
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 

Thursday September 6, 2012 
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 

2.  Mark Rogers – AJB Investments Ltd. 
 Regarding DL 2461 Water Storage Infrastructure Potential 
 

 

3.  Whistler Centre for Sustainability 
Regarding Implementing Regional Sustainability Plans 
 

 

 
REPORTS 

4.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
“We Envision” - Next Steps 

Annex A 
P1-10 

5.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
Camp Fircom – User Fees and Letter to Ministry of Finance re: Non-
Taxpayer Dock Usage 

Annex B 
P11-13 

 

6.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 
BC Transit 2012/13 Annual Operating Agreement Amendment 

Annex C 
P14-15 

 
7.  Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

BC Transit Independent Review Panel 
Annex D 

P16-36 
 

8.  Engineering Technician and GM, Infrastructure Services 
Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP) - Update 

Annex E 
P37-106 

 
9.  Engineering Technician 

Water Metering Technology 
 

Annex F 
P107-111 

10.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
Mitigation Options for Projected Recycling Deficit 

Annex G 
P112-113 

11.  General Manager, Planning and Development 
Liquid Waste Management Planning in Rural Areas  

Annex H 
P114-117  
 

12.  Community Energy Manager 
Electric Vehicle Charging Station Installation 

Annex I 
P118-121 

 
13. 

 
Manager of Sustainable Services 
Clarifying Strategic Plan Zero Waste Goal 

Annex J 
P122 
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14.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
Sechelt Landfill Gas to Energy Innovation Project – Update 

Annex K 
P123-126 

15.  GM, Infrastructure Services 
Dendroclimatology Study – Streamflow Variability Chapman Creek 

Annex L 
P127 

16.  Manager of Legislative Services 
SCRD Water Rates and Regulations Amendment to Bylaw No. 422.20, 
2012 

Annex M 
P128-130 

17.  Manager of Sustainable Services 
UBCM Policy Paper on Packaging and Printed Paper Product 
Stewardship 

Annex N 
P131-143 

18.  Monthly Report for July and August 2012 Annex O 
P144-146 
 

19.  Plan Monitoring Advisory Committee (PMAC) Minutes of June 21, 2012 
 

Annex P 
P147-155 

 
COMMUNICATIONS 
 

20.  Sechelt Community Project Inc 
Regarding Illegal Dumping in Local Forests 
 

Annex Q 
P156 

21.  Town of Gibsons 
Regarding Request for Water Service at Lot 31, Plan 4438, DL684 
 

Annex R 
P157 

22.  Transport Canada 
Regarding Economic Action Plan 2012 – Port Divestiture Program 
 

Annex S 
P158-160 

23.  Green Communities Committee 
Regarding BC Climate Action Charter 
 

Annex T 
P161-162 

IN CAMERA 
 

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

 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
     24. 
 

No Aircraft Landing Zones in Drinking Water Reservoirs Verbal 
F. Mauro 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 15, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 
FROM: Julie Clark, Sustainability Education and Outreach Coordinator 
  Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 
RE: WE ENVISION – NEXT STEPS 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report entitled “We Envision – Next Steps” be received for information;   
 
AND THAT the concept of delegating responsibility for overseeing implementation and 
monitoring of the Regional Sustainability Plan (“We Envision”) to a multi-stakeholder 
forum in which the SCRD is a participant as outlined in the report be supported in 
principle; 
 
AND THAT the concept of SCRD retaining responsibility for leading future updates to the 
Regional Sustainability Plan in consultation with the Regional Round Table as outlined in 
the report be supported in principle; 
 
AND THAT the Draft Terms of Reference for a Regional Round Table on Sustainability be 
finalized and brought to a future committee meeting for further discussion, along with a 
timeline for creation of a Regional Round Table as described in the report. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following resolution was adopted by the Board at the regular meeting held on July 12, 2012 
(276/12, No. 3): 
 

The Infrastructure Services Committee recommended that the Manager of Sustainable 
Services’ and Sustainability Education and Outreach Coordinator’s report entitled “We 
Envision – Next Steps” be received; 

AND THAT staff provide a follow up report with recommendations on terms of 
reference and address the issues that have arisen around the independence of the round 
table from the SCRD.   

 
DISCUSSION 
 
We Envision, the lower Sunshine Coast’s regional sustainability plan was created by a team of 
Sunshine Coast organizations lead by the SCRD. The SCRD adopted the region-wide plan in 
the fall of 2012. Approximately 25 other local institutions and organizations also provided letters 
of support for the plan. We Envision is an overarching articulation of future success for the lower 
Sunshine Coast which outlines a vision for community sustainability with the year 2060 in mind, 
along with an action plan for the years between now and 2020. 

ANNEX 'A'
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While the large effort of creating the plan is complete, the most important work of putting the 
plan into action is ahead. The work ahead requires continued dedicated focus to raising 
awareness of the plan, building relationships, growing collaborative potential and leveraging the 
resources required to carry out actions in various sectors of the community.  In addition, the 
work ahead involves regular communication and reporting on the successes achieved and 
lessons learned. 
 
The next step in moving the actions of the plan forward is to create a collaborative multi-
stakeholder forum for overseeing the implementation and monitoring of the plan and reporting 
on progress achieved.  We Envision recommends a “quasi-independent regional round table” as 
a possible structure for moving forward.  
In the previous report to the July 6, 2012 meeting of the Infrastructure Services Committee, 
discussion about next steps for implementing the sustainability plan, questions were raised 
regarding ‘who owns the plan.’  This decision has important implications for stakeholder 
engagement, the role of the SCRD in moving plan implementation forward, and opportunities to 
extend the scope of plan implementation beyond the SCRD’s immediate sphere of control 
through collaboration with other community organizations.    This question is addressed below 
under ‘The Question of Ownership.”  
 
In the July 6th discussion there also seemed to be some confusion between the SCRD’s 
corporate role of providing leadership within existing and future service delivery, and its 
community role in mobilizing stakeholders toward sustainability.  This is addressed below under 
‘SCRD’s Multiple Roles in Moving Towards Sustainability’. 
 
SCRD’s Multiple Roles in Moving Towards Sustainability 
 
The SCRD, like many local governments, is championing sustainability at multiple levels.  
Simply put, SCRD has assumed two distinct yet closely related roles in this regard:   
 

1. Corporate role:  pursuing sustainable initiatives and practices in the course of its own 
corporate business and decision making (i.e. leading by example).  In this role, SCRD 
typically has the necessary control and/or influence to make decisions, take action and 
monitor success related to corporate sustainability (e.g. phasing out the use of paper 
plates and cups at SCRD meetings and events).   

2. Community role:  leading the development of a long term sustainability vision and plan 
for the community and facilitating broader community participation and action (i.e. setting 
the goal posts and creating opportunities to partner with community to achieve success).  
In this role, SCRD must partner with other organizations to achieve the necessary 
control and/or influence to make decisions, take action and monitor success across a 
broad range of issues related to community sustainability (e.g. increasing the number of 
sustainable jobs on the Sunshine Coast or addressing poverty and homelessness).  

 
While the remainder of this report focuses on the SCRD’s community role, it is important to note 
that work is continually proceeding on the corporate side as well.  A corporate sustainability 
report will be prepared in late 2012/early 2013 summarizing SCRD’s progress towards 
implementing sustainability initiatives and practices and achieving goals and targets identified in 
the Regional Sustainability Plan, Corporate Strategic Plan and departmental plans.   
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On the community side, the SCRD has been the lead agency in mobilizing the resources for, 
and the development of We Envision, a regional sustainability plan for the lower Sunshine 
Coast. The plan itself was created with a team of senior leaders from across organizations in 
the community who have the ability to institute and influence actions towards sustainability. 
While these individuals and organizations were deeply involved with the development of the 
plan, it is evident given the scope of action called for in We Envision that a larger group of 
stakeholders with the broad representation and capacity necessary to take action on multiple 
fronts and monitor progress is needed.  Furthermore, a method is needed to facilitate and 
maintain ongoing communication amongst these stakeholders in order to ensure that efforts are 
coordinated and effective. .  
 
The Question of Ownership 
 
The targets and actions in We Envision span thirteen diverse areas such as Community Health 
and Social Services, Local Economy and Jobs, Housing, Local Food, Zero Waste, Addressing 
Poverty, and Land Use to name a few. When considering the question of where ownership for 
overseeing implementation and monitoring of the plan should reside, consider where the 
responsibility and capacity exists to successfully meet the sustainability targets in each of these 
areas. Does the SCRD as an organization have this responsibility and capacity?  Does the 
community as a whole (including the SCRD) have this capacity and share this responsibility?   
 
Ownership of assets is often determined based on: (a) who has financial responsibility for the 
asset; and (b) who has operational control over the asset.1  Following this analogy, it is clear 
that while the SCRD may have financial responsibility and operational control over some of the 
targets identified in We Envision (e.g. develop drinking water protection plans for drinking water 
sources), it most certainly does not have financial responsibility and operational control across 
all targets and actions identified in the plan.     It follows that responsibility and capacity exists 
only at the community level through the collective participation of multiple stakeholders.    
 
The graphics below demonstrate two potential futures for the SCRD (and the perception of the 
SCRD), depending on where the organization positions itself in terms of the ownership and 
responsibility for implementing and monitoring the regional sustainability plan.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                            
1 For example, this approach is used in protocols for determining assets to be included in corporate 
greenhouse gas inventories vs. those that should be considered “outside” the scope of corporate 
operations. 
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SCRD Ownership and Responsibility Community Ownership and Responsibility 
(Regional Round Table) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Descriptions Descriptions 
- The SCRD asks other organizations to 

provide insight in an advisory role, but 
remains solely in control of all 
decisions related to the plan and it’s 
implementation 

- The SCRD is, and is seen to be, 
responsible for managing 
implementation of all targets and 
actions in We Envision  

- SCRD must have the internal capacity 
and financial resources to support 
implementation in all areas of the plan 
or the implementation will be 
unsucessful 

- The SCRD may be seen as wanting to 
control the process and duplicate the 
work of other organizations, resulting in 
lack of buy-in from other organizations 

- Where SCRD cannot take on an action 
independently, SCRD may seek to 
influence another organization to do so  

- The SCRD is one organization of many 
at the Regional Round Table of 
stakeholders. 

- The Round Table as a whole assumes 
responsibility for managing 
implementation of We Envision 
(stakeholders sit at the table and are 
able to champion actions as part of 
their organization’s annual workplans.  

- Where organizations represented on 
the Round Table are not in a position 
to take on an action, the group as a 
whole may seek to influence another 
organization to do so 

- The SCRD has played the lead agency 
role in developing the plan, and 
continues to contribute staff time to 
coordinate the Regional Round Table 

- The SCRD collaborates with and 
leverages the resources of other 
organizations in order to achieve more 
together and avoid duplication of work 

- The SCRD is seen as a positive team 
player contributing to the process of 
accomplishing community goals 

  
 
Addressing Independence of the Team – a new proposal 
 
At the July 6th Infrastructure Services Committee, concerns were raised about delegating 
authority to update or re-write the Regional Sustainability Plan to the Regional Round Table, 

SCRD 

SCRD 

= Other local organizations and businesses 
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potentially resulting frequent ad-hoc changes to the Plan or updated Plans that do not meet 
Board approval.  The model proposed below separates plan implementation and monitoring, for 
which responsibility would be delegated to the Regional Round Table, from plan reviews and 
updates, for which responsibility would remain with the SCRD as the lead agency. 
 

SCRD  
– main responsbilities 

Regional Round Table  
– main responsibilities 

• Writes report on SCRD’s progress as 
an organization in advancing 
sustainability goals (e.g. how have we 
done implementing We Envision, 
Strategic Plan and departmental 
plans?)  Develops key performance 
indicators for the organization and 
reports on trends.   

• Leads We Envision’s annual 
implementation planning process for 
the Sunshine Coast 

• Acts in an advisory capacity to the 
SCRD Board of Directors during 
Sustainability Plan reviews and 
updates (e.g. every 5 years) by 
providing recommendations for 
consideration, reviewing and providing 
input on draft documents. 

• Leads process to form a Regional 
Round Table on Sustainability 

• Recommends actions to organizations 
in the community, within the scope of 
their regular business, for acceptance 
or decline and tracks responses from 
those organizations and the 
subsequent actions taken.  
Organizations receiving 
recommendations may or may not be 
represented on the Regional Round 
Table.   

• Provides coordination support for the 
Regional Round Table through the 
SCRD Sustainability and Education 
Coordinator  

• Develops indicators for measuring 
success the implementation process, 
oversees the monitoring and reporting 
on these indicators on an annual or 
biannual basis 

 
• Leads major updates to the plan  

(e.g. every 5 years) in consultation with 
the Regional Round Table and formally 
adopts updated plans  

• Is the ‘public face’ of communicating 
and consulting about the plan and 
implementation 

 
 
Role of the SCRD 
 
Enabling the Process: As enablers to the process, the SCRD (within the approved budget) has 
created staff capacity to facilitate the assembly of the team, and provide an ongoing contribution 
of staff time for coordinating meetings, leveraging resources, providing technical expertise and 
support to the team.  The SCRD is also in the position to contribute the One Coast website, the 
branding concept for the Regional Sustainability Plan, and a modest meeting expense budget.  
Plan Updates: The SCRD would lead the collaborative process of major updates to the plan on 
a periodic basis, and would remain the final decision maker with respect to plan updates. The 
Plan recommends that it be updated every five (5) years. The Regional Round Table would act 

5
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in an advisory capacity to the SCRD during plan updates. . Periodic minor refinements may also 
be necessary and would be the responsibility of the SCRD, again in consultation with the 
Regional Round Table. 
 
Plan Implementation and Monitoring: The SCRD would participate as a member of the 
Round Table, and may, like other community organizations be the recipient of requests or 
recommendations for action from the Round Table (that are within the mandate and scope of 
the SCRD). The SCRD, like any other organization receiving recommendations, would decide 
whether to accept or decline the recommendations to act within the course of regular business.  
SCRD would, as a participating member of the Round Table, be expected to make public data 
and information available for monitoring and reporting purposes. 
 
Role of the Team 
 
In order for community ownership and long lasting action to be enabled, it is recommended that 
the ability to make recommendations about the implementation of the plan is delegated to one 
team that has representation from community organizations and stakeholders that are in a 
position to take meaningful action in support of the plan’s 13 strategic directions, or are likely to 
be impacted by them. The team’s responsibilities would include: 
 

- Implementation/action planning 
- Recommending actions to various organizations and tracking responses and actions 

taken 
- Developing indicators for measurement 
- Developing a monitoring program 
- Developing collaborative relationships to leverage the action planning, indicators and 

monitoring work 
- Acting in an advisory capacity to the SCRD during major updates to the plan. 

 
Additional details are provided in the attached Draft Terms of Reference for the Regional Round 
Table on Sustainability (Attachment 1). 
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Approval Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  

Amendment Date:  Resolution No.  
 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

Regional Round Table on Sustainability 
 
 

1. Purpose 
 
1.1 The purpose of the “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” is to: 

 
a. To oversee implementation and monitoring of the lower Sunshine Coast’s Regional 

Sustainability Plan entitled “We Envision: One Coast, Together in Nature Culture 
and Community” (the Plan).   

b. To provide stakeholder input and advice with respect to periodic updates to the Plan 
for consideration by the SCRD Board of Directors and the community at large.  

 
2. Duties 

 
2.1 The “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” will: 

a. Annually develop a set of prioritized actions for implementation of the Plan. 

b. Recommend implementation of specific priority actions to organizations in the 
community, within the scope of those organizations’ regular business or mandate, 
for acceptance or decline. 

c. Maintain an up-to-date inventory of all recommendations made to community 
organizations, their response, and the resulting actions that were implemented (if 
any). 

d. Develop indicators for measuring the success of Plan implementation and oversee 
the development of an annual monitoring report or “report card” based on these 
indicators. 

e. Raise the level of awareness about the Plan and action being taken in support of 
Plan implementation across the region. Members will present the Plan 
implementation and monitoring process to their respective organization and/or 
stakeholder group and encourage others to participate.   

f. Act as a stakeholder advisory group by providing advice and recommendations with 
respect to Plan content to the SCRD Board of Directors for consideration during 
Plan updates and revisions, and by reviewing and providing input on updated draft 
Plans (Plan updates are expected to take place every five years).  

 
g.    Distribute public engagement information to their respective organization and other  
       interested parties. 

 
 

ATTACHMENT '1'
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3. Membership 
 
3.1 The “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” is comprised of no more than 24 

members.  Members are typically representatives from groups or organizations that 
have the knowledge, expertise and mandate to take meaningful action in one or more of 
the Plan’s focus areas and/or have access to information that could be used to measure 
the success of Plan implementation.  The committee will consist of members from: 

 
a. Community business associations/leaders  
b. Social services organizations  
c. Vancouver Coastal Health  
d. School District #46  
e. Sunshine Coast Tourism Association  
f. Agricultural associations  
g. Youth/young adult advocacy organizations  
h. Environmental organizations  
i. Cultural services organizations  
j. Sunshine Coast Community Foundation  
k. District of Sechelt (municipality)    
l. Town of Gibsons (municipality)    
m. Sechelt Indian Band/Sechelt Indian Government District    
n. Squamish Nation    
o. Sunshine Coast Regional District    
p. Province of British Columbia   
q. Independent experts    
r. Members at large    

 
Members shall be appointed for a term of two years. 

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

staff liaison may include: 
 
a. providing information and professional advice; 
b. facilitating and/or co-chairing meetings; 
c. assisting the committee secretary in writing reports and recommendations to the 

Board as requested by the committee; 
d. following up on recommendations made by the committee to community 

organizations; 
e. assisting in the preparation of the annual monitoring report as directed by the 

committee;  
f. bringing such matters to the committee's attention as are appropriate for it to 

consider;  
g. serving as one of the communication channels to and from the Board; and 
h. providing advice to the Board that is at variance to a committee recommendation. 

 
3.3 The Chair and Vice Chair will be elected by the members of the committee.  Where  

no Chair and Vice Chair have been appointed, the Regional District staff liaison will 
facilitate the meeting. 

 
4. Operations 
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4.1 A majority of the voting members of the committee, as listed in section 3 will constitute a 

quorum (or other number as may be appropriate). 
 
4.2 The “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” will meet (List the frequency, times and   
            location of meetings.) 
 
4.3 All Committee meetings must be open to the public except where the committee 

resolves to close a portion of it pursuant to Section 90 of the Community Charter. 
 
4.4 The authority of the Committee is limited as follows: 
 

a. The “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” does not have the authority to 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 “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” may communicate with external 
organizations and agencies to collect information and make inquiries.  

 
c. Where the “Regional Round Table on Sustainability” wishes to express opinions or 

make recommendations to external organizations and agencies, it will first consider 
the potential impacts of such on local governments. 

 
4.5 Committee members are encouraged to: 
 

a. attend and participate in meetings of the Committee 
b. share experiences and ideas while maintaining an open mind to others’ perspectives  
c. report back to their respective organizations and/or groups so as to keep them 

abreast of the Committee’s activities 
d. be able to dedicate approximately two to three hours per month to the work of the 

Committee 
 
4.6 In carrying out its mandate, the Committee 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. is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Regional Sustainability Plan for the 

lower Sunshine Coast (“We Envision”) as well as the SCRD’s strategic plan; and 
 
4.7 The SCRD will provide a recording secretary whose duties will include: 
 

a. preparing meeting agendas and distributing them to the Committee members in 
advance of the meeting  
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b. preparing minutes of all meetings using SCRD standard practice 

c. forwarding the minutes to the Committee Chair for review prior to submitting to the 
appropriate Standing Committee 

d. forwarding the approved minutes to the “Infrastructure Services Committee” for 
information. 

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

 
4.9 Committee members are subject to the Conflict of Interest legislation outlined in Section 

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

 
4.10 Committee members must respect and maintain the confidentiality of the issues brought 

before them. 
 

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

 
5. Reference Documents 

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

DATE:  August 3, 2012 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Tina Perreault, Treasurer and Brian Sagman, Manager, Transportation and Ports 

RE: Camp Fircom – User Fees and Letter to Ministry of Finance re: Non-
Taxpayer Dock Usage 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Treasurer and Manager, Transportation and P orts’ report regarding Camp 
Fircom – User Fees and Letter to Ministry of Finance re:  Non-taxpayer Dock Usage be 
received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee provide comment or approve the letter to the Ministry. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following resolution #251/12 was made at the June 28, 2012 Board Meeting, excerpt 
attached. 
 

Recommendation No. 14- Camp Fircom 
 
The Planning and D evelopment Committee recommended that the staff report titled 
“Rezoning and OCP Amendment Referral from Islands Trust regarding Camp Fircom” 
dated June 6, 2012 be received; 
 
AND THAT this topic be referred to the next Corporate and A dministrative Services 
Committee meeting regarding the following questions: 

• Is Camp Fircom providing any compensation for the dock usage and if so, how 
much? 

• Will the taxation change if there is a rezoning? 
 
AND THAT staff prepare a report determining if parcel taxes are appropriate for docks; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT a letter be sent to the appropriate Ministry stating that taxpayers 
maintain a dock that is largely used by non-taxpayers. 
 

The response to this resolution was made at the July 12, 2012 Board Meeting by resolution 
#274/12, excerpt attached. 
 

Recommendation No. 6 – Camp Fircom Rezoning 
 
The Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommended that the 
Treasurer’s report regarding Camp Fircom Rezoning be received; 
 

ANNEX 'B'
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AND THAT staff report at the July 19, 2012 Planning and D evelopment Committee 
Meeting with clarification on par cel tax versus user fees as they pertain to the Camp 
Fircom Property docks; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT this report provide options on user fees for dock use. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Treasurer’s report presented at the June 26, 2012, meeting addressed the specific zoning 
items relating to Camp Fircom.  This report is to evaluate if parcel taxes and us er fees are 
appropriate for docks.  Due to timing, this was not be brought to the July Planning and 
Development Commiittee.    
 
The Ports function (345) is funded from Area B-Halfmoon Bay including islands, D-Roberts 
Creek, E-Elphinstone, F-West Howe Sound including islands and the Town of Gibsons.  
Taxation participation rates are based on as sessments.  I f the taxation apportionment was 
changed to reflect a parcel tax, each parcel would be c harged the same amount.  This is 
considered a “flat tax” method.  The following table shows the differences between the current 
method of taxation and a parcel tax. 
 
Current-Tax based on Assessment Parcel Tax

Area

2012 
Residential 

Rate per 
$100K of 

Assessment

Cost on 
$400K 
home

Current 
Participation 

Rate

# of 
Occurrences

/Parcels 
(2012)

Estimated 
Parcel Tax 
Per (2012 
budget)

Total paid in 
Area

B 2.91$              11.64$    32,729$        2,130 15.44$       32,888$          
D 2.91 11.64 27,240 1,576 15.44 24,333
E 2.91 11.64 18,924 1,668 15.44 25,754
F 2.91 11.64 49,651 2,746 15.44 42,399
ToG 2.91 11.64 31,294 2,232 15.44 34,463
Total 159,838$      10,352 159,838$          
 
We would also like to note that regardless of the method of tax allocation chosen, exempt 
properties will still not pay taxes, as the “Rural Tax Act” still applies in both cases. 
 
There are two docks that are located on private lands that are owned by church camps:  Keats 
Landing (Keats Camp); and Port Graves (Camp Artaban).  The land that the Halkett Bay dock 
resides on w as purchased from the United Church by a pr ivate developer in 2008, and 
subsequently transferred to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.   
 
During the renewal of the SCRD dock water lot leases in 2011 we confirmed that, although in 
the case of the Halkett Bay dock there has been a transfer of property rights to the MOTI, the 
United Church retains riparian rights   As a result we had to have the consent of both the MOTI 
and the Church in order to renew the Halkett Bay water lot lease.   
 
At present we receive no funding from any private agency associated with the use of the docks 
other than the Keats Landing Moorage Society that pays $900 per year for the right to have 
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access to their float from the Keats Landing dock.  Staff have also been directed to enter into a 
lease agreement with Camp Artaban given that they have floats attached to the SCRD dock at 
Port Graves. 
 
The primary obstacle to negotiating charges for church camp use of the docks is the need for 
their consent in order for the SCRD to maintain its water lot leases.  Staff recognize that in turn 
the camps benefit from the availability of these docks so there is an incentive for the camps to 
ensure that the docks remain in place.  The water lot leases that were renegotiated in 2011 may 
limit the ability of the SCRD to subsequently impose charges on the church camps for their use 
as that could be seen as a change in terms and conditions that would impact their consent. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 10, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Brian Sagman – Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE:  BC TRANSIT 2012/13 ANNUAL OPERATING AGREEMENT AMENDMENT 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report from the Manager of Transportation and Facilities titled “BC TRANSIT 
2012/13 ANNUAL OPERATING AGREEMENT AMENDMENT” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the Chair and Corporate Officer be authorized to sign the Amendment to the 
2012/13 Annual Operating Agreement. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
BC Transit and the SCRD enter into an Annual Operating Agreement (AOA) each year that 
governs the delivery of transit service based on the number of service hours and kilometers.  
The AOA is based on the fiscal year from April 1 to March 31 so has to be finalized prior to the 
approval of the BC Transit budget that generally occurs in late May or early June.  In the case of 
the 2012/13 AOA we had agreed to a service improvement in the mid-day weekdays on Route 1 
between Sechelt and Langdale.  The Board provided budget approval for a reserve amount in 
Round 3 of the 2012 budget as follows (ref. 143/12 Rec. #4) 
 

THAT Decision Package 2 - $3,200 for an operating reserve for the Transit service 
expansion be approved and incorporated into the 2012 Budget and funded from the 
2011 surplus; 

This approved funding will be used to offset the SCRD’s share of the 2012 costs of the service 
expansion (Sept. to Dec. only) after accounting for associated increased fare revenues.   
 
 Sept – Dec Total 
     2012  Annual 
 Costs: 
  Salaries/benefits  $14,000  $43,700 
  Fuel      6,000    17,400 
  Maintenance      8,200    25,000 
  Administration      3,000      9,000 
  Other      1,000      3,000 
  Total Cost  $32,200  $98,100 
  
 Funding: 
  BC Transit (46.7%)  $15,000  $45,800 
  SCRD (53.31%): 
   Fares  $14,000  $42,000 
   Surplus/taxation      3,200   17,200  10,300 52,300 
           

ANNEX 'C'
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  Total Funding  $32,200  $98,100 
 
The AOA included the status quo service level, because the required increase in BC Transit 
funding had not been formally approved.  Now that BC Transit has the formal budget approval 
for the expansion, we are required to enter into an amendment to the AOA that includes the 
additional service hours, kilometers and associated costs. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The amendment incorporates the service hour increases related to the improvements in service 
that have been included in the September schedules that went into effect on September 4, 
2012.  Further changes will occur with the October 9, 2012 schedule when BC Ferries reverts to 
their winter schedule.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 27, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Brian Sagman – Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE:  BC TRANSIT INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report from the Manager of Transportation and Facilities titled “BC Transit 
Independent Review Panel” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On November 2, 2011 the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure announced that an 
independent review of BC Transit would examine transit system operations and performance, 
governance, funding and local government consultation and communication processes.  A three 
person panel was appointed on March 15, 2012 to undertake this review and report back to the 
Minister by August 31, 2012.  The objective of this report is to provide the Committee with a 
summary of the process that was followed and feedback received by the panel to date. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Audit Terms of Reference 
 
The panel was directed to review and evaluate matters, through clear problem definitions with 
supporting evidence, and make recommendations on that basis.  The areas of review included: 
 

Operations and Performance – involves a review of the efficiency and effectiveness of 
services provided by BC Transit including a benchmarking exercise against other transit 
operating agencies.  In addition there would be a comparison of operating areas within 
B.C.  Efficiency includes the concept of “value for money”.  The objective would be to 
identify areas of improvement and best practices. 
 
Governance – includes an examination of the regulatory framework, structure, 
processes and policies in place for BC Transit.  This includes the roles and 
responsibilities of BC Transit and local governments in the planning and operation of 
transit services. 
 
Funding Relationship – this area includes a review of how transit is funded including 
the processes for capital planning, budgeting and operating expenditures.  The panel 
was not to consider issues related to increasing funding levels or any changes to the 
funding formula, for BC Transit. 
 

ANNEX 'D'
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Consultation and Communication Processes – this includes an examination of the 
processes that are in place between BC Transit and local governments based on the 
roles and responsibilities for the delivery of transit services. 
 

The focus of the panel was on recommendations that could be acted upon within existing 
legislation. 
 
Sunshine Coast Input 
 
The Chair and Manager of Transportation and Facilities met with the panel on May 18, 2012 to 
present issues of concern from the perspective of the Sunshine Coast Regional District as a 
funding partner and operator.  Prior to the meeting we submitted answers to standard questions 
that the panel had developed that were designed to provide background information concerning 
specific local issues (Appendix A). 
 
A presentation was provided to the panel at the May 18, 2012 meeting that centered on issues 
of specific relevance to the Sunshine Coast (Appendix B).  One issue was the dependence of 
Sunshine Coast residents and visitors on BC Ferries service and the impact of ferry operations 
on traffic conditions.  The objective was to show the panel that this makes the Sunshine Coast 
somewhat unique and highlights the opportunity to utilize transit service to mitigate the impacts 
of ferry operations by directing people away from car travel. 
 
The discussion also included our general objective to improve transit and to make the BC 
Transit budget and funding process more transparent. We also noted that we last had a review 
of our transit service in 2006 and were anxious to update that document through the 
development of a new plan in 2012. 
 
Although we recognized the limitations in the terms of reference in regards to discussions 
around funding levels we nonetheless did advise of our support for the concept of a gas tax that 
would provide funding for transit operations to local governments. 
 
Community Feedback 
 
The panel held meetings with over 30 local governments with transit systems, a BC Transit 
union and private operators.  There are 58 local governments that provide transit service so 
many did not take advantage of the opportunity to meet directly with the panel.  However there 
was also an on-line survey of all communities that have an agreement with BC Transit that 
provided another avenue for feedback.  In general the panel heard that BC Transit provides 
valued services and has been working to improve communications. 
 
A summary of the responses that the panel received through the meetings with stakeholders 
and other avenues for feedback is captured in a BC Transit release dated June 22, 2012, which 
is attached to this report as Appendix C. 
 
As noted earlier the final report from the panel is to be delivered to the Minister by August 31, 
2012 so would be expected to be released to the public in mid to late September. 
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BC Transit Independent Review Panel 

Response to Questions: 

1.  Please describe for us what you have responsibility for (in terms of the provision of transit 
services). 

The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) acts as the funding partner with BC Transit and is one 
of the few communities that also act as the operating partner.  We undertake the operation of the 
service and maintenance of the buses at our own maintenance facility.  Our management team 
has historically taken the lead on service planning initiatives and preparation of schedules and 
driver shifts.  The SCRD also undertakes marketing efforts independent of BC Transit including 
music on the buses and Try Transit Week.  We also have the ability to do minor body repairs to the 
buses on site which reduces the necessity to send our buses off coast for those types of repairs. 

2. BC Transit and local government have different fiscal years and planning cycles and we are 
interested in understanding whether the current processes accommodate both. 

a. Can you outline the decision making process associated with developing and approving 
transit services and budgets for your community.  Please include information on 
timelines and responsibilities in your organization. 

We are generally able to accommodate the different fiscal years by prorating costs and revenues. 

Our transit budget process includes three rounds of budget approvals that begin in October with 
discussions concerning inflationary increases to our base budget.  That is followed by a review of 
operating and capital budgets to align them with our Strategic Plan.  Managers enter budget 
amounts between mid-October and mid-November and identify new initiatives that are 
encompassed in decision packages.  Transit decision packages would reflect discussions between 
SCRD staff and BC Transit concerning service improvements.   Transit management would present 
the Round 1 budget in mid- January including the base budget and proposed decision packages.  
Recommendations are incorporated into the second round budget that takes place in early-
February.  The Board has the option at Round 1 to adopt a budget at that point or defer a budget 
decision until Round 2 or 3.  The third round of budget discussions occurs in late February.  
Between the second and third rounds we also undertake a public consultation process to provide 
property owners with the opportunity to view the budget and provide comments.  
Recommendations from the third round of budget are addressed and then the final budget is 
taken to the Board in early March and further recommendations are then incorporated.  Final 
approval of the budget occurs in the third week of March to provide time to complete the 
associated bylaws and updating of the assessment role.  

b. What information does BC Transit provide to local governments to support decision 
making on transit issues?  Do you feel it is timely and sufficient to support local decision 
making? 

 

Appendix 'A'
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We completed a Transit Business Plan with BC Transit in 2006 that has formed the basis for our 
service expansion since that time as there have been no updates to the plan.  In addition there has 
been no collection of comprehensive data on ridership, or market research that could support the 
proposals in that plan given the elapsed time.  We were told that our former process of having 
drivers collect ridership data by entering boardings by trip was unreliable because it was 
dependent upon drivers entering accurate information.  The introduction of electronic fareboxes in 
February 2011 was designed to eliminate that issue however the design of those fareboxes is still 
heavily reliant on drivers for input.  As a result we have not had the benefit of any reliable 
ridership data for about three years.  
 
 BC Transit has begun to collect information through customer feedback that will be beneficial in 
our efforts to identify shortcomings in the system. 
 
We require accurate monthly information on boardings, fare payment and on-time performance in 
order to ensure that our service is meeting the expectations of our customers and to be in a 
position to evaluate the service against our goals. 
 

c. When BC Transit informs a community of a decision on transit services, what 
opportunities are there for you to recommend changes or comment on that decision? 

 
Historically staff at the SCRD initiated many of the changes to service and schedules that were 
then incorporated by BC Transit.  This stems from staff experience in the areas of Planning, 
Scheduling and Operations.   That background provided the basis for a greater degree of 
independence in determining the plans and service design for the system.  However since BC 
Transit revised their organization such that their Transit Planning department now oversees the 
municipal systems the ability for us to exercise control over the evolution of our system has 
diminished. 
 
In terms of assets such as the GFI fareboxes and bus allocation we have/had very little input into 
decisions made by BC Transit.  The requirement for a province-wide plan for asset allocations is 
generally the justification for the lack of individual community input to these decisions.  However 
we feel that some general community input should be given consideration when these types of 
decisions are being made.  The recent Enterprise Investment Initiative by BC Transit shows how 
this type of input can be accommodated in the process of developing priorities.   
 

d. How well do you feel that BC Transit understands municipal government operations and 
decision making processes? 

 
It seems that BC Transit staff have a better understanding of municipal processes than regional 
district processes.  In most communities there also seems to be a significant reliance on BC Transit 
and the private operator to manage the transit service such that the municipality’s role is mainly 
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as a funding partner.  At the SCRD we are actively involved in all aspects of transit service planning 
and delivery. 
 
3. What are the key metrics or performance measures that you believe should be used to assess 

BC Transit services in a local community?  Do you get information on these metrics or 
performance measure?  Is it timely? 
 

In the past we received limited performance metrics through the Annual Operating Agreement 
(AOA).  BC Transit has undertaken a more comprehensive process of providing service 
performance metrics however we are uncertain as to the source and validity of some of the data.  
Specifically we have seen a significant change in fare payment since the introduction of the GFI 
fareboxes where there are less cash paying customers and more taking advantage of discounts 
provided through tickets and monthly passes.  Ridership estimates form the basis for most of the 
key measures of service effectiveness including rides per hour and rides per capita.  This 
information coupled with financial data then provides measures of efficiency based on cost per 
ride and cost per hour.  
 
 In the case of the SCRD as operator of the service, our internal budget is not comparable to the 
AOA financial figures.  Therefore any metrics that BC Transit generates that are based on the AOA 
financial figures would not be an accurate portrayal of our actual costs.  We would like to see the 
AOA directly comparable to our internal budget so that measures of productivity produced by BC 
Transit or the SCRD are consistent. 
 
In general we see a need for more work in this area both to provide us with year-to-year 
comparisons but also to allow us to benchmark our system against others in B.C. based on valid 
financial data. 
 
The delivery of the performance information in the fall of each year would coincide with our work 
plan and budget processes so is timely. 
 
4. BC Transit provides a wide range of management services to local governments as part of its 

mandate. 
a. What services do you receive? 

We make regular use of the following departments at BC Transit: 

• Safety and Training 
• Contract Administration 
• Fleet Management 

We have the occasional need for the following services: 

• Marketing (riders guides) 
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We are required to make use of the Planning services but would rather undertake that 
work in house. 

b. Are there transit related cost which you incur not included in your agreement with BC 
Transit? 

In the past two years our staff have been able to negotiate increases in costs based on our 
actual costs as compared to the AOA funding amounts.  However there are costs that are 
not included in our AOA or that are not adequately funded including: 

• Management fees (not funded but normally included by a private contractor) 
• Supervisor’s vehicle costs (not funded) 
• Vehicle maintenance costs (under funded) 
• Costs of driver breaks per collective agreement (two 15 minute breaks not 

funded) 
• Maintenance facility and equipment costs (lease fees equate to $10.00 per sq. 

ft. per year so is underfunded) 
• Shop supplies (underfunded) 
• Administration costs (maximum of 2% of total AOA costs is underfunded) 

 
c. Does BC Transit provide good value for money? 

In the areas of training and safety BC Transit does provide a productive and valued service.  
In the areas of Planning and Marketing there is too much focus on creating large scale 
plans that generally exclude the ability for application to smaller communities.  For 
example the SCRD with a population of 21,000 does not require a comprehensive 20 year 
plan but we do need a five year plan.  The Marketing programs that target a province-
wide audience seem to be largely ignored at the local level.  People within the SCRD are 
not likely to recognize that BC Transit is involved in the transit system. 

5. What do you see as the future of transit services in your area (e.g. Expansion of service, 
employer agreements, regionalized operations, different fuel source for buses, etc.)?  Do you 
see BC Transit as helping you to achieve this goal?  Why or why not? 

 
We would envision further improvements in our regional service to make it more competitive with 
car travel specifically for work and school trips and for people connecting to the BC Ferries service 
at Langdale terminal.  There are few major employers on the Sunshine Coast at this time but the 
area of economic development is one where we hope to have some success which may allow us to 
explore employer agreements.  We already operate the service as a regional system and have very 
high ridership and productivity given the number of kilometers of service we operate. 
 
BC Transit will be able to assist us in expanding our service by providing the funding and buses 
that would be necessary. 
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6. Do you have any suggestions for improving BC Transit – in particular its governance or funding 

model?  Is there a model, or are there practices, used by another organization that you think 
could work well for BC Transit? 

Funding 

The Provincial Transit Plan that was introduced in 2008 committed the province to doubling transit 
ridership by 2020.  Most of the project funding to meet this initiative is devoted to large scale 
projects in metro Vancouver and other major centers.  However smaller transit systems can 
nonetheless contribute towards this objective while benefitting the local community.  Recent 
changes to BC Transit’s approach to funding for service expansion now recognizes smaller 
communities such as the SCRD that have higher ridership and productivity as opposed to only 
expanding service in larger communities.  The SCRD enjoys a high level of productivity on the 
transit system that should translate into higher funding levels from BC Transit.  A rolling three 
year average cost recovery for transit systems could be used to determine the percentage funding 
levels from BC Transit and the municipal funding partner so that the more efficient systems receive 
a higher level of provincial funding. 

On the Sunshine Coast our transportation issues revolve around the capacity of our main corridor, 
Highway #101 and our dependence on BC Ferries service.  These issues are related in that when a 
ferry arrives at Langdale terminal we typically have 15 to 30 minutes of traffic congestion that 
moves from Langdale along Highway #101 to Sechelt before dispersing.  The Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure views this as a highway capacity issue and their focus is on 
expanding capacity to meet that demand.  BC Ferries is in the business of carrying cars and has 
increased fares dramatically over the years in part to address the need for additional service and 
the costs of ferry operations.    These two agencies should be funding additional transit service to 
off-set their costs.   

From the MOTI point of view if they could move 150 people from cars to transit it would all but 
eliminate the pulses in traffic that now result from ferry arrivals.  This would then significantly 
reduce the need for additional highway infrastructure.  From BC Ferries perspective the need for 
expanded ferry capacity to address peak vehicle levels would be off-set if a portion of that 
demand could be converted to walk-ons.   Therefore a funding request by the MOTI for capital 
projects should be accompanied by the option of funding additional transit service.  The contract 
that BC Ferries has for the Langdale/Horseshoe Bay service should be examined to determine if 
there would be a cost savings associated with a passenger only service that could off-set the need 
for expansion of the vehicle ferry service.  There is a need to view transportation regionally rather 
than the continuing practice of services within silos. 

Governance 

The current model whereby contracts for operation of the service are put to a RFP periodically 
would be effective if BC Transit received multiple bids on each contract.  However that is not the 
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case and in fact many operations have had the same contractor for multiple contract periods with 
no competition from other contractors.  Contractors who currently have operations do not 
typically bid on each other’s contracts in order to avoid attracting competitive bids in return.  This 
may point to the need to extend the contract term to attract more interest from contractors who 
may be concerned with making a short term financial commitment. 

BC Transit’s role is largely as a funding partner for local governments and a centralized source for 
RFP’s related to transit operations and for capital acquisitions.  When Translink was developed it 
was initially responsible for all service planning including the development of annual service plans, 
three year plans and longer term plans.  It was recognized that the operating company (Coast 
Mountain) had the knowledge and expertise to take over the short term planning.  The current BC 
Transit model relies too much on a centralized province-wide approach specifically in the planning 
and marketing of transit services.  Leave more of the onus on the local government to develop 
these plans in conjunction with their Official Community Plans and other documents.  This could be 
accomplished by allowing local governments to sign-up for services as a type of contractual 
arrangement whereby they could select those services that they do and do not require.  A three or 
five year commitment on the part of the municipal partner would provide sufficient duration for 
BC Transit to have some stability in terms of workload and staffing. 

BC Transit makes fleet purchase decisions largely without input from the individual municipal 
partners on the basis of achieving economies of scale in their purchase decisions.  However on an 
individual basis there should be more flexibility to allow some input from municipal partners and 
specifically to do more to determine how much flexibility there may be to accommodate those 
requirements from suppliers.  For example if there is a municipality who would benefit from 
having a few buses of a particular size that are not required provincially is there an order of those 
buses by another agency (e.g. TransLink) that BC Transit could add to or otherwise utilize? 

7. Is the transit system in your area better off or worse off because of BC Transit? 
 
Overall we are better off with BC Transit because in some respects we rely on their expertise to 
provide us with guidance in our operations as well as through the benefits of having a central 
agency for major procurements. 
 

8. Is the information you are providing confidential?  Can it be posted on the Panel’s website? 
 
This information is not confidential and can be posted on the web-site. 
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Sunshine Coast Transit System 
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 The Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) is a 
community of 28,000 that stretches from Egmont to 
Langdale and includes Keats, Gambier and smaller 
islands. 

 Residents and visitors depend on ferry transportation 
for access to/from the lower mainland. 

 The transit system has been in operation since 1994. 
 Our population places us among the Tier 3 systems. 
 The main service issues in our community are the 

need for more frequent service and more extensive 
use of community bus services. 
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 Our conventional service operates 7 days per 
week from 5:00 am to midnight.   

 We have been able to maintain high levels of 
productivity even though we operate longer 
distances. 

 Most of our full size buses have operated 
over 2.0 million kilometres of service. 

 Our average of 24.0 rides per hour places us 
among the most productive systems in B.C. 
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 Our Custom Transit service operates from 
Monday to Saturday. 

 Service levels vary by day of the week in order 
to match demand. 

 The productivity of this service has been low 
due in part to the location of the one hospital 
in Sechelt that requires lengthy trips from 
other areas. 
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 Delays moving forward on the development 
of plans and implementation of 
recommendations.  

 Difficulty rationalizing the BC Transit AOA 
against our internal budget.  

 The AOA does not reflect our actual costs 
similar to other systems (e.g. Cowichan Valley 
Regional District). 

 We have little input into decisions concerning 
capital acquisitions by BC Transit. 
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 The last service plan was completed in 2006. 
Since that time improvements have been 
limited some increase in service on the main 
route between Sechelt and Langdale. 

 The transit system has not kept pace with 
development in the area or with customer 
needs. 

 Planning tends to be stifled by a lack of BC 
Transit resources or competing priorities. 
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 The AOA is a funding document rather than a 
cost analysis. 

 The costing in the AOA is overly complex and 
suffers from a lack of transparency. 

 The regional district funding model differs 
from municipal funding due to the need for 
revenues and expenditures to be contained 
within the transit function. 
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 The SCRD has made significant strides 
towards changing the AOA funding to reflect 
our actual costs. 

 There is more work to be done but we are 
hampered by the complexity of the AOA. 

 There is a need for a simplified funding 
model that does not rely on the level of 
oversight that is currently required by BC 
Transit. 
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 BC Transit purchases capital assets on a 
province-wide basis to provide purchasing 
leverage with suppliers. 

 In the process local needs are lost within the 
overall provincial perspective. 

 More flexibility to incorporate local needs 
may be accomplished without losing 
purchasing power. 
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 BC Transit is beginning to recognize the 
productivity of systems in their allocation of 
expansion funding under the (Transit 
Improvement Plan) TIP program. 

 Expand that rationale and reward the more 
productive systems by providing more 
funding for the status quo service.  This is 
similar to the Ontario gas tax allocation 
introduced in 2004 where funding was 
allocated based on a ratio of 70% ridership 
and 30% population (CUTA Urban Transit in Canada – 
Taking Stock of Recent Progress 2009 pg. 11) 
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 Have municipalities sign-up for services with 
specific contract periods rather than applying 
all services to all systems. 

 Relinquish control over short term planning 
to the local partner. 

 Allow input from municipal partners on 
capital acquisitions to the point consistent 
with the benefits bulk purchasing strategy. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 26, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 
FROM: Bryan Shoji, GM Infrastructure Services 
RE: CHAPMAN CREEK SOURCE ASSESSMENT RESPONSE PLAN (SARP) UPDATE 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the General Manager, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Chapman Creek 
Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP) Update” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the final SARP be submitted to the Drinking Water Officer for final acceptance 
and placed on the SCRD website for public access. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Public consultation feedback on the draft Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan 
(SARP) was received by the Board at both the May 3, 2012, and July 5, 2012, Infrastructure 
Services Committee (ISC) meetings.  A number of amendments were recommended at the 
July 5th ISC meeting and the SARP was adopted by the Board at the July 12, 2012, regular 
Board meeting with those amendments. 
 
In order to view the final SARP with the amendments incorporated, the Board further adopted 
the following resolution at the regular meeting held on July 12, 2012. 
 
Res. 275/12 No. 2  
 

THAT Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP) be 
included in a future Infrastructure Services Committee meeting agenda 
showing all amendments from the July 5th Special ISC meeting tracked 
within the report. 

DISCUSSION 
 
The final SARP document with amendments tracked is included in Appendix ‘A’ of this report.  
Appendix ‘B’ lists all of the requested amendments as per Board resolution 275/12 No. 1.  
 
It is recommended that the SARP be formally submitted to the Drinking Water Officer for 
acceptance in order to resolve the Health Order, and that the document be placed on the SCRD 
website for public access.  Electronic copies of the document will also be distributed to the 
Technical Working Group participating organizations with a letter of appreciation. 

ANNEX 'E'
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In response to an order from the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District (water supplier for a large portion of the Sunshine Coast) set up a technical working group and 
retained Urban Systems Ltd. to work together to create a source assessment response plan for the 
Chapman Creek water source.  The plan (this document) responds to hazards and risks identified in the 
original source assessment, and those identified during the process of creating the plan.  There are 
twenty-three (23) hazards and associated risks identified for the Chapman Creek watershed.  Fourteen 
(14) of these are characterized as high or moderate risk and are included in the response plan; they are 
as follows: 
 
1. High precipitation and run-off 

2. Wildlife and birds 

3. Forestry activity  

4. Human access to watershed 

5. Water demand during low flow periods 

6. Wildfires 

7. Past forestry activity 

8. Future mining activity 

9. Recreation activity 

10. Climate change impacts 

11. Landslides and natural disaster events 

12. Bird and wind transport from landfill 

13. Illegal Dumping 

14. Water demand due to development 
 
The remaining nine (9) low risk hazards are not included in the plan. 
 
This response plan provides a set of management and site specific response actions that the Sunshine 
Coast Regional District, licensed stakeholders, First Nations and agencies can reasonably undertake 
(according to Section 22 (2) of the Drinking Water Protection Act) to reduce or mitigate the risks to the 
drinking water in the Chapman Creek watershed.  
 
Seventy (70) action items are identified and included in the response plan.  These response actions are 
organized according to the hazard and risk they address (which is noted as avoidable or unavoidable), 
are given a priority within each hazard, and are given a ranking within all hazards.  A recommended 
timeframe to complete each action is included, along with the organization responsible to undertake the 
actions and a preliminary cost estimate for completion.   
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The following categories generally describe the action items of the response plan: 
 
 infrastructure improvements 

 management practices 

 cooperative planning 

 education and outreach 

 studies and investigation work 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

The following acronyms are, or may be, used in this document: 
 
AJB – AJB Investments Limited 
BCP – BC Parks 
BEN – By-Law Enforcement Notice (System) 
CRWP – Comprehensive Regional Water Plan 
D/S – Downstream 
DWO – Drinking Water Officer 
DWPA – Drinking Water Protection Act 
ERP – Emergency Response Plan 
FA – Forest Act 
FRPA – Forest and Range Practices Act 
HA – Health Act 
IWMP – Integrated Watershed Management Plan 
JWMA – Joint Watershed Management Agreement 
k – Indicates $1,000 
LGA – Local Government Act 
MA – Mines Act 
MEM – Ministry of Energy and Mines 
MFLNRO – Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 
MoE – Ministry of Environment 
MOH – Ministry of Health 
SCRD – Sunshine Coast Regional District 
SIB – Sechelt Indian Band 
SCPI – Sechelt Community Projects Inc. 
SARP – Source Assessment Response Plan 
TSS – Total Suspended Solids 
TWG – Chapman Creek Watershed Drinking Water Source Protection Technical Working Group 
USL – Urban Systems Limited 
U/S – Upstream 
UBC – University of British Columbia 
VCHA – Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 
WA – Water Act 
WFP – Western Forest Products Inc. 
WTP – Water Treatment Plant 
WSC – Water Survey of Canada 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the creation of this document including context, rationale, purpose, and intent. 
 

1.1 Context 

Community plans and initiatives in the lower Sunshine Coast region are informed and guided by the 
Regional Sustainability Plan. The plan, entitled We Envision: One Coast, Together In Nature, Culture and 

Community, is the community’s long range vision, action and policy document. It outlines a set of Core 
Values for a sustainable community and thirteen interconnected Strategic Directions towards our best 
possible future. Each Strategic Direction is guided by a Vision for 2060, and a set of targets to be 
achieved by 2020. 
 
The Sunshine Coast Regional District’s (SCRD’s) Corporate Strategic Plan is a directional document that 
looks at the future of the organization in the context of its changing environment and addresses the needs 
and desires of its citizens. The Strategic Plan is aligned with the Regional Sustainability Plan and outlines 
the vision and goals the organization is aspiring to achieve.  The plan describes the specific objectives, 
targets and actions the Sunshine Coast Regional District wants to accomplish over a three year period. 
Together, the Regional Sustainability Plan and Corporate Strategic Plan inform the way in which the 
SCRD develops plans, makes decisions, and provides service and political leadership to the community. 

 
Regional Sustainability Plan 

 
The Regional Sustainability Plan includes a description of current conditions within the lower Sunshine 
Coast Region, a set of Core Values for sustainable communities and thirteen interconnected Strategic 
Directions towards a sustainable future.   

 

Core Values for a Sustainable Community 
 
The following values make up the compass that will, in guiding us towards sustainability, keep our focus 
pointed in the necessary strategic directions: 
 

 
 
                      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Environmental 

Responsibility 

Health and 

Social Well-

being 

Cultural 

Vitality 

Economic 

Vitality 
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Strategic Directions 
 
The following thirteen strategic directions represent critical paths towards a more sustainable future. Each 
is linked to, and interacts with, the rest. Each strategic direction includes a long term vision for 2060 and 
set of targets to be achieved by 2020. 

 
Water Stewardship 
 
High water quality and sufficient supply are critical elements of the Sunshine’s Coast’s long term health 
and sustainability as a community.  Stewardship of our water is one of 13 different areas of strategic 
focus in the Regional Sustainability Plan.  The following is an excerpt from the Regional Sustainability 
Plan entitled We Envision: One Coast, Together in Nature, Culture and Community: 
 
Water is the central ingredient of life on Earth. As part of a thriving ecosystem, public health 

depends on healthy, ecologically diverse watersheds. We are a major influence on local 

ecosystems, and a protected, high-quality drinking water supply is important to us. 

 

Vision for 2060 

 

We envision all people on the Sunshine Coast having access to sufficient high-quality drinking 

water to meet their present and future needs. 

 

Targets for 2020 

 

1. Reduce our water consumption by 33% per person 

2. Increase the supply of potable water to meet the demand of projected population growth 

3. Protect community drinking watersheds, aquifers and sensitive habitat areas 

 
 
 

46



Sunshine Coast Regional District 

Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan - FINAL 

 

Page 6 
1561.0005.01 / August 2012 
   

Corporate Strategic Plan 

 

The SCRD’s Strategic Plan identifies three principles that will guide decisions within the organization: 
collaborative leadership; cultural, social, economic and environmental sustainability; and financial 
sustainability.   
 
The key strategic directions identified in the Strategic Plan are: 
 
 To protect our water resources as the population increases and as we address the impacts of climate 

change on present and future generations. 

 To work towards zero waste on the Sunshine Coast. 

 To have community development on the coast that is planned in a collaborative manner and achieves 
cultural, social, economic and environmental targets. 
 

The SCRD is the utility responsible for providing drinking water sourced from the Chapman Watershed. 
As such, the completion and implementation of the Chapman SARP was identified in the 2012-2014 
Corporate Strategic Plan under the objective to seek more local authority and control over community 
drinking watersheds. 
 

1.2 Rationale correct the section numbers from here on in Section 1 

In 2011 the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCHA) issued an order, under section 22 of the Drinking 
Water Protection Act (DWPA), shown in Appendix A, to the SCRD requiring it to complete a “source 
assessment response plan” (SARP) for the Chapman Creek watershed.  This report is that plan. 
 
1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of the plan is to inform the VCHA, the SCRD and First Nations, the water supplier, licensed 
stakeholders and government agencies on how to respond to previously identified risks to drinking water 
in the Chapman Creek watershed. 
 
1.4 Intent 

The intent of the plan is to provide a set of management and site specific response actions that the 
SCRD, First Nations, licensed stakeholders and agencies can reasonably undertake (according to 
Section 22(2) of the DWPA, Appendix B) to reduce and mitigate the risks to the drinking water in the 
Chapman Creek watershed. 
 
Note: For the purposes of this plan, the watershed (of Chapman Creek) is defined as follows: “the region 
or area, separated by topographic ridges or crest lines, in which precipitation is collected and drains over 
the surface, or near the surface as groundwater, into the Chapman Creek or its tributaries.” 
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2.0 LAND INTERESTS AND INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

This section outlines the current interests on the land within the Chapman Creek watershed and 
summarizes the joint management interests in the Chapman Creek watershed between the SCRD and 
Sechelt Indian Band (SIB). 
 

2.1 Current Framework 

Currently, the Chapman Creek watershed consists of Crown land, private land and has been identified as 
the territory of the Sechelt and Squamish First Nations.  Crown land is managed by the Province of British 
Columbia; private land is administered under law by the Province of BC and the SCRD for land use.  The 
provincial agencies that have responsibility for land use and impacts on source water include the Ministry 
of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (MFLNRO) under the Forest Act, Forest and Range 

Practices Act (FRPA), Water Act (WA), etc., Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM) under the Mines Act 

(MA), Ministry of Health (MOH) through the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCHA) under the Health 

Act (HA), Drinking Water Protection Act (DWPA), etc., the SCRD under the Local Government Act (LGA),  
and the SIB Strategic Land Use Plan.  
 
The SCRD Board policy is to pursue local control of the Chapman Creek Watershed, although the current 
legislative framework does not allow for such control at this time.  More discussion on this is provided in 
the following section.  Further the Board has decided that the level of risk to the water supply in the 
Chapman Creek Watershed it is willing to accept is lower than the level of risk than other agencies may 
be willing to accept. This presents a conundrum as a lack of control over activities within the watershed 
(outlined as hazards in this report) may influence the level of risk associated with those activities.  In 
some cases the vulnerability of the water supply may be higher as a result of a lack of control by the 
SCRD over certain activities (or hazards).  This increased vulnerability would result in greater risk to the 
water supply.    

 

2.2 Joint Watershed Management Agreement 

The SCRD and the SIB have entered into an agreement titled the “Joint Watershed Management 
Agreement” (JWMA) for the Chapman/Gray Creek watersheds, since these watersheds are situated 
within the territory of the SIB and within the SCRD, where the SCRD has the responsibility to provide 
potable water to the majority of residents on the Sunshine Coast. The SIB and the SCRD have agreed to 
jointly pursue, under the JWMA, the right and authority to manage land use activities within the 
watershed, because local control would improve protection of the watershed.  Currently the Crown lands 
within the watersheds are administered by the Province under provincial laws and the private lands are 
administered under both provincial law and by the SCRD (as designated by the Province of BC under the 
Local Government Act).   
 
The SARP has been developed recognizing that the Crown land is currently administered by the Province 
under current provincial laws and that land use on private lands is administered by the SCRD. Should the 
authority for land use management change in the future, the SARP could be revised accordingly. 
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2.3 SIB Land Use Plan 

The SIB has developed a land use plan titled “A Strategic Land Use Plan for the shíshálh Nation” (SIB 
SLUP), first approved draft June, 2007 (available at http://www.secheltnation.ca), in which it designates 
the Chapman Creek watershed as a conservation area.  The following table (found in the SIB SLUP) 
describes the primary management intent, management objectives, and suite of acceptable and restricted 
activities for the Sechelt Indian Band’s conservation areas:  
 

 
  

49



Sunshine Coast Regional District 

Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan - FINAL 

 

Page 9 
1561.0005.01 / August 2012 
   

The following excerpts from the SIB SLUP include an area description, key values and key management 
issues: 
 
Area Description  

 

The ts’úkw’um stulu lil xemit tems swiya (Tetrahedron – Chapman Creek Conservation Area) comprises 
approximately 13,045 hectares including subalpine and forested area northeast of ch’átlich (Sechelt). The 
area encompasses portions of Tetrahedron Provincial Park (that fall within shíshálh territory), Mt. 
Richards Provincial Park, and the boundaries of two community drinking watersheds. The area was 
identified in the shíshálh land use planning process as a candidate for conservation, to protect the cultural 
and ecological values and water supply and quality in the vicinity of the main shíshálh community at 
ch’átlich (Sechelt).  
  
Key Values 

 
 Extremely high cultural and spiritual values, including:  

- Material culture sites  

- Ceremonial use areas  

- Youth cultural activities  

 High wildlife/biodiversity values, including:  

- Provincial protection area  

- Old growth forest  

- s-chélchálilhten (Salmon) spawning and rearing habitat  

 Community drinking water supply  

 High value backcountry recreation area, close to Sechelt/Gibsons area  
  
Key Management Issues 

 
 Logging, extensive road access and related impacts.  

 Recreation and tourism management.  

 Protection of shíshálh cultural harvest resources and sites. 
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3.0 BACKGROUND 

The following information provides additional background and context for this report. 
 

3.1 Response Plan Development Process 

The process that led USL to the development of the SARP included: 
 
1. Review 2006 Chapman Creek Watershed Drinking Water Source Assessment Report and obtain 

input from the SCRD and TWG on the desired outcomes of the SARP. 

2. Conduct a limited field investigation of Chapman Creek watershed to confirm or update (in some 
cases) the results of the 2006 report (Field Investigation Summary report included in Appendix D). 

3. Meet with SCRD and TWG to review updated assessment and obtain feedback. 

4. Meet with SCRD and TWG to review current measures and responses and obtain feedback on 
additional response options. 

5. Evaluate response options and select best options for SARP. 

6. Draft SARP for review by SCRD and TWG.  

 

3.2 Additional Considerations 

Additional considerations in the development of the SARP are: 
 
1. The ultimate vision is that the SCRD has a document which has been vetted through TWG/Board, 

and is supported by the VCHA.   The document indicates the risks, and outlines what to do about 
those risks to the drinking water in the Chapman Creek Watershed including responsibilities, costs, 
and timing of potential responses.  

2. The SARP is intended to offer options to reduce or mitigate identified risks to drinking water. It does 
not provide detailed prescriptions to address these risks.. The choice of the final options and the 
detailed prescriptions to address specific risks is up to the SCRD, stakeholders and the VCHA. 

3. SCRD and the Drinking Water Officer (DWO) decide how to implement SARP. 

4. The SARP is intended to inform those who own or manage lands in the watershed regarding drinking 
water source protection.   

5. The concept of co-management of lands and land use by multiple parties is a theme that provides 
added context to the SARP. 

6. The scope of the SARP is within current provincial policy and legislation (e.g. the Acts administered 
by the agencies, current zoning bylaws to be used, etc.).   

7. The SARP provides guidance to the SCRD and provincial agencies regarding the reduction of risks to 
drinking water in the Chapman Creek watershed in collaboration with First Nations and stakeholders.  
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8. The overall goal of the SARP is to address existing and potential threats to drinking water in the 
Chapman Creek watershed.  

 

3.3 Previous Work 

This response plan document is a document in a series of studies completed in the Chapman Creek 
watershed over the last few decades.  Previous work included: 
 
 Joint Watershed Management Agreement (JWMA), SCRD and SIB (2005, re-signed 2010) 

 Draft Comprehensive Regional Water Plan (CRWP), SCRD (2011); note that groundwater, which is 
not within the SARP context, is addressed in the CRWP. 

 Chapman Creek Watershed Drinking Water Source Assessment (Triton, 2006) 

 Interfor Restoration Plan (2001) 

 Chapman and Gray Creeks IWMP (1997, not adopted by the SCRD Board) 

 Tetrahedron Park Management Plan (1997) 

 Chapman Creek Landslide Inventory (Ministry of Environment, 1987)  

 Guidelines for Watershed Management of Crown Lands used as Community Watersheds (1980) 

 

  

52



Sunshine Coast Regional District 

Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan - FINAL 

 

Page 12 
1561.0005.01 / August 2012 
   

4.0 SOURCE ASSESSMENT REVIEW 

This chapter provides a review of the updated source assessment, which forms the basis of the response 
plan. 
 

4.1 Assessment Update 

Following meetings with the SCRD and the TWG, as well as a review of the assessment report completed 
by Triton, USL performed a limited field investigation to become familiar with the watershed and to 
provide an update on the condition of the watershed including any evidence of new hazards.   
 
An overview map of the watershed can be found in Appendix C.  It is worth noting that the watershed 
boundary shown is the natural drainage basin for Chapman Creek; however Edwards Lake, which resides 
in the Gray Creek watershed on the border of the Chapman Creek watershed, includes a man-made weir 
and flow control structure that directs water towards Chapman Creek when necessary.  Water will also 
move towards Chapman under high water levels in Edwards Lake when flow spills over the crest of the 
weir. 
 
4.1.1 Updated Risk Table 

Once the field investigation was complete and hazards were examined, and the original set of risks 
assembled by Triton Environmental Consultants was updated.  These updates were reviewed with the 
TWG and changes were made. A number of new hazards were added to the original table and are 
included in the Risk Characterization Table.  
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Hazard # 
Triton 

# 
Likelihood 

(Triton) 
Consequence 

(Triton) 
Avoidable 

(Y/N) 
Hazard 

Triton Risk 
Level 

Further 
Investigation 

or 
Assessment 

USL Field 
Summary 

Site 
Reference  

(if 
applicable) 

USL 
Updated 

Risk 
Level 

Comments 

1 1-2 High High N High precipitation and runoff Very High Office/field 
assessment 

Site 5, Site 2, 
Site 1 High 

Work completed between Triton Report and 2011 update 
has reduced some potential consequences and therefore 
some of the risk 

2 1-4 High High N Wildlife and birds Very High In-Field   High 

Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore 
risk, has not changed; however, TWG recommended a 
downgrade of risk level since hazard is part of natural 
conditions in watershed 

3 2-4 Likely Moderate Y Future Forestry activities High In-Field Site 2 Moderate 
to High 

Likelihood of future forestry activities may be reduced, 
thus risk is reduced 

4 1-1 Unlikely High Y 
Human access to intake 
structure and assessment 
area 

Moderate In-Field Site 10 High Access trails more prevalent and so higher risk 

5 1-3 Likely  Moderate N 
High percentage of 
broadleaved vegetation and 
decaying vegetation 

Moderate In-Field   Low 

Broadleaved vegetation decay is a natural process within 
the watershed; likelihood high, consequence very low, 
therefore low risk. Potential for higher consequences may 
be related to vegetation decay as a result of land 
disturbance; however, this consequence would be 
attributed to the hazard of the land disturbance, not to the 
decay of vegetation (which is a result of the land 
disturbance, e.g. forestry). 

6 1-5 Unlikely High Y 

Water demand can exceed 
licensed and available 
quantities during low flow 
periods 

Moderate Office 
assessment   Moderate  Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore 

risk, has not changed 

7 1-9 Unlikely High N Wildfires Moderate Office/field 
assessment   Moderate 

to High  

Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore 
risk, have not changed.  If a large-scale wildfire occurred, 
consequences would be catastrophic, therefore could be 
classified as high risk in some cases. 

8 2-3 Possible Moderate N Historic forestry activities Moderate In-Field 
Site 1 , Site 3, 
Site 4, Site 5, 
Site 8 

Moderate 

Sites 4 and 5 roads built for forestry, remedial work has 
somewhat reduced potential consequences, still 
moderate risk remains from past cut block areas 
throughout the watershed 

9 2-5 Possible Moderate Y Future gravel mining 
activities Moderate In-Field   Moderate 

to High 

Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore 
risk, has not changed; however, if mining activities are 
proposed in the watershed in the future, risk would be 
high. 

10 2-6 Unlikely High Y Recreational activities Moderate In-Field Site 9, Site 10 Moderate Likelihood still high, consequence is lower 

Table 1: Risk Characterization Table 
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Hazard # 
Triton 

# 
Likelihood 

(Triton) 
Consequence 

(Triton) 
Avoidable 

(Y/N) 
Hazard 

Triton Risk 
Level 

Further 
Investigation 

or 
Assessment 

USL Field 
Summary 

Site 
Reference  

(if 
applicable) 

USL 
Updated 

Risk 
Level 

Comments 

11 1-10 Unlikely Low N Climate Change Low Office 
assessment   Moderate 

Other hazards resulting from potential climate change 
have higher risk, therefore climate change poses higher 
risk as well 

12 1-6 Likely N/A N Lake de-stratification N/A Not required   Low 
Changes to Chapman Lake may pose some risk to 
drinking water quality, quantity, therefore risk is 
applicable; however low 

13 1-7 Likely N/A Y Lake drawdown N/A Not required   Low 
Changes to Chapman Lake may pose some risk to 
drinking water quality, quantity, therefore risk is 
applicable; however low 

14 1-8 N/A N/A N Falling trees and natural 
disasters N/A In-Field Site 3, Site 6, 

Site 7 Moderate Slides in watershed pose risk to Chapman Creek 

15 2-7 N/A N/A N 
Air emissions (non-point 
source, e.g. transportation, 
residential) 

N/A Not required   Low 
Some areas of the watershed may accept air pollutants 
and may pose some risk to drinking water quality, 
therefore risk is applicable; however low 

16 2-8 N/A N/A N New ownership of AJB land N/A Not required   Low Applicable risk due to potential for less public control of 
community watershed; however low 

17 2-1 N/A N/A N Sechelt Landfill No risk Not required Site 10 Low Transport of contaminants, see new hazard below 

18 2-2 N/A N/A N Stack emissions from Howe 
Sound Pulp and Paper Mill No risk Not required   Low Emissions may pose some risk to drinking water quality, 

therefore risk is applicable; however low 

New Hazards 

19 N/A N/A N/A Y 
Birds and wind 
transportation of 
contaminants from landfill 

N/A In-Field Site 10 Moderate Contaminant transport into watershed presents high 
likelihood, low consequence, moderate risk  

20 N/A N/A N/A Y Illegal Dumping in 
Watershed N/A Office (TWG)   Moderate Contaminant transport into watershed presents high 

likelihood, low consequence, moderate risk  

21 N/A N/A N/A Y Water Demand Increase due 
to Development N/A Office (TWG)   Moderate High likelihood of increased development in the future, 

low consequence, moderate risk  

22 N/A N/A N/A Y 
Dam/control structure failure 
at Chapman or Edwards 
Lake 

N/A Office (TWG)   Unknown Dam Risk Assessment underway by MFLNRO, awaiting 
results to inform risk level 

23 N/A N/A N/A Y Run of River Power Projects N/A Office  Unknown 
No known development applications for Run of River 
Hydro Projects; likelihood low, consequence unknown, 
and risk is unknown 
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4.1.2 Preliminary Risk Classification Map 

 

In response to discussions with the TWG, USL created a risk classification map, which is provided in 
Appendix E. The intent of this map is to provide an initial characterization of areas in the watershed where 
anthropogenic activities could pose high, moderate or low risk to the drinking water in Chapman Creek.   
 
This map is preliminary with limited input criteria and is not intended to be relied upon to indicate where 
activities can or cannot occur.  Rather, it is a starting point with the goal that it may be possible to inform 
land use activities in the future following the addition of additional criteria and more detail.  Note: this map 
was not part of the original scope of work for the SARP.   
 
Setback distances for the risk zones are as follows: 
 

 High Risk – 100 meters from the channel 

 Moderate Risk – 250 meters from channel 

 Low Risk – all areas outside of high or moderate risk areas 
 

The proportion of each risk area (as a percentage of the total watershed area) is as follows: 
 

 High Risk – 15% 

 Moderate Risk – 23% 

 Low Risk – 62% 
 

In general, the level of risk in an area is determined by the degree of connectivity to the watercourse 
(Chapman Creek).  Connectivity can refer to proximity to the watercourse, but more importantly refers to 
the delivery time of sediment or other contaminants by runoff reaching the watercourse, which may not 
necessarily correspond to proximity.  The criteria used to indicate delivery time, and thus connectivity to 
characterize risk, are described below.   
 
a) Channel Corridor  

The actual Chapman Creek corridor (along with those of the major tributaries) is the highest risk zone 
since travel time to the intake is effectively zero if contaminants are delivered directly to the creek. 

b) Slope 

Steeper slopes will reduce infiltration of runoff and thus reduce delivery time, which increases risk.  
Shallower slopes slow runoff, allow more infiltration, increase delivery time, and reduce risk. 

c) Land Use 

Different land uses will have different impacts on risk.  For example, most of the upper Chapman 
watershed is within Tetrahedron Park that is managed by BC Parks.  The park is inaccessible to 
motorized vehicles, only contains recreational trails and is monitored to ensure activities within it are 
regulated.  As a result, the risk of contamination from anthropogenic sources is considerably reduced 
as compared to some crown land areas, where other land uses that may contribute to contamination 
might be permitted.  
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Additional criteria that should be added and considered in the future include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
 
 Physical Conditions (including Bio-geoclimatic  sub-zones) 

 Land Use (more detail on past, present and future potential use) 

 Tenure and Ownership 

 Land stability information 

 Landslide Inventory information 

 Deactivated Roads information 

 Sensitive or vulnerable areas 

 Climate change impacts (ongoing monitoring required to assess) 

 Forest cover age and condition 
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5.0 RESPONSE PLAN 

The responsibility to provide safe drinking water to the majority of residents of the Sunshine Coast is the 
responsibility of the water supplier (the SCRD).  The intent of a response plan is to provide the water 
supplier (SCRD) with the information needed to implement the selected management responses and 
recommendations to reduce or eliminate identified drinking water risks to the source water.  The plan 
reviews the risks, and outlines what needs to be done in response to those risks including who needs to 
be involved, when it should be done and a preliminary estimate of cost.  
 
The response plan was developed with the following in mind: 

1. Only High and Moderate Risk Hazards were included. 

There are additional hazards identified in the risk characterization table; however, these represent a 
low risk to the drinking water source and have not been specifically considered in this response plan.  
The overall goal of the SARP action plan is to reduce or mitigate risks.  If risk levels are already low 
for some hazards, these should be given lower priority to higher risks.  The overall benefit of 
attempting to eliminate risks altogether is low and therefore considered an inefficient use of 
resources.  As well, the nature of many low risk hazards is such that there is not much that can be 
done to eliminate these hazards.  For these reasons, only moderate and high risks hazards have 
been included in the response plan. 

2. Management Recommendations from Module 8 of the 2006 Report (Triton) are considered (but not 
necessarily included). 

3. Additional management recommendations made by USL and the TWG are considered (but not all 
necessarily included). 

4. General responses indicate what needs to be done in response to the risk; specific responses 
describe how the general response can be accomplished with further detail. 

5. The responsibility for implementing actions to reduce risks to the drinking water rests with the agency 
that authorized a specific land use and the licensed stakeholder for that land use, (e.g. the MFLNRO 
regulates for forest development that may be carried out by a forest licensee) and these parties are 
noted first in the “Responsibility” column of the following table (the Response Plan table). As indicated 
in the JWMA, the SCRD and SIB have an interest to encourage regulating agencies and licensed 
stakeholders to implement recommended actions in the plan to protect the drinking water. In these 
instances the interests of the SCRD have also been noted (following the lead responsible party).  

6. Timelines are as follows: Immediately - within 3 months, Short term - 3 months - 1 year, Medium term 
- 1 - 3 years, and Long term - greater than 3 years.  

7. Cost estimates included are preliminary and only indicate the order of magnitude of cost for the 
responses; further investigation would be needed to establish a detailed cost estimate. 
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The response plan sections are organized to provide answers to the following questions; each section is 
titled with the hazard identified: 
 
1. What are the risks?  

2. Are they avoidable? 

3. What is an appropriate response, and what needs to be done?  

4. Who is responsible? 

5. When should these things be done? 

6. How much will it cost, or what resources are required? 
 

The following is a summary of the response plan elements for each hazard.  Table 2 below is the 
summary of all the following sections and represents the response plan, which is the outcome of this 
report. 
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Table 2: Response Plan 

Hazard # 
Hazard 

Description 

(Brief) 

Avoidable 

(Y/N) 
Selected Action Items (in order of priority) 

Rank 

(amongst 

all hazards) 

 

Timeframe* Responsibility 
Cost Estimate (from water 

supplier perspective) 

1 (1-2) Sediment laden 
and turbid runoff 
resulting from high 
precipitation  

N 1. Construct runoff conveyance and flow control structures on and adjacent to roads (e.g. ditches, sumps, etc.) similar and 
including those described in Sites 1, 2, and 5 of the field investigation summary.  

2. Define and implement BMP’s for precipitation and runoff (start with currently accepted BMP’s for all resource extraction 
activities that have the potential to occur within the Chapman watershed and modify if necessary).   

3. Develop method to characterize (spatially) areas of risk specifically for this hazard in the watershed (could start with general 
risk classification from section 3.1.2). 

1 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Medium term 

1. MFLNRO, SCRD (Site 1), 
SCPI (Site 2), MFLNRO (Site 
5-FSR) 

2. MFLNRO/Forest licensees 
3. MFLNRO/MEM, with SCRD 

input 

1. $5k (Site 1), $2k (Site 2), 
$1.5k (Site 5) 

2. time from staff, 3 worker-
days (each) 

3. $10k 
 

2 (1-4) Potential 
pathogens in 
runoff from wildlife 
and birds 

N 1. Analyze fecal coliform samples in raw water to determine specific sources of fecal contaminants to inform management 
actions. 

2. Conduct a trend analysis on fecal coliform data from raw water at the intake. 
3. If specific fecal coliform issues are identified, conduct additional fecal coliform sampling to identify potential source areas within 

watershed. 
4. Update information on wildlife presence in watershed areas (including species present and numbers). 

2 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Short term 
4. Long term 

1. SCRD and VCHA 
2. SCRD and VCHA 
3. SCRD and VCHA 
4. MFLNRO 
 

1. $10k 
2. $5k 
3. $10k 
4. $10-15k 
 

3 (2-4) Changes in water 
quality and 
quantity as a result 
of forestry 
activities 

Y 1. Define the management strategy for any proposed forestry operations to protect drinking water. 
2. Implement forest practices and BMP’s with the goal of achieving zero turbidity, sediment and pathogen input to nearby creeks 

or streams from forestry activities.  
3. Establish and maintain an “Intake Vulnerability Zone”,  
4. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 
5. Identify and designate sensitive and non-sensitive (high/low) zones for forestry, and manage forestry activities accordingly. 
6. Continue monitoring for turbidity at WTP intake; add dissolved organics and total color. 
7. Install automated gates at intake that will close when the turbidity in raw water exceeds predetermined level. 
8. Complete a trend analysis of historic turbidity data to determine if there is a pattern that can inform management decisions. 

4 1. Short Term 
2. Short Term 
3. Immediate 
4. Immediate 

 
5. Medium term 
6. Immediate 
7. Medium term 
8. Short term 

1. MFLNRO 
2. MFLNRO 
3. SCRD and MFLNRO 
4. SCRD 

 
5. MFLNRO, with SCRD input 
6. SCRD 
7. SCRD 
8. SCRD 

1. Staff time, 15 worker-days 
2. Unknown 
3. Staff time, 1 worker day 
4. Unknown staff time 

 
5. $10-15k  
6. Unknown 
7. $100k (or less) 
8. $5-10k 

4 (1-1) Vandalism and 
introduction of 
contaminants from 
Human Access to 
Intakes and 
assessment area 

Y 1. Create a Watershed Protection Officer (include in Regional Water Plan) 
2. Identify current and potential access points to intake area   
3. Install appropriate works to restrict access to the intake area 
4. Establish and maintain an “Intake Vulnerability Zone”  
5. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 
6. Establish a formal agreement with private landowners (i.e. AJB) and land managers (i.e. BC Parks) to manage access along 

the road to the intake and trails to Chapman Lake. 
7. Develop access management plan that includes recreational access, off road vehicle use (use Park plan as guide) and trail 

strategy (with Sunshine Coast Trail Society) 
8. Develop a public education and awareness program 
9. Investigate the potential for co-management of watershed areas 
10. Engage and collaborate with local recreation and naturalist clubs on watershed management and access 
11. Consider land acquisition 

3 1. Medium Term 
2. Immediate 
3. Immediate 
4. Immediate 
5. Immediate 
6. Medium term 
7. Medium term 
8. Long term 
9. Short term 
10. Short term 
11. Long term 

1. SCRD and VCHA 
2. SCRD, MFLNRO 
3. MFLNRO/AJB, SCRD 
4. SCRD and MFLNRO 
5. SCRD 
6. AJB/BC Parks, SCRD 
7. MFLNRO, SCRD, AJB, WFP, 

SCPI 
8. MFLNRO/SCRD 
9. SCRD, SIB, BC Government 
10. SCRD, local clubs, AJB, 

MFLNRO 
11. SCRD 

1. $50k per year 
2. Staff time, 1 man-day 
3. $50k 
4. Staff time, 1 worker day 
5. Unknown staff time 

 
6. Staff time, 5 worker-days 
7. Staff time, 10 worker-days 
8. $10-20k 
9. Staff time, 1 worker-days 
10. Staff time,  ongoing, 

unknown 
11. Unknown 

5 (1-5) Water demand 
exceeding supply 
(low flow periods) 

Y 1. Update water supply and demand analysis. 
2. Identify alternative options for sources of supply. 
3. Establish a reliable, standby backup system with new source by selecting best option from #2 above and installing appropriate 

works or infrastructure. 

9** 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Long term 

1. SCRD 
2. SCRD 
3. SCRD 

1. Staff time, 10 worker-days 
2. Staff time, 5 worker-days 
3. Unknown, requires 

investigation 
6 (1-9) Wildfires N 1. Establish a wildfire response section that would address water quality and quantity in the SCRD Emergency Response Plan. 

2. Confirm current wildfire risk (ongoing monitoring). 
3. Close watershed during high wildfire risk periods. 
4. In the event of a wildfire, apply provincial post-wildfire risk assessment procedure to determine areas of high risk of 

erosion and landslides; develop remedial plans. 

14 1. Medium term 
2. Short term 
3. Short term 
4. Short term 

1. MFLNRO, SCRD 
2. MFLNRO, SCRD 
3. MFLNRO 
4. MFLNRO 
 

1. $5k 
2. Staff time, 0.5 worker-days 
3. Staff time, unknown 
4. Staff time, unknown 

7 (2-3) Historic Forestry 
Development 
Activities 

N 1. Continue to implement the monitoring and maintenance program for completed restoration projects (use latest coastal 
watershed assessment as information tool). 

2. Provide SCRD with current inventory & assessment of active road permits and deactivated roads in the watershed, and ensure 
that monitoring/maintenance/rehabilitation works are implemented. 

3. Identify any outstanding rehabilitation projects related to road and past landslides on Crown land and determine current risk to 
drinking water.  

4. Address specific hazards identified in field investigation summary (Site 4). 

5 1. Immediate 
2. Short term 
3. Medium term 
4. Short term 

1. MFLNRO, licensees, SCRD 
2. MRLNRO 
3. MFLNRO, licensees 
4. SCPI, MFLNRO (Site 4) 

1. No additional cost 
2. Staff time, unknown 
3. Staff time, unknown 
4. $1k annually for 

monitoring (Site 4).  

8 (2-5) Future Mining Y 1. Define the management strategy for any proposed mining operations to protect drinking water.  6 1. Short Term 1. MEM 1. Staff time, 15 worker-days 
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Hazard # 
Hazard 

Description 

(Brief) 

Avoidable 

(Y/N) 
Selected Action Items (in order of priority) 

Rank 

(amongst 

all hazards) 

 

Timeframe* Responsibility 
Cost Estimate (from water 

supplier perspective) 

Activities (e.g. 
Gravel) 

2. Implement mining practices and BMP’s with the goal of achieving zero turbidity, sediment and pathogen input to nearby creeks 
or streams from mining activities.  

3. Confirm with MEM that all mining proposals u/s of intake will be referred to SCRD and VCHA for review 
4. Establish and maintain an “Intake vulnerability Zone”  
5. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 
6. Investigate possibility of establishing a soil-removal by-law. 

2. Short Term 
3. Immediate 
4. Immediate 
5. Immediate 
 

6. Medium Term 
 

2. MEM 
3. MEM, SCRD, VCHA 
4. SCRD and MFLNRO 
5. SCRD 

 
6. SCRD 

 

2. Unknown 
3. Staff time, 1 man-day 
4. Staff time, 1 worker day 
5. Unknown staff time 
6. Unknown staff time 

 

9 (2-6) Recreation 
Activities 

Y 1. Investigate opportunities to move some selected high risk recreation activities out of the watershed.  
2. Develop partnerships with recreation groups/clubs. 
3. Develop access management plan for Crown lands. 
4. Support Trail Strategy development, encourage trails and use outside of intake area, or watershed if possible. 

13 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Medium term 
4. Short term 

1. SCRD, recreation groups 
2. SCRD, recreation groups  
3. MFLNRO 
4. MFLNRO, SCRD 
 

1. Unknown staff time 
2. Staff time, unknown, 

ongoing 
3. $10-25k 
4. Unknown staff time 

10 (1-10) Climate Change N 1. Consult with Pacific Climate Impacts Consortium for current information regarding potential climate change impacts on water 
supply. 

2. Determine potential impacts of climate change by a) conducting a literature review, b) determining the ratio of snowmelt water 
to rainwater in the Chapman Creek supply, and c) conducting a sensitivity analysis on temperature and its potential impacts on 
the Chapman Creek hydrograph (Note: check to ensure this work has not already been completed prior to proceeding). 

3. Include potential impacts of climate change on water supply in supply and demand analysis (Hazard 5). 
4. Re-establish former Water Survey of Canada hydrometric station 08GA060 – Chapman Creek above Sechelt Diversion, 

determine runoff trends as a result of climate change.  
5. Establish a new weather monitoring station in Tetrahedron Park to monitor climate trends as a result of climate change 
6. Re-instate snow survey with the Tetrahedron Outdoor Club 
7. Review assumptions and risks of climate change regularly 

7** 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Short term 
4. Short term  
5. Short term 
6. Immediate 
7. Immediate 
 

1. SCRD, MFLNRO, UBC 
2. SCRD and MFLNRO 
3. SCRD 
4. MFLNRO, SCRD  
5. MFLNRO with SCRD input 
6. SCRD, Ski Club 
7. SCRD 

1. Unknown 
2. $15-20k 
3. Part of hazard #5 analyses 
4. $20-40k in year 1, $20k 

annually 
5. $10-15k 
6. $5k 
7. Ongoing, unknown time 

for staff 

13 (1-8) Landslides and 
Natural Disasters 

N 1. Continue monitoring all known unstable areas (e.g. avalanches) 
2. Include natural disaster scenarios in Emergency Response Plan (under development) 
3. Review and update 1987 MoE landslide inventory for the watershed 
4. Implement site specific rehabilitation/restoration plans for landslides (Sites 3, 6 and 7 of the Field Investigation Summary) 

7** 1. Immediate 
2. Medium term 
3. Medium term 
4. Short term 

1. MFLNRO 
2. SCRD 
3. MFLNRO 
4. SCPI, MFLNRO (Site 3), 

SCPI (Site 6), SCPI (Site 7) 

1. $10k alternate years 
2. $5k 
3. $20k 
4. $2-5k (Site 3), $10-25k 

(Site 6), $5-10k (Site 7).  
18 (N/A) Bird and wind 

transport of 
contaminants from 
landfill 

Y 1. Collaborate with landfill management on general strategy to manage hazard risk 
2. Monitor effectiveness of refuse covers and consider use of heavier synthetic refuse covers to deter birds 
3. Monitor effectiveness of progressive closure methods to reduce availability of waste materials for transport; modify if 

necessary. 
4. Improve litter fencing to reduce wind exposure and material movement 

12 1. Immediate 
2. Immediate 
3. Immediate 
4. Short term 
 

1. SCRD, Landfill 
2. Landfill  
3. Landfill  
4. Landfill 

1. Staff time, unknown 
2. Staff time, unknown 
3. Staff time equipment and 

operator, supply material 
4. $10k 
 

19 (N/A) Illegal Dumping Y 1. Update public education program with a focus on implementation 
2. Improve signage along roads/trails  
3. Monitor and improve by-law prohibiting illegal refuse disposal outside landfills and to administer fines if necessary.  Also, 

incorporate BEN system and consider posting notice of universal ticket for dumping. 
4. Identify common dumping sites and establish deterrents at those sites 
5. Increase presence of SCRD staff in watershed (if possible)  
6. Seek to increase other presence from stakeholders or ministry employees if possible (related to Watershed Protection Officer 

from hazard #4, response 1). 
7. Initiate community clean-up events with priority on drinking watersheds  
8. Implement a surveillance program (including cameras and signage) 
9. Determine responsibility for costs to remove refuse on Crown and private lands. 
10. Coordinate with the MoE and MFLNRO to develop a plan to discourage and reduce illegal dumping. 

11 1. Immediately 
2. Short term 
3. Short term 
4. Short term 
5. Immediately 
6. Medium term 
7. Medium term 
8. Medium term 
9. Immediately 
10. Short Term 

 

1. SCRD/MFLNRO/AJB 
2. MFLNRO, SCRD 
3. SCRD, MFLNRO 
4. Tenure holders, MFLNRO 

(with SCRD input) 
5. SCRD 
6. SCRD 
7. SCRD, MFLNRO, community 

org.’s 
8. SCRD, MFLNRO 
9. SCRD, MFLNRO 
10. SCRD, MoE, MFLRNO 

1. $0.5-1.5k 
2. $1-5k 
3. Staff time, unknown 
4. Staff time, 10 worker-days 
5. Additional staff time and 

expenses unknown 
6. Unknown time and 

expense 
7. Unknown budget  
8. Staff time, 5 worker-days, 

$1.5k in equipment 
9. Unknown staff time 
10. Unknown staff time 

20 (N/A) Water Demand 
Increase due to 
development 

Y 1. Review and update last future growth and demand projections 
2. Incorporate growth projections in response recommendations for climate change and low flow periods as they are related (refer 

to hazard #5) 
3. Investigate alternative sources of supply and storage. 

9** 1. Short term 
2. Short term 
3. Medium Term 

1. SCRD, 
2. SCRD, MFLNRO 
3. SCRD 

1. $5-15k 
2. $10-20k 
3. $10-20k 

* Immediate: within 3 months, Short Term: within a year, Medium Term: 1 to 3 years, Long Term: more than 3 years 
** Tie in rank 
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5.1 High Precipitation and Runoff 

High precipitation, rain on snow events and low storage capacity in the watershed cause runoff, erosion 
and peak flows which in turn contribute turbidity, suspended sediment and pathogens to the stream.  This 
hazard presents a high risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.1.1 General Response:  

Reduce or eliminate sediment laden and turbid runoff from entering Chapman Creek by controlling runoff 
flow and using management practices developed by stakeholders in at risk areas of the watershed.  
 
5.1.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Construct runoff control structures on and adjacent to roads (e.g. ditches, sumps, etc.) similar and 
including those described in Sites 1, 2, and 5 of the field investigation summary.  

2. Define and implement BMP’s (Best Management Practices) for precipitation and runoff (start with 
currently accepted BMP’s for all resource extraction activities that have the potential to occur within 
the Chapman watershed and modify if necessary).   

3. Develop method to characterize (spatially) areas of risk specifically for this hazard in the watershed. 
(Could start with general risk classification from section 3.1.2). 

 
5.1.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  Site 1 - MFLNRO (for the FSR) and SCRD (under general maintenance agreement), 
short term, and $5,000; Site 2 – SCPI (license holder) and MFLNRO (for the FSR), short 
term, and $2,000; Site 5 – MFLNRO (for the FSR), short term, and $1,500. 

Response 2:  This is a task for the MFLNRO and all forest licensees involved, short term, and 3 worker-
days for staff. 

Response 3:  MFLNRO and MEM with support from the SCRD, medium term, and $10,000. 
 

5.2 Wildlife and Birds  

Wildlife (mammals) and birds may contribute to pathogenic contamination (potential pathogens in runoff 
from wildlife and birds). This hazard presents a high risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.2.1 General Response:  

Develop methods to further assess the risk of this hazard (e.g. an ongoing program of water sampling for 
fecal coliforms).  
 
5.2.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Analyze bacteriological samples in raw water to determine specific sources of fecal contaminants to 
inform management actions. 

2. Conduct a trend analysis on bacteriological data from raw water at the intake. 
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3. If specific fecal coliform issues are identified, conduct additional bacteriological sampling to identify 
potential source areas within watershed. 

4. Update information on wildlife presence in watershed areas (including species present and numbers) 
by collecting field data and conducting surveys. 

 
5.2.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD and VCHA, short term, $10,000. 

Response 2:  SCRD and VCHA, short term, $5,000. 

Response 3:  SCRD and VCHA, short term, $10,000. 

Response 4:  MFLNRO, long term, $10-15,000. 
 

5.3 Forestry Activity  

Forestry activities could contribute sediment to the stream and alter drainage patterns, bed load 
availability and transport, increase turbidity and organic carbon levels in the source water, increase 
mobility and inputs of metals, and change pH, colour and temperature.  Forestry activities could also 
contribute indirectly to pathogen inputs. This hazard presents a high risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.3.1 General Response:  

Reduce risk by reducing or eliminating sources of sediment from future forestry activities that could enter 
Chapman Creek.   
 

5.3.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Define the management strategy for any proposed forestry operations to protect drinking water. 

2. Implement forest practices and BMP’s with the goal of achieving zero turbidity, sediment and 
pathogen input to nearby creeks or streams from forestry activities.  

3. Establish and maintain an “Intake Vulnerability Zone”  

4. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 

5. Identify and designate sensitive and less-sensitive (high/low) zones specifically for forestry, and 
manage forestry activities accordingly (use risk characterization from section 3.1.2 as a starting 
point). 

6. Continue monitoring for turbidity at the water treatment plant (WTP) intake; add dissolved organics 
and total color. 

7. Install automated gates at intake that will close when the turbidity in raw water exceeds 
predetermined level. 

8. Complete a trend analysis of historic turbidity data to determine if there is a pattern that can inform 
management decisions. 
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5.3.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  MFLNRO, short term, 15 worker-days for staff. 

Response 2:  MFLNRO, short term, unknown staff time. 

Response 3:  SCRD and MFLNRO, immediate, staff time, 1 worker day 

Response 4:  MFLNRO with SCRD input, medium term, $10-15,000. 

Response 5: SCRD, immediate, unknown staff time 

Response 6:  SCRD, immediate, unknown additional cost for extra testing parameters. 

Response 7:  SCRD, medium term, $100,000 (less if existing infrastructure, e.g. valves, could be 
used/modified). 

Response 8:  SCRD, short term, $5-10,000. 
 

5.4 Human Access to Watershed  

Human access to intake and assessment area may cause pathogenic contamination and/or vandalism 
(affecting water quality and intake integrity). This hazard presents a high risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.4.1 General Response:  

Reduce risk of vandalism and contamination by limiting access to the intake and watershed 
 
5.4.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Create a Watershed Protection Officer (include in Regional Water Plan). 

2. Identify current and potential access points to intake area  

3. Install appropriate works to restrict access to the intake area. 

4. Establish and maintain an “Intake Vulnerability Zone”  

5. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 

6. Establish a formal agreement with private landowners (i.e. AJB) and land managers (i.e. BC Parks) to 
manage access along the road to the intake and trails to Chapman Lake. 

7. Develop access management plan that includes recreational access, off road vehicle use (use Park 
plan as guide) and trail strategy (with Sunshine Coast Trail Society). 

8. Develop a public education and awareness program. 

9. Investigate the potential for co-management of watershed areas. 

10. Engage and collaborate with local recreation and naturalist clubs on watershed management and 
access. 

11. Consider land acquisition 
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5.4.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD, VCHA, Medium Term, $50k per year. 

Response 2:  SCRD, MFLNRO immediate, 1 man-day for staff. 

Response 3:  MFLNRO, AJB, SCRD, immediate, $50,000. 

Response 4:  SCRD and MFLNRO, immediate, staff time, 1 worker day 

Response 5: SCRD, immediate, unknown staff time 

Response 6:  AJB, BC Parks, SCRD, medium term, 5 worker-days. 

Response 7:  MFLNRO, SCRD, AJB, WFP, and SCPI, medium term, 10 worker-days for staff (each). 

Response 8:  MFLNRO/SCRD long term, $10-20,000. 

Response 9:  SCRD, SIB, BC Government, license holders, short term, 1 man-day for staff (each). 

Response 10:  SCRD, local clubs, AJB, MFLNRO, short term, ongoing, unknown time required. 

Response 11:   SCRD, long term, unknown cost. 
  
5.5 Water Demand during Low Flow Periods 

During low flow periods, water demand could exceed licensed or available quantities.  This would affect 
water quantity but can also decrease dilution or increase temperature, which in turn can promote 
pathogen growth and reduce water quality. This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water 
source. 
  
5.5.1 General Response:  

Confirm the current risk by examining low flow and water demand projections, and plan for future water 
supply provisions.   
 
5.5.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Update water supply and demand analysis.  

2. Identify alternative options for sources of supply. 

3. Establish a reliable, standby backup system with new source by selecting best option from #2 above 
and installing appropriate works or infrastructure. 

 

5.5.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD, short term, 10 worker-days. 

Response 2:  SCRD, short term, 5 worker-days. 

Response 3:  SCRD, long term, unknown. 
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5.6 Wildfires 

Wildfire can lead to increase in sediment and turbidity levels, change in water temperature, and increased 
nutrient concentrations in streamflow. This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water 
source. 
 

5.6.1 General Response:  

Confirm the level of risk with MFLNRO and make plans to respond to a future event 
 

5.6.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Establish a wildfire response section that would address water quality and quantity in the SCRD 
Emergency Response Plan. 

2. Confirm current wildfire risk (ongoing monitoring). 

3. Close watershed during high wildfire risk periods. 

4. In the event of a wildfire, apply provincial post-wildfire risk assessment procedure to determine areas 
of high risk of erosion and landslides; develop remedial plans. 

 

5.6.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  MFLNRO, SCRD, medium term, $5,000. 

Response 2:  MFLNRO with SCRD input, short term, 0.5 worker-days (each). 

Response 3:  MFLNRO, short term, unknown. 

Response 4:  MFLNRO, short term, unknown. 
 

5.7 Past Forestry Activities  

Historical forestry activities could contribute sediment to the stream and increase turbidity levels of the 
source water. This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.7.1 General Response:  

Reduce the future impact of historic forestry activities by monitoring impacted areas and conducting 
restoration projects where necessary. 
 

5.7.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Continue to implement the monitoring and maintenance program for completed restoration projects 
(use latest coastal watershed assessment as information tool). 

2. Provide SCRD with current inventory and assessment of active road permits and deactivated roads in 
the watershed, and ensure that monitoring/maintenance/rehabilitation works are implemented. 
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3. Identify any outstanding rehabilitation projects related to road and past landslides on Crown land and 
determine current risk to drinking water.  

4. Address specific hazards identified in field investigation summary (Site 4). 
 
5.7.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  MFLNRO, licensees and SCRD, immediate, no additional cost. 

Response 2:  MFLNRO, short term, staff time unknown. 

Response 3:  MFLNRO and licensees, medium term, staff time unknown. 

Response 4:  Site 4 – SCPI, MFLNRO, short term, $1,000 annually for monitoring. 
 

5.8 Future Mining Activities 

Mining/gravel extraction can cause an increase in turbidity, TSS, pathogens and chemicals/hydrocarbons 
through planned releases. The impacts of mining would cause this hazard to be classified as high risk. 
Currently, there are no proposed mining operations in the watershed; thus, this hazard currently 
represents a moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
 

5.8.1 General Response:  

Establish a review presence on new projects with the Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM) 
 

5.8.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Define the management strategy for any proposed mining operations to protect drinking water.  

2. Implement mining practices and BMP’s with the goal of achieving zero turbidity, sediment and 
pathogen input to nearby creeks or streams from mining activities.  

3. Establish and maintain an “Intake Vulnerability Zone”  

4. Maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural Watershed Protection 

5. Request confirmation from MEM that all mining proposals u/s of intake will be referred to SCRD and 
VCHA for review. 

6. Investigate possibility of establishing a soil-removal by-law. 

 

5.8.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  MEM, short term, 15 worker-days for staff. 

Response 2:  MEM, short term, unknown time for staff. 

Response 3:  SCRD and MFLNRO, immediate, staff time, 1 worker day 

Response 4: SCRD, immediate, unknown staff time 
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Response 5:  MEM, SCRD, and VCHA, immediate, 1 man-day for staff (each). 

Response 6:   SCRD, medium term, unknown staff time. 
 

5.9 Recreation Activities 

Recreational activities can contribute pathogenic organisms and erosion. This hazard represents a 
moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.9.1 General Response:  

Monitor and regulate (to the extent possible) access and recreation activity in the watershed. 
 

5.9.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Investigate opportunities to move some selected high risk recreation activities out of the watershed.  

2. Develop partnerships with recreation groups/clubs. 

3. Develop access management plan for Crown lands. 

4. Support Trail Strategy development, encourage trails and use outside of intake area, or watershed if 
possible. 
 

5.9.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD and recreation groups, short term, unknown staff time. 

Response 2:  SCRD and recreation groups, short term, unknown ongoing staff time. 

Response 3:  MFLNRO, medium term, $10-25,000. 

Response 4:  MFLNRO and SCRD, medium term, unknown staff time. 
 

5.10 Climate Change Impacts 

Climate change can affect water availability over a longer time-frame. This hazard represents a moderate 
risk to the drinking water source as current water supplies may not be available in the future. 
 
5.10.1 General Response:  

Further understand climate change and its implications (e.g. change in hydrologic characteristics of the 
watershed such as phase shift from snow to rain), and how these relate to the management of the SCRD 
water source. 
 

5.10.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Consult with Pacific Climate Impacts Consortium for current information regarding potential climate 
change impacts on water supply. 
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2. Determine potential impacts of climate change by a) conducting a literature review, b) determining the 
ratio of snowmelt water to rainwater in the Chapman Creek supply, and c) conducting a sensitivity 
analysis on temperature and its potential impacts on the Chapman Creek hydrograph (Note: check to 
ensure this work has not already been completed prior to proceeding). 

3. Include potential impacts of climate change on water supply in supply and demand analysis (Hazard 
5), and regularly review and update assumptions and risks of climate change. 

4. Re-establish former Water Survey of Canada (WSC) hydrometric station 08GA060 – Chapman Creek 
above Sechelt Diversion, determine runoff trends as a result of climate change.  

5. Establish a new weather monitoring station in Tetrahedron Park to monitor climate trends as a result 
of climate change. 

6. Re-instate snow survey with the Tetrahedron Outdoor Club. 

7. Review assumptions and risks of climate change regularly. 
 

5.10.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD, MFLNRO and UBC, short term, unknown. 

Response 2:  SCRD and MFLNRO, short term, $15-20,000. 

Response 3: SCRD, short term, part of hazard #5 analyses. 

Response 4:  MFLNRO, SCRD, short term, $20-40,000 in year 1, $20,000 annually. 

Response 5:  MFLNRO with SCRD input, short term, $10-15,000. 

Response 6:  SCRD and Ski Club, immediate, $5,000. 

Response 7:  SCRD, immediate, ongoing, unknown time for staff. 
 

5.11 Landslides and Natural Disaster Events 

Falling trees or natural disasters can damage the intake structure affecting available water quantities. 
This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.11.1 General Response:  

Monitor impacted areas from past events and develop a plan to respond to future events. 
 

5.11.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Continue monitoring all known unstable areas (e.g. avalanches). 

2. Include natural disaster scenarios in Emergency Response Plan (under development). 

3. Review and update 1987 MoE landslide inventory for the watershed. 

4. Implement site specific rehabilitation/restoration plans for landslides (Sites 3, 6 and 7 of the Field 
Investigation Summary). 
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5.11.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  MFLNRO, immediate, $10,000 alternate years. 

Response 2:  SCRD, medium term, $5,000 

Response 3:  MFLNRO, medium term, $20,000. 

Response 4:  Site 3 - SCPI and MFLNRO, short term, $2-5,000; Site 6 - SCPI, short term, $10,000; 
Site 7 - SCPI, short term, $5-10,000. 

 

5.12 Bird and Wind Transport from Landfill 

Bird and wind transport of waste from landfill into watershed could result in contamination of the source 
water supply. This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
 
5.12.1 General Response:  

Deter birds and better manage refuse to protect against bird and wind transport of contaminants. 
 

5.12.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Collaborate with landfill management on general strategy to manage hazard risk. 

2. Monitor effectiveness of refuse covers and consider use of heavier synthetic refuse covers to deter 
birds. 

3. Monitor effectiveness of progressive closure methods to reduce availability of waste materials for 
transport; modify if necessary. 

4. Improve litter fencing to reduce wind exposure and material movement. 

 
5.12.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD and landfill, immediate, unknown staff time. 

Response 2:  Landfill, immediate, unknown staff time. 

Response 3:  Landfill, immediate, unknown (staff time, equipment, operator, and supply materials). 

Response 4:  Landfill, short term, $10,000 (estimate for works completed). 
 

5.13 Illegal Dumping 

Illegal dumping of waste in the watershed (including household garbage, green material and other junk 
waste) could result in contamination of the source water supply. This hazard represents a moderate risk 
to the drinking water source. 
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5.13.1 General Response:  

Deter people from dumping and restrict access to common dumping areas whenever and wherever 
possible. 
 

5.13.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Update public education program with a focus on implementation. 

2. Improve signage along roads/trails. 

3. Monitor and improve by-law prohibiting illegal refuse disposal outside landfills and administer fines if 
necessary.  Also, incorporate BEN system and consider posting notice of universal ticket for dumping. 

4. Identify common dumping sites and establish deterrents at those sites. 

5. Increase presence of SCRD staff in watershed (if possible)   

6. Seek to increase other presence from stakeholders or ministry employees if possible (related to 
Watershed Protection Officer in hazard #5, response 1). 

7. Initiate community clean-up events with priority on drinking watersheds. 

8. Implement a surveillance program (including cameras and signage) 

9. Determine responsibility for costs to remove refuse on Crown and private lands. 

10. Coordinate with the MoE and MFLNRO to develop a plan to discourage and reduce illegal dumping. 
 
5.13.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD/MFLNRO/AJB, immediately, $500-1,500. 

Response 2:  MFLNRO and SCRD, short term, $1,000. 

Response 3:  SCRD and MFLNRO, short term, unknown staff time. 

Response 4:  Tenure holders, MFLNRO with SCRD input, short term, 10 worker-days for staff. 

Response 5:  SCRD, immediately, additional staff time and expenses unknown. 

Response 6: SCRD, medium term, unknown time and expense 

Response 7:  SCRD, MFLNRO, community organizations, medium term, unknown budget (in place). 

Response 8:  SCRD and MFLNRO, short term, 5 worker-days and $1,500 in equipment/signage. 

Response 9:   SCRD and MFLNRO, immediate, unknown staff time. 

Response 10: SCRD, MoE, MFLNRO, short term, unknown staff time. 
  

5.14 Water Demand due to Development 

Water demand increase due to development in the SCRD could cause insufficient water supply and low 
quality of the source water supply. This hazard represents a moderate risk to the drinking water source. 
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5.14.1 General Response:  

Provide for future development water needs by examining future supply and demand projections and 
incorporating management measures in response (those related to climate change and low flow hazards) 
 

5.14.2 Specific Responses: 

1. Review and update last future growth and demand projections. 

2. Incorporate growth projections in response recommendations for climate change and low flow periods 
as they are related. 

3. Investigate alternative sources of supply and storage. 
 

5.14.3 Responsibility, Timeline and Cost 

Response 1:  SCRD, short term, $5,000. 

Response 2:  SCRD and MFLNRO, short term, $10-20,000. 

Response 3:  SCRD, medium term, $10-20k. 
 
Priority rankings have also been provided in the Table 2 (the response plan table). These rankings 
prioritize the responses not only in terms of priority within a set of response actions for a hazard, but also 
between sets of response actions for all hazards.    
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Assessment response plans 
22  (1) In addition to any changes to the terms and conditions of an operating permit made in 

response to an assessment, the drinking water officer may order the water supplier to 
prepare an assessment response plan if: 

 
(a)  an assessment has identified threats to the drinking water provided by the water 

supply system, and; 
(b)  the water supply system is of a prescribed class. 
 

(2)  The purpose of an assessment response plan is to identify the measures that may 
reasonably be taken in order to address identified threats to the drinking water that is 
provided by the water supply system. 

 
(3) An assessment response plan must be prepared in accordance with the regulations 

and the directions of the drinking water officer. 
 
(4)  As examples of provisions that may be included in an assessment response plan, but 

without limiting the issues that may be addressed, the drinking water officer may 
require a plan to include provisions respecting any or all of the following: 

 
(a) public education and other means of encouraging drinking water source protection; 
(b) guides to best management and conservation practices; 
(c) infrastructure improvements; 
(d) cooperative planning and voluntary programs; 
(e) input respecting local authority zoning and other land use regulation. 
 

(5)  The drinking water officer may order a water supplier to review and revise its 
assessment response plan in accordance with the directions of the drinking water 
officer. 
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Chapman Creek Summary of Field Investigation: 
 

Background 
 
Currently, the Technical Working Group (TWG), in partnership with the Sunshine Coast Regional District 

(SCRD) and the consultants, Urban Systems Ltd. (USL) and Vince Verlaan (HBLanarc/Golder), are in the 
process of putting together the Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP).  TWG 

Meeting #3 of the SARP was rescheduled from the end of August to September 21 due to availability of 

members. The primary objectives of the Meeting #3 were to:  
1. present the results of the field investigation to the TWG members, and  

2. obtain feedback and discuss potential management recommendations. 
 

The subsequent meeting objectives (TWG Meeting #4) would have been to:  

1. present initial response plan draft including management recommendations and responses to 
identified risks, and 

2. obtain feedback and discuss any changes/additions necessary prior to the final report.  
 

As a result of the rescheduled TWG Meeting #3, and in order to keep the project moving in line with the 
original schedule, the SCRD and USL decided to present the results of the field investigation electronically 

via email (this report).  The objective is for this summary document to be reviewed by TWG members, 

who would then provide feedback (electronically via email as well) prior to the September 21 TWG 
Meeting #3.  USL would review the feedback and prepare to address any feedback at Meeting #3.  Once 

consensus is reached on the risks, initial recommendations and responses can be discussed.  These 
responses will be further developed after Meeting #3 and included in the draft SARP for review by the 

TWG at Meeting #4.   

 

Methodology 
 
The field investigation plan was developed using Air photo's and the 2006 Triton Report to identify 
potential hazard sites of interest ranked as high, medium, or low risk.   The field investigation was 

completed via truck access, ATV access and on foot.  At hazard sites or other sites of interest a hand held 
Garmin GPS unit was used to pinpoint the location for mapping purposes.  Standard field equipment 

(vest, compass, suunto, scale rule, nylon tape, calculator, etc.) was used to determine the size and 

extent of the hazard sites.  The experience of the field crew in plant identification, forest development, 
geomorphology and hydrology was used to determine the processes involved (e.g. erosion, degradation, 

etc.) at each site, and to formulate potential responses. 
 

The access into the watershed was limited along the older permanently deactivated roads by extensive 
Alder growth.  A map showing areas that were reached is shown in Appendix B. The logging road 

heading north off the Sechelt Dakota FSR (7575 Br 01) on the East side of the watershed just upstream 

of the old Chapman crossing was completely impassable and kept the field investigation team out of that 
portion of the upper watershed.  A stretch of the Sechelt Dakota FSR from above the Wilson Creek FSR 

was impassable for the same reason.  This road had not been used for forest management in a long 
time, likely since access into the watershed was provided by the road up to the Dakota Ridge Trail 

System.  The extensive alder growth on these roads is an indicator that the road beds are stable, and 

that they have not been used by recreational or industrial users for access. 
 

In general, the watershed is in good condition, and functioning well. 
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Introduction 

 

The following is a summary of the results of the field investigations carried out in the Chapman Creek 
watershed in July 2011. The site map (Appendix C) shows the general location of each hazard site.  The 

purpose of the investigation was to inspect and check on the status of the drinking water hazards noted 

in the 2006 assessment report (Triton Environmental) and make any necessary updates or changes to 
the risks based on current conditions.  Preliminary potential responses were formulated for selected sites 

in the field. This summary describes these findings and includes site photos (Appendix A and referenced 
in the summary).  As well, Table 1 (Appendix D) summarizes the original hazards and risks identified by 

Triton, hazard sites investigated by USL in the field, how these sites relate to the original hazards, and 

any changes in risk levels. 
 

East Side of the Watershed: 

 

Site 1: Crossing 9 
 
Description 

Crossing 9 (Appendix A - Photos 1 and 2) is on an unnamed tributary stream that runs into Chapman 
Creek.  The stream at this location is less than 1 metre wide and has a cascading pool type morphology 

with cobble materials and pooling up to 20 cm deep.  This stream may be dry for periods of the year.  
This location appears to be outside both the AJB lands, and the WFP tenure area.  According to the 

Ministry of Forests, Sunshine Coast Forest District office, there is a maintenance agreement held by the 

Sunshine Coast Regional District that covers this portion of the road.  Crossing 9 is in an awkward 
location on a 150 metre long pitch of steep road up to 15%.  The gradient of the road above this area is 

not as steep but the section is long.  There are two 1200 mm culverts side by side at the crossing.  The 
road bends to the north in the down grade direction, with a slight slope to the inside of the corner.  

 
There are two concerns with this crossing: 

1. The ditch on the north side of the road 

2. Runoff down the road surface 
 

The ditch on the upper side of the road (the north side) leads directly into the stream at the inlet of the 
culverts.  While this ditch was fully vegetated at the time of investigation it represents a high risk due to 

sediment delivery to the stream.  The location of this crossing in the lower watershed means that 

sediment delivered to Chapman Creek has a higher likelihood of affecting the water quality at the intake. 
 

The second concern at this site is the possibility of runoff flowing down the road and transporting road 
surface materials into the tributary stream and into Chapman Creek.  At the time of investigation it was 

noted that there was a grader berm on the left hand side of the road (facing down grade).  The berm 
prevents surface runoff from dispersing off the road and accumulates it on the left edge of the road 

surface until it spills into the stream at the culverts at crossing 9. 
 
Potential Response 

Sumps with armoured ditch blocks should be constructed on the ditch lines before they spill into the 
creek to reduce the sediment delivery to the stream.  The sumps should be large enough (approximately 

1m wide x 3m long) to contain a significant amount of ditch flow, combined with potential road surface 
flow and allow time for sediment to settle.  The sump should be constructed with an armoured ditch 

block/spillway to the stream with the crest approximately 30 cm lower than the road running surface.  

 
To address the issue of runoff on the running surface delivering sediment to the stream, diversion 

devices built out of rubber conveyor belting should be installed in the running surface at 50 m spacing on 
the grade upslope of the crossing to divert runoff into the ditches. A 30 cm wide strip of conveyor belt is 
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bolted to a 4 inch x 4 inch treated timber that is buried in the running surface at a 20 degree skew with 
approximately 7 cm of belt exposed above the running surface.  Vehicles can drive over the exposed belt 

and it should not be damaged by grading if some care is taken. Cyclists using the road should be warned 
of the locations of these devices.  

 

Roads on the east side of the watershed were also inspected as far as was possible.  No other issues of 
significant risk were identified.  The roads inspected were permanently deactivated (to a 4x4 standard), 

with effective cross ditching and water bars.  The other stream crossings in the area contained little or no 
water at the time of investigation.  There were no signs of sediment movement or slope instability or 

risks to the water quality of Chapman Creek (see Appendix A - Photo 3).  The east side of the watershed 
looked very stable.  The majority of the road on the East side of the watershed is overgrown with Alder 

and is not passable by ATV.  Investigations beyond this point were carried out on foot.  Visibility was 

limited by the dense Alder (see Appendix A - Photo 4). 
 

 

Watershed West Side: 

 

Site 2: Road Junction 
 
Description 

This site is at the intersection of a very steep spur road meeting the Sechelt Dakota Forest Service Road 

on the west side of the watershed (see Appendix A - Photo 5).  The spur road is approximately 800 
metres in length with long unbroken grade and a steep approach to the main road.  There is evidence of 

surface runoff on the road and sediment delivery at the junction.  The distance between the road 
junction and Chapman Creek is approximately 200 metres.  The right-of-way along the Forest Service 

Road (FSR) has been recently logged and had machinery operate on it.  There is a 120 m long slope 
failure on the uphill side of the FSR that is slowly moving down onto the road (see Appendix A - Photo 6).  

Aerial photography shows this road was constructed between September 2006 and September 2009.  

The slope failure looks to be a result of the removal of the tree cover and the presence of machinery. 
 
Potential Response 

A sediment sump should be constructed at the junction to capture any sediment off the spur road and 

reduce the risk of delivery to Chapman Creek.  The sump should be large enough to contain a significant 
amount of ditch flow off this spur road, and allow time for sediment to settle.  The sump should be 

constructed with an armoured ditch block/spillway to a culvert with the crest approximately 30 cm lower 

that the road running surface.  Without adequate ditching and water management, the access beyond 
the junction may be at risk in the future.  It is presumed this road was constructed by Sechelt Community 

Projects Inc. (SCPI) to access timber, since the road is just outside the property line of the AJB 
Investments Ltd. private land, but within the SCPI tenure area. 

 

The slope failure within the right-of-way should be monitored monthly for movement by SCPI.  It remains 
largely vegetated, but with the large second growth removed. 
 
 

Site 3: Bridge and Landslide 1 
 
Description 

The bridge on the Sechelt Dakota FSR was inspected in February 2011 and is tagged with a max rating of 
10 tons (see Appendix A - Photo 7).  This does not represent a risk to water quality in Chapman Creek, 

but will restrict future development beyond the crossing until it is replaced.  
 

There is a recent landslide across the road approximately 4 km from the AJB Investments Ltd. gate.  This 

debris on the road is approximately 30 metres wide and up to 2 metres deep (see Appendix A - Photos 8 
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and 9).  Most of the debris is less than 0.75 metres deep and includes the second growth Cedar and 
Alder.  There does not appear to be a specific cause upslope (e.g. old road, or previous slide).  There is 

no evidence that this current slide deposited any significant volume of debris below the road.  The slide 
currently blocks access to the upper watershed for anything other than foot traffic.  The risk to water 

quality is moderate since there are fine materials that could wash off the road during a rain event and be 

deposited in Chapman Creek approximately 110 metres away.   
   
Potential Response 

This slide occurs in Sechelt Community Projects Inc. tenure area, overlapped by the Western Forest 

Products Ltd. tenure area.  The Ministry of Forests office in Sechelt indicated that between km 14.7 and 
31.2 they have no active road permit, and show no one organization as having maintenance 

responsibilities for the Sechelt Dakota FSR.  This slide effectively blocks access to the upper two thirds of 
the watershed on the west side and should be removed.  The clean-up should take approximately half a 

day with a rubber tire excavator and labourer with a chainsaw.  The work to be done includes removal of 

the debris and soil/gravel off the road, and removal of the downed timber. The 10 ton bridge restriction 
will limit what type of machinery can be brought in to complete the clean-up.  This also means the debris 

will have to be disposed of onsite, rather than trucked offsite.  The total volume of materials is estimated 
to be between 35 and 50 cubic metres. The bridge will need to be replaced if heavier equipment is 

needed to cross. 

 
The slide path above the road should be grass seeded in addition to the repaired road bed immediately 

after the slide is cleared.  The slide path upslope of the road is about 120 metres long by 20 metres wide.  
Because of the steep slope, workers seeding the slide track will have to be very careful. 

 

When the road is cleared and access restored the road bed should be made as wide as possible at this 
point to provide a bench to capture any material that may continue to slide at this location.  The culvert 

at this location will need to be checked for its function, and the cross ditch will have to be restored as 
well.  The lack of a clear cause of the slide may warrant an investigation by a qualified geotechnical 

professional to determine the cause, and propose options for stabilizing the site. 

 
Site 4: Road Next to Chapman Creek  
 
Description 

Site 4 is in Sechelt Community Projects Inc. (SCPI) tenure area.  The FSR is located on the bank of 

Chapman Creek for approximately 60 metres (see Appendix A - Photo 10).  The FSR is built on very large 
boulders and bedrock and appears stable. The running surface materials are coarser with few fines.  

Chapman Creek appears very stable here with moss on the boulders in the creek and bedrock on the 
channel banks, with no evidence of aggradations.  When the road is used in the future, the Alder that is 

established on the bank should be protected to improve bank stability.   
 
Potential Response 

This section of road should be monitored regularly for erosion or signs of other instability. Currently, 
there is no maintenance agreement or road use permit for this section of the FSR. As a result, the 

responsibility for maintenance would likely default to the forest service authority, which is the Ministry of 
Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (MFLNRO).  
 
 

Site 5: Road Surface Erosion 
 
Description 

There is one stretch of the Sechelt Dakota FSR where the grade is up to 19% for approximately 50 
metres (see Appendix A - Photos 11, 12, and 13).  There has been some running surface erosion on the 

steep grade into a cross ditch that has diverted the runoff into the forest and down toward Chapman 
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Creek.  Between the road and Chapman Creek is a very steep side slope (approximately 60%).  Materials 
eroded off the road surface could reach Chapman Creek via this slope. 
 
Potential Response 

Additional water bars should be installed on the steep pitch to reduce the accumulation of runoff in the 
existing water bar.  This short section of road should then be grass seeded to establish vegetation.  

There is a moderate risk to water quality at this point, although the volume of materials deposited would 

likely be low, and have a considerable distance to settle out before reaching the intake.  This site should 
be monitored seasonally for further erosion. 
 
 

Site 6: Slide 2 
 
Description 

This landslide is in an area with scarring and different aged Alder tracks, showing a history of instability.  
The road is blocked by a slide that is approximately 35 metres wide, and up to 1.5 metres deep (see 

Appendix A - Photos 14 and 15).  The slide is composed mainly of gravels and larger glacio-fluvial 
materials.  A quick onsite soil classification revealed coarse textured materials with little silt.  The slide 

originates approximately 200 metres up the slope with the headscarp retrogressing into a stand of large 

second growth trees.  An older adjacent slide is covered with Alder 5-7 cm in diameter, suggesting it has 
been several years since there was movement.  The current slide did not reach Chapman Creek since the 

debris was deposited on the road. There is no space for additional material.  At the slide there is a small 
stream that follows the same draw the slide occurred in.  The stream crosses the road at the north edge 

of the slide debris.  Across the stream there is a log that has a notch cut into it.  The log is holding back 

some water and the notch is acting as a weir.  This was likely used as a water source for some purpose 
during the harvesting of this area.  The stream normally enters a culvert, which is currently blocked, so 

the water flows across the road and then enters its normal channel on the East side of the road. 
 
Potential Response 

This slide track occurs in SCPI. tenure area.  The road at this location has a rock ballast. The slide 

material should be removed and the road cleaned back to this ballast in order to provide the widest 

possible road bench at this location.  The volume of debris is estimated to be 110 cubic metres (35 m x 
0.8m x 4m).  This slide will be more difficult to grass seed than Slide 1 because the slide track is larger 

and steeper but grass should still be established on this slide.  The lower part of the track is filled with 
rocks and boulders, but the upper two thirds is exposed soil that should benefit from some re-vegetation.  

Depending on the extent of the damage, the culvert at this location may need to be replaced.  The road 

bed and cross ditch should be grass seeded when the repairs are complete.  The history of instability at 
this site may warrant an investigation by a qualified Geotechnical professional to determine the cause, 

and propose options for stabilizing the site. 
 
 

Site 7: Slide 3  
 
Description 

Slide 3 is another historical slide (see Appendix A – Photo 16), and there is some evidence of a minor 

slide at the road.  There is rock structure (see Appendix A – Photo 17) along the cut slope of the road in 
a previous attempt to keep the road clear.  This work is quite old and is partially covered by Alder.  The 

slide path is evident for several hundred metres up the slope and shows on aerial photography that it has 

been active for some time.  The Alder and other vegetation at the road and on the lower portion of the 
slide track suggest there has not been any significant movement for several years.  The road crossing at 

the slide is approximately 150 metres up slope from Chapman Creek.  The distance to the creek, and the 
bench like topography of the area below the road, means there is a moderate risk to the water quality of 

Chapman Creek. 
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Potential Response 36 

This slide occurs in SCPI tenure area.  This site should be monitored for movement after significant 

rainfall or snow melt by SCPI.  The small volume of debris on the road should be removed and the 
crossing improved, then reseeded.  The ditch on both approaches should be improved at the same time.  

The historical instability of this site warrants an investigation by a qualified Geotechnical professional to 
determine the cause, and propose options for stabilizing the site. 
 
 

Site 8: Upper Road 
 
Description 

This road is located in Canadian Forest Products Ltd. tenure area.  As per a request from SCRD, this part 

of the road was inspected with a focus on the effectiveness of the restoration work that had been 
completed in the past (see Appendix A - Photos 18 thru 21).  There has been extensive deactivation, full 

rehabilitation, and grass seeding.  This restoration is working well, the grass seeding has been extensive 
and effective, and the cross ditching is well placed, and carrying the flows well.  In some of the cross 

ditching there has been some erosion of the finer materials, but these materials have been captured in 

the channels adjacent to the crossings and do not show up in the lower road crossings.  The crossings on 
the upper road and the ditches in the higher flow areas have been armoured and are intact and 

functioning. 
 
Potential Response 

Once the slide areas have been cleared and access to this part of the watershed restored, this upper road 

should be monitored seasonally for stability. 

 

 
Tetrahedron Park: 
 
 

Site 9: Trail Bridge Crossing 
 
Description 

A sign posted at the trailhead indicates that the bridge across Steele Creek was out at the time of 
investigation (see Appendix A - Photo 22).  The banks of Steele Creek could erode if recreational users 

attempt to cross the creek.   

 
There is a hole in a bridge that crosses Tannis Creek which flows into Grey Creek.  While this is not in the 

Chapman Creek watershed, Grey Creek is a water source for the SCRD.  The hole was approximately 30 
cm by 30 cm in a wooden bridge covered by soil. 
 
Potential Response 

Both of these sites are located within Tetrahedron Provincial Park and would be the responsibility of BC 
Parks.  The SCRD should follow up with BC Parks to ensure these issues are known to them. The foot 

bridge across Steele Creek should be replaced to avoid unnecessary damage to the stream banks and 

increased erosion by recreational users fording the creek. The Tannis Creek foot bridge should be 
assessed to determine its condition and either repaired or replaced. 
 
 

Site 10: SCRD Intake 
 
Description 

Birds have been carrying refuse from the landfill and dropping it in the forest near the intake (see 
Appendix A - Photo 23). Depending upon what this debris is, it could pose a threat to water quality if it is 
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deposited into Chapman Creek upstream of the SCRD intake; or it could interfere with the operation of 
the intake works. 

 
There may be access to the intake by ATVs.  An ATV and truck were heard nearby during the site 

investigation.  Air photo investigation shows potential access to this area coming from the West near the 

landfill.  There is also a mountain bike trail leading to the west off the intake road; known as the MJB trail 
it is identified by a bicycle wheel affixed to a board on a tree. 

 
Potential Response 

SCRD staff should meet with the Landfill operators to improve refuse containment capabilities, or to 
modify landfill operations to reduce the possibility of offsite movement of materials.  Access to Chapman 

Creek at or near the intake should be restricted. The intake and related infrastructure should be enclosed 

within a security fence.  
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Site 1 

 

 
Photo 1 - Crossing 9 

 
Photo 2 - Crossing 9 

 
Photo 3 - East Side Road 

 
Photo 4 - East Side Road 

 
Site 2 
 

 
Photo 5 - Road Junction 

 
Photo 6 - Right of way slip 
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Site 3 
 

 
Photo 7 - Bridge 

 
Photo 8 - Slide 1 

 
Photo 9 - Slide 1 

 

 
Site 4 
 

 
Photo 10 – Site 5 
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Site 5 
 

 
Photo 11 - Surface Erosion 

 
Photo 12 - Surface Erosion 

 
Photo 13 - Surface Erosion 

 

 
Site 6 
 

 
Photo 14 - Slide 2 

 
Photo 15 - Slide 2 
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Site 7 
 

 

 
Photo 16 – Top of Landslide 

 

 
Photo 17 – Rock Structure 

 

Site 8 
 

 
Photo 18 - Upper Road 

 
Photo 19 - Upper Road 

 
Photo 20 - Upper Road 

 
Photo 21 - Upper Road 
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Site 9 

 

 
Photo 22 - Bridge 

 

 
Site 10 
 

 
Photo 23 - Intake Road Garbage 
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Chapman Creek SARP

Hazard and Risk Characterization Table (based on the Triton Assessment Report and further assessment by USL)

Hazard # Triton # Hazard Triton Risk Level

Further Investigation 

or Assessment

USL Field Summary Site 

Reference (if applicable)

USL Updated Risk 

Level Comments

1 1-2 High precipitation and runoff Very High

Office/field 

assessment Site 5, Site 2, Site 1 High

Work completed between Triton Report and 2011 update has reduced potential 

consequences and therefore the risk

2 1-4 Wildlife and birds Very High In-Field High

Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore risk, has not changed; however, 

TWG recommended a downgrade of risk level since hazard is part of natural conditions 

in watershed

3 2-4 Future Forestry activities High In-Field Site 2 Moderate to High Likelihood of future forestry activities may be reduced, thus risk is reduced

4 1-1

Human access to intake structure and 

assessment area Moderate In-Field Site 10 High Access trails more prevalent and so higher risk

5 1-3

High percentage of broadleaved 

vegetation and decaying vegetation Moderate In-Field Low

Natural process within watershed, likelihood high, consequence very low, therefore 

low risk.

6 1-5

Water demand can exceed licensed and 

available quantities during low flow 

periods Moderate Office assessment Moderate Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore risk, has not changed

7 1-9 Wildfires Moderate

Office/field 

assessment Moderate Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore risk, has not changed

8 2-3 Historic forestry activities Moderate In-Field

Site 1 , Site 3, Site 4, Site 5, 

Site 8 Moderate

Sites 4 and 5 roads built for forestry, remedial work has somewhat reduced potential 

consequences, still moderate risk remains from past cut block areas throughout the 

watershed

9 2-5 Future gravel mining activities Moderate In-Field Moderate Likelihood and consequence of hazard, and therefore risk, has not changed

10 2-6 Recreational acitivities Moderate In-Field Site 9, Site 10 Moderate Likelihood still high, consequence is lower

11 1-10 Climate Change Low Office assessment Moderate

Other hazards resulting from potentail climate change have higher risk, therefore 

climate change poses higher risk as well

12 1-6 Lake destratification N/A Not required Low

Changes to Chapman Lake may pose some risk to drinking water quality, quantity, 

therefore risk is applicable; however low

13 1-7 Lake drawdown N/A Not required Low

Changes to Chapman Lake may pose some risk to drinking water quality, quantity, 

therefore risk is applicable; however low

14 1-8 Falling trees and Natural Disasters N/A In-Field Site 3, Site 6, Site 7 Moderate Slides in watershed pose risk to Chapman Creek

15 2-7

Air emissions (non-point source, e.g. 

transportation, residential) N/A Not required Low

Some areas of the watershed may accept air pollutants and may pose some risk to 

drinking water quality, therefore risk is applicable; however low

16 2-8 New ownership of AJB land N/A Not required Low

Applicable risk due to potential for less public control of community watershed; 

however low

17 2-1 Sechelt Landfill No risk Not required Site 10 Low Transport of contaminants, see new hazard below

18 2-2

Stack emissions from Howe Sound Pulp 

and Paper Mill No risk Not required Low

Emissions may pose some risk to drinking water quality, therefore risk is applicable; 

however low

New Hazards

19 N/A

Birds and wind transportation of 

contaminants from landfill N/A In-Field Site 10 Moderate

Contaminant transport into watershed presents high likelihood, low consequence, 

moderate risk 

20 N/A Illegal Dumping in Watershed N/A Office (TWG) Moderate

Contaminant transport into watershed presents high likelihood, low consequence, 

moderate risk 

21 N/A

Water Demand Increase due to 

Development N/A Office (TWG) Moderate

High likelihood of increased development in the future, low consequence, moderate 

risk 

22 N/A

Dam/control structure failure at Chapman 

or Edwards Lake N/A Office (TWG) Unknown Dam Risk Assessment underway by MFLNRO, awaiting results to inform risk level

Note: Initial responses to hazards and risks investigated by USL in the field are included in the Field Summary.  Responses to all hazards and risks have been disussed with the TWG and are included in the draft SARP.
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Resolution 275 12 No. 1 
 
AND THAT the Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan (SARP) be amended to include the 

following changes: 
 

• Add Regional Sustainability Plan (RSP) template to Introduction section of SARP;  

• Add a link to the SCRD Corporate Strategic Plan into the RSP template 

• That the order of icons in the RSP template be tailored to the content of the specific 
document; 

• Section 5 - Table 2, Hazard 3, Action Item 4 - ADD “...manage forestry activities 
accordingly.”  

• Section 5 - Table 2, Hazard 3, Action Item 3 – make “maintain SCRD RU5 Zone, Rural 
Watershed protection” new number (4) on the Action Item list (Also applies to Hazard 4, 
Action Item 3, Hazard 8, Action Item 4)  

• Section 2.1 - Add statement noting the SCRD Board policy of local control of the 
Chapman Creek Watershed.  

• Section 2 - Add wording around the hazard of how lack of control over the watershed 
influences risk. 

• Section 1 – Add definition of a watershed – definition must include reference to 
tributaries and groundwater. 

• Include a reference to groundwater in relation to the Comprehensive Regional Water 
Plan. 

• Section 5 - Table 2 - Hazard 7 - insert “& assessment” after “current inventory...” and 
insert “ensure” after “roads in the watershed”. 

• Section 5 -Table 2 - Hazard 13 - Action Item 1 – add (e.g. avalanches) to end of sentence. 

• Section 5 - Table 2 - Hazard 10 - Action Item 6 - change wording of “ski club” to read 
“Tetrahedron Outdoor Club”. 

• Section 5 - Table 2 - Hazard 19 - ADD new Action Item (no. 9) “Coordinate with the 
Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource 
Operations to develop plan for illegal dumping”.  

• Section 5 - Table 2 - Hazard 19 - Action Item 5 – make “Seek to increase other presence 
from stakeholders or ministry employees if possible (related to Watershed Protection 
Officer from Hazard 4, response 1)” as a new item (no. 6) on Action Item list. 

• Section 4.1.2 – add the following bullet to last list of bullets in this section:  

• Forest cover age and condition  
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Water Meters\08-07-12 ms staff report - meter technology.docx 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 22, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 
FROM: Monte Staats, Engineering Technician 
RE: WATER METERING TECHNOLOGY 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Engineering Technicians report entitled “Water Metering Technology” be 
received for information; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD implement Radio Frequency Technology into the rollout of the 
universal metering program. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 

The following resolution (in part) was adopted at the July 12th, 2012, Regular Board meeting:  
 
276/12 Recommendation No.4  Water Metering Communications    

AND FURTHER THAT a decision on the meter technology for the meter 
system be decided as soon as feasibly possible. 

DISCUSSION 
 
This report provides a background on water meters and discusses water meter technology 
options, health implications associated with Radio Frequency meters, and fiscal implications for 
the Pender Harbour water system in the interim and ultimately for the Regional water system. 
 
Brief Background on Water Meters 
 
A water meter is a device used to measure the volume of water usage from a particular user.  
Typically, water meters, along with their batteries, have a 20 year lifespan.  Installation usually 
occurs in a meter box at the property line or in a building (home or commercial unit).  The 
Sunshine Coast Regional District’s (SCRD) current practice is to install meter boxes at property 
lines.   
 
Meter Reading Technology Options 
 
There are two general meter reading technology options used to collect consumption, diagnostic 
and status data for water users: Touch technology and Radio Frequency (RF) technology.  Both 
technologies are described below followed by metering examples from other water suppliers 
and a brief case study on universal metering in the City of Kamloops.   
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Touch Technology 
 
With Touch technology, water meter data is collected from the meter by physically touching a 
read probe, or wand, in close proximity to a reading coil enclosed within the touchpad.  Once 
the ‘touch’ is made, the probe is triggered to send a signal to the touch module to collect the 
meter data.   
 
Radio Frequency (RF) Technology 
 
With RF technology, data is transmitted via RF pulses (typically, 0.007 seconds every 14 
seconds) using frequency-hopping, spread-spectrum technology, which is a method of 
transmitting radio signals among several frequency channels.  These meters broadcast on 
frequencies at approximately 900 MHz.  For every 24 hour period, a total of 60 seconds of RF is 
transmitted.  Data transmitted by RF can be received by: 
 

Handheld Devices: “walk-by” devices can read meters up to 2 km away (depending on 
line of site) at a maximum speed of approximately 30km per hour.  No vehicle upgrades 
are required.  

 
Mobile Devices: “Drive-By” devices can read meters up to 5 km away at a speed of 
approximately 80km per hour.  These devices require a kit that can be installed into any 
vehicle.   

 
Fixed Networks: Fixed devices are permanently installed at a central location to capture 
meter readings.  This report does not consider fixed network technology due to the 
Sunshine Coast’s challenging topography.  
 

 
Table 1: Meter technology examples from other water suppliers 

 
 

Touch Radio Frequency (RF)  
Town of Gibsons 
Points: 550 
Read time: 6 Person Days 
 
 
Corporation of Delta 
Points: 1500 
Read time: 8 Person Days 
 
 
SCRD 
Points: 130 
Read time: 3 Person Days 
 

Town of Gibsons 
Points: 750 
Read device: Handheld 
Time to read: 3 Hours 
 
Corporation of Delta 
Points: 2000  
Read Device: Mobile 
Read time: 6 Hours (flat topography) 
 
District of West Vancouver 
Points: 13,000 
Read device: Mobile 
Read time: 3 Hours (hillside topography) 
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Case Study – City of Kamloops 
 
The City of Kamloops is currently in the process of implementing universal metering.  Both the 
Touch and RF technologies were considered and the final decision was in favour of the RF 
meters.  One of the factors in the decision to use RF was based on the operational costs to read 
20,000 points (number of meters) quarterly.  City staff estimated the operational costs for the 
Touch to be $200,000 per year, while the estimated operational cost for the RF technology was 
estimated at $5,000 to $10,000 per year.   
 
Health Implications Associated with RF Meters 
 
After reviewing Health Canada’s Safety Code, and related health safety standards from the US 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC), it was concluded that RF water metering 
technology does not pose a health hazard to Sunshine Coast residents as the meters: 
 
 are typically powered by low voltage DC batteries (lithium) as used in households; 
 broadcast intermittently for a total of 60 seconds daily; 
 are located at the property line, far enough from the home and residents as to render 

exposure to RF virtually negligible; and 
 transmit RF far below the Health Canada safety limit.  

 
According to Health Canada’s Safety Code 6, which is a safety code outlining the limits of 
human exposure to RF, the level of electromagnetic energy emitted from RF water meter 
devices is not harmful to humans as exposure will not exceed 6 minutes of constant energy 
absorption.  As stated previously, RF meters broadcast on frequencies at approximately 900 
MHz and for every 24 hour period, a total of 60 seconds (0.007 seconds every 14 seconds) of 
RF is transmitted, which is far less than the acceptable limits outlined by Health Canada.  
Furthermore, many of the RF meters available are from American companies; therefore, those 
devices must also be certified under Part 15.247 of the US Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC), which states that the operation of the device must not cause harmful 
interference nor accept any interference received, including interference that may cause 
undesired operation.  Also, in order to maintain compliance with the FCC requirements, the 
antenna and any radiating elements should be installed to ensure that a minimum separation of 
20cm is maintained from the general population.  As the devices will be situated at property 
lines and below grade, there is no reasonable likelihood for someone being exposed to RF 
levels that exceed Canadian or American regulations. 
 
Fiscal Implications  
 
Capital Costs 
 
The upfront capital cost for the RF meters is estimated at approximately $200 more per unit 
than the Touch meter.  This is a high end estimate based on correspondence from two water 
meter suppliers.  Using the $200 additional cost for RF meters, the total additional cost to install 
RF meters in the Pender Harbour area (approximately 1400 points) is estimated at $280,000.  
Installing RF meters in the Regional Water Service Area (RWSA) (approximately 9000 points) is 
estimated to cost an additional $1.8 million.  With the RF devices a mobile unit (program 
software, car kit etc.) would be recommended and is estimated to cost between $15,000 and 
$40,000 depending on the supplier.  For the purposes of this report, the cost the mobile device 
is not considered a significant influence on the long-term financial implications of the universal 
metering program, and as such, is nominal relative to the full cost of the project. 

109



 - 4 - 

Operational Costs 
 
The time required to read RF meters in the Pender Area is estimated to be a maximum of one 
person day (7 hours), while the time required to read Touch meters is estimated at 15 person 
days.  For the RWSA, it is estimated that it will take 5 person days to read RF meters and 115 
person days to read touch meters.  The estimated time to read touch meters is based on the 
time it currently takes the Town of Gibsons to read their touch meters (approximately 90 meters 
per person day).  Note that the SCRD water service area is more rural in nature and spread out 
than the Gibsons water service area, so read time for touch meters will likely take considerably 
longer.  Refer to the table below for a cost comparison on Touch versus RF.  
 
The cost comparison is based on the following assumptions: 
 
 Labour time will cost $230 per day (7 hours @ $33 per hour & includes benefits) 
 All labour costs are based on 2012 pay rates 
 With Touch meters, an average of 90 points will be read per day  
 With RF meters, an average of 2000 points will be read per day (conservative estimate) 
 Meters will be read quarterly for billing purposes 
 RF Meters will be read using mobile devices 

 
Table 2: Estimated operational cost comparison 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Life Cycle Cost Analysis  
 
Although the total upfront capitol cost for the RF meters is approximately $2.08 million more 
than the touch meters, the total cost (capital and operational) for the RF device over a 20 year 
lifespan is substantially less.  The table below highlights the life time cost savings for RF meters 
using an inflation rate of 1.5% (low end) and 3% (high end).  Note that the cost of fuel and 
vehicle maintenance is not included.  
 
Table 3: Lifecycle cost comparison 
 

Estimated wage 
& benefit annual 

increase 

Lifetime 
operational cost 
(20 years) Touch 

Lifetime 
operational cost 

(20 years) RF 
Difference 

Savings less 
RF Capital 

Costs 
($2.08M) 

1.5% $2.946 Million $136,000 $2.81 Million $730,000 
3% $3.452 Million $160,000 $3.293 Million $1.2 Million 

 Touch Radio Frequency 
Pender Harbour  (1400 points) 
Person Days to Read 15 1 
Quarterly read costs $3450 $230 
Annual Cost  $13,800 $920 
Regional Water Service Area (9000 points) 
Person Days to Read 100 5 
Quarterly read costs $2300 $1150 
Annual Cost $92,000 $4600 
   
Total Annual 
Operational Cost $105,800 $5520 
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Additional Benefits with Radio Frequency Water Meters 
 
Further to the significantly low operational costs associated with RF meters, additional benefits 
include:       
 
 Ability to detect leaks, tampering, and backflow; 
 Opportunity for water managers to monitor usage and collect consumption data on a 

regular basis (i.e. taking monthly readings); 
 Can easily increase reading frequency to obtain more management data; 
 Data can be reconciled and reported on in a more timely manner rather than waiting a 

number of weeks for all meters to be read (i.e. would not be working from dated data)  
 Opportunity to retrofit a vehicle with mobile device so meter reading can be coupled with 

other job duties that require region wide travel on a regular basis; 
 Additional savings on fuel and vehicle maintenance; 
 Fewer green house gas emissions from vehicle travel; 
 Increased safety because the person reading the meter does not have to leave the 

vehicle; and 
 Meter read vehicles using a mobile device are able to travel at marked speed limits while 

reading all meters within range (i.e. will not have to slow down in any areas to read). 
 
Conclusion 
 
This report considers the two main options available for water meter technology to be used in 
the SCRD’s universal metering program: Touch and Radio Frequency (RF).  RF technology is 
more commonly being used by other water suppliers in British Columbia due to low operational 
costs.  Based on the estimated fiscal implications, the total costs (capital and operational) over a 
20 year lifespan for the RF meters is expected to be at least $730,000 less than that of the 
Touch pad.  Furthermore, RF meter’s offer several additional benefits that are not available with 
the Touch Pad.  
 
With the information provided in this report, it is recommended that the SCRD install mobile 
read RF meters in pits at property lines at all water service connections as part of the Universal 
Metering Program for the North Pender area in the interim and ultimately for the entire Regional 
Water System.     
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 21, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  MITIGATION OPTIONS FOR PROJECTED RECYCLING DEFICIT 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Mitigation Options for 
Projected Recycling Deficit” be received; 
 
AND THAT $26,016 in revenue from Prior Year Surplus from Regional Solid Waste 
function (350) be approved to mitigate the projected year end deficit; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT $15,000 currently budgeted in the Regional Recycling Function 
(353) to develop Requests for Proposals for new recycling services be reallocated to 
offset the remaining projected deficit in this function. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following resolution was adopted by the Board at the regular meeting held on July 26, 2012 
(303/12, No. 6): 
 

THAT staff report to the September 2012 Infrastructure Services 
Committee Meeting with a mitigation strategy for the projected 
Year End Deficit. (Solid Waste) 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Staff’s report to the July 26, 2012 meeting of the Corporate & Administrative Services 
Committee included the following year end projection for the tax funded portion of the Regional 
Solid Waste function: 
 

Function Name & Number Regional Solid Waste and Regional Recycling [350 &353] (Tax 
Funded Portion) 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

$40,000 deficit 

Explanation 
 

Actual costs for continued recycling services in Gibsons area 
exceed what was approved in the 2012 budget by 
approximately $5000 per month.  Revenues from sale of 
recyclables are below budget.  These factors are mitigated to 
some extent by under-expenditures in vehicle fuel and 
maintenance.      
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Since this report, Finance staff has confirmed that the prior year surplus was under allocated by 
$26,016 in the Regional Solid Waste budget and the function was overtaxed by this amount.  
Rather than reverse the entry and tax for this portion of the deficit in 2013, it is recommended 
that this be used to offset the deficit projected for this function.  This would reduce the projected 
year end shortfall to approximately $14,000.  In order to mitigate the balance, the following 
options have been identified: 
 

1. Fund the remaining deficit from the zero waste program implementation budget.  This 
budget is funded from Eco Fees and is intended to support implementation of zero 
waste initiatives.  Currently, this budget contains $18,132 in uncommitted funds, with 
an additional contribution of $35,000 from eco-fees budgeted for 2012 (i.e. projected 
balance at year end is approximately $53,000).    

2. Reallocate budget currently set aside for developing RFPs for new resource recovery 
facilities ($15,000) to fund the remaining projected deficit in this function.  This would 
mean that should the Board wish to allocate budget for RFP development in 2013, 
these costs would have to be funded from taxation, the zero waste implementation 
budget or other source. 

3. Do not mitigate the remaining deficit and fund this from taxation as part of the 2013 
budget.  

 
Option 2 is recommended. Should the SCRD wish to proceed with development of recycling 
RFPs in the near future, this could be funded from the zero waste implementation budget. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 7, 2012 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September, 2012 

FROM: Steven Olmstead, GM, Planning and Development 

RE:  LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING IN RURAL AREAS 

  

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the General Manager, Planning & Development report dated August 7, 2012 
regarding liquid waste management planning be received. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At its April 5, 2012 meeting the SCRD Board passed the following Corporate and Administrative 
Services Committee recommendation: 
  

Recommendation No. 8  Liquid Waste Management Plan 

THAT staff include discussion on the issue of liquid waste management in more densely 
settled regions in the rural areas at a future Infrastructure Services Committee meeting. 

BACKGROUND 
 
Consideration of liquid waste management has long been a cornerstone of community planning 
at the SCRD.  Soils mapping was conducted in conjunction with the original Official Community 
Plans for West Howe Sound, Elphinstone, Roberts Creek and Egmont/Pender Harbour.  Soils 
types were analyzed by the regional district’s consulting engineers and recommendations for 
minimum parcel areas for subdivision were developed based on the soil’s long term (25 – 50 
years) capability for onsite sewage disposal.  This information (along with consideration of 
community values and information regarding water supply) was ultimately translated into zoning 
bylaw amendments which in many cases significantly altered the development patterns in rural 
areas of the coast.   
 
In addition to general planning approaches to liquid waste management, several specific issues 
have arisen over the years, including: 

• The potential for unplanned density in rural areas through strata subdivisions 
• Provincial permitting processes that did not reflect local community values, especially 

with respect to ocean sewage outfalls being permitted over SCRD objections 
• Desires at the community level to have effluent treatment standards higher than those 

mandated by the province 
• Consideration of creating service areas for septic tank “pump out bylaws” 
• Issues relating to ongoing maintenance of community septic fields  
• Concern that impacts to marine water quality, recreation, shellfish resources and all 

other uses are occurring from bacteriological contamination and/or eutrophication due to 
permitted sewage discharges 

ANNEX 'H'
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• SCRD option to manage sewage treatment plants when over 22,700 litres per day 
 
 
Liquid Waste Management Plans 
 
Regional districts have the authority under the Environmental Management Act (EMA) to 
develop a Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP) for approval by the Minister of 
Environment.  A LWMP provides opportunity for a community to develop a long-term plan for 
building, financing, and managing its liquid waste infrastructure.  The purpose of a LWMP is to 
accommodate existing or future development with a strategy to ensure the management, 
resource recovery and disposal of treated liquid waste in a manner that is protective of public 
health and the environment.   In addition, it allows local governments to obtain Ministry of 
Environment authorization for reuse and disposal of treated liquid waste to the environment.   
The LWMP forms the implementation plan for the management of liquid waste from collection, 
through treatment and resource recovery, to residual disposal. 
 
Public and stakeholder consultation must be included to ensure that multiple interests have 
been considered and that the LWMP is supported by the community.  A projected 
implementation schedule is generally included; the schedule may be affected by technical 
issues, the pace of development, and the availability of financing.    
 
As preliminary considerations in deciding whether to undertake a LWMP, the Board should 
consider if significant growth and development is planned or anticipated in the area under 
consideration or are there known problems or constraints associated with existing infrastructure. 
Additionally, a LWMP allows for consideration of community-specific solutions to be developed 
and sets a schedule to finance and upgrade infrastructure to ultimately meet the Municipal 
Sewage Regulation requirements. 
 
The Local Government Act and the Community Charter require approval of electors for the 
borrowing of funds necessary to finance any capital works, including wastewater infrastructure.  
The provisions of the Environmental Management Act allow local governments to borrow money 
without the approval of electors for implementation of an approved LWMP; therefore, the public 
consultation process must provide opportunities for elector participation during the development 
and amendment of a plan 
 
A LWMP can also identify and assess opportunities for water conservation, resource recovery 
(e.g. heat recovery), energy efficiency and generation, greenhouse gas emissions reduction, 
climate change adaptation and mitigation. 
 
The Ministry of Environment notes that a LWMP is a significant three stage planning process 
that can be expected to take two to three years to complete.  The LWMP is formally initiated 
with a resolution being passed by the regional district and forwarded to the MoE Regional 
Director together with a staff report providing justification for the process.  A Steering 
Committee, Public Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory Committee are formed to guide 
plan preparation and provide advice.  Extensive public consultation is integral to the LWMP 
process.   
 
SCRD Situation 
 
The Halfmoon Bay LWMP was approved by Board resolution in 2002 but not subsequently 
approved by the Minister of Environment.  Ultimately, the Board adopted the plan by resolution 
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in May, 2006.  The Halfmoon Bay Liquid Waste Management Plan (LWMP) provides guiding 
principles and directions towards the reduction, treatment, utilization and disposal of liquid 
waste. The main guiding principles are as follows: 

• LWMP policies are not to exceed capacity of the environment to assimilate liquid 
waste water and ensure the protection of human health 

• Evaluation of sewage disposal alternatives to take life-cycle, environment and social 
factors into account 

• The LWMP and OCP are to be mutually consistent and supportive 
• The preferred method of liquid waste disposal consists of on-site individual lot 

septic and treatment plant disposal or small community treatment systems utilizing 
land disposal 

• Additional ocean outfalls within the Halfmoon Bay LWMP area are to be prohibited. 
 
The relationship between a community’s OCP and liquid waste management planning is critical.   
A liquid waste management plan should ideally be part of the implementation process of an 
OCP – helping the community achieve the desired land uses and densities in a particular area.   
However, as outlined above, LWMPs also address a variety of issues.  Failing onsite sewage 
disposal systems over a significant area is often a prime impetus for carrying out a LWMP.   
 
SCRD OCP’s contain basic direction for liquid waste management such as policies that future 
LWMPs be undertaken; specifying the location and performance requirements for local 
community sewer systems; and restrict ocean outfalls. 
 
The Halfmoon Bay OCP was amended in 2005 to reference the LWMP and to include policy 
that development should be consistent with the LWMP. 
 
The recently adopted West Howe Sound OCP contains a policy that a Liquid Waste 
Management Plan for the West Howe Sound OCP area should be prepared by the Regional 
District that will provide a comprehensive approach to managing liquid waste reduction, 
treatment, utilization, and disposal.   
 
The new Roberts Creek OCP proposes to allow for modest increased density in the Village 
Core subject to a liquid waste management plan. The proposed policy states that “Before the 
Regional District should consider approving increased density a Liquid Waste Management 
Plan must be completed for the core area.” 
 
The Elphinstone OCP contains specific policies addressing liquid waste management 
approaches but no direct reference to the need to undertake a LWMP.   
 
The 1994 Egmont/Pender Harbour OCP notes that “higher density areas and commercial areas 
such as Madeira Park and Garden Bay will require liquid waste management planning to 
accommodate redevelopment and future growth”.  Adoption of a liquid waste management plan 
for the plan area is an objective of the OCP. 
 
Options for Consideration  
 

1. Pursue LWMPs as recommended in OCPs  
 
LWMPs represent the most formal and comprehensive approach to planning for liquid 
waste management.  There are a number of considerations with respect to LWMPs that 
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may lead the Board to wish to investigate or pursue other options.  The first 
consideration is that the SCRD does not control the outcome of a “formal” LWMP 
process, as approval of the Minister of Environment is required.  The LWMP also may 
have, in practice, a predetermined outcome – installation, extension or upgrading of 
community sewer systems are usually if not always seen by ministry staff as the 
recommended solution to liquid waste management issues.  Creativity is not 
encouraged.  In fact, the ministry refused to approve the Halfmoon Bay LWMP because 
of disagreement with the SCRD on some key directions in that plan.   
 
Where a new or extended community sewer system is going to be needed at some time 
in the future, such as in Madeira Park, Garden Bay or Langdale, consideration of a 
LWMP may be quite appropriate.  The ability to implement a LWMP without referendum 
may in some circumstances be considered advantageous. 
 

2. Preparation of Local Sewage Servicing Strategies 
 

Option 2 would involve preparation of a servicing strategy for all or part of a community 
that has similar scope and addresses the issues considered in a LWMP, but without the 
formal structure, process and approvals.    It is possible that a Local Sewage Servicing 
Strategy could be expanded or “upgraded” to a full LWMP at a later date if expected 
development pressure justified the additional resources necessary.  

 

117



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 13, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 
FROM: Johan Stroman, Community Energy Manager 
RE: ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATION INSTALLATION 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Community Energy Manager’s report entitled “Electric Vehicle Charging 
Station Installation” be received for information; 
 
THAT a report be provided to the Infrastructure Services Committee on costs and 
funding options to support the installation of an electric vehicle charging station at the 
Gibsons and Area Community Centre;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT the SCRD continue to participate with other local governments in 
the development of a Sunshine Coast Electric Vehicle Charging Plan. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On June 1 Fraser Basin Council opened a call for early-bird applications for Electric Vehicle 
(EV) Charging Station installation grants under the Community Charging Infrastructure Fund 
(CCI).  Supported by the Province of BC the $2.7 million fund has been established to support 
the installation of 570 charging stations province wide.  The intent of the Fund is to help support 
uptake and use of clean energy vehicles to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
The SCRD was successful in an application to support installation of two EV charging stations 
at SCRD facilities.  The CCI Fund covers 75% of the cost of the EV charging unit & installation 
up to $4,000 per charger. District of Sechelt was also successful in receiving funding for three 
additional units.  The Town of Gibsons did not apply for funding directly, but is working with the 
SCRD to locate one of the two units at the Gibsons and Area Community Centre.   
Municipalities across BC have applied for this fund.  Many installations were completed in the 
Lower Mainland and Vancouver Island municipalities prior to the CCI Fund.   
 
In addition to the early-bird EV Charging System grant application, a regional Sunshine Coast 
Electric Vehicle Charging Plan is now underway (also funded by the CCI Fund) to help 
determine locations for additional charging units throughout the community.  While the planning 
effort is being lead by the District of Sechelt and its consultant, three local governments (District 
of Sechelt, Town of Gibsons and SCRD) are participating as a project Steering Committee and 
will be supporting public and key stakeholder input to assess the interest in and viability of 
installing up to 11 EV Charging Stations at businesses, public sites and other locations on the 
coast.  Upon successful completion of the plan, the Fund will set aside additional grant moneys 
to support an additional six units (for a total of 11) on the Sunshine Coast (75% funding up to 
$4000 per unit).   
 

ANNEX 'I'
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Results of the planning process will be presented by the Steering Committee to municipal 
Councils and the SCRD Board.  Final decisions regarding installation of EV Charging Stations at 
any public locations identified in the plan, along with funding the 25% portion not covered by the 
grant, can be made through the local government’s annual budgeting process.  Completion of 
the plan does not commit local governments to complete the recommended installations, 
however to be eligible for the 75% funding available through the grant, installations must be 
completed by March 31, 2013. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
At this time, SCRD is participating in development of the Sunshine Coast Electric Vehicle 
Charging Plan, but may proceed with installation of the two units for which funding has already 
been secured.  Stations are typically located to maximize accessibility and visibility while 
minimizing installation costs.  A quick assessment of potential locations revealed SCRD was 
well positioned to support the installation of a system at the Field Road office and at Gibsons 
and Area Community Centre (GACC). The latter is also of interest to the Town of Gibsons.   
 
The Field Road site charging station install is in process at no material cost to SCRD through a 
combination of CCI funding, and a private company’s offer to provide a pro-bono installation. If 
and when the SCRD considers acquiring a fleet electric vehicle, infrastructure will be in place at 
Field Road to support vehicle charging.  
 
Town of Gibsons has provided formal support for an installation at GACC (See Appendix A).  
The GACC site appears ideal in terms of a SCRD operated facility in a high-visibility and high-
use location that is close to other amenities. Site specific installation costs will be reported as 
soon as they are available as well as funding options for the portion of the installation not 
covered by the CCI funds. 
 
Additional sites may be identified through the Sunshine Coast Electric Vehicle Charging Plan 
process. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The CCI Fund covers 75% of the anticipated installation costs (including the EV charging 
system).  For the Field Road location, unfunded costs are being provided pro-bono by a private 
electrical company.. 
 
Location options and potential cost implications for a unit at GACC are currently being 
assessed.    Staff will provide an updated report on the anticipated costs to install the unit and 
funding options for further direction before any work proceeds.  
 
The cost of charging an Electric Vehicle is only a few dollars per charge, or approximately $0.50 
per hour of charging time.  Where stations are installed at SCRD facilities, SCRD will monitor 
electrical costs and options to collect user fees will be assessed.  In the event that usage of the 
stations and associated electrical costs become significant, the units will support collection of 
fees for the electricity consumed.   
 
Participation in the Sunshine Coast Electric Vehicle Charging Plan requires minimal staff time 
as a consultant has been retained to develop the plan.  Overall this project does not represent a 
significant demand on staff time for the SCRD. 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
Supporting installation of EV Charging Systems jointly with local municipalities is a mutually 
beneficial process helping meet several aspects of alternative transportation solutions in our 
communities.  The community benefits in receiving provincially funded infrastructure to 
encourage and support the transition to more electric vehicles regionally. 
 
The planning grant process offers the opportunity to work with local municipalities, businesses 
and other institutions in determining a well-balanced distribution of excellent, accessible 
locations in high visibility, high traffic areas to support uptake of Electric Vehicles on the coast.  
This supports the SCRD’s core commitment to collaborative governance as expressed in its 
Strategic Plan. 
 
In addition to the public input opportunity, the steering committee for the Sunshine Coast 
Electric Vehicle Charging Plan will present the findings for each of the involved local 
governments at the end of the year. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 28, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  CLARIFYING STRATEGIC PLAN ZERO WASTE GOAL 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Clarifying Strategic Plan Zero 
Waste Goal” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the Zero Waste goal included in the SCRD’s Strategic Plan be re-worded as 
follows:  “To reduce the amount of waste disposed of per person by 90% by 2060 relative 
to 2009 levels”. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation (provided below in part) was adopted by resolution of the SCRD 
Board at its regular meeting held July 26, 2012 (303/12, No. 10): 
 

AND THAT staff clarify the “Zero Waste – Goal:  To reduce the amount of waste 
sent to the landfill by 90% by 2060” at the September Infrastructure Committee 
meeting; 

DISCUSSION 
 
The zero waste goal included in the Strategic Plan is to reduce waste sent to landfill by 90% by 
2060.  This goal is based on the long range zero waste vision for 2060 identified in the Regional 
Sustainability Plan (“We Envision”), and refers to a 90% reduction relative to annual waste 
disposal per capita in 2009 (440 kg based on analysis conducted as part of the 2010/2011 Solid 
Waste Management Plan Update).   
 
The shorter term 2016 waste diversion targets identified in the updated Draft Solid Waste 
Management Plan were not incorporated into the goal statement in the Strategic Plan due to the 
fact that two distinct targets are identified in the document depending on the extent to which 
certain recommended programs are implemented over the next four to five years 
 
It is recommended that the wording of this goal in the Strategic Plan be amended to read as 
follows: 
 

“To reduce the amount of waste disposed of per person by 90% by 2060 relative 
to 2009 levels.” 
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  SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 28, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  SECHELT LANDFILL GAS TO ENERGY PROJECT UPDATE 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Sechelt Landfill Gas to 
Energy Project Update” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2008, SCRD was awarded gas tax funds to install an innovative landfill gas collection and 
utilization facility at the Sechelt Landfill.  The project, funded by the Innovation Fund, covers 
100% of eligible capital costs up to $1.08 million.  The funding agreement requires a specific 
scope of work to be completed by June 2014.  The scope of work includes installation of landfill 
gas collection wells, a control plant, external combustion Stirling Cycle engines (near zero 
emissions engines) and infrastructure to connect the system to the grid for resale of electricity to 
BC Hydro.   
 
Since receiving the funding agreement, the manufacturer of the engines specified for this project 
(Stirling Biopower) has undergone a change in ownership and is no longer supplying an engine 
suitable for this project.  No alternative suppliers of this technology are available.  Consequently, 
SCRD is unable to deliver on the original scope of work currently identified in the funding 
agreement.  To date, approximately $78,000 in grant money has been claimed in eligible 
expenses associated with project planning and design. 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the status of the project, particularly with 
respect to alternatives being explored for utilization of the collected landfill gas (LFG). 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In order to proceed with an alternative scope of work to what is approved for funding, a change 
notice describing the amended scope of work must be submitted to UBCM (who administers the 
funding). Once received, the change notice is reviewed by a committee to determine whether or 
not it constitutes a significant change.  If so, the new project description is re-evaluated and 
scored by a management group against those applications that were submitted in competition 
with the SCRD’s original grant application.  Provided the new project description rates as highly 
as the original, a new funding agreement will be issued. 
 
Having investigated a number of utilization options, to date one scenario has been identified as 
having the greatest potential to achieve the innovative requirements of the grant, and to achieve 
the goals of the SCRD while minimizing our exposure to financial risk. 
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Proposed Utilization Scenario 
 
Landfill gas (LFG) would be provided as feedstock to a modular biosolids drying operation, 
which could potentially be located on the landfill property adjacent to the proposed LFG Control 
Plant.  Biosolids would be de-watered to approximately 20% solids at the District’s new 
wastewater treatment facility and trucked to the biosolids drying site at the Sechelt Landfill 
where landfill gas would be used to heat drying beds to achieve a 90% solid residual.  This 
residual would be the responsibility of the District of Sechelt to manage.   
 
Current Status 
 
To date, the SCRD’s landfill engineer has provided an analysis of associated risk factors, cost 
estimates and projected prices for purchase of the landfill gas from SCRD by the municipality 
under both basic and aggressive gas capture design options. The only reason to proceed with 
the aggressive gas collection option would be if the basic option was insufficient to meet the 
demand for gas given the District of Sechelt’s final system design (to be determined based on 
proposals received from design/build proponents).  Cost information on these two options is 
provided in the Fiscal Implications section, below.  This analysis has been shared with Sechelt 
staff.  The intent of this collaborative effort is to inform the District of Sechelt’s RFP process for 
selection of a preferred technology for biosolids stabilization and assist in future negotiations 
between the municipality and the Regional District should both parties determine to move 
forward.   
 
It is our understanding that the District of Sechelt’s project steering committee has 
recommended that the proposed utilization scenario described above be included in the RFP 
package their wastewater and biosolids treatment project as one possible option for proponents 
to consider, however proponents will be invited to propose their own innovative solutions.  The 
RFP package will be reviewed by Sechelt Council on August 29th before it is issued.  The 
District expects to complete the RFP process and confirm the selected technology and 
proponent by the end of October or early November.  Should the landfill gas utilization option be 
selected, SCRD must decide whether to proceed by the end of November in order to allow time 
to reaffirm the funding agreement under a revised scope of work before detailed engineering 
and construction tenders can be prepared. 
   
Fiscal Implications 
 
Estimated financial implications for the landfill gas collection and utilization project given the 
proposed utilization scenario described above are as follows (based on a 20 year life cycle 
assessment): 
 
 Basic Gas Collection System 

Option 
Aggressive Gas Collection 
System Option 

Grant Funding Available $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Capital Cost $1,064,000 $1,365,000 
Balance (unfunded portion) $64,000 $365,000 
Annual O&M $20,000 $20,000 
Break Even Point (required 
revenue - flat rate in $/yr) 

$23,000 $40,000 

Break Even Point (required 
revenue - unit rate in $/GJ) 

$2.65/GJ $4.60/GJ 
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Cost estimates include a 15% allowance for engineering, a 15% allowance for administration 
and a 10% allowance for contingency.  The break even figures represent what the SCRD would 
need to charge the District of Sechelt over a 20 year term (either on a flat annual rate or unit 
rate basis) to cover repayment on any debt incurred to finance the unfunded portion of capital 
costs as well as annual operating and maintenance costs.  On a per GJ basis, these figures are 
considerably lower than current unit rates for natural gas (currently at recent historic lows of 
$6.30/GJ and subject to unpredictable fluctuations).  The break even numbers discussed 
represent a minimum required revenue per unit gas sold and are provided as an indicator of 
project viability.  Actual rates may differ and would be negotiated should the proposed project 
proceed, with the goal being to achieve a substantial savings relative to natural gas prices and 
eliminate the unpredictability of pricing fluctuations. 
 
Additional revenues could be generated from the sale of verifiable greenhouse gas emissions 
reductions resulting from the project, however this would require additional startup and 
operating costs in order to meet verification requirements.  Once it is determined whether there 
is interest in moving ahead with the project, a thorough cost/benefit analysis will be conducted 
to determine if it makes financial sense to develop this revenue stream. 
 
Should the proposed utilization scenario involving the District of Sechelt not proceed for any 
reason, and should SCRD fail to identify a suitable alternative, it may be necessary to consider 
abandoning the landfill gas to energy project.  In this event, SCRD would work closely with the 
UBCM to determine what, if any, financial exposure the SCRD has with respect to the $78,000 
claimed against this project to date.  This is considered a worst-case scenario. 
 
Intergovernmental Implications 
 
Should the project prove a good “fit” for both the SCRD and District of Sechelt, it would provide 
an exciting opportunity to model innovative, collaborative infrastructure development on the 
Sunshine Coast.  This is consistent with the Collaborative Leadership principle enshrined in the 
SCRD’s Strategic Plan.   
 
The project also provides an exciting opportunity to address community emissions reduction 
targets and local government commitments under the BC Climate Action Charter (see 
Sustainability, below). 
 
Sustainability 
This project has the potential to significantly reduce community emissions associated with the 
solid waste sector (represents approximately 7% of total community emissions based on 2007 
data).   
 
These reductions have the potential to also address commitments made by both SCRD and the 
District of Sechelt under the BC Climate Action Charter (the Charter).  Under the Charter, local 
governments have committed to work towards a goal of being carbon neutral with respect to 
their own corporate operations.  To this end, both the District of Sechelt and SCRD have 
completed corporate energy and emissions inventories and reduction plans.  Corporate 
emissions for the District of Sechelt were 340 tonnes CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalents) in 
2009, and 1806 tonnes CO2e for the SCRD in 2008, for a total of 2156 tonnes CO2e in 
emissions per year for both local governments combined.  In order to achieve carbon neutral 
status, organizations must reduce emissions to the extent possible, and then invest in emission 
reductions achieved through other verified projects.  This aspect of the carbon neutral target has 
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been criticized due to concerns over possible “shell games” and investing public funds in distant 
projects do not achieve local benefits.  
  
The Sechelt Landfill Gas to Energy Innovation Project provides an exciting opportunity to 
generate verifiable greenhouse gas reductions locally that are beyond the scope of local 
government corporate emissions and as such would yield greenhouse gas reductions that could 
legitimately be credited towards our respective carbon neutral goals.  Based on our estimates of 
the LFG that would be collected and utilized for the District of Sechelt’s biosolids drying 
operation only, greenhouse gas emissions at the landfill would be reduced by approximately 
2,113 tonnes CO2e per year initially, increasing to 4,225 tonnes CO2e per year in twenty years.  
By the second year of operation, it is estimated that the project could yield greenhouse gas 
reductions sufficient to offset all of both the District of Sechelt’s and Regional District’s annual 
corporate emissions (based on the 2008/9 inventory figures cited above).  Any additional 
reductions achieved over and above this could be then be traded (e.g. through Pacific Carbon 
Trust) as a means of generating additional revenues towards the project should a more 
thorough cost/benefit analysis support this option.  
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DATE:  August 2, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 
FROM: Bryan Shoji, GM Infrastructure Services 
RE: DENDROCLIMATOLOGY STUDY – STREAMFLOW VARIABILITY CHAPMAN CREEK 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the General Manager, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Dendrohydrology 
Study” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following resolution was adopted by the Board at the regular meeting held on July 11, 2012. 
 
Res. 275/12 No. 1  

THAT staff work with Bethany Coulthard, PhD Candidate, University of 
Victoria Tree Ring Laboratory, to provide a report with recommendations 
on how the SCRD could support the dendrohydrology work of the 
University of Victoria.  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Bethany Coulthard was contacted on August 2, 2012, to identify how the SCRD could support 
the work that she is carrying out and how it could be integrated into the SCRD water planning 
processes. 
 
Bethany noted that she does not need any financial support and that the Chapman Creek 
streamflow data that the SCRD provided was all the support that she needed.  The study is part 
of her Ph.D. dissertation that she hopes to have published within a year.  Bethany noted that 
she plans to also prepare a separate report where she will present her research in a manner 
that is constructive for our water management purposes, and asks that we receive and 
comment on the report when available. 

ANNEX 'L'
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DATE:  August 20, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Service 

RE:  SCRD Water Rates and Regulations Amendment Bylaw No. 422.20, 2012 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report concerning Sunshine Coast Regional District Water Rates and 
Regulations Amendment Bylaw No. 422.20, 2012 be received; 
 
AND THAT Bylaw No. 422.20 be forwarded to the Board for three readings and adoption. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As the Egmont Cove water distribution, treatment and storage project is nearing 
completion, the attached bylaw has been drafted in accordance with the petition for 
service. 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX 'M'

128



SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
 

BYLAW NO. 422.20 
 

A bylaw to amend Sunshine Coast Regional District 
Revised Water Rates and Regulations Bylaw No. 422, 1995 

 
 
WHEREAS the Sunshine Coast Regional District, at the request of the property owners, 
constructed the water main and treatment system to provide the Egmont Cove Area with access 
to the Sunshine Coast Regional District water system; 
 
AND WHEREAS Sunshine Coast Regional District Revised Water Rates and Regulations Bylaw 
No. 422, 1995 provides for the recovery of costs for an extension to the system; 
 
NOW THEREFORE in open meeting assembled, the Board of the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District in open meeting assembled enacts as follows: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Sunshine Coast Regional District Water Rates and 

Regulations Amendment Bylaw No. 422.20, 2012”. 
 
2. Sunshine Coast Regional District Revised Water Rates and Regulations Bylaw No. 422, 

1995 is hereby amended as follows: 
 

a) Insert Section 4.9 as follows: 
 
 The owner, or their agent as the case may be, of any property in the Egmont Cove 

Cost Recovery Fee Area as defined in Schedule “F” of this bylaw, shall also pay to 
the Treasurer, at the later of the date that is 30 days after adoption of this bylaw or 
when an application for water connection or building permit is approved, the 
Egmont Cove Cost Recovery Unit Fee(s) as set forth in Schedule “F”.  

 
b) Insert Schedule “F”. 

 
 

READ A FIRST TIME   this    day of   
 
READ A SECOND TIME  this    day of   
   
READ A THIRD TIME   this    day of   
   
ADOPTED    this    day of   
    

 
 
 

      ________________________________ 
      CORPORATE OFFICER 
 

 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
       CHAIR 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
BYLAW NO. 422 
SCHEDULE “F” 

 
 
1. Unit Fee – in this Schedule “Unit Fee” is defined as a fee per dwelling unit being 

connected. 
 
2. Egmont Cost Recovery Unit Fee 
 

Year of Connection Unit Fee 

2012 $4000 
In 2013 and future years interest will be applied at the prime rate and 

compounded annually. 

 
3. Egmont Cost Recovery Unit Fee Area – list of properties subject to unit fee provided for 

in Section 2 of this Schedule (includes additional properties that may be created by 
subdivision of these properties). 

Tax Roll No. Legal Description 
74606697.100 Lot 1, DL 5940, Plan 8476 
74606698.000 Lot 2, DL 5940, Plan 8476 
74606698.100 Lot 3, DL 5940, Plan 11361 
74606698.200 Lot 4, DL 5940, Plan 11361 
74606699.000 DL 5940 
74606787.000 Lot 1, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606788.000 Lot 2, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606791.000 Lot 6, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606792.000 Lot 7, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606793.000 Lot 8, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606802.000 Lot 16, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606802.010 Lot 17, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606802.020 Lot 18, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606799.001 Lot A, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606801.050 Lot B, DL 6256, Plan 10377 
74606794.000 Lot A, DL 6256, Plan 10920 
74606795.000 Lot B, DL 6256, Plan 10920 
74606796.000 Lot C, DL 6256, Plan 10920 
74606803.050 Lot 20, DL 6256, Plan 11163 
74606789.100 Lot D, DL 6256, Plan 15241 
74606789.200 Lot E, DL 6256, Plan 15241 
74606803.010 Lot A, Block 19, DL 6256, Plan 17258 
74606803.020 Lot B, Block 19, DL 6256, Plan 17258 
74606803.030 Lot C, Block 19, DL 6256, Plan 17258 
74606870.005 Lot 1, DL 6591, Plan 16146 
74606870.010 Lot 2, DL 6591, Plan 16146 
74606870.015 Lot 3, DL 6591, Plan 16146 
74606870.020 Lot 4, DL 6591, Plan 16146 
74606870.025 Lot 5, DL 6591, Plan 16146 
74606870.026 Lot A, DL 6591 
74606951.000 DL 6973 
74606967.000 DL 7004 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  August 23, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012  

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE: UBCM POLICY PAPER ON PACKAGING AND PRINTED PAPER PRODUCT 

STEWARDSHIP 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “UBCM Policy Paper on 
Packaging and Printed Paper Product Stewardship” be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following background information is taken from the UBCM Environment 
Committee’s Policy Paper #1 regarding Packaging and Printed Paper Product 
Stewardship (Attachment 1): 
 

In May 2011, the Recycling Regulation was amended to include packaging and 
printed paper. The amendment shifts financial and administrative responsibility 
for managing these materials from local governments to the producers of 
packaging and printed paper (PPP). This transfer of responsibility is intended to 
incent producers of PPP to incorporate environmental considerations in the 
design of their products. 
 
Since the amendment to the Regulation, several local governments have raised  
concerns over what service levels and targets will be included in the program. 
These concerns include, but are not limited to: how the program will work with 
local governments to ensure there is not a decline in service levels; how the 
interface with collection systems under union contracts will be managed; how 
collected materials will be managed; local capacity to manage any increase in 
collected materials; how the program will incent more recyclable packaging; and 
how local governments could be compensated for the capital investments that 
have been made in the existing collection infrastructure. 
 
In response to local government concerns and issues, the UBCM Executive 
approved the creation of a UBCM Packaging and Printed Paper Working Group, 
issued a call for nominations for representatives, and convened the first meeting 
in February 2012.  
 
The Working Group has sought to create recommendations that would advocate 
local government interests and positions, with the intent of having a policy paper 
considered by the membership prior to the producers’ submission of a product 
stewardship plan in November 2012.  

ANNEX 'N'

131



Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 
Regarding UBCM Policy Paper on Packaging and Printed Paper  
Product Stewardship  Page 2 of 2 
 

N:\Infrastructure & Public Works\5260 Infrastructure Reports & Statistics\5260-08 Solid Waste Reports\2012-AUG-23 STAFF RPT 
UBCM Policy Paper on Packaging and Printed Paper Product Stewardship.doc 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The UBCM Environment Committee’s policy paper is provided as Attachment #1, and includes a 
brief executive summary that clearly summarizes the issues and key recommendations 
discussed therein.    
 
The policy paper proposes that the UBCM membership adopt the following key 
recommendations pertaining to the design and implementation of the packaging and 
printed paper product stewardship program: 
 

That producers are responsible for, and have an obligation to, manage 
one hundred percent (100%) of the packaging and printed paper waste in 
British Columbia. This obligation includes an extension of the PPP 
program to the industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) sector within 
three (3) years, as well as local government compensation for the 
management of PPP materials that end up in local government waste 
streams. 
 
That the packaging and printed paper product stewardship program 
provides an equitable level of service between urban and rural areas, and 
that existing levels of service be maintained or exceeded for those local 
governments that have established PPP programs in place. 
 
That local governments be given the right of first refusal for providing 
packaging and printed paper product stewardship services under the new 
PPP program. This option would minimize and/or prevent any disruption to 
existing services, employment contracts, and community expectations. 
 
That the design and implementation of the PPP program seek to minimize 
the program’s environmental impact by eliminating the need for landfilling 
and/or incineration of program materials. 

 
Additional recommendations are proposed in an appendix to the attached policy paper, and are 
intended as a tool for building local government knowledge and capacity to assist in discussions 
and negotiations with producers. 
 
The Environment Committee has requested comments from local governments on the Policy 
Paper by September 4, 2012.  Staff has provided input to the Working Group throughout this 
process and feels that the policy paper adequately addresses many of the concerns previously 
raised by the SCRD with respect to the intended stewardship plan for packaging and printed 
paper.  Should the Board wish to provide further comment at this time, our representative on the 
Working Group (John Craveiro, CRD) has indicated these would be reviewed and given 
consideration even if received shortly after the September 4th deadline.   
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From: Denise Dionne [mailto:ddionne@crd.bc.ca]  
Sent: August-14-12 10:23 AM 
Subject: UBCM Packaging and Printed Paper Policy Paper 
 

Dear Local Government  Members: 

Please find attached  the final draft of the Packaging and Printed Paper (PPP) policy paper , which is 
to be presented at the UBCM Convention in September for consideration and adoption.  The format of 
the report has been changed somewhat from the first version that I sent you. It now contains an 
Executive Summary listing four key recommendations with supplementary recommendations appended 
to the report.  The draft has been reviewed by UBCM Environment committee and the four key 
recommendations contained within the Executive Summary were well  received.  Committee members  
were appreciative that the group had made strong recommendations on the need for compensation, 
equitable coverage, the right of first refusal, and environmental mitigation for both landfilling and 
incineration.  In general, the policy paper addresses the concerns of all local governments to ensure a 
smooth transition to a producer fully funded program.  I would ask  you to now present this final draft to 
your councils/boards and executive staff  for a final review and endorsement.  If you identify any major 
red flag issues, please let me know by August 30th, the latest.  If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please call me 250-361-8169 or by e-mail at jcraveiro@crd.bc.ca  

......Regards...John Craveiro 

 
Denise Dionne, Senior Administrative Secretary 
Environmental Resource Management, Environmental Sustainability 
Capital Regional District | 625 Fisgard Street, Victoria, BC V8W 2S6 
T. 250.360.3084 | F.  250.360.3047 | ddionne@crd.bc.ca | Recycling in the Region 
 
Visit myrecyclopedia.ca - Knowledge you can reuse! 
 
 

 
This e-mail and any attachments are for the use of the intended recipient only and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to 
anyone else. This e-mail and any attachments may be confidential, privileged and/or subject to the Freedom of Information and Protection of 
Privacy Act. If you receive this message in error, please delete all copies and contact the sender. 
 
Thank you. 

 
Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
 

ATTACHMENT '1'
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TO:        UBCM Members 
 
FROM: ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 Director Rhona Martin, Chair 
               Mayor Sharon Gaetz 
               Chair Al Richmond 
               Chair Joe Stanhope 
               Councillor Lorrie Williams 
                
RE: PACKAGING AND PRINTED PAPER 

PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP  

  
POLICY 

PAPER(#1) 
 

2012 UBCM Convention 
 

 
 
1.  DECISION REQUEST 
 
That the paper be endorsed by the UBCM membership. 
 
 
2. PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the policy paper is to: 

• identify key local government issues and concerns with the proposed product 
stewardship program for packaging and printed paper;  

• propose recommendations for resolving potential local government issues with 
the implementation of the packaging and printed paper product stewardship 
program; 

• build local government knowledge and capacity around packaging and printed 
paper product stewardship to assist in negotiations with producers; and  

• support a smooth transition in the responsibility of managing packaging and 
printed paper (PPP) to producers. 

 
 
3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The paper contains the following key recommendations for designing and 
implementing a packaging and printed paper (PPP) product stewardship program: 
 
That producers are responsible for, and have an obligation to, manage one hundred percent 
(100%) of the packaging and printed paper waste in British Columbia.   This obligation includes 
an extension of the PPP program to the industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) sector 
within three (3) years, as well as local government compensation for the management of PPP 
materials that end up in local government waste streams. 
 
That the packaging and printed paper product stewardship program provides an equitable level 
of service between urban and rural areas, and that existing levels of service be maintained or 
exceeded for those local governments that have established PPP programs in place. 
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That local governments be given the right of first refusal for providing packaging and printed 
paper product stewardship services under the new PPP program.  This option would minimize 
and/or prevent any disruption to existing services, employment contracts, and community 
expectations. 
 
That the design and implementation of the PPP program seek to minimize the program’s 
environmental impact by eliminating the need for landfilling and/or incineration of program 
materials. 
 
 
4.  BACKGROUND 
 
In May 2011, the Recycling Regulation was amended to include packaging and printed 
paper.  The amendment shifts financial and administrative responsibility for managing 
these materials from local governments to the producers of packaging and printed 
paper (PPP). This transfer of responsibility is intended to incent producers of PPP to 
incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their products. 
 
The addition of packaging, and to a lesser extent printed paper, is partly in response to 
local government requests.  In particular, the UBCM membership has consistently 
endorsed resolutions calling for the development of strategies to reduce unnecessary 
product packaging, as well as the creation of product stewardship programs for 
packaging (1987-B69; 1990-A14; 1991-B18; 1995-B38; 1997-B11; 1999-B14; 2000-B20; 2004-
B13; 2005-B115; 2006-B29; 2008-B31). Most recently, Resolution 2009-B39 called for all 
packaging to be placed under the BC product stewardship legislation.  When 
considering packaging, the membership has similarly called for the addition of milk 
containers to the Recycling Regulation and the deposit refund system (2011- B38, 2010-
B27). 
 
The product stewardship program will be developed by five (5) key producers, which 
include: the Canada Food and Restaurant Services Association, Retail Council of 
Canada, Canada Newspaper Association, Food and Consumer Producers of Canada, 
and the Canadian Federation of Independent Grocers. The producers are represented 
by Multi Material British Columbia (MMBC), which is a not-for-profit agency 
established under the British Columbia Society Act formed in anticipation of the 
requirement to develop, submit and implement a stewardship plan for packaging and 
printed paper.  MMBC’s intention is to assume the role of a stewardship agency in 
order to discharge the obligations of PPP producers under Schedule 5 of the Recycling 
Regulation.  However, some producers may choose to pursue their product 
stewardship obligations independently, which may impact collection and recycling 
efforts on multiple levels.   
 
Since the amendment to the Regulation, several local governments have raised concerns 
over what service levels and targets will be included in the program.  These concerns 
include, but are not limited to: how the program will work with local governments to 
ensure there is not a decline in service levels; how the interface with collection systems 
under union contracts will be managed; how collected materials will be managed; local 
capacity to manage any increase in collected materials; how the program will incent 
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more recyclable packaging; and how local governments could be compensated for the 
capital investments that have been made in the existing collection infrastructure.  
 
In response to local government concerns and issues, the UBCM Executive approved 
the creation of a UBCM Packaging and Printed Paper Working Group, issued a call for 
nominations for representatives, and convened the first meeting in February 2012. The 
UBCM Packaging and Printed Paper Working Group is designed to provide a voice for 
local government on their expectations of an industry product stewardship program for 
PPP; provide information to build capacity in local government understanding of 
product stewardship as it applies to packaging and printed paper; and build local 
government capacity to effectively negotiate community interests with the producers.   
 
In addition, the Working Group will: act as a forum for discussing local government 
issues, both individual and collective, with the producers; identify relevant issues 
pertinent to the materials/products and scope in the May 2011 amendment that may 
require negotiating with industry; and identify and propose recommendations to the 
producers for resolving potential local government issues with the PPP program 
implementation.  The Working Group is comprised of six appointed local government 
staff representatives from all regions on the province, a UBCM staff representative, a 
representative from the BC Product Stewardship Council, and a Ministry of 
Environment staff member that sits as a subject matter expert on provincial policy and 
regulation.  
 
Throughout the Winter and Spring of 2012, the Working Group met to finalize a terms 
of reference, identify local government concerns, and develop an issues compendium 
that would form the foundation of a policy paper.  Delegations were also received from 
interested stakeholders, and communication materials about the efforts of the Working 
Group were distributed to local government area associations.  The Working Group has 
sought to create recommendations that would advocate local government interests and 
positions, with the intent of having a policy paper considered by the membership prior 
to the producers’ submission of a product stewardship plan in November 2012. 
 
 
5. DISCUSSION 
 
According to the 2007 Environment Action Plan, the provincial framework for any new 
or expanded product stewardship program must contain the following measures: 
 

• be fully funded by the industry, in which the industry is responsible for all costs 
such as collection, transportation, and marketing of materials; 

• maximizes the recovery rate of products from local landfills, with a recovery rate 
of 85% or higher; 

• ensures the broadest choice of options for consumers, including the use of 
deposit refund systems and eco fees; 

• ensures the operation of a mixed collection system, including return to retailer, 
curbside and depots; and 

• links product stewardship programs to local solid waste management planning 
decisions of municipalities and regional districts. 
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The above position on product stewardship was endorsed by the full UBCM 
membership at the 2007 UBCM Convention, and acts as the foundation for discussion 
with the Province on all product stewardship programs, including packaging and 
printed paper.  
 
Upon review of the amended Recycling Regulation, and as a result of Ministry of 
Environment information sessions, local governments have identified several key 
concerns and issues with respect to the new extended producer responsibility programs 
on packaging and printed paper.  These concerns pertain to the scope of the program, 
program design, environmental impact, financial and service provision issues, as well 
as the role of local government. 
 
Program Scope 
 
While recognizing the functionality of focusing on residential collection, several local 
governments have identified concerns over the product stewardship program’s focus 
on residential collection prior to industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) collection. 
Local governments have invested heavily in the infrastructure, marketing and outreach 
of their existing collection and recycling programs, and some are concerned that 
producers may get to capitalize on the costly foundations they have laid.  As such, local 
governments wish to see an expansion of the product stewardship program to the ICI 
sector as soon as possible, following the successful implementation of the program in 
the residential sector.  
 
Local governments have also identified concerns over the seventy-five percent (75%) 
recovery rate identified within the amended Recycling Regulation. To maximize 
recovery rates, the rate should focus on specific material categories as opposed to 
overall packaging composite, and the rate should be applied to each local government 
to ensure equivalency between rural and urban areas.  There is also the recognition that 
in spite of the target recovery rate, producers have an obligation to manage one 
hundred percent (100%) of the packaging and printed paper waste.  This is consistent 
with the product stewardship model within BC where producers are responsible for the 
entire life cycle of products.  In addition, the program should cover all areas that local 
governments are currently servicing. 
 
Program Design 
 
Local governments have identified the need to move beyond simply diverting PPP 
materials from local landfills and incinerators to actively putting in place incentives and 
measures to re-design and re-use packaging and printed paper materials.  There is a 
recognition that in order to move up the pollution prevention hierarchy, the producers 
need to develop market based incentives and/or design requirements for their 
products.  Such measures would diminish the potential for difficult to recycle or non-
recyclable materials to be incinerated and/or landfilled, and would simultaneously 
reduce the carbon footprint of the product by minimizing production, storage, 
collection and transportation costs.   
 
Built-in consultation mechanisms also need to be established with the product 
stewardship program.  Local governments require meaningful consultation, both in 
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terms of time and opportunities, in the design of the PPP stewardship program as well 
as ongoing consultation and feedback mechanisms during the implementation of the 
program.  Based on past experiences with product stewardship programs, local 
governments desire the opportunity to provide input on the program design if product 
stewards are not meeting their stated or expected service delivery levels.  In particular, 
local governments require an enhanced dispute resolution process, whereby they have 
the right to receive compensation for impacted costs if producers are not providing 
adequate service levels that result in materials being sent to local landfills and/or 
incinerators. 
 
More importantly, the product stewardship program should incorporate flexible 
options that local governments can select to best meet the needs and interests of their 
respective communities.  Many local governments throughout BC have established 
collection systems for packaging and printed paper, each with a set of community 
expectations around service levels, as well as associated infrastructure and employment 
contracts.  Some local governments have identified the potential for the product 
stewardship program to impact existing employment contracts, particularly if the 
producers decide to contract out collection services or rely on depots instead of using 
existing local government staff and curbside programs.  Implementing a “one size fits 
all” approach will not yield the greatest results.  To improve the effectiveness of the 
product stewardship program, local governments should have the choice of either 
continuing to deliver services with fair compensation or selecting the producer’s 
contracted services for their communities. In effect, local governments should be given 
the right of first refusal for the provision of services.  Similarly, the product stewardship 
program needs to be integrated with other waste management programs to create 
efficiencies, facilitate maximum recovery rates, and ensure high customer service. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
As stewards of their community, local governments are continuously implementing 
measures to protect the environment and address the impacts of climate change.  Local 
governments believe that the product stewardship program should focus on clear 
environmental protection as opposed to simply the cost impacts on producers.  The 
program should include measures and incentives for redesigning packaging, to ensure 
that the program moves up the pollution prevention hierarchy by eliminating the 
landfilling and/or incineration of collected program materials.  Wherever possible, local 
governments maintain that  producers should be seeking efficiencies within the 
collection, transportation and processing of materials to minimize the carbon footprint 
within affected communities. 
 
Funding 
 
Local governments have identified a wide range of costs associated with both their 
existing curbside collection programs for packaging as well as costs for the successful 
implementation of product stewardship programs.   While British Columbia has a fully 
industry funded model for product stewardship, local governments have 
acknowledged that they have frequently incurred some management costs for existing 
product stewardship programs when materials end up in local waste streams.  In light 
of this experience, local governments require reimbursement for the management of 
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any packaging and printed paper materials that end up in local government waste 
streams, which include garbage, public disposal facilities and illegal dumps. 
Compensation could be determined through standardized and industry funded waste 
audits that determine the amount of materials  local governments handle.  In addition, 
in accordance with the provincial product stewardship model, the producers must be 
responsible for all “hard” and “soft” program costs including collection, transportation, 
processing, and public outreach and education. 
 
Recognizing that the producers may utilize either contracted services or existing local 
government infrastructure and collection programs, local governments have identified 
the need for fair compensation for their assistance in any packaging and printed paper 
product stewardship program.  To date, it is unclear as to whether the producers will be 
providing compensation on a per household or service level basis, and on the level of 
compensation should local governments choose to participate in collection in the future.  
However, local governments maintain that compensation for participating in, or 
assisting with, the product stewardship program should be based on a local 
government’s true operating costs (capital, operation, maintenance, contract 
administration, education and outreach, advertising and disposal costs).  
 
Service Provision 
 
The level of service to be provided under the proposed packaging and printed paper 
product stewardship program emerges as one of the biggest concerns and issues for 
local governments.  Local governments continue to identify service provision challenges 
within existing provincial product stewardship programs, particularly within more 
rural and remote areas. The new PPP extended producer responsibility program should 
ensure that rural and remote areas receive an equitable level of service as their urban 
counterparts so that the additional costs of managing PPP materials are not incurred by 
local governments. 
 
For those local governments that have established PPP programs in place, there is a 
concern that existing service levels and quality of service must be maintained or 
exceeded.   Such local governments have invested significantly in the infrastructure of, 
and public education for, their PPP programs and have established community 
expectations around what constitutes quality service levels.  As such, local governments 
require a seamless transition with the implementation of the new PPP program to 
prevent any disruptions to existing service levels, community expectations, and 
employment contracts.  The latter is particularly important to several local 
governments, as there is concern that the new program could potentially impact 
existing employment contracts, both in terms timing with contract renewal, and with 
the failure to utilize existing union staff in providing the service.  Moreover, there is a 
need for the producers to clarify how the PPP program will fit within existing solid 
waste management plans. 
 
Local Government Role 
 
All local governments will be directly impacted by the implementation of a new 
packaging and printed paper product stewardship program.  However, to date, local 
governments are unclear as to role that local governments will play in managing PPP 
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materials, as well as the level of local government consultation in the design and 
implementation of the program. This lack of clarity extends to whether there will be 
potential partnerships with the producers as well as who has ownership over collected 
packaging and printed materials.  In order to be successfully implemented, the new 
product stewardship program must provide options and opportunities for local 
governments to play an active role in managing PPP.  This structural flexibility is 
required given local government’s current administration of recycling and waste 
diversion programs, existing local government infrastructure, the linkage to solid waste 
management plans, and current community expectations around service levels.   
 
 
 6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
That the following recommendations pertaining to the design and implementation of 
the packaging and printed paper product stewardship program be adopted by the 
UBCM membership. 
 
That producers are responsible for, and have an obligation to, manage one hundred percent 
(100%) of the packaging and printed paper waste in British Columbia.   This obligation includes 
an extension of the PPP program to the industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) sector 
within three (3) years, as well as local government compensation for the management of PPP 
materials that end up in local government waste streams.  
 
That the packaging and printed paper product stewardship program provides an equitable level 
of service between urban and rural areas, and that existing levels of service be maintained or 
exceeded for those local governments that have established PPP programs in place. 
 
That local governments be given the right of first refusal for providing packaging and printed 
paper product stewardship services under the new PPP program.  This option would minimize 
and/or prevent any disruption to existing services, employment contracts, and community 
expectations. 
 
That the design and implementation of the PPP program seek to minimize the program’s 
environmental impact by eliminating the need for landfilling and/or incineration of program 
materials. 
 
That the supplementary recommendations contained within Appendix 1 be adopted as 
a tool for building local government knowledge and capacity to assist in local 
government discussions and negotiations with producers. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Program Scope 
 
That the PPP program be expanded within three years to cover the industrial, 
commercial and institutional (ICI) sector following the successful implementation of the 
program within the residential sector. 
 
That the seventy-five percent (75%) target recovery rate identified in the Recycling 
Regulation apply to specific material categories as opposed to overall packaging 
composite. 
 
That the seventy-five percent (75%) target recovery rate identified in the Recycling 
Regulation apply to each local government to ensure equivalent service levels between 
urban and rural areas. 
 
That the PPP program seeks a recovery rate of eighty-five (85%) or higher, consistent 
with the principles adopted by the UBCM membership in the 2007 Environment Action 
Plan. 
 
That the PPP program include the addition of milk containers to the deposit refund 
system. 
 
That the PPP program apply to all areas that local governments are currently servicing. 
 
Program Design 
 
That producers develop market based incentives and/or design requirements to 
stimulate product redesign and re-use to diminish the potential for materials to be 
incinerated or landfilled. 
 
That material specific targets and performance measures be developed by the producers 
and enforced by the Province. 
 
That local governments be given meaningful consultation opportunities in the design of 
the program as well as ongoing consultative mechanisms during the implementation of 
the program. 
 
That an enhanced dispute resolution process be incorporated into the program, 
whereby local governments have the right to receive compensation for impacted costs if 
producers are not providing adequate service levels that result in materials being sent 
to local landfills and/or incinerators. 
 
That the product stewardship program incorporates flexible and scalable options for 
local government participation in the management of PPP materials. 
 
That local governments be given the right of first refusal for providing packaging and 
printed paper product stewardship services under the new PPP product stewardship 
program. 
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Environmental Impact 
 
That the design and implementation of the PPP program focus on seeking efficiencies 
within the collection, transportation and processing of materials to minimize the carbon 
footprint of the program. 
 
That the product stewardship program include measures and incentives for redesigning 
packaging, which ensures that the program moves up the pollution prevention 
hierarchy by minimizing the landfilling and/or incineration of collected program 
materials. 
 
Funding  
 
That local government compensation for their assistance in, or management of, the 
product stewardship program be based on a local government’s true operating costs. 

 
That local government be compensated for the management of PPP materials that end 
up in local government waste streams, and that standardized and industry funded 
waste audits be conducted to help determine appropriate levels of compensation for 
such management. 
 
That the product stewardship program be fully funded by industry, in which producers 
are responsible for all costs associated with the management of PPP materials including, 
but not limited to collection, transportation, processing, public outreach and education. 
 
That local governments receive compensation for continued education and outreach 
activities following the implementation of the product stewardship program.  
 
Service Provision 
 
That rural and remote areas receive an equitable level of service as their urban 
counterparts under the PPP product stewardship program. 
 
That existing service levels and quality of service be maintained or exceeded for those 
local governments that have established PPP programs in place. 
 
That the implementation of the program seeks to provide a seamless transition for those  
local governments with established PPP programs, in order to minimize and/or 
prevent any disruptions to existing services, employment contracts, and community 
expectations. 
 
Role of Local Government 
 
That local governments be provided the option and opportunity to play an active role in 
the management of packaging and printed paper under the product stewardship 
program. 
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That the PPP program incorporate meaningful consultation opportunities in the design 
of the program as well as ongoing consultative mechanisms during the implementation 
of the program. 
 
That local governments explore the creation of a local government product stewardship 
agency that would facilitate active engagement, and negotiation with, all product 
stewards on existing and new product stewardship programs. 
 
 
 

143



SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: August 20, 2012 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – September 6, 2012 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR JULY AND AUGUST 2012 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Monthly Report for 
July and August 2012” be received.    
 
 
BACKGROUND 
This report is prepared monthly as information for the Infrastructure Services Committee. 
 
UTILITIES DIVISION 
 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT  
In July the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 632,273m3, a 1.8% decrease 
from the five year average.  
 
WASTE WATER 
 

YMCA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM 
 

Director Turnbull, CAO France, Bryan Shoji, and Dave Crosby met with representatives from the 
YMCA on June 19, 2012, to discuss the ownership and operation arrangements of the recently 
commissioned wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) on the Camp Elphinstone property in 
Langdale.  The YMCA noted that they are prepared to follow SCRD bylaw and policy processes 
and will work with the SCRD to transfer ownership and provide legal rights-of-way for the new 
WWTF.  The YMCA was also receptive to working with the SCRD on a trial basis to determine if 
there is adequate interim capacity to connect the Langdale Subdivision effluent into the YMCA 
plant, subject to working out an agreement.   

 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
In July 36 water meters were installed a 90% increase from our monthly average of 19 due to 
Capital construction. 
   
CAPITAL WORKS 
• The water mains replacement project in West Sechelt is 95% complete. 

 
• The water main replacement on Forbes Road is 50% complete. 
 

ANNEX 'O'
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SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 
 

COMMUNITY ENERGY AND EMISSIONS PLAN 
 
• Funding was secured to support installation of electric vehicle charging units (refer to staff 

report). 
 
 

• Community Energy and Emissions Plan Review work is underway, including analysis of recently 
released Community Energy and Emissions Inventory data from the Province, MK Jaccard 
energy and emissions modeling tool and progress review from local government reports. 
 

• Collaborated with Capital Regional District to develop Climate Action Kit (Library Energy 
Efficiency Kits) user guide and kit contents.  A launch event date for the resource has been 
tentatively set at Gibsons Public Library on Saturday October 6th from 1 to 4pm. 
 

• Detailed Field Road re-lamping and HVAC assessments were completed in July and steps to 
initiate re-lamping RFP are underway.   

• Final Renewable Energy Atlas document revisions are underway. 
 

CONSERVATION 
 
• Events attended: Sechelt Night Markets, Sea Cavalcade, Canada Day,  Halfmoon Bay Fair, and 

Garlic Festival 
 

• Monitoring sprinkling for compliance with regulations and issuing warnings – nine warnings in 
July, three warnings and one ticket in August 
 

• Communicated (via direct mailout) the September 14th deadline for participating in the 
Bathroom Fixture Replacement Program to Pender Harbour water customers  
 

• Commenced the “soft” start for the Pender Harbour Water Meter campaign; this included 
meeting with key contacts in the community to receive feedback on the information campaign 
plan, preparing front end staff for inquiries and attending high traffic areas of Pender Harbour to 
provide information to the public. 
 

 
• Updating the list of eligible toilets for the Toilet Rebate Program via MaP testing 
 

 
 

• Completing updates to the Waterwise Gardening brochure (available on the SCRD website) 
 
SOLID WASTE 
 
• The Sechelt Landfill received 1,402 tonnes in July, a 6% decrease from July last year.  Year to 

date there has been a 3% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 2011 and a 
10% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 2010.  Landfill diversion YTD is 
44%.   
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• The Pender Harbour Landfill received 219 tonnes of material in July, a 15% decrease from July 

last year.  Year to date there has been a 7% decrease in tonnage received from the same 
period in 2011 and a 15% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 2010.   Landfill 
diversion YTD is 51%. 

 
Note:  Landfill diversion does not represent regional diversion; it is strictly material that is 
diverted at the landfill site. 

 
TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 
 

TRANSIT 
 

• Changes to BC Ferries schedules that typically occur in May, June, September and October 
have resulted in considerable effort to coordinate bus schedules.  In addition the September 
bus schedule included an expansion of mid-day service in conjunction with a reorientation of 
service to make it more consistent.  This effort to simplify the service design will be 
completed in the October 9, 2012 schedule where bus trips between Sechelt and Langdale 
will be consistently either express trips or local.  The September 4th and October 9th changes 
represent a significant step forward in making the service more attractive to the public by 
reducing the apprehension that can occur when a passenger does not know what specific 
route a bus will take. 

 
• The Manager of Transit and Ports and the Manager of Transportation and Facilities assisted 

with the loading of buses following the Sea Cavalcade fireworks on July 28, 2012.  Three 
buses that included additional shuttle trips to Roberts Creek Store carried in excess of 200 
people, mostly youths.  Some trips both into Gibsons and leaving after the fireworks were 
over-crowded.  In the future there will likely be a need for extra buses and more security to 
assist drivers to control the people on the bus.   

 
PORTS 
 

• The completion of the Gambier Harbour float that is scheduled for late August was delayed 
from 2011 due to construction issues.  Staff did considerable work with the vendor on the 
design because we hope to use this as a template for other floats including the planned 
replacement of the West Bay float in the fall. 

 
• Staff are beginning the process of power washing some docks including Halfmoon Bay, 

West Bay and Hopkins Landing.  This is a critical element in our efforts to minimize the long 
term maintenance costs of the docks. 

 
FLEET SERVICES  

 
The anticipated replacement of the small transit buses in the fall of 2012 has been delayed until the 
Spring of 2013.   
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
SOLID WASTE PLAN MONITORING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

MINUTES - MEETING #4 - JUNE 21, 2012 
 
  

 
MINUTES FROM THE MEETING OF THE PLAN MONITORING ADVISORY COMMITTEE HELD IN THE 

CEDAR ROOM OF THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT OFFICES AT 1975 FIELD ROAD, 

SECHELT, BC. 

 

 

PRESENT: Chair Brian Sadler 

   Ed Lands 

   Khalid Jasim 

   Greg Foss 

   Joe Harrison 

   Jeff Collins (in part) 

   Jim Cleghorn 

ALSO PRESENT: Manager of Sustainable Services Dion Whyte 

 SCRD Board Frank Mauro (in part) 

 Recording Secretary Sonja Mackenzie 

 Public 1 

ABSENT:   Fran Diamond 

   Phillip Strain 

 Ministry of Environment Ashley Smith 

       
 
Commence:  1:02pm 
  

1.  Adoption of Agenda 

Move item #4 to be addressed after Item #5, due to the expected late arrival of the 
sponsoring member.  Agenda adopted as amended. 
 

2.  Minutes from May 17, 2012 - Meeting #3 

Minutes adopted as submitted to the Infrastructure Services Committee (ISC). 
 

3.  
Business Arising from the minutes  

The Chair reviewed the recommendations made to the ISC, and what the changes to 
those recommendations were (ref. Annex B of agenda package).  Members were satisfied with 
these changes. 

ANNEX 'P'
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5. 

Report from the 2012 Recycling Council of BC Conference 

Jeff Collins gave an overview of his report to the group, per the attached report. 

Jim Cleghorn arrived – 1:16pm 

 

 
4.  Suggested amendments to some specific wording in the Solid Waste Management Plan 

 
The sections that Jim Cleghorn felt should not be in the SWMP (SWMP Final Draft Report - 

page 4 ‘True Cost Accounting’ and ‘Ending Tax Payer Subsidies for Wasteful and Polluting Industries’) are 
items that are more of a global nature, rather than local.  If taken literally, including these 
sections in the SWMP could cause a great deal of difficulty for future business if they 
become “gospel”. 
 
The group would like to review the paragraphs, and consider potential modifications to 
the ISC in the form of a recommendation, at the next meeting.  The original request from 
this member was sent to the Chair via email on May 16, 2012.  Members can request to 
receive this document from the recording secretary. 

 

Director Mauro arrived 1:59pm 

 
6. 

Pender Harbour Landfill and G.R.I.P.S. Facility Tour – June 9, 2012 

Both Ashley Smith (Ministry of Environment) and Director Mauro indicated (separately) to 
the PMAC Chair that they applaud this group’s efforts in organizing a tour like this.  The 
GRIPS Board was very pleased with this tour as well. 

Members felt that this was helpful in the decision making that is done around this table.  
The lower and middle Sunshine Coast are to be toured as well, and the group was polled 
as to whether these tours are to be conducted in the summer months.  The group 
consensus is to have these tours in the summer months.  It is to be determined if one or 
two tours will be required to visit all of the lower Sunshine Coast facilities.  The Chair will 
coordinate tours with committee members. 

 
Due to several factors, the Chair suggested that further discussion of this visit be 
deferred to the next meeting.  Allotted time for this meeting was running out; there were 
two important items remaining on the Agenda; one visiting member was unavoidably 
absent; and, projected visits to waste management facilities in the other two sub-regions 
would probably allow for relative comparisons of various methodologies and function, 
thereby enhancing the members' views for a later discussion. 
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7. 

PMAC work plan for 2012 

Dion Whyte handed out a draft framework for PMAC’s annual report on implementation 
of the SWMP as recommended by the committee at it’s previous meeting..  The Chair 
confirmed that the audience for this annual report is the Infrastructure Services 
Committee but that it should be done in a form so as to be distributed to the Ministry of 
Environment and the general public.  The group reviewed the draft framework and 
approved it without changes. 

The draft framework is as follows: 
 

Section 1 – What is the Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) 

 

Section 2 – Role of the PMAC 

 

Section 3 – Solid Waste Reduction and Disposal Performance 

 

Section 4 – Status of SWMP Implementation 

 

Proposed Summary Matrix Headings (modified from Capital Regional District report structure) 

   

SWMP Action Current Status Next Steps Associated Performance Measure  

 

 

 

   

 

Section 5 – Recommendations for Improving SWMP Implementation 

 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
 
 

8. 
Conflict of Interest 

The Chair raised the issue of potential conflict of interest with the PMAC and provided 
members with a copy of Division 6 of the Community Charter for their reference.  
Members indicated that if an issue arose that could potentially be a conflict of interest, 
he/she would recuse themselves from the discussion.  It was also agreed that if a 
committee member assumed a financial interest that could present the perception of a 
conflict of interest within the committee that they would disclose said interest to the rest 
of the PMAC members. 

 

9. 
Ideas or Issues from Members deserving consideration by PMAC 

Deferred. 

 

 

NEXT MEETING:  September 13, 2012 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT:    3:12pm 
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A report on the Recycle Council of BC’s 38th Annual Conference at Whistler 
Recovering Resources; Re-inventing Recycling – May 23 -25, 2012.
From notes taken during the event by Jeff Collins for PMAC and the SCRD

Pertinent Value Score [PVS] is simply my opinion expressed from 1 to 5

May 23rd – Opening ceremony with Brackendale school choir singing about endangered species.

Environment Minister Terry Lake was introduced to 300 attendees by RCBC CEO, Brock 
Macdonald. Minister Lake’s short talk was well received as he is well informed and up to date. 

Session #1 – Community Based Reduction
- Greg Moore, Chair of Metro Vancouver and Mayor of Port Coquitlam spoke about the challenges of 
dealing with 2.2 million tones of waste from the area. Greg is working to harmonize the efforts of 
Canadian cities through a new agency, the National Zero Waste Marketing Council. The NZWMC’s 
message is “Sustainable Materials Management”. Greg is encouraged by the recent move by San 
Francisco to push statewide Extended Producer Responsibility [EPR] which would compel changes in 
product design. Greg also mentioned that the, usually hidden, Environmental Handling Charge [EHC] 
for all EPR should reflect sustainability and act as an incentive. [PVS = 3]

- Mark Rowlands of EBA consulting spoke on Activating Waste Reduction at Municipal Facilities.
EBA is tasked with a comprehensive reduction plan for Vancouver’s public spaces and buildings. This 
would entail working with the comprehensive audit to create site specific compost facilities, color 
coded recovery bins, incentives for resource management, cash back for reductions in waste going to 
landfill or incineration. This includes all public properties from cultural centers to fire halls and an 
ambitious target of a 50% reduction of current waste by 2020. I questioned Mark as to why the 
libraries are currently the top wasters. [PVS = 2]

- Barbara McConnell is an education and promotion specialist and spoke to us on the Harnessing of 
Mobile Technology. As the trend now is to use mobile devices for most of our information needs it is 
time to create local “apps” for Solid Waste Reduction. I did not question Barbs stat of 5 billion smart 
phones now in use. [PVS = 1]

Session #2 – Economic Environment 
- Monica Kosmak works for the City of Vancouver and is a driving force for the “Greenest City” 
initiative. Current projects include collecting food scraps from 100,000 homes, testing the correct bins 
for apartments and multi family which have always been a challenge, promoting de-construction and 
it’s 30% cost savings when materials are sold, using ‘Eco Fees’ and deposits acquired by city 
facilities to sponsor Greenest City grant and supporting “Tool Libraries” which reduce disposal while 
helping neighborhoods. [PVS = 3]

- Ralph Wells of the University Neighborhood Association presented his program for UBC’s 8000 
residents to have access and use the UNA’s compost system. Residents are presently composting 
only 7% of material available. The Wright Environmental ‘In Vessel’ compost system is fed by UNA 
bins which are cleaned before swapping them out. Their goal is to get 70% recovery and they are 
going after ‘E Waste’ next. [PVS = 2]
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- Cameron Baughen works for the Regional District of Okanogan Similkameen and was challenged 
by his employer to start and run a compost education program without spending any money. Using 
‘open source’ information “All Things Organics”, Cameron developed a 3 tier stacking worm bin 
system using materials from the waste stream. The 20 liter pails, complete with some landscape cloth 
and a yogurt tub drainage catchments are assembled by the local community garden folks. This 
garden group also supplies the necessary education to purchasers and for this they receive the $25 
from the sale of each unit. They have had no complaints from the 75 units sold. The program is now 
headed for the areas schools as an educational program. [PVS = 3]

- Craig Foster with the Canadian Plastics Industry Association [CPIA] developed and ran a 
program in Langley BC to gather data on separating plastic film and poly styrene using CPIA 
collection bags to separate these target items in Langley’s single stream collection system. The “Blue 
Plus Two” pilot supplied 800 homes with their test kit including some neighborhoods with fewer bags 
than needed for the six week program. The program just ended so no data is available yet. Craig 
admitted the data is to improve the marketing of ‘single stream’ collection ahead of this years role out 
of the EPR for Printed Paper and Packaging. [PVS = 1]

Session #3 – Rebuilding the Future Through Yesterdays Resources;
- Dr Dan Knapp and Mary-Lou Van Deventer of Urban Ore in Berkley California started as landfill 
salvagers many years ago and have grown to 38 employees operating a ‘Materials Recovery 
Enterprise’ in several locations. Urban Ore’s main facility has a 30,000 square foot building in a highly 
visible location where they sell everything from clothes to doors to the public or accept materials 
dropped off. They send crews out to salvage by request or dispatch them to Transfer Stations. Urban 
Ore will purchase some materials as they can turn a profit while saving disposal. Income sharing at 
9.5% is distributed equally to all employees who also enjoy a health plan, paid holidays, twice per 
annum profit sharing and a $15 per ton salvage pick up incentive. One of the results of their success 
is the 300 businesses that now depend on them and the design of 25 facilities for other communities. 
Some words of wisdom from Urban Ore are; End the Age of Waste, Design Transfer Stations to allow 
‘Re-use’, Have a flow chart for people to learn the ‘Highest and Best Use’ for everything, Change 
language from Waste to Resource and from Garbage to Discards, Planet First - People Second - 
Profit Necessary and lastly ‘Don’t do Miracles – Do Business’.  [PVS = 3.5]

- Understanding Reuse and Recycling Markets. Metro Vancouver’s Paul Henderson had his 
presentation covered by deputy manager Dennis. Metro is now focused on supporting Non Profits to 
reduce waste generation and stimulate market development. They currently support Planet LoCo for 
building materials, EBA and Cascadia for recycling and Select Six for carpets, glass, paper and 
electronics. Metro deals with 1.3 million tones of residuals and are claiming 50% of that as recycled.
The main opportunity is still paper. Carpets are next on their list as Nylon has a good market, PET 
carpet competes for market with pop bottles and Polypropylene has no market. Metro depends on 
EPR and is noticing changes in product design such as CRTC screens shifting to flat screens which 
means more plastics and less metals. Other stats from Metro; A 43% reduction in Paper generation 
affects their economics as they are still dealing with 400,000 tonnes of paper which now goes to Asia. 
Markets for plastics are improving as demand increases in Asia although mixed plastics only receive 
$50/MT, Metro has an over abundance of Organics and would also like to see EPR for Carpets next. 
[PVS – 2]
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- Vancouver Tool Lending Library – Chris Diplock Chris offered a ‘model for collective resources’. 
The VTTL asks a $20 membership and a $30 annual fee to use their facility which lends out tools for 
5 days before an overdue charge is applied. The library has been open for 10 months in East Van 
and has 315 members with access to 700 tools. The 2839 check outs are attributed to 80% males. 
The tools are 77% donated and retirees volunteer to maintain them. Chris encourages us to “Find the 
Sweet Spot between Purpose and Profit” and start a sharing enterprise for tools, cars, sports 
equipment or whatever. To get inspiration we are asked to read the book “What’s Mine is Yours" - 
"The Rise of Collaborative Consumption” by Rachel Botswan and change please change our thinking 
from pride of ownership to the older ethic of sharing. VTTL will be grant free in year three. [see also 
‘sharable.net’]    [ PVS = 3.5]

Session #4; Rethinking Resource Recovery Parks – Remodel, Remanufacture, Reuse and Resale.
- Model for Green Hubs – Jeff Malgrem spoke to us on the Social Enterprise of developing ‘Green 
Districts’ within our areas. This is the idea of Green Hubs involved in ‘de-materialization’ and recovery 
of resources in specific neighborhoods that use co operative labor pools and has a broad scope of 
sustainable goals. These can include Community Gardens c/w Composting, Free Stores, Repair 
Cafes, Vehicle co ops and Co Worker Pools. The Hub will become known as a source for sustainable 
enterprises and the ‘Co Worker’ model overcomes the economies of scale that is a common stopper. 
The Netherlands are leaders in sponsoring co operatives like the Repair Café. Jeff’s bottom line is 
“The throw away culture must change and the repair of goods is a start.” He also suggests that free 
stores must manage risk and should supply education. [PVS = 3]

-  Green Hub Synergies – Louise Schwartz of Recycling Alternative presented on the importance of 
joining with other Non Profits for mutual support and economies of scale. This approach morphs into 
Green Zones which can collaborate on equipment, administrative functions and work under simple 
protocols. The ‘Food Scrap Drop Spots’ Lo Co Deconstruction, Vancouver Bio Diesel, and OSF are 
examples of Collaborative Protocols at work. Some important benefits are keeping materials close to 
the generation point, creating local jobs, generating community and creating a new model for 
sustainable living. [PVS = 3]

- Neighborhood Waste Reduction Programs – Sophie Abonkhese gave a very professional talk on 
her involvement in the Strathcona Business Improvement Association. Strathcona is one of 22 
Business Improvement Associations [BIA] in the Lower Mainland. The Strathcona BIA has developed 
a ‘Green Zone’ which operates a resource exchange, pilots a compost facility, generates green jobs, 
published a ‘how to’ brochure on ‘Micro Waste Diversion’ and is working with UBC to develop a 
neighborhood scale ‘In Vessel Digester’ for organics as they are now processing 900kg per week. A 
60 page ‘how to’ kit for starting a BIA is available upon request. [PVS = 4]

Bylaws to Boost Recycling – Malcomb Brody chairs the Solid Waste Committee for Metro 
Vancouver and is a proponent of creating bylaws to facilitate more Recovery. Currently Metro deals 
with 230,000 tonnes of Demolition Waste. The action plan has Recovery Standards spelled out on 
demolition permits, requirements for Hazardous Materials reports, Naming the licensed facilities used 
and Refunds for compliance. Some of this years stats include; 547 building permits applied for, 1056 
renovation permits, 240 demolition permits all having access to 18 licensed facilities. A concern is the 
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onset of recently labeled Hazardous Waste materials which may encourage contractors to seek 
alternative disposal options. Metro’s goal is to achieve 80% diversion by the year 2020. [PVS = 2]

Session #5 – Packaging and Printed Paper EPR. 
-David Ranson is the Executive Director of Environmental Standards Branch at the BC MOE. 
David spoke to us on the diverse groups involved in this process and what their tasks are. Some of 
the major players include the Retail Counsel of Canada, the Federation of Independent Grocers of 
Canada. The BC Government had received 16 resolutions from municipalities through the Union of 
BC Municipalities [UBCM] and is now working with the Canadian Ministers of the Environment as 
well. The ministry is expecting a plan delivered to them by November 19 th and implementation by May 
19, 2012. The industry agency formed to deliver PPP is Multi Material BC [MMBC] and is headed by 
Allen Langdon. Allen is currently doing industry consultation and is aware that Section 5 of the 
Recycling Regulation requirements for approval include; Performance Measures, Recovery Rates, 
Collection Systems, Public Awareness methods, System Costs, Consultation Parameters, Dispute 
Resolution Mechanisms and  Life Cycle Management Objectives. A final note from David was that the 
ministry awaits a first draft, does not encourage ‘Waste to Energy’ but does emphasize the 3Rs 
Hierarchy. [PVS = 3]

-  Lessons from the EU; EPR for Printed Paper and Packaging in Belgium – 
- Steven Boussemaere, director of Fost Plus which is a ‘Not for Profit’ federal agency, spoke to us 
about their successful approach to EPR in Belgium. They currently have 92% recovery of household 
paper and packaging from 589 municipalities of Flanders, Brussels and Wallonia. PPP generation of 
approximately 350kg per person, per annum adds up to 826 thousand tonnes of household material 
or about 15% of household waste by weight. Fost Plus as a national, legal entity has 100% of its 
costs covered by industry. Municipalities have a choice to use their own collection or not. About half 
of the municipalities chose to use Fost Plus who then contract out the work stressing quality. The 
Ministry approves every contract through the Inter-Regional Packaging Commission who also 
communicates with industry. Only 5 members of industry are responsible for 90% of packaging. The 
collection model has become universal with some basic principals. IE: The consumer sorts, Quality 
assurance at each step, only collect recyclables, Bonus for quality deliveries and ongoing consumer 
education. As 25 different materials enter 3 streams [glass, cardboard and blue bag] it is important to 
have source separation and every household is supplied with a collection calendar. Everything from 
collection and sorting to trucking is audited on a regular basis. Out of home events such as schools, 
sports and other events, offices and public transportation are included in their programs. Fost Plus 
offer an alternative packaging kit complete with Life Cycle Assessments [LCA] to help industry avoid 
the 430euro disposal price tag on non recyclable packaging. One half of FPs costs are now covered 
by sales of material collected by the 5233 contractors. A small fraction of revenue is sent to each 
community for ‘out of home’ solutions. Industry is happy with the single agency approach and the cost 
allocations for various material types that PS calculates.       [PVS – 4]

- Session #6 – Panel Discussion for Packaging and Printed Paper. The panel included Allan 
Langdon from the Retail Counsel of Canada and MMBC, Stacey Barker from the Fraser Valley RD is 
on the UBCM-PPP Working group and Daniel Lantz with the Waste Management Association of BC 
who are, for the most part, haulers and processors. For brevity I note the panel’s answers only.
- From UBCM’s perspective EPR must be fully funded by industry and target 85% recovery.
- A broad choice of options should be offered with more input from local governments now.
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- There are 6 staff from various RDs on the Working Group and several EPR council members.
- Goals include adequate rural service, fair compensation and lots of educational support.
- Waste Management Association can supply ‘real time data’ and promotes “design for recycle”
- The plan is to use “Blue Box” where it exists and costs will be imbedded in product price.
- Multi Stream can work as Maple Ridge has 6 streams. 
- Offer incentives for clean collection, distinguish ICI from Residential & contract with the processors.
- Stewards may be able to initiate Landfill Bans. Ownership of material goes with acceptee.
- Events are now classified as ICI and need better receptacle design.
- Street Scape offer special challenges as do Multi Family residents.
- Light weighting of packaging costs collectors money as more units are required per tonne. [PVS = 3]

Session #7 – EPR General Notes.
- Catherine Shaw of First Alert, a fire safety device company, talked about their voluntary program 
to recover their ‘end of life’ smoke alarms and security alarms. They will pay the freight on the units 
returned to retailers that sell their product. All units are sent to Juarez Mexico for recycling where the 
processor is subject to audits by a 3rd party. It should be noted that this voluntary program is for First 
Alert products only and I do not consider it real EPR.    [PVS = 1]
- Clark Chow spoke on Economic Opportunities from the Tire Stewardship Program. Clark’s 
company, Plascon, works with Western Rubber and has developed injection molding of rubber 
crumb with plastics to make new materials. A new company, “Impress” has been started to 
manufacture and market landscape pavers they have cleverly named “Stomp Stones”. It should be 
noted that this process may not be closed loop recycling.    [PVS = 1]
- Hillary Hanna of Gemanco explained their business in Recycled Asphalt Shingles {RAS}. These 
shingles are 25% oil and are 100% recyclable with even the nails having value. Canada generates 
1.25 million tonnes per year. The specially designed grinders produce “Flake” for fuel in cement kilns 
and “Binder” used in black top paving. Minnesota allows 5% RAS Binder in all their roads and it saves 
them money. [PVS = 1]
- Joseph Hall on EPR for Carpet; the Canadian effort to initiate carpets in an EPR program is 
overdue. Carpets are basically plastic and Canada buries 270 million kilograms of it per year. Carpet 
is one of the most difficult items to bury and compact in a landfill and it does recycle quite well. 
Ontario has 2 recyclers of carpet now and BC has 1 on Annacis Island. The USA is 10 years ahead of 
us with the 6 [only] manufacturers trying to get ahead of legislation. California already has EPR for 
carpet although have only achieved 9% recovery in their first year. The average life span of carpet in 
North America is 12.7 years. Clean dry polypropylene or nylon recycle sustainably while PET is not 
desirable and competes with pop bottles for market. The Canadian Council of the Ministers of the 
Environment [CCME] has 2015 as a target date.  [PVS = 2.5]

Session #8; EPR 
- Jordon Best wrote his masters thesis at Royal Roads University on The Application of Differential 
Fees in EPR Programs. The main weakness in our EPR program, that is spelled out clearly in 
Jordon’s thesis, is that the current system of ‘Environmental Handling Charges’ [EHC] based on 
volume of sales of products never reflect the products “greenness”. The result is that ‘design for 
environment’ is not happening. Differential fee structures, reflecting toxicity, ease of recycling, 
marketability and other criteria would see incentive for better product design. Some methodology 
requirements for this include; Sort and Sample Costs, End of Life [EOL] costs, Number of Members 
and Historic Data on waste. The example of simple to recover appliances versus smoke alarms, with 

154



a full spectrum of challenges, was offered. Quebec is moving to “Modulated Fees” within 5 years and 
will reward increased recovery and upward movement on the 3Rs hierarchy. Jordon did not mention 
that industry like the status quo and spend lots of money to maintain it.  [PVS = 3.5]
- Susan Maxwell of Eco Inspire gave us some tips on Strengthening EPR systems in BC. Sue 
would like Brand Owners to pay for life cycle assessments [LCA] of their products and see each EPR 
program reviewed every 5 years. Citizen stakeholders should be on every EPR board. Collaboration 
of programs should be encouraged to reduce travel and generate synergies. Our current practices 
subsidize the use of “virgin” materials in stead of rewarding upward movement on the 3Rs hierarchy. 
We should ban incineration where alternatives exist and follow Quebec’s lead in penalties issued to 
underperformers.  [PVS = 2.5]
- BCIT has Mick Andic teaching a course on Design for the Environment. His students are asked to 
go beyond traditional inputs such as pleasing looks, functionality, economy of production and 
shipping. A new approach is to consider design for the complete life cycle of a product from 
manufacture to retirement and beyond to disassembly with emphasis on saving waste and energy at 
every step. Streamlined LCA’s should be in every manufacturer’s tool kit. Mick has books available on 
Concurrent Engineering which address each of the 7 stages involved in the manufacture of a product. 
[PVS = 2]
- Megan Armstrong with the Ministry of the Environment gave a short list of programs for EPR 
coming this summer. Large appliances such as fridges and stoves, electric tools and other electronics 
like toys will be in the program before fall. Encorp Pacific will continue to act as agent for Information 
Technology [IT] while Product Care will deal with other electronics for the Canadian Electronics 
Stewardship Association [CESA]. [PVS = 2]

New catch phrases;
 Iterative process = were talking, 
 Get our poop in a group = Get our s__t together,  
 Collaborative protocols = Lets work together,
 De-materialization = Stop consumerism,  
 Micro BIA = Small ‘green’ business district,
 New definition of EPR = Export to Peoples Republic.

My takeaway impressions include; A very well run conference. Grass roots want a local area 
approach while industry wants a panacea. Modulated EPR fees are a must. PET plastic delivered to 
Merlin fetches over $500/mt. Every municipality has too much organics. A creative waste saving 
business such as a tool library or a repair shop may get start up grant funding. A well thought out 
national approach wins every time.
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