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IN CAMERA 
 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with section 
90(1) (a) of the Community Charter “personal information about an identifiable 
individual...”  

 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 

   
 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 20, 2012 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 10, 2013 

FROM: Tina Perreault, Treasurer 

RE:  ACCOUNTING PROCEDURE FOR BUILDING MAINTENANCE  

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Treasurers’ report on the accounting procedure for building maintenance be 
received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee approve the building maintenance allocation through the 
functions that use the service based on actual hours used in the previous year. 
 

BACKGROUND 

At the May 10, 2012 Regular Board Meeting, Motion 196/12, the following recommendation was 
adopted, excerpt as follows:   
 

Recommendation No. 5  Building Maintenance 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Manager of Financial 
Services’ report regarding building maintenance financial review be 
received; 

AND THAT staff provide recommendations to a fall Corporate and 
Administrative Services Committee meeting related to shifting the 
accounting procedure for Building Maintenance so that it is an allocation 
through the functions that use the service based on actual hours used in 
the previous year.  

DISCUSSION 

In preparation of the 2012 budget, budget managers were asked if they anticipated requiring 
building maintenance service.  The departments who came forward were Ports-70% (345), 
Regional Water- 7.5% (370), Field Road Building- 15% (114), Transit- 4.5% (310), Gibsons and 
District Library- 1.5% (640), and Fleet Maintenance- 1.5% (312).  These percentages were 
based on the projected hours needed, and established by using 5 years of historical use.  The 
percentages were then translated into dollars and included into the functions budgets for 2012.  
Staff also tracked the actual time spent in each function, which would then establish the new 
budgeted allocation for the 2013.  The distribution for 2013 will see the inclusion of Regional 
Solid Waste (350-353) and the elimination of the Gibsons Library.   

This process is similar to the “Support Service Policy” model where actual time spent in a 
function is recovered in the proceeding budget year.  Staff recommend that the building 
maintenance allocation through the functions that use the service based on actual hours used in 
the previous year, be approved for the 2013 budget. 

ANNEX 'A'
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 20, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 10, 2013 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  LANDFILL WORK AND STAFFING DEMANDS 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “Landfill Work and Staffing 
Demands” be received; 
 
AND THAT a report be brought to the Infrastructure Services Committee in February with 
an analysis of staffing implications associated with recent and anticipated operational 
changes in recycling and at landfills as outlined in the report, and including options for 
addressing any anticipated staffing requirements that do not impact the HR plan.   
 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide background information related to changing work and 
staffing demands at landfills and recommend that a more detailed analysis and full report be 
brought forward to the February Infrastructure Services Committee.  
 
In 2011, the SCRD closed its recycling depot in Gibsons, contracted out the service and 
continued to operate a single depot in Sechelt.  A portion of the staff complement previously 
working in recycling were reassigned to work at landfills.  
 
As part of the 2012 budget, the HR plan for Regional Solid Waste was amended to reflect a 
reduction in relief FTE’s at recycling and landfills as a means of offsetting the hiring of the Zero 
Waste Coordinator.   
 
In 2012, several operational changes were required at landfills resulting in a significant increase 
in workload.  Changes include new screening protocols for gypsum, new hazard identification 
and safety procedures related to asbestos contaminated materials (ACM’s), additional sorting 
requirements for dimensional lumber and other wood waste, and additional sorting and 
sampling requirements for roofing material.   
 
In order to ensure continued compliance with Worksafe BC regulations, an Asbestos Exposure 
Control Plan (AECP) and Safe Work Procedures were developed for SCRD landfills and will 
need to be implemented in 2013.  For example, it is anticipated that additional controls will need 
to be placed on construction waste to mitigate the risks of asbestos exposure to employees, 
contractors and the public.  This will create further demands on landfill staff’s time.   
 
At the November 9, 2012 Special Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting, 
proposed work plans and budget proposals for the Regional Solid Waste function (350 – 353) 
were received.  One budget proposal included in the 2013 budget relates to the establishment 

ANNEX 'B'
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of operating funds to cover hard costs associated with asbestos sampling, abatement, and 
disposal.  However no budget proposal is included to address staffing.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The operational changes made in 2012 (see Background) have resulted in considerable 
demands on landfill staff.  To date, landfill operations have relied heavily on the additional 
staffing levels resulting from displacement of recycling staff previously working at the SCRD’s 
recycling depot in Gibsons to meet these increased demands.  Even so, existing staffing levels 
are sometimes insufficient to meet present operational requirements at landfills.  This is 
resulting in a reduced capacity to provide customer service, monitor controlled wastes and 
refuse bins, conduct regular maintenance activities and attend to litter control and other 
maintenance items required under the landfill’s Operational Certificate.   
__ 
As landfill Asbestos Exposure Control Plans are implemented in 2013, it is anticipated that 
SCRD will require additional controls on construction waste received at its facilities due to the 
potential hazards associated with ACM’s in this waste stream.   To do this while maintaining 
current service levels, the SCRD will need to either increase staffing levels at landfills or reduce 
existing landfill work and staffing demands in other areas. 
 
Staff is in the process of analyzing the staffing implications associated with operational changes 
made at recycling and landfills to date and those anticipated for 2013.  It is recommended that a 
report be brought to the Infrastructure Services Committee in February with results of this 
analysis, including options for addressing any anticipated staffing requirements without 
impacting the HR plan.   
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 20, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 10, 2013 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE:  2013 LANDFILL COST INCREASES AND FUNDING OPTIONS  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report entitled “2013 Landfill Cost Increases 
and Funding Options” be received; 
 
AND THAT a budget proposal be brought forward to Round 2 Budget to address the cost 
items identified in the report and with funding to be provided per Option 2 as outlined in 
the report. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of this report is to discuss operational and budgetary implications for landfills as a 
result of recent and anticipated cost drivers, and to examine management options to address 
these.  
 
In 2012, several changes at landfills resulted in increased costs for contracted services (e.g. 
increased cost of landfill maintenance contracts).  Landfill budgets will face additional costs 
associated with increased contract costs (processing of wood and green waste and roofing), 
increased annual contributions to closure reserves and for increased lab fees resulting from new 
additional water sampling. Budget proposals will be brought forward to address these cost 
drivers.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
2013 Landfill Cost Drivers And Fiscal Implications 
 

Description of Cost Driver 2013 Budget 
Impact 

Base Budget Increase:  For Contracts Operating at both landfills as a result of 
increased landfill maintenance costs approved in November 2012.  Current 
tipping fee of $125 per tonne is projected to fall short of required revenue by 
approximately $17,000. 

$17,000 

Increased Contribution to Closure Reserves: At Sechelt Landfill to match 
required increase to annual contribution based on life cycle financial model 
presented at January 10, 2012 Special Infrastructure Services Committee. 

$55,000 

Increased Cost of Contracted Services: for processing of wood waste 
($14,800), green waste ($55,600) and roofing ($9,100).  Contract for these 

$79,500 

ANNEX 'C'
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services expired November 2012 with option to extend by up to 2 years. 
Estimated 2013 budget impacts based on existing contractor’s proposed 
increase. 

Increased Cost of Lab Analysis: at Sechelt Landfill due to doubling of 
groundwater and surface water sampling frequency required under new landfill 
Operating Certificate. 

$10,000 

Total 2013 Budget Impact $161,500 
 
 
Options 
 
The estimated budget impact of $161,500 can be funded by: 
 

1. Increasing tipping fees, or 
2. Reducing existing operating costs 

 
Option 1 (Increase Tipping Fees): A tipping fee increase of $25 per tonne on non-recyclable 
municipal solid waste will be required starting May 1, 2013 to generate the funds required.  This 
would increase the current tipping fee from $125 to $150 per tonne. It should be noted that 
increasing tipping fees may impact the amount of waste brought to landfills by residents.  This 
makes it difficult to accurately predict revenues resulting from fee increases.  A $25 per tonne 
increase to tipping fees would impact annual costs of residential garbage collection services 
provided by the SCRD and local municipalities as indicated in the table below (based on 2011 
tonnage data). 
 

Table 2:  Estimated Impact of $25/tonne Increase in 
 Tipping Fees on Annual Garbage Collection Costs 

Service Provider Estimated Additional Cost 

SCRD $41,670 

Town of Gibsons $14,720 

District of Sechelt $31,470 

SIGD $3,420 

Total $91,280 
 

 
Option 2 (Reduce Existing Operating Costs): Short of reducing service levels to the public 
(e.g. reduced landfill operating hours, etc.), few opportunities exist to reduce operating costs at 
landfills.  One such opportunity is the SCRD’s free green waste program.  This program 
represents a high and rising cost to landfills and, as a free service, is the only material accepted 
at landfills that generates no offsetting revenues.  The current method of funding this program is 
considered unsustainable.  Removing this operating cost from landfill budgets would create 
capacity to absorb the majority of the costs identified above.  This could be done while 
maintaining free public access to the program by establishing a new accounting function within 
Regional Solid Waste with funding for existing program costs and 2013 budget impacts provided 
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through regional taxation.  This method is considered preferable to implementing tipping fees for 
green waste given the demand for the free service and difficulties implementing fees at the 
unstaffed Gibsons Green Waste Facility.  Furthermore, the proposed approach is consistent 
with the SCRD’s Financial Sustainability Policy and funding models currently in place for other 
free drop off programs operated by the SCRD.  Table 1 below provides a breakdown of costs 
associated with the green waste program that could be moved out of landfill budgets. 
 

Table 1:  Existing and New Green Waste Program Costs (based on 2012 tonnage data) 
Green Waste Cost Item (existing/new for 2013) Cost 
Gibsons Green Waste Contribution (existing) $39,678 

Processing – Gibsons Green Waste (existing) $7,500 

Transportation & Processing – Sechelt Landfill (existing) $23,750 

Transportation & Processing – Pender Landfill (existing) $6,000 

Overhead & Staff Time – Both Landfills (existing) $12,200 

Transportation & Processing – 2013 Increase, Both Landfills (new) $55,600 

Total $144,728 
    
Of the total 2013 budget impact of $161,500, approximately $144,700 could be funded by 
removing costs associated with the green waste program from landfill budgets.  To generate the 
balance of funds required, a minor $5 per tonne increase to tipping fees for non-recyclable 
municipal solid waste will be required starting May 1, 2013. 
 
Intergovernmental Implications 
Currently, the free green waste program is funded by landfill tipping fees.  The current funding 
model may not be a fair reflection of use of the service.  While establishing a new accounting 
function, funded from taxation, for this program may have the negative effect of raising taxes for 
participants (including municipalities), it would represent a more fair and equitable means of 
funding the program given all areas of the SCRD benefit from this service (with the exception of 
Islands residents), and would avoid financial impacts to municipal and rural garbage collection 
services.  This approach would also allow the SCRD to consider future options for funding costs   
associated with the Gibsons Green Waste Facility through the function thereby reducing direct 
costs to the Town of Gibsons and centralizing the funding and administration of the service 
regionally. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  December 18, 2012 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 10, 2013 
FROM: Johan Stroman, Community Energy Manager 
RE: Community Energy Program Work Plan 2013 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Community Energy Manager’s report entitled “Community Energy Program 
Work Plan 2013” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT staff be given direction on preferred options for projects to be advanced in R2 
Budget. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
With the Community Energy Manager position completed as of December 28, 2012, the 
SCRD’s mandate regarding ongoing energy and emissions reduction work at the community 
level. 
 
Currently the base budget for Function 136 (Regional Sustainability) consists of: 

• A Salary Portion   Sustainability Outreach and Communications Coordinator 
• $2,500     We Envision implementation (meeting expenses) 
• $500   We Envision implementation (advertising) 

 
Budget packages coming to R1 include: 

• Advertising/ Promotions 
• CEEP Update 
• Bike to Work Week 2013 
• ClimateSmart for Businesses 2013 

 
These initiatives represent a small portion of the identified priorities for further Community 
Energy and Emissions initiatives (ISC Report December 6, 2012) towards achieving either the 
light or dark green targets identified in the CEEP by 2031.   The SCRD Board’s expectation is 
required regarding scope of work and mandate for the SCRD to pursue some energy and 
emissions reductions at the community level.   
 
Three options are provided for the Board’s preference around staff capacity to advance energy 
and emissions initiatives without a full-time CEM position:  

1. Only do initiatives using existing staff 
2. Do initiatives with existing staff and some project specific contracts 
3. Do initiatives with additional part-time staff resources 

 
To maintain some momentum on projects initiated and continue effectively leveraging 
community level uptake on energy efficiency and emissions reduction projects, a number of key 
next steps and opportunities identified in the CEEP Review (ISC, December 6, 2012) are 

ANNEX 'D'
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outlined below, ranging from $4,000 to $21,000 in 2013, which represents 4% to 21% of total 
2012 CEEP related work budgets (CEM position $67,500+ Project funding $35,400). 
 
Staff require direction to determine which if any of the following further project options will be 
brought forward to Round 2 Budget in 2013. 
 
CEEP related project options for 2013 

1. Sunshine Coast Bikeways Map     $9,000 
2. Renewable Energy Conference Research and Coordination $7,000  
3. Research to Expand Energy Rebate Program   $5,000 
Total         $21,000 

 
DISCUSSION 

Without a Community Energy Manager, staff capacity to advance this work is limited.  
The Board’s preference on how projects of this type be staffed were provided in the 
background.  One of these recommended options would allow one or more of the above 
listed projects to be advanced in 2013. 

1. Only do initiatives using existing staff 
2. Do initiatives with existing staff and some project specific contracts 
3. Do initiatives with additional part-time staff resources 

 
Descriptions of CEEP related project options for 2013 
 

1. Sunshine Coast Bikeways Map 
 
Rationale 
 In Budget 2012 Round 1 discussions, staff brought forward a decision package (#6) 
to advance development of a Bikeways Map.  The excerpt from board minutes of its 
regular January 26, 2012 meeting read 
 
Recommendation #10 (in part) 
 
AND THAT for Decision Package 6, staff initiate conversation with Sunshine Coast 
Tourism to inquire if there are potential partnerships  for a Sunshine Coast Bike Way 
Map and that the issue back to the 2013 budget discussions; 
 
Staff do not have capacity to move this work forward in 2013 without 3rd party 
assistance.  Provided to a consultant this work would support development of a map to 
promote cycling routes and identify areas of concern for cyclists.  Staff would liaise with 
consultants to support map development work. 
 
Description 
 Liaise with Powell River RD, Sunshine Coast Tourism, TRAC and BC Ferries to 
create an updatable map of the coast profiling existing bikeways (on road and bike 
paths), anticipated expansions, bike shops and other local services (e.g. Portland, 
Oregon - see Appendix A).  An online version would be made and maps distributed via 
local chambers, tourism association, bike advocacy groups, bike shops and BC Ferries. 
 
Budget for consultant/ staff-time 
 Coordinating Meetings and Research (consultant/staff-time) $5,000 
 Design and Production  $2,500  
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 Ads and Printing   $1,500 
 Total      $9,000 
  

2. Renewable Energy Conference Research and Coordination 
 
Rationale 
 With the completion of the REAP Atlas as described in the staff report to ISC dated 
Dec 6, 2012 – the SCRD is well positioned to play a convening role by inviting local 
stakeholders, leading experts in the field and engaged and interested citizens to an 
event that highlights current knowledge on community based Renewable Energy in BC; 
profiles the opportunities for establishing local projects and skills development training; 
and supports dialogue on next steps towards form a local Renewable Co-operative that 
is enabled to develop local renewable energy projects.  The City of Dawson Creek is an 
excellent example of local government supporting the start of a local cooperative on 
renewable energy (Peace Energy Cooperative).  The conference could include: 
 
a) The potential expansion/ project(s) on the coast 
b) Profile of similar work in other BC regions by community leaders in those regions 
c) Profile of leading Projects/ Co-operative models in Canada 
d) A facilitated dialogue to explore interest in developing a Co-operative locally 
 
Description 
 This proposal is to research the business case and immediate interest in hosting an 
event operated as a Revenue neutral one.  Target attendance of 120 mostly local 
participants, 10 booths/ vendors displaying technology and expertise, and 8-9 sponsors 
would generate sufficient revenue to cover the costs.  A conference hosted at a local 
venue profiles leading work in developing community driven Renewable Energy projects, 
highlights barriers and bridges to expanded opportunities and engages participants to 
create building blocks for a local Co-operative on the Sunshine Coast.  Leveraging 
experts and resources developed through the REAP Atlas work at the National, 
Provincial and local level – this conference would generate: 
a) Information and dialogue about potential and proposed projects and technologies 
b) Momentum for a local Co-operative forming 
c) Networking/ Sharing among local residents/ leaders 
d) A synopsis event report with key outcomes, feedback and next steps 

Budget 
Without internal capacity the event is best coordinated and run by a contractor on a cost 
recovery model.  Once the financial viability in the form of sponsorship was established 
in early 2013, the event would be deemed to be viable for fall 2013.  If adequate 
sponsorship and interest was not established, it would be postponed until 2014 to allow 
time to develop more local support.  
 
The upfront viability research to establish sponsorship and vendor interest by a 
contractor/ staff-time would be $3,000. If deemed viable by early May 2013, the 
contractor/staff would continue work to coordinate the event using support sponsor 
funding for a fall 2013 conference date.  Up to an additional $4,000 would be requested 
towards implementation.  Generated revenue would cover up to an additional $1,000 to 
help cover facilitation costs.  Total expenses and income are outlined below: 

Contractor/ staff-time expenses  $7,000  
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Expenses 
Site      $3,000 
Communications   $3,800 
Additional Facilitation costs $1,000 
Speakers               $9,000 
Event related expenses  $3,000 

         $26,800 
Income 
           Admissions          $7,350 
           Exhibitors              $2,400 
           Sponsors                       $17,500 
                            $27,250 
 

3. Research to Expand Energy Rebate Program 
 
Rationale (Resolution) 
 The current program is funded through FortisBC, allowing applicants to receive up to 
$150 back on New Homes above EnerGuide80 ratings or retrofits on existing homes.  
Other working models of rebate programs (e.g. Colwood-Sooke project; PAYS model) 
are having more success.  Increased participation and energy savings is possible by 
increasing our incentive levels and reducing barriers.  Existing and potential funders of 
expanded work wish to see further innovation and opportunity assessment to support 
greater uptake – in particular because of some unique qualities of the Sunshine Coast 
(rural but located near the urban centre Vancouver; unusual demography; large 
seasonal influx of tourists/ visitors). 
 
Description 
 Supporting Energy Conservation, this project would research areas of best fit – 
through background research of existing programs combined with interviews with local 
government staff and local / provincial institutions that have signalled interest in helping 
fund this type of program.  Potential models already considered would help expand 
reach of existing program to local municipalities thereby reaching more potential 
residents and builders; supply additional funding to support a larger homeowner rebate 
incentive; potential use of homeowner controlled or utility based energy savings tools to 
determine actual savings of participants. 
 
Budget 
Research, compile information – Written report  $5,000 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Staff have provided a total cost for each project.  These projects do not require an ongoing 
financial commitment.  Each has demonstrated benefit in the particular area of CEEP 
implementation (e.g. Energy Conservation, Sustainable Transportation, Renewable Energy etc.) 
that it supports.  
 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
Four of the five projects above demonstrate a Collaborative Leadership approach, enhancing 
opportunities for shared resources between SCRD and local municipalities as well as leveraging 
staff time/ consultant work time to benefit local municipalities. Preliminary conversations with 
local municipal staff have indicated support for these projects to assist in moving forward 
workplans at local municipal level. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: December 20, 2012 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – January 10, 2013 

FROM: Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR DECEMBER 2012 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Section Secretary, Infrastructure Services’ report entitled “Monthly Report for 
December 2012” be received.    
 
 
BACKGROUND 
This report is prepared monthly as information for the Infrastructure Services Committee. 
 
UTILITIES DIVISION 
 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT  
In November the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 285,978 m2, a 10.9% 
decrease from the five year average. 
 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
17 water meters were installed in November. 
 
CAPITAL WORKS 

• Locates and surveying for Pratt Road water main replacement project are completed 
• Final tie in at Trail Island Drive and Sunshine Coast Highway for the water mains 

replacement project in West Sechelt will be completed in 2013. Some delay due to weather. 
• The Egmont water system is operational and residents are beginning to connect to the 

system. 
 

NORTHERN SYSTEMS 
The South Pender Water Treatment Plant tender documents are advertised. 
 
WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES 

• The new YMCA plant has had preliminary work and operation completed.  We are still trying 
to complete all construction deficiencies. 

• The new Truman Road package lift station has been delivered. Installation will be completed 
in early 2013. 
 

SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 
 
SOLID WASTE 
• The Sechelt landfill received 1186 tonnes in November 2012, a 3% increase from November 

2011.  Year to date there has been a 4% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 
2011 and a 9% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 2010. 

ANNEX 'E'
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• The Pender Harbour Landfill received 126 tonnes in November 2012, a 2% decrease from 
November 2011.  Year to date there has been a 2% decrease in tonnage received from the 
same period in 2011 and a 9% decrease in tonnage received from the same period in 2010. 

 
TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 
 

TRANSIT 
The 2012/13 Transit Future Plan is proceeding with BC Transit and staff now in the process of 
evaluating the first phase of feedback from stakeholders and the public and will then develop the 
vision and future network options.  A report outlining this work will be presented to the February 5, 
2012 Infrastructure Services Committee prior to the second phase of stakeholder, First Nations and 
public input. 
 
PORTS  
The repairs to the Hopkins Landing dock are scheduled for completion by the end of December 
2012 .  Staffing issues have delayed installation of the new section of the Gambier Harbour float.  
The focus of staff efforts through the winter months will be on power washing the docks to prevent 
the build-up of plant life that can deteriorate structural components. 

 
FLEET  
CVSE (Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement) officers were onsite at Mason yard for two 
days December 3-4.   Conducting the annual audit prior to the renewal of both the SCRD Transit 
and SCRD Fleet designated Facility licenses. 
 
No issues were found during the inspection of our maintenance and safety records. 
No issues were found during the inspection of a Transit bus and a Water Works Truck. 
Both Inspection licenses have been renewed until Oct. 31 2013. 
Fleet is now conducting the annual CVIP inspections on all the commercial vehicles for the ICBC  
insurance renewal. 
 
The CVSE officers found that the SCRD has no permit for the operation of the flashing amber 
warning beacons installed on the Water Works trucks.  Fleet will be applying for the permit as soon 
as we assemble the necessary documentation. 
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'Minutes' (Final Version) from PMAC Extraordinary Meeting – 29 Nov 2012

Overview

As discussed prior to and during this meeting, PMAC convened without SCRD staff 
support, due to their other commitments and consequent unavailability before mid December.

Minimum attendance problems at previous PMAC meetings, and the pressing nature of 
several topics both deferred and newly surfaced, made further delays in having this meeting 
undesirable. 

Due to convenience for certain members, and the aforementioned absence of SCRD staff, 
the meeting was convened at the Lighthouse Pub in their upper lounge, scheduled for the period 1 to 
3 pm.

The term “extraordinary” meeting is used to reflect that no SCRD staff were present; and, 
that this meeting was, in effect, a 'workshop'.  The term 'Minutes' is used to categorize the following 
synopsis of the meeting, which has been forwarded in Draft form on 02 Dec to those PMAC 
members present, inviting comment, additions, discussion over wording, etc.  After receiving 
feedback from Khalid, Ed, Joe and Jeff, what follows below is the final, corrected version and is 
considered to accurately reflect consensual opinion from the meeting.

The intent is, at our subsequent regular meeting of PMAC in January, to 'read into the 
record' those Recommendations arising from this meeting, as recorded below.  In the meantime, due 
to the inability to meet the deadline for the December Meeting of the ISC, it is requested of staff 
that these 'Minutes' be included within the Agenda of the January Meeting of the ISC.

Given the proposed adjustment of PMAC Meeting schedules, this delayed referral to the ISC 
should be resolved in the future.

Attendance

The efforts and commitments made by all who attended are appreciated.  In attendance were 
Jeff Collins, Fran Diamond, Khalid Jasim, Ed Lands, Phil Strain, Greg Foss, Joe Harrison and Brian 
Sadler.  The Board Liaison to PMAC, Delegate Frank Mauro was present.  And, our Guest Presenter 
(on MMBC's Draft 'Plan'), Barb Hetherington of Gibsons Recycling Depot, also attended.  

Regrets had been received from the SCRD staff, MoE's David O'Malley and member Jim 
Cleghorn, all due to conflicting, prior commitments.

Agenda

After welcoming all attendees, and introducing our Guest Presenter to the members, the 
Chair gave a brief introduction of the Agenda.  The MMBC Draft 'Plan' was left to the end, such 
that we could address several topics which have been unavoidably deferred from previous meetings.
This did not inconvenience our Guest, since she was dependent upon the Chair for a ride home.

Therefore, the Topics to be addressed were:

A.  HSPP's inclusion/exclusion within PMAC's purview;
B.  PMAC membership vacancies;
C.  PMAC meeting schedule(s) and factors;
D.  PMAC Delegation presentation semi-annually to ISC;
E.  “We Envision – next steps” and the “Roundtable”;
F.  MoE's response to SCRD SWMP; and,
G.  MMBC's Draft 'Plan'

.../2
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Discussion

A.  HSPP's inclusion/exclusion with PMAC's purview.  
This topic had appeared under New Business during the 25 Oct meeting of PMAC, 

subsequent to a previous declaration by our staff liaison that HSPP was not within the purview of 
PMAC.

The Chair asked Jeff Collins to restate his point mentioned within the previous October 
minutes. 

This topic generated considerable discussion, including Khalid's reference to the fact that 
MoE monitors (invigilates ?) the operations at HSPP; and, others' questions as to whether PMAC 
monitoring HSPP would imply or require monitoring of other 'destinations/terminals' for the SCRD 
waste stream.

A clarifying statement was made by the Chair that PMAC was in no way presuming to 
function in a role already being carried out by a senior government, through the MoE.  Additionally, 
PMAC was not intending to further presume to monitor any mainland or 'off-coast' terminals which 
might receive specific items within the SCRD waste stream.

The question at hand was re-categorized as a need for PMAC to be educated on all internal-
to-the-SCRD processes such that members were aware of what was going on.  It was not sufficient 
for members, upon being questioned by members of the Public, to declare that they didn't know, for 
whatever reason(s).

Given that HSPP is operating within the territory of the SCRD, under an MoE/HSPP 
environmental permit, and might receive a low percentage of 'clean' wood from the SCRD as part of 
its “hog” fuel, it is considered potentially beneficial for PMAC to be educated and become aware of 
HSPP operations.

It would also be convenient to visit the Coastland 'chipping' operation enroute to/from HSPP. 
As a result, the PMAC agreed, which resulted in the following Recommendation.

Recommendation:  that the ISC consider and clarify that PMAC have an educational 
and awareness visit to HSPP to be briefed upon and observe the ultimate process at that 
facility; and, that a visit to the intermediate 'chipping' operation at Coastland be included 
within this field trip by PMAC.
 

B.  PMAC Membership Vacancies.
This topic was also a carry-over from previous meetings.  In summary, we continue to be 3 

members shy of our maximum of 12 and, given that one member has missed 4 meetings in a row, 
we may end up 4 members shy.  Additionally, we continue to miss membership from two 
geographic Areas within the RD, Areas B (Halfmoon Bay) and E (Elphinstone); and, from one 
municipality, the SIGD.

Recognizing the need for both 'geographical' and 'business' representation on PMAC, the 
Chair announced that he had successfully convinced a business person to apply this past week for 
membership.  That person was Erich Schwartz, President and Owner of Greenomics.  Greenomics 
is involved, both nationally and internationally, within the Recycling and Environmental 
Consultancy regime.  Their website can be accessed at <Greenomics.ca> for review.

The discussion was expanded to that of geographical representation, with the hope that 
Board Delegates from Areas B, E and the SIGD would use the Christmas period to investigate the 
possibility of suitable persons from their jurisdictions applying for PMAC.  It was further suggested 
by Ed that community electoral associations be encouraged to find potential members for PMAC.

…/3

14



– 3 –

The Chair also questioned, since there is a 'clean air' advocate/expert resident within Area E, 
whether Louis Legal would reconsider his resignation that occurred last February.

Regarding the continual absence of Jim Cleghorn, the Chair was asked by the members to 
contact Jim with the intent to try and determine his future interest in PMAC.  Depending upon this 
determination, a future recommendation to the ISC could possibly result.

As a result of the discussion on this topic, the following Recommendation is intended for the 
attention of the ISC:

 Recommendation:  that the ISC seriously, favourably and expeditiously consider the 
application for PMAC membership recently submitted by Erich Schwartz of Greenomics; 
and, that the Delegates from Areas B and E solicit applications from residents within their 
communities during the Christmas 'break'; including the possible recant of his previous 
resignation from PMAC, by Louis Legal of Area E.

Note:  This Recommendation was advised in advance to Delegate Frank Mauro, Chair ISC, in order 
that he might consider raising it during the 06 Dec ISC Meeting, in advance of the Christmas 
'break'.

C.  PMAC meeting schedule(s) and factors.
This topic derived from the minimal attendance at previous meetings, the fact that several 

members had conflicting schedules throughout the year, and the fact that certain timings within any 
given month led to a built-in delay in producing meeting Minutes for timely inclusion within ISC 
Agendae.

After some discussion of various members' other commitments, it was decided that a switch 
to the second Monday of a given month, with timings of 2 to 4 pm, would achieve the best results.
Should that particular Monday fall victim of some statutory holiday during a particular month, then 
a minor adjustment would result with sufficient notice.  The 2-hour window ajustment would also 
avoid any potential conflicts with lunch requirements, while remaining within the normal workday.

The discussion expanded to that of the 'gallery', since PMAC meetings are open to the 
public; and, the possible provisions for that 'gallery'.

For example, should our Board Liaison not be available due to other appointments, it had 
previously been discussed that another Board Delegate would be welcome to attend in his stead. 
This was expanded to welcome any Delegates and Alternates to attend, in the gallery, during PMAC 
meetings.

Furthermore, it was suggested by the Chair that a period of 10 minutes be reserved as a 
standing Item on the Agenda, just prior to Adjournment, for any “Inquiries” from the gallery 
present.  There were some valid comments from members that “10 minutes” could prove difficult to 
handle.  However, providing an opportunity for gallery attendees to pose a question – not to present 
as a 'Delegation' –  was considered important, even if the PMAC response was simply, and 
truthfully, “Thank you; we will take your point/question under advisement”.

The following Recommendation resulted:  

 Recommendation:  that the ISC note/approve the amended schedule for PMAC 
meetings to occur on the second Monday of a given month, from 2 to 4 pm; that the ISC 
note/approve that all Delegates and/or their Alternates are welcome to 'stand in' for an 
otherwise occupied Board Liaison, and/or attend within the gallery of a PMAC meeting; and, 
that the ISC note/approve the amendment to the PMAC standard Agenda such that an 
“Inquiries” period of 10 minutes be included for gallery attendees prior to the adjournment of 
said PMAC meeting.

.../4
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D.  PMAC Delegation presentation semi-annually to ISC.
This topic arose from several recent occurrences and other factors.  As discussed at our last 

meeting, the PMAC Annual Report is due at MoE by 31 Aug.  The current plan is for staff to draft 
the basic report, beginning in the new year and based on current year data.

In the meantime, as mentioned in the previous item, there has been a timeliness problem in 
getting PMAC minutes to the ISC Agenda.

As well, unless we pay close attention to ISC Agenda Items, as they are published monthly 
on the SCRD web site, there is minimal input to the ISC and/or feedback received directly from the 
ISC.

One solution would be to directly contact the Board Liaison Delegate, the Chair of the ISC. 
But this would preclude any desired feedback that other ISC Delegates might wish to impart.

Therefore, the Chair posed the question to the PMAC members as to whether they saw any 
benefit in PMAC presenting a semi-annual Delegation to the ISC.  By definition, this would 
consume 10 minutes, including answering questions/receiving feedback from the ISC members.

The concept would be a brief presentation of pertinent issues, with appropriate reference to 
previous Minutes, as applicable; and, a solicitation for guidance/advice/direction from the Chair of 
ISC, following input from the ISC members.

It was consensually considered to be a worthwhile endeavour, if only to maintain and 
enhance direct communication between PMAC and the ISC to whom we are responsible.
 The following Recommendation resulted:  

Recommendation:  that the ISC approve the inclusion of a semi-annual Delegation 
from PMAC such that PMAC can provide a brief 'situation report' and solicit 
advice/guidance/direction from the ISC.  It is suggested that worthwhile timings for these 
Delegations would be early in the new year and immediately prior to the summer break.

E.  “We Envision – next steps” and the “Roundtable”.
This topic was deferred from a previous PMAC meeting and originates from pages 1 – 10 of 

the September ISC Agenda.  Within those pages there is a staff paper discussing “We Envision” and 
the creation of a “Roundtable” comprising as many as 24 stakeholders to monitor the 
implementation of “We Envision”.  There is no mention of PMAC; hence the question 'Whither 
PMAC?'

Will PMAC become redundant?  Will PMAC remain in its role to monitor and advise upon 
the SWMP?  Does “We Envision” include the SWMP?  If so, will PMAC be integrated, in function 
and/or body, with the “Roundtable”?

The possible answers to these questions need some clarification from the ISC.  Therefore, 
the following Recommendation resulted:

 Recommendation:  that the ISC consider the future role of PMAC within the context 
of the staff paper “We Envision – next steps” and the proposed creation of the “Roundtable”; 
and, that the ISC advise PMAC of its decision(s), including any changes to PMAC's Terms of 
Reference deemed desirable or necessary.

…/5
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F.  MoE's response to the SCRD SWMP.
This topic arose from the November Agenda of the ISC, pages 67 – 70, wherein the MoE's 

written response to the SCRD SWMP was contained.  There were several items within this response 
which were news and/or surprising.

Perhaps the most surprising was on page 69, para 8, which stipulated that the SCRD must 
establish a PMAC.  While a PMAC already exists, this paragraph also reinforces our concern about 
the future of PMAC in relation to the “Roundtable” for “We Envision”, discussed in the previous 
topic.

Another aspect of the MoE's response is the shortened lifespan for the Pender Harbour 
landfill – page 68, para 4 – when compared to what PMAC was told in June during the visit to Area 
A facilities.  According to MoE, landfill deposits at Pender Harbour will cease on or before 31 Dec 
2014.

Furthermore, on page 68, para 5, the need for the SCRD to rework a submission for the 
Sechelt landfill, separate from the submitted SWMP, is noted.

There are many points within this MoE document which PMAC members need to 
understand and absorb, including some subtle references to the impending MMBC Draft 'Plan' 
(without directly mentioning it); the compilation of both an inventory of SCRD historic landfills 
and an action plan to formally close them; and, the short deadlines for some SCRD responses to the 
MoE which coincidentally explains at least one of the reasons why staff were not available for this 
meeting of PMAC.

As a result of this MoE response, and the many points made within it, PMAC would benefit 
from any specific guidance/advice/direction from the ISC that they may wish to impart.

While there is no specific Recommendation emanating from this topic, it is resolved by 
PMAC that the various aspects of this topic reinforce the Resolution(s)/Recommendation(s) 
detailed earlier within topics D and E. 

G.  MMBC's Draft 'Plan'.
This topic is very recent (late October), very complicated (due partly to its vagueness), and 

very urgent (in that it is designed to be implemented in early 2014).  It also has very short deadlines 
for submissions and further explains why the staff were unavailable for this meeting of PMAC.

An advisory about the MMBC web cast was passed earlier to PMAC members such that any 
who could spare the time could monitor it on 29 Oct.  As well, the link to the 61 pages of slide 
presentation by MMBC was passed to PMAC members when those pages became available around 
mid-November.

One further reference was provided to PMAC members, that being the Sep 2012 SAIC 
Report commissioned by the US Grocery Manufacturers Association (GMA).  While a lengthy 
report, the first 7 pages constitute an Executive Summary and are very informative, particularly 
since data from Quebec, Ontario and Manitoba are analysed with respect to performance against 
previously claimed targets for their EPR and PPP programs. 

Additionally, after monitoring the web cast, the Chair submitted 3 questions to MMBC. 
Those questions, and the MMBC answers, are attached to these 'Minutes' as Appendix 1.

Finally, to provide input to PMAC from a 'hands-on' operator in the recycling business, Barb 
Hetherington of Gibsons Recycling Depot was invited to present her interpretations of the MMBC 
Draft 'Plan' to this PMAC Meeting.

…/6
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Barb delivered a presentation of about 25 minutes in length, noting several shortfalls in 
performance in other provinces' EPR and PPP plans' performance; several pertinent questions as to 
coordination, responsibilities, the vagueness of MMBC's term “market-clearing price”; and, the 
apparent shortfall in funding to the “operators”, be they local governments, delegated contractors or, 
failing local governments making appropriate arrangements with MMBC, those contractors who 
respond to MMBC's own RFPs and/or Tenders for services within the jurisdiction(s) of those local 
governments.

Many questions were asked, and notes taken, by PMAC members.  
A related point surfaced after the meeting adjourned, in that news of an 'In Camera' meeting 

on the MMBC Draft 'Plan' for the next day, 30 Nov, was revealed.  No member of PMAC can 
understand why at least an observer from PMAC was not invited to attend this meeting of local 
government officials and staff.

The education of, and an increasing awareness by members of PMAC is essential in order to 
enhance members' ability to focus on appropriate matters and to not waste time and energy on less 
important and sometimes irrelevant matters.

The MMBC's Draft 'Plan' needs a thorough analysis, if only to decide whether local 
governments can devise a method of complying with its requirements and its funding parameters. 
The current assessment, by many observers around the province and across the country, is that the 
apparent funding shortfall on both producers and processors portends something akin to a 'hidden 
tax' on the citizenry; either through price increases for the packaged product and/or to subsidize the 
collection/processing costs.  

 Therefore, the following Recommendation resulted:

 
Recommendation:  that the ISC consider including representative attendance by 

PMAC at future discussions of the MMBC Draft 'Plan', for the specific purpose of enhancing 
PMAC's education and awareness of externally generated issues facing the SCRD.

Next Meeting

Given the discussion and Resolution within topic C, above, the next meeting was scheduled 
for Monday, 14 Jan 2013, from 2 to 4 pm.

Adjournment

This 'extraordinary' meeting of PMAC was adjourned at 3 pm, with several positive comments 
about the venue.

Brian K. Sadler
Chair 
02 Dec 2012 (Revised 06 Dec 2012)  

Appendix 1 (attached):  Questions posed by the Chair to MMBC, and MMBC's responses.
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
PUBLIC WHARVES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

     December 3, 2012 
  
 
DRAFT MINUTES FROM A PUBLIC WHARVES ADVISORY COMMITEE MEETING 
HELD AT FRANK WEST HALL, 1224 CHASTER ROAD, GIBSONS, BC.  
  
 
PRESENT PWAC Members        Nancy Donaldson, Chair 
    Bruce Wallis 
    Tony Flynn 
    Kate-Louise Stamford  
     
ABSENT    Ralph Rutherford 
    Dan Crosby   
    Roger Sayer 
     
ALSO PRESENT Manager, Transportation and Facilities Brian Sagman 
 Recording Secretary   Diane Corbett   
   
 
CALL TO ORDER  10:31 a.m. 
 
AGENDA The Agenda was adopted. 
 
MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the Public Wharves Advisory Committee meeting of October 1, 2012 were 
adopted as circulated. 
 
BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES  
 
Infrastructure Services Committee Recommendation Regarding Bollard at Keats Landing 
 
The Infrastructure Services Committee’s November 1, 2012 recommendation to place the topic of 
installation of a bollard at Keats Landing on the agenda of the next Town Hall meeting was 
discussed. 
 
Staff indicated that the Board considered this an issue that should be brought to a public meeting 
for feedback. It was noted that, while there was an issue of safety in terms of traffic activity on 
the wharf, there was no concern from a structural point of view as the docks had been overbuilt. 
Staff did not have wide resident input to support the case for bollard installation at this time. 
 
Ms. Donaldson commented that, in the three years since the receiver for a bollard had been 
installed at Keats Landing, she had never heard anyone speak against it. Her biggest concern 
was safety due to vehicles, often driven by under-age people, speeding on the wharf. 
 

ANNEX 'G'
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Mr. Flynn observed that parking on the wharf had greatly diminished in recent months, and 
remarked that the dock would last longer with motor vehicle traffic removed. 
 
Recommendation No. 1 Town Hall Meeting 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that a Town Hall meeting regarding the 
bollard be scheduled for the May 24th weekend at Keats Landing. 
 
Recommendation No. 2 Staff Report on Dock Issues at Keats Landing 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that staff submit a report to the 
Infrastructure Services Committee prior to the Town Hall meeting regarding issues surrounding 
traffic on the dock at Keats Landing.  
 
New Brighton Dock Divestiture 
 
Ms. Stamford commented on the process of the divestiture of New Brighton dock on Gambier 
Island, noting that Transport Canada was not providing information to the public while in the 
midst of negotiations with the Squamish Nation. She highlighted concerns of maintaining access 
to the dock for the public and the Stormaway passenger ferry, and that there be a public meeting 
with Transport Canada outlining the divestiture process. Ms. Stamford planned to meet with MP 
John Weston on this matter, and advised that she would keep the committee informed.  
 
Staff provided supportive information about the dock divestiture process. 
 
NEW BUSINESS  
 
Tire Breakwater at Eastbourne 
 
Staff described tire breakwaters that utilize multiple sheets of tires to break up wave action 
coming into the shoreline. Mr. Sagman had been researching these, considering that they may 
enhance the possibilities for moorage at Eastbourne. 
 
Mr. Flynn wondered if this could be added to the Town Hall agenda. 
 
Ms. Stamford mentioned she would be interested in learning about the environmental impact of 
that kind of rubber. 
 
Members were invited to do research on this topic. 
 
Meeting Dates 2013 
 
Meeting dates proposed for 2013 were as follows: 

o March 4 
o June 3 
o September 16 
o December 2 
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ROUND TABLE 
 
Mr. Flynn commended SCRD building staff on the repairs at Eastbourne dock. He reported that 
he had received complaints on two issues regarding lighting at Keats docks. At Keats Landing, of 
the three light standards at the dock, the middle one did not work, and the lights at the top and 
the bottom went off and on regularly. At Eastbourne there was only one light working at the top 
of the dock. 
 
Action:  Staff will check into this. 
 
Ms. Stamford inquired if West Bay dock had been half power washed. Staff advised that it was 
half done in light of a staff injury and the aggressive behaviour of a boat owner in response to a 
request to move their boat. Prior to completing the job, notices would be posted in advance with 
the request to move boats moored there. 
 
Ms. Stamford inquired about the process for a group looking for a community dock. Staff advised 
that a letter be sent to one’s Electoral Area director. 
 
Ms. Donaldson commented on loose floorboards observed on the Keats Landing float with the 
high tides. 
 
Ms. Stamford reported she had learned from previous PWAC member Don Bell of someone from 
Gambier who would be interested in being a member of this committee, and that she would speak 
to the individual in the near future when he had returned from Mexico.  
 
Staff outlined the Board response to the work plan for 2013 and described some of the projects 
planned for next year. It was noted that from 2001-2006, monies from Transport Canada had 
been used to do capital repairs, and since 2007 money was drawn from a reserve. Commencing 
in the next year it would be necessary to contribute funds through taxation to do capital repairs 
in order to keep the reserve above $200,000. 
 
Mr. Flynn reported that at Eastbourne there were some missing plates that had been used as the 
covering for two chain and anchor points, representing a tripping hazard. He also noted the 
derelict two-foot pilings mentioned at the previous meeting had not been removed. 
 
Staff indicated that these would be looked at when a trip to Eastbourne is scheduled. 
 
Ms. Donaldson noted that the salt bucket from the SCRD had not arrived at Keats Landing. She 
described a situation the previous week when Stormaway staff had utilized blue salt containing 
antifreeze, the only available option at that time, to address the slippery dock and ramp at Keats 
Landing. Ms. Donaldson commented on the toxicity of the substance used. 
 
Mr. Flynn reported that the salt bucket at Eastbourne had recently blown away. 
 
Action:  Staff will arrange for salt to be delivered to the Stormaway to take to Keats Island. 
 
NEXT MEETING March 4, 2013 
 
ADJOURNMENT 11:47 pm 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 
December 14, 2012 

 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE REVIEW 
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE CEDAR ROOM OF THE SUNSHINE COAST 
REGIONAL DISTRICT OFFICES, 1975 FIELD ROAD, SECHELT, BC 

 
 
PRESENT: 

 
SCRD Board 

 
Chair 

 
G. Nohr 

   

Directors 
 

L. Turnbull 
D. Shugar 
L. Lewis 
F. Mauro 

District of Sechelt Representative D. Siegers 
  
Town of Gibsons Representative W. Rowe 
  

ALSO PRESENT: Chief Administrative Officer, SCRD J. France 
 Chief Administrative Officer, Town of Gibsons E. Machado 
 Acting Administrator, Sechelt Indian Govt. District D. Hill 
 Manager, Legislative Services, SCRD A. Legault 
 General Manager, Infrastructure Services, SCRD B. Shoji 
 Manager, Sustainable Services D. Whyte 
 Director of Engineering, District of Sechelt K. Tang 
 Treasurer T. Perreault 
 Recording Secretary J. Bullock 
 Public 2 

 
CALL TO ORDER 1:30 p.m. 

 
AGENDA The agenda was adopted as presented.  
 

 
Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services advised that the purpose of the meeting is to review 
the actions taken to date pertaining to the Solid Waste Service Review. 
 
The following items of correspondence were distributed to all present for their information: 

• October 3, 2012 letter from District of Sechelt regarding “Solid Waste/Recycling”. 
• October 31, 2012 letter of response from SCRD regarding “Solid Waste/Recycling”. 
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Mr. Whyte provided a verbal summary of the process to date. 
 
The first meeting for the Solid Waste Service Review took place in June 2011.  The purpose of that 
meeting was to: 
 

• provide information on the legislative process for conducting a service review 
• review the nature of services provided under the Regional Solid Waste function 
• clearly identify the issue that triggered the service review.   

 
The service review was initiated by the District of Sechelt (DoS). Sechelt expressed concerns about 
contributing to the cost of the recycling depots because they pay the full cost of curbside collection 
and the processing of the collected materials.   
 
The second meeting was held in July 2011.  This meeting was to review the Solid Waste 
Management Plan consultation process and results. The results of a two week survey conducted on 
site at the Sechelt recycling depot were reviewed.  The survey revealed that many District of 
Sechelt residents use the depot for a variety of materials (mostly glass which is not included in the 
DoS curbside collection program).  Of the DoS residents polled at the depot, 65% advised that 
although they use the curbside collection service provided by the District of Sechelt, they still 
regularly used the SCRD depot. 
 
The District of Sechelt was requested to provide information to the next meeting, pertaining to the 
history of the curbside collection services, particularly regarding the service implementation and 
consultation process. 
 
The third meeting took place in October 2011 and provided historical reports regarding recycling 
services and the District of Sechelt curbside collection service. There was also a conference call 
during the meeting with the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Concerns were expressed that the problem to be addressed has not been clearly identified.  
 
Mr. Tang noted that prior to the DoS implementing the curbside collection service, they met with 
the previous SCRD GM, Infrastructure Services to discuss taxation for recycling.  SCRD staff 
responded and advised that there would be no change to the taxation process without a service 
review.  On February 28, 2011 the District formally initiated the service review.  
 
The SCRD budget process pertaining to recycling was reviewed.  The DoS expressed concern that 
they are responsible for the full costs of providing the curbside collection service for recyclables, 
including the processing.  As they also contribute to the costs of the depot, they are concerned that 
they are paying twice for this service. 
 
The District of Sechelt expressed concerns about equity, primarily related to the processing of 
collected materials.  It was suggested that the SCRD reimburse a portion of the funds collected for 
the recycling service retroactive to the date the service review was initiated. 
 
Mr. Whyte noted that, as of 2014, MMBC will be covering the processing costs. 
 
The Solid Waste Service Review Committee recessed at 2:58 p.m. and reconvened at 3:13 p.m. 
  
Recommendation No. 1  Solid Waste Service Review  

The Solid Waste Service Review Committee recommended that the SCRD provide a detailed 
breakdown of budgets and funding ratios for functions 350-355 for all participants of these 
functions. 
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Recommendation No. 2  Solid Waste Service Review  

The Solid Waste Service Review Committee recommended that SCRD staff be authorized to meet 
with Councillor Siegers to provide an explanation of the budget process and functions; 

AND THAT if necessary, staff make a presentation to Sechelt council on the same subject. 

Recommendation No. 3  Solid Waste Service Review 

The Solid Waste Service Review Committee recommended that the SCRD request that the District 
of Sechelt authorize release of their list of questions related to the Solid Waste Service Review, 
with an understanding that this information is in-camera, to ensure that the appropriate information 
is provided. 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT  3:56 p.m. 
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Hunt

Subject: FW: News on the updated PowerSmart New Homes Program (joint PowerSmart and
FortisBC initiative)

Attachments: PS New Home -5 5x8 5 hires.pdf

________________________

r- SCRD
RECEIVED

I DEC13 2012
BC Hydro Power Smart Teams Up with FortisBC
Givnp $uilders Access to Ew More cw•s

C H A I R

BC Hydro and FortisBC are giving BC builders more good reasons to add energy efficiency to their builds. The BC
Hydro Power Smart New Home Program has partnered with FortisBC to offer builders access to even more incentives
for any qualified, residential new construction project, with typical incentives reaching up to $3000 per home! The
program is available to builders (including owner-builders) of single-detached and multi-family residential new
construction (note MURBs have partial eligibility only — item #2 below).

The offers include:

1) Home Performance Offer: up to $2000 per home* for homes that achieve an EnerGuide rating of 80 or higher;
based on making improvements to building envelope and operational system upgrades.

2) Energy Star Offer: up to $200 per home are available for the installation of qualified energy-efficient lighting,
appliances and ventilation systems.

3) In partnership with FortisBC, natural gas incentives are also available on qualified fireplace and water heater
technologies, with incentives ranging from $300 - $1000 per home.

The Power Smart New Home Program has been in market since 2006 and supports change in residential practices that
allow for stronger measures in the BC Building Code and Energy Efficiency Act. By providing financial incentives and
resources to builders, and increasing greater awareness of the value of energy-efficient homes to home buyers, the
Program hopes to provide an environment of easier market acceptance of higher energy performance levels.

Please have a look at our attached brochure. For more information, contact Sarah Yada Seto, Program Manager for the
Power Smart New Home Program at (604) 453 9287 or email sarah.yadaseto(bchydro.com or visit the New Home
Program online at www.bchydro.com/newhome.

P.S. For a limited time, we’re offering Greater Vancouver single-family builders (GVHBA members and their designers) a
free new home energy evaluation until January 31, 2013 (up to $500, certain restrictions apply). Combined total
incentives with existing program incentives could reach $3,500! Have your builders prepare for the new building code!
Contact us for further details.

*The amount for single-family detached homes varies depending on the issue date of the building permit.

Robyn Wark
Team Lad. Se-e Kay A eourd M aeer SLamza,

BC Hydro
4565 K:aa 1Oh Foor
I3urnby SA. V5H 4T5

€04 616

robvn.wark(bchydro.com
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