
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday July 7, 2011 
SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 

 
AGENDA 

 
CALL TO ORDER 1:30 pm 
 
AGENDA 

1. Adoption of the Agenda. 
 
MINUTES 
 
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 

   

 
REPORTS 

2.  Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee meeting minutes 
of June 17, 2011 
 

Annex A 
P1-4 

3.  Executive Assistant 
Revised Minutes of Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee 
meeting – January 24, 2011 
 

Annex B 
P5-8 

4.  Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee minutes of May 30, 
2011 
 

Annex C 
P9-10 

 
5.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

Street Lighting – Boyle Road and North Road 
 

Annex D 
P11-13 

6.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
Dock Divestiture 
 

Annex E 
P14-26 

7.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
Gambier Dock Options 
 

Annex F 
P27-31 

8.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
BC Transit Funding (Transit Improvement Project) 
 

Annex G 
P32-36 

9.  Manager of Legislative Services 
Area A Transit Referendum 
 

Annex H 
P37 

10.  Director Nohr 
Transit Services 
 

Annex I 
P38-40 

11.  Engineering Technician 
Chapman Watershed Technical Working Group Terms of Reference – 
amendment  
 

Annex J 
P41-46 

12.  Solid Waste Coordinator 
Green Waste Charges for Commercial Customers 
 

Annex K 
P47-51 

 



Infrastructure Services Committee Agenda  
Thursday July 7, 2011  Page 2 of 2 

 

 

13.  Environmental Technician 
Green Waste Collection and Invasive Plants 
 

Annex L 
P52-54 

14.  Environmental Technician 
SCRD Green Waste Program Contract Summary 
 

Annex M 
P55-56 

15.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
Impacts of Proposed Zero Waste Initiatives on Sechelt Landfill – Part 1 
 

Annex N 
P57-58N 

16.  Community Energy Manager 
Green Building Leadership  
 

Annex O 
P59-64 

17.  Section Secretary  
Infrastructure Services Monthly Report for June 2011 
 

Annex P 
P65-69 

 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 

18.  Regional District of Nanaimo 
   Regarding Local Government Transit Service Meeting with Minister 

Lekstrom 
 

Annex Q 
P70-71 

19.  Islands Trust 
Regarding SCRD Dock Divestiture Review 

 

Annex R 
P72 

IN CAMERA 
 

 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT  

       



  SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 
June 17, 2011 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE CEDAR ROOM OF THE SUNSHINE 
COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT OFFICES, 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PRESENT:  SCRD Board Chair   G. Nohr 
 
    Directors   L. Turnbull 
       D. Shugar 

      L. Lewis  
      E. Graham 
 District of Sechelt Representative   K. Thirkell 

  Town of Gibsons Representative   B. Janyk 
  Sechelt Indian Government District Representative K. Julius  
          
ALSO PRESENT: Chief Administrative Officer, SCRD  J. France 
  Chief Administrative Officer, District of Sechelt R. Bremner 
  Manager, Legislative Services, SCRD A. Legault 
  Director, Corporate Services, District of Sechelt J. Frank 
  General Manager, Infrastructure Services, SCRD B. Shoji 
  Manager, Sustainable Services, SCRD D. Whyte 
  Engineering Technician, District of Sechelt P. Appelt 
  Recording Secretary  S. Williams 
   
 
CALL TO ORDER  1:00 p.m. 

PURPOSE OF THE MEETING 

In accordance with section 813.06 of the Local Government Act, the meeting is “for the 
purpose of: 

(a) reviewing the terms and conditions of the service, and 
(b) establishing a negotiation process for addressing 

(i) the issues raised in the notice, and 
(ii) any other issues raised by a party during the meeting, 

with a view to reaching an agreement on the negotiation process and the issues to be 
addressed in the negotiations.” 
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Recommendation No. 1 Appointment 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that Garry Nohr be 
appointed Chair of the Committee. 

AGENDA The agenda was adopted as presented. 

Attendees introduced themselves. 

SCRD Chief Administrative Officer John France reviewed the purpose of the meeting.  
Highlights are as follows: 

- The purpose of the meeting is to review the Solid Waste Management Function as 
requested by the District of Sechelt under section 813.06 of the “Local Government Act”. 

- Voting members are the Directors from the five Electoral Areas and the three party 
representatives appointed by the member municipalities. 

- Recommendations of the Committee will be forwarded to senior staff at the SCRD and  
three member municipalities and presented to the SCRD’s Infrastructure Services 
Committee. 

- The meeting is open to the public and the same rules apply as in other Committees with 
respect to public input.  If members of the public have questions, they may pose those 
questions at the end of the meeting. 

- The process will proceed as follows: 
o Define the problem 
o Construct Fact Sheets 
o Develop options 
o Evaluate the options 
o Reach a decision 
o Document the results 

- A press release will be prepared to explain the role and purpose of the Committee. 

- The cost of the process is a cost to the service.  

Recommendation No. 2 Remuneration to Committee Members 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that the meetings of the 
Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee be considered extraordinary for the 
purpose of remuneration; 

AND THAT travel expenses, related to meeting attendance, be reimbursed to Committee 
members. 
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Recommendation No. 3 District of Sechelt 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that the 
correspondence from the District of Sechelt regarding the request for a service review of the 
Solid Waste Management Function be received. 

Recommendation No. 4 Refuse Disposal Bylaw 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that “Sunshine Coast 
Refuse Disposal Local Service Bylaw No. 1019, 1994” be received. 

Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services for the SCRD provided an overview of the report 
included in the Agenda.  He explained the funding models used in prior years (Sechelt Landfill 
surplus and taxation) and currently used (taxation) and the events that triggered the change, i.e.: 

 Significant decreases in tipping fee revenue, specifically in the commercial sector directly 
related to the decrease in commercial and construction tonnage. 

 Devalued recyclables. 
 Need for a sustainable funding mechanism that minimized financial risks resulting from 

uncontrollable revenue shortfalls. 

Director Thirkell noted that with the change in funding models the District of Sechelt 
contribution to Regional Recycling increased from $843 in 2007 to $135,253 in 2011. At the 
same time the District implemented a Curbside Recycling program for residents living in a 
duplex or single family dwelling at a cost to those residents. Dwellings larger than a duplex do 
not receive collection services.  He noted that the District feels its residents are paying twice for 
one service and should not be included in the Regional Recycling program. This, in addition to 
upcoming increases related to the services proposed in the Draft Zero Waste Management Plan, 
is the reason for the request for a Service Review.  

Director Thirkell noted that residents in Sechelt pay $140 per household to the District of 
Sechelt for Solid Waste services which includes Curbside Recycling. In response to questions 
regarding the breakdown on the $140 Paul Appelt provided the following indicating the per 
household charge for Curbside Recycling at approximately $52 per year: 

2010 – District of Sechelt Solid Waste Expenditures:  
 Garbage Contract (collection) $184,311.93  
 Recycling Contract (collection & processing)  $207,204.37  
 Tipping Fees (@$100.00/tonne)  $123,387.17  
 Spring Cleanup  $27,179.00 
 Administration $15,000.00 

TOTAL 2010 Expenditures - Solid Waste $557,082.47 

SCRD is currently conducting a survey to determine residency of the users of the Recycling 
Depot located in Sechelt. That information will be provided to a future Service Review meeting. 
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District of Sechelt representatives were asked why the District embarked upon a path to provide 
enhanced recycling services without consulting with the SCRD or any of the other participants of 
the Regional Recycling program. Representatives responded that consultation was considered 
and the reason for the lack of consultation was unknown. 

Director Nohr left the meeting and Shugar assumed the Chair 

Recommendation No. 5 Service Review – Regional Solid Waste 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that the report from the 
Manager of Sustainable Services titled “Service Review-Regional Solid Waste Function 
350/353” be received. 

Recommendation No. 6 Staff Report on Service Review 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that Manager of 
Legislative Services’ report originally provided to the March 24, 2011 SCRD Corporate and 
Administrative Services Committee be received. 

Recommendation No. 7 Guide to Service Reviews 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that the “Guide to 
Regional Service Arrangements and Service Reviews” be received. 

Recommendation No. 8 Service Review – Next Steps 

The Solid Waste Management Service Review Committee recommended that the next meeting 
of the Service Review Committee be scheduled for July 28, 2011 at 9:30 a.m.; 

AND THAT the results of the Zero Waste Management Plan public consultation process be 
provided for that meeting; 

AND THAT Councillors from the member municipalities be invited to attend the July 28th 
meeting; 

AND FURTHER THAT the concerns of the District of Sechelt, as follows, be acknowledged and 
rolled into broader discussion on equity and funding models within the Zero Waste Management 
Plan: 

 Perceived inequity of residents of Sechelt paying twice for recycling service; through 
Curbside with the District of Sechelt and Regional Recycling with the SCRD; 

 Future costs of the implementation of the Zero Waste Management Plan. 

ADJOURNED  3:15 p.m. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT                 
  

 
DATE:             May 31, 2011 

TO:                Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting – July 7, 2011 

FROM:          Susan Hunt, Executive Assistant 

RE: REVISED MINUTES OF THE JOINT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE MEETING – JANUARY 24, 2011 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the report concerning the Revised Minutes of the Joint Watershed 
Management Advisory Committee Meeting held on January 24, 2011 be received. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The minutes of the Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee (JWMAC) 
Meeting held on January 24, 2011 were accepted at the Infrastructure Services 
Committee meeting on March 3, 2011 and were forwarded for adoption to the Regular 
Board meeting on March 10, 2011. 
 
The attached revised minutes were received on May 19, 2011 from the Sechelt Indian 
Band (SIB) and were received for review on the Joint Watershed Management Advisory 
Committee meeting agenda for May 30, 2011.   
 
The JWMAC requested at their meeting that the additional changes be forwarded to the 
Infrastructure Services Committee. 
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JOINT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

 

January 24, 2011 

 
 

MINUTES FROM THE JOINT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

MEETING HELD IN THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT CEDAR ROOM AT 1975 

FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, B. C. MONDAY, JANUARY 24, 2011 

 

 

PRESENT:   

 

Sechelt Indian Band: Chief Garry Feschuk 

 Councillor Jordan Louie 

 Councillor Wesley Jeffries 

 Councillor Robert Joe   

 Rights and Title Department Jasmine Paul 

 

SCRD: Director, Halfmoon Bay Area B  Garry Nohr, Chair 

 Director, Roberts Creek Area D  Donna Shugar 

 Director, Elphinstone Area E  Lorne Lewis 

 Director, West Howe Sound Area F  Lee Turnbull   

 Director, District of Sechelt   Keith Thirkell 

 Director, Town of Gibsons   Barry Janyk 

 Alt. Director, Pender Harbour Area A  Barrie Wilbee  

 Alt. Director, District of Sechelt  Alice Lutes 

 GM Infrastructure Services   Bryan Shoji 

 Engineering Technician II   Monte Staats 

 Recording Secretary    Susan Hunt 

 Public    2  

 

   

CALL TO ORDER     1:10 pm 

 

AGENDA   

 

The agenda was adopted as received and the meeting was chaired by Sunshine Coast Regional District 

Chair Garry Nohr.  

 

MINUTES 
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The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee Minutes of April 19, 2010 were reviewed.  It 

was noted that a response was received from the Province regarding Gray Creek Watershed and that a 

response has not been received at this time from Sechelt Community Projects Inc. (SCPI) regarding the 

Timber Supply Analysis. 

 

 

The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee Notes of October 4, 2010 were reviewed and 

the following comments were noted: 

 The SIB considers the Chapman Creek Watershed as a conservation area and they are waiting 

for a response from the Province regarding not allowing further industrial activity including 

logging in the watershed. an application by SIB to separate the watershed from the Sechelt 

Community Project tenure. 

 The last sentence on the first page is to be changed to read: “It is understood that the SCPI 

forest proposal was originally signed making the District of Sechelt the sole shareholder of the 

SCPI and the management of the forest area in their tenure. 

 The SCPI proposed salvage blocks are not in the Grey Creek watershed but are located in the 

upper edges of the boundary. 

 

 

COMMUNICATIONS 

 

Recommendation No. 1 Correspondence from Ministry of Natural Resources 

 

The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee recommended that the correspondence from 

Minister Steve Thomson, Ministry of Natural Resource regarding the land re-designation and/or land 

exchange of Crown forest land in the Chapman and Gray watersheds be received. 

 

The following comments from discussion were noted: 

 The District of Sechelt has documented correspondence expressing they are not interested in 
any logging in the watersheds. 

 The JWMAC has concerns of who is in control of the watershed. 

 The SIB noted that SCPI can also manage non-forest products such as ferns, mosses etc. 

 The SIB is reviving their culture with winter dancers and uses non-forest products for the 

tradition. 

 As specified in the Joint Watershed Management Agreement and SIB Land Use Plan, the 

watersheds are considered protected by the SIB which was signified by the ceremony at the 

Longhouse and the carved totem pole placed at the front entrance to the SCRD office to watch 

over the watersheds.  The SIB only agreed to support the Community Forest because Sechelt 

Community Projects Inc. agreed that the watersheds are protected and that there will be no 

logging in the watersheds. 

 

 

Recommendation No. 2 District of Sechelt Correspondence 

Formatted: Font: Italic
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The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee recommended that the Sechelt Indian Band 

write the District of Sechelt requesting for copies of their correspondence on their stand against 

logging in the Chapman and Gray Creek Watersheds. 

 

REPORTS 

 

Terms of Reference for the Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group  

 

The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee received the Engineering Technician’s report 

entitled “Terms of Reference for the Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working 

Group”.   

 

Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms of Reference 

 

The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee received the Infrastructure Services General 

Manager’s report entitled “Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms of 

Reference”.   

 

The following comments were made: 

 The SIB requested that they be removed as a “stakeholder” in the reports as they believe they 

are holding the rights and title of the watersheds as part of their territory.  The SIB requested a 

separate process to this committee and noted historically involving too many groups has not 

been beneficial to the process. 

 

Joint Watershed Management Agreement 

 

The Joint Watershed Management Agreement was signed by both the Sechelt Indian Band 

representatives and the Sunshine Coast Regional District representatives on the Joint Watershed 

Management Committee. 

 

 

 

NEXT MEETING  To be announced 

 

ADJOURNMENT 2:15 pm 

8



JOINT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
 

May 30, 2011 

 
 
MINUTES FROM THE JOINT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MEETING HELD IN THE SECHELT INDIAN BAND OFFICE AT 5555 SUNSHINE COAST 
HIGHWAY, SECHELT, B. C. MONDAY, May 30, 2011 

 
 
PRESENT:   
 
Sechelt Indian Band: Chief Garry Feschuk 
 Councillor Jordan Louie 
 Councillor Jessie August 
 Councillor Joyce Joe  
 Councillor Keith Julius  
 Rights and Title Department Jasmine Paul 
 
SCRD: Director, Halfmoon Bay Area B  Garry Nohr, Chair 
 Director, Roberts Creek Area D  Donna Shugar   
 Director, District of Sechelt   Keith Thirkell  
 GM Infrastructure Services   Bryan Shoji 
 Engineering Technician II   Monte Staats 
 Recording Secretary    Susan Hunt 
  
 
   
CALL TO ORDER     10:58  a.m. 
 
AGENDA   
 
The agenda was adopted as received and the meeting was chaired by Sechelt Indian Band Chief Garry 
Feschuk.  
 
MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee Meeting held on January 24, 
2011 were reviewed.   
 
Recommendation No. 1 – Terms of Reference 
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The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee requested that the process for the minutes is as 
what is in place in the Terms of Reference. 
 
Recommendation No. 2 – Revised Minutes  
 
The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee requested that the revised minutes of the 
January 24, 2011 meeting be adopted at the next Infrastructure Services Committee meeting.   
 
 
 
REPORTS 
 
The JWMAC Minutes of January 24, 2011 for Discussion re: Chapman Watershed Source Protection 
Technical Working Group  
 
The Joint Watershed Management Advisory Committee received the Executive Assistant’s report 
entitled “JWMAC Minutes of January 24, 2011 for Discussion re: Chapman Watershed Source 
Protection Technical Working Group “.   
 
Discussion ensued regarding the attendance of a representative of Sechelt Indian Band representative 
at the Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group meetings. The SIB requested 
the minutes of the meetings of the Technical Working Group and will also review the following:: 
 the Provincial plan process for the Source Assessment Response Plan,   
 the Drinking Water Protection Plan establishment process, and 
 the Triton Report on the Chapman Creek Watershed (provided by the SCRD).  

 
 

 
 
NEXT MEETING  1:30 p.m. Monday, September 12, 2011 at the SCRD office 
 
ADJOURNMENT 11:30 a.m. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 8, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Brian K. Sagman, Manager Transportation and Facilities 

RE: STREET LIGHTING – NORTH ROAD AND BOYLE ROAD 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receive this report entitled “Street Lighting – NORTH 
ROAD AND BOYLE ROAD”; 
 
AND THAT staff proceed with the installation of 150 watt HPS full cut off street light at the 
intersection of North Road and Boyle Road  
 
AND THAT the annual costs of $172.00 be charged to the Regional Street Lighting function 
(#320). 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This report has been prepared by staff based on the Sunshine Coast Regional District’s Street 
Lighting Policy and Procedures amended February 2005. 

 
DISCUSSION 

A request was received by staff from a resident of Boyle Road who was concerned about the 
safety of pedestrians and asked that the SCRD arrange to install a street light to improve 
conditions.   

In accordance with the SCRD’s Street Lighting Policy and Procedures, staff reviewed the 
request, conducted a site visit, surveyed any potential affected property owners and assessed 
the benefit of the street light. A copy of the Infrastructure Services Department’s Street Light 
Checklist is attached for information (Attachment “A”).  Staff also sent a letter to adjacent 
homeowners advising them of the light request and the process for approval and requesting 
notification of any concerns.  One homeowner responded with queries as to the taxation method 
and was told that the recommendation would be to include this proposed light in the Regional 
Street Lighting function. 
 
Fiscal Implications 
 
BC Hydro has confirmed that there would be no installation costs related to this light given that 
there is already infrastructure in place.  The cost of maintenance and power for a 150W HPS 
street light would be $14.33 per month, with the total annual cost of $172.00. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Infrastructure Services Department                     

 Street Light Check List                     
 

  

 
 

 
Date / Location / Comments 

 
Date written request received: 

 
   

 
 
Request received from: 
(name/address/phone number) 
 
 
 
 

 
Linda Van Valkenburg 
462 Parker Road, 
Gibsons, B.C. 
 
604-886-0179 

 
Site visit conducted: 
 (name of person/date) 

 
Brian Sagman April 14, 2011 

 
Location of hydro pole: 
(attach map) 

 
Boyle Road at North Road 

 
Number of hydro pole: 
 

 
Pole #2050254 

 
Benefit of street light based on the following: 

 
 
Yes 
 

 
· Is the location on the Sunshine Coast Hwy, Port 
Mellon Hwy, or part of the major road network? 
 
· Is the location at a major intersection? 
 

 
No 

 
· Is the location at a bus stop?  If yes, where?: 
 

 
No 

 
· Will the lighting provide a benefit to the 
immediate properties only?  (or) 
 
· Will it provide a wider benefit to the community? 
 

 
No 
 
Yes, it will light up the area of the intersection for 
the benefit of pedestrians. 

 
· Is there a history of motor vehicle accidents or 
other such public safety issue? 

 
No 

 
Cost of installation/power/maintenance: 
(per BC Hydro) 

 
$14.33/month + GST = $172.00 
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Boyle Road/North Road Street Light 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  June 10, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager, Transportation and Facilities 
RE:  DOCK DIVESTITURE PUBLIC CONSULTATION  

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report entitled “DOCK DIVESTITURE 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION” be received for information. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The concept of the divestiture of one or more of the SCRD’s nine docks was first raised during 
the 2009 budget discussions, when the Board directed staff to review the divestiture of the Port 
Graves dock with the Public Wharves Advisory Committee (PWAC).  That discussion was 
delayed while new members of the PWAC were recruited and approved by the Board.  The 
issue was discussed at the PWAC meeting of October 2009 at which time the committee 
recommended that rather than focussing only on the Port Graves dock that the scope be 
expanded to include an evaluation of all of the docks.  The rationale was that other docks may 
be more appropriate for divestiture than Port Graves depending on the criteria to be applied.  A 
report was prepared for the December 3, 2009 meeting of the Infrastructure Services 
Committee that outlined the discussion at the PWAC meeting and provided recommendations 
as follows: 
 
THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee receive the report entitled “PWAC Review of 
Dock Divestitures” for information;  
 
And THAT the Infrastructure Services Committee direct staff to develop criteria for 
evaluating docks for possible divestiture 
 
The report led to the following directive from the Board (Ref. #492/09 Rec. #3 sub-
recommendation #4): 
 

Recommendation No. 4 PWAC – Divestiture of Docks 

THAT staff review the criteria used to determine which docks are most viable for 
divestiture. 

Staff reviewed possible criteria with PWAC at the meeting of January 18, 2010 that included 
usage levels, impacts on community access, impacts on emergency access and costs.  The 
PWAC agreed that staff would develop a list of criteria including a strategy for measurement for 
each dock.  This matrix would then form the basis for further discussion. 
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The criteria and measurements were reviewed at the PWAC meeting of April 19, 2010.  The 
committee agreed that staff should move towards evaluating each dock and assigning a 
preliminary rating for each of the identified criteria such that the total score for each dock would 
determine its suitability for divestiture.  
 
Staff presented the matrix of criteria and ratings at the July 19, 2010 PWAC meeting.  The 
committee found it difficult to rationalize the ratings for each dock as compared to the others .  
Staff suggested that as an alternative to rating all the docks, that the discussion could focus on 
reducing the number of docks under consideration by eliminating those docks that were critical 
to the community and would not be suitable for divestiture.  The committee agreed with that 
approach and identified four docks that would appear to warrant consideration for divestiture 
subject to public consultation.  The committee members agreed to provide feedback on these 
four docks based on discussions within their respective communities and their own 
perspectives. The four docks that the PWAC viewed as being candidates for divestiture 
included: 
 

• West Bay (Gambier Island) 

• Halkett Bay (Gambier Island) 

• Port Graves (Gambier Island) 

• Vaucroft (Thormanby Island) 
 
Staff completed an analysis of each of the four docks based on available use and cost 
information.  A report was submitted to the September 9, 2010 meeting of the Infrastructure 
Services Committee.   
 
Based on the September 9 report the Board provided the following direction (ref. #388/10): 
 

Recommendation No. 9   Dock Divestiture Evaluation 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report entitled “Dock 
Divestiture Evaluation” be received; 

AND THAT staff provide a report outlining recommendations with respect to a 
public process for all contributing areas of docks; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff follow up with the Public Wharves Advisory 
Committee (PWAC) members for their comments and include this information 
in the report. 

The issue of the possible divestiture of one or more docks was discussed further at the 
November 16, 2010 meeting of the PWAC.  Staff received some feedback at the meeting but 
also sent out a request for further input via e-mail based on the Board resolution and with the 
September 9, 2010 report as a reference.  Only one comment was received as follows: 
 

• Involve the Gambier Island Community Association in the development of the public 
consultation process. 

 
A further opportunity for feedback was provided to PWAC members via e-mail in early 
December to ensure that members had every chance to contribute.  No further comments were 
received.   
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Throughout this process the Board has maintained a desire to explore the option of divestiture 
as opposed to directing staff to specifically begin the process of divesting one or more docks.  
This approach had the benefit of allowing the PWAC to have the opportunity to provide 
feedback throughout the process.  Based on the schedule of PWAC meetings this has extended 
the time line for this project, but has had the benefit of establishing a foundation for the public 
consultation process by ensuring that PWAC representatives remain informed.   
 
There was further discussion of the issue of divestiture at the November 15, 2010 meeting of 
the PWAC that was referred to the Board through the meeting minutes.  This led to the following 
Board resolution from the meeting of December 9, 2010 (Ref. #504/10): 
 

Recommendation No. 5   Public Wharves Advisory Committee 

THAT the Public Wharves Advisory Committee (PWAC) minutes of November 
15, 2010 be received; 

AND THAT staff report back, no later than July 2011, with recommendations 
for Public Wharves divestiture and including results of the completed public 
consultation process; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff consider holding public consultation meetings on 
the North Shore as well as the Sunshine Coast and islands to enable more 
property owners to attend. 

In addition to the direction concerning public consultation the Board also has a resolution 
related to negotiating with the church camps for a fee structure that recognizes their use 
of the docks and that they do not pay taxes. 

 

DISCUSSION 
 
Based on the Board’s direction staff conducted public meetings as follows: 
 
May 30th   Gibsons and Area Recreation Center  7:00 to 8:30 pm 
May 31th  Coopers Green  7:00 to 9:00 pm 
June 4th  Keats Landing (Clam shack)  10:00 to noon  
 Gambier Community Hall  2:00 to 4:00 pm 
June 7th  West Vancouver Library – Welsh Hall West  7:00 to 8:45 pm 
 
The session at the Gambier Community Hall also included a review of options for the repair or 
replacement of the Gambier Harbour float. 
 
A letter was sent via bulk mail to all island residents on April 6, 2011 that provided background 
information concerning the open houses.  In addition staff posted a notification on the SCRD 
website and put advertisements in the Coast Reporter.  Island residents were encouraged to 
spread the word through their affiliations with local organizations.  Further to this, notifications 
were posted at all docks showing the dates and times of the meetings.  Staff also arranged for 
notification on the local cable channel community notice board. 
 
 
Public Meeting Format 
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All the public meetings followed the same basic format with staff providing a PowerPoint 
presentation that summarized the background, objectives of the sessions, and the next steps in 
the process.  Staff specifically focussed on the goal to obtain information through these 
sessions on the potential community impacts of dock divestiture. 
 
The open houses provided the opportunity for interested parties to voice their opinions on this 
issue or to provide written comments.   
 
May 30th - Gibsons and Area Community Center (GACC)  
 
The session at the GACC ran from 7:00 to 9:00 pm 
and was attended by approximately 12 people in 
addition to Director Turnbull and Alternate Director 
Clegg and one member of the media.  Although 
there are no SCRD docks within the Town of 
Gibsons, this meeting recognized that the Town is 
included in the function and provided the opportunity 
for feedback from area residents. The comments we 
received were generally as follows: 
 

• The docks provide a focus for family and 
community events. 

• Docks that have a MOTI right of way to the dock head are of higher value given that 
there is no need to negotiate with an upland owner for water lot lease consent. 

• Contractors rely on the docks for access to projects on the islands.  Specifically in 
relation to the Gambier Harbour dock and discussion concerning repair/replacement. 

• Docks that have a church camp as the upland owner can be subject to the rules and 
regulations of the church, given that dock users have to enter church property (criminal 
records checks of contractors). 

• Is there the possibility of establishing a road right-of-way through the church property?  
This would require negotiation with the church which can be dependent on other 
considerations including the fact that they currently have free use of the docks.   

• Halkett Bay and West Bay are serviced by the Mercury Marine water taxi. 

• The United Church is reportedly no longer the upland owner of the Halkett Bay dock due 
to a negotiated takeover of land by private developer who in turn allowed it to be 
converted to a MOTI right of way. 

• The Halkett Bay dock has an adjacent barge ramp that is within the MOTI right of way 
and as such represents a valuable associated asset of the dock. 

• Removal of a dock would result in an increase in travel distance for water taxis and on 
land which translates into increased GHG emissions. 

• Establish a business license fee for all SCRD businesses in order to fund SCRD 
services. 

• When evaluating the repair/replacement of the Gambier Harbour float, include the option 
to separate the float into two sections that are connected to allow each to move 
independently and address the impacts of the wave action. 

 
May 31st - Coopers Green  
 
Staff arranged for a session at Cooper’s Green in Halfmoon Bay in order to provide a 
convenient location for residents to comment specifically in relation to the Vaucroft dock.  The 
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Vaucroft dock had the lowest rating by staff, which subject to community feedback, made it the 
most suitable for divestiture at first glance.   
 
The divestiture of the Vaucroft dock to North Thormanby property owners was the subject of a 
survey in 2008.  Although the responses were almost evenly split, those who were in favour of 
assuming ownership for the dock were concerned about the costs and whether property taxes 
would be significantly reduced. 
 
The following comments were received at the meeting that was attended by approximately 13 
members of the public as well as Chair Nohr, Director Turnbull and Alternate Director Clegg: 
 

• One of the key messages was that the docks provide access to SCRD and other 
facilities including foreshore areas and parks on the islands. 

• The docks have value as heritage sites given that most are at least 40 years old. 

• The docks provide public access to the islands that would be lost if they are privatized. 

• The SCRD should take a long term view to the value of the docks in light of development 
that is occurring on the islands. 

• The MOTI uses the SCRD docks to move equipment and supplies to the islands.  The 
loss of a dock could impact their ability to maintain the roads. 

• The docks were established as a community asset and should be retained even if there 
are costs to maintain them.  The loss of one could lead to others being privatized. 

• Water taxis and other businesses rely on the docks for their livelihood.  In addition 
contractors and property owners rely on the docks to move materials and equipment.   

 
As the discussion progressed it was interesting that the participants moved from a position of 
supporting the retention of all the docks and began to question the community value of the Port 
Graves dock.  There is a definite perception that the church monopolizes that dock to the extent 
that people have reported that camp staff have discouraged the public from using the dock. 
 
June 4 - Keats Island 
 
The session on Keats Island was scheduled to provide an opportunity for input even though 
none of the docks under consideration are on Keats and the use of the Gambier docks by Keats 
residents would be expected to be minimal.  This session was therefore expected to generate 
more comments of a general nature concerning the Ports function and SCRD services.  The 
session was attended by about 12 members of the public as well as Director Turnbull and 
Alternate Director Clegg.  Director Turnbull provided a summary of the Board’s position on dock 
divestiture and noted that the Board appreciates the value of that service to the community as 
well as the annual garbage pick-up. 
 
The following is a summary of the comments raised at the meeting: 
 

• The docks provide public access to interior developments 

• The SCRD should take a long term perspective on usage and consider that development 
of the islands will contribute to an increase in demand for these types of facilities. 

• As development progresses, property value will increase and reduce the impact of the 
dock maintenance costs. 

• The Port Graves dock provides access to the Sea Ranch development and the rest of 
Brigade Bay. 

• The SCRD could look at downsizing the docks rather than eliminating any docks. 
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• Once a dock is divested it is lost to public use and it is unlikely that future needs could 
be met with the construction of additional facilities due to the difficulty obtaining the 
required water lot lease. 

 
 
June 4 – Gambier Island 
 
Three of the four docks under consideration for divestiture are on Gambier Island.  As a result it 
was expected that property owners there would have the most concern about any of the options 
surrounding divestiture.  The public meeting at the Gambier Community Hall was attended by 
about 45 residents and stakeholders in addition to Chair Nohr, Director Turnbull and Alternate 
Director Clegg.  Staff had the assistance of the President of the Gambier Island Community 
Association, Lynn Bell, in facilitating this meeting.  Director Turnbull again summarized the 
Board’s position and noted that islanders value the docks and garbage pick-up very highly.  The 
overview of the agenda by staff included the dock divestiture component as well as a discussion 
concerning the options for repair or replacement of the Gambier Harbour float.  The Gambier 
Harbour float issue is the subject of a separate report. 
 
In general there was more animosity towards the concept of divestiture at this meeting than at 
others and more focus on the SCRD services that are provided to the islands in comparison to 
taxation.  However there were also some interesting comments and perspectives that were 
offered that included the following: 
 

• Attendees noted that dock divestiture would increase the generation of GHG’s by 
increasing the travel distances for boaters and also adding to the use of vehicles to 
provide transportation between communities. 

• There are few parks in the area of West Bay dock so people tend to congregate on the 
docks. 

• The loss of a dock would negatively impact property values that would in turn reduce 
property taxes. 

• The use of the docks will increase over time as development on the island continues. 

• The docks play a central role in attracting residents to Gambier Island and as such the 
SCRD should be looking to add more docks rather than divesting docks. 

• The SCRD should petition the province to change legislation that allows churches to 
avoid paying property taxes. 

 
June 7 – West Vancouver Library 
 
Many property owners within the SCRD and specifically on the islands have principal 
residences on the Lower Mainland.  A public meeting was scheduled for the West Vancouver 
Library to provide a more convenient site for those people to attend and provide input.  Because 
of the seasonal use of their properties, these people had a somewhat unique perspective on the 
value of the docks.  There were approximately 45 members of the public at the meeting and 
Chair Nohr, Director Turnbull and Alternate Director Clegg also attended. 
 
Because this was the last in the series of public meetings many of the concerns with dock 
divestiture had been voiced at other venues.  However other issues included the following: 
 

• There was a specific concern with the impact divestiture would have on the accessibility 
that is necessary for the elderly and mobility impaired.   
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• Attendees noted the advantage of having centralized dock facilities that can be used by 
multiple property owners as an environmentally sustainable option in comparison to 
having multiple private docks cluttering up the shoreline.  In addition the existing docks 
can be used in the winter months when conditions may not allow use of smaller private 
docks.  

• The need for the SCRD docks is going to expand as development progresses, 
particularly in the case of Gambier Island where there has been considerable 
development over the past 10 years. 

• There was also some discussion concerning the use of the docks by church camps and 
the possibility that the camps would not have adequate funding to purchase and 
maintain the docks. 

 
During the discussion Chair Nohr specifically addressed the basis for the dock divestiture review 
and the benefit of having a better appreciation for the value of these facilities to the community.  
He reinforced that the SCRD was not pursuing divestiture of any dock at this time. 
 
Comments via E-mail 
 
The notifications and advertising that were sent out in regards to the public meetings provided 
interested parties with the opportunity to e-mail or mail their comments to staff.  Many 
individuals took advantage of that opportunity due to commitments that prevented them from 
attending one of the public meetings.  A summary of the comments is as follows (check marks 
indicate the docks referenced): 
 

Comment West Bay Halkett 
Bay 

Port 
Graves 

 
Vaucroft 

 
All 

The docks are one of few services 
that islanders receive for their 
property taxes 

 

    

The dock is needed based on 
development in the area 

 

   

 

The dock is required for emergency 
access   

 

 

 

The docks contribute to tourism   

   

The dock is a drop-off point for water 
taxis.  

  

 

 

Many residents do not have boats so 
rely on the docks for access to their 
properties. 

    

 

Some residents do not have cars on 
the island so cannot use alternative 
docks.  

    

The loss of one dock would result in a 
parking problem at other docks, 
specifically New Brighton 

 

    

The dock is a focus for family and 
community activities   

 

 

 

The road network is not an alternative 
for water access 

 

 

   

20



The local community cannot take on 
the financial burden of the dock 
through divestiture. 

 

 

   

Loss of a dock would increase boat 
and auto travel, increasing GHG 
emissions. 

    

 

Loss of the dock will reduce property 
values and as a result, taxes 

 

 

   

The Town of Gibsons should not be 
paying for docks given that they are 
remote and the Town does not benefit 
from them 

    

 

The Town of Gibsons and District of 
Sechelt benefit from dock generated 
business and tourism 

  

 

  

The dock is essential for church camp 
operations 

 

 

   

The dock provides access to other 
community facilities such as parks. 

  

  

 

Once divested it would be difficult to 
acquire a new water lot lease 

  

 

  

The SCRD should review options for 
increasing funding instead of reducing 
services. 

  

 

  

The docks provide access to the 
church camps that are highly valued 

    

 

Loss of the dock will put more 
pressure on remaining facilities. 

  

 

  

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLANS 
 
One reference source for evaluating the general concept of the divestiture of docks is any 
Official Community Plans (OCPs) that exist.  The OCP can provide some general guidance to 
the objectives for the docks in terms of the growth of a community.  
 
Gambier Island OCP 
 
In the case of Gambier Island, the OCP provides the following community goals relating 
to the provision of dock facilities: 
 

2.8   to maintain for the immediate future a water access Gambier Island 
community with sufficient community docking facilities, limited roads and the 
absence of a car ferry.  
 
2.9   to maintain flexibility, while planning for a water access community, to 
provide for road and transportation requirements of a more developed Gambier 
Island community in the longer term.  
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These goals would appear to support the ongoing provision of the docks as a way to 
limit the development of the internal road network and recognizing the lack of a car ferry 
service.  The plan also establishes criteria for determining land and foreshore use as 
follows: 

 
Policy 3.1 

• the impact of any new development on existing public services and infrastructure 
and the ability to accommodate any deficiencies in such services or infrastructure 
at minimum public cost;  

 
Policy 3.7 (iii) 

• to protect marine and riparian habitat and water quality; and  

• to maintain a view of the coastline that is rural in character and relatively pristine 
in appearance.  

 
These policies reflect the commitment to environmental stewardship and the preservation of the 
natural habitat of the island but put more onus on developments to include consideration of the 
impacts on public services.   
 
The plan includes objectives for residential development which include: 
 

4.2 to promote a form of residential development on Gambier which retains a set of 
distinct settlement nodes (or neighbourhoods) physically separated from one 
another by tracts of undeveloped land retained in its natural state and connected by 
trails and country lanes; 

4.5  In new subdivisions, located in areas outside of the planning area’s existing public 
road network, access by water (from the sea) to upland parcels should only be 
considered in locations where a public road right-of-way may be constructed to 
provide each upland lot with access to a location fronting on navigable water which 
is able to reasonably accommodate a site for boat moorage. 

 
The plan is that the internal transportation network will be developed to link communities which 
would thereby reduce the necessity for docks that currently provide water access to 
communities that are not linked.  In addition there is an onus on new developments to consider 
and account for the need for water access if the development is remote from the MOTI right of 
way. 
 
The plan designates advocacy policies for areas that lie outside the responsibility of the Islands 
Trust that includes the provision of dock facilities.  Of particular note is Advocacy Policy 6.2: 
 

“Gambier Island’s existing inventory of public wharves should be retained and 
maintained as they represent an important means of accessing the island’s trails and 
crown lands. 
 
Based on this cursory review it is apparent that the docks are a key component of the 
planned development of Gambier Island.” 

 
One of the marine and foreshore policies (Policy 7.32) promotes zoning to allow: 
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“Cooperatively owned or operated docks to provide marine access to residential areas 
as a means of minimizing the need for upland road links between residential 
communities and to limit the need for multiple dock development along the shoreline;” 

 
This policy points to the need to retain dock facilities to maximize the marine access to 
residential areas. 
 
There are policies concerning heritage resources (Policy 8.29) that advocate for the retention of 
the docks as follows: 
 

“Wharves constructed by the Federal Government for access to Gambier Island should 
be retained as they also represent an important part of the island’s culture and heritage.” 

 
This policy is also reflected in the policies concerning water transportation. 
 
Gambier Associated Islands OCP 
 
Although North Thormanby does not have its own OCP it falls within the scope of the Gambier 
Associated Islands OCP.  That document was developed by the Gambier Island Local Trust 
Committee (LTC) and applies to the Vaucroft dock on North Thormanby Island through the 
following policies: 
 

3.9 Policies for Marine and Foreshore Uses 

 
The LTC should permit and encourage the construction and use of common, 
community, or communal docks where feasible in order to limit the need for multiple 
private dock development along the shoreline.  

 
4.3.12  Objective and Policies for North and South Thormanby Islands 
 
Marine zoning should permit existing and future community docks. Regulations should 
limit the proliferation of additional individual or private docks.  

 
Summary of OCP Guidance 
 
The Gambier Island OCP supports the maintenance of the dock facilities on Gambier in order to 
provide adequate transportation and access to waterfront and interior properties.  The docks are 
clearly seen as an alternative to car travel and a way to reduce the need for expansion of the 
road network.   
 
The Gambier Associated Islands OCP recognizes the need for public docks to prevent an 
increase in the development of private docks. 
 
 
DOCK CRITERIA AND RATINGS 
 
Staff undertook an initial evaluation of the four docks under review in an attempt to quantify their 
strategic value to the community.  This evaluation was recognized as a starting point for a public 
discussion and a way to generate feedback from the community given that five different public 
meetings were scheduled.  In fact there was less focus on the criteria or ratings than expected 
and more focus on specific impacts if divestiture were to go ahead.  The table below shows the 
criteria and ratings that staff applied and presented at the meetings: 
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Dock Ratings by Staff 
 

 
 

 
 

Criteria/dock West Bay Halkett Bay Port Graves Vaucroft

Service impacts 4 5 3 2
Alternative/Emergency access 1 5 5 5
Public access 4 4 3 1
Level of use and types of use 4 3 2 1
Revenues – existing and 
potential 2 5 4 1
Economic Impact 2 4 3 1
Market Value 1 4 3 3

Total 18 30 23 14

Costs:
Annual Avg. Maintenance cost 
(2007-2009) $643 $3,124 $1,894 $5,131
Avg. Capital Cost– (2007-2009) $4,906 $131 $1,884 $4,233
Planned Repair Costs (2011-
2014) $66,000 $7,000

Notes: 

The criteria and ratings are designed to measure the relative importance of each dock to the 
community.  A scale of 1 to 5 has been used with higher ratings reflecting a dock that is more valuable to 
the community or one that would be expected to have a higher value if put up for bid. 

Service impacts refer to the degree to which various community services rely on the dock. 
Alternative/emergency access refers to whether there are other docks in the area that could be used by 
emergency services. 
Public access measures to what degree the public including non-residents, use the dock. 
Level of use and types of use is a non-quantified estimate of use and whether there are multiple uses of 
the dock for example for water taxis, contractors, etc. 
Costs - capital were rated similar to maintenance costs and reflect the costs of major repairs between 
2007 and 2009. 
Planned repair costs have been rated based on expected repairs that will have to be carried out as 
identified in major inspections that are done about every five years. 
Revenues - existing and potential reflect whether there is an option for either the SCRD or other owner 
to implement charges or permanent moorage as a way of offsetting costs. 
Economic impact is a measure of whether the dock is relied upon by businesses including church camps. 
Market value is a rating that indicates whether the SCRD can expect to obtain funding through the 
divestiture of a particular dock.  This again takes into account the potential for a new owner to generate 
revenues. 
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Summary of Ratings 
 
Although there is a significant focus among residents and property owners on the value of the 
docks for emergency access, this need was not borne out in a staff review with the Gibsons 
ambulance services.  The ambulance services staff did not see the loss of any of the docks as a 
major issue from the point of view of extricating people, specifically from Gambier Island where 
there are multiple public and private docks that could be used.  In addition there is an 
expectation that an injured person would have to be moved via the road network to reach a 
point where they could be transported by boat if necessary.  Search and rescue and other 
emergency services staff could use the SCRD docks for a marshalling area but would use 
beach access or private docks if they provide better access to the site of their operations. 
 
Vaucroft 
The staff ratings for the docks resulted in the lowest rating for the Vaucroft dock indicating that it 
is the most suitable for divestiture.  In general the low rating for Vaucroft is because historically 
there has been less use by the general public apart from local property owners.  In addition the 
limitations of the water lot lease would not allow for any development of permanent moorage. 
There are virtually no retail, commercial or institutional services on the island that would be 
impacted by the divestiture of the Vaucroft dock.   
 
The one area of concern from the public that may not be fully captured in the criteria is the 
public use of the dock to access beach areas on the island as well as the Buccaneer Bay 
Provincial Park at the south end of the island. 
 
West Bay 
The second lowest overall rating was for the West Bay dock where staff viewed the ongoing 
high maintenance costs combined with the availability of alternative dock facilities at New 
Brighton as key considerations in the evaluation.   
 
The West Bay dock received a low rating for Alternative/Emergency access on the basis that 
other docks connected by the road network provided an alternative for access.  Some attendees 
thought that the rating was too low and does not adequately reflect the use of that dock by 
residents who are moving an injured person or the use by police. 
 
Even though there is an expectation that the Vaucroft dock will require ongoing periodic 
dredging, the West Bay dock presents the highest risk for significant maintenance costs in the 
longer term due to its proximity to the prevailing waves.  The table shows that repairs identified 
through the major inspection in 2010 will require an outlay of approximately $66,000 which 
could increase depending on the condition of internal components that cannot be inspected 
without the demolition of external components.  In addition the West Bay dock is about 233 
meters in length with 72 pilings, of which eight require replacement in the short term.  The 
ongoing costs of the maintenance of this dock will be high due to its length. 
 
Port Graves 
The focus on the Port Graves dock has been to some extent based on the perception that 
Camp Artaban is the primary user of the dock.  In fact there is a general view that the camp 
goes so far as to try to limit the public use of the dock based on their security requirements.  
This issue has not been identified at either the Halkett Bay (Camp Fircom) or Keats Landing 
(Keats Camp) where the proximity to campers is the same.  The Port Graves dock is somewhat 
unique in that maintenance costs have been low.  It is quite likely that any action to divest this 
dock would attract interest from Camp Artaban on the basis of their dependency on this facility 
to move campers and materials to/from their facilities. 
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Halkett Bay 
The Halkett Bay dock has evolved from a local community dock similar to West Bay to a dock 
that is serving the general development on the island.  Recent residential development in the 
interior of the island has put additional demands on the Halkett Bay dock for water access to 
properties that do not have road access.  Much of the justification for not divesting the Halkett 
Bay dock comes in the form of the long term needs related to the development of the island.  
There was some consensus that this dock will evolve to provide access to more services on the 
island and offers a barge ramp that is now within the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure (MOTI) right of way. 
 
Recently the MOTI road right of way that reached to a point on a bank above the dock was 
extended to the foot of the dock through the acquisition of land from the church.  Therefore this 
dock will no longer require the upland consent of the church when the SCRD renews the water 
lot lease.  The lack of private upland ownership could be viewed as a consideration for retaining 
this dock as opposed to other docks that are not located on MOTI right of way.   
 
The advantages of divesting the Halkett Bay dock are that it would likely attract the attention of 
developers and other stakeholders based on its location and because the water lot lease is 
sufficient to permit installation of permanent moorage. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the overall review of the docks staff have concluded the following: 
 

• The island property owners see the docks and annual garbage pick-up as the two 
services that are of particular value and question property taxation that is in support of 
other functions. 

• The docks are more than infrastructure for water transportation, but are a focal point for 
families and the community. 

• The OCP for Gambier Island recognizes the community value of the docks and 
promotes their retention. 

• There is a concern that once a dock or docks are divested it will be difficult to acquire the 
necessary water lot leases to meet future needs. 

• There is no recognition of any need to evaluate the necessity for the current level of 
service within the ports function and no support for divesting docks to reduce costs. 

 
In the event that the Board elects to pursue the divestiture of one or more docks, staff have 
concluded that the priorities should be: 
  

1. West Bay 
2. Vaucroft 
3. Port Graves 
4. Halkett Bay 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  June 27, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager, Transportation and Facilities 
RE:  GAMBIER HARBOUR FLOAT REPAIR/REPLACEMENT 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager, Transportation and Facilities, report entitled “GAMBIER HARBOUR FLOAT 
REPAIR/REPLACEMENT” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT repairs be completed on the first 21.2 meter section of the existing float at an 
estimated cost of $25,000 using the existing 2011 capital budget funding 
 
AND THAT a new low maintenance float 6.0 meters in length replace the existing 10.4 
meter section with a hinge point between the sections; 
 
AND THAT funding in the amount of $25,000 be transferred from the capital reserve to 
the operating budget to cover the estimated cost of the new low maintenance section of 
float. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
An underwater inspection in October 2010 provided staff with a list of deficiencies in the 
Gambier Harbour float that required repair.  During the 2011 budget discussions staff requested 
that $25,000 in capital funding be carried forward from 2010 to 2011 for that was allocated for 
repairs to the Gambier Harbour dock.   
 
Staff have reviewed the operation of this float and determined that it’s length makes it 
susceptible to damage from wave action including the wake from ferries entering and leaving 
Langdale terminal.  The dimensions of the Gambier Harbour float in comparison to other SCRD 
float is as follows: 
 
   Length (m) Width (m) Area (sq. m.) 
 
  Gambier Harbour 31.6 4.3 135.9 
  Halkett Bay 17.4 4.3    74.8 
  Port Graves   9.8 3.4    33.3 
  West Bay 15.3 6.1    93.3 
  Halfmoon Bay 26.8 4.0  107.2 
  Eastbourne 19.9 8.1  161.2 
  Keats Landing 15.0 4.3    64.5 
  Hopkins Landing 17.1 4.3    73.5 
  Vaucroft 18.6 4.3    80.0 
 

27

ANNEX F



Most of the floats are less than 20.0 meters in length with the exceptions being Gambier 
Harbour and Halfmoon Bay.  The problem with the Gambier Harbour float is that waves pick up 
the float so that timbers flex as the waves pass under.  In addition the Gambier Harbour float 
had damage in 2009 that required that the float be raised by crane which put additional pressure 

on the longitudinal timbers.  The 2010 inspection of the 
float may not have identified all the damage that exists 
due to limitations on access to some areas of the float.  
Therefore even though the SCRD may undertake repairs 
to the float there is a possibility that other damage will be 
identified during that process or may arise in the near 
future. 
 
The area of each float is significant in terms of the 
maintenance requirements over the long term.  The only 
float that is larger in area than the Gambier Harbour float 
is at Eastbourne which is a concrete float.  Certainly the 
existence of a larger float would dictate that maintenance 
costs will be higher. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The SCRD provides docks for the purpose facilitating the 
movement of people and supplies to the islands.  The 

open houses and general feedback has confirmed that they are a critical component of the 
transportation system especially for islanders.  However what is more difficult to establish is the 
level of service that is required in comparison to the expectations of those who use the docks.  
Every service that is provided by the SCRD has constraints on service levels due to funding or 
resource limitations.  The ports function is no different insofar as the service level defines some 
budget allocation.  The islanders also see them as one of few SCRD functions are highly valued 
in comparison to the taxes that islanders pay.  As a result the islanders view the dock 
infrastructure as sacrosanct and do not support any changes that would see a reduction in 
capacity. 
 
The current costs and funding for the Ports function are shown below: 
 
   Avg. Dock 2011 2011 
 Funding Area Costs* Funding % of Total 
  
 Halfmoon Bay $  7,375 $23,534 20.76% 
 Roberts Creek   ------  19,355 17.07 
 Elphinstone   ------  13,617 12.01 
 Howe Sound 70,076  35,109 30.96 
 Town of Gibsons   ------  21,773 19.20 
 Total $77,451 $113,388  100.00%  
 

*Average annual for 2007 to 2010 for docks within the funding area 
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Options 
 
The 2006 Strategic Business Plan recommended that the existing wooden docks be replaced 
over time with docks constructed of metal and concrete to reduce ongoing maintenance costs.1

Based on the design and operating environment of the Gambier Harbour dock, staff recognized 
the need to evaluate options other than the repair of the existing facility.  Seven options for 
repair or replacement were reviewed as follows: 

 

 

Option 1 Repair the existing float   $25,000 

Option 2 Reduce Float Length to 21.2 Meters    $20,000 

Option 3 Replace the existing float with a new wood float    $90,000 

Option 4 Replace the existing 31.6 meter float with a 21.2 
meter wooden float. 

  $61,000 

Option 5 Replace the existing float with a new low maintenance 
steel float 

$126,000 

Option 6 Replace the existing 31.6 meter float with a 21.2 
meter low maintenance steel float 

  $85,000 

Option 7 Replace the existing 10.4 meter section of float with a 
6.0 meter section of low maintenance float 

  $50,000 

 
 

The 2011 budget includes $25,000 for capital repairs that would be applied to any of the above 
options. 

 
Staff also recognized that there would be a benefit from establishing a hinge between the two 
sections of the float that would reduce the stresses that are caused by wave action. 
 
These options were presented at the dock divestiture public meetings.  Most of the meetings did 
not generate comments apart from those at Gambier Island and West Vancouver.  The following 
is a summary of the comments received at those meetings: 
 

1. This float receives extensive use and cannot be shortened or will not meet needs. 
2. Contractors use the float for day tie-up while they work on Gambier Island. 
3. The water depth at low tide does not allow use of one side of the float. 
4. Recommend the installation of a breakwater as opposed to repair or replacement of the 

float. 

1
 SCRD Marine Facilities Strategic Business Plan, June 26, 2006 page 16. 
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5. A shorter float will increase the potential for conflict between boats and swimmers. 
6. The concept of a hinge between the sections of the float will be beneficial for all options 

that involve retaining the full length of the float. 
 
Option 1 – Repair Existing Float 
 
This option involves the repair of the full length of the existing float.  A review of the 2010 
inspection of the float shows that most of the needed repairs are to the section of the float that is 
closest to shore.  This section is about 21.2 meters in length and the repairs would cost an 
estimated $20,000.  The remaining section at the outer end is about 10.4 meters long and 
requires an estimated $1,350 in repairs.  The $25,000 allocation in the capital repairs of the 
2011 budget would cover these estimated costs.  However this cost could be inflated by any 
components that have deteriorated and were not identified through the inspection.   
 
In addition to the repairs staff will also review the option of installing a hinge point between the 
main section of the float and the section furthest out to sea to reduce the forces on the longer 
section of the float.  It should also be noted that in general this option does not provide any 
benefit in terms of reducing the long term maintenance of the dock by utilizing steel or other low 
maintenance materials. 
 
Option 2 – Reduce float length to 21.2 meters  
 
In order to reduce current and long term maintenance costs this option would see a reduction in 
the length of the float from 31.6 meters to 21.2 meters by eliminating the section furthest to sea.  
The repair costs that would be avoided through this option would be approximately $1,350.  
Under this scenario the repair costs would be about $20,000.  However the real benefit would 
be a reduction in stresses on the remaining section and lower long term maintenance costs.  
This reduction may require that vessels at times raft (tie beside each other) or that some boat 
owners establish separate anchorages.  Residents and contractors have stressed that any 
reduction in float length will severely impact the docks ability to meet their needs.   
 
Option 3 - Replace the existing float with a new wood float 
 
A new wood float would address the current deficiencies and have a 30 to 40 year life based on 
an adequate maintenance schedule.  The design would also assume a hinge point at the outer 
pilings that would help to address the forces due to wave action. This option preserves the 
existing capacity of the dock for moorage, however the cost of $90,000 is significant. 
 
Option 4 – Replace the existing 31.6 meter float with a 21.2 meter wooden float 
 
This option is similar to option 2 and involves a reduction in the length of the float to address the 
issue of the impacts of wave action.  The main issue with this option is the reduction in moorage 
capacity from approximately 63.2 meters to 42.4 meters.  The smaller float would reduce the 
costs to about $61,000. 
 
Option 5 - Replace the existing float with a new low maintenance steel float 
 
Staff have included options that involve replacement of the existing float with a low maintenance 
steel float in the interests of due diligence recognizing that the cost of $126,000 would be a 
concern.  The advantage of this option would be a significant reduction in long term 
maintenance costs.  In addition the impacts of damage due to storms or logs would be more 

30



easily addressed.  These types of facilities are almost maintenance free because the only 
component that would have any normal wear and tear would be the decking.  Staff doing 
periodic inspections would bring along a number of pre-cut timbers to replace any damaged 
decking so that ongoing float costs would be minimal. 
 
Option 6 - Replace the existing 31.6 meter float with a 21.2 meter low maintenance steel 
float 
 
The option is to replace the existing wooden float with a shorter steel float to reduce the initial 
costs while preserving the long term benefits of reduced maintenance.  Under this scenario the 
capital costs would be decreased to about $85,000.  However the reduction in moorage 
capacity would be a concern to residents and contractors. 
 
Option 7 – Replace the existing 10.4 meter section of float with a 6.0 meter section of low 
maintenance float 
 
This option seeks to take advantage of the benefits of the low maintenance materials and a 
reduction in overall length to reduce costs by replacing the outer end of the existing float with a 
shorter section of low maintenance float.  The remaining 21.2 meter section would be repaired 
and in the long term replaced with a low maintenance float.  Overall moorage would be reduced 
from 63.2 meters to 54.4 meters with a cost of $50,000.    
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Staff have concluded that the size of the Gambier Harbour float exceeds the norm and on that 
basis provides a higher level of service than is the case at other docks.  Although there is an 
indication from the public that the demand for this service requires a 31.6 meter float, there is a 
need to determine if the SCRD should continue to provide that capacity in view of the capital 
and ongoing maintenance costs. 
 
Options for repair are limited given that the bulk of the cost is related to the longer section 
closest to shore.   
 
A reduction in the length of the dock through the elimination of the section furthest to sea would 
not impact the immediate costs of repairs but would reduce the stresses on the remaining 
section and lower long term costs. 
 
Staff see the advantages of moving towards low maintenance materials for the docks both in 
terms of costs but also to establish consistency in the design and use of materials.  However the 
capital costs may be a constraint. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Based on the direction from the Board, staff will undertake an RFP for the option selected based 
on a specific design and materials list that we will acquire from a supplier.  The RFP process 
should allow the work to begin in the early fall before winter storm conditions prevail.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  June 15, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager, Transportation and Facilities 
RE:   BC TRANSIT FUNDING AND TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report entitled “BC TRANSIT FUNDING 
AND TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT PLAN” be received. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Staff attended the BC Transit workshop in early May, 2011 which was focussed on “Delivering 
Customer Value”.  Two aspects of the workshop that are the basis for this report included the 
funding model with BC Transit and their Transit Improvement Plan (TIP). 
 
In general the objectives for the SCRD are to minimize the level of local funding for transit while 
increasing the feasibility of improving transit by attracting a maximum level of funding for 
expansion.  The level of service and budget for SCRD transit is based on the annual budget 
process so the focus of this report is only to outline how BC Transit proposes to define the 
allocation of expansion funding subject to the support of the SCRD. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
BC Transit Funding 
 
BC Transit is a crown corporation of the province within the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure (MOTI).  In past years the BC Transit budget for each fiscal year was submitted in 
the spring with a final budget generally following in late May or early June.  The difficulty for BC 
Transit was that the individual yearly budgets did not provide security for service expansion that 
relies on the purchase of vehicles that can take up to two years.  Therefore BC Transit 
successfully lobbied the province to establish a three year base budget with expansion reviewed 
separately.  Under the BC Transit Act the funding for transit systems is split as follows: 
 
  BC Transit Local Partner 
 Conventional Transit 46.7% 53.3% 
 Custom Transit 66.7% 33.3% 
 
The higher funding level for Custom transit is in recognition of the higher operating costs of that 
door-to-door service. 
 
The remaining source of funding is through farebox revenues which the municipal partners 
retain to offset their share of the costs of the service.  From the municipal point of view they are 
covering a portion of costs that includes farebox revenues as well as property taxation.  From 
the provincial point of view via BC Transit the municipal partners are only contributing the 
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property tax and the farebox revenues are a distinct revenue stream.  This is important in terms 
of how the province views their funding level in comparison to other provinces in Canada. 
 
BC Transit presented data from the Canadian Urban Transit Association that compares 
provincial funding levels for systems across Canada.  The graphs below show funding levels for 
systems serving urban areas of between 50,000 and 400,000 where the proportion of costs 
funded by BC Transit clearly exceeds the national average. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 Source:  2009 CUTA Fact Book 
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The BC Transit message was that the province considers funding levels to be higher in B.C.  
than in other provinces.  More specifically the province compares municipal contributions across 
the provinces as shown below: 
 

 
 
  Source:  2009 CUTA Fact Book 
 
 
Recent changes in the way BC Transit amortizes its vehicles in combination with the ageing of 
the fleet have led to an increase in costs that initially were reflected in the 2010/11 Annual 
Operating Agreements (AOA).  That situation along with other issues has resulted in municipal 
funding partners requesting an audit of the BC Transit governance and funding model.  In 
presenting the above information at the workshop BC Transit was making it clear that an audit 
could recommend a funding model more consistent with other provinces whereby the municipal 
contribution would increase rather than decrease.  That being said, BC Transit is in favour of an 
audit and has asked their funding partners to pursue that with the province.  This is mainly 
related to the BC Transit Act that may not adequately reflect the challenges of today where 
capital costs for transit infrastructure can represent a significant impact on budgets.  A meeting 
of municipal representatives with the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure has been set 
for September 14, 2011 to discuss this and other transit funding and governance issues. 
 
Transit Improvement Plan 
 
BC Transit has also proposed a new model for the allocation of expansion funding that is based 
on measures of efficiency and effectiveness that will contribute to the provincial goal of 
increasing transit ridership.  In the past, expansion funding was generally provided to the larger 
systems as a priority.  This new model that is under review by the municipal funding partners 
uses normal parameters for benchmarking transit systems and assigns a point scale based on 
the rating for each system.  In this way expansion funding would be distributed to those systems 
where there is a higher potential for success in terms of reducing Greenhouse Gas emissions 
and to support increased densification of urban centres. 
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The custom and paratransit systems are treated separately from the conventional systems due 
to their unique operating characteristics. 
 
Under this new allocation plan conventional systems are grouped from A to E with expansion 
funds allocated as follows: 
 
Provincial Allocation* Targets 2010/11 Difference 
Custom & Paratransit 16.0% 14.3% 1.7% 
Group A 68.0% 62.3% 5.7% 
Group B 10.0% 13.3% -3.3% 
Group C   4.0%   4.8% -0.8% 
Group D   2.0%   4.6% -2.6% 
Group E   0.0%   0.7% -0.7% 
Total  100.0% 100.0% 
 

*Allocation as expressed in service hours 
 

The criteria that were applied in arriving at a rating for each system are as follows: 
 

• Boardings per service kilometre 

• Boardings per service hour 

• Cost per passenger trip 

• Cost recovery 

• Passengers per capita 
 
In the case of the municipally operated systems, the ratings are based on the Annual Operating 
Agreement costs which may not coincide with the municipal budgets.  Points are allocated from 
zero to four depending on the statistics for each category to a maximum of 20 points.  Systems 
are then assigned to a group based on their total points as follows: 
 
 

Group A 15+ 

Group B 10 – 14 

Group C 5 – 9 

Group D 1 – 4 

Group E 0 

 
 
Under this model smaller systems are able to compete with larger systems in attracting 
expansion funding. 
 
Once the systems have been assigned to a group then all service requests within each group 
will be rated based on a 21 question multiple account evaluation that will review: 
 

1. Performance 
2. Planning and land use 
3. Vehicles and facilities 
4. Policies and contracts 
5. Social and operational 
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Those systems that are in the lower groups and do not have access to expansion funding can 
reallocate services to make the system more productive. 
 
The TIP program will result in a three year plan for expansion that will translate into a plan in the 
fall of each year that the municipal partners can use for budget purposes. 
 
This new system has put the Sunshine Coast Transit System in Group A which should result in 
expansion funding in the 2012 subject to SCRD approval.  Specifics should develop over the 
summer months so that the 2012 SCRD budget can consider funding requirements for 
expansion.  Once a draft three year plan is completed local governments will be able to use the 
plan to develop budgets in the fall of each year.  However, although BC Transit will have a three 
year projection, annual budgets will have to be approved by the province. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
From the perspective of the province the funding for transit systems is higher than in most other 
Canadian provinces.  In addition when the fare revenue is excluded from the calculation the 
contributions from municipal partners are the lowest in Canada.  This does not account for any 
other tax related factors that would have to be reviewed to fully evaluate this issue. 
 
The TIP program will create a level playing field for the evaluation of transit systems when 
decisions are made concerning the allocation of expansion funding.  This will benefit the 
Sunshine Coast system given that we are a smaller system but have favourable levels of 
efficiency and effectiveness. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  June 28, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee  

FROM: Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services 

RE:  AREA A TRANSIT REFERENDUM  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report concerning Area A Transit Referendum be received;  
 
AND THAT staff be directed to begin preparations for a referendum on establishing a 
transit service in Area A in conjunction with the November general local election. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Director Graham has indicated a desire to conduct a referendum for Area A Transit in 
conjunction with the November general local election. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
Staff require the Committee’s concurrence in order to proceed with referendum preparation.  
The tasks to be undertaken include the following: 
 

1. Calculation of projected annual cost of service (forecast 5 years) 
2. Calculation of bylaw / tax rate 
3. Development of service establishing bylaw 
4. Development of referendum question 
5. Preparation of statutory notices 
6. Development of information package on proposed service. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT [310] - Public Transit

Employees Yes

General Manager Bryan Shoji Manager Brian Sagman

Established 1989 Location Wigard Road Works Yard, Sechelt

Authority SCRD Bylaw 1073 Amendments 1073 (2007)

Source of Funding Taxation, BC Transit Cost Share and User Fees (Bus Fares) Limit on Tax 0.2800 ¢/1000 in assessment

Description  Operates a Scheduled fixed route Transit service and handyDART service for seniors and other special needs customers. The system operates from Langdale to 
Secret Cove. The fixed route bus operates from 5:00am until 12:00am Monday to Friday and from 7:00 am until 12.00 am Saturday and Sunday. The handyDART 
system operates on an appointment basis Monday to Friday from 8:00 am until 5:00 pm. Sunshine Coast Transit became a Regional Transit System when it was 
taken over by the SCRD January 1, 1994

Notes for 2011  The Transit System is operated on a cost share basis between BC Transit and the SCRD. Specific functions such as the construction of bus pullouts and bus stop 
maintenance are the sole responsibility of the SCRD.

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Change from 2010
Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Participation
Ratiosas $ as %Requisitions

Electoral Area
Halfmoon Bay 120,702 150,268 166,635 178,028 206,613 28,585 16.10% 14.01%

Roberts Creek 111,640 139,044 155,985 150,661 169,925 19,264 12.80% 11.52%

Elphinstone 80,324 103,023 114,289 108,169 119,544 11,375 10.50% 8.11%

Howe Sound 215,636 265,187 296,938 276,186 308,228 32,042 11.60% 20.90%

Member Municipality
Sechelt Indian Govt District 24,566 34,784 39,366 38,926 41,311 2,385 6.10% 2.80%

District of Sechelt 269,785 346,602 393,532 400,884 437,949 37,065 9.20% 29.70%

Town of Gibsons 118,913 149,603 166,479 167,176 191,149 23,973 14.30% 12.96%

Net Taxes Levied 941,566 1,188,511 1,333,224 1,320,030 1,474,719 154,689 11.72% 100.00%
Limit by law 0 1,900,099 1,933,109 1,917,990 2,006,761

Funding Remaining 941,566 -711,588 -599,885 -597,960 -532,042

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011Tax Rate $ / 100,000
Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
Values

Budget
ValuesProperty Tax Class

RESIDENTIAL [01] 13.35 15.04 16.55 16.48 17.66

BUSINESS/OTHER [06] 33.38 37.60 41.38 41.20 44.15

MAJOR INDUSTRY [04] 45.39 51.14 56.27 56.03 60.04
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Financial Plan

From Category: 310 To Category: 310

Account Code: ??-?-???-??? To : ??-?-???-??? Tax Requisition Object : 15

2008 2009 2010 2010 2011 2012Variance
Actual

Amount
Actual

Amount
Actual

Amount
Amended
Budget

Budget
Values

Financial
PlanAccount Code Account Description

%
2014

Financial
Plan

Financial
Plan

2013 2015
Financial

Plan

Variance : 2010 Amended Budget

2011 Budget Values

$

General Revenue Fund  -SCRD

Revenues

Public Transit

01-1-310-015 Property tax requisition -1,188,512 -1,333,224 -1,320,031 -1,320,031 -1,474,719 -154,688 11.7 -1,540,231 -1,587,167 -1,633,448 -1,680,512

01-1-310-016 Grant prov govt conditonal -555,229 -557,870 -465,100 -567,726 -548,602 19,124 -3.4 -499,080 -499,080 -499,080 -499,080

01-1-310-028 Free ticket program 0 0 11,315 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-1-310-076 Bus fares -636,092 -666,132 -662,149 -666,599 -712,062 -45,463 6.8 -680,762 -680,762 -680,762 -680,762

01-1-310-120 Interest on investments -22 -8 -26 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-1-310-125 Donations 0 8,305 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-1-310-133 Recoveries other organizations -39,843 -35,628 -20,355 -25,000 -25,500 -500 2.0 -25,500 -25,500 -25,500 -25,500

01-1-310-146 Future revenue required - public tra 0 0 0 -10,510 0 10,510 -100.0 0 0 0 0

01-1-310-150 Surplus prior year 0 0 -28,000 -28,000 0 28,000 -100.0 0 0 0 0

Total Revenues -2,419,698 -2,584,557 -2,484,346 -2,617,866 -2,760,883 -143,017 5.5 -2,745,573 -2,792,509 -2,838,790 -2,885,854

01-2-310-200 Administrative services 207,403 228,607 284,044 284,944 279,268 -5,676 -2.0 290,568 296,379 300,825 305,337

01-2-310-220 Salaries & wages 1,016,682 1,068,034 1,077,729 1,105,666 1,146,861 41,195 3.7 1,185,900 1,203,688 1,221,744 1,240,073

01-2-310-225 Benefits 267,255 288,288 280,884 282,392 303,697 21,305 7.5 314,040 318,750 323,531 328,383

01-2-310-227 Wcb - public transit 18,774 20,816 23,732 24,118 30,279 6,161 25.5 31,308 31,778 32,255 32,739

01-2-310-235 Training & development 2,112 774 147 2,500 2,550 50 2.0 2,601 2,653 2,706 2,760

01-2-310-251 Cash over/short 0 -9 -205 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-257 Clothing/laundering 776 2,946 1,533 2,550 3,000 450 17.6 4,080 4,162 4,245 4,330

01-2-310-258 Commissions 4,577 5,551 5,242 5,000 5,100 100 2.0 5,202 5,306 5,412 5,520

01-2-310-260 Conferences/seminars 350 0 275 2,040 1,081 -959 -47.0 1,102 1,124 1,146 1,169

01-2-310-262 Contracts operating 3,165 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-266 Deliveries/transportation 4,952 6,676 5,333 5,000 5,100 100 2.0 5,202 5,306 5,412 5,520

01-2-310-281 Materials & supplies 7,633 7,485 5,510 7,500 5,600 -1,900 -25.3 5,712 5,826 5,943 6,062

01-2-310-284 Meeting expense 1,033 970 645 1,020 1,040 20 2.0 1,061 1,082 1,104 1,126

01-2-310-293 Office expenses 9,605 7,506 7,563 7,000 8,291 1,291 18.4 9,323 9,509 9,699 9,893

01-2-310-305 Safety equipment 0 0 188 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-314 Telephone & alarm lines 10,658 18,106 4,954 17,000 5,840 -11,160 -65.6 17,177 17,521 17,871 18,228

01-2-310-320 Travel 4,946 1,934 2,945 4,080 2,662 -1,418 -34.8 2,715 2,769 2,824 2,880

01-2-310-335 Advertising 4,231 3,655 3,636 3,060 3,121 61 2.0 3,183 3,247 3,312 3,378

01-2-310-345 Computer software/renewals 0 0 2,034 2,346 2,393 47 2.0 2,441 2,490 2,540 2,591

01-2-310-355 Marketing - public transit 0 0 0 0 1,700 1,700 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-370 Insurance deductible 2,675 0 0 3,060 3,121 61 2.0 3,183 3,247 3,312 3,378

01-2-310-372 Property insurance 63 63 63 66 67 1 1.5 68 69 70 71

01-2-310-381 Legal fees 0 0 0 2,040 2,081 41 2.0 2,123 2,165 2,208 2,252

01-2-310-387 Other prof fees 1,418 585 458 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-400 Contracted services bldg/land 2,824 6,781 11,507 10,000 4,682 -5,318 -53.2 4,776 4,872 4,969 5,068

01-2-310-403 Building-repairs & maintenance 494 208 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-421 Rental/lease - buildings 54,000 54,000 54,000 55,080 56,182 1,102 2.0 57,306 58,452 59,621 60,813
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Financial Plan

From Category: 310 To Category: 310

Account Code: ??-?-???-??? To : ??-?-???-??? Tax Requisition Object : 15

2008 2009 2010 2010 2011 2012Variance
Actual

Amount
Actual

Amount
Actual

Amount
Amended
Budget

Budget
Values

Financial
PlanAccount Code Account Description

%
2014

Financial
Plan

Financial
Plan

2013 2015
Financial

Plan

Variance : 2010 Amended Budget

2011 Budget Values

$

01-2-310-447 Repairs/mtce - mach/equip 532 5,582 2,575 2,550 2,601 51 2.0 2,653 2,706 2,760 2,815

01-2-310-450 Small tools & equip 0 0 0 0 3,500 3,500 0.0 3,570 3,641 3,714 3,788

01-2-310-458 Fuel/lubricants vehicle 331,378 261,415 297,632 292,322 299,089 6,767 2.3 302,883 308,940 315,120 321,421

01-2-310-461 Insurance/licence - vehicle 18,612 18,283 23,138 19,500 25,390 5,890 30.2 25,788 26,304 26,830 27,367

01-2-310-464 Repairs & mtce - vehicle 458,213 470,089 436,000 428,951 442,420 13,469 3.1 445,759 454,674 463,768 473,043

01-2-310-480 Transfer to capital 5,469 0 26,716 28,000 5,000 -23,000 -82.1 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-486 Transfer reserve interest earned 22 8 26 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-492 Contr to operating reserves 0 3,572 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-495 Transfer to other functions 0 -6,420 2,397 3,528 3,598 70 2.0 3,598 3,598 3,598 3,598

01-2-310-510 Debt charges - capital lease interes 2,135 1,956 1,765 1,253 1,022 -231 -18.4 1,022 1,022 1,022 1,022

01-2-310-511 Capital lease principal 13,632 16,346 15,202 15,300 11,229 -4,071 -26.6 11,229 11,229 11,229 11,229

01-2-310-550 Deficit prior year 26,784 62,748 0 0 93,318 93,318 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-570 Amortization expense 0 29,845 46,569 29,845 49,032 19,187 64.3 0 0 0 0

01-2-310-572 Transfer to/from unfunded amortiza 0 -29,845 -46,569 -29,845 -49,032 -19,187 64.3 0 0 0 0

Total Expenditures 2,482,403 2,556,555 2,577,668 2,617,866 2,760,883 143,017 5.5 2,745,573 2,792,509 2,838,790 2,885,854

01-5-310-021 Conditional grant ubcm -68,707 -141,880 -154,718 -160,495 0 160,495 -100.0 0 0 0 0

01-5-310-148 Transfer fr operating fund -5,469 0 -26,716 -28,000 -5,000 23,000 -82.1 0 0 0 0

Total Capital Revenues -74,176 -141,880 -181,434 -188,495 -5,000 183,495 -97.3 0 0 0 0

01-6-310-470 Land & improvements 68,707 141,880 154,718 160,495 5,000 -155,495 -96.9 0 0 0 0

01-6-310-471 Building 3,407 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-6-310-476 Office equipment & furniture 2,062 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

01-6-310-478 Vehicles 0 0 26,716 28,000 0 -28,000 -100.0 0 0 0 0

Total Capital Expenditures 74,176 141,880 181,434 188,495 5,000 -183,495 -97.3 0 0 0 0

Public Transit Surplus/Deficit 62,705 -28,002 93,322 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0
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SCRD STAFF REPORT    
  

 
DATE:  June 30, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Monte Staats – Engineering Technician, Infrastructure Services 

RE: STATUS UPDATE ON RECOMMENDATION NO.7 (236/11) AND CHAPMAN 
WATERSHED SOURCE PROTECTION TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP TERMS OF 
REFERENCE –AMENDMENT REQUEST 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Engineering Technician’s report entitled “Status Update on Recommendation 
No.7 (236/11) and Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group 
Terms of Reference – Amendment Request” be received; 
 
AND THAT the status update on Recommendation No. 7 (236/11) be received for 
information; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working 
Group Terms of Reference be amended as presented. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
A staff report regarding a request for an amendment to Section 4.4 of the Chapman Watershed 
Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms of Reference was presented to the 
Infrastructure Services Committee at the June 2, 2011, meeting resulting in the following 
resolution (236/11): 
 

Recommendation No. 7
 

   Terms of Reference  

THAT the Engineering Technician’s report entitled “Chapman Watershed 
Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms of Reference – 
Amendment Request Follow up” be received; 

 
AND THAT the following two options to amend the Technical Working Group 
Terms of Reference be forwarded to the Sechelt Indian Band requesting input 
on their preference: 

 
4.4.g. - Change “incorporate” to “respect”; 
OR 
4.4. – Remove “In carrying out its mandate” from the opening 
statement; 

 
AND FURTHER THAT staff report back to the July 2011 Infrastructure 
Services Committee. 
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DISCUSSION 
Status Update on Recommendation No. 7 (236/11) 
 
SCRD staff are still awaiting direction from the Sechelt Indian Band (SIB) on Recommendation 
No. 7 (236/11).  Staff will continue to correspond with the SIB regarding this matter and will 
present the preferred wording of Section 4.4 to a future Infrastructure Services Committee 
meeting once received from the SIB.  
 
Chapman Watershed Source Protection Technical Working Group Terms of Reference – 
Amendment Request 
 
On June 29, 2011, the second meeting for the Chapman Watershed Source Protection 
Technical Working Group (TWG) was held at the SCRD offices.  At this meeting, the 
representation from SCRD Staff on the TWG was reviewed and discussed.   
 
It was agreed by the TWG that, as outlined in the Terms of Reference (refer to attachment), 
Section 3.2, the role of SCRD Staff is to provide support to this planning process, and therefore, 
should not be involved in decisions made by the TWG.  As such, it is recommended that SCRD 
staff membership (two Infrastructure Staff and one Planning Staff) be removed from the TWG by 
amending Section 3.1, Item 9.  Note that SCRD representation on the TWG will remain as one 
SCRD Board representative does sit on this committee. 
 
Further, it is also recommended that Section 3.1 be amended by adding a representative from 
the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (MoFLNRO) – Water 
Allocation.  Currently, the MoFLNRO is represented on the committee with the Forestry Division; 
however, the representative from this Division cannot provide expertise on water allocation and 
water hydrology issues.  Note that at the last TWG meeting on June 29, 2011, a representative 
from the MoFLNRO – Water Allocation was present.   
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
(Adopted Jan 13, 2011 by the SCRD Board and amended at the Regular Board meeting of May 12, 2011) 

 

 

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 Joint Watershed Management Agreement and 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 of 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 
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 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 should : 
 

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

b. Provide a declaration of their interests in participation on the Working Group 
 

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

 
d.      Report back to the Infrastructure Services Committee and Regional District staff; 

and 
 

e. 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; 
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g. Incorporates the principles contained  in the Joint Watershed Management 

Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band; 

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; and 
 
d. Place approved minutes and materials on the SCRD website 

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 must respect and maintain the confidentiality of the issues 

brought before them. 
 

4.8 Working Group members from the public 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 90 – Open/Closed Meetings 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 22, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Cathy Kenny, Solid Waste Management Coordinator 

RE:  GREEN WASTE FEE OPTIONS 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the Solid Waste Management 
Coordinator’s report regarding green waste fee options be received; 

AND THAT the SCRD’s free green waste program be amended to accept up to 250 kg of green 
waste at the Sechelt and Pender Harbour Landfills from both residential and commercial 
customers; 

AND THAT all loads in excess of 250 kgs be charged at a rate of $45 per tonne applied to the 
portion of the load in excess of 250 kgs; 

AND THAT "Sunshine Coast Regional District Sanitary Landfill Site Bylaw No. 405, 1994" be 
amended to reflect the over 250 kg charge effective August 1, 2011; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff be authorized to advertise this change to the green waste program 
immediately. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was passed by resolution 236/11 at the Board Meeting held 
June 9, 2011: 
 

Recommendation No. 1  Yard Waste Disposal 

THAT the correspondence from West Howe Sound Community Association, dated May 19, 2011, 
regarding yard waste disposal be received; 

AND THAT staff consult with the Town of Gibsons, and provide a report to the July, 2011 
Infrastructure Services Committee meeting with recommendations to address commercial 
charges for green waste at Regional facilities.  

DISCUSSION 
 
Gibsons Green Waste Facility – The Sunshine Coast Regional District has no operational 
control of the Gibsons Green Waste Facility and no ability to directly address the issues raised 
in the letter from West Howe Sound Community Association regarding acceptance of 
commercial green waste at the Gibsons Green Waste Facility.  The facility is provided and 
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operated by the Town of Gibsons, and although the site is not staffed, commercial loads are 
restricted.  The SCRD makes an annual contribution to offset some of its operating costs 
($38,900 in 2010 and $39,678 in 2011).  The Gibsons facility is identified as a collection site in 
the contract the SCRD has with Coastland Wood Industries Inc. for processing of green waste.  
The Town of Gibsons arranges for delivery of green waste (currently through a private contract) 
to Coastland for processing under the SCRD contract and the SCRD pays Coastland a per 
tonne fee to chip the material from the Gibsons facility.  
 
The SCRD Solid Waste staff contacted Town of Gibsons staff to discuss the request received 
from West Howe Sound Community Association to allow commercial loads of green waste at 
the Gibsons facility.  Town staff have stated that they are not prepared to accept commercial 
loads at this time due to the impacts this would have on traffic and green waste volumes at the 
facility.   
 
SCRD Green Waste Facilities – The SCRD accepts green waste at both Pender Harbour and 
the Sechelt landfill sites.  The current program includes free drop off of residential green waste 
for loads up to 5 tonnes; loads larger than 5 tonnes can be delivered to the processing 
contractor’s facility directly or charged $45/tonne if brought to the landfill sites. Commercial 
loads received at landfills are charged $45/tonne and are not included in the free drop off 
program.  The residential/commercial status of each load is determined by information provided 
by the customer delivering the load.  As a result it is impossible to guarantee consistency in how 
and when the fee is applied.  2010 revenue for commercial green waste and loads over 5 
tonnes was $12,500.   
 
The total hauling and processing costs paid to Coastland for the 2010 green waste program 
were approximately $58,000 (includes Gibsons costs for processing material from Gibsons 
Green Waste Facility but does not include contribution towards facility operation).  The current 
contract costs are extremely favourable for the SCRD compared to historical rates.  It is 
expected that rates will increase in future contracts (the current contract expires in 2012).   
 
Other Local Green Waste Options – Two private operators on the Sunshine Coast were 
contacted to determine if they accept green waste from the public.  Direct Disposal Corporation 
accepts green waste and land clearing debris from commercial sources only and charges $220 
per 40 yard bin (approximately $25 - $50 per tonne).  Salish Soils accepts small loads from the 
public and charges a minimum fee of $5, large loads up to 80 yard bins of green waste from 
public and commercial customers are accepted and charged $40/tonne. 
 
Practices in Other Regional Districts – A survey of other regional district green waste 
programs concluded that there is no standard program for residential and commercial green 
waste; programs differ regionally and within electoral areas and municipalities.  Of the regional 
districts surveyed, none imposed specific restrictions on commercial loads of green waste 
although most programs impose other forms of restrictions.  Restrictions on free drop off 
programs are imposed in different ways: by weight, by branch size, by volume and/or by 
season. Others programs impose a flat fee up to a maximum weight, after which the cost is 
calculated by tonnage.  Some areas included curbside programs with a limited or unlimited bag 
limit.  Of the free green waste programs surveyed and where weight based restrictions applied, 
the maximum allowable weight for free green waste drop off was 550 kg.   
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Examples:  
 
 Cowichan Valley Regional District 

 Free unrestricted drop off program  
 
 Regional District of Nanaimo  

 $5.00 flat rate up to 100 kg, over 100 kg cost is $50/tonne 
 
 Capital Regional District 

 $57/tonne (only material less than 3” diameter accepted) 
 
 Fraser Valley Regional District – dependent on area  

 Weekly or bi-weekly curbside collection (limited or unlimited), self haul flat rate up to 
100 kg, cleanup event free drop off. 

 
 Regional District of Okanagan and Similkameen 

 Free drop off up to 500 kg, over 500 kg costs $25/tonne. 
 
 Regional District of Central Okanagan 

 Seasonal bi-weekly curbside collection, self haul free drop off up to 250 kg, over 250 
kg cost is $25/tonne. 

 
 
ISSUES WITH CURRENT SYSTEM 
 
The following issues with the current free green waste program have been identified: 
 

1.  Charging for green waste received from commercial customers means that residents 
without a vehicle to transport green waste must pay for both transportation and tipping 
fees thereby resulting in additional barriers for those without access to a suitable 
vehicle. 

2.  Restrictions imposed on commercial customers are difficult to maintain with 
consistency.  Many commercial businesses use unmarked vehicles or may claim to be 
using a work vehicle to do their personal yard cleanup.   

3.  Enforcing restrictions against commercial customers places landfill staff in a challenging 
and stressful position. 

4.  The current residential limit for free green waste drop off of 5 tonnes is much higher 
than the average load of green waste received (approximately 136 kg).  Loads of this 
size present additional handling costs that are not recovered under a free program. 

5.  Costs for transportation and processing of green waste are expected to increase and 
measures are needed to control and fund these costs in future. 

 
 
OPTIONS FOR ADDRESSING ISSUES  
 
The following options for future provisions of a free green waste program are proposed.  Note 
that, as a result of feedback from Town of Gibsons staff, no changes are proposed to services 
at the Gibsons Green Waste Facility in any of the options presented below.  Any changes would 
apply to landfills operated by the SCRD only at this time. 
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1. Status Quo:   
 Gibsons Green Waste Facility: free year-round drop off of residential green waste 

only, no commercial green waste drop off 
 Sechelt Landfill and Pender Harbour Landfill:  

o free drop off of residential green waste for loads up to 5 tonnes  
o $45 per tonne for commercial and loads over 5 tonnes 

 
Pros – no changes required; consistent between Gibsons & both landfills; no loss of 
revenues from commercial green waste 
 
Cons – subjective criteria that is difficult to apply consistently as system is largely self 
regulated and based on honour system; free load limit for residential customers is 
extremely generous (this may result in higher costs over time)  

 
2. Free Residential & Commercial Green Waste at Landfills Up to 250 kg: 

 Gibsons Green Waste Facility: no change, same as for Option 1 
 Sechelt Landfill and Pender Harbour Landfill  

o free drop of green waste for all loads (residential and commercial) up to     
250 kg  

o $45 per tonne for loads over 250 kg (tipping fee would only apply to the 
weight above 250 kg – i.e. larger loads would still receive 250 kg at no 
charge).  

 
Pros – average load weight in 2010 was 136 kgs, typical residential loads will be free; 
objective criteria that is easy to apply consistently using weigh scales at landfills and 
eliminates staff’s concerns with enforcing existing restrictions; should be more equitable; 
estimate little to no short term financial impact at landfills (i.e. would still generate similar 
tipping fees from green waste but rather than from commercial green waste would be 
charged against weights in excess of 250 kg); may better control program costs over 
long term by imposing charges for larger loads. 
 
Cons – represents a change for landfill customers; needs to be advertised ahead of time 
to ensure customers are informed; results in inconsistency between Gibsons Green 
Waste Facility and landfills. 

 
3. Seasonal Restrictions on Free Residential & Commercial Green Waste at Landfills: 

 Gibsons Green Waste Facility: no change, same as Option 1  
 Sechelt Landfill and Pender Harbour Landfill  

o free drop off of green waste loads up to 250 kgs Victoria Day weekend - 
Canada Day weekend and Labour Day weekend - Thanksgiving Day 
weekend 

o $45 per tonne for all loads at all other times  
 

Pros – may reduce program costs and increase revenues more than Options 1 or 2; may 
provide opportunity to further reduce costs associated with Gibsons Green Waste 
Facility if the Town of Gibsons wanted to operate that facility on a seasonal basis only 
(this would require further discussions with the Town).   
 
Cons – due to the moderate climate on the Sunshine Coast green waste is not seasonal 
as in other areas with cold snowy winters; negative impact to landfill operations during 
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these periods, and especially the last part of each period with residents lining up to take 
advantage of the free program; may result in increased burning or illegal dumping of 
green waste during off seasons. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the SCRD’s free green waste program be amended as outlined in Option 
2 (Free Residential & Commercial Green Waste at Landfills Up to 250 kg). 
 
It is further recommended that the SCRD’s Sanitary Landfill Site Bylaw No. 405 be amended to 
reflect a limit of 250 kg on free green waste and charge of $45 per tonne for larger loads 
(applied against any weight in excess of 250 kg) commencing August 1, 2011. 
 
It is further recommended that this upcoming change to the free green waste program be 
advertised as soon as possible.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 22, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Beth Brooks, Environmental Technician 

RE:  SCRD Green Waste and Invasive Plants 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report “SCRD Green Waste and Invasive Plants” be received for 
information.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was passed by resolution (204/11) at the Board Meeting held 
May 12, 2011: 
 

Recommendation No. 24   Disposal of Invasive Plants 
 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that staff be asked to examine the 
issue of safe disposal of invasive plant material (including seeds and roots) to determine 
whether it can be composted without danger of reproduction, or whether at this time 
burning at a controlled burn site is the best disposal method; 
 
AND THAT staff consult with representatives from the Environment Branch of MOTI to 
ensure that there is a consistent approach to the disposal of invasive plant material. 

 
SCRD Green Waste Program 
 
The residential free green waste drop off program began in 2004.  Up to 5 tonnes of green 
waste is accepted by self haul loads at the Pender Harbour and Sechelt landfills, as well as the 
Gibsons Green Waste Facility.  A new contract was secured in 2009 with Coastland Wood 
Industries Inc., and a requirement of the contract is that a minimum of 60% of the green waste 
collected is to be composted.   
 
Salish Soils has been subcontracted by Coastland to compost the materials received at both 
landfills.  The green waste is transported by Coastland from both landfill sites to the Salish Soils 
site in Sechelt.  The waste is chipped on-site (may be chipped at Sechelt Landfill dependent on 
size of stockpile) and then composted.  Gibsons Disposal is transporting the green waste 
collected at the Gibsons facility to Coastland’s Hillside site in Area F.   
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DISCUSSION 
 
Current Status of SCRD Green Waste Processing 
 
Salish Soils Site 
 
Salish Soils is utilizing the Gore Cover Composting System technology, categorized as Aerated 
Static Pile (ASP).  The mixture of chipped green waste and fish waste is placed on top of 
perforated pipes, the pile is then covered with a Gore-Tex sheet and a fan is used to push 
oxygen through the pile.  The oxygen and heat levels are monitored by probes placed in the 
composting waste and the data continuously recorded.  Trial documentation was sent to the 
SCRD from Net Zero Waste, the consulting engineer working with Salish Soils.  Data received 
from a composting trial in January shows temperatures of 70–75oC being maintained for 37 
consecutive days.  This data indicates that the Salish Soils ASP composting system is within the 
regulation for pathogen reduction processes (55oC for 3 days) and vector attraction reduction 
(40oC for 14 days) as outlined in the Organic Matter Recycling Regulation (OMRR).  The initial 
stage of composting, the thermophilic phase, is the most important in ensuring any weeds and 
seeds are made unviable.  The Class A compost is now being sold to Coast residents. 
 
There is a lack of peer reviewed research regarding the composting of coastal British 
Columbia’s priority invasive species.  SCRD Environmental Technician, Peter Doig, PAg, 
examined the data received from Net Zero Waste and conducted germination and propagation 
experiments in a controlled greenhouse environment.  In his professional opinion, based on the 
review of the data provided and since there was no growth of weeds from these samples the 
system used by Salish Soils is adequate to kill weeds and seeds.  An information sheet 
published by The Composting Association in the UK recommends the disposal of noxious 
weeds through careful landfilling practices unless controlled composting is available that will 
destroy weed propagules (thermophilic 55-75oC, with adequate oxygen and moisture levels).1

 
   

Hillside Site 
 
The green waste received at the Gibsons Green Waste Facility is transported to Coastland’s 
Hillside site, chipped and placed in static piles.  This green waste has no added nitrogen source 
and is not turned or aerated.  The pile has not been tested for temperature, oxygen and 
moisture content.  It is unlikely the compost produced at this site would be weed free.  The 
contractor is to supply the Regional District with a compost end use plan for this material that 
has yet to be received.  Staff has approached Coastland and Salish Soils to determine whether 
material from Gibsons Green Waste can be processed and composted at Salish Soils’ site 
under the terms of the existing contract, however these attempts have proved unsuccessful to 
date. 
 
Alternatives for Disposal 
 
The Coastal Invasive Plant Committee (CIPC) is developing reference materials for disposal 
options.  As members of CIPC the SCRD will be able to collaborate with other members and 
determine species- specific best practices for biomass removal and disposal. 
 

1 The Composting Association (2004).  Information Sheet 15: Composting – Noxious Weeds. UK. 
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Virginia Lindstrom, Environmental Coordinator for the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure, was contacted to determine the methods they use for biomass disposal.  The 
treatment utilized is dependent on the species and site and includes: disposal at landfill; 
chipping on site and burning; chipping on site and leaving as mulch (not appropriate for 
Japanese Knotweed); removal to a gravel pit to desiccate or be burned; and experimentation 
sending biomass to incinerators or high heat composters.   
 
 
SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 
 
Initial tests with Salish Soils compost suggests that the process being used is sufficient to kill all 
weed propagules and viable seeds, however not all green waste collected at public facilities is 
being composted at this site.   
 
As new members of the CIPC, the SCRD can collaborate with other members with that have 
similar invasive species and site conditions to determine best management practices for their 
removal and disposal. However, the SCRD’s Regional Solid Waste program does not have the 
capacity to allocate significant staff time to the planning and coordination of specific programs to 
control invasive plants beyond what is currently being managed through green waste 
processing contracts.  Future contracts can include terms that require processing capable of 
killing weed propagules (e.g. high temperature composting), however it must be recognized that 
specific terms of this nature may impact contract costs.  The development of individual practices 
tailored to different invasive species would require additional resources to develop and 
implement, and may be problematic from an operational standpoint (e.g. if staff are required to 
screen loads for invasive plants).  
 
A number of regional districts actively addressing invasive plant issues have a dedicated staff 
person assigned to this role.  With additional resources the SCRD could adapt their program to 
ensure there is a consistent and effective approach to invasive species removal and disposal on 
the Sunshine Coast as new information and techniques develop.  .   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  June 22, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Beth Brooks, Environmental Technician 

RE:  SCRD Green Waste Program Contract Summary 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report entitled “SCRD Green Waste Program Contract Summary” be received 
for information. 
 
 
During the Special Planning Meeting on Invasive Species held June 20, 2011 the Committee 
requested information about the possibility of the public bringing green waste directly to Salish 
Soils under the SCRD green waste program.  The formal recommendation was not available for 
the ISC Agenda deadline.  This report summarizes the SCRD green waste program and the 
current contract for processing of green waste and provides a response to the request for 
information noted above. 
 
Current Situation 
 
The SCRD has contracted Coastland Wood Industries to remove and process the green waste 
from Pender Harbour Landfill and Sechelt Landfill.  Coastland Wood Industries has 
subcontracted Salish Soils to compost the material to fulfill a condition within the terms of the 
contract with the SCRD.   
 
Green waste and clean wood waste are collected at the Pender Harbour and Sechelt landfill 
sites by the contractor and delivered to the Salish Soils site in Sechelt to be composted.  Green 
waste collected at the Gibsons facility is transported by Gibsons Disposal (contracted by the 
Town of Gibsons) to the Coastland Wood Industries Hillside site where it is chipped and placed 
in static piles. 
 
At each landfill collection site the green waste is stockpiled for removal.  The contractor 
transports the material from the collection sites to the receiving site (Salish Soils) using an open 
top 80 yard end-dump trailer where it is chipped and composted; chipping of the Sechelt Landfill 
material may be done at the landfill site on occasion depending on the size of the stockpile.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A condition of the wood and green waste contract requires that a minimum of 60% of the green 
waste collected is to be composted.  Coastland Wood Industries has subcontracted Salish Soils 
to compost these materials.  As a private business Salish Soils will receive large loads of green 
waste (up to 80 yards) from residential or commercial customers. The fee charged is $40/tonne. 
Free drop off of green waste is not permitted at the site; small loads from the public are 
accepted at the facility for a minimum charge of $5.  SCRD does not have a contract with Salish 
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Soils and therefore cannot negotiate for terms that would allow public access or free drop off of 
green waste at their facility.   
 
The current contract with Coastland Wood Industries will be finished in 2012 (with a possible 2 
year extension); if the contract with Coastland is not extended a RFP will be issued for provision 
of the wood waste and green waste processing and transportation service.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  June 29, 2011 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  Impacts of Proposed Zero Waste Initiatives on Sechelt Landfill – Part 1 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Impacts of Proposed Zero 
Waste Initiatives on Sechelt Landfill – Part 1” be received for information;  
 
AND THAT the report entitled “Solid Waste Management Plan – Preliminary Financial 
Implications Companion Document – Draft” be expanded to include the results of the 
avoided landfill costs analysis completed by XCG Consultants Ltd. (as presented in the 
attached letter report dated June 29, 2011) prior to final consideration and adoption of 
the updated Solid Waste Management Plan (draft Zero Waste Management Plan) by . 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was passed by resolution of the SCRD Board at its regular 
meeting held May 12, 2011 (204/11, No. 17): 
 

THAT the GM Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Solid Waste Management 
Plan Update – Avoided Landfill Costs” be received; 

 AND THAT the draft Solid Waste Management Plan documents be posted 
immediately for public consumption; 

AND THAT the Avoided Landfill Cost analysis be incorporated into the Solid 
Waste Management Plan update process at the earliest available date; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff be authorized to act on this recommendation prior to 
adoption by the Board. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The attached letter report from XCG Consultants Ltd. provides results of the analysis of avoided 
landfill costs resulting from the implementation of zero waste initiatives proposed in the SCRD’s  
“Solid Waste Management Plan – The Foundation for Zero Waste Plan – Final Draft” (draft Zero 
Waste Management Plan).  The draft Zero Waste Management Plan identifies the potential to 
increase waste diversion by 4980 tonnes per year by 2016.  This represents an increase in 
diversion from the existing 50% to approximately 69% by 2016.   
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The report represents Part 1 of a two part analysis.   In Part 1, the following questions are 
addressed: 
 

1. How much will increasing waste diversion as laid out in the draft Zero Waste 
Management Plan increase the landfill site life? 

2. The increase in site life will delay the need to select, approve and construct a new 
landfill.  Will this delay save any money? 

3. The increase in site life will delay the need to complete final closure and post closure of 
the landfill.  Will this delay save any money? 

4. How much money is required to be put into reserve every year to have enough money 
to: (a) pay for closure of the landfill; (b) pay for closure of the landfill and half the post 
closure cost; and (c) pay for closure of the landfill and the full cost of post closure. 

 
In addressing each of these questions the following two scenarios are considered: 
 

• Scenario 1 – Without increased waste diversion (Business As Usual) 

• Scenario 2 – With increased waste diversion (Zero Waste Plan Implementation) 
 
Part 2 of the analysis, which can be completed once an updated Solid Waste Management Plan 
is adopted and clear targets for waste diversion are established, will build on Part 1 and will 
consider the economic impacts of implementing increased waste diversion on all revenues and 
expenditures related to the landfill (full cost accounting), on future tipping fees and on annual 
operating budgets.  It is expected that the full cost analysis completed in Part 2 will show that as 
landfill tonnages and associated revenue streams decline, the overall net cost of continuing to 
operate the landfill will increase substantially and require further tipping fee increases in order to 
offset costs.  
 
With respect to incorporating these results into the Solid Waste Management Plan Update 
process, it is recommended that the companion document entitled “Solid Waste Management 
Plan – Preliminary Financial Implications Companion Document – Draft” be expanded to include 
the results of the analysis conducted in Part 1 prior to final consideration and adoption of the 
draft Zero Waste Management Plan by the SCRD Board. 
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June 30, 2011 XCG File No. 4-2111-01-09-0 1

Mr. Dion Whyte Sent via Email: Dion.Whyte@scrd.ca
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, British Columbia VON 3A1

Re: Financial Analysis - Part 1, Sechelt Landfill

Dear Mr. Whyte:

1 INTRODUCTION

XCG Consultants Ltd. (XCG) is pleased to provide Part 1 of the Financial Analysis for
the Sechelt Landfill (landfill) to the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD). Part 1 of
the Financial Analysis considers the economic impacts of implementing increased waste
diversion, as described in the report entitled “Solid Waste Management Plan - The
Foundation for Zero Waste Plan - Final Draft,” dated March 2011, prepared by SCRD
Infrastructure Services Department & AECOM Canada Ltd. (draft Zero Waste
Management Plan), on expenditures related to closure of the landfill. Part 2 of the
Financial Analysis will build on the results of Part 1 and will consider the economic
impacts of implementing increased waste diversion on all revenues and expenditures
related to the landfill (full cost accounting), on future tipping fees and annual operating
budgets.

According to the draft Zero Waste Management Plan, there is the potential to increase the
waste diversion rate by 4,980 tonnes by 2016. This represents an increase in diversion
from the existing 50 percent in 2011 to 69 percent by 2016, and continuing into future
years.

Accordingly, the analysis consisted of comparing the financial results of the following
two scenarios:

Scenario 1 - Without increased waste diversion (Business As Usual).

Scenario 2 - With increased waste diversion (Zero Waste Plan Implementation).

2. QUEsTIoNs TO BE ANSWERED

The data from the financial analysis was used to answer the following questions:

1. How much will increasing waste diversion as laid out in the draft Zero Waste
Management Plan increase the landfill site life?

2. The increase in site life will delay the need to select, approve, and construct a new
landfill. Will this delay save any money?

3. The increase in site life will delay the need to complete final closure and post-closure
of the landfill. Will this delay save any money?

K4-21 I I-O1-09-OI/L421 I 10109001.doc
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4. How much money is required to be put into reserve every year to have enough money to:

a. Pay for closure of the landfill under business as usual (Scenario 1) versus increased
waste diversion (Scenario 2)?

b. Pay for closure and half of the post-closure under both Scenarios?

c. Pay for closure and full post-closure under both Scenarios?

3. METHODOLOGY

The following is a description of the method used to complete the financial analysis.

3.1 Stepl
The first step was to determine the following revenues and expenses for the active life and
the post-closure maintenance period of the Sechelt Landfill:

• Tipping fee revenue;

• Eco fee revenue;

• Sechelt Landfill construction expense;

• Sechelt Landfill operation expense;

• Sechelt Landfill monitoring expense;

• Sechelt Landfill closure reserve expense;

• Sechelt Landfill closure expense;

• Sechelt Landfill post-closure monitoring expense; and

• Sechelt Landfill post-closure maintenance expense.

Where available, actual information regarding revenues and expenses was used and estimates
were completed to determine the remaining information. Details regarding information and
assumptions used in the above noted calculations are provided in Attachment A.

3.2 Step 2
The second step was to estimate the following expenses related to a New Landfill that will
replace the Sechelt Landfill.

• New Landfill site selection expenses including investigation, studies and approvals;

• New Landfill infrastructure (roads, services, buildings etc.) design and construction
expense;

• New Landfill cell design and construction expense;

• New Landfill operation expense; and

• New Landfill monitoring expense.

Details regarding information and assumptions used in the above noted calculations are
provided in Attachment A.

K4-21 1 1-O1-O9O1/I421 I 10109001.doc
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3.3 Step 3
The third step was to complete the calculations for Scenario 1. The above-noted revenues and
expenses were assigned to each year of the remaining site life (until early 2024) and the post-
closure period (until the end of 2049). The schedule for the remaining site life was taken
from the Draft Integrated Landfill Management Plan, March 7, 2011 (XCG, 201 1).

3.4 Step 4
The fourth step was to complete the calculations for Scenario 2. A new schedule for the
remaining site life was prepared. The site life increased since increased waste diversion
reduced the amount of waste going to the landfill. Then the above-noted revenues and
expenses were assigned to each year of the remaining site life (until early 2030) and the post-
closure period (until the end of 2055).

All of the calculations for both scenarios were completed in 2010 dollars and present worth,
and carried out to a 50-year time horizon from 2011 (2061). Present worth is used to more
accurately compare a series of revenues and expenses over which take place over many
(different) years. The future value of a 2010 dollar amount is determined based on the
inflation rate (2.0 percent per year). Then the present worth is calculated by discounting the
future value by the discount rate (interest rate 4.5 percent per year). Present worth results are
more accurate and were used to answer the previously-noted questions and demonstrate the
answers, unless noted otherwise. The calculations for Scenario I and Scenario 2 in Tables Bi
and B2 in Attachment B, respectively. All calculations were completed using 2010 as the
base year.

The results of the calculations from Scenario 1 were then compared to the results from
Scenario 2 in order to answer the above noted questions.

4. ANSWERS
The answers to the previously-noted questions and an explanation are provided as follows.

Question 1

How much will increasing waste diversion as laid out in the draft Zero Waste Management
Plan increase the landfill site flfe?

Answer 1

Increasing waste diversion will increase the site life of the landfill by approximately six
years. The landfill will reach capacity in early 2030 versus 2024.

Question 2

The increase in site life will delay the need to select, approve and construct a new landfill.
Will this delay save any money?

Answer 2

Yes, assuming that a strategy is put in place to develop capital reserves to fund future costs of
new landfill construction, the delay will save money. Based on the assumptions used in this
analysis, the delay could save approximately $250,000 ($1,625,788 versus $1,880,012) in
expenditures associated with the development of a new 0.4 hectare landfill cell.

K4-2 Ill -0I-09-0I/L421 110109001 .doc
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Question 3

The increase in site flfe will delay the need to complete final closure and post-closure of the
landfill. Will this delay save any money?

Answer 3

Yes, the delay will save approximately $828,000 ($6,226,893 versus $7,055,105) in
expenditures.

Question 4a

How much money is required to be put into reserve every year to have enough money to pay
for closure of the landfill under business as usual (Scenario 1) versus increased waste
diversion (Scenario 2)?

Answer 4a

Currently, the closure reserve fund totals $1,800,000. The current plan is to contribute
$71,376 to the fund in 2011, and then contribute $95,000 per year starting in 2012.

• Scenario 1 = $370,550 per year (or $275,550 more than current $95,000)

• Scenario 2 = $237,050 per year (or $142,050 more than current $95,000)

• Difference = $133,Sooperyear

Question 4b

How much money is required to be put into reserve every year to payfor closure and halfof
the post-closure under both Scenarios?

Answer 4b

Similarly.

• Scenario 1 = $398,650 per year (or $303,650 more than current $95,000)

• Scenario 2 = $258,850 per year (or $163,850 more than current $95,000)

• Difference = $139,800peryear

Question 4c

How much money is required to be put into reserve every year to pay for closure andfull
post-closure under both Scenarios?

Answer 4c

Similarly.

• Scenario 1 = $426,700 per year (or $331,700 more than current $95,000)

• Scenario 2 = $272,600 per year (or $177,600 more than current $95,000)

• Difference = $154,100

K4-2111-O1-09-O1/L421 I 10109001.doc
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5. CLosING
We trust the foregoing is satisfactory and look forward to assisting the SCRD with the
completion of this project. Should you have any questions or require additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours very truly,

XCG CONSULTANTS LTD.

Michel E. Lefebvre, M.Sc., P.Eng.
Senior Project

Attachments: Attachment A — Information and Assumptions
Attachment B — Tables for Answers for Question 4
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Secltelt Landfill

% AVG
Table Al Information and Assumptions

1. SCRD Population
Annual populations for the SCRD hosed on BC Statu through the Ministry of Finance and Corporate Development
which amount to appronimately I percent increase annually

2. Sechelt Landfill Service Area Population I Waste Generation

The Pender Harbour Landfill will close in Jasoary 2012, at wltich time waste will be diverted to the Sechelt landfill.

• In 2010 and in the future, commercial waste will decrease by 15 percent due to a private sector composttng initiative
(appronimately 6.5 percent of the total waste stream).

3. Increased Waste Diversion
• As described in the report entitled “Solid Waste Management Plan - The Foundation for Zero Waste Plan - Final

Draft,” dated March 2011, prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd, waste diversion is enpected to increase from 50 percent
is 201 Ito 69 percent by 2016.

• 2011 -Otnnnes

2012-525

2013-2,620

• 2014-3,670

• 2015-4,455

2016 and fatare -4,980 or 69% of total waste stream

4. Tipping and Eco Fees

Cnrrent tipping fee $100 per tonne (per SCRI3)

• Increase tipping fee to $105 per tonne as of July 2011 (per SCRD)

• Commence ceo fee of $5 per tonse as of Jsly 2011 (per SCRD)

5. Waste Generation
Annual waste generated at 0.44 tonnes of solid waste per person per year (based on the actual waste generation rate for
2009)

6. Sechelt Landfill Closure
Landfill cosstrnction (development) costs from Draft Integrated Landfill Management Plan, March 7,2011 (XCG,
2011)

7. Landfill Operation
• Annual landfill nperation cost $1,019,403 from SCRI)

8. Landfill Monitoring
• Annual landfill monitorisg cost $25,000 from SCRD.

9. Closure Reserve
Currently $1,800,000 in Closure Reserve account (SCRD).

• Ose time payment of $71,376 to Closure Reserve account in 2011 (SCRD)

• Annual payment of $95,000 to Closure Reserve account as part of operating budget planned from 2012 onwards
(SCRD).

10. Post-closure Monitoring
• Ansual post-closure mositoriog cost based on corrent ansoal monitoriog cost $25,000

11. Post-closure Maintenance -$20,750
Stormwater Pond Maintenance

Removal of accomulated sediment every five years (prorated)

2000 cubic metres it $20 cubic metre / 5 years = ss,000
$8,000 / 5 = $1,600
Final cover maioteoatsce and leanhate seep repair

Grass cutting = $200/iteetare * 7 ha = $1,400/year

Repair erosion/settlement = 3 days (escavation and haulage) = $9,750/year

Repair and replacement of fencing, monitoring wella, etc = $5,000/year

lospectiono

Inspections = 2/year 051,500 $3,000/year

12. New Landfill
Search for preferred sites 5 years prior to Sechelt Landfill reaches capacity - S 150,000

Preferred site studies 4 years prior to Sechelt Landfill reaches capacity - $250,000

Prepare Design & Operatios Plan and detailed design for infrastruetore for New Landfill 3 years prior to Seehelt
Landfill reaches capacity - 5200,000

Construct infrastructure and detailed design for 1st cell for New Landfill 2 years prior to Sechelt Landfill reaches
capacity - $250,000

Construct lot cell (0.4 ha) for New Landfill 1 year prior to Sechelt Landfill reaches capacity - $300,000

• Design and construct addittosal landfill cell (0 4 ha) for New I.andfill every 5 years for Scenario 1

• Design and construct additiosal landfill cell (0.4 ha) for New Landfill every 6 years for Scenario 2

• Closore of portion of New Landfill every 10 years for Scenarto I

• Closure of portion of New Landfill every 12 years for Scenario 2

Gperation asd monitoring costs same as Sechelt Landfill
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Sechelt Landfill

XCG

Question 4A Scenario I - Annual Closure Reserve Calculation (Closure Cost Only)

Closure Reserve Landfill Closure
Year

2010 Dollars Present Worth 2010 Dollars Present Worth

2010 $ -

2011 1,871,376 $ .826,606 $ 1,610,563 5 1,572.033
2012 370,550 S 353.032
2013 370,550 S 34t587
2014 370,550 $ 336,343
2015 370,550 $ 328,296
2016 370,550 $ 320.442
2017 370,550 $ 312,776
2018 $ 370,550 $ 305,294 $ 1,958,634 $ 1,613.706
2019 $ 370,550 $ 297.990
2020 $ 370,550 $ 290,861
2021 $ 370,550 $ 283,903
2022 $ 370,550 $ 277,111
2023 $ 370,550 $ 270,38
2024 $ 370,550 $ 264,010
2025 $ 3,775,680 $ 2625.750
2026
2027.
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059
2060
2061

Totals $6,688,526 S1 1,734 $7,344,877
Note:
- 2010 includes $1,800,000 + $71,376
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Sechelt Landfill

XCG

Question 4A Scenario 2- Annual Closure Reserve Calculation (Closure Cost Only)

Closure Reserve Landfill Closure
Year

2010 Dollars Present Worth 2010 Dollars Present Worth

2010 - $ -

2011 $ 1,871,376 $ .826,606 $ 1,610,563 $ 1.572.033
2012 $ 237,050 $ 225844
2013 $ 237,050 $ 220.441
2014 $ 237,050 $ 215,167
2015 $ 237,050 $ 210,019
2016 $ 237,050 $ 204,995
2017 $ 237,050 $ 200,091
2018 $ 237,050 $ 195,304
2019 $ 237,050 $______

190.632

2020 $ 237,050 $______ 86,071
2021 $ 237,050 $______ 181,620
2022 $ 237,050 77,275 $ 1,958,634 $ L464,738
2023 $ 237,050 $ 1 73,034
2024 $ 237,050 $ 168,894
2025 $ 237,050 S 164,854
2026 $ 237,050 $ 60910
2027 $ 237,050 $ 157,060
2028 $ 237,050 $ 153,303
2029 $ 237,050 .S 149635
2030 $ 237,050 $ 146,055
2031 $ 3,775,680 $ 2,270,684
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059
2060
2061

Totals $6,375,326 $7,344,877
Note:

- 2010 includes $1,800,000 + $71,376
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XCG

Question 4B Scenario 2- Annual Closure Reserve Calculation (Closure Cost + 50% Post-closure Cost)

Closure Reserve Landfill Closure Post-closure Monitoring Pout-closure Maintenance
Year

2010 DoIlaro Procont Worth 2010 Dollars Pr000nt Worth 2010 Dollars Prnocnl Worth 2010 Dollars Prosent Worth
2010

____________

4 -

21111 1871.376 11 936.691’ $ 1.610.567 47’. 913

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

2012 254.850 4 3.42367

______________

-

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2013 254.650 231,992

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2014 254.850 11 7l

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

2015 254.850 4310.796

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

2016 254,850 3 120 31174

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2017 254.850 ‘13.414

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ___________

2018 254,850 —

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2019

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ___________

2020

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

2021

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2022 — — $ 1,958,654 9 1.46-1.778

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2025

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2024 $ 0

____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

2025 S

____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

2026 $

____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

2027 $

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2029 $ 1144.67 I

______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

2030 $ 77.67’

______________ ______________ ____________ _____________

2031

_____________ _____________

$ 3,775,681’ 11 2 770,’iOl — 7,57 10,3 510

_L

________________ ________________

— 7.391 _j,.3 1,09’

2035

__________ __________ __________ __________

— 747 — 105 4’S!.

______________ ______________ ______________

— ,‘1”1 — 3 1102

________

- 68 - 5.114

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

— vii — 5.526
2037

__ __

- 4 - 1.999

2038

_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

— 6.3 — 3. 267
2039

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________

S o’ —

___________

2040 .

______________ ______________ ______________

$ — _,i 1’.6I3
2041

_____________ ____________ _____________ _____________

S — 2.’ — 4,936

2042

_____________ ____________ _____________ _____________

S — 3 7 — 4.701’
2043

______________ ______________

.

______________

— _/ -

JL______ 0 -

__________$

57 .0.1.11-
2046

____________

$ 3 4,30”

2047

________________

2048

________________

2049

________________

2030

______________

2051

______________

2052

________________

2053

________________

2054

________________

2055

________________

2056

______________

2057

______________

2058

________________

2059

________________

2060

________________

2061

______________

Totals 86,713,526
Note,
.2010 noldo, $1,806,066 * $70,376
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Question 4C Scenario 2-Annual Closure Reserve Calculation (Closure Cost + Full Post-closure Cost)

Closure Reserve Landfill Closure Post-closure Monitoring Post-closur italntenance Total Closurr flout-Closure

2010 Dollars Prrvnnt Wurth 2010 Dollars Prnount Worth 2010 Dolloro Prnoont Wurlh 2010 Dollars ProvoSt WoOl, 2010 Dollars Prnsont Worth

2010

___________- _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________

2011 $1871376 076.4°C. $ 1.610563 .74.17 $ 1610563 S

2012 $
2013 $
2014 $
2015 $
2016 $
2017
2518
2019
2020
2021 2
2022 2
2023 2
2024 2
2025 2
2026 2
2027
2028 2
2029
2030
2031

______________

2032

________________

2035

______________

2034

______________

2035

______________

2036

______________

2037

_______________

2038

_______________

2039

_______________

2040

______________

2041

_____________

2042

________________

2043

________________

2044

______________

2045

______________

2046

______________

2047

______________

2048

________________

2049

________________

2050

______________

2051

______________

2052

________________

2053

________________

2054

________________

2055

________________

2056

________________

2057

________________

2058

________________

2059

________________

2060

______________

2061

_____________

ToMb 07,050,776

2010 irolodrrSl,0(0,St0 + $71.36
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE: June 28, 2011 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 
FROM: Johan Stroman, Community Energy Manager 

RE: Green Building Leaders 
 

 
Recommendation(s) 
 
THAT the SCRD support in principle the Green Building Leaders letter sent to the 
province; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD board accepts the request to join the Green Building Leaders as a 
partner community to support community to achieve goals of energy and emissions 
reductions through enhancing the green building sector and strengthening local 
economy 
 

 
Background 
 
The following recommendation was adopted by resolution of the SCRD Board at its regular 
meeting held June 9, 2011 (236/11, No. 2): 
 

THAT the correspondence from the Pembina Institute, dated May 19, 2011, 
regarding the Green Building Leaders Project be received; 

AND THAT staff provide a report to the July 2011 Infrastructure Services 
Committee meeting, clarifying how the SCRD becoming a Green Building Leader 
would benefit the community and the Sunshine Coast Regional District.  

 
See Attachment 1 

 
Discussion 
 
Facts 
The Green Building Leaders project was initiated by the Pembina Institute to work 
collaboratively with leading local governments and other stakeholders to assist in the design of 
green building regulations, and set the stage for the adoption of these regulations in BC.  
Participating partners in the Green Building Leaders project include: 
 

• Campbell River 
• City of North Vancouver 
• Cowichan Valley Regional District 
• Dawson Creek 
• Delta 
• District of West Vancouver 
• Fort St. John 
• Prince George 
• Regional District of Nanaimo 
• Terrace 
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• Tofino  
• Whistler 

 
Pembina has provided support to communities in researching policy approaches, GHG 
modelling, cost and legal analysis with a focus on four areas – Energy performance standards 
for existing buildings, higher energy performance standards for new buildings, renewable 
energy requirements for new buildings and innovative financing mechanisms.  Work has 
advanced on the first three areas with particular progress on renewable energy requirements for 
new buildings.  A workshop was hosted on this program at the CEEP Launch event on April 14, 
2011 and generated alot of positive feedback and interest from residents and staff attending. 
 
 
Benefits to joining Green Building Leaders program 
By becoming a Green Building Leader the community and the Sunshine Coast Regional District 
would benefit in a number of ways. 

• Gain capacity to develop effective Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency policy 
on buildings using proven approaches from other BC regions 

• Be recognized for leadership in the area of green building alongside these other 12 
communities that are advancing innovative solutions in the building sector 

• Gain and share information, business cases and effective policy models with other 
BC jurisdictions.  This will enhance our efforts to address one key action area in the 
Community Energy & Emissions Plan (CEEP) – enhancing the green building sector 

• Gain opportunities to attract funding for policy and initiatives that the SCRD is 
pursuing to meet its CEEP goals 

 
Supporting the region in conserving energy on building energy use saves the community on the 
rising cost of energy and reduces their emissions contribution as well.  After automobile use, 
home energy use comes second in individual residents’ greenhouse gas contribution.  Sunshine 
Coast residences used 232 GWh of power in 2009; Commercial buildings, 67 GWh.  Enhanced 
building policies are intended to help residents and commercial buildings reduce their electricity 
needs. 
 
Renewable Energy technology for buildings, enhanced building methods, increased energy 
efficient technology and innovative implementation mechanisms represent ways to support local 
trades that design, build, repair and renovate residential and commercial buildings.  This in turn 
supports a healthy and resilient local economy. 
 
Green Building Leaders provides member communities with the opportunity to learn from each 
other and share information related to the challenges of advancing successful policy that also 
considers the bigger picture: 

o Affordable housing – building energy efficient homes that are priced affordably 
o Encouraging renewable energy opportunities for home owners 
o Advancing innovative financing mechanisms – exploring new approaches to 

encourage home owners to invest in energy efficiency and green energy 
 
Concerns raised at the June 2, 2011 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting regarding 
expected investment of staff time, benefits of fundraising as well as the homeowner cost 
implications of requiring an upgrade to existing older homes.  In conversation with Pembina staff 
these points were clarified: 

• The letter is a request to agree in principal to the letter presented.  The letter outlines 
suggested recommendations on how SCRD would collaborate with Pembina.   
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• There are no staff time requirements – these are suggested only.  Typically staff 
commitment is driven by staff involvement in an aspect of the project with specific 
community based funding and policy benefits and opportunities 

• There is no fundraising quota.  Pembina’s contribution of in-kind funding relative to 
municipal contributions was very favourable – better than 20 to 1.   

• The nature of progress made to date has been driven by available external funding of 
which SCRD would be a net beneficiary.   

e.g. if SCRD joins the Green Building Leaders and supports funding applications 
on Renewable Energy for homes – a portion of the funding received aids SCRD 
develop Policy as part of the initiative related to our CEEP goals 

 
Interdepartmental Implications 
Work is ongoing related to building policy involving Infrastructure, Building and Planning staff.  
Work with the Green Building Leaders group would assist in informing and supporting this work 
to implement and update OCPs and consider demonstration projects regionally. 
 
Funding towards the Green Building Leader work would help create opportunities for SCRD to 
progress in areas outlined in both our Strategic Plan and CEEP, and support sharing best 
practices and policy options to further uptake with local municipalities: 
 
Strategic Plan 

Principle – Collaborative Leadership  Goal - To model and facilitate collaborative 
leadership both internally and externally with local communities and local governments. 
Opportunities to enhance uptake will be shared with local member municipalities 

 
Principle - Social and Environmental Sustainability 
2010/2011 Target - Regional Energy and Emissions Reduction Plan Supports achieving 
potential demonstration projects, renewable energy projects etc. 

 Enhances our achievement of these targets 
 

Principle - Financial Sustainability 
Three year objective – 3. To diversify current revenue sources 

 Supports SCRD in gaining related funding to enhance CEEP goals 
 
Community Energy & Emissions Plan (CEEP) 3. Enhance the Green Building Sector 
 Builds capacity to advance effective policy in this action area 
 
Summary 
Pembina’s Sustainable Communities group has worked with Canadian municipalities across the 
country for many years and has a well established professional team of policy, renewable 
energy and energy efficiency experts on staff.  Joining Green Building Leaders provides the 
SCRD and the Sunshine Coast an opportunity to be part of a growing community of leading 
communities that are advancing innovative building and renewable energy policy.  The 
partnership appears to reflect best practices in collaborative leadership among member 
municipalities and with one of Canada’s leading energy think-tanks. 
 
Participation as a member community will help support and enhance our communities’ ability to 
achieve more sustainable policies on building quality while considering related topics of 
affordability and local economic opportunity in related trades. 
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May 19, 2011 

 
 
To the Chair and Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional District; 
 
 
We would like to invite the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SVRD) to become the newest partner in 
the Pembina Institute’s Green Building Leaders project.  The Green Building Leaders are a group of 
forward-looking local governments that have come together in partnership with the Pembina Institute 
to explore how to improve energy efficiency and increase the use of renewable energy in new and 
existing buildings in B.C. We have focused on energy efficiency and renewable energy regulations that 
are a step beyond what the provincial government or any local governments in B.C are currently 
implementing. We see these types of approaches as one of the ways to meet B.C.’s greenhouse gas 
reduction targets while creating economic opportunities throughout the province.  Additional details on 
the project and our research can be found on our website at: www.greenbuildingleaders.ca. 
 
To become a Green Building Leaders partner the following commitments are required: 

1. Commitment of a minimum of 1-day of staff time per month to participate in conference calls 
or to provide feedback on project research and direction. 

2. Agreement in principle to the attached letter. This letter was sent to the provincial government 
in December 2010, and calls on the province to consider improving energy efficiency and 
renewable energy standards for homes and buildings. The letter outlines the priority areas that 
the Green Building Leaders project is working on, including minimum performance standard for 
existing buildings, higher performance standards for new buildings, minimum renewable energy 
standards for new and existing buildings, and innovative financing. 

3. On-going assistance in identifying funding sources to continue to support the project. 
 
We very much hope that you will decide to join us as a partner community. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Josha MacNab 
Associate Director, Sustainable Communities 
The Pembina Institute 
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Local government letterhead 
 

DATE (insert current date) 

Minister of State for Building Code Renewal   

Government of British Columbia 

 

Minister of Energy 

Government of British Columbia 

 

Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development 

Government of British Columbia 

 

Dear Minister of State for Building Code Renewal; Minister of Energy; and Minister Community Sport and 

Cultural Devlopment;  

British Columbia has made a bold commitment to fight climate change. The province has committed to 

reducing total provincial emissions to 6% below 2007 levels by 2012, 33% below 2007 levels by 2020, and 

80% below 2007 levels by 2050. This commitment and the actions taken to date are important contributions 

to the global effort to reduce emissions, and we commend the provincial government’s efforts to take action 

on climate change and to build a green economy in B.C.  

Achieving B.C.’s reduction targets will require aggressive action in all sectors of our economy – including 

homes and buildings. Energy consumption from homes and buildings accounts for approximately 12% of 

B.C.’s total greenhouse gas emissions, and emissions from this sector will need to decline for the province to 

achieve its targets.   

The Green Building Leaders1 are a group of forward-looking local governments that have come together in 

partnership with the Pembina Institute to explore how to improve energy efficiency and increase the use of 

renewable energy in new and existing buildings in B.C. We have focused on energy efficiency and renewable 

energy regulations that are a step beyond what the provincial government or any local governments in B.C are 

currently implementing. We see these types of approaches as one of the ways to meet B.C.’s greenhouse gas 

reduction targets while creating economic opportunities throughout the province. 

Although local governments in B.C. are taking action to reduce emissions and are committed to increasing 

those efforts, our research so far indicates that local governments have limited ability to regulate new and 

existing buildings given the current jurisdiction.2  Given this, we urge and support the provincial government 

to explore and, if feasible, implement opportunities in the following area: 

 Setting higher energy efficiency standards for new homes and buildings, beyond the planned changes 

to the B.C. building code, 

 Requiring existing homes and buildings to meet minimum energy performance standards  

                                                           
1 Partner communities include: Campbell River, City of North Vancouver, Cowichan Valley Regional District, Dawson 
Creek, Fort St. John, Regional District of Nanaimo, Tofino, and Whistler.   
See www.greenbuildingleaders.ca for more details. 
2 Deborah Curran, Jurisdiction Options for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy in Buildings (Vancouver, BC: The Pembina 
Institute, 2010), http://www.greenbuildingleaders.ca/docs/gbl-discussionpaper-withcover.pdf (accessed Oct. 1, 2010). 
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2 
 

 Requiring that some portion of the energy needs for new homes and buildings be met by renewable 

energy that is produced on-site or in the community. 

As a means to support effective implementation of the regulations above, we also urge the provincial 

government to: 

 Require all homes and buildings to have a rating that clearly communicates how efficiently it uses 

energy   

 Implement financing tools that make energy efficiency and renewable energy solutions accessible to 

all British Columbians and B.C. businesses. 

While these regulations have been used extensively in other jurisdictions, we recognize that further work will 

be required to customize them to the B.C. context. To show that we are committed to finding these solutions, 

the Green Building Leaders are now exploring how to make renewable energy requirements work in B.C.  We 

are also building support for the use of local improvement charges to finance renewable energy and energy 

efficiency in our communities. We welcome the province’s input and involvement in these initiatives.   

 

We believe there is room to go beyond the existing province-wide regulations on new and existing buildings, 

and in general, we would prefer to see province-wide implementation of green building policy instead of a 

community-by-community approach. We also recognize that some communities will want to move more 

quickly than others, and as such, we support approaches that allow leading local governments to opt-in to 

higher standards if province-wide implementation is not immediately possible. This model of regulatory 

change is similar to how the water efficiency and solar-ready regulations were implemented.  

 

Addressing climate change is a huge challenge, and all levels of government will have to work together to 

identify and implement solutions. B.C. is a leading jurisdiction in North America in taking bold action on 

climate change, and we support continued work to identify and implement solutions to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions from new and existing buildings. We will continue to work toward this goal, and we invite the 

provincial government to join us.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

The Green Building Leaders (individual mayor’s signatures to go here) 

 

Cc: 

Minister of Environment, Government of British Columbia 

Minister of Small Business, Technology, and Economic Development, Government of British Columbia  

Minister of State for Climate Action, Government of British Columbia 

Ms. Bev Van Ruyven, Deputy CEO & Executive Vice-President, BC Hydro 

Mr. Doug Stout, Vice President, Energy Solutions and External Relations, Terasen 

Mr. Gary MacIssac, Executive Director, Union of B.C. Municipalities 

Mr. Matt Horne, Director of BC Energy Solutions, Pembina Institute 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE: June 29, 2011 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – July 7, 2011 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR JUNE 2011 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Monthly Report for 
June 2011” be received.    
 

 
BACKGROUND 
This report is prepared monthly as information for the Infrastructure Services Committee. 
 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT  
Achievements;  

• Installing and programming Chlorine Gas leak monitoring upgrades 

• Install of new SCADA servers and network switches almost complete. 

• Replaced service water pump at the Chapman Water Treatment Plant (CWTP) 

• Reinstalled Dissolved Air Flotation chains at the CWTP. 
 
Plans;  

• Re-plumb chlorine injection lines. 

• General maintenance to Zone 2 reservoir roof, replace caulking, patching. 

• CWTP software update. 
 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
Achievements; 

• Monthly coliform testing. 

• Installed 30 water meters 

• Repaired service leaks on Kwatamus Avenue, Hotel Lake Road, Truman Road, 
Sexw’amin Avenue. 

• Investigating Gray Creek communication upgrades to cellular modem. 

• Located water mains for four separate projects one of which was the Selma Park 
Highways upgrade. 

• Two commercial meters installed, Cosyan Place and Leek Road. 

• Installed cellular modem to increase communication reliability at Gray Creek. 
 
Plans;  

• Upgrade commercial meters. 

• Investigate installing radio read meters instead of touch pad. 

• Complete Emergency Response Plan’s (ERP) for various systems. 

• Davit arm base bolts to be installed. 

• Installation of a cellular modem at Trout Lake Reservoir to increase communication 
reliability. 

• Test controls for new Reed Road pump station. 
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CAPITAL WORKS 
Achievements; 

• Langdale Reservoir fencing quote received, to be installed. 

• Some of the Caleta Pump station retrofit parts have arrived. 

• West Sechelt watermain replacement between Mason Road and Wakefield Road has 
commenced. 330 metres of 200mm ductile iron pipe will be installed. 

• Conduits for Hydro and Telus service have been installed at the Reed Road pump 
station. 

• Langdale reservoir has been re-painted to correct installation flaws. 

• Replaced 60 metres of 50mm line on Skookumchuck Road to upgrade an old line in an 
easement. 

• Removed four hydrants on Payne Road as part of the Town of Gibsons / SCRD zone 
separation. 

• Abandoned a small section of unused 50mm line on Marine Drive in Granthams 
Landing. 

 
Plans; 

• Install a new 150mm PRV in the old Caleta pump station to increase flows and improve 
the resilience of the Zone 1 system in the Hill Road area. 

• De-commissioning of the Cemetary/Payne Road pump station. 
 

THIRD PARTY  
Achievements; 

• Installed a service for another two lot subdivision on Reed Road. 

• Installed two “No Dumping” signs on Redrooffs Road and Cemetary Road for the Solid 
Waste division. 

• Reviewed operation of Shirley Macey Park pressure reducing valve (PRV). 
 
Plans; 

• Reviewing plans for a pressure reducing valve installation for a 12 lot development on 
Woodland Road. 
 

WATER/WASTEWATER CREW 
Achievements; 

• Toolbox meeting held at Pender and Wigard Road. 

• 11 employees attended the Transportation Endorsement course offered by Vital 
Training. This will allow for patient extraction if needed from a PRV or reservoir. 

• 3 employees attended Level 1 first aid offered by Vital Training. 

• One summer student will be finishing June 30 returning to school. This position will be 
filled by a new summer student. 

 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES  
Achievements; 

• Normal operations and sampling. 

• Confined space entry in to YMCA for general maintenance. 

• Grub out fence line at the Lee Bay Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) 

• Grounds maintenance at all WWTP. 

• Pump out Square Bay clarifier. 
Plans; 

• Improve billing and tracking procedures for lab samples. 

• Complete fencing at Lee Bay WWTP. 
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• Odour control at Jolly Roger WWTP. 

• Install Gen set adapters at Jolly Roger, Secret Cove and Square Bay WWTP. 

• Repairs to YMCA doors and fan are needed due to corrosion. 

• YMCA pump out to be planned in the near future. 
 

NORTH PENDER/SOUTH PENDER WATER SYSTEMS 
Achievements; 

• Air is being removed from the lake line daily. 

• Repaired a 100mm AC water main break on Francis Peninsula Road. 

• Panorama Drive water line capped. 

• Panorama Drive steel reservoir was removed and disposed of by contractor. 

• Reviewed preliminary design drawings for the South Pender Harbour Water Treatment 
Plant. 

Plans;  
• Repair McNeil Lake Line. 

• New water treatment plant. 

• Continue with the installation of UV in Garden Bay. 

• Receive further quotes for McNeil Lake railing upgrade. 

• Investigating pipe upgrades for Cove Cay pump station. 

• Installation of a new hydrant by 12266 Sunshine Coast Highway. 

• Install McNeil Lake railings on dam. 
 

SOLID WASTE 
The Zero Waste Management Plan open houses were held in Gibsons, Sechelt and Pender Harbour 
the week of June 20th.  Approximately 100 people attended the open houses, including local media, the 
Ministry of Environment and elected officials from all local governments on the Sunshine Coast.  
Overall the response from attendees was positive, and we look forward to reviewing the feedback and 
comments received.  More information will be provided at the Special Infrastructure Services 
Committee (SWMP) meeting scheduled for July 22, 2011. 
 
Ads have been placed with information on this year’s South Coast Cleanup Coupon drop off event and 
the Islands Cleanup.  The South Coast Cleanup will be held from Monday July 11th to Sunday July 17th 
at Gibsons Recycling Depot.  Islands Cleanup services will be provided by Crosby Marine and will run 
each weekend from July 1st to August 6th.  
 
SUSTAINABILITY  
A successful first year event was hosted by LifeCycle consultants and a very dedicated team of 
sunshine coast cycling enthusiast volunteers. 44 teams and over 200 community riders rode a total of 
7500 kilometers over the week saving over 1700 kg in CO2 emissions. Support from 12 local 
businesses, institutions and local government provided in-kind prizes, food and coffee at the Sechelt 
and Gibsons celebration stations and prizes at the follow-up event valued at about $1,900. The Town of 
Gibsons, Sechelt Nation, the District of Sechelt and the SCRD each participated with staff teams using 
alternative transportation for totals of 108 km, 45 km, 908 km and 1156 km respectively.  
 
Recommendations from the event coordinator will be brought forward to support and even more 
successful event in 2012. 
 
The SCRD’s Home Energy Retrofit Pilot program is nearing completion and is expected to activate in 
mid-July. Visit the Climate and Energy page at www.scrd.ca or send a short note to ceep@scrd.ca to 
be put on the mailing list for updates.  For more information or questions about LiveSmart, PowerSmart 
or other incentive programs please contact ceep@scrd.ca 
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Businesses seeking ways to cut costs, save energy and limit carbon emissions – a set of half-day 
training workshops, access to online software, phone support and more will be available this fall.  
SCRD and Fortis BC are cofunding workshops run by ClimateSmart to subsidize the cost for 10 or 
more coast businesses to participate.  For more information contact info@climatesmartbusiness.com  
 
On September 20th 5:30pm to 8:30pm in Sechelt -  the SCRD, in collaboration with BC Hydro and 
PowerSmart, will host a Green Builders Forum for local builders, developers, realtors and home-owner 
builders.  Pre-registration is required.  Food will be provided but space is limited.  To reserve a spot or 
for more information contact ceep@scrd.ca.  
 

TRANSIT 
The Manager of Transportation and Facilities attended a  BC Transit workshop in Victoria as part of 
their Enterprise Investment Initiative that is designed to evaluate and improve their systems to better 
meet customer needs.   
 
A new bus schedule will take effect on June 28th in conjunction with the change in the BC Ferries 
schedule.  That schedule will be in operation until September 5th at which time BC Ferries will revert to 
their shoulder schedule that will be in effect until October 11th. 
 
Bus shelters have been installed at Field Road and Highway #101 and are planned for Marine Drive 
and Central in Area F and at Redrooffs and Highway #101 in Area B.  The shelters are being 
constructed using students in the ACE IT (Accelerated Credit Enrolment in Industry) program with 
supervision by SCRD staff.   
 
 
Staff assisted BC Ferries and the RCMP on the evening of the riot in downtown Vancouver by providing 
extra bus service to meet the last ferry and carry walk on passengers from the terminal.  At the time 
there was a concern that the conditions in Vancouver could spill over to the Langdale ferry or continue 
in the terminal area.  There were no incidents and the RCMP thanked staff for their efforts. 
 
The Manager of Transportation and Facilities met with the Egmont/Pender Harbour bus advisory 
committee and Director Graham to discuss proposed changes to the service.  Based on the discussion, 
as of July 5, 2011 the route will operate south only to Halfmoon Bay where passengers will transfer to 
the Halfmoon Bay bus for service to Sechelt. 
 
PORTS 
Public open houses concerning dock divestiture were completed on June 7th in West Vancouver.  In 
general the meetings provided some good insights into the uses of the docks and the importance to the 
communities. Staff will be reporting the results to the Infrastructure Services Committee by separate 
report on July 7, 2011. 

 
LANGDALE DOCK 
Staff are preparing for an Alternative Approval Process to establish a function for the Langdale dock.  
As part of that process open houses will be held on Keats and Gambier Island and in West Vancouver 
to explain the project and the AAP. 
 

BUILDING MAINTENANCE 
Staff are undertaking installation of additional wooden bus shelters and will be constructing a bicycle 
locker at the Field Road office.   
 

FLEET SERVICES 
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A replacement low floor bus arrived to take the place of one of two buses that were recalled by BC 
Transit due to deterioration.  BC Transit has not advised as to the plan for a second bus that is still in 
use but slated for replacement. 
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700 North Road, Gabriola Island, BC, BC  V0R 1X3 
Telephone  250 247-2063    Fax  250 247-7514 

Toll Free via Enquiry BC in Vancouver 660-2421.  Elsewhere in BC 1.800.663.7867 

Email  northinfo@islandstrust.bc.ca 

Web  www.islandstrust.bc.ca 

 

 

Bowen  Denman  Hornby  Gabriola  Gambier  Lasqueti  Mayne  North Pender  Salt Spring  Saturna  South Pender  Thetis 

 
 
 
June 21, 2011 File Number:  GM/05 
 
Sunshine Coast Regional District  
Board of Directors 
1975 Field Road 
Sechelt BC V0N 3A1 
 
Dear SCRD Board of Directors: 
 
Re: SCRD Dock divestiture review 
 
I am writing on behalf of the Gambier Island Local Trust Committee to express our interest in 
the SCRD dock divestiture review. We support the Board’s efforts to ensure that the public 
docks within the Gambier Local Trust Area are well maintained and remain accessible to 
residents and the travelling public. The docks at Vaucroft, Halfmoon Bay, Keats Landing, 
Eastbourne, Gambier Harbour, West Bay, Halkett Bay and Port Graves provide important 
access for our island residents and have been identified in our Official Community Plans as 
priority facilities to be open and accessible to public use. 
 
The Gambier Island Local Trust Committee welcomes the opportunity to work with you to 
explore the opportunities to maintain these critical access points to and from our island 
communities. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Louise Bell 
Chair, Gambier Island Local Trust Committee 
 
lbell@islandstrust.bc.ca 
250.247.2063 
 
 
 
copy: Gambier Island Local Trust Committee 
 
k:\ltc\northern gambier\correspondence - gambier\2011 - gambier\letter to scrd board re dock divestiture.doc 
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