said: “Ministry of 
Finance, take a look at this. Take your time, whatever 
time you need. Have a look at this.” Finance pointed out 
a couple of things. Th ey didn’t quibble, actually, with 
the 2010 budget, but they pointed out a couple of things. 
Th ey said: “Th ere are a couple of items in the contingency 
fund that we think you should add to the capital costs.” 
Th at took the project from $7.9 billion to $8.335 billion.

Cabinet then decided that while B.C. Hydro’s existing 
capital cost estimate already included a healthy contin-
gency, we should establish a project reserve of an addi-
tional $440 million for a total up to $8.775 billion. So 
that’s how you get to the $8.775 billion. Th at reserve will 
account for events outside of B.C. Hydro’s control, such 
as higher-than-forecast infl ation or higher-than-fore-
cast interest rates. It will be managed by the provincial 
Treasury Board. As with all large capital projects, B.C. 
Hydro will be required to provide regular reports to the 
B.C. Utilities Commission and government during con-
struction.

Let me just end my remarks on cost for the Site C pro-
ject by quoting from the federal-provincial panel. Th at’s 
the panel that the province and the federal government 
put together to study this project. Th is is what they said: 

“Th e panel concludes that the risk of Site C to the prov-
ince’s debt management plan is entirely manageable by a 
prudent B.C. government.” Th ey also said: “Th ere is little 
doubt about the competence of B.C. Hydro to build and 
operate the project effi  ciently.”

Alternatives. I’ve heard many people in the province 
and, particularly, on the opposition benches say that we 
didn’t examine alternatives to Site C, that there are bet-
ter ways to acquire the new generation that the province 
will need. Th ere was actually a member of the oppos-
ition who said that within the last ten minutes. I heard 
him. Well, I want to assure that member, and I want to 
assure members of the public that we did very extensive 
consultation with the independent power industry before 
we made a fi nal investment decision. Clean Energy B.C. 
had unprecedented access to B.C. Hydro’s information 

— more access than they ever had at any time in the past. 
Ask them. Th ey’ll tell you that.

As part of our due diligence process, we considered a 
number of options. Th is is important for the province 
to know. We didn’t land on Site C just in the blink of an 
eye without considering all of the alternatives that are 
available to us. Site C obviously is one of those alterna-
tives. IPPs are alternatives. Natural gas — we’ve got lots 
of it, relatively cheap right now. Geothermal — I mention 
geothermal because the independent panel mentioned it, 
and I’ve read that people have an interest in it. Market 
purchases — another way to acquire electricity if you’re 
not generating enough.

Natural gas is actually quite tempting. I said that it’s 
cheap, so the cost makes it tempting. It’s also very reli-
able in terms of fi rm power, but we’d need to abandon 
our commitment in the Clean Energy Act to 93 percent 
of our energy generated in the province being clean and 
renewable. It would also produce signifi cantly higher 
GHG emissions, and it would expose ratepayers to gas 
and carbon price volatility. So we ruled that out aft er con-
siderable consideration.

Market purchases. Again, this is something I’ve heard, 
certainly, the Leader of the Opposition say and, no doubt, 
other members of the opposition caucus: “Why doesn’t 
the government just tell B.C. Hydro to go buy the elec-
tricity on the spot market in western North America? It’s 
pretty cheap right now. Just go out and buy it. If you need 
electricity, just go buy it on the spot market. Why don’t 
you do that?” Th at would put us in a position where we 
are completely reliant, fi rst of all, on the source. Can we 
get enough electricity when we actually need it? Is it go-
ing to be available? How do we know how much it’s going 
to cost? Prices do change, as we all know. Th ey go up, and 
they go down. How do we know what it’s going to cost?

Th e third point — and I was advised of this by people 
who know more than I do — we don’t actually have trans-
mission that would be reliable enough to bring that level 
of electricity from the U.S. or from Alberta to fi ll the gap 
that we’re going to have here in the next ten, 15 years.

[1455]
Geothermal. I hope that some day somebody will 

be standing in this House as an Energy minister or an 
MLA talking about how geothermal is this wonderful 
resource that is being used in the province to generate 
electricity. I truly do. It has the potential to be fi rm elec-
tricity, because once you can locate the hot air — I know 
there are going to be jokes that’ll come from that — and 
create steam, you can generate electricity 24 hours a day. 
It’s fi rm electricity; it’s great stuff . Th ey do a good job of 
good job of it in Iceland.

Th e problem here in B.C. is that, despite the fact that 
we have issued over a dozen permits for geothermal ex-
ploration in this province, and despite the fact that a lot 
of money has actually been spent trying to identify these 
resources, we have not had one geothermal project bid 
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into any of the procurement processes that we’ve had. 
Geothermal — it’s a great idea, and I hope it’s a great 
resource someday. It is nowhere close to being able to 
provide electricity to our economy here in the province.

Th at left  us with two options: Site C or a suite of in-
dependent power projects. Had we chosen the suite of 
independent power projects, because they’re intermit-
tent power, we would have to have had some natural gas 
generation to back up that intermittent power. Th at’s 
the way it works. My critic knows all this stuff , because I 
think he used to work for B.C. Hydro. Th e Leader of the 
Opposition used to advise the Minister of Energy back 
in the 1990s. Th ey know this is true.

Th at left  us with the two options. We went through 
comparing the energy sources like wind and run of the 
river. Th ey’re great resources, but they’re intermittent. 
Th ey’re not always able to generate the electricity that we 
need. Th e wind doesn’t always blow. Th e sun doesn’t al-
ways shine. Th e rivers that we get so much energy from 
run heavy in the spring, not so heavy in the summer. It’s 
called spring freshet. It’s intermittent electricity.

Th e irony in the decision to build Site C as it relates 
to these other renewable technologies is that with Site 
C and with the 1,100 megawatts of capacity that will be 
available from Site C, B.C. will actually be in a stronger 
position to acquire more intermittent electricity — an 
important point, I think.

Th e joint panel, again, said…. I want quote from them 
again, because they have a lot of credibility on these 
issues. “Electrical systems are limited in their capabil-
ity to manage resources such as wind while maintaining 
system reliability due to the intermittent nature of the re-
source. Th e project would increase the amount of wind 
the system can reliably integrate.”

Th ey also went on to say that they agreed with B.C. 
Hydro “on the importance of predictable delivery and 
hence storage over periods from hourly to annual. 
Weather-dependent renewables alone are not the answer. 
Th e sun does not always shine or the wind blow.” Th at’s 
their language. For anyone who actually believes that the 
province or B.C. Hydro did not examine alternatives, that 
is not borne out by the facts, and it certainly isn’t shared 
by experts in the fi eld.

Let me touch, just briefl y, on environmental impact. 
It’s an issue that’s important in terms of the motion. In 
October 2014, the federal and provincial governments 
announced that the Site C clean energy project had re-
ceived environmental approval. Environmental approval 
of Site C came with numerous conditions from the fed-
eral and provincial governments that B.C. Hydro must 
meet to build and operate the facility.

If the opposition would take the time to actually look 
at how this project is being built and the care and atten-
tion that B.C. Hydro was putting into doing things right, 
they would probably feel a whole lot better about the 
project — or maybe not. It’s our idea to build the project, 

and perhaps there’s no way for them to come around to 
supporting it.

The environmental assessment process started in 
August of 2011. It took three years to complete. Th e en-
vironmental assessment process was thorough. It was in-
dependent. It included multiple opportunities for timely 
and meaningful participation. Th ere were two months of 
public hearings in several of the northeast regional and 
aboriginal communities.

Again, I’ve heard members of the opposition try to 
claim that there was no consultation around the decision 
to build Site C. Th ere were years and years of considera-
tion on this project. Th e public did have plentiful oppor-
tunities to say what they thought, as did First Nations.

In May of 2014, in the report, the joint review panel 
concluded that the benefi ts of the project were clear. “Site 
C would be the least expensive of the alternatives, and its 
cost advantages would increase with the passing decades 
as infl ation makes alternatives more costly.”

[1500]
Th ey also concluded — the panel, that is — that aft er 

the initial burst of expenditure — in other words, aft er 
building it — paying the capital costs “would lock in low 
rates for many decades and would produce fewer green-
house gas emissions per unit of energy than any source 
save nuclear.” Th at’s what the panel said. Apparently the 
opposition is opposed to that.

Site C will be the third hydroelectric dam on the Peace 
River, following the W.A.C. Bennett dam that was com-
pleted in 1968 and the Peace Canyon dam, completed in 
1980. Th at’s important because, as the third project on 
the Peace River, Site C can take advantage of water that’s 
already stored in both of these reservoirs, particularly be-
hind the existing W.A.C. Bennett dam in the Williston 
reservoir.

What this means is that because you’re building a third 
dam on the same river downstream of the fi rst two, Site C 
will actually generate 35 percent of the energy produced 
at the W.A.C. Bennett dam with only fi ve percent of the 
reservoir footprint.

When you’re talking about environmental impact, you 
have to compare projects to all the other alternatives out 
there in the province. You’ve got an opportunity to gener-
ate 35 percent of the electricity out of the W.A.C. Bennett 
project, with 5 percent of the environmental footprint — 
another reason why this was the right decision.

I want to speak a little bit to agricultural impact, or im-
pact on agriculture, because I know there are members 
on both sides of the House who come from farming areas. 
I’m one of them. I come from a ranching area, although 
our soils are not as good as they are, certainly, in a place 
like Saanich South.

Last spring I heard a lot about the impact on agricul-
ture from Site C. People felt obviously…. Well, certainly 
the member for Saanich South felt very, very strongly 
about it. Th at was clear. But what are the facts? Well, the 
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facts are that more than 99 percent of class 1 to 5 agri-
cultural land — that’s the land that you can grow stuff  
on — in the Peace will not be aff ected by Site C. Over 99 
percent will not be aff ected.

While there will be a permanent loss of 3,800 hectares 
of class 1 to 5 land, about 2.7 million hectares of class 1 to 
5 land will remain available in the Peace agricultural re-
gion. Th e environmental assessment process considered 
agricultural impacts and had two dedicated hearings on 
topic — thus, no reason for it to go to the commission.

Here’s what the independent joint review panel con-
cluded. “Th e permanent loss of the agricultural produc-
tion on the Peace River Valley bottomlands…is not, by 
itself and in the context of B.C. or western Canadian agri-
cultural production, signifi cant.” Th at’s what the panel said.

Overall, agricultural production in the region is ex-
pected to benefi t from proposed mitigation measures, 
including a $20 million agricultural compensation fund 
that will support agricultural programs in the Peace and 
projects such as irrigation and draining improvements.

Th e panel was so impressed by this off er of the $20 
million fund by B.C. Hydro that they said: “Th e current 
annual value of the crops from the portion of the valley 
that would be inundated is but $220,000. Th e proposed 
20 million agricultural investment fund to be spent on 
improvements outside the inundation zone is generous 
by comparison.” I’m just quoting what the panel said — 
the Canada-B.C. panel.

What about benefi ts? What benefi ts will come to the 
province from the Site C clean energy project?

Well, B.C. Hydro is spending $2.4 billion a year right 
now on infrastructure to try to catch up from ten years 
in the 1990s, when very little was spent on infrastruc-
ture, in order for us to have the reliable, safe, clean, green 
electricity system that we all, I think, probably take for 
granted. It is necessary to reinvest in some of the assets 
that are over 50 years old, and it’s also necessary to build 
new transmission and, in some cases, new generation.

Th is Site C project is going to add $13 billion to B.C.’s 
GDP over ten years — that’s not bad, $13 billion — 
123,000 person-years of employment over ten years. I 
think we should be celebrating the benefi ts of this project.

I know that some of my colleagues are going to get up, 
and they’re going to talk a little bit about Site C. I think 
there will be lots of evidence in those remarks from those 
government MLAs about how the people in this province 
are going to benefi t.

[1505]
I wonder. I mean, even the most cynical, partisan op-

position member surely can share in the joy, surely can 
help celebrate the good things that are going to come 
from the project. Or maybe not. I guess we’ll fi nd out 
when they get up and they speak. We’ll see whether they 
want to join the 80 percent of British Columbians who 
seem to like this project and who are prepared to cele-
brate the very real benefi ts.

Just some more benefi ts from the project: $3.2 billion 
added to the provincial economy from the purchase of 
goods and services during construction; $130 million 
of that will go into the regional economy, and the two 
members from the Peace, I’m sure, are happy about that. 
And $40 million in tax revenues during construction to 
local governments — not to the province or the federal 
government; to local governments. And then aft er the 
project is built, during operations, there will be about $2 
million per year in taxes.

Th en $179 million in provincial revenues, $270 mil-
lion in federal revenues from activities during construc-
tion. And here’s the good one. Th is is the one that my 
colleague who is responsible for the Jobs Ministry is so 
pleased about. Site C is going to create 10,000 construc-
tion jobs. We’re pretty happy about that. We are pretty 
happy about that. [Applause.]

I didn’t notice anyone on the other side clapping when 
they heard that there would be 10,000 jobs created dur-
ing construction of Site C. But I’m sure that when they 
have their opportunity to get up and speak to the motion, 
they will, at the very least…. Even if they’re opposed to 
everything else, they’re going to say: “We sure are happy 
that people in B.C. and other Canadians are going to get 
this opportunity to have these highly paid positions on 
this Site C project.”

Th e project has only just started. It’s about fi ve weeks 
in to an eight-year project. Th ere are going to be lots of 
job and contract opportunities. It really is an opportun-
ity to be part of a legacy project that’s going to provide 
the province with clean, reliable, cost-eff ective electricity 
for 100 years.

One of the members on the other side mumbled some-
thing about workers coming from outside, I think. B.C. 
Hydro is promoting local hiring by working with regional 
economic development agencies. Th ey’re funding skills-
training programs in the region, planning and participat-
ing in local and regional job fairs.

Th ere are many local companies who are already seeing 
opportunities from Site C. I’m not going to name them all 

— there are too many, actually — but I’ll name a couple 
of them. Paul Paquette and Sons. Th e member for Peace 
River South will know that fi rm. Paul Paquette and Sons 
Contracting from Chetwynd have been awarded a con-
tract for south-bank clearing. A.L. Sims and Son Ltd. from 
Prince George won a contract to improve public roads.

Other local companies working on the site already, 
60 days in: Petrowest Construction from Charlie Lake. 
Charlie Lake is just on the other side of Fort St. John, if 
you don’t know where Charlie Lake is. Th e Fort St. John 
offi  ce of WSP Canada will be doing the surveying work, 
and there’s a company called Helical Pier Systems out 
of Fort St. John that’s been engaged to conduct the pile 
work for the camp.

Th ese companies are all out recruiting local workers, 
and B.C. Hydro is planning on holding all of these job 
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fairs. Th is is an opportunity for anybody in the province 
who is either out of work or wants a job that pays more 
to get hired on with this project, to get some training, 
to maybe work through an apprenticeship and improve 
their situation in life, make them happy. A job is what 
most people need to be the foundation for their lives and 
help them support their families.

B.C. Hydro is going to be hosting business-to-busi-
ness networking sessions. Th ey’re going to be introdu-
cing contractors in all of these communities. Th ey’ll be 
in Tumbler Ridge. Th ey’ll be in Chetwynd. Th ey’re go-
ing to be in Fort St. John. Th ey’re going to be in Dawson, 
obviously. Th ey’re also going to be in Quesnel. Th ese 
sessions will build on sessions that have already been 
held in 2014.

Labour stability. I do want to say a few things about 
labour stability, because I’ve heard from the opposition 
we’re not doing it the right way, that we should go back 
to the way it used to be done in the good old days and 
do it diff erently.

To ensure labour stability, the B.C. Building Trades and 
B.C. Hydro entered into an agreement.

Interjections.

Hon. B. Bennett: I don’t know whether the members 
heard me say that, because they were talking.

[1510]
To ensure labour stability, the B.C. Building Trades and 

B.C. Hydro entered into an agreement on the Site C clean 
energy project, recognizing that stability is best achieved 
with a mix of labour representation that includes the 
building trades unions.

Th e framework allows the project to operate as a man-
aged open site that includes participation from union 
and non-union workers, as well as independent and First 
Nations contractors.

B.C. Hydro has agreed to place greater weight on bids 
with a mix of labour representation that includes the 
building trades unions. Th e B.C. building trades unions 
have agreed to no strike, no lockout, no raiding provi-
sions and no organizing on the main civil works com-
ponent of the project.

I can tell from all the mumbling on the other side 
that the NDP are very uncomfortable with the fact that 
B.C. Hydro and this government have been able to make 
peace, have been able to start a huge megaproject and 
have it built with a managed open site where everyone 

— non-union First Nations contractors; non-union, non–
First Nations contractors; union contractors; union em-
ployees — gets a chance to work at Site C.

I came across an interesting quote just today. It was in 
the Vancouver Sun, written by Mr. Palmer. It said: “Well, 
the Leader of the Opposition came out last week and 
said he wants to see a project labour agreement on this. 
I’m tempted to tease the leader of the Opposition a little 

bit since the NDP doesn’t even want this project to go 
ahead.” Is that true? I wonder if that’s true. “Th ey want 
a project labour agreement on a project that they don’t 
think should go ahead at this time because they think the 
entire mess should be sent to the Utilities Commission 
for another review.”

Th at pretty much sums up the position of the NDP on 
the Site C project.

We’ve all heard that the NDP think that we should have 
sent this Site C project to the BCUC. I read it on a regu-
lar basis in the newspapers, and I’ve heard it here in the 
House. I think we’ve all heard it — despite what I think 
can fairly be characterized as an extraordinary eff ort to 
do the due diligence that’s necessary, both by B.C. Hydro 
and their independent assessors and also by our Ministry 
of Finance. We have examined the need. We have exam-
ined the cost. We have examined the alternatives. We’ve 
examined the impacts. We’ve worked with First Nations 
as best we can. We’ve examined the environmental im-
pact. We’ve examined the impact on agriculture. Yet 
the NDP claims to have a position that that’s not good 
enough. No, you should have sent it to the BCUC.

Just the other day I was leafing through some old 
Hansard records from the 1990s. Lo and behold, what 
did I fi nd? I found that there was an NDP minister who 
actually agrees with our government that this kind of de-
cision is best made by government. Th e current member 
for Port Coquitlam, who was then Minister of Energy 

— and a man I have the greatest respect for, and I’m sin-
cere about that; I do — was a staunch advocate of it be-
ing within the purview of government, not the BCUC, to 
make public policy decisions on building capital projects.

I’m going to quote that member when he was Minister 
of Energy, sitting probably over here somewhere when 
he said it in July of 1998. “In terms of a public policy 
issue, the decision on whether or not to go through and 
approve power plants, for example, is the purview of the 
province.” Wow. He also said: “Th e question is: do you go 
through this one big environmental assessment process, 
come out of that and suddenly go through another pro-
cess, when the issue of the Utilities Commission should 
really be the rates and the rate structure? It’s a question 
of eliminating red tape.” Th at’s what the member for Port 
Coquitlam said when he was Minister of Energy.

The Vancouver Province at the time characterized 
those statements and the position that the then govern-
ment made. Th ey said the following: “Th e government 
has made it official. New B.C. Hydro power projects 
will be exempt from examination by the B.C. Utilities 
Commission.”

So all of this hot air over the past three years from the 
opposition — “Oh, you should send it to the BCUC” — 
has just been that, just hot air.

[1515]
When they were in government, they actually took a 

position. Th eir Energy Minister stood in the House and 
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said those kinds of projects actually don’t need to go to 
the BCUC. Government should make those kinds of big 
energy policy decisions. We certainly agree with that 
member when he was minister.

In concluding…. I’ve probably been up longer than 
my 30 minutes. I said right from the beginning that our 
primary consideration when considering Site C is how to 
meet the growing energy needs of the province but meet 
those growing needs in the best way possible for ratepay-
ers. How can we generate that electricity in the most in-
expensive way possible?

We have the third-lowest residential electricity rates in 
North America today. We need to keep them there. We 
have a ten-year plan. We’re going to stick to that plan. It’s 
good for ten years. Rates are not going to change. In addi-
tion to keeping our rates low, we also have an obligation 
to make sure that the system remains reliable and that 
it remains clean. Th at goes to the $2.4 billion that we’re 
spending right now on capital.

Just to remind members, 93 percent of the electricity 
we produce in this province is clean. I think we should 
be proud of that. I think we should be proud of the fact 
that our system is so reliable and is so clean.

I think we should also be proud of the fact that when 
there was an historic outage a few weeks ago from the 
windstorm, 710,000 users disconnected…. Within fi ve 
days, the utility had them all reconnected. I don’t know if 
there is another place in North America that actually could 
pull that off . Within 72 hours, 99 percent of the ratepay-
ers that had been disconnected — so 99 percent of those 
710,000 ratepayers — were reconnected by B.C. Hydro.

We have a good system, I believe. Time will tell, but I be-
lieve that this project will be built on time and on budget.

It’s now time for me to turn it over to someone from 
the opposition. I know that there are members who have 
spoken out publicly against Site C. Th ere is the member 
for North Island, the member for Saanich South, the 
member for Powell River–Sunshine Coast, the member 
for Vancouver-Kingsway, the member for Esquimalt–
Royal Roads, the member for Surrey-Whalley. All have 
spoken out against Site C. I’m sure they’re all going to 
jump to their feet today and speak against the Site C pro-
ject. Th e member for Vancouver-Hastings has done that; 
the member for Nanaimo–North Cowichan.

Th is one really surprises me and, actually, astonish-
es me: the member for Kootenay West. She said Site C 
doesn’t need to be built. Th e member for Kootenay West, 
another person I have a lot of personal respect for, lives 
in the heart of the Columbia River hydroelectric system. 
She knows what benefi ts come from large hydroelectric 
projects. She knows where all these jobs come from. She 
knows about the tax revenues that communities like Trail 
and Castlegar derive from that system, yet she’s opposed 
to the Site C project.

On that note, I’m going to turn it over to the oppos-
ition. Th ey’re going to tell us very clearly — and I’m go-

ing to keep track — who opposes the Site C project and 
who supports it.

A. Dix: Just as a sort of homage to the minister, I will 
start my speech the same way he did — by saying that 
I am, indeed, the designated speaker for the offi  cial op-
position on this motion.

Th e Liberal government announced this project last 
December — fi nal phase. We had a session in the spring. 
February — didn’t raise it. March — didn’t raise it. In 
April, we raised it. I asked the minister about it in esti-
mates. He’ll recall the debate. He was there. Didn’t do it 
in May.

Th e last day of the session they had an emergency min-
isterial statement, where they announced that in October 
they were going to bring it forward to the House for de-
bate. So we know…. Well, a ministerial statement, by def-
inition, is…. Actually, the minister might want to review 
the basic rules of his job.

[1520]
In any event, the minister did all that. We know what 

today is. It’s the government being the government. I mean, 
this is the day where they added to red tape and laws by 
introducing a law saying they were proud of eliminating 
red tape. Th is is the government we’re talking about.

Yesterday we heard government members celebrating 
the Auditor General for Local Government and saying: 

“Absolutely, there should be regulatory processes and 
oversight.” Today they have a motion that says: “We don’t 
care about regulatory authority and oversight.” Th ey will 
say anything. Th ey will do anything. But everybody in 
British Columbia now knows that we can do better than 
the minister just did in this House.

On B.C. Hydro, which is what we’re talking about to-
day, the minister will recall the conclusions of our esti-
mates. B.C. Hydro, over the last number of years under 
Liberal administration, is in chaos. It was their reviews, 
their urgent reports, their hiring of Mr. Dyble and others 
to go in and try and save the situation.

Th ey have spent the last good part of a decade avoid-
ing the law with respect to the BCUC. Burrard thermal — 
they didn’t listen to the BCUC. Th e minister didn’t refer 
to Burrard thermal. Th at’s 900 megawatts of capacity 
down the drain, contrary to the opinion of the BCUC. 
Of course, he didn’t discuss that as an option because it 
wasn’t yellowed out in the report.

Smart meters — they made all kinds of commitments 
on smart meters that have disappeared. A billion-dol-
lar investment taken away from the BCUC. Th e green 
energy plan, otherwise known as “no Liberal lobbyist 
left  behind,” exempted from the BCUC. Th e northwest 
transmission line, exempted from BCUC review. Th e IT 
plan? Th ey didn’t exempt that; they simply didn’t tell the 
BCUC the truth about it. Th at’s what we discovered over 
the last number of months. Th ose were the conclusions 
of estimates.
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Generally, the minister’s response when I put these 
things to him was: “Gosh, I agree, but we’ll do better in 
the future.” What’s the consequence of that, though? We 
have to understand what the consequence are of the de-
cisions that the government has made.

Th eir decisions on the Interior–Lower Mainland line 
— yet another over budget. Th eir decisions on north-
west transmission, their decisions on DCAT — also over 
budget. Th eir decisions on all these questions that they 
have exempted are being felt today by every ratepayer, 
every renter, every homeowner, every small business, 
every medium-sized business and every industrial user.

In fact, their 28 percent rate increases were caused by 
Liberal policies, caused by policies where they said: “We 
know better. We don’t have to prove our case. We don’t 
have to show the facts to the people of B.C. We don’t have 
to follow the law and go to the BCUC.” It’s the taxpayer, 
the ratepayer who has paid the price for this incompe-
tence at B.C. Hydro.

Now, people say: how could this possibly happen? On 
all of this list of projects, how could the Minister of Energy, 
who seems like — some of the time, at least — an aff able 
fellow — maybe all of the time an aff able fellow…? How 
could he be so wrong all the time? How could he be wrong 
on billions and billions of dollars’ worth of projects?

Well, I think the only answer to that question…. I 
know it’s unfair, and as soon as I do it, I’m going to re-
gret having done it. As soon as I say it, I’m going to re-
gret having done it, but I think the only thing we can do 
at this point is to quote the minister himself.

[1525]
What did the minister say about Site C and the BCUC? 

It wasn’t what he said in the House today. It was a ver-
sion of it, I suppose. He said: “I wouldn’t characterize” 

— we’re talking about a $9 billion project that they ex-
empted from regulatory review — “my view of the Site 
C project as one of confi dence.” Well, that makes me feel 
better. “I’m not confi dent. I’m just the guy.”

When asked if putting Site C to a regulatory review 
would get in the way of the provincial government’s ener-
gy plans, he said: “Th at would have exposed these pro-
jects to the intervener process that we have at the BCUC.”

People would have actually been able to ask questions 
and to challenge the government’s assumptions, under 
oath, according to the law. When the minister says that, 
that is what he’s saying. He says: “It doesn’t matter what 
the facts are, it doesn’t matter what the proposal is, I de-
cide, and I’m not going to follow the law. It doesn’t mat-
ter what it said in the Liberal platform again and again 
and again. It didn’t matter what the former leader and the 
current leader of the Liberal Party said about the BCUC. 
Th at’s all in the past. We’ve made all of these mistakes, 
and I’m the minister, and I’m planning to repeat them.”

How does he do it? Well, what’s his decision-making 
process? I think people, when they again see the polit-
ical debate, probably think the minister talked about the 

rigorous debate in caucus that his members had and the 
rigorous debate in cabinet. Fortunately, the minister, in 
a rare moment of clarity, a rare moment of insight, let us 
in on how they make these sorts of decisions when he 
talked about the northwest transmission line.

Here’s what he said…. I’m quoting the minister again. 
Again, it seems unfair, and yet I’m doing it.

“I will share with you what I think happened with the north-
west transmission line. Back, many years ago, when then Premier 
Campbell decided we were going to build that line — and it was 
a courageous decision on his part — he needed a number to use 
when he was announcing this. I think Hydro came out with a 
very preliminary number. Typically, what they do is they’ll come 
out with a number, and they’ll say it could be 50 percent higher 
or 30 percent lower. Th at’s the kind of number that came out.”
As the minister knows, that is the number that they 

put in their budget, that is the number they put in B.C. 
Hydro’s public information, and that is the number that, 
clearly, this minister and the government didn’t believe 
in at the time. When you want an insight into their pro-
cesses — and I cut short his tribute to Premier Campbell 
there just for the sake of the minister — that’s the insight 
you need: that they needed a number and they came up 
with a number.

You can do that if you don’t follow the law and go to the 
BCUC. You can’t do that if you have to go to the BCUC 
and answer questions under oath. Th at’s why they decid-
ed, and that’s why they’re down this road one more time. 
Even aft er a BCUC review, they’re going down that road 
one more time.

It was this government that committed to using the 
BCUC on these very projects, and they broke their word to 
the voters of B.C. again and again and again, and the vot-
ers of B.C. have paid the price again and again and again.

Now, the minister talked about Hydro’s estimate of 
costs in that context. To use what we’ll call the Minister 
of Energy doctrine of plus 50 to minus 30, he sort of 
narrowed the cost of the project to between $6 billion 
and $14 billion, through that ministerial formula. In any 
event, he has, in fact, over time…. We’ve seen the increase 
of the project, since the previous Premier, his friend Mr. 
Campbell, announced it, increase by approximately 33 
percent. Th at means $2.3 billion, if you’re keeping track 
at home.

Who believes, after this litany of overruns on the 
northwest transmission line, on ILM, on all the major 
projects combined and cumulatively, if you add that and 
DCAT….? We’re talking about overruns of close to $1 
billion. Who believes them anymore? I mean we could 
have believed them if they’d gone to the BCUC on north-
west transmission. Th ey chose not to do that. Th ey’ve ex-
empted themselves, as they have in this case.

[1530]
We know, from the minister’s own analysis of Liberal 

policies and Liberal strategies here, that they picked a 
number, they found a number, and now they’re trying to 
sell a number, a new number in terms of costs.
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It’s not just this project; other projects go over budget. 
We know, for example, that back east, the Muskrat pro-
ject…. Th at project, of course, went through fi nancial 
reviews, as they do with these sizes of projects in most 
jurisdictions — and this is with a contractor currently 
on the short list for B.C. Hydro — and is going massively 
over budget. But in that case, at least they had a project 
that went through a fi nancial review and had an over-
sight committee — something they don’t have in this 
case — to deal with it.

Compare that and this. A 1,100 megawatt Site C pro-
ject at an estimated cost of $8.9 billion has undergone 
no public fi nancial reviews. I repeat: no public fi nancial 
reviews. It’s not subject to any oversight committee, and 
the province of B.C. is guaranteeing the debt for 70 years. 
Th at’s what they’re doing — 70 years — this government 
of contractual obligations of tens of billions of dollars of 
B.C. Hydro, and they’re doing it one more time.

Th e only transmission — and this is diff erent than 
Muskrat — included in the Site C budget is the link to 
B.C. Hydro’s Peace Canyon project, which is about 90 
kilometres away. How you get it from there to market is 
anyone’s guess and not included, in any event, in the cost.

B.C. taxpayers, because of this minister and this pro-
cess, won’t know of cost overruns until the project is 
completed. Th e responsible individuals will be long gone, 
maybe back in Ontario telling stories of the good old days 
in the Kootenays.

In any event, all we can say about this situation is that 
the government has proven itself at B.C. Hydro again and 
again not to be credible on the issue of costs. Yet here we 
are, a motion saying: “Trust us. We failed you every time 
before, but trust us now.”

Th e second question, I guess, is: do we need the power? 
Do we need this amount of power in this way now? 
Again, what we have is a government that has failed 
and continues to fail to be straightforward with British 
Columbians.

Th e last public forecast, the one referred to in the min-
ister’s speech, was from 2012. It was the basis of the 2013 
IRP. Th at is the last forecast. It used to be the case that 
they would come out with such forecasts every year, but 
in the lead-up to the Site C decision, suddenly that dis-
appeared — even though people at B.C. Hydro tell me, 
and surely they tell the minister, that in fact those fore-
casts are in serious jeopardy.

Th is year — I’m just, again, unfairly reading from gov-
ernment materials and B.C. Hydro’s materials — there is 
an actual reduction of 1,320 gwh in the domestic tariff  
sales. Th at’s about a quarter of Site C. Th at’s how much it 
was reduced this year under this government. Over the 
last ten years, industrial demand has actually dropped 
signifi cantly in British Columbia. Heavens, if we hadn’t 
had such a pro-business government….

In fact, they have been consistently wrong, consistently 
overestimating demand. Now they overestimate demand 

and are trying to put forward this project. So the ques-
tion is, I guess: do we need the power?

Th e answer is: B.C. Hydro won’t give us the informa-
tion, but just about everybody from consumer groups to 
seniors groups to the business community says that they 
don’t. Th ey are afraid that what will happen here is exactly 
what happened the last time they exempted themselves 
from the BCUC — that they’ll be caught holding the bill 
for a huge mistake by the B.C. Liberal government. Again, 
if the government has confi dence in its numbers, which 
they’re currently hiding from the public, why don’t they 
take them to the BCUC and show them? Th ey don’t.

[1535]
It’s an interesting question, and even in B.C. Hydro’s 

own model — imagine, its own model — they couldn’t, I 
guess, wash through the document dramatically enough. 
What it shows is….

It’s in the integrated resource plan. It may or not have 
been yellowed out. Since it’s bad news, it probably wasn’t 
yellowed in the briefi ng note, but it showed — that note, 
chapter 6, bills with Site C — that B.C. Hydro would save 
about $250 million if the service date for Site C was de-
ferred from 2024 to 2026. Th at’s not me saying it; that’s 
B.C. Hydro saying it.

Th at’s $250 million. Imagine what the people of B.C. 
could do with $250 million. And this is aft er the model 
was cooked to favour Site C. Th e question, I guess…. I 
will happily share that information with the minister — 
who, I know, will be listening carefully in any event — in 
Hansard.

We go on to this question of needing the power and 
what’s the best option. I asked the minister when he was 
speaking about Burrard Th ermal. Th e government re-
jected the BCUC’s advice. It rejected common sense that 
this is a backup for our system.

What we need is capacity. Th at’s what B.C. Hydro says: 
we will need capacity by 2020. What they did was got rid 
of that capacity. Also, the minister shelved the Revelstoke 
6 project at the same time.

Interjection.

A. Dix: Th e minister says it’s not true. I guess the min-
ister thinks that deferring a project till 2033 isn’t shelv-
ing it. In any event, he shelved Revelstoke 6. What does 
Revelstoke 6 bring? It brings about half the capacity, which 
is what B.C. Hydro says it needs, as the Site C project.

According to B.C. Hydro…. You know, I got this off  
their website again today. Indeed, it’s unfair to read their 
website. I’m glad I can at this point. Th e minister will re-
call, having discussed his IT plan with us in the House, 
that the minister and the government went 900 percent 
over budget on a website upgrade, and I don’t think that 
worked very well. I was able to access the website today. 
Only 900 percent. I think if we were to apply a Liberal 
bell curve to that, that might not be bad.
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In any event, off  their website today, what does it say? 
So 500 megawatts of capacity — about 45 percent of what 
Site C can bring — for $420 million. We need capacity. 
Just remember that Revelstoke 6 adds to an existing foot-
print at Revelstoke.

It would create jobs. It would save ratepayers money. 
It would be done under the Allied Hydro Council agree-
ment, according to the B.C. Hydro website. It wouldn’t 
put at risk any agricultural land or raise any issues with 
First Nations. Th e minister shelved it, and the only reason 
that he shelved it was because if you did this, you couldn’t 
do Site C. If you spent the $420 million, you couldn’t 
spend the $8.775 billion. I guess that looks like a bigger 
number — and it is — in a press release. But it doesn’t feel 
so good when you’re a ratepayer having to pay the price.

Is there a business case? When the minister and the 
Premier shelved Revelstoke 6 in favour of Site C — shelved 
the less expensive project, the more effi  cient project, for 
the more expensive project that will cost ratepayers and 
cost jobs — was there a business case for this? Did they 
produce a business case for this? Is there one they could 
show the BCUC or this House or the opposition? Surely, 
the Liberal MLAs will raise that in the debate and show 
us the model they used. Th ese numbers are big numbers.

[1540]
I mean, imagine you’re involved in organizing socials 

at a church, as I happen to do from time to time, and you 
had the choice between buying the 20 loaves of bread you 
needed for, say…. I don’t know. Th eirs is more expensive, 
and we get a nice bulk rate. Let’s say $30. Or you could 
do what the….

Interjection.

A. Dix: Oh, Revelstoke 6 isn’t green electricity? Of 
course it is. Th e minister is saying it’s not green electri-
city. B.C. Hydro says it is right here on its website that’s 
working today. It’s working today, so I was able to access 
that today. It’s green electricity.

If the minister was at your church and he was organ-
izing a luncheon and he was making sandwiches and he 
wanted to order and we needed 20 loaves of bread — be-
cause, you know, it’s a United Church and we’re a smaller 
church — what he would propose is if you need 20 loaves 
of bread, which you could buy for $30, he’d say: “Well, 
let’s buy 55 loaves of bread and let’s pay $700.” Th at’s what 
he is talking about here.

If he wants to test that analysis before the B.C. Utilities 
Commission, I invite him to do so. But the fact of the 
matter is that Burrard and Revelstoke 6 have more cap-
acity in Site C, and capacity is what B.C. Hydro needs. 
We’re talking about, according to the minister, $9 billion 
— according to the minister’s formula, up to $14 billion — 
for this project. Th at’s what we’re talking about.

You know what would happen if the minister proposed 
to spend $600 instead of $30 at the church and someone 

complained? You know what he’d say? “Oh, it’s about 
leadership.” Th at’s what he’d say. “I don’t want my views 
questioned. I don’t want to follow the rules and have my 
views questioned. We’re buying the gold-plated bread.” 
Th at’s what he would say. “We are not going to go to the 
BCUC, as we repeatedly promised to do.” Th at is the gist 
of the minister’s position on that question.

Th en there are other options, of course. Revelstoke 6 is 
simply one of the options that’s available to the govern-
ment. Th e minister talked about having reviewed all the 
options. Essentially, that meant he reviewed one option 
that he wanted to proceed with and option B, which was 
really lousy. What he discovered was option A was better. 
He created this false debate. He didn’t talk about Burrard. 
He didn’t talk about Revelstoke 6. He didn’t look at what’s 
happening in the energy industry.

He would be the kind of guy who would say, “You 
know, I’m going to buy a cell phone for the next ten years,” 
ignoring the circumstances in the market. Again, he can 
test that out. If he disagrees with my view of things, he 
can test that out by referring this $9 billion to $14 billion 
budget…. According to the Minister of Energy’s doctrine, 
it could be that high — 50 percent more, 30 percent less.

He could test that out by going to the BCUC and an-
swering the questions of B.C. business and answering 
the questions of B.C. small business and seniors groups 
and consumers, groups that he describes in here as not 
worthy of having their voice heard about the future of 
energy policy in B.C. and which, regardless of that, is in 
fact the law in British Columbia. He could do that, and 
he has chosen not to do that.

I think that’s why we’re here today — because this is 
the way that the government does business. Th ey want 
to do something, and it doesn’t matter what the rules are. 
Th ey’re going to do it because, as the minister says and 
as the government says, you know, we won’t be paying 
the bills, there won’t be an impact on energy rates, until 
2024 or ’25 or ’26, when it’s fi nished.

They put forward numbers that are not credible. 
Th ey’re before the courts right now on Site C, on this 
very day we’re debating it. Here’s what they say before the 
courts. Th ey say that a year’s delay has a total cost impact 
at Site C of $335 million.

[1545]
Now, that’s very interesting — a year’s delay — be-

cause Site C in the original plan, the Campbell Minister 
of Energy plan, was supposed to be completed by 2020, 
and it was supposed to cost $7.9 billion. Here’s the latest 

— $335 million. And yet, as of last year, the cost, when it’s 
2024 — this is what they’re telling the courts — was still 
$7.9 billion. Th ey have shown none of this as a basis for 
changing their assessment of the project.

Th ey found a number that they like, and they’re going 
to stick to it until the bills come in and ratepayers have to 
pay. And they have done this, as we say, again and again 
and again — avoiding, disinterested in other options, dis-
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interested in considering seriously other proposals and 
other options that would create more jobs.

So yes, jobs too. Because it costs jobs when you have 
a 28 percent rate increase, as we have now. It costs fam-
ilies, because they can’t aff ord to do the things they need 
to do. It costs small businesses, because they can’t aff ord 
to bring on new workers. It costs our major industrial 
businesses when they try and compete internationally.

Th e cost of similar Liberal decisions in the past that 
they failed to take to the B.C. Utilities Commission — 
those cost jobs too. When you decide on the $9 billion 
option instead of the $450 million option, that costs jobs 
too. When you have a project that’s amortized over 70 
years and you’re arguing for a fl at “no improvement in 
technology” over that time, that costs jobs too.

When you turn down projects like Revelstoke 6…. I 
know it’s unfair. And the member for Surrey-Whalley 
is very unhappy that I am quoting from the minister’s 
documents again. But I have to do it. Here’s what their 
document says today, and my colleague from Vancouver-
Hastings will be speaking to this.

“Construction work for the Revelstoke unit 6 project would 
be completed by independent contractors through several large 
contracts that would be awarded according to B.C. Hydro’s pro-
curement policies. Under an agreement with the Allied Hydro 
Council, workers for the projects would be hired through the 
Columbia Hydro Constructors agreement that includes provi-
sions to support local and equity hire.”
It’s right on their website. Th ey’ve rejected this notion. 

It’s right on their website, as if something to celebrate.
Th e Revelstoke unit 5 project hired over 380 person-

years of trades work under the CHC agreement. Of 
these, 33 percent were local hires, and 6 percent were 
First Nation hires. Th e Revelstoke 6 project would be 
expected to similarly create 390 person-years of direct 
employment.

Th is is what we have. We need capacity, according to 
B.C. Hydro, and they’re delaying capacity. We need cap-
acity by 2020. Th at’s what your report says. So they have 
decided, because they could get Revelstoke done and in 
place for that time, to delay it. Th ey created the need for 
that capacity by shutting down Burrard, and now they 
want to spend, without any review. Nonsense. It has no 
impact on B.C. Hydro’s system? I mean, no one takes 
the minister’s comments seriously in this regard. No one 
takes them seriously.

I would say — and my colleagues who will take part 
in this debate — as we vote against a motion that’s mis-
informed, vote against a motion that’s incorrect, vote 
against a motion that takes us down the same path that 
the Liberal government took us in all these projects that, 
aft er the election, they told us were going to cost us so 
much on our hydro bills and hurt the competitiveness of 
British Columbia…. Th at is the reality of what has hap-
pened here.

But in addition to all of that, there are other issues. I 
mean, if you could, hon. Speaker, create more jobs, would 

you do it? I think most people would say the answer is yes. 
Th e Liberal government doesn’t care to fi nd out.

Can you get the same amount of capacity signifi cantly 
cheaper? We know you can, because B.C. Hydro says you 
can. We should try and fi nd out. But the Liberal govern-
ment doesn’t want to know.

Ignorance is not a defence of public policy. Deliberately 
avoiding the facts is not a defence of public policy.

[1550]
I remind people, the members opposite, that the con-

sequences for people in the region, the consequences for 
the environment, the consequences for First Nations, the 
consequences for agriculture are serious, and my col-
leagues in this House are going to speak in detail to those 
questions in the course of this debate.

Th ere is an option to avoid those consequences or, at 
least, to put those issues to the B.C. Utilities Commission. 
Th at’s what we would do. Th at’s what we believe in. We 
think B.C. Hydro and the government should, aft er fail-
ure aft er failure, aft er overrun aft er overrun, do what’s 
right. If they have the courage of their convictions, they 
should take their case to the BCUC and see what that 
kind of review would show. Th ey should not do fi ve-page 
reports on the economic value of a $9 billion project and 
say: “We’ve consulted.”

Instead, they should show the business case that says 
this makes more sense than Revelstoke 6. Th ey should 
show the business case that says it makes more sense 
than Burrard. Th ey should show the business case that 
says it makes more sense than other clean energy projects 
around B.C. Th ey should show that business case, but they 
don’t want to because they already know the answer. All 
they want are political stunts like this. Th ey know they’re 
not going to be around when we have to pay the price for 
these mistakes, and they don’t want to make the case now.

As an opposition, we will be voting clearly and un-
equivocally against the motion, against this political stunt 
by the government. And we will again implore the gov-
ernment, for the future of B.C. — for our children, for the 
region, for First Nations, for agriculture, for our business 
community and for our jobs — to come to their senses 
and refer this project to the B.C. Utilities Commission.

Hon. M. Bernier: First of all, I want to thank my col-
league the Minister of Energy and Mines for bringing 
this forward today. Looking at the motion, there are a 
couple of ones that pop up right in time for me to really 
look at this.

Interjection.

Hon. M. Bernier: I’ll get to you in a moment, thank you.
One of the things out of this motion that really comes 

to mind for me is why we need to do this — because the 
Site C clean energy project represents the most aff ord-
able way to generate 1,100 megawatts of clean and reli-
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able power. And then the other portions of this…. Th e 
Site C clean energy project will create jobs for thousands 
of British Columbians. In the motion, that, I think, sums 
it up why this is an important project. Th ese are import-
ant decisions to make for government.

As mentioned earlier, too, 80 percent of British Colum-
bians, in the polls, are in favour of this project. I’m not 
going to make my decisions completely on polls. I know 
that the members opposite sometimes like to rely on 
polls. We saw how that worked in 2013 for them. But 
for myself, I’m making this decision based on the facts.

I want to stand up right away and say I’m in favour of 
this project, and I’ll tell you why I’m in favour of this pro-
ject. What I’m hoping is that members opposite, when 
they stand up, before they get into a half an hour of talk-
ing about Burrard Th ermal and talking about Revelstoke 
and talking about everything except the motion that’s on 
the fl oor…. What I’m hoping you’ll do is actually stand 
up and say yes or no — “Am I in favour, or am I not?” — 
and then say why.

I’m not hoping that you’ll all stand up and say you’re 
in favour. I know you won’t. But I do know there are a 
lot of members opposite that are in favour of this. Th ey 
understand that there are jobs at play. It’s going to be in-
teresting to see how today works out. Th is is important 
for the people here in British Columbia.

I’ll tell you why I’m in favour — because it is aff ordable. 
It’s reliable, clean electricity, and this is the backbone. Our 
hydroelectricity is the backbone of British Columbia. B.C. 
Hydro has done an amazing job, and it’s a legacy that we 
should be proud of here in British Columbia.

I can tell you that in my former role, when I was the 
Parliamentary Secretary for Energy Literacy, I had the 
privilege of travelling around in the United States and parts 
of Canada in that role. One thing that I heard over and 
over again is how lucky we are here in British Columbia.

[1555]
When I was travelling around the United States, when 

I was in Dakota and Idaho and Montana and I was talk-
ing with governors and with elected offi  cials down there 
about being from British Columbia, every single one of 
them said how lucky we are in British Columbia to have 
clean power, to have hydro power. Th ey’re in a position 
right now — and other parts of Canada and the United 
States — of trying to make tough decisions. How do they 
get off  of coal? Do they refi re up their nuclear plants?

Here we are in British Columbia, with the decision 
in front of us for the future of British Columbia, for my 
children. Do we make the decisions now, as great lead-
ers before us made, to make sure we have clean, reliable 
power; that we have cheap, aff ordable power; that we 
can grow the province; that we can grow industry; that 
we can have jobs? Can we do all that in the province of 
British Columbia?

Well, I want to bring this a little bit closer to home for 
myself. I look at this as the jobs. Th is project is in my 

backyard, so I see the impacts. I’ve heard from people in 
my area what they support and the concerns they have.

Th e minister before me, when he spoke, talked about 
the $20 million agriculture fund. I want to thank my col-
league from Peace River North, who was very vocal about 
the fact that we needed to ensure that when B.C. Hydro 
made the decision that we wanted to have a $20 million 
agriculture fund, that money was spent in the Peace re-
gion. He stood up for constituents in the area, and I was 
proud to stand next to him, to make sure that that $20 
million is going to be spent in our riding.

You know, today is all about…. Really, I guess it’s the 
line in the sand. Today is where we actually stand up, and 
we’re accountable to our constituents. Th is is where we 
get to actually decide what we are for, what we’re against, 
and to be able to be accountable for that.

In that, I actually want to acknowledge my good 
friend, I’ll say, from Oak Bay–Gordon Head, who’s the 
leader of the Green Party. One thing I can say about that 
member…. I don’t always agree with everything that 
that member says or what he comes forward with, but 
one thing I will say is that when he stands up, he stands 
up with conviction. He makes a decision. He stands up. 
He tells the room here what he thinks, how he’s going to 
vote. I expect everybody in this House to do exactly that.

On this side of the House today, you’re going to hear 
from each of us that stand up why we’re in favour of this. 
We’re not shying away from the fact that we’re in favour. 
We’re going to all collectively say that we’re in favour of 
this. I’m hoping the members opposite, when they stand 
up, will stand up with the same conviction, for or against. 
Tell us where you stand. Tell your constituents where you 
stand, be accountable for the decisions that you’re going 
to make today in the House.

I can understand, though, why it might be a little bit 
confusing for some of the members opposite. Th e mem-
ber for Vancouver-Kingsway, painstakingly, through 
most of his comments today, without actually saying 
whether he’s for or against…. I assume that he’s against, 
towards the end of it, the way he was talking.

Interjection.

Hon. M. Bernier: My apologies. He is in the unknown 
category right now, but we think he’s against. I’ll stand 
up and say that.

I can understand why it might be confusing for a lot of 
the members opposite, when most of the conversation was 
around “this needs to go for another review; this needs to 
go back to the BCUC.” I’m not sure. Most of the time….

Interjection.

Hon. M. Bernier: I know. It is interesting, because 
through question period, everything I hear is: “We don’t 
need more reviews.” Th e opposition keeps saying: “Stop 
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doing reviews. Make a decision. Th is should be easy.” 
Now, they’re saying: “Do a review.” I can understand why 
it’s confusing for the members opposite when it comes to 
the discussion today.

It’s also really understandable why it might be hard for 
some members opposite today to stand up. I mentioned 
the member for Vancouver-Kingsway talking about the 
BCUC. Th is project has gone under more scrutiny than 
any other project, I would say, in B.C.’s history. But what’s 
interesting about that is that even though he’s saying it 
should be going for more scrutiny back to the BCUC, 
when the NDP were in government, the Minister of 
Energy and Mines at the time actually said: “Our govern-
ment has made it offi  cial. All new B.C. Hydro power pro-
jects will be exempt from the B.C. Utilities Commission.”

I can understand why it might be a little confusing, 
because that member is actually still here serving. I can 
understand that the discussions behind the scenes might 
be a little bit tough to have.

On this side of the House, we’ve made it really clear. 
We’ve looked at the information. We’ve discussed the 
challenges. We’ve discussed the opportunities.

[1600]
Back to the opportunities, for a moment. One of the 

things I want to do is thank B.C. Hydro. B.C. Hydro has 
made a commitment to, wherever possible, hire local in 
my region. Th ere are going to be a lot of opportunities, and 
I want to say not just in northeastern British Columbia.

As the Minister of Energy and Mines said, 10,000 jobs 
are coming out of this project — that we’re expecting. I ac-
tually am happy to say I don’t think we have 10,000 people 
up in northeast B.C. that are unemployed and looking for 
work. So we know — because of everything else that’s go-
ing on in my area, how active my part of the province is 

— that this is going to be all of British Columbia. Th ere 
are going to be opportunities for everybody. Th is isn’t just 
about my beautiful corner of the province.

When I look right across the north, when I look right 
across into Vancouver…. I know there are environmental 
companies that are already working on projects, as well, 
up in my area. So this is something that is near and dear 
to my heart because of what it’s going to bring to my area.

Th e minister, earlier, mentioned the benefi ts to my area. 
I just want to reiterate a few of those. To me, it’s really 
important to highlight the fact that this project is really 
important not only for jobs but for the economy within 
the province of British Columbia, specifi cally in my area. 
I would say that throughout this entire process….

I know for some reason Site C sounds like a shock to 
some people, even though discussions have been going 
on since, I believe, the late 1960s. I will say that that’s ac-
tually when I was born. So that kind of gives you an idea 
of how long we were talking about Site C or a third dam 
on the Peace River. Th rough all of that time….

I really want to commend B.C. Hydro and everybody 
for this as well. Specifi cally, in the last fi ve or six years, 

the amount of work on the ground that has taken place 
in discussions, communications with First Nations, com-
munications with the regional district, communications 
with the municipalities…. I was part of some of those 
discussions. Some of them were tough discussions and 
heated discussions, but B.C. Hydro and communities 
all came to an understanding of what was important for 
the region and what was important for the province of 
British Columbia.

When I look at the regional legacy benefi ts coming to 
the regional district, specifi cally…. It’s going to provide 
$2.4 million annually to the regional district. Th at’s for 
70 years. For the next 70 years we have that as a legacy 
coming into my region.

[R. Lee in the chair.]

I look at some of the relationships and the negotiations 
that have taken place and the MOUs with First Nations 
and with municipalities. Th is is something in my area…. 
Again, it’s near and dear to a lot of people’s hearts.

Now, I don’t want to leave the impression that 100 
percent of the people in my area support this. Th ere 
are going to be people aff ected. We’ve talked about that. 
We have not shied away from discussing that. Th ere are 
people that are going to be aff ected. We understand that. 
What’s really important is how those discussions take 
place, what kind of compensation, what kinds of oppor-
tunities we’re going to have.

When we talk about part of the valley, where we’re go-
ing to lose some agricultural opportunities…. Th at $20 
million fund is being worked on. We’re going to have a 
group in place, where we’re going to actually look at: how 
can we work in the area, how can we have more oppor-
tunities, and how can we make things better?

I think the main part here is: what message are we 
trying to send? What are we trying to tell the people of 
British Columbia here? What legacy do we want to leave? 
I know for myself what’s really important is that we know 
that there are tough decisions to make now for the bene-
fi ts of the future. Today might be one of those days.

It’s making sure we have the right information in front 
of us, which we have. It’s making sure we understand how 
we want to see British Columbia change and grow, which 
we know. We want to ensure that people have jobs. We 
want to ensure that the children today, as they’re going 
through school, when they graduate, have opportunities. 
We want to make sure that there are opportunities for 
First Nations in the province. We want to make sure, as 
a government, that we’re investing in the future.

I’m looking forward to hearing the members oppos-
ite stand up, challenge those questions and say: “We’re 
against all that.” Because if they’re against this motion, 
they’re saying no to jobs, they’re saying no to growth, 
and they’re saying no to the future of British Columbia.

[1605]
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For myself, what’s really important is that I’m saying 
yes to the future of British Columbia. I’m saying yes to 
building a strong economy, and I’m saying yes to mak-
ing sure that we have a thriving province here, the envy 
of Canada. It’s because of decisions like this — bold deci-
sions, I will say — that are going to put British Columbia, 
and continue to have British Columbia, on the map as 
the best place to live in the world.

Deputy Speaker: I recognize the member for Alberni–
Pacifi c Rim.

S. Fraser: Th ank you, hon. Speaker, and welcome to 
the chair. It’s the fi rst time that I’ve been in the House 
where you’ve been in the seat. Again, congratulations 
on the position.

I rise today to speak to a dubious motion — I was sur-
prised by it — and I do so reluctantly. Th e motion reads: 

“Be it resolved that this House supports the construction 
of the Site C Clean Energy Project; because the Site C 
Clean Energy Project represents the most aff ordable way 
to generate 1,100 megawatts of clean and reliable power; 
and the Site C Clean Energy Project will create jobs for 
thousands of British Columbians; and the Site C Clean 
Energy Project has been the subject of a thorough en-
vironmental review process.”

Well, this is a motion that is a political stunt. We 
should be spending…. Th is project is underway. Th e 
B.C. Liberals forced through the approval of this project 
already. Th ey started construction fi ve weeks ago. Th e 
fact is that we’re in this place when we should be debat-
ing critical issues around children and families, or loss of 
privacy, or just a complete failure on the LNG front and 
all the promises made to win the last election. We could 
be talking about that, if we’re looking for maybe some 
cheap political thrills here. Th at would be more reality 
than what this motion is.

Th is motion is just a political game. It has no bearing 
one way or another on the outcome. I’ll tell the member 
across, because he was soliciting this, that I am voting 
against the motion, if he had not noticed. If there was 
ever an explanation of why the Premier didn’t cancel an-
other fall session, I guess she saw an opportunity maybe 
for some cheap political points on this, instead of gov-
ernance, which is sorely lacking from this Premier and 
this minister.

Now we already know in the motion…. Certainly our 
critic, in his very eloquent response to the minister, al-
ready showed there were numerous alternatives to Site 
C that could indeed be construed as more aff ordable as 
a way of generating 1,100 megawatts of power, and they 
were dismissed by this minister and by this government 
and by this Premier.

But they were dismissed summarily, in a way that the 
truth would have come out on, if indeed the minister and 
this government had used the regulator to review options. 

Th at’s the job of the B.C. Utilities Commission. Taking 
that job away from the regulator raises every alarm fl ag 
for me and for British Columbians on this project.

Now, I’m the critic — and I’m proud and honoured to 
be the critic for the opposition — the spokesperson for 
aboriginal relations. I’m going to focus on that in my lim-
ited time here in this debate.

I’ll go back to a quote from the minister from 2013. It 
was in an article by Justine Hunter. When he was asked 
about the regulatory review, which I was just suggesting, 
the minister said: “Th at would have exposed those pro-
jects to the intervener process that we have with the 
BCUC.” Well, exactly — the intervener process. First 
Nations, Treaty 8 Nations, First Nations of the north 
would have a real opportunity to be part of that process. 
Th at was denied to them. So now we’re seeing endless 
litigation on this. Back to the courts. It’s the same old no 
respect for First Nations in the region.

[1610]
You’ve got to know that there’s one point that all parties 

agree to. If this valley is fl ooded, the cultural and histor-
ical loss will be unavoidable and signifi cant. All parties 
agree to that. Despite promises from B.C. Hydro to try 
to mitigate that, in many cases it’s simply impossible to 
mitigate that.

We’re talking about 12,000 years that people have 
roamed the Peace River Valley. Prior to contact, for ab-
original groups, it oft en was their way to place their dead 
in trees, on platforms. Even aft er that, those buried in 
historic times were not interred in churchyards, in grave-
yards, but on the land in special places that were con-
sidered sacred and kept secret by those families.

Indeed, Treaty 8 nations in B.C. are opposed to this 
project. Th ey’ve been in court on this project. Th ere are 
court cases underway right now. But the plans are to build 
this dam without any oversight of the regulator, fl ooding 
5,000 hectares of land in the valley. Also, the collateral 
damage is…. Th ere are 300, 400 — that I’ve read about 

— documented, recorded, signifi cant archaeological sites, 
burial sites — and, as I pointed out, many we don’t even 
know about because it’s a sacred issue for First Nations.

I am not going to speak for First Nations on this. 
Representatives like Chief Roland Willson from the West 
Moberly First Nations are doing a more than adequate 
job here. But there is a treaty. Th ey don’t call it treaty 8 for 
nothing. You could argue that destroying the land now 
used for hunting and fi shing and collecting medicinal 
plants is an abrogation of the treaty.

Treaty 8 nations have the right to continue with their 
way of life. Th at’s not just a treaty issue. Th at was estab-
lished through the courts — landmark decision, the 
Tsilhqot’in, for those that recall. Th e government doesn’t 
seem to quite be following that landmark court case with 
any real signifi cant changes.

One of the key pieces of that court case…. Th e court 
case spoke about the importance of the next generation, 
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that we have to be able to ensure that next generations 
have the same opportunities on the land, on the territor-
ies, that their forefathers and previous generations had. 
Flooding that land again…. Th is has happened before. 
I’ve heard the tragic stories where even coffi  ns of ances-
tors were fl oated to the surface when areas were fl ooded. 
We should have learned from that.

Th ese are human rights issues, and bringing forward 
a bogus motion that we’re discussing aft er the fact for 
cheap political points is the height of disrespect to the 
First Nations that are still fi ghting for their human rights 

— their legal rights, yes, their treaty rights, yes, but their 
human rights.

Th is government took away one of the main mechan-
isms for First Nations to have a real and meaningful role 
in consultation on Site C. Th ey refused to do what govern-
ments are supposed to do and bring this forward to the B.C. 
Utilities Commission. Th e minister stated that the reason 
for that was to avoid the BCUC’s pesky intervener process. 
Well, it’s not a pesky intervener process. It’s due process, 
and it was denied to Treaty 8 First Nations. It was denied 
to Chief Roland Willson, to Chief Liz Logan and their 
communities and their nations, and that is simply wrong.

[1615]
I’ll quote from Chief Roland Willson in a statement he 

made in Alaska Highway News.
“It is hard to believe that it is legal for a government to decide 

to destroy a major river valley that is central to the exercise of 
our treaty rights without fi rst making sure that its decision does 
not infringe on those rights.

“Apparently, all the government needs to do is make sure we 
have been consulted before making decisions that may actually 
be a violation of our treaty. Th is couldn’t have been what our 
ancestors intended when they entered into the treaty based on 
this government’s promise that there would be no forced inter-
vention with our way of life.”

Th ose are words from Chief Willson and also words from 
the treaty, which was signed by the Crown.

Th is process, in denying First Nations that process — 
the due process through an intervener status, for instance, 
with the B.C. Utilities Commission — is simply wrong.

With that in mind, I will be taking my seat, and I again 
confi rm that I will be voting against this motion.

M. Morris: You know, it’s been interesting this last 
couple of years, in the political life that I have assumed 
and some other folks have assumed for the fi rst time, lis-
tening to the banter back and forth across this House and 
watching and observing some of the things that are tak-
ing place. But in particular, to this project and this mo-
tion, which I fully support….

I respect my fellow colleague the minister for bringing 
this forward. Th is is something that needs to be discussed, 
and the people of British Columbia need to hear the pos-
ition of the opposition in this as well as some reinforce-
ment from our side that this is good for British Columbia.

When my colleague from Vancouver-Kingsway, my 
colleague from Alberni–Pacifi c Rim and members op-

posite from the various municipalities that we have in 
British Columbia here get up in the morning, pad across 
the fl oor and turn the light switch on in their respect-
ive homes, apartments, wherever they might live…. I do 
know that there’s power across to the Island here because 
I fl y over those cables all the time.

Th ey turn that power on, and they take that power for 
granted. It’s just something that’s always there and always 
will be there. It’s there as our population expands and 
the Surreys of the world…. Across the Lower Mainland, 
throughout the urbanized area of British Columbia, it’s 
going to be growing and growing and growing. We’re 
going to have another million people here in the next 
decade or so.

Where is that power coming from? Th at power comes 
from the Columbia River, power from the W.A.C. Bennett 
dam in my neck of the woods, in northeast B.C. Th at 
power is there. It has been providing a great lifestyle for 
British Columbians since 1968 with respect to the W.A.C. 
Bennett dam. It provides the lifestyle that people have 
become accustomed to down in urban British Columbia 
here, where 85 percent of our population lives.

Th e superstructure that carries that power right across 
the province here comes from our mining industry in 
British Columbia, which runs on the power that’s gener-
ated from W.A.C. Bennett dam, from the Peace Canyon 
dam, from the Columbia River power systems and the 
Revelstoke system. All the other systems that we have 
here have provided British Columbians with a lifestyle 
that is envied by many across the world here.

Th at level of power is not going to provide the needs 
of British Columbia in the foreseeable future. We need to 
up the ante a little bit. We need to increase the amount of 
power generation that we have in the province here — of 
clean power generation.

[1620]
We have the option in B.C. to do something that 

most jurisdictions in North America and most juris-
dictions around the world probably don’t have. It’s the 
option that we have in looking at clean hydro power to 
generate — what are we? — 98 percent of our power in 
British Columbia, generated by hydroelectricity. Th at’s 
a phenomenal fi gure, and it’s something that Alberta, 
Saskatchewan, many other jurisdictions across North 
America are very envious about.

We also have the third-lowest rates in North America. 
I was just listening — I think it was this morning — on 
CBC News to some advocacy group wanting government 
to ensure that we provide low power for the low-income 
folks in the Lower Mainland here, and I’m saying we 
are doing that. We have the third-lowest rates in North 
America.

We’re going to continue to have low rates in British 
Columbia for probably the next century because of the 
investment that we’re putting into hydro today with Site 
C and upgrading, spending the billions of dollars every 
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year in ensuring that the current structure that B.C. 
Hydro has is maintained so that it’s providing the most 
effi  cient and the maximum power that we can.

If we had adopted the methods that the members op-
posite are talking about way back in the 1950s and ’60s, 
when they were talking about the W.A.C. Bennett dam, 
we probably wouldn’t have a W.A.C. Bennett dam today. 
As a result of that W.A.C. Bennett dam, British Columbia 
became a leader in the pulp industry. Our forest indus-
try increased signifi cantly right across the province here, 
where we’ve become…. Now we are the leaders in the soft -
wood industry in Canada because of W.A.C. Bennett dam.

Th e population of Prince George benefi ted from three 
pulp mills that have been running continually over the 
years since that period of time. Mackenzie has a couple 
of pulp mills in it as a result of the W.A.C. Bennett dam 
and the legacy that that dam has created right across the 
province here for British Columbia and for Canada.

One of the things I’ve noticed about the opposition, the 
members opposite…. I’ve looked at and listened to and 
studied strategic planning and strategic thought for many 
years now, and I’ve been looking for an element of strategic 
thinking from the members opposite. I haven’t seen that.

One of the quotes that kind of confi rmed to me today 
that the members opposite live for today and have no 
strategic vision for British Columbia was when the mem-
ber for Vancouver-Kingsway stated: “Do we need this 
amount of power in this way now?” Of course we don’t. 
Right now, today, we’ve got adequate power within the 
system that we have in British Columbia.

You need to have a strategic vision of where you want 
to take the province of British Columbia, where you want 
to take the economy in British Columbia. You’ve got 
to have that strategic vision well into the future. We’re 
looking at ten, 20, 100 years into the future for British 
Columbia with the benefi ts that Site C is going to provide 
us. Th at takes strong determination.

As our Premier has shown and this side of the House 
has shown over the last couple of years now, we’re deter-
mined to bring LNG on board. Th at’s a strategic vision 
that we have. We need power to help us with that par-
ticular project, but it doesn’t happen tomorrow. It takes 
a long time and very defi nite strategies in order to make 
that vision come about.

The member for Alberni–Pacific Rim was talking 
about First Nations opportunities. I live in an area…. I 
have lived around First Nations communities most of my 
life. I look at the change that the W.A.C. Bennett dam 
provided for the northern half of the province particular-
ly. Th e entire province…. But First Nations communities, 
small communities that we’ve had scattered throughout 
British Columbia had not had the benefi t of hydro power 
until that dam was built.

We were able to extend those transmission lines to 
northeast B.C. down, providing the wonderful power and 
the opportunities that urban B.C. has down here now as 

a result of that. But it’s also provided — and Site C is a 
shining example of that — First Nations in northeast B.C., 
in central B.C. around the Prince George area, oppor-
tunities for employment that they’ve never seen before.

[1625]
It’s going to continually provide economic opportun-

ities as some of the bands embrace the entrepreneurial 
spirit that we’ve seen. Th e McLeod Lake Indian Band, 
with some of the companies that they have, and some 
of the First Nations bands that we have in the Moberly 
area that have embraced this, have formed companies. 
Th ey’re now working and have employment contracts 
with B.C. Hydro. Th ey’ve got benefi t-sharing agreements 
with B.C. Hydro.

Th at’s just going to expand across the province here as 
we move forward on this. Th is is a nine-year project. It’s 
going to provide a tremendous number of jobs for British 
Columbians, for First Nations in British Columbia, and 
the benefi ts are going to increase exponentially as we 
move forward with this particular project here.

Th is is something that we can’t turn down. It’s been re-
viewed. I hear lots of discussion about the B.C. Utilities 
Commission reviewing this. Th ey don’t have the resour-
ces to review this. Th is kind of a review…. It’s been looked 
at a couple of times by KPMG. It’s been looked at by ex-
perts that have looked at this project inside out and have 
fully supported it. We are moving ahead with great confi -
dence on this side of the House that this is one of the most 
benefi cial things that this province has seen in a long time.

It’s going to provide economic benefits and social 
benefi ts for British Columbia for decades and, like I said, 
for a century or more down the road here. Th is is a great 
vision that we’re going to bring to fruition that is going 
to change the complexion of British Columbia.

It’s putting British Columbia on the map right across 
Canada as an economic driver. It’s going to help us with 
our LNG strategy. It’s going to help us with our mining 
strategy. We see the northwest transmission line. We see 
some of the mining opportunities that we have in north-
west B.C. We’ve got one of the largest gold deposits in the 
world sitting in northwest B.C. that’s just waiting for op-
portunities to come, through Hydro and through some of 
the other infrastructure that this is going to help us build.

Th is is something that we can’t turn our backs on. Th is 
is something that we need to embrace. Eighty percent or 
more of British Columbians have embraced it, just like 
this side of the House. We fully embrace it. It would be 
interesting to see why the other side of the House doesn’t 
embrace the jobs, the economic development and the 
decades of benefi ts that this project is going to provide 
to British Columbia.

G. Heyman: I’ve listened to members on the other 
side of the House talk about why they’re bringing a mo-
tion to support a project that, frankly, they made a deci-
sion to proceed on almost a year ago. Th e issue here is 
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not whether it’s proceeding. Th ey’ve bowled ahead with 
their position despite warnings, despite cautions and 
with a steadfast refusal to allow independent review by 
people who have the expertise to conduct such a review.

Th ey’re doing so with a project that escalated by almost 
$1 billion in the course of a year leading up to last fall. 
Th ey’re doing so despite the fact that since they took power, 
hydro rates increased by about 50 percent, and over the 
next fi ve years they’re going to go up by another 28 percent.

We have British Columbians in every corner of this 
province who, every time they look at their hydro bill 
and see the rates going up, understand deeply and clearly 
that this government simply is not there for them. Rates 
are going up. Hydro is expensive. Th is government is ad-
dicted to expensive megaprojects that spiral out of con-
trol. British Columbians deserve better.

British Columbians deserve the least expensive power 
possible, and yet all they get from this government, the 
only thing they get from this government that’s cheap, is 
the cheap political posturing that’s contained within this 
motion that’s meant to drive wedges.

[1630]
Th e Minister of Energy has spoken at length about 

any number of studies, any number of people that he 
believes have supported his view, and he wants to know 
where we stand. We will vote no to this motion. But more 
than that, I am going to address several points that were 
raised by the Minister of Energy. Th e Minister of Energy 
says that the joint review panel supports the project, but 
he did so with very selective quotes. I will address that 
issue with some quotes both from the joint review panel 
and from the chair of the joint review panel, Mr. Harry 
Swain, whom the minister claims to have deep respect for.

Th e minister and others opposite have said that this 
project has undergone years and years of study and con-
sultation. Again, I will demonstrate that the most im-
portant consultation they could have undertaken, an 
independent review, was not undertaken.

Th e minister has said we’re going to need the power 
by the time it will be completed. Yet there is no evidence 
for that. In fact, the joint review panel explicitly stated 
that B.C. Hydro had failed to demonstrate that the power 
would be needed by the time this project will be completed.

Not only that, there were other options. There are 
other options. Th ey are options that could have been con-
sidered, should have been considered and, under an NDP 
government, would be considered by the B.C. Utilities 
Commission so that British Columbians could rest as-
sured that a decision that was going to be made on how 
to supply the energy needs of British Columbia would be 
made by experts, not by politicians not heeding the ad-
vice of experts, not by interested parties.

We are not afraid of science on this side of the House. 
We are not afraid of independent review on this side of the 
House. Apparently, the government is and likes to pretty it 
up by statements that I’m going to read in a moment. But 

the fact remains that British Columbians believe in sci-
ence. British Columbians believe in good costing. British 
Columbians believe in independent review.

We believe that there is a range of other options that 
were available that are not controversial, that don’t have 
the implicit downsides that were clearly pointed out by 
the joint review panel. We are not afraid to put those to 
the B.C. Utilities Commission.

I’ve heard the Minister of Education, and I’ve heard 
the Minister of Energy say: “Th ere are 10,000 jobs in this 
project. Why would the New Democrats oppose 10,000 
jobs?” To them, I would say: “Why would you settle for so 
few jobs when other alternatives that I will outline short-
ly have the potential for many more jobs?” Th ey’re not 
camp jobs. Th ey’re ongoing jobs in every community and 
every region around this province. Th ey’re jobs that com-
munities around this province are hungry for and asking 
for and that they are not getting from this government.

When the member for Prince George–Mackenzie says 
it’s important to do this because this government has 
a strategic vision, my answer to that is: “Not strategic 
enough. Not strategic at all. And you will never know, 
because the people who could provide an independ-
ent assessment of that have been cut out of the pro-
cess.” Th ey’ve been cut out of the process. Th ey’re there 
to represent the best interests of British Columbians 
and ratepayers, and they have been cut out of the pro-
cess. We would not do that. We will stand up for British 
Columbians.

With respect to who should make decisions, let me 
simply reiterate the quote that was read by the member 
for Alberni–Pacifi c Rim from the Minister of Energy. “I 
wouldn’t characterize my view of the Site C project as one 
of confi dence,” he said in an interview. “I’m not confi dent. 
I’m just the guy who is going to try to make sure that if 
the project gets approved and built, it gets built for what 
they tell me it is going to get built for.”

He then went on to say: “Putting Site C to a regula-
tory review would get in the way of the provincial gov-
ernment’s energy plans. Th at would have exposed those 
projects to the intervener process that we have at the B.C. 
Utilities Commission.”

[1635]
Th at’s the whole point of public processes and public 

review — that there will be interveners, that their views 
will be held and that the panel will take into account the 
expert advice of interveners and others and report to the 
people of British Columbia with a comparison of diff er-
ent options in which they can have confi dence.

Let me go on to talk a little bit about the joint review 
panel. First of all, let me say that when the chair of the 
joint review panel spoke out in an interview a few months 
ago about the problems with the decision of this govern-
ment and their misinterpretation of the report of the joint 
review panel, it was called unprecedented for a chair of 
such a panel to speak, and it in fact was.
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Th e panel recommended…. Even though they were ex-
plicitly told not to and that this would not happen, they 
still felt a commitment to recommend that the project go 
before the B.C. Utilities Commission because the Utilities 
Commission’s mission is to ensure that ratepayers receive 
safe, reliable and non-discriminatory energy services at 
fair rates from the utilities it regulates.

We’ll not know, because this project has not gone 
to the B.C. Utilities Commission, because this govern-
ment doesn’t care what’s in the best interests of British 
Columbians. It’s more interested in megaprojects and 
political posturing.

Mr. Swain went on to say: “I think projects of that na-
ture, where the public purse — and the public interest 
much more broadly — is involved deserve a greater de-
gree of scrutiny.”

Apparently, members opposite don’t believe that pro-
jects of this scope deserve that degree of scrutiny. Th ey be-
lieve they know better. On this side of the House, we have 
opinions, we have ideas, and we’re not afraid to put them 
to independent review. And that’s exactly what we will do.

Th e panel’s report stated that in the fi rst four years of 
production, the dam would lose at least $800 million be-
cause B.C. Hydro would generate more power than the 
province needs at a signifi cant cost. Th e report states: 

“Justifi cation must rest on an unambiguous need for the 
power and analyses showing its fi nancial costs being suf-
fi ciently attractive as to make tolerable the bearing of sub-
stantial environmental, social and other costs.”

Some of the questions that still need to be answered 
— according to Harry Swain, the chair of the panel — in-
clude the real cost and the availability of alternatives, be-
cause he said that that information was not available and 
that information should be reviewed by the B.C. Utilities 
Commission.

Speaking specifi cally with respect to geothermal — 
but by extension speaking about the failure to review all 
alternatives to Site C before proceeding, in light of the 
fact that there were signifi cant concerns raised about 
the project and considered and identifi ed by the joint 
review panel — he said it was a dereliction of duty. He 
said with respect to B.C. Hydro: “Frankly, I think their 
low demand fi gure was probably overstated. So far, there 
is no evidence that even their low usage scenario is likely 
to take place.”

He said that British Columbians should consider the 
dam in light of the alternatives. Th at is the role of the 
B.C. Utilities Commission. One project here. A suite 
of alternatives here. What are the impacts? Who will 
be impacted? What will provide the energy that British 
Columbians need in the most cost-eff ective manner, that 
will provide economic benefi t to the province, that will 
not have irremediable negative environmental impacts 
unless that is the only choice available?

He said: “Have we really pushed conservation and 
effi  ciency as far as they can go? And the answer is no.” 

Harry Swain said no. He said that the government and 
the Utilities Commission should consider what other 
kinds of generation or energy production are available 
and what their costs and benefi ts are.

It’s not just the chair of the joint review panel who be-
lieves this. Many people believe this. Many people are 
concerned. Many businesses that this government claims 
to be looking out for believe the same thing.

[1640]
What did the magazine Business in Vancouver say on 

August 25? Th ey said: “Site C continues to roll toward re-
ality, but B.C. Hydro’s business numbers” — the numbers 
that this government relies upon and which Harry Swain, 
the chair of the joint review panel, questioned — “con-
tinue to support what opponents of a third dam on the 
Peace River want: a delay or outright cancellation of the 
$9 billion project. Hydro’s predicted 40 percent increase 
in electricity demand in the province over the next 20 
years, a key justifi cation for Site C, needs recalculating.”

Th at’s not simply my view. Th at’s not simply Harry 
Swain’s view. Th at is the view of Business in Vancouver. 
Th ose are the kinds of views that should be heard by the 
independent B.C. Utilities Commission.

I’ve said every time British Columbians look at their 
hydro bills, they know as they dig deeper and deeper 
into their pockets that this government simply is not 
there for them.

Interjection.

G. Heyman: I’ve told the Minister of Energy how I am 
voting on this motion, and I’m about to tell him why I 
think there are better options, more price-eff ective op-
tions, more job-intensive options, options that are better 
for British Columbia. But I am not asking anyone to take 
my word for it. I am asking this government to put all 
options to the B.C. Utilities Commission. Th at’s what the 
people of British Columbia want. Th at’s what a respon-
sible government would do. Th at’s what an NDP govern-
ment would do, and that’s what should happen.

Th e joint review panel said: “Th e panel concludes that 
the demand-size management yield ought to at least keep 
up with the growth in gross demand, and therefore, the 
potential savings from 2026 to 2033 may be understated.” 
Th e panel was referring to B.C. Hydro’s demand-side 
management or conservation projections. “Th e panel 
concludes that demand management does not appear 
to command the same degree of analytic eff ort as does 
new supply.”

Or as panel chair Harry Swain also said: “Have we real-
ly pushed conservation and effi  ciency as far as they can 
go? Th e answer is no. What other kinds of generation or 
energy production are available, and what are their costs 
and benefi ts?”

Conservation has a number of benefi ts. I know B.C. 
Hydro recognizes this. I know the minister recognizes 
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this. So does the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change. Th ey identifi ed building energy effi  ciency as the 
most cost-eff ective way of reducing emissions, and con-
servation is the lead strategy. Th is isn’t some sort of bou-
tique thing. Th is is an intensely job-creating eff ort that 
has a number of ancillary benefi ts.

You don’t need to do intensive capital investment that 
must be paid off  by the taxpayers on their hydro bills. 
What you do is you make capital investment that over a 
short period of time pays for itself and then continues to 
benefi t ratepayers every year going forward without the 
necessity to build massive infrastructure. B.C. Hydro 
says that that is their lead strategy. But under the direc-
tion of this government, they simply downscaled to the 
second-least ambitious of fi ve demand-side management 
options — option 2.

Th e Pembina Institute suggests that basic upgrades on 
100,000 homes would result in 8,200 to 13,200 person-
years of employment, that intensive upgrades of 100,000 
homes would see 14,000 to 30,000 person-years of em-
ployment.

Th at’s a lot of jobs. Th ose are jobs in every corner of 
British Columbia. Th ose are jobs that will reduce the 
amount of energy and power that B.C. Hydro needs to 
create, both in the short term and the long term. And 
they are good jobs. They aren’t boom-and-bust jobs. 
Th ey’re not located in one corner of the province. Th ey’re 
located near to people’s homes and in communities that 
can benefi t from local economic development.

[1645]
But don’t take Pembina’s words for it. Take the words 

of B.C. Stats, whose economic multiplier models say that 
for every $1 million invested in retrofi ts, the generation 
of up to 18 direct and indirect local jobs will take place.

Just today, in the Vancouver Sun and the Times Colonist, 
there are articles referring to a report just released from 
the Pacifi c Institute for Climate Solutions that says the 
average 20-year-old house in B.C. leaks as much air as 
a 40-centimetre hole in the wall open to the outdoors 
year-round. Th e researchers believe that…. Th is is a very 
interesting term that they’ve used. Th is is a term that I 
would think the Liberals would embrace wholeheartedly. 
Th e researchers believe that a quick win is within their 
grasp. More than 800,000 of B.C.’s 1.88 million homes 
were built before 1985 and could benefi t from an energy 
retrofi t. Th at’s very close to 50 percent.

Th e report urges B.C. Hydro and Fortis to take a serious 
new look at on-bill fi nancing for energy-saving renova-
tions. Th ey say it costs the public purse essentially nothing, 
yet it saves B.C. a signifi cant amount of electricity while 
helping to reduce GHG emissions. Th ey go on to point 
out that Manitoba Hydro has such a program, and that 
program upgrades 5,000 homes a year with such eff orts as 
insulation, solar hot water, heat pumps and draft  proofi ng.

Th ey identify why this program, when tested in a very 
minor pilot project by B.C. Hydro, didn’t work. Th ey said 

that of the ten features that are common to successful 
programs, fi ve were absent from B.C.’s last attempt. Th ey 
go on to say that if the B.C. program attracted 12,000 
participants each year, a three-million tonne GHG re-
duction would be achieved over 20 years, $60 million 
in economic activity, and 1,800 direct and indirect jobs 
would be created.

Let’s also take B.C. Hydro’s word for it. From their 
2013 Resource Options Report Update, B.C. Hydro esti-
mated that the total resource cost of demand-side man-
agement option 3, the middle option of the fi ve options, 
was $35 per megawatt hour compared to a signifi cantly 
higher cost for Site C.

I’m not going to give a number. Th e minister will dis-
pute my number, because they’ve fi ddled with how they 
create the number. Let’s just say that by his calculation or 
mine, it is very signifi cantly less.

Th e B.C. Sustainable Energy Association and Sierra 
Club B.C. provided evidence to the BCUC that B.C. 
Hydro could cost-eff ectively double its planned demand-
side management savings and that B.C. Hydro could 
achieve 9,000 gigawatt hours per year of additional load 
reductions.

Let me also use B.C. Hydro’s numbers comparing Site 
C to demand-side management. Going from demand-
side management model 2 to model 3 creates 30 jobs per 
megawatt. Sorry. Site C creates 30 jobs per megawatt. Th e 
diff erence between demand-side management 2 and 3 is 
94 jobs per megawatt. Th at’s why I say that if this govern-
ment really wants a vision for the future, they will have 
a much more ambitious jobs vision than they’ve demon-
strated to date.

I know there are other people who want to speak. I will 
simply take a couple of minutes to wrap up on some of 
the other alternatives that should have been looked at by 
the B.C. Utilities Commission and that the joint review 
panel urged be considered. Th ose include wind and solar.

Let’s just look at what’s happening to wind and solar. 
First of all, these kinds of alternate energy projects…. 
Th ere are many in British Columbia already. Th ere are 
many more listed in the major projects inventory that 
would go, if there was a call for power.

[1650]
Th e key point here is that if, as my colleague has sug-

gested, we did Revelstoke 6, which would provide 45 per-
cent of the power of Site C at 1⁄18, or 5 percent, of the cost 
of Site C, we would not have to worry about peak energy 
demand in the near medium term or probably the long 
term — that combined with energy conservation.

Th at gives us time to benefi t from what’s happening all 
over the world, and that’s the rapid development and the 
rapidly declining costs of new energy technologies and 
wind and solar. Let me simply say…. Figures say that in 
the case of wind, for an amount of energy equivalent, you 
have to take into account the capacity factor for intermit-
tent power versus fi rm power of Revelstoke 6 or Site C. 
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Th ere are about 21,000 jobs for the equivalent amount in 
wind, 57,000 in solar.

Solar power in the U.K. is set to provide 15 percent of 
the U.K.’s power. Th ere are now around 700,000 small-
scale installations on the U.K. grid, enough to power 
655,000 households. Th e average solar panel now costs 
75 percent less than it did just fi ve years ago. Th e costs 
keep dropping. Th e same is true of wind. Th e costs of tur-
bines keep dropping. Th e turbine technology is getting 
more effi  cient. Solar voltaic cells are becoming cheaper 
and more effi  cient.

We should be putting ourselves in the position to bene-
fi t from this technological change by taking advantage 
of demand-side management as well as the advantages 
of Revelstoke 6. It is time to have a real vision for British 
Columbia, a real vision for our energy future.

But don’t take my word for it. Don’t take their word 
for it. All of these options should properly be reviewed 
in the interests of the people of British Columbia by the 
B.C. Utilities Commission. Th at is exactly why I am op-
posing this motion.

I don’t believe that I know better than experts. I have 
ideas. I’ve spent a lot of time reading. I and others on 
this side of the House are prepared to have those ideas 
tested, versus the government’s ideas about what British 
Columbia needs, by an independent body looking out 
for the best interests of the people of British Columbia, 
the environment of British Columbia, the First Nations 
of British Columbia, the need for agricultural land and 
the needs of ratepayers in British Columbia as well as our 
energy needs in the future.

Th at’s why I’m voting no. With that, I’ll take my seat.

Deputy Speaker: I recognize the member for Chilli-
wack.

J. Martin: Th ank you so much, hon. Speaker. It’s good 
to see you up there.

Th is is, indeed, a very warm pleasure for me to be able 
to add my voice of support to the motion for the con-
struction of the Site C clean energy project. Th is is an 
outstanding opportunity we all have right now to pro-
vide British Columbians with the most aff ordable, reli-
able, clean power for over 100 years.

A lot can happen in 100 years. One of the things I sus-
pect is going to happen over the next 100 years is we’ll 
have another couple of dozen free enterprise govern-
ments. Yeah, I may be getting a little ahead of myself.

We’re basically making sure that future generations 
have a safe, reliable and aff ordable source of electricity. 
And leaving our beautiful province better off  for our chil-
dren, grandchildren and their children is something that 
is of the utmost importance to all of us. As our economy 
and population continue to grow, we have to meet the 
future needs, and to keep our rates low, we must build 
Site C.

You know, maybe during this debate, it would be nice if 
we can see exactly where the opposition stands on hydro-
electric power. We’ve had a couple of members say they 
intend to vote against this particular motion. But we’ve 
still got a lot of members to go. We know that there’s a 
very disturbing lack of clarity over there. Perhaps we’ll 
continue to get the same mixed messages.

Who knows? Maybe the opposition will support the 
construction of Site C. I don’t really think so, if past his-
tory is any indication.

[1655]
Th ey didn’t support the Coquihalla Highway. Th ey 

didn’t support the Alex Fraser Bridge, didn’t support 
Expo 86, didn’t support the trade and convention centre, 
didn’t support B.C. Place, the 2010 Winter Games, didn’t 
support the new Sea to Sky Highway, didn’t support the 
new Port Mann Bridge, the South Fraser Perimeter Road. 
On and on and on.

Now, you know me. I’m an optimist, so maybe they 
will support Site C. I’m not going to jump to conclusions 
here, but I’m certainly not going to wager anything on it.

Th e leader has admitted himself that he’s fl ip-fl opped 
many, many times. He said that much himself. Here’s 
what the leader said: “Well, I have taken many positions 
on Site C. Th at’s right.” Well, he’s stating the obvious. I 
mean, what position are we going to take here? Why can’t 
we simply have the Leader of the Opposition commit to 
a stance on this project?

We know for a fact that members of the opposition 
have both adamantly opposed the Site C project and 
there are others who support it. Th ere’s no doubt why the 
leader refuses to be clear and open about this position on 
Site C. Th at would be very divisive to his caucus.

At least on this side of the House, we are in clear sup-
port of Site C and will continue to be. We stay commit-
ted to that position.

Now, we all know B.C’s population and economy are 
growing. Th e demand for power is expected to increase 
by 40 percent over the next 20 years. We all have an obli-
gation to meet those future power needs. Th ey’re not go-
ing to be taken care of by themselves.

Currently B.C. has the third-lowest residential rates. 
B.C. has the fourth-lowest industrial rates in North 
America. We are determined to keep it that way. We need 
to maintain this advantage for British Columbians — not 
just this generation but the next generation as well. Site 
C is the most aff ordable project to do that.

I’m proud to say Site C will create 10,000 construction 
jobs over the life of this project. Why would the NDP not 
support 10,000 jobs in British Columbia? Why would they 
not support all the tradespeople who will benefi t from 
those jobs? Th is beckons back to an incident about 2½ 
years ago, where the NDP clearly came out against jobs 
and against people in the trades and construction industry.

Now, I haven’t heard them declare support for Site C, 
so I can only assume that they don’t support those jobs.
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Construction of this project will add $3.2 billion to 
the provincial economy from the purchase of goods and 
services. Th is includes $130 million to the regional econ-
omy. Th e economic benefi ts to the Peace region include 
job creation, business opportunities, benefi t agreements, 
increased revenues, improved infrastructure and greater 
access to skills training.

I don’t need to really go on any further, but I will. Th e 
local communities will benefi t from regional legacy bene-
fi ts agreements, infrastructure improvements, recreation 
and tourism opportunities, and aff ordable housing. Is 
the NDP in support of any of those things? We certainly 
haven’t heard so yet.

Additionally, one of B.C. Hydro’s project objectives for 
Site C is to provide lasting economic and social benefi ts 
for northern communities and aboriginal groups. Why 
won’t the NDP come out in support of lasting economic 
and social benefi ts for northern communities and aborig-
inal groups? It is absolutely tragic that we have not heard 
some support for those interests.

As well, there is a variety of work packages that will 
provide opportunities to small, medium and large-sized 
businesses, benefi ting all British Columbians.

Since 2007, B.C. Hydro has used dozens of local con-
tractors and vendors throughout the Peace region. Over 
the construction period, there will be signifi cant em-
ployment, contracting and subcontracting opportunities 
for local, regional and aboriginal workers and business-
es. Why won’t the NDP support those opportunities for 
British Columbians?

Th ose are just the economic benefi ts to the local com-
munities. It goes far beyond the economics. Th e power 
at Site C will generate significant benefit for British 
Columbians in a number of other capacities. Keeping 
rates low is good for all families in B.C. Meeting future 
power needs will enable continued investment and a 
growing economy.

Speaking of helping families, I’m reminded of some-
thing else the NDP has fl ip-fl opped on recently. Aft er 
calling the $1,200 B.C. training and education savings 
grant an insult and ill-conceived, it appears now they 
have converted and suddenly support the grant.

[1700]
May I remind this House what some members of the 

opposition have said. From the member for Skeena: “It’s 
really useless and a bit of an insult.” From the member 
for North Island: “Well, I’ve got to say it’s quite right that 
it has been derided as a gimmick.” From the member for 
Vancouver Kingsway: “Well, fi rst of all, as the government 
shows, their plan is ill-conceived.”

As I said earlier, I’m an optimist, and I’m glad to see 
that the NDP has fi nally come to their senses to realize 
how benefi cial this grant is for B.C. families and now 
support it.

Well, construction of the Site C clean energy project 
has been underway for 60 days. Already there are more 

than 160 workers on the site. Th is number will continue 
to increase as the months go by. Can anyone tell me why 
the NDP doesn’t support those 160 workers already on 
the site? Th is is an eight-year project. Th ere will be many 
job and contract opportunities over the life of the project.

Th e government of British Columbia is making sure 
that residents of B.C. are fi rst in line to work on the Site 
C project. B.C. Hydro is promoting local hiring. Th ey’re 
working with regional economic development agen-
cies, funding skills-training programs in the region and 
planning on participating in local and regional job fairs. 
Companies are actively recruiting workers in the region 
right now.

B.C. Hydro has invested in a number of skills- and 
trades-training programs in the region, for local and ab-
original students. Why won’t the NDP come out in sup-
port of those local and aboriginal students who are now 
training in the skills and trades programs?

Th en there are all the investments in skills training that 
have been made in the rest of the province as well. In fact, 
B.C. Hydro has invested approximately $1½ million in a 
number of skills- and trades-training programs. For in-
stance, at Northern Lights College, $1 million has been 
invested to support trades and skills, and 50 percent of 
that is dedicated to aboriginal students. Why is the NDP 
not coming out in support of that investment in the fu-
ture and education for aboriginal students?

It’s important to recognize that all new electricity pro-
jects have environmental impacts. We get that. Site C will 
be able to use the existing Williston reservoir. Th is means 

— this is critical — that Site C can generate 35 percent of 
the energy produced at the W.A.C. Bennett dam with a 
reservoir 5 percent of the size. We are balancing econom-
ic growth with responsibility to the environment. Th is is 
in the interests of all British Columbians, something that 
even the NDP should be supporting.

This is why we have had such an extensive three-
year environmental assessment process, including two 
months of hearings. I guess we could have more hear-
ings, more assessment, more study, and likewise, the 
project would never come to fruition. I don’t know that 
that is in the interests of future generations. I don’t know 
that that is in the interests of the power needs of British 
Columbians down the road.

We’ve consulted with the public for seven years about 
Site C. How many more — 17, 27, 37? Th e environmental 
assessment process was thorough, and the environmental 
process was independent. It included multiple opportun-
ities for timely and meaningful participation by the public, 
by aboriginal groups, all levels of government and a num-
ber of other interested stakeholders. In fact, Site C is the 
most reviewed and studied project in B.C. Hydro’s history, 
and apparently that’s still not good enough for the NDP.

Well, the joint review panel concluded the benefi ts of 
the project. Th ey said:”Site C would be the least expen-
sive of the alternatives, and its cost advantages would 
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increase with the passing decades as infl ation makes al-
ternatives more costly.” Th is is the right choice for British 
Columbia today, tomorrow and into the future. How 
much clearer can it be regarding how important and how 
benefi cial it is to British Columbians to build this project 
and build it now?

Speaking beyond the economic benefi ts, Site C will 
provide to the Peace region new recreation and tourism 
opportunities — something else, I guess, the NDP doesn’t 
support. Th ere will be three permanent Site C reservoir 
boat launches. These will include docks and day-use 
areas. A new shoreline walking trail will be built along 
the Hudson’s Hope berm. Th ere will be public viewpoints 
of the dam on both the north and the south bank. Th ese 
are just a handful of the local recreation and tourism op-
portunities residents and visitors will benefi t from.

[1705]
We are committed to meeting the future power needs 

of our province, so to keep rates low, we must build Site 
C. It is unfortunate that the opposition does not under-
stand that. We need these facilities to take the pressure 
off  older facilities that are in need of upgrade or even-
tual replacement.

Let me also remind opposition members in this House 
what their colleague from Vancouver-Fairview had to 
say on the issue of Site C. “I would like to see the critics 
make a clear statement along with the leader.” Well, we’d 
all like to see that type of clarity. Even members of the 
NDP are desperately waiting for a clear position from 
their leader on Site C.

I, for one, am proud to stand with my colleagues in 
support of the construction of Site C. Aff ordable, reliable, 
clean electricity is the backbone of British Columbia’s 
economy.

We could put this off . We could study it more. We 
could delay it. We could wait for the Toronto Maple Leafs 
to have their Stanley Cup parade down Yonge Street, 
too, but sooner or later, we’ve got to get something done. 
Th at’s why I’m voicing my support on behalf of the con-
stituents of Chilliwack to support our quality of life for 
decades to come and build Site C.

A. Weaver: On April 19, 2010, I, along with numerous 
others, travelled to Hudson’s Hope to hear then Premier 
Gordon Campbell announce that the Site C project was 
moving to the environmental assessment stage. A lot has 
changed since 2010, and the environmental assessment 
has now been completed.

Th e joint review panel’s report published on May 8, 
2014, identifi ed major obstacles in the path for approval. 
While the report did not emphatically say yes or no to the 
project, certain sections highlighted the permanent dam-
age to the environment, farmland and wildlife the pro-
ject would have. Th ese included eff ects on First Nation 
rights and lack of exploration of similar cost renewable 
energy alternatives.

I’ve been pointing out for several years now that Site C 
is the wrong project at the wrong time when alternative 
energy — including geothermal, wind, tidal and small-
scale hydro sources — coupled with existing dams would 
provide substantially improved fi rm energy and capacity.

Th is approach would be less damaging to the environ-
ment and distributed around British Columbia. It would 
provide future power requirements with better cost and 
employment opportunities. Geothermal, wind, tidal and 
smaller hydro projects would be of substantial economic 
benefi t to communities, especially First Nations.

Th e joint review panel specifi cally concluded the fol-
lowing. On the environment and wildlife: (1) the pro-
ject would cause signifi cant adverse eff ects on fi sh and 
fi sh habitat; (2) signifi cant adverse eff ects on wetlands, 
in particular valley bottom wetlands; (3) the project 
would likely cause signifi cant adverse eff ects to migra-
tory birds relying on valley bottom habitat during their 
life cycle, and these losses would be permanent and can-
not be mitigated.

On the topic of renewables, they said this.
“Th e scale of the project means that, if built on B.C. Hydro’s 

timetable, substantial fi nancial losses would accrue for several 
years, accentuating the intergenerational pay-now, benefi t-later 
eff ect. Energy conservation and end-user effi  ciencies have not 
been pressed as hard as possible in B.C. Hydro’s analyses. Th ere 
are alternative sources of power available at similar or somewhat 
higher costs, notably geothermal power. Th ese sources, being 
individually smaller than Site C, would allow supply to better 
follow demand, obviating most of the early-year losses of Site C.”
Beyond that, the policy constraints that the B.C. gov-

ernment has imposed on B.C. Hydro have made some 
other alternatives unavailable.

Regarding First Nations, the panel said this:
"Th e panel concludes that:
“(1) Th e project would likely cause a signifi cant adverse ef-

fect on fi shing opportunities and practices for the First Nations 
represented by Treaty 8 Tribal Association, Saulteau First Nations 
and Blueberry River First Nations and that these eff ects cannot 
be mitigated.

“(2) Th e panel concludes that the project would likely cause a 
signifi cant adverse eff ect on hunting and non-tenured trapping 
for the First Nations represented by Treaty 8 Tribal Association 
and Saulteau First Nations and that these effects cannot be 
mitigated.

“(3) Th e project would likely cause a signifi cant adverse eff ect 
on other traditional uses of the land for the First Nations repre-
sented by Treaty 8 Tribal Association and that some of these 
eff ects cannot be mitigated.

“(4) Th e panel concludes that the project would likely cause 
signifi cant adverse cumulative eff ects on current use of lands 
and resources for traditional purposes.”

[1710]
In 2010, the projected construction cost for the dam 

was $6.6 billion. But by May of 2011, that cost had in-
creased to $7.9 billion, a 20 percent increase, and by 2014, 
it rose a further 11 percent to $8.8 billion.

Now, there’s considerable upside on certainty re-
garding these costs that could easily reach $10 billion, 
$12 billion, $15 billion or even more, frankly. Just yes-
terday, we found out that more delays and cost overruns 
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are occurring in Nalcor Energy’s Muskrat Falls hydro 
project in Labrador.

Nalcor Energy’s CEO, Ed Martin, cited three reasons 
for the cost overruns. One, he said: “It’s a tough, tight 
marketplace right now.” Two, he said: “What we’re seeing 
in these bids when they come in is they’re higher, much 
higher than we have budgeted for.” Th ree, he said: “What 
we’re doing is experiencing cost increases we really can’t 
control in that area.”

Now, I have little confi dence in the cost forecasts for 
the construction of Site C, as it won’t be completed for 
many, many years. I share the desire of the government 
to see British Columbia’s economy managed in a way that 
ensures a sustainable approach that is not burdening fu-
ture generations with the cost of decisions we make today.

In the past, our government has, appropriately, cele-
brated the fact that British Columbia has maintained a 
triple-A credit rating. Having the taxpayer take on an al-
most $9 billion, and growing, debt to subsidize this gov-
ernment’s eff orts to chase the pot of gold at the end of 
the LNG rainbow strikes me as profoundly irresponsible 
for the supposedly fi scally conservative B.C. Liberals. 
Risking a potential downgrade of our triple-A credit rat-
ing would risk raising the costs of servicing all of our 
provincial debt.

Now, I recognize that as the population grows and the 
economy in British Columbia also grows, so too does 
our need for energy. But the Site C project has grown in-
creasingly indefensible from a social, environmental and 
economic standpoint. Th is proves especially true when 
weighed against more practical alternatives.

Th e impacts of the project are widespread. Th ousands 
of acres of farmland and wilderness will be fl ooded, do-
ing irreparable damage to ecosystems. Th e hunting and 
fi shing and traditions of First Nations who live in and 
around these lands will be threatened. Billions of dollars 
will be spent on the project, raising concerns over British 
Columbia’s economic viability and triple-A credit rating. 
All of these staggering realities might be forgiven if Site 
C was the only realistic solution. It’s not, and I’m not the 
only one who realizes this.

Th ere are many alternatives that are cheaper to build 
and maintain, have minimal environmental footprints 
and generate more permanent jobs that are spread 
throughout the province. Chief among these options are 
wind and geothermal power.

Th e claim that Site C dam is the most aff ordable way 
to generate power is absolutely untrue. Recently, for ex-
ample, the Peace Valley Landowner Association com-
missioned an independent report from the U.S. energy 
economist Robert McCullough to look at the business 
case for what could become the province’s most expen-
sive public infrastructure project ever.

According to Mr. McCullough: “Using industry stan-
dard assumptions, Site C is more than three times as 
costly as the least expensive option. Th us, while the cost 

and choice of options deserve further analysis, the simple 
conclusion is that Site C is more expensive…than the re-
newable and natural gas portfolios elsewhere in the U.S. 
and Canada.”

Mr. McCullough’s assertion that B.C. Hydro had its 
thumbs on the scale, so to speak, in an eff ort to make the 
Site C project look better than private sector alternatives 
appears, frankly, correct. In his report, he notes the fol-
lowing. “Th e provincial accounting changes adopted in 
2014 ‘to reduce the cost of power generated’ are illusory. 
Th e costs will, like all costs, have to be paid, whether by 
hydro ratepayers or provincial taxpayers.”

Mr. McCullough also disputes the rate that B.C. Hydro 
used to compare the long-term borrowing costs of capital 
for Site C against other projects. “Th e so-called discount 
rate being proposed by B.C. Hydro is critical to overall 
cost projections, yet despite this, the paper trail on the 
discount fi gure can only be described as sketchy and in-
adequate, especially when other major utilities in North 
America use higher rates for such projects because they 
are considered risky investments.”

[1715]
Mr. McCullough outlines major economic risks for the 

province in his report, assertions that are further solid-
ifi ed by Harry Swain, the chair of the joint federal-prov-
incial panel that reviewed the Site C dam.

In recent years, as part of the Columbia River treaty, 
B.C. has been selling off  the Canadian entitlement of our 
electricity to the tune of $100 million to $300 million 
annually. From 2010 to 2012, that translated to $30 per 
megawatt hour. But in the meantime, the cost of power 
from the Site C dam is estimated at $83 per megawatt 
hour.

How does it make sense to be building new sources 
of power at $83 per megawatt hour while continuing to 
export power for $25 to $40 per megawatt hour? Swain’s 
report predicts that as a result of B.C. Hydro generating 
more power than the province actually needs, the Site 
C dam would lose at least $800 million in the fi rst four 
years of production.

Th e Site C dam is not a small project. Construction 
will require the province to borrow nearly $9 billion, and 
growing, and yet the project has been exempted from 
an independent regulatory review by the B.C. Utilities 
Commission.

What kind of message does this send to the citizens 
of this province about the government’s commitment 
to accountability and transparency? Why, when two in-
dependent reviews of the project have dismantled the 
claim that the site project is the most aff ordable way to 
generate power, do B.C. Hydro estimates claim other-
wise? Why does the province refuse to sponsor its own 
independent regulator’s review of the project? Th e only 
possible answer is that B.C. Hydro fi gures are totally illu-
sory, manipulated to fi t the government’s political guar-
antee of “endless investment” in the province.
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Associated with the announcement on December 16 of 
last year that the B.C. government was going to proceed 
with the construction of Site C was some very creative 
accounting, designed to make Site C look more competi-
tive than it really was. Th e government claimed that they 
found savings, while the overall project costs actually 
rose. I’m not making this stuff  up. All the government 
had actually done was move the fi nancial costs of this 
megaproject into a diff erent category. Th e fact is that the 
costs had gone up and so had the burden on taxpayers.

Th e updated cost of Site C on ratepayers was reduced 
from $83 per megawatt hour to $58 to $61 per megawatt 
hour, with the majority of the change coming from a 
commitment from government to take fewer dividends 
from B.C. Hydro. However, this merely shift ed the cap-
ital cost of building the dam from B.C. Hydro ratepayers 
to British Columbia taxpayers.

Just three weeks earlier, on November 25, I attended 
a Canadian Geothermal Energy Association — known 
as CanGEA — press conference, where they released a 
report entitled the following: Geothermal Energy: Th e 
Renewable and Cost-Eff ective Alternative to Site C.

Some of the key fi ndings in that report included the 
following:

(1) Geothermal energy unit cost, conservatively, was 
estimated at $73 per megawatt hour, compared to B.C. 
Hydro’s $83 per megawatt hour for Site C, a number that 
was, as I pointed out, creatively reduced to $58 to $61 per 
megawatt hour shortly aft er this press conference.

(2) Geothermal plant construction equalling the ener-
gy output of the proposed Peace River dam is estimated 
at $3.3 billion compared to at least $7.9 billion for Site C, 
raising to $8.8 billion just three weeks later.

(3) Geothermal plants provide more permanent jobs 
that are distributed across British Columbia — another 
key fi nding in the report.

(4) For the same power production, the total physic-
al and environmental footprint of geothermal projects 
would be substantially smaller than Site C.

We are the only jurisdiction in the Pacifi c Rim that 
does not have any geothermal capacity in our province, 
state or territory. British Columbia has a signifi cant po-
tential to develop geothermal and other renewable energy 
projects throughout the province. Such projects would 
distribute energy production where it’s required and al-
low power to be brought on line as demand increases.

Th e available evidence at that time made it clear that the 
government should not proceed with the Site C project. 
Th ere were simply too many cheaper alternatives available 
to protect the ratepayer or the taxpayer. Th e clean energy 
sector was eagerly awaiting a more fi scally responsible in-
vestment decision that would provide employment and 
development opportunities across the province.

Site C was then, and still remains, the wrong project 
at the wrong time. Alternative energy, including geother-
mal, wind, solar, small-scale hydro sources and biomass, 

coupled with existing dams, would provide fi rm energy 
and capacity at a better cost to British Columbians. Th ey 
would also provide better economic opportunities to lo-
cal communities and First Nations, with lower impacts 
on traditional territory.

[1720]
In March of this year, Harry Swain, co-chair of the 

joint review panel appointed for the Site C dam and for-
mer deputy minister of Industry Canada and of Indian 
and Northern Aff airs, raised some very serious concerns 
about the government’s approach to approving Site C. Mr. 
Swain was very clear that the government was rushed in 
approving Site C and that British Columbians will pay 
for their haste.

As Mr. Swain said: “Wisdom would have been waiting 
for two, three, four years to see whether the projections 
they” — that’s B.C. Hydro — “were making had any basis 
in fact.” Th at’s not exactly a glowing endorsement for the 
fi scal underpinning of Site C. Th e review panel predicted 
that by building it now, Site C will actually produce more 
electricity than we’ll need for the fi rst four years, costing 
taxpayers $800 million.

Mr. Swain isn’t the only person to suggest waiting a few 
years to see if electricity demand for the project mater-
ializes. We could still build Site C down the road if ne-
cessary, but we could use the additional time to properly 
explore cheaper alternatives, like our vast geothermal 
potential in B.C. We have the time, and as I mentioned 
earlier, that pot of gold at the end of the LNG rainbow 
won’t be found any time soon, if ever at all.

Mr. Swain went even further. He argued that pushing 
Site C through without adequate consideration of cost-
eff ective alternatives was a “dereliction of duty.” Th ose are 
strong words — dereliction of duty — from a very highly 
regarded senior offi  cial from the Canadian government, 
a very distinguished scholar, a very distinguished senior 
offi  cial and the chair of the joint review panel. I repeat: 
dereliction of duty.

To be even more blunt, it’s recklessness on the part of 
the government. We have a sense of the cost — an $800 
million loss in the fi rst four years of operation because 
of the construction timing — and we know there are af-
fordable alternatives to Site C. Th ese alternatives would 
allow us to meet present and future energy needs without 
running the risk of incurring increased public debt and 
potentially damaging our triple-A credit rating.

Th e fact is that circumstances have changed since 2010. 
Th at’s why I no longer believe it’s fi scally prudent to move 
forward with this project. In the last few years, the costs 
of wind energy and solar PV have dropped dramatically. 
China, for example, is building a new windmill every 
hour, and China’s investment in photovoltaics has led to 
an 80 percent drop in price in just fi ve years.

Over the next 20 years, B.C. Hydro has forecasted that 
our energy needs will increase by about 40 percent as a 
consequence of population and economic growth. Upon 
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completion, this dam would produce 1,100 megawatts of 
power capacity and up to 5,100 gigawatt hours of electri-
city each year. According to B.C. Hydro, this is enough 
electricity to power about 450,000 homes.

Let’s look at wind power. Recently, a study was pro-
duced by the investment banking fi rm Lazard that sug-
gested the cost of unsubsidized utility-scale wind could 
be as low as $19 per megawatt hour — I repeat, unsubsid-
ized utility-scale wind could be produced as low as $19 
per megawatt hour — about a quarter of the proposed 
costs of the Site C dam initially and still substantially less 
than the revised proposed costs.

Currently in B.C., only 1.5 percent of electricity pro-
duction is supplied by wind energy — incredibly low 
when compared with other jurisdictions internationally. 
But with British Columbia’s mountainous terrain and 
coastal boundary, the potential for onshore and off shore 
wind power production is enormous, almost unparal-
leled internationally.

Th e Canadian Wind Energy Association and the B.C. 
Hydro integrated resource plan of 2013 indicate that 
5,100 gigawatt hours of wind-generated electricity could 
be produced in British Columbia for about the same 
price as the electricity to be produced by the Site C dam.

Th at is before the price of wind dropped substantially 
further since 2013 and despite the fact that all costs, in-
cluding land acquisition costs incurred to date by B.C. 
Hydro with respect to the Site C project, have never been 
counted in their estimate for future construction costs. 
Th e potential scalability of Site C is minimal to nonexistent. 
Th e potential scalability of wind energy is boundless.

[1725]
The minimal production of wind power in British 

Columbia compared to other jurisdictions around the 
world is particularly surprising in light of the fact that 
B.C. is the home of a number of existing large-scale hy-
dro projects. What do I mean by that? Th ese projects in-
clude but are not limited to the W.A.C. Bennett and Peace 
Canyon dams already on the Peace River and the Mica, 
Duncan, Keenleyside, Revelstoke and Seven Mile dams 
on the Columbia River system.

Hydro reservoirs are ideally suited for coupling with 
wind power generation to stabilize baseload supply. It’s 
really quite simple. When the wind is blowing, use the 
wind energy. When the wind is not blowing, use the hy-
dro power. Th at is, hydro power coupled with wind acts 
like a rechargeable battery, with wind being the recharger 
and the dam being the battery.

British Columbia is one of the few jurisdictions in the 
world, if not the only, that has the potential to take ad-
vantage of such reservoirs as wind power, if wind power 
were to be introduced to the grid.

Denmark, the world’s largest producer, does not have 
that power. Britain — a jurisdiction where, just recent-
ly, renewable energy producers started to produce more 
than half of its power — does not have that reservoir cap-

acity. But British Columbia has it all, and we’re wasting 
an opportunity.

Given that wind power can so easily be introduced into 
B.C. at an even lower price than equivalent power from 
Site C dam, we should ask if there are any other reasons 
that would favour Site C over wind for the production 
of power to meet B.C.’s present and future energy needs.

Frankly, I can think of none. In fact, I can think of 
a number of reasons why wind power should be con-
sidered over Site C to produce the equivalent of 5,100 
gigawatt hours per year of electrical power. Let me sum-
marize these.

One, the construction of Site C dam will fl ood 6,427 
acres of class 1 and class 2 agricultural land and a total 
of 15,985 acres of classes 1 to 7 agriculture land. Wind 
power sites would not aff ect agricultural land. In fact, the 
Peace River Valley contains the only class 1 agricultural 
land north of Quesnel.

Key regions in the archive of British Columbia’s his-
tory will be fl ooded. It’s unknown how many unmarked 
First Nation graves lie in the fl ood zone, but the Globe 
and Mail recently reported it could be in the thousands.

B.C. Hydro’s own archaeological research in the val-
ley turned up everything from dinosaur teeth to ancient 
stone tools and old fur-trading posts. In all, it identifi ed 
173 paleontological sites, 251 archaeological sites and 42 
historic sites.

Th e Peace River has been designated as a B.C. heritage 
river. It was, in fact, traversed by the explorers Alexander 
Mackenzie, John Finlay, Simon Fraser, John Stuart, A.R. 
McLeod and David Th ompson, among others, in their 
early ventures during the 17th and 18th century.

Rocky Mountain Fort, thought to be the fi rst trading 
post established in British Columbia, by John Finlay in 
1794, as well as Rocky Mountain Portage House, across 
the river from Hudson’s Hope and established by John 
Finlay and Simon Fraser in 1805, are both located in the 
valley that will be fl ooded.

Th e joint review panel determined that the loss of the 
cultural places, as a result of inundation, for aboriginal 
and non-aboriginal people to be of a high magnitude 
and permanent duration and to be, frankly, irreversible. 
Th e existing historically valuable cultural sites would be 
permanently lost.

Th ree, job creation associated with wind, solar and geo-
thermal power, for example, is provincewide, not in one re-
gion. Job creation associated with the Site C dam is only in 
and around the Peace River Valley. Wind, geothermal, etc. 
provide distributed jobs, stable jobs across our province.

Four, the risk of cost overruns associated with the con-
struction of the Site C dam is borne by the taxpayer. Th e 
risk of any cost overruns associated with the construction 
of wind, solar and geothermal facilities is borne by indus-
try. Th is is important, as it limits any risk to the taxpayer.

Five, the installation of wind and other renewable ener-
gy projects can be done in partnership with First Nations, 
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who would benefi t from both local jobs as well as rev-
enue from the installed facilities. In contrast, the aff ected 
Treaty 8 Tribal Association has already expressed a num-
ber of serious concerns regarding the Site C dam proposal.

Six, it would take much longer to complete the Site C 
dam project than it would to install wind farms, for ex-
ample. In addition, wind power is scalable, whereas Site 
C dam is not.

[1730]
Seven, wind farms and other sources of renewable 

energy are distributed and so can be located close to 
where the energy is actually needed, thereby reducing 
transmission loss, energy loss, as electricity is transport-
ed long distances through power lines.

I recognize that B.C. Hydro, operating under the Clean 
Energy Act, has no other option in their mandate to build 
anything other than dams. In my view, the government 
has one of two choices to protect the rate and taxpayers 
from the unnecessary costs of the Site C construction.

First, they could either change the mandate of B.C. 
Hydro to allow it to invest in alternate energy technolo-
gies. Or, the second, they could require B.C. Hydro to 
issue calls for power to see how the market will respond. 
Either of these choices are acceptable and would allow the 
generation of other sources of power in British Columbia.

I also realize that the only reason why the Site C is go-
ing ahead now is because of the fact that on November 4, 
2014, B.C. Hydro signed an agreement with LNG Canada 
to provide long-term power that we don’t actually have 
at $83.02 per megawatt hour. But at what cost? We’ve al-
ready embodied a generational sellout in the amended 
LNG Income Tax Act. And that was taken to an even 
more egregious level in this past July’s Liquefi ed Natural 
Gas Project Agreements Act.

Now, again — and just a side bar, based on the evi-
dence today of Bill 34 being brought forward to discuss 

— it is precisely clear to me that there was no need at all 
for a summer session, as this government is so void of 
new ideas that we’re having to name a date in March as 
a day to celebrate red-tape reduction.

Now, yet again, the taxpayer will step up to subsidize 
the government’s irresponsible quest for the mythical pot 
of gold somewhere at the end of the LNG rainbow. But at 
what cost? Th e building of Site C will decimate the clean 
tech sector that is at a critical phase in its development 
in B.C. and at a phase that actually employs more British 
Columbians today than does the oil and gas sector.

But at what cost? EDP Renewables, an international-
ly-acclaimed clean energy company, First Nations and 
TimberWest have walked away from a $1 billion wind 
energy investment on Vancouver Island. Th at’s not hypo-
thetical. Th at’s here today. Th at’s gone today because of 
the irresponsible decisions being made in this govern-
ment with respect to Site C and its LNG pipedream.

[R. Chouhan in the chair.]

For what? A desperate attempt to fulfi l a suite of ir-
responsible election promises made in the run-up to the 
2013 election: 100,000 jobs; $100 billion prosperity fund; 
$1 trillion increase to our debt; debt-free B.C.; elimina-
tion of PST; thriving schools and hospitals; and every-
thing else in the nirvana that is to be B.C.

As I’ve been pointing out for three years now, these 
promises were never grounded in an economic reality 
three years ago. Th ey are not grounded in economic re-
ality today. Nor will they be grounded in any economic 
reality in the foreseeable future.

Frankly, the incompetence of our government’s bum-
bling attempts to land LNG fi nal investment decisions 
has made the British Columbia government a laugh-
ing stock on the international energy scene. Th e lack of 
a fi scally conservative approach to energy policy in this 
province makes me wonder just what this government is 
thinking. Th ey are chasing a falling stock and doubling 
down in the process.

Sadly, the province will have to wait until 2016 or ear-
ly 2017 before the B.C. Green Party brings forth our in-
tegrated platform. We will off er British Columbians an 
innovative vision for an integrated energy policy. We’ll 
off er British Columbians a plan to grow our resource-
based economy and communities, and we’ll always put 
the interest of British Columbians fi rst, not vested inter-
est or political ambitions. Th ey will be fi rst and foremost 
in our policy formulation.

Site C is fi scally foolish, socially irresponsible and en-
vironmentally unsound. It no longer represents a wise 
economic social environmental option for providing 
British Columbians with the power they need. Th ere are 
other alternatives available at cheaper costs with lower 
environmental and social impacts.

Th is motion must fail.

Hon. P. Fassbender: I rise on behalf of my constitu-
ents in Surrey-Fleetwood to support the motion that is 
before the House right now. Th ere are a couple of reasons 
I’m going to do that.

Like the member for Vancouver-Kingsway, I hate to 
quote the members opposite, but I can’t resist the op-
portunity. Th e fi rst thing is that yesterday, in another de-
bate, the member for Port Coquitlam said that one day 
he had a dream that he would be sitting on this side of 
the House in 2017.

[1735]
My response to that, in light of some of the debate I’ve 

heard, is that would be an economic nightmare for the 
people of British Columbia. Th e reason it is an econom-
ic nightmare is that clearly this government has a plan 
for the economic future of this province. We’ve shown it 
time and time again.

Site C is a generational opportunity to move this prov-
ince ahead, to provide jobs, to provide opportunities, to 
provide economic growth that will build new schools, 
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new infrastructure and that will assure the future of fu-
ture generations in this province.

I know that the member for Vancouver-Kingsway, 
when he was referring to the Ministry of Energy and 
Mines, talked about an analogy of being in a church and 
that he would buy the most expensive bread. Well, I’m 
sure that the member for Vancouver-Kingsway, as he 
did in the House, would bring the bologna that comes 
along for those sandwiches. I know that the facts that he 
brought forward and the issues he was using clearly spoke 
to the lack of respect for the people of British Columbia.

Th e member for Vancouver-Kingsway talked about: 
“What about Burrard? What about that great facility in 
Vancouver that isn’t being used?” Well, the facts speak 
against that. Exactly. What I’m talking about is the facts 
of that particular project, that in order to…. Th e way it’s 
being used, it takes pressure off  rates, but since 2010, it 
has generated less than 100 gigawatt hours a year. Th at’s 
less than 0.2 percent.

To upgrade the Burrard facility to increase the capacity, 
it would cost $400 million, and the experts tell us that it 
would still be ineffi  cient and not used very oft en for that 
reason. It also is a dirty facility — the greenhouse gas 
emissions that come off  of that facility, the nitrogen ox-
ide emissions that come off  that facility.

Th e member for Vancouver-Kingsway was using fi g-
ures. I know the minister will speak to some of the other 
inconsistencies in the messaging that we were hearing, 
but let me say this.

I had the opportunity recently to go to the region. I had 
the opportunity to see the Site C facility that is being con-
structed, the hundreds of jobs right now that are there, 
the facility that’s being built to house the 10,000 workers 
that are going to be used in that community. I talked to 
businesses in that community who welcome Site C as an 
economic opportunity for them, for their children and 
for their grandchildren.

You know, the member for Surrey-Newton said to me 
one day: “What has your government done for Surrey?” 
Well, because of our economic policies, we’ve been able to 
build infrastructure, to build a hospital, to build schools 
in that community that are serving the residents in that 
growing community.

I also know that the Surrey Board of Trade has clearly 
said that Site C is an economic opportunity for business-
es in the city of Surrey to help them to continue to grow 
and to provide jobs.

Th is particular project has tremendous impact in com-
munities throughout the province, not just in the region. 
It’s going to create the economic growth that is going to 
see this province move ahead for generations to come.

[1740]
Th is government has the foresight to make the decision 

— aft er many years of consultation with First Nations 
communities, economic agreements, a policy by B.C. 
Hydro to inject opportunities into the communities in 

the region. Th at is what it’s all about. Th at is what this 
project is all about. I clearly see that the members op-
posite are torn. Th ey don’t know whether to vote for it or 
against it. Th ey’re divided.

I know that some members have clearly stated…. 
And I’ve made a note of the members that are going to 
vote against it. Th ey will be standing up and saying to 
the people in their communities, to the businesses in 
their communities…. Whether they are in the region or 
whether they are in other communities, they will be say-
ing: “We do not support jobs. We do not support eco-
nomic growth. We do not support a positive future for 
the province of British Columbia.”

Th at is the message that will be coming from the mem-
bers opposite.

Interjections.

Hon. P. Fassbender: I know they’re getting energized, 
Mr. Speaker.

I’m passionate about the future of this province. Th at’s 
why I’m on this side of the House and part of a govern-
ment that has a clear vision that is going to deliver for the 
people of British Columbia, not say no, time and time 
again, to the future for each and every one of our citizens 
now and in future generations.

I know, clearly…. Th ere have been lots of facts, but the 
one fact is this: the government supports economic growth. 
It supports the future of the province of British Columbia, 
and it is willing to make the decisions that will ensure that.

C. James: Th ere was one word that the minister said 
that I agreed with, and I’d have to echo it: baloney. 
Absolute baloney.

I’m pleased to take my place to speak to this motion, 
and I want to touch on three particular areas during my 
time. I want to talk about the lack of accountability, the 
lack of independent examination of this project. I want 
to speak to this government’s track record on most recent 
hydro projects, and I want to speak to the impact of Site 
C on families and our province.

But I want to start off , fi rst, by just talking about this 
exercise that we’re engaged in right now. I think the min-
ister, again, said it when he talked about a lack of respect. 
Well, I can tell you what a lack of respect is. A lack of re-
spect is bringing a motion forward like this when, in fact, 
the government, the B.C. Liberals, have already made the 
decision around Site C and have already forced it through.

For the public who believes that this is a genuine de-
bate about whether the project has merit…. When the 
public takes a look at this and wonders whether we’re 
having an actual discussion here about whether the pro-
ject has merit or not…. In fact, the government has al-
ready pushed this project through. Th e minister said it in 
his opening remarks as well. He said: “I’m going to speak 
to why we’ve approved this project.”
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Again another example of the direction of this Premier, 
who is always looking for an opportunity to try and 
gain political points, instead of actually meeting the 
needs and talking about the issues that matter to British 
Columbians.

You know, we could be standing in this House right 
now talking about how we improve the state of children 
in care in this province. Th at’s a conversation we could 
be having. We could be talking about energy alternatives. 
We could be talking about improvements to education. 
We could be talking about post-secondary. We could be 
talking about aff ordability for families. We could be talk-
ing about real solutions to address climate change. Th ere’s 
a long list of issues that we could be talking about instead 
of the political game that this government is playing with 
this motion.

Let’s take a look at the actual motion and at the project. 
You know, for a government that claims to be so good at 
fi scal management, it actually completely defi es anyone’s 
description of fi scal responsibility for this government to 
move ahead on a project that is almost $9 billion without 
any independent examination, without any independent 
review and without any independent scrutiny. It’s $8.8 
billion — and that’s if it’s on budget, and I’ll get to that on 
a minute — of taxpayer dollars without any independent 
examination of the cost or the need. Some fi scal manage-
ment. Some fi scal responsibility.

[1745]
What’s even more extraordinary with this particular 

project is that in Hydro’s case and in the case of Site C, 
there’s actually an independent body already set up — al-
ready set up to do exactly this. Its own purpose is to look 
and to make an independent review on projects that are 
coming forward. Th e B.C. Utilities Commission is al-
ready there to examine major projects and see if they’re 
economically justifi ed — to look at the business case, to 
look at the need, to look at the costs.

Th e public has to ask themselves. We certainly have 
asked ourselves. Why, if the government believes so 
strongly in this project, are they so afraid to send it off  
to the B.C. Utilities Commission? Why are they so afraid 
to have independent scrutiny? It certainly leaves a huge 
suspicion about the government’s motives, and it really 
makes you question what their numbers and everything 
else are based upon.

We’ve already seen this project balloon in costs, and 
that’s even before it gets started. Th e estimated project 
cost has already climbed by nearly a billion dollars. We’re 
now at almost $9 billion. If you take a look at the com-
ments that have been made by the chair of the federal-
provincial panel…. Th is was a panel appointed to review 
the Site C project. Harry Swain, the chair of that panel, 
said that government was unwise to green-light the pro-
ject without a review by the B.C. Utilities Commission.

Now, in the panel’s report to government, the panel 
said it didn’t have the information or the time or the re-

sources to look at the accuracy of cost estimates — $9 bil-
lion of taxpayer dollars and there wasn’t the opportunity 
to examine the cost estimates? — and said that the costs 
should be examined in detail by what? By the province’s 
independent regulator. By the B.C. Utilities Commission.

I’ll read a quote from the chair of that panel. “Knowing 
the province had decided to exempt the project from the 
scrutiny of the Utilities Commission, we nonetheless 
felt that that was not good public policy, and we recom-
mended otherwise.” Recommended otherwise. Th is is 
the provincial and federal panel reviewing this project. 
Even though the government said that it wasn’t going to 
the B.C. Utilities Commission, the panel felt so strongly 
that they actually made a recommendation that, despite 
what the government said, it should go to the independ-
ent B.C. Utilities Commission.

Continuing on with the quote. “Th ere are big fi nan-
cial questions related to the borrowing of nearly $9 bil-
lion and the eff ect of rates on consumer demand that 
the panel could not examine. Th at requires much more 
time and expertise. Moreover, it’s a job that the Utilities 
Commission is specifi cally set up to do.” Again, this is 
not asking for something unique to be set up. Th is is not 
asking for resources to be put in place to create an in-
dependent body to do this. Th ere’s an independent body 
there already, which is there to examine exactly this kind 
of project.

When you take a look at the government’s argu-
ments…. What is their argument around why they won’t 
refer this project to the B.C. Utilities Commission? From 
what I’ve been able to see, it all boils down to: “Just trust 
us. It’ll be fi ne. Just trust us. We can review our own pro-
jects. Th ey’re just fi ne.”

Well, how has that worked out so far? If we just take 
a look at the last four transmission lines that were built, 
between those four lines, the cost overruns were $522 
million. Northwest Transmission Line, 81 percent over 
budget. Dawson Creek–Chetwynd, 18 percent over 
budget. Interior to Lower Mainland, 21 percent over 
budget. Iskut extension, 16 percent over budget.

And what’s the minister’s response to those cost over-
runs? Well, when he talks about cost overruns and budget 
numbers, the minister said that the budget was just a pre-
liminary number. And I know we’ve heard this quote be-
fore. Th ese are the minister’s words: “Typically, what they 
do is they’ll come out with a number, and then they’ll 
say it could be 50 percent higher. It could be 30 percent 
lower.” Well, with that kind of attitude, Site C could cost 
as much as $13.2 billion. With that kind of oversight…. 
Th ey just pick numbers. It might be 50 percent above. It 
might be below. Th at’s the kind of response that the min-
ister is saying?

[1750]
Again, if you look at this project…. A project spend-

ing $9 billion will have no oversight and no independent 
examination. Just given that, given the lack of account-
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ability and given the lack of independent examination 
and given this government’s track record on large pro-
jects, those are reasons alone to ask very serious ques-
tions about this project and certainly a clear reason to 
send this off  to the B.C. Utilities Commission.

Th ere are other questions that remain as well. A ques-
tion, again, that I would expect that most of the pub-
lic would believe had already been asked and answered, 
was: is the power from Site C needed? If you take a look 
at spending this much money of taxpayer dollars — not 
the B.C. Liberals’ dollars; these are taxpayer dollars that 
belong to all of British Columbia — you would think and 
most people would think that that’s a pretty basic ques-
tion that had been asked and answered clearly before a 
government moves ahead on a project like this.

In fact, it hasn’t been. In fact, the joint review panel 
found that the power still won’t be needed at least until 
2028, and some people are saying 2033. Yet the govern-
ment is moving ahead on a project like this without even 
answering that basic question.

Here we have a project with no oversight, no independ-
ent review of the business plan or the budget, questions 
on the timeline around the need for this power, and the 
government’s still pushing ahead. Th at’s just a shortlist 
of the kinds of things and the kinds of questions that 
need to be asked and haven’t been answered yet. I know 
that others have spoken on some of those critical issues, 
and I just want to touch on a couple of them. I know my 
time’s short, and I know that others have spoken on them.

Th e issue of the lack of First Nations support. You 
know, I heard the minister say that we’re doing things 
right. Th at was his quote. “We’re doing things right.” Well, 
how is moving ahead aft er the Tsilhqot’in decision and 
showing a lack of respect and an insult to First Nations 
and spending money on legal fi ghts…? How is that doing 
things right? It doesn’t seem like right to me.

Th en if you take a look at the agricultural land issue. 
I know my colleague will speak on that, so I won’t take 
time now to do that. But the issue of climate change, of 
food security, the issue of the challenges that we’re facing 
there — again, questions that we have a right and that the 
public wants to know are answered and haven’t been by 
this government.

What about the examination of alternatives? Again, 
let’s remember that B.C. Hydro was told: “No, no, no, 
don’t look at alternatives. No, no, no. We have one pro-
ject over here. We have this project over here. Don’t take 
a look at comparisons and alternatives.” Well, it is good 
government to take a look at the spending of those dol-
lars and compare it to what other options might be there 
to create power, what other options might be there that 
could be cost-eff ective for taxpayers.

My colleague the critic has spoken already about 
Revelstoke 6 and the option that’s there. Th ere are many 
others — wind, solar, tidal. Th e minister brushes aside 
geothermal, but there are all kinds of opportunities in 

this province that have not been examined, that have 
not been compared, that have not been looked at when 
it comes to Site C.

Th e fi nal area I just want to touch on is the impact 
on British Columbians and the impact on families. You 
know, I’ve heard a few members stand up and talk about 
hydro rates. It is because of this government’s mis-
management of B.C. Hydro that British Columbians are 
facing unprecedented rate hikes for the next fi ve years. 
Th is is before the impact of Site C. Th is is even before we 
get there. Imagine what it would be like aft er the kinds 
of borrowing costs we’re talking about.

If we look at the facts…. I heard one of the members 
just say that we need to build Site C to keep the rates low. 
Well, you know, B.C. Hydro has announced a 28 per-
cent rate hike to take place over the next fi ve years. Th at 
started in 2014 — 28 percent. Th at’s huge hardship for 
families. Th e rates have increased 74 percent since 2001.

Hydro has always been an economic tool and an eco-
nomic opportunity for British Columbia. Affordable 
rates, access to power — that was a competitive advan-
tage for us. It attracted industry to British Columbia. It 
was our opportunity to bring industry and to keep the 
economy going. But if you look at these kinds of rising 
rates….

We’ve heard businesses come forward who have ex-
pressed concerns about these kinds of rising rates. It’s go-
ing to have a huge impact on industry. It’s going to have 
a huge impact on small businesses. It’s certainly having 
a huge impact on families.

[1755]
Seniors are making diffi  cult choices, and we haven’t 

even hit winter yet. It’s going to be tough for people with 
those kinds of increases.

Families have few options. There are homeowners 
who’ve reached out to me who actually converted to hy-
dro because they thought that it was going to be cost-ef-
fective. Th ey thought those competitive rates were going 
to continue. Th ey were worried about what it might look 
like otherwise. Now they’re seeing huge heating costs that 
they’re having to face.

Th at’s not simply the fi rst cost or the only cost that this 
government has layered onto families. You’re seeing that 
on top of medical services premium increases, on top of 
ferry fares, on top of tuition. A 28 percent increase — im-
agine what that does to a family budget.

So if we take a look at the challenges with this mo-
tion coming forward — if we take a look at rising rates, 
the huge cost to families and to businesses, the fact that 
there’s been no independent review or examination of the 
need for power or the timeline that this government says, 
challenges with First Nations and legal costs that are be-
ing racked up by this government, the negative impact 
on scarce agricultural land — it’s a long list. Yet what we 
see from this government is to decide to insult the public 
by bringing forward a motion to talk about something 
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that they’ve already decided to push through regardless 
of how the public feels.

I think that says everything. That says everything 
about this government. “Let’s see if we can gain a few pol-
itical points. Let’s see if we can manage that, never mind 
all the huge, important, critical questions on this project 
and real issues that we should be debating in this House.”

I will be saying no to this political game. I will be say-
ing no to this political stunt when we could be spending 
our time and energy talking about so many things in this 
House that really matter.

D. McRae: Today we stand in this House to debate 
the merits of Site C. I believe that governments, be they 
municipal, provincial or federal, have in their power the 
ability to make policy, create organizations and, yes, build 
infrastructure that will strengthen their jurisdiction.

As a nation, where would Canada be without the 
leadership that built the CPR or perhaps the St. Lawrence 
Seaway? As a province, where would we be without infra-
structure like transportation, the Alex Fraser Bridge or 
perhaps the creation of B.C. Ferries? Th at was done be-
fore my time. Locally, if you’re in local government, you 
know the impact of having, say, a sports facility or a the-
atre complex being built in your community, perhaps the 
construction of a hospital.

But one they all say for certain: there are three abso-
lutes. Th at’s three things, I suppose. One, the right pro-
ject will be an asset for that jurisdiction for generations 
to come. Th e second absolute: in British Columbia, no 
matter how great the project is, getting unanimous ap-
proval is probably unlikely unless it involves less than 
one 2-by-4 and half a hammer. But thirdly, strong leader-
ship is essential.

Now, I believe, as a student of history, that the con-
struction of Site C will be applauded by future gen-
erations of B.C. residents. It will also be applauded by 
businesses. It will ensure that B.C. residents will main-
tain their power self-suffi  ciency and cost advantage. And 
while $8 billion — and I will admit it is a substantial sum 

— it will pay dividends not for decades but for a century.
Yesterday I sat in this chamber and I heard the member 

for Nanaimo urge the members on this side of the House 
to vote against a government bill. He used various guilt 
complexes like we might not get into cabinet or we might 
get out of cabinet or such. So if he was allowed to use 
that, and he has been in this chamber longer than I have, 
I will use the same logic to his colleagues across the aisle.

Now, I look across. I see 33 members on the opposite 
side. I see members from northern B.C., from Vancouver 
Island, and I fi nd it shocking. I don’t think, unabashedly, 
there’s a chance that all 33 members are against Site C. So 
using the member for Nanaimo’s logic, are the members 
opposite afraid of losing, perhaps, their coveted seat pos-
ition on the opposite side by supporting Site C? Are they 
perhaps fearful of losing their critic role or risk going down 

the path of defeated MLA Bob Simpson and be forced to sit 
as an independent? Well, don’t be afraid of leaving a posi-
tive asset for your children, your grandchildren and, in this 
particular case, your great-grandchildren.

[1800]
I know that oft entimes we beat up the opposition, and 

we accuse them of just being completely absent, when 
they were in government, for capital projects. We won’t 
all talk about the eight or so defi cit budgets they brought 
in. We oft en use health care as an example of what they 
didn’t build, but I’m going to give some credit. I will 
credit where credit is due. I get to give that credit be-
cause I get to use it on a regular basis, and in fact, I used 
it today. Th ey did build the inland Island highway. Sure, 
some will accuse that it was over budget. Perhaps it was 
suff ering from design fl aws, with the 23 or 33 lights be-
tween Cowichan Valley and Campbell River.

Sure, some people will say the opposition tried to 
downscale the project midway through it, and they tried 
to two-lane it north of Courtenay to Campbell River. And 
yes, there were some residents who had their property 
who were aff ected, and they were angry about it. But what 
did the government of the day do? Th ey took leadership.

Th ey built a much-needed highway, and B.C. residents 
have enjoyed the benefi ts and the safety aspects to this 
day. So I will give credit where credit is due. You got it 
right when you built the inland highway, in terms of the 
actual construction of the project. Let’s not worry about 
the small stuff . Let’s employ the same logic and support 
Site C.

Now, we had the opportunity to hear from the mem-
ber for Alberni–Pacifi c Rim. He did speak against it, and 
I applaud him. I look forward to hearing my colleague to 
the north, from North Island, and having her thoughts 
being expressed. I haven’t had a chance to hear — but I’m 
sure I will — the member for Nanaimo, who defi nitely 
knows the challenges of showing leadership. He was in 
the NDP cabinet, as a matter of fact, I believe, when the 
inland highway was being built.

Now, members opposite, I know it is challenging, it is 
tough to be a leader in this province when you haven’t 
actually been in leadership roles for a long time, but we 
in this chamber have an opportunity to leave a great leg-
acy to our children. I urge the members to not fall back 

— what’s the line you oft en use? — on the comm shop 
speak, speaking points, but speak for yourselves. Let’s 
speak to your constituents. Stand up and support Site C. 
Th e future in British Columbia is incredibly bright. Don’t 
be afraid, members opposite, to be part of it.

I support this project because it will be a legacy for our 
children and it will be a legacy for our grandchildren. We 
are the party that does yes. We build this province. We 
have built this province. We will continue to build this 
province. I support Site C, and I look forward to hearing 
the members opposite stand up and talk about why they 
will now support this project in the future years.
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L. Popham: It’s a pleasure to rise. I know that the 
Energy Minister is keeping track on who supports this 
motion and who doesn’t, so I’m just going to give him an 
FYI that I will be voting against it.

Th ere are a few things that we know right now — that 
the work on the Site C dam has begun. I’ve been receiving 
photos from areas within the valley that have been clear-
cut, of islands in the middle of the river that have been 
clearcut over the last week. Th e reports from the residents 
in that area are that the logging is happening through the 
night. Th at’s one thing that we know.

Th e next thing that we know is that this is a political 
stunt by the B.C. Liberals. Th at’s why we’re debating this 
all aft ernoon. Th e work has begun, the work on the dam 
has started, but it’s a political stunt. What happens in this 
chamber is generally very disrespected by this government.

Now, the other thing that we know…. Th e Minister of 
Energy took great pleasure in pointing out some agri-
cultural benefi ts that are going to come with Site C, and 
he mentioned the support that I might be happy with, as 
somebody who supports agriculture.

I think there’s something that we can be very clear on: 
the Energy Minister has absolutely no credibility on the 
agriculture fi le in this province — absolutely none. He’s 
proven this over and over again, especially over the last 
year and a half. He is in the business of destroying agri-
cultural land, and this goes along with his theme. Th e 
Peace River Valley boasts the only class 1 climate north 
of Prince George. It’s a unique microclimate, allowing for 
large crop range and productivity levels.

Interjection.

L. Popham: Th e Minister of Energy says no, but what 
does that mean?

[1805]
In fact, the northern valley…. I hope the minister is 

listening. Th is is an educational talk for the Minister of 
Energy. Th is northern valley can produce similar crops 
to the Fraser Valley. Now, imagine if we were to fl ood 
the Fraser Valley.

Th e value of these food-growing soils and climate was 
recognized over 40 years ago by the NDP when we put 
in the agricultural land reserve. We made a commitment 
at that time that we would make a commitment to the 
people who come aft er us to protect our productive lands 
and to encourage food production.

Now, the minister used some convoluted numbers 
when he was talking about how much agricultural land 
would be lost. I think he came down to 1,600 hectares, 
when, really, if you know anything about agriculture, you 
will know that Site C will impact 12,759 hectares.

I’m going to break it down for the minister so he under-
stands how agriculture works. So 6,290 hectares lie with-
in the projected fl oodline and will be permanently lost 
as the result of construction. Does the Energy Minister 

agree with that or not? And 4,523 hectares will be fl ood-
ed from the reservoir, 330 hectares from the roads, 243 
hectares from access ways, and 1,373 hectares from ero-
sion over the next 100 years, because that’s what happens 
when you fl ood a valley. Th ere’s the issue of erosion.

Th e analysis that the Energy Minister gave us…. He fi d-
dled the numbers. He used an uneducated evaluation and 
then concluded that we wouldn’t have very much agricul-
tural land lost. He completed his befuddled agrological 
assessment that it’s actually better for agriculture to fl ood 
this valley. I have no idea how he came to that conclusion, 
but “befuddled” is the only word I can think of.

Th e UN has recognized that food security and climate 
change are a huge issue for us. Th e only people that don’t 
acknowledge that are the B.C. Liberals. I think we should 
have a motion to see who believes in climate change or 
not tomorrow. We might as well while we’re at it. Th e UN 
2014 report done by more than 300 scientists said that cli-
mate change had already cut into the global food supply.

Th e minister is not listening, but this is really important.
The global crop yields are beginning to decline, 

Minister, especially for wheat, raising doubts as to wheth-
er production can keep up with the world’s population 
growth. Climate change is acting as a brake on agricul-
ture. We need yields to grow to meet growing demand, 
but climate change is already slowing those yields.

Th e study that came from the UN says the impacts are 
already evident in many places in the world. It’s not some-
thing that’s going to only happen in the future, it says. 
A professor at Stanford University says, “Almost every-
where you see the warming eff ects have negative eff ects 
on agricultural crops. Th ese are not yet enormous eff ects, 
but they show clearly that the trends are big enough to be 
important,” and they’re big enough for us to be worried.

Failure to produce the food production potential of the 
Peace River Valley is only one of the reasons why this mo-
tion can’t be supported. Failure to recognize or discuss it 
doesn’t surprise me, though. More and more, we have to 
fi ght to farm in British Columbia.

Th e Site C plan includes fl ooding over 4,000 hectares of 
ALR land — or should I say, what was ALR land. Just until 
a few months ago, this land had been protected under the 
Agricultural Land Reserve Act. On a gloomy day, when 
distraction ran high, the B.C. Liberal cabinet quietly 
signed an order-in-council which eff ectively ripped this 
land out of the agricultural land reserve.

It is my view that this is inconsistent with section 16 of 
the Agricultural Land Commission Act. Th e act clearly 
states: “Land included in an agricultural land reserve re-
mains agricultural land in the agricultural land reserve 
unless excluded under this Act.” Th is land was not ex-
cluded under that act. Instead, it was grabbed out of the 
ALR by the B.C. Liberal cabinet in a fashion that appears 
to be working against their own statute.

Th e ALC, the Agricultural Land Commission, an in-
dependent commission, was set up by governments past 
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to ensure that such decisions are made fairly, but it was 
run over by the Premier and her cabinet. If the land had 
been excluded consistent with the law, there would have 
fi rst been hearings by the commission.

[1810]
Th ere would have been opportunities for expert and 

public opinion. We would have heard from agrologists, 
agronomists, ranchers, farmers, food processors and 
other food security and food sovereignty experts. Th ere 
would have been a debate on the value of farmland to 
British Columbia.

Th e disrespect to British Columbians over process is a 
theme with this government. Before approving a plan like 
Site C, there should have been a review from an independ-
ent, expert commission. Th e B.C. Liberals deliberately and 
explicitly stopped the B.C. Utilities Commission from do-
ing exactly that, and that’s the pattern of this government.

Make no mistake, hydroelectricity is extremely im-
portant to our province. It has been an economic engine 
and a source of clean and renewable energy. But Site C…. 
Th e plan is outdated, and it will be a further hazard to our 
hydro bills. Th e Site C power is not needed right now, and 
B.C. already has enough energy to last until 2028 with-
out doing Site C.

We’re starting to understand that smaller projects are 
better. Building multiple small-scale projects is a better 
way to meet our future demands as they become neces-
sary. It’s the responsible way to move forward.

Interjection.

L. Popham: Are you listening to me? I’m voting against 
the motion. I said that at the beginning. Start listening.

Part of the process that would investigate costs and 
benefi ts of Site C in an independent way would be the 
B.C. Utilities Commission, and the minister knows this. 
Th e minister knows exactly that. It’s a step that a respon-
sible government would take in a project this size — 8 
billion to 10 billion or more taxpayer dollars.

Th e commission would review the project, its costs and 
impacts on ratepayers. In fact, sending it to the BCUC 
is the law, unless the government exempts itself from 
what’s required by the law, and that’s, in fact, what the 
B.C. Liberals have done. If the B.C. Liberals don’t like the 
way the law aff ects the way they do business, they exempt 
themselves from it.

Th ere are a lot of questions to be answered about Site 
C that won’t be answered because there’s no choice. Th e 
project is moving forward. Instead, we have to listen to 
some convoluted business plan from the Energy Minister. 
If this project is going ahead, it’s going to come with huge 
sacrifi ces. Th ere would be a profound impact on First 
Nations, natural habitats that would be changed forever, 
without actually knowing if we need Site C or not. If it’s 
a sound investment, how can we accept the changes that 
will aff ect our province forever?

As a spokesperson for agriculture, I know that by side-
stepping the BCUC, we won’t have the chance to make 
the economic argument for our food-growing lands 
either. I would hope that protecting and increasing B.C.’s 
food self-suffi  ciency would be a top priority for this gov-
ernment, but the Liberals have skipped past the BCUC 
and considered the economic case for Site C behind 
closed doors, at the cabinet table, leaving the people out 
of the conversation yet again.

It’s hard to fi nd better land for farming in B.C. than 
the Peace River Valley. Th is huge, open expanse of land 
has extraordinary, fertile soils, full sun exposure and an 
abundant water supply. It’s a rare and fragile piece of land, 
just a fraction of 1 percent of B.C.’s land base, yet it could 
grow enough food to feed a million people. Given its high 
capability and suitability, it would be the equivalent to 
fl ooding all of the farmland, cropland, in Delta.

It must be acknowledged that removal of this land will 
aff ect our self-reliance and our ability to be resilient in 
the face of climate change. It is known that even just to 
maintain our low 48 percent of production, happening 
on 2.6 million hectares of this province, and to feed an 
increasing population until 2025, B.C. will need 2.8 mil-
lion hectares of food-producing lands. Only a govern-
ment with no long-term plan would fl ood the lands we 
need to feed ourselves and take away the opportunities 
we will have to feed other regions.

Now, to know about the food capability, the agricul-
tural capacity of the Peace River Valley, the best thing to 
do is to go up and walk the lands and get to know the 
farmers in the valley. I’ve done just that.

Today I got this note from farmers whose farm will 
be fl ooded by the dam, and they reference other farmers, 
as well, whose farms will be underwater once this dam 
is complete. You’d think that they would have lost their 
fi ght by now. Th ey can see the construction starting, yet 
they sent me this letter today.

“Despite the challenges of a fairly hot and dry summer, agricul-
ture production was good in the valley this summer.

[1815]
“Th e market garden production was great. With the irrigation 

from the shallow aquifer in the river-bottom fi elds along the 
Peace River that they sit on, Charles and Esther were selling two 
varieties of cantaloupes, one variety weighing up to 11 pounds 
each. Th ey also had two varieties of watermelon, and these were 
in high demand with the hot, dry weather.

“Corn is always another hot commodity, and it was ready the 
fi rst week of August this year. Th e roadside stand at the fi eld 
would sometimes be full of customers, who either stop on their 
travels or make trips especially to buy their produce. Our barley 
and oat crops did better than anticipated this year, yielding about 
75 bushels an acre.

“Neighbours with canola and wheat report average yields and 
are just wrapping up the harvest now. Hay crops also did surpris-
ingly well and were in high demand with the shortage of feed 
both in B.C. and Alberta. A local beekeeper moved some hives 
onto our river bottom fl ats to take advantage of the incredible 
second fl owering of the alfalfa this summer.

“Finally, the home garden did great, and the four separate 
families from Fort St. John who also plant their gardens in our 
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space all harvested lots of produce, with mainly just potatoes, 
carrots and beets to harvest for now. However, our ever-bearing 
strawberries are still producing. So another productive year of 
agriculture is winding down in the Peace River Valley.

“Cheers, Ken and Arlene”
On behalf of Ken and Arlene and on behalf of the farm-

ers and ranchers that I’ve met at the Peace River Valley, 
and on behalf of everyone in our province who knows 
how critical our food security is, I vote against this motion.

D. Barnett: I’m pleased to add my voice in support of 
this motion on the Site C clean energy project on behalf 
of my constituents in the Cariboo-Chilcotin.

I represent an area of the province that is very much 
aware of many benefi ts of Site C. Our resource-based in-
dustries are the engine that drives B.C.’s economy. Th ose 
industries in rural B.C. are a large part of the reason our 
province and its citizens enjoy one of the highest stan-
dards of living anywhere.

Much of the credit for our prosperity over the past half-
century and more goes to our former Premier W.A.C. 
Bennett who set our province up for greatness by opening 
up B.C. and turning our vast natural resources into wealth 
while still protecting our pristine natural beauty. My pol-
itical mentor and friend, the late Alex Fraser, served as 
MLA for the Cariboo under Premier Bennett and under-
stood, as Premier Bennett did, the importance of using 
B.C.’s natural resources for the good of all residents.

So it goes with the Site C project. Site C will support 
British Columbians’ quality of life for decades to come 
and will enable continued investment in a growing econ-
omy. Th e benefi ts of Site C are too numerous to mention 
here, but we can start with the 10,000 construction jobs 
that will be created over the life of the project.

About $3.2 billion will be added to the provincial 
economy from the purchase of goods and services dur-
ing construction, including $130 million to the regional 
economy in and around the Peace. Th ere will be $40 mil-
lion in tax revenues during construction going to local 
governments, and about $2 million per year to those lo-
cal governments, once Site C is operational, from grants-
in-lieu and school taxes. In addition, count on another 
$179 million in provincial revenues and $270 million 
in federal revenues from activities during construction.

The benefits are already accumulating, and many 
companies in the region have been awarded contracts. 
Companies are recruiting workers in the region as we 
speak. This recruitment is being supported by B.C. 
Hydro, which is posting contact information for all con-
tractors on the Site C website. B.C. Hydro is also work-
ing with partners in the region, including chambers of 
commerce and employment agencies, to plan a series of 
job fairs, with dates for the job fairs expected to be an-
nounced shortly.

[1820]
Among the benefi ts to local communities from the Site 

C project are a regional legacy benefi ts agreement, infra-

structure improvements, recreation and tourism oppor-
tunities and aff ordable housing. It will contribute $130 
million to the regional economy from the purchase of 
goods and services during construction. Site C will pro-
vide economic benefi ts to the north through job creation, 
business opportunities, benefi ts agreements, increased 
revenues, improved infrastructure and greater access to 
skills training.

B.C. Hydro is working with communities to reach 
agreements that will provide lasting benefi ts for residents 
of the north. Since 2007, B.C. Hydro has used dozens of 
local contractors and vendors from the north. Th is in-
cludes consulting engineers; general contractors; consult-
ing fi rms specializing in wildlife, fi sh and heritage; hotels; 
rental cars; caterers; riverboat transportation; helicopters; 
aerial surveys; land surveyors; janitorial service; and pho-
tography. Th ese contractors are from Fort St. John, Prince 
George and Moberly Lake.

It is important to recognize that all new electricity pro-
jects have impacts. Th e Site C clean energy project will be 
the third dam on Peace River and will utilize the existing 
Williston reservoir. Th is means that Site C can generate 
35 percent of the energy produced at the W.A.C. Bennett 
dam with a reservoir 5 percent of the size. Th e energy it 
provides will support the development of more independ-
ent power projects by backing up intermittent resources 
such as wind. Independent power projects currently pro-
vide 25 percent of B.C.’s electricity and will continue to 
play a vital role in meeting the province’s energy needs.

We must balance economic growth with responsibil-
ity to the environment, just as my mentor Alex Fraser 
believed. Th at is why we have had an extensive three-
year environmental assessment process, including two 
months of public hearings. We consulted with the public 
for seven years about Site C, and it is the most reviewed 
project in our province’s history.

Site C will provide British Columbians with the most 
aff ordable, reliable, clean power for more than a century. 
Our electricity is very aff ordable. We have the third-low-
est residential rates and fourth-lowest industrial rates in 
North America.

Our population and economy are growing, and the 
demand for power is expected to increase by 40 percent 
over the next 20 years. We have to meet future needs 
while maintaining our advantage in aff ordable power, 
and to keep rates low, we must build Site C.

Th e project will build on the success of our existing 
hydroelectric system and benefi t British Columbians for 
generations to come. Th at is why I support Site C — not 
like my opposition across the way, who say no to every re-
source development in the province of British Columbia, 
who say no to mines, who say no to this, who say: “Take 
it to the BCUC, and then aft er you take it to the BCUC, 
we’ll get you to take it to someone else.”

Our province is moving forward with a government 
that can make good, strong decisions, both for the econ-
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omy and for the environment.

[Madame Speaker in the chair.]

S. Simpson: I’m pleased to spend a little time, aft er 
we’ve wasted the better part of 4½ hours on a political 
stunt here, this particular resolution. And it is simply that.

We know the decision has been made. Th e decision 
is made. Th e fi rst major contract has been let. Morgan 
Environmental from Alberta has the contract, and we 
know that’s going ahead because you can talk to the 
people in Fort St. John who are looking at all of those 
Alberta licence plates for all those jobs that British 
Columbians don’t have.

For all of the phony arguments of this minister and her 
colleagues…. Talk about phony arguments. Th ey don’t 
care. Th ey will give it away. Th e Minister of Jobs says: 

“Send the jobs to Alberta.”

Madame Speaker: Th rough the Chair.
[1825]

S. Simpson: She’s happy to send them to Alberta.
What we see here is what is nothing more than cheap 

politics in this resolution. Now, we know cheap politics 
is well instilled in the DNA of Liberal cabinet ministers, 
so that’s just the way it is.

Interjection.

S. Simpson: Th at’s just the way it is, Minister.
So what do we have here? Th e only thing that may stop 

this project at this point will be a court case in November 
that we’ll see about, with the First Nations. Th at will play 
out. Other than that, this is a deal that is done. It’s a deal 
that’s done, and it’s a deal that’s done at a cost that we 
can’t even begin to fathom — $6.6 billion in 2007; to-
day, $9 billion.

If we look at the performance of this government…

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Member.

S. Simpson: …project aft er project aft er project, we 
see the costs going up 50 percent, 100 percent. Th is gov-
ernment doesn’t know how to do a project without a 50 
percent or a 100 percent cost overrun.

Look at B.C. Place — 100 percent overrun. Th e con-
vention centre….

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Member.

S. Simpson: Ridiculous, ridiculous overruns.

Madame Speaker: Member, the Chair will hear the 
commentary.

S. Simpson: We have a project that’s $9 billion now. 
Will it be $10 billion, $12 billion, $13 billion, $14 bil-
lion by the time we’re done? I suppose it probably will be.

Of course, the problem here is that there has been no 
oversight — none at all. Th e B.C. Utilities Commission, 
the place where a project of this magnitude should have 
been…. Th is government manipulated it in every pos-
sible way and refused to allow it go there.

Do we want to understand why? It’s not hard. 
November 24, 2013, the Globe and Mail. What does the 
Minister of Energy say? “Putting Site C to a regulatory 
review would get in the way of the provincial govern-
ment’s energy plans,” the minister said. “Th at would have 
exposed those projects to the intervener process that we 
have at the B.C. Utilities Commission.” We wouldn’t want 
that, would we? We wouldn’t want the regulatory regime, 
which was put in place for good reasons, to be used.

Instead, we have this manipulation by this minister, by 
this government, to ram this thing forward. Th at’s the re-
ality that we’re talking about.

So what do we have? Instead, we have one process. We 
do have a process here. We have a process; it was the joint 
review panel. Th at’s probably the closest thing we got to 
a process. What did the joint review panel tell us? Well, 
let’s look at what the joint review panel told us. “Site C 
would seem cheap one day. But the project would be ac-
companied by signifi cant environmental and social costs, 
and the costs would not be borne by those who benefi t. 
Th e larger eff ects are: signifi cant unmitigated losses to 
wildlife and rare plants, including losses to species under 
the Species at Risk Act; signifi cant unmitigated losses 
to fi sh and fi sh habitat; losses of certain archaeological, 
historical and paleontological resources; social costs to 
farmers, ranchers, hunters and other users of the Peace 
River Valley; and forced changes to the current uses of 
land and water by signatories to treaty 8, other First 
Nations and the Métis. Th ese losses will be borne by the 
people of the valley, some of whom say there is no pos-
sible compensation.”

Th at’s what they said, but that’s not all the joint review 
panel said. Th ey said that large LNG plants, which this 
government suggested were part of the reason for this, 
and pipelines are likely to be powered by natural gas. We 
know they’re going to be powered by natural gas. Th e 
PDA told us that.

What else did the joint review panel say? “For a num-
ber of reasons set out in the text, the panel cannot con-
clude that the power of Site C is needed on the schedule 
presented.” Th at’s what the joint review panel said.

Th ey also talked about alternatives. What did they say? 
“B.C. Hydro now says 700 megawatts of fi rm power via 
geothermal resources may be available at competitive 
prices. They are, however, forbidden by policy to de-
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velop it.” Th is is what B.C. Hydro says and the joint re-
view panel says. As they say, B.C. Hydro is forbidden by 
policy to pursue it.

[1830]
Th ere are a number of other renewable alternatives 

available at costs comparable to Site C, the review panel 
says, but these have only been roughly costed in the en-
vironmental impact statement. As a matter of public 
policy, B.C. Hydro is not allowed to develop them and 
so has not invested much in exploration, research and 
engineering.

You have a government here and a minister that makes 
a decision, goes ahead and then closes every door for 
looking at any legitimate alternative or renewable. Th is 
minister and government went out of their way to en-
sure there were no other options. But this minister knows 
he’ll be long gone before the people pay the price for this.

What about the claims on jobs? What about those? 
Well, we know that we had a process here.

I heard the speaker before me talk about Alex Fraser 
being a minister in the W.A.C. Bennett government. Well, 
I recall reading back on the history of Mr. Bennett, who 
created B.C. Hydro and that. In 1963, when they dammed 
the Peace…. Of course, he put the Allied Hydro agree-
ment in place — an agreement that for 50 years has built 
hydro largely on budget and on time, a project labour 
agreement that created great opportunities and great jobs 
for British Columbians.

Th e last project signed by the Allied Hydro Council — 
of course, closely related to the Allied Hydro agreement 

— probably would have been claimed to be John Hart. But 
that agreement gets torn up.

Th e government tears up the Allied Hydro agreement. 
Th e government tears up the agreement that for 50 years 
has been a success in this province, that for 50 years has 
created opportunities in this province. Th e ministers over 
there tear that agreement up. And what do we see? Th ey 
tear the agreement up. Th ey try to hardball this through 
with B.C. Hydro.

Th e building trades, of course, react to that and threat-
en to go to court. We now have a negotiation and a 
memorandum of understanding. But it’s a memorandum 
of understanding that, I’m told, has a weighting system 
that nobody knows about, a weighting system that’s sup-
posed to guarantee jobs for British Columbians.

I would note that $9 billion, $10 billion, $11 billion, 
$12 billion, whatever this ends up costing — all B.C. tax-
payers’ money. British Columbians should get those jobs. 
Th ere are no more guarantees here than there are in the 
LNG agreement that we debated this summer, where 
there’s not a single job guarantee in there. Billions of 
dollars of taxpayers’ money and not a single agreement 

— unbelievable.
I see….

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Member, just wait.
Ministers will come to order.
Please continue.

S. Simpson: I would say to the Minister of Energy: 
“You should talk to the minister of jobs and economic 
development.” I know that she has seen the ads that the 
building trades are running in Fort St. John newspapers 
and elsewhere saying: “What happened to the deal?” She 
could tell you about that, Minister.

We have a situation where you have a system that 
works. I guess that had to get torn up because somebody 
had to fi gure out how to mollify Phil Hochstein, who’s 
unhappy aft er he messed up skills training. You took that 
away from him. Now you’ve given him Site C.

Interjection.

S. Simpson: The 17th minister or 18th or 23rd or 
whatever the number is.

Th is is a stunt. When I go back and look at the mo-
tion, the motion talks about aff ordability. But the joint 
review panel says we can’t assess that because we don’t 
have enough information, and the government has ex-
cluded the ability to look at alternatives, renewables and 
other things. Th ey’ve shut that door. So how we look at 
aff ordability is not there.

Th ey said an environmental review process. Th e list 
of environmental impacts is long and diffi  cult and about 
jobs. Th ere is no guarantee here about those jobs.

I hear the communications person from B.C. Hydro 
saying in a quote that, well, half the jobs have gone to 
British Columbians. Congratulations. Half the jobs have 
gone to British Columbians. When we have half for 
British Columbians….

[1835]
Th is is the Liberal model for success. You pay 100 per-

cent of the bills, and you get half the benefi ts. Th at’s the 
Liberal approach. Talk about bunglers. Th ey bungle, and 
they misrepresent things, and they get themselves elected. 
It’s pretty impressive how they do that. I must say, that’s 
pretty impressive.

Th is motion isn’t deserving of support because of what 
it is. Th e motion isn’t deserving of support. I heard the 
Minister of Energy — and we’ll hear him talk about this 
again — talking about leadership, I think, when he made 
his comments at the beginning. Well, let’s talk about 
strong leadership.

Strong leadership isn’t about manipulating a process 
to close doors so that an organization like B.C. Hydro 
can’t look at its alternatives. Th at’s not strong leadership. 
Strong leadership isn’t about running away from regu-
latory organizations like the B.C. Utilities Commission.

It’s not about closing the doors on transparency, clos-
ing the doors on evidence and saying: “I don’t care about 
evidence.” Well, I know that the minister will say any-
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thing to get this done. He will say anything. And that’s 
why most British Columbians aren’t much concerned 
about what the minister says, because it’s anything that 
comes out of his mouth.

What strong leadership is about…. If this minister 
wanted to demonstrate some kind of strong leadership, 
it’s about having the courage of your convictions to send 
this project to the Utilities Commission. It’s the courage 
of your convictions to allow a real analysis of this project, 
a real assessment, to tell B.C. Hydro to go look at renew-
ables, to tell them to go out and look at Revelstoke 6, to 
look at other options and come back with a plan that puts 
British Columbians fi rst instead of Liberals, their political 
agenda and their friends. Th at’s what we’re doing today.

Th is motion is just a commentary on the dismal situa-
tion across the bench from us. It’s a commentary on a gov-
ernment that is desperate. LNG went in the ditch in a big 
way, so they need a megaproject. Who cares what happens 
to British Columbians? Who cares about taxpayers? “Let’s 
throw this one up and see if it sticks, because we need a 
megaproject for the Premier.” Th at’s what we’ve got here.

It’s just bad politics, bad science, bad programs, bad 
policy. But it comes from a bad government, so who 
would expect anything else?

V. Huntington: It’s always such a hard act to follow 
the member.

It’s taken me a long time to reach a conclusion on the 
building of the Site C dam. And the minister is right. On 
an issue this important to British Columbia, we owe our 
constituents a clear statement of our position.

I’ve been north to see what Site C means to the Peace 
Valley. I’ve stood on the dam site. I visited the camps — 
huge camps — which the Site C camps will dwarf. I’ve 
seen the fabulous industrial might of the oil and gas in-
dustry. It’s fascinating. It’s exciting. It’s big machinery, big 
money, big and very bright minds. And I’ve listened to 
and struggled with the arguments on both sides.

I have to say that, yes, there will be jobs. But I must ask: 
how many jobs? Is it going to be 50 percent of that lovely 
10,000 number that we keep hearing? Is Alberta going 
to get all of the construction jobs because it’s so much 
cheaper to bid out of Alberta than in British Columbia? 
And how many jobs can we expect when the Premier has 
to tell B.C. Hydro to make a deal with labour?

Yes, it’s clean energy, but it’s clean energy that’s des-
tined to fuel a new industry that will make a farce of B.C.’s 
own carbon regulations. And I’ve seen the eff ects of the 
development Site C will have on a supercharged north-
east B.C.: the cumulative impact in the boreal forest, huge 
camps, gas pipelines, water pipelines, oil pipelines, roads, 
water pits, construction sites, drilling sites, seismic lines 
and resource roads.

[1840]
I’ve seen the loss of superb agricultural land at a time 

when we have a desperate need for food security, not 

only in British Columbia but in Canada and throughout 
the world. I’ve seen what the loss of heritage will mean 

— the ancient Beringia corridor, the earliest site of non-
native habitation; the Rocky Mountain Fort. I’ve seen 
what the loss of critical habitat will mean — the failure 
to observe aboriginal rights and the protection of trad-
itional territories.

When I look at this motion, I am struck by its arro-
gance, its sheer delight in ignoring the realities surround-
ing the decision to build the dam. And I am most struck 
by its typical attitude toward process — any process that 
gets in the way of the minister’s idea of what is righteous. 
Process has been irrelevant in this Site C saga.

Th e ALC? It has ignored the application process that’s 
required by law. A thorough environmental review? We 
have rewritten our environmental laws. It’s a broken sys-
tem and a broken process. We’ve rewritten the regula-
tions. We’ve struck the word “environment” from the 
Navigable Waters Act and website. We’ve narrowed the 
terms of reference so that there’s no consideration of 
cumulative eff ects, related projects. We look at how to 
mitigate a project, not whether or not it should proceed.

We’ve read the decision from the review panel in a nar-
row fashion. Th e panel says that the biological diversity 
of the Peace is a global asset of great value to present and 
future generations. Th e panel says the loss of biodiversity 
has a cost in terms of its loss to world biodiversity and 
heritage. It also has a fi nancial cost.

Th e panel said the project should go to the BCUC. 
Th at is the worst of all of the lack of process in this: the 
exemption of a project from the BCUC. And this is what 
has fi nally turned my opinion on the matter: the govern-
ment’s fear of having experts determine whether the pro-
ject was needed.

Th e decision to proceed with Site C was such a fore-
gone conclusion and was so bad that the chair of the 
review panel actually broke silence and said the gov-
ernment’s decision was not in the public interest; that it 
was obvious the government had been determined to go 
ahead regardless; that it deserves scrutiny by the experts 
in BCUC; that the cost forecast done by members of the 
construction industry was nothing more than putting the 
fox in the henhouse.

So the minister can say whatever he wants. But unless 
he has the gumption to put this project in front of the 
commission that is legally bound to review it; unless he 
wants to fi nd out the truth, however annoying it may be; I 
will never support anything he says about building Site C.

Process is important, so important. Time-consuming? 
Yes. Frustrating? Yes. Hard work? Yes. But process gives 
us all a common approach, a common understanding 
of what is needed, a face to the law. It suggests fairness, 
a lack of bias and a willingness to listen. It suggests that 
democracy is alive.

People depend on process. It lets us participate peace-
fully with some level of hope and trust. But when a gov-
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ernment not only stops listening, but also decides that 
process is getting in the way, then the people have noth-
ing — absolutely nothing. Th ey lose faith, they lose hope, 
they lose trust, and they get angry.

Without process, there are only three ways to turn: 
the courts, and risk bankruptcy; activism; or a growing 
distrust and disdain for government. I ask government 
members opposite: do you see what we see out there? Do 
you see the court cases, the demonstrations, the public 
distrust of government?

Democracy is a balancing act. It requires both sides to 
respect the rules. When it comes to Site C, this govern-
ment hasn’t respected the rules for a long time.

Madame Speaker: Seeing no further speakers, the 
minister closes debate.

Hon. B. Bennett: Let me wrap it up.
It was a good debate on both sides. The only dis-

appointment for me personally is that the vast majority of 
NDP opposition members refused to actually say wheth-
er they supported the Site C project or not.

[1845]
When I fi rst stood up here a few hours ago, I predicted 

that the NDP would bob and weave on this. Th ey really 
are afraid to have their members actually say whether 
they support the Site C project or not. Th ere are NDP 
members who are very tightly tied to the labour move-
ment, and good for them. We all fi nd our constituencies 
wherever we fi nd them. We get elected because we fi nd 
people of common view, and they support us and help 
us get elected. Th ere are members over there who know 
darn well that the right thing to do is to support this pro-
ject. But they’ve been told, obviously….

Most of them didn’t get a chance to speak here today, 
and that’s a shame. Most of them didn’t get that oppor-
tunity to speak. But the members who did speak — some 
of them spoke passionately.

Th e member for Saanich South, who can be very pas-
sionate, spoke passionately about agriculture. She’s wrong 
about what she said about the profound impact on agri-
culture, based on what the independent panel said. Th is 
is not my opinion. What the panel said was that the im-
pact on agriculture in fact was not signifi cant.

I mean no disrespect to the people — particularly the 
people who are going to lose land and who are going 
to have to maybe, in some cases, even lose their homes. 
Th ere’s absolutely no way to sugar-coat that. We get that. 
But the panel looked at everything and found a balance 
and recommended, in fact, that this was the best way to 
acquire the electricity.

What I heard, essentially…. Well, I heard one mem-
ber.… I heard a few members basically say: “All B.C. 
Hydro projects are over budget. They’re just all over 
budget. All of them are over budget.” One of the members 
from Victoria stood up and said: “Four transmission lines 

are $500 million over budget.” I have no idea where she 
got that kind of information except that somebody prob-
ably wrote it down for her, and she said it in the House. 
It’s just not true.

You know, if there was more time, I could read into the 
record eight capital projects that B.C. Hydro has done 
in the very recent past that were actually under budget. 
I will also tell members that in fact, the capital projects 
built in the last three years came in, overall, under budget. 
For the NDP to stand in this House and say over and 
over and over again that B.C. Hydro can’t build anything 
on time, on budget, is demonstrably wrong, and we can 
prove it.

I also heard here, this aft ernoon, my critic argue that 
we should keep Burrard Th ermal. Th at is an unbelievable 
position for the NDP to take. It is a dirty plant that produ-
ces dirty electricity, when it produces anything. It would 
take $400 million to get it up to snuff . Even when it was 
up to snuff , it would still be ineffi  cient and rarely used.

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Members.

Hon. B. Bennett: It would produce signifi cant green-
house gas emissions. Th at’s a very, very strange position 
for my critic to take. But I think the strangest position 
for my critic to take….

Th is one was piggybacked. Th ere was a bunch of the 
NDP members that talked about Revelstoke 6. Well, the 
solution to all of our problems, apparently, according to 
the NDP, is: “Well, let’s just go build Revelstoke 6.”

Interjection.

Hon. B. Bennett: Th e hon. member is saying: “Why 
did you shelve Revelstoke 6?”

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Members. Members.

Hon. B. Bennett: Hon. Speaker, it would be my great 
pleasure, my great pleasure, to tell the member that ac-
tually, Revelstoke 6 is being built. It may, in fact, be in 
operation before Site C. Revelstoke 6 is going to be built, 
so I’m going to give the member the opportunity to 
change his mind on the whole Site C debate. He may de-
cide to support the Site C project at this point.

I should also tell that member and other members that 
in fact, Revelstoke 6 will produce zero energy — zero ener-
gy. It is a 100 percent capacity project, so to suggest that 
Revelstoke 6 should supplant the Site C project just shows 
that the member has a little bit more homework to do.

[1850]
He’s a solid critic, and I respect him. He comes up with 
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the odd good question, but he certainly was off  base on 
this one. A lot of speakers today said that we didn’t look 
at all of the alternatives. Th at is a….

Interjection.

Hon. B. Bennett: Well, it’s not true, but analyze that. 
I mean, the NDP and the Green Party member stood 
up and basically said: “Well, we could get that electricity 
from geothermal.” Okay, so where? What geothermal 
project is there in B.C.? Th ere are none. Th ere are zero. 
Th ey have had opportunities, numerous occasions, to bid 
into calls. Th e standing off er program is there today. Th ey 
can bid in today, under the standing off er program, up to 
15 megawatts — no problem. Th ey’re not there.

It doesn’t exist yet. Do I hope it exists some day? 
Absolutely. I said earlier in my speech that I really hope 
that geothermal does get developed. But it’s not there, 
and it’s not going to be there ten years from now. Th at 
leaves wind, solar, bioenergy and tidal, I suppose. Tidal 
is not nearly developed enough to be having a discussion 
about fi nding 1,100 megawatts.

It was suggested today by both the NDP and the Green 
member that we could just use wind. Th e cost of wind 
has come down. Th ere’s no question about that. But what 
would that do to the ratepayer? Well, if you get 1,100 mega-
watts of wind you, in fact, are going to also need 1,100 
megawatts of something else that’s fi rm. So you’re going 
to have to have gas plants all over the province to back up 
that wind power, because the wind doesn’t always blow.

It may be news for the opposition. Th is may be like 
a news fl ash: the wind doesn’t always blow, and the sun 
doesn’t always shine. So you have to have some sort of 
fi rm energy to back that up. It doesn’t seem that compli-
cated to me.

Interjections.

Madame Speaker: Th rough the Chair.

Hon. B. Bennett: Of course, the big one, it seemed 
like for everybody — the NDP and the two independ-
ents — is to send it to the BCUC. I’m really curious to 
know why the NDP, in particular, thinks that it’s a really 
good idea for the BCUC to make a big energy policy de-
cision about a big energy project. When they, the NDP, 
were in government in the 1990s and one of their mem-
bers, a member who I have the utmost respect for, was 
Energy Minister….

I’m not going to read the quotes out again, because 
it seems unnecessary. But when these folks, these col-
leagues of ours across the way, were in government in 
the 1990s, they actually said, probably right here in this 
place: “We don’t think that we should take these power 
plant projects to the BCUC. Th at’s just like red tape. Once 
they go through an environmental assessment and they 

have some independent assessment, that ought to be 
good enough.” Th at’s what they said. I don’t know how 
you square that.

I don’t hear anything from the other side right now, so 
I think they’re having trouble squaring that.

Interjections.

Hon. B. Bennett: It’s been suggested…. You know, 
there are a few folks shouting things out like “read the 
act.” Somebody actually suggested that what we did was 
illegal. What I would say is: read the legislation. What 
we did was completely within the legislation of British 
Columbia in all ways.

I think I’ll go back to where I started when I fi rst stood 
up here. What has come out of this debate here today? 
Th is debate has been referred to as a stunt and a waste of 
time. Th e guy….

Interjections.
[1855]

Hon. B. Bennett: Now they’re wasting time. Th ey’re 
wasting time. Th e guy who said that actually spoke for 
the longest.

Th e public deserves to know where politicians stand 
on major issues. Every single NDP member except one, 
the man from Port Alberni — God love him — had the 
you-know-what to say here today that he opposes the Site 
C project. Good for him, but nobody else over there did.

Th ank you, hon. Speaker. I call the motion.
[1900]

Madame Speaker: Excuse me, Madam Clerk.
For the purposes of recording the vote, there should 

be silence in the chamber.
Please proceed.

Motion approved on the following division:

YEAS — 39

Lee Sturdy Bing
Hogg Yamamoto Michelle Stilwell
Stone Fassbender Oakes
Wat Virk Rustad
Wilkinson Pimm Sultan
Hamilton Reimer Ashton
Morris Hunt Sullivan
Polak de Jong Clark
Coleman Bond Bennett
Letnick Bernier Barnett
Th ornthwaite McRae Plecas
Kyllo Tegart Martin
Foster Dalton Gibson

NAYS — 29
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Simpson Robinson Farnworth

James Dix Ralston

Fleming Popham Conroy

Austin Chandra Herbert Huntington

Macdonald Eby Mungall

Bains Elmore Shin

Heyman Darcy Donaldson

Krog Trevena D. Routley
Weaver Chouhan Rice

Holman B. Routley

Hon. M. de Jong moved adjournment of the House.

Motion approved.

Madame Speaker: Th is House, at its rising, stands ad-
journed until 10 a.m. tomorrow morning.

Th e House adjourned at 7:02 p.m.
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