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Regarding Nominations for Appointment to BC Ferry Authority 
Board of Directors 

 

Annex C 

P23 

REPORTS 
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7.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
Pender Harbour Resource Recovery Facility Implementation Plan and 
Costs 
 

Annex E 
P29-33 

8.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
Solid Waste Management Plan Clarification and Next Steps 
 

Annex F 
P34-37 

9.  Solid Waste Management Coordinator 
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Regional Water Service – Project Carryover – Granthams 
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15.  Section Secretary 
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IN CAMERA 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance 
with section 90(1) (k) of the Community Charter “negotiations and related 
discussions respecting the proposed provision of a municipal service …” 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: radamson@ubcm.ca [mailto:radamson@ubcm.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2010 10:35 AM 
To: John France 
Cc: Susan Hunt 
Subject: Water Sustainability Act 
 
Dear John France, 
 
Hello, 
 
The following information should be sent to CAO, Board and Council. 
______ 
 
Dear UBCM Members: 
 
Please find enclosed a letter from the Honourable Murray Coell, 
Minister of Environment, and John Slater, Parliamentary Secretary for 
Water Stewardship, on the Province s proposed Water Sustainability 
Act. 
 
A copy of the Policy Proposal on British Columbia s New Water 
Sustainability Act is also enclosed, which summarizes the overall 
framework and key features of the proposed Act. 
 
The Province is encouraging local governments to provide feedback on 
the Policy Proposal by January 30, 2011. Comments can be submitted by 
email to livingwatersmart@gov.bc.ca or by fax to 250 356-1202. 
 
UBCM would appreciate being carbon copied on any submissions made to 
the  
Province on the proposed Act.   Submissions can be carbon copied to 
Jared  
Wright, Senior Policy Analyst, UBCM (jwright@ubcm.ca). 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance on this matter. 
 
 
 
 
This advisory is provided through a distribution system that is 
maintained and monitored by UBCM.  To change or update the contact 
information for your organization, please contact radamson@ubcm.ca. 
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December 17, 2010 

 

 
Dear Mayors, Councillors and Regional District Chairs:  

 

We are pleased to provide you with a copy of a Policy Proposal on British Columbia’s New 

Water Sustainability Act and invite you to participate in the next phase of Water Act 

modernization.  

 

The proposed Water Sustainability Act will update and build on the existing Water Act, respond 

to current and future pressures on water, and position B.C. as a leader in water stewardship. The 

Policy Proposal summarizes the overall framework and key features of the proposed Act and 

reflects background research, review and analysis conducted over the past two years. The public 

engagement process including dialogue at 12 regional workshops and 900 written submissions, 

also played a strong role in shaping this Policy Proposal. 

 

Beginning in January 2011, Ministry of Environment staff will explain key features of the Water 

Sustainability Act in greater detail on the Living Water Smart Blog at 

http://blog.gov.bc.ca/livingwatersmart. We would appreciate your feedback and encourage you 

to participate by posting your questions and comments on the Blog. Comments can also be 

submitted by email to livingwatersmart@gov.bc.ca or by fax to 250 356-1202. 

 

In closing, we would like to thank you for your patience and for your commitment to water 

stewardship. Together, we can build a sustainable future for British Columbia’s water resources. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
_____________________________               

Murray Coell                                                   

Minister  

            

 

   

___________________________________ 

John Slater 

Parliamentary Secretary for Water Stewardship 

 

 

 

Ministry of  
Environment 

Office of the  
Minister 

Mailing Address: 
Parliament Buildings 
Victoria BC  V8V 1X4 

Telephone:     250 387-1187 
Facsimile:       250 387-1356 
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Attachment:  Policy Proposal on British Columbia’s new Water Sustainability Act 

 
cc: Honourable Stephanie Cadieux 

Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development 

 

Gary MacIsaac, Executive Director 

Union of British Columbia Municipalities  

 

Mike Furey, Assistant Deputy Minister 

Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development 
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British Columbia’s

Policy Proposal on British Columbia’s new 
Water Sustainability Act

December 2010

Modernization
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“British Columbia has a rich heritage in our 

lakes, rivers and streams.  Linked to generations past, present and future, our 

water resources are the foundation of our health, our communities, 

our prosperity and our environment.

                Building on this heritage is vitally important. We can only do this 

together.  I look forward to hearing your thoughts on a 

new Water Sustainability Act for British Columbia.” 

Murray Coell
                Minister of Environment 
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LEARN MORE ABOUT WATER ACT MODERNIZATION AT www.livingwatersmart.ca/water-act/ 3

Government is exploring ways to modernize the Water Act to respond to the new chal-
lenges that exist for managing our water, including dealing with population growth, land 
and resource development and climate change. Modernizing our water laws is an impor-
tant commitment in Living Water Smart: BC’s Water Plan. The next step in Water Act 
Modernization is to present British Columbians with a proposal for a new Water Sustain-
ability Act that would replace the current Water Act.  

The purpose of this paper is to:

Summarize the key policies of the proposed new Water Sustainability Act, and 

Provide an opportunity for stakeholders, First Nations and the public to comment on   
the proposed policies which will form the basis for the legislation.

This document summarizes the key policies being contemplated for the proposed new 
Water Sustainability Act, expected to be introduced into the legislature in 2012.  The 
Provincial Government is interested in your views and encourages your comments on 
any aspect of this proposal.  Information on how you can participate is provided at the 
end of this document.  

Throughout this paper are a number of boxes identified as What we heard.  These sum-
marize some of the comments submitted to us during our engagement with you earlier 
this year.  The electronic version of this document contains live hyperlinks to additional 
information.  More detailed background on Living Water Smart and Water Act Modern-
ization is also available from the Living Water Smart website at www.livingwatersmart.ca.

 
    ater Act Modernization ContinuesVV

Engagement on Water Act Modernization began with the launch of the Living Water Smart 
Blog in December 2009.  The Ministry of Environment spent much of 2010 engaging with 
stakeholders, First Nations and the public on Water Act Modernization.  The Ministry 
released a Discussion Paper in February 2010 and delivered 12 regional workshops during 
March and April 2010. 

About 900 submissions were received from a broad range of interests and citizens, and are 
summarized in the Water Act Modernization Report on Engagement, which was released in 
September 2010. 

The report, along with copies of all submissions and other background information, are 
available on the Living Water Smart website at www.livingwatersmart.ca.

During the summer and fall, Ministry of Environment staff reviewed and analyzed all the 
public input and developed draft policy proposals with the support of other ministries and 
external technical advisors. 

Process to date
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In response to the high level of public interest and repeated requests for more participation, 
the Ministry committed to providing the public with additional opportunities to com-
ment on specific Water Act Modernization proposals.  This document has been prepared in 
response to that commitment. 

All feedback from this phase of engagement will be shared with you via the Living Water 
Smart Blog and website and carefully considered as policy moves forward through the leg-
islative development process. 

Figure 1: Diagram 
summarizing the Water 
Act Modernization 
process. 
The new opportunity for 
your input is coloured 
green.
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A new Water Sustainability Act
The Water Sustainability Act is for British Columbia – its communities, its environment and 
its economy.  It will help lighten BC’s water footprint and transition to a new way of manag-
ing water.  Water in some parts of BC is already under pressure from a number of compet-
ing demands, and these demands continue to increase.  Urban, land and resource develop-
ment, climate change and population growth all affect ecosystems, and ground and surface 
water quantity and quality.  

The WSA directly addresses the four goal areas in the Water Act Modernization Discussion 
Paper and will update, build on and replace the current Water Act.  The WSA will respond 
to current and future pressures on water, and position BC as a leader in water stewardship.  
In addition to the focus on water supply and water quality, protecting human and environ-
mental health, natural ecosystems and their goods and services, water security and public 
safety, and community, regional and economic development will also be important.  For 
greater certainty, the provisions of the new Act are intended to respect aboriginal and treaty 
rights in a manner consistent with the Constitution Act of Canada.

The Water Sustainability Act (WSA) will establish a new legislative framework that will 
address BC’s geographic and hydrologic diversity.  The new Act will reflect the Provincial 
Government’s leadership and encourage 
British Columbians to be responsible water 
stewards.  It will support climate change 
adaptation and economic security and help 
ensure that water sustainability is considered 
in all decisions affecting water.

The WSA will establish a provincial frame-
work based on risk, competing demands and 
scarcity, and enable an area-based approach 
for water management.  The WSA will 
support government’s shift in the natural 
resource sector to an area-based model 
and a more integrated approach for natural 
resource management.  

Using an area-based approach means that 
local conditions, issues and interests, and 
local knowledge and information, including 
traditional ecological knowledge, will influ-
ence water management and help inform decisions.  

Figure 2 (Appendix A) illustrates some of the challenges facing BC’s water supply.  Figure 3 

A new Water Sustainability Act: Framework

What we heard...  
A strong provincial framework with 
clear and enforceable standards is 
needed.

A framework that allows all levels of gov-
ernment and the public to understand 
everyone’s roles and responsibilities.

Ecosystem-level protections are key to 
ensuring access to clean water for all 
purposes. Standards must be enforce-
able, but allow for collaborative and 
innovative improvements.
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(Appendix B) provides an overview of the proposed Water Sustainability Act. 

The new WSA will have three levels of action for water management.  Province-wide, a 
number of legislative requirements will apply, including protecting instream flows, regulat-
ing groundwater use, requiring more efficient use of water and using economic instruments 
and incentives.  

In areas experiencing declining water supply, water quality or deteriorating ecosystems – 
known and chronic problem areas – additional and more stringent requirements will apply.  
This approach will enable management that is proactive (prevent problems from occur-
ring) and responsive (respond to problems where they exist) where required.  Criteria and 
thresholds will guide identification of these areas, and increasing risk, conflict and scarcity 
will drive increasing levels of planning, collaboration, and regulatory action. 

In known problem areas where water supply and quality issues can be mitigated, water re-
source assessments will examine water supply and water quality problems and assess other 
area-specific factors.  Strategies will be designed to meet area needs and avoid or manage 
problems.  Requirements could include developing strategic water allocation plans (e.g., 
how water is allocated in the future), using area and sector based terms and conditions for 
new licences, using economic instruments or requiring additional monitoring and data col-
lection.  Collaborative and cross-sectoral approaches to solve problems will be used where 
and when appropriate.

In chronic problem areas where there are significant water supply issues and risks to water 
quality, quantity, and ecosystems, recovery action will be needed.  Requirements could 
involve developing water resource assessments and strategic water allocation plans, prepar-
ing watershed sustainability plans, new conditions for existing and new licences, limits to 
new allocations, use of additional incentives and economic instruments or changes to land 
use practices.  In these areas, collaboration and cross sector approaches involving industry, 
governments, communities, water users and citizens will be required to resolve problems 
and take action to address problems.  

Table 1 summarizes the three levels of action and the scope of the policies to be included in 
the Water Sustainability Act.

10



LEARN MORE ABOUT WATER ACT MODERNIZATION AT www.livingwatersmart.ca/water-act/ 7

POLICY PROPOSAL ON BRITISH COLUMBIA’S NEW WATER SUSTAINABILITY ACT

Table 1.  The Water Sustainability Act: A Framework for Water Stewardship in BC

Policy Directions Three levels of action for water stewardship   – key policies

Protect stream health 
and aquatic environ-
ments 

Consider water in 
land-use decisions

Regulate ground-
water use 

Regulate during scar-
city  

Improve security, 
water use efficiency, 
and conservation 

Measure and report

Enable a range of gov-
ernance approaches 

In all areas of the province, province-wide measures will be implemented, 
including requirements for:   

Decision makers to consider

Provincial Water Objectives in land, water and other resource use deci-
sion making.

Formula-based instream flow assessments for all new groundwater and 
surface water allocation decisions. 

For licensees

To use water more efficiently.  Incentives, economic instruments (e.g., 
increases in water fees and rentals), voluntary efficiency and conserva-
tion measures, and sector-based codes of practice will be enabled.

To report on water use.

Use of criteria and thresholds to identify problems areas. 

Regulating of groundwater use.

Water reserves for agriculture.

A range of collaboration mechanisms, and the ability to delegate respon-
sibility for activities and decisions to local or regional agencies.

Different approaches for managing water during times of scarcity, allowing 
deviation from priority date under exceptional circumstances.

Preserving and protecting wetlands.

Dumping prohibitions.

An expanded compliance and enforcement framework.

Administrative efficiencies for users and for government.

In known problem areas, apply additional measures to pre-empt emerging 
water supply and quality issues, including requirements for:

Water resource assessments that consider available and anticipated water 
supply, and emerging social, environmental and economic trends.

Area- and sector- based conditions for new licences.

Incentives, economic instruments, and voluntary efficiency and conserva-
tion measures.

Additional reporting requirements (e.g., stream flow, aquifer levels).

In chronic problem areas, apply additional measures to respond to known 
water supply issues and risks to water quality, including requirements for:

Watershed sustainability plans where degraded watersheds require recov-
ery action and will affect both land and water development and use.

Conditions for existing and new licences (e.g., licence expiry dates, cutbacks 
on water allocations).

Additional incentives, economic instruments and voluntary efficiency and 
conservation measures.

Collection of additional information, through increased monitoring and 
reporting, and periodic reviews.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

➢

➢

➢

➢
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Instream flows will be protected as an environmental value.  Guidelines will be used to 
determine the instream flow, and decision makers will be required to consider these in new 
water allocation decisions for both ground 
and surface water.  Licensees will be required 
to comply with terms and conditions of water 
licences that ensure their water activities do 
not compromise instream flows. 

Environmental or instream flows refer 
to the amount of water that streams 
need to stay healthy.  Ensuring instream 
flows are protected is about protecting 
natural capital for the future.  Protecting 
instream flows aligns with First Nations 
interests in stream health and supports 
protection of aboriginal rights to hunt 
and fish. 

Instream flow requirements will be 
established through the development 
and application of guidelines.  Once these requirements are incorporated into water 
licences or approvals, the licensee will be required to meet the terms and conditions 
of the water licence.  This approach provides protection of instream flows with 
enforceable terms and conditions in water licences.

Protecting instream flows also requires regulating activities that may cause dam-
age to aquatic environments (e.g., instream works, water use, dumping), consider-
ing how decisions affect water flow to maintain ecological function and regulating 
groundwater use (recognizing that surface and ground water are connected).

Setting instream flow requirements may reduce the amount of water available in 
some areas for new water licence applications.  Imposing additional restrictions in 
new water licences may result in increases in project costs, such as the costs associ-
ated with constructing storage infrastructure.  The need to maintain instream flows 
may result in increased pressure to use groundwater.

Protecting instream flows and water use reduction during times of scarcity may 
result in more frequent regulatory action – some senior licensees who have never 
been regulated may be periodically reduced or suspended.  

A new Water Sustainability Act: Policy Directions

The following are key policies being developed as part of the Water Sustainability Act.  

1. Policy Direction – Protect Stream Health and Aquatic Environments

2. Policy Direction – Consider Water in Land-use Decisions

Provincial Water Objectives (PWOs) will be established for British Columbia.  PWOs will 
guide decisions made by statutory decision makers under the proposed WSA and other 
laws affecting land and resource use on crown and private land.  They will be sufficiently 
flexible to accommodate regional and local differences.  PWOs may focus on:

Ensuring secure access to healthy water (good quality and adequate quantity),

What we heard...  
Strong support for protection of 
stream health and aquatic environ-
ments.

Support for both guidelines and 
standards – preference for standards.  
Guidelines are too flexible or not 
enforceable. 

Support for strengthening dumping 
prohibitions.

➢

➢

➢

➢

➢
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POLICY PROPOSAL ON BRITISH COLUMBIA’S NEW WATER SUSTAINABILITY ACT

Addressing conflict among users, and pressures and trends in water supply and de-
mand,
Protecting naturally flow sensitive 
streams and ecosystem health,  
Addressing cumulative impacts. 

All activities (land and water) within 
a watershed have the potential to af-
fect water quality, quantity and timing 
of flow. 

PWOs will improve consistency in 
decision-making across all regions of 
BC in relation to protection of water 
quantity, water quality and timing 
of flow.  PWOs will also align how 
statutory decision makers under a 
variety of statutes (e.g., Forest and 
Range Practices Act, Oil and Gas 
Activities Act) consider water when 
making decisions regarding land use as well as water allocation.  

In some areas, meeting PWOs may affect where and how land and resources are 
developed.  In some cases, additional requirements (e.g., information, mitigation 
strategies) to meet PWOs may be required.

3. Policy Direction – Regulate Groundwater Use

Groundwater extraction and use will be regulated in problem areas and for all large 
groundwater withdrawals across BC.  All 
existing and new large groundwater users 
throughout the province will be required to 
obtain a licence or an approval.  The defini-
tion of a large withdrawal is currently being 
determined, and could potentially be in the 
range of 250 to 500 cubic metres per day for 
wells in unconsolidated aquifers and 100 
cubic metres per day for wells in bedrock 
aquifers.

Groundwater will be licensed more extensively 
in problem areas.  In known and chronic prob-
lem areas, licensing requirements will likely also 
apply to smaller users, in some circumstances 
this may apply to private domestic wells.

Licences will specify the maximum quantity 
of groundwater that can be extracted and 
used, and will set out other terms and condi-
tions of pumping and use.  Annual rentals 
for groundwater will be similar to those for 

➢

➢

➢

What we heard...  
Strong support for regulating ground-
water.

Concern expressed for critical areas, 
aquifers under stress, for cross-juris-
dictional integration, if proposals fail 
to resolve vital groundwater extraction 
issues and do not go far enough to 
protect the resource.  watershed and 
ecosystem protection.

Regulation should vary, based on 
groundwater quality and aquifer vul-
nerability.

Many First Nations communities rely 
on groundwater and will be impacted 
by groundwater regulation. 

What we heard...  
Support for watershed and ecosystem 
protection.

Recognize land - water connections 
and the interrelationship and how 
land use practices affect water quality, 
quantity and timing of flow.

Balance ecological protection with 
economic priorities.
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surface water, and will vary according to the water use purpose and the volume allocated.  
Application fees for groundwater licences, short term use approvals and drilling authoriza-
tions will also apply.  In some cases, well owners may be required to submit hydrogeological 
assessments as part of an application for a groundwater licence.  

Groundwater extraction and use is not currently regulated in BC, resulting in local-
ized conflicts, concern about declining groundwater levels and aquifer sustainabil-
ity, and reduced stream flow in some areas. 

Regulating groundwater will provide clarity around the legal access to groundwa-
ter for the people who drink it and a level playing field for the businesses that rely 
on it.  There will be new costs for development of groundwater, requirements for 
monitoring and reporting of use, and potentially costs to implement water use 
efficiency measures.

4. Policy Direction – Regulate During Scarcity

A staged approach will be taken (over time or as conditions dictate) to manage water in 
times of scarcity.  The approach will involve: 

Encouraging licensees to implement efficiency and conservation measures (e.g., 
drought preparedness plans, codes of practice, through incentives, economic mea-
sures), 
Requiring proportional reductions 
based on water supply forecasts.  Imple-
mentation of proportional reduction 
targets will be developed with sectors as 
appropriate, 
Regulating by priority date if efficiency 
and conservation measures, and pro-
portional reductions are insufficient, 
Deviating from priority date to impor-
tance of use will be enabled in excep-
tional circumstances (e.g., where high 
importance water uses are at risk, such 
as municipal water supplies). 

Times of scarcity are periods when 
insufficient water is available to 
meet the needs of users and the 
environment (e.g., drought, exces-
sive water use, natural fluctuations, 
over-licensing).

This approach is intended to pro-
mote water conservation and ef-
ficiency.  It will maintain licensees’ 
certainty of access during times of 
scarcity, other than in exceptional 
circumstances.  It may reduce the 
frequency of regulation, improving access and fairness for junior licensees.  

The ability to regulate by importance of use in exceptional circumstances in the 

➢

➢

➢

➢

➢

What we heard...  
Support for both the First-In-Time-
First-In-Right priority date and a Prior-
ity of Use approach to managing water 
– including groundwater.

Collaboratively determine a Priority of 
Use structure which reduces costs for 
priority uses like drinking water and 
food production.

Food production, drinking water and 
ecosystem protection are shared key 
priorities.

Non-consumptive use of water should 
be addressed differently than con-
sumptive uses.

Greater economic, ecological, and so-
cial benefits will emerge from a more 
efficient system.
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5.1  Economic Instruments
A range of economic instruments will be enabled as incentives for improving water use ef-
ficiency.  Measures could include: 

Fee-based measures – e.g., increasing 
block pricing to incent water conserva-
tion, scarcity pricing, 
Rebates – e.g., infrastructure rebates, 
Liability and assurance regimes – e.g., 
requiring a security bond to prevent en-
vironmental impacts or to clean up and 
restore environmental damage, 
Tradable permits – e.g., water markets. 

Expanding the range of economic in-
struments that are available will allow 
flexibility to protect water province-
wide, incent conservation in known 
and chronic problem areas, and help 
achieve a number of different wa-
ter management objectives, such as 
encouraging water conservation, allocating water efficiently among different users, 
and recovering the full costs of supplying water.

If economic instruments are used, 
licensees will continue to pay fees and 
rentals and the onus will remain on 
licensees to use water beneficially and 
comply with the terms and conditions 
of their licences.

5.2  Best Management Practices, Efficiency 
and Beneficial Use
Water use efficiency will be incorporated into 
the definition of beneficial use.  Water users 
will be required to demonstrate efficiency of 
use, for example, by matching irrigation flows 
with crop and soil types. 

5. Policy Direction – Improve Security, Water Use Efficiency, and Conservation

public interest may be perceived as reducing certainty; however its purpose is 
to allow decision makers to make common sense decisions.  

Water power projects and other non-consumptive uses affect streams differently 
than consumptive uses.  Many of these licensees already have terms and conditions 
in their water licences to protect stream health during times of scarcity.  As such, 
the regulation of these water uses will consider licence requirements and specific 
implications of the project on stream health.  

Storing water helps improve certainty of water availability in the face of variable 
water supplies.  Regulation during scarcity will allow licensees to benefit from their 
investment in storage infrastructure.

➢

➢

➢

What we heard...  
Increases in water pricing might re-
duce agriculture and industry competi-
tiveness and viability. 

Support for enabling economic instru-
ments and incenting conservation and 
efficiency. 

Greater economic, ecological, and 
social benefits will emerge from more 
efficient and flexible systems.

What we heard...  
Support for encouraging greater ef-
ficiency.

Hierarchy of use should not be limited 
only to times of scarcity, but should 
underlie ongoing conservation efforts 
wherever possible.

Conservation efforts to avoid water 
scarcity should be ongoing. 

➢
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Beneficial use under the current Water Act means using water for the licensed pur-
poses (e.g., irrigation, domestic, industrial use) and under the terms and conditions 
of a licence.  A licensee’s requirement to make beneficial use of water currently does 
not include the concept of efficiency. 

Requiring efficiency as part of beneficial use will be supported through develop-
ment of best management practices and codes of practice.

5.3  Agricultural Water Reserves
Agricultural water reserves, which expand the current powers to reserve water for an irri-
gation system or project, will be enabled.  Transfers, extension of rights or other forms of 
collaborative sharing within an agricultural water reserve amongst users will be consid-
ered.  Economic instruments will help pro-
ducers achieve a higher return on their water 
use efficiency investments or their existing 
storage infrastructure.  Using water under 
cancelled agricultural licences (e.g., for non-
use) may be banked in the reserve for future 
uses within the agriculture sector.  

Currently Agricultural Land Re-
serve (ALR) lands can only be used 
for agricultural production.  This 
can sometimes be difficult without 
secure access to water. 

Agricultural water reserves will 
protect the future water supply needs of land within the ALR and protect agricul-
tural water needs.  Creating agricultural water reserves will potentially improve 
the long-term security of water supply for ALR lands. This will also support 
increased agricultural production and food security, and water use efficiency 
within the agriculture sector.  The agriculture sector will have more flexibility to 
maximize economic benefits from the available water supply.

6. Policy Direction – Measure and Report

Licensed ground and surface water users will be required to report actual water use and 
in some cases (e.g., in problem areas) stream flow, groundwater levels, well performance, 
and water quality.  Requirements to report will begin with large surface and groundwater 
users province-wide.  Domestic licensees 
and small private domestic well owners will 
not likely be required to measure and report, 
except potentially in problem areas.  

Additional or more stringent requirements 
for monitoring and reporting (e.g., report-
ing on seasonal water quality) and reporting 
in problem areas will be enabled.  There will 
be flexibility to allow for consideration of 
the appropriateness of implementing these 
requirements. 

➢

➢

➢

➢

What we heard...  
Concerns identified about security of 
water rights.

Concerns about food security.

Establish agricultural water resources 
to complement the Agricultural Land 
Reserve System.

What we heard...  
Government’s role should be mea-
suring and reporting actual water 
use, while providing clear and timely 
information about all impacts on the 
environment and to water users.
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POLICY PROPOSAL ON BRITISH COLUMBIA’S NEW WATER SUSTAINABILITY ACT

A range of approaches to support increased collaboration and participation in activities 
and decision processes will be enabled.  Approaches will include the ability to delegate 
responsibility for activities and decisions to local or regional agencies (e.g., collaboration on 
development of Watershed Sustainability Plans).  Allowing for flexibility, and responding to 
local conditions, interests and specific water 
management issues will be key. 

Water governance includes all the ele-
ments needed to make decisions: laws 
and regulations, agencies and institu-
tions, policies and procedures, and 
science, information, community and 
traditional knowledge.

Ultimate accountability for envi-
ronmental protection will remain 
with the Provincial Government.  
Through the area-based approach, 
the Provincial Government will 
continue to establish and coordinate 
laws, rules, agreements and finan-
cial arrangements, including setting 
provincial objectives and outcomes.  
It will ultimately be responsible for 
deciding the institutions, systems 
and roles for any delegated respon-
sibilities.  The Province will also de-
termine the compliance and enforce-
ment framework. 

Expanding opportunities for collaboration and involvement in decision processes 
will give a broader role to British Columbians.  It will support the inclusion of local 
interests and issues in decisions.

The WSA will be flexible to respond to the range of current and potential agree-
ments that may be established between First Nations and the Provincial Govern-
ment.

7. Policy Direction – Enable a Range of Governance Approaches

Measuring and reporting water use will provide the information needed to effec-
tively manage water, in particular during drought and scarcity.  It will help to pro-
vide a more accurate picture of water availability, and a way to measure efficiency of 
water use over time.

Reporting will provide the data to support adjustment of license volumes to give 
water savings back to the stream and facilitate effective future water rights trad-
ing.  Education of licensees and approval holders about efficient use will also be a 
benefit.

➢

➢

➢

➢

➢

What we heard...  
Support for updating governance 
structures.

Aboriginal rights and title must be 
resolved.

No clear support for a single gover-
nance model.

Inclusive and collaborative structures 
will be vital to successful governance 
improvements.

Establishing partnerships among 
stakeholder groups which build on lo-
cal, tried and true solutions may hold 
the greatest promise for a mandatory 
planning process.

➢
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Continuing the Conversation

Beginning in January 2011, Ministry of Environment staff will explain key features of the 
proposed WSA in greater detail on the Living Water Smart Blog and how you can continue 
to be involved. We welcome your questions and comments on the proposed policy. While 
the easiest way to have your say is to comment via the Living Water Smart Blog, you can 
also comment by email, phone, fax. 

In the previous round of engagement, much of your valued input came in the form of 
emails, letters and faxes. As such, this input was unavailable to a wider audience until we 
released the Report on Engagement.  By submitting your questions and comments directly 
on the Living Water Smart Blog, you can help build a better conversation on the future of 
water sustainability for all British Columbians.  
                
We encourage you to participate in the conversation through January 2011.
                
All comments received in response to the Policy Proposal on B.C.’s new Water Sustainabil-
ity Act will be posted on the Living Water Smart website. Personal contact details will be 
removed before any information is made public.1

For additional background on Water Act Modernization, please refer to:
Water Act Modernization Discussion Paper (February 2010)
Technical Background Report (March 2010) 
Report on Engagement (September 2010) 

1 The Government of British Columbia is committed to protecting the privacy of people whose personal infor-
mation is held by government through responsible information management practices. Any personal informa-
tion provided to the Government of BC is collected, used, and disclosed in accordance with the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act, or other applicable legislation.

on the Blog at:
http://blog.gov.bc.ca/livingwatersmart

by email to:
livingwatersmart@gov.bc.ca

by fax to: 
(250) 356-1202

by telephone to:
(250) 387-4734

by post to:
Water Act Modernization
Ministry of Environment
Water Protection and Sustainability Branch
PO Box 9362
Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC  V8W 9M2

How to Comment
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Water is everyone’s concern
and we can all play a role in determining BC’s water future.  To follow the 

on-going progress of the Water Act Modernization process, visit the 

Living Water Smart Blog.
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British Columbia’s

Policy Proposal on British Columbia’s new 
Water Sustainability Act

    ater Act
Modernization
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Water Act Modernization
Ministry of Environment
Environmental Sustainability Division 
PO Box 9362
Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC V8W 9M2
livingwatersmart@gov.bc.ca
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4330 Kncjwiy, 3urraby, dC, Ejna VSH 4G8 tG4 432 2O0 NWW :netruvnc.D’Jier urg . H

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604 432-6215 Fax 604 451-6614

DEC 1 52010
File: CR-07-10

‘ 7N
Ms Jane Peverett ‘ ‘ . ‘

Chair, Board of Directors ‘ 4) J Li
BC Ferry Authority
500-1321 Blanshard Street
Victoria, BC VBW 0B7

Dear Ms. Peverett:

Re: Nominations for Appointment to the BC Ferry Authority Board of Directors

Further to your letter of October 15, 2010, I am pleased to forward the attached nomination forms
for the three BC Ferry Authority Board of Directors candidates that have been endorsed by Metro
Vancouver. I am confident that Mr. Bodnar, Mr. Domaas and Mr. Fulmer are fully qualified to
represent the Southern Mainland Appointment Area on the BC Ferry Authority’s Board of Directors,
and have the necessary skills and experience to make a positive contribution to Board operations.

Thank you for providing Metro Vancouver an opportunity to participate in the nomination process,
and I look forward to the BC Ferry Authority’s final decision regarding the Southern Mainland
Appointment Area’s Board appointee.

Respectfully I remain,

(
.-‘.

/
c’- Lois E. Jackson

Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

LEJ/HS/sc

cc:. /Donna Shugar, Chair
Sunshne Coast Regional District

Russ Oakley, Chair
Squam ish-Lillooet Regional District

John France, CAO
Sunshine Coast Regional District

Paul Edgington, CAO
Squam ish-Lillooet Regional District

4642595
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 14, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager, Transportation and Facilities 
RE:  Egmont/PENDER HARBOUR TRANSIT STATUS - NOVEMBER 2010 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager, Transportation and Facilities, report entitled “Egmont/PENDER 
HARBOUR TRANSIT STATUS – NOVEMBER” be received for information; 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A transit service linking the Pender Harbour area with Sechelt has been under discussion for 
over a decade and was evaluated by BC Transit in 2000 and 2004.  The reviews included a 
public survey of 1,300 households north of Sechelt in late 1999 that indicated a lack of support 
for the service.  Although the service was not supported by BC Transit at that time, they did 
commit to continue to evaluate the service within their responsibility for planning transit service.  
Further reviews in 2003/4 explored the concept of a service that would be operated without BC 
Transit funding but using BC Transit vehicles.  This option did not receive the support of the 
SCRD board due to the costs, expected low utilization and lack of spare buses.  More recently 
the availability of gas tax funding allowed Area A to purchase a bus such that the dependence 
on BC Transit’s vehicles was eliminated.  At the same time a grant in aid provided the operating 
funding for a service.  SCRD efforts to find a licensed private operator for the service were not 
successful and as a result the SCRD transit system took on the responsibility for operation of 
the service. 

 
The Egmont/Pender Harbour transit service was implemented on September 1, 2010 as a pilot 
project scheduled to end on December 31, 2011.  During that time the service will be evaluated 
on an ongoing basis and there will ultimately be a process to determine whether the service 
should become permanent.   
 
DISCUSSION  
 
The schedule of service provides one round trip per day between Egmont/Pender Harbour and 
Sechelt. The routing also serves the Garden Bay area.  The bus leaves Madeira Park at 9:30 
a.m. and travels to Egmont before heading south and arrives in Sechelt at 12:09 p.m. returning 
to Pender Harbour at 2:09 p.m.  The schedule provides a connection to the 10:25 a.m. ferry 
leaving Earl’s Cove terminal. 
 
Ridership 
Staff have kept daily ridership data since the first day of the service that has been used to define 
a trend using a 10 day moving average as shown below: 
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An initial growth in ridership occurred between September 1st and mid-September after which 
ridership levelled off.  More recently there has been an increase in the Wednesday ridership but 
an overall reduction due to declines on Saturdays.  Saturday ridership is typically more difficult 
to attract due to a lower frequency of school and work trips which increase the availability of 
private vehicles. 
 
Based on the first eight weeks of ridership data we are averaging about 18 passengers per 
week or 1.9 passengers per revenue hour of service excluding layover times.   
 
Fare Revenue 
The fares for the Egmont/Pender Harbour bus are as follows: 
 
  Within Egmont/ To/from  
  Pender Harbour Sechelt 
 
 Adult  $2.00  $5.00 
 Child (5 to 11)    1.00    2.00 
 Infant (under 5)   Free   Free 
 
Revenue to the end of November totalled approximately $1,050 averaging $40.40 per day.  The 
distribution of fare revenue by type of fare is as follows: 
 
  Within Egmont/  To/from  
  Pender Harbour  Sechelt 
 
 Adult  42%    48% 
 Child (5 to 11)    4%      6% 
 
About 90% of the riders are within the Adult fare category that relates to passengers over 11 
years of age.  Revenues for rides to and from Sechelt represent 54% of the total, with the 
remaining 46% related to trips within the Pender Harbour area.   
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Costs 
Because the Egmont/Pender Harbour service was new there were start-up costs that were 
incurred prior to implementation that were not ongoing.  These included inspections of the 
vehicle, service design, etc.  Then there were the more typical operational costs that were 
incurred as of September 1st that would be expected to continue.  The following table provides a 
summary of the costs of the service to the end of November: 
 

 
 
The $9,173 in start-up costs are certainly a financial consideration but are not relevant in terms 
of the review of the productivity of the service.  The ongoing costs that have been incurred 
between September 1st and November 30th of $12,092 represent an average of $465 per day. 
 
During this period the bus has been operated a total of 3,400 kilometres with fuel economy 
averaging 24.5 litres per 100 kilometres.  This level of fuel consumption is consistent with the 
SCRD’s other small buses. 
 
Maintenance costs have been limited to replacement of an oil sensor and one 5,000 kilometre 
inspection.  The original cost forecast was based on the BC Transit preventative maintenance 
schedule which given the low number of kilometres of service would involve only minor 
maintenance requirements. 
 
The staff costs include $2,219 for SCRD management time associated with the oversight and 
administration of this service. 

Summary of Costs and Revenues for Sept. 1st to Nov. 30th

Start-up 
costs prior 
to Sept. 1

Sept. 1 to 
Nov. 30 Comments/explanation

Fare revenues (Sept. 1st to Nov. 30th) 1,050

Costs:
Admin 917 Field Road support costs
Maintenance 2,853 418 Initial vehicle inspection and Fleet admin.
Fuel 1,076
Salaries/Benefits/WCB 500 8,761 Start up costs reflect purchasing staff time
Contracts (Pender Hbr. Diesel) 854
Uniforms 186
Meeting Expense (service design) 2,538 Brian and Cal's time for service start-up
Advertising 66
Legal 1,732
Signage 509
Insurance 855
Other 226 Materials, supplies and travel.

Subtotal Costs 9,173 12,092

Net Costs 20,215

Notes: Start-up costs reflect activities related to the preparation for revenue service.  
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Cost Recovery 
The measure of cost recovery represents the percentage of operating costs that are recouped 
through fare revenues.  The calculation does not include the start-up costs but only the daily 
operating costs.  In the case of the Egmont/Pender Harbour system the cost recovery is 
currently 8.7%. 
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
 
The Director for Area A, the bus advisory committee and staff have received feedback from 
riders about the service and the potential for improvement.  One concern that has been raised is 
the length of time available for riders in Sechelt.  The two hour layover that begins at 12:09 p.m. 
is not convenient for medical appointments given that many doctor and dentist offices are 
closed for lunch.  Another issue is the fare structure that does not provide an incentive for 
multiple rides and does not allow those on income assistance to claim for travel costs.  Given 
that there are likely other issues around the existing service and suggestions for improvements, 
the bus advisory committee would like to conduct a public consultation process to gather further 
information from both users and non-users of the service. This survey will seek feedback from 
non-users on the basis that a decision to make the service permanent would impact them 
through their property taxes. 
 
Scheduled Service 
One of the issues of concern for the advisory committee is a lack of information from the public 
on issues that may be preventing people from using the service.  The committee has discussed 
the use of a survey to identify those issues and use that information as the basis for public 
events to not only showcase the service but get feedback from the public on options for service 
improvements.  A cut-out survey in the Harbour Spiel was discussed but was considered too 
expensive and did not guarantee wide exposure.  As an alternative the committee is considering 
a mail-out survey in conjunction with availability at key activity centers.  The survey will include a 
preface outlining the process by which this service could become permanent and that the 
funding would then come from property taxation.  This should hopefully generate interest from 
both users and non-users alike.  A series of questions will probe people to identify the features 
of the service that may be unattractive and options for changes.  The responses will be 
summarized and reviewed by the advisory committee and proposed changes to the service will 
be identified.  Those changes will form the basis for the public information sessions in Egmont 
and Pender Harbour where the general public will have the opportunity to provide feedback. 
The advisory committee is hopeful that changes can be made early in the new year once 
adequate notice is provided to the public.  These changes will be designed to attract additional 
riders to the scheduled service. 
 
Charter Service 
Staff have not received any requests for the use of the bus for charter trips which in part is likely 
due to the implementation date that missed the summer activity period.  However the advisory 
committee is also reviewing ways to generate charter revenues including: 
 

• Establishing a lower hourly rate that would apply when the bus is stationary. 
• Contacting community groups and agencies when they are planning field trips or events 

where the bus could be used to meet transportation requirements. 
• Further advertising and local communications concerning the availability of the bus for 

other types of events. 
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Conclusions 
 
The review and evaluation of the Egmont/Pender Harbour transit service for the first three 
months of operation has led to the following conclusions: 
 

• The introduction of the Egmont/Pender Harbour transit service on September 1, 2010 
did not take advantage of increased levels of residency and transportation demand that 
tends to occur in the summer months.  However the duration of the pilot project that will 
take the service through to December 31, 2011 will provide the opportunity to fully 
evaluate not only the summer service but also the demand for the remainder of the year. 

• The costs of the service have been consistent with estimates with the exception of the 
vehicle maintenance costs which have been negligible to date. 

• Ridership and revenues have been consistent with projections. 
• The productivity of the service is limited by the length of the route and the layover time in 

Sechelt. 
• It would be worthwhile to investigate the provision of a multi-trip card for discounted 

travel. 

28



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 20, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  PENDER HARBOUR RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services' report entitled "Pender Harbour Resource 
Recovery Facility Implementation Plan" be received. 
 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
This report provides preliminary cost estimates associated with implementation of the Pender 
Harbour Resource Recovery Facility Conceptual Plan.  The Conceptual Plan was developed by 
the stakeholder Technical Design Team (TDT) appointed by the SCRD Board to make 
recommendations for enhancing resource recovery services in the Pender Harbour area.   
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was adopted by resolution of the SCRD Board at its regular 
meeting held December 9, 2010 (504/10, No. 12): 

THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Pender 
Harbour Resource Recovery Facility Conceptual Plan” be received; 

AND THAT the Pender Harbour Resource Recovery Facility Conceptual 
Plan be used to inform the Solid Waste Management Plan Update with 
regards to future recycling services; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff be directed to conduct further analysis of the 
costs/benefits associated with the proposed service enhancements and 
report back to the Infrastructure Services Committee in January 2011 to 
discuss next steps, including funding options. 

DISCUSSION 
 
The TDT’s final product was a conceptual plan and as such represents a high level document 
that includes the overall vision, principles, and design concepts for enhanced recycling and 
resource recovery services in Pender Harbour.  The document does not provide a financial plan 
or detailed business case for developing the service.   
 
The Pender Harbour Resource Recovery Facility Technical Design Team (TDT) recommends 
developing a “one stop drop” resource recovery facility in Pender Harbour that would be owned 
publicly (by the SCRD) and operated primarily by the private and/or not-for-profit sector.  
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Additional information regarding design concepts is provided in staff’s report to the December 3, 
2010 Infrastructure Services Committee entitled Pender Harbour Resource Recovery Facility 
Conceptual Plan, as well as in the TDT’s Draft Conceptual Plan (provided as an attachment to 
staff’s aforementioned report).   
 
Financial implications associated with implementation of the TDT’s Draft Conceptual Plan are 
presented below based on the following assumptions: 
 

• No purchase of new lands is required (e.g. facility is developed on land owned by the 
SCRD or on crown land currently held by the SCRD under License of Occupation).   

• SCRD builds and retains ownership over primary buildings and infrastructure 
(warehouse space, scale and scale house, on site water and electrical services).  

• SCRD makes space available at subsidized rates to local business or not for profit 
organizations (contractor) for provision of recycling and resource recovery services. 

• 5000 square foot warehouse space is sufficient to meet operating needs associated with 
recycling collection and processing (GRIPS currently uses a space approximately 1500 
– 2000 square feet), materials reuse are/store, and area for deconstruction and 
remanufacturing of selected materials. 

• All equipment needed to operate recycling and processing operations to be provided by 
contractor. 

• Source separated collection of organic waste is implemented and material is collected 
and composted at the SCRD’s Pender Harbour Landfill site using aerated static piles.   

• All finished compost is sold at a cost of $5 per 50L (approximately) 

• All households in Area A (approximately 2000) provided with a 50L organics collection 
container and kitchen catcher at a cost of $10 per container.   

• One additional weigh scale is required over and above existing scale at Pender Landfill 
(depending on the actual location of the facility, the existing weigh scale at Pender 
Landfill may be sufficient and no new weigh scale would be required, however a 
replacement scale building would still be necessary at some time in the near future). 

• All capital costs are funded through a 10 year debenture at 3.78% annual interest. 

• Increased operating costs are funded through tipping fees, taxation, or a combination of 
both. 

• No offsetting grant funding is received towards capital expenses (in reality staff would 
pursue grant funding available through either the Green Municipal Fund, General 
Strategic Priorities Fund, and/or Innovations Fund, however there is no guarantee that 
funding would be secured).   

 
Financial Implications 
 
The tables below provides an overview of planning level cost implications to implement a 
resource recovery facility and composting facility in Pender Harbour given the above stated 
assumptions (costs for composting facility are presented separately). 
 
 
Resource Recovery Facility 
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Capital Costs Units 
Unit 
Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Site Prep         
Site clearing & grading m2 $10 8000 $80,000 

Hydro Service LS     $10,000 
Water Service LS     $10,000 

Road Construction m  $150 200 $30,000 
Site drainage m2 $2 8000 $16,000 

Lock Bloks (placed) ea $120 50 $6,000 

Earthworks/Raised Bays m3 $10 800 $8,000 
Engineering LS     $40,000 

Permits LS     $2,500 
Subtotal        $202,500 

Buildings         
Concrete foundation slab m2 $20 1000 $20,000 

Warehouse (collection & processing) sf $30 5000 $150,000 
Scale House sf $125 200 $25,000 
Engineering LS     $9,750 

Permits LS     $5,000 
Subtotal        $209,750 

Equipment         
Weigh Scale (installed) ea $30,000 1 $30,000 

20' Sea Can Containers (storage) ea $6,000 4 $24,000 

 Subtotal        $54,000 

Total Capital Costs       $466,250 
          

Operating Costs Units 
Unit 
Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Building Insurance LS     $3,000 
Building Maintenance LS     $5,000 

Cost of Borrowing (10 yrs @ 3.78%) 
 

    $56,225 

Total Annual Costs       $64,225 
          

Operating Revenues Units 
Unit 
Cost Quantity Total Cost 

Lease (Warehouse space) sf -$3 5000 -$15,000 

Rental (Storage containers) ea -$1,000 4 -$4,000 

Total Operating Revenues       -$19,000 
          
Net Annual Cost        $         45,225  

Composting Facility  
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Capital Cost   

covered composting structure  $      30,000  
aeration floor/piping/blower  $      10,000  

control system (optional)  $      35,000  
mixer and/or tractor with pto  $      15,000  

curing cover  $         1,075  
curing area profiling/paving  $      15,000  

consulting   $      10,000  
Provide 50L bins and kitchen catchers to residents @$10/house  $      20,000  

(approximately 2000 residents; number confirmed)   
sub total  $    136,075  

engineering + contingency @ 30%  $      27,000  
Total  $    163,075  

    
Operating Cost   

cost of borrowing ($163,075 over 10 yrs @ 3.78%)  $      19,665  
wages (28 hours/mth @ $24/hr mixing and management)       $         8,065  

wages (attendant @ 0.5hr/day @$22/hr process)   $         2,640  
wages (attendant @ 0.5hr/day @$22/hr materials)  $         2,640  

wages (Eng consultant @ 8hrs/month @ $30/hr)  $         2,880  
electricity ($200/month)  $         2,400  

fuel ($20/month)  $            240  
Total Annual Operating Cost  $      38,530  

    
Operating Revenues   

360 m3/year at 100 dollars per m3 ($5 per 50L bin) - $      36,000  
    
Net Cost    $         2,530  

 
 
 
The total estimated annual operating cost for both the resource recovery and composting 
facilities is approximately $48,000.  Most of the cost is tied to debt payments incurred over the 
first 10 years of operation.  In addition to these costs, a budget of approximately $15,000 is 
suggested for marketing and promotion of the new facility. 
 
These costs are based on the assumptions stated previously and do not include: 

o Costs associated with construction and operation of a garbage transfer facility once 
the existing landfill site reaches final capacity. 

o Increased operating costs associated with the addition of more recyclable materials 
to the program (e.g. textiles, carpets, mattresses) 

 
Facility location is the main area of uncertainty.  The above analysis assumes that that the 
facility is developed at the SCRD’s existing License of Occupation at the corner of Garden Bay 
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Road and the road accessing the Pender Landfill.  Note that preliminary discussions with the 
Province’s Integrated Land Management Bureau suggest that an amendment to the permitted 
use of the SCRD’s License of Occupation is possible.   
 
A lower cost option would be development of all facilities at the existing landfill site, while higher 
cost options could involve the purchase and development of land located closer to the 
commercial centre in Madeira Park.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 10, 2010 
TO:  Community Services Committee - December 16, 2010 
FROM: John France, CAO; Bryan Shoji, GM Infrastructure Services; and Dion Whyte, 

Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE: DRAFT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN – FOLLOW UP ON JOINT BOARD AND 

COUNCILS MEETING 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services' report entitled "Draft Solid Waste 
Management Plan – Follow Up on Joint Board and Councils Meeting" be received for 
information; 
 
AND THAT the Board send a letter to municipal Councils requesting their comments on 
the Draft Solid Waste Management Plan by no later than January 31, 2011; 
 
AND THAT staff be directed to meet with municipal Councils to inform them of the 
process for developing the SWMP, its recommendations and to answer questions. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On Monday December 6, 2010, members of all three municipal Councils met with the SCRD 
Board to receive a presentation on the Draft Solid Waste Management Plan that is being 
recommended by the SCRD’s Plan Update Working Group.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
provide elected officials with an opportunity to give feedback on the overall direction of the plan 
and any specific areas of concern.  The SCRD’s goal is to have all local governments in general 
agreement with the direction of the Plan before it is endorsed by the Board to go out for broad 
public consultation. 
 
The following comments were noted at the December 6 meeting: 
 

• Generally liked the direction of the plan 
• Projected cost implications are a major concern given the number priorities local 

governments are facing 
• Sechelt has concerns over paying into regional function to support depot services, 

particularly if services are enhanced resulting in cost increases 
• Enhanced drop off services appear to be supported by representatives from the Town of 

Gibsons and surrounding rural areas as well as the representative from Electoral Area A 
• A shorter, “punchier”, and visual document that summarizes the key elements of the 

Draft Plan will be required for the public as the existing Draft is too involved (the Draft 
Plan is required to follow the province’s required format; a summary version is planned 
for use during public consultation) 
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• More information is needed on the costs of failing to implement initiatives recommended 
in the Draft Plan (e.g. what is the cost of maintaining high disposal rates including cost of 
earlier landfill closure and new landfill development) 

• More time is needed by local governments to provide feedback on the Draft Plan (early 
January is too soon) 

• Municipal Councils are unlikely to support the Draft Plan without a detailed account of 
implementation costs 
 

Based on comments received at the meeting, staff has concerns that political expectations for 
this process go beyond its intended scope of work.  Also, there appears to be some confusion 
over the role of the Plan Update Working Group and the process for updating the Plan in 
general.  There also appears to be a need to clarify that the development and implementation of 
the SWMP are two separate processes.  Specifically, staff would like to clarify the steps 
required to determine how the recommendations in the updated SWMP may be implemented.  
This report has been prepared for clarification purposes in order to avoid further confusion and 
any unnecessary delays to the planning process. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
SWMP Update Scope of Work 
 
The SWMP Update should establish a strong foundation to support the achievement of the 
Regional District’s commitment to Zero Waste and the environmentally responsible 
management of the region’s residual waste.  It should provide clear direction on specific 
strategies, activities, programs and policies for managing solid waste over the next 5 to 10 
years, such that these programs can be resourced in the SCRD’s financial and strategic plans.   
 
As expressed in the original Request for Proposals for this project, the goal of the SWMP 
update is to provide the Regional District Solid Waste Program with a guiding document or set 
of documents that will direct the Program’s activities over the next 5 to 10 years in pursuing its 
ultimate goal of achieving Zero Waste.  The primary objectives of the project are to complete the 
following project components: 

 
1. Establish the Current Condition and Strategic Planning 
2. Develop a Zero Waste Management Plan 
3. Develop a Residuals Management Plan 

 
Both Zero Waste and Residuals Management components will include planning level budgets 
that identify resource requirements, capital and operating costs as well as implementation 
schedules.  It should be noted that this represents a significant increase in the level of detail 
over the SCRD’s approved 2005 SWMP which provides strategic direction only, with no 
accompanying financial information.  However, the SWMP Update is not intended to provide 
detailed implementation plans, business plans or feasibility studies with detailed financial 
projections for each of the initiatives or programs proposed.  These activities are part of Plan 
implementation, and will require additional staff time and resources beyond the scope of the 
SWMP Update itself.  These activities will also entail considerable political discussion to ensure 
the most appropriately funded services are made available to our community. 
 
The updated Draft SWMP will be developed under the direction of a multi-stakeholder working 
group comprised of municipal and Regional District staff, Ministry of Environment staff, 

35



members of the Regional District Solid Waste Management Plan Monitoring Advisory 
Committee, and other stakeholders as appropriate. 
 
Role of the Plan Update Working Group 
 
The primary purpose of the Working Group is to provide recommendations to the Infrastructure 
Services Committee regarding preferred options for the solid waste management programs, 
policies and infrastructure in the SCRD. The Working Group is not a standing committee of the 
Board; all recommendations made will be limited to the scope of the project.  The final 
recommendations of the project will be presented (in the form of a Draft SWMP) to the Board 
through the Infrastructure Services Committee. 
 
The roles of the Working Group are specified in the Terms of Reference as follows: 
 

• Provide input and feedback on technical reports and other documents provided to 
the Working Group; 

• Provide recommendations to the SCRD Infrastructure Services Committee regarding 
feasible programs and policies relating to solid waste management in this region; 

• Liaise between their constituents and the SCRD and the project consultant; providing 
feedback to the SCRD and the project consultant and increasing awareness of solid 
waste management issues amongst their constituency, and 

• Participate on smaller ad-hoc committees dealing with specific issues or tasks (as 
required); 

• Provide advice and feedback on consultation activities with the general public; 
 
The role of the Working Group does not extend to making recommendations with respect to 
detailed implementation plans, or the development of detailed business plans for each of the 
initiatives or programs proposed.   
 
 
Steps in the Planning Process and Project Timeline 
 
The following figure provides an overview of the SWMP Update process and timeline: 
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Step 3 is now complete.  Prior to moving ahead with the next step (public consultation), the 
SCRD Board has invited comment from municipal Councils to ensure all local governments are 
in general agreement with the direction proposed in the Draft Plan.  This step was not 
anticipated at the outset of the process.  Based on the comments received at the meeting held 
December 6, it appears that the timeline may need to be extended to allow Councils an 
opportunity to provide feedback.  Preliminary feedback received to date suggests there may be 
expectations around financial analysis that go beyond the scope of work for this process.   
 
The following table provides a suggested schedule of steps for completion of the SWMP 
Update. 
 
 

 
 
Staff is concerned that the Board may feel that it is necessary to make decisions regarding both 
the overall direction for solid waste management services and the details related to 
implementation and financing at the same time.  Staff suggests that the Board needs to first 
adopt a Plan, following a public consultation process, that it feels sets the preferred direction for 
solid waste management services in the SCRD.  Once the Plan is adopted, staff will work 
closely with the Board to further develop implementation and financing plans that will be brought 
forward to the Board for annual consideration as part of the Budget process.  Without first 
establishing an overall direction, the Board runs the risk of unnecessarily extending the SWMP 
Update process and expending unnecessary resourced developing implementation details.   
 
The Draft SWMP developed by the Working Group contains almost everything the Board and 
community have said they wanted in the way of Solid Waste Management policy, programs and 
services.  It is now up to the Board to say when and how these policies, programs and services 
are implemented.   
 

Milestone Description Target Date 
Meetings with municipal Councils to discuss SWMP and answer questions Jan 10 – 21, 

2011 
Feedback from municipal Councils received January 31, 

2011 
Draft SWMP noting feedback from municipalities to special ISC for consideration and 
endorsement in principle (i.e. to send draft out for public review/feedback). 

Mid February, 
2011 

Revised draft SWMP posted to SCRD website for public review and comment.  News 
release submitted to local media. 

Mid February, 
2011 

Community engagement/consultation period. Late February – 
Mid April, 2011 

Hold joint Board/Councils meeting to present revised draft SWMP #2 incorporating 
public feedback.  Report also sent to Ministry staff for comment and distributed to 
SWMP Update Working Group for review. 

Late April,  2011 

Hold meeting #7 with Working Group to review public feedback and final draft 
SWMP. 

Early May, 2011 

Special ISC with presentation of final draft SWMP for adoption. Mid May, 2011 
Package prepared and submitted to MoE for approval. Late May, 2011 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 17, 2010 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 

FROM: Cathy Kenny, Solid Waste Management Coordinator 

RE:  Recycling POLICY RE ACCEPTANCE OF LARGE LOADS  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Solid Waste Management Coordinator’s report entitled “Recycling Policy re 
Acceptance of Large Loads” be received for information;  
 
AND THAT that staff be directed to develop a draft Board policy based on “Option 2 – 
That the SCRD recycling program not accept any loads of recyclables from the ICI 
(institutional, commercial and industrial) sector which are larger than a small pick up 
load; and that those with larger loads be directed to make their own private 
arrangements” for the February 2011 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A report on Plastic Processing for Private Recyclers was received at the Infrastructure Services 
Committee meeting held November 4, 2010.  It advised of two large compactor loads of plastic 
delivered by a private business to the SCRD processor which resulted in extra costs being billed 
to the SCRD.  The following resolution was adopted by the SCRD Board November 18, 2010: 
 

Recommendation No. 11   Plastics Processing for Private Recyclers 

THAT the Solid Waste Management Coordinator’s report entitled “Plastics Processing for Private 
Recyclers” be received; 

AND THAT Staff report back to a future Infrastructure Services committee with a policy related 
to the acceptance of recyclable products from the private sector, whether this practice is 
acceptable and if so, what volumes are acceptable. 

DISCUSSION 
 
To date, local businesses have been allowed to bring large loads of recyclables to the SCRD’s 
recycling processor as part of the depot program funded under the Regional Solid Waste 
Function.   
 
Local recycling collection companies have been accessing other local options for the materials 
they collect and have not been utilizing the SCRD recycling program except for the two loads 
noted above.  While the SCRD continues to provide a recycling option for local businesses that 
generate large volumes of recyclables under the SCRD recycling program, services are 
available through the private sector for businesses and organizations generating larger volumes 
of recyclables.   
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Regarding Recycling Policy re Acceptance of Large Loads Page 2 of 3 
 
Under the Local Government Act the Regional District cannot provide a competitive advantage 
to a specific business.  Therefore, any publicly funded services provided to the business or 
institutional sectors must be applies across those sectors (an example would be the Bathroom 
Fixture Replacement Program which provides free fixtures to any commercial business or 
institution that is an SCRD water customer). 
 
Policy Considerations 
 
Three options are presented for consideration. 
 
Options 1 – That the SCRD recycling program accept large loads of recyclables from the ICI 
(institutional, commercial and industrial) sector provided those recyclables are generated as a 
result of the businesses internal operations. 
 
Large volume generators of recyclables will be allowed to deliver directly to the SCRD’s 
contracted processor under the SCRD program if they meet the following criteria: 
 

• the business activities occur within the Sunshine Coast Regional District 
• the recyclable materials are generated within the business as a result of its internal 

operations 
• the business does not actively collect recycling from external sources  
• approval from the SCRD is received prior to delivery of the first load 
• loads are delivered in vehicles that are no larger than a 1 tonne cube van  
• those delivering the loads conduct themselves appropriately at the processor’s facility 

 
Pros – 

• This provides some assistance to public institutions (e.g. schools), non-profit 
organizations (e.g. thrift shops), small businesses, home based businesses, and other 
businesses on occasion.   

• It is likely that much of material received will be cardboard which has little impact on 
SCRD program costs. 

 
Cons –  

• This is contrary to the user pay principle. 
• A wide range of private recycling services is readily available to the ICI sector. 
• It is possible that some materials received will increase SCRD program costs (e.g. mixed 

plastic). 
 
Option 2 – That the SCRD recycling program not accept any loads of recyclables from the ICI 
(institutional, commercial and industrial) sector which are larger than a small pick up load; and 
that those with larger loads be directed to make their own private arrangements. 
 
Pros –  

• This may helps to support different local recycling businesses (e.g. collection companies 
and processors/haulers). 

• Improved ability to control costs associated with the SCRD’s recycling depot program. 
• This supports the user pay principle. 
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Cons –  

• This could result in increased costs for some ICI sector organizations. 
 
Option 3 – That the SCRD recycling program accept large loads of recyclables from the ICI 
(institutional, commercial and industrial) sector, including from businesses that actively collect 
recyclable material from external sources (i.e. recycling collection businesses). 
 
Large volume generators of recyclables will be allowed to deliver directly to the SCRD’s 
contracted processor under the SCRD program if they meet the following criteria: 
 

• the business activities occur within the Sunshine Coast Regional District  
• approval from the SCRD is received prior to delivery of the first load 
• loads are delivered that are no larger than a 40 yard roll off container  
• those delivering the loads conduct themselves appropriately at the processor’s facility 

 
Pros – 

• Provides support to local recycling collection industry potentially making these 
businesses more viable in the short term.  

 
Cons –  

• This is contrary to the user pay principle. 
• Results in a blurring of the line between public and private service and costs.   
• May artificially improve the feasibility of recycling collection businesses and reduce 

business viability in the long term (e.g. if this support is removed in future then 
businesses may become unviable).   

• Impossible to enforce where recyclables collected by private businesses come from (e.g. 
some material may come from outside SCRD). 

• Increased program costs and taxes. 
 

 
Staff Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Option 2 be adopted as the SCRD policy for large loads of recyclable 
materials.  Although this in not to reduce recycling program costs, it will help to control costs by 
avoiding unpredicted program expenses. 
 
It is also recommended that this policy be reviewed at such time as the SCRD proceeds with 
changes to its recycling program or enters into a new contract for the processing of collected 
recyclable materials. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 21, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 7, 2011 

FROM: Peter Doig, Environmental Technician 

RE:  SCRD ILLEGAL DUMP SITE INVENTORY 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Environmental Technician’s report entitled “SCRD Illegal Dump Site Inventory” 
be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the balance remaining in the 2010 budget (01-2-350-387) for development of 
an illegal dump site inventory (approximately $3500) be carried forward to 2011 to 
complete the project. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was adopted by resolution of the SCRD Board at its regular 
meeting held February 25, 2010 (090/10, No. 10): 
 

THAT the Environmental Technician’s report regarding SCRD Illegal 
Dumping – Community Partnership Program be received; 

AND THAT staff be directed to proceed with Option B phased over two 
years as follows: 

•        $7,500 be included in the 2010 budget for Function 350 Regional 
Solid Waste (01-2-350-264) to develop an inventory of illegal dump 
sites within the Regional District; and 

•        the balance of the funding required to implement the pilot program 
be included in the 2011 financial plan.  

DISCUSSION 
 
The first phase of the SCRD’s illegal dumping community partnership program, to create an 
illegal dump site inventory, commenced in December of 2010 and is ongoing. For this task, the 
community was engaged through local papers’ and website advertisements and asked to call in 
illegal dumping activity.  In parallel, a database of old, repeat and new illegal dump sites was 
created and mapped.  From this map, driving routes were created to investigate known as well 
as yet to be discovered sites.   
 
Mapping and field work was conducted by GIS staff.  In 7 days of field reconnaissance, a total of 
140 dump sites were located and documented covering approximately 350 km of Forest Service 
Roads (FSR) from Sprockids Park near Langdale to Homesite Creek FSR in Halfmoon Bay.  Of 
the illegal dumps sites found, 50 were considered large (requiring equipment to remove), 35 
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were considered medium (requiring two persons and a truck) and 55 were considered small 
(requiring one person plus a truck). 
 
To date, the illegal dump site inventory map contains the following information for each dump 
site: 
 

• Site photo  
• GIS coordinates and road location 
• Whether the site is considered active (dumping appears to be ongoing) or inactive 

(dumping does not appear to be ongoing) 
• Types of material at the dump site, and  
• Size of the dump site (small, medium or large) to assist in resourcing cleanup activities. 

 
A working copy of the map as of December 16, 2010 is included as Attachment 1.   
 
Field work is ongoing in areas north of Homesite Creek and between Langdale and Port Mellon.  
A completed inventory and map are anticipated by early January.  Ultimately, it is envisioned 
that an interactive version of the dump site inventory could be hosted online to allow community 
members to view dump site information and report new and cleaned up sites on an ongoing 
basis. 
  
2011 Community Partnership 
 
The 2011 Base Budget includes a provision to proceed with Phase 2 of enhancements to the 
illegal dumping program.  To facilitate the cleanup of illegal dump sites, partnerships would be 
formed with community organizations to coordinate annual one-day cleanup events 
encompassing 3 different sub regions on the Coast (to be developed based on the completed 
inventory of sites).  This program would be similar to the annual “Backroad Trash Bash” in the 
Powell River Regional District, where the Regional District provides funding to a community 
organization who then organizes a one-day volunteer cleanup.  The community organization 
advertises for the event, organizes the volunteers and an event kick-off BBQ, purchases and 
distributes prizes for participation, and delivers the collected waste materials to the appropriate 
facility (e.g. transfer station or landfill).   
 
Due to the geographic extent of the Sunshine Coast it is suggested that 1 to 3 different events 
would be organized either by one or more community organizations (depending on costs and 
the response from interested groups). The community organizations would each adopt an area 
for cleanup, based on the dump site inventory create.  The responsibilities of each organization 
would be to advertise for the event, canvas for and coordinate volunteers, organize the event 
kick-off, purchase and distribute prizes, and deliver collected waste materials to the landfill sites.  
SCRD would provide financial support within budgetary constraints and pay the tipping fees for 
materials taken to SCRD landfills. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the unspent portion of the budget for development of the illegal dump 
site inventory (approximately $3500) be carried forward to 2011 to complete the project. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT    
   

DATE:  December 21, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting – January 6, 2010 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, General Manager, Infrastructure Services 

RE: CHAPMAN WATERSHED SOURCE PROTECTION TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the General Manager of Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Chapman 
Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group” be received;  
 
AND THAT the Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms 
of Reference be adopted as presented; 
 
AND THAT staff establish the membership on the Chapman Watershed Source Protection 
Technical Working Group in accordance with the Terms of Reference and initiate the 
Source Protection Assessment Response Plan process. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
This report is a follow up to the initial staff report dated November 24, 2010, that was presented 
to the December 2, 2010, Infrastructure Services Committee.  The report provided an outline of 
the drinking watershed protection legislative process and introduced the establishment of the 
Chapman Source Protection Technical Working Group, leading to the following resolution that 
was adopted by the Board at their regular meeting on December 9, 2010: 
 

504/10  Recommendation No. 11   Chapman Watershed Technical Working Group 

THAT the Engineering Technician’s report entitled “Terms of Reference for the 
Chapman Watershed Technical Working Group”  be received; 

AND THAT item 4.4 be amended to include the following: 
In carrying out its mandate, the Working Group will work towards conducting 
operations in a way that: 
a. Implements the principals contained  in the Joint Watershed Management 

Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band 
b. ensures water quality 
c. ensure that fish values are not compromised 

AND THAT staff discuss the suggested membership further with the Drinking Water 
Officer with regards to achieving a higher degree of public participation by having a 
representative from each electoral area on the Working Group and to ensure that any 
conflict of interest issues are addressed; 

AND FURTHER THAT this item be brought back to the January 6, 2011 Infrastructure 
Services Committee meeting with an amended Terms of Reference. 
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DISCUSSION 
Staff met with the Drinking Water Officer (DWO) on December 13, 2010, to discuss the 
feedback and direction provided by the Board on the draft terms of reference.  During this 
meeting, the key elements of the project were first revisited to ensure that both parties had a 
clear and consistent understanding of the project purpose and intended outcomes.  The 
following list provides a summary of this discussion. 
 

• The primary purpose is to develop a Source Assessment Response Plan that addresses 
the hazards identified in the 2006 Chapman Creek Source Assessment report prepared 
by Triton Environmental and, therefore, satisfy the Drinking Water Protection Act Order 
(the “Order”) issued under Section 22 on March 10, 2008. 

• The Source Assessment Response Plan is part of a legislated process that must be 
conducted prior to the water source being considered for a Provincial Drinking Water 
Protection Plan under the Act. 

• If warranted, a Drinking Water Protection Plan will determine if a drinking water source 
will be provided protected status. 

• The provision under the Drinking Water Protection Act is one of three processes that the 
SCRD is undertaking to protect the Chapman drinking watershed.  The other processes 
are:  lobbying the government for policy change; and working with the Sechelt Indian 
Band to secure land rights through First Nation land negotiation processes. 

• The first draft of the Technical Working Group membership was limited to stakeholders 
that have a physical presence in the watershed and/or have the ability to implement and 
administer watershed management measures, however, it is fully understood and 
appreciated that the general public needs to be represented in order to garner trust and 
acceptance. 

• Whether or not the final report leads to a Drinking Water Protection Plan, the resulting 
document will still be a valuable resource that will assist with protecting drinking water 
quality. 

The discussion then moved to addressing the specific recommendations identified by the Board. 
 
Amendments to Item 4.4 of the Terms of Reference 
 
The direction to add three items to Item 4.4 were acceptable to the DWO with one amendment 
as highlighted below: 
 

In carrying out its mandate, the Working Group will work towards conducting operations 
in a way that: 

• Implements Incorporates the principals contained  in the Joint Watershed 
Management Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band 

• ensures water quality 
• ensures that fish values are not compromised 

“Implements” is replaced by “Incorporates” as the Working Group will only be in a position to 
provide input and recommendations moving forward, and does not have the mandate nor 
authority to implement the ideals specified in the Joint Watershed Management Agreement. 
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Increased Public Representation on the Working Group 
 
The direction to “achieve a higher degree of public participation by having a representative from 
each electoral area on the Working Group” was discussed at length. 
 
While considering the question of increasing the number of general public members and 
incorporating representation by electoral area, the underlying needs were first discussed.  It is 
clearly recognized that there is strong public support to conserve the Chapman drinking 
watershed in its natural state and to eliminate any industrial activity in the watershed, and as 
noted earlier there are three processes that the SCRD is carrying out concurrently to achieve 
this end goal.  However, the mandate of the Working Group under the Drinking Water Protection 
Act process is to develop management measures that will address the identified risks to drinking 
water quality.  In order for this process to be successful, focus needs to be maintained on the 
risk management aspects with the understanding that eliminating the industrial related risks 
altogether is not an option at this point. 
 
The Working Group is intended to be a technical committee consisting of stakeholders with 
technical expertise in their areas of practice that represent the organizations that have a direct 
stake in the management of the watershed above the drinking water intake.  It is recognized that 
transparency and inclusiveness needs to be built into the Committee process in order for the 
Source Assessment Response Plan process to be successful, however, it is felt that general 
public input and trust can be better achieved through means other than increasing the size of 
the committee membership. 
 
One option presented is to utilize the SCRD’s Natural Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC) 
in a referral capacity, where all working material can be vetted through for review and 
comments.  NRAC is a citizen committee consisting of up to 12 members of the public whose 
role and purpose includes making recommendations to the Board on resource issues including:  
timber harvesting operations and forestry plans, environmental impact of resource activities, 
economic significance of resource use decisions, and outdoor recreation natural resource 
issues.  It is also proposed to have one member from NRAC sit on the Working Group. 
 
The following diagram outlines the proposed public engagement elements to be incorporated 
into the SARP development process. 
 
Spectrum of 
Participation 

INFORM CONSULT INVOLVE COLLABORATE EMPOWER 

Goal To increase 
awareness of the 
SARP, process, 
and where to find 
info. 

Obtain critical 
feedback on 
material generated 
by the Working 
Group. 

Not utilized. Technical working 
team collaborating to 
create the Chapman 
Watershed SARP. 

Not utilized. 

Who is involved SCRD, NRAC, 
Media, Public 

SCRD, NRAC  Stakeholders, 
Conservation Assoc., 
DFO, NRAC rep. 

 

Method Web site, Open 
House 

NRAC meetings, 
NRAC rep. 

 Consensus building  

Timeline Sep 2011 Mar - Oct 2011  Jan – Nov 2011  

 
 
 
 
 Public 

NRAC 
Working 
Group 

46



Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee Page 4 of 4 
Re:  Chapman Watershed Technical Working Group Terms of Reference 
 

H:\WP\2011\AGENDAS\Infrastructure\ISC\ISC Current\bss - Chapman-watershed-technical-working-group-Terms-of-
Reference-12-21-2010.docx 

The role of industry on the Working Group was also discussed further.  It was agreed that it is 
beneficial to have industry stakeholders on the Working Group as they can provide “on the 
ground” knowledge and input of their tenure areas that will be of great assistance when 
developing the risk management options. 
 
Accounting for these new considerations, the DWO agreed to amend the Working Group 
membership as follows (in no specific order): 
 

1. Sunshine Coast Community Forests (Sechelt Community Projects Inc.) 
2. BC Timber Sales 
3. Western Forest Products 
4. AJB (formerly Columbia National Investments)  
5. Tetrahedron Outdoor Club 
6. Sunshine Coast Conservation Association 
7. SCRD Natural Resources Advisory Committee Representative 
8. Sechelt Indian Band - Staff Representative 
9. Squamish First Nation – Staff Representative  
10. SCRD – Infrastructure and Planning Staff Representatives 
11. Ministry of Environment  
12. Ministry of Forests and Range 
13. Ministry of Energy Mines and Petroleum 
14. Vancouver Coastal Health Authority– Drinking Water Officer 
15. Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
16. SCRD Board Representative 

 
District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons staff representation have not been included in the 
membership recommendation as they do not have a direct role in managing the watershed, 
however, the DWO and staff do not have any concerns with adding a District of Sechelt and 
Town of Gibsons staff representatives to the Working Group if the Committee has a strong 
desire to do so. 
 
Conflict of Interest Considerations 
 
Item 4.7 of the draft Terms of Reference that refers to the Conflict of Interest Legislation should 
be removed in its entirety as it does not apply to a technical committee where it is appropriate 
for members to represent their interests in a collaborative manner. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
(Adopted xyz, 2010) 

 
Chapman Watershed Drinking Water Source Protection Technical Working Group 
 
1. Purpose 

 
1.1 The purpose of the Working Group is to: 

 
a. Address potential risks, hazards and management options for drinking water within 

the Chapman watershed as identified in the “Chapman Watershed Drinking Water 
Source Assessment Final Report”; 

 
b. Oversee the development of a Request for Proposal for retaining a consultant to 

develop a Chapman Watershed Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP); 
 
c. Overseeing the development of the SARP for adoption by the Board; and 
 
d. Monitoring the implementation of the SARP for a one year period following adoption 

by the Board. 
 
2. Duties 

2.1 The Working Group will be expected to: 

a. Review the Chapman Creek Drinking Water Source Assessment Final Report, other 
technical reports, existing regulations and policies pertaining to the management and 
source protection of drinking water within the Chapman Watershed; 

b. Provide perspectives related to the issue of protecting source water quality, possible 
solutions and roles in implementation and monitoring of water quality protection 
results;  

c. Evaluate the risks and management options recommended in the Chapman Creek 
Drinking Water Source Assessment Final Report in addition to evaluating existing 
water quality monitoring in the Chapman watershed; 

d. Provide recommendations on Best Management Practices regarding activities in the 
Chapman Watershed;  

e. Provide input on the development of a Request for Proposal for retaining a 
consultant to develop a Chapman watershed SARP; 

 
f. Reviewing the progress of the development of the SARP at key milestones of the 

planning process; 
 
g. Monitor the implementation of SARP for a one year period 
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2.2 The Working Group will be dissolved on the one year anniversary date of the completion 
of the SARP.  

 
3. Membership 
 
3.1 The Working Group shall be comprised one member from each of the following 

organizations: 
 

1. Sunshine Coast Community Forests (Sechelt Community Projects Inc.) 
2. BC Timber Sales 
3. Western Forest Products 
4. AJB (formerly Columbia National Investments)  
5. Tetrahedron Outdoor Club 
6. Sechelt Indian Band - Staff Representative 
7. Squamish First Nation – Staff Representative  
8. SCRD Natural Resources Advisory Committee Representative 
9. SCRD – Infrastructure and Planning Staff Representatives 
10. Sunshine Coast Conservation Association 
11. Ministry of Environment  
12. Ministry of Forests and Range 
13. Ministry of Energy Mines and Petroleum 
14. Vancouver Coastal Health Authority– Drinking Water Officer 
15. Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
16. SCRD Board Representative 

 
3.2 Regional District staff will be assigned to serve in a liaison capacity.  The role of the staff 

liaison may include: 
 
a. Providing information; 

 
b. Facilitating meetings; 

 
c. Assisting the Working Group secretary in writing reports and recommendations to the 

Board as requested by the Working Group; 
 

d. Bringing such matters to the Working Group's attention as are appropriate for it to 
consider in support of Regional District Board direction;  

 
e. Serving as one of the communication channels to and from the Board; 
 
f. Coordinating community engagement processes including flow of information to and 

from the Natural Resources Advisory Committee; 
 

g. Providing advice to the Board that is may be at variance to a Working Group 
recommendation; and 

 
h. Organizing meeting logistics (i.e. location, room, supplies, equipment etc.);  

 
3.3 Upon the dissolving of the Working Group, issues related to the protection of drinking 

water in the Chapman Watershed and the SARP will be addressed by the Infrastructure 
Services Committee. 
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4. Operations 
 
4.1 The Working Group will meet at key stages of the SARP development process. 
 
4.2 The authority of the Working Group is limited as follows: 
 

a. Other than as set out in the Terms of Reference, the Working Group does not have 
the authority to call public meetings, commit funds, enter into contracts or bind the 
SCRD in any way, nor engage or otherwise contact third parties, consultants, 
organizations or authorities in a manner which may appear to be officially 
representing the SCRD. 
 

b. The Working Group may communicate with external organizations and agencies to 
collect information and make inquiries.  

 
c. Where the Working Group wishes to express opinions or make recommendations to 

external organizations and agencies, it must first obtain authorization from the SCRD 
Board. 

 
4.3 Working Group members are encouraged to: 
 

a. Attend and participate in meetings of the Working Group; 
 

b. Share experiences and ideas while maintaining an open mind to others’ 
perspectives;  

 
c. report back to the Infrastructure Services Committee and Regional District staff; and 

 
d. be able to dedicate approximately 3 hours every three months to the work of the 

Working Group. 
 
4.4 In carrying out its mandate, the Working Group will work towards conducting operations 

in a way that:  
 

a. Improves the economic, environmental and social well-being for present and future 
generations;  

 
b. Encourages and fosters community involvement;  

 
c. Enhances the friendly, caring character of the community;  

 
d. Maintains an open, accountable and effective operation;  

 
e. Preserves and enhances the unique mix of natural ecosystems and green spaces in 

the SCRD; 
 
f. Respects all member of the Working Group by following a set of established Ground 

Rules that will apply to all Working Group meetings; 
 
g. Incorporates the principals contained  in the Joint Watershed Management 

Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band 
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h. Ensures water quality 

i. Ensures that fish values are not compromised 

j. Is consistent with the goals and objectives of the SCRD’s strategic plan; and 
 

k. Recognizes that working groups are one of many channels that the Regional Board 
may utilize to obtain opinions and advice when making decisions.  

 
4.5 The SCRD will provide a recording secretary whose duties will include: 
 

a. Preparing meeting agendas and distributing them to the Working Group members in 
advance of the meeting;  

 
b. Preparing minutes of all meetings using SCRD standard practices; 

 
c. Forwarding the approved minutes to the Infrastructure Services Committee for 

further consideration and approval. 

4.6 Unless otherwise provided for, meetings shall be conducted in accordance with the rules 
of procedure set out in the Board Procedure Bylaw. 

 
4.7 Working Group members are subject to the Conflict of Interest legislation outlined in 

Section 100 – 109 of the Community Charter.  The terms “Council” and “Working Group” 
shall be interchangeable for the purpose of interpretation of these sections. 

 
4.7 Working Group members must respect and maintain the confidentiality of the issues 

brought before them. 
 

4.8 Working Group members serve without remuneration but may be eligible to have 
reasonable expenses reimbursed in accordance with the SCRD Policy on Committee 
Volunteer Meeting Expenses. 

 
4.9 Disagreements or unresolved issues among Working Group members will be resolved 

as follows: 
 

a) If any disagreements or unresolved issues arise during the implementation of these 
Terms of Reference, the members of the Working Group will discuss the matter and 
attempt to resolve it; 

   
b) If the Working Group’s attempt to resolve the issue does not prove successful, those 

parties will refer the matter to the ISC committee for final resolution 
 

5. Reference Documents 
 
5.1 SCRD Procedure Bylaw No. 474 
5.2 Community Charter, Section 100 – 109 – Conflict of Interest 
5.2 Community Charter, Section 90 – Open/Closed Meetings 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 22, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2010 

FROM: Manager of Utility Services 
RE:  NORTH PENDER HARBOUR WATER SERVICE - PROJECT CARRYOVER – OYSTER BAY 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S)  
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receives the North Pender Harbour Water Service - 
Project Carryover report; 
 
AND THAT the Board approve the carry forward of the North Pender Harbour Water Service 
project identified as Oyster Bay Watermain Extension and associated funding for inclusion in the 
2011 Provisional Budget; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be authorized to proceed with the continuation of the project as 
identified in the report. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board will approve a Provisional Budget for 2011. This report is required to achieve Board 
approval to continue the approved projects listed below into 2011: 
 

1. Oyster Bay Watermain Extension 
 

 
CARRY FORWARD PROJECTS 
  
  
 
1. Project Name: Oyster Bay Watermain Extension 

 Total Project Budget: $828,605 

 Funding Source(s): Debt and/or petition fees 

 Amount Expended to Date: $  780,225 

 Project Status: Construction completed. Right of way acquisition yet to 
be completed 

 Reason for Carryover: To complete survey and legal work for right of way 
acquisition 

 Amount to be Carried Forward: $48,380  

Less additional expenditures incurred between now and 
year end 

 
 
 

52

"J"



 

H:\WP\2011\AGENDAS\Infrastructure\ISC\ISC Current\jb-Regional-Water-Service-Project-Carryover-
Granthams.docx 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 22, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2010 

FROM: Manager of Utility Services 
RE:  REGIONAL WATER SERVICE - PROJECT CARRYOVER – GRANTHAMS LANDING 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S)  
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receives the Regional Water Service - Project 
Carryover report; 
 
AND THAT the Board approve the carry forward of the Regional Water Service project identified 
as Granthams Landing Water System Upgrade and associated funding for inclusion in the 2011 
Provisional Budget; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT staff be authorized to proceed with the continuation of the project as 
identified in the report. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board will approve a Provisional Budget for 2011. This report is required to achieve Board 
approval to continue the approved projects listed below into 2011: 
 

1. Granthams Landing Water System Upgrade 
 

 
CARRY FORWARD PROJECTS 
  
  
 
1. Project Name: Granthams Landing Water System Upgrade 

 Total Project Budget: $800,000 

 Funding Source(s): Reserves 

 Amount Expended to Date: $498,198 

 Project Status: In progress 

 Reason for Carryover: Carryover required in order to complete project due to 
weather delays 

 Amount to be Carried Forward: $301,802 less additional expenditures incurred between 
now and year end. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 22, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 

FROM: Johan Stroman, Community Energy Manager 

RE:  COMMUNITY ENERGY MANAGER 2011 WORK PLAN 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Community Energy Manager’s report entitled “Community Energy Manager 
2011 Work Plan” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT staff be directed to provide a decision package to R1 Budget with costs and 
funding mechanisms to support the CEM’s proposed workplan. 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
This report provides a summary of initiatives to be conducted in 2011 by the Community Energy 
Manager in order to initiate implementation the Community Energy and Emissions Plan.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was adopted by resolution of the SCRD Board at its regular 
meeting held May 27, 2010 (237/10, No. 15): 
 

THAT the report dated May 5, 2010, entitled “Community Energy and 
Emissions Plan – Final Draft Report”  be received; 

AND THAT the “Our Coast, Our Climate – Sunshine Coast Community 
Energy and Emissions Plan Final Report” be adopted; 

AND THAT the consultant’s recommended target of 7% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2031 relative to 2007 base year 
emissions be adopted; 

Funding to support a full time Community Energy Manager for a two year period (50% cost 
shared with BC Hydro) was approved in the 2010 budget and 2011-2012 Financial Plan.  This 
position is integral to the successful implementation of the Community Energy & Emissions 
Plan, and has overall responsibility for leading the implementation of programs and projects that 
will result in community level reductions in energy use and greenhouse gas emissions 
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DISCUSSION 
 
In 2007, the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) concluded that the human-caused 
contribution is “more likely than not” [>50% probability], and the expectation is that the human-
caused impact in the future is “virtually certain” [>99% probability]1

 
.3  

The UK government commissioned independent Stern Review concluded that the “costs of 
stabilizing the climate are significant but manageable; delay would be dangerous and much 
more costly”2

The CEEP report was completed with input from the public and resource groups in 2009-2010 
and was adopted by the board on May 27, 2010.  The CEEP was developed to support 
sustainable community development on the Sunshine Coast through the reduction of community 
level energy consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. CEEP’s primary objectives 
are:  

. 

 
1. To address Bill-27 requirements for the Regional District and its member municipalities to 

establish GHG reduction targets and measures that can be readily incorporated into 
official community plans (OCP)s;  

2. To comply with the Federation of Canadian Municipalities Partners for Climate Protection 
(PCP) program requirements, for which the project receives partial funding;  

3. To comply with community level commitments under the B.C. Climate Action Charter; and  
4. To foster buy-in to the results of the process thereby facilitating implementation by 

involving local governments and other resource groups and the public as necessary and 
ensuring that the project results can be readily supplemented by municipal governments 
should they feel the results do not adequately address local issues. 

 
The implementation of the regional and corporate energy and emissions reduction plans are 
identified as key priorities in the Board’s Strategic Plan Social and Environmental Sustainability 
principle (p.4), specifically: 
 

“2. Regional Energy and Emissions Reduction Plan 
Community Energy Manager will initiate actions from the Community Energy and 
Emissions Plan Energy and emissions reduction targets are incorporated into Official 
Community Plans (OCP)” 

 
By implementing the energy and emissions targets identified, the SCRD will be in line with 
targets being incorporated into its OCPs, be well positioned to continue accessing the Carbon 
tax rebates, to maintain a competitive advantage when applying for infrastructure grants and to 
allow the possibility of exceeding the Board’s adopted targets in future. 
 
BC Hydro provides 50% of the funding for the implementation of the Community Energy 
Manager (CEM), and helps the SCRD meet the goals of the CEEP by providing access to 
additional benefits in the form of outreach materials, information and support to meet energy 
conservation targets.  To meet the requirements for this partial funding, BC Hydro requests 
                                            
1 Box TS.1: Treatment of Uncertainties in the Working Group I Assessment: 
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/tssts-2.html 
2 See the Stern review at http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/stern_re-view_final_report.htm.  
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specific deliverables be achieved related to PowerSmart initiatives to conserve energy for 
residents (e.g. Team PowerSmart program promotion) and businesses (e.g. Product Incentive 
Program – PIP) and support behavior change around energy use on the Sunshine Coast. 
 
Table 1 provides a summary of the CEM’s proposed work plan for 2011.  The proposed work 
plan flows directly from the recommended actions identified in the CEEP.  Although the work 
plan shows all activities together in one snap shot, in reality, activities identified will be rolled out 
using a strategic and staged approach over the course of the year.  Some of the tasks initiated 
in 2011 will continue as part of the 2012 work plan.  Other initiatives are scheduled to be 
initiated in 2012 and are not represented in the 2011 work plan.   

Financial Implications 

The CEEP recommends a minimum core budget of $100,000 in addition to hiring a new 
Transportation Planner.  Given the economic climate, staff is looking for ways to implement the 
CEEP without the need to hire this position in 2011.  The existing 2011 Base Budget includes 
$32,000 towards CEEP implementation, however additional funding will be required to execute 
the work plan identified above.    

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that a decision package be brought to R1 with details on costs associated 
with the work plan provided herein and identifying potential funding sources for any costs over 
and above Base Budget. 
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Table 1.  CEM’s Proposed Work Plan for 2011 
 

CEEP Goal Category Task Outcome 
8. Creating a Culture of 
Conservation     

 

Coordinate and host a community 
launch event 

Launch event hosted 

 

Businesses on coast provided with 
information, opportunities to provide 
input, access to resources, programs and 
recognition opportunities for their 
demonstrated leadership 

Business luncheon launch event with media 
profile hosted 

 

BC Hydro PIP program opportunities 
promoted for sunshine coast businesses 

 

BC Hydro PowerSmart Excellence Awards 
promoted for businesses (in support of Green 
Business Network) 

 

Support Residential energy efficiency 
and emissions reductions - on electrical 
and other energy sources on coast 

Present energy efficiency workshops for 
residents on coast 

 
Set up citizen recognition program 

 

Support regional partners in curriculum and 
school outreach 

 

Mail out energy efficiency brochure to coast 
homeowners 

 

Coordinate educational tours on energy 
savings and efficiency leadership on 
coast 

Eco-bus tours hosted to coast Renewable, 
District Energy, emissions reductions and 
green innovation sites on coast 

   1. Energy Efficient Land Use 
Practices     

 

Meet with advisory groups on bylaw 
variance for aggressive energy savings 
features in identified growth nodes 

Host meeting with advisory groups, record 
and compile feedback 

 

Review and consolidate local municipal 
sustainability guidelines 

Local municipal sustainability guidelines 
consolidated 
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3. Enhance Green Building 
Sector     

 

Promote incentives and rebates 
available to builders, developers and 
home-owners 

Ads and promotions for existing incentives 
programs/ rebates 

 

Demonstrate working models 
(miniature, digital or life-size) of ultra 
efficient, low or zero emissions 
homes 

Host special demonstration (e.g. Solar Power)  
for Green Building sector 

 

House inspection offset cost incentives 
(to encourage EE retrofits) put in place 

Support increased house inspections for 
energy retrofits 

 

Advertisement and promotions for incentives 
program 

   2. Reduce Dependence on Single Occupancy Vehicles   

 

Anti-Idling message promoted on coast Anti-idling signs installed on coast (with 
partners e.g. School District) and regional 
promotion campaign begun 

 

Encourage and accommodate 
alternative transportation 
opportunities 

Host profile event with two high profile 
transportation promotion groups 

 

Bike to Work and Bike to School events 
supported 

 

Enhance walking and cycling amenities Explore amenities and fund sources to 
support expansion of these 

 

Foster a culture of efficient driving Promotion advertising for smart effiency 
kits/driving 

 

Create drive smart efficiency kits for 
business/ residents to use 

 

Create incentives for businesses to 
pursue fuel efficiency in their fleets  

Meet with businesses on creating fuel 
efficient fleets regionally 
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4. Expand Local Renewable Energy Opportunity   

 

Create an energy asset resource 
committee to support creation of a 
Coast Renewable Energy Resource Map 

Committee meetings hosted and draft map 
created 

   6. Strengthen Local Economy     

 

Build a local, energy efficient economy 
that employs and supplies goods and 
services to Sunshine Coast residents 

Meet with Chambers of Commerce on 
Economic Development Strategy 

 

Green Business Network initiated on 
sunshine coast 

 

Meet with Capilano University on developing 
partnership 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 21, 2010 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE: INCREASED MARKETING FOR TRANSIT SERVICES 
 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Staff report entitled “Increased Marketing for Transit Services” be received. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was adopted by resolution of the Board at its regular meeting 
held December 9, 2010 (504/10, No. 9) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ present, to 2011 
Budget, a decision package to include options for increased marketing of 
Transit services; 

AND THAT this item be deferred to the January 6, 2011 Infrastructure 
Services Committee meeting for further discussion. 

DISCUSSION 
 
This report is provided for information only as per Board direction. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: December 20, 2010 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 6, 2011 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR DECEMBER 2010 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Monthly Report for 
December 2010” be received.    
 
 
BACKGROUND 
This report is prepared monthly as information for the Infrastructure Services Committee. 
 
WATER TREATMENT PLANT  
Achievements;  

• One chlorine line replaced. 
• Isopac delivery 
• All confined space signs now installed 
• New PH probes on raw and treated water 
• Sodium Hypochlorite delivery 

 
Plans;  

• Re plumb chlorine injection lines 
• Replace chlorine gas lines 
• Investigate service water pump problems 
• Install Float fans 

 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
Achievements; 

• Monthly coliform testing 
• Installed 30 water meters 
• SCRD reservoir and pump station identification signs are in the process of being 

installed 
• Trench Shield ordered and delivery expected December 23/24 
• Repaired 7 service leaks. Garden Bay Road, Jasper Road, Cooper Road, Sherman 

Road, Lower Road, Coracle Road, Belle Road 
 
Plans; 

• Complete the Confined Space rescue entry requirements 
• Complete Lockout procedures 
• Order new Confined Space Rescue equipment 

 

61

"N"



Infrastructure Services Monthly Report for December 2010  Page 2 
 

H:\WP\2010\ISC Reports\Monthly\12-10_monthly.doc 
 

CAPITAL WORKS 
Achievements; 

• Langdale Reservoir replacement is near completion, final hydro hook up and cleanup is 
required 

• Grantham’s Landing 200mm mains installed and testing has begun 
• Reed Road pump station project has begun, footings and some plumbing have been 

completed 
• McCourt Road to Mason Road services have all been changed over. Paving to take 

place in January 
 
Plans; 

• Change over approximately 75 services, 2 hot taps and tie-in’s to complete the 
Grantham’s project 

• Tie- ins and plumbing related to the Reed Road Pump station 
 
THIRD PARTY  
Achievements; 

• 200 mm tie-in for Maycon at Apollo Road. 
 

WATER/WASTEWATER CREW 
Achievements; 

• WHIMIS training completed 
• Cross Connection Control training completed by three crew members 
• Ron Hunter hired as a Water Technician I 
• Scheduling for holiday coverage complete 

 
Plans; 

• 2011 Training Plan  
 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES  
Achievements; 

• Normal operations and sampling 
• Level control changed at Lily Lake 
• SCRD identification signs installed 
• Pump level control maintenance completed at Wood Creek Park 

 
Plans; 

• Improve billing and tracking procedures for lab samples 
• Further investigation into Square Bay outfall line alignment 
• Complete fencing at Lee Bay WWTP 
• Odour control at Jolly Roger WWTP 
• Install Gen set adapters at Jolly Roger, Secret Cove and Square Bay WWTP 
• Divers to inspect all outfall lines 
• Divers to complete further work on Secret Cove outfall line 
• Complete a lock out procedure for divers work on out fall lines 

 
NORTH PENDER/SOUTH PENDER SYSTEMS 
Achievements; 

• Oyster Bay mains customers are connected 
• Garden Bay building upgrade for UV ground is preloaded for construction 
• Quote received for upgrades to railing at McNeil Lake dam 
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• Replaced Katherine Lake Park pump 
• Identification signs are being installed on pump houses and reservoirs 

 
Plans; 

• Repair McNeil Lake Line 
• New water treatment plant 
• Install new circulating pump in Daniel Point Reservoir 
• Quote received for the removal of the Panorama Reservoir 

 
TRANSIT  
Staff met with BC Transit staff to review the current and 2011/12 Annual Operating Agreements and 
any initiatives that may be forthcoming.   
BC Transit is in the process of installing electronic fare boxes on the low floor buses that will register 
coin fare payment as well as monthly pass and ticket use.  These fare boxes are being introduced 
across the province and will allow BC Transit to more closely monitor fare payment by type and 
ridership by trip.  Although the January tickets and passes will reflect the format to be used with the 
new fare boxes, they will not likely be installed until mid-January.  In the meantime passengers will use 
the monthly passes as flash cards the same as the do currently.  The costs of the fare boxes will be 
capitalized as part of the vehicle lease fees. 
 
PUBLIC WHARVES  
The RFP for repair or replacement of the Gambier Harbour dock is now complete.  Funding in the 
amount of $25,000 has been carried over from 2010 to 2011 to be allocated to this specific project.  
Staff have been reviewing options for low maintenance floats with contractors and will be including 
those options in RFP’s for future float work.   
 
LANGDALE DOCK 
Staff have substantially completed the negotiations with BC Ferries on the agreement that will be used 
to operate and administer the new dock for private boats at Langdale terminal.  Next steps include 
approval by the SCRD Board of the draft agreement that would then form the basis for an AAP process 
to establish a new function. 
 
FLEET 
Staff have initiated a new oil delivery system that relies on a high capacity tank as opposed to the 
previous use of 200 litre drums.  The new tank will hold approximately 1100 litres of oil and is filled by a 
tanker truck which means we do not require steel drums that require disposal when at the end of their 
useful life.  Staff have also switched to a concentrated bus wash material that is delivered in 20 litre 
pails.  Two pails provide the equivalent wash material as a 205 litre drum of pre-mixed material that 
was the standard previously.  This option has the benefit of reducing our use of plastic pails and the 
amount of landfill material that is generated.  The bus wash concentrate meets all of the applicable 
environmental standards. 
The Fleet Supervisor attended the Enviro-fleets workshop in Vancouver that explored ways that 
agencies and municipalities are reducing greenhouse gas emission.  Right sizing of vehicles and use of 
alternative fuel technology is becoming more common place. 
 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE  
The permanent staff of the Building Maintenance division remain on long term leave.   There may be 
some additional work on the docks through the end of the year but otherwise activity is subject to a 
determination as to the long term objectives for this division. 
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SUSTAINABILITY EDUCATION AND OUTREACH 
A holiday waste-reduction campaign was run from November 26 2010 to January 3 2011. Staff 
received a variety of positive feedback from community members about the campaign for example: 
“Thanks to you I’m thinking a lot about the garbage I produce this Christmas”, “Nice job on the 
Christmas campaign - I’ve seen your ads everywhere and they are great.” “The garbage bag with the 
bow is bold and it makes you stop and think.” 
 
The campaign had the following goals: 
 

• Raise awareness about the increase of garbage during the holiday season 
• Showcase local and low impact options for holiday gifts 
• Raise awareness about region-wide zero waste goal 
• Engage people in sharing their garbage reduction strategies  
• Direct people to recycle depots and services after the holidays. 

 
The campaign used paid ads in local media including the Coast Reporter and CKAY Radio, and large 
posters in public buildings (Town of Gibsons Office, District of Sechelt, Sechelt Library, and the SCRD 
office). The campaign also included a variety of online advertising and a large display of a garbage bag 
Christmas tree in the Trail Bay Mall. All of the elements of the campaign include one of these four key 
messages: 
 

• How much of what you give will end up as garbage? The best way to reduce our garbage 
this holiday season is not to create it in the first place.  

 
• Start a new tradition this year....no garbage. This holiday season give a great gift, but don’t 

give garbage. Look for the least amount of packaging. Give experiences, such as a dinner out, 
theatre or movie tickets, a day pass to Dakota Ridge. 

 
• Create Memories, Not Garbage. The holidays generate a surge of avoidable trash that is 

equivalent to about 5 garbage trucks. There are many ways to reduce it, what are yours? 
 

• Reuse and Recycle Need to recycle that dinosaur cell phone, tape deck, VCR or computer? 
They are recyclable at Gibsons Recycling – 1018 Venture Way. They also recycle clean, dry 
styrofoam for a fee. Got stuff to move on after the holiday gifting season? Local resalers – ie 
thrift and consignment stores are looking for quality items for reuse. 

 
The campaign invited locals to submit their ideas for reducing waste over the holidays. Ideas were 
submitted and posted on the zero waste pages of the SCRD’s website. The campaign image (garbage 
bag with bow) and some of the messages were borrowed, with permission, from Metro Vancouver’s 
2009, 2010 holiday campaign. 
 
DEVELOPMENT OF A REGIONAL SUSTAINABILITY PLAN  
The development of a Regional Sustainability Plan is identified as a key priority in the Board’s Strategic 
Plan.  Board and staff have been actively pursuing this goal since 2007.  Steps completed up to 2010 
include: 
 

- Establishment of Sustainable Services Division and new Manager of Sustainable Services 
position (2007). 

- Sustainability Workshop held December 1, 2008 (over 100 invited participants) resulted in 
production of Sunshine Coast Sustainability Strategy Builder 

- Literature Review on Regional Sustainability Visions and Goals prepared for the SCRD by 
Eleonora Molnar, September 20, 2009.  Document reviews and synthesizes over 20 municipal, 
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regional, and community plans into a set of common themes, goals and values related to 
economic, social, cultural and environmental sustainability. 

- Two workshops held with public and one with elected officials in October/November 2009 for 
feedback on sustainability goals. 

- Sustainability Vision based on goals developed and revised based on municipal and Board 
feedback.  Adopted in spring 2010 with direction to proceed with development of a Sustainability 
Strategy or Plan.   

 
In September 2010, staff brought forward a report outlining the proposed approach for developing the 
Sustainability Plan.  Steps in that process completed to date include: 
 

- Establishment of a core planning group including representation from municipalities (staff), 
School District 46, Community Services Society, and Community Futures Development 
Corporation of the Sunshine Coast.  The core planning group is working closely with staff to 
develop initial draft content for a Draft Plan that will serve as a discussion paper with which 
broader public and stakeholder input will be solicited. 

- Completion of a 2 day intensive planning workshop with the core planning group and facilitated 
by John Talbot. 

- Multiple follow up interviews and meetings with core planning group members and other 
community stakeholders identified during the workshop to further develop and refine content for 
the Draft Plan. 

- Development of an initial design concept and layout for the Draft Plan. 
- Completion of content for Draft Plan (in progress). 

 
Next steps involve: 
 

- Complete public engagement strategy for review and further development of Draft Plan by early 
January, 2011. 

- Completing content for Draft Plan by early January. 
- Review draft content and engagement strategy with core planning group on January 12, 2011.   
- Finalize revisions to Draft Plan and engagement strategy and present to Infrastructure Services 

Committee February 3, 2011.  Board to adopt Draft Plan in principle for public consultation and 
submission to funding agencies. 

- Complete public engagement on Draft Plan (March – April 2011) 
- Complete Final Draft Plan and submit to ISC (May – June 2011) 
- Publicly launch the Sustainability Plan at community events and celebrations. 
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