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ADJOURNMENT        



From: Barry Cavens
To: Tracey Hincks
Subject: Infrastructure Services Committee
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2013 10:01:00 PM
Attachments: Aug 2013 John Hodgkins Discussion Paper.pdf

Tracey:

Confirmation that I will attend the November 7 meeting of the Infrastructure
Services Committee.  My topic is a needs-based analysis of ferry-dependent
communities.

On August 6, 2013 the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) issued
an RFP to assist the Ministry to design, develop, implement and summarize a public
engagement program that will solicit input on a route-specific service adjustment
plan as well as strategies to achieve the province's long-term vision of connecting
coastal communities in an affordable, efficient and sustainable manner.  The RFP
timeline indicated that Online / In-Person Engagement would be in November /
December.  

The current model for serving the southern Sunshine Coast has been in place for
many years and the community has had to adapt to what is decided by the province /
BC Ferries.  It is timely to develop a vision for the area that includes ferry service as
part of an integrated transportation system to serve the changing needs and future
expectations of the community.  The area is unique as ferry service needs are
different because it is a part of the mainland coast and service requirements are not
identical to those of either Vancouver Island or a smaller island.  Route 3 (Horseshoe
Bay/Langdale) is a 40 minute ferry ride to the metro Vancouver area and there are
many individuals who regularly commute for employment.  Route 13
(Langdale/Gambier/Keats) provides passenger-only service.  The rationale stated for
continuing with the existing model is that it is ‘historic’ and it is being ‘tweaked’ rather
than rethinking what is the real need in terms of number of sailings per day, length of
day, size of vessel, supplemental passenger only service, etc.

I have attached a copy of August 2013 report prepared by John Hodgkins, Island
Transport Solutions.  John 'encourages the provincial government (or local
governments) to undertake a critical analysis as a precurser to determining a route
specific strategy for each coastal ferry route, with input as appropriate from BC
Ferries.  Ferry Advisory Committees should be encouraged to co-operate in an
assessment for each ferry-dependent community.' 

Regards

Barry
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Synopsis 


In 2012, the government of British Columbia determined the need to identify $26 million of net operational savings from 


coastal ferry services by 2016 to address the combined impacts of rising costs and falling traffic levels.  A public 


consultation and engagement programme in 2012 focussed specifically on reducing service levels to improve the short-


term financial stability of the ferry system and pave the way towards the long-term vision of a sustainable ferry network. 


The process failed to address the impact that such a budget-orientated approach would have on the economic viability 


of coastal communities.   


This April, government deferred any ferry service reductions until 2014, reducing the savings target to $19m in return 


for a further $7m interim funding.  A second round of public engagement is now proposed within which service 


reductions are expected to be identified on a route-by-route basis, shaped primarily by the financial performance of 


each ferry route rather than an informed analysis of the needs and dependencies of each coastal community.  This 


discussion paper highlights the urgent need for a needs-based analysis of ferry-dependent communities to be 


undertaken and urges governments (both Provincial and Local) to work together towards a solution that will ensure 


economic sustainability for the region as well as financial stability for the ferry operator.      


About the author 


John Hodgkins is an independent transport consultant now living in Gabriola, BC.  He has more than 40 years’ experience 


working in the transportation sector in the UK, both as a local government transportation planner and as a manager in 


the public transit industry. His experience includes participation in a range of cross-industry working groups led by the 


UK Department for Transport.  His consultancy, Island Solutions, was established in 2008 in the UK with clients from a 


variety of local government, private sector and voluntary transport providers.   


With a specific focus on local transport, Island Transport Solutions offers a fresh outlook on transportation issues in BC, 


with a willingness to work collaboratively with partners from across the transportation sector. John has an open work 


permit issued by CIC Canada, initially until 2016. He currently chairs the Gabriola Island Ferry Advisory Committee and is 


a member of the Transportation Advisory Commission for the Islands Trust on Gabriola Island.    
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1 : Background and objectives 


This paper offers a reaction to the government’s next steps in developing a long-term vision for coastal ferry services in 


British Columbia and reducing the cost of ferry services by $21 million during Performance Term 3 (PT3) (2012 – 2016).  


The BC Coastal Ferries Consultation and Engagement programme in Fall 2012 invited the public’s perspective on a range 


of operational considerations that could be used quantitatively to guide the process of identifying service reductions. At 


the same time, questions were asked about the direction that should be followed in developing a long-term vision for 


coastal ferry services. Those questions focussed on a range of high-level options for future sources of funding, fleet 


composition, alternative fuel strategies and consideration of other types of link to replace existing ferry services. 


Questions which, by and large, were beyond the scope of local residents to objectively consider or influence. 


Oversight of the coastal ferry system is maintained by the BC Ferry Commission, whose primary function is to cap fares 


at a level that balances the interests of ferry users with the interests of taxpayers while protecting the financial 


sustainability of the ferry operator.  In January 2012, the Commissioner acknowledged that ferry fares had ‘reached the 


tipping point of affordability’ and recommended a package of measures including an increase in government funding 


and capping future fares increases to the rate of inflation, balanced with service reductions on lightly-used routes and  


efficiency savings by the ferry operator. These recommendations led to the 2012 public consultation and engagement.  


Not surprisingly, public reaction to the issues raised in the consultation reaffirmed the view that coastal ferry services 


are an essential component of the economy and vitality of coastal communities and should be treated equitably 


alongside other elements of our transportation infrastructure that mainland communities take for granted. The ferry 


serves as both the highway and public transit to island communities and provides an essential lifeline for island residents 


and businesses.  However, unlike highways or public transit, funding for ferry services has become a balancing act 


between the commercial objectives of a private corporation and the financial constraints of government.  


There is a widely held view that the consultation process failed to address the key components necessary to link the 


short-term action plan and the longer term vision. The Province now proposes to appoint consultants to interpret the 


findings of the 2012 consultation and assist in the development of both the long-term vision and a series of route-


specific proposals for service adjustments to achieve the savings required by 2016.  


In 2012, the provincial government promised that “basic levels of service would be provided” so that the majority of 


users could travel to work and school.  At no stage, however, was any assurance given that that the government would 


investigate the actual needs and dependencies of coastal communities as part of the the decision-making process – 


indeed the Ministerial position was clearly set out in the following response to a question at one of the small group 


meetings held on Salt Spring Island: 


. 
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The underlying message was clear:  it would be for the communities themselves  to identify social and economic needs 


to ensure that the future viability of their community would be protected. That message was not clarified in the 


consultation material and at the majority of meetings it was not addressed in any depth. 


Needless to say, there is little to reassure communities that their social and economic needs will be addressed any more 


rigorously in the second round of consultation than they were in the first. The following statement is made in the 


Request for Proposals (RFP) to manage the consultation process: 


 


The focus remains the delivery of affordable, efficient and sustainable ferry services – but once again, there is no 


reference to protecting the future economic viability of ferry-dependent communities.  It has to be assumed, therefore, 


that the government does not intend to examine community needs as part of the 2013 engagement process. It is vital 


that the needs and dependencies of ferry-dependent communities are researched and identified if we are to ensure 


that coastal communities retain the ferry services necessary to maintain economic and social viability.  


No two ferry routes are identical; no two communities the same in the extent to which the local economy depends on its 


ferry service. This paper promotes the case for a comprehensive needs assessment to be undertaken in each ferry-


dependent community to identify the minimum levels of ferry service necessary to ensure the future viability of the 


community.         


It is the needs of our communities, and thus of ferry users, that should be the defining factor in determining the future 


shape of ferry services in 2014, 2016 (PT4) and beyond. What is required now is a robust mechanism for assessing and 


measuring those needs and for identifying a ‘safety net’ strategy that will ensure future access to the opportunities, 


goods and services upon which each community depends.  


The government has yet to shape its ‘long term vision’ for coastal ferry services - but how long is ‘long term’?  The 


Coastal Ferry Act established a sixty year horizon – a contract running until 2063 – and now, ten years in, the vision is 


still to be developed.  A medium term ferry plan is required for the next ten years, to guide both the short-term (PT3) 


action plan and ensure a robust and equitable approach to decisions affecting PT4 and PT5. From that ten year plan, the 


long-term vision can evolve, guiding future investment in major infrastructure. 


In 2012, following a 4 year review, Transport Scotland published a ten-year ferries plan for the Scottish ferry network, 


which has many similarities to the BC coastal ferry system. The Scottish Plan covered a much wider agenda including 


strategies for funding, procurement of operators, fare structures and governance, none of which are addressed in this 


submission.  However, a key factor in determining the future shape of Scotland’s ferry network was a comprehensive 


needs assessment undertaken in the early stages of the review. The methodology adopted was used to identify and 


quantify transport need in each ferry-dependent community as the basis for shaping future service provision. This paper 


promotes a similar, structured approach to identifying transport needs in BC’s coastal communities.     







 5 


 


2 : Coastal ferry services - a community lifeline 


Most of the minor and northern routes served by BC Ferries can be termed lifeline services for the communities they 


serve. What constitutes a “lifeline” ferry service?  


The following definition was adopted by Transport Scotland in their review of coastal ferry services; it would seem 


equally valid in BC:  
 


“A lifeline ferry service is a service that is essential to ensure the viability of one or more communities.” 


Using this definition as a guide, virtually all of BC Ferries’ coastal ferry routes could be classified as “lifeline” services. The 


term is especially relevant to the minor routes linking offshore islands with the mainland or Vancouver Island, since the 


majority of those islands have limited on-island services and their businesses and residents are heavily dependent on the 


ferry service in many aspects of daily life. Of the minor ferry routes, only Route 12 (Brentwood Bay – Mill Bay) falls short 


of meeting this criteria, since it connects two locations on Vancouver Island that are also joined by major highways. 


The term “lifeline” service is not restricted to inter-island ferries. Coastal communities along the Sunshine Coast north of 


Vancouver are equally dependent on BC Ferries’ routes for access to goods and services that are not available locally. 


The ability to access the Lower Mainland is crucial to the economy of the Sunshine Coast and plays a major role in 


bringing tourism to the region.  The ferry link from Powell River to Vancouver Island is equally important as a means of 


accessing health services and commercial businesses that serve the region.  


Is the definition relevant to the major routes sailing between Vancouver Island and the Lower Mainland? It could be 


argued that residents of Victoria and Nanaimo are not dependent on the ferry link to the mainland in the same way as, 


for example, those living on the gulf islands are dependent on the ferry that connects them to Vancouver Island. Yet the 


reality is that much of what we buy has to be transported from the mainland – and many of our businesses, tourism 


venues and accommodations depend heavily on the visitors who arrive from the mainland by ferry.   


Most significant in their volume of use and regional importance are the major routes 1 (Tsawwassen-Swartz Bay) and 2 


(Horseshoe Bay – Nanaimo). Both routes are strongly geared towards tourism and leisure travel, evidenced by the high 


level of seasonal variation in traffic levels; their role as lifeline services is primarily in supporting tourism, personal and 


business travel. Route 30 (Tsawwassen-Nanaimo) plays a more significant role in the movement of freight to and from 


Vancouver Island and could therefore be considered to have a higher ‘lifeline’ profile as a two-way link in the supply 


chain for businesses both on and off the island. Obviously, there are other options for freight traffic (notably the 


intermodal ferry services provided by the Seaspan Corporation) but for many small and medium businesses, the 


flexibility offered by a drive-on, drive-off mixed traffic service is the most cost-effective option.  
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3 : Key issues emerging from the 2012 Consultation and Engagement Process 


Four common messages emerged from the consultation and engagement feedback, both from individual responses and 


in the discussion groups held throughout the coastal communities: 


 Affordability : There was an overwhelming view that the high cost of ferry travel was a major contributor to the 


decline in ferry use, impacting not only on tourism and the local economy, but increasingly fuelling a sense of 


isolation and socio-economic hardship. As a result, there were many examples cited of families and businesses 


being forced to move away from their island roots. 


 


 Equitability : Coastal ferry services are widely regarded as part of the highway system and should be adequately 


funded through taxation in the same way as other transport infrastructure. Many expressed the need for more 


direct government control over the delivery of ferry services.  


 


 Dependency : A common theme throughout the process was the extent to which coastal communities depend 


on their ferry services to meet economic needs and protect quality of life.  Ferry services are the “lifeline” of 


coastal communities and basic routes and services must be maintained. 


 


 Operating Costs : Many believe that the present governance and management of BC Ferries results in ferry 


users and taxpayers facing unnecessarily high cost levels, often citing the actions and practices of the ferry 


corporation as imposing excessive costs on local (minor) ferry routes. There was a strong message that cost 


reductions should focus on improving efficiency and reducing management costs rather than cutting service 


levels 


4 : Addressing the key issues 


Inevitably, many questions were left unanswered in the 2012 consultation meetings and in the Consultation and 


Engagement Summary Report that emerged.  The decision to defer implementation of any service reductions until April 


2014 provides an opportunity to revisit some of those questions as part of the secondary consultation now proposed , 


though realistically there will be inadequate time to fully address the more fundamental questions around the extent to 


which the present governance and regulatory model has contributed to today’s financial pressures. 


If the needs of ferry-dependent communities are to be genuinely taken into consideration, the following questions 


should be addressed in respect of each coastal community as a matter of urgency before either a short-term action plan 


for service reductions, or the development of the longer-term vision, is finalised.   


Affordability  


- How have rising ferry fares impacted on the ability to access essential goods and services? 


- How can we measure the impact of rising ferry fares on local businesses? 


- Have high ferry fares impacted on local tourism, and if so to what degree? 


- Is the local population increasing or declining? How will this impact on future demand for ferry travel? 


- Has population drift occurred as a result of rising ferry fares, and to what degree? 


- How is the age profile of the community predicted to change over the next 10/30 years?  


- What pressures do an ageing population place on the provision and affordability of ferry services?  
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Equitability :  


- Has the cost of public support to the local ferry service  increased at a higher or lower rate than the cost of 


public support to other transport infrastructure in the region (eg highways, local public transit) 


- What are the reasons for this? 


- Does the balance between user and taxpayer share of operating costs need to be redressed? 


- How does the Government’s declared target to double transit ridership by 2030 reconcile with its strategy 


for ridership of the local ferry service? 


Dependency: 


- How dependent is the local community on opportunities, goods and healthcare and other services that can 


only be accessed using the ferry service? 


- Do students depend on the ferry service to access school or college? 


- How many residents depend on the ferry service for commuting to and from work? At what times? 


- How dependent are local businesses on goods and services that have to be brought in by ferry? 


- Is access to recreation (swimming, team sports etc) dependent on the availability of the ferry service? 


- To what extent does the present ferry schedule satisfy (or fail to satisfy) each of these needs? 


- How dependent is the local community on ferry-based tourism? 


- Is the seasonal variation in ferry traffic reflected in the seasonality of the ferry schedule? 


Operating Costs: 


- Are the costs of operating the local ferry service readily identifiable? 


- Does the local ferry service carry an appropriate share of BC Ferries’ overhead costs? 


- Are there any costs incurred by BC Ferries (eg terminal facilities, on-board services, size of vessel) that are 


considered unnecessary for that route? 


- Are there any additional facilities (eg car parking; transit connections) that would benefit the community, 


but are not currently provided? 


- How dependent is the local ferry service on resources (terminals, crew, vessels) shared with other routes? 


- What are the advantages/disadvantages of the local ferry service being part of the BC Ferries network? 


- Could an alternative service provider potentially reduce operating costs on the route? If so, how? 


- What would be the impact on BC Ferries of an alternative service provider on the route? 


 


Unless government is willing to address these questions directly, it is recommended that local governments consider 


a collaborative response to government, supported (as appropriate) by the Ferry Advisory Committees for each 


coastal ferry route. 
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5 : Assimilating the information 


 


The author encourages the provincial government (or local governments) to undertake a critical analysis of these 


questions as a precursor to determining a route strategy for each coastal ferry route, with input as appropriate from BC 


Ferries.   


Ferry Advisory Committees should be encouraged to co-operate in an assessment of the local impact of ferry fares and 


in the compilation of an evidence-based needs assessment for each ferry-dependent community. Needs assessments 


would be structured around a standardised analysis of five separate dependencies, as defined in Section 6 below.  


Demographic trends would be obtained from available local government and Census data. 


Using data from a variety of sources, we suggest that a community-based factsheet be produced for each ferry-


dependent community, identifying the extent of local dependency on the ferry service by way of an accessibility analysis 


alongside the operational and financial profile for each ferry route.  This information will provide a robust and equitable 


basis on which judgments about adjustments to ferry services may be considered.  


A specimen ferry dependency fact file is included in Annex 1.   


6 : Defining dependency on a lifeline ferry service 


Five key ‘dependencies’ were identified by Transport Scotland as indicators of the extent to which island communities 


are dependent on their ferry services.  The five dependencies are summarised as:  


 Commuting dependency / Business travel dependency – how important is the ferry to enable regular 


commuting, schooling and business travel to / from the island? This measure will be reflected in the volume of 


year round, daily vehicle and passenger use on a ferry route evident even at the time of lowest seasonal 


demand.  


     


 Personal dependency – islands with few services / shops are heavily dependent on their ferry service for access 


to services such as education, health, shopping and recreation.  A ‘sparsity index’ was developed which 


quantifies this degree of dependency.  


 


 Supply chain dependency – for islands with a more substantial quantity of local services, these will be reliant on 


the supply chain for deliveries to shops, medical supplies etc.  To some extent this will be the inverse of personal 


dependency.  


 


 Export / Import dependency – different from the supply chain dependency (which serves end users), how 


important is the ferry for getting goods off and on the island as part of supporting industry eg manufacturing / 


agriculture / forestry etc.? 


   


 Tourism dependency – how dependent is the community on tourism?  An important element of this 


dependency is a ‘seasonality index’ derived from the ferry operator’s traffic data, demonstrating the extent to 


which traffic volumes fluctuate on a seasonal basis   
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In the Scottish Ferry Review, each of these ‘dependencies’ was rated in its importance from A to E, representing ‘most 


dependent’ to ‘least dependent’.  This information was summarised for each community in a series of fact sheets, along 


the lines of the example given in Annex 1, together with annual vehicle and passenger volumes, patronage trends, the 


number of daily crossings, time of first and last crossings, fare levels and the level of financial support. Passenger 


volumes are measured both in terms of overall passenger numbers and (where appropriate) the annual number of trips 


per capita based upon the population of the ferry-dependent community.    


The Index of Sparsity combines measures of accessibility (by journey purpose / destination), population density, car 


dependency and availability of alternate modes, as key indicators of transport need for a range of frequently made 


journeys such as accessing the nearest secondary school, college, family doctor,  hospital, employment location or 


commercial centre.  Weighted according to the existing ferry frequency and journey time, an index of transport need 


can be calculated for each ferry-dependent community.  


The Index of Seasonality can be expressed as the percentage uplift in traffic volumes on the route between a low-


season period (January or February) and a high season period (July or August). The final classification will range from ‘A’ 


representing the highest tourist dependency (and seasonality index) to ‘E’ representing the lowest dependency. 


 


7 : Determining the level of ferry service necessary to meet a community’s needs 


Four attributes emerged from the Scottish Ferry Review that, collectively, were used to define minimum levels of service 


on ferry route, depending on the relative needs of each community. These have been adapted to more closely match 


the nature of coastal ferry routes in British Columbia :  


a. Crossing time  


‘Low’ represents a crossing time of 30 minutes or less;   ‘Medium’ is a crossing time of between 30 and 90 


minutes;  ‘High’ represents a crossing time of more than 90 minutes.  


b. Sailings per day    


‘High’ is defined as 10 or more sailings per day;  ‘Medium’ is defined as 5-10 sailings per day;  ‘Low’ is defined as 


less than 5 sailings per day  


c. Operating day   


‘High’ is defined as a full operating day, from early morning to late evening;  ‘Medium’ is defined as a reduced 


operating day, around a normal working day  ‘Low’ is defined as a partial operating day, less than a normal 


working day  


d. Days per week   


‘High’ is defined as all weekdays and some weekend coverage;  ‘Medium’ is defined as 4-5 sailing days;  ‘Low’ is 


defined as 1-2 sailings days per week.  


 


These definitions can be used to provide indicators of the volume of service necessary to maintain basic economic 


viability in each ferry-dependent community. The final nature of the ferry schedule will, of course, vary according to 


local circumstances. 
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8 : Where do we go from here? 


On August 6, the provincial government issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) from suitable providers to work with 


government in the identification of route-specific service adjustments on coastal ferry routes and to conduct 


appropriate on-line and/or in-person consultation with stakeholders and the general public.   


As with the previous contract (awarded to Kirk & Co in 2012) the provider will be expected to advise local governments 


and Ferry Advisory Committees of the engagement process that they propose to adopt, with both being afforded the 


status of stakeholder consultees within the wider engagement process.   


The indicative timeline for the project is once again very short, suggesting the need for a considered approach from 


local governments and ferry advisory committees at an early stage. 


 


The approach promoted in this discussion paper would enable local governments and other stakeholders to be 


assured that the proposals arising from the government’s project are consistent with maintaining essential levels of 


accessibility and economic viability across a wide spectrum of ferry-dependent communities.   


A suggested format of a ferry dependency fact file for Gabriola Island is attached as Annex 1. The assessment of 


dependencies is indicative only and would require the endorsement of the local community. 


 


 


The author welcomes feedback and discussion about the format and process suggested; he can be contacted by email at 


john@islandtransportsolutions.com for further development of this approach. 


Footnote: 


For further information on the Scottish Ferry Review and the ten-year ferry plan visit 


http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/water/ferries/Scottish-Ferries-Review .  


 


 


Prepared by John C Hodgkins, Island Transport Solutions, 825 Queequeg Place, Gabriola Island, British Columbia V0R 1X5 



mailto:john@islandtransportsolutions.com

http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/water/ferries/Scottish-Ferries-Review
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Annex 1 


 


Specimen 


Ferry Dependency Fact File 


for Gabriola Island 


 


Indicative minimum service standards 


Crossing time Low 20 minutes 


Sailings per day High 14-16 according to season 


Operating Day High 18 hours per day 


Days per week High 7 days per week 


Seasonality Medium Vehicle traffic +39%  low to high season 


 


 


 


 


 


    


Sources of data used in the compilation of this Ferry Dependency Fact File: 


 Population and dwelling counts for designated places from Census Canada 2011 


 Community profiles (housing and employment rates) from Census Canada 2006 


 Ferry performance data from BC Ferries’ Annual Report to Ferry Commissioner, 2012/13 


 Ferry occupancy data (vehicles) from BC Coastal Ferry Consultation & Engagement 2012 
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   Gabriola Island Fact File 
 
Gabriola Island is situated approximately 3 nautical miles 
from Nanaimo, on the east coast of Vancouver Island.  BC 
Ferries route 19 provides up to 16 sailings a day, 7 days a 
week to and from Gabriola. Crossing time is 20 minutes.  
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Chair - Southern Sunshine Coast Ferry Advisory Committee
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Synopsis 

In 2012, the government of British Columbia determined the need to identify $26 million of net operational savings from 

coastal ferry services by 2016 to address the combined impacts of rising costs and falling traffic levels.  A public 

consultation and engagement programme in 2012 focussed specifically on reducing service levels to improve the short-

term financial stability of the ferry system and pave the way towards the long-term vision of a sustainable ferry network. 

The process failed to address the impact that such a budget-orientated approach would have on the economic viability 

of coastal communities.   

This April, government deferred any ferry service reductions until 2014, reducing the savings target to $19m in return 

for a further $7m interim funding.  A second round of public engagement is now proposed within which service 

reductions are expected to be identified on a route-by-route basis, shaped primarily by the financial performance of 

each ferry route rather than an informed analysis of the needs and dependencies of each coastal community.  This 

discussion paper highlights the urgent need for a needs-based analysis of ferry-dependent communities to be 

undertaken and urges governments (both Provincial and Local) to work together towards a solution that will ensure 

economic sustainability for the region as well as financial stability for the ferry operator.      

About the author 

John Hodgkins is an independent transport consultant now living in Gabriola, BC.  He has more than 40 years’ experience 

working in the transportation sector in the UK, both as a local government transportation planner and as a manager in 

the public transit industry. His experience includes participation in a range of cross-industry working groups led by the 

UK Department for Transport.  His consultancy, Island Solutions, was established in 2008 in the UK with clients from a 

variety of local government, private sector and voluntary transport providers.   

With a specific focus on local transport, Island Transport Solutions offers a fresh outlook on transportation issues in BC, 

with a willingness to work collaboratively with partners from across the transportation sector. John has an open work 

permit issued by CIC Canada, initially until 2016. He currently chairs the Gabriola Island Ferry Advisory Committee and is 

a member of the Transportation Advisory Commission for the Islands Trust on Gabriola Island.    
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1 : Background and objectives 

This paper offers a reaction to the government’s next steps in developing a long-term vision for coastal ferry services in 

British Columbia and reducing the cost of ferry services by $21 million during Performance Term 3 (PT3) (2012 – 2016).  

The BC Coastal Ferries Consultation and Engagement programme in Fall 2012 invited the public’s perspective on a range 

of operational considerations that could be used quantitatively to guide the process of identifying service reductions. At 

the same time, questions were asked about the direction that should be followed in developing a long-term vision for 

coastal ferry services. Those questions focussed on a range of high-level options for future sources of funding, fleet 

composition, alternative fuel strategies and consideration of other types of link to replace existing ferry services. 

Questions which, by and large, were beyond the scope of local residents to objectively consider or influence. 

Oversight of the coastal ferry system is maintained by the BC Ferry Commission, whose primary function is to cap fares 

at a level that balances the interests of ferry users with the interests of taxpayers while protecting the financial 

sustainability of the ferry operator.  In January 2012, the Commissioner acknowledged that ferry fares had ‘reached the 

tipping point of affordability’ and recommended a package of measures including an increase in government funding 

and capping future fares increases to the rate of inflation, balanced with service reductions on lightly-used routes and  

efficiency savings by the ferry operator. These recommendations led to the 2012 public consultation and engagement.  

Not surprisingly, public reaction to the issues raised in the consultation reaffirmed the view that coastal ferry services 

are an essential component of the economy and vitality of coastal communities and should be treated equitably 

alongside other elements of our transportation infrastructure that mainland communities take for granted. The ferry 

serves as both the highway and public transit to island communities and provides an essential lifeline for island residents 

and businesses.  However, unlike highways or public transit, funding for ferry services has become a balancing act 

between the commercial objectives of a private corporation and the financial constraints of government.  

There is a widely held view that the consultation process failed to address the key components necessary to link the 

short-term action plan and the longer term vision. The Province now proposes to appoint consultants to interpret the 

findings of the 2012 consultation and assist in the development of both the long-term vision and a series of route-

specific proposals for service adjustments to achieve the savings required by 2016.  

In 2012, the provincial government promised that “basic levels of service would be provided” so that the majority of 

users could travel to work and school.  At no stage, however, was any assurance given that that the government would 

investigate the actual needs and dependencies of coastal communities as part of the the decision-making process – 

indeed the Ministerial position was clearly set out in the following response to a question at one of the small group 

meetings held on Salt Spring Island: 

. 
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The underlying message was clear:  it would be for the communities themselves  to identify social and economic needs 

to ensure that the future viability of their community would be protected. That message was not clarified in the 

consultation material and at the majority of meetings it was not addressed in any depth. 

Needless to say, there is little to reassure communities that their social and economic needs will be addressed any more 

rigorously in the second round of consultation than they were in the first. The following statement is made in the 

Request for Proposals (RFP) to manage the consultation process: 

 

The focus remains the delivery of affordable, efficient and sustainable ferry services – but once again, there is no 

reference to protecting the future economic viability of ferry-dependent communities.  It has to be assumed, therefore, 

that the government does not intend to examine community needs as part of the 2013 engagement process. It is vital 

that the needs and dependencies of ferry-dependent communities are researched and identified if we are to ensure 

that coastal communities retain the ferry services necessary to maintain economic and social viability.  

No two ferry routes are identical; no two communities the same in the extent to which the local economy depends on its 

ferry service. This paper promotes the case for a comprehensive needs assessment to be undertaken in each ferry-

dependent community to identify the minimum levels of ferry service necessary to ensure the future viability of the 

community.         

It is the needs of our communities, and thus of ferry users, that should be the defining factor in determining the future 

shape of ferry services in 2014, 2016 (PT4) and beyond. What is required now is a robust mechanism for assessing and 

measuring those needs and for identifying a ‘safety net’ strategy that will ensure future access to the opportunities, 

goods and services upon which each community depends.  

The government has yet to shape its ‘long term vision’ for coastal ferry services - but how long is ‘long term’?  The 

Coastal Ferry Act established a sixty year horizon – a contract running until 2063 – and now, ten years in, the vision is 

still to be developed.  A medium term ferry plan is required for the next ten years, to guide both the short-term (PT3) 

action plan and ensure a robust and equitable approach to decisions affecting PT4 and PT5. From that ten year plan, the 

long-term vision can evolve, guiding future investment in major infrastructure. 

In 2012, following a 4 year review, Transport Scotland published a ten-year ferries plan for the Scottish ferry network, 

which has many similarities to the BC coastal ferry system. The Scottish Plan covered a much wider agenda including 

strategies for funding, procurement of operators, fare structures and governance, none of which are addressed in this 

submission.  However, a key factor in determining the future shape of Scotland’s ferry network was a comprehensive 

needs assessment undertaken in the early stages of the review. The methodology adopted was used to identify and 

quantify transport need in each ferry-dependent community as the basis for shaping future service provision. This paper 

promotes a similar, structured approach to identifying transport needs in BC’s coastal communities.     
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2 : Coastal ferry services - a community lifeline 

Most of the minor and northern routes served by BC Ferries can be termed lifeline services for the communities they 

serve. What constitutes a “lifeline” ferry service?  

The following definition was adopted by Transport Scotland in their review of coastal ferry services; it would seem 

equally valid in BC:  
 

“A lifeline ferry service is a service that is essential to ensure the viability of one or more communities.” 

Using this definition as a guide, virtually all of BC Ferries’ coastal ferry routes could be classified as “lifeline” services. The 

term is especially relevant to the minor routes linking offshore islands with the mainland or Vancouver Island, since the 

majority of those islands have limited on-island services and their businesses and residents are heavily dependent on the 

ferry service in many aspects of daily life. Of the minor ferry routes, only Route 12 (Brentwood Bay – Mill Bay) falls short 

of meeting this criteria, since it connects two locations on Vancouver Island that are also joined by major highways. 

The term “lifeline” service is not restricted to inter-island ferries. Coastal communities along the Sunshine Coast north of 

Vancouver are equally dependent on BC Ferries’ routes for access to goods and services that are not available locally. 

The ability to access the Lower Mainland is crucial to the economy of the Sunshine Coast and plays a major role in 

bringing tourism to the region.  The ferry link from Powell River to Vancouver Island is equally important as a means of 

accessing health services and commercial businesses that serve the region.  

Is the definition relevant to the major routes sailing between Vancouver Island and the Lower Mainland? It could be 

argued that residents of Victoria and Nanaimo are not dependent on the ferry link to the mainland in the same way as, 

for example, those living on the gulf islands are dependent on the ferry that connects them to Vancouver Island. Yet the 

reality is that much of what we buy has to be transported from the mainland – and many of our businesses, tourism 

venues and accommodations depend heavily on the visitors who arrive from the mainland by ferry.   

Most significant in their volume of use and regional importance are the major routes 1 (Tsawwassen-Swartz Bay) and 2 

(Horseshoe Bay – Nanaimo). Both routes are strongly geared towards tourism and leisure travel, evidenced by the high 

level of seasonal variation in traffic levels; their role as lifeline services is primarily in supporting tourism, personal and 

business travel. Route 30 (Tsawwassen-Nanaimo) plays a more significant role in the movement of freight to and from 

Vancouver Island and could therefore be considered to have a higher ‘lifeline’ profile as a two-way link in the supply 

chain for businesses both on and off the island. Obviously, there are other options for freight traffic (notably the 

intermodal ferry services provided by the Seaspan Corporation) but for many small and medium businesses, the 

flexibility offered by a drive-on, drive-off mixed traffic service is the most cost-effective option.  
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3 : Key issues emerging from the 2012 Consultation and Engagement Process 

Four common messages emerged from the consultation and engagement feedback, both from individual responses and 

in the discussion groups held throughout the coastal communities: 

 Affordability : There was an overwhelming view that the high cost of ferry travel was a major contributor to the 

decline in ferry use, impacting not only on tourism and the local economy, but increasingly fuelling a sense of 

isolation and socio-economic hardship. As a result, there were many examples cited of families and businesses 

being forced to move away from their island roots. 

 

 Equitability : Coastal ferry services are widely regarded as part of the highway system and should be adequately 

funded through taxation in the same way as other transport infrastructure. Many expressed the need for more 

direct government control over the delivery of ferry services.  

 

 Dependency : A common theme throughout the process was the extent to which coastal communities depend 

on their ferry services to meet economic needs and protect quality of life.  Ferry services are the “lifeline” of 

coastal communities and basic routes and services must be maintained. 

 

 Operating Costs : Many believe that the present governance and management of BC Ferries results in ferry 

users and taxpayers facing unnecessarily high cost levels, often citing the actions and practices of the ferry 

corporation as imposing excessive costs on local (minor) ferry routes. There was a strong message that cost 

reductions should focus on improving efficiency and reducing management costs rather than cutting service 

levels 

4 : Addressing the key issues 

Inevitably, many questions were left unanswered in the 2012 consultation meetings and in the Consultation and 

Engagement Summary Report that emerged.  The decision to defer implementation of any service reductions until April 

2014 provides an opportunity to revisit some of those questions as part of the secondary consultation now proposed , 

though realistically there will be inadequate time to fully address the more fundamental questions around the extent to 

which the present governance and regulatory model has contributed to today’s financial pressures. 

If the needs of ferry-dependent communities are to be genuinely taken into consideration, the following questions 

should be addressed in respect of each coastal community as a matter of urgency before either a short-term action plan 

for service reductions, or the development of the longer-term vision, is finalised.   

Affordability  

- How have rising ferry fares impacted on the ability to access essential goods and services? 

- How can we measure the impact of rising ferry fares on local businesses? 

- Have high ferry fares impacted on local tourism, and if so to what degree? 

- Is the local population increasing or declining? How will this impact on future demand for ferry travel? 

- Has population drift occurred as a result of rising ferry fares, and to what degree? 

- How is the age profile of the community predicted to change over the next 10/30 years?  

- What pressures do an ageing population place on the provision and affordability of ferry services?  
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Equitability :  

- Has the cost of public support to the local ferry service  increased at a higher or lower rate than the cost of 

public support to other transport infrastructure in the region (eg highways, local public transit) 

- What are the reasons for this? 

- Does the balance between user and taxpayer share of operating costs need to be redressed? 

- How does the Government’s declared target to double transit ridership by 2030 reconcile with its strategy 

for ridership of the local ferry service? 

Dependency: 

- How dependent is the local community on opportunities, goods and healthcare and other services that can 

only be accessed using the ferry service? 

- Do students depend on the ferry service to access school or college? 

- How many residents depend on the ferry service for commuting to and from work? At what times? 

- How dependent are local businesses on goods and services that have to be brought in by ferry? 

- Is access to recreation (swimming, team sports etc) dependent on the availability of the ferry service? 

- To what extent does the present ferry schedule satisfy (or fail to satisfy) each of these needs? 

- How dependent is the local community on ferry-based tourism? 

- Is the seasonal variation in ferry traffic reflected in the seasonality of the ferry schedule? 

Operating Costs: 

- Are the costs of operating the local ferry service readily identifiable? 

- Does the local ferry service carry an appropriate share of BC Ferries’ overhead costs? 

- Are there any costs incurred by BC Ferries (eg terminal facilities, on-board services, size of vessel) that are 

considered unnecessary for that route? 

- Are there any additional facilities (eg car parking; transit connections) that would benefit the community, 

but are not currently provided? 

- How dependent is the local ferry service on resources (terminals, crew, vessels) shared with other routes? 

- What are the advantages/disadvantages of the local ferry service being part of the BC Ferries network? 

- Could an alternative service provider potentially reduce operating costs on the route? If so, how? 

- What would be the impact on BC Ferries of an alternative service provider on the route? 

 

Unless government is willing to address these questions directly, it is recommended that local governments consider 

a collaborative response to government, supported (as appropriate) by the Ferry Advisory Committees for each 

coastal ferry route. 
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5 : Assimilating the information 

 

The author encourages the provincial government (or local governments) to undertake a critical analysis of these 

questions as a precursor to determining a route strategy for each coastal ferry route, with input as appropriate from BC 

Ferries.   

Ferry Advisory Committees should be encouraged to co-operate in an assessment of the local impact of ferry fares and 

in the compilation of an evidence-based needs assessment for each ferry-dependent community. Needs assessments 

would be structured around a standardised analysis of five separate dependencies, as defined in Section 6 below.  

Demographic trends would be obtained from available local government and Census data. 

Using data from a variety of sources, we suggest that a community-based factsheet be produced for each ferry-

dependent community, identifying the extent of local dependency on the ferry service by way of an accessibility analysis 

alongside the operational and financial profile for each ferry route.  This information will provide a robust and equitable 

basis on which judgments about adjustments to ferry services may be considered.  

A specimen ferry dependency fact file is included in Annex 1.   

6 : Defining dependency on a lifeline ferry service 

Five key ‘dependencies’ were identified by Transport Scotland as indicators of the extent to which island communities 

are dependent on their ferry services.  The five dependencies are summarised as:  

 Commuting dependency / Business travel dependency – how important is the ferry to enable regular 

commuting, schooling and business travel to / from the island? This measure will be reflected in the volume of 

year round, daily vehicle and passenger use on a ferry route evident even at the time of lowest seasonal 

demand.  

     

 Personal dependency – islands with few services / shops are heavily dependent on their ferry service for access 

to services such as education, health, shopping and recreation.  A ‘sparsity index’ was developed which 

quantifies this degree of dependency.  

 

 Supply chain dependency – for islands with a more substantial quantity of local services, these will be reliant on 

the supply chain for deliveries to shops, medical supplies etc.  To some extent this will be the inverse of personal 

dependency.  

 

 Export / Import dependency – different from the supply chain dependency (which serves end users), how 

important is the ferry for getting goods off and on the island as part of supporting industry eg manufacturing / 

agriculture / forestry etc.? 

   

 Tourism dependency – how dependent is the community on tourism?  An important element of this 

dependency is a ‘seasonality index’ derived from the ferry operator’s traffic data, demonstrating the extent to 

which traffic volumes fluctuate on a seasonal basis   
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In the Scottish Ferry Review, each of these ‘dependencies’ was rated in its importance from A to E, representing ‘most 

dependent’ to ‘least dependent’.  This information was summarised for each community in a series of fact sheets, along 

the lines of the example given in Annex 1, together with annual vehicle and passenger volumes, patronage trends, the 

number of daily crossings, time of first and last crossings, fare levels and the level of financial support. Passenger 

volumes are measured both in terms of overall passenger numbers and (where appropriate) the annual number of trips 

per capita based upon the population of the ferry-dependent community.    

The Index of Sparsity combines measures of accessibility (by journey purpose / destination), population density, car 

dependency and availability of alternate modes, as key indicators of transport need for a range of frequently made 

journeys such as accessing the nearest secondary school, college, family doctor,  hospital, employment location or 

commercial centre.  Weighted according to the existing ferry frequency and journey time, an index of transport need 

can be calculated for each ferry-dependent community.  

The Index of Seasonality can be expressed as the percentage uplift in traffic volumes on the route between a low-

season period (January or February) and a high season period (July or August). The final classification will range from ‘A’ 

representing the highest tourist dependency (and seasonality index) to ‘E’ representing the lowest dependency. 

 

7 : Determining the level of ferry service necessary to meet a community’s needs 

Four attributes emerged from the Scottish Ferry Review that, collectively, were used to define minimum levels of service 

on ferry route, depending on the relative needs of each community. These have been adapted to more closely match 

the nature of coastal ferry routes in British Columbia :  

a. Crossing time  

‘Low’ represents a crossing time of 30 minutes or less;   ‘Medium’ is a crossing time of between 30 and 90 

minutes;  ‘High’ represents a crossing time of more than 90 minutes.  

b. Sailings per day    

‘High’ is defined as 10 or more sailings per day;  ‘Medium’ is defined as 5-10 sailings per day;  ‘Low’ is defined as 

less than 5 sailings per day  

c. Operating day   

‘High’ is defined as a full operating day, from early morning to late evening;  ‘Medium’ is defined as a reduced 

operating day, around a normal working day  ‘Low’ is defined as a partial operating day, less than a normal 

working day  

d. Days per week   

‘High’ is defined as all weekdays and some weekend coverage;  ‘Medium’ is defined as 4-5 sailing days;  ‘Low’ is 

defined as 1-2 sailings days per week.  

 

These definitions can be used to provide indicators of the volume of service necessary to maintain basic economic 

viability in each ferry-dependent community. The final nature of the ferry schedule will, of course, vary according to 

local circumstances. 
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8 : Where do we go from here? 

On August 6, the provincial government issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) from suitable providers to work with 

government in the identification of route-specific service adjustments on coastal ferry routes and to conduct 

appropriate on-line and/or in-person consultation with stakeholders and the general public.   

As with the previous contract (awarded to Kirk & Co in 2012) the provider will be expected to advise local governments 

and Ferry Advisory Committees of the engagement process that they propose to adopt, with both being afforded the 

status of stakeholder consultees within the wider engagement process.   

The indicative timeline for the project is once again very short, suggesting the need for a considered approach from 

local governments and ferry advisory committees at an early stage. 

 

The approach promoted in this discussion paper would enable local governments and other stakeholders to be 

assured that the proposals arising from the government’s project are consistent with maintaining essential levels of 

accessibility and economic viability across a wide spectrum of ferry-dependent communities.   

A suggested format of a ferry dependency fact file for Gabriola Island is attached as Annex 1. The assessment of 

dependencies is indicative only and would require the endorsement of the local community. 

 

 

The author welcomes feedback and discussion about the format and process suggested; he can be contacted by email at 

john@islandtransportsolutions.com for further development of this approach. 

Footnote: 

For further information on the Scottish Ferry Review and the ten-year ferry plan visit 

http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/water/ferries/Scottish-Ferries-Review .  

 

 

Prepared by John C Hodgkins, Island Transport Solutions, 825 Queequeg Place, Gabriola Island, British Columbia V0R 1X5 
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Annex 1 

 

Specimen 

Ferry Dependency Fact File 

for Gabriola Island 

 

Indicative minimum service standards 

Crossing time Low 20 minutes 

Sailings per day High 14-16 according to season 

Operating Day High 18 hours per day 

Days per week High 7 days per week 

Seasonality Medium Vehicle traffic +39%  low to high season 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Sources of data used in the compilation of this Ferry Dependency Fact File: 

 Population and dwelling counts for designated places from Census Canada 2011 

 Community profiles (housing and employment rates) from Census Canada 2006 

 Ferry performance data from BC Ferries’ Annual Report to Ferry Commissioner, 2012/13 

 Ferry occupancy data (vehicles) from BC Coastal Ferry Consultation & Engagement 2012 
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   Gabriola Island Fact File 
 
Gabriola Island is situated approximately 3 nautical miles 
from Nanaimo, on the east coast of Vancouver Island.  BC 
Ferries route 19 provides up to 16 sailings a day, 7 days a 
week to and from Gabriola. Crossing time is 20 minutes.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 2, 2013 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: Changes to Ports 2014 Work Plan and Budget  
 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities report regarding Changes to Ports 
(#345) 2014 Work Plan and Budget be received for information; 
AND THAT the reductions identified to limit the 2014 budget to the 2013 funding levels of 
Areas B, D, E, and F be confined to the 2014 budget year only. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
At the October 3, 2013 Infrastructure Services Committee meeting staff presented a report that 
outlined the impacts of the requested withdrawal of the Town of Gibsons from the Ports (#345) 
function.  The discussion at the meeting resulted in the following Board resolution at the meeting 
on October 10, 2013 (ref. 449/13 Rec. #2): 
 

Town of Gibsons Request to Withdraw From Ports Service [345] 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report entitled “Town of Gibsons 
Request to Withdraw from Ports Service [345]” be received; 

AND THAT the Town of Gibsons’ request to withdraw from the Ports Service function be 
approved; 

AND THAT staff expedite the relevant bylaw and Ministry approval documents in order to 
complete the withdrawal process by the end of 2013; 

AND FURTHER THAT staff provide a report to a future Infrastructure Services 
Committee that outlines how the Ports Service function will operate in future years 
utilizing only the current funding contributions from the four participating electoral areas. 

The fourth section of the recommendation directs staff to provide a work plan based on the 
existing level of funding from the four remaining participants in the function as follows: 
 

Participant 2013 Funding 
Area B $  45,923 
Area D     36,693 
Area E     26,491 
Area F     69,111 

Total $178,218 
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee 
Changes to Ports 2014 Work Plan and Budget Page 2 of 2 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Staff recognize the need to identify options for cost reductions that will have the least impact on 
the long term sustainability of the docks.  We feel that to accommodate the safe use of the 
docks by the public requires that we maintain our current program of inspections and minor 
maintenance. 
 
OPTIONS 
 
The budget constraints for 2014 would allow us to maintain the operating budget with slight 
adjustments, but would eliminate the contribution to capital repairs in order to reach the target 
amount.  We recognize that this would be a short term resolution given that in the long term the 
lack of major repairs would have significant consequences on the safe use of the docks and 
maintenance costs.  Alternatively the capital repairs could be funded through the use of the 
existing capital reserve that currently stands at $198,000.   
 
The option of addressing the financial requirements on the basis of increasing revenues has not 
been included due to operational limitations that have been previously documented in terms of 
revenue generation. 
 
1. Elimination of Capital Repairs 
The reductions in capital repairs required to address the 2014 budget constraints would result in 
deferral of the following projects:   
 

Project Budget 
Replace Halfmoon Bay float $45,000 
Replace piles Halfmoon Bay, Hopkins and 
West Bay 

  17,000 

Replace stringers and braces West Bay and 
Keats Landing 

  12,000 

Dredging at Vaucroft   11,000 
 
 
2. Use of Capital Reserve 
The Board established a policy to maintain the capital reserve at a minimum level of $200,000 
however there could be consideration given to a reduction from the level on either a temporary 
or permanent basis in order to offset the impacts of the Town of Gibsons withdrawal within the 
short term.  The capital reserve currently stands at a level of $198,000 so could be reduced to 
provide a short term solution to the reductions in funding that are being reviewed.  The reserve 
could then be maintained at a reduced level or could continue to be used to off-set taxation until 
depleted.  The risk of using the reserve comes mainly in the form of unanticipated repairs that 
would not have a ready funding stream. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 11, 2013 

TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: Public Wharves Advisory Committee Membership 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report titled “Public 
Wharves Advisory Committee Membership” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the term of the current members of the committee be extended 
for a further two year term. 
 
AND THAT staff continue efforts to include an additional member from the 
Gambier Island community and from Area B. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
In 2010 a new Public Wharves Advisory Committee (PWAC) was established with 
membership based on providing regional coverage with connections to local 
communities.  This has provided a much needed link between the dock discussions and 
other community issues.  In general the Committee members have been encouraged to 
adopt a regional perspective on dock issues so that there is consistency in how 
maintenance and operational issues are addressed.  This has been successful in our 
approach to such issues as dock divestiture, work plans and budget considerations.   
The terms of reference for the Public Wharves Advisory Committee (PWAC) establish a 
two (2) year term for the volunteer committee members.   
 
The PWAC is currently made up of the following five (7) members: 
 

Nancy Donaldson – Keats Island (Keats Landing) 
Tony Flynn – Keats Island (Eastbourne) 
Bruce Wallis - Hopkins Landing 
Roger Sayer - Town of Gibsons 
Kate-Louise Stamford – (Gambier Island) 
Ralph Rutherford – Halfmoon Bay/Thormanby 
Dan Crosby – Gambier Island (contractor) 

 
Mr. Rutherford has not been attending the PWAC meetings for some time and Mr. 
Crosby has been used as a resource but does not attend meetings.  In order to ensure 
representative input from all areas we will be recruiting new members to take their 
place. 
 
  

18

ANNEX C



Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee Page 2 of 2 
Regarding Public Wharves Advisory Committee Membership 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Although there is room for expansion of the committee membership there is also 
consideration among committee members of the need for a well functioning committee.  
Staff have been working with the committee to attract additional members specifically 
representatives for Area B and Gambier Island.  In the interim we have a committee 
that is functioning adequately and wishes to continue to provide assistance in the 
development of the Ports program. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 11, 2013 
TO: Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: Draft Practical Manual for Addressing Problem 
Vessels and Floating Structures 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report titled “B.C. 
Manual for Problem Vessels and Floating Structures” be received for 
information; 
 
AND THAT staff respond to the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations with the comments contained in this report. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The issue of abandoned vessels and debris on the foreshore of the Sunshine Coast has 
been a difficult one to address due to the lack of ownership by any one level of 
government.  The Ministry of Lands, Forests and Natural Resource Operations has 
taken a step towards a solution by drafting a report titled “Practical Manual for 
addressing Problem Vessels and Floating Structures” (attached).  The ministry has 
asked for feedback on the manual through the UBCM by November 15, 2013.   
 
The objective of this report is to summarize the manual and outline proposed comments 
for the committees’ consideration.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of the manual is to develop procedures that would govern the removal of 
vessels or structures that are viewed as a nuisance or may be undesirable for other 
reasons.  The manual seeks to identify the responsibilities of the various levels of 
government, the key points of contact and options for collaborative efforts. 
 
In general the ability to address derelict vessels is constrained by the significant legal 
rights that boat owners enjoy.  In addition there are limited resources through which the 
various levels of government can take action. 
 
The responsibilities of the federal government relate to their jurisdiction over navigation 
and shipping and matters related to the marine fishery and marine environment.  These 
responsibilities are contained in the Navigable Waters Protection Act, the Canada 
Shipping Act and the Canadian Environmental Protection Act.  These responsibilities 
are managed through Transport Canada, the Coast Guard, Environment Canada and 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee Page 2 of 3 
Regarding Draft Practical Manual for Addressing Problem 
Vessels and Floating Structures 
 
 
 
The Provincial government has oversight of crown land that would include foreshore 
areas.  The Environmental Management Act, the Land Act and the Trespass Act 
provide the basis for their jurisdiction.  These acts are administered through the Ministry 
of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations and the Ministry of Environment. 
 
The role of local government is limited to enforcement of bylaws that govern the use of 
land. 
 
If the structure or vessel is causing a pollution problem then the BC Ministry of 
Environment would take the lead and coordinate with federal agencies as required.  
The Coast Guard would take the lead in the case of any ship-source pollution. 
 
Where a structure is not deemed to be a threat to navigation the manual recommends a 
cooperative solution.  This can include a referral to the Receiver of Wreck if the value of 
an abandoned vessel is less than $5,000.  The manual focuses more on the role of the 
federal and provincial governments when it comes to the removal of structures or 
vessels but does recommend that the local government waive tipping fees for any 
materials that are land filled and provide labour and materials for the clean-up.   
 
Recognizing the resource limitations that impact the ability to respond to each and 
every instance the manual recommends that priorities be established based on the 
impacts on the environment. 
 
The manual also notes that the province supports the efforts of local governments to 
have the federal government fund the costs of removal of vessels and structures. 
 
Next Steps 
 
The manual recommends the development of the following information: 
 

• priority risk matrix 
• reference guide for action on derelict vessels or structures 
• interagency contact list 

 
 
SCRD Comments 
 
The Ministry has asked for comments on the draft manual by November 15, 2013.  We 
have reviewed the manual which provides a good first step towards establishing a 
framework for addressing the issue of derelict vessels and structures.  Suggested 
comments would include the following: 
 

• Although the issues of jurisdiction are generally clear the manual does not put 
the onus on the appropriate level of government to clean up debris and vessels 
but instead seeks to expand the responsibilities to include local government due 
mainly to funding issues. 

• Experience at the SCRD has been that there are more issues with abandoned 
structures than with abandoned vessels other than related to our own docks. 
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• Rather than focusing exclusively on additional funding from the federal 
government the provincial government should also establish funding to address 
issues with debris that is on crown land. 

• As a starting point the provincial government should coordinate the 
establishment of an inventory of abandoned vessels and structures in order to 
quantify the magnitude of the issue and provide the basis for setting priorities.  
Once this is complete the resulting funding requirements could be negotiated 
between the province and the federal government. 

• Local government involvement should be limited to coordinating the disposal of 
materials with consideration of the waiving of landfill tipping fees on a case-by-
case basis. 

 
 
 

22



 

        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

DRAFT 

For UBCM review 

and comment 

2013 

Prepared by the 

Ministry of Forests, 

Lands and Natural 

Resource Operations 

Practical Manual 

for addressing 

Problem Vessels 

and Floating 

Structures 

23



 

September 9, 2013  Page 2 

 
Purpose 
 
This manual deals with the subject of problem vessels and problem structures, which are 
anchored, moored, sunk or grounded in waters covering provincial Crown land1 or beached on 
the foreshore.  Also included within the scope of this manual is ‘wreck’, which includes any 
cargo or other things that may have been part of or carried on a wrecked or stranded vessel. 
 
The Purpose of this manual is: 

1) to explain which level of government can do what in different situations,  
2) to identify key points of contact for resolving problems and, 
3) to outline options for a collaborative approach for dealing with the most serious issues. 

Focus 
 
Problem vessels and structures include wrecks, abandoned vessels or structures, vessels 
causing pollution and vessels or structures viewed as a nuisance or undesirable for other 
reasons. 
 

Introduction 
 
At the outset, it is important to acknowledge that there are no simple “cookie-cutter” solutions or 
“check-box” parameters for addressing individual incidents involving problem vessels and 
structures.  Establishing guidelines, business processes, and inter-agency understandings for 
addressing abandoned vessels must account for: 

• the strong legal rights afforded vessel owners as part of the right to navigate and;  
• the complex legal environment involving federal, provincial, and sometimes, local 

governments and; 
• limited resources at all levels that influence the ability to take action. 

 

Addressing problem vessels and structures is a challenge because of the constitutional 
authority for addressing any particular issue and because societal concerns regarding problem 
vessels and structures are not always aligned with the legal framework. 

The limited availability of space in marinas causes people to seek alternatives for safekeeping 
their vessels by affixing them to mooring buoys or anchors as an alternative.  Even when there 
is available marina space, the cost of moorage is too high for some people.  Normal moorage 
rates may be too expensive for lower-income people and marina practices that increase rates 
during peak tourism periods cause local boaters to relocate for the summer months.  The 
regulatory burden for marinas to allow live boards within their facilities has resulted in some 

                                                
1 "Crown land" , subject to section 1.1 of the Land Act, means land, whether or not it is covered by water, or an interest in land, vested in the 

government; 
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marinas denying access to live boards.  The exclusion of live aboard vessels forces their 
owners to relocate to lesser-regulated locations. 

There are stigmas associated with people that live on boats and when their vessels are situated 
near urban areas, social disagreements can develop.  Additionally, the characterization of 
derelict or unsafe vessels is often a personal matter.  It is common that an “ugly” vessel is 
sound but viewed by some people as being a risk to the environment and to human safety.  
Notwithstanding public opinion, there are circumstances where vessels in poor repair are 
anchored or tied to a buoy and do not necessarily pose an obstruction to navigation or danger to 
the environment. 

There are long-established public rights to navigate and to anchor for “a reasonable period” for 
purposes associated with navigation.  It is accepted generally, that two weeks is a “reasonable 
period” to be anchored in one location to affect repairs, load and unload supplies and for other 
activities associated with navigation.  These public rights must be considered, with an emphasis 
on reasonableness, whenever addressing problem vessels.  The measure of time should not be 
narrowly applied in situations where the vessel owner is waiting for foul weather to pass. 

Respecting these established rights can create challenges when attempting to establish 
whether a vessel or floating structure is in trespass because in theory, the owner need only 
move their anchored property to a nearby location every two weeks as a means to forestall 
action to remove the vessel or structure.  (See Appendix A) 

1.0 Independent Jurisdictions or “Who Can Do What?” 
 
Answering, “who can do what” – is not particularly complicated.  It is necessary to understand 
how land ownership and legislative jurisdiction intertwine in order to identify which level of 
government has the responsibility and authority to take action. 
 
The Province owns much of the land covered by water (tidal and non-tidal) in British Columbia 
and has the same rights over its land, as does any owner.  The ability to make laws and 
regulate what goes on in navigable waters (known as the power over “navigation and shipping”) 
is a matter of federal responsibility. 
       

1.1 Ownership 

While the Province owns most of the inland waterways and lakes and, the protected bays, 
harbours and channels of the BC coast, there are exceptions. 
 
In some cases, the federal government may hold title to submerged land and foreshore.  
Examples include lands held by Canada for the Department of National Defense and National 
Parks.  The federal government also has ownership rights to submerged and foreshore lands 
where the provincial Crown has transferred the administration and control of those lands.  This 
is common for federal harbours in British Columbia.  These are: 

[insert link to list of harbours] 

This manual does not deal with ports and harbours that are established and regulated under 
federal legislation.  For problem vessels and structures in these areas, the first point of contact 
is the port authority, the harbour commission or the agent managing the harbour. 
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Fee simple ownership of submerged land is rare.  In these cases, the landowner can exercise 
their rights in the same manner as for land situated above the natural boundary, subject to 
applicable laws.  Some local government and provincial authority may still apply such as, for 
zoning and waste management and environmental protection.  Federal authority related to the 
protection of navigable waterways and the marine-environment remains effective. 

1.2 Legislation 

It is generally understood that a vessel can anchor anywhere as long as it is not contrary to any 
law or regulation and does not obstruct navigation.  Port authorities and other entities such as 
the Department of National Defense or Parks Canada and BC Parks can prohibit anchoring in 
waters under their jurisdiction.  If the vessel or structure obstructs navigation, it is subject to a 
removal order under part 2 of the NWPA. 
 
Each level of government has jurisdiction to make independent decisions but generally, federal 
jurisdiction is viewed as a starting point for addressing concerns about abandoned vessels.  
This is not meant to suggest that federal agencies must always take the lead for managing 
abandoned vessels rather; strategies to address abandoned vessels must be developed with 
the participation of the appropriate federal agency. 
 

1.2.1 Provincial Legislation 

The Province enacted laws important for the management of provincial Crown land.  The 
Environmental Management Act, the Land Act and the Trespass Act are examples of provincial 
statutes that apply to this issue.  However, valid provincial laws may not apply if they intrude into 
federal powers over navigation and shipping or operate in conflict with those powers. 
 
The Province has the jurisdiction to control access to provincial Crown aquatic land.  The Land 
Act and the Trespass Act contain provisions for dealing with trespass on Crown land.  Policies 
are in place to support legislation and there is existing direction regarding trespass on Crown 
land (e.g. structures built without authorization).  Those policies are applicable on Crown land 
covered by water however; the trespass policy is generic and does not provide specific direction 
for dealing with what may appear to be problem vessels on provincial Crown aquatic land. 
 
The Province has jurisdiction to require individuals to take responsibility for preventing pollution 
and for the cleanup of pollution.  The Environmental Management Act contains provisions for 
the care and control of the cleanup of any debris or substance. 
 
When addressing environmental concerns associated to problem vessels or structures there 
may be overlapping provincial and federal responsibilities.  Identification of the most appropriate 
and effective lead organization will be determined case-by-case.  The location of the problem 
vessel or structure will influence the identification of the lead agency. 
 
If the problem vessel or structure is not obstructing navigation and has sunk or grounded onto 
provincial Crown land or, the object in question is not recognized as a vessel, then the Province 
has jurisdiction to act.  In every case, provincial ministries will coordinate with federal agencies 
to verify that the Province will be acting appropriately.  Two ministries play important roles in the 
management of problem vessels and structures. 

 The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO).  
Contacting the nearest regional office of FLNRO is the best option.  Contact 
information is available at http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/mof/regdis.htm#wcr. 
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 The Ministry of Environment (MOE). 
Calling 1-800-663-3456 is the best way to report matters related to pollution. 
 

Relevant provincial statues and regulations can be found at http://www.bclaws.ca/. 
 

1.2.2 Federal Legislation 

The federal government has legislative jurisdiction over navigation and shipping and for matters 
related to the marine fishery and marine environment.  Matters related to marine pollution and 
the health of marine animals and plants are captured under federal authority.  In the majority of 
cases, dealing with problem vessels and structures are addressed by federal legislation 
designed for the protection of navigable waterways and the deposit of noxious substances into 
the marine environment.  The different legislations can appear to overlap but the Navigable 
Waters Protection Act, the Canada Shipping Act and the Canadian Environmental Protection 
Act are commonly referred to when dealing with problem vessels and structures.  In addition, 
the federal Fisheries Act may have substance when addressing these situations. 
 
There are three federal agencies having a key role in the management of problem vessels and 
structures. 

 Transport Canada 
 Coast Guard 
 Environment Canada and sometimes a fourth agency, 
 Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Each agency has specific responsibilities but work within a collaborative framework to address 
matters related to problem vessels and structures. 
 

1.2.3 Legislation and Local Government Jurisdiction 

Local governments have powers to develop and enforce bylaws governing the use of land within 
their specific jurisdiction.  Federal and provincial legislation affect local government authority 
over problem vessels and structures. 
 

1.2.4 Legislation and First Nations Considerations 

The governments of Canada and British Columbia have constitutional responsibilities to First 
Nations.  Aboriginal interests must be taken into consideration whenever the actions of 
government may affect those interests.  First Nation interests can be affected by the proximity of 
problem vessels and structures situated near reserve lands or areas of significant cultural 
importance.  Generally, the concerns of First Nations communities are similar to those of local 
governments but it is very important to acknowledge that First Nations have certain rights with 
respect to fishing and access to other marine resources.  
 
2.0 Environmental Issues 
 
2.1 Provincial Role 

MOE leads the administration of BC’s Environmental Management Act.  The Act requires a 
person who had possession, charge, or control of a structure that is the source of a polluting 
substance immediately before the substance entered into the water or onto land to report the 
incident.  The person defined as having control is responsible to clean up any debris or 
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substances.  Depending on where the structure is located, a Port Authority, the Coast Guard or 
Provincial Emergency Program staff may take part in monitoring the clean up.  Environment 
Canada, Health Canada, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, Transport Canada and FLNRO 
may also be involved in some aspect of the situation.   

Environmental Emergencies can be reported using a Toll Free number 1-800-663-3456 

2.2 Federal Role 
The Canadian Coast Guard is the lead agency for all ship-source spills of oil or other noxious 
substance into the marine environment in waters under Canadian jurisdiction. 
When the polluter is identified and is willing and able to respond, the Canadian Coast Guard will 
advise the polluter of their responsibilities.  Once the Canadian Coast Guard is satisfied with the 
polluter’s intentions and plans, it assumes the role of Federal Monitoring Officer (FMO) to 
monitor the polluter’s response and provide advice and guidance as required.  In situations 
where the polluter is unknown, unwilling or unable to respond, the Canadian Coast Guard will 
assume the overall management of the incident as On-Scene Commander (OSC) and ensure 
an appropriate response.  
 
Should any vessel be observed discharging or leaking noxious substances, the Environmental 
Response unit of the Canadian Coast Guard should be notified immediately by calling 1-800-
567 -5111 (24 hours). 
 
3.0 Obstructions to Navigation 
 
3.1 Provincial Role 
The Province has a limited role to manage obstructions to navigation.  FLNRO may monitor 
actions taken to mitigate obstructions but will not lead the process. 
 
3.2 Federal Role 
Transport Canada is the lead agency for ensuring the integrity of navigable waters.  The 
Navigable Waters Protection Program (NWPP) of Transport Canada administers the Navigable 
Waters Protection Act (NWPA).  Part 2 of the NWPA deals with obstacles and obstructions to 
navigation.  Should a problem vessel or structure be obstructing navigation then NWPP has the 
legislative authority to order the owner to take action to address the obstruction.  Should the 
owner not take action or fail to comply with an order by NWPP to remedy the situation then the 
NWPA gives the NWPP the authority to act.  Actions of the NWPP include marking, securing 
and/or removing the obstruction. 
 
Whenever a problem vessel or structure is sunk, moored or anchored in a narrow channel or at 
the entrance to a marina in such a way, that it makes navigation over top of or around it 
extremely difficult or impossible; the situation can be reported to NWPP during regular business 
hours by calling 604-775-8867 or e-mail to pacnwp-penpac@tc.gc.ca.  The complaint will be 
assigned to an NWP Officer for follow up. 
 
4.0 Vessels and Structures not defined as Obstructions to Navigation 
 
Addressing problem vessels or structures that do not present an obstruction to navigation or 
immediately threaten public safety or the environment creates the most complex situations.  All 
levels of government are aware that there is public sensitivity towards perceived visual, 
environmental and safety impacts whenever a problem vessel or structure is reported.  
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Addressing public concerns is challenged by jurisdictional roles and legal requirements and 
limited financial resources to meet public expectations.  In instances where the problem vessel 
or structure does not pose an obstruction or an immediate risk to human safety or the 
environment, cooperative solutions are the best approach for successfully meeting public 
expectations.  
 
4.1 Provincial Role 
There is existing policy direction regarding trespass on Crown terrestrial land (e.g. structures 
built without authorization).  However, this direction is not specific to what appear to be 
abandoned vessels or structures on Crown aquatic land.  The person(s) responsible for the 
trespass is responsible for removal if ordered to do so by FLNRO.  FLNRO will assess each 
situation before taking action and will always discuss the situation with Transport Canada. 
 
4.2 Federal Role 
Many of the problem vessels and structures of concern to local government and the public are 
not obstructions to navigation and therefore do not fall within the scope of Part 2 of the 
Navigable Waters Protection Act.  The Receiver of Wreck is a position currently residing within 
Transport Canada. (Appendix B)  Under Pat 7 of the Canada Shipping Act, the Receiver has the 
ability to authorize the disposition of wreck that has a value of less than $5,000.00.  Persons 
wishing to remove abandoned wreck having a value of less than $5,000.00 may seek 
permission from the Receiver of Wreck to take possession of the wreck and to dispose of it in 
accordance with any other applicable statue or regulation (e.g. Waste Management Regulations 
or local government Bylaws).  It has been observed that it is rare that wreck valued over 
$5,000.00 is brought to the attention of the Receiver of Wreck.  In those situations, the wreck is 
usually reclaimed by the owner (or the owner’s insurer) or collected by a commercial interest 
seeking to gain profit from the salvage of wreck. 
 
4.3 Local Government Role  [Suggested wording.  Please provide comments and additional 

opportunities for local government participation.] 
Local governments wishing to remove an abandoned vessel or may apply to the Receiver of 
Wreck outlined above.  As a participant in a collaborative effort to clean-up abandoned vessels 
and structures, local governments may waive tipping fees at local landfills and/or provide 
equipment and labour to assist with the removal and disposal of wreck. 
 
4.4 Volunteer Role 
The inclusion of volunteer effort to address problem vessels or structures has been proven a 
viable approach.  Combining government resources with volunteer labour and equipment to 
clean up debris or remove problem vessels and structures has been employed successfully in 
the past.  It is possible that residual scrap value can be recycled to offset the cost of 
removal/disposal.  Volunteers may apply to seek permission from the Receiver of Wreck to take 
possession of wreck and to dispose of it in accordance with any other applicable statue or 
regulation. 
 
When volunteers are working under the supervision of a government agency or local 
government, these volunteers may be recognized as workers for the purposes of the Workers 
Compensation Act.  If a volunteer is injured while working on a project being managed by a local 
government or provincial or federal agency, the volunteer may be able to seek compensation 
through WorkSafe BC or alternatively through civil action.  Agencies working with volunteers 
must be knowledgeable regarding the expectations related to volunteers and should seek 
independent advice from their usual sources and from Worksafe BC. 
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It should be a priority of the agency or local government supervising the project to provide for 
the safety of all workers, paid or volunteer. 

  
5.0 Establishing Priorities 
 
Best practices for managing problem vessels and structures require a collaborative effort by all 
levels of government.  Each circumstance will be different.  The cooperation of other interested 
parties can be a significant factor when attempting to reach a satisfactory solution for each 
unique circumstance. 
 
It is important to stress that while a government ministry or department may have the legal 
authority to take action – e.g. the authority to remove wreck or to take action for trespass – the 
practical ability to act will always be affected by the need to prioritize in light of limited resources 
and other key responsibilities. 
 
It is common practice to focus on matters having potential to cause immediate harm to the 
public or contamination of the environment when investigating matters related to trespass.  
Perceived unsightliness may not be addressed as an immediate priority.  Establishing priorities 
are best accomplished through an open dialogue that includes all parties having an interest in 
the specific situation.  It is well understood that the availability of funding is the controlling factor 
for resolving most problem situations. 
 
Local governments have appealed to the federal government to establish a funding mechanism 
to address problem vessels and structures.  The Province supports such an initiative. 
 

6.0 Next Steps 
 
The provincial government continues to work with local governments and federal agencies to 
develop new tools to clarify the various issues captured within the general issue of problem 
vessels and structures.  The BC working group has discussed the possibilities for preparing 
additional information packages such as: 

 A priority risk matrix table to assist in the decision making process for taking action on 
complaints. 

 A simplified, systematic reference guide for government officials wishing to initiate action 
regarding specific problem vessels or structures. 

 An interagency contact list to add efficiencies for information sharing. 

Expanding the membership of the existing BC working group can provide new energy and 
broaden awareness of the most important issues related to problem vessels and structures.  
The potential for including additional representation from all levels of government will be 
explored. 
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Appendix A: 
Vessel vs. Structure and Associated Jurisdiction 
 
Determining whether the object in question is a vessel or a structure is not as simple as it may 
initially appear.  For example, despite the original or former purpose of a “vessel” or “ship,” it 
may no longer be a vessel or ship depending on its current use.  There are instances where the 
owner of a structure may have successfully registered the structure as a vessel but in reality, 
the current use does not meet the test.2   
 
Anchoring a vessel while in the act of navigation does not require provincial approval3 and is of 
concern only if it obstructs navigation.  Anchoring a structure on Crown land requires Land Act 
and NWPA approval otherwise it is unlawful.  Unauthorized structures can be ordered removed 
regardless whether they obstruct navigation. 
 
Factors to consider in making a determination whether or not an object is a vessel include the 
nature and design of the object, its past and present use, and the intentions of its owners.  The 
Transport Canada vessel registry is one reference for determining whether an object is a vessel.  
Determining whether the object is a vessel or structure has implications for which level of 
government has jurisdiction and consequently the options available for dealing with the 
situation. 
 

Is it a vessel? 

YES NO 

Generally speaking, it is a vessel if it is: 
 an object that was built for navigating 

through water and,  
 under power or under sail has the 

capability to move under control 
 
A vessel can be an “object” lacking its own 
propulsion and must be towed (e.g. a barge). 

Generally speaking, it is not a vessel (and is 
therefore a structure) if it is: 
 not under power or under sail (or lacks 

the capability to move by its own means); 
and, 

 an object that may have been built for 
navigating in water but its current use is 
for purposes not related to navigating 
(e.g. storage, accommodation, retail sales 
or other commercial purposes). 

 Not designed or constructed for the 
purpose of navigation (e.g. a float/dock 
with an outboard motor affixed) 

 

  

                                                
2 There are examples where docks intended for private moorage purposes are registered. 
3 See reference to “a reasonable period” in the introduction. 
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Appendix B: 

Receiver of Wreck 
 
What is “Wreck”? 

Federal jurisdiction over navigation and shipping extends more broadly than simply to “vessels”. 
“Wreck”, which is defined in the Canada Shipping Act, is also within federal jurisdiction.   

The Canada Shipping Act defines “wreck” as including: 

 jetsam, flotsam, lagan and derelict and any other thing that was part of or was on a 
vessel wrecked, stranded or in distress and, 

 aircraft wrecked in waters and anything that was part of or was on an aircraft wrecked, 
stranded or in distress in waters. 

The Canada Shipping Act defines “derelict” as property, whether vessel or cargo, which has 
been abandoned and deserted at sea by those who were in charge of it without any hope of 
recovering it. Jetsam, flotsam and lagan are goods originating from vessels that have been lost 
at sea or were in distress.  This includes the cargo and personal belongings of the crew or 
shipwrecked people. 

Boats that have come off or sunk at their moorings, or have beached after dragging anchor are 
not considered wreck unless the owners have abandoned them without hope of recovery.   

The federal Receiver of Wreck (under the Canada Shipping Act) has jurisdiction over wreck. 
 
 
Who is the Receiver of Wreck? 

The Receiver of Wreck (ROW) is an officer of Transport Canada, designated under the Canada 
Shipping Act, 2001.  The Receiver of Wreck acts as the custodian of found and recovered 
wreck.  This involves researching ownership and working with the finder/salvor, owner, 
archaeologists, museums, and other interested parties.  If no owner is found, the Receiver of 
Wreck may dispose of the wreck or award the wreck in whole or in part to the salvor.  
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Appendix C: 
Mooring Buoys 
 
A moored vessel has to comply with the Transport Canada (TC) mooring buoy policy and the 
Private Buoy Regulations of the Canada Shipping Act 2001.  If the vessel obstructs navigation 
or does not comply with other elements of the policy the buoy is subject to removal pursuant to 
the Private Buoy Regulations of the CSA 2001 (the vessel is ancillary to the buoy in this case) 
 
TC considers a mooring buoy a “work” for the purposes of Part 1 of the NWPA.  However, TC 
has a national policy for the installation of mooring buoys whereby an individual may place a 
mooring buoy for their own use without the need for an NWPA approval.  The policy is 
contingent upon the conditions that the buoy does not interfere with navigation and meets all the 
criteria of the policy and the regulations, with respect to size, shape color and marking of the 
buoy.  For more information on TC’s mooring buoy policy or the Private Buoy Regulations 
contact the Navigable Waters Protection Program of TC. 
 
Generally, FLNRO does not require members of the public to acquire authorization to locate a 
mooring buoy on Crown aquatic land for personal use as long as it conforms to the TC and 
NWPA criteria mentioned above.  FLNRO does require commercial/industrial users to obtain 
provincial authorization to locate a mooring buoy and, there are requirements for authorization 
to install docks and wharves for personal and commercial/industrial use.  FLNRO will become 
involved in situations where the positioning of a mooring buoy interferes with the interests of 
others holding tenure on Crown land. 
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Appendix D 
Frequently asked questions 

 

1) Who is willing to help the problem vessel or structure owner to do the right 
thing?  If the owner has limited funds, what is the incentive to have the item 
removed and disposed appropriately?  [Please provide suggestions for collaborative 

solutions involving local governments.] 
 

2) What can be done about non-vessel structures that are anchored, moored, 
sunk or grounded in waters covering provincial Crown land?  

Both local government and the provincial government may have authority to deal with structures 
(which are neither vessels nor wreck) which are located in waters over provincial Crown land.  
The Province generally has the authority to remove or destroy structures that are in trespass on 
its land, and local government powers related to zoning and nuisances may apply to floating 
structures in same manner as they would to dry land structures. 
 
However, if federal jurisdiction over navigation and shipping is affected, then relevant federal 
laws (such as the Navigable Waters Protection Act) will apply.   
 

3) What can be done about problem vessels that are anchored or moored in 
waters covering provincial Crown land?  

Provincial and local government powers related to problem floating or grounded vessels are 
much reduced in relation to structures.  There are two main limitations in this regard.  Generally, 
the Province cannot restrict the right of anchorage that is part of the common law right of 
navigation, and provincial laws allowing the seizure, sale and destruction of structures or 
property in trespass on Crown land are inapplicable to vessels.  The right of navigation includes 
an incidental right for vessels to anchor for reasonable periods for purposes associated with 
navigation such as loading, unloading and repair.  The Province has the authority to regulate 
moorage and long term anchoring in waters over Provincial Crown Land, but that authority is 
always subject to federal navigation and shipping jurisdiction.(including the rights of anchorage 
that are incidental to navigation).  
 
The Province can issue notices of trespass in relation to vessels that have anchored for 
unreasonable periods, impose penalties under the Land Act against vessel owners, or seek 
court injunctions.  Using these tools for enforcement can be complicated by the ability of boat 
owners to weigh anchor, move and assert a right of anchorage at a new location, and in 
difficulty in enforcing financial penalties against vessel owners whose main asset is their vessel. 
The federal Parliament does not currently regulate the anchoring of vessels.4  Under the 
Navigation Protection Act, Transport Canada officials can order the owner or person in charge 
of a vessel that interferes with navigation to move the vessel, and federal officials can move it if 
the owner or person in charge does not comply.   
 
4) What can be done about vessels that are sunk or grounded in waters covering 

provincial Crown land, or are beached on the foreshore? 

                                                
4  Regulations under the Canada Shipping Act regulate anchorage in Vancouver’s False Creek but these are an 

anomaly, necessitated due to crowding creating problems related to marine safety and navigation. 
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The legal authority of the Province and local governments to act on their own, in relation to 
wrecked vessels, is limited.  However, there are a number of situations where the federal 
government can authorize persons (including local governments or the Province) to take action.  
Specific to wreck or vessels are presently, or once were, at anchor, the following situations may 
apply: 
 

 If the situation involves wreck; 
o Finding wreck does not give the person finding it any rights to salvage, destroy or 

possess the wreck.  Under certain circumstances, the federal Receiver of Wreck 
may authorize measures to remove or destroy the wreck.  Effort is required to 
identify the owner before taking action. 

 If the situation involves a vessel has dragged anchor or come off moorings; 
o It is not wreck unless the vessel is abandoned.  However, federal law provides 

for such a vessel to be deemed abandoned if, the vessel is sunk, partially sunk, 
lying ashore or grounded in any navigable water in Canada for more than two 
years.  Transport Canada can then authorize any person (including a local 
government or the Province) to take possession of the vessel and remove it. 

 If the situation involves a vessel that is wrecked, sunk or grounded and is impeding or 
making navigation more difficult; 

o  The owner is required to remove the vessel.  Transport Canada has authority to 
remove such vessels if they have been in position for more than 24 hours.  (see 
Section 4 of this manual) 

 

5) What can be done in relation to wreck, a vessel or a floating or grounded 

structure that is causing pollution? 

Under the Canada Shipping Act if Transport Canada officials believe on reasonable grounds 
that a vessel is discharging pollutants or is likely to discharge pollutants, they can take 
measures to remedy, minimize or prevent damage from the pollution.  This can include removal 
or destruction of the vessel or its contents.  It is possible that provincial legislation also applies 
in these situations and it is essential to contact provincial environmental officials and Transport 
Canada both. 
 
The Provincial Environmental Emergency Program can be contacted by calling Toll Free (24 
hours) 1-800-663-3456.  The Environmental Response unit of the Canadian Coast Guard can 
be contacted by calling Toll Free (24 hours) at 1-800-567-5111. 
 
6) What should parties wishing to remove a vessel consider before engaging in 

the effort? 

In addition to ensuring any necessary approvals are obtained to take control of the problem 
vessel or structure, the plan for taking action should include other considerations such as: 

 Worker Safety including volunteers. 

 Public Safety. 
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 Pre-approval for relocation of the vessel or structure at a new site. 

 Rules and regulations applicable when undertaking activities in the marine foreshore. 

 Indentifying and handling of possible hazardous materials associated with the vessel or 
structure. 

 Method and cost related to the transportation and disposal of the vessel or structure and 
related materials in an appropriate manner. 

 Liability for subsequent contamination or unintended deposit of the vessel or structure at 
a new location. 

 Third-party liability insurance, environmental protection insurance and other protective 
measures. 

There may be other factors to consider.  It is recommended that the agencies normally 
involved in these matters be consulted.  In some circumstances, it is recommended 
independent legal advice be sought. 

 
7) What can be done when the problem vessel or structure is being used as a 

dwelling? 

Addressing problem vessels and structures used for living quarters presents additional 
considerations.  All of the legislative and regulatory considerations still apply but the situation 
has to be managed with added sensitivity and acknowledgment that the occupant of the vessel 
or structure has certain rights that are not unlike those afforded traditional homeowners.  Local 
government bylaws can apply to dwellings and occupation of Crown land for residential 
purposes can be affected by provincial statues.  The Canada Shipping Act and NWPA do not 
specifically apply to the tenancy of problem vessels or structures. 
 
If a decision is made to remove a problem vessel or structure being used as a dwelling, the 
physical and mental well-being of the occupant and the well-being of any animals must be 
factored into any strategy for removal.  More so than for any other circumstance, an inter-
governmental approach is required.  In addition to the usual participation of agencies and local 
government, health agencies and service providers should be included along with the SPCA 
and the RCMP when required.  When faced with this circumstance, the party seeking to address 
the removal should contact representatives of partner agencies before taking action. 
 
8) What do I need to know before cleaning up problem vessels and structures on 

the beach? 

Before beginning any work, it is mandatory to contact provincial and federal agencies to 
determine the ownership of the land and to learn how to determine the owner of the material 
intended for removal from the beach.  Working in the intertidal zone requires consideration of 
potential impacts to marine habitat and animals.  Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has 
resources that can guide parties wishing to undertake a cleanup activity.  This information 
covers factors such as the use and maintenance of machinery and the restoration of the 
shoreline after the work is complete:  "Working Near Water in BC & Yukon" http://www.pac.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/habitat/index-eng.htm and an operational statement related to working on public 
beaches http://www.pac.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/habitat/os-eo/beach-plages-eng.htm. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 28, 2013 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 
FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: Area A Community Bus Proposal – Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature 
Reserve Society 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities report regarding “Area A Community 
Bus Proposal – Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society” be received for 
consideration. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The attached proposal from the Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society proposes the 
implementation of a transit service in Pender Harbour using the existing Pender Harbour bus.  
The society commits to covering the costs of administration, operation and maintenance and 
requests that the SCRD donate the bus.  The primary use of the bus would be for transporting 
groups to the Iris Griffith Centre but would also be available for field trips by other groups and 
agencies within the Pender Harbour area. 
 
In addition to the proposal from the society there have been letters of support from the Progress 
Plan and Serendipity Child Care centre that are also attached. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Pender Harbour bus was purchased in 2009 using $37,985 in federal gas tax monies.  The 
federal funding agreement established the following repayment schedule in the event of the 
disposal of the bus: 
 

Where Eligible Project asset is sold, 
leased, encumbered or disposed of:  

Repayment of contribution (in current 
dollars)  

Within 2 Years after Eligible Project 
completion  

100%  

Between 2 and 5 Years after Eligible 
Project completion  

55%  

Between 5 and 10 Years after Eligible 
Project completion  

10%  

 
Therefore if the SCRD disposes of the bus before the end of 2014 there would be a requirement 
for reimbursement of 55% of the grant or approximately $20,892.  Beyond 2014 the 
reimbursement to the federal government would fall to 10% or $3,799.  This requirement for 
reimbursement of federal funding would apply to a situation where the bus is either leased to 
another agency or sold. 
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Staff Report to Infrastructure Services Committee regarding 
Area A Community Bus Proposal – Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society  Page 2 of 2 
 
 
In September 2010 a new service was introduced in Pender Harbour using a bus that was 
purchased with gas tax funding.  This was a pilot project that included a local service in Area A 
that provided a connection to Sechelt either directly, or through a transfer to the regional service 
in Halfmoon Bay.  The ridership did not meet expectations and therefore the service was 
discontinued on October 11, 2011.  Since that time the bus has resided at the Mason Road 
yard.   
 
The SCRD has not completed an inspection of the bus that would be required prior to 
commercial use.  Therefore if the SCRD was to transfer the bus to the Lagoon Society it would 
be on an as-is where-is basis and the Society would be responsible for the inspection.   
 
The Lagoon Society as the owner/operator of the vehicle would be responsible for acquiring a 
license from the Passenger Transportation Branch.   The society would also be responsible for 
ensuring that the vehicle is operated by drivers with the proper drivers’ license. 
 
The Pender bus does not meet the standards of BC Transit who do not purchase used vehicles 
or those that are not wheelchair accessible. 
 
The bus likely has a resale value of $8,000 to $12,000 in its current condition.   
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Area A Community Bus Proposal 

 

Iris Griffith Interpretive Centre 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 

Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society 
15386 Sunshine Coast Highway 

Madeira Park, BC V0N 2H1 
 

Contact: Dr. Michael Jackson, Chair 
Email: michael@lagoonsociety.com 

Phone: 604-883-9853 
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PROPOSAL OVERVIEW 

 
 
A few years ago the SCRD purchased a 20-passenger bus to complete a transit pilot project in 
Area A.  In November 2012, Area A Director, Frank Mauro, announced that the SCRD would 
accept proposals from groups or individuals for the use of the bus.  This proposal outlines a plan 
for the non-profit, charitable, Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society (Lagoon Society), to 
take over operation of the Area A community bus, for the benefit of residents and community 
groups in the Pender Harbour area. 
 
The Lagoon Society proposes to use the bus for a variety of purposes.  The primary role will be 
to transport children from their schools to the Iris Griffith Centre’s signature Nature School 
Program.  This program allows teachers and their classes to move to the Iris Griffith Centre for 
an entire week of hands-on exploration led by local scientists and naturalists. The program and 
currently serves approximately 15 school classes a year.   
 
In addition to Nature School, the Lagoon Society will also use the bus to transport off-coast 
experts to summits and conferences; to transport visiting groups from the ferry to and from the 
Iris Griffith Centre; to transport visiting tourists from the Pender Harbour area to and from the Iris 
Griffith Nature Centre; and to take community members on field trips and excursions in 
conjunction with workshops and special events, such as the Mushroom Festival and the annual 
Sunshine Coast BioBlitz.  
 
The Lagoon Society will also make the bus available to other Pender Harbour community 
organizations when it is not required for Lagoon Society activities.  These groups will use the 
bus for such activities as seniors’ outings, transporting youth groups to events, weddings, 
transportation to venues at local festivals, and more. 
 
The Lagoon Society will take over ownership and responsibility for the bus, and will cover all 
yearly operational costs, including insurance, storage, maintenance, repairs and fuel.  The 
Society will be responsible for administration and bookings of the bus by other community 
groups.   
 
Partner organizations will assist with the project by contributing to the initial start-up costs and 
help to raise awareness and promote bus use within the community.  The Lagoon Society has 
funding in place through various grants, to cover the yearly operational costs. 
 
Enabling the Lagoon Society and partner groups to operate and use the bus promises to 
provide many benefits to our community including: increased number of community members 
able to participate in Iris Griffith Centre programs; enhanced tourism; reduced parking 
congestion; safer roads and highways; improved independence of seniors; improved ability of 
youth to participate in coast events; and reduced greenhouse gas emissions and environmental 
impact. 
 
We respectfully request that the SCRD donate the bus to the Lagoon Society so that we can 
take over operation of the bus for the benefit of the community.   
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HOW THE BUS WILL BE USED 
 
 

Bus Use by the Lagoon Society 
 
 
NATURE SCHOOL 
 
The Iris Griffith Centre’s innovative Nature 
School Program allows teachers and their 
classes to move to the interpretive centre for an 
entire week of hands-on exploration led by local 
scientists and naturalists. It offers a unique 
learning environment where interactive learning 
activities, labs, field studies and games, are 
reinforced by extended periods observing a 
diversity of habitats, plant and animals.  By 
participating in such activities as nature walks, 
pond studies, and nature journaling, children 
learn first-hand about their local ecology, form 
lasting emotional connections with the natural 
world, and develop their innate sense of 
environmental responsibility and stewardship. 
 
At present, the cost of renting a bus and driver to take children to and from their schools each 
day for an entire week, costs approximately $2000 per class.  This major expense is the primary 
factor limiting the number of students we are able to serve each year.  With the use of the new 
bus, our staff will be able to transport students, substantially reducing program costs and 
increasing the number of students able to benefit from the program each year. 
 

BIOBLITZ 
 
A celebration of biodiversity, a BioBlitz is a 
24-hour count of everything that grows, 
creeps, crawls, hops, flies or slithers. Part 
contest, part festival, and part scientific 
enterprise, the Lagoon Society’s annual 
Sunshine Coast BioBlitz event brings 
together scientists, naturalists and 
community members to conduct surveys of 
local flora and fauna and identify as many 
species as possible in a 24-hour survey. The 
event features a base camp, along with 
numerous field sites where field surveys and 
educational events are being carried out. 
 
During the annual BioBlitz, the Lagoon Society will be able to use the bus to transport 
participants to and from the base camp to various field sites where plant and animal surveys 
and special activities are being offered for participants of all ages. 
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FIELD TRIPS, WORKSHOPS AND WORK PARTIES  
 
The Iris Griffith Centre offers many group 
activities each year, including field trips, 
workshops and ecological restoration work 
parties.   
 
Field Trips: Each year expert local naturalists 
and guides lead various guided nature walks and 
tours taking community members and visiting 
tourists to explore stunning natural regional 
attractions, such as Garden Bay, Klein Lake, 
Nelson Island, Francis Peninsula, Pender Hill, 
and more. Tours are designed to help 
participants to learn about local plant and animal 
species and appreciate the ecology of the region.   
 
Workshops: The Lagoon Society is proud to 
provide numerous workshops led by local experts 
provide hands-on learning opportunities for 
community members.  Workshops are offered in 
a wide variety of disciplines, related to ecology, 
biology and sustainable living, and often involve field excursions to various sites on the 
Sunshine Coast.   
 
Work Parties: Each year, the Lagoon Society leads various projects to enhance and restore 
habitat on Sunshine Coast. These hands-on environmental restoration projects offer 
opportunities for community members to work to improve the local environment with supervision 
and guidance from local experts, including at two Biodiversity Parks created by the Lagoon 
Society at the Sunshine Coast Botanical Gardens in Sechelt and at Tyner Park in Madeira Park. 
 

          
 
The Lagoon Society will use the bus to transport field trip, workshop and work party participants 
to and from the sites, reducing the need for multiple vehicles and providing opportunities for 
those who do not have cars to attend. 
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SUMMITS AND CONFERENCES 
 
The Lagoon Society organizes various summits and conferences such as the Water Summit 
and the Biodiversity Summit, which are designed to bring together community stakeholders, 
industry and government representatives,  and experts from other regions to exchange ideas, 
reach shared understanding, and undertake regional planning.  Many professionals from other 
regions of BC and Canada come to the coast to participate in these meetings. 
 
The Lagoon Society will use the bus to transport out of town experts and summit participants 
from the ferry or from their accommodation to the conference venue. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
VISITING TOURISTS AND GROUPS 
 
The Lagoon Society also plans to use the bus to meet out of town groups arriving by ferry, as 
well as offering tours of the Iris Griffith Centre to holiday makers in Pender Harbour, in particular 
for the many visitors who arrive by boat and have no local transportation. 
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Bus Use By Other Community Groups 
 
 
In addition to use by the Lagoon Society, the Area A Community Bus will also be made 
available to other community groups in the Pender Harbour region.  We anticipate that these 
groups will use the bus a minimum of 15-20% of the time. 
 
 
SENIORS  
 
The population of the Pender Harbour area is aging and heavily weighted towards older age 
groups.  When seniors lose their driver’s licence, their independence is compromised and many 
have to move to larger towns and cities that have public transportation or taxi services.   
 
To help maintain the independence of Pender Harbour seniors, local organizations, including 
seniors groups, will be able to use the bus to provide transportation to seniors to various 
activities, such as to the Aquatic Centre.  The bus could also be used for Seniors Shopping 
Days, organized in conjunction with the Chamber of Commerce Shop Local Campaign.  
 
The proponents considered the possibility of adapting the bus to make it wheelchair accessible 
but unfortunately the cost would be prohibitive at this time. 
 
 
YOUTH 
 
Young people in our area would like to participate in activities that take place in other parts of 
the coast, but find that high transportation costs limit their involvement.  Parents have to drive 
their children to these activities if they want to give them the opportunity to participate.   
 
To help young people participate in events, community organizations, school groups, and sports 
teams will be able to use the bus to transport youth to events both within and outside of Pender 
Harbour. 
 
 
FESTIVALS, EVENTS AND OUTINGS 
 
The Pender Harbour Region hosts many festivals and community events, including the Pender 
Harbour Jazz Festival, Pender Harbour Blues Festival, Pender Harbour Garlic Festival, Pender 
Harbour Chamber Music Festival, May Day, April Tools, Wooden Boats Event, Pender Harbour 
May Day Celebrations, Pender Harbour Fall Faire, Egmont Day, and Attack of Danger Bay 
Longboarding Competition.  People attending these events need to drive to and find parking, 
which is limited, when they want to participate in these events.  In addition, alcohol is served at 
some of these functions and we are all aware of the misery that drinking and driving can cause.   
 
To help reduce traffic and parking congestion and road safety, event organizers will be able to 
us the bus to transport festival participants to and from event venues. 
 
Other anticipated community uses include: Music Society outings, Dragon Boat Regattas and 
race meetings, summertime tours of Pender Harbour and Egmont for boaters and tourists, art 
show trips, garden club trips, museum trips, etc. 
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CONTRIBUTION OF LAGOON SOCIETY AND PARTNERS 
 

Lagoon Society  
 

The Lagoon Society is committed to taking on the ownership, operation, and administration of 
the Area A community bus.  An Iris Griffith Centre staff member or volunteer will serve as part 
time administrator to take bookings and arrange drivers, keep the financial books, accept 
payment, pay the bills and prepare bus use and financial reports for the bus.   
 
The Lagoon Society will take full responsibility for an estimated $5,400 to $9,800 in annual costs 
(see following page), including vehicle and liability insurance, administration, storage, 
advertising, fuel, maintenance and repairs. Partners and community groups will be charged a 
reasonable fee for bus use, dependent upon usage, designed to recover operating and 
ownership costs on a not-for-profit basis 
 
The Lagoon Society receives several annual grants, including BC Gaming funds, and funds 
from NSERC (the National Science and Engineering Research Council of Canada) in support of 
the Iris Griffith Centre operations and Nature School Program, and these funds can be used to 
help cover the bus costs.  If additional funds are required, fund-raising options include: 
canvassing businesses for sponsorship (putting their name on the side of the bus), asking 
community groups for support (the Seniors Initiative has agreed to sponsor any advertising 
required to attract bus drivers), applying for additional grants, and looking for private donations 
and hosting some fund raisers which would also increase awareness of the bus.    
 
 

Community Partners 
 

On October 10, 2013, a community meeting was held with representatives from 12 Pender 
Harbour Organizations.  There was near unanimous support for this proposal – applauded as a 
great way to bring together the community.   Numerous community partners have expressed an 
interest in assisting the Lagoon Society in a variety of ways, including contributing to the start-up 
costs, helping to supply drivers, and helping to raise awareness and promote bus use within the 
community.  Partners are expected to include: 
 

• Better at Home Project 
• Harbour Authority 
• Harbour Gallery 
• IGA 
• Pender Harbour Advisory Council 
• Pender Harbour Aquatic and Fitness Centre 
• Pender Harbour Lions Club 
• Pender Harbour Rotary Club 
• Pender Harbour Chamber of Commerce and Living Heritage Society 
• Pender Harbour Community Association 
• Pender Harbour Community School 
• Pender Harbour Health Centre and Seniors Initiative 
• Pender Harbour Music Society 
• Pender Harbour Paddling Society 
• Serendipity Child Care Centre 
• The Progress Plan 
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Drivers 
 
The Lagoon Society and community partners are currently assembling a list of qualified (class 
IV) drivers that live in the area.   Drivers would donate their time to drive the bus for not-for-profit 
community events, and would be paid when the bus is used for private functions or events that 
are for-profit.   
 
One of the drivers would be encouraged to coordinate the other drivers for the events.  This 
individual would work with the administrator who will receive the bus bookings.  All drivers will 
need to be certified and in good standing before being placed on the drivers list. The 
Community School and the Pender Harbour Community Association have kindly offered to 
arrange any training required by the drivers.  They also are willing to organize courses required 
to get new drivers licensed to operate the bus.   
 
 

ANTICIPATED ONGOING BUS OPERATION COSTS 

Fixed Costs (yearly) Low Estimate High Estimate 

Vehicle Insurance 3000.00 3000.00 

Certification 0.00 300.00 

Storage 0.00 500.00 

Administration 600.00 3600.00 

Liability Insurance 800.00 1200.00 

Advertising 1020.00 1200.00 

Sub Total 5420.00 9800.00 

      

Variable Costs     

Fuel / km 0.35 0.37 

Washing / km 0.02 0.05 

Oil change / km (oil change every 10,000 km) 0.01 0.02 

Other Maintenance / km 0.15 0.20 

Tires / km (60,000 km / set of tires) 0.03 0.04 

Sub Total With Fuel / km 0.56 0.68 

Sub Total Without  Fuel / km 0.21 0.31 

      

Other Costs     

Driver Cost / hour 25.00 25.00 
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ANTICIPATED COSTING SCENARIOS 
 

  
Low                                      

Estimate 
High 

Estimate 

      

Fixed Cost / day if the bus is used 10 times / year 542.00 980.00 

Fixed Cost / day if the bus is used 25 times / year 216.80 392.00 

Fixed Cost / day if the bus is used 50 times / year 108.40 196.00 

      

Variable Cost with fuel 0.56 0.68 

Variable Cost without fuel 0.21 0.31 

      

Driver cost / hour 25.00 25.00 

      

Examples     

      

Cost of providing bus for Seniors event (100 km trip) 164.40 263.50 

(based on 50 times / year fixed cost and volunteer driver)     

      

Cost  if someone rents the bus for a wedding 370.40 481.00 

(based on 50 times / year fixed cost, they travel 200 km and     

we provide a driver for 6 hours and we take care of the fuel)     

      

Cost if the Jazz Festival wants the bus for a weekend 1168.40 1371.00 

(based on 50 times / year fixed cost, they travel 1000 km and     

we provide a driver for 20 hours and we take care of the fuel)     

      

Cost of providing bus for Seniors event (100 km trip) 272.80 459.50 

(based on 25 times / year fixed cost and volunteer driver)     

      

Cost  if someone rents the bus for a wedding 478.80 677.00 

(based on 25 times / year fixed cost, they travel 200 km and     

we provide a driver for 6 hours and we take care of the fuel)     

      

Cost if the Jazz Festival wants the bus for a weekend 1276.80 1567.00 

(based on 25 times / year fixed cost, they travel 1000 km and     

we provide a driver for 20 hours and we take care of the fuel)     
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COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
 
Enabling the Lagoon Society to take over operation of the Area A Community bus bus promises 
to provide numerous benefits to Sunshine Coast residents from the Pender Harbour region.  
Benefits include: 
 

� Enhance tourism, increased use of amenities and profitability for local businesses 
 

� Reduced parking congestion at community functions 
 

� Safer roads and highways 
 

� More community members able to participate in Iris Griffith Centre programs 
 

� Improved independence of seniors 
 

� Improved ability of youth to participate in activities on the coast 
 

� Reduced greenhouse gas emissions and environmental impact of people using their 
own vehicles 
 

 

 
ABOUT THE PROPONENT GROUP 
 
The Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve is a 20-acre reserve in the Pender Harbour region.  The 
Reserve is home to the Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society, a non-profit charitable 
organization incorporated in April 2002.  Our purpose is to offer facilities for educational 
programs, research, events and studies, to preserve and enhance the natural habitat and 
wildlife of the Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve, and to assist in monitoring the ecological 
health of the region. 
 
In 2005, the Society built and opened the Iris Griffith Interpretive Centre, an educational facility 
and model green building designed to help all ages explore and appreciate the natural wonders 
of the Sunshine Coast.  The upper floor of the Centre houses a panorama of interpretive 

displays and hands-on exhibits designed to 
engage and educate about local ecology and 
broad conservation issues.  The lower floor of 
the facility includes an aquarium gallery and 
classroom/science laboratory space.   
 
The Iris Griffith Centre is an educational 
resource for both residents and visitors to the 
Sunshine Coast.  Open to the general public, 
with free admission, it serves as the base for a 
great diversity of educational programs.  
 
For more information, please visit 
www.lagoonsociety.com. 
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In partnership with    Funded by       

 

5520 Trail Avenue, Box 1443, Sechelt BC V0N 3A0  l  Tel: 604.885.4088 
info@progressplan.ca  l  www.progressplan.ca 

 

 
 

October 12, 2013 
 

Sunshine Coast Regional District 
1975 Field Rd 

Sechelt, BC  
V0N 3A1 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 
Re: Pender Harbour Bus Proposal 

 
I am writing this letter to indicate the support of The Progress Plan for the bus proposal 

put forward from the Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society. 
 

In the fall of 2012, The Progress Plan did extensive community outreach to women in all 

areas of the Coast on issues affecting their economic well-being.  Transportation was a 
priority for women in all areas but in Pender Harbour it was the number one barrier to 

people being able to move ahead and improve their lives. 
 

The bus proposal put forward will address many areas of need in the Pender Harbour 
community regarding transportation and will support senior women in particular through 

the partnerships named in the proposal.  It will not address everything but it is a good 
example of a community working creatively together to address specific needs.  

 
We heartily support this proposal as a step toward addressing transportation needs in the 

Pender Harbour community. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Betty Baxter 

Project consultant 
The Progress Plan 
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Serendipity Child Care Centre 
12952 Madeira Park Road,  PO Box 395 Madeira Park, BC V0N 2H0 

Phone/Fax: 604-883-2316 email: managerserendipity@gmail.com 

             serendipitychildcare.ca 
 

 
 
 
October 7, 2013 
 
 
 
 
 
Ruby Lake Lagoon Nature Reserve Society 
15386 Sunshine Coast Highway 
Madeira Park, BC V0N 2H1 
 
Attention:  Dr. Michael Jackson, Chair 
 
Dear Dr. Jackson: 
 
I am writing in support of your proposal for the acquisition and use of the Area A Pilot Project 
bus.  
 
Our daycare has done field trips to the Iris Griffith Centre in the past and found the experience 
very positive, educational and fun for our preschoolers.  It would be wonderful if we were able 
to access your bus service and participate in your programs.  
 
It would be very beneficial if we had access to transportation for other outings as well.  We 
have been invited to visit the Pender Harbour Aquatic Centre, but we have no convenient or 
cost-effective way to get our children there.  Transportation is always the difficult part of 
planning outings for our group.   
 
With your operation of the bus, the benefits to tourism, environmental awareness, seniors, 
youth and other community organizations in our area are many and valuable. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Donelda Brown, 
Manager 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 30, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Bryan Shoji, GM Infrastructure Services 

RE: TRANSIT 310 BUDGET AMENDMENT 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT the GM Infrastructure Services’ report titled “Transit 310 Budget Amendment” be 
received; 
 
AND THAT the 2013 budget be amended by $6,800 to be funded as required revenue in 
2014, and $5,500 be included in the 2014 budget, to fund a consulting services contract 
for the Transit Futures Plan and Transit Operations; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the 2013 and 2014 Financial Plans be amended accordingly. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

The Manager of Transit and Facilities is retiring with his last day in the office being 
November 1st.  In addition, the Manager of Transit and Ports has been away on medical leave 
for over a year.  We are currently recruiting for the Manager of Transit and Facilities position 
and a Transit driver is filling in for the Manager of Transit and Ports position. 
 
This report is provided to request additional funding in order to contract some work back to 
Brian Sagman to complete the Transit Futures Plan and assist the department during with key 
administrative duties while the position remains vacant, as well as during the transition period 
once the newly titled Manager of Transit and Fleet position is filled. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As noted in the Third Quarter Variance Report, the Transit function is projecting to break even 
by year end.  Brian Sagman has agreed to work on a contract basis to complete the Transit 
Future Plan, provide operational assistance while the Manager position remains vacant, and 
orientate the new Manager once the position is filled.  A budget estimate of $20,000 was 
developed to carry out this work, however, depending on when the manager position is filled, 
savings of up to $7,700 could be realized from salaries and benefits that will offset this amount. 
 
It is recommended that the Transit budget be increased by $12,300 to allow for the contracted 
work as noted above. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 17, 2013 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Beth Brooks – Environmental Technician 

RE:  Islands Illegal Dumpsite Inventory 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report titled Islands Illegal Dumpsite Inventory be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Islands Illegal Dumpsite Inventory was approved during the 2012 budget process.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In the fall of 2012 a public survey to identify illegal dumpsites was created by staff and sent to 
the Island Trustees – Jan Hagedorn and Kate-Louise Stamford, and the SCRD Area F Director 
for distribution through their email lists.  There were no responses.  The link was then sent again 
in early 2013 and received no responses.  A map was sent to the New Brighton Islands Clean 
Up event and no sites were identified. 
 
In speaking to the Island Trustees it was determined that there were no issues with dumpsites 
on public lands.  The issue may be with materials that have been left on private lands. Staff 
haven’t received complaints from island residents regarding illegal dumpsites.  Staff will 
continue to monitor the islands for illegal dumping. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  October 17, 2013 
TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Beth Brooks – Environmental Technician 

RE:  2013 Backroad Trash Bash Event 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the report titled 2013 Backroad Trash Bash Event be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The 2nd annual Backroad Trash Bash event was held on September 28th, 2013.  The event hub 
was at Eric Cardinal Hall in Gibsons. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This year more than fifty people gathered to clean up illegal dump sites from Port Mellon to 
Roberts Creek. Nine tonnes of waste was collected, including household garbage, couches, 
tires, appliances, metal, wood, and roofing. 
 
Volunteers included residents, a team from Swanson’s Ready-Mix, members of the ATV Club 
and Sunshine Coast Geocachers (CITO), and staff from Capilano Highways, Telus, BC 
Conservation Service, Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, BC Parks 
and the SCRD. 
 
Prior to the clean up a number of sites were sampled for asbestos. Two sites were remediated 
prior to the event; materials included drywall and construction debris. 
 
Larger debris i.e. boats and trailers were left at the sites.  In 2012 we were able to hire heavy 
equipment, this year that portion of the budget was used to partially fund the sampling and clean 
up of the asbestos containing materials. 
 
Year Tonnes collected Volunteers 
2012 14 T - includes material removed with heavy   

equipment from a large site 
55 

2013 9 T 50 
 
The 2014 event will focus on the upper coast in Areas A and B. 

53

ANNEX H





SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: October 30, 2013 

TO:  Infrastructure Services Committee – November 7, 2013 

FROM: Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services 

RE:  MONTHLY REPORT FOR OCTOBER 2013 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT the Administrative Assistant, Infrastructure Services’ report titled “Monthly 
Report for October 2013” be received.    
 

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

UTILITIES DIVISION 

 WATER TREATMENT PLANT 
In September the Chapman Water Treatment Plant produced and supplied 393,283 m3, an 
11% decrease from the five year average.  

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
 13 water meters were installed. 

 
CAPITAL WORKS 

• The South Pender Water Treatment Plant project is progressing.  The floor slab and 
walls for the storage reservoir under the water plant have now been poured and the 
contractor is now working on forming of the floor that will hold the treatment plant 
building. 

 
• Design drawings are nearing completion for the installation of a new pressure 

reducing valve at the Geddes Road Reservoir in Roberts Creek.  This project will be 
undertaken in the next month and will improve the efficiency of this storage 
reservoir. 

 
• Design drawings are nearing completion for improvements to the drain line of the 

Daniel Point Reservoir in the North Pender Water system.  This will eliminate 
drainage of water to private property. 

 
• Design drawings have been completed and submitted for permits for the installation 

of the new Truman Road sewer lift station in the Halfmoon Bay area. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY DIVISION 

SOLID WASTE 

• Sechelt Landfill Closure 95% complete – cover installed, hydroseed applied, 
replacement of perimeter fence is last major work item pending. 
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• Highly successful Backroad Trash Bash on Sep. 28 (separate report) 
 

• Wood Waste and Asphalt Roofing RFP responses under review. 
 

• Preparations underway for Asbestos Exposure Control Plan implementation at both 
landfills on Jan.1, 2014.  Includes staff training and communications plan on new 
disposal rules. 

 
• Pender Harbour Landfill - preliminary Closure and Transfer Station design in 

progress. 
 

• Zero Waste Coordinator starts Nov. 12, 2013. 
  

• Sechelt Landfill – YTD diversion is 26% of waste received. This is a decrease for 
the same period in 2012 (27%) and 2011 (30%).   

 
• Pender Harbour Landfill – YTD diversion is 36% of waste received. This is a 

decrease for the same period in 2012 (40%) and 2011 (38%).   
 

Note:  Landfill diversion does not represent regional diversion; it is strictly material that is diverted 
at the landfill site.  
Diversion also includes materials that are reused on site (e.g. glass, asphalt roofing, dirt, 
concrete.) 

TRANSPORTATION AND FACILITIES DIVISION 

TRANSIT 
 
Work on the Transit Future Plan is continuing with the last round of public consultation in 
November followed by a review of the draft plan by the Board in December, 2013.  This 
discussion will, in part, include budget impacts for 2013.   
 
PORTS 
 
While pressure washing the West Bay dock, staff encountered severe rot in an outside 
beam on the approach to the float.  Staff cordoned off the area and are in the process of 
organizing for repairs.  These repairs will be coordinated with repairs to other structural 
components that staff have had to make a priority due to the potential impacts on safety.  
The need for all these repairs was known based on the major inspections but had not been 
included in the 2013 work plan.   

 
FLEET 

 
Fleet staff have been coordinating with BC Transit for the removal of buses that have been 
replaced with new buses or buses temporarily on loan. 
An inspection of the SCRD fleet services by BC Transit staff resulted in a “Green” rating 
which indicates no significant issues. 
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SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT 

PUBLIC WHARVES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
September 30, 2013 

  
 
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 
    Tony Flynn 
    Roger Sayer 
    Bruce Wallis 
     
ABSENT WITH REGRETS    Kate-Louise Stamford 
 
ABSENT    Dan Crosby   
    Ralph Rutherford 
 
ALSO PRESENT Manager, Transportation and Facilities Brian Sagman 
 Public      1 
 Recording Secretary              Amanda Walkey   
   
 
CALL TO ORDER  10: 36 a.m. 
 
AGENDA The Agenda was adopted. 
 
MINUTES  
 
The minutes of the Public Wharves Advisory Committee meeting of June 3, 2013 were adopted 
as circulated. 
 
DELEGATION 
 
Ms. Bonaguro a member of the Keats Island Fire Equipment Group and a member of the 
Eastbourne Community Association did a presentation about the need for safe, reliable access to 
wharves and docks.  She discussed the poor condition of the road access leading to the 
Eastbourne Wharf.  Ms. Bonaguro explained that safe road access is paramount for fire and other 
medical emergency crews, vehicles and equipment.  She questioned what her next steps would be 
to have the road accessing the Eastbourne Wharf improved in areas such as engineering, 
embankment, drainage and pavement.  She also questioned if there were any sources of funding 
available. 
 
Mr. Sagman responded that Gambier Island had recently updated the road and that they used 
donated equipment and worked together as a community to complete the work.   
 
Mr. Flynn noted that residents could grade the road but that a lot more than grading was required.   
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He also explained that Capilano Highways has indicated that they will not improve the road 
leading to the wharf on Eastbourne.  He reiterated that safe access to the wharf is required.   
 
Ms. Bonaguro inquired what the process was for getting permission to work on the island. 
 
Mr. Sagman explained that they needed to formulate a plan then get approval from the MOTI for 
the work.  He indicated that the SCRD does not improve or maintain roads but suggested that she 
discuss the issue with the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure or Mr. Lambert at 
Capilano Highways.  He also suggested that she ask Ms. Stamford about the process for the 
community road work that took place on Gambier Island. 
 
Ms. Bonaguro requested the contact information for Mr. Lambert at Capilano Highways. 
 
Action:  The SCRD staff will provide the contact information for Mr. Lambert at Capilano 
Highways to Ms. Bonaguro, Keats Island Fire Equipment group. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Damage to Eastbourne Wharf 
 
Mr. Sagman indicated that he does not have the contact information for the individual that caused 
the damage to the Eastbourne Wharf. 
 
Mr. Flynn responded that he will forward the cost information to the individual involved. 
 
Capital Works Plan 
 
Action:  SCRD staff will email the 2013 and 2014 Capital Works Plan to the PWAC members 
by Friday October 4th, 2013. 
 
Strategic Plan for Ports 
 
Mr. Sagman noted that the draft Business Plan for Ports will be approved by the SCRD Board 
before it is sent to PWAC for comment. 
 
Camp Artaban on Gambier Island 
 
Mr. Sagman explained that the SCRD did send a letter to Camp Artaban on Gambier Island 
requesting that they sign the lease agreement and that they pay the fees for the use of the SCRD 
dock but the SCRD has never received a signed lease agreement or payment from Camp Artaban. 
 
Action:  SCRD staff will send a second letter to Camp Artaban requesting that they sign the 
lease agreement and that they pay the fees for the use of the SCRD dock at Port Graves. 
 
Crane Crank Handle 
 
The Crane Crank Handle that was missing at Keats Landing was replaced but Mr. Flynn has 
noted that it is missing again.  Mr. Flynn requested that when they are replaced again that they be 
given to a responsible person on the island to care for.   
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Keats Landing Shelter 
 
Mr. Sagman explained that the SCRD Board voted to keep the shelter at Keats Landing and that 
they had indicated that more community consultation by Director Turnbull would precede a 
decision regarding dismantling the shelter. 
 
Ms. Donaldson suggested that the door be removed to deter using the shelter.   
 
Ms. Donaldson also noted that the shelter is a safety concern because the youth jump off of the 
top of the shelter roof.   
 
Recommendation No. 1      Keats Landing Shelter 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that the shelter at Keats Landing be 
removed by SCRD staff due to safety concerns. 
 
Status of the Quarterly Dock Inspections 
 
Mr. Sagman explained that the SCRD staff is having difficulty doing quarterly dock inspections 
and have discussed doing inspections three times a year instead.  He explained that the SCRD 
had two employees doing building and ports maintenance up until 2012 but that staffing was 
reduced to 1.3 employees.  Mr. Sagman continued to explain the SCRD demands on the building 
maintenance staff.   
 
Mr. Sagman also noted that SCRD staff would try to give more notice before staff come to do 
inspections.   
 
Signage of Wharves – Keats Landing  
 
Ms. Donaldson described a situation she encountered with residents on Keats Landing where 
youths were jumping of the wharf.  She reminded them that the SCRD sign indicated that there 
was no diving and no swimming in the area.   
 
Ms. Donaldson suggested a no jumping sign be erected.   
 
Mr. Sagman suggested that the SCRD erect a sign that states; “Use at your own risk” to provide 
more general coverage. 
 
Recommendation No. 2    Signage of Wharves – Keats Landing 
 
The Public Wharves Advisory Committee recommended that the SCRD install signs at Keats 
Landing Wharf that states; “Use at your own risk”. 
 
Status of Keats Island Moorage Society Floats, New Ramp and the KIMS Engineer Report 
 
Mr. Sagman noted that he has not received engineered drawings regarding the KIMS Engineer 
Report. 
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New Moorage Restrictions at Hopkins Landing 
 
Mr. Sagman explained that SCRD staff had painted the bull rails at Hopkins Landing.  One end 
of the bull rails had been painted red to indicate that this area was for pick up and drop off only.   
 
ROUNDTABLE 
 
Mr. Sagman noted that he was retiring and that this was his last PWAC meeting. 
 
Ms. Donaldson thanked Mr. Sagman for his work with PWAC, she noted that he will be missed 
and had been a pleasure to work with. 
 
Mr. Sayer commented that he was not a part of any island communities and questioned his value 
to PWAC. 
 
The group all agreed that Mr. Sayer was an asset to PWAC due to his marine background and 
encouraged him to continue his position.  Mr. Sayer replied that he would stay on the committee. 
 
Ms. Donaldson requested contact information for the new Transportation and Facilities Manager 
once the position is appointed.  In the meantime the contact would be Bryan Shoji. 
 
Action: SCRD staff will send a report to the November 7th, 2013 Infrastructure Committee 
meeting to reaffirm the PWAC appointments for next term. 
 
NEXT MEETING December 2, 2013 
 
ADJOURNMENT 12:07 PM 
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[3f GENEPATI..NS SCRD
Donna McGeachie R E C E V E D
Senior Manager, CommuriTtykelations

OCT 1 6 2013
Vancouver, BC V6B 5R3

CHEP A)MNISTRATIVE
October 15, 2013 OFFICER

Sunshine Coast Regional District
Powell River Regional District
Town of Gibsons
District of Sechelt
City of Powell River
Sechelt Indian Government District
(via email)

Re: Street Lighting Proposal — Switch from Drop Lens to Flat Lens

As all Sunshine Coast communities have agreed to the proposal as outlined in the attached letter from
BC Hydro dated March 29, 2011, BC Hydro has made the change to our maintenance programs as per
the terms of the proposal:

• The replacement work will be done as part of the BC Hydro’s normal street light spot repair and
group re-lamping maintenance programs.

• The replacement of all lights will take place over several years as luminaires fail. Until all lights are
replaced, the mix of drop and flat lens installations may result in aesthetic and light distribution non-
uniformities. The flat lens units, while providing higher efficiency overall, may, in some installations,
result in “patchier” distribution of light on the roadway compared to that provided by drop lens
units.

• The gradual conversion from drop to flat lens luminaires will be no additional cost to the local
governments or regional districts when replacements are identified during maintenance (with the
exception of replacement due to vandalism).

Questions? Please contact Ed Mah, BC Hydro Asset Maintenance, ed.mah@bchydro.cot, 604-516-8923.

Yours truly,

Donna McGeachie
Senior Manager, Community Relations
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Arlene Shwetz
Manager, Community Relations
Lower Mainland-South Coast
15th floor, 333 Dunsmuir Street
Vancouver, BC V6B 5R3
Phone: 604 623-4468
e-mail: arlene.shwetzbchydro.com

29 March 2011

His Worship Mayor Stewart Aisgard
City of Powell River
saIsqard(äcdrr.bc.ca

His Worship Mayor Darren lnkster
District of Sechelt
inkster@sechelt.ca

His Worship Mayor Barry Janyk
Town of Gibsons
bjanyk@gibsons.ca

Mr. Gary Nohr, Chair, Board of Directors
Sunshine Coast Regional District
info@scrd.ca

Mr. Cohn Palmer, Chair, Board of Directors
Powell River Regional District
administration(owellriverrd. bc.ca

Dear Mayor Alsgard, Mayor lnkster, Mayor Janyk, Mr. Nohr, Mr. Palmer:

RE: Street lighting — proposal to switch from to drop lens to flat lens

The Sunshine Coast Regional District and the municipalities in this area have encouraged
BC Hydro to replace drop lens lights with flat lights when the light requires replacement due
to luminaire failure. One of the goals of this initiative is to meet the dark skies objective of
reducing light pollution on the region.

BC Hydro is pleased to advise you that we open to this proposal but only if all overhead
street hiqhtinc customers (the local ciovernment and regional districts) in this Sunshine
Coastal Region are open to this concept. Agreement is required by all local governments!
regional districts because the contracted crews doing the street light maintenance work
would not recognize the individual boundaries between the regional district and the various
municipalities.

/2
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The replacement of all of the lights, will not be instantaneous but will be replaced over several
years as the luminaires fail. The replacement work would be done as part of the BC Hydro’s
normal street light spot repair and group re-lamping maintenance programs. Until all lights
are replaced, the mix of drop and flat lens installations may bring with it aesthetic and light
distribution non-uniformities. In addition, the flat lens units while providing higher efficiency
overall, may in some installations, result in “patchier” distribution of light on the roadway
compare to that provided by drop lens units.

The gradual conversion from drop to flat lens luminaires would be no additional cost to the
local governments or regional districts when replacements are identified during maintenance
(vandalism replacement is the exception).

If consensus from all of the communities and businesses can occur, and a letter of
agreement provided to BC Hydro with a letter instructing us to replace all drop lens with flat
glass lenses within their current and future boundaries until further notice, BC Hydro will act
to make this change happen through our future maintenance programs.

We would be please to meet with the regional districts or local governments to discuss this
proposal and to address any questions that you may have prior to any decision being made.
We will also be contacting Paper Excellence, the Ministry of Transportation, Gilles Bay
Improvement Area, Sliamoon First Nations and Ash Grove Cement Company.

If you wish to pursue this proposal further and! or to request a meeting, please contact me
(information at the top of this letter) or Ed J. Mah, Strategic Planning Leader, Distribution
Maintenance at ed.rnahtbchydro.com.

Sincerely,

Arlene Shwetz

c: Stan Westby, CAO, City of Powell River, infoccdDr.bc.ca
Rob Bremner, CAO, District of Sechet, RBremner(secheft.ca
John France, CAO, Sunshine Coast Regional District, info@scrd.ca
Frances Ladret, Administrator, Powell River Regional District,

administration@powellriverrd.bc.ca

Ed J. Mah, Distribution Maintenance, BC Hydro
Jeff Scherer, Manager, Field Operations, BC Hydro Sechelt District Office
Julie Carter, Customer Projects, BC Hydro
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October 23, 2013

FROM:

RE:

Union of BC Municipalities

UBCM Recycling Negotiating Committee

The Union of British Columbia
Municipalities (UBCM) has struck a new
Recycling Negotiating Committee to
address the recently endorsed Resolution
2013 — SRi, which called for:

• the provincial government and Multi-
Materials BC (MMBC) to provide an
additional 90 days to local governments
to properly clarify and consider the
MMBC offer prior to the implementation
of the MMBC Packaging and Printed
Paper Stewardship Plan in May 2014;
• a provincial review and revision of the
MMBC stewardship plan to address
outstanding local government concerns;
and
• the appointment of a representative
committee to negotiate with the Province
and MMBC on the implementation of the
MMBC stewardship plan.

The new Committee held its inaugural
meeting on October 1 6th in Richmond,
where the Committee agreed upon a
terms of reference for Committee
deliberations. The Committee also
discussed a range of outstanding issues
surrounding the MMBC agreement, and
engagement with both the Province and
MMBC.

The Committee agreed to pursue the
development of a negotiation framework
for discussion with MMBC, which would

be based on identified concerns with
MMBC’s proposed agreement. Rather
than negotiating one provincially binding
agreement, the Committee’s proposed
framework, or template, could then assist
local governments in their own
discussions and negotiations with
MMBC.

The Committee is also currently seeking
an audience with the Minister of
Environment, the Honourable Mary
Polak, to discuss the packaging and
printed paper implementation plan.

In the coming weeks, UBCM will be
soliciting input from local governments
on the status of their discussions and
negotiations with MMBC, as well as
outstanding issues with regards to
MMBC’s offer and agreement.

UBCM encourages local governments to
continue to discuss with MMBC their
respective financial incentive offers and
issues regarding the proposed MMBC
agreement. Local governments are also
encouraged to seek clarification from
MMBC on the organization’s option of
providing additional time for local
governments to consider MMBC’s
financial incentive offer.

The UBCM Recycling Negotiating
Committee will continue to provide
regular updates on its deliberations via

TO:
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UBCM’s electronic newsletter, the
Compass, and member releases, where
appropriate.

The Committee is comprised of the
following individuals:

• Mayor Malcolm Brodie, City of
Richmond
• Mayor Mike Clay, City of Port Moody
• Mayor Sharon Gaetz, City of
Chilliwack
• Chair Robert Gay, Regional District
East Kootenay
• Councillor Linda Hepner, City of
Surrey - UBCM Presidents Committee
Liaison
• Mayor Nils Jensen, District of Oak Bay
• Chair Art Kaehn, Regional District of
Fraser Fort George
• Mayor Garry Litke, City of Penticton

Any questions regarding the status of the
Committee can be directed to Jared
Wright, Director of Advocacy and
Government Relations, by email to
jwright@ubcm.ca or by telephone at 250-
387-0891.
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Susan Hunt

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Over the past four years, we have heard from citizens, First Nations organizations, local governments, industry
and environmental groups -- everyone who has an interest in our water resource. British Columbians sent
thousands of submissions with ideas covering everything from how to protect groundwater and how to ensure
our streams and lakes stay healthy, to considering water when we make land-use decisions. We have considered
all these ideas and put together a proposal for a new Water Sustainability Act, to be introduced in the
Legislature in the spring of 2014.

Now I am inviting you to offer your feedback one last time, so we can make sure our new water legislation
really does serve your needs, and the needs of future generations of British Columbians. Your feedback will not
only help us refine our legislative proposals, but will also help guide us as we implement the new Act in the
months and years ahead.

Have a look through the Legislative Proposal, the Overview and other background materials on the new Water

Sustainability Act website, and tell us what’s most important to you by leaving a comment on the Blog. You
can also comment by email fax or post; check the website for details. Comments received by Friday,
November 15, 2013, will be considered as government prepares a final version of the new legislation.

Thank you for taking the time to help us modernize the rules around our most precious natural resource.

Sincerely,

Mary Polak
Minister of Environment

Living Water Smart ENV:EX [LivingWaterSmart@gov.bc.ca]
Wednesday, October 23, 2013 6:28 PM
Susan Hunt
A Water Sustainability Act for BC: Legislative Proposal

Dear John France, Cii,j ADMir;5--1 -‘

OFFICER -JI am pleased to release Government’s A Water Sustainability Act for B. C. Legislative Pro/xis&i. Brttish
Columbia’s current Water Act was established more than 100 years ago, and although it has evolved over the
years, it is no longer adequate to address our growing population, expanding development and changing
climate. That is why the provincial government has been working towards bringing in a new Water
Sustainability Act to help ensure that our water stays healthy and secure for future generations.

OCT 25 2013

1
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